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FEDERFIL FFSCILITY FIGREEMENT MEETING 
BETWEEN 

MCB, CAMP LEJEUNE; L~NTN~VFACENGCOM; EPFl; STRTE 'UF NC 
CMC-LFL; NAVFQCENGCOM 

Meeting began 0300, Wednesday, .Z6 Rpril 1383. Those in 
attendance were: 
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Sheila Rshtort, Code 1152, LQNTNQVFXENGCOM 
LtCol J. Well ingtcm. Deputy SJR, MCE, Camp Lejeurte 
Stephen 6%dersan, Office uf Counsel, LRNTB%! ~\/lql, fACc.c-’ ’ 

LtCol P. Wilbur, Code CL, HQMC 
Cc11 iA. Tokari, SJA, MCB, Camp Lejeurre 

Mickey Hartnett, Waste Mgt Div, EPfi Region IV 
V. nrrne Heard, Office of Regional Counsiel, EFQ Region IV 
Victor Weeks, Waste Mgt Div, EPFI, Region 1.J 

Mary Wheat, Grcurtd Safety Off ice, MCQS, New River 
Pt-est co-r Howard 3 NC Div of EnvirMgrnt, Wilminton Reg Off 
Bob Rl exander, Envirormenta 1 Engineer, MIX, CarnLe.j 
Lel and Layrnorrd, Gruundwater Sect ion, NC Di v of EnvMgrnt 

Wayne R. Mathis, EF'Q Region IV, Fed. Facilities Ccmrd. 
Robert Warren, HfXK, Code LFL 

Sue Jarmarc,~ Office of X/S, Facilities, MCR, CarrtLej’ 

E. W. Elston5 Deputy FIC/S5 Facilities, MCP, CarnLej 
Co1 T. J. Dalzell, +X/S, Facilities, MCE, Car0Le.j 
artdrew Kissel 1 9 Code 1152, LFINTN~~VFFICENGCOM 

Ray Guldstein, NQVFQCENGCOM, Qsst Counsel (Ertv 1 
Yvorme Bailey, NRCD, Office of Legal nffairs 
Jerry Rhodes, NC Hazardous Waste Branch 

Bill Meyer, NC Sol id Waste Mgrnt Sect iun 

Jack Butler, NC Superf urtd Branch 

Nancy Scott , NC Fit t orney Genera 1 Office 

Ju 1 i art Woclt err, Di rector, NREQD, MCH, CarnLe.j 

Elizabeth Betz, Chemist, NRERD, MCE, CarnLe.j 

The following notes describe issues for discussicm per the 

handout provided by LF)NTDIV: 

1. IntrSoduct ions - Current and Prospective Roles: LRNTDIV 
and EPQ Region IV opened the meeting by reviewing the rersults of 
the previous day’s meeting between the State and EPQ. The State 
felt their ma.jor concerns were (1) Resources at the State level 

to participate in develapment and irnpler~er~tatic~r~ of the agreement 
and (2) Reservation of State's rights to assure compliance under- 
State law. EPR stressed the emphasis being placed cm initiating 
FFQs between EPF) Regional offices and military activities;. 

2. Designation of Paints-of-Contact: 

a. MS. Sheila Qshtcm, Code 1152, $Xlantic Division, 
Naval Facilities; Engineering Command, Norfolk will be the? prirnar-y 
representative fur the Department of the Navy and MIX. Mr. 

Stephen Qrtderson, Code 03&, LF)NTDIV, wi 11 represent the Navy cm 

legal issues. 



b. Ms. Mary Cum-lane, EFQ Region IV, Dffice crf Regional 

Cowtse 1, wi 11 be the primary EPQ r-epreserctat ive. Mr-. Victor 
Weeks wi 11 be the Remedial Project Manager for- technical issues, 

c. Mr. Eub Ql exarrder, MCE Errv i rorrrnent a 1 Eng i rreer w i 1 1 
r-@present Camp Lejeurte cm t echrti ca 1 i ssues. LtCol Joseph 63. 
We1 1 ingtorr, Deputy SJR for Land Use and Env i rccrtrnent , w  i 1.1 
r~epresent Camp Lejeurre cm 1 egal issues. 

d. The State of North Cars1 ina's primary representative 

will be Mr. Bill Meyer, Sol id Waste Management Sect ion, NC 

Department of Human Resources. Mr. Paul Wi lms, Division of 

Env iranmerrt a 1 Management 9 NC Department uf Natural Resources and 

Comrnurti ty Development, will be the seccmdary point of ccmtact fcri* 
the State. F) single State representative may be appointed at a 

later date pending a rec~rganizat ion of State agencies into one 

er~vircmmer~tal office. 

3. Line of Ccrrnrnunicat ion: LQNTDIV, Code 1133 L', will 
init ially receive al 1 documents and distribute for Department of 

Navy and Marine Cor*ps staff review. EPR Office of Regional 
Cuurtse 1 wi 11 perfcmn the same f unct ion for EPR reviews. NC Solid 
Waste Management Sect ion wi 11 receive a 11 documents and 

distribute for State review. LRNTDIV, EPFS and the State agree tu 

provide information copies to al 1 parties of correspondence 

originated in their respective office. 

4. Time Schedule: LRNTDIV and MCB personnel indicated that 
the time schedule proposed by EPGI in the letter requesting the 

FFR could not be accompl i shed for severa 1 reasons: ( 1) a number 

of provisiurrs in the EPFI proposal which a?.e not irtcl uded in the 
DOD-EFG-State Model Pruvisiccrts will require review and approval 
by HtiMC and HQ, NFIVFQC; (El the length and complexity af these 

proposed FFcls require add i t i unal review t irne by Navy and MC 
per3onne 1 ; and (3) a number of changes to the DOD-EPK+St.at e Model 

Prmv i s ions were made in the EPR Pr~opasal . 

a. LRNTDIV prctposed to submit a counter-proposal FFcl by 

11 July 1389 for State and EFC) review. 

b. EPF) requested the Navy identify prc~visions causing 
difficulty as early as possible, hopefully withim the next 30 
days. 

c. EPQ wishes to retain the role of drafting, r*e- 
dr-aft ing and issuing subsequent revisiorts and distributing 
updated proposals for review by the Navy and State. 

d. (111 part ies agreed that the. .process sf mark-ups to 

provide counter-proposals would be made on the basis of arc entire 
FFQ package rather than reviews based out separate clauses 
extracted frurn am agreernerrt. 



e. fill par-ties agreed to encourage free f 1 owing 
discussicons and transmittal via telefax of individual tc:lpics or 
issues between the technical staff OP legal counsel pricrr- to 
submission of the counter-proposal by one of the parties. 

f. nl 1 par-ties agreed to a meeting at Camp Le.jeune at 
03(3(Z) an Z5 May 1383 t cl review primary areas of concern and 

t-ecommend necessary steps to complete a rregot i ated FFQ. 

5. Clarificatiun uf def initiorrs and CERCLQ/RCRiA overlap: 

a. LQNTDIV requested review of the term "site descrip- 
tian and findings of fact. ” EPO irtdicated they would ask the 

Navy and MC ta d?%-aft a sect ion of the FFQ un this subject. EF’Q 
wi 11 prqavide draft terminology from other FFFls to the Navy. 

b. The discussion of the faci 1 ity boundary t ct be used in 

the FFfi centered ar*cound the issue crrf including the errt irle Camp 

LeJ eune-MCXS New River Camp 1 ex or gecrgraph i ca 1 1 y cant i g uclus 
portions of the federal property in individual FFQs. EFQ 
indicated the definitic~rr issue may be resolved by the pending 
final listing for the NPL. EFQ Region IV plans to cctrrtract HQ 

EFG for their guidance and will contact the Navy afterwal-ds. 

c. Definition of Operable Unit: EFQ indicated art 

operable urti t may nut be a geographical area; it may ‘be a means 

of grouping a ccmmc~n type of cur& aminat ion problem for instance. 

MCB suggested a defirrit ion of operable unit based UYI geogra- 

phical, med i a ur cctmmc~rr re 1 ease cr i t er i a. 

d. CERCLR/RCRn relatico-{ships: 

(1) The current RCRR Permit situation at Camp Lejeurre 
was d i scussed. 62 TSD Facility Permit was issued by the State for 

gerterat ion storage and t ranspurt at i cm in 1984. iA generator ID 
number was assigned to MCRS New River in 1981 by EPF1. F)rt 
application for modification of the TSD Facilitiy Permit for 

disposal of hazardous munitions was submitted to the State by 

Camp Lejeune in November 1988 for twcg sites, one con either side 
uf New River. 

(2 1 Numerous issues were d i scussed regard i ng the 

necessity of including solid waste management units ire the 
revised RCRR Permit. Several quest ions. were raised (1) about the 

permit t i ng pr*acess for SWMU’ s on the west uf New River-, i. e. 
would a new RCRR Permit including all corrective act ion needs be 

required for that geographically cc&z iguous area; (2) about the 

feasibility or practicality of cunsolidating all RCRR activities 
at MCH and MC%3 New River under one ID number and (3) the process 

of revising the RCRQ Part 8 Permit for Open Burning/Open 
Detccnat ion of Munitions ts incorporate contaminated sites being 
addressed by CERCLF) responses through the IR Program. 
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e. EPR covered their views of the RCRWCERCLQ overlap 

considering a consolidated technical process for all field 
invest igatiorrs under bck h dtts and the administrative pr-ucess. 

EPA is still developing RCRFl policies cm field investigations 
under- RCRFS. Public meet inQs/hearinQs requirements are dif fererrt 
under RCR(1 and CERCLG. The RCRR permit application revj.ew and 
issuance p~-c~~ess is delegated by EF’C-I to the State of NC. EF’R’ s 

qoal is to accomplish a single war-k process (one field 
irlvestigat ior1 and one set of review ccrrflrnents) while keeping twa 
separ-ate statuatcwy author-it ies. 

f. Funding for- both RCRR and CERCLQ programs was 

d i scussed. The quest icm of using DERR f urrds for RCRFI correct ive 

actiurr has rlo clear answers at this point. EPGJ believes DERA 
funds carr be used for implementinQ a consolidated CERCLWRCRR 

F)Qr*eernent based on their experience with the C)ir Force in 
developing the Robins Rir* Force Base Rgreernerrt. 

6. Modification of DDD-EPF+State Model Provisions in the EFG 

Prc~posa 1 : EPf7 Region IV used the agreements fr-m Mi land %-my 
fimmurr i t i cm Plant and Robins Ri r Force Base as the basis for- 

mod i fy inQ the st arrdard cl auses. EPR feels the agreement by DOD 

fcrr these documents which included modifications to model r 

pravi s i co-Is represent s a g u i de 1 i rre for future agreements such as 
the FFKl for Camp Lejeurle. 

fill parties agreed to use of the term "Federal Facility 
Rgreerflent " for subsequent proposals. 
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