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1.
Introduction/Business - The Deseret Chemical Depot (DCD) Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) meeting was held on Tuesday, November 16, 2004, at 5:30 p.m., in the Tooele Chemical Stockpile Outreach 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 US EPA and the State of Utah Department of Environmental Quality (UDEQ), as well as members of DCD’s Environmental Office, Tooele County, and the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). The meetings are open to the public, and everyone is welcome to attend.

A.
Welcoming Remarks – Lyman Thorpe, acting for Installation Co-Chair Walton Levi, welcomed participants and attendees, and invited everyone to introduce themselves. He then conducted the business of the meeting. 

B.
New Business  

· Wade Mathews submitted an application to join the RAB. Vicky Henderson requested that RAB members consider calling for a vote for acceptance of Wade Mathew’s application to join the DCD RAB. Gerald Gordon motioned to accept Mr. Mathews’ application; Steve Lyman seconded. All members present voted to accept.

· Commissioner Gene White will no longer attend RAB meetings, as he will be out of office in January 2005.

· Colonel Van Pelt introduced himself to the RAB. He was installed as commander of DCD in July 2004.

Presentations  (Briefing slides are available for each presentation) – The agenda is attached.

2.
Project Status of DCD Environmental Projects

      Paul Zianno, USACE Project Manager

Mr. Zianno presented a map of the DCD, and pointed out the sites, or Solid Waste Management Units (SWMU), that he would be addressing. He then gave an update of the projects that have been active on DCD during the past year.

SWMU 22 - Incendiary Washout Basins – The contaminant of concern associated with the basins at this site was barium. Historically, when washout water in the basins overflowed, the excess ran along a railroad track for a distance. After the extent of barium contamination in that area was determined, UDEQ allowed the basins to be backfilled with gravel. The contractor has submitted a draft completion report to USACE for review. Once the contractor receives the technical team’s review comments, a draft final version of the report will be issued to the State of Utah for review. The goal is to have site closure accepted in early 2005.

SWMU 19 - Septic Tank – The tank was abandoned and remedial action was performed concurrently with SWMU 22, for contractual purposes.  Dave Shank will discuss these two SWMUs in more detail later in the meeting.
SWMU 3 - Impounding Bay Disposal Pit – This site has two parts: the open and covered portions of the trench. The Corrective Measures Study plan called for removal of the debris and drums from the open portion of the trench, backfill and covering the trench with a landfill liner, and finally, placing a soil cover over the liner and the covered portion of the trench. The Army and State have been discussing additional excavation of the covered portion of the trench to determine the extent of the material. This should be resolved within a few weeks. The cover will then be placed as outlined in the Corrective Measures Study (CMS) Report.

SWMUs 1 and 25 – The off-post ordnance and explosive (OE) survey was completed in October 2004 for the southern portion of SWMU 25. A more detailed presentation will be given later in the meeting.  

An After Action report is anticipated for December. Due to the weather and loss of Army specialists to Iraq, the hydropunch portion of the groundwater investigation for Well S-99-92 has been delayed until Spring 2005. Carbon tetrachloride has been detected in the well at this site, and is being addressed. 

A soil gas survey will be conducted at SWMUs 1 and 25, where chemical weapon material may be located in the pits, to determine whether any chemical contaminants have been released into the vadose zone (soil).  No problems with chemical warfare materiel (CWM) have been detected. This work will be performed in Spring/Summer 2005. 

A limited surface removal of metal debris and, potentially, ordnance or explosive debris, will concentrate more on SWMUs 1 and 25, though more on 25 at this time.  Unexploded ordnance (UXO) and CWM have been noted at SWMU 1. The more extensive cleanup of these sites will be done under the Military Munitions Response Program (MMRP). A Scope of Work (SOW) will be submitted in December/ January, and the contract awarded around March/April. Fieldwork should commence toward the end of 2005 depending on weather, or in the spring of 2006.

ITSI performed groundwater sampling for Fall 2004. Results will be submitted between November and January. Once the results are obtained, a draft report will be submitted around December/January. The next groundwater monitoring contract is scheduled to be awarded in April 2005.

Q.
Wade Mathews – On SWMU 22 you said there were some [barium] readings along the ditch. Did you backfill the ditch as well, or is it open right now?

A.
Paul Zianno – It’s currently open. While discussions are being completed the ditch has been lined, even though there really is no risk from the barium.  The main focus has been to determine the extent of the barium contamination.   

Q.
Wade Mathews – So you’re doing that now?


A.
Paul Zianno – That has been completed.  After we answered the question of how far along the ditch the contamination was present, we determined the extent to see if we could backfill the basin. 

Q.
Wade Mathews – So you’re saying there is no risk?

A.
Paul Zianno – There is no risk associated with the barium.

Q.
Jay Markarian – Did you have basically an objective of clean closure on these sites?

A.
Paul Zianno – Most of them are not clean closure. Most of them have institutional controls associated with them – to either construct a fence or signage and actions to enforce deed restrictions. Deed restrictions will be placed on the deed after the property is transferred, if the property is transferred. But yes, right now it is currently institutional controls.

Q.
Jay Markarian – Do you have a good concept of which SWMUs can be clean closure without controls and which ones are probably going to have to have signs?

A.
Paul Zianno – Yes. That was determined through the survey of the sites.  Many of these sites are not candidates for clean closure because of the potential for ordnance and explosives problems associated with them or the chemical warfare materials.
3.
Materials Potentially Presenting an Explosive Hazard (MPPEH) - Survey of 
Off-Depot Locations (Phase II)


Paul Hubickey, Parsons, Project Manager

Mr. Hubickey explained that, during the first phase of this project, a visual survey of properties south of SWMUs 1 and 25, outside the boundary of the Depot, was performed. SWMUs 1 and 25 were demolition areas where debris and, potentially, materials potentially presenting an explosive hazard (MPPEH), may have landed on property outside the southern boundary.

MPPEH Survey requirements include:

· Qualified and trained personnel – in this case Parsons employees, who are ex-military and OE trained personnel;

· Approved Work Plan and Work Plan Variance – these plans included Quality Control (QC) programs; and

· After Action Report to be produced at the end of the project.

The anomaly survey on the off-depot locations encompassed two locations: one parcel of approximately 11.5 acres, and the other to the south of SWMU 25 consisting of approximately 631 acres. A visual survey conducted by personnel traveling on ATVs where applicable, and by walking when not accessible with ATVs. The QC program consisted of performing a walking survey on 10% of areas surveyed, and any areas around specific areas where MPPEH was located.

During this phase of the survey, five items were found, staked and reported. The items were photographed, their locations noted with reference to GPS (global positioning satellite), and recorded. The contractor’s work in the field was supported by the US Army 62nd Ordnance Detachment (EOD) and DCD’s Directorate of Ammunition Surveillance and Inventory. 

Mr. Hubickey presented a map showing the survey areas near and in SWMUs 1 and 25. He also showed photos of the team performing their survey on ATVs; UXO burster tubes; an EOD member preparing for open demolition of the burster tubes found; and the crater that was left after detonation. He showed additional photos of a QC sweep and other scrap pieces.

Q.
Colonel Van Pelt – Much of this open demolition probably occurred in the 50s, 60s, and maybe 70s.  Has there been any thought of looking at the subsurface, or is that not a consideration?

A.
Paul Hubickey – Not on this task. But all the material found was partially buried. 

Q.
Wade Mathews – This material can come to the surface over the years. Once closure takes place, will this operation continue?

A.
Paul Zianno – Yes, it will have to continue. We’ll put together a plan to go out and perform surveys perhaps every five years to determine if anything else has come up to the surface.

Q.
Wade Mathews – Even after the Depot is closed?

A.
Paul Zianno – Yes, even after the Depot is closed.

The MPPEH fieldwork was completed September 14 through October 28, 2004. The QC survey was completed September 21, 2004. The After Action Report is anticipated on or about December 31, 2004.

Q.
Colonel Van Pelt – Why would we not need a ground penetrating radar or something like that where you would actually do a subsurface look for significant metals and try to do it one time – at one shot – to close it out?

A.
Paul Zianno – The initial plan was to determine if there were any safety problems associated with that southern area by doing a thorough sweep of the area.  Based on the After Action reports, we wanted to determine if we should go toward the subsurface and use some type of magnetometer survey to determine what is underneath the subsurface. That may be a continuation of the work there. 

A.
Paul Hubickey – The initial visual survey helps define the boundaries for any additional work that would be deemed necessary.

Q.
Jay Markarian – Was your question more to limit? I think the point you’re trying to make is that every five years, you want them to go out. That tends to linger a project well after its useful life, and if that’s where you’re going, that would be my question as well.

Q.
Colonel Van Pelt – We’re years out from this, obviously, but I was just thinking if you got to the point where you really might have a systemic problem, then I would think we would want to do a more definitive subsurface survey so that we can clear it one time and be done.

A.
Paul Zianno – I agree with that. That is the way we’re thinking also: wait until we see the initial survey, and then determine the next step. We want to determine the actual site boundaries, how far have these munitions actually traveled, in this part of the survey. On the eastern side of SWMU 1, where we found an item, we’ll have to extend that survey out another 200 feet or so to determine if there is anything more. Until we get a clearer area. Fortunately, we haven’t located anything south of that 2,500 foot mark. What we may want to do is come in with a mag survey, look near where those items were recovered to see if there are any additional anomalies in those areas. We’ll be working with Parsons as well as our OE specialists to determine if and how to continue with the work there.

Q.
Lyman Thorpe – What criteria are you using for outliers? For instance, are we looking 50 feet, 100 feet, 200 feet beyond the last outlier?

A.
Paul Hubickey – We have not determined that. On this survey, we have one at the boundary. We have permission from BLM and other property owners to use ATVs, as long as we limit our entry and exit. When we initially did this survey, we found items and that’s when they recommended that we extend the survey. We found more items, so we’ll have to determine what would be a reasonable area to go back out and search.

Q.
Lyman Thorpe – So at this point you’re not using any statistical criteria?

A.
Paul Hubickey – Right.

Q.
Brad Wright – What were the five UXO items? Were they all bomb burster items?

A.
Paul Hubickey – Correct.

Q.
Brad Wright – Based on the size of those burster tubes, does that make you want to re‑evaluate how far out you needed to go?

A.
Paul Hubickey – They’re about 36 mm.

A.
Paul Zianno – From what we’ve seen so far, we haven’t seen anything really close to the boundary on the southern end of the survey. The area we looked at was quite large. As I said, we’ll look at the After Action Reports and evaluate what we need to do.

4.
Post-Corrective Action Update – SWMUs 19 and 22

David Shank, Kleinfelder

Mr. Shank presented an outline of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) process:

· RCRA Facility Assessment (RFA) – This was done in the 1970s and 1980s when USATHAMA came out and looked at sites where there were either known or potential chemical releases to the environment. These sites became SWMUs that became the focus of the restoration program.

· RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) – These are typically performed in a couple phases with the objective to determine the nature, types of chemicals present, and the extent of the contamination. This data is taken, and a quantitative evaluation of the risks those chemicals posed is prepared. 

· If it is determined after the RFI that there are unacceptable significant risks, a Corrective Measures Study is prepared to evaluate which measures are appropriate to mitigate those risks.

· Once a preferred alternative is agreed upon, a Corrective Measures Decision Document is drafted. At this point, the state, EPA, community, and Army have the opportunity to get together and agree if this is the preferred alternative.

· The next step is Implementation of the chosen Corrective Measure. 

· The final step is to prepare a Corrective Measures Completion Report (CMCR), which documents the closure activities, and allows for final closure of the site.

SWMUs 19 and 22 are in the final two steps of the RCRA process.

SWMU 19 was originally used for maintenance of rail cars, and was later used to store empty 55-gallon drums, scrap material like brass shell casings, wood debris, and paint cans. The Phase I and II RFIs found low levels of toluene and one polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) isomer in a septic tank that was associated with a wash water facility for this building. Kleinfelder prepared a work plan for the complete backfilling of the basins. The state raised some concerns about the order of discharges from the leach field from the septic tank. As a result, Kleinfelder performed a small program where they collected eight samples of soil. No organic chemicals were detected, and all metal detections were within the range of background. Based on this program, it was determined that there were no additional risks. 

The selected corrective measure for this site was to abandon the septic tank, grout the pipelines with cement, and vacuum the sediment from the tank. Mr. Shank presented photos of these activities taking place at the site.

SWMU 22 had six in-ground concrete basins that were used to capture wastewater from a munitions washout facility in the 1940s and 1950s. The Phase I RFI found no contamination of significance, although there were barium crusts on the surface of the concrete basins. Upon closer investigation of the crusts, it was determined that they were hazardous waste. The Corrective Action Plan, developed in 1996, called for removal of the barium crust from the concrete, and then backfilling the basins. Removal of the barium crusts from the basins was nearly impossible to do. The state and the Army decided to look a little further at the barium to determine how deep it was, and the level of hazard it actually posed. 

Holes were drilled through the bottom of the basins, and a bridge was placed over the top, and then soil samples were drilled under the basins. A storm water road that ran along the facility was also sampled. The results indicated that barium was limited to the shallow soils and those immediately beneath basins. It had not leached to groundwater. A barium-specific risk assessment was performed to evaluate what risks there were, and none were found.

The corrective measure chosen for this site was to eliminate the physical hazard of falling into the basins, so they were backfilled. A total of 850 yd of gravel was excavated from DCD’s active borrow pit and placed into the basin. Another 210 yd of finer-grained soils were added to the top to assist in re-vegetation. 

The corrective action for both sites was performed in August 2004. The Corrective Action Completion Report for SWMU 22 has been submitted, and the one for SWMU 19 is expected in October.

Q.
Jay Markarian – What data were used to determine background conditions? We’re starting with the same type of situation, where we have a large array of surface samples, vegetative samples that are downwind of both the TOCDF stack and the OMF stack. We understand also that there is some outwashing into Rush Valley from the mining operations up in Ophir, and perhaps in both directions from Ophir. What sources did you use to establish your background?

A.
Lyman Thorpe – During the RFI activities, there was a Depot-wide sampling program that went on. I don’t remember the number of samples, but it was statistically robust enough to get the 95% confidence level.

Q.
Jay Markarian – This was in the 70s? That was the background sampling done back then?

A.
Lyman Thorpe – I think it was in the 90s, because it would have been just prior to the startup of the facility itself.

Q.
Jay Markarian – So the background would have captured any of those outwashes upgradient?

A.
Lyman Thorpe – I’m not prepared to tell you where those samples were, but it was extensive.

Q.
Jay Markarian – I think the Army has a database of all of the sampling. One of the problems I think that DCD is going to run into is the multitude of SWMUs and collecting all of that information and closing the entire facility at one time. So as the closure process, where Steve Mallen comes in, and I certainly have an interest on my end with TOCDF, is the definitive collection of all of the remediations that have been conducted on the site. We have enough for all of just the TOCDF for all of the samples we’ve taken over the course of these few years to put all that together. So my question there is, as far as you know, the projects that you’re working on, is there definitive set of historical records? I think, Lyman, you probably know the answer to that question too.

A.
Lyman Thorpe – With regard to background, there was a Depot-wide survey that was done to establish background. That would be used for comparison to all of these site-specific investigations.

Q.
Jay Markarian – Yes, but each specific SWMU Corrective Actions Program will end up with something.

A.
Lyman Thorpe – There is the administrative record that contains a comprehensive history of all of that information.

A.
Paul Zianno – All of those records are either with the USACE or with Nam Doan in the library. I think it is all on CD, so you can obtain it from him.

Q.
Jay Markarian – With regard to the administrative record required for RCRA, would you go to retire those records along with this entire installation’s records whether they’re RCRA operating records or OSHA records or something else. Would those be available to you, Nam, to retire for the site, or are those within the Army USACE to retire for the site?

A.
Paul Zianno – Nam would have all of those copies. 

5.
Military Munitions Response Program Site Inspection

Gene Barber, TechLaw

Mr. Barber provided an overview of the Military Munitions Response Program (MMRP) and how it relates to the activities of DCD. The MMRP came about as a result of the Armed Forces need to be able to train to defend the country. They have been forced to test, train, and develop various munitions systems and weapons, and then train the troops on how the use these munitions and weapons systems. These were used since World War I and II and left a lot of residual behind, including UXO, military munitions that were buried in the old days, etc. 

As a result, Congress and the Department of Defense (DoD) decided that there needed to be program nationwide to capture the information that relates to these sites, whether they are active or formerly used sites, to understand what the liability was nationwide for all of the Department of Defense. The MMRP was activated in 2001 under the Defense Environmental Restoration Program (DERP). The primary potion of DERP is the Installation Restoration Program (IRP).

The MMRP follows the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) and the National Contingency Plan. It applies only to releases that took place prior to September 2002. This means that if there was a firing range that was used after September 2002, it will not be included in this program. They will be addressed by another program under separate funding. It also will not apply to any operational ranges, operational disposal areas, or manufacturing or treatment facilities. The intention is to implement response alternatives to address unacceptable risks, and those risks are primarily to the community and their health and well-being.

When the modification to the DERP took place in September 2001, the program was expanded to include areas where munitions had been left behind, intentionally disposed, and some of the open burn and open detonation areas, as long as they weren’t permanent RCRA facilities. The Defense Authorization Act required the DoD to conduct an inventory of all the defense sites to determine how many there were, how big they were, what types of munitions were out there, and what was the liability nationwide. This program was for all active sites, Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) sites, and Formerly Used Defense Sites (FUDS) that had been used prior to October 1986. It required DoD in conjunction with various states and tribal organizations to develop a Prioritization Protocol, so that once the inventory was complete, these sites could be put on a list to be addressed in order of their level of hazard. This report was supposed to have been submitted in April 2004, but has been going through several revisions and should now be complete in December. It will replace the Risk Assessment Code (RAC) that has been used by the USACE for years to put sites on priority lists. 

The inventory was performed in three separate phases:

· Phase 1: Advance Range Survey (ARS) was a questionnaire sent to all of the installations nationwide. This was done by the Army. It was determined that the data was not as useful as was hoped.

· Phase 2: This was an inventory of the operational ranges, or those sites that are still being used by the installation, or could be used again if the need arises.

· Phase 3: The Closed, Transferring, and Transferred (CTT) program looked at those ranges and munition sites that were within active installations that were no longer being used, had a compatible use (i.e., was a firing range at one point and is now a parking lot, daycare center, or a building has been put on top of it), were about to be transferred, and sites that were outside the installation boundaries but not already part of the FUDS program.

Phase 3 of the inventory for DCD identified six sites that were eligible for the MMRP. There were approximately 800 sites nationwide that were identified through the inventory (~2.9 million acres of FUDS).  The MMRP follows CERCLA for the most part, thus the next step is to perform a Site Inspection (SI).

The goal of the MMRP is to collect the appropriate amount of information necessary to make a decision to determine if the following actions are warranted at the site:

· MMRP Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) – This would be to characterize fully the site to determine the extent of the hazard.

· Interim Remedial Action/Removal Action – This addresses the need for immediate action for sites that are deemed to pose an unacceptable hazard that needs to be addressed quickly for the health and safety of the community.

· No Further Action Determination – This would be chosen if there was no threat to the community and no further action is necessary at the site.

One of the key pieces in this program is stakeholder identification and involvement. The stakeholder personnel for DCD will be the installation personnel, state regulators, and USACE. Some historic records research will be performed to more fully define what was identified in the range inventory. Site technical project planning will include developing a work plan with the body of the stakeholders if it is necessary to go into the field to determine what level of fieldwork needs to be performed. A final report that makes recommendations will be drafted, and the results will be published.

The MMRP SI will be conducted in accordance with the Technical Project Planning (TPP) manual, which is available on the web. 

Mr. Barber presented a map of the sites that were identified on the Depot during the range inventory. The western and eastern demil[itarization] areas – SWMUs 1 and 25 – are being addressed. The old demolition pit, gravel pit area, slag piles, and combat training areas are currently being addressed. The slag pile site is complete, and no further action is necessary.

The combat training area was used for bazooka and grenade throwing training, rifle and small arms firing ranges, and real life combat training. Because there isn’t a lot of information on this site, most of the attention for the SI will focus on this area. A RCRA RFI was completed for this site under the IRP, and a few soil samples were taken. The EOD team performed a visual survey of the site and found some bazooka and rocket rounds that they collected and will detonate on-site. Additional soil sampling is planned for this site. Mr. Barber presented an aerial view photograph of the site.

The Old Demolition Pit came about as the result of a warehouse that was used to store munitions during the 1940s. In 1949, there was an inadvertent detonation of the warehouse. The site is considered closed under the RCRA program, but the remediation work at this site only addressed the footprint of the warehouse. During the range inventory, a radius was established around the warehouse of approximately 700 acres. This radius was established over the concern of the kick outs that may have come from the detonation. Mr. Barber presented an aerial photograph of the site with the proposed radius. The remediation for this site is still in the preliminary stages, but they feel it may be necessary to perform a UXO survey to ensure that there are no rounds in the area.

The scope of work includes the following:

· The stakeholder involvement has begun – TechLaw is working with the installation and the regulatory community.

· They have started a historical records review. It has been determined that a historical records review will be performed for all five of the sites, but only the combat training area will receive additional research. The data for the rest of the sites will be summarized.

· Once the results are finalized, there will be an additional discussion with DCD, USACE, and regulators on the approach for remediation. 

· Some soil sampling and geophysical work will probably take place at the combat training area. A UXO survey will probably be performed at the Old Demolition Pit.

· Recommendations will be made in the SI Report. This report will be available for comment, and the final results will be published.

As the RCRA program starts to tail off in 2007, the MMRP will pickup any work that is not completed at that time. 

Q.
Gerald Gordon – When you talk about historical records, just what is that?

A.
Gene Barber – The historic records research is done in a variety of places. Its performed at the installation itself, where there is usually a collection of historic information including historic maps and drawings. We’ll go to the national archives and regional archives, and dig through their records. We’ll go to historic societies and see if they have materials that may help us. Occasionally we interview folks who have had actual real-life experience on the facility. We’re also trying to collect historic aerial photography and evaluate the images to see where the firing ranges were specifically. To see if there was cratering out there; oftentimes you can see the craters that resulted from the impacts. We’ll use that to facilitate the other historic information that we have.

Q.
Gerald Gordon – Do you actually have historical records out there that you are looking at?

A.
Gene Barber – We have, right now, a handful of historic records.

Q.
Gerald Gordon – How far back do they go?

A.
Gene Barber – I don’t think I can answer that question right off the top of my head. We did a range inventory for Deseret almost two years ago, so we’re just getting back to now looking at what we have in the collection and seeing what we have.

Q.
Gerald Gordon – Will they go back into the 40s?

A.
Gene Barber – Absolutely. The 40s is the key period that exists at the archives. For some sites they go back to World War I and beyond. Some site records seem to have disappeared. The national archives system, unfortunately, is not a perfect system, but there is quite a bit of information out there.

Q.
Gerald Gordon – Could I look at some of those records?

A.
Gene Barber – Sure, the national archives is open to basically anybody. These days with the homeland security issues, the archives has started to limit the ability to look at records for installations that are still active. That is very new and has been causing our team a lot of problems. We have to constantly get our Corps of Engineers project manager to write a letter to the archives manager. This has just been within the last six months. 

A.
Colonel Van Pelt – We also have Richard Trujillo, who works in our environmental office, who is kind of our historian. He’s got a lot of records data. 

Q.
Cherry Wong – How does the RAB relate to you, because we’re restoration?

A.
Gene Barber – At this point, I think Nam’s concept was that we wanted to share the information with you, let you know that this program exists, and that we’re moving forward with this site inspection program. I think from our discussions earlier today, its quite possible that as we move forward with our historic research that we might be invited back to share the results of that.

A.
Vicky Henderson – This is part of the installation restoration process – from a different program office back East, at a higher level.

A.
Paul Zianno – Essentially what will happen with the IRP program here at DCD is by the fiscal year 2006, the IRP program will end at DCD. Meanwhile, we’ll see the MMRP program start to pick up. SWMUs 1 and 25 and SWMU 2 will be cleaned up according to what their plan will be. I would imagine that they’ll get the RAB involved during that time.

6.
Status of DCD Closure Activities

Jay Markarian

Mr. Markarian explained that the plan for closure at DCD includes the demolition of buildings and final disposition of all inventory equipment. There is a lot of land, buildings, and equipment at DCD, and final closure will ensure that all of these things are taken care of properly. The restoration activities define the future use of the installation.

In the last year, TOCDF, the Demil Facility, and the Depot put together resources to work out all of the major issues associated with the environmental, contractual, and physical closure of the facility. One of the problems that the program faces is to finish getting rid of the munitions, and this will take approximately four years to complete. The biggest problem will be to take care of the secondary waste that is generated during closure activities. They are currently trying to identify ways to get the material through a decontamination technology and keep it within the bounds of RCRA and good environmental practices. This will include using the thermal treatment capabilities at both the OMF facility and TOCDF. They are also looking at other alternatives that meet state approval for means of disposal; this could be at off-site landfills or through augmentation of another treatment system at DCD.

The third working group was on future use and end-state criteria. The project is expected to be completed by FY2011, but has the possibility of lasting longer. One of the concerns is where the restoration will lead in those years, being what levels the restoration needs to clean up to, what the installation will look like as far as how many useable and liability-free acres can be dispositioned back to the state, local land owners, or BLM. The goal is to walk away with a RCRA clean closure and have as little environmental liability as possible. This can include ensuring that institutional controls are in place to preclude use of contaminated land, and do what is necessary when it comes to long-term monitoring. 

Closure plans are currently being submitted into a master plan from each entity that sits on the Depot. The plans give an estimate of when their mission ends, what they have to do, how they are going ramp down their staff, phase out their operations, cattail their contracts, get rid of their equipment, etc. Once all of this is documented, a statement can be made for the final RCRA closure.

Q.
Do you have a map or list of the original land owners?

A.
Jay Markarian – No, I don’t, but I have heard that there is, and there are a number of owners. With any facility that goes back over fifty years, there are probably some very odd situations that exist.

C.
 Colonel Van Pelt – The thing that we’re committed to doing here, within the next few months, is to try to get somebody at the Department of the Army to, and I know it’s not going to happen in five or six months, it could take us a year or two, if we’re lucky, to say, “This is what we intend to do with the land that is out there. We the Army think that parts of it are going to be re-integrated with TEAD. We think we’re going to turn the whole thing over to BLM. We think we’re going to just keep a fence around it for the next fifty years.” That is really important to us. We’ll refer to that as end-state because there are a lot of people who are interested in having equity in the best of interest in that. We also have a lot of people who work out there, and we’re really struggling and trying, we’re going to be pushing hard, as Jay talked about, as we’re getting these plans together, as we kind of get our sense of what that plan looks like, and what our time-line looks like, we’re going to be going up the chain to the Army saying, “Okay, we need somebody to make a decision and give us some good solid guidance, because we’re moving out in a pretty good direction. This group is working in a pretty good direction for restoration, but we’re moving toward a goal in an end-state, and we really need some clarity on what the Army sees that is.”

C.
Jay Markarian – We have been involved with Tooele Army Depot, who I think had a proposal for use. It really is a shame, 19,000 acres, 208 igloos, two demil facilities, two laboratories, maintenance areas, administrative buildings, infrastructure, you name it, that list has got it. It would be a shame to not utilize that. It would be a shame to see 1,650 people out of jobs in about four to five years. So while we may not see future use for the facility, or components of it, it is a political issue. This is a motivated work force, and one of the things that are the main themes of the closure program is best value to the Army, number one, and number two, take care of people. Whether we find a mission for this, it would be very unfortunate for that many people to be put out on the street when you have such a highly motivated work force and that entire infrastructure. So it really will be turned back to the powers that be, whether it’s the military or the state to see if there is a use for this facility. Right now there is nothing showing. The conundrum with this whole process is that the project is going to end. A lot of people don’t like to realize that, and it’s very difficult having seen that before with an island up in the middle of the Central Pacific with 1,200 people. It was hard for people to understand that the project was going to end, but it did. I think there are less than five people there now.

Q.
Vicky Henderson – Who makes a decision about the Tooele Army Depot’s proposal to potentially use parts of DCD? Does it go up through Army channels, or has anyone determined that ? Has that entity been identified?

A.
Tom Turner – Probably not, but the process that we’ve chosen is to initially send it to our higher command, which is the Joint Munitions Command. Four months ago, I reported that that proposal is waiting for the signature of the commanding general. The only thing I knew for sure is they hadn’t bought the proposal. Following his signature, it would be forwarded to the Army Materials Command for approval. Both the Chemical Materials Agency and TEAD are under the Army Materials, so we’re thinking at that level, if somebody agrees to it, then we’re good to go.

C.
Colonel Van Pelt – That’s the good thing – that we’re both under the same granddaddy. The challenge from the Army’s perspective is going to be, even though I’m very much with Jay when he says we’ve got a committed work force out there, not to sound hard and callused, but it really comes down to the Army level as saying, “Okay, in the year 2011 and 2012, as we project forward, what do we see the role of TEAD being? If that is a critical function for AMC and the Army, do we need to do some facilities?” That’s really the challenge. The no kidding ground truth is, at DCD, once those chemical munitions are gone, we have no other opportunity to create business, if you will, at DCD because there is nothing else for us to do. The only logical thing is, we’ve got 208 ammunitions bunkers that TEAD would love to use, and so maybe that is where some of that movement would be. This is tough, and we’re really working hard on it. We’re dedicated to doing it right. 

7.
Meeting Business

Vicky Henderson was asked to assist with conducting the business of the meeting.

· Gerald Gordon made a motion to accept the minutes, Steve Lyman seconded, the RAB accepted.

· The RAB needs a new Community Co-Chair. Cherry Wong and Gerald Gordon are unable to fill the position. RAB members were asked to keep in mind who they would like to have fill in that position. 

· Gerald Gordon motioned to close the meeting.

8. 
The next meeting is set for March 15 22, 2005 at the DCD Outreach Center.
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