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so they can bid and plan accurately.
Pauses, not re-mobilization, in field
work to evaluate schedule, budget, and
priorities can be beneficial.
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Source Area Delineation O
. Drive MIP/CPT to defined contaminant depth at ST 123-MIP-09 through -12. ] ent] e .
. Collect DPT Waterloo Profiler groundwater samples.

Collect discrete DPT soil samples at groundwater sample locations above 1000 ppb.

SIS

Analyze samples using VOC test kits and fixed-based laboratory.

log ic . Sel_e-ct so_i-l_samples collected under (3) flor geotechnical analysis. g Flightli ne &
e Former UST area MIP ECD Response

« Remediation x ﬁsf-!ﬂ;:m .W;:glg!s
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evaluation :

1. Step-out 40 to 60 feet along
bedding planes from biased

sample point.

Results at Most-Biased
Sample Location < 1 Order
of Magnitude Predicted by
CcsSM?

NO

Results < 1 Order of
Magnitude Predicted by
csM?

Empower field team to make decisions
quickly and accurately by reaching
consensus among project team

2. Advance MIP in one new el
location.

3. Collect DPT Waterloo Profiler
groundwater samples.

e Building 90141 (Aircraft Maintenance Building)/
Former Building 90129 (Radio and Radar Shop)
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1. Step-out 10 to 15 feet around biased sample. l I I l I I
2. Advance MIP in four cardinal locations. e erS °
3. Collect DPT Waterloo Profiler groundwater samples.
Concentrations Consistent
or Less than Predicted by V
8 I"I' | CsSM? Stop Investigation of That
i ik Potential Source Area.
‘ iIIII m- a | ! FIGURE 1-2
i Site Layout
il;h II' ']Ia r ‘ | i!"' ._ _J_ Site ST-123, Hurlburt Field YES YES Concentrations Consistent
LY or Less than Predicted by
oooooooo csM?
7\ Major Ida Widmann, U.S. Air Force (USAF) Air Staff, Pentagon
A
Phase 1 Samping and Ansyss Decison Logir S John McCown, P.E. and Joann Socash, Air Force Center for
Dynamic Work Plan for Site ST-123, Hurlburt Field :
1. Step-out 15 to 20 additional feet. Cr2nmHILL Environmental Excellence (AFCEE)
2. Advance MIP in four new locations offset 90 degrees. E082004011GNV / Phase1SamplingAnalysisFlow
3. Collect DPT Waterloo Profiler groundwater samples.
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