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Meeting Minutes
2001 AUES Sampling Results Review with Property Owners/Residents

March 25, 2003

The first meeting with residents/property owners of the four Operable Unit (OU) 4 properties sampled for
AUES List chemicals in early 2001 was held at the Corps of Engineers’ (Corps) Spring Valley Resident
Office at 3:00 p.m. on March 25, 2003. The attendees are listed in attachment 1.

The meeting began with a request from H. McGiffin/G. Teleki (residents) requesting that they be allowed
to tape the meeting. G. Schilling expressed the need to have an open, roundtable discussion without the
concern of every word or thought being recorded for future use. Mr. Teleki explained his interested in
taping because the Corps had told him different things at different times and his need for consistency.
After several minutes of discussion, it was concluded by the group that notes being taken by T. Henry, D.
Rak and B. Rooney (Corps contractors) would be sufficient, noting that draft minutes would be circulated to
the group for review.

Following introductions, G. Teleki asked why Richard Albright (DC Health) was not in attendance. R.
DuBose (DC Health) responded indicating that Richard Albright had several duties to attend to and that he
exercised his option as R. Albright’s manager of coming in place of R. Albright to gain a better
understanding of project status and where DC Health could help facilitate/improve the process.

G. Teleki asked about the report on the AUES List sampling and draft comments developed by DC Health.
J. Sweeney (DC Health) indicated he had brought copies of the document and subsequently distributed
copies to the owners/residents (Attachment 2). J. Sweeney noted that DC Health considers this document
draft comments on the issue rather than a report.

Following an overview by G. Schilling (Corps), including his interest in a good discussion on the concerns,
C. Bohlen (resident) thanked those in attendance for the meeting. C. Bohlen pointed out that he did not
want to talk about who did what and why. Instead he identified two problems areas:

1) Health issues of J. Bohlen, Ryan Mitchel (not in attendance) and J. Hansen, and the Teleki family
(residents in three of the four properties) and past residents; and

2) Serious problems regarding the property value cloud over their properties due to the AUES List
sampling, noting conversations with real estate agents.

In turn, he noted interest in a new investigation, remediation, and letter giving all clear.

Health Surveillance

G. Schilling noted DC Health’s surveillance program with Dr. Richardson (DC Health) and the need for
current or past residents with health concerns to have their physician contact Dr. Richardson.

C. Bohlen asked about cancer deaths from across the street. J. Sweeny indicated that DC Health has been
collecting the data on health outcomes, noting several dozens.  He indicated that the data have been
compiled but no next step has been taken as of yet. J. Sweeny indicated the Mayor’s Scientific Advisory
Panel indicated that the anecdotal evidence is almost useless, which is why DC Health set up the more
scientific, surveillance program.

In response, F. Hansen inquired about the here and now, asking whether the Partnership could do
sampling on people, possibly a study by the Agency for Toxic Substance and Disease Registry (ATSDR) and
how she might get tested if she wanted to.
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R. DuBose indicated that the initial program through ATSDR is over, but that he could take her name. D.
Rak noted that a physician could sample for various chemicals (mostly metals) if she wanted to work
through her physician.  One attendee noted that George Washington University has a clinic at their hospital
that specializes in occupational/environmental exposure that may be helpful.

A follow-up question noted that 3 of the 4 OU-4 properties were elevated for arsenic, so asked if those
residents had been sampled and whether Dr. Richardson was involved. In follow-up it was explained that
Dr. Richardson was not involved with Spring Valley at that time and that when the ATSDR’s bio-
monitoring of specific residents was conducted last year, there were other properties with even higher
levels of arsenic. In turn, individuals assessed in the ATSDR study were selected from those properties and
not from the OU-4/AUES List properties.

Basis for Property Sampling

H. McGiffin noted that at the RAB meeting the Corps indicated that all 4 properties were sampled due to
high arsenic, but that now the Corps is indicating that 3 properties were selected based on arsenic. Various
attendees indicated that the Corps only reported 3 of the 4 were due to arsenic and that the fourth property
(owned by Teleki/McGiffin) was added to the sampling due to concerns expressed to MAJ Brian Plaisted,
who was the Deputy District Engineer for the Spring Valley project at that time.

G. Teleki indicated that he did not discuss concerns with MAJ Plaisted until spring of 2001, which would
have been after the sampling took place. L. Reeser and E. Hughes (Corps) noted e-mail and recent phone
discussions, respectively, with MAJ Plaisted indicating that although their property was outside the OU-4
boundary, MAJ Plaisted had this property included due to concerns at the property, etc.

G. Teleki indicated his disagreement on this issue, but accepted the explanation for the purposes of
continuing the meeting, specifically asking the Corps to check with him directly in the future on statements
the Corps believes he made.

Upcoming Activities for the Properties

Moving to the next topic, C. Bohlen handed out for discussion a list of follow-up actions requested by the
property owners.

G. Schilling asked team members for a report on next activities associated with these properties. E. Hughes
covered the planned arsenic work and tables of exposure point concentrations (EPCs) used to prioritize the
properties. Based on these data, 4710 Quebec has 13 grids above 20 ppm and is currently slated for removal
in late FY-04 or early FY-05 based on its current ranking of 42 on the EPC list. Discussion revealed that 4625
Rockwood had 7 grids slated for removal and was ranked at 31, but that recalculation requested by S. Hirsh
using the AUES results moved this property up to 14 on the current ranking. This placed 4625 Rockwood in
the next set of properties to be remediated, which will begin in early FY-04. Recalculation of 4710 Quebec
changed its ranking from 42 to 43.

C. Bohlen asked about other chemicals. E. Hughes responded that other chemicals does not alter ranking,
noting that no additional risk issues were revealed by the AUES List sampling.

AU/Lot 18 Removal

G. Nielson (Corps) wanted to clarify that efforts will stop soon behind the Rockwood properties on
American University (AU) and start again next year. He noted that if the ordnance investigation in this area
in FY-04 requires moving into the backyard of 4625 Rockwood, then soil remediation possibly could be
moved up on the current schedule being discussed.
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Associated with this work on AU, G. Teleki asked about Lot 18 concentrations. Initial discussion indicated
that the highest arsenic concentrations found were approximately 2,000 ppm, which had been removed. The
Corps indicated that these concentrations would be confirmed and that the group would be notified.

F. Hansen asked about manifests for the wastes removed.  G. Nielson indicated manifest information was
stored at the Spring Valley Resident Office. G. Nielson confirmed that there would be follow-up sampling
and that the Corps is waiting on the confirmation sampling results before backfilling the site.

S. Hirsh confirmed that the Corps would stop work in this area for this year, but would back-fill with clean-
fill before leaving the site. He also noted that the EPA and DC health will take a look at the site prior to this
demobilization.

F. Hansen asked if the EPA will be looking at documents from the work conducted there. S. Hirsh noted
that not all chemicals were not analyzed for at that site and rarely are in such cases. G. Nielson noted that
the Corps did extend parameters to chemical agent and agent breakdown products. L. Reeser noted that the
Corps’ contractor analyzed for 8 parameters (mustard and lewisite degradation products, cyanide and
arsenic).

F. Hansen wanted to know when the data would be available.  E. Hughes noted that normally data would
be made available after all work was completed; however, given that the project is taking longer than
anticipated it might be possible to provide draft data tables before a report was issued in FY04.  G. Nielson
indicated that the Corps will follow-up on this issue and get back to the group on when the data would be
available for group review.

During the discussions relating to AU, G. Teleki requested to AU counsel Bethany Brigham that AU
consider writing a guarantee to future renters of AU's Rockwood properties that AU would be financially
responsible for any health problems incurred by renters that can be linked to AUES chemicals identified on
those properties. He pointed out that if AU's hired experts (CPF Associates) issue a public statement that
there are no health risks for those who rent those properties, then AU should be willing to legally stand
behind that assessment.

AUES List Data Validation (Quality Assurance/Quality Control)

E. Hughes noted that the data report does not present a risk, that the Corps and its contractors believe the
data are good.  It was noted that S. Hirsh is having the EPA laboratory review the QA/QC process and that,
while he does not expect any major problems to be identified, he noted that he would know for sure one
way or the other in approximately 30 days.

G. Teleki asked for the paperwork indicating the findings when it becomes available and asked what would
be done if the report says differently. S. Hirsh noted that the report would be reviewed and then the
comments would be provided to the Corps regarding issues identified and next steps.

G. Teleki expressed deep concerns regarding the health/safety of his 7-yr old son and indicated that he
does not know why he should be satisfied with Corps’ decisions. In turn, T. Henry asked, if additional
sampling was done in the future, what would the residents want to see addressed and what would be
enough. F. Hansen indicated that 1) depth of sampling, 2) concerns about chemical interactions and 3)
indoor air sampling are all areas where questions/concerns exist. She also indicated that the potential
correlation between health issues within the community and past activities is of concern.

P. Chrostowski (AU’s technical advisor) indicated that AU was happy with the data quality of the 2001
AUES List investigation, which included AU’s Child Development Center and the associated Lot 12.

G. Teleki noted his remaining concerns despite AU’s position and wanted EPA to do split sampling of all
future sampling efforts. S. Hirsh indicated that he acknowledged that the EPA would conduct some split
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sampling if additional sampling takes place, but noted that the EPA would not collect split samples on
every sample collected.

G. Teleki indicated concerns about the potential for burials to exist on the property. T. Henry indicated that
while he may have been informed by someone that this is a possibility, he noted that this is highly unlikely
given the low parts per billion range of the volatile organics found and asked individuals at the table to
please speak up if these data may suggest otherwise based on their experiences.

J. Bohlen asked about how long it will take to re-evaluate the data.  S. Hirsh indicated the 30-day time line
and provided additional clarity of exactly what the re-evaluation of the collected data would involve.
During this discussion, S. Hirsh noted that quality of data collected during this specific sampling event and
what the data means with regard to the Spring Valley investigative process are two different issues, noting
that what the data tells the partnership about the site is where we are in these complicated discussions.

G. Schilling noted that based on all the data and analysis available thus far, the Corps does not see any
indication that some short-term or emergency actions on these properties are warranted.

F. Hansen asked about what air sampling had been done. Responses confirmed that no air sampling was
conducted associated with the AUES List sampling effort (noting that certain air monitoring has been
conducted associated with pit removal).

C. Bohlen asked about synergistic effects and how this issue was evaluated in the AUES data results. D. Rak
explained that screening criteria used by the Corps for non-carcinogenic contaminants were reduced
(divided) by a factor of 10, as described in current EPA guidelines. For example, if the screening criterion
was 5.0, the Corps used a value of 0.5 as a point of comparison.  D. Rak explained that such a reduction is
not done for carcinogenic compounds because concentrations associated with cancer compounds is already
regulated over a range of concentrations, unlike the process used for non-cancer outcomes (details of the
Hazard Index approach for non-carcinogenic compounds was not discussed).

S. Hirsh noted that synergistic effects is at the limits of science and that such efforts like the reduction by a
factor of 10 is what the regulatory process can do with the currently available science.

P. Chrostowski explained that several different options or outcomes exist for chemical-chemical
interactions. He listed and described synergistic, additive, and antagonistic interactions.  He indicated that
chemicals at low levels do not tend to interact synergistically and that the available science suggests a much
higher probability of interactions at low levels being antagonistic, meaning effects from exposure are
reduced.

In follow-up, C. Bohlen asked about medical problems and indicated that he does not want potential health
impacts swept under the rug. F. Hansen added that when one speaks about arsenic one is talking about
exposure for years. S. Hirsh noted that no additional health issues were identified based on the AUES List
data, with the exception of the long-term arsenic risk that has already been identified.

Review of Data Tables with Owners/Residents

To assist the property owners/residents in understanding the logic of the sampling and the assessment of
the data, it was suggested that the group move into a brief review of the data reports associated with the
properties. T. Henry indicated that the Corps assumes the different residents/property owners are sharing
their data with each other, but that the team did not want to make this assume and give everyone in the
room a copy of all the data without permission from each resident. In turn, copies of individual property
reports were handed out to each resident/owner, letting those individuals decide who in the room would
receive copies of data specific to their individual properties.
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B. Bridgham indicated her willingness to share the two data reports associated with the properties they own
(4625 and 4633 Rockwood) for discussion within the meeting/work group, but indicated AU becomes
resistant to such sharing when the data are provided to the press (i.e., the NW Current) without their
permission.

T. Henry asked the group if there could be agreement to keep the data within the room in context to this
issue. G. Teleki indicated that once data are public, which he considers his data to be, the group cannot
determine how he distributes it. B. Bridgham added that her concern with data control referred to data that
had not yet been released to the public. In turn, T. Henry clarified that the proposal for consensus on not
disseminating data only applies to data from other properties and not with regard to data from their own
properties. J. Bohlen concluded this discussion with her belief and interest in having everyone in the room
on the “same team,” referencing how this is done with her oncology team, and that this group should
proceed with the same good approach.

T. Bachovchin (Corps’ Contractor) reviewed the 5 different tables included in data reports provided of the
four different properties. The first table reviewed was the colored table from the appendix, which lists the
chemicals for which analyses were performed and separates them into different categories. He noted that
they conducted the analyses by running a full suite of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile
organic compounds (SVOCs) and metals.

He then briefly reviewed the 4 main data tables as follows:

Table 1 - Results from routine analyses (258 compounds)

Table 2 - AUES list-only chemicals (a subset of table 1)

Table 3 - Compounds inferred as possibly present based on detected indicator compounds

Table 4 - AUES list compounds that were detected, with those above RBCs or background
comparison values being shaded.

G. Teleki asked why certain things were shaded on his previous version, but not on the current version
under review. Responses explained that in the first run of the data, risk-based screening concentrations
(RBCs) for certain compounds were applied to other structurally similar compounds, a step which has
scientific merit, but was removed for clarity given the level of owner/resident concern surrounding the
data. Another example provided was phosphorus, where originally the RBC for white phosphorus was
used in the table, but subsequently removed.  It was also pointed out that the EPA revises the RBCs list
twice a year.

J. Bohlen asked about the validation flags on the data and the usability of data. T. Bachovchin noted that all
the data were useable and that the descriptions for the validation flags was in the appendix to the report in
her document.

In a more detailed discussion of Table 3, T. Bachovchin pointed out that 55 of the AUES List compounds
could be analyzed through routine methods, which are identified in the blue column of the color-coded
appendix table. Additionally, 78 of 170+ AUES List chemicals could not be analyzed for directly (the yellow
column of the table in the appendix), so the Corps did something extra in an effort to qualitatively assess
these compounds. In turn, the Corps came up with the indicator compounds and figured that if all the
indicator compounds for an AUES compound were present, then one could say “Yes” this chemical for
which an analytical method was not available might be present because of the detection of its components.
However, there is a lot of uncertainty in this approach and it is not definitive proof that a chemical is or was
present.
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P. Chrostowski asked what the asterisk meant on Table 3. T. Bachovchin responded that shading denotes
the compounds assessed in Table 3 for which at least one indicator compound exceeded its respective
comparison criterion (risk based concentration or background value). The asterisk is used to identify the
specific indicator compounds for which the exceedances were found.

F. Hansen asked what other analyses had been done elsewhere. L. Reeser explained that 4 OU-4 properties,
the CDC and Lot 12 on AU, and 4 properties on Sedgwick Street were investigated for the AUES List
compounds. L. Reeser also noted that Sedgwick focused on POI 1, aiming for sample collection at the
bottom of a trench.

F. Hansen then asked what other compounds were detected. P. Chrostowski noted that PAHs needed
cleanup at the CDC, and noted that the levels there were higher than the concentrations from Sedgwick or
the OU-4 properties based on his recollection and his review of the data tables being discussed. D. Rak
noted that the PAHs at the CDC were likely the result of the site location adjacent to the road/parking lot.
D. Rak also noted that the remediation of the CDC was not driven by the concentrations of PAHs, although
they were present in the samples collected.

Continuing with sampling plan outside of arsenic for the OU-5 investigation, L. Reeser noted the
development of POI-specific lists based on historical activities. For these POIs, T. Henry noted that
explosives and their degradation products, chemical agents and their degradation products or both would
have been sampled for depending on the POI in question. L. Reeser also noted that 15% of properties
outside the CTA were targeted for this additional constituents sampling. G. Schilling pointed out that
sampling for these other chemicals was aimed at the 1918 soil level to the best ability of the maps and the
crew, noting that the cut and fill maps may not be perfect but also noting that the person in the field could
at times discern from the core where virgin soil versus fill soil started.

Later in the meeting, the Corps acknowledged its willingness to have more detailed one-on-one meetings to
address specific questions regarding individual data sets. Both C. and J. Bohlen and F. Hansen indicated
that they would follow-up with the Corps in scheduling their meetings.

Data Uncertainties

T. Henry noted that the group needs to at least start the discussion of data uncertainties and questions that
remain about the data. Specifically, it was pointed out that there are two different data concerns:

1. Concerns about the QA/QC and meaning of data for chemicals that could be analyzed for, and

2. Concerns regarding chemicals for which analyses could not be conducted.

While the independent QA/QC re-validation will address the data quality concerns raised, and the
agreement by all the partners that no risk concerns are suggested by the data addresses or will address the
first set of concerns, S. Hirsh noted that he does have questions with regard to Table 3 and the compounds
that could not be analyzed for. S. Hirsh noted that while science will never be able to answer all the
questions or remove all the uncertainty, he thought this issue could be addressed further by the group.

T. Henry then explained the concept discussed in the Partnership meeting earlier in the day, identifying the
development of a document to explain what other options there are to better assess the research column
compounds. Examples of methods listed to take a second look included:

 Review of historical records to see how much was produced

 Review to see what compounds may now have analytical methods

 Determination of what compounds an analytical method might be developed for
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 Evaluation of compound chemistry (fate and transport – how long would it last in the environment)

 Toxicology (e.g., arsenic trichloride, arsenic is the toxicity concern)

It was then noted that this document could list each chemical and propose an approach from the options
above on how each compound might be better evaluated.

P. Chrostowski noted that he did something similar back when AU had the CDC data assessed. He
explained how they eliminated unstable compounds (e.g., ions, acetyl halogens) that could not remain in
the environment for decades, and then assessed organic and inorganic classes, etc. He indicated that this
memo should be on the AU web page and that he was able to screen out almost all of the compounds (only
identified arsenic and PAHs), which is the basis for AU’s decision that risks do not exist based on the AUES
List sampling.

P. Chrostowski indicated that soil was removed to address the arsenic and PAHs so no concerns remained
at the site. D. Rak pointed out that the soil was being removed because of the arsenic, which made the
PAH’s a moot point.

As part of the effort to address some of the concerns over VOCs and to explain why it is not easy conduct
indoor air sampling, T. Henry handed out a list of common indoor air background pollutants, the source of
which was the EPA’s Indoor Air Pathway seminar held in Atlanta, GA. This one-page hand out lists 26
volatile compounds and their respective commercially-available products through which such compounds
are brought into a person’s home.

Health Surveillance (Continued)

At this point, F. Hansen asked a question directly to DC Health regarding the fascinating issues that there
are so many unusual diseases. DC Health noted that their statisticians looked at cancer registry data and
DC Health records and did not find anything significant.

G. Teleki pointed out that DC did not bother to interview anyone on any issue related to health and has not
gone door-to-door. He also noted that the registry data is not very old, which limits its usefulness. He also
noted that even in the report handed out today are health risk issues that have not been identified
previously.

G. Teleki noted that DC Health instead handed over the investigation to ATSDR and that ATSDR has a
public record of failing to confirm the health consequences of living on contaminated sites across the
country. He also noted that the linkage between ATSDR and DC Health in the person of Dr. L. Stokes has
been a controversial issue for some time in Spring Valley. Moreover, he noted the fact that the Mayor's
Scientific Advisory Panel has on several occasions taken ATSDR and DC Health to task for failing to design
proper evaluations of health risks in Spring Valley, and has made numerous recommendations on changing
approaches suggested by ATSDR and DC Health, which has a bearing on this issue.

P. Chrostowski refuted attack on ATSDR noting that the agency does good work, but this disagreement
remained.

F. Hansen again noted exotic types of cancers starting out with rashes, tingling, etc. J. Sweeney noted that
he and R. DuBose work on the environmental side of the house, but would take these concerns back to their
medical professionals within DC Health.

G. Schilling noted that the Corps needs to put another health information announcement within the
Corps’pondent to help make the surveillance efforts by DC Health more visible. F. Hansen indicted her
belief that this may well alleviate many concerns. J. Bohlen noted that when she had asked her doctor to call
Dr. Richardson, she received the impression that this was an imposition on a busy man.
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T. Henry suggested that the group look at alternatives or improvements to the process and that there needs
to be active two-way communication in an effort versus leaving it to doctors who are likely too busy to
make the time. J. Sweeney noted that while they did not initially ask for doctor information when they
returned calls to Spring Valley hotline inquiries, he noted that they did start to do that, although he noted
that no one has called the hotline since October 2002.

T. Henry suggested that DC Health take a look at what materials are available to describe the surveillance
program and information line, so there could then be some discussion about how to make them more
visible. J. Sweeny noted that Dr. Richardson did give one presentation to the RAB and that he was
supposed to return to give another update. G. Schilling noted that this needs to go to the RAB so the Corps
can get that next presentation scheduled, which would probably be at least 2 months away.

Property Values

To address the concern over property value, C. Bohlen indicated that there would need to be some type of
letter that indicates there are no risks resulting from the AUES List sampling results. It was clarified by the
group that A) the RAB and EPA are working on a comfort letter for property owners for arsenic and B) the
letter explaining the absence of significant risk from the AUES data would likely be a separate letter. S.
Hirsh noted that he is hoping that the language in the letter could indicate that the property is safe for
residential use.

G. Nielson wanted to acknowledge that the letter would not be an absolute guarantee, noting that such
guarantee is impossible. He also noted that the letter should cover the Corps ongoing responsibility to come
back and address any AUES contamination that might be found in the future.

T. Henry pointed out to the group that the Corps was aware that the G. Teleki/H. McGiffin house is up for
sale and acknowledged the Bohlen indication that they may need to sell their home in the next few years.
He pointed out that the he and B. Rooney work with real estate agents to make sure they understand the
Spring Valley project and to answer questions and concerns of potential buyers. While acknowledging that
certain people do walk away from a potential purchase when they hear about the investigation, he point
out that others do not. He indicated that he is aware of homes that have sold before sampling data were
back and noted that one home sold for above the asking price despite the presence of elevated arsenic and
an impending remediation. T. Henry concluded by acknowledging that, although he is not a real estate
agent, the Corps’ hands-on work has not revealed that houses are not selling or that they are only selling at
greatly reduced prices. Toward this goal, he indicated that the Corps will continue to focus on property
transaction in its outreach efforts to meet community needs.

Property Owner Requests for Action

S. Hirsh raised the issues of the specific requests brought to the meeting by the residents, as he felt they
needed to be addressed in some fashion before the meeting ended. It should be noted that a previous list of
requests were submitted to the Corps via the RAB on March 11, 2003 (Attachment 4) and that a subsequent
revised list was submitted at this meeting (Attachment 5).

Re-Sampling - S. Hirsh noted that the short answer to these questions is that the project team was not at a
point where that was warranted.  The QA/QC review by EPA will address the quality issue. Only when
that comes back will the partnership know if any re-sampling needs to be considered on a quality basis. G.
Schilling noted that on a risk basis, re-sampling is not needed at this time. S. Hirsh pointed out that if the
partnership goes and resample right now, without any additional direction or reason, the effort will most
likely produce similar results and everyone will be back in the same place with regard to uncertainty. In
turn, additional sampling might be needed at some point but we have to answer preliminary questions first.
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Geophysical Assessment – It was indicated that the Teleki property will be assessed geophysically in the
late April or early May time frame. Pulling the report together and assessing the data will take
approximately 120 days. If removal of anomalies is needed, developing the work plan will take 90 to 180
days, depending on whether the anomalies are considered high or low probability anomalies.

G. Teleki asked for a worse-case scenario, considering if AUES wastes are found and significant soil
contamination removal is deemed necessary as a result of the anomaly excavation. In response, an estimate
of 18 months was given, noting that if soil contamination is found during anomaly investigation, soil
remediation will take place at that time.

As for the other 3 properties, it was concluded that they all may require geophysical assessment based on
current work by the Partnership task group looking at additional areas of investigation.  No final decision
or information on the time line is available on these properties at this time.

Indoor Air Sampling – Based on the soil data there is no data suggesting that air sampling is needed at this
time. This concern will be retained in these minutes for future reference as the Spring Valley investigation
continues.

Timeline – As discussed at various points, the group is in phase one of resolving this issue and must take
several steps before determining what, if any, additional sampling is needed and what timeline would be
associated with such sampling.

Information Sharing – The Corps is committed to improving information sharing procedures, as discussed
at the March RAB meeting. Any data generated in the future will be shared with the respective property
owners in the most expedient time frame possible. In this effort, the Corps will work with its partners and
concerned residents to transparently present how and when data will be shared. For instance, data collected
on Lot 18 belongs to the Corps and the property owner, AU in this case. While the data will not be available
through an official report for approximately two years, the Corps will do its best to devise an agreeable
mechanism to share the information with this group in a shorter timeframe to meet nearby resident needs.

F. Hansen noted that the group does not acknowledge correlation in health risks currently, but asked if the
partners acknowledge that there could be, suggesting that the group remain open to assessing new
information as it becomes available. G. Schilling did acknowledge that this is an ongoing project and that
the Corps and the partners certainly review new information as it surfaces or becomes available.

Examples of such issues worth consideration included the deformed cicadas observation by G. Teleki. C.
Bohlen mentioned that neighbors they had noticed birds were dying and that they determined this was
because the neighbor had sprayed chemicals on his trees.

G. Neilson noted that this is an investigation and that the book is not closed. Currently, the Corps believes
that the additional data do not pose a health risk.

C. Bohlen asked whether 4710 Quebec would get geophysically assessed. G. Nielson noted that the Corps
may well do that, but noted that there are other properties of greater interest.

C. Bohlen expressed his belief that his property was assessed geophysically in 2000, but did not receive
report. The Corps acknowledged that it would confirm whether or not this took place.

C. Bohlen also asked about when they would get a letter addressing his property in order to relieve
concerns about his property. It was noted that the comfort letter from the planned arsenic removal would
come after the soil removal is complete. T. Henry noted that it appears a separate letter explaining the lack
of significant risk regarding the AUES list sampling could probably be completed on a much shorter time
scale.
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Next Meeting

G. Schilling asked the group if they felt a community-wide meeting was necessary on this AUES sampling
issue.  The residents/owners in attendance indicated that a community-wide meeting is not necessary.

Attachments

Attachment 1 – Attendees List

Attachment 2 – DC Health’s Draft Comments on 2001 AUES List Sampling Results

Attachment 3 – List of Common Household Sources of Background Indoor Air Contamination

Attachment 4 – Actions List Signed by Attending Residents dated March 4, 2003

Attachment 5 – Property Owners’ Request for Action handed out at 25 March Meeting.
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Tasks/Next Steps

Health Surveillance

1. Schedule update by Dr. Richardson for the May or June RAB.

2. DC Health to determine if fact sheet on the surveillance program exists, followed by discussion with
partners regarding development of one if needed.

3. DC Health to list what procedures are followed with calls into the Spring Valley hotline, and what,
if anything would or could be done with anecdotal health information collected via the DC’s hotline
to date.

4. DC Health to convey F. Hansen community health concerns to the medical side of DC Health and to
follow-up with F. Hansen regarding potential for additional ATSDR bio-monitoring.

5. Place another announcement in the Corps’pondent regarding the DC Health’s surveillance efforts.

AU Lot 18

6. Corps will confirm concentrations and depth of arsenic found in soil removed from this lot.

7. In consultation with AU, the Corps will determine when the confirmation data for the expanded
parameters will be available.

AUES List Data Validation

8. EPA will receive the validation report in approximately 30-days, review the report and provide
comments and next steps to the Corps.

9. Following completion of the comments, the EPA will provide the findings of the re-validation to the
involved property owners/residents.

Review of Data Tables with Owners/Residents

10. Meet with individual owners/residents as needed to review the results in greater detail.

Data Uncertainties

11. Develop table listing research compounds and potential options for reducing uncertainties
associated with each one (note this same table may address “yes” compounds in table 3 as well.

12. Obtain, distribute and review P. Chrostowski’s report on CDC data.

Property Value

13. Develop letter from partnering agencies indicating that no significant risks were identified based on
the AUES List sampling data, that the property is safe for residential use and that the Corps is
responsible for returning if AUES contamination is detected in the future.

Property Owner Requests for Action

14. Develop a bullet list or fact sheet outlining how geophysical assessments will be done and timeline
for data returns.

15. Determine whether or not 4710 Quebec received any geophysical assessment in the past.
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Attachment 1

OU-4 AUES List Data
Meeting with Property Owners

March 25, 2003
3:00 p.m. – 6:00 p.m.

Name                             Title                               Organization                             

Rick DuBose Program Manager DC Dept. of Health

Tom Stukas Regional Rep. ATSDR

Steven Hirsh Project Manager USEPA - Region 3

Geza Teleki Resident

Heather McGiffin Resident

Jim Sweeney Program Manager DC Dept. of Health

Gary Schilling Program Manager USACE

Ed Hughes Program Manager USACE

Ray McNeil Program Manager USACE

Jeff Hankley GIS Analyst Parsons

Ben Rooney Community OutreachTheodore J. Henry
Specialist Consulting

Tom Bachovchin Project Manager Parsons

Leland Reeser Project Manager USACE

Mark Baker Historian USACE

Chris Evans Geophysics Team USACE
Leader

Drew Rak Toxicologist Mitretek

Ted Henry Toxicologist Theodore J. Henry
Consulting

Bethany Bridgham Attorney American University
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General Counsel’s Office

Paul Chrostowski Enviro. Health CPF Associates
Scientist

Frances Hansen Resident

Janet Bohlen Resident

Curtis Bohlen Resident














































