

A public hearing of the Jefferson Proving Ground Restoration Advisory Board Hearing was held in the Madison-Jefferson County Public Library at Madison, IN at 7:00 P.M. on May 19, 1999.

OPENING STATEMENTS BY MR. PAUL CLOUD:

Okay ladies and gentlemen I think we’re about ready to get started.  I would like to welcome you to the JPG or Jefferson Proving Ground Restoration Advisory Board meeting for May.  My name is Paul Cloud.  I work for the United States Army.  Richard Hill is the community co-chair.  I would encourage everyone and encourage you to sign our attendance sheet so that you have - we have a record of your attendance and you’re on the mailing list and to keep you informed and advised of any future meetings or additional information that should become available.  That’s all I have as far as welcoming comments. Richard?

OPENING STATEMENTS BY MR. RICHARD HILL:
Ah just to welcome everybody tonight.  Don’t have any other additional opening remarks so thanks for coming out.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
There is a copy of all the slides that you’ll see tonight back on the back table plus a copy of a recently signed Finding of Suitability to Transfer for the central area in Jefferson.  It was just signed today.  This is our agenda for the evening.  We encourage you to grab a copy of the handouts so that you can follow along or read them at your leisure.  We take a verbatim transcript of our meetings and those meeting notes are posted on the Jefferson Proving Ground web site so if you want to check over anything that came up during the meeting you can always go back and look on the web site for that.  Okay.  This is our first good news story for the afternoon, for the evening.  It’s the central area FOST.  There is a copy of that signed FOST on the back table.  This gives a little bit of the chronological history of the FOST.  It’s approximately twelve hundred (1200) acres.  It has not been formally surveyed yet.  That will be one (1) of the tasks that will be done here in the next sixty (60) to ninety (90) days.  Ah it had about ninety (90) buildings on it.  We started the comment period late last year.  And we received some comments.  We revised the document and sent it back out.  After we sent it out we had the identification of some outstanding comments from the Environmental Protection Agency Region 5 and the State Indiana Department of Environmental Management.  They were attached to the document with an Army response.  The document was sent up to the Army Material Command on the 16th of April and it was signed today.  We had the copy sent to us and we have made I hope accurate number of copies for anyone that’s interested.  Anyone in the RAB who is a formal member of the RAB will be sent a copy of that when I send out the verbatim transcript of the meeting.  We will also have a copy of the FOST sent to the Administrative Record which is as most people know kept at Hanover College in Hanover.  And we also have additional copies out at the Proving Ground so if you’re interested or know someone else that is interested and would like to get a copy we will have copies out at the Proving Ground too in Building 125.  Mr. Knouf will make sure we have adequate copies there.  Okay.  The next Finding of Suitability to Transfer is what we call DRMO or the Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office area.  It’s about five and a half (5½) or six (6) acres.  Small corner of the intersection of two (2) roads on the Proving Ground in the cantonment area.  It has one (1) building on it.  And the public comment period on that ended day before yesterday.  And we have received some comments from the State.  I have received no other comments from anyone to date.  And we will be responding to those comments and then the document will go back out again in its normal process and see if there are any further comments based on the revised document and we will go through the same process that we have in the past.  If there are any questions that anyone has during the time of the presentation feel free to raise your hand at any time.  And if I can’t answer the question right then we’ll - after the end of the meeting we will get back to you at a later date.

MR. KEN KNOUF:
Paul?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes Ken?

MR. KEN KNOUF:
Do you want to explain why the Army is spending a lot of effort and a lot of money on those small acres?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
The reason that this particular document is being written for just this small parcel of land is because originally it was part of a larger parcel that was subsequently transferred to Mr. Ford and then sent - or he then sold it to the Indiana Department of Transportation.  The reason this five and a half (5½) acres was taken out of it, there was some soil contamination in that area.  So we decided between the Army, the State and the EPA that we would take that out until such time that we could clean up that area.  We have subsequently removed that dirt.  We believe we have reached an adequate level of cleanliness in that area and therefore we put out this document.  And it’s our expectation that once the property is transferred to Mr. Ford that he will in turn sell it to the Indiana Department of Transportation, although that’s not guaranteed.  Any other questions?  The new document that I have just started working on is the airfield, what we refer to as the airfield area.  This area is about six hundred and fifty (650) acres, has twenty-one (21) buildings and we expect to have outr for public comment July of this year.  For information purposes this is the outline of the airfield, proposed airfield area parcel.  Basically incorporates the airfield that’s bounded on the west by Tokyo Road, on the south by Engineer’s Road, on the east by PaperMill and on the north by Woodfill Road.  And this small little cutout here is to go around the environmentally contaminated soil sites.  That way it’s easier for the Army to propose and negotiate with the State and EPA as far as transfer of property in there has no contamination within that area.  The next subject I would like to provide an update on is the continuing UXO, unexploded ordnance removal operations in the cantonment area.  For those of you who have attended the RAB meetings on a regular basis or received copy of the minutes, you would have seen a number of these slides already.  But for those of you who haven’t or aren’t familiar with the subject I will go over some of the history.  The Corps of Engineers did a search report for the entire Proving Ground back in 1995 within the cantonment area south of the firing line. Approximately twenty-two hundred and thirty-four (2234) acres were identified as having a potential for the presence of unexploded ordnance.  The Army’s commitment was to clear that to a depth of four (4) feet below surface.  And anything below that if potential reuser, buyer, landowner  wanted to go below that depth that would be put in deed restriction and they would bear the burden of that additional cost.  This has been our schedule for removal of UXO.  This slide is also on the JPG web page and it hasn’t changed that much from when it originally came out.  The areas on the top, the hundred (100) acres parcel are complete.  The thirty (30) acre section is complete.  The airfield section is complete.  The area south of Krueger Lake will probably finish up sometime this summer.  That will leave the last area which is the western parcel on the west side of the airfield west of Tokyo Road.  That particular parcel is not part of Mr. Ford’s Lease in Furtherance of Conveyance.  Again some history.  The hundred (100) acre parcel was the first area we removed UXO on.  There was only one (1) item that was found in that particular parcel that was detonated.  You can see we did pick up a lot of scrap level.  The thirty (30) acre parcel again that was done in 1996.  There was also a surface clearance done over south of Krueger Lake area on an eight (8) acre parcel.  And that’s when we realized we would probably have a substantial number of mortars in this area because these were done in just the eight (8) acres of that area and just on the surface.  If anyone has been following the information that is updated almost weekly on the Jefferson web site we post all of the items that are found and currently in this area the number is up around seventeen thousand (17,000) as far as mortars in that particular area.  Now in the airfield area that work has been completed.  These are the things that were found and thirty-eight (38) of the items that were found were suspected of containing explosives.  Right now we are staffing within the Army what is called a Statement of Clearance.  We have received the clearance report and as soon as the Army accepts that by signing the Statement of Clearance then we will provide that to the State and EPA and public and add it to the Administrative Record at Hanover College, about three (3) volume set that basically identified the location of all the different rounds that were found and what was done with them and how it was done during the UXO removal operation.  Okay.  This is the area south of Krueger Lake about eight hundred (800) acres.  Currently we are at sixteen thousand six hundred and ninety-six (16,696) pieces.  And the bulk of those are sixty-eight (68) and eighty-one (81) millimeter warheads.  With no exceptions to date those are all inert.  There are no explosives in any of them, although to verify that they do have holes punched in them to make sure.  The last area is what is referred to as the former western park parcel.  And the only reason it’s referred is that during the property screening process in Jefferson, the community did initially request that particular parcel which was subsequently amended and deleted.  We have started a different approach in that area.  If anyone is familiar with that area they know it’s very densely wooded.  To go in there and do the standard operations we have done as far as using magnotometers and flagging all the hits they do on that and then digging those all up.  It will probably require us to do a serious deforestation exercise in that area.  It will be massively expensive and we’re looking at alternatives.  That’s what this EE/CA is.  EE/CA is commonly referred to as EECA.  It’s an Engineering Evaluation Cost Analysis and you look at the various options.  And then after we’ve studied those come out with a public proposal on what those options are to the public, allow thirty (30) to sixty (60) day comment period, respond to any comments that we receive and then make a decision, publish that and go forward with that.  That’s all I have from my presentation.  Yes sir?

MR. TIM MALONEY:
Paul what’s the - what’s the total cost to date on the UXO removal?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
The total cost is approximately ten ($10,000,000) to twelve million dollars ($12,000,000).  I don’t have an exact figure.  But the efforts to date south of the firing line is in that vicinity of ten ($10,000,000) or twelve million dollars ($12,000,000).  If we were to do an intensive magnetometer mag and flag operation on this four hundred (400) acres on the west side of the airfield it would probably be an additional ten ($10,000,000) to twelve million dollars ($12,000,000) because it is so heavily forested.  We estimated if we use a different approach, statistical risk based type of approach, it may cost less than a million dollars ($1,000,000).  But that’s still to be determined.  We haven’t gotten that far in the process yet.  Any other questions?  Okay I would like to introduce Mike Early who’s the base transition coordinator and he’ll talk about some base reusage.  Mike?

MR. MIKE EARLY:
Thank you Paul.  Good evening.  I’m Mike Early. I’m - like Paul said I’m the base transition coordinator for Jefferson.  Paul has talked to you already - has talked to you already about the FOST documents related to reuse.  As he said we are - we’ve done the FOST document for this center section and that was handed out.  Within sixty (60) to ninety (90) days the real estate actions will take place and that property will transfer to Dean Ford.  We have talked with Mr. Ford about a potential reuse in the airfield and we are looking right now to first process a Statement of Clearance.  As we said that allows us to grant access to that physical area.  After the Statement of Clearance is signed and we grant access, we will then look at a sub lease for possible entry and doing some physical work in that area.  We are also pursuing a FOST as Paul said for that area so that we can get title transferred to Mr. Ford as soon as possible so that any prospective development in that area can get underway.  So we’re excited and encouraged about that effort.  Over on the east side for a long time many remember we had been working on a transfer of park parcel.  And I’m glad Mr. Surf is here tonight because that property has now passed from the Army and is with the National Park Service and very soon title will be passed down from National Park Service to Jefferson County.  Sir you will soon have a park here.

MR. SURF: 
 

Thank you.

MR. MIKE EARLY:
So we are working on those proposals in the south.  Right now out intent after these actions are complete is to work with this area, the northeast corner, and then move down to the southeastern corner.  That’s what we’re looking at now to redevelop the plans in the south.  In the - I will just leave that up there.  We have, as many of you know, we’ve been working with the Air Guard and the Fish and Wildlife Service.  And there have been some discussions about what would happen north of the firing line in that area.  In December the Fish and Wildlife Service presented a proposal to the Army for a refuge overlay and the Army and the Fish and Wildlife Service have been in discussion on that.  In March the Air Guard advised the Army of a need to increase the utilization of the Air Guard range north of the firing line.  So now the army is dealing with the Air National Guard and with Fish and Wildlife Service and their discussions and proposals and that is being addressed in Washington at the highest level with Mr. Ash who is the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Level, Deputy Director Level of the Fish and Wildlife Service and Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army level on the Army side and Secretary level on the Air Force side.  So those issues are being worked.  No decisions have been made at this time.  So those are under discussion.   Also I will get a little bit away from reuse and talk about Army reorganization as it may affect Jefferson Proving Ground.  This is a chart out of one (1) of our briefings and what it shows is basic Army organization for Secretary of the Army and Chief of Staff and Device Chief.  Now the army has an - we have the Army Material Command or AMC and these are all the subordinates under AMC.  Generally these are - these are two (2) star level commands or civilians - general officers level of commands.  In the Army the decision is made to take TECOM, the part that Paul and I work for, take it out of AMC and move it into a new Army testing command, create a new Army testing command.  Jefferson Proving Ground will stay within the Army Material Command.  There’s an Army policy that the MACOM which is responsible for operating the installation will be the MACOM that is responsible for all the closure and reuse actions.  So what this does is is it keeps Jefferson Proving Ground within the Army Material Command.  Jefferson Proving Ground, although not shown on this chart because this deals with only the open bases, Jefferson Proving Ground will belong to the Soldier Biological and Chemical Command which is headquartered at - also at Aberdeen Proving Ground and this also has many installations across the country and they’re familiar with operating the installations.  So there will be some continuity here.  We were waiting on that, pieces of that reorganization and orders and so forth to be finalized before we have an exact layout of where it will fall and where the responsibilities will lie.  But basically we already know that Jefferson will belong to the Soldier Biological and Chemical Command, will be their two (2) star headquarters and then within that we have some of the SBCCOM representatives here tonight who’ve been going around Jefferson today.  We have people here from the SBCCOM, General Coleman, enforcement installations and I’m not going to introduce all the staff.  But also Major Welsh is here who is the commander of Newport Chemical Depot and it will likely be that Major Welsh, although it’s not finalized, maybe Welsh and Newport will be taking over some of the ah over site of Jefferson Proving Ground insofar as some of the land management issues go.  So we welcome them and pledge to you all that Paul and I will continue to work all of these issues to insure a smooth transition through this process. Are there any questions on reuse or on this reorganization?  Yes sir?

MR. TIM MALONEY:
The Army has pretty consistently been supportive of obtaining an agreement on the Wildlife Refuge pertaining to wildlife.  Is the Air Guard proposal - is the Army still in the process of trying to make a refuge deal?

MR. MIKE EARLY:
The Army is going - is still interested in working with both the Fish and Wildlife and the Air National Guard to see what kind of an agreement we can come up with that will be mutually satisfactory.  There is an opportunity for both parties, all three (3) parties really, to come out on this and work well together.  No - no decisions have been made yet.  Yes sir?

MR. MARTY PIERATT:
The - I’m with the local radio.  Is anybody here from Hoosier Environmental Council?  Okay.  What we’ve been getting is that their talks aren’t even on that.  Have negotiations been broken off between the Army and Fish and Wildlife or not?

MR. MIKE EARLY:
No.

MR. MARTY PIERATT:

They haven’t?  Still talking?

MR. MIKE EARLY:

 

Still under decision - still under discussion.

MR. MARTY PIERATT:
Is any Fish and Wildlife people here?

MR. MIKE EARLY:
Joe.

MR. MARTY PIERATT:
Is that true?

MR. JOE ROBB: 
As far as I know they are still - still talking in the Washington office.

MR. MARTY PIERATT:
The - if I could on that same --

MR. MIKE EARLY:
Whatever.

MR. MARTY PIERATT:
Ah what sort of expansion of flights is being proposed by the Guard?

MR. MIKE EARLY:
Ah Major Nolen do you want to address that?

MR. BILL NOLEN:

Sure I can address that.

MR. MIKE EARLY:
Mr. Nolen is the commander of the Jefferson range.

MR. BILL NOLEN:  

We are currently ah looking at increasing the sortie rate at the Proving Ground to no more than three thousand (3,000) sorties per year.  And this is actually well below what we have flown in the past.  The late eighties and early nineties we routinely flew forty-three (4300) to forty-five hundred (4500) sorties per year.  The last three (3) or four (4) years we’ve been down to around twenty-five hundred (2500) and we expect to increase to no more than three thousand (3,000) sorties a year.

MR. MARTY PIERATT:
Ah which brings to another concern like last night.  At 10:05 they’re still flying outside.  What’s the deal?  Is that - is that part of expansion you know?  I mean most people have kids along the base there.  They probably would rather they fly at ten (10) in the morning and increase more flights than cut back and fly after ten o’clock (10:00).

 
MR. BILL NOLEN:
Well we have a mission in the Air Force now.  Night vision goggles.  That’s the way the Air Force, the Army, everyone who’s going to fight the wars from here on out.   And we are the first range in the Air National Guard to put F-16 with night vision goggles across the range.  Ah it’s anticipated that all F-16 units will at some time within the next two (2) or three (3) years will become NVG mission airplanes.  Our current night mission is Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday nights.  They were there just a bit after ten o’clock (10:00).  They were not dropping.  They were safing the airplanes up and heading home because we are not environmentally assessed to play after ten o’clock (10:00) at night.

MR. MARTY PIERATT:
I think that they’re just as loud though I mean if they’re flying over your house whether they’re dropping anything or not.  With people there it’s the same thing.  We’re in Kosovo without the bombs.

MR. BILL NOLEN:
Well and that’s - that’s why we’re out there doing what we’re doing because we’re getting ready to go to Kosovo.

MR. MARTY PIERATT:
I know.  And for years I’ve gotten like you’re not patriotic enough raff.  But - and I respect what Bill is doing.  But why is it so complex that they can’t move that range over so they don’t have to buzz people’s houses?  I mean why can’t it be slid over?

MR. BILL NOLEN:
Well the range is pretty equal distance between both boundaries.  We’ve got Butlerville on the west and New Marion on the east.  It’s three (3) miles either way from the boundary to the range which is always a cost factor in moving it.  No one would want to foot the bill to tax it to move the range.  Ah we have worked very well at using units and we have gotten them to split up their flight patterns.  Not everyone flies to the west.  Half of the units fly to the east now.

MR. MARTY PIERATT:
Well in - in short for folks who live around there and who don’t want to speak up for fear of whatever, ah most folks I’ve talked to in dealing with the radio stations and all would like the Fish and Wildlife to be there.  Most people have resigned themselves to the fact Air Guard needs to be there and just so you’ll have on record they’re not - they don’t particularly like night flights especially after ten o’clock (10:00) especially off the grounds.  What happened last year with the accident was obviously a rare thing and we’re very lucky that - that the man was okay and lost a twenty-one million dollar ($21,000,000) airplane but at least it didn’t hit anybody’s house.  But I just want to go on record as saying, and we voiced this today with State Representative Markt Lytle and also with Congressman Baron Hill, that this is involving negotiations is a very touchy matter to the folks there.

MR. MIKE EARLY:
Okay.  Appreciate that.  Yes sir?

MR. ROBERT GRAY:
Some of the area of contention between the Army and Fish and Wildlife, what - why - why is it so difficult to accomplish the rapport?

MR. MIKE EARLY:
That’s a good question.

MR. ROBERT GRAY:
It seems to me that it’s almost a quid pro quo over there.

MR. MIKE EARLY:  
There is a concern with the Air Guard.  We have to address and get both proposals in - and finalized in writing and what I have seen from the Air National Guard there is an expansion of the existing safety fan because of the types of conditions or types of emission that is used.  And that somewhat limits the areas and times for Fish and Wildlife to move into an area, say a larger safety fan.  The impact area side remains the same because the emission can fly a little further and increase the safety fan.  There’s a - Fish and Wildlife Service has some questions about that.

Fish and Wildlife is concerned about increased number of missions fishing - on the fishing with the Air Guard.  On the Fish and Wildlife side there are some concerns where they would like to see the Army commit to doing some remediation or continuing - continiung to pay for some of the operation and maintenance costs up there.  And we need to work out all those details.  That is what has to be involved and studied.  Under the Fish and Wildlife Act, the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act, Endangered Species Act, the Fish and Wildlife Service will always have the ability to come in and do the work in those areas.  And the same regulations that we operate under with the Army, the Air Guard is bound by those also and the Department of Defense remains stewards of the environment.  So we always have that mechanism there to partner with Fish and Wildlife Service, Defense Department but indeed we also get Indiana Department of Natural Resources involved in those things.  So there will still be a management or stewardship under that area to preserve natural resources.  That’s never been a question.  What we’re looking at is trying to refine things like who will take care of mowing.  Who will take care of maintaining fences.  And that sort of thing.   And that’s what we want to - that’s what we want to examine.

MR. ROBERT GRAY:
Do you see a resolution on the horizon or are we going to talk about this and talk and talk and talk and talk?

MR. MIKE EARLY:
I hope.  I see a resolution on the horizon.  I think we will get there very soon.  Ah if for nothing else in the federal government we tend to operate in terms of fiscal years.  And we’re coming up to the end of a fiscal year in September.  So I would hope that certainly we could achieve something by the end of the fiscal year so that we can go forward in October.  And that’s my opinion.  I don’t know.  Right now I’m not involved in this negotiation.  Yes Joe?

MR. JOE ROBB:
Just to make a few comments.  First I think Bill Nolen and I have talked and I think if it came down to us working things out on the ground we - we could, Fish and Wildlife and Air Guard.  And from the President’s budget, 2000 fiscal year budget, there was a couple of line items about two hundred and fifty thousand dollars ($250,000) for the Fish and Wildlife Service was going to continue management as - as - that this was going into a refuge.  Whether that happens or not ah that remains to be seen.  I think from what I saw between the documents - Bill of course can speak to the Air Guard problems.  And I thought we were pretty close between the Army and Fish and Wildlife Service.  There was some very small nickel and dime stuff that could probably be easily negotiated to meet - to get that document signed.  I think there are workable compromises that could be a win-win situation with the Air Guard and Fish and Wildlife Service.  It just depends on the Washington level whether those policies can be met with both needs.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Any other questions or comments?  Not just on reuse but on anything we’ve had on the agenda for the evening?

MR. RICHARD HILL:
I haven’t told them about the TAPP yet.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
 

Richard go right ahead.

MR. RICHARD HILL:
Okay.  I do want to say before I get into what I’m getting into here I’m glad to have had people from the Wildlife Service and the Air Guard here tonight.  At least we got some dialogue going.  And we hope that they can do that for us too.  Ah what I want to report on tonight we have this Technical Assistance for Public Participation Funding that we have been granted, the RAB, Restoration Advisory Board for JPG has been granted that funding to secure, hire, whatever you want to say a provider, a person that can interpret some of this technical information particularly information that will be - that is in the Remedial Investigation Feasibility Study documents, volumes, those things.  And we have secured a person to do that ah that - her name is Diane Henshel.  She’s a Ph.D. at IU and I - I put a little information on - about her on the table back there in the back.  But she has extensive experience in risk assessment and things like that and I think she will be real good for us.  We do have to work out some details about how we want to pay her.  Whether we want to - I think that maybe the community members of the RAB need to talk a little bit about that as to do we want to pay her you know on a monthly basis where she sends in a bill to how much work she put in to it going over the volumes and things?  Or do we want to pay her a little bit now and a bunch when she gets it all finished?  Or - because we have to do that to get this paper work totally finished for the funding.  But we’re very, very close on getting that all finished.  But I’m afraid to say that that’s about all we have to do because every time I think that we’ve done everything that we have to do then there’s something else that we have to do to get this done.  But we’re getting real close.  We have to have a person to do this and ah she - I think she’ll be real good.  And ah we - I guess maybe I ought to get with people that are on the community RAB just right after the meeting for a couple of minutes and talk about meeting again some time real soon or something to go over some details and get those details hammered out so that we can get that - get that finished up.  Do we have any idea when the new draft of the RI/FS will be out?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Probably not until the summer.  What the Army is trying to do now is we’re going in a meeting between the Army, IDEM and the EPA and go over our responses to their comments.  We had one (1) meeting scheduled about a month ago and had to cancel it.  We’re trying to get something in the next few weeks but we’re going to have to wait and see.  But subsequent to that it would be a revision to the document probably late this summer.  It will probably come out just about the time that your contractor is on line.

MR. RICHARD HILL:
Okay.  Good. That’s close enough.  Does anybody have any questions about that or anything else?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I might add that on the - on the TAPP Program it is fairly new.  Not many of them have been granted and processed in all the BRAC facilities throughout the country so again Jefferson is kind of leading the way here and learning as we’re going through this process.  And that’s probably one (1) of the reasons why it has been a little more difficult and taken a little longer is because there’s not a cook book that you can go to and just go through paragraph A, B, and C and say okay do these steps and that’s all you have to do.  We’re kind of writing those steps right now and Jefferson has kind of had a history of that through the BRAC process because they’ve been out in front for so long and done so many things that no one has done before.  I would think it’s going to work out just about right.  Again I would encourage you to take a copy of the handouts, a copy of the slides and the FOST that was signed today.  Sign the attendance sheet so that we have you on our mailing list.  The last thing I have if there are no further questions is the next RAB meeting will be at the South Ripley Elementary School on July 7th, Wednesday evening in the summer.  It’s a gorgeous school.  It’s air conditioned.  And it has a lot of good facilities there for making presentations and having discussions.  So I encourage you to come out and we’ll provide an update at that time on a number of issues.  Hopefully we’ll have some more information on some of the things we talked about tonight.  If there are no further questions that’s all we have.  Appreciate your coming out and for showing your involvement and concern on a number of issues.  Thank you very much.


* * * * *
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