CARSWELL/PLANT 4

RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD MEETING

DRAFT

Summary Minutes of August 9, 2001

Regular Quarterly Meeting

A regular meeting of the Carswell/Plant 4 Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) was held August 10, 2001 at the Desert Storm Conference Center, 2570 Desert Storm Road, located on the Naval Air Station (NAS) Fort Worth Joint Reserve Base (JRB). The RAB meeting began at 6:00 p.m.

Agenda

Welcome/Introductions/Minutes

Westworth Redevelopment Authority Update (Leland Clemons)
Air Force Plant 4 (George Walters)

Project Update (includes Six-Phase Heating Update)

Five-year ROD Review Process

Results of Lake Worth Sediment Sampling (USGS)

Carswell On-Base (Mike Dodyk)

Project Update

Permeable Reactive Barrier (Lynn Morgan, HGL)

Focused Feasibility Study (Lynn Morgan, HGL)

Carswell Off-base (Charles Pringle)

Project Update

—Four Landfills Soils No Further Action

—Aerospace Museum

—Sanitary Sewer System

—Stables FOST

—Weapons Storage Area FOST

—PCE Site

Next Meeting Agenda

Open Discussion/Questions

Welcome and Introduction of Attendees

J'Nell Pate, community co-chair, Ms. Pate introduced herself and welcomed all attendees to the meeting. Ms. Pate called the meeting to order and asked if there were any objections or corrections to be presented regarding the May 10, 2001 RAB Meeting Minutes. Hearing none, the minutes from the previous meeting were approved.

Comments regarding the draft meeting minutes (August 9, 2001) should be sent to:

Mr. Rick Levin

Ellis Environmental Group, LC

414 SW 140th Terrace

Newberry, FL 32669

Phone: (352)-332-3888

Fax: (352)-332-3222

e-mail: Rick.Levin@ellisenv.com
Westworth Redevelopment Authority

Leland Clemons provided an update that the Lowe’s property sale closed and as soon as they receive final approval on their plat from the city they will proceed with construction. Mr. Clemons proceeded to say that even though they have sold the property, they have an ongoing involvement through their job creation commitment. Lowe's anticipates employing approximately 300 individuals. 

Mr. Clemons stated that an additional two tracts of land are both under contract. One of which they hope to close in the next 30 to 45 days. 

Mr. Clemons said that construction at the Golf course is not on target in terms of achieving water retention objectives. The opening of the course will be delayed until May, but that is not entirely bad news since there is still construction work to be completed. The project is relatively close to budget and the engineering work for the residential development across from Shady Oaks has been started.

Mr. Clemons anticipates the engineering and drainage studies which will allow them to complete the final plat. Interest in that site from prospective lot purchasers has been very high. 

Mr. Clemons revealed that they were rewarded a grant from the State of Texas over two years ago. Out of 24 applicants for a COMBRANT pool, 14 grants were awarded. They were one of only four that have actually completed their projects per the contract. 

Mr. Clemons stressed that the traffic was congested and retailers search for areas to start businesses where there is traffic congestion. 

Mr. Clemons indicated that the City of Fort Worth has jurisdiction over state highways within its city limits. The Texas Department of Transportation cedes to them responsibility. When Lowe's planned to put in a center, the Texas Department Of Transportation approached the City of Fort Worth traffic Engineering Department about making changes to the light at Green Oaks. The Texas Department of Transportation conducted traffic studies advising them of the traffic that would be generated and the City approved it. He expressed his view that he anticipates additional traffic but doubts if there will be an incremental increase beyond the 32,000 cars that are there right now.

Mr. Clemons examined the question of widening the road to four lanes. He stated that the problem is how long the road should be made wider. He believes that the road must be long enough to prevent a bottleneck. 

Air Force Plant 4

Ms. J’Nell Pate introduced Mr. George Walters, Air Force Plant manager from Wright Air Force Base, to give a project update on the Air Force Plant 4, the five-year review process, and the results of the Lake Worth sediment sampling.

Mr. Walters reintroduced himself and offered an outline of what he would be covering in his update and identified his topics of discussion as the landfills 4 and 5, the east parking lot, Building 181, landfill 3, and the Lake Worth sediment sampling.

Mr. Walters in retrospect, said that fewer people took the tour last RAB as they had hoped.

Mr. Walters continued by saying that the East Parking Lot system is still being fine-tuned and has not been turned over to his primary contractor who operates his other treatment systems. Mr. Walters stated that he wanted to make a positive showing and wanted to start showing how much (TCE) they are pulling out of the ground at later RAB meetings. 

Mr. Walters asked if there was anyone new at the meeting. He pointed out the location 

Of Building 181 where they had a large spill of (TCE) in 1991, and the east parking lot system where 52 extraction wells are located and where all the water is pumped back to a central point where the water is cleaned and discharged as permitted. 

Mr. Walters continued explaining where Landfill 3 is located and made reference to the mistakes that were made back in 1942. Mr. Walters continued, asking if everyone had been on a tour of the treatment systems at the East Parking Lot and Building 181.

Mr. Walters explained that they are pumping many gallons of chlorinated solvents. The solvents are very dilute and a large amount of groundwater must be pumped to remove them. 

Mr. Walters stressed that they built an extensive treatment system with the taxpayer’s money. The parking lot treatment system cost 6.5 million dollars. 

Mr. Walters offered to give a progress report at every RAB meeting to give an idea of the progress the treatment systems are making. Mr. Walters said that TCE removal from the groundwater it is a long-term process that will take many years. He indicated that they plan to keep looking at alternative technologies that may arise in the future. They will pick and choose which ones work best and are the most cost effective. 

Mr. Walters offered to answer any comments or questions. He also asked if the attendees would like to have updates or if they would like him to discuss more technical items. 

Mr. Walters said that whenever they remove DNAPL, they wear protective clothing and respirators because people exposed to it are required to be in the full gear. The IT Corporation extracts DNAPL from several wells and monitoring wells weekly. DNAPL will be removed by bailing and will save a lot of money by speeding up the removal process. 

Mr. Walters compared the price of operating the treatment systems to hand bailing for the removal of DNAPL. Mr. Walters indicated that they spend 1 to 2 million a year running the treatment system. Hand bailing is much cheaper. 

Someone asked if they would be able to get greater recovery if they put in larger diameter wells. 

Mr. Walters responded saying one would think so. 

Rick responded saying he wouldn’t think so.

Mr. Walters indicated that the DNAPL collects 16 feet in the fractures. The DNAPL collects in fractures in the hard bedrock. He informed everyone that they are going to have Rick pump wells. 

Mr. Walters said that there are thoughts of whether they need to install more wells to determine the lateral extent of the contamination. He has some people telling him not to stick more wells in the ground but he also has other people who obviously want more wells. 

Mr. Walters indicated that they have many wells. Plant 4 has over 600 groundwater wells and hundreds of borings. Mr. Walters warned that one must be careful when drilling below the hard rock into what is called the walnut zone. Mr. Walters admitted that he doesn’t want to install a well that will break the seal because it could leak and cost even more money to clean it up. He also stressed that they have deeper wells that are outside of the DNAPL area and those are low in concentration. According to Mr. Walters limited quantities of DNAPL are migrating to the active sites. 

Mr. Walters showed a video to begin his discussion of 6 phase heating. He indicated that an explanation of the significant differences documented will be in the library for review.

Mr. Walters pointed out the half-acre site where the 6 Phase heating will be performed. They will be utilizing 64 electrodes in the ground and they already have the vapor extraction system in place. The 6 phase heating is an enhancement to get higher concentrations out of the ground and ultimately a shorter amount of time to clean up. 

Mr. Walters moved on to offer an update on some Seeps. Mr. Walters pointed out a row of 47 extraction wells. Mr. Walters introduced this system as his expensive treatment system. It cost $3,000,000. He indicated that they started studying the area, and the treatment system. They wanted to prevent seeps from going off site into the creek. 

Mr. Walters recalled one day when a geologist saw water seeping into the creek, immediately, they sampled it and found that the contaminants were below Drinking water standards. The geologist was excited and said that they have to study the area even further. The geologist decided to sample a whole bunch of the wells because they were just operating at volume. Mr. Walters indicated that operating the system is a voluntary action by the Air Force but ROD says they don't have to operate the systems unless they exceed certain action levels. 

Mr. Walters went on to say that they sampled in April and then they turned the system off. They went back a month later and sampled the water table. They found that the concentration increased from 2.5 up to 20 and then up to 80. The action level to date in the service water per the ROD is 5,000. Mr. Walters stated that they had never seen any of those concentrations, but again, they don't know what's going on there. 

Mr. Walters indicated that the source appears to be off site where the fence line is. One of the options won't be to keep the system totally off because, one of the rules is you don't want to have anything going off site above 5. Mr. Walters indicated that the contaminant evaporation rates are zero at the service area. The surface water sampling has been non-detectable or less than 5. Mr. Walters indicated that they proposed to the regulators that the system be turned off. They plan to continue monitoring to see exactly where the concentrations are and then at a future date, they will make a decision with the EPA and TNRCC. Mr. Walters plans to modify the system cautiously. He admits spending roughly $3,000,000 on this system. 

Mr. Walters said that Lynn Schuetter of Jacobs Engineering would speak about the five-year (ROD) review. He said the ROD requires them to look at all of the treatment systems, all of the investigations they have done, where the plume is, and where the concentrations are located. The ROD requires him to answer the following question “ Are my treatment systems doing a good job of protecting the human health and public?” .Mr. Walters indicated that this process will occur every 5 years and it is underway right now. He indicated that Lynn Schuetter will be asking the general public for comments every 5 years. Mr. Walters stated that they do not think their goals of the ROD are being met, but they are willing to do additional actions to make sure everything is protective. 

Mr. Walters mentioned Peter Van Metre of the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS). He mentioned that the general clean up of the Hudson River has cost over half a billion dollars. He indicated that the EPA web site on Hudson River offered a lot of information on PCBs. Mr. Walters used the example to learn from their mistakes. Mr. Walters suggested doing research before coming to a conclusion. 

Mr. Walters mentioned Peter, who would be briefing those in attendance on the outcome of the sediment sampling at Lake Worth that had just arrived. Mr. Walters said that the PCB levels were low. He also indicated that they will be talking with the EPA, the TNRCC, and anyone else that is knowledgeable about PCBs to see if there is anything they can do in the future. 

Mr. Walters turned the meeting over to Lynn and Peter.

Five-Year ROD Review

Ms. Schuetter started by saying that they are under contract to the Air Force to do a five-year ROD. She stated that they are just starting the process and wanted to review the purposes of the five-year ROD (Record of Decision) review. There are two basic reviews. 

Ms. Schuetter explained that the ROD is basically the document that's been signed by the Air Force, the EPA and TNRCC that specifies the remedial actions that will be taken to clean up Plant 4. The main purpose is to evaluate the remedial actions. The remedial actions include the following: the East parking Lot Treatment System, the SVE system and long-term monitoring which are specified in the record of decision. To evaluate whether those response actions remain protective of human health and the environment. The second purpose is to evaluate whether the original cleanup levels developed in the record of decision remain protective of human health and the environment. Ms. Schuetter stressed that the bottom line is what they are doing still effective, still working, still protecting the community and the environment. That's what they will be evaluating.

Ms. Schuetter identified that there are a few components of the review. The first thing they do is a thorough document review. They review the record of decision. They review construction reports on the treatment systems. They review the operations and maintenance manuals, the operation of maintenance reports. They determine if there are any problems with the systems. They determine if there is an excessive amount of maintenance indicating that there is a problem. They review the long-term monitoring plan, the long-term monitoring reports, and ground water concentrations to determine if they are being affected. They determine if the systems look like they are working. They review reports on the performance of the system.

The requirements of running these systems are air sampling, groundwater sampling, and effluent water sampling. They must determine if the effluent is coming out of these systems clean. They must determine if the treatment systems are cleaning up the groundwater.

Ms. Schuetter said that must perform a review of the regulations to determine if the regulations changed since the ROD was signed. The regulations Ms. Schuetter referred to are for example, the changing of maximum contaminant levels developed by EPA.

Ms. Schuetter said that they will be conducting interviews with Lockheed, with the regulators, and others. The interviews will be used to determine if they are having any problems with the systems or if they have any recommendations. Ms. Schuetter commented that they would appreciate any input from the community. If anyone has anything to say about these systems, any concerns, or any comments, please feel free to let them know. Ms. Schuetter stressed, as Mr. Walters said, if one doesn't like the way the systems look or whatever one wants to tell them, they will be more than happy to hear what one has to say.

She offered her business card to anyone in attendance that would like to provide input and stressed that they would really appreciate any comments from the public. 

Ms. Schuetter stated that they will conduct a site visit and a visual inspection of the treatment systems. Finally, they will compose a report. The report will summarize the findings, what actions were taken, make recommendations, note if there are things that need to be changed or improved, and then they will provide a statement on protectiveness which is signed off by the Air Force and the regulatory agencies. 

Ms. Schuetter said they are still working out a schedule. There is still a lot of work to be completed. The East Parking Lot system is not fully up and running but it is ninety-nine percent finished. They have a few more weeks of fine-tuning. They are waiting until the six-phase heating effort is incorporated. There is still some work to be completed on the west side and the landfills need to be incorporated. The work that HydroGeoLogic is doing on the east side on the Focused Feasibility study also needs to be incorporated. Ms. Schuetter said that they are trying to work with all of the contractors to determine their schedules and when they will be done with their efforts so that we can incorporate all of that information into the ROD review.

Ms. Schuetter anticipates finishing the preliminary schedule by the next RAB Meeting. They will have a more definite schedule but it will probably be early next year before it is finished. 

Ms. Schuetter wrapped up her session by offering a business card to anyone who may have comments or questions. She finished by asking if anyone had a question.

Someone asked if the five-year review has to be signed off by all of the original agencies that were signatories to the ROD.

Ms. Schuetter answered saying, every one I have seen has been signed off by anyone. The Air Force, the EPA or whatever the State regulatory agency.

Mark Weegar asked if there is a disagreement on the report, is there some kind of process to deal with them.

Ms. Schuetter responded saying that she doesn’t know but she will find out the answer and let him know. 

Ms. Schuetter closed saying, Thank you.

Lake Worth Sediment Sampling

Mr. Peter Van Metre with the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) out of Austin Texas introduced himself. Mr. Van Metre said he is a geologist working mostly with the watershed study program. He spends most of his time looking at long-term trends in sediment chemistry using sediment cores from lakes and reservoirs. One of the places he has done a lot of work is Whiterock Lake located in Dallas and several small lakes in Fort Worth.

Mr. Van Metre explained what they are doing with the cores. A core is basically a tube of mud from the lake bottom. Sediments accumulate over time and build up thick layers of mud. Whiterock Lake has about six feet of mud where it hasn't been dredged. If you take a tube of mud and examine the chemistry of it, one can see how water quality or sediment chemistry have changed over time

Mr. Van Metre indicated that they sampled the sediments at Lake Worth. What they are primarily interested in are PCBs. A PCB is a Poly Chlorinated Biphenol. The main characteristics that make them very useful also cause a problem in the environment. One problem is they don't mix with water. They will separate from water. They are very insoluble, but they are a liquid. In the environment, they tend to accumulate in sediments and in tissues. In fact they would accumulate in small organisms at the bottom of the food chain and up through the fish, birds, and humans. PCBs are not good for food. PCBs are very stable chemically. Most of them are still around that were produced. PCBs tend to move around in the environment but they don't breakdown. There are about 210 individual compounds that are closely related to PCBs.

Mr. Van Metre indicated that the problem at Lake Worth is in the fish. The U.S.G.S. sampled the fish a couple of years ago. The PCB levels in the fish were of high enough levels to be of some health concern. Usually people look at the sediments because PCBs tend to accumulate in the environment. The source of The USGS wanted to do two things with the first round of sampling, and they are; to try to get an idea of spatial distribution around the lake. And particularly, look at some sites that were near the Air Force Base and the manufacturing plant to see if there was anything about the spatial distribution that might point out where the sources might be and what the concentrations are.

The USGS collected sediment cores that allowed them to basically look back in time to try to see what they were doing in time and what the concentrations were. To see if the concentrations were going up or down and how high they had been in the past. Mr. Van Metre went on to described how they determine the dates of the sediment cores by measuring the Cesium in each layer.

Mr. Van Metre noted that there aren't any standards for sediment like there are for drinking water. Many agencies like EPA and Environment Canada calculate and release sediment quality guidelines just to give one a rule of thumb. He said the problem with using that guideline is it is really for toxicity. Guidelines do not specify if the sediment will actually kill something and it doesn't indicate the levels that will cause accumulation in fish to levels that could be a problem to eat.

Mr. Van Metre indicated that the USGS has done a lot of work near the Naval Air Station and weapons plant. There is an area of contamination where the highest contamination is near both facilities and has concentrations up into the 2, 3, 400 range. Their concentrations are a little higher than what the USGS has seen in one sample. The USGS has found elevated concentrations up the inlet but they don't know much about the source because the watershed does not only include runoff from the facility but it also includes urban runoff. From the data the USGS collected it looks like there may be a source into but they can't say where it came from.

Mr. Van Metre indicated that one of the questions he has is with amount of data collected. They do not know if the data indicates an isolated spot of higher concentrations or if it may cover a larger area. 

Someone asked how one would determine what the source is if it's unknown at this point.

Mr. Van Metre responded saying, to start with one would get a few more samples in different directions up and down from the site. The problem with sampling is one would need to move upstream far enough above the site to see what one can get from the urban area or from the facilities themselves. Specialized storm water sampling attempts to track sources of PCBs by sampling suspended sediment. PCBs are not easily detectable in drinking water because they are hydrophobic. 

Someone asked, of all the PCB compounds, would some be more likely to come from residential areas and others from a military plant.

Mr. Van Metre responded, saying that PCBs are not that distinctive that one would not be able to trace them. PCBs are used in things like power transformers and pump motors that have been used for industrial, military, and residential uses, so there is not a real clear way chemically to separate them. The best chance would be to look at sampling storm water. The problem with sampling storm water is one can only sample what's coming in at the time of sampling, so one is not able to necessarily tell where the historical sources were coming from. One would have to separate it more physically upstream of the source.

Someone asked if it is possible to determine historically where the source was?

Mr. Van Metre responded saying in some cases such as at Mountain Creek Lake, but it is difficult because there is quite a bit of urban watershed. 

Someone pointed out that there are urban areas around the lake, and asked if the USGS has seen very much coming off the urban areas at detectable levels. 

Another person asked if PCBS can affect wells in the area.

Mr. Van Metre responded saying, no, it's really got to be an issue in the fish because PCBs do not dissolve in water so there are really two major classes of contaminants out there that most people will work with. The ones that dissolve in water and the ones that do not. If it is something that dissolves in water like TCE, it will be a problem in wells or drinking water. PCBs accumulate in fish tissues. If it is something like PCBs or DDT, it is a very similar contaminant. It's not a drinking water issue usually because it is insoluble. PCBs will not filter into groundwater. It will stick to the soils and sediment instead. 

The USGS measured a whole range of contaminants in the sediments. Chromium is a common industrial metallic contaminant used in plating. The USGS did not see any significant differences along the lake. The lake area did not seem to have a big metal contamination issue. PAHs are another class of contaminants that can be seen in industrial sites and in urban areas in general. PAHs are related to any kind of oil or hydrocarbons and are found at high levels in used motor oil and auto or diesel exhaust. PAHs are found in urban lakes all over the country and tend to increase in concentrations as urban areas grow with traffic. PAHs are a good indicator contaminant of either urban or industrial activity. PAH numbers at this site are 22,000 ppb. PAHs were seen in the 2,000 to 22,000 range. The increase is probably coming off the Interstate, not necessarily from industrial contamination. The increased contamination might be indicative of the heavy urban area and highways but there is another sign that the sediments in that inlet are more contaminated.

Mr. Van Metre said that the USGS will be putting out a draft report in the fall. He also said that they are talking about where to go next with the sampling. The USGS was seen as a Recon Entrance Sampling. Mr. Van Metre plans to keep everyone informed about what they plan to do next. He indicated that they don't really have a very good idea of what variation there would be because there is a lack of data. They plan to design a project to further delineate that area now that they know what is there. 

Mr. Van Metre said that PCBs are already in the fish, so there is a point source that is a problem. He thinks it would warrant looking at the area a little bit closer. He thinks it would be a good idea to look at all of the possible on-site sources before they do anymore sampling. If the onsite sources and discharge points had been mapped it would be good to see if see if more contamination comes from those points or if it drops off. One of the problems is that one cannot sample a streambed because they contain different materials. The streambeds tend to be sandy and they tend to get stirred up all the time. The soil coming in is not directly comparable to what you see in the lake where the PCBs are deposited. He noted that PCBs tend to stay close to the source.

Pete believes the lake sediments are clean due to dilution because the watershed is located in a highly urbanized area. Pete indicated that the PCBs at the surface of the sediments are down in the ten or less range. The fish have been tested and have not had an advisory. 

Someone asked if the PCBs are cumulative. 

Pete answered, saying one should be concerned about very long-term exposure and not one or two meals. He indicated that the most he ever heard about health risks in the fish was when he was working with Mountain Creek Lake when they issued a closure because of PCBs in the fish. There they were calculating the risk at 30 years of long-term intake. 

Someone asked, what type of fish where there, was something in their food chain, was the critter deep enough to get that concentration. 

Pete responded, saying that if one looks at the sediments that were sampled, they are not disturbed except maybe at the very top, where the sediment color differs and they are still exposed to the water column. Pete indicated that at Mountain Creek the carp and the catfish are the pathway because they muck around the bottom of the lake. 

Someone asked if there was anything in his studies that would prohibit Hawaiian dredging of the lake, disturbing of the lake bottom. 

Pete stressed that he is not an expert in dredging but he doesn’t see why it would be prohibitive. He said that there are a couple of big issues; how much are you stirring up versus how much contamination are you getting out of the sediment, another question is how much of what you stir up into the water will move up in other parts of the lake. Pete indicated that one may get a short-term increase in some places but in longer term, one improves the concentrations by removing the worst of the sediment from the lake. Pete added that another question is, how fast is the sediment being buried. Pete said that this is a similar debate to the one in the Hudson River, which is a whole different scale compared to any other place in the country.

Someone asked if the goal were to make the lake deeper, not necessarily to rid it of PCBs. 

Someone responded, we do not plan to remove PCBs if they are not a threat at this point. 

Ms. Pate expressed her thanks and stated that they have done studies that were similar to this one. Ms. Pate indicated that she has fact sheets available that describe studies from other places for anyone who would like copies. 

Carswell On-Base

Ms. Pate expressed her thanks once again. She indicated that the next item on the agenda was looking at the Carswell on-base cleanup. Ms. Pate indicated that Mike Dodyk, unfortunately, has been in an auto accident and has broken a leg and a wrist and is going to be off work for six weeks She offered her best wishes to him for a quick recovery. 

Mr. Ficklen introduced himself and provided an update of Carswell on-base. He offered a brief report on Mike Dodyk and said that he will be picking up the slack for him. Mr. Ficklen said that he is the guy that basically, receives all of the funds and programs the work. 

Mr. Ficklen began by saying that he would give an update on the site closure.

Mr. Ficklen stated that they are doing very well, of the 68 sites, they have closed about half of the sites on base. They recently received closure on five sites. They just received closure of SWMU 53 under risk reduction standard one. Risk reduction standard one means closure. Risk reduction closure 2 means closure to a risk based standard. They have closure pending on several sites. 

Mr. Ficklen stated that they are working closely with the state and his people have been on-site doing very good work. Mr. Ficklen hopes to close on those sites within the next two or three months.

Mr. Ficklen said that for some sites the courthouse record is basically the closure of the site, this allows them to save money by closing sites that actually have some contamination there but, the risk base indicates that there is low risk. 

Mr. Ficklen indicated that they are performing fieldwork at the fire-training site, at the landfills, and at the auto hobby shop that is complete and waiting for closure. They are doing a lot of work on the southern plume where they are doing a focus feasibility study for a wall that cuts off a portion of the plume. Mr. Ficklen indicated that Lynn Morgan would be talking about the fieldwork at the southern plume. He also indicated that they are performing site investigations and data gap work for the Southern plume (AOC 20). 

Mr. Ficklen pointed out that they will be performing aquifer testing at the station (AOC 1), due to some leaking tanks that have caused a groundwater problem. They are doing the voluntary action basically to figure out what to do there. He said that they are making preparations to install a pump-and-treat system in AOC 1.

Mr. Ficklen indicated that AOC 19, 20, and 21 are places where they have detected things in the ground. They are planning to investigate if anything is buried there. In the fall, an interim action involving the removal of hotspots will to be done at the landfills. They will also be removing a 100 foot long, French Drain at SWMU 6416.

Mr. Ficklen indicated that SWMU 50 and 54 are located in the East Gate area. SWMU 50 is planed to be sampled in September. They drilled there and have not detected anything bad, but they will continue their site investigation as the RCRA permit requires. Mr. Ficklen continued saying it appears that the East Gate area sites are going to be closed fairly soon. 

Mr. Gross asked, why they started drilling to begin with. 

Mr. Ficklen answered saying, they have a RCRA permit that requires them to see if there is anything there.

Mr.Ficklen asked if there were any other questions and then turned the meeting over to Lynn Morgan.

Ms. Morgan introduced herself as Lynn Morgan of HydroGeoLogic.

Ms. Morgan began by saying that she would be talking about the southern lobe of the TCE plume. The TCE plume is composed of three lobes; the south, the central, and the northern lobe. Ms. Morgan indicated that she would discuss the area where the golf course is located. She also indicated that the Air Force is considering transferring the property of the golf course to the public.

Ms. Morgan informed everyone that the TCE concentrations right over the property boundary are around 2,000 ppb.

Ms. Morgan said that they are doing two things. They are performing a Focused Feasibility Study, which is a report that summarizes all of the investigations, puts the pieces together, and gives remedial alternatives that will protect the human health and the environment. They are also in the process of installing a Permeable Reactive Barrier (PRB).

Ms. Morgan described the PRB as a trench filled with iron. The trench is positioned perpendicular to groundwater flow and allows the plume to pass through the iron wall. The PRB system causes a chemical processes that denatures the TCE, TE, vinyl chloride, and chlorinated solvents. The resultant product should be clean water or at least strongly reduced concentrations. 

Ms. Morgan expressed that it is an exciting new technology. Currently, there are PRBs throughout the U.S. There are even a few in other countries. The technology is less than 10 years old but it's a very promising technology. It's got a lot of advantages.

Ms. Morgan said that this could be the first PRB site in Texas. The site will be installed just down gradient of the fence line at the golf course. They are going to run the PRB along the fence line basically. Some of the advantages of the PRB are; the treatment system is in the subsurface, one can walk over top of the system and not even know it's there. The PRB system will allow the property to be used for whatever its intended use is. In this case, it is used as a golf course and it is completely underground.

Ms. Morgan indicated that the project is funded by the Air Force Center For Environmental Excellence’s technology Transfer Division. Carswell was fortunate enough to be selected as a host site to demonstrate the PRB technology and they hope to start installation this fall.

Ms. Morgan stated that the project objectives are two-fold. They want a cost effective implementation, and to document the methodology, the performance, and the costs to provide a guide for other people to do this in an economic fashion. They don't want everybody starting at square one every time they install a PRB. 

Ms. Morgan stressed that the second thing and obviously the best thing for all of us is that it is going to reduce the volatile organic compounds (VOCs) or TCE concentrations down gradient of the PRB. 

Ms. Morgan warned that quite a bit of site characterization is required to make sure the ground water is going to go through the wall and not around the wall or under the wall. They want to make sure that the right part of the plume is being captured.

Ms. Morgan indicated that they have done quite a bit of work to determine the groundwater flow. She stressed the importance of knowing how fast the ground water will go through the wall in order to determine how thick it will need to be to properly reduce the contaminant levels. She also indicated that the water will need to stay in contact with the iron for at least two days in order to achieve their goal for reduced contaminant levels.

Ms. Morgan indicated that groundwater flow can be determined by column tests. She said there are different ways to make the PRB wall. It can be made of 100 percent iron, or a mixture of 50 percent iron and 50 percent sand. Ms. Morgan said that they conducted two tests, one with 100 percent iron and another one with 50 percent iron and 50 percent sand. They sampled contaminated water from the site and sent it to Canada where they simulated the groundwater flow at the site and came up with the time frames for contamination removal. The simulations indicated that the site would have 2,000 ppb or higher concentration entering the wall and they also indicated what the concentrations would be, with a certain wall thickness. 

Ms. Morgan indicated that the filings are similar to the sand they will put in. They will be equal. They must make sure that the wall is more permeable than the conditions around it. The groundwater will follow the path of least resistance. She said they have calculated anticipated results, depending upon what construction measure used. Different construction methods give you different size walls. The two walls they are looking at range from a 1.5 ft. to a 2.1ft. wall. They are looking at walls in those ranges because they haven't decided which method they will be using. The TCE levels based upon 3,000 ppb entering the wall would degrade to .1 to 4.9 ppb as it exits. 

Gross asked how often the wall would need to be replaced.

Ms. Morgan replied saying that nobody has had to replace the iron. She indicated that they install wells within the wall to develop it in case it gets some sort of clogging problem, but they do not anticipate clogging problems.

Someone asked what would the difference in cost be for the 100 percent iron wall.

Ms. Morgan said that there is a huge difference in price but very little difference in results when comparing 50 percent to 100 percent iron composition. Ms. Morgan passed the question over to Pete, who indicated that the iron is the most expensive part of this whole project. They are planning to spend about $300,000 on iron so if one cuts that in half it would cost $150,000. Ms. Morgan added that they performed the QULUM test both ways to see which wall would be more cost effective. Another more cost effective way to get better results would be to make the 50/50 wall a little thicker which would probably clean out the contaminants better than the 100 percent iron wall.

Someone asked if she had the approximate length and depth numbers for the wall.

Ms. Morgan said the width will be approximately 1.5 to 2.2ft. The depth will be down to bedrock. The wall must go to bedrock because the water will flow underneath it. The bedrock in the area ranges from 25 feet on one end and the deepest part is about 40 feet. The total length is in the range to 400 or 600 feet.

Ms. Morgan moved on to speak about the feasibility study. She said that the feasibility study is complete. She said that they have taken all of the information that all of the contractors have been providing, and all of the characterization activities, and put them together in one place where the public, the Air Force, the State, and the EPA can examine the results and make decisions on what they need to do to protect human health in the environment. The Feasibility Study is a decision-making tool that follows a process that one can read about on EPA's web site. Ms. Morgan indicated that to fulfill the requirements of a feasibility study, one must identify everything that could possibly help achieve the remediation goals. Once that is done, one must make a list, screen it, look at what's impossible for physical reasons or chemical reasons and then toss those out. Once one has done that, all of those technologies must be assembled into alternatives.

Ms. Morgan indicated that one needs to say what will work well to achieve the goal. This can be done alone or mixed and matched a certain way to achieve the goals that are laid out for the remedial action. One must identify any violations of any of the ARARs that the state has laid out. There are nine EPA criteria that one would analyze alternatives against and they range from cost to short-term effectiveness, long-term effectiveness, and public acceptance. One must read the EPA criteria and give input on the process.

Ms. Morgan said that it is a heavily involved public process. One must evaluate all of the different alternatives against those nine criteria, and then one compares them and makes decisions based on that. She warned that it would take a long time to go through all of the technologies under consideration. 

Ms. Morgan indicated that some of these processes are ongoing. She said that the pump and treat system and the PRB are possible groundwater treatment system alternatives. She stressed that an important part of the equation is what are they going to do with the land. Ms. Morgan said that the Air Force wants to transfer the land. So there are three options basically. The property can be transferred to the public with no restrictions and in that case, they meet MCL's (the EPA guidelines). The ROD now says the federal property regulations could change if they transfer the property. The second option might be to transfer the property to the public with land risk restrictions. Some may use goals such as people can't use the shallow groundwater for drinking water. The third option would be not to transfer the property at all if that seems to be in the best interest.

Ms. Morgan estimated that the schedule should be available for public comment in late 2001 or possibly early next year. They will offer an update at the following meetings. 

Ms. Morgan indicated that an alternative will be selected and the ROD will be modified after the public comment period, the State review, and the EPA review. Following that, the selection will be implemented and then evaluated every five years as part of the ROD. 

Ms. Morgan asked if anyone had any questions.

Someone asked if the golf course is under a long-term lease to the Westworth Redevelopment Authority and are they redoing the golf course. They also asked if there she has an idea of a possibility of how long it will take be clean enough for a deed.

Ms. Morgan said the time frame depends upon the remediation option. They can still transfer the property as long as they have a plan in place to get it to correct levels.

Someone spoke out saying that they have gotten deals on several of the pieces of property in the golf course area where the TCE plume is located, but none ever included a time frame on a deed of trust. Ms. Morgan said when they make their decisions at that point, they would know that this is the decision-making tool that's going to narrow down those answers about the time frames and everything else. 

Someone asked, why it takes five years to reevaluate.

Ms. Morgan responded saying that she meant to say it takes five years for the ROD. She indicated that they will be out sampling systems like they do now. She said if a system is not working right after five years then they will know it's not right. Ms. Morgan indicated that they revaluate the systems all the time. They go out and look at pump and treat systems to see if they are working properly. 

Ms. Morgan said that the EPA document, lists each of the alternatives and requires quarterly monitoring for 20 to 30 years which is not just the implementation as is found in the PRB. It's a constant process. Five years is just the regulatory required number. 

Ms. Morgan asked if there were any other questions. 

Carswell Off-Base

Ms. Pate thanked Ms. Morgan and introduced Mr. Charles Pringle who gave an update on the progress and plans for the AFCEE portion of the facility. Mr. Charles Pringle introduced himself as the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Environmental Coordinator for the Air Force Base Conversion Agency (AFBCA).

Program Update

Mr. Pringle began by stating that he will summarize the status on the following areas: The Horse Stables, Landfill 4, 5, 8 and Waste Pile 07, AMS, Tetrachloroethene (PCE) Site, Sanitary Sewer System and the Draft Final Decision Document.

Mr. Pringle stated that a Draft Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST) for the Stables has been submitted to the EPA and TNRCC. EPA has reviewed the FOST and submitted some comments for the Air Force to address, which they have. The FOST should be finalized the beginning of September. Once the FOST has been finalized, the stable property will be available to transfer over to the Westworth Redevelopment Authority.

Mr. Pringle indicated that there are six sites that are closing. He pointed out the location of Landfills 4, 5, 8, and Waste Pile WP-7. He said that three of the areas are located on the Naval Air Station that will be transferred to AFCEE. He indicated that Landfill 4 is the one that's going to the golf course and they recently received a letter from the EPA Region VI and TNRCC closing those sites out under risk reduction rule 2, which means the contamination was left in the ground below industrial levels. Since this is basically an industrial base, the land can be transferred and closed. The land will be restricted for industrial use only. 

Mr. Pringle said that if someone were to come in later and decide they want to change those particular areas into residential areas then they would probably have to clean up the environment.

Mr. Pringle moved on to discuss the weapons storage area that was closed sometime around May. He said that they went out to investigate the weapons storage area off -base. Following the investigation they sent the analysis to the regulatory agencies. Mr. Pringle said that site was closed off and now he is in the process now of doing a FOST which is a finding of suitability of transfer. Mr. Pringle described the process of performing A FOST. He said that the process involves basically, going in and saying, this is what we have done, this is that area where it was cleaned, this was the decision that was made on, and then one must look at all of the parameters and then give all of that to the Air Force Base conversion agency. The Air Force Base Conversion Agency decides whether to transfer or sell the land. Mr. Pringle said that it is his job to get things prepared for someone else to take over. Mr. Pringle stated that the weapons storage area should be transferred before the end of this calendar year. He is in the process of getting the FOST together and will take anywhere from 30 to 60 days to put together. Mr. Pringle will send the FOST to the regulatory agencies and all others involved. The regulatory agencies and others will examine the details and make comments or recommendations and return it for revision. Mr. Pringle will make the revisions, and resend the corrected version to be looked at once more. After the revisions are agreed upon, Mr. Pringle will send the document up to DC so they can continue the work. 

Mr. Pringle said that the aerospace museum and Tetrachloroethene (PERC) Site are two sites he is currently working on that need to be completed.

Mr. Pringle pointed out the locations of the aerospace museum site and Plant 4. He indicated that at one time, an aircraft was on display by the aerospace museum and now they have a lead problem there. Mr. Pringle said that they have been working on this project for over a year and didn’t anticipate spending the amount of time they have on this lead problem. 

Mr. Pringle indicated that after digging and finding lead, they couldn’t figure out where the lead was coming from. He indicated that they will need to remove more soil than they had originally planned, so he will need to go back to get further funding. Mr. Pringle said that they have nine roll-offs sitting on site. He hopes to have this site complete soon and indicated that they finally delineated as far as the need to go. 

Mr. Pringle said that the lead is down less than two feet but for some reason it is following a trail. He said that once he finishes removal of the lead contaminated soil he will seek permission to start clean up actions at the aerospace museum and at Plant 4.

Mr. Pringle pointed out the location of the PCE site that is an area of contamination located near the golf course where a pipeline ran through. He indicated that they are not sure where the PCE came from. PCE is a solvent that they suspect may have originated from the pipeline or possibly from a railroad track that's running in that area. The investigation has been completed and the samples results have come back non detect. Final written report is planned to be completed by the end of August.
Mr. Pringle stated the investigation of the Sanitary Sewer System is still on going. As part of the investigation, some hot spots have been identified which will require removal and cleanup. 

Mr. Pringle indicated that once he is done with the last few sites there will be a total of 19 BRAC sites completed. Mr. Pringle said that those sites would go to AFCEE/DERA if they were on the Naval Air Station with the exception of Landfill 4 that is under the guidance of Mr. Leland. 

According to Mr. Pringle the Weapons Storage Area should be ready for transfer the beginning of next year after the FOST is completed. 

Mr. Pringle is currently working on a FOST at the stables and finding a suitability of transfer. The stable area basically is about 49 acres and has already gone through the first review. The stable is currently on the second review. Mr. Pringle is waiting for the regulatory agency to get back with him. 

Mr. Pringle said that Don had submitted his work to the TNRCC for the unnamed stream. He is waiting to get a final document on the closing of that site. Mr. Pringle said he will share the closing documents with the EPA once he gets them back. Mr. Pringle hopes to finish off the FOST by the end of September. When Mr. Pringle finishes the FOST he will send it to AFBCA and they will be work on transferring the property to Mr. Leland Clemons.

Mr. Pringle indicated that a comment was made about a public meeting that was held the day before. He placed a public comment notice in the paper identifying that he is taking his 19 sites, putting them in a book, summarizing exactly what was done, what the sites are, what happened to them, and how they were cleaned up. The book will include copies of the decision documents from the regulatory agencies indicating they have been closed. The book will also include the other sites he is planning to finish. Mr. Pringle said that he has 30 days to wait for comments from the public. A copy of the executive summary is available at the library in White Settlement. Mr. Pringle mentioned if anyone has any comments, his name and number are there. He also mentioned that once they get the final comments from the public they will use the document to summarize what they have done at their 19 sites, put the facts together, and offer the evidence with the regulatory decision documents for the public to read and offer comments. The final public comments will be added to the final document.

Mr. Pringle indicated that by law, he must have the document available for public viewing for 30 days. Mr. Pringle had the document available at the library since the 1st of August and he put the notices in so everybody could get an early start. Mr. Pringle stressed that everyone has until about the 8th of September, to make comments on the document. There are 7 documents in addition to the executive summary in the 

book. The document includes different technical reports to describe what has been done at the sites.

Mr. Pringle said that if anyone has any questions, one can get his phone number at the library from the secretary named Mrs. Hill. 

Ms. Pate thanked Mr. Pringle for his information and stated that the next item on the agenda is to decide on the next meeting. 

Adjournment

The next meeting is scheduled for Thursday, November 8, 2001. The meeting adjourned at 8:00 p.m.
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