

 

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

OPENING STATEMENTS BY MR. PAUL CLOUD:

Good evening.  I’m Paul Cloud.  I’d like to welcome you to the July meeting of the Jefferson Proving Ground Restoration Advisory Board meeting.  Again if you haven’t signed in on the attendance sheet please do so to make sure you are on our mailing list for future meetings so I can provide you with copies of meeting minutes and the slide presentations.  I don’t have any opening remarks.  I’ll turn it over to Richard Hill now not only for his opening remarks but for his discussion on where the community members stand with the TAPP application.  Richard?
OPENING STATEMENTS BY MR. RICHARD HILL:
Thank you Paul.  My opening remarks are good evening.  Okay.  Now for the agenda.  And as you know thanks for coming.  As far as the status of the Technical Assistance for Public Participation most of you know we do have a professor from Indiana University, a Dr. Diane Henshel, who is our TAPP provider and I’ve been in pretty regular contact with Dr. Henshel.  I sent her the most recent Remedial Investigation requirements that are available to the public right now.  We have another coming - another draft coming out pretty soon sometime this summer.  But I had the one (1) that came out - Paul when did that come out?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
August of last year.

MR. RICHARD HILL:
About a year ago okay.  And so I did have an extra set of those which I gave to her so that she could go ahead and start looking through the information.  And she has started to do that.  Ah she also has a grad student that is working with her whose name is Jamie DeWitt.  I’m not sure if I mentioned that at the last meeting or not.  So she’s not doing this all on her own.  And I just got an E-mail from Dr. Henshel on the 2nd of July and she says that Jamie and her have started and she had some questions that she wanted to ask.  For one (1) she says that they plan to send to the community RAB a draft of her report by - around the end of July.  So that will be coming up pretty soon.  And ah she would like to meet with us ah let’s see probably around the first week in August.  And so we really need to set up maybe some place and a time to do that.  And I think that would be good for her to come down and meet with us.  So she wanted me to kind of feel that out and see what would be good times for us.  That would be fine for me.  I have no problem with that at all.  She said that she will send an outline of the report of what they have done so far and some description of how they’re going to write up information about the various sites.  And probably next week sometime she’ll be sending that out.  So I will get a copy of that to all of you when I get it so that you will have something to kind of look at before we actually meet with her.  And then she had another question about someone - she needed to know who to contact at - for us in environmental.  And I got with Paul and he gave me the name and address of the contact there with questions that she had.  So that’s where we are right now.  Of the members, community members of the RAB that are here, is the first week of August a doable time?

MR. KEN KNOUF:
Un-huh (yes).

MR. RICHARD HILL:
Is there any preference as to the day or a time of day or a place?  Or any suggestions?

MR. KEN KNOUF:
Richard why don’t you just have her - have her come out to our place if she’s not been there before?

MR. RICHARD HILL:
I think that would be excellent yeah.  I think that would be very good for her to come down maybe around late morning you know middle - middle of the day sometime so she didn’t have to get up so early to get here.

MR. BILL CORNING:
How about on Wednesday?

MR. RICHARD HILL: 
 
Pardon me?

MR. BILL CORNING:
Wednesday the 4th?

MR. RICHARD HILL:
Wednesday the 4th?  That sounds - is that good for you?

MR. BILL CORNING:
Yeah.

MR. RICHARD HILL:
Okay.  Is that good for you?

MR. PHIL MANN:  

I can make it good.

MR. KEN KNOUF:
What does the Jeffersonian serve on Wednesdays Phil?

MR. RICHARD HILL:
Yeah what’s the menu for Wednesday?

MR. PHIL MANN:
I don’t know.  Lunch at the Jeffersonian on the 4th.

MR. BILL CORNING:
Is that all right with you?

MR. PHIL MANN:
Yeah.

MR. RICHARD HILL:
 

That’s good for me too.  So I will get back with her and make sure that it’s okay.  She pretty much said that the whole first week of August is - is open for them.  And I will get back with you on a definite time.  And I will get back with you all to confirm that.  Are there any questions or comments or anything about the TAPP process so far?  Okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Richard are you going to notify the other community members?

MR. RICHARD HILL:
On yes.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Okay.

MR. RICHARD HILL:
I have the addresses - I got my computer back and up and running.  I was having a little problem a couple of weeks ago but it’s fixed so we’re okay.  And I have all the addresses and I will send out the information to them.  Also as a little emphasis on here Paul and I had discussed asking her to come to our regular RAB meeting also.  Possibly the one in November, maybe September.  We will talk about that some more.  We could talk about it in August when we close.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
In addition if people are interested in finding out more about Dr. Henshel’s qualifications and backgrounds we have added a page onto the Jefferson web site on the Internet and there’s a brief identification of her as far as what she is going to be doing for the community.  If you click on her name you will go to her biographical material that’s provided by the University of Indiana.  And it’s fairly complete.  It describes what her background and what her expertise is in.  So if people are interested they can - they can access it through there.  It’s very easy and direct.

MR. RICHARD HILL:
Where exactly is that on the web site?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
If you go to the update section.

MR. RICHARD HILL:
Update okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
And then if you go to where it says TAPP.  Go to the main page and at the bottom there’s a bar that says recent updates or due for updates.  Click on that bar and it will send you to a whole number of other things, UXO status and the RAB meetings and minutes.

MR. RICHARD HILL:
 

Yeah.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
And UXO features and things like that.  And there’s now a new bar for the TAPP.

MR. RICHARD HILL:
Okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:


And you can access it that way.

MR. RICHARD HILL:
Thank you.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
This is the rest of our agenda for this evening’s meeting.  We talked about briefly last meeting in May the Central Area FOST which is basically a chronology of its history.  It’s approximately twelve hundred (1200) acres  and there’s about ninety (90) buildings in it.  We had a  public comment period and received some comments.  Revised the document last March.  We requested comments in April.  We did receive some outstanding comments from the State and the Indiana Department of Environmental Management and Region 5 and the EPA.  Those were attached with the Army’s response to the document.  It was sent up to our higher headquarters, the Army Material Command.  It was reviewed there.  The document was signed on the 19th of May.  We did provide copies at the May RAB meeting which was also the 19th.  There are also copies at the Proving Ground and we are putting copies in the Administrative Records at Hanover College.  Currently the Louisville Corps of Engineers, the real estate office has been tasked with drafting the deed title transfer documents that will formally and officially transfer that property from the United States Army to Ford Building and Lumber Supply Company.  We expect right now that that will probably occur the end of this summer or early fall.  And then Mr. Ford will own that property.  I don’t have a slide that I can throw up there.  The next slide in your handouts just basically shows you the outline of that property.  But if there are any questions about that I would be glad to ah entertain them at any time.  That - just for your information that area was very specifically selected because we tried to avoid as many or all of the environmentally contaminated sites within the Proving Ground and tried to transfer as much property to Mr. Ford at one (1) time. You will notice there is one (1) small crosshatch area there that is excluded from this transfer.  That is an environmentally contaminated site.  It’s referred to as the abandoned landfill and we created a buffer around that area.  And that is not part of the property that will be transferred.  But everything else within that heavy outline will be.  If you have any questions during the various subjects that we will talk about feel free to raise your hand and we will answer them to the best of our ability.  The next - the next area that the Army is working on is the DRMO or Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office area.  As those that are familiar with the issue are probably aware this approximate five and a half (5½) acres was originally part of a parcel that we were looking at to transfer to Mr. Ford about a year or year and a half (1½) ago, commonly referred to as the forty (40) acre Woodfill Road and PaperMill Road parcel.  Ah there were two (2) environmentally contaminated areas within this five and a half (5½) acre parcel.  We decided to cut that out and not transfer it at that time until the soil contamination was addressed.  So we modified that particular finding of Suitability to Transfer and that was the thirty-six (36) acre parcel.  It has been transferred to Mr. Ford.  He did subsequently sell it to the Indiana Department of Transportation.  It’s my understanding that they are currently rehabilitating the buildings within that area with the goal of establishing the highway maintenance facility on the Proving Ground probably this fall.  They have, they being the Indiana Department of Transportation, had expressed an interest through Mr. Ford to the Army that they are still interested in this additional five and a half (5½) acres.  We have put this FOST out for comment and have received comments from the State and the EPA and will be responding to them shortly.  It is our goal to have the revised document out in July.  And once that is done we will be looking at ah getting either a concurrent from the State and EPA or an identification of outstanding issues similar to the process we did on the Central Area FOST.  And then if there is a concurrence we would just forward the document up with the State and EPA’s letters of concurrence to the Army Material Command.  They would staff it to the Chief of Staff who is responsible for - actually the Assistant Chief of Staff who is responsible for installation of environment at AMC.  If he finds it acceptable he would sign it and then it would be sent to the Louisville Corps of Engineers again to process the deed title document.  The next slide you will see in your handout shows the outline of this particular area.  It does actually two (2) things.  It shows the thirty-six (36) acres that already belongs to the State and the crosshatched section or actually three (3) small sections that make up this five point seven (5.7) acres that we’re in the process of trying to transfer to the - Mr. Ford.  As soon as the Army is provided with some outstanding information regarding the ah clean up of those two (2) soil contaminated sites within this parcel we will come out with the revised document.  And right now we are expecting in July that will happen.  If not then as soon as we are provided with that information we will be able to respond to the State and the EPA’s comments and then revise the document accordingly.  The next area we talked briefly about in May is the airfield area.  Now we have this area if you look on the slide behind the one (1) I have up on the projector you will see that area.  It’s a little more difficult to read but it’s basically bounded by the heavy dark lines around the airfield area at Jefferson.  It’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.  There is a small dog leg on the eastern side there that goes around two (2) environmentally containated areas: the yellow sulphur area and the incinerator area.  Again we’re trying to transfer as much property but not include areas that have an environmental contamination within them.  This FOST has been drafted.  It is currently being reviewed internally by the Army at the Army Material Command.  I have received some comments from their legal counsel and in the process of incorporating them.  It is my intention to have this document out for a thirty (30) day review starting in July.  And all the RAB members will be provided with a copy.  We will have copies at the Proving Ground and State and EPA will also be given copies.  Those are usually Fed Exed out so that you will have time and a date and a place to provide comments.  We will also post the document on the Jefferson web site so that if you want to access it by that mechanism you can also look at it there and read it if you prefer that process.  Within this parcel of about six hundred and fifty (650) acres there are twenty-one (21) buildings.  Ah and that’s about all we really have on it right now.  There has been a UXO clearance performed within this area.  That was done down to four (4) feet.  The clearance report that we received from the Huntsville Corps of Engineers recommended a unrestricted excavation on this area.  And that was based on the types and the numbers of ordnance that were found in this parcel. And what I mean by that is that the types of ordnance that were removed from there did not have the physical capability to go below four (4) feet.  So since we cleared down to four (4) feet we feel that it’s advantageous to allow digging below four (4) feet because we don’t think anything will be found there.  However if something is found the Army is still liable and there will be a notification in the deed transfer documents that if there’s anything found that to notify us and then we will have the appropriate Explosive Ordnance Disposal Unit to come out and address the issue.  And that applies anywhere on the Proving Ground.  That is similar to if we had environmentally contaminated areas within this parcel or any parcel we would clean up the parcel to a certain standard, everybody agrees, we transfer the property, then at some later date there’s some additional contamination found there that is attributable to what the Army did then we would have to come back in and address that.  So there’s really no difference between environmental contamination that is found at a later date that the Army caused or UXO that obviously the Army would have caused.  The Army would come back in and address those issues in a similar manner.  So I don’t want anyone to be confused on that issue.  One (1) thing that the Army, IDEM and EPA need to address is because there was a UXO removal action in this area ah and there is a potential for some residual soil contamination because there were pieces of ordnance detonated.  When I say detonated they placed a small perferator cap on the pieces of ordnance and punch a hole in them.  The piece of ordnance is not blown up so that it’s non recognizable.  That only happens if there is high explosives within the piece of ordnance.  By far and away most of the things that are found there are proven to be inert.  But because they can’t be proven until they are detonated or have holes punched in them they have these holes, these small detonator caps, about twenty-two (22) grams of explosives, placed on a piece of ordnance.  That action, when it’s detonated, if there is any explosive in the ordnance would cause it to go off.  It would crack it open and you could see what’s inside.  By far and away most of them have inert fillers like wax or molasses, something that is not explosive.  What the State, the Army and the EPA will decide is how many of those areas need to be sampled, what percentage, and what they need to be sampled for.  Do they need to be sampled just for metal?  If some of them had explosives then obviously we will have to look for residual explosives there.  Once we agree on a number the Corps of Engineers will come out, they will sample and analyze that and provide the results.  Now we have already had some samples taken in a hundred and twenty (120) acre subsection of this parcel last year.  And for the commercial-industrial re-use that is identified for this area the levels were acceptable.  We don’t - we in the Army do not expect anything different here so we will be proposing to the State and the EPA a number for the rest of the area.  If we agree then the Corps will come out and take the samples and within thirty (30) days we will have those results.  They will be provided to the State and the EPA.  And as long as the levels are acceptable and do not require any further action for clean up then that will be referenced in the Finding of Suitability to Transfer and we will carry on with the transfer.  Right now we would expect that not having any additional clean up in this area because of the UXO removal action that FOST will probably be signed in the fall and the property would be transferred probably late fall or sometime in the winter ah this year.  And then Mr. Ford would proceed with whatever his redevelopment for this particular parcel is.  The next thing I would like to talk about is the status of our Unexploded Ordnance Removal that’s in the cantonment area.  Again I’m sure you’ve seen this slide a number of times before but again the Corps did do an Archives Search Report for the entire facility, the whole fifty-five thousand (55,000) plus acres back in 1995.  Three are three (3) findings to that report.  They are accessible by the Jefferson web site.  You can click on the Explosive Ordnance section and you can go through the material and you can see the highlighted ones and you can go to the actual report, all the volumes.  So you can read the whole thing there.  We have copies in the Admin Record at Hanover College.  There is a copy at the Proving Ground Building 125 where Ken is.  One (1) of the volumes of that report addresses the cantonment area.  There was an area of approximately twenty-two hundred and thirty-four (2234) acres in the cantonment area that was identified as having potential for UXO.  Now we have addressed most of those areas and I will get into the specifics of that in a minute.  The Army’s commitment was to clean to a depth of four (4) feet.  And there are a number of reasons for that.  That would allow for a life time reuse of the facility within those areas that had a potential for UXO and would also be below the recognized frost lines in this area.  The recognized frost line at Jefferson is about eighteen (18) inches.  We have that with documentation from the State.  And we have referenced that in the Central Area FOST if anyone is interested.  If by chance someone wants to dig below four (4) feet and there is a deed restriction against that, to overcome that restriction that individual or entity would have to go and get the approval of the Department of Defense Explosive Safety Board on how they were going to go do that, and they would pay for that increased clearance, then they could go down to an increased depth of six (6) foot, ten (10) foot, whatever they wanted.  They would have to go through the same process that we have gone through.  They would have to propose a plan, they would have to have qualified individuals and then they would have to get the DDSB to approve.  And then they would provide that to the Army and the Army would come in and modify that deed restriction and remove it or amend it to whatever depth they had ah cleared to.  This is our - our schedule which is also on the web site.  We’ve stayed pretty close to being on track with that.  Most of the areas are done except for the last two (2).  The area known as Krueger Lake has been the area where we have had the highest concentration of ordnance.  There was a mortar test area there and we are currently in excess of twenty-five thousand (25,000) rounds.  If you go to the Jefferson web site and you look on the update section from the front page you can go right to that ordnance explosive section and basically every week that gets updated.  When I get the reports from the Huntsville Corps of Engineers I immediately update the web site and then I fax to the State and EPA those reports.  So you can see just what types of material and pieces of ordnance are being removed from there.  Again with the exception of those very few that have high explosives in them, sometimes they are just detonated with primers or fuses and not completely an AT round, these are all inert.  And when they punch a hole in them with these little detonator caps it just punches a small little circular hole about the size of a nickel and you can look inside and see the wax filler.  We have a building on Jefferson right now in this area south of Krueger Lake that has about twenty thousand (20,000) mortars stacked up.  Every one of them has a little hole punched in them and you can see the wax inside of them.  And these things will now be disposed of or be scraped and be recycled.  There’s a recycling center down in Arizona.  They are not being left out on the property and not blowing them all up so that they are non recoverable and non recognizable.  They have very small holes.  The first area we did in this area is within the Central Cantonment Area FOST except for that small crosshatch section that was done back in 1996.  We found one (1) round that was actually detonated there.  We removed a lot of scrap.  Also a lot of Farmer Jones’s plows, and baling wire and just general junk.

MR. RICHARD HILL:
So when - when you used these small charges ah to detonate, to put in the hole, and there is high explosives in this one (1)?

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

MR. RICHARD HILL:

And that makes a big boom?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
It could.  According to how you detonate.

MR. RICHARD HILL:
Okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
And it’s very obvious as we found out that a little pop made a big bang.

MR. RICHARD HILL:
Yeah.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
It’s very easy to know that.  This area was done up in the northeast quarter and we will be looking at creating a FOST for that probably this fall or early winter.  This is in the northeast section.  It basically splits the eastern - runs along the eastern side north and south of the eastern portion of Woodfill Road.  Now this area is part of the area south of Krueger Lake and you notice this was only a surface clearance.  There were some concerns on this issue back in the summer of 1996 and so we initially had the Explosive Ordnance Disposal Unit people from Ft. Knox come out and take a look at that.  And what they basically found is they would find one (1) round and they would detonate it.  And that action would expose three (3) or four (4) more.  And it just kept growing.  And their job is not to do any ordnance clearance like the Huntsville Corps of Engineers where you’re going to spend a long time and a concerted effort and do a very detailed ah clearance.  There is a removal action for the ones and the twos.  And so when they got up to the area where they had addressed about four hundred and seventy-five (475) they stopped.  Actually they stopped way before that.  We had the contractor come in after the EOD people had done about fifteen (15).  And the contractor did a surface clearance and cleared a total of four hundred and seventy-five (475) out.  This area is part of the area south of Krueger Lake that we are currently completing to four (4) foot below the surface clearance now.  It will probably be finished this summer, probably by August sometime.  This is the airfield area.  This area was completed earlier this year.  Four hundred and five (405) pieces total.  Three hundred and sixty-seven (367) inert and thirty-eight (38) were expected of containing explosives.  Some percentage of that total four hundred and five (405) the Army, the EPA and the State will agree to as far as sampling for metals and/or explosives.  The Corps will go out and take those samples and find out if there’s anything there that require additional clean up.  Have a Statement of Clearance and that will be also referenced in the FOST that’s currently being reviewed internally with the Army.  Now the area south of Krueger Lake is about eight hundred (800) acres.  This was current as of last week as far as the numbers go, the twenty-three thousand four hundred and thirty-two (23,432).  Of that twenty-three thousand (23,000) plus only twenty-three (23) are suspected of containing explosives.  And you can see how many pounds of scrap we got.  The last area is what we refer to as the former western park parcel.  This particular section of land is west of Tokyo road, west of the airfield, was originally requested by Jefferson County as a potential future park.  They subsequently amended their request and excluded that or took it out of their request.  That parcel is not in Mr. Ford’s lease but he has the option as the successful bidder for basically what is referred to as the first right of refusal.  The invitation for bid said or basically described whoever was the successful bidder had the first option to buy that property if and when it should come on the market.  He has expressed an interest in that.  But because it is extremely heavily forested the Army is performing what is called an EE/CA, that’s EE/CA.  And that stands for Engineering Evaluation and Cost Analysis.  And what we’re trying to do there is to save some money and come up with the same results and look at other mechanisms and other processes where we can achieve the same result but instead of spending five ($5,000,000) to ten million dollars ($10,000,000) maybe spend a million dollars ($1,000,000) or less.  And so what they’re doing, what the contractor is currently doing is looking at various options to see if we can achieve the same result but not go in and clear cut basically four hundred (400) acres of trees which would be what we would have to go do if we utilized the method that we have used ah in the other areas of the cantonment area as far as the mag and flag operations go.  It’s so heavily wooded it’s doubtful that they could realistically go in there with their magnotometers and perform their function adequately.  So we are looking at various options.  We expect that there will be a report out on what those options are probably late this summer or early fall.  And that will be put out in a public meeting with a public comment period.  And it will identify whatever the options are from no action to mag and flag to maybe a statistical risk based approach.  And we will ask for comments.  Probably will have a thirty (30) or sixty (60) day comment period.  After that the Army will look at the comments, respond to them, and then they will make a collection of one (1) of those and it will be documented ah in the public record as to what is going to be done and how it is going to be done and why it’s going to be done that particular way.  And this is really not much different than how issues are done in the environmental arena.  When we get to that particular phase for the environmentally contaminated areas of the Proving Ground that’s called the Feasibility Study.  And we will analyze each environmentally contaminated site as to whether we’re going to come in with a backhoe and dig out dirt or we’re going to let nature do its trick or we’re going to do some other process or mechanism and we will analyze all those for costs, time, effectiveness and put it out to the public for a comment period, respond to any comments we receive, and then we will make a selection, document it in the public record, and then we will proceed on to do whatever that action is.  Same for the UXO in this western area.  Are there any questions on the material that we’ve talked about so far?

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Yeah.  I have one (1) specific clarification.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
 

Karen?

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
The EE/CA.   You said that you are planning to put that out for public review this summer or fall of ‘99?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Probably no sooner than the end of summer.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
But it may be sometime in the end of summer or early fall right now.  I’m supposed to be getting ahold of the Huntsville Corps of Engineers to discuss that time frame and I’ll know better probably in the next few days.  But that’s what we expect right now.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Okay thank you.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes Bill?

MR. BILL CORNING:
Paul off hand do you know how many acres is involved in that Krueger Lake thing?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Two hundred and twenty-one (221) if I remember the article on paper.

MR. BILL CORNING:
Two twenty-one (221)?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:  
Yes sir.  And that’s - I’m glad you brought that up.  There was an article in the Madison Courier just last week.  That property, two hundred and twenty-one (221) acres does not belong to the United States Army or the federal government anymore.  That property belongs to Jefferson County.  That is a public park and has access controls and restrictions currently on it because of the UXO and the environmental contamination still present on the Proving Ground but that property does belong to Jefferson County.

MR. BILL CORNING:
As you probably know there’s a new group involved.  JPG Heritage Preservation?

MR. KEN KNOUF:
Partnership.

MR. BILL CORNING: 
Partnership.  And they’re hoping to be able to put a museum in that area as part of that.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
That’s possible.  They would probably have to go through the county and the park board and I don’t see any reason why not.  They would - until such time as when the access controls are relaxed or eliminated they would probably be similar access controls placed on - on that facility also should it be constructed.  But I don’t see a problem right now off the top of my head.

MR. BILL CORNING:
The group was just talking about it.  It’s in the - way in the future.  They were wondering how many acres and somebody said three hundred (300) acres and others said two hundred (200) acres.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Two twenty-one (221) was the article in the paper that’s just about what it should be, about two hundred and twenty (220) acres.

MR. BILL CORNING:

That’s fine.

MR. PHIL MANN:
Paul?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes.

MR. PHIL MANN:
If the four hundred (400) acres out there is cleared and offered for sale to Dean Ford what will it be selling for?

  
MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Whatever the fair market - well let me rephrase that.  There are a number of mechanisms that would be employed.  The first thing that would be done is that the Corps of Engineers would have their appraiser come in and do an appraisal of that.  Now we in the Army would not be ah apprised of that value for confidential - confidentiality. But what would probably result would be the fact that it would probably be offered for sale at a minimum.  Get a fair idea of what it appraised at like the minimum.

MR. PHIL MANN:
Okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
If we didn’t get a successful bid it would probably follow the same process as we did with the cantonment area and offer it again for no amount.

MR. PHIL MANN:
And if the four hundred (400) acres would have been accepted by the park?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I beg your pardon?

MR. PHIL MANN:
If the four hundred (400) acres would have been accepted by the Park?

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

MR. PHIL MANN:
Would it have been cleared?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
It would have been cleared to the same standard that the Army did for the rest of the cantonment area.  Four (4) foot.

MR. PHIL MANN:
Well why wasn’t the two hundred (200) acres cleared?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
The two hundred (200) acres of the Krueger Lake area that belongs to the county now?

MR. PHIL MANN:
Un-huh (yes).

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Because it was identified as not having potential for UXO.  If there had been any potential for UXO there we would have cleared that.  

MR. PHIL MANN:
Sure.  Okay.  Why not just a lease if you’re - instead of spending ten million dollars ($10,000,000) to clean four hundred (400) acres that you’re going to sell for half a million bucks ($500,000)?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
That is an option.  It’s not clear yet that the Army at the Secretary level is ready to make that decision.

MR. PHIL MANN:
Has anybody said that it has to be sold?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
It is the intention of the Army all BRAC facilities dispose of their property as possible for reuse.  That is the policy.

MR. PHIL MANN:
But that is to generate funds for use for clean up?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes and no.  It’s not only to generate funds for clean up but it’s to generate reuse for the community because of the fact that the base has closed for military functions.  So there are two (2) parts to that.  The current policy is to close - is to turn over as much property as possible whether it’s a sale or - in case of the park that was a public conveyance.  There was no money involved in that transfer.

MR. PHIL MANN:
Right.  But if you have already determined you’re going to sell it to Dean Ford there’s no public interest?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
He has the first right of refusal based on the invitation to bid.  The only reason he has it is because he was the successful bidder.

MR. PHIL MANN:
Okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
If it had of been somebody else it would have been somebody else.

MR. BILL CORNING:
If a government entity requests it then what?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
We are already past that point.  Ah at BRAC facilities during the BRAC property screening process there is a hierarchy or a chain which I’m sure you’re familiar with.  And State or local had their opportunity and we are way beyond that stage now.

MR. PHIL MANN:

The point I’m trying to make is that there’s no way that the public or the community can benefit from the four hundred (400) acres?  That’s already been determined that it’s going to go to Dean Ford.  And why should we spend ten million dollars ($10,000,000) to sell something to him for half a million ($500,000) dollars?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
The decision to sell property and the decision to clean up are either not mutually exclusive or mutually connected.  They are independent decisions.

MR. PHIL MANN:
Okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
And it makes no difference from the Army’s prospective who got the property and what the Army’s got for the property in return.  The commitment from the service was for this property that’s been accessed we are going to dispose of it.  That this level of clearance will be performed.  This level of clean up for environmental.  And if that costs five million dollars ($5,000,000) or twenty million dollars ($20,000,000) or fifty million dollars ($50,000,000) that’s what it’s going to cost.  Now who gains the benefit of that is result of how property transferred as screening process evolved.  And that’s different at each and every BRAC facility.  Jefferson just happened to be somewhat unique.  But there are other BRAC facilities who have transferred property, spent as much or more money as is being spent at Jefferson and have gotten less in return.

MR. PHIL MANN:
That doesn’t make it right.  That doesn’t make it right.

MAJ. MARK WELCH:

Paul it’s safe to say that the ah part of what you’re looking for from this Engineering Evaluation and Cost Analysis is for them to give a recommendation to the Army about whether it is cost effective to go on with the clean up.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes it is.

MAJ. MARK WELCH:
And what kind of methods they do clean up on.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes sir.  There are usually two (2) or three (3) ah minimal options.  One (1) would be a no action option.

MAJ. MARK WELCH:
Right.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
You wouldn’t do anything.

MAJ. MARK WELCH:
Which is what I described.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
In that case that follows Phil’s discussion with my sentence.  One (1) option.  There are potential issues or problems that would have to be addressed.  Should we fence the issue for the area and not offer it for sale?  But those are - that’s the intent is to look at the options and then make a recommendation.  The policy makers at the Pentagon would then decide whether or not we were going to proceed or prochange what we’ve already decided which is to access the property and to turn it over and sell it.  If that decision is not changed then we would proceed on and there would be a selection as to what method was going to be utilized.  And based on any comments we received and how they were responded to we would proceed on and do that action, whatever it is to clean up and then offer it for sale and go from there.

MAJ. MARK WELCH:
The point I was trying to make to piggy back on what you just said is ah it is really the Army’s intent to make decision on that property based on two (2) things.  One (1) is what’s in the best interest of the ah government because they now own the property.  And two (2) is make a decision based on what’s in the best interest of the community.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes.

MAJ. MARK WELCH:
And this particular study is designed to provide information to the Army to allow them to make that decision about what to do with that piece of property.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
And also to present the options to the public should the Army decide to proceed yes sir.  That occurs after that comment period.

MAJ. MARK WELCH:
 

After that comment period and then after that the Army will make a decision that will take into account those two (2) things.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes sir.

MAJ. MARK WELCH:
The best interest of the government and the best interest of the citizens in this community.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
That’s correct.

MAJ. MARK WELCH:
And that will come.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Bill?

MR. BILL CORNING:
Dean Ford, if he buys that?

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

MR. BILL CORNING:  
Can clear cut it?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Doubtful.

MR. BILL CORNING:
Well he could.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Ah in theory yes.  In reality probably not.

MR. BILL CORNING: 
Because U.S. Fish and Wildlife quote that’s part of the largest contiguous forest in the State of Indiana.  I don’t believe it but that’s their statement.
MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Well another issue that Mr. Ford or anyone else who buys that property is going to have to deal with is the potential for wetlands in that area.  And if there are wetlands, and there probably are, that issue will have to be addressed and resolved before any action is taken.  Ah so it makes no difference who gets the property.

MR. BILL CORNING:
You can still log wetlands.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I beg your pardon?

MR. BILL CORNING:
You can still log wetlands.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
You can.  However you may have to offset it and Mr. Ford would have to address that issue.  That’s the law.  And he would have to go through the Corps of Engineers and the State of Indiana to address those issues.  And he is well aware of that.

MAJ. MARK WELCH:
Does anybody know if this is a federal habitat for the Indiana bat?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
It’s not.  There are no federally endangered species south of the firing line.

MR. BILL CORNING:
They all went north.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
It could be in theory but right now there are no known federally endangered species south of the firing line.

MR. BILL CORNING:
Poo Deck got up and argued with Allen and I for days the fact that the largest concentration of Henslow sparrows was on the airport.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Actually it’s not.  It’s north of the firing line.

MR. BILL CORNING:
Yeah.

MR. JOE ROBB:  

Well at one (1) time it was.

MR. BILL CORNING: 
    

And they all - all went north.

MR. JOE ROBB:
At one (1) time it was at the airport sir.  But basically when you’re mowing there they can’t live there so that’s why they’re not there.

MR. BILL CORNING: 
That’s what we contended.  They all went north as soon as the government sold it.

MR. PHIL MANN:
What about gate attendants Paul?  How much longer will they have to be there?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
The access control requirements are stipulated by ah federal regulations because of the environmental contamination at - in the cantonment area.  It’s expected right now that the area that is driving that will probably be completed by the end of the year 2000.  This is about the same time that the UXO in the cantonment area will be addressed.  That doesn’t mean all the environmentally contaminated sites will be done by that year but the regulations that drive that will probably be - ah be addressed by then.  By that - by that time we will be in a position to more fully address that.  That security plan which is in effect at Jefferson and it’s reviewed annually and the gate access control is part of it, is reviewed annually and I would expect probably ah the annual review maybe 2000 or 2001 we will be looking at possibly discontinuing that.  But that’s going to be due to the fact that we are done with those areas at that time.  That gives you a ball park field for it.  Kevin?

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
I’ve been here right at the end.  Is there some kind of basic criteria that applies to the decision according to the EE/CA as to whether to go ahead and what actions to include so there’s a consistency throughout the ah - throughout not just one (1) BRAC but all the BRACs throughout the country?  Is there some kind of basic criteria that applies so that you know there’s consistency so that if - if somebody from the public says well look you said - you did - you took this action here.  Is this consistent with actions taken in other - in other locations or even - even in the same area?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Short answer yes and no.  The reason why I say that is yes there is consistency for the intent to be consistent because we’ll take Jefferson specifically.  The Army’s committed to a four (4) foot below surface clearance in the area south of the firing line.  So if something is done with this four hundred (400) acres, whatever it is would be to equal that four (4) foot clearance.  Now what is applicable and consistent at Jefferson, and this is where the no comes in, may not be consistent with another facility, Fort Ben Harrison or someplace else.  Their criteria for their specific reuse may be different.  It may be a surface clearance.  It may be a one (1) foot. It may be a ten (10) foot.  It depends.  So the answer is yes and no but it depends on the specifics of the facility to provide consistency there to the inconsistency you would see based on different facilities and based on the reuse after the facility is closed.  Does that answer your question?

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
But it still should be consistent I think even then?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
It should be.

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
Because it - because the criteria is going to be different you know four (4) foot versus one (1) foot clearance.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes.

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
The clearance or the criteria is still going to remain consistent with the clearance depth to some extent?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
The mechanism will be consistency regardless.  The process on mechanism, the end result as far as what if anything is done may not be the same.  But the process of the mechanism will be the same.

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
Because if you - if you are going to do a ten million ($10,000,000) to a five hundred thousand ($500,000) - based on this illustration, ten million ($10,000,000) to five hundred thousand dollars ($500,000) ah clean up versus reward over return, rate of return, you would hope that there would be consistency just in that same facility and potentially or at least the criteria by which the decisions are made throughout - throughout all the facilities if possible?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
      
Those are some of the factors that are involved in the process yes.  And you know finances are one (1) of them.  But also the fact that if we were to go in and do an intensive mag and flag operation it would include or almost mandate that a clear cutting operation be done just to physically access the area.  That may not be possible due to the potential for a wetlands area.  We may be prohibited from doing that type of operation.  That would be factored into this process and be part of what is documented when the options are published for comment.

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
And really waiting to that point is the best way to go?  Just to wait and find out?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
And that’s why we think it will probably be the better way to go on this particular parcel and it has the potential to save a significant amount of money assuming that the Army is going to perform some type of operation.  It may not be the same mag and flag process.  It may be something different.  If it is it will probably be significantly cheaper.  Not to say that we will make a profit on the property, which we may or may not, but it will probably be significantly cheaper.  It depends.  Probably eight ($8,000,000) to ten million dollars ($10,000,000) cheaper.  Ten million ($10,000,000) is what we had estimated it would cost due to the intensive area.  It might be less than a million ($1,000,000) on another way.

MR. PHIL MANN:
Is there any possibility that the parcel that was transferred to the county, this two hundred and twenty-one (221) acres, required no clearance because of its end use?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
No.  The Archives Search Report came out before the county had been granted their public benefit conveyance request.

MR. PHIL MANN:
So they got conveyed all the land that did not fall inside the - their parcel came exactly to the line between an area that needs to be cleared and an area that didn’t need to be?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Well remember what I said.  The Archives Search Report came out first.  So they were able to look at that and design their request around that.  So yes your - your observation is exactly correct.  They took the Archives Search Report and said okay here is the boundaries of an area that the Army had indicated does not have a potential for UXO.  It just so happens that Krueger Lake is there and that’s right near the main gate and so they asked for that.

MR. PHIL MANN:
I wouldn’t agree with that but I will have to look at the report and see what it says.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Are there any other questions?

MR. KEN KNOUF:
Paul?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes.

MR. KEN KNOUF:
Again talking about the western park parcel.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes.

MR. KEN KNOUF:
In theory if Jefferson County, which is in the process of implementing a county wide master plan, all of a sudden it dawns on them that they would like to try to protect and preserve some - some green space for future - as the county starts to develop population and want to keep more green areas and they said we may have made a mistake.  Is it absolutely obligatory on the Army to offer that property to Ford?  I’m not sure you answered Phil’s question.  If there is enough political pressure, public pressure to have the Army re-look at that is that a possibility in terms of gaining more of a community benefit versus just an individual?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
In theory anything is possible.  However, remember the BRAC property screening process has already gone beyond that stage at Jefferson.  The community had their opportunity.  They initially requested the property.  They subsequently amended it for their own reasons.  So we are beyond that stage now.  Not to say that if Congress and Congressional influence changed the process it couldn’t be revisited.  But right now the answer would be no.

MR. KEN KNOUF:
Okay.  Well I bring that up because that area really has not been systematically studied.  We don’t know what kind of resources are there.  I’m sure it’s going to have wetlands and our experience with Mr. Ford is that he is not a great supporter of wetlands protection.  And so he may tend to bypass that kind of thing.  And you know he’s obliged obviously to consider it but you know and I know sometimes it doesn’t quite work like that.  But I don’t know.  I just think it would behoove us as within the Army to get a better handle on what - what’s in those woods and then act and act responsively.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Well it’s - as I say Mr. Ford has, in accordance with the invitation to bid, the first right of refusal.

MR. KEN KNOUF:
Right.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Should the Army make the property available.  Right now the Army is intending to make the property available.  However, between now and the time that that decision has to be formally made, i.e. we make a clearance operation of some sort in that area which would allow the property to be made available, things could change.  If in fact there is going to be some ah community effort extended to go and try and influence that, this would be the time to start doing that because once the decision is made and money has been expended then the Army will be obligated to go offer the property.

MR. KEN KNOUF:
Right.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:

And of course with the invitation to bid Mr. Ford has as the successful bidder that first right of refusal.  And he has expressed an interest in it.  Does that answer your question?

MR. KEN KNOUF:
Yes.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Bill did you have another question?

MR. BILL CORNING:
No.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Okay.  One (1) last item I would like to talk about just briefly, we talked about it last May, is the issue north of the firing line with the Fish and Wildlife Service and the Air National Guard.  Ah at the May meeting in Madison Mr. Early, who is base transition coordinator, spoke about that issue in some detail.  What I would like to do now is just give everyone an update on that issue.  As Mr. Early indicated at that time and is still current to this date today, no decision has been made on that issue.  Ah we are - we the Army are still talking with both agencies.  In fact in furtherance of that ah process Monday Congressman Hill is intending to fly over that portion of the Proving Ground.  And members of the Fish and Wildlife Service and the Air National Guard will be in attendance as will the Army to discuss this issue.  So we are still in the process of talking and negotiating and trying to work out an agreeable situation north of the firing line.  No one has been excluded and no decisions have been made to date.  And we are continuing on that process.  And the Congressman has expressed an interest to be briefed on that subject with the parties all in attendance. So Monday morning we will be there to discuss the issue with him.  Hopefully that will bring everyone up to date as to where we are and as more information becomes available we will be glad to ah let everyone know where that issue stands.  Bill?

MR. BILL CORNING:
Will there be any representatives of the local people?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I am not aware of anything right now.  Basically this is between the Congressman - at his invitation.  He has invited the three (3) agencies to come together.  They’re going to basically fly over the northern end of the Proving Ground in a helicopter.  And he wants - he had his Chief of Staff out here last week to do some prep work.  And he’s going to go view part of the facility for himself and we’re going to discuss the issue among the three (3) agencies.  But it’s been his request of the three (3) agencies right now.  Did that answer your question I hope?

MR. BILL CORNING:
Yeah.

MAJ. MARK WELCH:
Paul I also want to add that this board meeting is really the opportunity for the public to provide their input to that decision making process.

MR. BILL CORNING:
Through right now?

MAJ. MARK WELCH:
Through research and the Advisory Board.

MR. BILL CORNING:
Oh now? 

MAJ. MARK WELCH:
Through the whole process.  Each item.

MR. BILL CORNING:
Well I’ve been expressing my opinion since 1989.

MAJ. MARK WELCH:
And the point I’m making is - is as part of the decision making process you go back and look at what the public has said already about what they want to do with that area.  And then make decisions based on what is in the best public interest.

MR. BILL CORNING:
The public has been completely ignored locally in many meetings.  Allen and I both represented Ripley County on the old committee.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
JPG-RDB.  Jefferson Proving Ground Redevelopment Board.

MR. BILL CORNING: 
     

Yeah.  And ah in a period of seven (7) years, was it eight (8) years, until they started the RAB they paid no attention.  They asked and we had agreements with Fish and Wildlife.  We had agreements with the Army.  And they come along and they said the hell with it.   That’s it.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
One (1) thing you have to -- 

MAJ. MARK WELCH:
That is part of the Army moving through the RAB board process was to provide the public the opportunity to come in and say this is what we think you want to do with the property.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
   
Also you have to - you have to remember Bill that property north of the firing line had not been accessed by the federal government.  And that’s been made available for public use.

MR. BILL CORNING:
Right.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
And we all know the reason for that.

MR. BILL CORNING:
Yes.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Because we have twenty million (20,000,000) plus rounds of UXO.  We have seventy-five thousand (75,000) kilograms of DU out there that is much too expensive and would devastate that fifty-one thousand (51,000) acres were we to go clear it.  You know that as well as we do.  Ah if at some time in the future, a hundred (100), two hundred (200), five hundred (500) years from now we collectively have developed a process to go do that clearance in a cost effective manner, it may occur at that time.  Now that is part of an issue that is being addressed in the Range Rule that the Department of Defense is currently drafting that will probably be effective next year.   And it requires you to go back every three (3), five (5), seven (7) years, however and revisit that issue to see.  If you - if you claim it’s technically and feasible to go clean up and area and cost is one (1) of them, then you have to go back every three (3), five (5), seven (7), ten (10), fifteen (15) years forever to revisit and see if something new has come up so that you can go do it.  And you may only be able to do portions of it but you have to go back.  That’s part of that process.

MR. BILL CORNING:
But Paul this is the whole thing that bothers me about this whole last ten (10) years.  You sit in the meetings.  Allen and I have sat side by side in many of them with the Army, with Fish and Wildlife.  We come to an agreement.  Then the next month we didn’t say that.  We were playing semantics.  We didn’t say what you thought we said.  We didn’t agree to what you thought we agreed to.  And I don’t know.  Maybe I’m old fashioned but when an officer told me to drop buddy I dropped and I tried to see how much dirt I could eat.  Ah anymore in the service, the contacts we have with the service, they say well now this is a piece of paper.  But if you turn it over there’s nothing on it so it’s a clean piece of paper.   When you can look at this side and they didn’t so it’s plain paper so they’ve played semantics through this whole damn thing.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Unfortunately what Jefferson has suffered from, and Jefferson is not the only facility that has experienced this problem, only BRAC facility, because it happened at a number of facilities throughout the country is that because the process is so new and different, and although you think you know eight (8) or ten (10) years is a long time, and it is a long time, for a new administrative process on how to dispose of military property that has ordnance and explosives, has depleted uranium, has environmental contaminants, how to dispose of that had never been done before and turned over to the public, there are going to be you know mis-cues, mis-steps, misunderstandings to try and develop that process so that future transfers will go much smoother.  You know I’ve said this at RAB meetings since day one (1).  You know that book we’re writing right now.  We’re going to continue to write that book you know.  And it will probably be a book that is never finished but it’s going to be a book that is going to have more material and be of more assistance to more people at more facilities as time goes on.  So it’s going to get easier.  It’s not going to get harder.  It’s going to get easier.  Unfortunately Jefferson was in the first BRAC round and it’s got some very unique and very difficult issues that nobody has been able to deal with or had to deal with before.

MR. BILL CORNING:
I agree with you.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
So we’ve - we have had to address those and I think the Army has done a conscientious job.  I don’t think there was ever a conscious effort to mislead.  There may have been misunderstandings.  There may have been things that people didn’t understand on both sides of the fence you know.  But that’s how you learn.  And that’s how that book gets re-written so that the next rounds are done in an easier more cost effective and more beneficial manner.

MR. BILL CORNING:
Well you will find in some of the records that we were told that nineteen hundred (1900) feet inside the fence was clear.  Absolutely.  The north sections of JPG at the north fence were clean.  Maybe an accidental shell had landed up there.  But they were clean.  And those aren’t the only things that we were talking about.  They were talking about the big Graham Creek.  Jennings County wanted to come in the Proving Ground far enough to use the ford that’s there rather than the county spending a hundred thousand dollars ($100,000) for a bridge.  No way.  Couldn’t do that.  But then they turned around and they say well we have now decided, now that we’ve agreed to let you have this property we have now decided that all the north sections are potentially loaded with UXO.  And the nineteen hundred (1900) feet from the fence is now your lucky if it’s clear to the road.  That’s the kind of stuff I --

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
And I understand what - I understand your frustration.  And I was at a lot of those meetings.  Unfortunately before the Archives Search Report was done the official documentation had identified everything north of the firing line as having a potential for unexploded ordnance.  Some of those discussions did occur and they probably shouldn’t have occurred but unfortunately they did.

MR. BILL CORNING:
I know.  Don’t let them happen again.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
It is - it is illegal for the federal government to transfer property with known UXO without having some deed restrictions on it.  And if you’ve done no UXO clearance it is illegal to transfer the property out of federal hands.  So that is what we’re dealing with now.  As soon as the Archives Search Report was done and it identified that, you know that was a lesson learned.  And your comment is very applicable.  And I - I expect that it will be applied at future facilities that have unexploded ordnance that discussions like that which occurred here at Jefferson won’t occur or they will say well we will have to wait until the Archives Search is done.  That is part of the Range Rule.  They are going to have to do an inventory of all those facilities that have ranges where ordnance was used.  And they won’t be able to imply or people won’t think that they’ve been told that they can have property until the search has been done.  Because until the search is done people aren’t going to know what may potentially be out there.  And if there is a potential for this then they can’t have it until something is done.

MR. BILL CORNING:
Well I hope they have learned.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I think they have.

MR. BILL CORNING: 
From this experience at JPG.  Because some of us fellow here - I know I’m pushing eighty (80) and the last ten (10) years many times it was three (3) and four (4) times a month we had meetings down at JPG.  

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I remember.  I was there for them all.

MR. BILL CORNING:
And some of them were fun and some of them weren’t.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yeah but you got free Cokes.

MR. BILL CORNING:
Yeah once in a while.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I understand.  And appreciate your comments and I believe the Army, and not only the Army but DOD has learned that lesson very well.

MR. BILL CORNING:
I hope so.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Jefferson by far and away has more UXO than any - any other BRAC facility.

MR. BILL CORNING:  
I don’t doubt that.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
So the issue is much worse here than it would be anywhere else.  And I think they’ve learned that lesson.

MR. BILL CORNING:
It started - it started in 1940 when they gave the people ah thirty (30) days to move.  And everything that you’ve found in the paper and everything about these farmers were gracious and oh they’re just so happy to give their farms to the government and move off of farms that were original land grants.  When we got involved with this new committee and met these people that were third and fourth generations born and raised on the Proving Ground.  Boy they put a different light on it.  Entirely.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I understand.

MR. BILL CORNING:
They weren’t happy to move.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I understand that.  Are there any other questions or comments?

MR. PHIL MANN:
As far as deed restrictions on the acres south of Krueger Lake what are deed restrictions?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
South of the park area.

MR. PHIL MANN:
South of the park area.  Who’s going to enforce that?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
That depends on what type of deed restrictions there is.  We have not gotten - the UXO clearance has not been completed yet.  There is also environmental areas within that parcel that need to be addressed.  So until those actions are complete it’s not clear what deed restrictions may be deemed necessary.  Ah it’s possible that for the UXO there may be a four (4) foot excavation restriction.  In that case that would be in the deed and there would be a requirement that it’s filed with the county so that if someone wants to go build something there that would require excavation below four (4) foot, it would be duly recorded and there wouldn’t be ability to grant it because of it being in the records.  If there is a prohibition against let’s say ground water used for drinking water, similarly if someone wanted to go drill a well for ground water, go dig for ground water, then they would have to get a permit to do that.  That permit would have to meet BRAC’s standard.  That is not unique to BRAC facilities.  That’s a standard.  

MR. PHIL MANN:
Excavation that doesn’t require any farm ponds?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I beg your pardon?

MR. PHIL MANN:
Excavation that doesn’t require any farm pond?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Any transfer of property from either the Army to Mr. Ford or subsequent transfer to Mr. Ford from anyone else will in perpetuity require to have those deed restrictions included and be acknowledged by whoever buys the property.  When you buy your house there are certain restrictions on which you can and can’t do that.  If you sell that property to somebody else those follow the land.  That’s basically how it will occur here.  They run with the land forever or until such time as action is taken to reduce or eliminate that restriction.  Say for UXO Mr. Ford or some subsequent owner does an additional UXO clearance, now the restriction may be intensive or it may be unrestricted.  But in any event it would have to come back to the Army and the Army would be the initiator for the modification or the release of that restriction.  That is the process that’s used.

MR. JOE ROBB:
I think what Phil is referring to - I’m Joe Robb with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  But if someone were to come in contact with UXO --

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
That’s true.  Anybody can do that.  However that would be a violation and may - if in fact they came across something, whether UXO or they drank the ground water and they became sick, they would have no claim against the federal government because they violated their deed restriction.  They would have to suffer - not only would they suffer the consequences if they came across UXO or contaminated ground water or other environmental contamination, but they would be criminally liable for violating the deed restriction.  So they would suffer probably a multitude of cases if they came across it.  If there are no other comments or questions our next RAB meeting is scheduled for the 22nd of September.  It will be in North Vernon at the Public Library there.  That’s a Wednesday and it will begin at 7 P.M.  For those of you who weren’t here when we started please sign our attendance sheet. Make sure you get a copy of our slides.  Appreciate everyone coming out tonight.  And see you in September.  Have a nice summer.  Richard do you have any closing comments?

MR. RICHARD HILL:
No I don’t believe so.  Good evening.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Thank you.

* * * * *
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