
          

        
 

SPRING VALLEY FORMERLY USED DEFENSE SITE PROJECT 
RAB Meeting 

  

 

January 8, 2013       UNDERCROFT MEETING ROOM 

7:00 – 8:00 p.m.                                                    ST. DAVID’S EPISCOPAL CHURCH 

                                                                                                        5150 MACOMB ST.  NW, WASHINGTON, DC 

 

 

Agenda 
 

7:00 p.m.  I. Administrative Items 

  Co-Chair Updates  

 Announcements, Introductions 

Task Group Updates 

 

7:10 p.m. II.         USACE Program Updates 

Site-wide Remedial Investigation Efforts 

 AOI Additional Sampling Preliminary Results 

Groundwater Study Meeting Summary 

3700 Block of Fordham Road Update 

4825 Glenbrook Road  

Project Funding Update 

 

7:30 p.m. III.        Community Items 

 

7:45 p.m. IV. Open Discussion & Future RAB Agenda Development  

Possible Upcoming Meeting Topics*:  

 Risk Assessment Review 

 Munitions and Explosives of Concern Hazard Assessment (MEC HA) 

 4825 Glenbrook Road Health Consultation Update (ATSDR) 

 JHU Follow-On Health Study and Survey 

 

7:50 p.m.   V. Public Comments  

 

8:05 p.m.  VI. Adjourn 

      

 

* RAB meetings are not held in August or December 
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in Spring Valley is to 
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environment resulting 
from past Department 
of Defense activities in 
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 Agenda Review 
  
 Co-Chair Updates 

 Introductions, Announcements  

 USACE Updates 
 

 Site-wide Remedial Investigation Efforts 

- AOI Additional Sampling Preliminary Results 

 Groundwater Study Meeting Summary 

 3700 Block of Fordham Road Update 

 4825 Glenbrook Road NW 

 Project Funding Update 
 

 Community Items 
 

 Open Discussion & Agenda Development 
 

 Public Comments  
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Co-Chair Updates 
  

 

   

 

   Introductions  
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Co-Chair Updates   
 
 

 

    Announcements 
 

 

 Website Updates:  
 

 November 2012 Monthly Project Summary 

 
 October 2012 RAB meeting materials 

 (agenda, presentation, and minutes) 

 
 Updated Groundwater Sampling Map 

 

 December Corps’pondent was posted and delivered 

 

New website layout coming soon! 
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New Website Layout 

 

New USACE Baltimore 

website front page. 

www.nab.usace.army.mil 

 

 

Spring Valley Project Link! 
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As of Feb. 1, this extranet site will house a majority of the 

Spring Valley archived documents. For access to the site, 

please email andrea.m.takash@usace.army.mil. 

New Website Layout (con’t.) 
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Task Group Updates 

Membership Committee 
 

 

   One RAB member position is still available 
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Site-wide Remedial Investigation  

Efforts 
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AOI Additional Sampling 
 

AOI sampling was completed at 17 residential 

properties and the AU campus 
 

 

 The sampling results were validated and finalized in 

early January and the Interagency Partners will be 

reviewing and discussing the results at the next 

Interagency Partnering meeting.  

 

 The preliminary reports indicated nothing unanticipated 

was detected, meaning they were similar to previous 

nearby sampling efforts. 



AOI 8 and 11 

SV FUDS Comprehensive  

List Sampling 

AOI 9 

Antimony, Thallium, and  

Vanadium Sampling 

(POI 7/7R) 

AOI 13 

SV FUDS Comprehensive  

List Sampling 

AOI 22/24 

Antimony, Thallium, and 

Vanadium Sampling 

(POIs 24, 53, AU) 

AOI 22/24 

Nickel, Thallium, and Vanadium 

Sampling  

(POIs 21, 22, 23) 

 

TAL Metals Sampling  

(Based on 1995 RI Sidescan  

Boring Data) 

Areas Requiring Additional Soil Sampling 
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Supplemental Sampling (con’t.) 

AOI 8 & 11 

Sampling effort completed for the full SVFUDS 

Comprehensive List of parameters. 
 

  AOI 8 

 4 discrete surface soil samples collected at the 1918 soil 

horizon (which is at the surface in this area). 

  AOI 11  

 4 subsurface soil samples were collected at the former 

burial pit location (POI 14) and 3 surface samples 

collected at ground scar locations.   
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  AOI 8 

 One sample exceeded both EPA Risk Screening Level (RSL) and SV 

background levels for manganese. 

 No detection of chemical agents and their breakdown products in 

the samples. 

 No other significant detections. 

  AOI 11  

 One sample exceeded both EPA RSL and SV background levels for 

aluminum. 

 One sample of magnesium exceeded SV background for 

magnesium, for which there is no EPA RSL. 

 No detection of chemical agents and their breakdown products in 

the samples. 

 No other significant detections. 

 

 

Supplemental Sampling (con’t.) 

AOI 8 & 11 
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Supplemental Sampling (con’t.) 

AOI 9 - POI 7/7R 

Completed:  

11 surface soil samples collected (0-6 inches below ground 

surface) from 6 properties within POI 7/7R, and were 

analyzed for antimony, thallium, vanadium, 1,4-dithiane, 1,4-

oxathiane, mustard, and lewisite.  
 

 No detection of chemical agents and their breakdown 

products in the samples. 
 

 No other significant detections. 
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Supplemental Sampling (con’t.) 

AOI 13  

Completed:  

5 surface soil samples (0-6 inches below ground surface) for 

full SVFUDS Comprehensive List analysis, not including arsenic. 
 

 Analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, explosives, metals, perchlorate, fluoride, 

iodine, chemical agents & their breakdown products. 

 Cobalt: 4 above both RSL and SV background. 

 Iron: 4 above both RSL and SV background. 

 Mercury: 1 sample value above both RSL and SV background. 

 Thallium: 4 above both RSL and SV background. 

 No detection of chemical agents and their breakdown products in the 

samples. 
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Supplemental Sampling (con’t.) 

AOI 13 Validated Results 

Parameter 
USEPA 

RSL 
SV BKGD           

    METALS ILM05.4 (mg/kg) 

Cobalt 2.3 17.8 16.9  19.4  25.5  29.6  25.1  

Iron 5500 32400 32500  29100  36900  38500  37100  

Mercury 1 0.25 0.15  2.3  0.12  0.13  0.055  

Thallium 0.078 2.2 2.34   1.98  3.05  3.2  2.34  
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AOI 22/24 Sampling (con’t.)  

4700 block of Woodway Lane 

Completed:  Total of 21 samples taken. 14 surface soil samples (0-6 inches below ground 

surface) and 7 subsurface samples (1-9 feet below ground surface). 8 surface samples and 7 

subsurface samples were analyzed for metals, chemical agents and their breakdown products in the 

front yard. 6 surface samples were analyzed for nickel, thallium, vanadium, chemical agents and their 

breakdown products in the backyard. 
 

 No detection of chemical agents and their breakdown products in the samples. 

 Aluminum: 1 sample value above both RSL and SV background. 

 Cobalt: 15 samples value above both RSL and SV background. 

 Iron: 15 samples value above both RSL and SV background. 

 Manganese: 12 samples value above both RSL and SV background. 

 Nickel: 3 samples value above both RSL and SV background. 

 Thallium: 20 samples value above both RSL and SV background. 

 Vanadium: 18 samples value above both RSL and SV background. 
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AOI 22/24 Sampling (con’t.)  

4700 block of Woodway Lane 

Parameter
USEPA 

RSL

SV 

BKGD

Aluminum 7700 19100 12600 13300 11800 17100 10700 14900 11600 17600 11700 17500 12100 10200 21800 13500 16100

Cobalt 2.3 17.8 52.7 46.7 43.8 92.5 46.3 49 47.8 36.8 51.3 77.8 43.5 37 87.6 48.9 113 

Iron 5500 32400 40200 46400 37500 55700 32900 44000 34400 50600 38400 58400 42100 35900 58600 40600 52100

Manganese 180 968 1100 703 1230 1010 1710 743 1860 848 1590 1190 1230 1070 1980 1190 1200

Nickel 150 33.5 84.4 74 69.5 114 75.9 89.2 83.7 66.2 91.1 156 81.7 66.8 275 84.9 270 94.5 77.4 55.2 62.4 49.2 

Thallium 0.078 2.2 3.76 4.39 3.6 6.16 3.43 4.28 3.18 5.38 3.59 4.8 4.25 3.4 7.89 4.2 4.89 5.21 4.44 3.43 4.63 6.91 

Vanadium 39 75.5 83.8 84.6 79.6 104 69.9 83.9 85.8 69.6 84.9 127 93.3 80.4 109 84.3 90.9 94.4 88.4 101 80.8 53.7

METALS ILM05.4 (mg/kg)

Parameter
USEPA 

RSL

SV 

BKGD

Aluminum 7700 19100 12100 10200 21800 13500 16100

Cobalt 2.3 17.8 43.5 37 87.6 48.9 113 

Iron 5500 32400 42100 35900 58600 40600 52100

Manganese 180 968 1230 1070 1980 1190 1200

Nickel 150 33.5 81.7 66.8 275 84.9 270 94.5 77.4 55.2 62.4 49.2 

Thallium 0.078 2.2 4.25 3.4 7.89 4.2 4.89 5.21 4.44 3.43 4.63 6.91 

Vanadium 39 75.5 93.3 80.4 109 84.3 90.9 94.4 88.4 101 80.8 53.7

METALS ILM05.4 (mg/kg)
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Supplemental Sampling (con’t.) 

AOI 22/24 - POI AU/24/53 

Completed:  

16 surface and 1 subsurface soil samples were analyzed for 

antimony, thallium, vanadium, 1,4-dithiane, 1,4-oxathiane, 

mustard, and lewisite.  Given the significant excavation of 

these areas (based on arsenic removals), these sample 

locations are biased to areas not previously excavated. 
 

 

 No detection of chemical agents and their breakdown products 

in the samples. 

 Thallium: 6 above the EPA RSL and SV background level. 

 No other significant detection were found. 
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Supplemental Sampling (con’t.) 

AOI 22/24 - POI AU/24/53  Validated Data 

Parameter USEPA RSL SV BKGD             

     METALS ILM05.4 (mg/kg) 

Thallium 0.078 2.2 3.41 2.41 2.32   2.5 4.73 2.64  
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 3700 Block of Fordham Road 

Update 
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Groundwater Study 

 

The November 14th Meeting covered several aspects of the 

Groundwater program, including: 

 

  The cumulative annual and quarterly sampling results,  

   Deep well sampling results,  

   And isotopic analysis results.  
 

In addition to reviewing the results of various project efforts, the 

Partners discussed next steps including:  

   Whether additional data or wells are needed to complete the Remedial 

     Investigation (RI),  

   Determining continued monitoring requirements for existing wells and          

     surface water locations.  
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With the sizeable amount of information reviewed, 

including proposals for continued groundwater study 

efforts, the Partners determined to review the proposals 

with respect to the cumulative groundwater data 

collected in the last year and reconvene in the new year.  

 

 

  A Groundwater Partnering conference call is         

 scheduled for Tuesday, January 15th.  

Groundwater Study (con’t.) 
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4825 Glenbrook Road 

Update 
http://youtu.be/ijrk70sAT1E 

C:/Documents and Settings/e1enxrey/My Documents/My Videos/USACE - Spring Valley FUDS Site.mp4


BUILDING STRONG® 

 

4825 Glenbrook Road  
Press Conference and Demolition  

 Demolition began on November 29 

 following the press conference 
 

 Attendees: Fox 5, WUSA Channel 9, 

 WJLA Channel 7 ABC, WTOP,   

 WNEW radio, NY Times, NBC 4,  

 Washington Post, The AU Eagle  
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4825 Glenbrook Road  
Press Conference and Demolition (con’t.)  
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4825 Glenbrook Road  

Demolition was completed on November 30th 

 

 Demolition activities included safely tearing down the house with dust             

suppression measures, removing house materials from the property to an area 

for sorting waste streams. 

 

 Site Crews cleared debris from the house demolition and transported the 

materials to an area for sorting waste streams. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

prepared the site for investigative/remedial action work, through December 19, 

and will return to work January 7 after a holiday break.  

 

 Mobilized construction trailers to the site. In January, crews will begin site 

utility relocations and low probability test pitting. Then the crews will prepare the 

site to install all of the engineering controls, with an anticipated start date for 

high probability excavation by early spring. 

 

 USACE anticipates RD/RA Work Plan finalization in January 2013. 



Guard Shack and Trailers behind 4825 Glenbrook Road 

Guard Shack 

Trailer 
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4825 Glenbrook Road  
 

Overall Schedules for the Remedial 

Design(RD)/Remedial Action (RA) 

 December 2012 through March 2013 – Site Preparation/ Initial  

 Low Probability Work 

 Test pits in backyard and re-locating utilities 

 April 2013 through December 2013 – ECS Set Up and High Probability 

Excavation 

 January 2014 and March 2014 – Final Low Probability Excavation 

 Areas A and B 

 April 2014 – Site Restoration 
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 4825 Glenbrook Road 

 

Draft has been finalized 
 
 

  One-on-one meetings with 
   residents at the 8 properties that are within  
   the Shelter-in-Place Zone are complete. 
 

  Alert system design and installation plans  
   are underway. 

Draft Public Protection Plan 
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Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) 

 USACE is conducting an investigation regarding the 

post-AUES development of certain properties, focusing 

on 4825 Glenbrook Rd., 4835 Glenbrook Rd., and the 

Public Safety Building at 4400 Massachusetts Avenue. 
 

 USACE is seeking information regarding the 

development of these properties, and we encourage 

people who have information about this matter to contact 

our PRP investigation contractor, Watermark, Inc. [Toll 

free number: (866) 383-7327]. 
 

 Jon Owens, Assistant District Counsel for USACE 

Baltimore: (410) 962-3385 
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Spring Valley Schedule and 

Funding Summary 

 FY12 ($6M) 
► Military Munitions Response Program 

• Site-Wide RI/FS Report    

• Residential Anomaly Investigation (1 property) 

• American University Kreeger Hall Area Anomaly Investigations (2.5 acres) 

• Dalecarlia Woods Anomaly Investigations (38 acres)  

• Prepare Decision Document for 4825 Glenbrook Road  

• 4825 Glenbrook Road House Reimbursement   

• Conduct Remedial Design at 4825 Glenbrook Road 

• Stakeholder Outreach      

• Site Security        
 

► Hazardous Toxic Waste  
• Site-Wide RI/FS Report    

• Groundwater Investigation 

• Develop Area of Interest Sampling Work Plan 

• Area of Interest Sampling (16 residential properties and AU campus) 

• Arsenic Soil Removal (2 residential properties) 

• Landscape Reimbursement  
 

► Potentially Responsible Party   
• Fund PRP Investigation               
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Spring Valley Schedule and 

Funding Summary 

 FY13 ($5.25M) 
► Military Munitions Response Program  

• Site-Wide RI/FS Report  

• 4825 Glenbrook Road House Demolition  

• Complete Remedial Design at 4825 Glenbrook Road    

• Complete Remedial Action at 4825 Glenbrook Road   

• Stakeholder Outreach      

• Site Security        
 

► Hazardous Toxic Waste  
• Site-Wide RI/FS Report  

• Groundwater Investigation 

• Area of Interest Sampling (1 residential property)   

• Landscape Reimbursement  
 

► Potentially Responsible Party   
• Conduct PRP Investigation                
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Spring Valley Schedule and 

Funding Summary 

 FY14 ($6.2M) 
► Military Munitions Response Program   

• Site-Wide RI/FS Report and Proposed Plan 

• Complete Remedial Action at 4825 Glenbrook Road 

• Remedial Action Closeout Report for 4825 Glenbrook Road 

• Residential Anomaly Investigation (1 residential property planned) 

• Landscape Reimbursement  

• Stakeholder Outreach      

• Site Security        
 

► Hazardous Toxic Waste  
• Site-Wide RI/FS Report and Proposed Plan 

• Groundwater Investigation  

• Arsenic Soil Removal (1 residential property planned)  

• Landscape Reimbursement    
 

► Potentially Responsible Party   
• Complete PRP Investigation 
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Spring Valley Schedule and 

Funding Summary 

 FY15 ($2.82M) 

► Military Munitions Response Program   

• Site-Wide Decision Document 

• Site-Wide Remedial Design/Action (if necessary) 

• Stakeholder Outreach 

• Site Security   
 

► Hazardous Toxic Waste 

• Site-Wide Decision Document  

• Long Term Monitoring     
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Spring Valley Schedule and 

Funding Summary 

 FY16 ($2.78M) 
 

►Military Munitions Response Program   

• Site-Wide Remedial Design/Action (if necessary)  

• Stakeholder Outreach 

• Site Security 
     

►Hazardous Toxic Waste 

• Long Term Monitoring     
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Spring Valley Schedule and 

Funding Summary 

 FY17 ($0.71M) 

► Military Munitions Response Program   

• Site-Wide Remedial Design/Action (if necessary)  

• Stakeholder Outreach 

• Site Security     

► Hazardous Toxic Waste 

• Long Term Monitoring     
 

 Investment through FY12: $221 million 
 

 Total Lifecycle Cost: $240 million 
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Community Items 

Spring Valley FUDS 
Restoration Advisory Board 
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   Open Discussion  

   Upcoming Agenda Items 

   Summary of the JHU Health Study Survey  

   -  February 

   Risk Assessment Review 

   Munitions and Explosives of Concern Hazard       

 Assessment (MEC HA) 

   4825 Glenbrook Road Health Consultation Update 

 (ATSDR) 

Spring Valley FUDS 
Restoration Advisory Board 
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   Public Comments  
 

   Wrap-Up   

 

 

Spring Valley FUDS 
Restoration Advisory Board 
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Spring Valley Joint Restoration Advisory Board Meeting 

St. David’s Episcopal Church 
Minutes of the January 8, 2013 RAB Meeting 

RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT AT THIS MEETING 

Dan Noble Military Co-Chair/USACE, Spring Valley MMRP Manager 

Greg Beumel Community Co-Chair  

Linda Argo At Large Representative – American University 

Kathleen Connell Community Member 

Dr. Peter deFur Environmental Stewardship Concepts/RAB TAPP Consultant 

Mary Douglas Community Member 

Paul Dueffert Community Member 

Steve Hirsh 
Agency Representative- US Environmental Protection Agency 

Region III 

William Krebs Community Member 

Lee Monsein Community Member 

Malcolm Pritzker Community Member 

James Sweeney Agency Representative – District Department of the Environment 

George Vassiliou Community Member 

RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD MEMBERS NOT PRESENT AT THIS MEETING 

Mary Bresnahan Community Member 

Alma Gates At Large Representative – Horace Mann Elementary School 

Lawrence Miller Community Member 

Tom Smith Community Member 

John Wheeler Community Member 

ATTENDING PROJECT PERSONNEL 

Todd Beckwith USACE, Spring Valley Project Manager 

Brenda Barber USACE, Spring Valley Project Manager 

Lan Reeser USACE, Technical Manager 

Andrea Takash USACE, Public Affairs 

Lattie Smart Spring Valley Community Outreach Program 
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Rebecca Yahiel Spring Valley Community Outreach Program 

Jessica Bruland ERT 

HANDOUTS FROM THE MEETING 

 I.  Final Agenda for the January 8, 2013 RAB Meeting 
II. Army Corps of Engineers Presentation 

 

AGENDA 

Starting Time: The January 8, 2013 RAB meeting began at 7:06 PM. 

I. Administrative Items 

A. Co-Chair Updates  

Dan Noble, Spring Valley Project Manager and Military Co-Chair, opened the meeting. He welcomed the 
group and noted that this is the first RAB meeting in 2013. He wished everyone a Happy New Year and 
mentioned that the Spring Valley project recently reached its 20th anniversary. This is a significant 
milestone for the project. He added that January 5 is the official Spring Valley project anniversary, 
marking the 1993 discovery of the disposal pit where AUES-related items were originally recovered. 

Greg Beumel, Community Co-Chair, arrived and thanked everyone for attending. The RAB briefly 
mentioned the evening’s significant traffic delays for many RAB and audience members and a conflicting 
meeting schedule [DC Office of Planning’s Ward 3 public outreach meeting for the DC zoning update]. 

D. Noble reviewed the evening's agenda. He added that if any RAB members arrive late due to traffic or 
other conflicts, the missed presentation slides can be reviewed with them after the meeting adjourns. 

B. Introduce Guests 

Officer McElwee of the District of Columbia Metropolitan Police Department (MPD) 2nd District briefly 
attended the meeting. He wished everyone a Happy New Year and stated that he hopes everyone had a 
good holiday season. No questions were asked regarding the 2nd District’s role in current Spring Valley 
operations. 

D. Noble expressed appreciation for the 2nd District’s support during the November 29, 2012 Media Day, 
and the subsequent 4825 Glenbrook Road house demolition completed on November 30, 2012. 

Officer McElwee stated that a total of three 2nd District personnel, including himself, attended these 
events without incident. He added that Carrie Johnston, Spring Valley Community Outreach Program 
Manager, will speak at an upcoming 2nd District MPDC roll call to brief the officers about the 4825 
Glenbrook Road remedial activities in the event that MPDC response and on-site assistance is needed. 

Nan Wells, ANC3D Commissioner, wished Officer McElwee a good year for 2013. 

C. General Announcements 

D. Noble announced that recent website updates include the October 2012 RAB minutes and associated 
materials, along with the November 2012 monthly project summary and the electronic version of the 
Corps’pondent newsletter that was mailed to residents in December. An updated map showing the site-
wide groundwater sampling results for arsenic and perchlorate is also available on the website. 

D. Noble announced that the current Spring Valley project website will be reorganized. The new website 
structure will tentatively be available on or shortly after February 1, 2013. Additional details are provided 
below by the USACE Baltimore District Public Affairs Office (PAO). 
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New website layout: Andrea Takash, USACE Public Affairs specialist, explained that nationwide 
revisions to USACE District websites are underway to ensure that all district home pages and their project 
websites are visually and structurally consistent. She emphasized the following points: 

 The USACE Baltimore District home page (http://www.nab.usace.army.mil/index.html) will 
remain the same. Website reorganization pertains to District projects such as Spring Valley, and 
the new project website link will be available on the Baltimore District home page. 

 Existing Spring Valley project website addresses and bookmarks will no longer be valid as of 
February 1, 2013. The Spring Valley community (including RAB and interested audience 
members) will receive an e-mail containing the new Spring Valley project website address. 

 The reorganized Spring Valley project website will be streamlined to include current project news 
and recent project documents (approximately one year old or newer). A limited selection of 
popularly-viewed historical project documents will also be available, but the new website 
structure does not allow storage of a comprehensive historical document database. The new main 
project website will be active on February 1, 2013. 

 A separate extranet site will be established to contain an archive of all historical project 
documents that are currently available on the Spring Valley project website (except for the limited 
selection remaining on the main project website). This is structurally similar to a SharePoint 
platform. Interested community members who would like access to these electronic archives 
should send an e-mail to A. Takash, who will supply them with an individual username and 
password. A walkthrough of the extranet site can be provided after the meeting, if desired. The 
new extranet site containing the archives will be active on February 1, 2013. 

 All hard copy documents will still be available at the Information Repository at the Tenley-
Friendship Branch Library. 

Suggestion from Kathleen Connell, RAB Member – Some of the Spring Valley project information may 
be of interest to D.C. science teachers, particularly those who teach environmental science, because their 
educational resources are becoming more limited. A link to the new Spring Valley project website could 
be sent to these individuals. 

A. Takash replied that this is a great idea and she would be glad to pass along the new website link to 
interested teachers. 

Suggestion from Nan Wells, ANC3D Commissioner – The new Spring Valley project website might also 
be of interest to American University (AU) students. 

A. Takash agreed and added that the new website link can be provided to AU students. 

Question from Allen Hengst, Audience Member – What are the criteria for determining whether project 
documents belong on the main website or on the extranet site? Is this determined by the document’s age? 

A. Takash explained that the new Spring Valley project website will contain only documents that are 
approximately, or newer than, one year old. For example, RAB meeting minutes and associated materials 
from 2012 and January 2013 will be available on the new main project website as of February 1, 2013. 
Exceptions will include a small selection of older project documents that are popular with the community. 
These and other older historical documents have traditionally been available on the main project website 
due to the long complex 20-year history of the Spring Valley project. 

Question from A. Hengst, Audience Member – All older documents must be accessed via the extranet 
site? 

A. Takash confirmed this. The few exceptions are project documents that are viewed frequently by the 
community, based on website analytical data. These extremely popular documents include the historical 
AUES document and the Site-Wide Soil Engineering Evaluation and Cost Analysis (EE/CA).  

http://www.nab.usace.army.mil/index.html
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Question from A. Hengst, Audience Member – Can you confirm that the links will change for the most 
recent RAB meeting packages containing minutes and associated materials? 

A. Takash confirmed that all existing project website links, including those pointing to the most recent 
meeting minutes and materials, will be revised. The new project website address will be very short and 
will be provided to the community. 

Question from Ginny Durrin, Audience Member – Will residents be able to easily access the extranet site? 
Will these archives and the associated link be mentioned on the new main project website? 

A. Takash confirmed that the new project website’s Information Repository page provides information 
about the new extranet site containing the project document archives, along with instructions to e-mail A. 
Takash to receive a username and password for access purposes. 

Comment from A. Hengst, Audience Member – The Spring Valley project website was previously 
reorganized with revised URLs approximately two to three years ago. 

A. Takash acknowledged that the existing project website structure, including new addresses, was 
completed almost three years ago. 

Question from A. Hengst, Audience Member – Numerous other websites and online resources have 
posted bookmarks pointing to the existing project website. These links will no longer be accurate. My 
personal bookmarks can be replaced with the new ones, but many other publicly-available bookmarks are 
unlikely to be corrected. Has USACE considered the impact of website reorganization, in that significant 
knowledge will be lost as a result of broken bookmarks? 

A. Takash replied that this issue was considered by USACE and the project team. Website reorganization 
affects every Formerly Used Defense Site (FUDS) nationwide, not just the Spring Valley project. 

Comment from A. Hengst, Audience Member – It is unfortunate that there is no way to forward these 
publicly-available broken links. 

A. Takash agreed that it is unfortunate that this is not feasible. She emphasized that the overall USACE 
Baltimore website address will not change. She has strongly encouraged the Baltimore District to include 
a link to the new main Spring Valley project website at the top of the overall District front page for 
maximum visibility. 

Comment from A. Hengst, Audience Member – Interested individuals will be able to find the Spring 
Valley project website link, but individuals who are casually browsing are unlikely to find the website. 

A. Takash replied that the new main project website link will be provided to the community via e-mail 
and other methods. 

Question from N. Wells, ANC3D Commissioner – Will individuals need to call you each time they wish 
to access the archives site? 

A. Takash clarified that each individual will receive a permanent username and password to access 
archives on the extranet site. These credentials are not necessary to access recent documents on the main 
project site. 

Question from Dr. Peter deFur, RAB TAPP Consultant – Will the website design and organizational 
strategy be the same for all FUDS sites across all USACE Districts? For example, if comparisons are 
made between FUDS ‘A’ and FUDS ‘B’ (such as between the Spring Valley FUDS and another FUDS), 
will the reader see the exact same or a completely different website structure? 

A. Takash replied that the exact website structure will depend on the specific project site. Although the 
layout should be similar, this is not guaranteed because the Spring Valley FUDS is a much more extensive 
and lengthy project. Even if the layout is not identical, the overall appearance of all project websites will 
be the same. 
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A. Takash added that she is unaware of any other FUDS projects who are creating a separate extranet site 
to ensure accessibility of all electronic project documents. 

Comment from Dr. P. deFur, RAB TAPP Consultant – I am aware of one FUDS project whose website 
contains a massive online searchable database of all project-related documents. 

A. Takash acknowledged this and noted that this document database is supposed to be removed from the 
reorganized website. All FUDS projects were asked to transition to the new project website structure. 

D. Task Group Updates 

Malcolm Pritzker, RAB Member, provided a membership task group update. Membership applications 
are currently being sought for an existing vacancy.  One inquiry was recently received. 

M. Pritzker added that he responds to each inquiry by providing his phone number and expressing 
appreciation for their interest in RAB membership. The Spring Valley Community Outreach Team 
provides the membership application. As described at the November 2012 RAB meeting, based on 
procedures outlined in the membership rules, each applicant fills out the necessary forms, and all RAB 
members review and vote on the completed application. 

Rebecca Yahiel, Spring Valley Community Outreach Program, added that a membership application was 
sent to one interested community member. Receipt of the completed application is pending. 
 

II. USACE Updates 

D. Noble, Spring Valley Project Manager and Military Co-Chair, provided an update on additional 
sampling efforts within Areas of Interest (AOIs) and the right-of-entry status for the 3700 block of 
Fordham Road property. 

T. Beckwith, Spring Valley Project Manager, provided an update on the groundwater investigation. 

B. Barber, Spring Valley Project Manager, provided a brief status update on the tentative initial low-
probability schedule for 4825 Glenbrook Road and the associated Remedial Design and Remedial Action 
Work Plan. 
 

A. Supplemental Soil Sampling Within AOIs 

[Most of the following background information was presented at the September and November 2012 
RAB meetings and is included below for clarification purposes.] 

Background: As described at the June and July 2012 RAB meetings, the Site-Wide Remedial 
Investigation (RI) report for the Spring Valley FUDS is currently in the early stages of preparation. This 
report will summarize all investigative data collected in Spring Valley, characterize any environmental 
contamination resulting from historical World War I related activities, and assess risks to human health 
and the environment. (Details of the work plan for this effort were provided at the July 2012 RAB 
meeting.) 

Purpose: Additional soil sampling was proposed at several AOIs to provide additional data for analysis 
within the RI report. These data will supplement the large amount of soil sampling data collected 
previously in Spring Valley. Supplemental soil sampling will ensure that sufficient data exists to make 
human health and ecological health risk determinations. The site-wide RI report will provide the basis for 
evaluating final remedy options (including no further action) for the Spring Valley FUDS. 

Scope: The constituents of interest at each area are primarily metals. Sampling locations include AOI 9 
(antimony), AOI 13 (the Spring Valley comprehensive parameter list, excluding arsenic), and AOIs 22/24 
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(Spring Valley FUDS metals, excluding arsenic, at a property on the 4700 block of Woodway Lane; nickel 
and thallium at POIs 21/22/23; and antimony at POIs AU/24/53). 

Sampling Effort: A total of 48 samples were collected at a total of 17 residential properties and at 
portions of AU’s campus.  Most samples were collected in September 2012, and the remaining samples 
were collected in  November 2012 at a 3900 block of Fordham Road residential property. 

Most samples were collected from surface soil (0 to 6 inches below ground surface (bgs)) using a hand 
trowel and were minimally invasive with negligible damage to the surrounding grass. A limited number of 
subsurface soil samples were collected using a hand auger. Each sample was packaged for laboratory 
analysis. Analytical results do not include arsenic because arsenic sampling and soil removal were already 
addressed in these areas. 

Results: Sampling results were validated and finalized in early January 2013. Each result was compared 
to their respective EPA risk screening level (RSL) and their Spring Valley background level. These 
comparison levels are very conservative, and exceeding one or both comparison levels does not mean that 
further action is warranted. No unanticipated exceedances were detected, indicating that current 
concentrations are similar to nearby detections associated with previously-completed sampling efforts. 

These results will be reviewed and discussed with the Partners at the upcoming January 2013 Partnering 
meeting. The purpose of this update is to share highlights of the sampling results and preliminary 
conclusions with the RAB. Partner conclusions will be shared with the RAB when they become available. 

2009: These samples were completed in 2009 but are considered part of the supplemental soil sampling 
effort for the purposes of the site-wide RI. Exceedances included: 

 AOI 8 (Possible Graded Area) (POI 12) and AOI 11 (52nd Court Pit and Trenches) (POIs 13 
and 14) were sampled for the Spring Valley Comprehensive List of parameters (not including 
arsenic). 

o A total of 4 discrete surface soil samples were collected at AOI 8 (associated with the 
1918 soil horizon and historical ground scars). 

 One sample exceeded both the EPA RSL and the Spring Valley background level 
for manganese. There were no other significant detections and no detections of 
chemical agents or their breakdown products. 

o A total of 7 surface and subsurface soil samples were collected at AOI 11 (associated with 
the former burial pit at 52nd Court). Of these, 4 subsurface samples were collected at the 
former burial pit location and 3 surface samples were collected at ground scar locations. 

 One sample exceeded both the EPA RSL and the Spring Valley background level 
for aluminum. One sample exceeded the Spring Valley background level for 
magnesium, for which there is no EPA RSL. There were no other significant 
detections and no detections of chemical agents or their breakdown products. 

2012: The remaining supplemental soil samples were collected in 2012. Exceedances included: 

 AOI 9 (Sedgwick Ground Scars) was sampled for selected metals (antimony, thallium, and 
vanadium), along with chemical agents and their breakdown products, at the POI 7/7R location. A 
total of 11 surface soil samples were collected across six residential properties. 

o There were no significant metals detections and no detections of chemical agents or their 
breakdown products. 

 AOI 13 (Quebec/Woodway 13) was sampled for the Spring Valley Comprehensive List of 
parameters (not including arsenic). A total of 5 surface soil samples were collected. 
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o Four samples exceeded both comparison levels for cobalt; four samples exceeded both 
comparison levels for iron; one sample exceeded both comparison levels for mercury; 
and four exceeded both comparison levels for thallium. There were no other significant 
detections and no detections of chemical agents or their breakdown products. 

 AOI 22 (Mercury Detection Areas) and AOI 24 (Antimony Detection Areas) (including POIs 
21, 22, and 23) were sampled at a property on the 4700 block of Woodway Lane. A total of 21 
samples were collected. Of these, 6 surface samples were collected in the backyard and analyzed 
for nickel, thallium, vanadium, and chemical agents and their breakdown products. The remaining 
samples (8 surface and 7 subsurface) were collected in the front yard and analyzed for SVFUDS 
metals (not including arsenic) along with chemical agents and their breakdown products. 

o One sample exceeded both comparison levels for aluminum; fifteen samples exceeded 
both levels for cobalt; fifteen samples exceeded both levels for iron; twelve samples 
exceeded both comparison levels for manganese; three samples exceeded both levels for 
nickel; twenty exceeded both levels for thallium; and eighteen exceeded both levels for 
vanadium. There were no other significant detections and no detections of chemical 
agents or their breakdown products. 

 AOI 22 (Mercury Detection Areas) and AOI 24 (Antimony Detection Areas) (including POIs 
AU, 24, and 53) were sampled at the southern portion of the AU campus. A total of 17 samples 
(consisting of 16 surface and 1 subsurface) were collected and analyzed for antimony, thallium, 
vanadium, and chemical agents and their breakdown products. These sample locations were 
biased toward areas that were not previously excavated, due to the significant amount of arsenic 
soil removal and excavation completed in these areas. 

o Six samples exceeded both comparison levels for thallium. There were no other 
significant detections and no detections of chemical agents or their breakdown products. 

Next Steps: The full dataset (including all exceedances and other results of interest) will be reviewed and 
discussed with the Partners at the upcoming January 2013 Partnering meeting. These sampling results will 
be incorporated into the site-wide RI report, and any exceedances will be evaluated with respect to their 
comparison levels, for the purpose of making decisions regarding potential remedial actions (including no 
further action). 

Follow-On Efforts: As described at the September 2012 RAB meeting, depending on the Partner 
discussion of the sampling results and ongoing review of existing data, a Phase II sampling effort may be 
proposed to collect additional samples within other areas of the Spring Valley FUDS. The rationale for 
further supplemental soil sampling will be discussed with the Partners to obtain concurrence. 

Question from K. Connell, RAB Member – Did you encounter anything unexpected in the sampling 
results? 

D. Noble replied that there were no unexpected detections of concern (such as chemical agents or their 
breakdown products). Exceedances were primarily limited to metals, with no concentrations that stood 
out. 

Question from Kent Slowinski, Audience Member – Were there any detections that raised concerns for 
the EPA or DDOE? 

Steve Hirsh, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region III, replied that this is the first time he has 
seen the sampling results. 

Jim Sweeney, DC Department of the Environment (DDOE), added that he had not previously seen the 
data. 
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D. Noble clarified that the full dataset will be sent electronically to the Partners for review and discussion 
at the upcoming January 2013 Partnering meeting. Based on initial review of the validated sampling 
results, USACE feels that no immediate contamination issues are evident. 

Question from K. Slowinski, Audience Member – Does AOI 22/24 include the 4700 block of Quebec 
Street property that was sampled for the extensive AUES parameter list, and where one MEC item (a 
Stokes mortar) was found along with arsenic-contaminated soil? 

D. Noble and Lan Reeser, USACE Technical Manager, clarified that this property is situated within AOI 
13. 

Question from Mary Douglas, RAB Member – Do you plan to conduct soil removals in areas where 
metals exceeded risk standards? 

D. Noble explained that all exceedances will be evaluated in the Site-Wide Human Health Risk 
Assessment (HHRA) as part of the site-wide RI report. Depending on the exceedances and their 
associated risk levels, the Partners will make recommendations for future action. Possibilities include 
immediate soil removal, eventual remedial action, or no further action. 
 

B. Update on Obtaining Access to a 3700 Block of Fordham Road Residential Property 

This update was provided in response to a RAB request made at the November 2012 RAB meeting. 

Background: This property was geophysically surveyed but the homeowner did not grant permission to 
conduct anomaly investigations. USACE considered the significance of this property, and concluded that 
anomaly investigations at the property were necessary to gather the desired information. All required 
procedures were followed to obtain access to this property without success. USACE formally requested 
property access in writing twice, along with informal outreach efforts such as going door-to-door and 
leaving telephone messages. 

After multiple attempts to gain right-of-entry (ROE) without success, the project team followed the 
USACE Formerly Used Defense Site (FUDS) policy for addressing private properties of interest where 
right-of-entry was not obtained. The regulatory agencies (EPA and DDOE) and the residential property 
owners were formally notified that USACE will no longer pursue a right-of-entry for this inaccessible 
property. This “last chance” letter provided the homeowners with the opportunity to contact USACE and 
schedule the anomaly investigations, and clearly stated that if property access was not granted then 
USACE would cease communication from the Spring Valley project team level. 

In Spring 2012, USACE prepared a packet containing information about the property and stating the 
reasons why investigation of the property is desired. This packet was submitted to the USACE chain of 
command for review, and USACE Headquarters had the task of deciding whether it is reasonable to 
pursue property access. 

Further details surrounding right-of-entry issues at this property were discussed at the March 2012 RAB 
meeting, and recent progress toward obtaining access is described below. 

Status: The homeowner contacted USACE in early October 2012 and stated their desire to discuss the 
proposed anomaly investigations and arsenic soil grid removals at the property. D. Noble met with the 
homeowners to review all of the pertinent information, and the homeowner agreed to allow property 
access for anomaly investigations and soil removal. 

This verbal commitment is encouraging, but contracting and funding logistics must be resolved in order 
to conduct this effort. 

 The previous anomaly investigation and arsenic soil removal contractors have demobilized from 
the Spring Valley FUDS, and their contract periods have expired. The USACE contracting office 
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indicated that no additional efforts can be added to those contracts. A new task order will be 
prepared and contractors will be encouraged to submit proposals for completing the work. 

 All funding in the FY2013 budget is already allocated to other project tasks, and funding for the 
Fordham Road property efforts will be requested for FY2014. Potential options will be explored, 
including the use of any available FY2013 excess funding (at the conclusion of FY2013) or 
applying for plus-up FY2013 funding (which would be granted by USACE Headquarters). 

The Spring Valley project team hopes to complete the contracting process in FY2013, followed by 
completion of anomaly investigations and arsenic soil grid removals in early FY2014. Anomalies selected 
for investigation include one anomalous area co-located with POI 2 (Possible Pit). Anomaly investigation 
results are tentatively anticipated as early as January 2014 and will be shared with the RAB once 
available. 

Question from George Vassiliou, RAB Member – Aside from the 3700 Block of Fordham Road property, 
how many other residential properties from the original list have not been geophysically investigated? 

D. Noble replied that the 3700 Block of Fordham Road property is the last planned anomaly investigation 
in the Spring Valley project area. This effort will complete the list of residential properties originally 
identified for geophysical investigation by the Spring Valley project team. 

D. Noble noted that a total of 9 residential properties remain inaccessible for arsenic soil sampling. The 
project team does not anticipate obtaining access to these properties. As described at the March 2012 
RAB meeting, the Spring Valley project team is currently following the USACE Formerly Used Defense 
Site (FUDS) policy for addressing private properties of interest where right-of-entry was not obtained. 

Question from Dr. P. deFur, RAB TAPP Consultant – The inaccessible arsenic soil sampling properties are 
all residential, correct? 

D. Noble confirmed that the 9 properties mentioned above are residential properties. In addition, property 
access was not granted for one commercial property (a public utility substation) and one federal property 
(containing several federal lots), for a total of 11 areas where right-of-entry could not be obtained. Both 
commercial and federal properties are situated at the eastern edge of the Spring Valley FUDS. 

Question from M. Pritzker, RAB Member – Can you identify the federal government property that 
remains inaccessible? 

D. Noble replied that property access was not granted for several federal lots at Glover-Archbold Park, 
which is managed by the National Park Service (NPS). (Details surrounding right-of-entry issues at this 
property were discussed at the April 2012 RAB meeting.) 

Question from A. Hengst, Audience Member – Aren’t you concerned that if you embark on this 9-month 
contracting process with only a verbal agreement, the property owner might change their mind about 
granting property access? Should you obtain an agreement in writing? 

D. Noble replied that it is certainly possible to obtain a written agreement at this early stage in the 
process. This is not necessarily advantageous due to the lengthy contracting process. Another written 
right-of-entry would be required after the contract is awarded, once planning begins for the geophysical 
investigation and arsenic soil removal efforts. 

Question from A. Hengst, Audience Member – Do the homeowners understand why there will be such a 
long delay in the planning process? 

D. Noble confirmed that USACE has communicated with the homeowners regarding these delays. 
Discussions with residential property homeowners include the goals of anomaly investigations and soil 
removal at the property, along with how USACE plans to achieve those goals. 



Final Minutes of January 8, 2013 RAB Meeting                                Page 10 of 19    

Question from M. Douglas, RAB Member – Have the homeowners mentioned why they changed their 
mind about granting property access? 

D. Noble explained that the homeowners did not share the exact reason for changing their mind, but they 
are very familiar with the repeated requests for property access. When he met with the homeowners to 
share and discuss the USACE’s documentation associated with the property, it turned out that the 
homeowners possessed an even more impressive stack of documents accumulated over the past several 
years. The anomaly investigations can be completed under a new contractor, but it is unfortunate that the 
two previous contractors have demobilized from the Spring Valley neighborhood and will be unavailable 
to conduct the anomaly removals. 
 

C. Groundwater Investigation 

[Previous groundwater study efforts were described at the November 2010 RAB meeting as well as 
various earlier RAB meetings. Additional planned groundwater study efforts were described at the May 
2011 RAB meeting as well as various subsequent RAB meetings. Recently completed and upcoming 
groundwater study efforts were summarized at the January 2012 through November 2012 RAB meetings.] 

Future Groundwater Study Efforts: Plans for future groundwater study activities were discussed with 
the Partners at the interagency groundwater meeting in mid-November 2012. Participants included 
groundwater experts from different agencies. Topics included completed groundwater efforts such as 
cumulative annual and quarterly sampling results, review of the most recent deep monitoring well 
sampling results (particularly in the vicinity of Kreeger Hall and Glenbrook Road), and isotopic analysis 
results. The Partners discussed how these data will be integrated into the site-wide groundwater RI report 
and whether groundwater study objectives were achieved. Proposed ongoing efforts were also discussed 
to determine if additional wells or sampling data are necessary to prepare and complete the site-wide 
groundwater RI report. Proposed upcoming efforts include continued monitoring at existing wells and 
surface water locations, along with installation of at least one additional deep well during the next couple 
of years. 

No formal conclusions were made during the November 2012 interagency groundwater meeting due to 
the sizeable volume of information reviewed. Partner concerns were summarized, and the revised 
conclusions and recommendations for future groundwater study efforts were provided to the Partners 
prior to the winter holidays. An interagency groundwater conference call is planned for mid-January 2013 
to further resolve Partner concerns. Conclusions will be shared with the RAB when available, as early as 
the February 2013 RAB meeting. 
 

D. Military Munitions Response Program 

4825 Glenbrook Road  

Completed Schedule Components 

Completed Documents: Final 4825 Glenbrook Road CERCLA-related documents are posted on the 
Spring Valley Project website and are also available at the Information Repository at the Tenley-
Friendship Branch Library. These documents include the Decision Document (DD), which formally 
selects Alternative 5 (removal of the house and cleanup to residential standards providing for unrestricted 
future use of the property) as the cleanup alternative for the 4825 Glenbrook Road site. These documents 
also include the Demolition and Disposal Plan, which describes the removal and disposal of the 4825 
Glenbrook Road house and associated debris. (Details of finalized documents were provided at the 
September 2012 and previous RAB meetings). 

Demolition Phase: House demolition was completed in late November 2012, after the Thanksgiving 
holiday. A press conference was held on November 29 and was attended by several media outlets 
(including Fox 5, WUSA Channel 9, WJLA Channel 7 ABC, WTOP, WNEW Radio, NY Times, NBC 4, 
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Washington Post, and The AU Eagle). The USACE Public Affairs Office recorded numerous photographs 
and video clips during the demolition effort. 

Demolition began immediately following the press conference, and was quickly completed the following 
day (November 30). Demolition activities included safely tearing down the house while using dust 
suppression measures. Site crews cleared all debris resulting from house demolition, and all house 
materials were removed from the property and transported to an area designated for sorting waste streams. 
Remaining house structural components are limited to the basement foundation walls and floor. The site is 
currently secured with construction fencing, and a fall protection system will be installed to minimize 
worker safety risks at the site. 

A short video clip of the house demolition, including an interview with B. Barber, was shown. This video 
clip was produced by the USACE Headquarters Public Affairs Office. A link to the online video clip was 
provided in the PowerPoint presentation for the benefit of interested community members. A complete 
record of all media coverage links is available from A. Takash, USACE Public Affairs specialist. 

Tentative Schedule (Next Steps) 

All site preparation and remedial action dates from this point forward are tentative and will be determined 
pending resolution of any remaining issues. 

Remedial Design and Remedial Action Work Plan: The 4825 Glenbrook Road remedial design and 
remedial action work plan (which includes the Public Protection Plan) describes the intrusive activities 
designed to achieve remedial objectives. (Details of this plan were shared with the RAB and the 
community at the October 2012 Joint RAB/Community meeting. The revised maximum credible event 
(MCE) and follow up questions and concerns were addressed at the November 2012 RAB meeting.) 

Work plan finalization is pending and is anticipated in January 2013 (as early as next week). Additional 
comments from the property owner (AU) are currently being addressed. 

Site Preparations: In early December 2012, USACE began site preparations for upcoming investigative 
and remedial action work. Site preparations continued through December 19, with a break for the winter 
holidays, and site crews returned to work on January 7, 2013 (yesterday). Site crew training activities are 
currently underway. One construction trailer has been mobilized to the site, onto the adjacent AU campus 
parking lot. Once the second construction trailer is mobilized to the site, the security personnel will be 
moved from the guard shack to the second trailer and will share the space with the site crew, followed by 
removal of the guard shack from the site. The guard shack will be transported back to the federal property. 
This site mobilization area on the AU campus has been secured and fenced off with AU’s permission. 

Site Cleanup: The tentative remedial action schedule was recently updated to reflect the revised cleanup 
time frame and currently extends from late November 2012 (the completed demolition phase) through 
April 2014. This schedule is subject to change pending resolution of any remaining issues and any 
findings of concern at the site. 

 Initial low-probability soil removal work will tentatively begin in mid-January 2013 (next week). 
These efforts include several backyard test pits and relocation of a sewer utility that could interfere 
with implementation of remedial activities at the site. The first low-probability effort planned for 
completion consists of excavating a small portion of the front sidewalk, followed by confirmation 
sampling and restoration. The current security fence will be shifted into the street during sampling 
and excavation, with temporary impacts to traffic flow on Glenbrook Road, followed by moving 
fencing back onto the site to restore traffic flow. (The front sidewalk area was originally scheduled 
to be completed after high-probability excavations, at the end of the remedial effort.) 

 Following completion of initial low probability efforts, site preparations for high-probability work 
will begin, tentatively in early April 2013. These preparations include installation of all 
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engineering controls, tabletop exercises, and equipment testing to ensure that all equipment 
functions properly. 

 High-probability excavation is currently scheduled for April through December 2013.  

 Remaining low probability removal actions in Areas A and B (including the driveway and a small 
portion of the backyard) are scheduled for January through March 2014 following completion of 
the high probability excavations. 

 Site restoration is tentatively scheduled for April 2014. The project team anticipates turning the 
remediated and restored property over to the property owner (AU) in April 2014. 

Public Protection Plan 

Tentative Schedule: The draft Public Protection Plan has been finalized. (Details of the Public Protection 
Plan, which highlights all of the safety plans and protocols to be established in advance for 
communicating with the surrounding neighborhood, were presented at the October 2012 Joint 
RAB/Community meeting and the November 2012 RAB meeting.) 

Outreach: Community Outreach and USACE Public Affairs personnel have met individually with all 
residents whose properties are impacted by the MCE distance of 194 feet. Individual meetings will 
continue with one resident to finalize their preferred communication methods. A total of 8 residential 
properties are partially or completely within the Shelter-in-Place (SIP) zone. 

Communication: Design of a visual and auditory alert system is currently underway, along with 
installation plans. USACE is working with a contractor to procure this system for the 4825 Glenbrook 
Road site and integrate this system with personal home security systems if requested by residents whose 
properties are partially or completely within the SIP zone. (Details of this alert system were presented at 
the November 2012 RAB meeting.) 

Potentially Responsible Party Investigation 

Scope: USACE is conducting an investigation regarding the post-AUES development of three properties 
within the Spring Valley FUDS, focusing on 4825 Glenbrook Road, 4835 Glenbrook Road, and the Public 
Safety Building at 4400 Massachusetts Avenue on AU’s campus. The purpose is to identify additional 
potentially responsible parties (PRP) for the presence and/or extent of contamination at these sites. 

As part of this investigation, USACE is actively seeking information regarding the development of these 
properties. Anyone who has information about this matter are encouraged to contact USACE’s PRP 
investigation contractor: Watermark, Inc. Contact information and brief details can be left on the 
contractor’s toll free phone number [(866) 383-7327] and Watermark, Inc. will return the call to conduct a 
comprehensive interview. The resulting information shared with Watermark, Inc. will be documented in 
USACE’s PRP case. 

Any questions regarding this investigation process can be directed to Jon Owens, Assistant District 
Counsel for USACE Baltimore. 

Comment from K. Connell, RAB Member – The video clip of the house demolition was very nicely done. 

Several RAB members added that B. Barber did a good job with her interview. 

Question from K. Connell, RAB Member – Did you follow up with the press conference attendees to find 
out who produced news stories focused on the 4825 Glenbrook Road house demolition? 

B. Barber confirmed that relevant news stories and clips were produced by all media outlets that attended 
the house demolition. 

Question from K. Connell, RAB Member – Were the voiceovers for these stories fairly accurate? 
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B. Barber confirmed that although ‘zingers’ were included in the media coverage for television purposes 
to grab the audience’s attention, all of the information shared by the media was balanced and appropriate. 

L. Largo added that neighboring homeowners were interviewed as part of the media coverage. 

Question from A. Hengst, Audience Member – Will the initial low-probability test pit excavations include 
the grassy strip between the 4825 Glenbrook Road backyard property line and the Kreeger Hall parking 
lot on AU’s Campus? 

B. Barber confirmed this. 

Question from A. Hengst, Audience Member – This grassy low-probability excavation area is temporarily 
fenced, right? 

B. Barber confirmed this. The grassy area just beyond the backyard property line was originally planned 
as the first effort during the low-probability phase. The revised schedule for initial low-probability efforts 
specifies that the front sidewalk area will be completed first, followed by the grassy test pit area, and 
finally the backyard test pits. 

Question from K. Slowinski, Audience Member – Does USACE intend to contact the workers who built 
the house during the Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) search? 

B. Barber explained that the PRP search is intended to locate any individuals who have information with 
respect to the development of these properties. The purpose of the PRP search is not to specifically seek 
the property developers or the workers. 

Question from K. Slowinski, Audience Member – Was the Public Safety Building at the AU campus 
originally built as a fraternity house? 

D. Noble replied that this is the information that was shared with USACE. 

Question from K. Slowinski, Audience Member – Do you know which fraternity built the Public Safety 
Building? 

D. Noble replied that USACE does not have this information. 

A. Hengst noted that this information can be obtained from AU (the property owner). 

L. Largo clarified that, to her knowledge, AU does not know which fraternity constructed the Public 
Safety Building. This topic has likely been discussed between USACE and AU. 

B. Barber noted that the USACE Baltimore District Consult contacted Bethany Bridgham, the AU 
attorney who is familiar with the Spring Valley project, to inquire about information or knowledge with 
respect to the construction of the Public Safety Building and the 4825 and 4835 Glenbrook Road houses 
currently owned by AU. This topic will be handled by legal counsel for USACE and AU, and anyone with 
relevant knowledge is welcome to provide this information. 

Question from Lee Monsein, RAB Member – I am unfamiliar with the Potentially Responsible Party 
concept. Can you provide the background and meaning of this term? It sounds like you are assuming that 
someone else may be responsible for the contamination in these areas. 

B. Barber explained that the ultimate purpose of the PRP search is to determine whether any of the 
property developers and/or their subcontractors possessed any knowledge of the contamination at the site, 
and whether they exacerbated the extent of contamination during their activities, thus requiring the 
USACE to conduct larger remedial efforts than would have been necessary had the contamination 
remained undisturbed. For example, if the property developer at 4825 Glenbrook Road had recognized the 
presence of contamination, halted their work, and contacted USACE about the issue, then this likely 
would have reduced the time and funding that USACE spent on the site cleanup. If the developer is 
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identified as a PRP, then USACE may be able to recoup some of the remediation costs from the 
developer. 

Question from L. Monsein, RAB Member – Has USACE considered conducting a PRP search since the 
beginning of the Spring Valley project? 

B. Barber confirmed this. 

Question from L. Monsein, RAB Member – Couldn’t you extrapolate this PRP question to other 
developed areas and the associated developers in the Spring Valley neighborhood? 

D. Noble explained that the Spring Valley FUDS cleanup is governed by the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), which includes a liability 
framework for determining a wide range of parties that are potentially liable for site contamination. The 
USACE is a PRP for the Spring Valley FUDS and has spent significant time and funding on site cleanup. 

D. Noble further explained that as soon as USACE has spent cleanup funding at the site, they are 
permitted to pursue other PRPs for the purpose of sharing cleanup costs. USACE is not required to 
identify other PRPs for the Spring Valley FUDS; USACE could simply choose to spend their funding 
without seeking contributions from other PRPs. Instead, USACE decided to pursue PRPs for the three 
properties owned by AU (4825 Glenbrook Road, 4835 Glenbrook Road, and the southern portion of the 
AU campus where the Public Safety Building is situated). 

D. Noble added that this decision was made after the Decision Document (DD) for the 4825 Glenbrook 
Road site was finalized and signed. Completion of the DD for a site initiates the final limited time frame 
during which additional PRPs can be pursued in order to obtain reimbursement for a portion of the site 
cleanup costs. Although the developer of many other Spring Valley FUDS residential properties could be 
approached at any time regarding their PRP status, this decision will be made once the site-wide DD is 
finalized and signed. 

Question from K. Connell, RAB Member – Could you have initiated the PRP search earlier during the 
Spring Valley project? 

D. Noble confirmed this. However, the final deadline for conducting a PRP search is based on the date on 
which the final DD is signed. 

Question from K. Connell, RAB Member – How likely are these Spring Valley FUDS developers to still 
be operating entities with financial assets? 

D. Noble replied that this is part of the PRP investigation, which identifies and summarizes information 
about parties that may be partially or fully liable at a site. 

Question from L. Monsein, RAB Member – USACE is aware of the previous contractor’s current living 
status and business status, right? 

D. Noble replied that the developer of the 4825/4835 Glenbrook Road properties is still available. 

Question from N. Wells, ANC3D Commissioner – It seems that if USACE is investigating items and 
contamination that may have been previously found and moved during property development, then the 
site workers’ knowledge is very important. The builder is unlikely to provide detailed information about 
what they encountered, and the workers are much more likely to provide specific information about site 
findings. We all have a moral duty to inform the workers of contaminants to which they may have been 
exposed, and I am not certain whether any formal action was taken to reach out and contact these 
individuals. 

K. Connell agreed that this is an excellent point. 

Question from K. Connell, RAB Member – Has USACE made an effort to contact and inform the 
potentially-affected workers of contamination at the site? 
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D. Noble replied that no specific attempts to contact the site workers have been made, aside from the 
Spring Valley project information that is made freely and publicly available. 

Suggestion from K. Connell, RAB Member – I would assume that the site workers have moved out of the 
Spring Valley community and are working elsewhere. Income tax receipts from the property developer 
could be cross-referenced with and queried in DC records to identify the site workers’ names. I agree that 
we have a responsibility to directly inform the site workers, rather than simply posting details on the 
website where they may or may not find this information on their own. I would like USACE to contact 
the appropriate DC agency to see if existing databases can assist with identification of the site workers 
that participated in development of these properties. 

L. Monsein clarified that identification of and communication with the site workers has been discussed by 
the RAB many times before K. Connell joined the board. There were minimal risks to site workers due to 
the nature of the contaminants present, which take years or decades to manifest deleterious effects. 
Personally, if I were part of Watermark’s full investigation, I would seek out the site workers, rather than 
just contacting the developer to ask exactly what he and his site crew did wrong at the property.  

B. Barber confirmed that contacting the site workers is a part of the overall PRP investigation scope. 

L. Monsein added that Watermark’s first action will likely be seeking the developer and the site workers. 
If Watermark is a good investigative agency, they will locate the site workers or compensate persistent 
individuals like K. Slowinski to find them, because successfully doing this is in the investigative agency’s 
best interest. Based on my own nature, I could probably locate the site workers within a week. There is 
certainly incentive to contact the site workers, but not because they were poisoned during development 
activities. 

Question from M. Douglas, RAB Member – The Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry 
(ATSDR) report is on the list of future agenda topics. Isn’t this report relevant to the discussion of site 
worker health issues, such as a study by the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) to determine whether 
exposed residents developed health problems? 

D. Noble replied that all data associated with the 4825 Glenbrook Road site were turned over to ATSDR 
for the purpose of report preparation. ATSDR conclusions regarding the exposures of residents and site 
workers are pending. The USACE does not make public health determinations, nor do they warn 
individuals to be cautious of potential health risks; this is under the jurisdiction of other agencies such as 
the ATSDR. 

D. Noble emphasized that detailed questions regarding the PRP investigation process, as well as strong 
opinions on the outcome of the PRP search, should be directed to Jon Owens, Assistant District Counsel 
for USACE Baltimore. Any information regarding development of these properties is welcome and 
encouraged, and should be directed to Watermark, Inc. in support of the PRP search. The Spring Valley 
project team and the USACE chain of command are not leading the PRP investigation. 

Comment from L. Monsein, RAB Member – It is ironic that individuals in this room with conspiracy 
theories felt certain that USACE did not want to locate or contact the site workers, and now it is in the 
USACE’s best interest to do so. 

Question from A. Hengst, Audience Member – Is Jon Owens, Assistant District Counsel for USACE 
Baltimore, the same individual who presented at a RAB meeting in 2012? 

D. Noble confirmed that Jon Owens attended and presented at the May 2012 RAB meeting. 

W. Krebs briefly noted that he located a PRP investigation guidance document online.  

Question from K. Slowinski, Audience Member – I am very concerned about the comment that L. 
Monsein made earlier during the meeting. What evidence do you have that there were minimal risks to the 
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site workers? Have you seen the videotaped interview of the workers, or the contents of the ATSDR draft 
report? 

L. Monsein stated that he would be happy to discuss this topic with K. Slowinski after the meeting. 

K. Slowinski replied that he would appreciate a response during the discussion, and that there is no basis 
for L. Monsein’s comment about minimal risks to site workers. 

L. Monsein clarified that he has ten years of experience listening to the medical data presented in 
association with the Spring Valley project. 

Comment from K. Slowinski, Audience Member – Site workers were interviewed approximately one year 
after they were exposed to contamination at 4825 Glenbrook Road, and they were unable to work due to 
health issues. 

A. Hengst added that a few individuals were hospitalized. 

Question from G. Vassiliou, RAB Member – Where is this information available? 

A. Hengst replied that USACE possesses a transcript of the videotaped interview. 

B. Barber clarified that USACE has a copy of the transcript, but it is unclear whether the transcript is 
partial or complete. USACE does not possess the original transcript or a copy of the video. 

A. Hengst mentioned that this topic was discussed relatively recently at a RAB meeting in 2012. 

D. Noble and B. Barber added that all relevant information possessed by USACE has been turned over to 
ATSDR, for the purpose of supporting preparation of the report focused on the 4825 Glenbrook Road site. 

Question from G. Vassiliou, RAB Member – It is puzzling that the site workers have not come forward 
with information. Personal opinions have been shared on this topic, but locating the site workers 
themselves will provide answers. Where is the videotape containing the interview during which the 
workers stated they had health problems related to the site? 

A. Hengst replied that the video was given to USACE but was apparently lost. 

K. Slowinski added that USACE admitted they received a copy of the video. 

D. Noble clarified that the project team found a transmittal letter to USACE, but not the video itself. They 
are uncertain whether USACE gave the video back, or whether the video was lost, or whether the video is 
stored somewhere but hasn’t been found. 

Question from K. Slowinski, Audience Member – Does ownership of the 4825 Glenbrook Road property 
put AU in a sensitive position? Specifically, the fact that they sold the property at auction, and the builder 
ended up owning the property and constructing the houses. 

D. Noble replied that this is a good question for Jon Owens. In general, CERCLA states that a party is 
potentially liable if they ever owned the property since it was contaminated, regardless of whether they 
contributed to the cause of contamination or not. 

S. Hirsh noted that other considerations are evaluated to determine whether the landowner was innocent, 
such as whether or not they were aware of the contamination, and if so, when they became aware of the 
contamination. 

D. Noble added that this is also a broad statute. If the landowner added one molecule of contamination to 
the site, they can be held responsible for all of it. 

M. Douglas added that there is strict liability but it is not always interpreted that way for PRP allocations. 

 

III. Community Items 
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A. Spring Valley Project Funding Update 

D. Noble, Spring Valley Project Manager and Military Co-Chair, presented a brief update on the Spring 
Valley project schedule and anticipated funding for fiscal years (FY) 2013 through FY 2017. He also 
briefly reviewed the completed FY 2012 project schedule and allocated funding. FY2013 officially began 
on October 1, 2012. 

Project funding updates are typically presented to the RAB toward the end of each calendar year. The 
current update was postponed until January 2013 due to full meeting agendas. For each year, the funding 
allocated to specific activities or estimated for future activities is outlined. There is a general correlation, 
but not always a direct correlation, between funding obtained for a particular fiscal year and the activities 
assigned to the same year. Some efforts are funded and cannot be completed until the property owner 
grants right-of-entry or other issues are resolved. For example, 4825 Glenbrook Road site efforts 
completed in FY2012 were funded in FY2011. 

FY2012 Summary: Approximately $6 million were spent on Military Munitions Response Program 
(MMRP) and Hazardous and Toxic Waste (HTW) project activities during FY2012. These activities 
included preparations for completing the Site-Wide RI/FS report, which will resemble the documents 
produced for the 4825 Glenbrook Road site but will address the entire Spring Valley FUDS. Under the 
MMRP program, activities included completion of all planned residential (1 residential property), AU 
Campus Kreeger Hall Area (2.5 acres), and Dalecarlia Woods anomaly removals (38 acres) and munitions 
disposal, along with administrative activities including stakeholder outreach and site security. Additional 
MMRP Activities associated with the 4825 Glenbrook Road site included Decision Document finalization 
(a major project milestone); reimbursement for the removal of the house; and conducting the remedial 
design and remedial action efforts. Under the HTW program, which focuses on environmental concerns, 
activities included the groundwater investigation, AOI sampling work plan development and most of the 
sampling (16 residential properties and the AU campus), completion of additional arsenic soil removals (2 
residential properties), and landscape reimbursement. Under the Potentially Responsible Party effort, the 
PRP investigation was funded. 

FY2013 Projected Summary: The baseline budget for FY2013 project activities is $5.25 million. These 
activities include further preparations for completing the Site-Wide RI/FS report. Under the MMRP 
program, 4825 Glenbrook Road house demolition has already been completed. Additional MMRP 
activities at the 4825 Glenbrook Road site will include completion of the remedial design and a portion of 
the remedial action at 4825 Glenbrook Road site (a major milestone for the Spring Valley project), and 
stakeholder outreach and site security activities will continue. Under the HTW program, completed 
activities include Area of Interest sampling (1 remaining residential property funded in FY2012). 
Additional HTW activities will include the groundwater investigation, along with landscape 
reimbursement. Under the Potentially Responsible Party effort, the PRP investigation will be conducted. 

Beyond FY2013, an annual ‘cost to complete’ will estimate the amount of funding required to complete 
planned efforts during upcoming fiscal years. These funding estimates can be adjusted based on the status 
of project activities. Future annual budgets beyond the next two fiscal years are speculative based on 
currently planned project activities. Active investigations are ongoing and the projected budgets may 
change. 

FY2014 Projected Summary: The baseline projected budget for FY2014 project activities is $6.2 
million. Preparation of the Site-Wide RI/FS and Proposed Plan will continue. Under the MMRP program, 
the last planned residential anomaly investigation (Fordham Road property) will be completed, along with 
landscape reimbursement. Additional MMRP activities at the 4825 Glenbrook Road site will include 
completion of remedial actions at 4825 Glenbrook Road site (a major milestone for the Spring Valley 
project). Completion of the remedial action closeout report for the 4825 Glenbrook Road site will be 
another major project milestone, and stakeholder outreach and site security activities will continue. Under 
the HTW program, activities will include the groundwater investigation, the last planned arsenic soil 
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removal (1 residential property: Fordham Road), and landscape reimbursement. Under the Potentially 
Responsible Party effort, the PRP investigation will be completed. 

FY2015 Projected Summary: The baseline projected budget for FY2015 project activities is $2.82 
million. Finalization of the Site-Wide Decision Document (similar to the DD for the 4825 Glenbrook 
Road site) will be a major milestone for the Spring Valley project. The determinations made in the Site-
Wide DD will significantly impact future FY budgets, depending on whether additional site-wide field 
activities are required or whether the site cleanup is officially closed and completed. Under the MMRP 
program, stakeholder outreach and site security activities will continue, along with preliminary site-wide 
remedial design if deemed necessary in the final Site-Wide DD. Under the HTW program, long-term site 
monitoring will continue as needed. 

FY2016 Projected Summary: The baseline projected budget for FY2016 project activities is $2.78 
million. MMRP activities may include site-wide remedial design and actions, if deemed necessary in the 
final Site-Wide DD, Stakeholder Outreach, and Site Security. HTW activities will include long-term 
monitoring as needed, based on decisions documented in the final Site-Wide DD. 

FY2017 Projected Summary: The baseline projected budget for FY2017 project activities is $0.71 
million. MMRP and HTW activities match those estimated for FY2016. 

Overall Cost Summary: Approximately $221 million was spent on Spring Valley project activities 
between initial project efforts and the completion of FY2012. The total projected lifecycle cost of the 
project, based on the cost estimates summarized above, is $240 million. 

Question from W. Krebs, RAB Member – How long will the RAB continue to meet? 

D. Noble replied that the frequency of future RAB meetings is subject to the RAB’s preferences. As the 
remaining field work efforts are completed and the project team focuses on development of the site-wide 
RI report, the RAB may decide that 10 meetings per year is excessive. Upon completion of the remaining 
large project efforts, such as the 4825 Glenbrook Road site cleanup, the RAB may wish to discuss a new 
meeting schedule. There will be limited information to report to the RAB during the lengthy site-wide RI 
report preparation, and previews of this document will be shared at upcoming RAB meetings. A couple of 
these previews are included on the list of future agenda topics. For example, a MEC HA score must be 
calculated for the entire site (similar to the MEC HA scoring process for the 4825 Glenbrook Road site), 
and the MEC HA implications and context will be formally documented in the site-wide RI report. 

Request from M. Pritzker, RAB Member – Can this topic be added to a future agenda to discuss the 
frequency of future RAB meetings? 

D. Noble agreed. [This suggestion was added to the list of future agenda topics.] 
 

IV. Open Discussion and Agenda Development 

A. Next Meeting: Tuesday, February 12, 2013 

Upcoming meetings will be held in February and March 2013. 

RAB meetings are not held in August or December. 

B. Future agenda topics 

 Groundwater Meeting and Conference Call Summary / Focus on the Groundwater Study Results 
and Future Plans (February 2013) 

 Summary of the Johns Hopkins University Follow-on Spring Valley Health Study and 
Community Survey (February 2013) 

 Risk Assessment Review (TBD) 
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 Munitions and Explosives of Concern Hazard Assessment (MEC HA) (TBD) 

 Update on the ATSDR Health Consultation for 4825 Glenbrook Road (TBD) 

 Future Frequency of RAB Meetings (TBD) 

Comment from L. Monsein, RAB Member – Regarding the follow-on Spring Valley health study, I 
contacted Johns Hopkins University who stated that they were not involved with printing the startling 
photograph on the back of the community survey reminder. Instead, someone in the community generated 
this scare tactic. RAB reactions to this photograph on the back of the survey reminder were briefly 
discussed at the November 2012 RAB meeting. [This survey reminder was distributed door-to-door in the 
Spring Valley neighborhood to encourage residents to respond to the survey.] 

Linda Largo, At Large Representative for American University, replied that the RAB assumed this was 
the case. 

L. Monsein added that the RAB needed to hear confirmation from JHU. 

Question from N. Wells, ANC3D Commissioner – Regarding the 4825 Glenbrook Road site, when do you 
expect the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) report to be available? When do 
you anticipate this report will be discussed at the RAB? 

D. Noble replied that the project team is currently waiting for a status update from ATSDR on the report. 
The report’s authors plan to submit a revised final draft version to the Partners and other agencies for 
feedback, followed by a public comment period (schedule to be determined). 

Question from N. Wells, ANC3D Commissioner – Do you think the ATSDR report will be available 
during the current calendar year (2013)? 

D. Noble replied that this is likely, but this time frame cannot be stated with certainty. 

Question from L. Monsein, RAB Member – Has USACE made any progress toward making a decision 
regarding Christine Dietrich’s relocation appeal? 

[Details of this issue were provided at the September 2012 RAB meeting, a follow-up RAB conference 
call, the October 2012 Joint RAB/Community meeting, and the November 2012 RAB meeting. In 
summary, C. Dietrich’s family resides directly across the street from the 4825 Glenbrook Road site and 
expressed strong concerns for their safety during the upcoming remedial effort.] 

B. Barber replied that the final decision regarding C. Dietrich’s relocation appeal is still pending. USACE 
Headquarters plans to issue their final administrative decision by the end of January 2013. 

In anticipation of the possibility that that relocation will not be provided to C. Dietrich’s family during 
high-probability excavations, B. Barber and D. Noble met with the homeowner twice to review the Public 
Protection Plan (PPP). This document highlights all of the safety plans and protocols to be established in 
advance for communicating with the surrounding neighborhood, to ensure that needs are met for all 
residents whose properties touch or overlap with the Shelter-in-Place zone. 
 

V. Public Comments 

No additional public comments or questions were shared. 

G. Beumel thanked everyone for attending. 

 

VI. Adjourn 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:26 PM. 


