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Woter: 2703084
Grountwater. 70-5831

Fiedd Oparafone: 312811
Mr. Tom E. Lederle webumtory. 217471
Director, Base Realignment and Closure E4umtionDuirench: 3544353
Hampton Ficld Office '
3A Bernard Road, Bldg 105A
Fort Monroe, VA 23651-5000

RE: ADEM Follow-Up te May 14, 2003 Moeting at Fort McClcllan Regarding Unexploded

Ordnance (UXO) and No Further Action (NFA) Determinations in the Alpha Area
Fort McClellan, Alabama
Facility ID No. AL4 210 020 562

Dear M. Levy:

The Alabame Department of Environmental Management (ADEM or the Department) and its
conwactor, URS Corporation, attended a meeting at Fort McClellan to discusz ADEM's recent
April 24, 2003 Jetter presenting the Department’s review comments on the Alpha Area EE/CA.
In the letter, ADEM expressed its non-concurrence with the Army’s No Fusther Action (NFA)
detennination for the entire Alpha Arca. The meeting was held to further discuss the detaits of
ADEM’s non-concurrence and hopefully dovelop u path forward 10 expedite the resolution of the
Alpha Area. ADEM notes that the April 24" letter precipitated two meetings with the Army.
The first mecting was beld on May 7, 2003 and the second was held on May 14, 2003. For the
May 7" meeting, ADEM issued a Meeting Minutes Summary to all attendecs via c-mail on May
13,2003. The purposc of this letter is to resolve an action from the May 14% meeting wherein
ADEM was to document its revised position on the status of the Alpha Area EE/CA based on
newly obtained information that the Army transmitted at the May 14™ mecing,

The May 14, 2002 meeting was attended by representatives from ADEM, its contractor (URS
Corporation), the Fort McClcllan Bage Transition Force, the Anmy BRAC office, Army C orps of
Engincers, the Joint Powers Authority (JPA), the JPA contractor (Matrix Design Group), ard the
subcontracior 1o Matrix (Parsons Engineering Scicoce, Inc.). Specific attendees included:
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Linda Balcom/Matrix Environmental Services, L L.C. Ron Levy/Army

Mili Schneider/JPA Philip Stroud/ADEM
Spencer Nelson/URS Corporation Tim Dicgnan/ Foster Wheeler
Tom Sherrod/URS Corporation Art Holcomb/Foster Whecler

Porter Morgan/U.S. Army Corps of Engineecs
Richard Satkin/Parsons Engineering Science, Inc
Tom Sherrod/ Parsons Engineering Science, Inc

Prior 1o the meeting, ADEM identificd certain deficiencies in the UXO vestigation, as outlined
in previous lettcrs issued by the Depuriment (Ref: April 24, 2003 letter from ADEM to the Army
and other letters referenced thercin). In preparation for the meeting, ADEM representatives
roviewed geophysical data and other tield data generated by Fort McClellan during its UXO
investigation of the Alpha Area. As @ result of this review and the discussious presented at the

May 14, 2003 meeting, the arcas requiring further UXO investigation have been narrowed down
considerably.

ADEM now concurs with the majornity of the findings of the Alpha Arca CE/CA. Howecver, there
arc limitations to the extent of ADEM’s voncurrence and one remaining area for which we are
not yet in concurrence. The area in question is generally described as the northcentral/northeast
sector of the Alpha Area and is specifically known as Sector M6-1M Remainder-PR.

At this time, the Department does not concur with the NFA designation for the M6-1M
Remainder-PR atea. The Department believes that further 1nvestigation into the potential’
preseace of UXO is warranted. There are actually three sub-areas within the M6-1M Remiainder-
PR area that warrant further investigation and verification. The sub-areas of concern arc ia the
general location of three grids (Grids 47, 49, and 72) shown on the Alpha Area BE/CA Overview
Figure found in the Draft Final EE/CA Alpha drea of the Redevelopment Areu, duted February
2003. The description of the sub-areas requiring further investigation is as follows:

* The area South of M6-1M Transect Areal (South)-PR to United Road (Area south of
Mout Road aad north of United Road)

= The area Esst of the M6-1M Transect Area | (Scuth)-PR to the border of the Charlie
Area (Bounded between Mout Road and United Road)

 The area West of the M6-1M Transect Arca 2 (North)-PR 10 Gtid No. 67 (Intersection of
Syracuse Street and M6-1M Transect Area 2 (North)-PR traversing NW to Grid 130,

waversing west 1o Grid 106, traversing south to Grid 59 and then traversing east to Grid
135)
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Also, ADFM understands that Grid No. 72 does not exist at the location shown on the Aipha

Arca EE/CA Overview Figure. Please resolve this discrepancy. However, the third bullet above
will address this issue regardless.

Daring the is investigated in the above areas of the M6-1M Remainder-PR Sector, if the Army or
its contructor identify an increase in the presence of fragmentation/frag/HE-frag/sbrapnel-(i.c.,
debris) in a particular location. the Army should expand its investigation in the direction of
increased debris until an impact zone is defined and/or all related UXO items are found. .

A workplan for the additional investigation should he developed and submitied to ADEM for
approval. Based upon the findings of the investigation in the above three areas, the Amy (and/or
JPA) will need to re-evaluate its potential Response Action Alternatives and select an appropriate
alternative to remcdiate theye additional sub areas of the M6-1M Remainder-PR Sector. Thc
selection of a remediel alternative is subject to ADEM approval.

ADEM understands that there may be continued disagreement beﬁveen the Army and PA
rugarding future land uscs for various Alphsa Artea parcels. For the EE/CA areas accepted by
ADEM, the Department notes that jts acceptance pertains only to the Projected Land Use and

Risk Assesement models depicted and/or described in the Draft Final Alpha Arca EE/CA
document.

Further, as agroed by the Army in the May 7, 2003 mecting and documented in the previously
distributed (viu ¢moail) meeting summary (attached), removal/clearapce actions will include an
additional geo-physical investigative component to locate items (0 be removed, and employ a

VDS as requested by ADEM for all future geo-physical work at the site, specifically including
the work to be done in support of removal/clearance actions in the Alpha area.

The Department 2lso understands that the Army has taken the position that no additional work is
requircd to complete the EE/CA process for the Alpha Area. The Department does not agiee
with this position. However, there is general agreement between all three parties (ADEM, the
Army and JPA) that any additional work required by ADEM, as outlined sbove, may be
completed after the Eauly Transfer of the Alpha Area. ADEM understands that the Army snd
JPA are negotiating a Coordinated Cost Study as part of the Early Transfer & Enviropmental
Services Cooperative Agreement that will ultimatcly transfer the butden of completing this work
to the JPA. Thus, it will be the responsibility of the JPA to complete the additional work in the
M6-1M Sector and to resolve any remaining future land use issues. In the event that the pending
early transfer does not materialize, the Army will be directly responsible for conducting the
additional work.
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For any questions or concerns regarding this matter please contact Mr. Philip Stroud at 334-270-

5646 or via cmail at pus@adem, state al ys.

Sincerely,

Stephen A. Cobb, Chief
Govemmental Hazardous Waste Branch
Land Division

Enclosures

SAC/PS/:L:Gov Pac Sec/Stroud/ADEM Response to May 14, 2003 Meeting at F TMC_Alpha
Area NFA Determination JWG Rev2.doc

cc: Mr. Porter Morgan/CEHNC-OE-DC
Mr, Jim Grassiano/ADEM
Mr. Joe Doyle/BRAC, Fort MoClelug
Ms. Francine Cole/BRAC, Fort Monrce, VA
Mr. Spencer Nelpon/URS Corporation
Mr. Ron Levy/BRAC, Ft McClcllan
Ms. Miki Schneider/IPA
Ms. Linda Balcom/Matrix Environmental Services

 File: Land Division/Governmnental Hazardous Waste/Fort McClellan/Correspondence/2003
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Meoting Summary
May 7, 2003 Meeting at Fort McClellan

On May 7, 2003, ADEM met with representatives of Fort McClellan and the U S. Army
COE to discuss issues related to the ADEM Ietter dated April 24, 2003 (RE: ADEM
Position on Status of Fort MoClellan's Validation of Detectlon System (VDS) and the'
Effects of this Mautter on Alpha Area UXO Activities). This meeting was requcsted by
the Army on May 2, 2003. :

Scveral issuos were discussed regarding the Alpha Area EE/CA activitics completed by
the Army. Many of the issues discussed at this meeting will also apply to the Bravo and
Charlie ateas. This was acknowledged at the meeting; however, there was no specific
discussion on Bravo and Charlie since the EE/CA workplans have not been approved amd
the “at-risk’ data collected to-date by the Ammy/COE has not been submitted to ADEM
for review,

The mecting occurred in two phases. At 10:00 A.M., the above reforenced
representatives met. After a lunch break, the above referenced represeatatives met
together with representatives of the JPA and additional COE representatives. The
following people were in attendance at the first meeting:

Tom Lederle Stephen Cobb
David Douthat Philip Stroud
Robin Mills Spencer Nelson
Porter Motgan Jim Grassiano
Paul James Ron Levy
Brenda Cunningham

In the afternoon, the following people joined (he raeetng:
Miki Schncider

Dan Cleckler

Joe Doyle

Michelle Beekman (via telecom)

Linda Balcom (via telecom)

The major issnes discussed included: |
1. The Amy believes that its UXO investiyation work in the Alpha Area 1s adequate
and complete. ADEM does not agree.

2. ADEM’s major concerns include: a) Concerns about the quality of dsta from
UXO investigation and removal activilies at Fort McClellan related to VDS; and
b) Depth of clearance

3. The basis of delincating the NOFA aress is unclear to ADEM.
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4. The Army maintains that it has systems in place thiat it used to ‘prove’ its data are
valid. ADEM believes that the Army still has not demonstrated that the Army’s
geophysical data arc properly validated.

5. The Army resolved a discrepancy in the numbcr of grids investigated.
Spceifically, 129 gridy were inddally fdentified. However, 12 were located in
environmentally sensitive areas, so 12 additional grids were identified to replace
those located in environmentally sensitive arcas, Therefore, a total of 129 grids
were investigated. In addition to the grids, the Army investigated limited
transects to “bound” certain areas deemed as warranting a removal action or 25
No Further Action (NOFA).

6. There remaln major disconnects in ADEM’s understanding of the work 4
completed. These disconnects rcsult from lack of clarlty in the EE/CA workplan
and Report. The Army/COE agreed to clarify the report to clearly document the
purpose of the EL/CA, the ratiobale for the selection of the 129 grids, how the
grids will be used to identify areas to be proposed for removal/clcarance or NOFA
action, and to clarify that subsequent removal/clearance actions will include
additional gco-physical survey (with VDS) of the whole area(s) slated for
retnoval/clearance.

7. Based on information presented in the Alpha EE/CA report, ADEM was unclear
on how the Army planned for work to proceed from the EE/CA to the next lcvel
of investigation. The Army clarified its position that the EE/CA actually
reprosents the entirc investigation. 'What remains is the removal/clearance action.
The Army did clarify that the removal/clearance action will include am additional
geo-physical investigative component to locate items to be removed, and that it
agrees 10 employ a VDS as requested by ADEM for all future geo-physical work
at the site, specifically including the work to be done in support of
removal/clearance actions in the Alpha arca.

8. The Army/COE explained its position that, for the purposes of the EE/CA, the -
discovery of a singlc UXO rclated item int a grid would automatically resuit in the
subject grid/area being carried over for a removal/clearance action.

The Army explained thal the 129 grids were employed to aid in identifying which
overall portions of the Alpha Area should be carried over for removal/clearance
action, and which areas could appropriately be recommended for no further
action. It was further explained that the entire area(s) of the overall Alpha Ares
which is identified for further action will be subjected to geophysical survey and
removal/clearance, not just the areas within the previously defined grids. Based
on this understanding, it was noted by ADEM that if any of the approximately €3
gnds identified as unacceptablc in ADEM’s April 24, 2003 letter werc the basis of
the Army recommending areas for NOFA in the Alpha EE/CA Report, then those
arcas would have to be added to the arcas slated for removal/clearance, Also, the
partics will review the data for all of the grids which led to NQFA
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recommendations to determine if there is disagreement es to thc NOFA
designation. Army, ADEM, and JPA representatives will meet within the next
few days to identify what (if any) arcas curreatly proposed for NOFA should be
re-classified as requiring removal/clearapce.

Under the assumption that all pending geophysical data will indecd be validated
using a VDS, the outstanding issuc boils down to the [ollowing:

The Army needs to present clarifying information for the grids identified as
being preseat in the “NOFA® areas. The grids need to be overlapped over the
Army—dclincated NOFA areas. Then ADEM must review all available data
in these areas to determine if ADEM concurs with the NOFA designations.

ADEM inquired about the path forwurd if ADEM determines that the nature and
extent of contamination is not adequately delineated in the currently identified
NOFA areas. The Army responded that, depending upon the extentof the
disagreement in NOFA delineation, it may choose to:

a) Rapidly conduct additional investigation; or

b) Proceed with the likelihood that a higher insurance cost will be associated
with the pending ESCA, [However, if the need for additonal investigation is
identified, it is unclear if insurers will underwrite the coverage)

9. Regarding clearance dopth, ADEM reiterated its positon that clearance depth
must be based on future land use, and that it is impezative that the Army and JFA
reach agreement on futurc land usc as soon as posgible. ADEM also reitcrated its
position that clearance depth in areas slated for future construction (such as
industrial or highway construction) must be at least as deep as the area will be
disturbed to facilitate the construction (such as for foundadons for structures or
for clearing/grubbing operations, cut arcas, and utility corridors for highway
construction). It is ADEM's expectation that a complete removal action to the
appropriate depth using an EM-61 (or equivalent) will be conducted in all areas
identified ag warranting a removal/olcarance action.

In the moming mesting, the Army briefly mentioned ALDOT s Tract 2/3 area and
indicated that it heard that ALDOT intends to hire a contractor to conduct additional
investigation/removal work. The Army has issued a clcarance letter stating that the
parcel is clearcd for unrestncted use and believes that further work is not warraated.
ADEM remains in disagreement on this matter and stated that the Army should welcome
any validating information frora ALDOT. The Department maintains that clearance to-
depth is the appropriate remedial action alternative for Tract No. 2 and Tract No. 3.

Action items from the meeting were as follows:

1. ADEM and the Army will meet the week of May 12, 2003 w resolve the
outstanding NOFA 1ssue. 1t is not known at this time specifically who will attend
this meeting or when it will take place. 1t will likely take place at Fort McClellan
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and include represcntatives from the Army, COE, ADEM (URS contractor), and
the JPA (Matix/Parsons contractors).

2. ADEM will then review available data and make a determination on the adequacy
of dawa and approptiateness of the NOFA designations,

Specifically, the following issues need to be clarificd during ADEM''s review of the
NOFA Arcas: '

1. Clearly define which grids are not acceptable based on lack of VDS information.
Particular attention will be given to the pumber or percentage of grids that ended
with an NFA conclusion. Should these grids contain OF-related scrap, and if they
are slated for NFA, the Department will re-evaluate their concurrence/non-
concurrence of the selected outcome.

2. Clearly define which grids are acceptable for olcarance based on information
related to follow-up QA/QC and the grids that will be cleared of OE/UXO during
the clearancc action. Grids that were not validated and/or have not gone through
a QA/QC process may potentially go forward through the clearance action if they
fall in areas that will be cleared 100 percent. ‘

3. Clearly define in the EE/CA Report whether clearance s based on “DDESB
Standards™ or “end land use.” This will include the Alpha, Bravo, and Charlie

arcas. Also clearly define clearance depths (i.c., Depth of Clearance, Clearance to
1-foot, Surface Clearancc; etc). ‘
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