


A public hearing of the Jefferson Proving Ground Restoration Advisory Board meeting was held at the South Ripley Elementary School, Versailles, IN at 7:00 P.M. on May 16, 2001.

OPENING STATEMENTS BY MR. PAUL CLOUD:

Okay.  I would like to get started.  Would like to welcome everyone to the Jefferson Proving Ground Restoration Advisory Board meeting.  Encourage everyone to sign in on the attendance sheet so that we insure that you’re put on the mailing list.  Do occasionally get new people and our list is over two hundred (200) now.  So we appreciate you insuring that you’re kept up to speed on events and provided information on additional meetings and other things that are happening at the Proving Ground.  We have copies of the slides that you’ll be seeing tonight along with the agenda and ah without further ado I’ll introduce Richard Hill, the Community Co-Chair.  Richard, do you have any remarks?

MR. RICHARD HILL:
Good evening.  Thanks Paul.  I have no prepared comments tonight so we’ll just start.  Thank you.   Thanks for coming.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Okay.  Go to your next page.  You’ll see our topics for the night.  We’ve already done the first one (1).  Second one (1) is the Western parcel UXO clearance by the non-time critical EE/CA process.  If you look on the next page you’ll see the Western parcel over there on the left hand side of the screen or the left hand side of your slide.  That’s approximately three hundred (300) acres.  That is the only parcel south of the firing line other than the park parcel on the east side and the building 216 and the thirty-six (36) acres that now belong to the State Department of Transportation that is not currently in Mr. Ford’s lease.  I think everyone here understands the sequence of events as to why it’s not but if you’re interested I can explain that separately.  It is the last parcel that we have on the Proving Ground south of the firing line that has been identified as having a potential for unexploded ordnance and because it is a hundred (100) percent forested we looked at performing the UXO clearance in a somewhat different manner and hopefully we’ll be able to save a significant amount of money, probably on the order of several million dollars and we wouldn’t have to go and cut down a lot of the trees in there either.   That particular process is outlined in the next several slides and I think you’ve seen most of these before.  We’ll go through them fairly quickly.  We did have a public hearing back in November of 1999.  Had a public comment period.  The next slide shows that whole sequence of events through the end of 1999 into the beginning of the year 2000.  It took us a while to review those comments and to respond to them.  In the meantime there was identified some additional peer reviews that needed to be done within the Army.  That’s identified here.  That was done in October through December of last year.  Earlier this year we responded to those peer review comments and received a buy-in from that agency.  Then we staffed the Action Memo through the Commanding General at SBCCOM and he signed it on the 21st of February.  I did sign or provide copies to all the RAB members that are on the mailing list of that particular memo.  The next sequence of events on the next page shows the fact that the bids on the various - from the various contractors were opened last month.  The contractor has been selected.  The contractor’s name is ATI.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
  

What’s that stand for?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
 

I don’t know.  I think that it doesn’t stand for anything. 

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
ATI?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
 ATI.  I do know that SAIC which is Scientific Applications, Inc. is a sub to them and they will be doing some of the geo-physical work.  SAIC has also done a lot of work at the Proving Ground in the environmental arena for us and also they’re continuing to do some work and I’ll explain - add on to that a little bit later.  Right now we expect that later this summer the work plans will be generated and reviewed and approved.  There will be a site safety submission that has to be presented to the Department of Defense Explosive Safety Board.  They are the regulator of record.  Once that is approved then we would expect that the actual clearance work will start this fall.  Now these are estimates right now.  It could happen a little sooner.  May happen a little later.  It just depends on you know the specifics there.  This is a little different process than has been done in the past so it takes a little bit longer and is not as common as the previous clearance operations at the Proving Ground.  In fact if we were doing it exactly like we had done before we wouldn’t have to go to DDESB because we already have their concurrence for doing an intensive mag and flag a hundred (100) percent.  But if we did that on this particular parcel we would probably have to cut down at least fifty (50) percent of the trees.  And it would cost several millions dollars more.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
 
I’m sorry.  What is DDESB?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Department of Defense Explosive Safety Board.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
If anyone does have a question while we’re going through this don’t hesitate to raise your - your hand and ask and we can do our best to answer them.  Are there any other questions regarding the UXO clearance?

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
So can I clarify one (1) point here?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Sure.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
  

Site safety submission is to DDESB?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes ma’am.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Not to the community and the community doesn’t see it because it’s all behind the scenes?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
It’s basically a safety pres - it’s a - it’s a document that’s provided to the Department of Defense Explosive Safety Board to insure that we’re meeting their criteria to insure when the technicians are out in the field there is adequate experience and qualifications to insure proper over sight and experience and training and QAQC for their particular operation.  It’s not something that is typically provided to the community for comments and review although we can provide it for information once it has been approved.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
If - since you’re talking about technician safety does it also make sure that no community people come into the area during clearance?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes.  Yes it does.  In fact there are what are defined as safety arcs.  Should they find something that they cannot move and they have to perforate in place, since it’s unknown whether or not that particular item may or may not be a complete high explosive round, they have to have certain perimeter areas around that.  Typically if it’s towards the perimeter of the Proving Ground where they would not have that sufficient space without going off the - off of the Proving Ground property then they can take other measures.  Like they can sand bag or they can shield it such that they can shrink down that distance.  But to shrink down that distance they have to get approval.  Of course they can’t just say well we’ll put two (2) sand bags on this thing and shrink down the distance by five hundred (500) feet.  You have to propose what you’re going to do, identify what the item is and what the cause might be or what the result might be if it was a high explosive round.  And you have to get permission first before you can do that.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
You have people now living on base again that are civilians right?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
That’s correct.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
And people working on base?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
That is correct.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
So I’m assuming that this also takes into account how to make sure that they don’t get into trouble?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
That’s correct.  Because the areas are completely isolated.  And this is - the actual physical operation for the clearance is no different than the previous clearances we have done.  The areas are completely isolated and restricted and when the people - when the UXO technicians are out there they cannot be in the field doing any work if someone who is not qualified gets in the area.  And the only way you can get in the area is to be escorted by one (1) of the UXO people.  And that includes myself.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
What’s their safety distance?  What’s their diameter?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
It depends on the type of ordnance.  It can be anywhere from five hundred (500) feet to you know three (300) or four hundred (400) yards.  It just depends on the specific type of work.  Obviously a small mortar might have a shorter distance than a 105 or a 155.  You know so it depends.  Does that answer your question?

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:



Yes thank you.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Okay.  Any other questions?

MR. RICHARD HILL:
I have a question on this clearance that’s estimated to be started in November.  A matter of clarification for my benefit as far as how the fiscal years of the government fall.  That would be into the 02 year then right?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:

That’s right.

MR. RICHARD HILL:

So I guess I’m wondering about funding levels and things like that which is probably the process that’s being gone through right now.  Is there any feeling at all that some of these funding levels might be cut and that might impact what needs to be done out there?  Or do you have any opinions on that?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Actually that’s a very easy question to answer.

MR. RICHARD HILL:
Okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
The funding for this entire project has been at the Huntsville Corps of Engineers for the last year and a half (1½).

MR. RICHARD HILL:
Okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
It is BRAC money.  BRAC money is multi-year money.  Once it is obtained in a given fiscal year it’s good for several years.  So it will not expire until several years after this project is done.  So the financing for this is already in place and FY02 will have no bearing or impact on it.

MR. RICHARD HILL:
I see.  Okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Does that answer you question?

MR. RICHARD HILL:
That answers that question.  Yes it does.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:

Okay.  The next section --

MR. RICHARD HILL:
I have another one (1).

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Go ahead.

MR. RICHARD HILL:
As a lot of us are probably aware there’s - there’s been a lot of public sentiments about the final disposition of this area as far as the ownership goes.  Do you have any news on that at all?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
The only thing I can tell you is that there has been no decision made by the Army as to who may ultimately be the future landowner.  For those of you that may or may not know there are currently two (2) competing claims for this parcel.  One (1) of them is the Jefferson County Commissioners and the other is Mr. Ford and the Ford Lumber and Building Supply Company.  Both have an argument that would support their claim.  The Army as the property owner will make the final decision.  However, they will probably not make that decision until after the UXO clearance is completed and a wetlands delineation of this parcel is done so that any and all restrictions on the parcel have been identified for any future landowner.  I am also in the process of working with the County and the Ford Lumber and Building Supply Company to attempt to come to a mutually beneficial agreement for both of them.  However as I said no decision has been made and probably will not be made until we get closer to the time when a decision will have to be made, i.e., the work is all done.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
I know the County wants to use it for a park.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes sir.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:  

What does Ford want to use it for?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
My understanding based on my discussions with him is he’s looking at it as a buffer area to the airfield.  Probably limited development, i.e., maybe some timbering, but basically leave it as it is.  But if he were to become an owner of that parcel, unless there were deed restrictions placed on it by the Army, the transfer - you know once the transfer were done depending on what that transfer criteria were, he would be limited by that or unlimited if - if there were no restrictions.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
The wetlands delineation would be made prior to transfer?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes sir.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:



To anyone?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes sir.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
They’ll be done by the Fish and Wildlife Service?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
No.  It would be done by the Corps of Engineers.  

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:

Okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
They are also authorized agency to perform those activities.  Did that answer your question?

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
Pretty well.  I’m still interested in what he might do with it.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Well I’m not sure he has any specific plans you know.  In the conversations that we have had he has indicated that he was - looks at it as a buffer.  I mean it suits that purpose very well because it’s a hundred (100) percent forested.  There is no infrastructure or development in it.  And it would isolate and provide a barrier between the western perimeter of the Proving Ground on that particular section and the airfield which is a much more developed you know area.  Yes ma’am?

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Wouldn’t the park provide that same buffer and still provide a more general use of the land?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
That is an argument that the County has made.

MR. ROBERT HUDSON:
What was that question Paul?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I beg your pardon?

MR. ROBERT HUDSON:
What was that question?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Diane do you want to repeat it?

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
I was just asking whether or not Mr. Cloud considered that the park would provide the same buffer and still provide more common use of the land considering it started as common property.

MS. JAMIE DeWITT:
Can you comment on the decision criteria that the Army will use to make this decision?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
No I can’t.  Any other questions?

MS. JAMIE DeWITT:
Will you?

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
Is that because you don’t know or because you can’t say?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
No comment.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE: 

That answers my question Paul.  Thank you.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Let me - let me clarify one (1) thing so that everyone understands.  I currently hold two (2) positions.  One (1) is the Environmental Coordinator who is responsible to the Army for the environmental restoration of the Proving Ground.  I also hold a position with the Secretary of Defense office as the Base Transition Coordinator, one (1) of the positions that my former supervisor at the Proving Ground, Mr. Hudson, held.  And that particular position is interested in the reuse and re-development of the facility by anyone, whether it’s the County, Mr. Ford, State, anyone.  And in that position I sometimes come into conflict with myself.  But it’s in that position that I’m working with the County and the Ford Lumber and Building Supply people to try and resolve this issue.  But regardless of - even if, and I’ve told this to the County and Mr. Ford both, even if the County and Mr. Ford come to an agreement as to how they think the parcel should be used, that does not mean that it is mandatory on the Army to accept that.  The Army is the owner of the property.  They will make the final decision.  And what their - how they make that decision I will have some input on but I will not be the decision maker.  That will be made by the Secretariat up in the Pentagon.  Diane?

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Has the Army come out with a policy about their reuse of their bases so that it’s more towards private reuse or more towards public good?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Actually there is - it’s not an Army policy.  It’s actually a federal regulation.  It’s called the BRAC Property Screening Process. 

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
And?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:

And basically there is a - already established hierarchy for property on federal military property that is closed under the BRAC process.  And basically you start with other departments of the military first.  Jefferson, when it was scheduled to close, was offered to the Air Force, the Navy, Marine Corps.  They passed.  Then it was offered to other federal agencies.  That’s where Fish and Wildlife stepped in regarding the refuge issue.  Okay.  Then you get into the McKinney Homeless Screening Act.  They have priority over even the State.  And if a homeless provider with financial backing had come in and made an application and it had been supported and documented then that would have probably taken primacy over portions of the property that is surplused and excessed.  Those are key words surplused and excessed.  Only property in the federal government that is surplused and excessed is available for disposal.  The only property at Jefferson that has met that criteria is the basic four thousand (4,000) acres below the firing line.  After you get through the McKinney Homeless portion you go to the State level.  And the State has a chance to make a request.  They can make various types of requests.  Once you go through that level you get to the local level and to have a local community make a request they have to form what’s called a Local ReUse Authority or an LRA.  The community here did that.  They were recognized by the State and the Department of Defense.  They put in what was called two (2) applications.  One (1) is a Public Benefit Conveyance.  And that was for two (2) parcels.  That was for the park parcel on the east side that they currently own and for this three hundred (300) acres that is now being competitively bid on or claimed is probably more appropriate term between the County and the Ford Lumber and Building Supply Company.  They also put in an Economic Development Conveyance Request.  Their Economic Development Conveyance Request was denied by the Army because it was not financially supportable.  The Public Benefit Conveyance was in fact granted and they do own that two hundred and twenty (220) acres on the east side now.  However, during the time after their Economic Development Conveyance Request was denied, the County Commissioners sent a letter to the National Park Service who was their federal sponsor for the Public Benefit Conveyance saying because of the fact that they had no funding to develop this three hundred (300) acres on the west side and their Economic Development Conveyance Request had been denied by the Army, they were requesting to withtract, withdraw their request for this three hundred (300) acres on the west side.  So that was done back in 1996.  Mr. Ford subsequently sent several letters to the Army asking the status of this.  He has some documentation that he could point to that would indicate that he may have first priority should the parcel become available.  Now the legal definition of should become available is something the Army is looking at.  Again the Army will make that determination.  It is their property.  And that is why the County and Ford can make competitive claims to this parcel right now.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
But - but if the County, as I understand what you’re saying, if the County can come up with the ways and means they would have primacy over Ford?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Not necessarily.  There is an argument to be made for that.  Whether or not the Army would agree ultimately it would be an Army
decision.  They have some compelling arguments to be made for that.  However there are compelling arguments for Mr. Ford and the Ford Lumber and Building Supply also.  So it’s - right now there is no priority requirement that the Army make a decision by a specific date because the property is not available.  You cannot transfer potentially UXO contaminated property outside the federal government.  So until that’s done and the wetland delineation is done, which will be probably this time next year or maybe a little later, there is no need to go make a decision right now to see if either through my efforts we can come to some mutually beneficial agreement that we could propose to the Army, but not binding on the Army, and see if they would buy into that.  And there are a number of options that we’re looking into right now.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
I guess the major problem I have Paul with the whole picture is that I haven’t seen this property for forty (40) years.  As I remember it it was small second growth sweet gum swamp.  But that’s forty (40) years ago.  So I’m having problems envisioning this whole thing.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Well you won’t be able to see the property other than either by traveling down Tokyo Road with someone like Ken or myself or on the western perimeter of it because we don’t go inside of it ourselves because it has a potential for UXO.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
I used to walk outside on the western perimeter.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
So we don’t go into it either.

MR. ROBERT HUDSON:
You sneaked over the fence didn’t you?

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
Pardon?  

MR. ROBERT HUDSON:
You sneaked over the fence.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
I’m sorry.

MR. ROBERT HUDSON:
You sneaked over the fence.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Any other questions regarding the three hundred (300) acres?

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Have you ever been in there?

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
I’ve been against the fence but not under the fence.

MR. ROBERT HUDSON:
Right outside the fence.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
I’ve never been over it.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Okay the next area I would like to bring you up to speed on is the Central Cantonment area.  You’ve seen most of these slides before so I’ll go through the first few fairly quickly.  They basically tell you the size of the parcel, the number of buildings, when the FOST originally came out, when the FOST was reviewed, when it was sent up to the higher command for approval and when it was signed.  The Corps of Engineer’s office in Louisville prepared the Deed Title Transfer documents.  There was an issue regarding lead base paint.  And any of the buildings or structures that were or would be used as residential structures there was a change in policy at the Department of Defense level.  They came out with a field guide in coordination with the Environmental Protection Agency last year.  That guidance was used and the Army performed a lead base paint inspection and risk assessment of all the buildings within this parcel that Mr. Ford identified either are or could be used as residential.  We provided him the results of that.  There is statutory requirement that within a year he has to abate that requirement, either encapsulate it or remove it.  That will be his cost.  Question?

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Has that been made public, the lead base risk assessment?  Or did we just give that to Ford?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I just gave it to - I gave it to Ford and the State and the EPA.  If you would be interested in a copy we can get you a copy.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
I mean we had - there’s no over sight that anybody has on Ford anymore about use of this land other than once the lead is theoretically cleaned up right?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I’m not quite sure what you mean by over sight.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
He’s already got it without any deed restrictions right?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
That’s not entirely true.  There is a parcel of it and I’ll show it to you as we go through it.  There’s a section, a sub-section of it, that does have a restriction on it.  That restriction is that he will not be able to dig below four (4) foot.  The reason why is because that hundred (100) acre sub-section was the first area that the Army cleared of unexploded ordnance.  And when the clearance report was provided to the Army there was a recommendation that no digging below four (4) feet be allowed in that particular area.  That currently is in the deed language.  Now Mr. Ford as you’ll see in the next slide I think --

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Paul I have a question.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
Now is it --

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
One (1) at a time.  Go ahead sir.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
Is that hundred (100) acre parcel, is that the one (1) --

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes sir.  That’s the one (1), the little rectangle right down there.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
Okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Karen?

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
The comments you received on the lead base paint document.

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

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
The comments that you have received so far on the lead base paint documents, does the Army plan to submit responses to those?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:

No.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:

Okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:

No.  And the reason why is because we provided the information to you as a professional courtesy.  We understand that when the FOST was put out that they were policy issue differences between the EPA and the Department of Defense.  And the Army decided that it was still appropriate for us to transfer the property as long as there was a mechanism for the risk assessment and inspection and the ultimate remediation of those buildings.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:

Okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:



So the short answer is no.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Okay.
MR. PAUL CLOUD:

Any other questions up to date?  Yes sir?

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
Again this dates me but most of those residential buildings used to be sided in asbestos.  I assume that’s all been --

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
They actually have vinyl siding on them now.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
Okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
And they have been since I worked at the Proving Ground back in ‘94.  So they were sided previous to that.  But that was looked at.  The buildings were looked at for that.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
So there’s no asbestos in the building anywhere?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:

Not that we know of.  We did an - an asbestos inspection of the facility in ‘94 and a re-inspection in ‘95.  There was one (1) of the residences in the residential loop that had some flyable asbestos in the basement.  The Army took care of that before they allowed Mr. Ford to sub-lease that particular one (1) out.  All of those residences have no flyable asbestos.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Have you done wave tests since then?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Just to make sure?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
That - that is part of Mr. Ford’s requirement now.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Oh to do the wave test?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Now if you look at any - when we do - when Mr. Ford - let me explain the - the sequence here.  If Mr. Ford would desire to sub-lease or rent out one (1) of the buildings on the Proving Ground under his lease for a particular purpose, he would so identify that to the Corps of Engineers real estate office who would send it to the Army.  We would review it.  We would identify any restrictions that would be applicable to that building whether it be lead base paint, asbestos, the asbestos categories that we know of, and whether or not there was a UXO issue or a proximity of UXO, whether there was a potential historic district issue there or building issue, whether there was any other criteria that we would have to notify him of and place on the use of that building.  One (1) of them would be under the lease there is no one (1) allowed to be under eighteen (18) that lives there.  Under the lease.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Is that - that’s there now?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
That is part of the lease.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
For all of the buildings?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
For all of the buildings no one (1) under eighteen (18).  However, once Mr. Ford owns the twelve hundred (1200) acres that restriction goes away from the property that he owns.  But under the lease, under the lease, no one (1) under eighteen (18) is allowed to live there.  That has been in effect for several years.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Why can’t you keep that on there permanently as a deed restriction?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Because there is no justification for it within the parcels that are being transferred.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL: 

Yeah there is.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Mr. Ford has in fact signed the final Deed Transfer papers.  They are up at the Pentagon now being staffed up to Mr. Johnson who is Deputy Assistant Secretary for Installations and we expect that to be signed by the end of this month.  So at that time we will probably meet in Louisville at the Corps of Engineers and we will swap paper and he will get his Deed Title.  We will get our check.  And Mr. Ford will then own that parcel although the Army will still control access to the property as a whole and the access will still be controlled at the main gate.  There will not be unlimited access to the Cantonment area.  Any other questions on this particular transfer?  Bill?

MR. WILLIAM CORNING:
Paul in that transfer, does that include the property that goes to the Solid Waste District?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes it does.  And that is part of the paper shuffle that will occur when Mr. Ford provides us our check, we provide him the Deed Title, the Solid Waste District will get you know their parcel also.  That’s all supposed to happen at the same time.

MR. WILLIAM CORNING:
That will probably be this month?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
That’s what we expect right now.

MR. WILLIAM CORNING:
Hopefully.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yeah.  I don’t know what Mr. Johnson’s schedule is.  He doesn’t consult with me.

MR. WILLIAM CORNING:
Yeah.  Okay.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
What’s the level of paint - of lead that you’re accepting in the dust?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
It depends.  If I recall the standard I think it’s four hundred (400) parts per million (1,000,000).

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Oh you’re sticking with that and you’re going to let kids under eighteen (18) live there?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I think that’s the - that’s the federal standard.  That is the federal standard.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:

Well that’s for clean-up by the side of the road.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Well actually Indiana has no mandatory standards.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
I - I know what Indiana has.  It’s a big default generally.  But that’s for by the side of the road.  That’s why it’s set that high is because side of the road has high lead because of all the lead in the paint for so many years.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I understand that.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
That shouldn’t be allowed in dust inside a house.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
That is the only standard that is applicable to this property.  If we were not able to apply that standard there is no standard that would be binding on any future owner, whether it’s the Ford Lumber and Building Supply Company or the County or the State or anyone else.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
When you do the risk assessment on four hundred (400) parts per million (1,000,000) it’s high for kids.  It’s a high risk.  High hazard and risk.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I don’t disagree.  I’m - what I’m going by is what - by the federal standard, federal statute that mandates what the criteria is.

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
Paul?  Doesn’t HUD fall into this somewhere?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I beg your pardon?

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
HUD Title?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
HUD Title 10 is the specific regulation that mandates that criteria if anyone is specifically interested.  But that is - that is the federal standard.

MR. KEVIN HERRON: 

And their standard is very high too.  So --

MR. PAUL CLOUD:  

That is the only applicable standard. 

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
And as far as abatement of the lead that’s - that falls back to Mr. Ford?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes it does.

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
To take care of that?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
He has a year to perform that.  If he has not performed it within a year then at a minimum he would have to re-verify the criteria that we identified in our inspection and risk assessment.  If there has been a significant deterioration then he would have to do a full blown inspection and risk assessment again himself.  But he has to do one (1) or the other within a year.


MR. KEVIN HERRON:
I know Governor O’Bannon has a lead initiative for kids.  And I know that he was trying to push through some requirements of individuals that own property and rented it out to others that they had to have their property assessed for lead and abated.  I’m not sure how - where that regulation led to.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
But abated to what levels?  Paul is saying four hundred (400) parts per million (1,000,000) which is by the side of the road standards, not the inside of the house.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
That is the inside of the house standards.  HUD Title Ten.  And that’s the only applicable statute in this case.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
No that’s - it’s a very high risk for kids.

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
Well HUD is two thousand (2,000).

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
HUD is two thousand (2,000) parts per million (1,000,000).

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
So at four hundred (400) I think --

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Soil is two thousand (2,000).

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
That’s quite a bit better than the two thousand (2,000) that HUD has.  And a lot of it comes back to the type of lead base - or the type of lead you have.  The problem with lead base paint is that it’s - it’s of --

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Ingested.

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
Generally it’s known of the type that is more readily --

      MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Ingestible.

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
Ingestible and transmissive to the body whereas other types of lead you can have very high parts per million of it and it may do nothing to your body, likely do nothing to your body.  So a lot of it comes down to - a lot of people throw out the TCLP which is a type of test where they expose the - the element to acid to see how it releases it from the - from the - from its original form.  And so that way it would show how much of it would be available to the body.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
The next parcel is the DRMO parcel.  That FOST has been signed.  If you go through most of these slides we’ve already seen these to the point that the State and the EPA did in fact concur on this FOST.  Mr. Ford as I understand it has a ready buyer for this particular parcel but the Army decided that because they wanted to encourage him to take the twelve hundred (1200) acres we would delay transfer until such time as he had taken title to the twelve hundred (1200) and then we would transfer the five and a half (5½), which is this particular parcel.  This parcel is a commercial-industrial parcel.  That is a restriction that will be in the deed and will run with the land.  There is only one (1) building on that and it’s right on the corner of the parcel that Mr. Ford subsequently sold to the Indiana Department of Transportation.  We would expect that probably later this summer that once he’s taken title to the twelve hundred (1200) acres we will have staffed through the Deed Title Transfer papers on this and expect the transfer to occur later this - this summer or early in the fall.  And if you see this little section right up there, right above where it says DRMO, that’s about five and a half (5½) acres.  And if you look in the area above it and to the right of it that is the thirty-six (36) acres that were transferred to Mr. Ford initially and which he subsequently sold to the Department of Transportation as a highway maintenance facility.  Are there any questions on this particular parcel?  The next - next particular parcel is the airfield.  That one (1) the FOST was put out sometime ago.  It was put out for commercial-industrial reuse.  It was based on some Remedial Investigation sites within this particular parcel that had some levels of metals in them that were of concern that were to have resulted in some restrictions based on residential.  We did receive comments on that particular basis from the State and the EPA.  Mr. Ford came back to us and requested that we re-examine whether or not that parcel could be transferred as a residential parcel.  The Army looked at that and looked at what would have to be done, compared that to whatever cost would be involved with enforcing deed restrictions, made a decision that we could spend the additional money and remove some additional soil in those areas to qualify the parcel for residential reuse.  That in fact has been done.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Paul can you clarify?  In other words when you change it to residential you’ve improved your clean-up is that correct?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes ma’am.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
So essentially it improves the property because there’s lower contaminant levels in it?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes ma’am.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Right now it is our intent that before the end of this month we will put out the airfield FOST again for a thirty (30) day review.  And the reason why we’re doing this is that we believe that because there has been a “significant” change in the proposed reuse that that justifies the opportunity for the community to comment on that particular document again.  We are expecting some correspondence from the State and the EPA on this issue shortly.  It’s my hope that that would be incorporated into the revised FOST before I put it out at the end of this month.  And that would be basically relevant to the additional work that we did on those areas where we dug up some additional dirt or did some additional analysis to justify our proposal to transfer the property as residential.  Again let me clarify what that means when we say that it qualifies for residential.  That doesn’t mean that the property can, will and solely be used as residential.  But Dr. Henshel clearly identified you know the - the criteria there that it has improved the environmental condition of the property.  And if it’s used - or if it qualifies for residential it can be used for anything, commercial-industrial, residential, agricultural, basically anything.  There have been some questions about that particular issue and I just wanted to clarify that.  It’s not a zoning issue.  It’s an environmental condition of property issue.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
The soil that was removed was that - was that somehow cleaned and replaced?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
It was dug out, removed, disposed of and replaced with clean fill.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
Okay.  And new soil put in?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes sir.  Clean fill is new soil.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Where do you get your soil from?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I would have to check with the Corps but they get it usually from off site.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
It is off site?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes ma’am usually.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
It’s not from the untreated areas on site?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
No.  Usually not.  They usually get it - it depends on the amount of soil whether you’re talking fifteen (15), twenty (20) yards or five hundred (500) or a thousand (1,000) yards.  It just depends on the amount.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
The more it is the more likely you are to go off?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Off site yes ma’am.  Any other questions on this particular transfer?

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
Point of clarification Paul.  The reuse was just re-doing - there’s three (3) environmental impact areas on the old airfield correct?

 
MR. PAUL CLOUD:
That’s correct.

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
And sites five (5), six (6) and thirty-three (33)?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Five (5), six (6) and thirteen (13).

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
Thirteen (13).  And they didn’t have to do any necessarily any additional work on site five (5) and six (6)?  All they had to do was re-work the risk assessment on those sites to show that they met residential criteria.  And then the site thirteen (13) was cleaned up to the point with a little additional excavation to make - when it was performed last year - to make sure that it met the residential criteria.  So the level of effort to do this was not extensive.  It was - it was fairly minor in the scope of things?  Is that accurate?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:

That’s accurate.

MR. KEVIN HERRON:

Thank you.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
 

  Thank you Kevin.  Diane?

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
What do you mean by re-work the risk assessment?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
The risk assessment when it was originally done was not focused on whether or not the property qualified for residential because we knew going in that we were going to propose the parcel for industrial-commercial.  So that was the focus to see if it qualified for that.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
And it did at that time?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
And it did at that time.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
So when you re-set the new toxicity levels and changed the exposure conditions?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes.  The risk ana - the risk assessment was performed looking at whether or not it qualified.  Those sites, those two (2) that Kevin mentioned, would in fact qualify under the residential scenario, criteria.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
So the scenario is twenty-four seven (24/7)?  Twenty-four (24) hours a day, seven (7) days a week?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
That’s my understanding.  I’m not a risk assessment specialist though.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
And the criteria are for children then?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
That’s my understanding.  There would be no - the only deed restriction that I’m aware of right now that would be applicable to this parcel would be a prohibition against the usage of the ground water as drinking water.  And it’s not because the ground water under this particular parcel is knowingly contaminated.  It’s because north of this parcel there are two (2) solvent pits that we have removed the solvent pits, the source, but there is some known ground water contamination north of and we want to prohibit the potential usage of the ground water until we know that the ground water in that area has been cleaned up.  So until that is done there would be a deed restriction on the usage of ground water for drinking water.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
When are you going to start working on actually cleaning up and remediating that ground water?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:


 

That is something that should start next week because we’re going to be putting in some additional wells to look at various options as to where we want to go in the Feasibility Study.  But we have - you know that’s what we’re intending to do right now.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
But you’re still scoping right now?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
So you have rather --

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Well we’re trying to find out some more information about that yes.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
Contaminants are mostly volatiles?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Solvents.  Yeah cleaning.  They stopped in the 70's.  Plume is spread anywhere from a hundred (100) to maybe two hundred (200) yards in the last thirty (30) years.  Does that answer everyone’s question regarding this parcel?

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
I’m trying to - it’s been years since I’ve lived with the solid -  but it’s primarily non chlorinated solvents as I recall?  It’s primarily --

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I can’t - I don’t remember either.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
It’s been a long time.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
But they’re twelve A (12A), twelve B (12B) and twelve C (12C).

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Yeah.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Those particular ones are twelve B (12B) and twelve C (12C), 602 and 617.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Yeah.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Okay this shows the outlines of the proposed parcel for the airfield.  The reason why there is a deviation on the right hand side up in the right hand corner is that goes around two (2) of the existing RI sites.  One (1) of the old incinerator and the yellow sulphur area.  We wanted to make sure that there was a sufficient boundary around that particular parcel so we carved that out.  This parcel is approximately seven hundred and thirty (730) acres.  But that will be documented in the FOST when it comes out later this month.  Any other questions regarding FOSTs, property transfers?  Okay.  The next section is the schedule and point of contact for the Depleted Uranium license termination.  This slide shows where we stood earlier this year as far as submission of the revised plan for the license termination and the institutional controls to Save The Valley.  For those of you that are not aware of why it was provided to Save The Valley I’ll briefly bring you up to date.  Save The Valley as an interested party filed a hearing request early last year based on the original or a more recent plan that had been submitted by the Army several years ago.  The Hearing Judge reviewed their hearing request, looked at the condition of the plan that the Army currently had submitted, took a look at the regulations that the NRC had subsequently issued, and determined that there was a basis for a hearing.  As a result of that the Army has been in discussions with Save The Valley and has provided them with a revised plan which they have reviewed.  This slide basically shows when their comments were initially proposed to be due.  They requested a thirty (30) day extension.  The Army graciously agreed to that because Save The Valley had graciously agreed to several extensions that the Army had requested.  So there was no problem.  We have in fact received their comments and next Monday the Army will be meeting with the Save The Valley and I assume their technical consultants to discuss those.  Right now it is anticipated that between then and June, as this slide shows, the Army will be preparing the final documents and if there are no other surprises that we are unaware of right now or any other adjustments in the schedule July 6th is when we’re expecting to submit the plan to the NRC.  At that time the plan will be in the public domain and available for public review.  We will post it on the JPG web site.  We will be mailing it out to the RAB members and possibly everyone that’s on the mailing list.  It depends on how massive the document ultimately is.

MS. JAMIE DeWITT:
I’ve had a lot of trouble getting onto the JPG web site.  I check it several times a week and am highly unsuccessful.  And sometimes I go to the Army web site to try to get there.  Sometimes I type it in directly.  I don’t know if I just happen to be checking it right when somebody is updating it but I’m wondering if anybody else has had problems or if there’s been any problems?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I’m not aware of any.

MS. JAMIE DeWITT:
I’ve not been able to access it for several months.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
What - what address are you using?

MS. JAMIE DeWITT:
The www.com.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
That’s wrong right there.  As soon as you said www it’s wrong.

MS. JAMIE DeWITT:
It’s Army.jpg.mil.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
It’s http://jpg.sbccom.army.mil.  It’s been that way for the last two (2) years almost.  Ever since JPG became part of SBCCOM it was changed.  The old one (1) used to be www.jpg.army.mil.

MS. JAMIE DeWITT:
You did use it when I taught my class.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yeah.  And that’s what it used to be.  It was changed when the Army transferred Jefferson down to SBCCOM.  And it’s been that way for quite a while.  There has - there was correspondence put out but you may not have been on the mailing list at that time.  You are now.

MS. JAMIE DeWITT:
I wasn’t on it at that time.  Thank you.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Sure.  Diane?

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Can I ask a question about legalities on this?  Given the fact that uranium is a heavy metal and therefore has toxicity that separates from its radiation as well why is it that it doesn’t come under dual jurisdiction?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Regarding what?

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Well it seems to me the way I’m reading everything or interpreting what you say or whatever I’ve read is that it falls only under NRC, which only considers radiation effects.  Does not consider heavy metal effects.  It doesn’t come under any EPA jurisdiction which would address the health effects of the heavy metals.  Why?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I can’t comment on what the EPA believes is or is not under their jurisdiction.  That would be more appropriate for the EPA to comment on.  

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:

The EPA?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
The only thing I can - the only thing I can really respond to is the fact that as a radiological material it is licensed and regulated by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Well I understand --

MR. PAUL CLOUD:


And they focus as you well know on the radiological properties and exposure of the material.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Right.  That part is fine.  So they’re focusing on radiological effects.  But why isn’t it a dual jurisdiction?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I’m sorry.  I can’t answer that question.  I can’t speak for another agency.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Karen can you answer that?

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Diane I didn’t hear the question.  Can you repeat it?

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Uranium is a heavy metal and has heavy metal effects as a heavy metal.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
It’s highly toxic.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
As heavy metal, not just as a radiation.  Why does the uranium on site not come under jurisdiction of the EPA in terms of its heavy metal effects and why is it strictly under NRC which only considers radiation effects?

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
I’m not sure about that.  But my understanding is that it is regulated under NRC.  And --

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Right.  Does that mean --

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
My assumption is that that will also cover the metals.  I mean it should cover the chemicals of concern, chemical constituents.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Yeah.

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
We do not - uranium is not even on our analytical list to be even analyzed for period that we’ve got any of our lists.  So - and you know I don’t know if that has anything to do with it or not.  But we can always check and find out.  I mean I don’t have any problem with checking and getting back with you as far as what our regulations say about as far as its - as a metal.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Yeah.  I mean it just seems to me that the heavy - that things that are heavy metals that have both types of properties getting more in terms of your heavy metal properties even though they’re still just as toxic as heavy metals.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Right.  And as Kevin said that was the same thing I was going to say.  I’m not sure about that but I can check and - because I know we do have sites on the National Priority List that have uranium, depleted uranium and in those cases they still have to work with NRC.  But it could be something where EPA might jump in there.  This is a non   NPL site.  So you know that’s something as Kevin stated he and I could go back and check on.

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
And then we would ask that to check and see how that - how this is impacted because it is north of the firing line too.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Okay.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
But the big difference I think is this is a non NPL site.  So there’s a difference.

MR. STEVEN VAUGHN:
A non what site?

MR. KEVIN HERRON:

National Priority List.  NPL stands for National Priority List.   That’s the list --

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:

So it comes under IDEM’s concern?

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:

Excuse me?

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:

So it comes under IDEM’s concern because then the State takes over?

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:

Right.  That’s correct.

MR. KEVIN HERRON:

I’ve heard several times that IDEM is the lead environmental agency.  I’ve heard that stated in the past to me when I first took over the site.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:

Right.  And IDEM’s concerned about heavy metals most of the time.

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
I’m just saying that on any of our lists I know of we have uranium on none of them for something to be
analyzed.  So that means I would - at this point this is something that we probably don’t deal with normally.  Plus there’s also regulation that Paul and I looked at this morning under four (4) - what was it?   410 IAC 5?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
If you look at 410 Indiana Administrative Code Five (5).

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
410 IC 5?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
IAC - IAC 5.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Yes.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
You will see a very specific sentence in there that says to the effect this is from a radiological prospective that if the licensee or person, entity is regulated by the NRC the State does not regulate.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Right.  But that’s the - but they only pay attention to one (1) aspect of it.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I understand that.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
And it’s got dual toxicity.  So somehow - I mean it makes sense in terms of hydrogen.  I mean I understand --- that once it’s decayed it’s turned - you know it’s hydrogen and it doesn’t make any difference, even deteriorating doesn’t do all that much more.  So you know I understand when it’s a non-toxic agent otherwise.  Potassium you know, iodine, any of those once they’ve decayed so what?  Who cares?  They just enter the body and they become normal elements.  But this one (1) you don’t lose the heavy metal properties.  You don’t lose the heavy metal toxicity no matter what you do or how many times you argue or whether or not you’re considering you’re going to hit the radiological toxicity criteria.  You’re still, no matter what you do, going to be hitting heavy metal criteria.  Always.  Because it doesn’t stop being a heavy metal just because it decays.  So I don’t understand the lack of over sight on half of those properties.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Bob do you have a question or a comment?

MR. ROBERT HUDSON:
I have a comment.  It’s kind of a side comment to her question.  A couple of years ago I had to have a test run and they wanted to know - they wanted to check my blood to see if I had been exposed to any heavy metals.  And I couldn’t think of any way I had been exposed to any except maybe depleted uranium because I had been on live tests on hard targets with depleted uranium without any protection or anything.  I’ve been on those tests myself.  So I mentioned this to them.  You know we’re talking about the local hospital so you’ve got - you’ve got to understand that.  They researched all of their testing procedures document wise and did not have a - did not have an identified procedure to test for depleted uranium or heavy metal properties.  I don’t know if that’s a surprise or not.  It kind of surprised me that the documents didn’t - didn’t even show any - any such thing.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Well and it’s interesting because if you look at most of the risk assessments they look very strictly at only the radiological effects and they really do not pay attention to heavy metal.

MR. ROBERT HUDSON:
To heavy metal side of it.  Yes.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
But it’s a heavy metal for God’s sakes.

MR. ROBERT HUDSON:
Right.  But they didn’t - they wasn’t able to really test to see if I had been exposed to it.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
You know - never mind.  I’m not going to say this.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
You might as well.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
Uranium, a good portion of it is going to be sequestered in the bone.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
No?

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
Oh yes.  And - and as the body works to control calcium levels in the blood it’s going to be mobilized and get to the kidney and can cause kidney failure.  I’m reminded of a - of a situation I was in in the Governor’s office in the State of Arkansas.  This is - Clinton was President then, he wasn’t Governor.  And we were talking about mercury.  And they said we don’t have any record of anybody dying of mercury poisoning in Arkansas from eating mercury contaminated fish.  I said do you have any record of anybody dying from kidney failure?  Oh hundreds.  Well did you ever discuss or find out what caused that?  No.  I mean this is - so that’s --

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Any other comments or questions regarding depleted uranium license termination process?

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
We didn’t talk about that yet.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Well I think we’ve laid it out as far as we can right now because the documents are not public.  I know some people here have seen them but they are not releasable until they are submitted to the NRC.  And then they will be posted on our web site, the NRC’s web site, we’ll mail them out and then everyone will get a chance to look at them.  Kevin?

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
Do you not have a meeting with the NRC coming up here the first part of June?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
We have a meeting with the NRC scheduled for June the 4th.  That is a public meeting. 

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
Okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
However the intent of that meeting is under the NRC regulations for a license termination.  There is a criteria should they so choose to invoke that the licensee, in this case the Army, perform what’s called an Environmental Report.  An Environmental Report is a NEPA documentation.  We are in fact in the process of creating that Environmental Report.  We have contracted with a contractor.  They were out at the Proving Ground last week gathering documentation, observing the site, looking at various things.  They are in the process of working on that.  That is the intent of that meeting on June the 4th.  That meeting is open to the public.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
Where?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
It’s in Rockville in Maryland at NRC Headquarters.  And that has been put out I believe in the Federal Register because the NRC is required to give thirty (30) day public notice on that.  But that’s where it will be held.  Any other - yes sir?

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:

You’re saying that at this meeting then the NRC can invoke the need.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Well they already have invoked the need.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
Okay for an EIS?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:



No, not an EIS.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
Not an EIS?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
The requirement under the NRC’s regulations for license termination, specifically the restrictive reuse termination that the Army is proposing for this facility and this license, that should the NRC so choose they can require the licensee to submit an Environmental Report.  That Environmental Report is like a base document that the NRC would then use as their NEPA requirement to either do an EIS, an EA or whatever.  But it is used in that context and that purpose.  But we as the licensee would be tasked with the ER.  The EIS and the NEPA criteria is actually the NRC’s responsibility.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
Okay.  So they may or may not go that way?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Well they already have.  As far as --

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
Regarding your ER?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
 

But as far as - have you submitted the ER?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
No it will not be submitted --

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
Okay.  So until you get that done they won’t make a determination ---

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I can’t specifically discuss what the NRC can or cannot do since they’re a separate federal agency.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
Right.  I understand.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
My understanding is that they will do some type of NEPA exercise.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
Okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Now just for background history they actually did an EIS scoping meeting for this actual proposal back in the spring of 1995.  And it was a public meeting held in Madison at the Madison High School.  So they have at least started it.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
Where?  Oh down in Madison?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes.

MS. DIANE HENSHEL:
When they - when they do their EIS are they going to consider any other properties besides radiological?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
You will have to ask them.  That’s their - you know that’s their requirement you know and their obligation.  What they have to or will consider.  You know I can’t speak for them.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Is this possible to try to get them to come to the RAB meeting and do a presentation?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
        
They are periodically invited.  It’s probably - and we have looked at that.  If you recall they were at the RAB - well you were still on maternity leave back in May.  They were at the RAB meeting in Madison May of last year.  And they gave a fairly extensive presentation and discussion at that meeting.  Based on the fact that the Army was going through an extensive revision of the license termination plan and the institutional control plan, the Save The Valley had applied for and been granted a hearing request, until the time that the Army submitted the plan to the NRC there was probably nothing for the NRC to really come to the community and talk about until they had the plan.  Now whether or not they want to come then, before then or after then is clearly their decision.  I would expect that after we have submitted the plan to them that they would come to a subsequent RAB meeting.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I’m sure Richard and I will both be on the phone, requesting as the RAB co-chairs, at a minimum that they do attend.  I would suggest an appropriate meeting would be the next one (1) in August in Madison.  Whether they attend or not is their call.

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
They’ve got a very, very familiar process to our IFS Record of Decision, protoplan Record of Decision and in our DRA type of things.  So they still have public comment and public meeting responsibilities under their own regulation outside of whether they would come to a RAB meeting or not.  So they’re going to have to - they’re going to have to do that anyway from what I understand from the regulation and what they said at that meeting.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:

I agree.  I would expect, although I don’t know all of their criteria, that once the plan is submitted that there will be an opportunity via the NRC and they would hold some level types of public meetings regarding the plan either as their requirements under the license termination process and/or the requirements under the NEPA criteria that they are obligated to go through also.

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
And I imagine they want to do things very well in this in considering that this is the first.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
That’s my understanding.  Any other?  Richard?

MR. RICHARD HILL:
What?  I didn’t hear the last - last little part of what you said?  Being that this is what?

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
The first.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
It’s my understanding that this is the first - could be the first restrictive reuse termination under current existing NRC regulations.  My understanding that although there have been some previous attempts they have never gone to fruition and termination.  So it looks like right now JPG and the Army are the next one (1) that might go all thay way.  It’s unclear whether that will happen.

MR. RICHARD HILL:
    
I have not been able to find out so that could explain it.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
That’s my understanding.  Any other questions?

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
Paul?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Kevin?

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
Did they develop the regulation for restricted reuse based on the Army’s submittal or is that something they were working on prior to that?  Do you know that?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
My understanding of the history, and it’s only a partial understanding, is that they were developing the regulations as far back as 1995.  There was a letter that the Army sent to the NRC back then identifying that as a future option.  And that should those regulations become final that the Army intended to proceed along those lines.  But it has basically taken that amount of time from then until now to actually get the final regulations codified.  Any other comments or questions?  Again if you have any comments that you would like to provide to the Army on this particular issue this is the Radiation Safety Officer for Jefferson Proving Ground, Joyce Kuykendall.  That’s her phone number, her mailing address.  We have a specific E-mail set up for this particular issue that you can send to the Army.  We will insure not only any comments that are provided by this mechanism or provided to the NRC but the NRC also gets a copy of the verbatim RAB transcript so they know anything that is commented on here at any of the RAB meetings, either at the meeting in February, this meeting or any other meeting.  And all of those if you go to the NRC’s web site and their public docket, you will see all of these documents listed on there also for all the previous RAB meetings.  So you can - you can rest assured that anything that you say here will get to the NRC regarding the depleted uranium issue.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
Paul?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes sir.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
What - what time of day is this meeting on the 4th?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I believe it’s ten thirty (10:30) in the morning Eastern Daylight Time if memory serves me correct.  Again it was published in the Federal Register.  Any other questions?

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
I’ve got a comment.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Kevin?

MR. KEVIN HERRON:

The Madison Mayor has contacted Senators Lugar and Bayh concerning the depleted uranium and - which has also been cc’ed to IDEM Commissioner and then also out of courtesy to EPA requesting some type of help or support or interference of whatever or what not from the Senators to try to get some - some help as far as understanding those issues.  And so IDEM has drafted a response to them and at this point we are going ahead and identifying to the Mayor that this does strictly fall under the NRC’s regulations.  But as far as support on the radiological issues we have referred the Mayor to the Indiana State Department of Health.  They do have an area with indoor and radiological health that has people there that are familiar with depleted uranium and are very up to date and up to speed on radiological issues concerning depleted uranium and what not.  So we have suggested that.  We have also suggested that the Mayor himself also attend some of the RAB meetings so that he can voice his opinion and make sure that it’s on public record.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Thank you Kevin.  Karen?

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
At some of the other RAB meetings do you know if the Mayor has had a representative to come to the meetings?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
It’s my understanding that the Mayor of Madison has had some representatives at some of the previous RAB meetings.  I do not recall Mayor Huntington ever personally attending any RAB meeting but he has had some representatives there and they have so identified themselves.

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
I think they had somebody the last meeting.

MR. ROBERT HUDSON:
          The last meeting they did.                 

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes.  In the February meeting in Madison there was someone there.  She sat in the back of the library.

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
Didn’t Congressman Hill have a --

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Congressman Barron Hill had a staffer at the last RAB meeting in Madison also.

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
And he read a statement into the public record?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes he did.  That was in the minutes and that was also provided to the NRC.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
I remember him because he identified himself.

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
The Mayor’s representative read a statement too.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Any other comments or questions?  Generic questions or comments?  Anything anyone would like to get off their chest, shoulders or any other part of their anatomy?  Feel free to if you would like to make another comment regarding FOST, UXO clearances, potential license termination of this depleted uranium, please avail yourself of this opportunity.  We want to insure that no one can say that we did not allow or provide an opportunity for identification of comments, questions or concerns.  So please avail yourself.  Kevin?

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
I just wanted to let everybody know that we are meeting regularly to identify issues to clarify to - to make sure that we - we continue to move along in this process to get to the point as far as environmentally to get all the environmental issues taken care of.  I didn’t - I don’t know if anybody knows about the BCTV but that’s a forum for us to get to meet and team together and resolve issues.  And we are doing that on a regular basis now and things are moving along much better as far as getting - getting the issues as far as Remedial Investigations.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Thank you.  Any other comments?  Questions?  Anyone?  Sir?

MR. STEVEN VAUGHN:
North of the firing line is there any - there usually isn’t a whole lot said other than about the depleted uranium.  Is there any other environmental sites up there other than UXO?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Not so that we’re aware of.

MR. STEVEN VAUGHN:

Not that you’re aware of?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Not that we’re aware of.  I beg your pardon?

MR. STEVEN VAUGHN:

As far as chemical dumps or abandoned dumps?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
No sir not that we’re aware of.  I will tell you that there has not been any extensive environmental investigation north of the firing line and the primary reason is because of the safety issue regarding the UXO.  As you are aware the Army estimated at least twenty-five million (25,000,000) rounds were fired north of the firing line.  We estimated at least a million and a half (1½) of those rounds are full of unexploded high explosive ordnance.  Probably three (3,000,000) to five million (5,000,000) more have detonators, primers or fuses that failed to operate.  It’s an extreme personnel safety hazard in a number of the areas north of the firing line.  And that has prevented any other type of investigation.  But there’s - basically it’s a shooting gallery and there wasn’t any industrial-commercial usage of it.  I mean there was basically the ordnance was tested to see if it functioned properly.  You know there wasn’t buildings or anything else that were used for anything else other than the support of the observation of the proper functioning of munitions.  

      MR. STEVEN VAUGHN:

Yeah.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Karen?

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
A question.  The gate 19 landfill north of the firing line.  Does the State come out and monitor the ground water on a regular basis?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
The State does not monitor it.  Under the State approved closure plan which we’re approximately halfway into the ground water monitoring ten (10) year requirement on that, the Army samples and analyzes the ground water on the wells that are located there and provide that information to the State.  We are approximately halfway through that period but we provide that information.  That is in accordance with the State approved plan.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Okay.  So that’s a site - he was asking if there were any other sites.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
That’s the only site north of the firing line.  And it’s immediately north of the firing line on the west side.  It’s a solid waste landfill.  Had construction debris.  Has some asbestos in it.  Joe?

MR. JOE ROBB:
In the documentation that the Army has given Fish and Wildlife Service there are sites where detonation, open detonation occurred which has some ramifications as far as -- to the Army.

MR. STEVEN VAUGHN:
I understand.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Any other comments or questions?  Bill?

MR. WILLIAM CORNING:
Just I’d like to say I was out on the Proving Ground two (2) weeks ago and boy the beaver are having fun.  There are places out there that are under water that haven’t been under water in fifty (50) years because the beaver are - nobody is having any control over them and they’re just damming up everything and flooding fields and everything.

MR. ROBERT HUDSON:
They knew it was going to be a dry summer.

MR. WILLIAM CORNING:
Not where they are it’s not gonna be dry.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Kevin?

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
Well concerning the gate 19 landfill I was contacted by one (1) of our solid waste geologists and they did confirm that they were receiving the results and they did confirm that they were being - the results were being reviewed by a chemist to see if anything showed up.  And he did tell me that they were - that all the samples as far as the wells were coming up clean.  So take that for what you will.  And we also went out recently.  Several weeks ago we did just to make sure that we went out and did some sediment and surface water sampling.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Middlefork Creek right on the western boundary.

MR. KEVIN HERRON:
Middlefork Creek.  To determine if there had been any kind of impact on the - on the creek.  So - and getting back to the beaver issue while we were out there doing this we saw quite a bit of evidence of trees that were severely gnawed.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Any other comments or questions?  The next RAB meeting is back down in Madison.  It’s scheduled for Wednesday, August 22nd.  Would encourage you to attend.  Right now if there are no changes to the schedule for the submission of the revised license termination and institutional control plan for the depleted uranium license we would expect that would have been submitted and be publicly available.  If so I would expect that meeting to be interesting.  With that that’s all I have tonight.  I would encourage you again to sign the attendance sheet and make sure you’re on our mailing list.  I have no further comments.  Richard would you like to have any closing comments?

MR. RICHARD HILL:
Just thank you again for coming out. Anybody got any questions for me?  No.  Okay.  Good night.

MR. CHARLES FACEMIRE:
You’re too easy.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Thank you.

* * * * *
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