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Deseret Chemical Depot (DCD)


restoration advisory board (rab)


meeting minutes


Tuesday, July 10, 2007

ATTENDEES

RAB Members in Attendance

Walton Levi – DCD Installation Co-Chair

Wade Mathews – Community Co-Chair

Colleen Johnson – Tooele County 


                 Commissioner

Harry Shinton – Tooele County LEPC

John Dalton – US EPA, Region 8

Chris Bittner – UDEQ DSHW

Deseret Chemical Depot

COL Pellissier – DCD Commander

Nam Doan – DCD Risk Management Directorate
Kathy Ryan – DCD Closure Office

Alaine Southworth – DCD Public Affairs Office

Joe Stilinovich – DCD Project Management

US Army Corps of Engineers

Lynn Appell – USACE

April Fontaine – USACE

Other Attendees

Paul Hubickey – Parsons Program Manager

David Shank – Kleinfelder
Wendy Lessig – TOCDF
Tom Turner – Tooele Army Depot
Clint Warby – Tooele PMCD

Jim Kiefer – USEPA, Colorado
RAB Members Not Present

Chris Cline – US Fish and Wildlife Service

Gerald Gordon – Utah Wildlife Federation

Steve Lyman – Tooele Community

Howard Murray – Grantsville Community

Noreen Okubo – US EPA, Region 8

Cherry Wong – Women Concerned/Utahns 

   United

1.  Introduction/Introductions –
The DCD RAB meeting was held on Tuesday, July 10, 2007, 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.
Col. Pellissier presented a Commander’s Coin to Clint Warby from the Outreach Office in recognition of his many years of service.  He is retiring and will be serving an LDS public affairs mission to Australia with his wife.
Chris Bittner indicated he had taken Brad Lauchner’s place on the RAB as the Division of Solid Hazardous Waste UDEQ representative.  He is over the PCB corrective action and is also monitoring programmatic closure. Mr. Levi welcomed Mr. Bitner to the RAB.
2. DCD Environmental Restoration Program Status Update

    April Fontaine, USACE Project Manager

Ms. Fontaine explained that her 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). She mentioned that they are down to five open sites.
SWMU 1 & 25 (Demil/Disposal Pits) –In April 2007, the Army issued a memo stating that Chemical Agent Identification Set (CAIS) vials are not Chemical Warfare Material (CWM) and are now considered hazardous waste, or unexploded ordnance (UXO).  This allows the Depot to remove the one CAIS vial found and makes it easier to proceed with the environmental work to further asses the site.   The removal of Munitions and Explosives of Concern (MEC) can resume once the Contractor Health and Safety Plans are updated which is planned for September.  A soil-gas survey will be performed following the completion of MEC removal.  The soil-gas survey contract was awarded for SWMU 1 only to ensure that the survey technology is effective; if effective, then SWMU 25 will be surveyed.  
Q:  Wade Mathews – How many of the vials were found and what was the procedure once found?
A:  April Fontaine – There has only been one found.  The site was immediately evacuated and we haven’t been out to the site since.  We fully expect to find more as we continue the investigation but with the memo, we can flag them as UXO and move on.  
Q:  Wade Mathews – Ultimately, we won’t be leaving the vial on the ground?

A:  April Fontaine – No, this was simply an investigation to find out if the soil was contaminated.  We weren’t able to get that far in the investigation because the vial was found.  Once we get back to the site, contractors will work to clear the surface and the soil gas investigation will follow in late August/September.  More details of this work will be provided in Dave Shank’s presentation.
Q:  Walt Levi - How much of the surface has been cleared?

A:  April Fontaine – There are two weeks left of surface clearance at SWMU 1 and it is completed at SWMU 25.  There is very little of the surface clearance left to do because the vial was found late in the process.

SWMU 3 (Impounding Bay Disposal Pit) – A geophysical survey was conducted in October 2006 to discover what is in the covered portion of the disposal trench.  There were a few anomalies (unknown or non-naturally occurring objects) found, so caution must be taken when drilling onto the trench (see geophysical results on slide 6).  A Work Plan for 15-foot borings using anomaly avoidance will be submitted in July 2007.  Once regulatory approval is received, the work is scheduled to begin in Summer/Fall 2007. The open portion of the disposal trench has already been cleared.
SWMU 13 (Chemical Agent Munitions Disposal System (CAMDS)) – A diesel fuel spill occurred at this site in 1983.  The design of a fuel recovery and bioventing system is scheduled for FY08 to clean up the Diesel fuel.  Construction of the system is scheduled for FY09.  
SWMU 26 (Sanitary Landfill) – In December 2006, 83 soil-gas monitoring points were installed and were left for two weeks, from which 82 soil-gas samples were obtained. Since this was a wide area investigation, soil-gas points were spaced every 200 feet and were constrained to the boundary of the landfill.  Two contaminants, 1,1,1-trichloroethane (TCA) and trichloroethene (TCE), were found in the southeastern corner of the landfill.  The investigation began because of a detection in well S-40-90 which was near the area where TCA and TCE were found in the soil-gas results.  Since the initial soil-gas investigation was not focused to that area, they have proposed additional soil-gas points spaced 65 feet apart in the southeast corner of the landfill.  A geophysical survey is also proposed to determine if there is another source of the contamination, such as an unknown drum.  A Work Plan Addendum will be submitted to the state in July 2007 that will include the proposal for additional soil-gas points, a geophysical survey and two additional groundwater monitoring wells.  Pending regulatory approval, the work is planned for Fall 2007.   
Basewide Groundwater Monitoring – The Draft Final 2006 Groundwater Monitoring Report will be submitted in August 2007, which will detail the proposed sampling approach for 2007.  Groundwater sampling is scheduled for Fall 2007.  This is a yearly requirement and groundwater samples will be collected from 13 to15 monitoring wells.  
Q:  Col. Pellissier – Is there anything surprising in the Draft 2006 Groundwater Monitoring Report?

A:  April Fontaine – No, we have evaluated the data and have found nothing out of the ordinary.  We are doing the final validation on the data now and expect the final report to come out soon.
3. Status of DCD Closure Activities
    Kathy Ryan, DCD Transition/ Closure Officer
In response to a BRAC recommendation, a Feasibility Study (FS) was conducted by Noblis, Inc. to determine if TOCDF and Chemical Agent Munition Disposal System (CAMDS) could be converted to a conventional munitions demilitarization plant.  One of the major findings of the FS is that the Department of Defense (DoD) has no need to pursue an expanded conventional munitions demilitarization mission at DCD and the money to fund it would be hard to come by.  The FS evaluated the following: engineering for decontaminating the buildings; safety and environmental issues (none), personnel issues (not affected), and the cost for converting to a conventional munitions demilitarization plant ($30 million).  The recommendations from the FS indicate that while converting the use of TOCDF and CAMDS sites for conventional munitions demilitarization is possible, it doesn’t mean it should be done, especially because it is not cost effective.  The results of the FS can also be applied to other chemical agent disposal facilities so a FS does not need to be repeated.
Q:  Lynn Appell – What is a conventional demilitarization?  Is it for the private sector?
A:  Kathy Ryan – It means conventional ammunition demilitarization, like the Tooele Army Depot (TEAD) does.  It is for Army-use only and is not for the private sector.  It was not going to go out to the public and would remain within the DoD.  

Q: Harry Shinton – With regards to the BRAC, when looking at changing the plant to a conventional munitions demilitarization plant, and since there are several areas with chemicals that need to be destroyed, does anything have to be monetarily invested in changing the plant?

A: Kathy Ryan – It was not looked at.  The law states that you are not able to ship munitions from state to state.

Q: Harry Shinton – Based on your knowledge and background, is there any reason this plant couldn’t continue if there was an agreement to bring the work from Pueblo to DCD?
A: Kathy Ryan – I don’t know enough about the condition of the plant.  

Comment – Jim Kiefer – I think it was a requirement of the treaty that you have to move those things around.  I’ve worked with the state of Colorado and they may have loved to see this.
Comment – Kathy Ryan - There are ways around the treaty and I don’t know if the treaty would stop it if Congress made that decision. The last I heard was that they weren’t even going to consider shipping the work at Pueblo to DCD.
Q: Harry Shinton – Who should the RAB contact to suggest circumventing the treaty?  How do we go about doing that to extend the life of the plant?

A:  Col. Pellissier – That decision is truly political, so I would suggest an elected official, possibly a state official.
Comment – Harry Shinton – I make a motion that the RAB (specifically the RAB co-chairs) contact the National elected leaders to voice that the RAB’s position is to support redefining the treaty to bring Pueblo here.  Does anyone second the motion?

Comment – Wade Mathews – I second the motion.

Comment - Co-Chairman Levi asked the RAB members in favor to say aye, and all agreed.  
Comment – Walt Levi – The RAB will take this under advisement.

Comment – Wade Mathews – This motion could prolong the life of the plant, continue jobs and save huge taxpayer dollars.
Comment – Harry Shinton – The motion may be amended as the co-chairs are empowered to expand on the communication to the level they see fit.  

4. Chemical Agent Munition 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 3.  Mr. Stilinovich stated that DCD hired the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) to assist with the closure of CAMDS.  The non-agent preoperational survey and demolition of the Environmental and Safety Office was completed in May 2007.  In July 2007, work in the Equipment Test Facility (ETF) began to remove the roof where Explosive Containment Cubicle (ECC) #2 is contained.  ECC #2 will be transferred to the University of Missouri-Rolla to be used in developing Blast Resistant Barriers for Homeland Defense.  In June, 22,650 gallons of sodium hydroxide – lye (NaOH) was transferred to TOCDF to use for their operations. 

Scheduled non-agent activities include the following: 1) Remove three, 30,000-gallon diesel fuel storage tanks and cut them up.  2) Knock down water tower outside CAMDS and recycle the material.  3) In September, remove the steam boilers.  4) Tear down the maintenance facility.
In September 2007, HQ will come out and conduct the Preoperational Survey for agent contaminated equipment/facilities that deal with any agent-type tear down planned.  They will continue to work with DCD and DSHW to update the current CAMDS Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) permit as necessary.

Q:  Wade Mathew – Do you have plans to relocate the radio antennae device on top of the water tower?

A:  Joe Stilinovich – Yes, we have plans in place to relocate it.

Q:  Clint Warby – There are rumors that there is an endangered species of bird on the tower; what are the plans for the birds?

A:  Joe Stilinovich – We are working with Environmental to make sure they are all hatched before the tower is torn down.  The birds, raptors, are not actually endangered but we are waiting until they hatch and can leave the nest.

Q:  Clint Warby – When will the water tower be knocked down?  There may be good media interest.

A:  Joe Stilinovich – It is planned for September 2007.
5. Passive Soil-gas Surveys at SWMUs 1 and 25
    David Shank, Kleinfelder
Mr. Shank provided the RAB with a detailed presentation on SWMUs 1 and 25 included as Attachment 4.   He noted that SWMUs 1 and 25 are divided by a road for the purposes of the environmental program.  He mentioned that his presentation would go into more detail about the CAIS vial discovered at the site mentioned by Ms. Fontaine in the first presentation.  
RCRA Framework –   The RCRA process follows the four steps on slide 3.  The Facility Investigation helps to find out what you have and includes a risk assessment of human health and the environment.  The Corrective Measures Study evaluates how to clean it up.  Then there is the Corrective Action to clean it up and Site Closure, if cleanup objectives have been met.  Most of the SWMUs at DCD have gone through this process and have been cleaned up and closed.

RCRA Facility Investigations – Phase 1 of the RFI for both SWMUs 1 and 25 were completed in 1993.  During the investigation, the presence or absence of contamination is evaluated to determine if contaminants are there, and if so, determine if they release to the environment.  The results of the RFIs at both sites confirmed environmental contamination and both were recommended to have additional investigations.
DCD is continuing the Phase 2 RFIs for both sites to determine the extent of contamination and to quantify the risks from contaminants.  The information gathered from the RFI is also used to develop the Corrective Measure study.

Site Background – SWMUs 1 and 25 are located along the south boundary.  The ground is comprised of fine grain soils with low permeability.  Due to the minimal gradient and fine grain soils, the groundwater doesn’t move much and testing has shown this to be true. The quality of the groundwater is poor due to the presence of TDS, or total dissolved solvents such as salts, and is not considered a good drinking water source.  

SWMU 1 is approximately 373 acres of lightly vegetated land.  It was used to destroy chemical and conventional munitions from 1945 to 1978 according to records.  Thousands of rounds of munitions, both chemical and conventional, were demilitarized.  For this, munitions were stacked on wooden pallets, buried in trenches, and soaked in diesel fuel for an open burning, which was a standard procedure for demilitarizing munitions back then.  SWMU 1 is comprised of 46 trenches and 25 disposal pits.  Sampling was primarily conducted around the perimeter and contamination was detected in the form of explosives and petroleum hydrocarbons.  
A map of SWMU 25 is included on slide 8.  SWMU 25 is approximately 1100 acres and was used between 1945 and 1978.  The demilitarization activities were similar to SWMU 1, however, this site had a lot of open detonations.  In the western portion, there are around 50 craters, some as large as three acres, that were backfilled from 1987 to 1990.  In the north central area, there is a pile of scrap left from demilitarization activities.  Contamination has been found in the form of lead in the surface soil and water in the craters, and petroleum hydrocarbons were found in the groundwater.  
The DCD is moving ahead with Phase 2 of the RFI to characterize the nature and extent of chemical contamination.  There are safety concerns at these sites because of the presence of unexploded ordnance and chemical munitions, which is why these sites were left for the last.  Special consideration must be taken because of the broad range of chemicals present at the sites including: solvents, explosives, fuel-related, chemical agents and breakdown products.  There are dozens of potential sources and large areas to cover at these sites.  
Technical Approach – First, we used aerial photographs from 2002.  These were loaded into Arcview, a GIS-based program.  We then digitally overlayed existing maps of sampling locations and disposal features to create site maps.  Following completion of the survey, the sampling data will be reported on the same figures in Arcview.
We evaluated several characterization technologies.  Because passive soil gas looked promising, we conducted Method Detection Limit studies for several agent breakdown products that have never been detected in soil-gas studies.  We wanted to select the most sensitive, safe and easiest method.

The soil-gas sampling will take place near the disposal features and multiple samples will be collected from each disposal feature.

Before we could get into the field to conduct the survey, Parsons Engineering was first tasked to clear the roads to the sampling locations.  
Sampling Method - The EMFLUX passive soil-gas sampling system will be used because it is non-invasive, easily deployed, can detect the chemicals we are looking for, and is easily transported.  An example of the EMFLUX sampler was passed around to the RAB.  There are no tools needed for installation and the absorbent cartridge used can look for a broad range of organic chemicals.  The EMFLUX system is left for 14 to 21 days to absorb the organic chemicals, is then collected and sent to the lab for analysis.
In Fall 2005, Parsons was almost finished with the surface clearance when a CAIS vial was found (photograph of vial on slide 15).  CAIS vials are chemical agent vials used to help train troops for action in a chemical environment. Thousands of the vials were manufactured, but few were used and most were disposed of by the Army.  Until recently the Army considered them Chemical Warfare Material, which is why work was shut down in 2005.  The Army changed the policy and now the work will go forward as soon as they can get out there.  
What’s next?  - The access clearance of UXOs must be completed, the Work Plans and Health and Safety Plans need to be finalized, field sampling will then be conducted, and data reduction and reporting will follow.
Q: Lynn Appell – On the challenges slide (slide 9), what does CWM/ABP stand for?

A:  David Shank – CWM: Chemical Warfare Material/ ABP: Agent Breakdown Products

6.  RAB Business Items

A. Mr. Levi asked if there were any other comments/questions/issues. The questions and answers from the discussion are included below.
Q: Wade Mathew – Going back to Kathy Ryan’s presentation, can we get some input from Tom Turner?  The FS isn’t going to change the Tooele Army Depot’s interest, such as in the igloos and magazines; is that all that TEAD intended to use it for? 

A: Tom Turner: - There is one building we’d like included in there, an ammunition maintenance facility, but those are our primary interests.
Q: Wade Mathew – The study said that TOCDF and CAMDS was used for conventional munitions demilitarization; is that what you currently do at TEAD?
A: Tom Turner – Yes, we do conventional munitions demilitarization.
Q: Wade Mathew – Do you have an explosives pit or buildings?
A: Tom Turner - We have four or five different process under demilitarization processes, including open burn and open demolition, an incinerator, a hydrolysis process that uses sodium hydroxide, taking munitions and recycling, and others that are simply taking parts off and recycling.

Q: Wade Mathew – Is it a possibility to move toward doing additional open pit activities; was that part of the FS?

A: Kathy Ryan – In the study there is a comment that the need is not there to do Open Burn Open Detonation (OBOD).

Q: Wade Mathew – Is the need there to have storage at the igloos?  At TEAD are you at full capacity?
A: Tom Turner – We are working towards that.
Comment – Kathy Ryan – There are five igloos that are still in the approval process.  They are currently using Area 2 for storing inert items in six to seven warehouses.
Q: Wade Mathews – On the decontamination of the igloos, they will be cleaned to an acceptable level?
A: Kathy Ryan – We’ve hired a contractor to complete a study and a sampling analysis plan.  The land transfer will require the igloos to be cleaned.  

Q: Wade Mathews – Coming back to Harry Shinton’s resolution to take a stance on transferring Pueblo’s munitions to DCD: I seconded the motion, but maybe we should draft a resolution and come back to the RAB.  Compared to Pueblo and TEAD, how much storage capacity does DCD have?  We do know that it could be done safely at DCD.
A: Harry Shinton – The motion was to ask the RAB co-chairs to determine, in the best interest for DCD, how to contact our National elected representatives to get around the treaty and extend the life of the plant.  Is that in opposition to what TEAD is trying to do?  How much is at Pueblo?
Comment – Tom Turner – This would severely affect the use of igloos at TEAD and would have a direct impact on what we’re trying to do.  I doubt that Tooele would be able to combine munitions with additional munitions from Pueblo.  
Comment – Harry Shinton – There are lots of questions that we need answers to, such as: how much is at Pueblo? How long would it take to destroy?

Comment – Kathy Ryan – We can get that information and Walt can relay the answers to the RAB.
Comment – To clarify, our initial use of the igloos is small arms, where as Tooele has a finite quantity of propellants and explosives.  This would pose a big risk of co-storage. We may have the capacity, but the problem is the compatibility of co-storage. 
Q: Harry Shinton – What do you destroy at TEAD? I get a list of what you ship at TEAD from Union Pacific and it’s a lot of stuff.  And, what determines what you get rid of?
A: Tom Turner – A lot of it is World War II type stuff, primarily 20 millimeter rounds.  A lot of what we get rid of is determined by funding, the components of the ammunition and the stability of the explosives.  The goal is to get rid of it before it becomes a hazard.  

Comment -  Kathy Ryan – TEAD is at capacity and that is why they are anxious to move into igloos.  The AMC goal for optimal capacity is 85% and TEAD is over 90%.
Q: Harry Shinton – At TEAD, do you need storage for that which you are going to destroy or that which you are going to ship?
A: Tom Turner – Yes, both. We don’t bring in large volumes of ammunition with the intent to destroy it.  The material we destroy has been at TEAD for quite a while and comes up on list when it is time to destroy it.
B. Action Items:  

Comment - Wade Mathew – There are three questions that we need answers to before we can move forward.  They are: How much does Pueblo have? How much space would it take to store it?  How long would it take to destroy?  
7.  Agenda Items for Next Meeting/Proposed Next Meeting Date

A.  Agenda Items for the November meeting:

1.  Update on how the 5-year Review and BRAC issue is being resolved

2.  Status of SWMU 1 & 25

3.  BRAC/Closure Update

B.  Next meeting date – November 13, 2007 at the Tooele Chemical Stockpile Office:

All RAB members present agreed on the November 13, 2007 meeting date.

8.  Adjournment – 6:35 p.m.
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AGENDA

Deseret Chemical Depot

Restoration Advisory Board

Tooele Chemical Stockpile Outreach Office
Tuesday, July 10, 2007

54 South Main Street, Tooele, Utah
5:30 PM
1.
Welcome and Introductions
5:30-5:40


Walton Levi, DCD RAB Co-Chair

2.
DCD Environmental Restoration Program Update
5:40-6:00

April Fontaine, US Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento 

3.  Status of DCD Closure Activities
6:00-6:30

Kathy Ryan, DCD Transition/Closure Officer

4.
SWMU 1 Upcoming Soil Gas Investigation
6:30-7:00

David Shank, Kleinfelder
5.
Questions, Meeting Business, Discussion
7:00-7:30
6. Agenda Items for Next Meeting

Set Next Meeting Date – Tuesday, November 13, 2007 (tentatively)
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