
Anniston Army Depot

Restoration Advisory Board

December 11, 2006

Anniston City Meeting Center

Anniston, Alabama 36201

CO-CHAIR:   Ms. Ann Worrell (sitting in for COL Alexander B. Raulerson); Dr. Barry Cox

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Mr. Lucius Burton (sitting in for Mr. David Baker); Dr. Thomas Baucom; Mr. Jack Boydston; Mr. Walter Frazier; Mr. Ronald Grant; Mr. James Hall; Mr. Glenn Ray (sitting in for Dr. Mary Harrington); Ms. Dawn Landholm; Mr. Keith Campbell (sitting in for Mr. Wayne Livingston); Dr. Fred May; Mr. Jim Miller; Ms. Denise Mims; Mr. John-David Reaves; Mr. Garrett Smith; Dr. David Steffy

MEMBERS ABSENT:   Mr. Pete Conroy; Mr. Eli Henderson; Ms. Helen Leatherwood; Mr. Fred May; Mr. Roosevelt Parker; (These members did not have designated representatives)
CALL TO ORDER:

Dr. Barry Cox called the meeting to order shortly after 6:00 P.M.  After welcoming everyone to the quarterly meeting, he explained how the RAB conducts the meeting, i.e., the RAB formal business meeting and then the opportunity for audience concerns and questions.   The roll was called and members present and absent are listed above.   The visitors were then asked to introduce themselves.  After a pen and ink change was made to correct a typographical error, the minutes of the September 11, 2006 meeting were approved.

 
Ms. McKinney reviewed the previous meeting’s determination to send letters to members who had not attended meetings and had not sent a representative for a year or more.  The letters were to offer to retain those members in Ex-Officio status and remove them as voting members from the board. This action is in accordance with the by-laws. She reported that three letters had been sent.  One member was present at the meeting, thus indicating a preference to continue as voting member.  One letter was returned, with a preference to revert to Ex-Officio status, but it was not signed and there was no response from the third.  Ms. McKinney stated she would follow-up with the other two members and determine their status.   


 Mr. Patrick Smith presented the topics for the meeting.  He began the discussion with the TCE Coldwater Springs sampling and identified the three locations: the pool location, the plant intake, and the finished water area after the air strippers.  He pointed out that in October 2006 the pool water sampling exceeded five ppb, however, after being processed through the air strippers, the finished water was non-detect.  Noting that this trend is fairly comparable to what has been seen in the past, i.e. the peaks for the contamination are all associated with March, April and May, which could be related to rainfall amounts during that timeframe. However, currently there is not enough data to show concrete evidence of that. 

He then explained the methodology in developing the trend line and said the data showed that there was a decrease in TCE levels over the monitoring period of approximately two parts per billion.  He cautioned that it might not be statistically significant considering the margin of error of the method of detection of the sampling procedures used.  He recognized there are additional questions to be addressed with these results.

Mr. Frazier questioned whether this level occurred when Mr. Cooper, the owner of Cooper’s Catfish Pond, turned on his water pump and operated it during testing.  Mr. Smith stated that there is no set schedule, so there was no way to correlate anything with him.  It was noted that the Government is still pursuing the purchase of Mr. Cooper’s property.

Using an ANAD area map, Mr. Smith then pointed out the five operable units (OU), or units that are fenced off for testing and remediation.  OU-1 is the Southeast Industrial Area groundwater, on and off post.  In 1991, the Interim Record of Decision (ROD) dealt with shallow groundwater, and the known hotspots at that time.  The objective was to remove as much of the contaminant as possible and prevent any further migration through the plumes.  He discussed the location and operation of the air strippers used at that time and stated they were closed down in 2001.  He explained there was iron in the water that would precipitate onto the media and cement them together.  The efficiency of the system went down, and became inefficient and cost prohibitive. It was replaced with a centralized groundwater treatment plant that used chemical oxidation and an aeration process.  

Even though a public meeting was required after implementing the new system, it was delayed because the DoD and EPA had a disagreement over land use control language in the document.  However, the remedy was not the source of the disagreement, so ANAD moved forward.  The public meeting has recently been held. The issues have been worked out and the document is ready for signature.   After a brief description of how the water is run into the centralized plant for treatment of contamination, Mr. Smith then discussed the process. 

OU-2 is the soil beneath the Southeast Industrial Area.  The draft ROD on this unit recommended excavation of some of the excessively contaminated soil and land use controls on SWMUs 7, 9, 12, 13, 29 and 30.  There was an issue with the land use control language, but the remedy wasn’t in question, so the remediation moved forward. Some soils were left in place based on  determination of human health risk and long term maintenance (LTM) was established.  He described the areas and the land use controls. 

The Ammunition Storage Area is OU-3.  The final decision document that was signed in September 2006 recommended that soil excavation be accomplished in selected areas and required one year of baseline sampling at SWMUs 5, 8, 10, 11, 27, and 35 with nine years monitored natural attenuation.  The first yearly sampling is expected in the spring of 2007.  

OU-4 is the military munitions response program sites, which includes the closed ranges, the former recoilless rifle range, the buffer zone around the existing burning ground, and the former pistol range.   The preliminary assessment was completed in August 2006 and even though each site is considered a low priority rank, they are each recommended to go to full-blown remedial investigation.  Funding may be provided in FY08 to begin the remedial investigations.

Mr. Smith discussed OU-5, which is the Western Industrial Area and outlined the current use. He stated a site investigation is in progress and that they detected 35 ppb of TCE associated with an underground tank investigation.  Soil gas surveys, surface and subsurface soil sampling, groundwater sampling with temporary monitoring wells and spring and surface water and sediment sampling have all been completed.  These results are expected to be finalized by February 2007.  

Mr. David Kane, Depot Safety Specialist, was introduced to discuss the difference between OSHA and EPA air quality standards and how ANAD worker safety is monitored.  Explaining that OSHA, in trying to keep down exposure to hazards, or ill effects, establishes its standards to an adult, who works eight hours a day for five days for a forty-year life span.  EPA bases their standards on indoor air quality; residential exposure; children who are susceptible to exposures and any person who lives in a home exposed twenty-four hours a day for thirty years. 

He then explained the OSHA permissible exposure limits (PEL) for TCE and the variables involved. Different entities have different recommendations for exposure, however OSHA is the law. 

 Mr. Kane stated that, based on input from Mr. Smith, he walked through several buildings to sample for TCE where there were concerns and intentionally looked for worst case areas. In Building 513 he found a floor penetration, where the water system for the fire sprinklers entered the building, away from doors, and sampled the area tucked back among some shelving with little to no air movement.  There was no detection of TCE.

Building 130 was deliberately chosen for sampling because it is located over a large shallow ground water plume, and, if TCE is leaching up, would be most likely to be detected. The area tested was a small room with no ventilation and is where the sprinkler system enters the building. There was an approximate ¾ inch gap where the concrete doesn’t line up and would allow an excellent pathway for TCE exposure, however, the sampling indicated non-detect as well.  There was discussion on safety training and policies; air monitoring schedules and workers’ protective equipment.

Mr. Kane stated there is testing that can be done to determine the level of TCE exposure to someone who is walking through an area and there are different protocols for different chemicals.  Any spaces that are closed and confined are monitored closely. He reiterated that if it is an industrial facility, the OSHA standards apply and if it is residential, the EPA standards are used.  

Mr. Tim Frederick, EPA, stated that the EPA does not have any indoor quality standards, per se.  OSHA does regulate the industrial setting and the EPA, after a risk assessment, recommends what can be done based on an industrial or residential setting.  There is no standard EPA number that says you shall not exceed this limit.  The EPA’s residential methodology can be applied to an industrial setting if needed.  

Mr. Kane concluded by discussing the ventilation systems monitoring and assured the RAB that they monitored based on employee concerns as well as regulatory standards.

Responding to Dr. Baucom’s request, Mr. Patrick Smith reviewed the Technical Assistance for Public Participation (TAPP).  It is money that is offered through the restoration funds for the RAB to hire an independent consultant to help the RAB understand the documents that are presented to them. The funding is available up to $25,000 per year, with a total cap of $100,000. The RAB voted to proceed with the program and pursue hiring a consultant.  Dr. Cox, the co-chair, will be provided with an application, in the event anyone is interested.  

Agenda suggestions for the next meeting include further discussion on the TAPP application and contractors, as well as information regarding the TI Waiver and an update on the OU-1 groundwater remedy.  
AUDIENCE COMMENTS:    

There were no audience comments.  

ADJOURNMENT:  


It was determined to hold the next meeting on March 12, 2007.

 The meeting was adjourned.
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