Requa NALEMP Meeting 11/10/05
Attendees: Ron Allen, Kelly Klein, Fritz Leonard, Kevin McKernan, Laura Mayo, Eileen McBride, Jerry Vincent, Dennis Puzz
Meeting convened at 11:20 am.

Note: The workplan addendum discussed at this meeting is available at the Yurok Tribe Environmental Program’s website: www.yuroktribe.org – navigate to the Environmental Program and look under Solid & Hazardous Waste topics.

Project Overview – Kevin McKernan

Kevin provided an executive-level overview for Mr. Puzz, detailing the basic history of the Requa site (DoD impacts), and the funding source for the current project (NALEMP).  Project investigation has been occurring on the site since the 1990’s, and a number of events elevated the attention to the site, including involvement by the RWQCB concerning USTs and their contents.  As responsible contact for all FUDS in the geographic area, Jerry was integral in elevating our project on the priority list in the early 2000’s.  We are in our second year of NALEMP funding.  The funding accelerates our ability to address site contamination.  A few years ago USACE removed many of the tanks at the site and did initial investigation into groundwater and soil contamination as a result of leaking tanks.  We have retained ATC Associates (Fritz as primary contact) out of Portland; ATC has prepared sampling plans, conducted initial subsurface investigation to delineate contamination at the site.
Addendum Summary – Fritz Leonard

Fritz provided a summary of the Workplan Addendum to the group.
Regarding data gaps – we want to discuss data gaps today and either eliminate those or determine a plan of action to address those.

There were two areas: IA2 and IA6/10 which had levels of concern revealed in the sampling conducted this summer.
IA-2 – AST areas, which indicated some impacts, and due to the gradient in the local area was an area of concern.  IA2-SB-6 for water showed diesel contamination, 7.3 ppm at 28 feet bgs, and gasoline.  The gradient in the area heads north and east, so this contamination is at the top of the local geography.  It may be prudent to install a temporary road east of IA-2 – see map.  Eileen asked about sampling points without associated data (IA2-SB-5) – Fritz responded that there may have been a soil but no groundwater sample, Eileen confirmed this with her data tables.  Note: Change open circle IA2-SB-8 to IA2-SB-12 (typo).  Jerry asked about SB-5 – no water was found; ATC will not move further north of the tank area at this point.  Data seen at SB-3 could be related to the current ASTs.  But due to gradients, the length of time that has passed, etc. it is possible that there is substantial contamination at the lower slope areas.  Fritz will talk with drillers to see if slanted borings are available to cover more of an area.
Some discussion about laboratory reporting limits and QA goals occurred.  Fritz was pleased that for the majority of analytes, the lab was able to reach the required detection limits.

Fritz: we like to use TPH for screening.  How does the group feel about its value as an indicator?  Jerry: we’ve completed screening, we now need to focus on specific constituents.  Ron: we’re talking about btx, weathered diesel, etc, they’ve gone away.  Fritz would propose that investigation on the lower tier should use PAH’s.  Potentially, Fritz is suggesting cutting the berm, and if we can get a sample below the berm showing no detections, then we wouldn’t have to cut that road in. 

Kelly: just learning about the project, the bigger picture: there are 10 investigation areas, and he’s looking at each one having a mini conceptual site model based upon the data available to date, to show what data gaps are, what receptors are, and what kind of data we’re looking for that is missing, and what type of remediation needs to be done based upon the conceptual site model.  Jerry: for simplicity, you don’t need to do all 10 based upon data collected; focus on the ones that do have hits (IA2, and 6/10).

Kevin: why in results was one method used for some and not others?  Cost-benefit: we didn’t want to do 8260 on all because of costs.  8021B was used in areas where there was no BTX detected.  Are VOCs adequate detection limits?  Ron: yes.  Kevin: IA5-SB-3D was only place where TPH was seen, but there are no VOCs.  Ron: the trouble with VOCs, they’ve been sitting around so long you don’t expect to see it hanging around (benzene, etc.).  Where we do see it, it’s very low (1ppb, for example), which really indicates this is very weathered material.  The flags associated with TPH values are in the chart.  This indicates that the profile the labs used says that the data didn’t match the peaks they use, indicating it doesn’t fit the footprint they use for gas or diesel, etc.  Screening levels were the most conservative of all levels in all sources.
Fritz: Today we’d like to talk about sensitive receptors.  Jerry: At the end, we’re going to do remediation, long-term monitoring, or nothing at all.  Ron: if we do more testing to determine areas of concern and pinpoint monitoring well locations; so long as contamination is staying deep and on the property, the receptors diminish based upon location and depth.  Jerry would like to talk more in detail about this today; the explorations of mitigation can go in the 03 funding (treatability and analysis) to get us a head start on things.

IA-6: we did some drilling on the lower dirt road, but are missing some information about below the wall, and some outlying area work to direct us in remediation or next steps.
Back to the powerhouse: Based upon the data, USACE would concur that there are two areas that have concerns requiring additional investigation; however, we look at the data that was gathered in 3 and 4 and 10: because of the high levels used by the lab…Fritz: but we have constituent data.  Jerry: the constituent data is indicative to me that there’s not a problem.  Fritz: the other areas, he feels they had a pretty good handle on what was there or not there.  Ron: it comes down to the comfort level of the Tribe.  Kevin: so the PAHs?  Fritz: they’re semi-volatile, associated with diesel range.  The levels seen are conservative.  Ron: PAH’s won’t be in water much because they’re oil, you see them in soil, they’re not very soluable, minimum transferability.  Doesn’t migrate quickly, if at all.  PAHs are more in soils data, not water.  If you see it in water, you will see it in soils.  TPH covers all hydrocarbons in range, PAHs are a section of TPH that further define what’s present.  Soil impacts are at what depth, and what’s in the soils and where?  In roadway areas, not much of an exposure problem.  In a development area, could be a problem.
IA-10 is a site the field folks added, it is the lower roadway near treatment plant.

IA 10 was part of IA6, but the field folks misnamed the samples.  The naming has been retained, but it should be considered part of IA6.

Jerry: The underlying formations at the site are basalt, and there are crypts in the basalt that can hold product or water, and hydrocarbons float on the water, and there’s not much lateral movement of water and the product may be caught in that location and is not moving much laterally.  Kevin: how hard would it be to map the basalt?  Is that overkill?  Fritz: if you have a pretty good dense layer and there is water above that…if we were to drill right now, it’s possible that the recent rains haven’t percolated through yet, spring is the highest water table.  You could map the basalt in a couple days with a CPT (cone petrometer, used to measure soil angles and shear).

Fritz suggests we work on site conceptual models.  

Kevin: first level of cleanup is to meet BIA’s requirements for land transfer.  That’s probably a cleaner level than operationally we need it to be.  We could develop beneficial uses for different areas.

Spring boxes: we would probably incorporate long-term monitoring into a long-term monitoring plan.  Not impacting beneficial use discussion.  Knowing more about where this stuff is going helps us determine beneficial uses.  If it’s all going straight down, that’s one thing.  If it’s popping up somewhere, we would need to evaluate the situation at that point.

Interested in surveying and developing more geographic information about the property – we have total stations and a survey crew, if Fritz gives us a description of what he needs, we could have Tony’s shop scope it out.

IA2 – we will put in some wells by cutting out the berm (instead of cutting in the road) – temporary wells.  Our watershed department could do the berm work for the project.  Fritz’s crew can monitor the soils in the berm as they’re being cut to ensure that workers are not exposed to harmful products.
Area of former AST2 has dumping occurring including asphalt and garbage by Parks.  Contact parks to have them remove this material – asphalt could impact the readings.  Called R. Cozby 11/10/05.
Did Parks complete their hazardous materials assessment?  There were discrepancies – were they corrected?

IA6 – we might be able to move wells more into somewhere usable – the wells shown may be too close together.  Kevin: makes sense to me.  SB7 and SB5 look like good points, add one up above, out of the road somewhere.  Add one in the vicinity of SB1?  Remove proposed wells by 4017 and 4214.  Instead of by SB1, put it between SB2 and SB3, since 2 had hits and 3 was low?
TIMELINE:

Conceptual site model and new locations: 

Treatability Study completed by 5/31/06. – Fritz will provide the group with a timeline for milestones to reach this goal.
Install and whatever treatability Study Recommends to develop feasibility study presumptive remedy by 12/31/06 – leads into request for full funding to implement any remaining remediation efforts (yes, this worked, or no, this didn’t work and we need to find something else to do).

CA process – September for coming year.  Long list comes out in Oct.  Short list comes out in Nov/Dec.  Selection occurs from the short list.  Existing CAs get priority placement versus a new project entering the ring.  Jerry will send a copy of the CA process with the dates and timelines and responsibilities.
When Fritz has reassigned the sampling locations, the group will discuss and approve final sampling locations by conference call; we will next meet in person when data is available from the upcoming sampling, yet before the draft report is issued.

