

A public hearing of the Jefferson Proving Ground Restoration Advisory Board Hearing was held in the North Vernon Public Library at North Vernon, IN at 7:00 P.M. on March 31, 1999.

OPENING STATEMENTS BY MR. PAUL CLOUD:

Okay.  I would like to get started and welcome everyone to the March meeting of the Jefferson Proving Ground Restoration Advisory Board meeting here at the Library in North Vernon.  My name is Paul Cloud.  I’m the Army’s co-chair for the RAB.  Richard Hill is our community co-chair.  I would encourage everyone to sign in on the attendance sheet so that we can make sure that you’re on our mailing list.  We also have a copy of the slide you’re going to see tonight and we can go from there.  I don’t have any other ah introductory remarks.  Richard?

OPENING STATEMENTS BY MR. RICHARD HILL:
No.  I don’t have any either.  I think we should just go ahead and - and get into the agenda.  Just welcome everybody and thanks for coming.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Okay.  This is a copy of the agenda items that we’re going to go over tonight.  I don’t see Mr. Brooks Evens yet.  He is scheduled to give us a brief update status on where Phase II of the Remedial Investigation stands.  If he arrives as we start through the rest of the items we can check with him.  Also the item down here for re-use update as an Army’s testing re-organization, that was scheduled to be given by Mr. Early from our headquarters command.  He unfortunately was unable to ah make it this time and I will be giving his presentation.  A copy of his slide is in the package there that you have available to you.  So I don’t see Brooks right yet.  Richard do you want to provide everyone with an updated status on where the community’s TAPP application stands?

MR. RICHARD HILL:
Sure.  Thanks Paul.  The ah TAPP application, Technical Assistance for Public Participation, is I guess you would say moving along.  I’ve been in regular contact with the Corps of Engineers in Louisville oh for the past two (2) or three (3) weeks, three (3) or four (4) weeks.  Ah they have the money.  The - our preferred providers, that is we the RAB listed two (2) organizations, institutions that we would like to see be able to do ah this assistance.  They have been contacted.  That’s Hanover College and IU SPEA, S-P-E-A, School - uh-uh Public Environmental Affairs I think.  Okay good I got it.  They have both been contacted.  I have just recently spoken to Paul McMillan at Hanover who ah actually got the information.  He was the individual, the contact individual.  He has passed that on to some other people at Hanover which are some people in the Geology Department who he thought probably had more experience in working with these kinds of things and they seemed to be interested, the Geology Department there does.  And then of course they can tap into their other departments there also.  I have - so we’re just kind of waiting to hear back from them.  The Corps put out a notice.  They have some kind of listing that they send notices out like this out to to see if anyone else might be interested.  I did get a call from a gentleman with a firm whose name I can’t recall right now who had just a couple of quick questions evidently to see if - if they might even be interested or not.  He was going to take that back to his people and see if they might be interested in doing it.  Ah I have sent an E-mail to our contact person at IU but I have not heard back from them yet.  So I need to make sure that they got the information from the Corps.  I feel pretty sure that they did but I want to make sure of that.  And so this process should be done pretty soon.  It took us a little while to get the money, the right kind of money in the right place. This government foul ups as they may occur did occur.  And ah - but things are moving along.  They did ask when they put this out on their list for these organizations to  respond back by the end of this month, which is of course today.  They said they could give them a little leeway in that also.  So I expect that we will be wrapping things up pretty quickly as far as finding an actual provider to give us the assistance that we were asking for which has to do with helping with the interpretation of technical documents, presenting that information in an understandable form to the RAB, community RAB and that sort of thing.  So I think that’s where we are right now.  Does anybody else - does anybody have any questions about that?  Yes Ken?

MR. KEN KNOUF:
Richard two (2) questions.  Were you able to get the full twenty-five thousand ($25,000)?

MR. RICHARD HILL:
That’s not a - not a problem no.

MR. KEN KNOUF: 

Do you know how much the Corps is charging you to administer the contract?

MR. RICHARD HILL:
Well no.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Typically the Corps charges somewhere in the neighborhood of three (3) to eight (8) percent.  If it becomes an issue that would impact the community’s fund I - I have available funds to cover that.

MR. KEN KNOUF:

Traditionally the Corps has been pretty steep on their charges Paul so like for future if the RAB ever got - do they have to go through the Corps as far as contracting this or is it just the preferred method as far as contracting?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
It’s the preferred method because the Corps,  specifically the Louisville District Corps ah is local and they have a number of people that are already familiar with the Proving Ground.

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

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Another option would have been for us at headquarters to administer the contracts.  There is a geographical separation of distance and unfamiliarity at headquarters with Jefferson so that would be a liability that they may not want to take on unless circumstances dictate otherwise.

MR. KEN KNOUF:
The RAB itself would not have been allowed to contract out due to these specifications?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
No the process is not set up that way.

MR. KEN KNOUF:
Okay.  

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Any of the contracts are required to be awarded and administered by the government.

MR. KEN KNOUF:
Okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:

Any other questions on the TAPP application?  Okay.  The next area I would like to go over is the status of the unexploded ordnance removal.  And I think most people know the Army has been conducting ordnance removal operations ah in the cantonment area and I will show you a map of the area in a moment within the cantonment parcel at Jefferson.  As you can see most of this information and slides are for before getting archives search report back in 1995 and identified approximately twenty-two hundred and thirty-four (2234) acres within the cantonment parcel that had a potential for unexploded ordnance.  The second bullet there identifies the Army’s commitment to the community about the clearance depth that the Army was willing to clear to.  And the last bullet there identifies that if any future re-use interest wants to dig below four (4) feet that they will be responsible for any costs for that.  This is a copy of the schedule for the removal operations.  Ah again up at the top you can see where the report was done.  The initial removal action, this hundred (100) acre parcel, is just south of the housing loop in the cantonment area.  This thirty (30) acre parcel is up in the northeastern corner of the cantonment area and actually only consists of two (2) rather thin what we refer to as pie slices.  The airfield area I think everyone knows where the old airfield is in the cantonment area.  That is - physical work there is done.  We are waiting for the proposed Statement of Clearance from Huntsville Corps of Engineers.  Once we receive that at our headquarters we will review it and if it’s acceptable then it will be signed and that work will be completed and the access restrictions will be lifted on that parcel.  This area next is the area south of Krueger Lake.  That area has been undergoing removal action for some time.  If anyone has looked on the Jefferson Proving Ground web site you will see where we keep accurate up-to-date counting of the items that have been found and removed, what types, the numbers, whether or not they were either inferred or suspected of having high explosives in them.  Ah they did run into this area south of the lake, the old water field.  Current count is somewhere around twelve thousand (12,000) works that have been removed.  Those are sixty (60) millimeter and eighty-one (81) millimeter mortars.  They have found no mortars that have had high explosives.  All of those mortars have been inert.  The last area of these first areas here have all been done under a time critical ah process.  This last area over here (indicating) which is west of the airfield is not part of Mr. Ford’s Lease in Furtherance of Conveyance.  All these other areas are.  And that’s one (1) of the reasons why they were put under a time critical removal action.  This area on the western side is not part of Mr. Ford’s parcel although he does have what we commonly refer to as the first right of refusal to purchase that since he was the successful bidder to buy the cantonment area.  In that western parcel because it is very heavily wooded and there is a potential for weapons in that area we are approaching that in a non time critical manner and we’re going through an EE/CA process.  In fact the Phase II of the EE/CA where they go back out and try and re-acquire some of the signal that they did on the Phase I has just been commenced and will probably go on for the next month or so.  After that then in the summer the engineering evaluation cost analysis is what the EE/CA is - the EE/CA will come out and it will analyze various options that can be utilized to address the unexploded ordnance in this heavily wooded western parcel.  And those options can range from no action to a risk based statistical approach to a intensive mag and flag effort as we have done in the other areas in the cantonment area.  The reason - another reason we are looking at non time critical and EE/CA process on this western parcel is because if we just went in there and did an

intensive magnetometer sleeve and flag all the tips we got there we would basically have to clear cut that three (300) to four hundred (400) acres of heavily wooded area, basically wipe it out ecologically.  So we’re not interested in doing that for not only that reason but it would cost several million dollars to do.  So we’re trying to be somewhat efficient in our approach here.  This slide shows again ah what’s been done in a couple of the areas.  This hundred (100) acre parcel has been done and shows a number of items that were found there.  We only found one (1) item in that hundred (100) acre parcel that required ah detonation.  Everything else was scrap.  Thirty (30) acre parcel is to the northeast corner of the cantonment area.  We are expecting the Statement of Clearance shortly on that along with the airfield’s.  Now this eight (8) acre parcel  wasn’t in the original time schedule.  This was something that was done on the surface only back in the summer of 1996.  And ah this you can see we had four hundred seventy-five (475) mortars at that time.  Now those mortars were in this mortar field where we have currently addressed about twelve thousand (12,000) inert rounds.  And that effort that we’re currently doing is down to four (4) feet where at this surface area, the initial effort was just on the surface.  (Indicating) Here is the airfield.  Again the work here has been completed.  We’re waiting for the proposed Statement of Clearance.  One (1) of the things that the Statement of Clearance will propose that if there are any excavation or digging restrictions, and if they are at what depth they would be.  It is possible that due to the nature and numbers and the types of ordnance that were found in this area there may be either a very limited restriction on digging below four (4) feet or there may be no restriction based on the safety analysis by the Huntsville Corps.  If the Army agrees with that analysis then we will sign the Statement of Clearance and proceed.  Here this area right here, the area south of Krueger Lake, these numbers are current as of last week.  Every week when I get the weekly report from the Huntsville Corps I post those updated numbers on our web site and also provide that information to the Indiana Department of Environmental Management and the Region 5 of EPA in Chicago.  Lastly, this is the area that we’ve just started Phase II in earlier this month and we will continue that effort through the summer to analyze the various options and then there will be a public meeting and a hearing to discuss those various options and to seek public input on what the public thinks may be an acceptable method.  And then we’ll look at that and - and proceed on from there.  The next thing I would like to talk about briefly are what are referred to as FOSTS or Findings of Suitability to Transfer.  These are documents, pertinent documents, that need to be generated to start the transfer process of the property from the Army to another individual, in this case Mr. Ford who is the president of Ford Lumber and Building Supply Company.  They were the successful bidder for the cantonment area.  Now this FOST here initially came out the end of December.  We had a thirty (30) day comment period,  received comments from the State and EPA and a couple from this board.  The revised document was sent back out with a response to comments on the 19th of March.  We asked for a two (2) week response this coming Monday.  And once we have received those or concurrence, then we will be staffing that document up through our headquarters for a concurrence.  After the FOST is signed the next step is for the real estate office of the Louisville Corps of Engineers to take the environmental restrictions, deed restrictions, institutional controls that are in the FOST and incorporate them into a formal deed document that the Army will then enter into and sign with Mr. Ford and then the property will be formally transferred and recorded in Mr. Ford’s ownership.  Now this particular parcel we’re referring to here is outlined within these heavy black lines here (indicating).  Within this dotted line this portion of the parcel is excluded.  The reason why is because there was an abandoned landfill within that area and since we have not addressed that from a clean up standpoint yet we felt it necessary to exclude that parcel.  Other than that that is the only thing.  It was very carefully crafted to exclude or eliminate or not include any of the other ah clean up sites within the Proving Ground.  This one (1) lighter area here is the area that the hundred (100) acre initial UXO effort was performed back in 1996.  We have a Statement of Clearance for that and a Clearance Report and the access restrictions have in fact been lifted on that and I believe Mr. Ford has tilled that property the last couple of summers.  The other FOST that is currently finishing internal Army reviews is what we refer to as the Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office or DRMO area.  It’s about five and a half (5½) acres and I’ll show you a map on where that is.  It has one (1) building in it and I expect the public comment period to start here ah next month.  This ah - this parcel is identified by these cross patch lines right here (indicating).  This is a survey that was done at an earlier date when we were looking at trying to transfer this smaller portion as part of this thirty-six plus (36+) acres to Mr. Ford.  There was some soil contamination issues that needed to be addressed and we have dug that dirt up and we have one (1) copy of one (1) document that should be going to the State and the EPA very shortly.  And the other one (1) will be coming out probably within the next week or two (2).  But I expect the FOST to be out before then and it will address some of those issues there.  It’s our expectation that Mr. Ford will probably, once he has title to that, will probably enter into negotiations with the Indiana Department of Transportation.  They are the company agency that bought this thirty-two (32) - thirty-six (36) acres.  In fact I had a brief meeting with them today and they have again expressed their interest in that parcel.  The last thing I would like to briefly talk about - Brooks is here now so once I go over this last item on the agenda we can go back up to where ah Brooks is going to talk about Phase II RI.  There has been a reorganization of Army testing by the Department of the Army.  That was - the actual order was signed by the vice chief of staff of the Army back in November of last year, a gentleman that occupies this position right here (indicating).  What this chart shows you is two (2) things.  One (1) is the current state of affairs and two (2) what it will turn into on 1 October of this year.  Currently TECOM, Test and Evaluation Command for the Army, is where Jefferson Proving Ground was located as far as their higher headquarters.  And then TECOM reported to AMC which is the Army Material Command.  What has been signed and put into motion to consolidate Army testing is to take TECOM and OPTEC, Operational Test Command, and form one (1) Army consolidated command for all Army testing.  When that operation or agency comes into existence it will be known as ATEC, Army Test Evaluation Command.  And they will report to the assistant vice chief on staff of the Army at the Pentagon who will then report to the vice chief of staff.  The relevant piece of information here is that because TECOM is now going to become Developmental Test Command on 1 October ah it’s not shown on this chart but Jefferson Proving Ground is going to stay with AMC.  But AMC will not administer it from a logistical and administrative support position where they will - what they have done is the commanding officer at AMC, General Wilson, signed an order effective 1 March of this year that transferred the Jefferson Proving Ground to SBCOM. This is the Soldier’s Biological and Chemical Command.  That’s located in Edgewood area of Aberdeen Proving Ground in Maryland.  So theoretically right now Jefferson Proving Ground is under SBC council although no paper work personnel wise and no paper work property wise has been initiated yet.  That is what will eventually happen.  Are there any questions regarding re-organization of Army Testing Command?  It may seem somewhat convoluted and we’re still trying to figure out just who’s going to be going where and doing what.  Not all of that information is currently available even to some of us on the staff.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
So will Mike Early remain as the base transition coordinator?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
That’s not known right now.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
And it’s also unknown whether I will remain as the environmental coordinator.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
But at some point Jefferson Proving Ground will - base environmental coordinator will remain, whoever that will be, whether it’s you or someone else?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
That’s correct.  There will be a BRAC environmental coordinator.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
It’s not clear whether I will be that individual or not.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Okay.  When do you think you might know?  That October 1 you said?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I would hope by October 1.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Okay.  Well by October 1 the decision will be in place but - okay.  But you don’t know?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
I don’t know.  Any other questions on that issue?

MR. KEN KNOUF:
Paul can we go back to earlier?  Bill Corning asked me and I promised him I would ask you.  What are we up to as far as UXO clean up cost?  Any ball park estimate?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
It’s in the weekly reports that I get that I give the State and EPA.  I would off the top of my head probably estimate probably somewhere four ($4,000,000) to five million dollars ($5,000,000) range.  I can get you a more accurate figure that you can feed back to Bill.  And that’s one (1) of the reasons why on that western parcel where we are doing a non time critical sweep, each and every evaluation cost analysis, why we’re pursuing it to that pathway.  If we were just to go in and do the intensive effort that the Army’s done on the rest of the cantonment area we estimate it would cost somewhere between ten ($10,000,000) and fifteen million ($15,000,000) to go do that.  If we go through and determine that a risk based statistical approach is the better way to go to get the same results we may spend less than a million dollars ($1,000,000).  So there is a significant savings potential there.  And we think it’s reasonable and it’s justified.  Joe?

MR. JOE ROBB:
Ah you mentioned the clearing of the forest and everything for the removal of the UXO?  There’s certainly some forested areas in those other parcels that have been cleaned up and while there wasn’t a clear cutting operation what was the difference between those parcels?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Well the difference between those parcels is that in the - in the area that - this area I can show you on the map here.  (Indicating) You can see where there were ah recognized potential ordnance activities.  Also basically right up in here is where the mortar field was.  It’s been proved by the numbers of mortars we’ve found.  Although they’ve all been inert you have to treat them as suspect and you know, punch holes in them to see if they do have high explosives.  So that wasn’t significant thing here or in the airfield or up here in these two (2) pie slices.  The significant difference over here is one (1) this is basically solid woods as you well know.  It’s questionable from personally my prospective and I think more - additional people in the Army whether or not there were any specific ordnance activities done in there.  So that’s another reason why we’re going to do this other process.  When the Corps of Engineers did their archive search report they’re paid to be conservative.  That’s part of their job.  Since this is a safety related issue ah they felt they should take it.  They did find a couple of pieces of inert ordnance in this area when they did the survey and they actually came out and walked over the sites and did personnel interviews and looked at the firing records they did find a couple of pieces of ordnance in that area.  There were ah you know some testings done here in the airfield area.  So as a result of that there should - could have been strays that walked over this.  So again they were somewhat conservative and just included all they basically could on the western perimeter.  Now we did in fact discuss with them some of the areas in the cantonment parcel that they thought might have a potential but we were able to document and prove to them that there’s no way there would have been ordnance activity in some of the other areas.  And they took that out of the archives search report.  So we - they left that one (1) in.  So that’s you know the significant differences.  Does that answer your question?

MR. JOE ROBB:
Yes.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Karen?

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Paul I have a question regarding the DRMO area?

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

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Is that near the - the Madison Port Authority and the railroad tracks?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Let me show you the map.  (Indicating) The Madison railroad tracks basically run - here is Paper Mill Road right here.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Un-huh (yes).

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
The railroad tracks cross the road and it goes through there.  In fact there is one (1) that’s just north of the building right there (indicating).  There are about - how many parallel lines?  Four (4) or five (5) Ken?

Something like that.

MR. KEN KNOUF:
Yes.


MR. PAUL CLOUD:
But that is - that property - ah while the land will be transferred to ultimately Mr. Ford, the Port Authority has an easement, a perpetual easement and they own the tracks.  And so they will always be able to use the tracks.  They just won’t own the land underneath the tracks. So they will always be able to use that as long as they so desire.  If they want to sell it it would be Mr. Ford’s decision.  Does that answer your question?

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Yes. I guess I’m a little confused.  I understand what you’re saying.  

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Okay.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
But I know when we reviewed the ah FOST for the Port authority a few years ago I’m aware that the area near the red lead, I think it’s called the red lead disposal area?  Right?  Isn’t that - that specific building?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
No.

MR. KEN KNOUF:
The yellow sulphur.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
No I’m not talking about that building.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
The red lead area was near some of the old - older section of the track.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
And there was a building there?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
That wasn’t far - that building - that building does not belong to the Port Authority.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Okay.  But the track behind it near the red lead?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Okay.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Okay.  And I’m aware of the yellow sulphur because the yellow sulphur is - this area that you have right up here on the --

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
The - let me see if I can point it out here.  (Indicating) First of all Building 216 is the building that the Port Authority owns.  That’s way up here.  Red lead is over here somewhere.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Right.  But - okay.  And that’s the area that I’m talking about.  And so the question I have is ah when the Madison Port Authority bought that building they also bought all the tracks on the facility?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Yes ma’am.  All sixteen plus (16+) miles.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Okay.  Okay.  That answered my question because I thought they were just mainly in that particular area.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
No. All - all the tracks within the cantonment area belongs to them - whether it was active or inactive.  Okay at this time I’d like to turn the floor over to Brooks Evens from the Louisville Corps of Engineers and he will discuss with you statuses of the Phase II Remedial Investigation.  Brooks?

MR. BROOKS EVENS:
Okay.  Ah I’m Brooks Evens from the Army Corps of Engineers, Project Scientist for the RI/FS effort going on at JPG.  Ah the RI Phase II is originally a view of the Feasibility Study.  It contains data from 1990 to ‘97.  It’s a Phase I RI document that never became final and all that information had to be incorporated into the Phase II so we could close the loops on no further action sites that got thrown out during the Phase I RI.  Ah these two (2) RI/FS consist of twenty-eight (28) sites.  Of those twenty-eight (28) sites ah the Army decided to put ten (10) into intra-measure work plans that we felt we could clean up, get out of the way and move on with  the scale and size of the contamination.  Those sites are very close to being closed out and being able to be transferred.  One (1) of those sites, the yellow sulphur area, had more contamination than we were able to get in the confirmation samples indicated residual contamination still present so we’re going to go back into that site this spring and finish up that contamination.  Ah out of the twenty-eight (28) sites and minus the ten (10) that we’re putting into intra-measure work plan, ah the RI Phase II recommends that additional thirteen (13) be considered no further action or be taken out of the RI/FS CERCLA process.  Ah those sites were screened against residential level contamination and was found that ah the risk on the human risk is acceptable given the ten (10) to minus four (-4), ten (10) to minus six (-6).  With that said there are thirteen (13) - twelve (12) sites that are going to be carried through to the FS.  Ah EPA and IDEM, Richard and Ken and Paul and I have all put our comments on ah the RI.  The Army’s contractor and the Army has responded to IDEM and EPA comments EPA has.  Those responses ah we are scheduled to have a resolution meeting to resolve any responses that EPA doesn’t agree with so we can come to some sort of agreement.  If everything goes well on April 15th we hope to move forward and draft final Phase II RI which basically makes sure all comments and everything is there and EPA and IDEM are in agreement with the no further actions.  We will move forward with a Feasibility Study which does the cost comparison, remedial action comparisons of the site, which remediation action would work best and takes in the economy of skills.  We’re mainly dealing with lead, chromium, metal, heavy metal contamination as a result of UXO burning grounds that they did destroy metals and wood boxes and whatever else at the site.  Ah most of the sites are fairly small in size and my first reaction and first look at what probably would be the most urgent remedial actions would probably be the straight dig and haul given a guesstimated cubic yards of contamination that’s out there.  We have three (3) sites that are currently large in size and they might, along with other sites, kick it into something like that, stabilization and solidification if we have hazardous material that would require bringing it down and finding the metals.  Ah with all - if everything goes right on the views and everything we hope to have ah the RI completed by the end of the summer, finalized and the FS over to the EPA and IDEM going through their first draft review to get through all the RI/FS for CERCLA processing, to transfer some of the properties.  It’s not out of the realm that as we move along that some of these sites that are marginal will probe into the cost if we do a removal action on the sites to ah facilitate property transfer as it becomes necessary to satisfy the intra-measure.  It’s the Army’s commitment to turn it over as quickly as possible and as efficiently as possible, as economically as possible.  That’s my goal.  That’s what I’ve been tasked to do is to get those tests in as soon as possible and as correctly as possible.  That’s it.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Brooks would you discuss briefly the three (3) ground water sites?

MR. BROOKS EVENS:
They’re - we do have a ground water contamination all related to the solvent pits that were at the boiler buildings, buildings 617, 602, and 279.  279 is north of the firing line and is basically a one (1) well contamination.  Ah I’m not too concerned with that.  It’s confined into the glacial drip.  Ah during our removal action as part of the remedy, if it points also as being part of the remedy, we might clean that ground water, up if we encounter ground water and have to pump the ground water, we might clean that area up.  Ah 617 and 602 are more extensive on ground water contamination.  The ground water has migrated away from the source.  Ah it’s migrated to the southwest, southeast.  Right now we’re planning on doing a point source and as an Army policy we do compare everything to no action to limited action which is a scenario of natural attenuation where we just monitor the ground water.  Ah currently there is a no risk to human health.  There is no ground water being pumped in these areas.  There’s currently no ah discharge to open water services.  It’s pretty much contained in the upper bedrock and contained in the glacial overburden.  We have - they have done limited modeling and a scenario was put out there pumping a million (1,000,000) gallons a day.  That’s ultra conservative and it still didn’t get off site.  And the glacial till cannot produce that many gallons a day and the overburden, upper - upper bedrock can’t produce a hundred million dollars ($1,000,000) - million (1,000) gallons a day.  Ah in that process when we get into design we will have to develop a ground water management zone plan that will go through review with EPA and IDEM and what it will consist of is monitoring the natural attenuation, seeing that the by-products are breaking down.  And what we want to see is it getting down to corn.  That means we’ve got it breaking down.  The natural organism in the ground water breaks down over time.  Ah and that usually - if we get - if we put in like a pump and treat system we’d probably have an outstanding number that we wouldn’t clean out the ground water for three hundred and forty (340) years.  And that’s - you just can’t pump that much amount of water.  It’s like trying to squeeze ah water out of a dry sponge.  You just can’t get it out.  So natural attenuation is the most cost effective and it ensures along with deed restrictions and institutional controls that nobody’s going to go out there and put a well down there and start soaking out their drinking water.  The Army won’t allow that.  The EPA won’t go along with that.  So in any transfers in that area there will be deed restrictions as far as the removal of ground water in that area.  And then that process goes like a five (5) year time review.  If there’s not an actual attenuation occurring ah then we’ll have to go to somewhat of a more active system.  But until that time we’ll monitor.

Preliminary data shows that there is natural attenuation occurring.  And what hopefully helps once we remove the initial point source, which is those solvent pits, we won’t get a re-charge of ground water becoming re-contaminated.  It percolates down to the ground and goes through clean soil and right down.  We will just get a - basically a solution, absorption into the surrounding soil as the soil binds up the contamination and the contamination is going to drop below NCL or what would be terminally called drinking water standing root source.  That’s where we stand on the ground condition.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
      Are there any questions ah regarding where we currently are in regards to the Remedial Investigation for    the cantonment area?                                                     

MR. KEN KNOUF:                                 
      
For a point of clarification.  The twenty-eight (28) sites, ten (10) proposed interim work plans, thirteen (13) no further action, what about the other five (5)?

MR. BROOKS EVENS:
Well there was thirteen (13) - the other five (5) are being carried forward to the Feasibility Study.

MR. KEN KNOUF:
Okay.  

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
That’s the Army proposal.  Until we negotiate with the State and EPA that is only the Army’s proposal right now.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Okay Brooks the fifteen (15) sites ah being - what’s happening with the fifteen (15) sites?

MR. BROOKS EVENS:
They are within the RI.  They’re recommending no further action.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Okay.  I had thirteen (13).  It’s fifteen (15)?

MR. BROOKS EVENS:
It could be thirteen (13).

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Okay approximately.

MR. BROOKS EVENS:

Don’t get hung up on numbers.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
No.  No.  I was trying to figure out how many were being carried over to the Feasibility Study.  I thought you had said sixteen (16) but I may have - have misunderstood you.

MR. BROOKS EVENS:
Twelve (12).  Twelve (12) of them are forwarded.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Okay.  And so five (5) sites - what’s happening with five (5)?  I thought you just told him five (5) sites were going into the Feasibility Study?

MR. BROOKS EVENS:
There’s going to be twelve (12) sites carried through to the Feasibility Study.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Okay.

MR. BROOKS EVENS:
Twelve (12) sites into the Feasibility Study.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Okay.

MR. BROOKS EVENS:
And thirteen (13) or fifteen (15) sites being recommended.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Okay.  And the extra five (5) are what?

MR. BROOKS EVENS:


Huh?

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
The extra five (5) sites?

MR. BROOKS EVENS:
  
 
That adds up to the twenty (20) - one (1) site is - twenty-six (26) is - is two (2) sites.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Any other questions for Brooks?  Okay thank you very much.  One (1) last thing before we put it up for open discussion is part of what Mr. Early was going to also talk about was the current re-use status of the Proving Ground.  And discussed a little bit of that as far as cantonment area.  (Indicating) And this is again the central area FOST perimeter.  And then over in this area ah we have the DRMO FOST.  What we didn’t talk about and I will just address very briefly since there’s not a lot of information on it right now is the area north of the firing line.  As I’m sure everyone is well aware there’s a Department of Interior for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service identifying that they would like to have that property during the property screen process for Jefferson Proving Ground.  The Army and the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service are currently in negotiation with the potential creation of what is ah known as a Wildlife Refuge Overlay.  The significant difference between a Wildlife Refuge Overlay and just a Wildlife Refuge is that under the Wildlife Refuge U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service would actually take title to the property.  Under the Overlay concept they would still manage, manage and administer ah the property under the Wildlife Refuge Act but they would not have title to the property.  The Army sees this as an interim step and at some eventual future date not currently known where if we are successful that the Overlay would then eventually become a formal Wildlife Refuge.  We are currently in the Army awaiting a response to a document we provided to the Fish and Wildlife Service earlier this year.  Once we have gotten the response to that we will probably have additional meetings and ah negotiations, not only at the headquarters level but here at Jefferson to work out the details.  That’s where that stands.  Also currently the Air National Guard is continuing to do their training operations in the very northern section on a thousand thirty-three (1033) acres that they have been training with their air ground training range.  And right now we see no change in that operation.  There will have to be some involvement, participation between the Air Guard and Fish and Wildlife Service and the Army if in fact the Army and the Fish and Wildlife Service do come into this agreement for the creation of this Overlay Wildlife Refuge.  But we have not advanced to that stage yet.  We’re still waiting to see whether or not there are any insurmountable issues between the Army and the Fish and Wildlife Service for the creation of this Overlay.  Are there any questions regarding either north of the firing line re-use or south of the firing line re-use?

MR. BOB HUDSON:
Paul in the Overlay concept the Army would still have to bear the cost of basically for security and safety of that wouldn’t they?  Or - or could you talk Fish and Wildlife into that too?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Negotiable.  There would probably be some of it that the Army would do.  There may be some that Fish and Wildlife would agree to ultimately bear the burden of also.  As you well know when the Proving Ground was still open and Mr. Fritsche and I would sit at various meetings that’s one (1) of those nasty little deeblers, details.  We haven’t gotten to the meeting where we iron out those details yet.  But it has been issued and has been identified that it will have to be worked out with the staffs for the various agencies doing it together.  What we’re trying to do first is to get the policy makers from Fish and Wildlife and then the Army’s Secretariat to agree on a concept in an umbrella type of ah generic document with a tasking to then their respective staff to go work out a separate document and spell out the specific details.  And during that process we will definitely have to have the Air Guard involved in some amount.  Does that answer your question?

MR. BOB HUDSON:
Sure.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Any other comments or questions?  Okay.  What I would like to do now is throw the meeting open for general and open discussion.  So if there are any general questions, anything we haven’t talked about or someone needs some clarifications or would like to identify another issue this is your opportunity.  Karen?

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Okay.  I would just like to update you on the RCRA, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, open burning closure plan that the Army is currently working on.  Ah basically the EPA has put an ad in the ah - in the paper and we’re running that ad in three (3) different papers: The North Vernon Plain Dealer, The Versailles Republican, and The Osgood Journal.  And ah the comment period is from March 22nd until April 20th.  So comments must be postmarked no later than April 20th.  And I just wanted to share that with the RAB members.  This document is available right now in the information depository which is ah currently at Hanover College, the Duggan Library.  And the Army also has provided a schedule to me today and they’re planning to actually get out and start the sampling the - I think by the 5th of April.  There was a meeting that was held today to discuss this.  And the EPA has approved the Army to actually start the sampling and the field work prior to the document being finalized because we have actually reviewed the Army’s report and we’re just waiting to get the public comments and then we would take those into consideration.  And once that is complete we will finalize the document.  So I just wanted to update the RAB on that.  And if anyone has any questions you can feel free to call me.  You can call Paul or we also have a community involvement coordinator at EPA who’s the person that actually did the leg work on - with the newspapers and coordinated that.

MR. KEN KNOUF:
Karen is there a reason why it wasn’t published in the Madison Courier since this site is in Jefferson County?

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
I have no idea.  The Madison Courier was actually one (1) of the newspapers that we had listed.  My only - I mean I wasn’t aware of it until I actually got the information from him of which newspapers actually published it.  Ah my answer to you would be my assumption is that I did find out from the community involvement coordinator that there’s a process that’s involved in press releases and running ads.  It’s not as simple as I thought it would be.  So I guess you call the newspaper and the newspaper will actually tell you what dates you know.  Because we had actually planned to try to have the ad run from the beginning of March until today, to the end of the month.  But the newspaper will provide the date to you that they have an availability for space.  And my assumption would only be that maybe Madison did not have anything open.  I’m not sure what - why it wasn’t run in Madison.  Unless he made a mistake and just left Madison off.  But the three (3) others --

  
MR. KEN KNOUF:
You might check on that.  It just seems odd.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH: 

I will check on it but the names of the newspapers that was provided to me are the ones that I just gave to you.  I’m just as shocked as you were because I thought Madison would be --

MR. KEN KNOUF:

We have a newspaper man and it’s hard to believe that The Madison Courier would not have room for that.

MR. BOB HUDSON:
That’s right.  I - I don’t believe that would be the reason.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Do you think so?  I mean I don’t know.

MR. BOB HUDSON:
I don’t believe that would be the reason.  I’ve not seen it in the paper either.  It’s news to me that it’s been published.  But I’ve not seen that.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Okay.  And again --

MR. KEN KNOUF:
You might check it again Karen.

MR. BOB HUDSON:
I’m going to go back tonight and look at it and make sure.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
You haven’t seen it in the paper?

MR. BOB HUDSON:
No I have not.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
So okay.  I don’t know.

MR. JERRY SMITH:
It was in the Osgood paper yesterday.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Right.  Osgood and the other two (2) that I have are North Vernon and Versailles.  Now if we had to put - also I’ll check on it but it could also have been a decision ah on the community involvement coordinator’s part plus our budgeting offices are also involved in that because ah from my understanding there’s quite a bit of money you know.  It’s whatever it costs to run ads.  I didn’t realize that either.  So I don’t know if it had anything to do with the budget or not.

MR. KEN KNOUF:
Normally The Courier will run those for free if it’s a legal public announcement.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Well I’m not sure about that.  Because the others were not.  And I can guarantee you that.

MR. BOB HUDSON:
Well they run - they run those kind of things all the time.  I mean you see all kinds of announcements similar to that.  I - I just don’t know why.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
I have no idea.  Unless he just overlooked it.

MR. RICHARD HILL:
In the legal section of the classified yeah.

MR. BOB HUDSON:
In the legal section of the classified you see them every day.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Now when the - when the Army - when you run your ad I assume you’ve run ads for the RAB meetings do you?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
We used to.  We haven’t because now I have the web site.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
But we used to.  And we also used to use the cable television.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:

Was there a cost for that?

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
No.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Well I can check on it.  But like I said I listed Madison as one (1) of the papers so again once I turn the information over my part is basically technically with just providing the text of what the documents consist of.  Once it’s turned over to a different group you know I don’t know what they do or whatever.  

      MR. KEN KNOUF:
I venture there won’t be a whole lot of comments from Osgood.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
I have no idea.  But anyway I just wanted to share that with you so that you would know that it’s out there and if any of the RAB members are interested if you don’t have a copy - I’m not sure if copies were mailed to the RAB members.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:

No.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
But you know you can go to the information repository.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
That’s how we approached it.

MS. KAREN MASON-SMITH:
Okay.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Any other comments, questions, issues that anyone would like to bring up at this time in our open discussion period?  Okay.  I do have - I just realized there is one (1) last slide I need to show and that slide has to do as soon as I find it with the next meeting.  Richard and I sat down late last year and tried to come up with meeting dates for the entire year of 1999.  And I think we did a fairly good job at the time.  This was November and December of last year.  And all those dates were published and they were listed on the JPG web site and you know we were - thought we had basically completed that exercise.  Unfortunately what has happened is we have been made victims of our initiative and our ability to be pro-active because all of these to date have had to be rescheduled.  And the reason they’ve had to be rescheduled are not ah the same.  They are all unique.  The meeting we initially had scheduled in January had to be rescheduled to the first week in February because the semi-annual budget meeting for the Army for restoration was scheduled during that time frame.  And as I identified at the February meeting the Army’s proposal for the physical year 2000 and environmental’s budget for BRAC facilities identified a potential hundred and forty-five million dollar ($145,000,000) deferral for one (1) year.  And I felt it was necessary that whereas Jefferson would definitely be impacted by that if I was not present to make our needs and desires known we would take a bigger hit than if I was not there. So we rescheduled that one (1).  This meeting was rescheduled and supposed to be last Wednesday and the reason why it was rescheduled is that once a year the Department of Defense holds a base re-use and BRAC in progress review.  That was held last week in Washington, D.C.  There were approximately seven hundred (700) people there from the three (3) services plus a number of the community re-developers.  It was a very productive meeting.  In fact Secretary Cohen was the lunch time speaker on Monday.  And the morning speaker was Secretary Caldera who’s the Secretary of the Army.  So we had some very high level individuals at that meeting.  And it was most productive.  But again it required us to reschedule this meeting.  That brings us up to the May meeting.  And if you have looked at the schedule recently on the web site you will notice that this is not dated.  The reason why Richard and I looked at that date to change it is that during the week of May 22nd there is an annual Unexploded Ordnance forum that is held once a year.  And they have moved that basically throughout the country.  Last year it was held in Anaheim.  The year before ah it was in Nashville.  This year it’s going to be in Atlanta, Georgia.  That will be during the week of May 22nd.  And since Jefferson Proving Ground has more unexploded ordnance than any base closure facility in the country it is appropriate that I be at that meeting.  So we have rescheduled that one (1) for May 19th.  And it will be at the Madison Library downtown Madison same time and same day of the week, just a week earlier than what it was going to be before.  For closing remarks I would encourage everyone again to sign the attendance sheet to make sure that you’re on our mailing list.  If you know of anyone who might be interested to come to our meetings we rotate them between Jefferson, Jennings and Ripley County and as it showed on the last slide there the next meeting will be May 19th at the Madison-Jefferson County Public Library, downtown Madison, seven (7) P.M.  That’s all I have.  I would like to thank everyone for coming.  Richard do you have any closing remarks?

MR. RICHARD HILL:
No.  Thank you.

MR. PAUL CLOUD:
Thank you.


* * * * *
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