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DECISION DOCUMENT EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
FUDS G05IN000102

The Former Nike C-32 site, which encompassed approximately 15 acres in Porter, Indiana, was
owned by the United States and under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Department of
Defense (DoD). The Nike C-32 site was operated from 1956 to 1974. The Nike C-32 site was
transferred from DoD control prior to 17 October 1986 and meets the definition of Formerly Used
Defense Site. The U.S. Army has been designated as the Executive Agent on behalf of DoD for
execution of an environmental restoration program at facilities under the jurisdiction of the
Secretary; this program is implemented in accordance with Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation and Liability Act, as amended by the Superfund Amendments
Reauthorization Act of 1986. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Louisville District is responsible
for the environmental restoration program and has determined that further action is warranted.

The Former Nike C-32 site was comprised of the Launch area and the Control area. This Decision
Document applies to the Launch area portion of the site. During these investigations, it was
determined that the Nike C-32 site presents an unacceptable human health risk to residents and
construction workers that come into contact with the groundwater. Therefore, a remedial action
comprised of limited excavation and offsite disposal, in situ chemical reduction via soil
mixing with zero valent iron, monitored natural attenuation, and land use controls has been
selected to remediate the groundwater.

Because the property does pose an unacceptable risk to human health, the U.S. Army, in
coordination with the Indiana Department of Environmental Management determined that the
Selected Remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs), and best meets the nine evaluation criteria
specified in the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (40 CFR
300.430(e)(9)). Environmental remediation will be performed by the Army.

Point of Contact Project Manager: Brooks Evens CELRL-PM-M-E, Andrew.B.Evens
@usace.army.mil, Phone Number: (502) 315-6335
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1.0 DECLARATION

1.1 Site Name and Location

This Decision Document presents the selected remedy for the Former Nike C-32 site in Porter,
Indiana. The Former Nike C-32 site is approximately 30 miles southeast of Chicago, Illinois, and
3 miles northwest of Chesterton, Indiana, in Section 26 of Township 37 North, Range 6 West
(Figure 1). The Department of Defense (DoD) acquired the site between 1956 and 1957 and used
it as an Ajax missile battery from 1957 through 1959, and as a Hercules missile battery from
1959 until the site was deactivated in 1974. The Launch Area was sold to a private party in 1976.
The Former Nike C-32 site was comprised of the Launch area and the Control area. This Decision
Document applies to the Launch Area portion of the site.

1.2 Statement of Basis and Purpose

The Remedy was selected in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments
and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), and to the extent practicable, the National Oil and
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision is based on information
contained in the administrative record (AR) for the Former Nike C-32 site. Information not
specifically summarized in this Decision Document or its references, but contained in the AR, has
been considered and is relevant to selection of the remedy at the site.

1.3 Assessment of the Former Nike C-32 Site

This Decision Document declares that further action is necessary to protect human healthand the
environment from actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants from the Former Nike C-32 site.

1.4 Description of Selected Remedy

At the former Nike C-32 site, the selected remedy for addressing chlorinated volatile organic
compounds (CVOCs) in groundwater is limited excavation and offsite disposal, in situ chemical
reduction via soil mixing with zero valent iron (ZV1), monitored natural attenuation (MNA), and
institutional controls (ICs), defined as Alternative 4b in the Feasibility Study (CH2M, 2016) and
identified as the preferred alternative in the Proposed Plan (CH2M, 2017). The current land owner
is a private owner whose activities could lead to contact with site groundwater, which involves
unacceptable risk. The risk for onsite construction workers is unacceptable if a well were installed
within the plume boundary. Therefore, the selected remedy addresses the possible risk to human
health associated with potable use of contaminated groundwater at the site. In addition, it mitigates
the potential for direct contact with contaminated groundwater during construction work at the
site. Specifically, the remedy for former Nike C-32 site consists of:

e Limited Excavation and Offsite Disposal. This alternative would use limited excavation
that would reduce the volume of soil to be transported and disposed offsite. The soil
volume reduction would result in the excavation of the most contaminated soil within a
trichloroethene (TCE) plume footprint, corresponding to a TCE concentration of
760 micrograms per kilogram (pg/kg) and a total excavation volume of 1,450 cubic yards
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(yd®) with shoring around the excavation. Existing infrastructure inside the excavation
footprint, such as wells, fences, and pavement, would need to be demolished before or
during excavation. For safety precautions, temporary fencing will need to be installed to
prevent access to the remedial action area. The excavation would likely be performed with
an excavator and haul trucks. The excavator would remove soil from the excavation and
place it directly into bins for dewatering and/or transport. Trucks would remove the bins
from the site and transport them to a permitted offsite disposal facility. Excavated soil
may require dewatering because more than half of the excavated soil is below the
groundwater surface and expected to be saturated. Based on test results, however, the lean
clay expected in the excavation is likely to have a low permeability, which would limit
the presence of free water and the rate at which water drains from the soil. Water draining
from the soil would need to be managed and ultimately disposed of at a permitted offsite
facility. Decontamination measures would be implemented to prevent contaminated
material from being tracked or spilled outside the site. The excavation would be backfilled
with uncontaminated soil from offsite locations. Confirmation samples would be taken
before placing backfill. After placement of backfill, monitoring wells will be installed.
Laboratory samples of site groundwater would be completed after the excavation to
demonstrate fulfillment of the established remediation goals (RG).

Soil Mixing with ZVI. Following excavation and backfill activities, the remaining TCE-
impacted soil around the perimeter of the former excavation would be treated in situ by
mixing soil with ZVI. The remedy under this alternative would use mechanical soil mixing
to effectively distribute chemical amendments throughout the soil to treat contaminants.
Soil mixing would create a homogeneous mixture of soil, iron, and target contaminants
considering the tight nature of the clay soils at the site. Although the tight clay geology
may limit the overall effectiveness of the soil mixing, the soil-mixing process would allow
contact of the ZVI and target contaminants of concern (COCs) and distribute chemical
amendments by homogenizing the soil over the remaining volatile organic compound
(VOC)-impacted plume area; therefore, increasing the probability of success and
effectiveness of the remedy. The addition of ZVI can create fluff or increase in soil
volume. To contain the fluff and ensure adequate mixing depth, the top 8 feet of soil would
be excavated prior to mixing. This soil is not anticipated to contain VOCs. The excavated
material would be stored at the site and used for site grading and restoration.

Other components of this alternative include: temporary fencing, monitoring well
abandonment, installation of sediment and erosion control measures, construction of
containment berms, air monitoring, and site restoration.

Treated soil would be sampled and analyzed for iron content in the field to ensure adequate
mixing throughout the treatment area. If the results of field testing indicate that thorough
mixing throughout the treatment area has not been achieved, the mixing approach would
be adjusted. In addition, laboratory analysis of samples of site soil and groundwater would
be completed before and after completion remedial operations to demonstrate fulfillment
of the established numeric treatment standards as part of the groundwater monitoring.

Monitored Natural Attenuation. MNA includes groundwater monitoring to evaluate the
effectiveness of natural attenuation processes at reducing COC concentrations in site
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groundwater within the impacted groundwater. The monitoring program will be defined
in a long-term monitoring plan, which will include installation of new monitoring wells
to better demonstrate plume stability and account for the variable groundwater flow
directions. Groundwater monitoring data will be used to verify that COC concentrations
are decreasing; that the affected area or plume is not expanding; that no changes in
hydrogeological, geochemical, biological parameters that might reduce the effectiveness
of the remedial action occur; and whether additional corrective actions are needed to
ensure protection of public health and welfare.

e Land Use Controls. An IC in the form of an environmental covenant (EC; Porter County
record number 2018-014167) is currently in place to restrict the current and future use of
onsite groundwater in a manner to prevent exposure to groundwater (by not allowing the
installation or use of wells within the EC restricted area) and the protection of monitoring
wells installed (by prohibiting their damage or removal). Therefore, an interim IC will not
be a component of the final selected remedial alternative, although it was part of the
description of the preferred alternative in the Proposed Plan. Only engineering controls
will be needed. Interim engineering controls will be implemented, including security
fencing and placarding to enclose the remediation area and prevent exposure to the
contamination and response action activities such as groundwater monitoring. Once
remedial goals are achieved, USACE, IDEM and the property owner will cooperate to
modify the EC in accordance with Indiana Code 13-14-2-9(c), as amended.

1.5 Statutory Determinations

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with the nine
evaluation criteria specified in the NCP 40 CFR 300.430(e)(9), and satisfies the statutory
requirements of CERCLA 8121(b). The selected remedy complies with applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements (ARARS), is cost-effective, and uses permanent solutions. The remedy
does satisfy the statutory preference for treatment as a principal element. Although the site does
exhibit minor indications of natural attenuation processes that reduce the volume and toxicity of
COCs in groundwater, without active treatment this could take a long time. The VOC contaminant
plumes appear to be stable, with very slowly decreasing concentrations in the source area.

Statutory reviews will be conducted every 5 years after initiation of the remedial action to ensure
the remedy remains protective of human health and the environment. In accordance with Section
121 of CERCLA, as amended in 1986 by the SARA, 5-year reviews will be completed as long as
hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain at the site above levels that allow for
unlimited use and unrestricted exposure.

1.6  Decision Document Certification Checklist

The following information is included in this Decision Document, Part 2: Decision Summary.

e Site characteristics and COCs (Section 2.6)
e Baseline risk represented by the COCs (Section 2.8)

e Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs) established for COCs and the basis for these
objectives (Section 2.9)
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e Current and reasonably anticipated future land use assumptions used in the baseline risk
assessment (Section 2.7)

e Potential land and groundwater use that will be available at the site as a result of the
selected remedy (Section 2.7)

e Cost-effectiveness and permanence of selected remedy (Section 2.14)
Additional information can be found in the AR file for the Former Nike C-32 site.
1.7 Authorizing Signatures

The Former Nike C-32 site was owned by the United States and under the jurisdiction of the
Secretary of the DoD from 1956 through 1974. The former Nike C-32 site was transferred
from DoD control prior to 17 October 1986 and meets the definition of a Formerly Used
Defense Site (FUDS).

This Decision Document presents the selected remedy (limited excavation and offsite disposal,
in situ chemical reduction via soil mixing with ZVI, MNA, and ICs) for the site, located in the
City of Porter, Porter County, Indiana. USACE is the execution agent under the Defense
Environmental Restoration Program at the Former Nike C-32 site, and has developed this
Decision Document consistent with the CERCLA, as amended, and the NCP. The remedy
proposed for selection by USACE received preliminary concurrence from IDEM on 21
December 2017.

IDEM’s formal concurrence letter for this Decision Document is provided in Attachment A.
The public was given an opportunity to review the selected remedy. The statutory review time
ended 2 February 2018. Two public comments were sent to USACE for the selected remedy
at the site. This Decision Document will be incorporated into the larger AR file for the Former
Nike C-32 site, which is available for public review at the Thomas Library located at 200 W.
Indiana Avenue, Chesterton, Indiana 46304. Likewise, it is available at the USACE, Louisville
District. 600 Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Place, Louisville, Kentucky.

This document, verifying further action is necessary, is approved by the undersigned, pursuant to
memorandum DAIM-ZA. 9 February 2017, Subject: Policy for Staffing and Approving Decision
Documents, and to Engineer Regulation 200-3-1, FUDS Program Policy.

Approved:
StepHen G. Durrett, P.E. DATE

Regional Programs Director
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2.0 DECISION SUMMARY

2.1 Name, Location, and Description

The Former Nike C-32 site (FUDS No. GO5IN000102) is approximately 30 miles southeast of
Chicago, Illinois, and 3 miles northwest of Chesterton, Indiana, in Section 26 of Township 37
North, Range 6 West (Figure 1). The Department of Defense (DoD) acquired the site between
1956 and 1957 and used it as an Ajax missile battery from 1957 through 1959, and as a Hercules
missile battery from 1959 until the site was deactivated in 1974. The former Launch Area (shown
on Figure 1) consisted of several areas of interest, including the ready building, missile test and
assembly building, generator building, warheading building, water treatment, acid storage shed,
storage and pump building, three underground storage magazines within the missile magazine
area, and a sewage treatment plant.

2.2 FUDS Program Summary

The Former Nike C-32 site was located on real property that was formerly owned by the U.S.
government and under the jurisdiction of the DoD. In 1976, the Launch Area parcel was sold to a
private party. Private parties have owned the parcel since the U.S. government terminated its
ownership.

Since jurisdiction of the property was transferred from DoD prior to October 17, 1986, the property
meets the definition of a FUDS. USACE, with support from IDEM, has executed environmental
site investigations for the property as execution agent for DoD as specified in the Defense
Environmental Restoration Program and authorized by Title 10 of the U.S. Code Section 2701 et.
seq. (10 USC 2701 et. seq.). The law authorizes the DoD to take remedial action at eligible FUDS
properties. (10 USC 2701 (c)(1)(B)).

2.3 History and Enforcement Activities

The Nike C-32 site is located near the intersection of Route 20 and Wagner Road in Porter, Porter
County, Indiana, as shown on Figure 1. The property is surrounded on the west, south, north, and
east by residential properties. The Nike C-32 site was operated from 1956 to 1974. The Launch
Area was sold to a private party in 1976 and has had several private owners since then.

The Former Nike C-32 site was investigated for environmental impacts beginning in 2007 when a
preliminary assessment was issued for the site. Information from the investigations can be found
in the following documents:

GEO Consultants. 2007. Preliminary Assessment, Report for Formerly Used Defense Site Nike
C-32—Indiana Dunes (FUDS Site #G05IN0001), Porter, Indiana. November.

CH2M HILL, Inc. (CH2M). 2009. Final Site Inspection Report, Former Nike Site C-32 Launch
Area, Porter County, Indiana. November.

CH2M HILL, Inc. (CH2M). 2012. Final Uniform Federal Policy Quality Assurance Project Plan,
Former Nike Site C-32 Launch Area, Porter County, Indiana. August.
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CH2M HILL, Inc. (CH2M). 2014. Final Public Involvement Plan, Former Nike Site C-32 Launch
Area, Porter, Porter County, Indiana. December.

CH2M HILL, Inc. (CH2M). 2015. Final Remedial Investigation Report, Former Nike Site C-32
Launch Area, Porter, Porter County, Indiana. February.

CH2M, Inc. 2016. Final Feasibility Study, Former Nike Site C-32 Launch Area, Porter, Porter
County, Indiana. December.

No actions, federal or state enforcement actions, lawsuits or other pending actions apply to the
Former Nike C-32 site.

2.4 Community Participation

A Public Involvement Plan was developed to be implemented for use during completion of the
necessary investigation activities at the Former Nike C-32 site. The community relations
requirements were followed as described below:

e An AR has been maintained by USACE at the Louisville District office and at the Thomas
Library in Chesterton, Indiana since 2012.

e Upon agreement of the IDEM, a Proposed Plan was placed in the Former Nike C-32 site
AR on January 5, 2018.

e Public comments on the Proposed Plan were solicited through a notice placed in the
Chesterton Tribune on January 2, January 10, and January 15, 2018. A public meeting
was held at the Chesterton Town Hall meeting room, 790 Broadway in Chesterton, Indiana
on January 17, 2018. The Responsiveness Summary of this Decision Document notes that
comments were received both through the public meeting and via email communication.

2.5 Scope and Role of Remedial Action

USACE serves as DoD execution agent for cleanup of FUDS nationwide. The USACE Louisville
District (CELRL) is responsible for the environmental restoration program at the Former Nike C-
32 site. In accordance with the environmental restoration process as prescribed by CERCLA,
CELRL has determined that further action is warranted for the Former Nike C-32 property. This
determination is supported by the findings of the Final Remedial Investigation Report, Former
Nike Site C-32 Launch Area, Porter, Porter County, Indiana. (CH2M HILL, 2015).

The selected remedy presented in this Decision Document applies to the real property used for the
Former Nike C-32 site.

2.6 Project Characteristics

2.6.1 Groundwater Pathway

The preliminary assessment report (GEO Consultants, 2007) states that four aquifers are in the
Lake Michigan basin near the site. The surficial sand-and-gravel aquifer in the northern part of
Lake Michigan basin (where the site is located) is rarely used because of the proximity to Lake
Michigan, which is the main drinking water source in the area. The shallow sand-and-gravel
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aquifer that is present in this portion of the Lake Michigan basin is not present at the site. The
Antrim shale unit is not a likely source of water, and while deeper Devonian and Silurian carbonate
rocks can serve as aquifers, they are used mostly in the far western part of the Lake Michigan
basin.

Both the Blount and Morley soil series are within the Group C hydrologic soil category (U.S.
Department of Agriculture [USDA], 1981). Group C soils have the characteristics of a slow
infiltration rate when thoroughly wet and have a slow rate of water transmission because of the
fine soil texture. These types of soils show evidence of perched water at a depth of 1 to 3 feet
below ground surface (bgs) for Blount series soils and at a depth of 3 to 6 feet bgs for the Morley
series soil.

Groundwater elevation measurements collected during the remedial investigation (RI) show the
groundwater potentiometric surface flow to the east, northeast, and north. Site soil samples
collected during the RI were analyzed for soil properties, including permeability to water.
Permeability values range from less than 1.9 x 107 to 5.0 x 10 centimeters per second, with an
average permeability of 1.4 x 10 centimeters per second. The average shallow groundwater
velocity was reported as 1.4 feet per year with a corresponding average hydraulic gradient of
approximately 0.261 feet per foot.

2.6.2 Surface Water Pathway

The approximate elevation for the former Nike C-32 Launch Area is 680 feet above mean sea
level. The elevation drops to approximately 640 feet above mean sea level about 0.25 to 0.5 mile
north of the site. South of the site, the topography slopes gently toward tributaries of the Little
Calumet River—East Arm (GEO Consultants, 2007). The site is relatively flat, and the area is
drained primarily by ditches that terminate at the north part of the site. No storm drains or control
structures are located on the site.

2.6.3 Soil Pathways

The geology of the area surrounding the site is characterized by 150 to 200 feet of heterogeneous
Quaternary sediments overlying 400 to 1,000 feet of Devonian and Silurian sedimentary rocks.
The site lies in the Lake Michigan basin where there are heterogeneous unconsolidated deposits
that resulted from a variety of processes, including glacial, glaciofluvial, lacustrine, and wetland
sedimentation. Local soil survey information indicates soils at the site are composed of Blount and
Morley series soils (USDA, 1981). The Blount soils are characterized as nearly level and gently
sloping, somewhat poorly drained soils on glacial till plains. The Blount surface soil profile is dark
grayish brown silt loam approximately 1 foot thick, while the subsoil is light olive brown silty clay
loam to a depth of approximately 5 feet. The Morley series soil is characterized as gently sloping,
moderately drained soils. The Morley surface layer is approximately 8 inches of dark grayish
brown silt loam, and the subsurface is yellowish brown silty clay loam to a depth of approximately
5 feet (USDA, 1981). The shallowest bedrock unit in the area surrounding the site is the Devonian
Antrim shale. Locally, site investigation work concluded the overburden soils were comprised of
tight, lean clay from the ground surface to the depth of the site borings, approximately 70 feet bgs.
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2.6.4 Details Obtained from Former Nike C-32 Site Investigations

A removal action was conducted in September 2003. Three underground storage tanks (one located
west of the fallout shelter and two located outside the generator building) and two aboveground
storage tanks (one located inside the generator building and one located outside the missile test
and assembly building) were removed. Because initial confirmation soil samples exceeded
screening criteria, additional soil was removed. The results were below the screening criteria after
the soil removal. In addition, one transformer (located next to the generator building) was removed.
There was no visual evidence of leaks and transformer oil sampling indicated no polychlorinated
biphenyls were present. Finally, groundwater and sediment sampling from the underground missile
magazines indicated the presence of VOC (cis-1,2-dichloroethene [cis-DCE]) in the far northern
missile magazine. (GEO Consultants, 2007).

From 2005 to 2006, the missile magazines were demolished. The magazines were dewatered,
demolished, and backfilled. An investigation was conducted of the electrical substation located
along West Oak Hill Road, which contained one pad-mounted and three pole transformers. The
transformers and soil were removed and backfilled (GEO Consultants, 2007).

GEO Consultants conducted the preliminary assessment to assess whether the site posed a potential
threat to human health or the environment, or whether further investigations were required. GEO
Consultants concluded that soil, sediment, and sand filter sampling should be conducted at the
missile test and assembly building, warheading building, sand filter bed and associated sewer lines,
and the ditches along the launch pad. In addition, it was concluded that groundwater sampling
should be conducted from the well at the former Launch Area, seepage south of the generator
building, in the subsurface filter bed, and sediment where the former Launch Area sewage
treatment system discharges.

A site inspection was documented in November 2008. The focus of the fieldwork was the areas
specified in the preliminary assessment. The field investigation consisted of collecting soil samples
near the areas of concern (see Figure 2), and collecting sediment samples from ditch areas. Results
indicated the presence of VOCs (TCE and 1,2-dichloroethane [1,2-DCA]) in soil at the missile
magazine area exceeded the IDEM residential screening criteria at 24 feet bgs, and the presence
of lead in one sediment sample that exceeded screening criteria.

Based on this investigation, supplemental site inspection was documented in July 2010. During
this activity, a 3-foot by 3-foot by 1-foot deep area was excavated to remove the sediment that
previously exceeded the screening criteria for lead. Confirmation samples were collected and
results indicated the lead contamination was sufficiently removed. The excavation subsequently
was regraded to the existing ground surface. Additional soil borings were installed and six
locations were converted to monitoring wells. Soil concentrations exceeded IDEM residential
screening criteria for TCE and 1,2-DCA. The vertical contamination profile indicated that the soil
concentrations likely did not originate from the ground surface, but more likely came from the
missile magazine operations at depth. In addition, the soil concentrations were below the
groundwater table. Monitoring well data indicated groundwater concentrations exceeded IDEM
residential screening groundwater criteria in MW-1 and MW-4.,

Based on the site inspection, an RI field investigation was conducted in September 2011 and
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September 2012. Activities included:

e September 2011

» Redeveloped six existing monitoring wells and advanced 13 soil borings, eight to a
depth of 24 feet bgs and five to a depth of 50 to 55 feet bgs; converted 10 of the
borings to monitoring wells; sampled the monitoring wells for three quarters from
October 2011 to April 2012 for VOCs and MNA parameters (nitrate, sulfate,
chloride, iron, methane, ethane, and ethene); slug testing conducted on several of the
newly installed monitoring wells. Figure 3 shows the monitoring well locations.

e September 2012

= Installed 12 offsite membrane interface probe locations to assess the subsurface
conditions and select offsite monitoring well locations. Installed 5 offsite soil gas
points and sampled for three quarters from September 2012 to August 2013 for TCE
and breakdown products; redeveloped 13 existing monitoring wells and installed four
new onsite wells and three new offsite monitoring wells; sampled onsite and offsite
monitoring wells quarterly from September 2012 to May 2013 for VOCs and MNA
parameters (nitrate, sulfate, chloride, iron, methane, ethane, and ethene); slug testing
was performed on several of the newly installed and existing monitoring wells.

Because residents adjacent to the property had private drinking water wells, tap water sampling
was conducted to evaluate whether VOC contamination was present and determine if the
residential water wells had been impacted by the site COCs. The data indicate no TCE or
breakdown products were detected in any of the drinking water well samples.

2.7 Current and Potential Former Nike C-32 Site Resource Uses

The Former Nike C-32 site is owned by a private landowner who is currently clearing certain areas
of the property and is proposing to start a business. While it uncertain whether the business will
be realized, the property may be redeveloped for residential use as properties to the east, west,
north, and south are currently being used as residential property. Current or anticipated future use
of groundwater as a potable water supply is possible at the former Nike C-32 site.

2.8 Summary of Former Nike C-32 Site Risks

This subsection presents an overview of the risks associated with the current and future use of the
former Nike C-32 site. The human health risk was evaluated for both industrial and residential use.

2.8.1 Human Health Risk

A human health risk assessment (HHRA) was conducted to evaluate potential risks to human
health from contaminants detected in soil and groundwater at the site. The HHRA focused on
potential human exposures to onsite soil and groundwater concentrations and the potential for
future residential (adult and child) and construction worker receptor populations. In addition,
adjacent downgradient residences have private wells used for groundwater consumption.
Therefore, potential offsite groundwater exposure for current/future residents through drinking
water use and vapor intrusion exposure also were considered. Soil gas data along with shallow
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groundwater data were evaluated to determine if there were potential vapor intrusion pathways to
residences located near the site. Multiple lines of evidence were evaluated, including groundwater
and soil gas concentrations within 100 feet of the residences, and site-specific soil conditions.
Evaluation of the groundwater and soil gas concentrations offsite indicated the concentrations were
below vapor intrusion screening level values. Onsite exposure points included soil and
groundwater, and the offsite exposure point is groundwater downgradient from the site.

The land use exposure routes for quantitative evaluation included the following:

e Onsite future resident (adult and child): Incidental ingestion of and dermal contact with
soil; ingestion of and dermal contact with shallow groundwater; and inhalation of volatile
contaminants of potential concern from shallow groundwater while showering (adult
exposure).

e Onsite future construction worker: Incidental ingestion of and dermal contact with soil,
dermal contact with shallow groundwater; and inhalation of volatile emissions from
shallow groundwater in an open excavation.

The cumulative reasonable maximum exposure noncarcinogenic hazard for potential future direct
contact with groundwater for the adult resident, child resident, and construction worker is orders
of magnitude above the target hazard index of 1, and is driven primarily by TCE, cis-1,2-DCE,
and trans-1,2-DCE. Although 1,2-DCA concentrations are greater than the maximum contaminant
level (MCL), based on the findings of the HHRA, this compound was not a primary risk driver.

Carcinogenic risks were calculated for the lifetime of a child/adult resident following U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) guidance. The cumulative reasonable maximum
exposure carcinogenic risk to the potential lifetime child/adult resident and construction worker
exceeds the target risk range of 1 person in 1,000,000 to 1 person in 10,000 getting cancer
(acceptable range of risk of 1 x 10 to 1 x 10*) by at least two orders of magnitude, and is driven
primarily by TCE in groundwater.

Soil and vapor intrusion were also evaluated for risk. The contaminant concentrations in soil are
not present at a magnitude to significantly influence potential risks for receptor populations from
direct contact exposure. As there was not a complete pathway for vapor intrusion, this was not
evaluated further.

The results of the HHRA indicate there is potential for cancer risk and noncancer hazards above
the target threshold levels for future residents and construction workers based on groundwater
exposure. The former land use for the former Nike C-32 site was industrial, and the parcel of land
was vacant and unused. However, the land was sold recently, and the site owner has begun
redeveloping the site. As the adjacent properties are residential, it is appropriate to evaluate the
site risks and remedial alternatives based on a residential land use scenario.

The HHRA findings indicate that risk exposure due to direct contact to site soil was insignificant.
However, soil concentrations could potentially contribute to groundwater contamination based on
an evaluation of EPA soil screening levels (risk-based and MCL-based screening levels in the soil-
to-groundwater concentration tables, dated November 2015), soil and groundwater equilibrium
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calculations, and site-specific soil data for fraction of organic carbon content. Therefore, soil
contamination would need to be addressed within each groundwater alternative.

Based on the HHRA results, TCE, cis-1,2-DCE, trans-1,2-DCE, and 1,2-DCA were constituents
with concentrations above EPA MCL screening criteria. Results of the HHRA indicate the
potential for cancer risks and noncancer hazards above the target threshold levels for future
residents and construction workers based on groundwater exposure. The greatest contributions to
potential groundwater exposure risks and hazards are primarily from TCE, and to a lesser degree,
cis-1,2-DCE, and trans-1,2-DCE concentrations. Concentrations of 1,2-DCA are not a significant
contributor to human health risks.

2.8.2 Ecological Risks

A screening-level ecological risk assessment for the former Launch Area was documented in the
RI report (using the 2008 data) to determine if there is the potential for risk to ecological receptors
(plants and animals) from the presence of chemicals in surface soil and/or sediment of the onsite
drainages (CH2M, 2015). The site is developed and provides a habitat for only a limited number
of soil invertebrates, urban-adapted avian and mammalian species, and aquatic invertebrates
capable of withstanding periods of drying.

Maximum chemical concentrations detected in site surface soil (ground surface to 3 feet bgs) and
sediment (ground surface to 1 foot bgs), within the areas identified as having potentially viable
terrestrial habitat, were screened using EPA Region 5 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
ecological screening values. Sediment concentrations from ground surface to 1 foot bgs were also
used for this comparison because benthic invertebrates are likely to occur within the sediment
depth. Chemicals in soils having maximum detected concentrations exceeding ecological
screening values were further screened against background concentrations to determine whether
those chemicals are site-related.

Although results of the surface soil and sediment screening indicated the presence of inorganic
chemicals and polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons at concentrations exceeding EPA Region 5
ecological screening values, none were detected in surface soil at concentrations exceeding those
present in onsite-impacted background soil, and concentrations in sediment were typical of urban
areas. Therefore, it was concluded that chemicals in surface soil and sediment do not pose a site-
related risk to ecological receptors.

2.9 Remedial Action Objectives

Remedial action must be taken to protect human health from exposure to the site-related COCs in
groundwater at the former Nike C-32 site. RAOs are site-specific goals for protecting human health
and the environment that specify contaminants and media of interest, exposure pathways, and RGs.
RGs are developed on the basis of chemical-specific risk factors. The following RAOs were
established for the former Nike C-32 site:

1. To prevent human exposure to the COCs in excess of the RGs.

2. To reduce concentrations of COCs to RG levels and potential risks associated with
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exposure to groundwater to allow future residential land use of the site.

The RGs are as follows: the primary COC is TCE at 5 micrograms per liter (ug/L); the TCE
degradation product concentrations currently include cis-DCE at 70 pg/L, and trans-DCE at 100
pg/L. Other TCE degradation products will be monitored and, if they exceed the MCL in the future,
will also be remediated to RG levels.

The RGs for the CVOCs in groundwater are based on the MCLs established under the Safe
Drinking Water Act and would allow for unlimited use of the property and unrestricted exposure
onsite.

2.10 Description of Alternatives

The following remedial alternatives were developed for the former Nike C-32 site to address
unacceptable risks due to potential exposure to COCs in groundwater. Seven remedial alternatives
were developed for the site: Alternative 1a—No Action; Alternative 1b—MNA and ICs;
Alternative 2—Insitu Thermal Treatment, MNA, and ICs; Alternative 3—Insitu Chemical
Reduction via Soil Mixing with ZVI, MNA, and ICs; Alternative 4a—Excavation and Offsite
Disposal, MNA, and ICs; Alternative 4b—Limited Excavation and Offsite Disposal, In situ
Chemical Reduction via Soil Mixing with ZVI, MNA, and ICs; and Alternative 4c—Limited
Excavation and Offsite Disposal, MNA, and ICs. The major components of the remedial
alternatives are defined below.

2.10.1 Alternative 1a—No Action

Alternative 1a is required under CERCLA to provide a baseline for comparing remedial
alternatives. Under Alternative 1a, no activities would be completed at the site to change the
current conditions, and no action would be taken to restrict potential human exposures. There is
no cost associated with Alternative 1a.

2.10.2 Alternative 1b—MNA and ICs

Alternative 1b uses monitoring to evaluate the effectiveness of natural attenuation processes at
reducing contaminant concentrations in site groundwater. Monitoring includes collecting and
analyzing groundwater from site monitoring wells. Sampling details would be included in a long-
term monitoring plan. Groundwater monitoring data would be used to verify that COC
concentrations are decreasing, the affected area or plume is not expanding, and no changes in
hydrogeological, geochemical, or biological parameters occur that might reduce the effectiveness
of the remedial action. The former Nike C-32 site does exhibit some indicators of a natural
attenuation process, albeit a slow one. These indicators include the degradation of TCE, and the
presence of degradation products. Furthermore, the VOC contaminant plume appears to be stable.
Given the lack of abundant organic matter in the water-bearing units, and the high clay content in
soil, the physical processes of dilution, sorption, and volatilization will likely be the primary
mechanisms of natural attenuation.

Alternative 1b includes land use controls to place limitations on what activities can take place on
a property and thereby limit exposure to site contamination. An IC in the form of an EC (Porter
County record number 2018-014167) is currently in place to restrict the current and future use of
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onsite groundwater in a manner to prevent exposure to groundwater (by not allowing the
installation or use of wells within the EC restricted area) and the protection of monitoring wells
installed (by prohibiting their damage or removal). Therefore, an interim IC will not be a
component of the final selected remedial alternative, although it was part of the description of the
preferred alternative in the Proposed Plan. Only engineering controls will be implemented,
including security fencing and placarding to enclose the remediation area and prevent exposure to
the contamination and response action activities such as groundwater monitoring.

The estimated time required to achieve RGs is 50 years. This timeframe was selected because
estimating beyond 50 years is assumed to have a negligible cost impact on the present value
analysis (EPA, 2000). The estimated costs for Alternative 1b are:

e Capital Cost: $24,000
e Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Present Value Cost: $1,173,000
e Total Present Value Cost: $1,197,000

2.10.3 Alternative 2—In situ Thermal Treatment, MNA, and ICs

Alternative 2 consists of heating the target treatment zone below the surface by installing
subsurface heaters spaced to conservatively contain the soil and groundwater VOC plumes. VOC
reductions are permanent and irreversible. In addition, subsurface conditions after thermal
treatment are conducive to biological transformation, which reduces the potential for back-
diffusion processes in the event aquifer materials were not fully treated by insitu heating
operations. In addition to subsurface heaters, a robust vapor extraction system would be installed
and operated during insitu thermal treatment system operation. During system operation,
subsurface heating above the boiling point of the COCs (approximately 82 degrees Celsius) would
drive the COCs into a vapor phase. Buoyancy forces would drive vapors upward and toward the
extraction wells. Due to the geologic conditions that exist onsite, vapor collection could be limited,
which may delay the remedial process and, thus, prolong the thermal treatment in the area,
resulting in higher cost.

The majority of site COCs would be present in the vapor extracted from the wellfield; COCs
present in extracted groundwater or steam condensate therefore represent a small portion of the
total contaminant mass removed by the thermal treatment system. Condensate generated during
cooling would be collected and conveyed to a conventional gravity separator for removal.
Groundwater containing dissolved COCs would be treated using granular activated carbon and
temporarily stored onsite. Treated groundwater would be sampled and transported for offsite
disposal in accordance with applicable regulations. Vapor exiting the heat exchanger would be
conditioned by heating and routed for subsequent treatment using onsite vapor-phase granular
activated carbon. Spent carbon used in vapor and liquid treatment systems would be transported,
disposed, or regenerated offsite in accordance with manufacturer’s acceptance requirements and
applicable disposal regulations. Fixed laboratory samples of site soil and groundwater would be
completed before, during, and after completion of thermal treatment operations to demonstrate
fulfillment of the established numeric treatment standards as part of the MNA.

Interim land use controls would have to be in place during the in situ thermal treatment process
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until the RAOs are met as described previously. The estimated time required to achieve this is 150
days, plus 2 years of quarterly monitoring to assure VOCs remain compliant with applicable RGs.
An IC in the form of an EC (Porter County record number 2018-014167) is currently in place to
restrict the current and future use of onsite groundwater in a manner to prevent exposure to
groundwater (by not allowing the installation or use of wells within the EC restricted area) and the
protection of monitoring wells installed (by prohibiting their damage or removal). Therefore, an
interim 1C will not be a component of the final selected remedial alternative, although it was part
of the description of the preferred alternative in the Proposed Plan. Only engineering controls will
be implemented, including security fencing and placarding to enclose the remediation area and
prevent exposure to the contamination and response action activities such as groundwater
monitoring. The estimated costs for Alternative 2 are shown below:

e Capital Cost: $3,534,000
e O&M Present Value Cost: $412,000
e Total Present Value Cost: $3,946,000
2.10.4 Alternative 3—In situ Chemical Reduction via Soil Mixing with ZVI, MNA, and ICs

Alternative 3 would use soil mixing with ZVI, which has been shown to be effective based on TCE
groundwater concentration reductions at monitoring well MW-8SR following the pilot test. The
full-scale remedy under this alternative would use mechanical soil mixing to effectively distribute
chemical amendments throughout the soil to treat contaminants. Soil mixing would create a
homogeneous mixture of soil, iron, and target contaminants considering the tight nature of the clay
soils at the site. The tight clay geology may limit the overall effectiveness of the soil mixing. The
soil-mixing process would allow contact of the ZVI and target COCs and distribute chemical
amendments by homogenizing the soil over the VOC-impacted plume area, therefore, increasing
the probability of success and effectiveness of the remedy.

The top 8 feet of soil would be excavated prior to mixing. This soil is not anticipated to contain
VOCs. The excavated material would be stored at the site and used for site grading and restoration.
Other components of this alternative include: monitoring well abandonment, installation of
sediment and erosion control measures, construction of containment berms, air monitoring, and
site restoration. Treated soil would be sampled and analyzed for iron content in the field to ensure
adequate mixing throughout the treatment area. The estimated time required to achieve this is 10
days for soil mixing, plus 10 years of quarterly monitoring to assure VOCs remain compliant with
applicable RGs. Interim land use controls would have to be in place during the MNA process until
the RAOs are met as described previously. An IC in the form of an EC (Porter County record
number 2018-014167) is currently in place to restrict the current and future use of onsite
groundwater in a manner to prevent exposure to groundwater (by not allowing the installation or
use of wells within the EC restricted area) and the protection of monitoring wells installed (by
prohibiting their damage or removal). Therefore, an interim IC will not be a component of the final
selected remedial alternative, although it was part of the description of the preferred alternative in
the Proposed Plan. Only engineering controls will be implemented, including security fencing and
placarding to enclose the remediation area and prevent exposure to the contamination and response
action activities such as groundwater monitoring. The estimated costs for Alternative 3 are:
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e Capital Cost: $1,651,000
e O&M Present Value Cost: $543,000
e Total Present Value Cost: $2,194,000
2.10.5 Alternative 4a—Excavation and Offsite Disposal, MNA, and ICs

Alternative 4a would remove soils that could act as a continuing source of contamination to
groundwater, not because soil poses a risk to human health or the environment. This would result
in excavating soil corresponding to TCE concentrations of 76 pug/kg and greater, with a total
excavation volume of 8,650 yd® with sloping around the excavation (see Figure 4). This alternative
would remove TCE and the TCE degradation products to concentrations below EPA regional
screening levels for residential soils.

These activities cover mobilization to the site and development of preconstruction documents,
including, but not limited to, a safety plan, dust control plan, excavation plan, and a stormwater
pollution prevention plan. Because of the required side slope requirement during excavation, a
portion of the excavation area may extend onto neighboring property in the east direction. An
access agreement would be needed to access the neighboring property. Prior field tasks and
discussions with the property owner suggest the property owner is amenable to providing access
for activities required for cleaning up the site contamination. EXisting infrastructure inside the
excavation footprint, such as wells, fences, and pavement, would need to be demolished before or
during excavation. Temporary fencing will need to be installed to prevent access to the remedial
action area.

The volume of soil from the top 8 feet of the excavation area would be screened with a
photoionization detector (PID) to confirm it is suitable for use as backfill at the site. The excavation
would likely be performed with an excavator and haul trucks. The excavator would remove soil
from the excavation and place it directly into bins for dewatering and/or transport. Trucks would
remove the bins from the site and transport them to a permitted offsite disposal facility. Excavated
soil may require dewatering because more than half of the excavated soil is below the groundwater
surface and expected to be saturated. Water draining from the soil would need to be managed and
ultimately disposed of at a permitted offsite facility. Decontamination measures would be
implemented to prevent contaminated material from being tracked or spilled outside the site. The
excavation would be backfilled with uncontaminated soil from offsite locations. Confirmation
samples would be taken before placing backfill. After placement of backfill, monitoring wells will
be installed.

The estimated time required to achieve this alternative is 120 days for excavation, plus 10 years of
quarterly monitoring to assure VOCs remain compliant with applicable RGs. An IC in the form of
an EC (Porter County record number 2018-014167) is currently in place to restrict the current and
future use of onsite groundwater in a manner to prevent exposure to groundwater (by not allowing
the installation or use of wells within the EC restricted area) and the protection of monitoring wells
installed (by prohibiting their damage or removal). Therefore, an interim IC will not be a
component of the final selected remedial alternative, although it was part of the description of the
preferred alternative in the Proposed Plan. Only engineering controls will be implemented,
including security fencing and placarding to enclose the remediation area and prevent exposure to
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the contamination and response action activities such as groundwater monitoring. The costs
associated with Alternative 4a are:

e Capital Cost: $1,771,000
e O&M Present Value Cost: $543,000
Total Present VValue Cost: $2,314,000

2.10.6 Alternative 4b—Limited Excavation and Offsite Disposal, In situ Chemical
Reduction via Soil Mixing with ZVI, MNA, and ICs

Alternative 4b would use limited excavation that would reduce the volume of soil to be transported
and disposed offsite. Site activities would involve the excavation of the most contaminated soil
within the TCE plume footprint, corresponding to a TCE concentration of 760 pg/kg and a total
excavation volume of 1,450 yd® with shoring around the excavation. After soil removal, soil
mixing with ZVI within the 76 pg/kg soil TCE plume footprint would be conducted. This
alternative would also treat TCE degradation products. These activities would be the same as
described for Alternatives 3 and 4a, with the exception of shoring activities, the excavation would
likely be performed as described for Alternative 4a.

The volume of soil from the top 8 feet of the excavation area would be screened with a PID to
confirm it is suitable for use as backfill at the site. Following excavation and backfill activities, the
remaining TCE-impacted soil would be treated in situ by mixing soil with ZV1 as described for
Alternative 3. At the completion of the soil mixing activities, the shoring materials would be
removed and the site would be graded and restored. Groundwater would be controlled and
managed as described for Alternative 4a.

Transportation and disposal would be managed as described for Alternative 4a.

The excavation would be backfilled with uncontaminated soil imported from offsite locations and
clean overburden material, and finished as described for Alternative 4a. Confirmation samples
would be taken before placing backfill. After placement of backfill, monitoring wells will be
installed. The estimated time required to achieve this is 30 days for excavation, 10 days for soil
mixing, plus 10 years of quarterly monitoring to assure VOCs remain compliant with applicable
RGs. An IC in the form of an EC (Porter County record number 2018-014167) is currently in
place to restrict the current and future use of onsite groundwater in a manner to prevent exposure
to groundwater (by not allowing the installation or use of wells within the EC restricted area) and
the protection of monitoring wells installed (by prohibiting their damage or removal). Therefore,
an interim IC will not be a component of the final selected remedial alternative, although it was
part of the description of the preferred alternative in the Proposed Plan. Only engineering controls
will be implemented, including security fencing and placarding to enclose the remediation area
and prevent exposure to the contamination and response action activities such as groundwater
monitoring. The costs associated with Alternative 4b are:

e Capital Cost: $1,873,000
e O&M Present Value Cost: $543,000
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e Total Present Value Cost: $2,416,000
2.10.7 Alternative 4c—Limited Excavation and Offsite Disposal, MNA, and ICs

Alternative 4c would use limited excavation that would reduce the volume of soil to be transported
and disposed offsite. Site activities would involve the excavation of soil corresponding to a TCE
concentration of 760 pg/kg with a total excavation volume of 5,780 yd® with sloping around the
excavation. This alternative would also remove TCE degradation products.

Activities necessary to implement Alternative 4c would be the same as described for Alternative
4a. The volume of soil from the top 8 feet of the excavation area would be screened with a PID to
confirm it is suitable for use as backfill at the site. The excavation would likely be performed as
described for Alternative 4a. Groundwater would be controlled and managed as described for
Alternative 4a. Transportation and disposal would be managed as described for Alternative 4a.

The excavation would be backfilled with uncontaminated soil imported from offsite locations and
finished as described for Alternative 4a. Confirmation samples would be taken before placing
backfill. After placement of backfill, monitoring wells will be installed. The estimated time
required to achieve this is 80 days for excavation, plus 10 years of quarterly monitoring to assure
VOCs remain compliant with applicable RGs.

An IC in the form of an EC (Porter County record number 2018-014167) is currently in place to
restrict the current and future use of onsite groundwater in a manner to prevent exposure to
groundwater (by not allowing the installation or use of wells within the EC restricted area) and the
protection of monitoring wells installed (by prohibiting their damage or removal). Therefore, an
interim 1C will not be a component of the final selected remedial alternative, although it was part
of the description of the preferred alternative in the Proposed Plan. Only engineering controls will
be implemented, including security fencing and placarding to enclose the remediation area and
prevent exposure to the contamination and response action activities such as groundwater
monitoring. The costs associated with Alternative 4c are:

e Capital Cost: $1,087,000
e O&M Present Value Cost: $1,044,000
e Total Present Value Cost: $2,131,000
2.11 Summary of Comparative Analysis of Alternatives

CERCLA uses nine criteria to evaluate remedial alternatives individually and comparatively to
help select a preferred alternative. They are classified as threshold, balancing, and modifying
criteria.

Threshold criteria are standards that an alternative must meet for it to be eligible for selection as
a remedial action. Threshold criteria are:

e Overall protection of human health and the environment
e Compliance with ARARs
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Balancing criteria weigh the tradeoffs among alternatives. They represent the standards upon
which the detailed evaluation and comparative analysis of alternatives are based. In general, a high
rating on one balancing criterion can offset a low rating on another. Five of the nine criteria are
balancing criteria:

e Long-term effectiveness and permanence

e Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment

e Short-term effectiveness

e Implementability

e Cost
Modifying criteria consider the concerns of state regulator and the local community’s acceptance
of a proposed remedial action. Modifying criteria are:

e State/support agency acceptance

e Community acceptance

Table 1 summarizes how well each alternative satisfies each evaluation criterion and indicates how
it compares to the other alternatives under consideration. Table 1 evaluates each alternative with
respect to the criteria listed above for the Former Nike C-32 site.

2.12 Principal Threat Wastes

The NCP [NCP 300.430(a)(1)(iii)(A)] expects treatment to be used to address principal threat
wastes to the extent practicable to reduce their toxicity, mobility, or volume. The term “principal
threat wastes” refers to source materials that are highly toxic or highly mobile. No highly toxic or
highly mobile contaminants are present at the former Nike C-32 site. Therefore, no principal threat
waste is present at the site.

2.13 Selected Remedy

The selected remedy for the former Nike C-32 site is Alternative 4b—Limited Excavation and
Offsite Disposal, In situ Chemical Reduction via Soil Mixing with ZVI, MNA, and ICs. This
alternative is expected to satisfy the following statutory requirements of CERCLA Section 121(b):
be protective of human health and the environment; comply with ARARS; be cost-effective; and
use permanent solutions and sustainable options to the maximum extent practicable.

2.14 Statutory Determinations

Based on the findings of investigations and risk assessments that have been completed, further
action is necessary by the U.S. Army. Hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants identified
at the site present risk to residential and construction worker use. The statutory determinations of
the selected remedy are outlined below.

2.14.1 Protection of Human Health and the Environment
The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment and satisfies the statutory
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2.14.2 Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

The selected remedy will comply with the following chemical and specific ARARs shown in the
tables 2-1 and 2-2 below. No location specific ARARs were identified.

TABLE 2-1

Chemical-specific Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements and To-Be-Considered Material

Former Nike C-32 Site, Porter, Porter County, Indiana

Requirement Status

Requirement Synopsis

SDWA MCLs for Organic Applicable

Contaminants
40 CFR 141.61

MCLs will be used as the cleanup goals for groundwater. The
MCL for cis-DCE is 70 pg/L; the MCL for trans-DCE is 100 pg/L;
and the MCL for TCE is 5 pg/L. The MCL for 1,1-DCE is 7 pg/L

and the MCL for vinyl chloride is 2 5 pg/L.

IDEM VRP Resource Guide, July  TBC
1996

IDEM'’s VRP provides risk-based, chemical-specific cleanup goals
designed to protect human receptors. Cleanup goals are not
promulgated, but are a technical reference, which can be
considered a TBC. Cleanup Goals for the residential subsurface
soil scenario are found in Table 15.

The cleanup goals can be found at (accessed 3/23/2015):

https://www.in.gov/idem/cleanups

Subsurface soil

Residential Scenario

TCE 0.076 mg/Kg
1,2-DCA  0.025 mg/Kg
cis-DCE 17.140 mg/Kg

Notes:

CFR = Code of Federal Regulation

IDEM = Indiana Department of Environmental Management
MCL = Maximum Contaminant Level

mg/kg = milligrams per kilogram

mg/L = milligrams per liter

SDWA = Safe Drinking Water Act

TBC = To-Be-Considered material

ug/L = micrograms per liter

VRP = Voluntary Remediation Program
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TABLE 2-2
Action-specific Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
Former Nike C-32 Site, Porter, Porter County, Indiana
Requirement Status Requirement Synopsis
Fugitive Dust Emissions Applicable Defines fugitive emission dust limitations.
326 1AC6-4-2 For the excavation alternative, fugitive dust containing

concentrations of TCE in excess of substantive cleanup
standards must be controlled.

Notes:
IAC = Indiana Administrative Code

2.14.3 Cost-Effectiveness
This remedy is cost effective.

2.14.4 Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment Technologies to the
Maximum Extent Practicable

The remedy was chosen because limited excavation at the site will permanently remove the source
of contamination and ZVI mixing will permanently remove the residual impacts to groundwater.

2.14.5 Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element

The preference for treatment as a principal element of the remedy has been satisfied as soil mixing
with ZVI is included as part of this remedy.

2.14.6 Five-Year Review Requirements

Statutory reviews will be conducted every 5 years after initiating the remedial action to ensure the
remedies remain protective of human health and the environment. In accordance with Section 121
of CERCLA, as amended in 1986 by SARA, 5-year reviews will be completed as long as hazardous
substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain at the site above levels that allow for unlimited use
and unrestricted exposure. The current landowner has placed a groundwater restriction land use
control on the Former Nike C-32 site.

2.15 Documentation of Significant Changes from Preferred Alternative of Proposed Plan

This Decision Document contains no significant changes from the Proposed Plan. The only change
from the preferred alternative identified in the Proposed Plan is the exclusion of the institutional
control as a component of the remedy because an existing EC already restricts access to
groundwater within and around the plume. However, this change is not considered significant
because the selected remedy, without the interim institutional control, is equivalent to the preferred
alternative and equally protective.
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3.0 RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

CELRL placed a public notice in the Chesterton Tribune soliciting comments on the Proposed Plan
for the Former Nike C-32 site. A 30-day public comment period (January 2 to February 2, 2018)
was provided. Several comments were received during the public meeting (January 17, 2018). The
IDEM and several members of the community were present at the public meeting. During the
meeting, comments and questions were expressed by the local community members and verbal
responses were provided by representatives of USACE and its contractor. A transcript of the public
meeting is presented in Attachment B. The selected remedy was not revised based on comments
received during the public meeting.

This section presents responses to comments during the public meeting. Any responses herein are
also documented in the meeting transcript presented in Attachment B.

3.1 Stakeholder Comments and Execution Agent Responses

This section presents responses to comments via email communications outside of the public
meeting. Comments and responses received during the public meeting are documented in the
meeting transcript presented in Attachment B.

3.1.1 Comment from Ms. Donna Beckham (Community Member- via email)

Comment: Ms. Beckham asked “I am a resident of the subdivision of the location of the above-
mentioned base since 1993. | am also an army brat. My Dad is Major Michael L. Cain, now
residing in Arlington. I and several of my six siblings have been diagnosed with several cancers
and three out of the five who have been diagnosed have since died. | have six siblings. My three
oldest were stationed in Guam with my parents back in the early 50's. I was born in Alaska in
1954. | have two cancers. | am wondering if my current resident, adjacent to this base had anything
to do with my having the cancers | have and if there is any information you can provide to help
me determine that. | have a well on my property and have been using the ground water for the 25
years | have lived here. Any help would be greatly appreciated as | do want to inform my children
and my nieces and nephews of any additional information for their records.

Response: Ms. Beckham’s property is side gradient to the plume meaning that there is no chance
of the plume getting to her well. Wells have been monitored for 8 years between the plume and
her residence and they have never had any detections of contaminates. The plume is near the
northern silo. The plume is moving north northeast away from her well.

3.1.2 Comment from Mr. Michael Barry (Director of Development, Building
Commissioner, Town of Porter — via email)

Comment: Mr. Barry asked “As a follow up to the public meeting on January 17th in Chesterton,
I wanted to email some comments. The slide in the presentation (#35) that described the mitigation
process says this:

Alternative 4b: Limited Excavation and Offsite Disposal, In-situ Chemical Reduction via Soil
Mixing with ZVI, MNA, and ICs
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e Excavation of contaminated soil (concentrations of TCE of 760 ug/kg or greater) within
the plume footprint

e The remaining contaminated soil with TCE concentrations at or above 76 ug/kg would
then be mixed and treated with ZVI

e Trucks would haul soil to a permitted offsite disposal facility

e Excavation would then be backfilled with certified clean soil

¢ Site would be monitored for 10 years after excavation was complete

e Would implement storm water and soil erosion controls before excavating

e Temporary fencing would be installed around the perimeter of the excavation
e Arrestriction on groundwater use would be implemented

e Benefits: Implementation of treatment method would be over a short time frame; Soils
with the highest contamination concentrations would be hauled offsite

My concerns would be as follows:

1. The number and size of trucks that would go onto Wagner Road. The vehicle size you
mentioned sounded good. It would be roughly around 110 or more trucks.

| am concerned that contaminated soil does not spill or blow off the trucks onto the
roadway coming out of the property as well as onto the surrounding roads.

Roads would need to be swept as needed.

Any damage to road paving would need to be repaired.

Once the disposal facility is determined, the truck route can be determined.

| assume the backfill would be sourced locally.

Once the soil is removed, the materials mixed in and the excavation backfilled, is there
any need to keep the area fenced? | was thinking not as the material in question is about
20’ deep.

N

Nookow

You covered my questions on fencing and securing the site. Please feel free to contact me for
anything you may need and thank you.”

Response: 1. Trucks will be tri-axle, thirteen cubic yard capacity; 2. Dust control measures will
be used on trucks to knock down the dust before the trucks leave the site and truck beds will be
tarped; 3. Roads will be swept if needed; 4. roads damage will be repaired; 5. USACE will notify
the Town of Porter once the landfill has been determined; 6. Backfill will be sourced locally to
reduce the distance traveled; 7. After the area is backfilled, monitoring wells will be installed to
collect groundwater samples. In order to protect the groundwater monitoring area, a security fence
will be used.

3.2 Technical and Legal issues

No technical or legal issues exist regarding the selected remedial alternative decision at the former
Nike C-32 site.
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Table 1. Comparative Analysis of Alternatives

Criteria

Alternative 1b

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4a

Alternative 4b

Alternative 4c

Threshold Criteria

Protection of human health and the

environment Pass Pass Pass Pass Pass Pass
Compliance with ARARs Fail Pass Pass Pass Pass Pass
Balancing Criteria

Long-term effectiveness and permanence @) ° (o] ) () ()
E?gﬁ;ﬂotpe ;?mgonﬁlcny, mobility, or volume o ° ° o o @)
Short-term effectiveness Q (o] (o] o (o] o
Implementability ° ® ® () { (
Cost $1,197,000 2 $3,946,000 $2,194,000 $2,314,000 2 $2,416,000 $2,131,000 2
Modifying Criteria

State/Support Agency Acceptance o ® (] (] ( ®

Community Acceptance

To Be Determined

2 Alternative does not include active treatment.

Notes:

The two threshold criteria are evaluated with pass/fail.

The primary balancing criteria are rated as qualitative descriptions of the relative compliance of each alternative with the criteria

Ratings:

@  Satisfies criterion °Moderately satisfies criterion OPoorIy satisfies criterion © Does not meet criterion
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INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
We Protect Hoosiers and Our Environment.

100 N. Senate Avenue ¢ Indianapolis, IN 46204

(800) 451-6027 + (317) 232-8603 » www.idem.IN.gov

Eric J. Holcomb Bruno L. Pigott
Governor Commissioner

August 1, 2018

Mr. Clayton Hayes

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Louisville District

Attn: CELRL-PMM-E

600 Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Place
Louisville, KY 40202

Dear Mr. Hayes:

Re: Decision Document, Former Nike Site
C-32, Launch Area, Indiana Dunes,
Porter County, Indiana

Thank you for the final Decision Document (DD) for Nike Site C-32. We concur
with the selected remedy of limited excavation and offsite disposal; in-situ chemical
reduction via soil mixing with ZVI; MNA; and Institutional Controls (ICs). We also agree
that because an environmental restrictive covenant (ERC) restricting use of the
groundwater has already been recorded to maintain the ICs, the ICs component of the
selected remedial alternative can be excluded. Engineering Controls to control access
to the remediation area still needs to be implemented. Please provide me with a signed
electronic copy for my records. | look forward to the next phase of the project. Please
do not hesitate to contact me at (317) 234-0358 should you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Stephanie Andrews
Senior Environmental Manager

Federal Programs Section
Office of Land Quality

SA:tr

cc: Rex Osborn, IDEM

ec: Brooks Evens, USACE
Traylor Richardson, USACE
Michael DeRosa, CH2M

An Equal Opportunity Employer @ Recycled Paper

A State that Works
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U S. ARMY CORPS OF ENG NEERS
Meet i ng Regardi ng
FORMER NI KE C-32 SITE
PROPCSED PLAN

January 17, 2018
6:00 p.m

Chesterton Police Station
790 Br oadway
Chesterton, |Indiana 46304

| sem nger & Associ at es,
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MR, HAYES: Ckay. W will get
started.

Good evening, folks. Wlcone to the
meeting here tonight. W are going to talk
about N ke C-32. And sone famliar faces
here. | heard it's going to be sunny and
80 degrees tonorrow, just not here.
(Gesturing)

(Everyone | aughi ng out | oud.)

A VO CE: Yeah.

MR HAYES: | want to wel cone you
to the neeting.

We have key representatives from
different areas. You, of course, are the
st akehol ders, very inportant, we want to be
able to talk wwth you and explain to you
about what our project is about. Sone have
heard al ready as we have tal ked to sone
fol ks individually. And we have
representatives fromthe Corps of ENngineers,
nysel f, C ayton Hayes, Project Manager. And
Brooks Evens, our technical manager,
envi ronnent al engi neer, our A&E contractor
CH2M W have - -

COURT REPORTER: |'m sorry, our A&E

| sem nger & Associ ates, Inc.
877-337-7379
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contractor --

MR. HAYES: AE, A slash E, or A&E,
architectural /engi neering contractor.

M chael DeRosa, Project Mnager.

St eve Bi gda, Assistant Project Mnager.

And we have al so our representative
from I ndi ana Departnent of Environnent,
| DEMwe call it, I-D-E-M Stephani e Andrews
and Christy McIntire. And, of course, you
folks. Private owner, |and owners, any key
st akehol ders. And so | want to wel cone you,
agai n.

And our agenda is to discuss the
pur pose of the neeting and go through sone
acronyns. Acronynms in the governnent,
actually you know that, and di scuss the
CERCLA Process. W will explain what that
I'S.

W will give you a brief history of
the site and a lot of you fol ks know
probably nore about the site than we do,
but we will talk about the initial site
activities that we have been doi ng.

Thi s project has been going on for

several years, nmany years, in fact. And

| sem nger & Associ ates, Inc.
877-337-7379
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we W Il discuss sonme of those key
activities that we have acconpli shed
already. Including starting with the site
I nspection and we will go through the
remedi al investigation process and talk
about groundwat er.

COURT REPORTER: Groundwat er ?

MR. HAYES: That is all one word, by
the way, groundwater, not two separate
wor ds.

And we wi Il talk about sone of the
reports that are going to cone out of this,
and tinelines, and schedul es.

And we are presenting this neeting
to get your stakehol der feedback and i nput.
And, also to informyou again of what we are
i ntending to do and address any of your
gquestions that you will have.

And if you think of sonething right
off that's good, you probably have seen the
sheets up here. (Gesturing) One of those
sheets -- Well, hopefully everybody signed
I n when you cane in. One of those sheets
IS a question sheet and you can just address

your question right on there, and you can

| sem nger & Associ ates, Inc.
877-337-7379




© 00 N o o B~ W DN PP

N DD D N NDMNDN P P P PP PP PR R
ag b W N BB O © 0 N OO O W N B O

Former Nike C-32 Site Proposed Pl an
01/17/ 2018

give it to Brooks at this tinme, you know,

at the end of the neeting, or if you want

to mail it in you can, whichever you prefer,
and we will be pronpt at getting back and
addressing all of your questions that you
have. So with that. And of course, after
the fact, after this neeting and you deci de,
or you think of something, feel free to call
in, there is a nunber, a couple of nunbers
on there. Again, Brooks Evens' nunber, and
we have a PAO representative. That is
Public Affairs Ofice, by the way. Sorry.
(Gest uring)

Public affairs office representative,
Kati e Newton, you nay see her nanme on sone
of the docunents. And she can help you
address those questions. She will probably
bring those questions back to Brooks and I
and we wi Il address those questi ons.

W want to keep an open forum here,
this is not to be contentious or anything.
W want to be able to support you, that's
the purpose of this is to really cone
t oget her.

This is the first neeting that we

| sem nger & Associ ates, Inc.
877-337-7379
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have had on this project, actually, in terns
of a public neeting. And we want to be able
to best represent you, as well, and try to
acconplish our goals.

The goal, of course, is to clean up
the site and as you know there is sone
contam nation in groundwater and that's
when we get into nore of the details we wll
di scuss what that neans. (Gesturing)

And with that in mnd, | think I am
going to turn it over to Brooks and he can
go through the rest of this.

And, again, if you think of sonething
as we are talking to you just jot your notes
down if you like and then we can al so
address questions towards the end of the
briefing here that we are going to present
to you and we will be happy to -- and happy
to speak with you one-on-one, as well,
towards the end. Ckay?

Thank you.

MR. EVENS: Al right. Thank you.

Qur acronyns.

My nanme is Brooks Evens. | have

been on this project since 2008. | am

| sem nger & Associ ates, Inc.
877-337-7379
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the project manager -- not project nanager,
proj ect geologist for the G obal D strict
Envi ronnental - -

COURT REPORTER |'m sorry, G obal
District --

MR. EVENS: Louisville District --

MR. HAYES: Louisville --

MR. EVENS: L-o0-u-i --

COURT REPORTER: Hold on. | can only
take one of you at a tine.

MR. EVENS: Louisville District --

(Brief off-the-record discussion had in

t he proceedi ngs.)

MR. EVENS: Louisville District, Arny
Cor ps of Engi neers Environnmental Branch.

Ckay?

COURT REPORTER:  ( Noddi ng.)

MR. EVENS: Ckay. And so | want to
first thank the adjacent property owners
that are adjacent to this site for being
very cooperative in working wth the Arny,
and our contractors, and IDEM They have
all onwed us to have full access to the site
and - -

COURT REPORTER |I'msorry, you are

| sem nger & Associ ates, Inc.
877-337-7379
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going to have to speak up. |I'mhaving a
hard tinme hearing you.

MR. EVENS: kay.

COURT REPORTER  Ckay. So let's just
scratch that and start over.

MR, EVENS: | would Iike to thank the
adj acent property owners for their
cooperation in conducting the investigation.
They have been very cooperative with | DEM
t he contractor.

As we go out to these sites, quite
often, we go out to the site every quarter
and we have to talk with the contractors.
And the contractors go out there and they
talk with the owners. But we are going to
-- W are not going to go through the whol e
acronymlist. W are closing this site
under CERCLA whi ch is Conprehensive
Envi ronnment al Response, Conpensation, and
Liability Act. And that's what al nost all
the Arny sites get closed under because it's
a federal program

We have I Cs, which are institutional
controls. You will see that later in the

presentation. And M ke DeRosa will explain

| sem nger & Associ ates, Inc.
877-337-7379
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those a little bit further, institutional
controls neans that the governnent is going
to put sone sort of restriction on that
property to be protective. Sone of these
institutional controls can go for a | ong
time, (gesturing) sone of them are put on
there for a short tine while we do the
remedi ati on. (Gesturing)

MNA is nonitored natural attenuation.
It's nother nature's natural way of cleaning
up contam nation. The subsurface has bugs
and m crobes and they |like to chew on
contam nation. So that is already occurring
at the site, but we hope to enhance that
with part of the renediation. The prinary
contam nant of concern is TCE, solvent used
in the 60s, it's used to clean parts, used
to cl ean equi pnent, good degreaser, and so
that's the primary contam nant of concern.

W will go on to the next one.

Cl osi ng under CERCLA. The CERCLA has
several processes that you go through. They
coul d be broken up into five categories.

The first stage that we started back

in 2007 was a prelimnary assessnent. And
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now that prelimnary assessnent areas of
potential concerns were identified. |DEM
reviewed the report and between the Arny and
| DEM we cane to an agreenent on what sites
woul d nove into the next phase.

The next phase is called the site
i nvestigation. And that is basically to
determ ne (gesturing) yes or no there is
contam nant of concern out there.

You can see on the one photograph
(gesturing) we put a |lot of borings in the
ground. All of this was done in conjunction
with | DEM and they reviewed the work plan
and they finally got approval fromIDEMto
go out and do the field work, so we go out
and do the field work and devel op a report.

And now that report cones what we
actually have to really investigate to see
what that contamnant is. So we nove into
what is called the renedial investigation
and that's a nore in-depth investigation.

It involves groundwater, air, soil, and then
once we get all this information we nove
into what's called the risk assessnent

that's under this renedial investigation.
10
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And that finally says, "Yes, Arny you have a
risk at the site." And so we have got a
risk so we nove forward into what's called
the feasibility study. And the feasibility
study you can do what is called pilot
studi es or bench scale studies. And we
ended up doi ng a bench scal e study here
because of the type of soils. W thought it
woul d be beneficial to see if this type of
t echnol ogy should nove forward to be
consi dered a renedi al alternative.

And so IDEM was in on this wherever
we said, "Hey, we would Iike to put borings,
here, (gesturing) here, (gesturing) here.
(Gesturing) Gound nonitoring wells here."
(Gesturing)

| DEM was involved with -- through the
whol e process and so finally we get to the
final feasibility study and that says, "Here
are your alternatives.” So we cone out to
t he proposed plan and that is where we are
today. Proposed plan has gone through | egal
reviews, gone through IDEMs review, and so
we are at the last part of the proposed plan

and that's the public neeting and that's

11
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where we cone to present to the public the
remedi al alternative that the Arny is
proposi ng to do.

In the proposed plan there are two
criteria that -- there's nine criteria.
Seven of theminvolve the Arny and | DEM as
they go through the process of I|ike
i npl ementability, long-term effect,
short-termeffect, and all these get played
out .

Sonme of the alternatives get thrown
out because they just don't neet the
criteria that we're going through the
process.

The last two criteria are public input
and costs. | know everybody |ikes to say
costs cost. Depending on the public input
and dependi ng on what goes al ong the Arny,
along wwth IDEM w | decide where we are
going to go with the alternatives.

And then we get down to the decision
docunent. And that's the formal docunent
that says Arny is going to do this, we are
going to spend this nmuch noney, and we nove
of f.

12
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I n that decision docunent you have
what is called a responsiveness sumary.

And that's all the coments that we get from
the public, we will formally respond to that
person individually, but it will also be
formalized. Al your comments wll get
formalized in the decision docunent so there
is a track record of, "Bob had a question on
how tall is a nonitoring well going to be,"
or whatever the question is going to be.
(Gest uring)

COURT REPORTER |I'msorry, how tall
Is the --

MR. EVENS: Monitoring well.

COURT REPORTER  (Noddi ng.)

MR EVENS: It could be a variety of
guestions, whatever the public comments we
have a responsibility to respond to the
public. So those will all get formally
docunented into the decision docunent.

Then we nove into executing what we
propose we are -- what we decide that we
are going to do, which is renedial design,
remedi al action, and then depending on the

remedi al action there is usually nonitoring

13
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at the back end to nake sure that we have
achi eved the goals and IDEM s invol ved

t hr oughout the whol e process and when we --
when the Arny says, "Hey, we have net our

cl eanup goal s,

| DEM checks them all and | DEM says, "Yes,

the reports go into | DEM and

you need it. You are done Arny," or it's
like we can't get it down to the MCL, which
IS maxi mum contam nant | evel for groundwater
like five parts per billion. Let's say we
are at ten parts per billion we have to
continue to nonitor to try to get that
contam nant below the MCL that is out there
for groundwater. That is the CERCLA
process. And this we hope to have signed
by the end of this fiscal year for the
governnent by the end of Septenber and then
we hope to get the renedial design. It has
got to go through IDEM and so we hope that
next sumrer that we wll be doing renedi al
action based on what we propose to do.
(Gesturing)

Al right. Next.

kay. Everybody knows that Ni ke C 32

Site is conposed of two areas. The |aunch

14
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area and then the control area. N ke C- 32,
this proposal is just for the |launch area.
(Gest uring)

And next.

So here is a brief history. You all
probably know this history as well as we do.
But the 1930 what we call the FUDS site,
whi ch was Fornerly Used Defensive Sites, and
these Ni ke sites were constructed anywhere
from'52 to the early '60s and then they
wer e cl osed because of technol ogy and we
never -- didn't need to use surface-to-air
mssiles. As you all know, we built these
things to protect the United States from
Russi an bonbers com ng over the north pole.
That's why these areas are all around
Detroit, Ceveland, G ncinnati, Chicago,

St. Louis, MI|waukee, and they are al so out
in Seattle and all these different areas.

Now, again, the Ni ke C-32 sites
originally conprised of a |aunch area,
control area. W are dealing with the
| aunch area, it's approxi mately
fifteen acres and it still has sone original

buildings on it. The building -- The

15

| sem nger & Associ ates, Inc.
877-337-7379




© 00 N o o B~ W DN PP

N DD D N NDMNDN P P P PP PP PR R
ag b W N BB O © 0 N OO O W N B O

Former Nike C-32 Site Proposed Pl an
01/17/ 2018

mssile test building is still there. They
have an assenbly building still there, the
war - headi ng buil ding there, the generator
buil di ng, and then the sand filters, which
was commonly called the sewer, go in through
the sand filter and then be discharged.

And so in 1976 the governnent conveyed
that piece of property to a private
| andowner. That | andowner died and it went
into a -- the parcel went into a tax sale
and it was recently purchased in 2015 by one
of the property owners out there in The
Meadows. And currently that person is not
using it as residential, but he has ideas
on how he wants to use the land and that's
not for the Arny to deci de how he uses his
| and.

Next .

So prior to going through that whol e
CERCLA Process there are different areas
that the Arny can nove ahead on. And so
the Arny noved ahead in 2003 on renoval
action and that's where we took the
under ground sil os, we excavated and

col l apsed the silos. W collapsed the silos

16
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and they are filled in, they are backfill ed.
And then we did transforner renoval action
out there at the corner of QOakdal e and
Wagner Road. There is a little fence that
I's maybe ten by twenty that was a PCB
substation for the [aunch area that we

cl eaned up. Al the transforners out there
woul d be potentially PCB, have all been

r enoved.

And then we did underground storage
t anks, aboveground storage tanks. So all
of the aboveground stuff we took care of.
The underground storage tanks we have taken
care of.

And so we noved in and this is where
| amgoing to turn it over to Mke DeRosa
to go over the site inspections and renedi al
I nvestigation --

COURT REPORTER: |I'msorry, site
I nspections and investigation --

MR. EVENS: -- and renedi al
I nvesti gati ons.

Ckay. M ke. Next.

MR. DeROSA: Thanks, Brooks.

My nane is Mke DeRosa, | amw th the

17
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contractor for the Arny Corps of Engi neers
wth the CH2ZM and we did a lot of this
envi ronnental investigation work out here.
(Gesturing)

MR. HAYES: Could you speak up for the
fol ks in the back.

MR DeROSA: Sure.

So you will see up here in the right
corner (gesturing) you have those boxes that
Brooks had referred to (gesturing) so you
can follow al ong where we were in the
process for each one of the activities that
we conduct ed.

One of the first things that we did
was we perforned the site inspection, also
called site investigation and we | ooked at
the areas where activities had been
conducted. Were they did sonmething on the
site.

So we | ooked at the mssile assenbly
area, the warheading area, the generator
area, the sand filter, and the ditches al ong
the launch area.

And we wll get into that in a second.

(Gest uring)

18
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We did sone sedinent sanpling and sone
groundwat er sanpling by installing nonitor
wells. GCkay. And this was conducted in
2008.

The next sli de.

What we found, you can see here on
this map that there is a generator buil ding.
Al'l of these borings were installed, the
same with the mssile test and assenbly
area, the sand filters as well collecting
quite a few soil sanpl es.

Up here we have the m ssil e magazi ne
areas (gesturing) where we collected soil
sanpl es throughout in this |launch area.
(Gesturing) And the result of this site
I nspection work showed that surface soil
concentrations were not above residenti al
screening criteria. However, subsurface
soi |l concentrations were above residenti al
criteria.

In addition, there was one | ead sanple
right in this area here (gesturing) in a
sediment. Gkay. So the sedinent, there is
a di scharge channel running around this

area. (Gesturing) Ckay. And we collected

19
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sanpl es around that area. And one of those
had a | ead exceeds.

Ckay. Next slide.

So based on all of that data we
conducted a supplenental SI in 2010. W
went back out and one of the things that
we did was we investigated that |ead
concentration in the sedinent. W renoved
that | ead concentration, collected sone
sanples to confirmthat there was no nore
| ead contam nation in that soil area. In
addition, we installed nore nonitoring wells
and nore borings and we found that the
sedi nent concentrations were good, but the
subsurface concentrations in a couple of the
borings had -- we were above residenti al
criteria for the TCE, trichloroethene.

Ckay. And the one groundwater well
had concentrations above that residenti al
criteria, as well.

Not only did the TCE, but also for
what we call daughter products, or
degradati on products, and cis 1, 2
di chl or oet hene - -

COURT REPORTER: |I'msorry, and cis
20
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1, 2 --

MR. DeROSA: And cis 1, 2
di chl or oet hene, these woul d be degradati on
products. Ckay.

So as a result of all of the SI work
t hat was conducted in 2008 and 2010 we noved
forward with a renedi al investigation.

Ckay. So next slide.

So as part of the renedi al
I nvestigation we have conducted -- or we
conducted these project tasks. And | am
going to go through each one of these
proj ect tasks, but the overall project
obj ective was to define the nature and
extent of these chlorinated VOCs that were
detected during the site investigation work.

Ckay. So we are getting nore data
and nore information through these different
proj ect tasks.

The first project task was soil and
groundwat er sanpling and sonet hing cal |l ed
slug testing. Slug testing is a procedure
that's used to determ ne how quickly is the
groundwat er novi ng through the subsurface.

(Gesturing) Ckay. So it actually lets us

21
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know how fast the groundwater can nove.
That's an inportant point.

Ckay. The next slide.

So we focused on the area of i npact
whi ch was right here. (Gesturing) And you
can see all the additional soil borings and
monitoring wells that were installed. And
we found out that the TCE did show up in the
soil up to seventy-six thousand m crograns
per kilogram But it occurred at a
rel atively deeper depth, eighteen to
ni net een feet.

Ckay. The groundwater we found three
wel | s that had TCE concentrations as high as
one hundred and twenty thousands m crograns
per liter and those three wells existed
right in a line through here. (Gesturing)
Now, why woul d those exist right in the line
t hrough there? That is part of sonething
that we call the conceptual site nodel.

(Gest uring)

COURT REPORTER  Conceptual site
nodel ?

MR DeROCSA:  Yes.

COURT REPORTER  Thank you.
22
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MR. DeRCSA: Wiy woul d those three
wells in that |ine be contam nated? Each
one of these mssile silo areas (gesturing)
contained a sunp. And the sunp was used to
keep the silo clean. You know, water free.
And that sunp di scharge, which was around
twenty feet bel ow ground surface, you wll
notice the contam nation is found around
ei ghteen to ni neteen, (gesturing) that sunp
di scharges across here (gesturing) and

dayl i ght cones to the surface right about

there. (Gesturing) And we actually found the

di scharge pipe. So it was discharging to
the surface and the hi ghest concentration
was actually found right there (gesturing)
where the pipe cane up fromthe surface.
(Gesturing) So the contam nation was nost

likely transmtted through a decayed sunp

that -- a decayed sunp di scharge pipe.
(Gesturing)
Next sli de.

So we | ooked at the onsite inpacts
and found sone issues. So we noved forward
to evaluate sone of the offsite inpacts

and further | ook at the chlorinated VOC

23
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I mpact s.

What we did was we perfornmed sonet hing
cal l ed Menbrane Interface Probe Sanpling.
And this work involves a nobile |aboratory
(gesturing) that is connected to a probe
that is pushed into the ground. And we were
able to get data fromthe subsurface to tell
us is there any subsurface inpacts in this
area. And you can see we were worKking
offsite in the backyards adjacent to the
site. (Gesturing)

We al so conducted soil gas sanpling
in this sanme area.

And if you go -- just go back a slide
for a nonent. I'msorry. Go to the map.

(Brief pause had in the proceedi ngs.)

A VO CE: This one?

MR. DeROSA: Yeah. Thank you. So
this area right here we conducted soil gas
sanpling (gesturing) and we conduct ed
menbrane interface probe work to see if
there were any inpacts comng fromthis
contam nation (gesturing) right here.

And what we found is that there were

no TCE inpacts from-- uh -- for soil gas
24
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offsite and for the MP work. W did find

a couple of onsite |ocations show ng inpacts
at eight to sixteen feet, and once again,
those were right in this area, (gesturing)
but there was nothing offsite. So offsite
was very clean and everything focused right
back to this area here. (Gesturing)

Okay. Next slide.

So the next activity that we conducted
was tap water sanpling of the three
resi dences that were i mmedi ately east of
the site. Also, to nmake sure that the
groundwat er was not being i npacted. And
we conducted it tw ce, (gesturing) in 2012
and 2015, and there were no inpacts to the
tap water fromany site constituents, so
that was al so very good information.
(Gesturing)

The next sli de.

Finally, we have been doing quarterly
groundwat er sanpling out there. And
basically to evaluate long-termstability
of these contam nants, the TCE and the
daughter products. Ckay.

And go to the next slide, please.
25
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(Gest uring)

And so you can see here (gesturing)
again the area we are | ooking at, okay, all
of the green dots are wells and all of the
yel | ow dots are soil borings. (Gesturing)
So we did a substantial amount of collection
of soil and groundwater to understand this
area. And we have defined a shall ow
groundwat er plune, shall ow bei ng
approxi mately eighteen to twenty-four
feet. Kkay.

And t he groundwat er concentrations
are very stable. GCkay. The TCE and the
daughter products. And the daughter
products that you see here, the cis,

di chl or oet hene, and the vinyl chloride which
we have been nonitoring.

Okay. Next slide.

This is a chart of the work that we
have been doing. (Gesturing) This is TCE
concentrations in a couple of those wells
which | said were contam nated. (Gesturing)
And initially we -- the dates run from
2014 through 2017. And you can see that

initially the TCE concentration in this

26
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wel | (gesturing) was about six-hundred

m crograns per liter. R ght now the
concentrations are around four-hundred

m crogranms per liter. (Gesturing) So they
have cone down sonmewhat, however, the MCL,
Maxi mum Cont am nant Level, which Brooks
nmentioned earlier is five mcrogranms per
liter. So although the concentration is
decreasing it is decreasing at a rather

sl ow rate.

Ckay. You can imagine, if it took
three years to go fromsix hundred to four
hundred, how long it mght take to get to
five.

Ckay. So next slide.

Al right. So the RI Report is
prepared and as part of the Rl Report, as
Brooks nentioned, we do a human health risk
assessnent. And the human health risk
assessnent | ooked at those concentrations
I n the groundwat er and concl uded t hat
there is arisk to future residents and
construction workers who may cone in contact
with the groundwater. So there is a risk

Wi th groundwater. And an ecol ogical risk

27
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assessnent was perforned and there was no
risk to any ecol ogi cal receptors. W have
defined the TCE plune, it is an area of
approximately eighty feet by twenty feet
and it includes daughter products as there
I s degradation going on. There were no deep
groundwat er inpacts. And we installed
several wells at fifty feet bel ow the ground
surface and all of those wells showed no
I npacts, so you know that we have the
groundwater -- the inpacted groundwater
bounded. (Gesturing)

As | nmentioned, the former sunp punp

(Brief pause had in the proceedi ngs
while the train is going by.)

COURT REPORTER |'m sorry, the forner
sunp punp - -

MR. DeROSA: The fornmer sunp punp is
t he reason that we have this contam nation
there, the piping system and that
groundwater is noving extrenely slowy.
The slug test showed us that groundwater
noves extrenely slow there. |f you could

I magi ne a bat htub, you know, where it's

28
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hol di ng water, (gesturing) you m ght get
sone water comng out fromtine to tine, but
the water stays in the bathtub. (Gesturing)
This is a simlar situation that it noves
very, very slowy through that soil. It is
a very tight clay that exists out there.
(Gesturing)

And then as we nentioned natural
attenuation, okay, it is occurring,
concentrations are decreasing on their own,
but at a very slow rate. (Gesturing)

So those are the conclusions fromthe
RI, and this is a plune nodel. (Gesturing)
This is a nodel based on all of the
groundwat er data that was collected. And
you can see this edge right here at the
boundary (gesturing) is what the nodel
predicts is five mcrograns per liter.

Ckay. So right here (gesturing) is
the area of highest concentration as |
nmentioned earlier. (Gesturing) This right
here (gesturing) was the fornmer inside fence
of the property and this is the forner
out si de fence of the property. (Gesturing)

So you can see that contam nation has
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stayed within the property boundary.
(Gesturing)

Ckay. Next slide.

So with the conclusions of the
renmedi al investigation we now nove on to a
feasibility study.

And the feasibility study the
objective is to | ook at technol ogi es that
will -- that wll renediate the site and
eval uate them Ckay.

As part of that evaluation process
we conducted sonething called soil m xing.
And as a pilot study -- You do pilot studies
to see is it possible that this technol ogy
could be used at the site. The soil m xing
was chosen, because as | nentioned earlier,
the geology is very tight. And will m xing
the soil be able to provide enough inpetus
or action for a renediation. kay.

So we used sonething called zero
valent iron. It's essentially iron granules
that are introduced into the subsurface.
Ckay. And they work to reduce chlorinated
VOCs. That is what they do.

The next sli de.
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So we have right here an excavat or
(gesturing) and right here sonething called
a super sack. (Gesturing) The super sack is
filled wth solid iron particles. It is
i ntroduced into an excavation, we opened up
an excavation area. And then we put an
attachnment on the excavator, (gesturing)
this is a mxer, so this rotates.
(Gesturing) So we introduce the materi al
and then we rotate the m xer through the
subsurface so that the particles mx wth
the soil. (Gesturing)

So this pilot test was conducted in
Sept enber of 2014. The data, and now the
area in which this area -- the area in which
we perfornmed the m xing was that red dot,
(gesturing) that area of very high
concentration in the groundwater.

Ckay. And post m xing we backfill ed
the area and we installed nonitoring wells
to nonitor the groundwater. (Gesturing)

Post m xing pilot tests we saw
concentrations initially of about 5,500
mcrograns per liter. |If you renenber the

concentration was closer to one-hundred and
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twenty thousand. So we initially got a
really good reduction in the TCE
concentration froma hundred and twenty
t housand down to five thousand five hundred.
But, again, our criteriais five.

So in 2014 here we are. (Gesturing)
Now, our |ast data point in Novenber of 2017
we have got 3.9 mcrograns per liter in the
groundwater, again, the criteriais five
m crograns per liter. So we net our
obj ective. GCkay. W showed that soil
mxing is effective in this tight clay and
we can use it effectively to renediate the
groundwat er and the soil inpact area.
(Gest uring)

Ckay. Next slide.

So understandi ng that now we have
to cone up with renedi al objectives for
the site.

Ckay. What are we trying to
acconpl i sh?

And there are two renediation --
renmedi al action objectives. The first
I's make sure we don't have any offsite

m grations of these contam nants. W
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haven't in the past, we want to nmake sure
that continues. And to reduce the
concentrations and the risk associated with
t he exposure to that groundwater. Ckay.
(Gesturing) But not only TCE, but the
daught er products. So you can see here
(gesturing) these are the renedi ati on goal s,
the TCE five, as | nentioned, m crograns
per liter and then cis, and trans, and

di chl oroet hene. Ckay. These are the
target renediation levels we are trying to
achi eve once we start doing our renedial
action.

So as part of the feasibility study
you now create alternatives, as | nentioned.
(Gesturing) And feasibility study created
these alternatives. The proposed pl an
presents these alternatives and selects a
chosen alternative. kay.

So | amgoing to briefly describe
each one of these seven alternatives.
(Gesturing)

Now, the no action alternative, la,
I's mandated by CERCLA. (Ckay. And that's
why it's here. But understand that no
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action is not an acceptable alternative,
because it wll not take care of the inpacts
that we have at the site. (Gesturing) Ckay.
So | amnot going to discuss it any further.
(Gest uring)

The next sli de.

But Alternative 1b is Mnitored
Nat ural Attenuation and Institutional
Control s.

And as Brooks nentioned earlier the
groundwater unto itself, on its own, wll
renedi ate the site. The real question
beconmes how long wll it take.

And because the groundwater is in a
very tight matrix, okay, and it just sits
in that bathtub (gesturing) the ability to
renedi ate that groundwater on its own coul d
result in a fifty plus year tineframe for
remedi ati on. That woul d be too | ong.
(Gesturing) Ckay. So although it's | ow
cost, the tinmefranme doesn't quite work.
(Gesturing)

We woul d need sonething called
institutional controls, again, those are

ways of protecting the area (gesturing)
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during the renedial action.

So, for exanple, you would not be
able to extract the groundwater. You woul d
not be able to consune the groundwater.
(Gesturing) And wells would be installed
so that we could nonitor the groundwater.
(Gesturing)

Okay. Next slide.

Al ternative 2.

This would utilize In Situ thernal
treatnment nonitored natural attenuation and
Institutional controls. And this concept
wor ks on heating the subsurface to a
tenperature where the contam nation -- the
volatile contamnation turns into a vapor
and is literally sucked out of the ground,
extracted out of the ground, coll ected,
and di sposed of offsite. (Gesturing)

Ckay. So for this type of system
you woul d have power at the site, you would
need to protect the site by a fence. Ckay.
(Gesturing)

Now, the tinmeframe for inplenentation

woul d be very short. Okay. The issue would

be inplenenting this system may not
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renmedi ate the COCs the first tine. It may
need to be revisited a second tine to do
nore extraction. (Gesturing)

Ckay. Next slide.

And this is a schematic of what it
woul d 1 ook |ike. The blue dots are the
vapor extraction wells where you woul d be
renovi ng the vapor fromthe subsurface.
The green dots are the heating borings, so
that you woul d be heating the subsurface
and then renoving material fromit.

(Gesturing)

Alternative three is soil mxing, |ike

we have di scussed. Conbined with MNA and
| Cs, nmonitoring natural attenuation and
institutional controls. So this is very

simlar to the pilot test, (gesturing) the

m xi ng mechanism W bring in a full scale

unit, however, a bigger unit and we perform

the mxing. W would have to fence off the

treatment area so, again, that would be an

institutional control. And the m xing woul d

take a short tine. The issue, as you saw on

the chart, (gesturing) would be how long it

woul d take to renediate the soil. Ckay.
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am sorry, the inpacted area.

Ckay. Next slide.

This alternative is excavation and
offsite disposal. So you would literally
go in and excavate all of the inpacted
material. W estimate there is about
ei ghty-si x hundred cubic yards that would
need to be renoved.

This material would -- The trucks
woul d be coming in and hauling off the
material to an offsite landfill. W would
backfill with clean materials, (gesturing)
and then we would have to install sone
monitoring wells for sone period of tine,
estimated to be ten years to nonitor whether
the inpacted groundwat er has been cl eaned
up. (Gesturing)

So we would definitely reach
remedi ati on goals eventually, we know this,
t he question would be how | ong. The issue
woul d be -- is that if --

Show t he next sli de.

This is a rectangle of the bottom
of the excavation. (Gesturing) So here is

the inpacted material, (gesturing) and here
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Is the excavation bottom (Gesturing) In
order to achieve an excavation bottom of
this size (gesturing) we would have to sl ope
the -- or bench the soil to this dinension
(gesturing) and, therefore, as | nentioned
earlier, this fornmer inside fence |ine
(gesturing) and this forner outside fence
line (gesturing) we would actually be
benchi ng soil outside of the original
boundary of the site. (Gesturing) Ckay.
So that would be an issue that we woul d
have to disrupt this private property
(gesturing) to renove that -- to renove
all of that material if we sloped it.

Ckay. Next slide.

Al ternative 4b, Limted Excavati on.
Limted excavation (gesturing) offsite
di sposal and then In Situ chem cal reduction
via soil m xing conbined with nonitored
natural attenuation and ICs. This
alternative is effectively a conbination
of alternatives 3 and 4a, which we just
di scussed. (Gesturing) GCkay. So we are
doi ng both the soil mxing that we tal ked

about previously, and we are doing the
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excavation (gesturing) as a 4a, but a
limted excavation. W would only take
out about 1,400 cubic yards instead of 8,000
cubic yards, so a nuch | ower nunber of
yards, a nmuch -- fewer trucks. Ckay. But
we, again, backfill the excavation, install
the nonitoring wells, (gesturing) do
groundwat er sanpling for, again, ten years
I's proposed through this alternative. And
we woul d have tenporary fencing as an
institutional control and a groundwat er
use restriction. GCkay. Again, to protect
exposure to the groundwater. But with the
conbi nation of the |limted excavation taking
out the source, okay, taking out the nobst
contam nated material conbined with a soil
m xi ng (gesturing) to allow m xing and then
the sanpling of that groundwater after the
m Xxi ng, (gesturing) that conbination could
work really well.

Next slide.

So our final renedial action, 4c, is a
limted excavation, okay, and nothing el se.
We are not doing the full excavation, we are

just doing the limted 1,400 yards, and we
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are not doing the soil mxing afterwards.
(Gesturing) And this Iimted excavation
has sone of the sane features that we

di scussed previously with fewer trucks and

backfilling with clean material, (gesturing)

but then the site nonitoring has to take
over.

W bel i eve that because you are not
going to do the soil mxing, right,
(gesturing) it's probably going to upwards
of thirty years for nonitoring to conplete
the renedial action. Okay. Again,
tenporary fencing, groundwater restriction,
as we tal ked about, but it's that extended
timefranme that we see as an issue. Ckay.
(Gesturing) Thirty years is a long tine.
(Gest uring)

So in short, these are our
alternatives. Okay. (Gesturing) And now
the Corps takes these alternatives and says,
“Okay, which one are we going to do?"

Next sli de.

So for the proposed alternative and
the next steps | amgoing to turn it back

over to Brooks.
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MR EVENS: All right. So based on
review ng all those alternatives and
tinmelines on nonitoring, (gesturing) and
bal anci ng the costs with everything el se
t hat goes along with doing these executions,
you know, pulling out eighty-six hundred
cubic yards of trucks is going to be very
dusty and disturb the |ocal residents, and
that just becones a big, big ness.
(Gesturing)

So based on all the criteria going
through the nine criteria and di scussions
with |DEM and Arny, and Arny |egal, and CX,
the Arny is proposing to do alternative 4b
which is the Iimted excavation, takes the
nmost hot contam nants soil out of there,
which that is what is called point source.
That is what continues to be released to the
groundwater. So we are going to pull that
material out, do the In Situ m xing, which
will be along the fringe of that bow
(gesturing) to reduce the contam nant and
get that area cleaned up in the shortest
amount of tine.

Part of IDEMs requirenent is we got
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to have eight quarters of groundwater
sanpl es bel ow the MCL, so that previous
chart that had five, seventy, a hundred, we
all -- all of those contam nant concerns
have to be below that criteria. So we wll
monitor it for eight quarters and,
hopeful Iy, the nunbers conme down and get
several consecutive rounds bel ow the MCL so
we can say we are done at this site,
response conplete and that is our ultimate
goal is to get to response conplete as

qui ckly as possible so the nei ghbors can
nmove on with their |ives.

Once response is conplete we cone
back, we pull out all the wells out of the
backyards of the residents that are adjacent
so that they can have free use of their
area and are not being hassled by us every
quarter.

So that's our presentation.

Going to the next one.

The next step is we are here at the
public neeting. I|f you have any comments at
the end of this feel free to cone up and put

a comment on the recorder. What that is, it
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Is a court reporter and there will be a
docunent of everything that |I said, d ayton,
M ke said, and we will go into the public
records.

Comrent sheets over there (gesturing)
if you want to wite down, just put your
name and what your comment is and we wil |
respond. Like | said earlier, we have to
respond to the public comments and so we
will respond individually and then they wll
all go into the decision docunent. And |ike
| said, that decision docunent, the Arny is
the | ead agency on this project as part of
FUDS, but we do everything in conjunction
with IDEM and they wll becone the signature
or signee to the decision docunent saying
that, "Yes, we agree with all this, Arny,
nove forward and go forth with your renedi al
action." (Gesturing)

So, now we got questions. W like to
not get into a whole | ot of the discussion,
If you can keep it towards what the Arny is
proposing to do that woul d be wonderful, but
feel free to say anything and everything

t hat you have to say.
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Ckay. Comments?

(No response by the audi ence.)

MR. EVENS: Questions?

(Brief pause had in the proceedings.)

MR. EVENS: Yes, sir.

A VOCE Wat is the size of the
excavation? 1Is it the red rectangl e above
the bull seye?

MR. EVENS: Yes. And that excavation
-- |Is that the excavation -- the full
excavation?

A VOCE That is the full.

MR. EVENS: The smaller, the [imted
wth the limted excavation it will be where
we don't have to go off to the adjacent
property.

A VO CE: | understand.

MR EVENS: It will smaller, it wll
probably be twenty by eighty, or maybe even
Is it twenty by sixty?

A VOCE Yes, tops --

COURT REPORTER | can't see who is
t al ki ng behi nd ne.

MR, DeROSA: Yes, tops twenty by

ei ghty, could be shorter.
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MR. EVENS: Yeah, it will be nuch
shorter and snmaller.

MR. BARRY: For people who don't know
me, | am M chael Barry fromthe Town of
Porter.

MR EVENS: (Nodding.)

MR. BARRY: Nunber one, is there a way
| can get a copy of the slide presentation
to get it on the town website so when people
ask nme what happened at the neeting it would
be nice to pop it.

MR, EVENS: W will get you those.

MR. BARRY: For the l[imted
excavati on, when you get to that part and
figure out what kind of trucks that you are
going to use and how many trucks are going
to be running in and out, it would be nice
to
know - -

MR. EVENS: \When.

MR. BARRY: -- when and how many
trucks, just so we can coordinate that with
the town, and traffic, and what not. And ny
gquestion, | guess would be about the size of

the trucks for the wei ght purposes. W just
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repaved - -

COURT REPORTER: |I'msorry, for the
| ake purposes --

MR. BARRY: For the weight --

A VO CE: Wi ght.

COURT REPORTER: Ckay.

MR, EVENS: Wi ght.

MR. BARRY: W just repaved Wagner
Road and | am assum ng that you woul d use
Wagner Road?

MR, EVENS: Yes.

MR. BARRY: So, hopefully, we woul dn't
damage t he road.

MR. EVENS: | would inmagine that they
woul d probably be tri axles, probably
thirteen cubic yards, which is like
ei ghteen-ton trucks.

MR. BARRY: So if you are 1,400 yards,
a hundred trucks.

MR, EVENS: Yes.

MR. BARRY: A little over a hundred
trucks.

MR. EVENS: Yeah. And the reason we
probably woul dn't use |like the big huge ones

IS because the roads are so small --
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MR. BARRY: Yeah.

MR. EVENS: -- and those truck drivers
we don't want to be running over anybody at
the mail boxes, or running through their
yar ds.

MR. BARRY: Yeah.

MR, EVENS: It just causes problens,
so we woul d probably keep the trucks
manageabl e where they can fit on the road
confortably and everybody can feel safe
wi th what's goi ng on.

MR. BARRY: And | don't know if you
woul d know t he answer yet, but where woul d
that soil be hauled off to?

MR. EVENS: (No response.)

MR. BARRY: You don't have to know the
answer to that.

MR. EVENS: Ckay. It would --

MR. BARRY: | amsure you wll let us
know where that wll Dbe.

MR. EVENS: Yeah, it wll go --

G ven what the contamnant is it wll go
to a special waste landfill that's permtted
to handle that type of contamnant. And as

we go through the design -- As part of the
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renmedi al design IDEMreviews all of them so
they will like be sweeping the road and that
will be part of the contractor's requirenent

Is to keep nud and all that stuff off the

road.

MR, BARRY: Right.

MR. EVENS: Dust control because
dependi ng when we have to do it it will be
dusty, so it wll keep the dust down for

the nei ghbors. The tinmeframe on (gesturing)
the thermal one wll about one hundred and
fifty days because it takes tinme and there
Is going to be generators that need to be
generated, so being where we are at, the
remedy that we chose is trying to be as

| east inpactful on the nei ghborhood because
heating up that soil is going to take a | ot
of energy.

MR. BARRY: Ckay.

MR. EVENS: And generators woul d be
goi ng, so you woul d have the generator
sound. Even putting up barricades and
fences there would still be this constant
hum

Now, the noise, if you are in your
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house you probably wouldn't hear it, but if
you are sitting on your back porch you are
probably going to hear this hmmmm which
iIsirritating for four nonths for the

nei ghbors.

MR. BARRY: (Nodding.)

MR. EVENS: So that was sonething with
that. This limted excavation, it wll take
about a week to get the soil out, about a
week to mx it, and a week to get the soil
back in and conpacted. So as far as inpact
to the nei ghborhood, we are hoping to shrink
it down to like a three-week, maybe
f our - week dependi ng on what our weather is
like inpact. And we will definitely
probably try to hit it during the sunmer
nont hs just because it's dryer and we don't
want to deal with water. If we get a
ten-inch rain in April we got a whole | ot

of water to deal wth because the water does

not nove out of this soil. (Gesturing) It
Is tight --

MR. BARRY: Ckay.

MR, EVENS: -- but we will stay nore
in contact wth you, Mke. W wll give
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you the renedi al design so you know what is
goi ng on.

MR. BARRY: And that would be nore
essentially like a construction site |ike
you build a house?

MR. EVENS: Yes, basically.

MR, BARRY: Simlar equi pnent and

MR. EVENS: Yes, very simlar.

MR. BARRY: Once that is excavated and
cl eaned up and we have the nonitoring wells
In there.

MR. EVENS: Uh- huh.

MR. BARRY: And this is really kind
of a question for the gentleman in front of
me, (gesturing) who owns the enpty I ot
that's there, that's actually a buil dable
lot, and it's, | think, the |ast buil dable
| ot there.

MR. EVENS: Uh- huh.

MR. BARRY: So if M. Behrens wanted
to sell his ot to build a house on what
timefrane are we | ooki ng at before that
coul d even be possible? W have to nonitor

for ten years.
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MR. EVENS: Yeah, we have got two
wells in his backyard --

MR. BARRY: Right now.

MR. EVENS: Ckay.

MR. BARRY: Yeah.

MR, EVENS: And you know, | don't want
to say that it would be two years, five
years, ten years --

MR. BARRY: Yeah, it's going to be
awhi | e.

MR EVENS: -- but it would just
have to be disclosed to that future buyer
that --

MR. BARRY: Yeah.

MR. EVENS: -- there is two nonitoring
wells on this site.

MR. BARRY: Uh- huh.

MR. EVENS: Those nonitoring wells
have never had any detections in them

MR. BARRY: Right.

MR. EVENS: G ven where we are at,
working with I1DEM (gesturing) and we wil |
know really, really quick how effective our
treatnent is going because as you saw on the

previ ous one -- (gesturing) it initially
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what IDEMw Il want is to see that we don't
get anything that is called a rebound where
it drops dowmn. [It's like, "Oh, this baby is
going down. W are going to be to cl eaned
up in a year and a half." (Gesturing) And

t hen sonewhere along the line it junps back
up and it goes back above. And it's |ike,
"Darn." That's a rebound and that's very
common. (Gesturing) So when we design this
we are going to over-design it that we treat
outside fromthe clean area (gesturing) so
everything that's in that bathtub gets
treated either by the excavation or by the
soil mxing. (Gesturing)

MR. BARRY: And then this | ast
coment .

MR. EVENS: Oh, sure.

MR. BARRY: Based on this crowd size,
| would |ike the next tine that you need to
have a neeting let's have it in the town,
pl ease.

COURT REPORTER I|I'msorry, let's have
it in town?

MR. BARRY: Let's have it in the Town

of Porter, please.
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EVENS. We will do that.

BARRY:  Yeabh.

EVENS. We will do that.

BARRY: We have a beautiful town

2333

hal | and we woul d nore than happy to have
you over there.

MR. EVENS: Thank you.

MR. BARRY: Especially with our
residents in the town that are affected by
it.

COURT REPORTER |I'msorry, especially
with our -- You are going to have to speak
up. (Gesturing)

MR. BARRY: Especially wth our
residents in town that are affected by it.

A VOCE: You said that you would |ike
to do it this sumer, which is fine. Are
you tal king sunmer of '18 or summer of '19?

MR. EVENS: The summer of ' 19.

A VO CE: kay.

MR. EVENS: W have got to get -- W
can't expend any noney until we get to the
deci si on docunent, but what C ayton and |
Will end up doing is we will prep what is

call ed a request for proposal package. W
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will start preparing that this year so that
once we get that DD signed we can issue that
and get it awarded, renedial design is
probably going to take four to six nonths.
And t hen once | DEM approves the design we
can get to the field. There being the
contractor will have his subcontractors
on standby, sort of saying, "Hey, we are
ni nety days away, start getting the
equi prment together." (Gesturing) And so
it could be the August tinmefranme that we
hit the field.

A VOCE: Okay. Now, one | ast
guesti on.

MR EVENS: Sure.

AVOCE And it's nore technical.
Now, you created this bathtub.

MR. EVENS: Uh- huh.

A VOCE: And you are going to
backfill it.

MR. EVENS: Yes.

A VO CE: You are never going to get
t he sanme conpaction that it is conpacted
with right now.

MR EVENS: Correct.
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A VO CE: Therefore, you are -- you
technically still have a bathtub there.

MR. EVENS: (Nodding.)

AVOCE And | can tell you that
because that's the way that | feel ny house
Is sitting in a bathtub.

MR, EVENS: Yes.

A VO CE: Even though it's backfilled
| still have water comng in on the sunp
lines | eaps -- on draining |ines.

(Brief pause had in the proceedi ngs

while the train is going by.)

A VOCE: Do you think that any
contam nation that nmay be just on the
outside edge is going to want to then just
cone into this bathtub where you are going
to have your wells?

MR, EVENS: |It's very possible. So
that's why we are going to do the excavation
to get the highest. |If we go fromlike
seven- hundred and sixty down to seventy-siXx
the | oadi ng on the groundwater systemis
greatly reduced. (Gesturing) The anount
of contam nants that can get into the

groundwater leaks into it, be taken into it,
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It is greatly reduced. So if we have this
excavation we are going to be soil m xing
out si de and we have got --

(Brief pause had in the proceedings.)

MR EVENS: And if you renenber that
one figure that had the yell ow dots and we
have got this plunme really well defined and
we really know that the top eight feet of
the soil there is not contamnated. So it
will get stripped off and set asi de.

(Gest uring)

A VO CE: (Nodding.)

MR. EVENS: So as far as vertical,
hori zontal, and having sonething really
defined we have got it really, really tight
-- uh -- and it's tight because of the type
of clay it is. | nmean, that is the best
thing to have out here. | nean, if we were
in sand we woul d have a nmuch nore greater
I ssue going on, but we are in glacial till,
it's ten to the mnus seven, ten to the
m nus eight, that landfill cap material,
that water just does not get there. It
woul d have been really interesting to age

date the water. And to see what age that
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wat er actually is that is contam nated.
(Gesturing)

A VO CE: Here.

MR. EVENS: Yes, sir.

A VO CE: You nentioned sonething to
me on the phone the other day that was
I nteresting, how far that has noved in how
many years.

MR. EVENS: Yeah, okay.

A VOCE That's interesting.

MR EVENS: Ckay. So we don't know
when the source actually happened.

A VO CE: (Nodding.)

MR. EVENS: W don't know when the
spill occurred. | have a feeling that it
probably occurred, |like Mke said, the
pi pi ng out of the sunp up to the ground.
(Gesturing) Either during installation, or
settlenent, or sonething went on and a
m crocrack occurred at one of the joints and
that's where we got the contam nati on.

A VO CE: (Nodding.)

MR. EVENS: But the piping cane up
right here, (gesturing) and ran straight out

to this area. (Gesturing) And the discharge
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IS sonmewhere right in here. So the
contam nants m ght have noved fifty feet
over the past fifty, fifty-five years.

A VO CE \Ww.

MR EVENS: So it is just not going
anywhere. |f we had ten to the m nus four,
ten to the mnus three type soils
contam nant would be off in the adjacent
property.

A VO CE: Un- huh.

MR. EVENS: So we have been in --
It has been very beneficial to have the
glacial type till and not be up by the
Dunes, you know.

A VOCE R ght.

MR. EVENS: |f we had contam nants
and were up at the Dunes (gesturing) we
would be in alot of -- a lot of hurting

and a | ot of problens, but this nmateri al

on one of the field events and | DEM has been

out to the field with us, doing the site

I nspection, this has been actually a really
good project to work on (gesturing) because
everybody has been involved with it and

everybody has pretty nmuch known their stuff.

58

| sem nger & Associ ates, Inc.
877-337-7379




© 00 N o o B~ W DN PP

N DD D N NDMNDN P P P PP PP PR R
ag b W N BB O © 0 N OO O W N B O

Former Nike C-32 Site Proposed Pl an
01/17/ 2018

(Gest uring)

But while we were doing sone of our
bori ngs a new house was going up. And they
excavated the basenent and there was no
water com ng into that basenent. (Gesturing)
There was just these little mcro fissures
in the basenent walls and it wouldn't seep
out it would just noisten the side of that
fracture in the soil. (Gesturing) And it was
open for a week and there was no water in
that basenent. And that is basically what
we have here. (Gesturing) Even when we open
t hat excavation there is not going to be
a lot of water that cones flowng in
(gesturing) because it is so tight.
(Gesturing)

After we mx we wll actually add
water to the system (gesturing) as we m X
it to get the soil -- to break the soil up
pretty good and to get the co-valent iron
excited and noving. And the bugs all
excited and start chewing up on the TCE.

A VO CE: Ckay.

MR. EVENS: Ckay. Any nore questions?
(Gest uring)
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ALL: (No response.)

MR. EVENS: Al right. And we are
going to stick around. [|f you have got any
coments now. Like your all comments
(gesturing) we will respond or -- we wll
respond to your comments. (Gesturing)

W will be here for another
forty mnutes, | guess. Thirty m nutes.

A VO CE: kay.

MR. EVENS: W are good, or until
whenever we | eave.

A VO CE: Un- huh.

MR. EVENS: Thank you all for com ng
out on such a cold night.

(Brief pause had in the proceedi ngs
while the train is going by.)

MR. EVENS: | hope we addressed
comrents, issues, and | hope you are happy
W th what we presented. And --

A VO CE: Un- huh.

MR. EVENS: -- hopefully, we wll be
done in three to four years.

MR DeROCSA: And if you haven't had a
chance to sign in on the sign-in sheet,

pl ease do so.
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Thank you.

MR. EVENS: So with no further
comments or questions that concludes the
public neeting.

Thank you al | .

A VO CE: Thank you.

MR EVENS: Sure.

(AND THERE WERE NO FURTHER PROCEEDI NGS. )

* * * * * * *
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CERTI FI CATE

I, PAMELA C. MOKRZYCKI, a conpetent and
duly qualified Court Reporter, C. S. R, do hereby
certify that | did report in machi ne shorthand, the
f oregoi ng proceedi ngs and that ny shorthand notes so
taken at said tine and place were thereafter reduced
to typewitten transcri pt under ny personal
di recti on.

| further certify that the foregoing
typewitten transcript constitutes a conplete record
of the said proceedi ngs taken at said tinme and pl ace,
so ordered to be transcri bed.

Dat ed at Val parai so, Indiana, this 2nd day

of February, 2018.
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