

A public hearing of the Jefferson Proving Ground Restoration Advisory Board Hearing was held in the South Ripley Elementary School at Versailles, IN at 7:00 P.M. on February 3, 1999.

OPENING STATEMENTS BY MR. RICHARD HILL:

Welcome to everybody tonight to our January RAB meeting which is in February this time.  And I don’t have any opening remarks or anything just - just to welcome everybody.   We all know what’s going on right?
OPENING STATEMENTS BY MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Okay I would like to also welcome everybody and make sure you sign in so that we have an accurate record of your attendance.  I have to apologize for rescheduling the meeting on short notice from last week to this week.  About every six (6) months there is a BRAC environmental budget meeting that the Department of Army conducts in the Edgewood area of Aberdeen Proving Ground.  And so about a week and a half (1½) ago or two (2) weeks ago I was not planning on attending that and so I found out that for the next fiscal year, the fiscal year of 2000, which starts this October, the Army is going to be taking a one (1) year deferral on BRAC environmental budget of approximately a hundred and forty-five million ($145,000,000) dollars.  That money is being shifted to the year 2001.  And it became obvious that I needed to attend this BRAC funding budget meeting last week to protect the budget for Jefferson, not only this year but for 2000.  So I was in attendance last week and was able to insure that our funding was not impacted for those two (2) years.  But right now the current president’s budget that went to Congress on Monday or this week currently shows one (1) year deferral of approximately a hundred and forty-five million ($145,000,000) dollars in the BRAC environmental budget for the year 2000, fiscal year 2000.  Now whether or not Congress enacts that we don’t know.  That’s what we’re planning on right now.  That money would be deferred one (1) year if it does go into effect until the year 2001 and I believe that the number is somewhere close to four hundred million ($400,000,000) that would now be in the 2001 budget of BRAC environmental budget.  So it would just bust up that hundred and forty-five ($145,000,000).  So we are not losing the money but it appears that money is going to be pushed back one (1) year.  And the intent there is to use the money in 2000 for readiness personnel issues that I’m sure people have seen in the papers that Department of Defense is very concerned about.  And that’s why we, Richard and I talked.  We had decided that we would push back the meeting and if it provided any inconveniences I apologize for that and hopefully we will be able to minimize those.  I have one (1) other announcement.  On the agenda for tonight you will see we had listed a presentation by the Corps of Engineers, Mr. Evens, on the status of the Phase II RI.  Ah Mr. Evens called just a little while ago and notified me that he would not be able to make it tonight.  So we will reschedule him for the March RAB meeting and we will be able to talk about that in more detail at that time.  So as we go along if there are any questions by anyone don’t hesitate to ask on any of the subjects that we have on the agenda.  Or if there is a question that you would like to ask in general we will answer it to the best of our ability.  And this is the agenda.  I hope everybody picks up a copy of the slides that we have.  The first topic I would like to talk about is Finding of Suitability to Transfer for an area of Jefferson that’s commonly referred to as the central area or the central cantonment area.  It incorporates approximately twelve hundred (1200) acres.  We have not had a legal survey done yet.  Mr. Ford will do that when we get into the actual deed transfer.  So we don’t know the exact acreage but it’s somewhere between a thousand (1,000) and fifteen hundred (1500) so we just picked twelve hundred (1200) as an arbitrary number.  That - that FOST area as the information on the slide indicates contains about ninety (90) buildings.  It was put out for public comment in the beginning of December of last year and the comment period went through the first part of January of this year.  We have received comments from State and Regional 5 EPA, one (1) public comment and we did receive one (1) question or comment from Mr. Ford.  I am currently in the process of responding to those comments and expect to have responses and revised document by the end of this month.  And then we will go from there.  For your information this is - you can see it in there the highlighted area in the black outline is the - the area of the FOST.  And you can see it here, these outlines here (indicating).  And while it looks somewhat strange that was done in a very conscious, deliberate manner.  Based on past experience and the number of discussions that the Army had with the State and EPA it became obvious that if we were going to transfer a substantial portion of the facility that we needed to make a very significant effort to try and avoid the incorporation of any of the areas that have environmental contamination in it.  So you can see here that instead of including going up all the way here (indicating) and going across, you cut it off here where basically the - basically the outlet of Harber’s Creek.  And the reason why is because right here in this area (indicating) is the sewage treatment plant.  And we have a number of remedial investigations or environmental contaminated sites in there.  So we wanted to stay away from that.  The dotted line here (indicating) is excluded and this area right here (indicating) is excluded.  That’s the abandoned landfill.  So that’s another area we wanted to exclude from this parcel.  So there was some effort and some very specific thought put into trying to avoid the incorporation of any of the known areas of contamination within this parcel.  It does include the housing area up here (indicating) and a significant portion of the Proving Ground.  This area right in here (indicating) is the hundred (100) acre parcel where the first UXO removal effort was completed a couple of years ago.  And we do have a Statement of Clearance on that down to a depth of four (4) foot.  That will be a - there is a recommended line used for deed restriction for the transfer of that property.  That would prohibit excavation below four (4) foot in that hundred (100) acres.  But it also allows someone to go in there and dig below four (4) foot if they want to go and pay for and accomplish a UXO removal action below the four (4) foot level in accordance with the guidance from the Department of Defense.  But we have no indication right now that Mr. Ford or any future landowner would want to do that.  But that will be an issue of the transfer.  Okay.  We have a new area that we are in the process of preparing a FOST for.  It’s currently within internal Army review.  And we have chosen the name Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office (DRMO) Area.  The reason why it incorporates the building and fenced in yard where this particular agency used to have or conduct business on the Proving Ground.  This particular five point seven (5.7) acres was originally part of the initial forty (40) acres that Mr. Ford had asked for transfer about two (2) years and that he eventually sold to the Indiana Department of Transportation. INDOT has expressed an interest in obtaining this additional acreage and so we are preparing the necessary documentation.  One (1) of the things that we will also be putting out in parallel with this particular document is that because in this acreage there was some environmental soil contamination, we will be preparing and putting out the parallel at the same time that this document goes out.  The technical memorandum and the decision guide that will present the evidence that we have.  Ah removed the dirt that was contaminated and we have analyzed the samples in the soil and we believe that the contamination has been reduced down to a level that is acceptable for the anticipated reuse.  So those documents will come out in parallel.  We expect that they will come out the end of this month.  And every member of the RAB will be given a copy.  If there’s someone here tonight that’s not a member of the RAB and would like a copy just so indicate on the attendance sheet and I will insure that you get one (1) when the document is put out for a thirty (30) day review.  Before I go any further I - I want to show you where this area is first.  The area we’re specifically talking about here is this (indicating) cross patched area over here, just these three (3) little parcels right here.  The DRMO building itself is right here at the corner (indicating).  The fenced in area is approximately right here (indicating).  And they are - was soil contamination in here and through this general vicinity right here (indicating).  So we will be looking at transferring this parcel right here (indicating).  This is what the DRMO FOST will consist of, one (1) building and about five (5) - a little over five and a half (5½) acres.  One (1) of the things I just noticed on the agenda that I didn’t talk about was the status of the TAPP application or the Technical Assistance for Public Participation.  If you recall last year the RAB community members with the RAB committee co-chair submitted an application for this funding.  And it was reviewed by the Army.  We requested some revisions to it.  Those were incorporated.  We approved the application and one (1) of the results of the budget meeting last week was that we have - we are now this week sending the money for that application to the Louisville Corps of Engineers.  I have just this evening given Mr. Hill two (2) points of contact at the Louisville Corps of Engineers to touch base with next week so that he can verify that the funds actually arrived there and they can initiate the awarding of the contracts so that the community members will then be able to have independent contractor for a number of things.  One (1) would be for independent technical review of the environmental documents that we, the Army, generates so that the community members could then be a more active participant in the review and the commenting on those documents.  And also the community members I think it’s desirable to provide some initial training on some of the environmental issues.  So that’s all part of that TAPP application.   And I would expect that that contract would be awarded ah shortly once they receive the funds and that Mr. Hill has contacted them and they start that process.  Okay the next subject we talked about is the UXO removal status in the cantonment area.  Some of these slides you will have seen before.  They are the standard ones as far as when the archive search report was done back in 1995.  The fact that the Army is in fact clearing those areas within the cantonment parcel that were identified as having a potential for UXO down to a depth of four (4) feet below the surface.  If there is the desire to go below four (4) feet then that would have to be paid for by future users.  And this particular slide shows the time line for those efforts.  You will see that a lot of them have been done.  Currently the efforts that are in progress are the area south of Krueger Lake and this area (indicating) on the western side of the airfield.  These are two (2) separate efforts.  This is an intensive UXO removal operation as have been all the others above it.  What that means is that UXO or explosive ordnance disposal technicians basically go on the ground with their metal detectors.  And every time they get a hit or beep they will stick a flag in the ground.  At a later date they will come back and they will hand excavate each one (1) of those to see what it is, whether it’s Farmer Jones’ plow or it’s a sixty (60) millimeter or eighty-one (81) rounds or whatever.  And they will treat it accordingly.  If it’s scrap metal then it is thrown away.  If it’s a piece of ordnance and they cannot verify that it’s inert then they will detonate it to make sure that it’s harmless.  The effort on the western side of the airfield is going to be done a little differently because it is the only one (1) that is not what the Army is invoking the time critical removal action on.  This is a - this is a non time critical action.  We’re going to go through what is called an EECA or Engineering Evaluation Cost Analysis.  So we’re going to be looking at the very opposite there.  And the reason why we have decided that are several.  One (1) this particular parcel on the western side (indicating) is not part of the area that has been leased to Mr. Ford.  That area if you recall was originally requested by Jefferson County as part of the park parcel that they requested.  The area I’m referring to would be generally in here (indicating) from about somewhere along in this general vicinity, basically west of Tokyo Road.  This triangle shaped area right here (indicating) would be the western area.  That’s approximately three hundred (300) acres.  The county, Jefferson County, subsequently modified their request and deleted that parcel from their request for park and so that parcel is still totally under the Army’s ownership with - and is not a part of the lease to Mr. Ford.  The second reason that we are looking at other options than intensive effort is because if you are familiar with this area at all you will know that it is almost solid trees.  If we were to go in and try to create grids and lanes for someone to walk with the metal detector we would probably have to clear cut the area.  I don’t think anybody wants that.  Ah it would be very expensive.  We would probably be looking at somewhere between six ($6,000,000) to twenty million dollars ($20,000,000) for that three hundred (300) acres just due to the manual labor involved.  So what we’re looking at now is an alternative that would come in and do a statistical approach instead.  And before we actually make that selection we will come out with the various options and notify the public and allow them to comment.  We will also go to the Department of Defense Explosive Safety Board.  We’ve called this the DDESB.  Because they will have to approve it.  And the reason they will have to approve it is because the variation of what’s been approved for the whole cantonment area.  And so they will have to agree.  They are a regulatory or statutory authority for explosives and they will have to agree to this change before we actually do it.  That’s where we’re headed.  It’s our belief that if we do go through the statistical approach that we will be able to do that effort for substantially less money, maybe a million dollars ($1,000,000) or less instead of six ($6,000,000) to twenty million ($20,000,000).  Bob?

MR. BOB HUDSON:
  
Paul if it was - if it proves to be economically unfeasible to do it there wouldn’t be any hang up with any of the laws or regulations as far as the Army retaining that triangle as part of the federal ownership would it?                                          

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
No.  That is another option.  The Army could retain the property and never sell it.  Ah currently that is now what the Army is proposing to go do for a couple of reasons.  One (1) it is still part of the cantonment area so it’s in direct contact with the area that is being transferred to another individual on site with a federal ownership.  Two (2) within the invitation for bid for the cantonment area land ah when the cantonment area was offered for sale it was the statement that the successful bidder for the cantonment area would have the right of basically what we call first refusal to buy this three hundred (300) acres when it became available.  Thirdly if the Army were to retain that they would have to isolate it.  I mean fence it probably with chain link fence and then maintain that fence for who knows how long.  And we are - the current thinking is that we will go through this - that they will look at that.  I mean they will look at the option that you just mentioned and that would be part of the EECA process.  There would be like no action which is what you are talking about.  The statistical risk based approach, the intensive effort, so there will be at least three (3) or four (4) different options evaluated and presented with a recommended solution.  And then we will go from there and will justify why we picked the particular solution we did and respond to any questions or comments before we actually go out and do that.

MR. WILLIAM CORNING:

Paul is there possibility that that would fit into the solid waste district program?  I see - you know that grand fork up there? 

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
It’s - it’s possible but again let me emphasize that the property was - is required to be offered initially to Mr. Ford.  He has expressed an interest in purchasing that.  If that is to happen and Mr. Ford would have that option to create a landfill there.  But that would be something that the solid waste district would have to negotiate with him on a separate basis.  Ah the other point would be how the landfill would be constructed because the Army, even if we did - regardless of what type of UXO clearance we get, in other words the intensive effort or the statistical, it would still only be a certification to four (4) foot below the surface or the equivalent of four (4) feet.  So if the landfill, the intent of the landfill was to go down instead of up, then somebody would have to bear the cost for going below four (4) foot.

MR. WILLIAM CORNING:
 

Well the only, and since you said a lot of it was timber, that it would make a nice shield.              

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes.

MR. WILLIAM CORNING:
For the people in the area.  

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
It wouldn’t do that.  I mean there are - you can’t - you can’t see through that area it’s so heavily vegetated.  Getting back to the previous UXO removal efforts again this one (1) on the top, the hundred (100) acre parcel that is part of the central area FOST parcel that we are currently processing paper work for to transfer, that work was done and in 1996 there was only one (1) item that was detonated in that whole hundred (100) acres.  Everything else was scrap.  The area below it was the surface done in December. This thirty (30) acres is part of the acreage on the east side underneath Krueger Lake that is currently - we are completing the four (4) foot effort.  Right now we have an estimate on that east side that will show, and this is the area (indicating) that I’m referring to right over here, the eight (8) acre parcel was right in this general area right here (indicating).  This whole area below Krueger Lake will be estimated to be done sometime late this spring or early summer.  One (1) of the things that has slowed that effort down has been the discovery of a mortar impact area and right now if you are keeping track monitoring the status of that on the JPG web page you will notice that we have recovered over eleven thousand (11,000) mortars in that area.  Estimates are up to twenty thousand (20,000) or more right now.  So they’re - they’re finding a lot of pieces of ordnance.  Happily though with the exception of nineteen (19) pieces, two (2) confirmed, all are inert.  So that makes life a lot easier for the Army.  This - this is another area that we’ve done (indicating).  And this one (1) will show you where we were as of last week.  The airfield area is complete. The Statement of Clearance for that area has been reviewed by the Army and the contractor is making modifications to that now.  I would expect that Statement of Clearance to be final here probably within the next month or so.  And then the army will be looking at a FOST for the airfield area.  Don’t know the specifics of that yet.  Obviously we will try and avoid as many of the environmental contaminated sites as possible.  The area south of the lake, these numbers were current as of last week and that’s what it shows on the web site right now.  You can see we’re - we’re getting a lot of scrap.  And then again down at the bottom on the western park parcel we expect that work to start shortly.  Are there any questions anyone has on anything we’ve talked about tonight and if not tonight are there any questions in general?   Bob?

MR. BOB HUDSON: 

What’s the status of the transfer to the county of the park?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I’m sorry.  I didn’t hear you.                

MR. BOB HUDSON:
The status of the transfer of the park?  What is that?                                                

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
The status of the transfer of the property to Jefferson County for the park, go back to this map here (indicating) this pink area right here.  That’s what Mr. Hudson is referring to approximately two hundred (200) acres as you come in the main gate at the Proving Ground.  The answer to that is that the whole process of property transfer is continuing to evolve as more time goes on or DOD services transfer more property.  One (1) of the new documents that has come about and is an internal Army document to basically ah document the transfer of property kind of like - and you will probably be familiar with this Bob - it’s similar to a Record of Availability, ROA.  It’s called a BRAC Disposal Support Package.  It’s an internal document that the Army uses to put in its records.  And that had to be created for the park parcel because that requirement came into being just last summer.  Although the FOST for the park parcel had been signed for a long time, the property had not been transferred.  So the Army decided well anything that hasn’t been transferred you will have to create this BDSP, BRAC Disposal Support Package.  So Mr. Early and I who is the transition coordinator filled out the form and sent it in.  There were some questions on it and we believe we just recently answered the most - the last question.  So I would expect that that package would go forward here shortly.  In fact the Corps of Engineers real estate office in Louisville just asked that question this week.  We provided that status to them and they are going to be checking with their headquarters and then back down through the Army chain to verify it and then they will proceed with the transfer.  So I would expect the bottom line the property to be transferred in the next couple of months.  That’s the last thing that is holding it up as far as I know.  Does that answer your question?

MR. BOB HUDSON:
Sure.                                    

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Anything else?                                                                  

MR. STEVE MILLER: 

Paul is there anything new going on with the Army’s range rule or the EPA’s munitions rule that applies to JPG?                                                    

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Okay the munitions rule is final.  Currently it does not apply to BRAC facilities okay which Jefferson is obviously one (1).  The range rule is not final yet.  And where that basically stands is that the most difficult item is how you determine risks to human health and environment, basically in the case of UXO to humans.  Ah if you look at standard environmental processes to determine risks they have a very specific methodology or process that is used and they typically come up with numbers of one (1) in ten thousand (10,000), one (1) in a hundred thousand (100,000) or one (1) in a million (1,000,000).  And those are related to increased chances of contracted cancer over a certain period of time based on your exposure to whatever it is, X, Y, Z bad stuff or whatever it is.  When you try and apply that process to UXO you come up to a - a pretty hard problem because UXO is either going to hurt you or it’s not.  It either has explosives in it or it doesn’t.  Now if it doesn’t you can be exposed to it forever and it’s never going to hurt you.  If it’s got explosives in it you could stand by it, jump on it, play with it for hours or days or weeks and nothing will happen.  Or you might walk by it fifteen (15) feet away and it will go off.  You don’t know.  So the problem right now is to try and quantify or come up with a process that would be used universally to come up with a number of you know one (1) in ten thousand (10,000) or one (1) in a hundred thousand (100,000) risks that if you are exposed to so many UXO in a particular area what’s your increased chance of being hurt?  And that’s very difficult.  And that’s what’s delaying the range rule right now.  I would not expect to see the range rule come out in final form until late this year or early next as the soonest.

MR. STEVE MILLER:
Okay.                                      

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes?

MR. BOB HUDSON:
   

Paul is the environmental side driving that train or the safety side driving that train?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
On that particular issue it’s actually a combination of both plus States and the EPA and also some concerned ah public interest groups that area - have expressed concerned on just how - how the risk is evaluated.  So you know it’s - it’s --

MR. BOB HUDSON:
Multi?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yeah it’s all sides.  I mean they all recognize it as somewhat of a unique animal.  And it will be very special when it comes out.  It will be interesting to see.  That’s basically where it stands right now.  Fortunately some of the initial phases of what the range rule will require have already been done at Jefferson.  One (1) of the very first things that the range rule requires is you go do an inventory of what you have or what you think you have out of your facility.  Now that was done at Jefferson in the archives search report.  That was done back in 1995.  So Jefferson would not have to go through that step.  They would go to the second step which would be to go look at what the risk is.  And risk would be based on a number of things.  One (1) of those things would be what’s the readings?  What’s the public accessibility to that UXO?  Now if that accessibility is low then the risk would also be low.  But if you’re going to have a lot of accessibility and a lot of availability of the public to come in contact with it then your risk is obviously going to be somewhat higher and then you would have to look at doing something of a more immediate nature.  The range rule also allows you to say okay we have a lot of UXO out there.  Jefferson obviously has the most of any facility that’s been closed.  But is it technically feasible to go clean up that UXO right now?  I don’t think anyone would disagree that the answer to that is probably no because it would be so costly.  It would damage you know the soil and the environment and the ecology so much.  But the range rule says okay so you can’t do it right now because of those things.  Go back in three (3) years.  Go back in five (5).  Go back in ten (10).  Keep going back until technology catches up and you can do it.  You just keep going back.  And there’s no ending on that.  So it could be fifty (50) or a hundred (100) years or five hundred (500) years and you would just keep going back to re-evaluate and see if now it is possible to go clean it up.  That’s another part of the range rule.  Yes sir?

MR. WILLIAM CORNING:
I would like to ask - I think I know the answer but I want you to tell me.  DOD owns the fifty thousand (50,000) acres.  It is managed by U. S. Fish and Wildlife is that correct?                                   

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
No.                  

MR. WILLIAM CORNING:
Okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
The Department of the Army owns Jefferson Proving Ground.  Currently we are in the last year between the Department of the Army and the U. S. Fish and Wildlife service in a Memorandum of Understanding for them to perform some enhanced functions along the natural resource - in the natural resources avenue.  But that’s all.  They do not manage anything.  Would you agree with that Steve?  I mean Steve is an employee of Fish and Wildlife?

MR. WILLIAM CORNING:
My understanding is that they have requested it but DOD will not comply with their request demands and that DOD will maintain ownership of that property?          

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Well it’s - that’s not entirely true.  Let me - let me explain exactly where we are and how we got there.

MR. WILLIAM CORNING:

Okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Back when Jefferson went through the initial BRAC property screening process the Department of Interior for the Fish and Wildlife Service made an application for that area.                                                 

MR. WILLIAM CORNING:
Right.  

      MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Okay.  They said they wanted it.  Now that basically took that amount of property out of the pot for anyone else to claim.  Okay?  Subsequent to that time Fish and Wildlife you know in their regional offices and in their headquarters became concerned over such issues as liability for UXO, liability for depleted uranium, the potential conflict that would occur if they had property that was also being - continuing to be used as an Air National Guard training area.  So they said well we don’t want to take title to the property.  If we take title we are going to have problems.  We will be sued.  We don’t want to be sued.  So we didn’t do anything for about a year and a half (1½), two (2) years.  Last - let me see when was it?  Summer of 1997 Mr. Dan Ash who is Deputy Administrator for Refuges headquarters came out to check with --

MR. WILLIAM CORNING:
He is no longer with Fish and Wildlife. 
MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Dan Ash is isn’t he?

MR. STEVE MILLER:
Yes.
MR. PAUL CLOUD:

We just met with him in December.  And I will get to that.  Anyway he came out to Jefferson and visited to discuss this issue.  And at that time Mr. Ash brought up the concept of what’s called a Refuge Overlay.

MR. WILLIAM CORNING:
Yeah.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Now Refuge Overlay is basically a concept or a process where property like Jefferson like the area north of the firing line would then, if that were to come into being, then that area would be managed by Fish and Wildlife Service.  But title would still stay with the Army.  And it would be like an interim step up, middle - a first step for the ultimate transfer of the property to Fish and Wildlife Service.  Say at some future date the Air National Guard ceases to operate out there for whatever reasons, then maybe then we would transfer the property to Fish and Wildlife if there are no other show stoppers to that.  So when Mr. Ash came up with this concept we asked Fish and Wildlife to get back to the Army in writing on what they thought this overlay concept would be, like what their visions would be?  Last December we met, the Army, met with the Fish and Wildlife at their headquarters.  Mr. Ash was in that meeting.  And they gave us their proposals.  The Army just recently responded to that with a draft concept of their own.  And as I understand it Fish and Wildlife is currently reviewing that now.  Hopefully we will get a response to that and we will move on with the ultimate goal of entering into this overlay. That would allow Fish and Wildlife to manage north of the firing line but the Army would still retain title.  And there would be a sharing responsibility for a number of things.  But we would work out those details when the overlay is put in place.  Does that answer your question?

MR. WILLIAM CORNING:
Kind of.
MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I hope it brings you up to date.

MR. WILLIAM CORNING:
Yeah it brings me up to date.  Ah most of that I already knew.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Okay.

MR. WILLIAM CORNING: 
The question - the basic question is ah if a group, and several of us know about the group that’s trying to form, they’re discussing, they’re interested in the history of the Proving Ground because they were born and raised there, some of them third and fourth generation.  If they don’t go as a friends group to the Fish and Wildlife can they as a group interested in the Proving Ground as former owners, as the families of former owners, can they make arrangements with DOD to go into certain parts with - that would be - all right with anybody to go in?

 
MR. PAUL CLOUD:
For what purpose?

MR. WILLIAM CORNING:
What they’re not interested in - some of them is they don’t want to be friends of the refuge.  They want to be a historical group within themselves interested in the history of the Proving Ground.  They don’t really care whether birds and bees live there or anything else.  And basically that’s the question that’s been put up to me.  And I - I told them that the Proving Ground would belong to DOD because Fish and Wildlife wants to manage it but they don’t want any responsibility.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Well it’s not that they don’t want the responsibility.                                          

MR. WILLIAM CORNING:
Well yeah.         

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
They don’t want - you know because of the Air Guard issue and they don’t want to be sued if the Army is --

MR. WILLIAM CORNING:

Paul now we are playing semantics.         

MR. PAUL CLOUD:       
But anyway I would - to answer your question I would say that the Army would entertain a proposal if you wanted to provide it to Mr. Knouf at the Proving Ground and he reported it to us at headquarters we would look at it.  And whether we, the Army, did it independently or we did it in concert with discussions with the Fish and Wildlife as part of the overlay concept or some other mechanisms we would at least ah review it and get back to you in one (1) way or another.  So my recommendation would be to send whatever proposal you have to Ken at the Proving Ground and he would forward it to us.

MR. WILLIAM CORNING:
Ken.  And he was - somebody - I wasn’t at the last meeting.  I was ill.  Discussed the friends group and the way I understand it a couple of them thought it was a good idea.  But the majority of the group they wanted me, the group, they are not interested in Fish and Wildlife.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Send it to the Army and we will look at it.

MR. WILLIAM CORNING:
And when they asked me - ah we are being a sponsor of the group, Hoosier Hills.  And when they asked us we didn’t have the right - the total answer.  I was able to tell them basically what you told me about the Proving Ground because I’ve been to all but a couple of these meetings.  But I didn’t know about the other.               

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
All right.  Have your group send Ken a letter with your proposal of what you would like to do and how you would like to - where you would like to go, what you would like to do, what your goal is, how you propose to implement that goal and then we will look at it.

MR. WILLIAM CORNING:
See they are still in the process of organizing.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Well once you get organized and you know whatever mechanism you want to employ, whether it’s elected officials or representatives or whatever, send something in writing to Ken so he can forward it on to us and we will - we will review it.

MR. WILLIAM CORNING:
I will tell them at the next meeting.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Good.  Any other questions?

MR. STEVE MILLER:
I just have one (1) more Paul.  Ah as far as the gate attendants do you have any idea on how much longer they are going to be in place at the Proving Ground?  Is there going to be a cut off there at the gate?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Currently it’s the intent of the Army to keep the attendants there as long as there’s either UXO issues south of the firing line or there is environmental contamination south of the firing line that is not separately fenced and controlled.  And I don’t mean the little orange fences.

MR. STEVE MILLER:
Un-huh (yes).

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I mean more of a chain link.  The Army policy right now is to not put chain link fence around separate RI sites.

MR. STEVE MILLER:
Un-huh (yes).

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
For a number of reasons.  So right now we will continue to have them until that you know process is done.

MR. STEVE MILLER:
Is there anything going on with those RI sites out there?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Oh yeah.  Ah Mr. Evens who was here tonight or who is not here tonight who was supposed to - who was scheduled to be here who will be at the March meeting would have given you an updated status on that.  Basically where we stand on that is the Phase II RI or remedial investigation which addresses a number of these sites south of the firing line came out in August of last year, was provided to the RAB members and also the State and EPA.  We received a number of comments.  We are right now trying to arrange a meeting with the State and the EPA later this month to go over their comments and try and resolve them.  Once that is done we would look at coming to the next step which is called feasibility study.  It’s kind of like the equivalent on the EECA for UXO.  Look at the various options on how you would go clean up a site.  Now if you basically identified what’s there, how much of it’s there, where exactly it is and how much there is there, now you have the option of doing nothing, digging it up, doing a chemical treatment to make it go away, doing a pump and treat if it’s ground water.  You analyze the whole host of things and you do it from a number of different prospectives.  Once you’ve done that you come out with your recommendation and you put that out for the public for comments and you make a decision document, Record of Decision or ROD.  That would document what you are going to go do then we would go off and do it.  In most of the areas we will probably go with dig and haul.  Dig up the dirt and get rid of it.  If for some reason we have problems with getting to that stage of actually the FS on those sites, the Army may propose to the State and EPA to go do what’s called interim actions which we have done at a number of sites right now where we say okay let’s go in and get rid of the source.  We know where the source is.  Let’s go dig that up and get rid of it.  And oh by the way if we dig up enough of it and can document it adequately that may be all we have to go do.  And that’s we talked about last October for the two (2) sites at the airfield.  And that was no further action.  But say we dug up the dirt there instead.

MR. STEVE MILLER:
Un-huh (yes).

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
  

And basically the same thing.  We would come out with a separate documentation, separate decision document on the section.  We may go that route instead.  It may be easier on an individual site basis to go through that than try to do them all at once.  We don’t know yet.  We will wait and see where we go.  Does that answer your question?

MR. STEVE MILLER:
Yeah.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Anything else?

MR. RICHARD HILL:
Paul on the what you were talking about at the very beginning about the deferral of the BRAC funds?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Un-huh (yes).

MR. RICHARD HILL:
This is more to be asking for an opinion or is it a possibility or whatever.  Would you see that as having any kind of impact on - on the clean up at JPG or transfer of property or anything like that?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
No.

MR. RICHARD HILL: 

You don’t think it would slow things down?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I don’t think with the moneys that we currently have in hand for the projects that we are already performing, I don’t see it affecting Jefferson right now based on what I know.  However that’s not to say tomorrow something else comes down the line that I don’t know anything about and --

MR. RICHARD HILL:
Yeah I understand.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
We either have tons of money or we have no money.  I mean anything is feasible although I don’t think they would do that.  Fortunately we are in a position where we have sufficient funds for a while.

MR. RICHARD HILL:
Okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
So we should not be impacted.  In fact I would not be surprised if DA comes to me and says do you want some of your money back?  But I will fight that battle when I come to it.

MR. RICHARD HILL:
Okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
The last slide I have is for the next meeting up at North Vernon.  And it’s scheduled for the 24th of next month and at the public library and it will also be on a Wednesday at 7:00 P.M.  So I hope to see you there.  Dates for the RAB meetings for the rest of the year are on the Jefferson web site.  So if you lose this slide or lose the piece of paper that you’re writing down on and you can get to a library if you don’t have a computer at home you can always get on the Internet and look for the JPG web site.  Just go to public participation and RAB meetings and it has a table there that shows the whole year, where they are going to be, what time.  It also has the minutes for the meetings there.  And once we get the minutes from this meeting I will put them on the Internet also.  Any other comments or questions on anything we talked about tonight or anything we didn’t talk about that you just thought of?

MR. WILLIAM CORNING: 
Yeah.  We enjoyed having you here in Ripley County.  I guess I’m the only one from Ripley County.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I enjoyed being here.  Richard do you have anything in closing?

MR. RICHARD HILL:
No not unless anybody has any questions of me.  I would like to thank Bill for having us.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
          Like your school.  Great school.      

MR. WILLIAM CORNING:

Yeah we’re proud of it.

MR. PAUL CLOUD: 

That’s all we have.  See you next month.

* * * * *
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