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DRAFT


Deseret Chemical Depot (DCD)


restoration advisory board (Rab)

meeting minutes


Tuesday, July 15, 2008
ATTENDEES

RAB Members in Attendance

Walton Levi – DCD Installation Co-Chair

Harry Shinton – Tooele County LEPC

Christopher Bittner – UDEQ DSHW
Gerald Gordon – Utah Wildlife Federation

Cherry Wong, Women Concerned/Utahns United
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 – Parsons
Tom Turner – TEAD
Colleen Johnson – Tooele County 


                 Commissioner

Elizabeth Lowes – EG&G - TOCDF 

Sheila R. Vance – EG&G – TOCDF
Gary Hunter – DCD

Brennon Orr – North Wind

Gerald Bertagnole – M&G Bertagnole

Sergio Cuevas – SCEI

Troy Johnson – DCD

Ramesh Shah – SCEI

Becki Bryant - ORO

Dave Harris – Concordia Communications

Carly Brown – Concordia Communications

Lindsay Mabry – Concordia Communications

RAB Members Not Present

Wade Mathews – Community Co-Chair

Chris Cline – US Fish and Wildlife Service John Dalton – US EPA, Region 8
Steve Lyman – Tooele Community

Howard Murray – Grantsville Community

Noreen Okubo – US EPA, Region 8

COL Pellissier – DCD Commander
Kathy Ryan – DCD Closure Office

1.  Welcome/Introduction/Business –
The DCD RAB meeting was held on Tuesday, July 15, 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 mentioned that the Community Co-Chair, Mr. Wade Mathews, was not able to attend the meeting. He thanked everyone for attending and participating on 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.  Ms. Cherry Wong moved to approve the minutes and Ms. Colleen Johnson seconded the motion.  The March 2008 meeting minutes were approved as written.

2. DCD Environmental Restoration Program Status Update

    Walt Levi, DCD RAB Co-Chair
Mr. Walt Levi explained that his presentation (Attachment 2) would summarize the Restoration Program at DCD, explain where the program has been and the current status.  He noted that the presentation would be done in a new format and asked the RAB for comments.

Mr. Levi gave a quick synopsis of the Restoration Program, stating that there were originally 29 sites and now there are only a handful of major sites remaining.  Of the remaining sites, most are chemical burial sites or sites that will be converted to other uses. The table on Slide 1 detailed the active sites, or sites currently undergoing an active remedial effort.  Mr. Levi explained that these sites are currently under investigation, analysis or long-term monitoring, or may be waiting for funding.  Mr. Levi said the Baseline Realignment and Closure (BRAC) office is short of funds and DCD did not get much money.  The table will be updated and refined, and may be modified to include additional site status, such as the review process in the field.   
The table on Slide 2 detailed the status of the completed sites. Mr. Levi said these sites have gone through the investigation phase and are waiting for some sort of determination. 
Q: Cherry Wong – What do the numbers on the tables mean?
A: Walt Levi – The numbers are in thousands of dollars by fiscal year. Most of the sites were not too expensive, but there are two or three large burial sites that will end up costing several million dollars for the investigation and to develop a plan of action.
3. Groundwater Monitoring and Well Installation
    Brennon Orr, North Wind

Mr. Brennon Orr, a hydrogeologist from North Wind, Inc. from Idaho Falls, provided the RAB with a presentation included as Attachment 3.  He said that North Wind has been conducting groundwater sampling at DCD for the last several years. He said that they monitor the groundwater because it is one way to determine how contamination is entering the groundwater system.  

Mr. Orr began with a map of the DCD groundwater monitoring locations on Slide 3.  The green points represent the wells that are sampled for a chemical analysis and depth-to-water and the blue points represent the wells where only depth-to-water is measured.  Slide 4 detailed the groundwater field of flow, or a characterization of the direction groundwater is moving.  In November, 52 wells were sampled for depth-to-water.  The data collected from these points is used to contour, or give a picture of the water surface, which helps determine where contaminants may be moving.  They use the depth-to-water data to compare it to previous sampling rounds to evaluate trends.  Based on the data collected, it was found that there is a high level area near SWMUs 19 and 23, a groundwater divide near SWMU 13/30 and a groundwater trough near SWMUs 100 and 25.  Mr. Orr noted that groundwater moves slowly, in feet or inches per year.  
He said that if they see significant changes in water levels in individual wells, it may indicate that something is occurring, so they pay attention to it.  However, between 2006 and 2007, there are only subtle differences indicating that the system is stable, with no dramatic changes.  The line chart on Slide 6 shows the water level changes in the 52 monitoring wells at DCD.  Mr. Orr said the lines should cluster around zero and the line chart shows that the wells at DCD do that.  He said that despite a minor decline in 2004/2005, the groundwater system at DCD, in general, appears to be stable.
Water samples collected from 15 wells were sampled for a variety of chemicals of concern, based on historical data from the location of the wells.  Slides 8-13 detail the results of the sampling conducted at SWMU 1, SWMU 2 and SWMU 11, SWMU 3, SWMU 13/30, SWMU 25 and SWMU 26.  Overall, there were no significant changes in the field of flow at these sites and contaminant concentrations were consistent with previous measurements, showing the conditions are stable and there is no cause for alarm.
The 2008 Groundwater Monitoring Program will begin in the fall (the last two slides in the back of the handout detail the proposed locations and analyte list for the upcoming sampling round). The only change to the sampling program is a new method for analysis, High Performance Liquid Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry.

In August, two wells are planned for installation at SWMU 25 to monitor for carbon tetrachloride delineated by soil borings. The wells will be screened across the water table to intercept the carbon tetrachloride.  Two downgrandient wells are also planned at SWMU 26 to monitor for 1,1,1-Trichloroethane, which has been found at levels at the Maximum Contaminant Limit (MCL) in some hot spots.
4. SWMU 3 Supplemental Sampling Program Summary

     David Shank, Parsons
Mr. David Shank provided the RAB with a presentation on progress at SWMU 3 included as Attachment 4. Mr. Shank began by identifying the location of SWMU 3 on Slide 3, located in the Southeast corner of the DCD installation.  A description of the site and photographs were shown on Slides 4-6.  Records from the 1960s- mid-1970s indicate the site was used to repair leaking chemical agent containers. Waste containers were disposed of in the disposal pit.  The open disposal pit is 50 feet long, 20 feet wide and 6 feet deep.  A soil berm extending from the open area, that is approximately 180 feet long, 6 feet wide, 1 foot deep, was originally thought to be a backfilled, closed portion of the open trench.  As part of the Corrective Action Program, DCD removed the containers, debris and steel grating and disposed of it off-site in 2004.

Mr. Shank said SWMU 3 has been in the Corrective Action Program for 15 years. Major milestones at the site are listed on Slide 7.  Phase 1 and Phase 2 groundwater sampling found no site-related contaminants above risk-based thresholds. Elevated levels of arsenic, mercury and several other metals were detected in soil samples, but were also found upslope in the area north of the site, attributed to the outwash of Mercur Canyon.  Based on the finding that there were no chemicals in the surface soils, no action was required.  The corrective action selected for the site was the construction of a soil cap.  
Prior to approving the remedy, the State and Army wanted sub-surface data from the disposal pit and soil berm area.  To address the State and Army’s concerns, the statement of work changed to include a supplemental soil sampling program listed on Slide 8.  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 10 anomalies (unknown or non-naturally occurring objects) found, of which five were attributed to surface debris, four in the subsurface and one from the surrounding fence.  Only one of the four anomalies in the subsurface was of the size and intensity that may indicate a buried drum.  
Based on geophysical results, it was decided that seven soil borings would be done to drill near the magnetic anomalies and to provide general coverage of the area.  The drilling equipment pushed a 2-inch, plastic-lined, steel tube into the ground to collect a continuous core sample of the subsurface soils.  This drill method does not produce drill cuttings, which minimizes the waste generated.  The soil cores were sealed in the plastic tubes, sniffed for chemicals, and then moved to logging tables.

Because the site had a history of chemical agent handling, precautions were taken during the sampling.  Workers went through worst-case scenario training and only the Parsons team was allowed in the work zone.  Other special precautions, the work zone configuration, and photos of the decontamination corridor were shown on Slides 12-14.  If there had been an exposure, EMTs were nearby and could have been onsite within minutes.

A laboratory soil testing program was also developed for chemical agents.  Soil samples were sent to the West Desert Test Center at Dugway Proving Grounds to be tested for chemical agents such as Mustard, GB, BX and Luicite. Once soil was determined to be agent-free, it was released to GPL Laboratories in Maryland for analysis of agent breakdown products, VOCs and metals.
Results from the recent round of testing will be used to evaluate remedial options. Mr. Shank said that assuming nothing is detected at unacceptable levels, DCD plans to proceed with closure of the site.  

Q: Harry Shinton – When do you anticipate the results of the testing?

A: David Shank – The samples are at the lab now and we expect preliminary results in a couple of weeks.  The data will also have to be validated and the Army will have a chance to review it, so it will probably be one to two months.

Q: Harry Shinton – The State will need that data before they sign off on any remedies?

A: David Shank – Yes, absolutely.  

Q: Harry Shinton – You mentioned that metal debris from the disposal pit was disposed of off-site.  Where and how was it disposed? 

A: Troy Johnson – It was sent to Grassy Mountain, as state-regulated hazardous waste. The metal grating was also sent to Grassy Mountain.

Comment: Harry Shinton – Just to make you aware, the CSEPP (Chemical Stockpile Emergency Preparedness Program) has been very nice. There are several decontamination trailers in the county that the Army purchased.  I’m sure they’d be more than willing to assist you.  It would be a lot better to have a “decon” trailer than buckets in the dirt.  You can coordinate this through us. 
5. 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 5.  Since the last RAB meeting in March 2008, the following buildings and structures have been demolished: the site medical facility, old lab complex and personnel support complex.  The rail car was shipped off to the Ogden Union Rail Station Museum in April. Mr. Stilinovich mentioned that only non-agent work is being done at CAMDS.

Mr. Stilinovich listed the scheduled activities.  Work on the Deactivation Furnace System/Pollution Abatement System (DFS/PAS)  is in the process.  The closure plan for the metal parts furnace has been submitted to DSHW and once received, they will work with them on their comments. The maintenance facility will be a fill-in job until they can work on the metal parts furnace.  

Mr. Stilinovich mentioned that CAMDS closure work will be conducted by EG&G starting April 2009, a decision that was made by Army Headquarters.  

Referencing the map in the presentation, Mr. Stilinovich pointed out the various CAMDS locations.  The demolition of the DFS is around 20 percent completed. He noted that it is getting bare, but there is still a ways to go. Demolition work will run through the end of March 2009. 
6. DCD Closure Activities

    Walt Levi, Director of Risk Management

Mr. Levi noted that Kathy Ryan generally gives this presentation, but she had a previous engagement.  He provided the RAB with an update on DCD closure activities that is included as Attachment 6.  
Mr. Levi began by reminding the RAB that DCD has been part of the BRAC effort of 2005.  Since then, they have been trying to figure out what that means to everyone, such as whether the igloos will go to Tooele Army Depot (TEAD) once demilitarized.

Q: Harry Shinton – Doesn’t the State have to sign off on the definition of clean for the igloos?

A: Walt Levi – That’s not in the BRAC language.  There are a lot of competing issues. For instance, a third of the igloos are permitted that will have to be closed and removed from the permit. The remaining igloos may be fine to turn over to TEAD.  Also, at SWMU 11, there are other implications in the area around it that the state has concerns with.  

Mr. Levi said that DCD has been working closely with TEAD to determine what part of DCD they need or want, and they developed a proposed footprint that was approved by the Joint Munitions Command and Chemical Materials Command (shown on Slide 4).  They are waiting for final concurrence by the Army Materials Command. The proposed footprint does not include the chemical burial sites near the southern boundary. Mr. Tom Turner from TEAD said that he believes they have approval on the proposal, but he needs to address comments from the Army Materials Command and will send back his responses by the end of the week.

In the meantime, Mr. Levi said DCD doesn’t need all the igloos and warehouses to support the ongoing demilitarization effort.  For the last three months, TEAD has been moving conventional munitions into some of the storage igloos. 

Mr. Levi said they are in the process of developing a sampling and analysis plan for the igloos. They will be looking at the historical use of the structures and developing a plan based on that.  The plan will tell them how to do the evaluations and how to approach the State on how it will be done.  The schedule shows the completion around December 2013.

Q: Harry Shinton – Recently in the Salt Lake Tribune, there have been articles about the possibility of Pueblo coming to DCD. As a RAB member, I’d like to know what you are allowed to explain about that.

A: Alaine Grieser – The report mentioned in the Tribune is the Department of Defense (DoD) Report to Congress for a new deadline.  The original destruction deadline is 2012, however, in the last session, Congress put a new deadline into public law, which is now 2017.  Congress then requested that DoD come up with ways for that new deadline to be accomplished and to submit some options.  The bottom line is that we are so low on the food chain, that we do whatever Congress or DoD tells us to do.  Until then, it is nothing more than a report.
Q: Harry Shinton - The governor says mustard is too dangerous to bring more to Utah, but from my understanding, mustard freezes at 57 degrees. Has UDEQ had the opportunity to explain that to the governor? That if flying the mustard in in January, it would be nothing more than a bunch of bricks?

A: Alaine Grieser – Right now, it’s prohibited to even research the transportation of mustard.  No one in the Army will try and speculate on it.

Q: Harry Shinton – What do members of the RAB feel about it?  I’ve suggested writing letters to the governor about this topic but it fell dead.

Comment – Gary Hunter – As a citizen and taxpayer, it makes more sense to bring it to facilities already built than spending trillions of dollars in alternative technologies that haven’t been tested, other than in labs or prototypes.  It makes more sense to get it done as safely, cheaply and quickly as possible. I know the public perception to move it here is that it’s dangerous, but it is the safest way to get rid of munitions that are aging every day.
Q: Cherry Wong – Is the material at Pueblo designated for our kind of destruction, or is it supposed to be with an alternate method?

A: Walt Levi – Right now, the Army has designated it with an alternate method.

Comment: Alaine Grieser – Each site determines which technology they would use.

Comment: Walt Levi – While I may be sympathetic to Harry’s thought process, I think this is outside the RAB’s charter.  We’re here to look at Restoration efforts to be sure we’re cleaning up past deeds to be compatible with future use, not necessarily the operations currently permitted at the facility. But, certainly as a member of the community, you can make your own decisions.

Comment: Harry Shinton – I’ve contacted the senator’s office and their aids don’t have a clue.  However, the RAB has opened the door to respond. Part of our duty is to work with the closure plan, so if additional work comes here we wouldn’t be closing, and it would have a direct impact on the RAB’s duties.
Comment: Walt Levi – [If Pueblo work came to DCD] I would see that as having an impact on how we would decide on remedial efforts. 

Comment: Alaine Grieser – The governor has been on a tour of the facility during the munitions ceremony with his science advisor and his citizen advisor commission. 

Q: Harry Shinton – Colleen, is this something you perceive that the RAB should address?

A: Colleen Johnson – Personally, I’d love to see it come here.

Comment – Harry Shinton – That seems to be the consensus.

Comment- Alaine Grieser – Maybe the RAB should read the actual Report to Congress.  Once you’ve read the report, you can better understand the meaning.  You will benefit from reading the report so we will provide that to the RAB.
Comment -  Lynn Appell – The RAB charter states the purpose of the RAB.  The RAB may be going into waters that may not apply to the RAB.
7.  RAB Business Items

DCD RAB Web site:  Ms. Lynn Appell said that Dugway has a RAB Web site and they decided to create one for the DCD RAB.  The Web site has been developed, however, the day of the RAB meeting the server went down and it wasn’t able to be shown to the RAB.  Ms. Appell said they will send out the link to the RAB via e-mail for their comments and approval, noting that the RAB charter states that the Web site cannot be made public without the RAB’s approval. Ms. Appell would like comments on the site and once the RAB approves the Web site, it will go public. 

Ms. Appell has made an addition to the RAB charter stating that DoD will be responsible for updating the Web site within a certain amount of time, in reference to the RAB minutes and other important information.  The last meeting’s briefings have been loaded, and Ms. Appell put in a request for the last five years of documentation, minutes and briefings to be posted as well.  She noted that it was easy to get the Web site developed without additional cost to BRAC budget, other than her time, because they used a template from Dugway. The RAB Web site will include a calendar of important RAB event.  Ms. Appell could only find the 1999 draft version of the RAB charter.  She passed out that version with an update to it addressing the new Web site that the RAB needed to review and approve. Mr. Shinton thought there might be a more current version of the charter and that he might have it in a binder he keeps of the RAB business.  Mr. Shinton is going to look for that version for Ms. Appell and will get with her in the near future.  Mr. Bittner requested the current version of the charter prior to the vote.  Mr. Levi said the current version will go out to the RAB and will be discussed at the November meeting, in case there are any other changes that need to be made.
Q: Cherry Wong – Will we have to change the charter again?

A: Walt Levi – Yes. RAB members will have to look at the added language.  (He suggested this as a topic for the November meeting.) 
B. Action Items:  

Request – Lynn Appell – E-mail DCD RAB Web site link to RAB members for approval
Request – Walt Levi – Send current RAB charter to the RAB to review changes

Request- Alaine Grieser – Provide RAB with DoD Report to Congress

Request – Lynn Appell – Provide new guidance to RAB
8.  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

5.  RAB Charter
B.  Next meeting date – November 18, 2008 at the Tooele Chemical Stockpile Office:

All RAB members present agreed on the November 18, 2008 meeting date following a discussion about how the Dugway meeting is planned for Nov. 3. It was mentioned that Nov. 4 is Election day, followed by Veteran’s Day on Nov. 11, so the motion was made to keep it on Nov. 18.
9.  Adjournment – 6:55 p.m.
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