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Deseret Chemical Depot (DCD)


restoration advisory board (rab)


meeting minutes


Tuesday, March 11, 2008
ATTENDEES

RAB Members in Attendance

Walton Levi – DCD Installation Co-Chair

Wade Mathews – Community Co-Chair

Harry Shinton – Tooele County LEPC

Christopher Bittner – UDEQ DSHW

Deseret Chemical Depot

Daniel M. Hancock, DCD Deputy

Nam Doan – DCD Risk Management Directorate
Alaine Grieser – DCD Public Affairs Office

Joe Stilinovich – DCD Project Management

US Army Corps of Engineers

Lynn E. Appell – USACE

Beshara Yared – USACE, DCD Project Manager 

Other Attendees

David Shank – Kleinfelder

Jan Barbas – Parsons

Sarah Miley – Tooele Transcript – Bulletin

Wendy Lessig – SAIC – TOCDF 

Tim Ingwell – BLM 

Dave Harris – Concordia Communications

Carly Brown – Concordia Communications

RAB Members Not Present

Chris Cline – US Fish and Wildlife Service John Dalton – US EPA, Region 8
Colleen Johnson – Tooele County 


                 Commissioner

Gerald Gordon – Utah Wildlife Federation

Steve Lyman – Tooele Community

Howard Murray – Grantsville Community

Noreen Okubo – US EPA, Region 8

COL Pellissier – DCD Commander
Kathy Ryan – DCD Closure Office

Cherry Wong – Women Concerned/Utahns 

   United

1.  Welcome/Introduction/Business –
The DCD RAB meeting was held on Tuesday, March 11, 2008, at 5:30 p.m., in the Tooele Chemical Stockpile Office, 54 South Main Street, Tooele, Utah.

This meeting is generally held every four months on the second Tuesday evening of the month.  Its purpose is to involve and inform members of the local community and interested parties about the environmental restoration activities underway and planned at Deseret Chemical Depot.  Community members who attend RAB meetings have access to representatives of the regulatory agencies involved in the environmental cleanup, including the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and the State of Utah Department of Environmental Quality (UDEQ), as well as members of DCD’s Risk Management Directorate, Tooele County, and the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).  The meetings are open to the public and everyone is encouraged to attend.

A. Welcoming Remarks – Installation Co-Chair Walt Levi welcomed participants and attendees to the RAB meeting and invited everyone to introduce themselves. Mr. Levi thanked everyone for attending and participating in the DCD RAB.  He then reviewed the agenda, included as Attachment 1, and conducted the business of the meeting.
B. Meeting Minutes Acceptance – Mr. Levi asked whether there were any comments on the minutes from the November meeting.  Mr. Wade Mathews moved to approve the minutes and Mr. Harry Shinton seconded the motion.  The November meeting minutes were approved as written.

2. DCD Environmental Restoration Program Status Update

    Beshara Yared, USACE Project Manager

Mr. Beshara Yared explained that his presentation (Attachment 2) would update the RAB members and attendees on active DCD projects in FY07/08 including updates on activities occurring at the Solid Waste Management Units (SWMUs). 
SWMU 3 (Impounding Bay Disposal Pit) – In October 2006, a geophysical survey was conducted in what was thought to be the closed portion of a trench at SWMU 3.  There were a few anomalies (unknown or non-naturally occurring objects) found, so the next step is 15-foot soil borings (see proposed soil boring locations on Slide 5).  A Work Plan for the 15-foot soil borings using anomaly avoidance was submitted in August 2007.  Once regulatory approval is received, the work is scheduled to begin in Spring/Summer 2008.
Once the magnetic anomalies are investigated and soil samples are collected from beneath the anomalies, they can determine whether the anomalies are munitions or scrap metal.  The next step will be to revise the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Facility Investigation Report with the new data.  Mr. Yared said there is a potential for site closure with No Further Action or Industrial Land Use Controls.  

Comment – Walt Levi – This site was originally thought to be a burial trench.  Over the years, investigations have shown that it doesn’t appear to be a burial trench, where things were deliberately buried.  There is scattered debris on the surface and areas where dirt from other parts of the Depot has been spread, and the anomalies appear to be incidental.  The soil borings will help us understand what is really down there and determine what to do with the site. 
Q: Wade Mathews – To clarify, the trench wasn’t covered with soil to cover waste and was gradually filled with dirt?
A: Walt Levi – It appears that it was a dried creek bed that they thought would be a nice place to fill with dirt to level it off.  We originally thought it was a burial trench because in the open part of the trench, in the southwest corner, it appears they did maintenance on ton containers.
Q: Harry Shinton – On Slide 5, what type of material would generate the pink geophysical results?
A: Beshara Yared – Material with a high level of magnetic signal, or metal object, would generate the pink on the results map.

A: Walt Levi – It is most likely metal that is buried at or near the surface.  The ‘2’ denotes that this is the second area where we will be conducting a soil boring.  We won’t know what it is exactly until we conduct the borings, but it may be lead off a drum, banding off of pallets, or hardware.  It is probably pretty small debris. Based on the geophysical results, we think we’re dealing with debris or trash, not necessarily munitions bodies.
Comment – Walt Levi – The overall SWMU is close in size to the boundary of Slide 5.  The two ovals to the left are the open part of the trench that has been cleaned up.  The colored part represents the buried portion of the trench and the subsurface picture, or geophysical results, of that portion. 
SWMU 26 (Sanitary Landfill) – Since two contaminants, 1,1,1-trichloroethane (TCA) and trichloroethene (TCE), were found in the southeastern corner of the landfill in well S-40-90, a soil-gas investigation was conducted to help further define the area.  In December 2006, 82 soil-gas samples were collected from points spaced every 200 feet constrained to the boundary of the landfill.  The soil-gas investigation showed that TCA and TCE were found near well S-40-90.  Additional soil-gas samples were collected in October 2007, but with a more focused approach.  After submitting a work plan and conducting a geophysical study, the soil-gas samples were collected from points spaced every 65 feet in the area where hot spots were identified in the initial soil-gas investigation.  It was found that the hot spots identified by the soil-gas investigations coincided with the geophysical results (see Slides 11-15 for results). 
The results helped plan where to place two 4-inch groundwater monitoring wells that are scheduled for installation in Spring 2008. The wells will help identify the boundary of the contamination and show whether the hot spots are within the area or if they go outside of the area on Slide 17.
Q: Wade Mathews – If you determine with the groundwater wells that the contamination is moving, what is the next step?

A: Beshara Yared – The first step is to define the boundary of the contamination. We will then work with the State to determine the next step, which may include long-term monitoring. 

Q: Wade Mathews – So there is no mitigation, just monitoring?

A: Beshara Yared – Our focus is to determine whether the contamination is going outside of our boundary.

Comment – Walt Levi – First we need to determine whether we are seeing the emergence of a plume or if we are catching the tail end of one that has already leached off the site. We may have to look at treatment or it may be something we need to monitor.  As we get more data we can make more informed decisions.  

Comment – Chris Bittner – The existing wells show very low concentrations. The soil-gas results show that there are vapors coming up, but they may not be in the groundwater; they may just be in the soil. Right now it doesn’t appear that the groundwater is impacted much, but we’re using the soil-gas data to locate where to place additional wells.  If the groundwater is impacted, we hope to find it.
Q: Harry Shinton – If the groundwater is contaminated, how are you going to fix it?

A: Walt Levi – We’ll go through the RCRA process to see what the receptors and risks are.

Comment- Harry Shinton - At Tooele Army Depot (TEAD) they have a problem with the aquifer.  The best decision is no decision and some of us have a hard time swallowing that pill.  TEAD says “We messed it up, but oh well.”  That’s why I was hoping you’d say that if there was a problem, you’d fix it.

Comment – Walt Levi – If there is a risk to human health or the environment then we’ll address that.

Comment – Harry Shinton – When the RAB started, the comment was made that if the Army has messed it up, whether it’s ground or water, they will clean it up. Now you have progressed to a point that if it’s not a threat, then maybe you won’t.

Comment – Beshara Yared – There is a certain process that we can go by and we can only go as far as it will let us.

Comment – Harry Shinton – I would submit for the RAB’s opinion that it is as far as the money will let us.

Comment – Chris Bittner – Typically what we want to happen is source control.  If there’s a drum there, then get the drum out.  It is complicated at this site because of the potential for unexploded ordnance.  They have to balance worker safety with wanting to get whatever it is out of there.  We want to make sure the problem doesn’t get any worse.
Basewide Groundwater Monitoring – The 2007 Groundwater Sampling was performed in November 2007.  Mr. Yared said they are expecting the results any day.
SWMU 1 & 25 (Demil/Disposal Pits) – A soil-gas investigation is planned in the spring to characterize the sites.  The work plan and contract for the investigation are already in place.  Following the work at SWMU 1, two groundwater monitoring wells will be installed at SWMU 25 in the summer.
3. Status of Tooele Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (TOCDF)
    Ted Ryba, TOCDF Project Manager

As a follow-up to a request made at the November RAB meeting, an update from TOCDF was added to the agenda included as Attachment 3.  It has been two or three years since the last TOCDF update.  Mr. Ted Ryba said an update could be provided as a standing item on the agenda or periodically, depending on what the RAB feels is needed.  

Mr. Ryba said they are currently in the Mustard 155mm projectile campaign that began in August 2007.  He said they worked their way through about one third of the ton containers and have transitioned into the projectile campaign. The reason for the transition is that the ton containers have been identified to have a higher residual solid heel than they can process through the plant.  Some of the ton containers have also been identified to have mercury contamination, which will require additional filtration process equipment at the plant.  As they were going through the ton containers to segregate the stockpile, the number of those that were processable as lower heels or lower mercury was diminishing, which is why they moved into the projectile campaign. Normally, facilities such as TOCDF prefer to do runs of like munitions from start to finish, but because of the unusual circumstances, they’ve decided to do separate campaigns for the stockpile at the DCD.
At this point, they have processed just under 23,000 projectiles and are well ahead of the contract schedule (see Slide 3).  In an effort to optimize machine performance, in January they completed a trial burn that demonstrated the furnace is capable of running loads processed through the furnace.  Mr. Ryba said they demonstrated that the furnace is capable by running full trays of 48 undrained 155mm projectiles.  It is a tiered process, so during the demonstration they were restricted to a 50 percent feed rate.  Upon the State’s approval of the data, they were able to increase to a 75 percent feed rate which is where they are currently.  When the State receives the final report documenting the trail burn, they expect to move to a 100 percent feed rate in April or May 2008.
Mr. Ryba said a Heel Transfer System (HTS) is needed due to a large number of ton containers in storage identified with solid heels greater than the permitted limit.  The HTS uses a wand with high pressure and warm water that can go into a ton container that has been punched and drained of liquid agent.  The high pressure and warm water break up the remaining heel to a point that it can be pumped from one ton container to another, reducing the amount of residual solid heel to a level that can be processed through the metal parts furnace.  The current permitted limit is 630 pounds of residual heel and they are looking to reduce that to 550 pounds, which is an optimum operating range for the metal parts furnace.  The material will be pumped to subsequent containers and all will go through the metal parts furnace for processing.  Mr. Ryba said they expect the HTS to be in service in the summer, at about the same time the 155mm projectile campaign will be coming to an end.  At this time, they will be prepared to resume processing ton containers with the high heel levels and mercury contamination.
To address the mercury, they are developing an additional filtration system to put on the furnace exhaust systems for the metal parts furnace and two liquid incinerators.  Mr. Ryba said the current Pollution Abatement Filtration System (PFS) is inadequate for removing mercury, so sulfur-impregnated carbon filters will be installed solely to remove the mercury.  It is anticipated the system will be operational in Fall 2009.  The PFS is the last piece of major equipment needed to complete the mustard campaign. 
Mr. Ryba said that aside from normal routine munitions processing, one concern is ensuring secondary waste generated through operations is disposed of prior to leaving, with a target of having it taken care of before operations are completed.  Mr. Ryba said that when they enter the closure phase, this will allow them to concentrate on closure rather than focusing on secondary waste.  He said it was important to note that they are destroying more waste from mustard than they are generating (See Slide 6).  All waste generated earlier in the campaign has been brought to the plant for processing or has been shipped offsite for disposal at a permitted facility.  The next step is to establish a waste processing facility where they can segregate and monitor waste.  Wastes that can go offsite will go offsite and others can be processed through their facility.
A TOCDF schedule was included on Slide 7.  Mr. Ryba said the schedule projects operations through August 2014.  The goal is to have not just operations completed, but also secondary waste concluded by the time operations are complete to allow them to enter into full-scale closure operations immediately from the end of operations.  Risks and unknowns have been considered and take the schedule out further than is expected.
Q: Harry Shinton – Has testing been done on the life of the mercury filter?
A: Ted Ryba – We’ve done a pilot scale test that has shown the filter media will work to reduce mercury to below permitted levels and we know we’ll have to dispose of it.  But, how long we anticipate the filter units to work and how much mercury will be loaded in the filter, will be determined through operations.  We believe we can run the entire stockpile of high mercury ton containers through a single load of carbon in the filters.  Whether that is the optimal solution or not will be based on things like disposability of the carbon in the filter. Disposal facilities we have spoken with can’t give firm answers until they know the make up and type of mercury.

Q: Harry Shinton – You won’t have that data until you start burning?

A: Ted Ryba – Correct, but we are in control of that.  We know how far we can go.  There has been no final decision on this right now.

Q: Harry Shinton – If the filters become concentrated, is it feasible that they will be incinerated at DCD?

A: Unknown – Not here. There are facilities that manage these types of things and it depends on the concentration.  We have the ability to pull samples from carbon test beds within the system.  We can track mercury concentration progression throughout the filtration system and that will help us determine where and how we can dispose of it.
Q: Lynn E. Appell – Are you censoring the filter or emissions for mercury?

A: Ted Ryba – Our compliance point is on the back end of the filter and we will also monitor between the two beds of carbon on the filter.  We’ll use the internal readings to determine how much loading is taking place and how much mercury is in the filter.

Comment – Wade Mathews – I’m the one that requested this update at the last meeting because I have an interest in this subject.  I proposed it originally as a standing agenda item.  DCD won’t close until TOCDF is through with its mission.  I’ll leave it to the RAB on whether they want it as a standing agenda item.

Comment – Harry Shinton - Any information is good for the RAB.  I found it informative.  Until you get more information, I’m not worried that it will end up at Energy Solutions, but we are seeking more information. 

Comment – Ted Ryba – Whether it is me or someone equally knowledgeable, we will take the lead and have someone available to update the RAB on a routine basis.
4. Chemical Agent Munitions Disposal System (CAMDS) Closure Activities

    Joe Stilinovich, DCD Director of Project Management
Mr. Stilinovich provided the RAB with a presentation on CAMDS closure activities included as Attachment 4.  Since the last RAB meeting in November 2007, the following buildings and structures have been demolished: the tool room, two boilers and the monitoring shed.  The Pre-Operational Survey has been completed.  The Waste Analysis Plan was submitted and once it is approved by State regulators, agent work can begin.  In the meantime, only non-agent activities are scheduled.  

Mr. Stilinovich listed the scheduled activities.  Work on the General Purpose Facility was completed on Thursday, March 6.  Work at the Site Medical Module will be completed on Wednesday, March 12 and will then move onto the Personnel Support Complex #1.  

Referencing the map in the presentation, Mr. Stilinovich pointed out the location of a 100 year-old rail car that, at one time, was outfitted with generators by the Army.  The rail car will be sent to the Ogden Union Rail Station Museum.
5. DCD Closure Activities

    Walton Levi, Director of Risk Management

Mr. Levi provided the RAB with an update on DCD closure activities that is included as Attachment 5.  He said these updates on the DCD as a BRAC facility have been provided to the RAB for the last two years.  
BRAC Law required a study of the TOCDF to see if there was any beneficial use as a conventional munitions demilitarization site and the Army concluded no, that it would not. TOCDF wasn’t designed for that purpose.  The BRAC study was the last piece of final business and now BRAC is finally official.  The study is going through the approval process.  Mr. Levi said that this allows DCD to plan for closure and enter into meaningful discussions with TEAD.  One of the key issues, at least for the employees, is that they will receive some extra benefits.  Employees can now accumulate vacation time and can theoretically use it after BRAC is official to train for or look for a new job. Mr. Levi said this was important to them and they worked on it extensively.

The igloo storage area is important for the Army and TEAD, so DCD has been looking at submitting closure documentation to free up the igloos storing hazardous waste.  They have been working on how to get the igloos out of the regulatory realm and turn them into warehouses for TEAD.  Mr. Levi said they have developed a Quality Assurance Plan and Decommissioning Plan to close the igloos.  In April, they plan to submit the Plans to the State so they can get on the project schedule to close the igloos. 

Q: Wade Mathews – Will final disposition of the remaining SWMUs coincide with DCD closure or are they going to go beyond DCD closure?

A: Walt Levi – We’re working with the BRAC Office very closely to bring the SWMU closure in line with Depot closure as much as we can. Some of those may be difficult, such as SWMUs 1 and 25.  If the Army makes the decision to clean them up, it will still take many years and those sites probably won’t end up on the same schedule. For all the other sites, we’re shooting to have them cleaned up or a decision in place by the end of TOCDF’s mission and closure in 2013. 

Q: Wade Mathews – Will TEAD take responsibility or ownership of sites that go beyond DCD closure? 

A: Walt Levi – We haven’t finalized the footprint of what TEAD is going to take. If they take ownership of property that is within that footprint, they would take on the restoration for that as well.  We have to work out the fine details. Once we finalize the footprint that TEAD will take, we will figure out the rest through the BRAC process.  Our goal is to clean up on the same schedule. 
6.  RAB Business Items

A. Mr. Levi asked if there were any other comments/questions/issues. There were none.
B. Action Items:  

Request - Wade Mathews/Harry Shinton – TOCDF update standing item on agenda 
7.  Agenda Items for Next Meeting/Proposed Next Meeting Date

A.  Agenda Items for the July meeting:

1.  Generic Schedule for Four Entities: CAMDS, TOCDF, Depot, Restoration

2.  DCD Environmental Restoration Program Update
3.  BRAC/Closure Update
4.  Demilitarization update
B.  Next meeting date – July 15, 2008 at the Tooele Chemical Stockpile Office:

All RAB members present agreed on the July 15, 2008 meeting date.

8.  Adjournment – 6:33 p.m.
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