
MINUTES 
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD 

March 20, 2001 MEETING 

1. ATTENDANCE: 

2 . 

Government RAB Members Present: 
Stephen M. Absolom, BRAC Environmental 
Coordinator, SEDA/Army Co-Chair; Julio Vazquez, 
Environmental Protection Agency; Alicia Thorne, 
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation; 

Community RAB Members Present: 
Karen Tackett, Community Co-Chair; Brian 
Dombrowski, Patricia Jones, Industrial Development 
Agency; Bob McCann, Ken Riemer, Dave Schneider, 
Fred Swain, Henry Van Ness 

Community RAB Members Not Present: 
Jan Schneider (excused), Dan Geraghty, NYS 
Department of Health, Frank Ives (excused), Dave 
Wagner (excused), Jeffrey Beall (excused), Russell 
Miller, Frankie Young-Long 

Environmental Support Personnel and Guests 
Present: 
Michael Duchesneau, Parsons Engineering; James 
Lowerre, Parsons; Todd Heino, Parsons; Kevin 
Healy, Corps of Engineers, Hunstville; Randy 
Battaglia, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York 
District; Thomas Enroth, U.S. Army COE, New York 
District; Brad Wright, OSC; Nancy Williamson, 
Recording Secretary 

Mr. Absolom called the meeting to order at 7:05 
All attendees were asked to introduce themselves. p.m. 

Request for changes to the November and January minutes 
elicited no changes. Mr. Absolom and Ms. Tackett signed 
the minutes into the record. 

3. The agenda for the evening consisted of a 
presentation by Mr. James Lowerre, Parsons Engineering, 
who discussed findings of all the ordnance sites at 
Seneca Army Depot, and specifically noted that 
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recommendations would be made at a future meeting. The 
handout is enclosed. 

Mr. Lowerre began his presentation by defining 
Ordnance and Explosives (OE) and its subset Unexploded 
Ordnance (UXO). UXO is of higher concern because it is 
primed, fused or armed and being more sensitive could 
cause harm. 

Scope and background were explained. Mr. 
Dee::haenr.iim of Pacsooc:: poi oted gnt tbe areas of 
investigation on an oversized map as Mr. Lowerre 
explained each area. A map was shown for proposed 
future land use. 

Mr. Lowerre summarized the approach taken to 
investigate for OE and UXO. A grid method was used and 
geophysical surveys identified anomalies; dig sheets 
were prepared for likely targets, excavation was done, 
and items found were identified as False Positive, Non­
OE Scrap, OE Scrap, OE or UXO. The Army's most 
stringent standards were applied to the acreage 
designated - 25% of large areas were examined, 100% of 
small areas using the grid system. (When actual 
remediation is done, 100% examination will apply to all 
areas.) 

Mr. Lowerre went through the sites and indicated 
various features of each, percentage investigated and 
findings. He then explained risk assessment, clean-up 
alternatives, and proposed recommendations. (Please 
refer to handout.) 

There will always be a potential for OE exposure. 
Risk Assessment involves identifying stakeholders and 
educating them on potentia~ risks. Institutional 
controls wil l be implemented to limit future use of the 
sites and to minimize OE exposure. 

During a discussion of institutional controls, 
deeds were brought up as a type of land use 
restriction. There were questions about restrictions 
being written into abstracts. Mr. Absolom explained 
that restrictions would go into the deed, itself. The 
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abstract doesn't have enforcement, the deed has. When 
asked if the Army would be responsible for an abstract 
and a deed, Mr. Absolom said the Army would prepare a 
quit claim deed. 

Cleanup alternatives encompass the following: 1) 
No DOD action indicated, 2) institutional controls, 3) 
clearance of OE to depth of six inches, 4) clearance to 
depth of instrument detection, 5) excavation and 
sifting, or some combination of these. 

Charts were presented showing costs for 
remediating sites for unrestricted vs. restricted land 
use based on the recommended cleanup alternatives, 
however, no recommendations have been presented. 

There would be a proposed recurring review 
involving all stakeholders that could happen every two 
to three years to check on effectiveness of proposed 
cleanup alternatives, maintenance of controls, and 
support to landowner. (Reviews would occur sooner if 
OE or UXO were encountered after cleanup.) During the 
review, the Army would send out a contractor and 
government representative to check the areas for 
change. 

There followed a Discussion/Q&A Session on Ure 

presentation. 

Question: What is the timeframe for cleanup of SEAD 

45? 
A: Two to three years if funding is there. 

Comment: Romulus is currently creating zoning laws, 
but since the depot is also in the town of Varick it 
was suggested that Varick be contacted 

Mr. Duchesneau indicated Varick had been contacted 
but that they would follow up. 

Comment: Deed restrictions are good but need to be 
spelled out. Once someone buys land, there is no 
control on the owner's activity. So we have concerns 
about areas with ordnance in them. 
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Comment: Surprise was indicated with the finding of 
white phosphorous rounds and concern expressed over 
the proper disposal. 

Comment: Mr. Duchesneau remarked that the whole idea 
is to come up with approaches to each area, spend 
dollars wisely and where it makes the most sense. 
Most sites will have institutional controls and deed 

Comment: _ Most areas are disposal activity sites and 
not impact ranges for target shooting wh i ch explains 
the surface debris. 

Comment: The Open Burning Ground c leanup is for 
recreation/conservation use, not for building a house 
with a basement. So it doesn't make sense to clean 
to ten feet and spend the money to do it. There must 
be land use controls. If, in the future, there is a 
need to dig deeper, there are ways that an operation 
could be handled with ordnance people overseeing any 
construction. 

Mr. Duchesneau said that controls involve education 
and other processes. There will be an independent 
group (the Department of Defense Explosive Safety 
Board or DDESB) reviewing recommendations. And the 
group will not let land transfer without strong 
assurance that restrictions will be followed. 

Comment: An archive search report was done searching 
a ll local and national archives of what the Army did 
here, and interviewing retirees. Fieldwork included 
archival discoveries. 

Mr. Absolom stated that the Army would recommend a 
proposed action on each site. When ready, the Army 
will be back to present recommendations. The Army 
will want stakeholders ' opinions on proposals after 
which it may or may not revise the recommendations 
depending on the rationale. The Army alternatives 
should be developed over the next two months. 
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Mr. Vazquez stated that the Army is using the CERCLA 
process to address UXO. The EPA is not involved in 

UXO issues. The DDESB is the watchdog on these 
issues but uses CERCLA steps. 

4. Mr. Absolom then opened the floor to general 
discussion by asking what items the RAB wanted brought 
up in future. 

Comment: What is happening at the Ash Landfill and 
the wall treating the TCE contamination? 

A: We have comments back on the proposed plan. The 
plan should be finalized in the next two months. We 
also have a report on the wall for the first year 
effort. 

Q: Mr. Duchesneau asked Mr. Riemer about future 
coordination for land use. 

A: Mr. Riemer stated that it would be discussed 
Thursday, March 22, by the town board and should be 
decided by early summer. 

Q: Mr. Duchesneau asked Ms. Jones if she was 
tracking it. 

A: Ms. Jones indicated she was. 

Mr. Absolom asked if the board wished to meet every 
other month as suggested in the January meeting. The 
Board agreed that every other month was still 
desirable. 

5. The next meeting will be May 15, 2001, at 7 p.m. 
in the Romulus Town Offices, Willard, NY. 

Mr. Absolom thanked everyone for coming and adjourned 
the meeting at approximately 8:40 p.m. 
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APPROVED AS SUBMITTED: 

,~~A~ 
U.S. Army Co-Chair 
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Respectfully submitted, 

11) a~ uJ Lf0_ C½rtA ovJ 
NANCY WILLIAMSON 
Recording Secretary 

Karen Tackett 
Community Co-Chair 
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March 20, 2001 

Summary of Investigations 

nd Alternatives Assessment 

for 

rdnance and Explosives (OE) 

es Lowerre, OE Task Order 

ael Duchesneau P.E., Seneca 
ram Manager 
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eca Army Depot Activity (SEDA) 
A 

nee and Explosives (OE) 
munition, ammunition components, chemical 
ological warfare materiel or explosives that 
been abandoned, expelled from demolition 

or burning pads, lost, discharged, buried or 
" 

losive Soil refers to mixtures of explosives in 
sand, clay, or other solid media at 
entrations such that the mixture itself is 
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loded Ordnance (UXO) 
ry items that have been primed, fuzed, armed 
rwise prepared for action and have been 
ropped, launched, · laced in 
manner as o cons to 

ations, installation, personnel, or material and 
in unexploded either by malfunction, design or 

other cause." 

a Subset of OE 

E and UXO are of Concern and Targets 
estigation 

as Higher Potential to Cause Harm since 
ems are "primed, fuzed, armed or 
ise prepared for action" 
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rized as Task Order 52 of Contract 
87-95-D-0018 between Corps of 
ers, Huntsville and Parsons 

acterize Nature, Location and Concentration of 

ribe OE Related Problems 

tify Risk Management Alternatives 

pleted in 1998 by St. Louis District 

essed Depot for Presence of OE 
iduals 

tified 12 Areas for OE Investigation 

is of Scope of Work for Task Order 
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• SEAD 46 
- 3.5" Rocket Range 

• Grenade Range 
• SEAD 57 

- Former EOD Range 
• SEAD 45 

- Open Detonation Area 
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lish Number of Grids Required for 
rage 
ut Grids 
uct EM-61 and Magnetometer 
hysical Survey 
ify Geophysical Anomalies 
are "Dig Sheets" for Likely Targets 
quire Geophysical ·Anomalies 
vate and Identify Items as False Positive, 
OE Scrap, OE Scrap, OE or UXO 
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physical Survey Results 
Items Recovered 

Items Recovered 

Creek "Burial Area" 
mored Ordnance Disposal Area 
hin Conservation Area 
ta CERCLA site 
53: Igloo Area 
o ditches within the Igloo Area 
rveyed due to Anomalies Identified during the ASR Visit 
t a CERCLA Site 
red Demolition Range 
ntified in ASR as Demo. Range 
hin Conservation Area 
t a CERCLA Site 
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ite investigated 
ophysical 
ent 

physical 
anomalies investigated 

• No UXO or OE 
encountered 

D 17: Deactivation Furnace 
dustrial Reuse Area (Not Transferred) 

RCLA Site 

RA Permitted Unit (To be Closed) 

militarized Small Arms 
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• 8.1 acres total 

• 2.3 acres investigated 
with geophysics 

anomalies investigated 

• OE Recovered: 
- 2 - 20mm rounds and one fuze 

• No UXO Found 

jacent to SEAD-46; 3.5" Rocket Range 

mored EOD Area 

ithin Conservation Area 

ta CERCLA Site 
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mored EOD Area 

• 5 acre total 

• 80% investigated with 
geophysics 

• All geophysical 
anomalies investigated 

• OE Recovered: 
- rifle grenades (2), slap flare, 

fuze lighter 

• NO UXO items 
encountered 

ithin Conservation Area 

ta CERCLA Site 



Area #2 - EM-61 

• 5 acre total 

• 46% investigated with 
geophysics 

• All geophysical 
anomalies investigated 

• Small targets are 
locations of metal scrap 

• Large targets are 

UXO/OE locations 

• OE Recovered: 
- slap flares (3) 

• UXO Recovered: 
- fuze with booster 
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D 46: 3.5" Rocket Range 

• 40 acres total 
• • 43.1 % investigated with 

geophysics 
• 1155 geophysical anomalies 

investigated 
• OE Recovered (100+ Items): 

- 40mm rifle-fired, chemical 
smoke, and hand grenades; 
various fuzes; slap flares 

• UXO Recovered 
- M83 fragmentation bomb, 

slap flares (2), fuzes (3), 
chemical smoke charges (4) 
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D 44A: Function Test Area 
rt of QA Laboratory Complex 

enades 

eluded in Prison Transfer 

------
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41,1.,2 ~ ,ltC.-2 -'10,J ~ ~ 440-: -» .. .: ~ Ml,J •1.: I 
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• Confirmation Sampling 
• 25 acres total 
• 55% investigated 
• 1783 geophysical 

anomalies investigated 
• OE Recovered: 

- 40mm rifle-fired grenades 
(225+), CS grenades, and 
slap flares 

• UXO Recovered 
- 40mm rifle-fired grenades 

w/ Gg spotting charge (4), 
slap flare 
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Munition Information: Description 
U.S. CARTRIDGE, 40-MM, PRACTICE, M382 & M407A1 

Country of Origin United States 

~ 

~ 

External View 

Diameter/Width 

Length 

Waight 

Explosive Type 

40.00 mm 

78.00mm 

227.00 g 

ROX 

' Dl•pooal by detonation. 

These are practice rounds with smoke spotting charges. The fuzes are point-detonating (PO) and 
graze-sensitive. The M551 is setback and centrifugally armed; the M552 is centrifugalty armed. Figure 
shows the appearance, dimensions, and general arrangement of the cartridges. The M382 uses the 
MS52 fuze; the M407A1 uses the M551 fuze. The M382 cartridge case and projectile are chemically 
finished to obtain an olive-drab color. The ogive is g·ray. Identification markings are yellow. The 
M407 A 1 cartridge case is olive drab; the projectile is blue. Markings are white The cartridge coses 
and projectiles are aluminum. 

nade Range 
actice Range 
40 mm Rifle-Fired Grenades 

35mm Subcaliber LAW Rockets 

ithin Conservation Area 

ta CERCLA Site 
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• 25 acres total 
15 in target area (grids) 
100% investigated 
10 in meandering path 20% 

• 834 geophysical anomalies 
investigated (69% of total) 

• OE Recovered (~600 items): 
- 40mm rifle-fired grenades, 

M73 35mm LAW rockets 
• UXO Recovered: 

40mm rifle-fired grenade w/ 
6g spotting charge, M73 
35mm LAW rockets (105) 

Munition Information: Description 

External View 

Country of Origin United States 

Diameter/Width 

Length 

Weight 

Explosive Type 

Not Exploslva 
Weight 

35.00 mm 

225.00 mm 

145.00 g 

Propeli,,nl, Rocl<el, 
Double-Base 

10.00g 

~ Special instructions required for 
~ transportation. 

' Disposal by detonation. 

This is a subca!iber practtCE! rocket incorporaling an integral, impoct./nertia fuze. It is used for training 
and simole.tes the rocket for the light antitank weapon (LA\/\/) system. The rocket is fired from a 
practice M190 launcher (a modified M72A1 LAW launcher) . The figure shows the appearance and 
dimensions of tho M73 prnctice rocket and M190 launcher. The spctling hood and fins are polnlCd 
black; the remainder of the rockel is olive drab. A blue band appears on the forward end of the rocket 
motor. On laler production rockets, the spotting head Is painted blue and the fins are painted brown. 
The rocket motor section is olive drab with wflite markings. A melamc foil covered tape is attached 
around the forward end of tho rocket motor for weight adjustment Tho spotting head and fins ore 
plastic; flash tube and primer block are a white semitranslucent plastic. The rocket motor is steel. The 
rocket weighs 145 grams (5.1 ounces} berore tiring and approximately 136 grams {4.8 ounces) after 
firing. · 
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olition Operations 

• 60 acres total 
-· • 23.3% investigated with 

geophysics 
• 2117 geophysical anomalies 

investigated (63% of total) 
• OE Recovered: 

- 20mm,30mm, and 105mm 
projectiles; 2.36" rockets (5); 
fuzes (3); slap flares (2), CS 
grenade, bomblet trainer 

• UXO Recovered 
- 20mm projectiles (2) 
- MK II Grenade (similar) 
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Munition Information: Description 
U.S. GRENADE, HAND, FRAG, MK 2 

External View 

Country of Origin United States 

Diameter/Width 

Length 

Weight 

57.00mm 

114.00 mm 

589.68 g 

Ex loslve T e TNT Flaked 

Net Explosive 56. 70 g 
Weight 

8 Do not transport. 

' Disposal by detonation. 

The Mk 2 is a fragmenlalion (frag), antipersonnel. delay-detonating hand grenade which is commonly 
referred 10 as "pineapple" because of its shape and external serration. The Mk 2 grenade is painted 
olive drab. with a yellow band around the top of the fuze well. The grenade bodies are heavily serrated 
cast iron. 

D 45 : Open Detonation Area 
ed to Demilitarize Projectiles 

jacent to Open Burning Area 

ithin Conservation Area 

jacent to Kids Peace 

RA Permitted Unit 

RCLA Site 
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• 234 acres total 
(1800' radius from center 
of berm) 

section, 2.0% of remainder 
investigated 

• Area saturated with buried 
metal 

• Only 20 anomalies 
investigated in majority of 
grids 

• 2345 anomalies 
investigated 

• 800+ OE Items recovered 
• 70+ UXO Items 

recovered 
• OE and UXO types 

- 20mm to 155mm 
projectiles (WP and HE) 

- 81 mm mortar rounds 
- Rockets, 2.36" and 3.5" 
- Various Fuzes 
- Grenades (fragmentation, 

40mm rifle-fired, CS) 
- Flares 

18 



Munition Information: Description 
U.S. CARTRIDGE, 105-MM, SMOKE, WP, M60 SERIES 

f-?£3 
z::J1["Jlfftl 

~-.:;i::,_] ~,~ ...... r-·~---

External View 

Country of Origin United Stales 

Diameter/Width 105.00 mm 

Length 399.00 mm 

Weight 19.50 kg 

Expioslvo Type Tetryl 

Net Explosive 1.90kg 
Weight 

8 Do not transport. 

. ' Disposal by dotonatlon. 

These are Army, spin-stabilized. bursting smoke projectiles fired from howitzers to produce screening 
smoke, the WP also has a limited incendiary effect. The projectile is painted light green with a yellow 
band and light red markings. older manufactured rounds were painted gray with yellow markings. The 
projectile is steel with a gilded metal rotating band. 

Assessment 
nup Alternatives 
Institutional Analysis 

r for Remediation Alternatives 
Implementability 
Effectiveness 
Cost 

osed Recommendations 
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ys Potential for OE Exposure 
Component of Overall OE Strategy 
ysis Includes: 

plementation of Institutional Controls to 
it Future Uses to Minimize OE Exposure 

fies persons or groups that have the ability 
act future activities at the Depot 

US Army - controls Depot at present, responsible for 
any OE discovered in the future and recurring 
reviews of selected institutional controls and 
effectiveness of cleanup action 
Industrial Development Authority (IDA) - Finds future 
landowners for Depot property 
Towns of Romulus and Ovid - Town bylaws provide 
for deed restrictions on all former SEDA land based 
on environmental concerns 
EPA/NYSDEC - Oversees cleanup of hazardous 
waste sites 
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ible Institutional Controls for Reducing OE 
sure 

Visual Media 
Exhibits/Displays 
Web Site 
Ad Hoc Committee 
Access Controls 
Land Use Restrictions 
Permitting 

native 1: No DOD Action Indicated 
I) 
native 2: Institutional Controls 
native 3: Clearance of OE to Depth of 
hes 
native 4: Clearance to Depth of 
ument Detection (Geophysical 
ping) 
native 5: Excavation and Sifting 
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OD Action Indicated 
No OE related item found onsite therefore 
no hazard exists 

tutional Controls 
Fencing 

Signage 

Notice (during property transfer) 

Printed Media 

Classroom Education 

Visual Media 

Exhibits/Display 

Ad Hoc Committee 
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E to Depth of 6 Inches 
or performs visual inspection of 

Any items visible on the surface will be cleared 

Targets removed or destroyed immediately 

Area is clear when sweep team is complete 

Used on areas of low OE density and shallow OE 
occurrence 

ranee to Depth of Instrument 
ction 
Surface sweep 
Establish survey coordinate system 
Collect geophysical data across area 
Process data to detect anomalies 
Reacquire geophysical anomalies 
Investigate targets 
Perform 10% QC to verify removal action 
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oval of OE to Depth by means of 
avation and Mechanical Sorting 
Excavate soil saturated with buried metal 

Sort OE items out of excavated soil using a 
mechanical sifter 

Perform geophysical investigation over 
excavated area to verify removal of all OE 

Stabilize removed soils 

I screening to drop consideration of 
natives that are unnecessary at 
in sites (ex. excavation and sorting at 
with few anomalies) 

aining alternatives at each area 
pared to each other as far as 
ctiveness, implementability, and 
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tection of Public Safety and Environment 
pliance with ARARs 
-term Effectiveness 

rt-term Effectiveness 

mentability 
hnical Feasibility 
pliance with ARARs 

g-term Effectiveness 
rt-term Effectiveness 
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Clearance to 6" 

Clearance to Depth w/ 
geophysical 1mppitg 

lea ranee of OE to 
Depth by means of 
Mcch.111.ica!Sortilg 

Note: Rankrig from best to_,_,o_r.;_\ _bc5_1_C_J. _w_or.;_t=1 __ ~-----~------------------~ --~ 

SEAD-:;jS~(Open Detonation Area) 
···- -·--·-·-cos t Compans on 

ectiveness mp ementa 11ty ost 

$1,070,539 

$2,682,705 

$5,078,536 

$23,007,064 
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Costs for Unrestricted Land Use 
\,.;U;:; I;:; t' U K .,.. , ... ....,.. '"' .... i:;u LAN u U:S t: 

l,;QS( - LITe l,.;YCI e 

AOI Recommended Alternative Cost - Initial (25 yrs) Total Cost 
11n□1an vreel(; tJUna, f\nemame L - 1nst11u11onar L,Qmrors 
Area (Depol Wide) $0.00 

Anemat1w i - 1nsmu 10na, L,Omro1s 
SEAD-53 (Igloo Area) (Depot Wide) $0.00 

,-,.11emat1\e L - 1nsutu11ona1 \.,()mro,s 
Demo Range (Depot Wide) $0.00 

l<:>t:AU- l f 

(Deactivation Furnace) A ltemati1.e 3 - Clearance to 6" $48,783.00 $48,783.00 
cvuArea 1/J AItematI1.e 4 - <.;Iearance to ueptn ~4U,oa.<.W ~4U,oa-<.lXJ 

<:>t:ALJ-44A 

(Function Test Range) Altemati1.e 5 - Excavale and Sort $2,632,650.00 $2,632,650.00 
<:>t:AU-'10 

(3.5" Rocket Range) Ailemali1.e 4 - Clearance to Depth $788, 153.00 $788,153.00 
urenaae /"(ange A11emau1.e q - c.,Iearance ,o uepm ._,...,.,..,,v--t...,.W ..,u-,v, v--tv.W 

vLn~~• 

(Former EOD Range) Altemati1.e 5 - Excavate and Sort $1 ,754,984.00 $1,754,984.00 
,;,en._,_, 

(Open Detonalion Area) Altemali1.e 5 - Excavate and Sort $23,007,064.00 $23,007,064.00 

uepo1 A11emauw L - insmuuonar l.,Ontro1s ,.io.::J,£;JV.W ,1)£.::ru, tJ.jU_W .pJo..J,oov.W 

r-;.ecumng 1-<ei.cew $11;1,~qq_W . ,,a,- .w 
TOTAL COST: $28,973, 121 ,00 $41 0,574.00 $29,383, 695.00 
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Costs for Restricted Land Use 
vU-> 1-> ru" "~"' I " 'u I c:u LAND uv~ 

v05l • Lire vyc,e 
AOI Recommended Alternative Cost - Initial (25 yrs) 

11nc1 an 1..,;reeK trnna1 A11emame L - 1nsmuuona1 L,0rnroIs 
Area (Depot Wide) 

Anemame L - 1nsmuuonar Lomro1s 
SEAD-53 (Igloo Area) (Depot Wide) 

A1tematIw L - 1nsmu1mna1 1.,;ontro1s 
Demo Range (Depot Wide) 

l:St:AU·l/ 

(Deacti\0tion Furnace) Altematiw 3 • Clearance to 6" $48,783.00 
11- u 1Area'ff',j Anemauw 4 - 1.,;1earance to ueptn $4[r,o..,L. Ul 

,~vv n,.dffL. ""n,:;;;1,,,...,Vv' .:> - v1,;;;;c11cu,vo l UO "''v,......,V. UI. 

l:St:I\U--'+'11\ 

(Function Test Range) Altematiw 5 • Exca\0te and Sort $2,632,650.00 
l:St:AU-40 

(3.5" Rocket Range) Altematiw 4 • Clearance to Depth $788,153.00 
1 urenaae Kange Anemauw 4 - lAearance to uepm ~ ;J::,J , Uc.+..J . Ul 

l:St:AU--b/ 

(Former EOD Range) Altemat iw 2 • Institutional Controls $138,831 .00 $717,600.00 

SEAD-45 Same IC as 
(Open Detonation Area) Altematiw 2 · Institutional Controls Same IC as SEAD-57 SEAD-57 

Iuepo1 Anemame L - 1nsrnuuona1 L,0ntro1s ..po;;;ii ,LOU. \.A.. ,PL;;JV, 0.J(J. U\. 

I Kecumng Ke\lew ~IIJ,.~.U\. 
IU '"L uvv 1: ,ll'+,.,......,,..,..,..,.,U\,I I, IL.0,H'+.UC 

To check on effectiveness of proposed 
cleanup alternatives 

Total 

$0.00 

$0.00 

$0.00 

$48,783.00 
. U\ 

.,,u, OOU. U\ 

$2,632,650.00 

$788, 153. 00 
~'-'~'-',U'l:,_U\_ 

$856,431 .00 

$0.00 

~ = --',OOU.UL 

~ II J,.~.U\. 
;),::>1-.., u,u,u,UI. 

To maintain effectiveness of Institutional 
Controls 
Provide landowner with support 

ner if OE or UXO is encountered 
r cleanup 
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RACTERIZTION LARGELY 
PLETE 

IONS BEING 9DEVELOPED 

STIONS AND ANSWERS 
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MINUTES 
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD 

May 15, 2001 MEETING 

1. ATTENDANCE: 

Government RAB Members Present: 
Stephen M. Absolom, BRAC Environmental 
Coordinator, SEDA/Army Co-Chair; Julio Vazquez, 
Environmental Protection Agency; Alicia Thorne, 
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation; 

Community RAB Members Present: 
Karen Tackett, Community Co-Chair; Brian 
Dombrowski, Patricia Jones, Industrial Development 
Agency; Bob McCann, Dave Schneider, Fred Swain, 
Dan Geraghty, NYS Department of Health, Dave 
Wagner, Russell Miller, 

Community RAB Members Not Present: 
Jan Schneider (excused), Frank Ives, (excused), 
Jeffrey Beall (excused), Frankie Young-Long 

Environmental Support Personnel and Guests 
Present: 
Michael Duchesneau, Parsons Engineering; Kevin 
Healy, Corps of Engineers, Hunstville; MAJ David 
Sheets, COE, Huntsville; Randy Battaglia, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, New York District; Thomas 
Enroth, U.S. Army COE, New York District; Keith 
Hoddinot, US Army Environmental Hygiene Agency; 
Nancy Williamson, Recording Secretary 

2. Mr. Absolom called the meeting to order at 7:05 
p.m. All attendees were asked to introduce themselves. 
Request for changes to the March minutes elicited no 
changes. Mr. Absolom and Ms. Tackett signed the minutes 
into the record. 

Mr. Absolom announced that Mr. Kenneth Riemer had 
regretfully resigned the board. Mr. Absolom remarked 
that he was a good member who provided valuable input 
and that he will be missed. 
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3. The agenda f or the evening consisted of a 
presentation by Mr. Michael Duchesneau, Parsons 
Engineering , who discussed Planned Removal Actions at 
Various Sites. The handout is enclosed. 

Mr . Duchesneau indicated that the planned removal 
actions over the next months were not reviewed or 
agreed to by the State or EPA, but is an Army led 
situation. There have been a lot of studies, but not a 
lot of sites have been finished. 

Thus far there have been only a few remedial 
actions taken. One ROD was signed - OB Grounds 
Remedial Action, 1996 Ash Landfill Removal Action, and 
1999 Ash Landfill Reactive Wall Study. 

There are over 100 SWMUs and suspected sites. Of 
these, only 24 are No Further Action SWMUs. Twenty-five 
are sites that have significant issues that need to be 
addressed. The remainder pose minimal threat. 

Section 11 of the Federal Facility Agreement 
(FFA) allows the Army to conduct removal actions to 
eliminate threat. Further, removal to landfills would 
be a cost effective tool to eliminate sites. Another 
reason to consider removal ac Lions is Llre inc I eased 
presence of reusers within the Depot. 

Mr. Duchesneau then discussed each site: the five 
VOC/TPH removal action sites (SEAD-38, -39 , -40, 
-41 and -60) the four metals removal action sites 
(SEAD-24, -50, -54, and -67). He showed a map of each 
area, indicated the findings of soi l samples, chemicals 
and metals found, and amount of soil to be removed. 

He concluded that removal actions could achieve 
closure of several sites, show progress in clean-up , 
avoid further studies, eliminate threat to reuser , and 
promote transfer of property encouraging reuse of the 
depot. 

Question: Can we do the LTTD? 
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A: Not for metals. For other contaminants, yes, but 
it's not cost effective. 

Comment: It's so cheap to go the landfills. 

Q: Can everything go to the landfill? 

A: Everything except asbestos which must be treated 
separately. 

Q: What is the process for getting sites written off 
formally? 

A: Each site has a closure report and the regulatory 
community would need to accept it. 

Q: Can the sites be lumped in No Further Action? 

A: That is to be determined. 

Comment: Landfills are looking for daily cover and 
would be happy to get our soil so they don't have to 
buy cover. 

Q: How deep would soil be removed. 

A: Approximately one ~oot. 

Q: What kind of delays would there be? How long would 
lawyers keep it hung up? 

S. Absolom: I can't talk for lawyers, but it should not 
be an issue. We have the money and want to do it. We 
could spend more money studying a site and find removal 
unnecessary. However, it would be cheaper and faster 
just to do it. 

4. Mr. Absolom then opened the floor to general 
discussion. 

Comment: Suggest we have another meeting on land use 
controls--perhaps a lawyer versed in real estate 
laws. 
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Q: What effect would early transfer have on the RAB 
process? 

A: No effect on the RAB process. Early transfer 
allows the Army to transfer land to IDA before 
cleanup with the approval of the Governor and the 
regional administrator. The Army commits to form a 
schedule and budget up front, i.e. a consent order. 

0: Would IDA plans be used to determine the type 
cleanup? IDA has already identified large areas such 
as the ammo area - the conservation area. 

A: Actually, cleanup has higher standards for flora 
and fauna than for children. 

Q: Can we have another meeting with Glenn Cooke to 
find out what's happening? 

S. Absolorn: I'll explain the process. IDA gets 
several interested potential reusers. They each must 
submit a business plan. IDA selects a single reuser 
and enters into a confidentiality agreement and shows 
due diligence. After that, there is a vote in 
public. 

Comment: At the Romulus Town Meetings people still 
have questions about TAG. 

P. Jones: Questions can be directed to Glenn Cooke. 

S. Absolorn: The reuser has to negotiate the tax rate 
with the town assessor, supervisor, etc. 

IDA can have closed executive sessions to work things 
out. 

Q: Is early transfer a likely consideration? 

A: The Army would like early transfer because they 
could take credit for transfer of non-problem areas. 

CERCLA requires areas to be cleaned up, but there is 
a provision for early transfer. 
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Q: Is this different from a FOST? 

A: Finding of Suitability for early transfer would 
be needed, spelling out cost by year and schedule. 

Q: Would early transfer augment FFA or circumvent 

FFA? 

A: Early transfer would take precedent over FFA 
t:1chcduib9 l;sciil 11 ~2 issJ1es 11 rder EEA are a cause for 

delay. 
fund. 

Early transfer also reserves money as must 

Comment: It takes a long time. 

A: Six - nine months. I have a budget on each site 
and that would be the basis of the funding. 

Q: Would the CERCLA process go away? 

A: No. 

Q: Would this get local political support? 

S. Absolom: I don't know. I have briefed it as an 
option. We know the nature and extent of 
contamination at the sites. 

Comment: We need to know how local townships control 

land use. 

Comment: The Romulus zoning board has had two public 
meetings and needs another for changes. Then the 
town board has a public hearing. 

Comment: If zoning is formed in a town then there is 
a requirement to zone everything in that town. 

Comment: Some town members want looser , some tighter 
zoning laws. They're also trying to figure out how to 
fund it. Code enforcement officer is also head of 

water district. 
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5. The next meeting will be July 17, 2001 , at 7 p.m. 
in the Seneca County Office Building. Use the North 
Road entrance and follow signs to the 2nd Floor. 

Mr. Absolom thanked everyone for coming and adjourned 
the meeting at approximately 8:25 p.m. 

Enclosure 

U.S. Army Co-Chair 

Respectfully submitted , 

~~u.}LJ!& ~ 
NANCY WILLIAMSON 
Recording Secretary 

~~ 
Karen Tackett 
Community Co-Chair 
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Topics for Tonight's 
Prese tation 

• Pro osed Remova Actions for Sites 

• Re oval Actions h ve not been­
Re ·ewed or Agree to by EPA or 
NY DEC ~ 
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urrent and Futu Challenges 

Rem dial Actions 
• 0 e ROD Signed; OB Grounds Remedial Action 

• 1 96 Ash Landfill Rem val Action 

• 1 99 Ash Landfill Rea five Wall Study 

• Over 00 SWMUs an Suspected Sites 
d---~ • 0 ly 24 are No Furthe Action SWMUs 

• 2 are Areas of Conce~n 

~ • R mainder of Sites Po$e Minimal Threat 
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mo I Actions a d the Federal 
Fa ility Agreem nt (FFA) 

• Se tion 11 of FFA; rmy Can 
Co duct Removal ctions to 
Eli inate Threat 

• Co t Effective Tool to Eliminate Sites 

• Act ans Considere to be Time-
Cri ·cal due to Increased Presence of 
Re sers within De ot 
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trat&gy of Removal Actions 

• Ad ess Small Site4 with Small 
Pro fems 

'> .. ,. • No roundwater Impacts 
~-" ri 1t·'!1-'.# ($~! .' J 

• lnte t of Action - Ac~ieve Closure and 
A vo .d Furlher Stud 

• VO /TPH and Metals Sites 
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~ !./l:"~ t.r."~-~ ,.,-;;1>Sl ;Ai.~ l~;w- '" 



Lotation Map 0f Sites 

CDNSERVA TION/ 
RECREATION . 

PARSONS ENGINEIERING SCIENCE 

WAREHOIBE 

SEAD-50 
SEAD-54 

FEDTOFED 
1RANSFER 

PRISON 



OCITPH RemoMal Action Sites 

• SEAD¾38 Former Boiler Blow~own Area 

• 
1
•

111ithin SEAD-4 Area (Fbrmer Munitions Washout 
acility) 

• SEAD~39 Bid. 121 Boiler Pia t Blowdown Area 

· lrithin Administration A ea 

• SEAD~40 Bid. 319 Boiler Pia t Blowdown Area 

· lrithin Industrial Plant rea 

• SEAD~41 Bid. 718 Boiler Pia t Blowdown Area 

• 
11111ithin Norlh End Area Completed) 

• SEAD~60 Oil Spill at Building 09 Boiler House 
(Comd~eted) 

PARSONS ENGINEBIRING SCIENCE 
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SEAD-38 Blowd wn Area at 
bandone Boiler 

Surface Soil S mp/es 
• 1111,,ax. TPH 1940 g/Kg 

• Su ce Removal o Soil in Blowdown 
Are and Adjacent itches 

• Esti ated Volume qt Soil to be 
Re oved is 15 CY.. e:-

• Re edv is Off-site andfill Disoosal 
PARSONS ENGINEl!IRING SCIENCE 



+ + 

LEGEND 

• SOIL BORING LOCATION 

♦ SURFACE SOIL SAMPLE 
f l.'Jt13:i· NEW YORK STATE PLANE 

NIE COORDINATES 

~ SURVEY MONUMENT 

t. TELEPHONE POLE 

H:IENG\SENECAIDECISIOr-/\VOLAm.EICOMMEN1\SEAD38A.CDR 

(10' 

U ExcavationA (,( + 
(100' X 3' X 1') \ 

N 

~PARSONS 

PARSON& lliNGWEERINO &CIKNCE. INC. 

~mu, 

SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 
DBOSION DOCUMENT FOR REMOVAL ACTlON 

SEAD-38 
mn _,..,_ 

EHVJIWNJdEN'IAL l!NCilNEl!lUNG 727on--01001 

FlGURE 1 
SAMPLE LOCATIONS AND 
APPROXIMATE AREA TO 

BE REMEDIATED 
O<TE AtlClllST I ffl 



SEA -39 8/owd wn Area at 
Bu'/ding 1218 iler Plant 

.....,...,.._...~,.P.i..;,.~ts.::C..1-aa 

• Six $urface and Tw~ Subsurface (3-5 
Ft.) oil Samples 

(:) ax. TPH 118mg(Kg- \)~ ~ 

• Surtpce Removal of Soil in Blowdown 
Are 

• Esti ated Volume or Soil to be 
Re oved is 18 CYs 

• Re edv is Off-site LJandfill Disoosal 
PARSONS ENGINEHRING SCIENCE 



3RDAVENUE 

4THAVENUE 

SS39-4 

SS39-1 

H,\ENG\SENECA\OEOSIONIVOLA1\SEAD39.CDR 

AREA TO BE REMEDIATED (20' X 50' X 6 ") 

GRASS AND TOPSOil., STAGING AREA 

I 
I 

SS39-3 : ____ ..! 

-SS39-2 

PARKING LOT 

LEGEND 

♦ SURFACE SOIL SAMPLE 

e SOIL BORING LOCATION 

I 

D 

ADMINISTRATION AVENUE 

~PAASC~ 
PAR&O~ ENGINEERING SCIENCE, NC. 

OJENT'"""-ECT mu: 

SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 
DEOSION DOCUMENT FOR REMOVAL ACTION 

SEAD-39 
OEPT. 0"11(; NO. 

ENVIRONMENTAL ENGllmEJUNG 727023-'11001 

FIGURE 1 

SAMPLE LOCATIONS AND 
APPROXIMATE AREA TO 

BE REMEDIATED 
AlKitl~ I~ 



SEA -40 Blowd wn Area at 
Bu ding 319 B iler Plant 

• Thfi e Surface Soil amp/es and 
Thfi e Subsurface oil Samples 

• 1,nnax. TPH 1640 g/Kg 

• Re oval of Soil in lowdown Area 

• Esti ated Volume f Soil to be 
Re oved is 13 CY'--'. 

• Re edy is Off-site landfill Disposal 

PARSONS ENGINESRING SCIENCE 



AREATOBEREMEDIATED 
(llO' x 2' x I' AND 10' x 2' x 6') 

SS40-3 

A= to be excavated to depth of J • 

Area to be excavated to depth of 6 ' 

LEGEND 

:;:;.;.::;.;:;:•:•.•· ·.;-:-· 

i%~~ 
i11l: 

♦ SURFACE SOIL SAMPLE 

• SOIL BORING LOCATION 
H:IENG\SE.'IECA\OECISIONIVOLA1\SEAD40A.CTlR 

OPTICAL PLACE 

NOTE: The origin of the ditch where the 
soil is to be excavated is approximately 
40 feet from the northeast comer of 
Building 319. 

(~]PARSON& 
PARSONS. ENGINEERING &CENc:e_ INC. 

0..JEHT~TTTTl.E 

SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 
DECISION DOCUMENT FOR REMOVAL ACTION 

SEAD-40 
0£PT. CWG NO. 

F.NvlRONMF.NT Al F.NGINF.F.RTNG 727023-0200 I 

FIGURE I 

SAMPLE LOCATIONS AND 
APPROXIMATE AREA TO 

BE REMEDIATED 
,. • 15" 



SEA -41 B/0wd • wn Area at 
Bu ding 718 B, iler Plant 

• Fou Surface Soil S mp/es, One 
Sub urface Soil Sa pie 

• 1,11nax. TPH 300 m 1Kg 

• Su ce Removal o Soil in Blowdown 
Are and Adjacent itches 

• Esti ated Volume qr Soil to be 
Re oved is 13 CY'"". 

• Re edv was LTTD Treatabilitv Test 
PARSONS ENGINESRING SCIENCE 



POOU 
BAIB 
HOUSE 

BUILDING 
733 

AREA TO BE REMEDIATED 
(40' X 3' X l') 

D 

H,\f.NG\S ENECA\DEO SI0N\VOLAT ILE\SEAD4 I .CDR 

BUILDING 
721 

• SS41-2 
I ::C SS41-3 
• ~ SB41-l/SS4!-l 

1- SS4!-4 
0 

BUILDING 
720 

GRAVEL DRIVEWAY 

~IPARSONG 

746 

PARKING 

PAR&CN& ENGINEERING SCSENCE. INC:.. 

CI.EHT/f¥fO..JB::fTITlf. 

SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 
DECISION DOCUMENT FOR REMOVAL ACTION 

SEAD-41 

,.--------------< DO'T. """l«l. 
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEEll.lNG 727023-02401 

LEGEND 

♦ SURFACE SOIL SAMPLE 

• SOIL BORING LOCATION 

FIGURE I 

SAMPLE LOCATIONS AND 
APPROXIMATE AREA TO 

BE REMEDIATED 
Atki'I ITT 19?5 



EAD-60 Oil Spil{ at Bid. 609, 
Baiter House fOr Bid. 612 

----------"1- --........,-•. >~,» '~'"' = 

• Th e Surface Soil amp/es, Six 
Su surface Soil Sa pies 

• II No voes above TAGM 

• 11 Max. TPH 218,000 mg/1g -

• 
11 Max. PAH 27,000 ug/Kg) 5 PAHs above TAGM -

• II Max. PCB 4,400 ug/Kg; E PCBs above TAGM -

• Thrhe Monitoring 
• 

11 No voes above GA; Maix. 1 ug/L Benzene 

• 
11 Max. TPH 1. 22 mg/L; Nd GA Criteria 

PARSONS ENGINEl!IRING SCIENCE 



EAD-60 Oil Spil{ at Bid. 609, 
Baiter House fOr Bid. 612 

• Estimated Volume ff Soil Removed 
wa 200 CYs. 

• Re edy was Therrbal Treatment 
duri g the L TTD Trf;]atability Study 

PARSONS ENGINEl!IRING SCIENCE 
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FIGURE 1 
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Metals Removal Action Sites 

-24 Abandoned P9wder Burning Pit 
• 

1n111ithin Conservation Ar¥ a (Burning of Black Powder 
nd Solid Propellants) 

-50 Four Tanks at former Tank Farm 
• 

1
•

111ithin Warehouse Are~ (Contained Antimony and 
Titanium Ore) 

-54 One Tank at F rmer Tank Farm 
• 

1
•
111ithin Warehouse Are (Contained Asbestos) 

-67 Five Waste Pi/ s, Two Bermed Areas 
• 

1
•
111ithin Conservation Ari a Near Sewage Plant 

PARSONS ENGINEBIRING SCIENCE 



EAD-24 Aband(f ned Powder 
Burning 

9 Sum ce/Subsurface oil Samples 
· 3 S OCs > TAGM; M x. DNT12,000 ug/Kg 

· 14 etals > TAGM; A 57 mg/Kg 

• 3 GW ells (Al, As, Fe & Mn > GA) 

• Off-site landfilling of 2, 00 CYs. of Soil 

PARSONS ENGINEllRING SCIENCE 
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TAGMLEVELS 

Arsenic 
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Chromium 
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~PAASDI'-
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LI mg/kg 
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29.6 mg/kg 
33 mg/kg 
400 mg/kg 
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SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 
ABANDONED POWDER BURNING PIT 

SEAD-24 

FIGURE I 
ANAL YTES EXCEEDING TH EIR 

RESPECTIVE CRITERIA 
LEVELS IN SURFACE SOILS 

JOB NUMBER.: 7).CDO--OIOOI DATE: MAltCH 2001 
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SEAD-5 V54 
re Tank F rm Area 

·ace -0,1 rrom ·1-=0[0 al1ons . . .. _,._w ___ ..... u=•-

. 7 PA s > TAGM; Max. PAH 14,000 ug/Kg 

• 7 Meals> TAGM; As 151 mg/Kg 

_ • Asbe tos One Location Max. 15% 

• GW (Al, e, Mn, Na & Tl > GA) 

• Sutface ater {Al & Fe Class CJ 

• Sedime t (6 PAH, 6 Pes .,9 Met. > Criteria) 

• Off-site andfillina of 51 0 CYs. of Soil/Sed. 

PARSONS ENGINESRING SCIENCE 
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EAD-67 Waste i/es East of 
ewaae Treatme t Plant No. 4 
oil fro 5 Test Pits an 3 Wells 
• 5 P Hs > TAGM; Ma PAH 1300 ug/Kg 

· 4 M tals > TAGM; Hg 4 mg/Kg 
··:·'1 

• GW (0 ly Fe, Al & Mn GA) 

• Surface Water (Al & Fe > Class CJ 
• Sedime t (6 PAH, 3 Pe t.,4 Met. > Criteria) 

• Off-site andfilling of 1 0 CYs. of Soil/Sed. 

PARSONS ENGINEHRING SCIENCE 
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~ .. ----

220 ug/Kg 
I 100 ug/Kg 

61 ug/Kg 
400 ug/Kg 

14 ug/Kg 
0.1 mg/Kg 

~ 
'WI 

----·~ NC; 
SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 

DEBRlS PILES EAST OF SEWAGE TREATME1'fT PLANT NO. 4 
SEA0-67 

RGURE5 

ANAL YTES EXCEEDING THEIR 
RESPECTIVE CRITERIA LEVELS 

IN SOIL SAMPLES 

JOB NUMBEJt: 7~530,0 100 1 DATE: MA llCH 2001 
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Conclusions 

•Nm.~ . Remdval Actions Will: 

• -chieve Closure o1 Several Sites 
• 1-achieve Progress 

• I-a void Further Pro/ nged Studies 

• nr'/iminate Threat o Reuser Exposure 

• ITromote Transfer f Property and 
ncourage Reuse f Depot 
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Presentation to the RAB 
July 17, 2001 

Planned Removal Actions at 
Fill Area and Alleged Paint Disposal 

Sites 

Todd Heino, P. E. 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 

Topics for Tonight's 
resen a ton 

■ Proposed Removal Actions for 
SEAD-59 and SEAD-71 

■ Removal Actions are currently being 
reviewed by EPA and NYSDEC 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 
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Removal Actions and the Federal 
Facilit A reement FFA 

■ Section 11 of FFA; Army Can 
Conduct Removal Actions to 
Eliminate Threat 

■ Actions Considered to be Time­
Critical due to Increased Potential of 
Incidental Contact for Reusers within 
Depot 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 

■ Address Small Sites with Small 
Problems 

■ No Groundwater Impacts 

■ Intent of Action - Achieve Closure and 
A void Further Study 

■ VOC and TPH Sites 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 
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Site Location Map for 
SEAD-59 and SEAD-71 

PLANNED INDL61RJAL 
DEVaOPMENf (PIO) 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 

WAREHOUSE 

--------------

SEAD-59 & SEAD-71 

PRISON 

egu atory rocess ummary 
■ Final ES/ Issued; April, 1995 
• Final RI Workplan Issued, April 14, 1997 
■ RI/FS Recommended 
■ RI Phase 1 Completed, July, 1998 
■ Non-Time Critical/Removal Action Recommended 
■ Action Memorandum for Removal Action's June, 

2001 . 
■ Time Critical Removal Action Recommended 
■ Removal Action Workplan (to be completed) 
• Removal Action (to be performed) 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 

/I 
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Summary of Site Conditions 

at the Fill Area 
SEAD-59 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 

Site Map for 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 
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Soil Sampling Summary for 
SEAD-59 

VOCs Exceeding TAGMs: 
•Benzene ( 3/56, 5.9 ppm, Max.) 
• Toluene (1/56, 830 ppm, Max.) 

■ TPH (No TAGM Available) 
•TPH (19/21, 7,870 ppm, Max.) 
■ Debris encountered including construction 
debris (concrete, asphalt, metal and wood), 
drums and paint cans. 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 

Soil Sampling Summary for 

Hs (11) Exceeded TAGMs: 
Benzo(a)Anthracene (31/55, 67 ppm, Max.) 

Benzo(a)Pyrene ( 33/55, 70 ppm, Max.) 

• Dibenz(a,h) Anthracene(29/55, 17 ppm,Max.) 

• Chrysene (26/55, 63 ppm, Max.) 

• Benzo(b)Fluroanthene (13/55, 58 ppm, Max.) 

• Benzo(k)Fluroanthene (12/55, 48 ppm, Max.) 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 
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Summary of Site Conditions at 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 

Site Map for 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 

t "- (.,,: 
l~ '··•" 

------~ -~ill,._~·--

1 
i 

=--==-..; __ !,_ ..!-. . . -c- ·;.;;" ":W"il.,-

~ 

"-'":-. • ~l!Y ou••r. ,........,..,. 
.u, ... ,,... ....;, ., 

6 



Soil Sampling Summary for 
SEAD- 71 

VOCs Exceeding TAGMs: 
• Acetone ( 1/35, 0.26 ppm, Max.) 

Pesticides Exceeding TAGMs: 

■ No PCBs Exceeded TAGMs 

■ Debris encountered included construction 
debris (fencing, metal and asphalt), drums, 
cinders, railroad ties and oily soil. 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 

Soil Sampling Summary for 

Hs (14) Exceeded TAGMs: 
Benzo(a)Anthracene (29/39, 150 ppm, Max.) 

Benzo(a)Pyrene ( 32/39, 120 ppm, Max.) 

• Dibenz(a,h) Anthracene(30/39, 25 ppm,Max.) 

• Chrysene (26/39, 150 ppm, Max.) 

• Benzo(b)Fluroanthene (18/39, 88 ppm, Max.) 

• Benzo(k)Fluroanthene (15/39, 130 ppm, Max.) 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 
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SEAD-59 and SEAD-71 
Removal Action Flow Chart 

EX CAVATE SOILJDEBRIS/ 
LEA N- P VERIFI AT I N 

SIFT SOILS TO REMOVE DEBRIS 

CIIEJ\II CAL ANALYSIS OF SOLL STOCKl'I.LES 

EVALUATE OFFSITE DISPOSAL OPTIONS 

TRANSPORT AND DISPOSE OFFSITE 

DACKFlLL EXCAVATIONS AND RESTORE SURFACE 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 

DISPOS E OF DEBRIS 

USE AS BACKFILL 

roposed Soil Clean-up Goals 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 
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Soil Areas to be Remediated 
SEAD-59 

J>.R[:A.;; 
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• Approximately 23,000 cubic yards of soil to 
be excavated. 

• Debris will be screened out and disposed 
offsite. 

• Offsite borrow or clean excavated soils to 
be used as backfill. 

• Offsite disposal of soils exceeding clean-up 
goals. 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 
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Conclusions 

■ Removal Actions Will: 

• Achieve Closure of Several Sites 

• Achieve Progress 

• u er ro onge 

• Eliminate Threat of Reuser Exposure 

• Promote Transfer of Property and 
Encourage Reuse of Depot 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 
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MINUTES 
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD 

July 17, 2001 MEETING 

1 . ATTENDANCE : 

Government RAB Members Present : 
Stephen M. Abso l om , BRAC Environme ntal 
Coordinator , SEDA/Army Co - Chair ; Julio Vazquez , 
Environmental Protection Agency ; Alicia Thorne , 
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation ; Dan 

Community RAB Members Present : 
Karen Tackett , Community Co - Cha ir ; Patricia Jones , 
Industrial Development Agency ; Bob Mccann , Fred 
Swain , Dave Wagner 

Communit y RAB Members Not Present : 
Dave Shcneider (excused) , Frank Ives , Jeffrey 
Beall , Frankie Young - Long 

Environmental Support Personne l and Guests 
Present : 
Jacqueline Travers , Parsons Engi nee ring ; Chris 
Raddell , Parsons ; Todd Heino , Parsons ; Armando 
Jimenez , Corps of Engineers , North At lanti c ; Kevin 
Healy , COE , Hunstville ; MAJ David Sheets , COE , 
Huntsville ; Randy Battagli a , U. S . Army Corps of 
Engineers , New York District ; Thomas Enroth , U. S . 
Army COE , New York District ; Ke ith Hoddinot , US 
Army Environmental Hygiene Age nc y ; Nancy 
Wil li amson , Recording Secretary 

Guest : William Allen , Ovid 

2 . Mr . Absolom called the meeting to order at 7 : 00 
p . m. Al l attendees were asked to introduce themselves. 
Request for changes to the May minutes elicited no 
changes . Mr . Absolom and Ms . Tackett signed the minutes 
into the record . 

Mr . Absolom announced that Mr . Mike Duchesneau has 
left Parsons Engineering for another position . He will 
be missed , but fortunately Parsons has good support 
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people so there will be no impacts to the process. Todd 
Heino will be the new Project Manager for Seneca. 
Marsden Chen retired July 3rd

. Jim Quinn will be Acting 
Chief , Remedial Section , DEC. There should be a smooth 
transition. 

3 . The agenda for the evening consisted of a 
presentation by Mr . Todd Heino , Parsons Engineering , 
who discussed Planned Removal Actions at Fill Area and 
Alleged Paint Disposal Sites (SEAD-59 and SEAD-71) 
(handout enclosed.) 

Mr Heine explained that certain sites co11lci he 
moved from non-time critical (over s ix months) to 
critical (within six months) action with the impetus 
being to prevent incidental contact for re - users within 
the depot . (Federal Facility Agreement , Section 11 . ) 

In an effort to achieve closure , we would address 
small sites with small problems that have no 
groundwater impacts (VOC and TPH Sites) . SEAD- 59 and 
SEAD- 71 are such sites . 

Mr. Heino showed a map of SEAD-59 and SEAD-71 and 
summarized the work to date on the sites. He then 
explained the site conditions and results of soil 
sampling at each site. He presented a Removal Action 
Flow Chart and Clean-Up goals. 

Finally , Mr . Heino gave the Removal Actions for each 
site. He concluded that removal actions could achieve 
closure of several sites , show progress in clean- up , 
avoid further studies , eliminate threat to reuser , and 
promote transfer of property encouraging reuse of the 
depot. 

Question: Are these areas part of TAG? 
Answer: Yes. 

Q: How big is SEAD- 59? 
A : Two acres . 

Comment : SEAD-59 has buried drums we don ' t know the 
contents of and also paint cans exist . 

Q : Define SEAD-71 . 
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A: It is an area between the railroad tracks , not even 
two acres , approximately 500-600 ft. by 150 ft. It has 
higher concentrations that SEAD-59. Two 20-gallon 
drums were found crushed . According to the Removal 
Action Flow Chart , the area would be sifted to 
determine soil contents and the drums examined . The 
contaminated earth would be removed to a landfill and 
the area backfilled with two feet o f clean soil . 

Comment: SEAD - 71 - excavating the area will remove 
anamolies . 
Q · Will rem0 1 r3] actions affect the railroad line? 
A: There will be a leeway from the line unless findings 
require moving closer . Then we will reeva l uate . 

Q: How deep is the excavation? 
A: Three to ten feet . Usually bedrock is at 10 feet 
and that ' s the limiting factor . 

Q: What is the timetable for completion of these sites? 
A: By the end of the calendar year , but it depends on 
how fast we can get contracts . 
Mr. Absolom: We have documents to the regulators and 
are awaiting comments and signatures at two levels to 
AMC . As soon as we get comments , we 'll bring in the 
contractor and get work plans . By the end of 
September , we should be digging dirt with 60 days or 
sooner to close it out . Part of the process is to 
validate that there is no ground water contamination . 
If there are contaminants , we need to make assurance 
that there is no danger . The purpose is to move out 
and close these sites . 
Q: Are there any roadblocks? 
A: No. 

Q: Do we know the contents of the drums? 
A: We will know the contents before they are disposed 
of . 
Comment: We ' ll look for characteris tics of products. 

4 . Steve Absolom reiterated his hope to bring in 
someone to talk about land use . He is targeting the 
next meeting . He would like to invite Stan Citron , 
Attorney , who is developing land use control plans for 
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the Army . Mr . Citron has a feel for how the Army is 
dealing with land use controls . 

Q: Will you notify the Town of Romulus Board when the 
agenda is firmed up . 
A: I expect to ask them to speak and wi l l also invite 
the Town of Varick. 

Land use controls determines what the land will be used 
for , e . g . industrial vs . housing development . Land use 
restrictions are required. 

Q· At KicisPoa 0 0 th 0 re 11as a big b 0 l@ left trhen il t~: 
was removed . Is it still there? 
A: A contract has been let to fill in the hole . 

S. Absolom to K. Tacket: What was your impression of 
the IDA meeting you attended? 
A: In the June meeting , they discussed the ra il cars on 
the depot and stated that the county gets $1 per car . 
Also that a contract was awarded to put lights on the 
water tower . 

Q: Has there been any feedback on the Early Transfer 
Option? 
A: We haven ' t gotten a response. Time , money and 
liability considerations will make the Army move 
cautiously . 

S . Absolom: We have a request from the IDA to prepare 
documents to lease the railroad for storage of empty 
cars . There is a question of why the need to l ease 
rather than transfer . We will look at this with the 
regulators at the BCT meeting tomorrow . Under 
consideration are forty - two miles of track in the 
conservation area and elsewhere . Because of the 
sluggish economy , there are excess railcars in 
industry . 

Q: Don ' t the rails need to be driven over to keep them 
in good shape? 
S. Absolom: Rails need regular maintenance . Ours were 
last used when IPE left in 1999 . Railroad activity 
will c onsist of use in the industrial area of the depot 
and for tourism in the conservation area . 
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Geneva would like to use the tracks and will maintain 
the rails to the depot . 
Q: Will rails have to be upgraded? 
A: The Army does not have a requirement . IDA will have 
the responsibility and will make tha t dec i s i on . 

5 . One and a half years ago there was a des i re by t h e 
RAB to have a meeting with regulators without the Army 
presence . Is there still this interest? (RAB members 
please comment at next meeting. ) 

We also oeed to solicit oew members tor tb e BAB 

K. Tackett: Yes , and also to send a wr i te up to l oca l 
schools for their newsletters . 
S. Absolom : That would be good for you to do . 
Are there any other issues or concerns? 

R. Battaglia: We ' re about ready to award a contract 
(within 1 - 2 weeks) to complete the remed i a l action 
project on the OB Grounds . It wil l prob ab l y b e 
complete in five months . Roy F . Weston will be t h e 
contractor . 

Comment: This is dealing with piles already excavated . 

6 . After a discussion of the meeting date in 
September , the members decided to move the meeting to 
October 16 , 2001 , at 7 p . m. in the Seneca County Off i ce 
Building . Use the North Road entrance and fo ll ow signs 
to the 2nd Floor . 

Mr . Absolom thanked everyone for coming and adjourned 
the meeting at approximately 8 : 05 p . m. 

Respectfully submitted , 
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MINUTES 
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD 
November 20, 2001 MEETING 

1 . ATTENDANCE : 

Government RAB Members Present : 
Stephen M. Absolom, BRAC Environmental Coordinator , 
SEDA/Army Co- Chair ; Julio Vazquez , Environmental 
Protection Agency ; Alicia Thorne , NYS Department of 
Environmental Conservation ; Dan Geraghty , NYS 
Bcpar L1ttc11 L ot=tlcal Lit , Cl tar lo L Le Be Clra11y , D011 

Community RAB Members Present : 
Karen Tackett , Community Co- Chair ; 
Industrial Development Agency ; Bob 

Community RAB Members Not Present : 

Patricia 
Mccann 

Jones , 

Jeffrey Beall , Frank Ives , Dave Schneider , Carmen 
Serrett , Fred Swain , Henry Van Ness , David Wagner , 
Frankie Young - Long , 

Environmental Support Personnel and Guests Present : 
Jacqueline Travers , Parsons Engineering ; Chris 
Raddell , Parsons ; Todd Heino , Parsons ; David 
Anderson , Parsons ; David Babock , Parsons ; Randy 
Battaglia , U.S . Army Corps of Engineers , New York 
District ; Thomas Enroth , U. S. Army COE , New York 
District ; Janet Fallo , U. S . Army COE , New York 
District ; Glenn Cooke , Seneca County IDA ; Jane 
Schaffer , Harriet Haynes , Seneca County ED&P , Nancy 
Williamson , Recording Secretary 

2 . Mr . Absolom called the meeting to order at 7 : 15 
p . m. All attendees were asked to introduce themselves . 
Request for changes to the July minutes elicited no 
changes . Mr . Absolom and Ms . Tackett signed the minutes 
into the record . He explained the necessity for 
postponing the October meeting was to find a speaker on 
Land Use Controls (LUCs) . He was fortunate to find 
tonight ' s speaker , Mr . David Anderson of Parsons 
Engineering Science and an Attorney . Mr . Anderson has 



considerable experience and a wide knowledge on the 
subject . 

3 . We are c los e to having a Final Remediation Plan on 
the Ash Landfill and so may schedule a public meeting at 
the next RAB meeting . It will be an availability session 
with floating commentators and a court stenographer . 

4 . Mr . Absolom introduced Mr . Dave Anderson , 
Parsons Engineering Science to talk about 
Controls . 

JD , 
Land Use 

D4r Aocier~cn ~inQ;j tl:ist 1a11d wea c211trolc arc 
a time tested tool for land property going back to the 
early laws of England . Tonight ' s focus will be a 
presentation on how land use controls can work for Seneca 
Army Depot Cleanup , how they can provide a level of 
protection and can get the community involved . 

Current EPA Institutional Control Policy ( IC) 
includes legal and administrative controls minimizing 
contamination exposure by limiting land /resource use , and 
are appropriate for use under CERCLA and RCRA. The IC is 
generally meant to supplement cleanup and are most 
effective if layered though they can also be used in 
series . The EPA has different understanding from DOD on 
implementation , maintenance and enforceability . 

Current DOD and Army Land Use Controls (LUC) Policy 
are the physical , legal or administrative mechanism 
restricting use and/or access to prevent/reduce human 
health and/or environmental risks . DOD Policy on Land 
Use Controls associated with environmental restoration 
activities ( 1 7 Jan 2001) includes DOD guidance on LUCs 
associated with environmental restoration activities for 
property planned for transfer out of Federal control . 
DOD guidance (2 Mar 2001) includes a template for LUCs 
agreement with environmental regulatory agencies . US Army 
Environmental Center has drafted an Interim LUC ' s 
Management Plan (Draft Aug 2001) 

Mr . Anderson outlined four LUCs/IC Options . 
Proprietary Controls covers deed restrictions , easements , 
and convenants/contracts , as well as reversionary 
interest . Government Controls encompass local permits 
for well drilling/construction , conservation easements , 
improvement districts , and zoning . Also covered was 



Federal statute (RMA) , State statute , and local 
ordinance , e . g . environmental protection ordnance. 
Enforcement and Permit Tools cover administrative orders , 
environmental permits and consent decrees . Information 
Devices are deed notices , EPA/Federal site registry and 
advisories . 

LUCs/ICs issues to be solved are : 
a) who decides to use LUCs/ICs , 
b) when it is appropriate to use them, 
c) are they to be used in property transfer and/or 

leases , 

LUCs/ICs use , 
e) how does the facility provide for LUCs/ICs 

enforceability . 

Mr. Anderson then gave three hypothet i cal cases that 
might be considered for Seneca Army Depot - an Industrial 
Area Lease , a Landfill , and a Conservation Area . In each 
case the process involved a Feasibility Study , Land Use 
Determinat i on , Agreement for LUCs with EPA and State , 
Record of Determinat i on - LUCs , Finding of Suitability to 
Lease (FOSL) or Transfer (FOST) and layering 
determination . 

Mr. Anderson then asked for questions from the 
floor . 

Question: With regard to LUCs , is the Army releasing 
responsibility to the site? 

Answer: The Army is responsible for past liability , not 
for anything occurring after the transfer . 

Mr. Cooke: Towns need to be involved through their 
boards . 

Mr. Geraghty: The Department of Heal th wants someone to 
be responsible for enforcement of restrictions . 

Mr . Anderson: Towns need to be involved in deed 
restrictions and zoning . There are several ways to 
involve towns . 

Mr. Absolom: The Army will look at what zoning , laws and 
codes are already on the books . 



Ms. Haynes : Local boards need presentations of simple 
short models so they can be brought into the process . 

Mr. Anderson: With permission of the Army , we can prepare 
presentations for town boards . 

Q: What ' s to keep towns from changing the rules? 
A: Nothing . But layering provides protection . 

Q: Can 
deed/lease 

we write in fines 
restrictions-such 

for those who 
as liquidation 

go 
of 

against 
damages , 

A: Restrictions have to be carefully written and very 
well publicized . 

Q: Are Land Use Controls reviewed on a 5 - year basis to 
see if they ' re be i ng followed? 
A: It hasn ' t gotten to that point yet . It could be done . 
There won ' t necessarily be an Army presence . 

Comment : Because LUC ' s are becoming more common , DOH and 
EPA are looking at having a follow - up system built in . 

Comment: Watch - dogging is a good idea . 

Q: Can restrictions vary within the county? 
A: Minimal restrictions can be set up , but then have 
stricter controls for Seneca Army Depot areas . 

Comment: If you find someone has violated LUCs or 
is failing , the Army would need to do something . 

Comment: If there are problems , a review 
requested . LUCs should be gotten in place while 
is still here doing clean - up-- a trial period and 
are problems , correct them . 

the LUC 

can be 
the Army 
if there 

Q: What if down the road after monitoring , we need to 
make restrictions more stringent and the new owner 
doesn ' t want to live up to them? 
A: The Army won ' t reimburse the new owner but will 
correct the problem . 

Comment: Care is needed in writing the documents . 



Q: What happens if ground water becomes contaminated 
outside the depot? 
A: The Army has no jurisdiction outside the depot . The 
local community is the best one to deal with 
restrictions . The Heal th Department can impose 
restrictions . 
Comment: If the Army heard of this situation , it would 
notify DOH who would notify the county . 

M. Tackett: If property transfers three times , could 
certain restrictions drop off? 
Mr Dnders"'n · I hv1re=zh,er.1;i;;:ci sf it I ' "1. Ast i,;ur3 al.:21,;t.=tJo.: 

York . Research would be done and written into the LUCs 
to have restrictions continue longer . 

Comment: For the transfers under NYS Law , restrictions 
run with the property forever . 

Comment: Language can be put in the lease to account for 
revisiting LUCs specifying parties , regulators , and roles 
of local governments . 

Mr. Cooke: Can you specify what should be included in the 
LUCs? 
Mr . Anderson: No . As 
what to include. If you 
sent to Steve Absolom . 

a contractor , the Army tells me 
have suggestions , they should be 

Q: Can you outline the process? 
S. Absolom: The Army cannot have the contractor do the 
town zoning . It can provide outreach efforts . 

Q: What are the dangers when there are no zoning 
restrictions? 
Mr. Ansderson: They are considerable . The community must 
protect itself from residual contamination on land . The 
Army can do some things in the deed . If the deed fails , 
then that ' s it . LUCs must be layered and have as many 
types of control as possible as a safety net . 

Q: Why are LUCs being considered now rather than years 
ago when we started leasing? 
Mr. Absolom: We ' re not going back . Deeds and leases have 
included LUCs . We have brought Dave Anderson in to let 
the community know what it will need to do to become 
involved in LUCs , such as with building permits , zoning , 



etc . Soon we ' ll be doing areas that have more 
remediation. 

Mr. Geraghty: As regulators , we want to know LU Cs are 
enforced . 

Ms Schaffer: 
in place . 
watchdogs? 

All these regulatory agencies have controls 
So are you telling towns they need to be 

No . 
also 

The 
want 

regulatory protections 
LUCs to supplement the 

will 
other 

Mr. Anderson: 
continue . We 
controls . It requires a vigilant community to protect 
itoolf. LUCo do,olopod b5 the om11rnuniL) ooill be accepted 
more readily by the community . 

Mr. Geraghty: DOH is not forcing zoning to the towns . 

Mr. Anderson: But zoning is a good tool . 
impose zoning on a community. It can ' t . 
suggest LUCs . 

The Army won ' t 
It can just 

Mr. Absolom: We won ' t impose zoning . The Army will have 
controls and wants to work with the community . There 
must be enough layers in place to protect the community . 

There being no further questions on LUCs , Mr . Absolom 
thanked Mr . Anderson for his presentation . 

5 . Mr . Absolom asked for open discussion . There being 
none , a motion was made to close the meeting . 

6 . Mr . Geraghty , DOH , expressed his pleasure at working 
with the RAB and introduced his replacement , Ms . 
Charlotte Bethany . Mr . Absolom thanked Mr. Geraghty for 
all he had done for the RAB . 

7 . The next meeting will be January 
at the Seneca County Office Building , 
Waterloo , NY , 7 : 00 p . m. Use the North 
follow signs to the 2nd Floor . 

15 , 2002 , 
1 DiPronio Drive , 
Road entrance and 

Mr . Absolom thanked everyone for coming and adjourned the 
meeting at approximately 8 : 52 p . m. 
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Using Land Use Controls in the 
Seneca Army Depot Cleanup 

David Anderson. J.D. 

"'_ PAASONS 

\ c#~nt EPA Institutional 
'C9ntrol Policy (IC) 

~ I 

· t IC - Legal/ Adm in Controls minimizing 
contamination exposure by limiting land/resource use 

· t Appropriate for use under CERCLA and RCRA 

· t Generally meant to supplement cleanup 

·t Most effective if layered 

· t Also can be used in series 

· t Different understanding from DoD on 
implementation , maintenance and enforceability 

~ PAASONS 



\ O/Zent DoD I Army LUCs Policy 
w 

-~--~ baRc:i _lJ.s<d :.::onn:.ols !-LUCs,L;;.pliysical, legal or admmistratiYe 
mechanism restricting usetaccess to prevent/~duce ~ n- -~ 
health1env1ronmental risks 

= 

· f DoD Policy on Land Use Controls (LUCs) Associated with 
Environmental Restoration Activities (17 Jan 2001) 

- DoD Guidance on LUCs Associated with Environmental 

Federal Control 

, DoD Guidance on LUCs with Environmental Regulatory 
Agencies (2 Mar 2001) 

- Template for Ll..:Cs Agreement with Environmental Regulatory 
Agencies 

·, USAEC Interim LUCs Management Plan (Draft Aug 2001) 

~ PAASONS 

LUCs/IC Options 
\II 
·, LUCs/IC--Proprietary Controls 

- Deed Restrictions. Easements, Covenants/Contracts. 
Rcvers1onary Interest 

, LUCs/IC--Government Controls 
- Local Perrnits--well drilling/construction: ConserYation 

Easements. Improvement Districts. Zoning 

- Federal statute (RMA): State statute: Local ordinance (e.g .. 
environ . prot. ord .) 

·, LUCs/IC--Enforcement and Permit Tools 
- Administratiw Orders. Envim. Permits, Consent Decrees 

, LUCs/IC--lnformational Devices 
- Deed notices. EP.\/Fed site registry , advisories 



~~=:r.::=- - -

\)1 Hypothetical #2: Landfill 
\II' 

---- -- ·••-- - .. -- ~-~·--- - -•~..:.=:;. ...... ..s;:v.r. . ... , ':-IP!- .. . J:.O.::•--==----
· 1 Feasibility Study 
· 1 Land Use Determination - Landfill 
· 1 ROD - LUCs 
· 1 Agreement for LU Cs with EPA/State 

-. - -· 
- Future conveyance 

. .., [Optional] Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST) 
- LUCs 

· 1 [Opt ional] Deed - LUCs 
- Enforcement 

'f Layering - Physical. Administrative, Other Legal 

-= ~ PAl=lSONS 

Hypothetical #3: Conservation 

= 

A rari 

· 1 Feasibility Study 

· 1 Land Use Determination - Conservation 

·1 ROD - LUCs 

· 1 . .\grcement for LUCs with EPA/State 

· 1 FOST - LU Cs 

- Prohibit wel ls. excavat ion 

- Authorized act1Yiti es 

- Enforcement 

- Furure com·eyancc 

· f Layering - Physical. ..\dministrative, Other Legal 

~ PAl=lSONS 

-~ ---~~-=-



MINUTES 
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD 
September 21, 1999 MEETING 

1 . ATTENDANCE : 

Government RAB Members Present: 

LTC Brian K. Frank, SEDA Commander 
Stephen M. Absolom, BRAC Environmental 
Coordinator, SEDA/Army Co-Chair 

Dan Getaghty, NiS bepar L!nelit of Health 
James Quinn, NYS Department of Environmental 

Conservation 

Government RAB Members Not Present: 

Carla Struble, U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (excused) 

Community RAB Members Present: 
Richard Durst (Community Co-chair), 
Antje Baeumner, Jeffrey Beall, Brian Dombrowski 
Frank Ives, Patricia Jones, Bob Mccann, 
Ken Reimer, Dave Schneider, 
Fred swain, Karen Tackett, Frankie Young-Long, 
Henry Van Ness, David Wagner 

Community RAB Members Not Present: 
Russell Miller, Jan Schneider (excused), 
Ray A. Young 

Environmental Support Personnel Present: 
Marsden Chen, NYS Department of Environmental 

Conservation 
Mr. Ed Agy, Headquarters, U.S. Army Industrial 

Operations Command 
Michael Duchesneau, Parsons Engineering Science, 

Inc. 
Keith Hoddinott, USACHPPM 
Kevin Healy, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 

Huntsville 
Janet Fallo, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 

NY District, Seneca Office for Project 
Management 

Thomas Battaglia, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
NY District, Seneca Project Office, 
Construction Division 

Randy Battaglia, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
NY District, Seneca Office for Project 

Management 
John Cleary, Base Transition Coordinator, SEDA 
Laura Sposato, Recording Secretary 
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Community Support (from sign-in sheet): 

Heather Clark, Cornell University 
Arthur Hall, Resident, Waterloo 
Gregg Tackett, Resident, Romulus 
Doug Daeffler, Resident, Waterloo 

Visitors: 

Chris Kane, Roy F. Weston, Corp. 
Roberto Rico, Roy F. Weston, Corp. 
Denis Roy, Roy F. Weston, Corp. 
Mike McCarty, Roy F. Weston, Corp. 
Edwin J. Benton, Roy F. weston, Corp. 

2. Mr. Stephen Absolom introduced our new Commander, 
LTC Brian K. Frank. LTC Frank provided the opening 
remarks. 

3. Stephen Absolom then asked for introductions of all 
attending. Mr. Absolom outlined the agenda, then asked 
if there were any comments or changes to the minutes 
from the June meeting. There were no changes and the 
minutes were signed and entered into the record. 

4. Mr. Tom Battaglia introduced the guest speaker, 
Mr. Chris Kane, from Roy F. Weston, Corp., who gave a 
presentation on the Open Burning Grounds Remediation 
Project. Mr. Kane gave an overview of all the efforts 
taken this summer right up to current status. 

some highlights of Mr. Kane's presentation: 

History and background: 

- SEAD was placed on the National Priority List on 
July 13, 1989. 

- As a result of the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility 
Study, site remediation is necessary 

- The Final ROD was signed in June 1999. 

- DOD Explosive Safety Board approved Ordnance and 
Explosives {OE) Work Plan on July 14, 1999. 

- Roy F. Weston Corp. prepared the Remedial Design 
workplans and EODT Inc. is doing the OE removal effort. 

- EODT Inc., prior to remediating the soil, will 
provide the required explosive clearance. 

- Weston constructed soil staging area where the 
explosive screened material will be placed. 
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- He showed maps of sites. A copy of his slide 
presentation is forwarded with these minutes. 

- They will be clearing Case I, II, and III soils. 
Case III is the lowest case soil. 

18,000 cu yds. - Case I 
12,00 cu yds. - Case II 

12,000 cu yds. - Case III 

Approximately 80% complete with Case I screenings. 

- Objectives of the project: 

EODT sifts I, II, and III soils for UXO 
EODT will load and transport to Weston's staging 

area. 
Weston will be collecting and treating water from 

Reeder Creek next month or so. They are in the process of 
taking samples from water. Don't have the permit for 
discharging the treated water. 

Q: What happens with soils with failed TCLP criteria? 
A: Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) 

details how much contamination leaches out of a given sample 
in a certain time. Soils, which fail TCLP, are treated to 
remove. 

- Weston will stockpile, stabilize and dispose of soil. 

- TCLP - stockpiled soils only. Weston - dispose case 
I and II, treated and untreated material, 

Q: Where will it be going? 
A: We have not awarded the contract to an offsite 

landfill. When we do, we will award it to the qualified 
bidder with lowest price. We are still in the process of 
collecting bids. By November we will have that. 

Q: So there is no control as far as who is awarded the 
contract other than yourselves? 

A: Sometimes, the most competitive bidder is not 
always the one that is qualified. They have to meet all 
regulatory guidelines. It has to be a landfill that is 
approved by the State to accept the material. We will have 
to go through normal procedures before it is awarded. 

- To date Weston has had O accidents. Have not had any 
lost time due to accidents. This does not count first aid 
cases. 

- Things done to date: 

Within the exclusion zone installed haul road, which 
connects Open Burning Ground to Weston's staging area. 
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A 300 X 400-foot staging area has been completed for 
case I and II soils. 

Have constructed storage tanks which are 25% full. 
Have not treated any water to date. 

Have constructed a decontamination pad for access to 
the support zone. Trucks are washed and decontaminated 
before coming out. Started constructing stage area for 
Case III soils which is the largest volume of soils for 
remediation. 

EOD'I' has completed 80% of □XO screening. 

Q: Do you expect any unexploded materials? 
A: During this project there has been no live ordnance 

found on site. Prior to EODT's visit, they did find one. 
That was the basis for moving on from the OBG site. There 
has been none since starting the project. They have 
completed 80% of OE clearing and excavation of soils. Has 
completed excavation of Case I soils screening at berm pads 
A, B, and D. 

- EODT sifts and screens material 8-10 hours on a daily 
basis. Over 275 locations have been tested and analyzed for 
total lead. Some excavations of soils leads to continued 
excavations to reduce contaminant level . 

Q: Does that vary in depth? 
A: Yes, to date we have excavated down deeper in some 

cases and some laterally . 

Q: Are sampling for TCLP or lead? 
A: Total lead only. TCLP test is not until 

stockpiled. 

- In addition to sampling, have sampled over 113 
stockpiled samples. EODT screens, hauls to Weston's staging 
area to unload material. It is loaded daily. Weston 
segregates piles and samples them. They are covered on a 
daily basis. EODT has been unloading 1000 cu yds. per day 
to stockpile at staging area. 

Q: Has that material been TCLP tested? Has it passed? 
A: Yes, only 8 samples failed TCLP, 1600 cu yds. Not 

as large a quantity as initially thought. Will continue to 
sample on a daily basis. 

Q: Is there a procedure you do that will reduce 
contamination? 

A: Yes. There are a couple of ways we can do that, 
either stabilize or solidify soils. We have been working 
with the Army on that. We need to wait to get more of an 
idea for the quantity . 
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Q: Will that be subcontracted or performed yourself? 
A: Looking at self-performing. 

Q: What is the cross mix of chemicals used? 
A: Will do a pilot study to determine most appropriate 

chemicals. May take soil to a RCRA landfill as hazardous 
waste, depending on the quantity. 

Q: Were the quantities more or lower than expected? 
A: Lower than expected. Soil is not failing TCLP as 

expected--1600 cu yds. to date. 

- In addition to sampling, we will be decommissioning 
32 ground water monitoring wells. A NYSDEC protocol is 
followed. Weston has also cleared brush at Creek. 
Wastewater from decontamination activity is being stored for 
further treatment. 

- Projected: 

Complete OE 
Clear for Case I, II and III soils and clear low 

lying hills. 
Have to complete excavation for Case I, II and III 

soils. 
Backfill excavations. 
Strip 1 ft of soil and sift for OE clearance - 30 

acres. 

Q: How are they identifying and locating ordnance 
found? 

A· Io soils, begin removing, sifting, digging np 
layers, screening, sorting by hand. Soil goes thru screen 
to get piece of OE out. 

Q: How did get 9 feet down? 
A: In picture old OBG did not have raised berm pads. 

It could be from before the berms and pads were added 
afterwards. 

- Other projected actions: 

Weston - excavate Reeder Creek sediments. 
Complete samples for Case I, Case II and Case III soils. 

Q: If there is lead in Creek, has anyone tested at the 
mouth of the creek. 

A: Was based on samples in the Remedial Design 
document. That was sampled by Parsons. Steve Absolom added 
we did not sample at the mouth. We have gone down gradient 
on other projects. Sampled downgradient until we didn't 
find contamination and then stopped. 

Q: How far away from lake are you? 
A: Two to three miles. 
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- Other projected items: 

Weston also has to perform ground sampling every 10,000 
linear feet within perimeter limits 
(depth of 1 ft) to define lateral/vertical extension of 
existing soil cover concentrations. 

Stabilize 1600 cu yds. of soil (failing TCLP). 

Transport and dispose Case I and II soils to facility. 
To date, not chosen yet. 

Sample haul road. 

Characterize remaining debris from site. 

Perform final grading and site restoration. 

Install seven new monitoring wells one up gradient and 
six down gradient. 

- Projected Dates: 

Case I, II and III excavations should be completed 
by the end of November 1999. 

Site Wide excavation to a depth of one foot for OE 
clearance by Feb 2000. Winter weather can affect that work. 

Installation of new groundwater monitoring wells 
by March 2000. 

Site Restoration by April/May 2000 

- Main focus: 

- Remove soil for OE clearance 

- Weston has a cost plus contract with the Army, 
which allows for flexibility. 

- Total project is 30-35% complete as of this 
date. 

Q: Case III soils stay right there? 
A: Depending on what they find, may use it for 

backfill and cover area with material. May use in other 
locations. Will depend on results of soil sampling. 

5. Mr. Absolom then turned the meeting over for open 
discussion and updated the group on various issues 
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- Prison - Ahead of schedule. Department of 
Corrections has issued and solicited for new sewage plant to 
support Romulus and SEDA . They are in the process of 
awarding contract. They are in the process of preparing 

Right of Entry adjacent to the existing one. The new plant 
should be up on line by June 2000, prior to the opening of 
the facility. 

Q: What about municipal water system? 
A: As part of prison facility building new water 

storage tank. 

- Housing - tn August we entered Into lease with roA 
for all of the family housing on base along Route 96 and the 
lake. IDA subleased to ASPEN who will eventually purchase 
the housing. On the lake they are getting ready for 
occupancy and have leased some of them. They are currently 
working on 30 units in Elliot Acres . 

Q: Was that based on bid? 
A: It was based on bid. Once it's sold, the public 

will know the details. 

- The Deed has been approved and is being circulated in 
the Pentagon for approval and signatures within the next 
couple of weeks. IDA will own that property and will 
continue to transfer to ASPEN. 

- SEAD 5 - Sludge Pile referred to in the newsletter. 
This project and decision document are a result of past 
60 1 s/70 1 s and putting in one location. These have to be 
treated as a CERCLA site from elevated metals. Doing a 
removal action. Not prepared to have a public meeting yet. 
Plans have to be developed. 

- KidsPeace - A not-for-profit organization that is 
taking over the North Depot Area. Lease was signed in mid­
June. They are in the process of preparing bid documents 
for the renovation of facilities. They expect to go out for 
bids and make awards around the beginning of November . They 
plan to renovate buildings for kids coming in late spring 
early summer timeframe. They have a full time employee. 
They have hired a maintenance supervisor full time to begin 
in October. 

Q: What entrance will 
deer population? 

A: They will be using 
the gate on the North End. 

they be using and how affect 

Route 96A. They will be closing 
The campus is self-contained. 

Q: Will they refurbish bowling alleys, etc . 
A: 

first. 
They will be preparing the administrative buildings 
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Q: Is this the same group you were talking about 
before, the same one from Pennsylvania? 

A: Yes, it is a facility for troubled youths that have 
not been adjudicated. They might have physical/mental 
problems, etc. Pat Jones from IDA added that they will have 
a job fair December/January timeframe. They expect to hire 
initially 200-300 people. When it goes to full capacity, 
could be up to 600 people with 600 children--they have 
a 1-1 ratio. 

ATSDR: As of today they are two weeks away from 
releasing their report for public comment. They are 
prepared to come up and present to the RAB and the public. 
Steve proposed to the group to try to have release of 
document on a Monday and present it to Tuesday night RAB 
meeting. We won't get a pre-brief but try to get a briefing 
as soon as it is released. It may mean changing the date of 
the next RAB meeting. 

Q: We won't get a pre-released document? 
A: When it is ready for public comment it has to be 

released to everyone at the same time. 

Q: How would they release it? 
A: They would do a Public Notice in the 

will say where the documents will be placed. 
agreed to send each member of the RAB a copy. 

paper. It 
They have 

Steve had asked if the group would want them to brief 
as close to the release date? The next RAB meeting will be 

th 
19 October. 'fhe:y rel ease it Oli the 18 a lid bt ief us on 

th 
the 19 The consensus was yes. A letter will be sent as 
soon as this is known. 

6. Mr. Absolom opened the floor for any future agenda 
items. 

One individual requested feedback on the landfill fire. 
Some feel that individuals don't want all of Seneca's waste 
to go to Seneca Meadows--why not some other landfill. 

Some discussion ensued regarding materials that are 
sent to the landfill and the fire itself. 

It was decided that one agenda item would be to have 
someone explain the guidelines for contracting a landfill . 
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5. The meeting was adjourned at approximately 
9:15 p.m. The next RAB meeting with both government and 
community members will be announced due to possible Public 
Health Assessment meeting in place of RAB. 

Enclosure 

APPROVED AS SUBMITTED: 

STEPHEN M. ABSOLOM 
U.S. Army Co-Chair 

Respectfully submitted, 

LAURA J. SPOSATO 
Recording Secretary 

RICHARD A. DURST 
Community Co-Chair 



MINUTES 
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD 
November 16, 1999 MEETING 

1 . ATTENDANCE: 

Government RAB Members Present: 

LTC Brian K. Frank, SEDA Commander 
Stephen M. Absolom, BRAC Environmental 
Coordinator, SEDA/Army Co-Chair 

Government MB Members Not Present: 

Julio Vazquez, U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (representing Carla Struble) (excused) 

Dan Geraghty, NYS Department of Health (excused) 
James Quinn, NYS Department of Environmental 

Conservation (excused) 

Community RAB Members Present: 
Jeffrey Beall, Brian Dombrowski, Bob Mccann, 
Ken Reimer, Dave Schneider, Jan Schneider, 
Fred Swain, Karen Tackett, Frankie Young-Long, 
David Wagner 

Community RAB Members Not Present: 
Richard Durst (Community Co-chair) ( excused) , 
Antje Banjmner (excnsed), Frank Ives, 
Patricia Jones (excused), Russell Miller, 
Henry Van Ness, Ray A. Young (excused) 

Environmental Support Personnel Present: 
Michael Duchesneau, Parsons Engineering Science, 

Inc. 
Keith Hoddinott, USACHPPM 
Kevin Healy, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 

Huntsville 
Randy Battaglia, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 

NY District, Seneca Office for Project 
Management 

Thomas Enroth, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
NY District, Seneca Office for Project 
Management 

Michelle Brock, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
New England District 

Laura Sposato, Recording Secretary 
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Community Support (from sign-in sheet): 

Heather Clark, Cornell University 
Arthur Hall, Resident, Waterloo 
Neil Chaffee, Ithaca Journal 

Visitors: 

None 

2. L'fiC==DYi a±± Ft a11k provided tl1e ope11±11g r e1nar ks 
and then asked for introductions of all attending. 

3. Mr. Absolom outlined the agenda and asked if there 
were any comments or changes to the minutes from the 
September meeting. There were no changes and the 
minutes will be signed and entered into the record at 
the next meeting since Dr. Durst was not present. Mr. 
Absolom noted that there were no regulatory personnel 
present at the meeting due to other priorities and 
maternity leave . 

4. Mr. Michael Duchesneau gave a presentation on the 
projects affecting the north end parcel that is going 
to be transferred to KidsPeace, a not-for-profit 
facility for youths with either physical or mental 
disabilities. They would like this transfer to occur 
by the first of the year. He basically wanted to show 
how we got to where we are and show where we are in the 
process. 

Some highlights of Mr. Duchesneau's presentation 
are: 

As far as results of recommendations for these 
sites, EPA and state have not fully reviewed. 

CERCLA establishes essential process. EPA is the 
watchdog. Facility is listed on NPL. 

SCIDA raised this priority for army schedule. 

Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) is established 
between EPA, the State of NY, and the Army. It 
establishes the process and procedure. It is the 
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governing document for all decisions. It requires 
evaluations of site. 

Army proposed classifications of a SWMU as problem 
or no problem site. Once identified as a no further 
action site , FFA list in the NY State Part 373 RCRA 
permit. 

A "No Action SWMU" is a site where there has been 
no release of hazardous substances, pollutants or 
contam111aLl011. IL does not pose a UneaL Lo Elie public 
health, welfare, or the environment. 

At the North End all sites but one are in the no 
further action group. 

Q: If transfers should occur and they find there 
is contamination, what is the Army's responsibility? 

A: If something is found we guarantee we will 
come back and remediate that site. We will not pay 
owner for losses associated with that. 

Q: What is timetable? 
A: We want to have FOST available for public 

comment on December 1. Agencies will be able to review 
document. The agencies want to facilitate the transfer 
as quickly as they can. They don't want to just sign 
off if there is an issue associated with it. Steve 
Absolom also added he met with the regulators in Albany 
on November 4 and talked about the process for this. 
They are working together to make this happen. They 
are reviewing the document. 

Q: Do you have an idea of the acreage the 
KidsPeace plans to use? 

A: They have plans to use all acreage. They will 
demolish some of the buildings. The boiler house is 
one that is targeted for demolishing. They are putting 
in a new heating system. 

Q: I s the demolition their responsibility? 
A: Yes, they have to pay for all that. 



-4-

Q: What is the location of the ice rink? 
A: It is between tennis courts and the access 

road. The Fire Department would flood this over in 
winter for use as an ice rink. 

Q: How about operating permits? 
A: Sewage treatment plant permit has to be 

transferred. Air permits - cap by rule. Don't have 
one. Not in original to warrant any emissions. 

Up to this point, we identified SWMU's ranked to 
look at worst first. When BRAC was established it 
changed the priorities. Transferring property was the 
primary and making sure sites that are going to be 
transferred are clean. 

The other thing that happened is at SEDA the RCRA 
permit was not necessary because of BRAC. At the time 
permit was withdrawn. There is nothing to put the no 
further action sites because there was no permit. A 
decision document has been prepared and is being 
reviewed by the Army. Mr. Duchesneau briefly 
summarized what is in the document. 

The Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) is another 
result of BRAC. It is required for base closure. It 
was completed in October 1996. On the North End 
identified six sites, SEADS 123a, b, c, d, e, f. The 
EBS another resurvey collected documents and did the 
reviews. It came up with a list which included SWMUS. 

Five additional sites are added as "No Further 
Action" -

SEAD 7 - Shale Pit 
SEAD 18 - Bldg 709, Classified Document 

Incinerator 
SEAD-21 - Sewage Treatment Plant No. 715 
SEAD-29 - Bldg 732 - 500 gal UST Waste Oil Tank 

and Stained Soil. Had stained soil, tank and oil 
removed . 

SEAD-32, Bldg 718 - 2 used Oil Tanks in place. 
Conducted small investigation found low levels of TPH 
in soil 
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Q: What is TPH 
A: Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon (TPH) gives the 

big picture of whether there is a presence of petroleum 
or oil. 

Q: What are the state limits for groundwater? 
A: The State of New York doesn't have established 

numbers for TPH#. Go to next step to see if material 
has volatile organic compounds (VOCs) or Semi-VOCs. 
8tate has established regulatory levels tor voes and 
Semi-voes - found in TPH. 

SEAD 123a and 123b - found no volatiles or semi­
volatiles above TAGM (Technical Assistance Guidance 
Memorandum). Had some minor staining but not a lot. 

SEAD 123c Bldg 747 - The EBS indicated that acid 
materials were stored there. It was closed in 1998 
IAW NY State requirements. 

SEAD 123d - Area West of Bldg 715 - There were 
supposedly suspicious mounds. They did test pits and 
collected two samples. Found volatiles but very low 
levels and are not concerning. 

SEAD 123e - A rumored DDT Burial at Ice Rink. 
Did a Geophysical survey to identify if any drums were 
buried. Only thing found was steel water pipe. 

SEAD 123f - Mound north of Post 3 was another 
suspicious mound. They collected soil samples and 
didn't find anything of concern. 

SEAD 21 - Sewage Treatment Plant Justification for 
NFA Operating facility regulated under State Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (SPDES). Already have 
another agency monitoring work done here. It is non­
hazardous waste. No oi l spills, dead vegetat i on. 
Sludge was removed from facilities for drying. 
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SEADs 29, 32, 61, 123b, 123c - All tank sites that 
are managed by SEDA Tank Management Program. No 
hazardous waste stored here. Tanks have been closed, 
removed or are in compliance with current regulations. 
Tanks left in place for use by KidsPeace. · 

SEAD 18 - Classified documents incinerator. Only 
incinerated paper here. Its use was restricted to 
authorized personnel only. Ash was properly disposed 
and passed EP toxicity test. 

SEAD 7 - Shale Pit is a controlled area. Couldn't 
just dispose of stuff without knowledge of depot. 
Mostly road base material. Inert construction debris 
placed in pit. Exempt from hazardous waste regulation 
in the State of New York. 

SEAD 123a - Indoor Firing Range - removal complete 
during decommissioning in 1992. At that time SEDA 
measured walls for presence of lead. There was lead in 
bullets. Still lead there. Embedded in wall. Army 
believes no need to do anything unless use site for 
anything else as long as use of that facility does not 
involve children. 

SEAD 123d&f Mounds - No observable contamination 
or buried drums present. 

SEAD 123e Rumored DDT Burial - Covers a 200 X 400-
foot area. Collected soil samples and found no 
evidence of DDT Burial, no volatiles, no semi­
volatiles, no TPH, no PCBs nor pesticides and no metals 
above TAGM levels. 

In Summary - The No Further Action (NFA) 
recommendations were based on 

- Many sites are managed under existing programs. 
- Stored materials were not wastes. 
- No evidence of buried hazardous materials. 
- Access to Areas were restricted and inspected. 
- Releases closed under existing programs. They 

were controlled and .cleaned up. 
- There is no evidence of threat t o human health 

or environment. 
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As a result conclusion put in a decision document 
why NFA has dropped from this consideration to allow 
the transfer from army to IDA to KidsPeace. That 
document will be reviewed by EPA to allow the transfer 
to go ahead. 

Other questions generated: 

Q: What about surface shale at North End? 
A: It was thought that cans were buried there. 

Mien found anonornoly found wa Cer lnre. Sampled Les C 
pit area. Up until 1985 shale pit excavated shale for 
roadbeds and fill material. Stopped using it for that 
and started backfilling with dirt. Pavement fenced off 
and controlled access. Steve Absolom added on north 
end sites we did a lot a few years ago. Looked at 
worst first. It is coincidental that priority is high 
enough and we want to prepare decision document. 
Change of BRAC created need to close out sooner. 

In transfer of property we tell of adjacent 
property. How determine it is not hazard to human 
health and environment. Will work that with the 
agency. 

5. Mr. Absolom opened the floor for open discussion. 

He spoke about ATSDR being here last month to 
present their Public Health Assessment. The comment 
period is now closed. They will prepare a final 
assessment. As new information comes they will update 
it accordingly. 

He proposed that with the December RAB meeting 
being close to Christmas to postpone and the next 
meeting would be on January 18th. Everyone agreed. 
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6. The meeting was adjourned at approximately 
8:15 p.m. The next RAB meeting with both government 
and community members will be on January 18, 2000, at 
the Community Club at 7:00 p.m . 

Respectfully submitted, 

Enclosure 

~ROVED AS SUBMU 
~OM ~ 
U.S. Army Co-Chair Community Co-Chair 
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■ The Ope Burning Grounds wa~ placed on the Federal 
National riorities List on July 1 ~, 1989 

Remedia actions are to be pert rmed in accordance 
with the omprehensive Enviro mental Response 
Campen ation and Liabilities Ac (CERCLA) 

■ The Arm completed the Reme ial Investigation Report 
in Septe ber 1994 and the Fea ibility Study Report in 
March 19 6 

■ The RI/F concluded that speciijc remediation for lead 
contamin ted soils and lead/coplper sediments is 
required 

■ The Final Record of Decision (RPO) defining the 
Selected emedy was signed June 1999 

■ The Dep rtment of Defense ExRlosives Safety Board 
(DDSB) proval was received fbr OE clearance on 14 
July 199 
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■ Roy F. ston, Inc. is under co tract with the U.S. 
Army Cops of Engineers under Task Order No. 0013 
(Contrac No. DACW-33-95-D0 04) 
- Contr t Vehicle (Cost-Reimbu sable Task Order) 

■ The OB rounds Remediation i being performed in 
accorda e with the ROD and t e Remedial Design 
(Parsons Final Section C - Tee nical Specifications -
August 1 98) 

■ The Revi ed Draft Project Work Plan, Health and 
Safety Pl n, and the Sampling nd Analysis Plan define 
Weston's technical approach in ccordance with State, 
Federal, nd local regulations 

■ The Re dial Design documen combined with EODT's 
Work Pia for the Ordnance an Explosives Removal 
Action, a d Weston's Project W rk Plans for Soil and 
Sedimen Remediation address the Remedial Action for 
the OB rounds 
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+ltfikl Projeq~ Objectives 

■ EODT excavate and· sift Ca e I, II, and 111 soil to 
identify remove, and dispose f Ordnance and 
Explosi es (OE) material from the Open Burning 
Ground for clearance purpos s 

■ EODT Load and transport ase I, II, and Ill soil 
(lead c ntaminated) from the B Grounds to the 
stockpil staging area for char cterization and disposal 
byWE TON 

■ Excava1e and remove contami!nated sediments from 
Reederllcreek . . 

■ Collect, \ltreat and di.scharge wastewater in accordance 
with N)1SDEC permit limits 



i ;' J 

\(i ! Proiect Obiectives (Cont'Jf,) 
:'· ,.,~ ~ :, :, II':, 

~ 'I 

·• ■ Perform ost excavation confir atory sampling, 
grid/peri eter sampling, and st ckpile characterization 
sampling to meet remedial action cleanup criteria 

■ vLdu111Le ·oils that fail TCLP crit ria 

■ Dispose f Case I and II (treate and untreated) 
material ffsite 

■ Remove nd/or cover surface s:il within the OB 
Grounds ontaining concentrati ns of lead greater than 
60 mg/k 

■ Decomm~ssion 31 groundwater r,onitoring wells and 
install 7 rlew wells 

■ Perform 1the project with zero accidents 

,, 
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,,,: .. ! .•. i. ~ 

· ·,, 1 i:1i·, j' Current Status 
' • - I.I -1•. ·', ::,,. ~ '\ ~ .. J,!e: t :1 •;'•'('- fri.ij. ,. l .,, .. 
~'- ·:~· ';t ~~~~;r,:'.l, __ , f·, ~'1, :~i._;; 

■ Exclusio zone: 
Install d 285 ft. haul road 

Install d a 300 ft. x 400 ft. lined! staging area for Case I 
and II oils 

Asse bled 2-20 mil reinforced polyethylene lined 
155,0 0 gal. modular storage tanks 

Install d 20 ft. x 50 ft. decon pa~ for WESTON and EODT 
equip ent 

Starte construction of Case 111 !soil stockpile extension 
(300 400 ft.) 

■ EODT h s completed approxim~tely 80% of the 
planned XO screening at burnl pad and berm areas 
A - J (ap rox. 22,600cy) 
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.. •· •r•: I r:j :i Current Status (Cont'd) 

■ EODT h4s completed Case I s9il screening at burn 
pads A, t, and D 

u ■ A total ofl 275 post excavation ¢onfirmatory samples 
n collected and analy~ed for total lead 

■ Over 11 stockpile samples ha e been collected and 
analyze for TCLP metals (8-2 0 cy piles failing TCLP) 

32 groundwater monit ring wells have 
been de ommissioned 

■ Clearing activities were comple ed for Reeder Creek 
excavati n ( 1-1100 ft. and 1-10 0 ft. section) 

■ Wastew ter from decontaminat on activities is being · 
stored f future treatment 

,, 
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CASE I 
BERM 
(REMOVED) 

CASE UI 
PAD 
(CUT 4 FT. 
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CASE I 
SURF ACE SOIL BEN EA TH 
(CUT 1 FT. 
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CASE IV (PROPOSED) 
SURF ACE SOIL BEN EAT 
(CUT 2 FT.) (SIDEWALL 
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REMEDIAL ACTION AT THE BURNING I GROUNDS 
SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY (~EDA) 

ROMULUS, NEW YORK 

PAD & BERM H 
CASE I, SOIL EXCAVATION LltvflTS AND 

CONFIRMATORY SAMPLE REISUL TS 

CASE I 
SOIL BEN EA TH BERM 
(CUT 1 FT.) (SIDEWALL 1 FT. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
NEW YORK DISTRICT 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
FORT DRUM, NEW YORK 

(ffl 
DRAWN JBT 
DAlE 
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FIGURE NO. 3 
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;;; ;,~~;l.\} ,ii Projected Activities 
~ ,, ----------------------------

■ EODT 

Com lete OE clearance for C~se I, 11, and 111 soils and 
Low ying Hills 

Com lete excavation of Case soil (approx. 6000 cy) 

- Exca ate Case II soil (approx. 1200 cy) 

Exca ate Case Ill soil (approx 12,000 cy) 

Back ill excavations 

1 ft. of soil site wide for <pE clearance 
X. 41,500 cy) 

, 
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~-----------------------------WEST O · • • · 
Excav te Reeder Creek sedim nts and complete confirmatory 
sampli g for Case I, II, and Ill s ils 

- Perfor perimeter sampling ev ry 200 l.f. to determine limits of 
lead r moval to 60 mg/kg · 
Perfor confirmatory grid samp ing every 10,000 sf within 
perim er limits ( depth of 1 ft.) t define the lateral/vertical 
extent f existing soil cover con entrations (max 60 mg/kg) 
Stabili e 1600+ cy of soil (failin TCLP) 
Trans art and dispose of Case and II soil (treated and 
untrea ed) as RCRA Subtitle D on-hazardous material. No 
dispos I site has been chosen t this point for Case I and II soil 
Sampl haul roads and staging areas for lead (remediate as 
neces ary) 
Chara terize/ref!1ove all remain~ng debris from site (PPE, liner 
materi I, construction debris, etf.) 
Final ade/restore site 
Install even new monitoring w~lls at groundwater divide (1 
upg.ra ient, & 6 down gradient) 

,,. 



' ~; t n 

. 1 · I .1 Sched-lt,le 
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Project~d completion dates for target activities: 

I, II, and Ill excavations November 1999) 

r Creek excavation (No ember 1999) 

- Site.Jide excavation to a prop sed depth of 1 ft. for OE 
clea~lnce (February 2000) 

- lnsta~,ation of new groundwat~r monitoring wells 
(Mar4h 2000) 

Site nestoration (April/May 20Q0) 
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■ The ent e site will be safely screened for OE clearance 

■ Case I nd II material will be c mpletely removed, 
charact rized, stockpiled, and isposed of in 
accorda ce with the Technical Specifications. Case Ill 
material will be removed and s ockpiled. 

■ WEST N is prepared to addre s and implement 
actions s they relate to state nd federal agency 
comme ts to support the curre t remedial effort at the 
Seneca rmy Depot Open Bur ing Grounds 
Remedi tion as approved by t e U.S. Army Corps of 
Engine rs (under existing Con ract No. DACW33-95-
D0004) 
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Restoration Advisory Board 
Meeting Agenda 

February 15, 2000 
NCO Club 

Welcome 
L TC Brian K. Frank 
Commander, Seneca Anny Depot Activity 

Acceptance of Minutes from Previous Meeting 
Mr. Stephen M. Absolom 
Dr. Dick Durst 

Army Co-chair/Community Co-Chair 

Unexploded Ordnance (UXO) Engineering 
Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) 
Mr. Kevin Healy 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Huntsville 

Break 

Unexploded Ordnance (UXO) Igloo Area Investigation 
Mr. Kevin Healy 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Huntsville 

Open Discussion 

Adjournment 



MINUTES 
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD 
November 16, 1999 MEETING 

1. ATTENDANCE: 

Government RAB Members Present: 

LTC Brian K. Frank, SEDA Commander 
Stephen M. Absolom, BRAC Environmental 
Coordinator, SEDA/Army Co-Chair 

Government RAB Members Not Present: 

Julio Vazquez, U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (representing Carla Struble) (excused ) 

Dan Geraghty, NYS Department of Health (excused) 
James Quinn, NYS Department of Environmental 

Conservation (excused) 

Community RAB Members Present: 
Jeffrey Beall, Brian Dombrowski, Bob Mccann, 
Ken Reimer, Dave Schneider, Jan Schneider, 
Fred Swain, Karen Tackett, Frankie Young-Long, 
David Wagner 

Community RAB Members Not Present: 
Richard Durst (Community Co-chair) ( excused) , 
An Lj e Baajnmer ( excused) , Frank Ives, 
Patricia Jones (excused), Russell Miller, 
Henry Van Ness, Ray A. Young (excused ) 

Environmental Support Personnel Present: 
Michael Duchesneau, Parsons Engineering Science, 

Inc. 
Keith Hoddinott, USACHPPM 
Kevin Healy, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 

Huntsville 
Randy Battaglia, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 

NY District, Seneca Office for Project 
Management 

Thomas Enroth, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
NY District, Seneca Office for Project 
Management 

Michelle Brock, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
New England District 

Laura Sposato, Recording Secretary 
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Community Support (from sign-in sheet): 

Heather Clark, c6rnell University 
Arthur Hall, Resident, Waterloo 
Neil Chaffee, Ithaca Journal 

Visitors: 

None 

2. LIC Brian Erank provided Che opening remarks · 
and then asked for introductions of all attending. 

3. Mr. Absolom outlined the agenda and asked if there 
were any comments or changes to the minutes from the 
September meeting. There were no changes and the 
minutes will be signed and entered into the record at 
the next meeting since Dr. Durst was not present. Mr. 
Absolom noted that there were no regulatory personnel 
present at the meeting due to other priorities and 
maternity leave. 

4. Mr. Michael Duchesneau gave a presentation on the 
projects affecting the north end parcel that is going 
to be transferred to KidsPeace, a not-for-profit 
facility for youths with either physical or mental 
disabilities. They would like this transf@r to occur 
by the first of the year. He basically wanted to show 
how we got to where we are and show where we are in the 
process. 

Some highlights of Mr. Duchesneau's presentation 
are: 

As far as results of recommendations for these 
sites, EPA and state have not fully reviewed. 

CERCLA establishes essential process. EPA is the 
watchdog. Facility is listed on NPL. 

SCIDA raised this priority for army schedule. 

Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) is established 
between EPA, the State of NY, and the Army. It 
establishes the process and procedure. It is the 
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governing ·document for all decisions. 
evaluations of site. 

It requires 

Army proposed classifications of a SWMU as problem 
or no problem site. Once identified as a no further 
action site, FFA list in the NY State Part 373 RCRA 
permit. 

A "No Action SWMU" is a site where there has been 
no release of hazardous substances, pollutants or 
COfl1:.Bfflifili Li OIi. lb docs nob pose a bhrcab be the publio 
health, welfare, or the environment. 

At the North End all sites but one are in the no 
further action group. 

Q: If transfers should occur and they find there 
is contamination, what is the Army's responsibility? 

A: If something is found we guarantee we will 
come back and remediate that site. We will not pay 
owner for losses associated with that. 

Q: What is timetable? 
A: We want to have FOST available for public 

comment on December 1. Agencies will be able to review 
document. The agencies want to facilitate the transfer 
as q11ickly as they can. They don't want to just sign 
off if there is an issue associated with it. Steve 
Absolom also added he met with the regulators in Albany 
on November 4 and talked about the process for this. 
They are working together to make this happen. They 
are reviewing the document. 

Q: Do you have an idea of the acreage the 
KidsPeace plans to use? 

A: They have plans to use all acreage. They will 
demolish some of the buildings. The boiler house is 
one that is targeted for demolishing. They are putting 
in a new heating system. 

Q: Is the demolition their responsibility? 
A: Yes, they have to pay for all that. 
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Q: What is . the location of the ice rink? 
A: It is between tennis courts and the access 

road. The Fire Department would flood this over in 
winter for use as an ice rink . 

Q: How about operating permits? 
A: Sewage treatment plant permit has to be 

transferred . Air permits - cap by rule . Don't have 
one . Not in original to warrant any emissions . 

Up to this point, we identified SWMU's ranked to 
look at worst first . When BRAC was established it 
changed the priorities. Transferring property was the 
primary and making sure sites that are going to be 
transferred are clean . 

The other thing that happened is at SEDA the RCRA 
permit was not necessary because of BRAC . At the time 
permit was withdrawn . There is nothing to put the no 
further action sites because there was no permit . A 
decision document has been prepared and is being 
reviewed by the Army . Mr . Duchesneau briefly 
summarized what is in the document . 

The Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) is another 
result of BBAC It is req11ired for base cJas11re It 
was completed in October 1996. On the North End 
identified six sites, SEADS 123a, b, c, d, e, f. The 
EBS another resurvey collected documents and did the 
reviews. It came up with a list which included SWMUS . 

Five additional sites are added as "No Further 
Action" -

SEAD 7 - Shale Pit 
SEAD 18 - Bldg 709, Classified Document 

Incinerator 
SEAD-21 - Sewage Treatment Plant No. 715 
SEAD- 29 - Bldg 732 - 500 gal UST Waste Oil Tank 

and Stained Soil . Had stained soil , tank and oil 
removed . 

SEAD- 32, Bldg 718 - 2 used Oil Tanks in place . 
Conducted small investigation found low levels of TPH 
in soil 
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Q: What is TPH 
A: Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon (TPH) gives the 

big picture of whether there is a presence of petroleum 
or oil. 

Q: What are the state limits for groundwater? 
A: The State of New York doesn't have established 

numbers for TPH#. Go to next step to see if material 
has volatile organic compounds (VOCs) or Semi-VOCs. 
:, Ca Ee lras establisl1ed re9nlator, levels f or 1:ocs a11el 
Semi - VOCs - found in TPH. 

SEAD 123a and 123b - found no volatiles or semi ­
volatiles above TAGM (Technical Assistance Guidance 
Memorandum). Had some minor staining but not a lot. 

SEAD 123c Bldg 747 - The EBS indicated that acid 
materials were stored there . It was closed in 1998 
IAW NY State requirements. 

SEAD 123d - Area West of Bldg 715 - There were 
supposedly suspicious mounds. They did test pits and 
collected two samples . Found volatiles but very low 
levels and are not concerning . 

SE.AD 123e A r11mored DDT B1JdaJ at Ice Bink 
Did a Geophysical survey to identify if any drums were 
buried. Only thing found was steel water pipe. 

SEAD 123f - Mound north of Post 3 was another 
suspicious mound. They collected soil samples and 
didn't find anything of concern . 

SEAD 21 - Sewage Treatment Plant Justification for 
NFA Operating facility regulated under State Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) . Already have 
another agency monitoring work done here. It is non­
hazardous waste . No oil spill s , dead v e getation. 
Sludge was removed from facilitie s for drying . 
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SEADs 29, 32, 61, 123b, 123c - All tank sites that 
are managed by SEDA Tank Management Program. No 
hazardous waste stored here. Tanks have been closed, 
removed or are in compliance with current regulations. 
Tanks left in place for use by KidsPeace. · 

SEAD 18 - Classified documents incinerator. Only 
incinerated paper here. Its use was restricted to 
authorized personnel only. Ash was properly disposed 
and passed EP toxicity test. 

SEAD 7 - Shale Pit is a controlled area . Couldn't 
just dispose of stuff without knowledge of depot. 
Mostly road base material. Inert construction debris 
placed in pit. Exempt from hazardous waste regulation 
in the State of New York . 

SEAD 123a - Indoor Firing Range - removal complete 
during decommissioning in 1992. At that time SEDA 
measured walls for presence of lead. There was lead in 
bullets. Still lead there. Embedded in wall. Army 
believes no need to do anything unless use site for 
anything else as long as use of that facility does not 
involve children. 

SEAD 123d&f Mounds - No ·observable contamination 
or buried drums present. 

SEAD 123e Rumored DDT Burial - Covers a 200 X 400-
foot area. Collected soil samples and found no 
evidence of DDT Burial, no volatiles, no semi ­
volatiles, no TPH, no PCBs nor pesticides and no metals 
above TAGM levels . 

In Summary - The No Further Action (NFA) 
recommendations were based on 

- Many sites are managed under existing programs. 
- Stored materials were not wastes. 
- No evidence of buried hazardous materials . 
- Access to Areas were restricted and inspected. 
- Releases closed under existing programs . They 

were controlled and -cleaned up. 
- There is no evidence of threat to human health 

or environment. 
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As a ·result conclusion put in a decision document 
why NFA has dropped from this consideration to allow 
the transfer from army to IDA to KidsPeace. That 
document will be reviewed by EPA to allow the transfer 
to go ahead. 

Other questions generated: 

Q: What about surface shale at North End? 
A: It was thought that cans were buried there. 

When toarrd anmmrnoly Io arid wa Let line. sampled Les L 
pit area. Up until 1985 shale pit excavated shale for 
roadbeds and fill material. Stopped using it for that 
and started backfilling with dirt. Pavement fenced off 
and controlled access. Steve Absolom added on north 
end sites we did a lot a few years ago. Looked at 
worst first. It is coincidental that priority is high 
enough and we want .to prepare decision document. 
Change of BRAC created need to close out sooner. 

In transfer of property we tell of adjacent 
property. How determine it is not hazard to human 
health and environment. Will work that with the 
agency. 

5. Mr. Absolom opened the floor for open discussion. 

He spoke about ATSDR being here last month to 
present their Public Health Assessment. The comment 
period is now closed. They will prepare a final 
assessment. As new information comes they will update 
it accordingly. 

He proposed that with the December RAB meeting 
being close to Christmas to postpone and the next 
meeting would be on January 18th. Everyone agreed. 
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6. The meeting was adjourned at approximately 
8:15 p.m. The next RAB meeting with both government 
and community members will be on January 18, 2000, at 
the Community Club at 7:00 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Enclosure 
Recordl11g Secretary 

APPROVED AS SUBMU 
ii~OM. ~ ~ 

U.S. Army Co-Chair Community Co-Chair 



MINUTES 
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD 

January 18, 2000 MEETING 

1. ATTENDANCE: 

Government RAB Members Present: 
LTC Brian K. Frank, SEDA Commander 
Stephen M. Absolom, BRAC Environmental 
Coordinator, SEDA/Army Co-Chair 

Julio Vazquez, U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency 

Dan Geraghty, NYS Department of Health 
James Quinn, NYS Department of Environmental 

Conservation 

Community RAB Members Present: 
Richard Durst, Community Co-Chair 
Antje Baeumner, Bob Mccann, 
Ken Riemer, Dave Schneider, Jan Schneider, 
Fred Swain, Karen Tackett, Henry Van Ness, 
David Wagner 

Community RAB Members Not Present: 
Jeffrey Beall(excused),Brian Dombrowski(excused), 
Frank Ives (excused),Patricia Jones (excused), 
Russell Miller, Ray A. Young (excused), 
Frankie Young Long (excused) 

Environmental Support Personnel Present: 
Michael Duchesneau, Parsons Engineering Science, 

Inc. 
Keith Hoddinott, USACHPPM 
Randy Battaglia, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 

NY District, Seneca Office for Project 
Management 

Thomas Battaglia, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
NY District, Seneca Project Office, Construction 
Division 

Michelle Brock, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
New England District 

Laura Sposato, Recording Secretary 

Community Support (from sign-in sheet): 

Neil Chaffee, Ithaca Journal 
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Visitors: 

None 

2. LTC Brian Frank provided the opening remarks 
and then asked for introductions of all attending. 

3. Mr. 
were any 
November 

Absolom outlined the agenda and asked if there 
comments or changes to the minutes from the 
meeting. There were no changes and the 

nci11ales were si~11ed &±tel e11te1ed. i11to t:l1c re c o r d. 

4 . Mr. Absolom then introduced our speaker, 
Mr. Michael Duchesneau, who gave a presentation on 
Proposed Recommendations for SEAD-13, IRFNA Disposal 
Site and also the pilot study being done at the Ash 
Landfill. A copy of the handout is forwarded with 
these minutes. Some highlights from Mr . Duchesneau's 
presentation: 

- Results and recommendations have not been 
reviewed or agreed to by EPA or NYSDEC. 

- IRFNA - Inhibited Red Fuming Nitric Acid. 

- Pits were dug and filled with limestone/lime, 
then IRFNA was added and a neutralization action 
occurred. 

- Common practice to mix an acid with a base to 
neutralize. 

Q: What is hazard? 
A: Concerned about subsurface disposal activity. 

Acids may be leached. The concern is presence of 
nitrates in groundwater, aluminum in the surface 
waters. 

Located in future c onservation/re creation a l 
area. 

• 
Adjacent to the Duck Pond - could have migrat e d 

in surface water. 
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Expanded site investigation (ESI), Dec 1995. 
What kind of issues. Did small scale site 
investigation. 

Summary of ESI Investigation 

Did some geophysical surveys 
Analyzed soil borings 
Seven monitoring wells 
Checked quantity water in with quality of 

Focus efforts in the pit area. Geophysical 
survey used EM-31. It is ideal for pinpointing areas 
of salt content. Showed areas where the pits were. 

We are looking at one monitoring well with 
highest nitrate concentration. 

Q: How come used EM- 31 instead of radar? 
A: Radar is less dramatic than EM-31. 

- He gave a summary of soil analytical data 
Found 12 metals detected above TAGM criteria . 
More concerned about presence at high levels and 

what was found is not too far above TAGM level . 
Volatiles low - not concerned about this. 

TAGM values used for background. The number of 
soil samples for background totaled about 50 across 
Depot. Of that we use 95th percentile. 

Q: Do they have anything to do with hazardous 
value? 

A: No. They aren't indicative huge chromium 
disposal site. It's there. Slightly above level. 
Concerned but not particularly over concerned. 

Q: What is TAGM? 
A: Technical Administrative Guidance Memorandum. 

Guiding criteria for work done at the Depot. 

He Summarized Groundwater Data 
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Metals in groundwater are affected by turbidity 
of water sample collected. Muddier water more metal in 
it. In 1994 some of these samples were very turbid. 
Have developed newer/better technology for collecting 
them. In 1992 doing filtered and unfiltered. Had to 
do nonturbid sampling without filtered. 

- He summarized surface water data. Only concern 
here was aluminum and iron. · There were no volatiles, 
se1ni vol a Liles, pes Licides, l1erbicides 110£ 
nitoraromatics detected. 

- Mini-risk assessment. Identical process full­
blown baseline. Take maximum values evaluate what 
risks are in human exposure. Consider what land going 
to be used for. Unacceptable if drinking water with 
highest nitrate levels. 

Groundwater risk from iron and nitrate. Look 
at aluminum problem too. Left with issue of what to 
do. Army is evaluating information. Considering 
restricting use of groundwater at site or do monitoring 
program. Nitrates degrade over time. Aluminum in 
surface water is difficult to understand. Sample 
aluminum to confirm results. Believe low level. Think 
it's from sediment in samples. 

Groundwater flows the way land goes. The pond 
is in the low spot. Groundwater flows toward pond. 
Not seeing in down gradient wells. 

Q: What will the property be used for? 
A: Conservation. People who drink water are not 

close to that site. Seven groundwater wells, only one 
found in excedence--right in pit. There is no real 
exposure if no one is drinking water. 

Q: What about toxicology of nitrates? 
A: 10 PPM#--Blue baby syndrome. Problem for 

pregnant mothers. Only dangerous to infant children 
and unborn children that we know. 

- Right now we are leaning toward monitored natural 
attenuation. 
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DOH/DEC make sure current and future receptors 
aren't at risk. Extent isn't far out where would 
impact people. Steve Absolom added that by presenting 
this now, the RAB can see what our options are going to 
be in future to treat this. Do I spend million dollars 
to investigate this site. Take information and make 
reasonable decision. It's is a financial decision as 
well as what is the right thing to do. 

1v1f ke oaci1es11eaa also SWlllttdl I zed Lire sf Ce COtidl L±UIIS of 
the Ash Landfill. Some highlights of this 
presentation: 

Former trash incinerator located within 
conservation land use area. 

Concerned with chlorinated organics in 
groundwater. 

Source area eliminated in 1995 with a removal 
action. 

Left with extended groundwater plume at depot 
boundary. 

Installed a reactive barrier wall with zero 
valence iron. Fairly new technology. Involves 
chemical reaction. Passive system groundwater moves 
thru reactive wall where dechlorination takes place and 
is cleaned. Put barrier wall width plume at Depot 
Boundary. As water moves thru trench, we see it go in 
and out. 

- Goals are to demonstrate concentration 
reductions, determine groundwater flow regime. 

- Implemented after RI and FS prior to ROD. Still 
working on ROD based on results of this study. 

- Monitoring is ongoing. 
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- Groundwater moves about 40 feet/year. 
Concentrations high coming in. When started, 
contaminated groundwater already there down gradient; 
therefore it takes time before gets flushed out. 

Q: Any idea of how many flushes. 
A: No. Probably 5-10 flushes. The question is 

how fast groundwater moves to flush it clean. It is 
not any easy fix answer. 

Good news Is In the ttencli wete reaction going 
on concentrations are very low. 

Q: Is there any geologic feature attributed to 
this? 

A: Yes, when did trenching, did test 
hit areas where found old clay tile pipes. 
funneling along a path in middle. 

pits, did 
Could be 

- In summary, three quarterly rounds complete. 
Last round currently being done. 

- Trench concentrations are all low--good news. 

- Downgradient concentration is above target 
values. So flushing to TCE/DCE will require more time 
ta rednce downgradient concentrations 

- Technology appears successful. Further 
downgradient monitoring is required. 

5. Mr. Absolom gave a presentation on The Principles 
of Environmental Restoration which was a two-day 
workshop the BCT attended. A copy of the handout is 
forwarded with these minutes. Some highlights of 
Mr. Absolom's presentation: 

He found the training course got him thinking in 
other areas he hadn't been thinking. One goal was with 
Ecological Risk Assessment and ways we can streamline 
that so we can come to agreement as to what we should 
do with project, etc. 

Trainers used specific site examples. 
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Training encourages strategic thinking, team 
building and problem solving. 

Can be used to streamline cost and scheduling. 
Could help time things better. 

- Help develop effective communication and 
cooperation. EPA, the Army, State, would work as a 
team. 

Uncertainties are inherent and will always need 
to be managed. 

- Will try to make principles of environmental 
restoration work. 

- Found it was a great idea but feel we have to 
get out of mindset of regulator/regulatee. 

- We would look at our options based on what we 
know about the site. 

Q: Is budget complex and it is a problem with 
this philosophy? 

A: No, IRFNA good example. The RI if funded 
but not yet authorized to proceed. 

Q: Does funding for RI/FS come out of the same 
pot of money? 

A: The money can be put in contract for 
different segments of work to be accomplished. 
Different tasks are set up in contract. 

- Project managers must still make decisions 
when uncertainties exist. 

- Use the Conceptual Site Model (CSM) 
• Organize and communicate installation data 
• Prioritize problems/responses 
• Identify uncertainties 
• Basis for evaluating effectiveness of 

potential responses 

• Communicate effectively with stakeho lde r s . 
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- Hope to keep PER concept active and use for 
decisions. 

- To manage uncertain ecological risks, we will 
do a RA and based on date, i.e., how effect mouse, etc. 
With new EPA guidance, instead of risk assessment you 
make risk management decisions . You look at population 
effect and community level effects . 

Ne ed to allow fl exibil i ty as we do a pro j ect 
need to be able to make field decisions and still be in 
framework of ROD. 

- Make sure you know how to say project is done . 
Make sure all spelled out before come to closure on 
site . Have an agreed on exit strategy . 

6. Mr . Absolom then opened up the meeting for op e n 
discussion . The following questions were raised: 

Q: 
did the 

A: 

Regarding a news article on Depl e t e d Uranium, 
depot store some here? 
Shells, yes, consisting of bullets . 

Q: Was any taken apart here? Apparentl y seeing 
health problems with Depleted Uranium and other 
contaminants . 

A : It was not manufactured here. In storage 
process, don't know if separated projectile from 
casing. Tom Battaglia, former Depot Safety Officer, 
interjected and said no. All they used to do was a 
visual inspection. They would go through and check 
linkage and then put it back in its case . Steve als o 
mentioned that Department of Health/NRC is looking at 
Bldg 612. They are keeping an eye on where DU was 
dealt with. We had an NRC license . As part of 
closure, they would like to t e rminate li cens e . 
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7 . The meeting was adjourned at approximately 
9:15 p.m. The next RAB meeting with both government 
and community members will be on February 15, 2000, at 
the Community Club at 7:00 p.m. 

Enclosure 

APPROVED AS SUBMITTED: 

STEPHEN M. ABSOLOM 
U.S. Army Co-Chair 

Respectfully submitted, 

LAURA J. SPOSATO 
Recording secretary 

RICHARD A. DURST 
Community Co-Chair 
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The Ash L ndfi/1 
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ichael Ouches eau, P. E. 
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Topics for Tonight's 
Prese tation 

• Pro osed Recomm ndations for 
SE D-13, IRFNA o·sposal Site 

• Gro ndwater Resul s from the Zero 
Val nee Iron Treata ility Study 

• Res Its and Recom endations have 
not een Reviewed or Agreed to by 
EP orNYSDEC 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 



SEAD-13, /RffNA Site 
ackground Information 

~ - Inhibited Red urning Nitric Acid 

• Oxi izer in Liquid Missil Propellant Systems 

• Co position 

• 
11 81%-85% Nitric A "d (HNOJ 

• 
11 13%-15% Nitroge Dioxide (NO;) 

• 11 0. 7% Hydrofluoric cid (HF) 

• 2%-3% Water 

• Dis sed (Neutralized) f n Shallow Trenches 
Part ally Filled with Limestone or Lime 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 



SEAD-13, JR NA Site 
Background lnfori ation (Cont.) 

• ldent.ffied as .a Solid v1r'aste Management 
Unit lSWMU); SEAD-13 

• Futu e Conservation~ ecreation Area 

• Adja ent to the "Duck Pond" 

• Exp ded Site lnvesti ation (ES/); 
Dec mber, 1995 

PARSONS ENGIN8ERING SCIENCE 



Lotation Map f SEAD-13, 
(IRFNA Site) 

PLANNED IN)l.JSlRIAL 
CEVELOPMENT (PIO) 

13 . 
Site) 
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SEAD-13, /RlfNA Site 
Surhmary of ES/ frvestigation 

• Geophltsical Surveys 

• nr'/ectromagnetic (EM-3 ); 12, 180 feet 

• 'f round Penetrating Ra ar (GPR) 7,500 feet 

• Ten (1P) Soil Borings 

• ••hree (3) Samples Analyzed per Boring; 30 Total 

• Seven 11(7) Monitoring Wells 

• 111 wo (2) Background for e~ch Disposal Pit 

• 'llwo (2) within each Dispo'sat Pit 

• Three t 3) Surface Water/Sediflent Sample Locations 

• ••wo (2) from Duck Pon~ and One (1) Upstream 

PARSONS ENGINEIERING SCIENCE 



eophysical Anomalies 
· (EM-31) at SEAD-13 

,: 

r \ 
.'i. 

f 
[i>1 _ _ 

•·· .. _, ., I·· 
' ' 

- ~--11'1- -CII-.C.-..C.._ ,--,c_ 

-.t,, t,"C \ ·,H\f l 111':l ; ;,, I 
d'l•A'-l'rl1 /; ..,. ._, .. 
.j .. \J:\I· -~ ,, ,:1 .. . , . . 

I -~-... '-·-----

PARSONS ENGINEIRING SCIENCE 



SEAD-13, /RffNA Site 
Sumlnary of Soil Al(lalytical Data 

• Low vpcs (None Above; fr~m Lab. Contamination) 

• 3 sem~-VOCs above TAGM Criteria (phenol, 1,4-
dichloAobenzene and 4-met~ylphenol) in one sample 

• 1 Pes~l/PCBs detected; NoJe above TA GM Criteria 

• No Hetbicides detected; N Nitroaromatics detected 

• 12 Meials detected above AGM Criteria 
• 1 1•hromium (9 Above; Max. 35 mg/Kg; TAGM 24 mg/Kg) 

• 1 11opper (14 Above; Max. 4 mg/Kg; TAGM 25 mg/Kg) 

• n,ickel (14 Above; Max. 57 mg/Kg; TAGM 37 mg/Kg) 

• 1 111 1allium( 12 Above; Max. .9mg/Kg; TAGM 0.3 mg/Kg) 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 



SEAD-13, IRffNA Site 
SurrJmary of Groundwater Data 

Cs, PCBs/Pest. or Herbicides detected 

• No Se i-VOCs above GA riteria 

• Nitrat (1/5 Above; Max. 4 0 mg/L; GA 10 mg/L 

• 6 Met Is detected above G Criteria (Turbidity) 
• Mintimony (4/5 Above; Ma . 53 ug/L; GA 3 ug/L) 

• l lLhromium (1/5 Above; Ma . 69 ug/L; GA 25 ug/L) 

• ipad (1/5 Above; Max. 35 g/L; GA 25 ug/L) 

• lion (4/5 Above; Max. 69, 00 ug/L; GA 300 ug/L) 

• ,magnesium (5/5 Above; x. 188 mg/L; GA 35 mg/L 

• ,manganese (3/5 Above; x. 1, 120 ug/L; GA 300 ug/L) 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 



SEAD-13, /RffNA Site 
Sumknary of Surfade Water Data 

• No VO s detected 

• No Se i-VOCs detected 

• No Pe t.lPCBs detected 

• No He bicides detected 

• No Nit aromatics detected 

• 2 Met s detected above Clas C Criteria 

• 141 /uminum (Ionic) (3/3 A ave; Max.3,830 ug/L; 

lass C Criteria 100 ug ) 

• /ton (3/3 Above; Max. 5, 790 ug/L; 

lass C Criteria 300 u 
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SEAD-13, IRFfNA Site 
''Mini-Risk'' Assessment 

Receptors Considered 

• r-r1ark Worker 

• rvecreational Visito (Child) 

• onstruction Work r 

• Exce s Risk to Park Wqrker and Recreational 
Visito due to Ingestion bf Groundwater 

• Grau dwater Risk from ran and Nitrate 

• Eco/a ical Risk from Al minum in SW 

PARSONS ENGINEIERING SCIENCE 
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Surrlmary of Site Conditions 
Ash Lan fill 

Form r Trash lncine~ tor 
' 

Withi Conservation Land Use Area 
• Const tuents of Cone rn 

• Vol ile Chlorinated 0 1ganics in 
Gro ndwater 

• Sourc Area Eliminat din 1995 with an 
lnteri Removal Acti n (/RM) 

• Grou dwater Plume a Depot Boundary 

PARSONS ENGINEERIIIIG SCIENCE 
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- ·,,active Barr, r Wall 
wirh Zero Vale ce Iron 

• ln-si u Groundwater !Remedial 
Tee nology 

• Diss lved Chlorinat d Organics are 
Che ically Destroy d 

• Gro ndwater is Pas~ ed through 
Rea tive Zones 

• Em ging Technology 
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oalsll for Reactive Barrier Wall 
tudy at Ash andfi/1 

• ; Demo strafe Concent ation Reductions 

• Evalu te Degradation ate 

• Deteri ine Groundwat r Flow Regime 

• Obtai Engineering D sign Data 
• Rea live Iron Volume 

• Hyd ulic Characteristics of Barrier 
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Treatability Study for 
ln~Situ Reactiv Barrier Wall 

- lmple ented after RI a d FS, Prior to ROD 

e lnstal d December, 19 8; Monitoring is On-
• going .. · 

• lnstal d with a Continu~us Trencher in Less 
than ne Week 

• Reac "ve Wall is 650 fe~t long, 14 inches 
wide, to 12 feet deep, 150/50 Mixture of 
Reac ·ve Iron and Sand 
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ndfi/1, Reac,ive Barrier 
Studv, Scope of Work 

• Sele t SubContracto1s 
• Envi ometals (Patent Holdet for Zero Valence Iron 

Appl cations) 

• Dew d; Trench Installation !Contractor 

• Pee ess; Reactive Iron Sudolier 

• lnstal Reactive Wall; December, 1998 

• Perfo m Groundwate Monitoring 
• 1 ~ r of Quart. Samp.; onthly Water Levels 

• Prep re Report 
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Rea tive Barrier lM II; 1st Round 
Gti undwater Oat , April 1999 
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Reac ive Barrier Wt II; 2nd Round 
Gro ndwater Oat , June 1999 
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Reac ive Barrier W. II; 3rd Round 
Gro ndwater Oat , Sept. 1999 
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R active Barri r Wall 
Tre tability Stud Update 

,Three ( ~ Quarterly Rounc(s Complete; Last 
~ound urrently being dohe 

Trench oncentrations a/i all Low 

• Downg dient Cone. are bove Target Values 

• Flushin of TCE/DCE fro Aquifer will Require 
more Ti e to Reduce Do ngradient Cone. 

• Techno gy Appears Sue essful; Further 
Downg dient Monitoring s Required 
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·relst Pit Prior to Installation 



Co'ntinuous Trehcher Machine 
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On-Site Mixing of 
Reactive Irorl with Sand 



eactive /roll with Sand 
After lfllXZng 
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Inst llation of Re'active Barrier 
Wal with ContinUous Trencher 
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Continuous Tren her Excavating 
Soi~ and Placin Reactive Iron 
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Inst lied Trench ith -Reactive Iron 
F lowing Trenc ing Operations 
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Tre ch with Geote tile Filter Fabric 
over eactive Iron rior to Backfilling 
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Inst llation of Re ctive Barrier 
Wall with Zero Vi fence Iron 
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PRINCIPLES OF 
ENVIRcbNMENTAL RESTORATION 

AND THEI 
APPLldATION TO ST'7{EAMLINING 

INITIATIVE 

., 



Workshop Obje¢tives 

II I F¥i 15 iwaa.amm; .. I • ~ -

• lntr duce the four principles df environmental 
rest ration and their utility in: . 
✓ E couraging strategic thinking, ~earn building, and 

p oblem solving 
✓ S izing opportunities for cost arhd schedule 

s eamlin1ng 
✓ I proving communication with ,11 stakeholders 

• Pro ide tools that facilitate apblication of the 
prin iples 



FodJr Principles of Environmental 
Restoration 

• D eloping effective comm4nication and 
co peration with a project r11anagement team 
is ssential 

• Cl ar, concise, and accurat problem 
id tification and definition re critical 

• Ea ly identification of likely r sponse. actions 
is ossible, prudent, and ne essary 

• Un ertainties are inherent a d will always 
ne d to be managed . 

~ 



Cllrrent Paradigm (What We'd 
Like to Charlge) 
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Regulatory Agencies 

Other Decision-Making 
Stakeholders (e.g., the 
Property Owner, State, 
EPA) 

• • I 
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Tec,nlcal Contractors 
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·:--....., Other Major 

Stakeholders 

us Fish and WUdlife 
National Park Service 
Department of Interior 
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roposed Paradig 
anagement Tea 

: Project 
Approach 
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fMI 
-twry Project Manager 
-US EPA 
-Slate 

; /" _________ __ 
Ivebolc11 staff 

-CHPPM 
·EPA and State 
-ROM and USACE 
-Contractors and 
Consultants 

-Nawa ,vnencan tribes 
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lrlteractions Betwe,n the Four 
Principle 
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E nvironmental Res toration is 
D ·iven by Two Key Questions 

• Do Ne have a problem? 
• If yi s, what should we do ab out it? 

--- ·-·-- ·-



arly ldentificatio of Likely 
esponse Action( ) Allows: 

• Early ocus on appropriate remedial action 
obje ives and an exit strategy 

• Early consideration of potentia, response action 
impll ations 

• Deve opment of a hierarchy of probable 
tech logies for a defined pro lem . 

• Early consideration of presum tive remedies, 
gene ic approaches, and a ph sed response to 
reme iation 

• lmpl mentation of removal and/or interim actions 



hy Focus on Un¢ertainty? 

ainty management is es;ential for 
accel rated pro9ress in site re toration because it 
helps ake decisions when "p rfect information" is 
not a ilable 

• Resol tion of all uncertainties dr unknown 
condit ons is unlikely 

• Yet, p oject managers must stitl. 
✓ Ma decisions when uncertainti s exist 
✓ Effe tively communicate how unc rtainties are 

add essed · 
✓ Be ble to distinguish between sidlnificant and 

insL nificant uncertainties 



Uses of the QSM 
(Conceptual Sitle Model) 

• Or anize and communicate i stallation data 

• Re resent interrelationships hat need to be 
un erstood to identify and pr oritize 
proplems/responses 

• ldehtify uncertainties 

• Prdvide basis for evaluating ~ffectiveness of 
ntial responses 

municate effectively wit~ stakeholders 



lndlividual vs. "Population" Risk 

• "S erfund remedial actions enerally should 
not be designed to protect or anisms on an 
ind idual basis" (USEPA 19 9) 

• Ge erally focus on: 
✓ opulation-level effects 

✓ mmunity-level effects 

• Ex eptions 
✓ listed or candidate threatened and endangered 

pecies 

✓ t~eaty-protected species 

·· - ---- ··•---- . -- . - ----- - ----· ·- · -·-- ---•-•-



.. 

ommon Element~ of Data 
Collection Plarlning 

• Defi e the decisions 
• Ide ify data.that support making the decisions 
• Defi e and agree on an acce~table level of 

con dence for most decision_ . 
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F emaining Uncertc inties in 
Technology Sele tction 

• Def ne performance objective 
• Set selection basis 
• Cat ~gorize residual uncertair ties 
• Sel~ ct response/technology 

I 
; 



---------◄-------------------- -

ey Elements of a Decision 
Documerht 

quirements and Prohibitions: 
Performance Objectives 
Response Components 
Criteria and Standards 
Additional Requirements 

• AHowances and Flexibility 

----·-·------------------ -
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Exit Strateg 

• Wh t are necessary and suff:,1 ient data to 
de nstrate that the desired tate or 
con itions (e.g., long-term m nitoring state) 
has een reached? · 
✓ hat? 
✓ here? 
✓ H w? 
✓ H w often? 
✓ U der what conditions? 

• Oat interpretation 
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Workshop Obje<btives 
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• lntr duce the four principles df environmental 
res ration and their utility in: 
✓ couraging strategic thinking, ~earn building, and 

p oblem solving 
✓ izing opportunities for cost arhd schedule 

s reamlin1ng . 
✓ I proving communication with ~II stakeholders 

• Pro ide tools that facilitate aRplication of the 
prin iples 



Fodlr Principles of Environmental 
Restoration 

• D eloping effective comm4nication and 
co peration with a project rrianagement team 
is ssential 

• Cl ar, concise, and accurat problem 
id tification and definition re critical 

• E ly identification of likely r sponse_ actions 
ossible, prudent, and ne essary 
ertainties are inherent a d will always 
d to be managed 
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Ctlrrent Paradigm {What We'd 
Like to Charlge) 
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roposed Paradigrp: Project 
anagement Teaml Approach 
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lrlteractions Betwe~n the Four 
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E 1vironmental Res toration is 
D •iven by Two Key Questions 

• Do Ne have a problem? 
• If yi s, what should we do ab out it? 

i 
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arly ldentificatio of Likely 
esponse Action( ) Allows: 

• Early ocus on appropriate remedial action 
obje ives and an exit strategy 

• Early consideration of potentia~ response action 
impll ations 

• Deve opment of a hierarchy of probable 
tech logies for a defined pro lem . 

• Early consideration of presum tive remedies, 
gene ic approaches, and a ph sed response to 
reme iation 

• lmpl entation of removal and/or interim actions 



hy Focus on Un¢ertainty? 

• Unce ainty management is es;ential for 
accel rated pro9ress in site re toration because it 
helps ake decisions when "p rfect information" is 
not av ilable 

• Resol tion of all uncertainties dr unknown 
condit ns is unlikely 

· • Yet, p eject managers must stil=· 
✓ Mak decisions when uncertainti s exist 
✓ Effe tively communicate how unc rtainties are 

add ssed 
✓ Be le to distinguish between significant and 

ificant uncertainties 



Uses of the CSM 
(Conceptual Sit~ Model) 

nize and communicate i stallation data 

resent interrelationships hat need to be 
undlerstood to identify and pr oritize 
proplems/responses 

• ldeitify uncertainties 

• Pr ide basis for evaluating effectiveness of 
pot ntial responses 

• Co municate effectively witH stakeholders 



lndlividual vs. "Population" Risk 

• "S erfund remedial actions enerally should 
not be designed to protect or anisms on an 
ind idual basis" (USEPA 19 9) 

• Ge erally focus on: 
✓ pulation-level effects 

✓ mmunity-level effects 

• Ex eptions 
✓ listed or candidate threatened and endangered 

ecies 

✓ tleaty-protected species 
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ommon Element$ of Data 
Collection Planlning 

• Def ne the decisions 
• Ide tify data.that support ma*ing the decisions 
• Def ne and agree on an accebtable level of 

co idence for most decision_ . 
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F emaining Uncertc .inties in 
Technology SelE ~ction 

• Def ne performance objective 
• Set selection basis 
• Cat ~gorize residual uncertair ties 
• Sel 1 •ct response/technology 

I 

' 



---------<11------------- ----- -

ey Elements of a Decision 
Documerht 

quirements and Prohibitions: 
Performance Objectives 
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Exit Strateg 

• Wh t are necessary and suff1,1 ient data to 
de nstrate that the desired tate or 
con itions (e.g., long-term m nitoring state) 
has een reached? · 

✓ here? 
✓ H w? 
✓ H w often? 
✓ U der what conditions? 

• Oat interpretation 



MINUTES 
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD 
February 15, 2000 MEETING 

1 . ATTENDANCE: 

Government RAB Members Present: 
LTC Brian K. Frank, SEDA Commander 
Stephen M. Absolom, BRAC Environmental 
Coordinator, SEDA/ Army Co-Chair 

Julio Vazquez, U.S. Environmental Protection 
gency 

Dan Geraghty, NYS Department of Health 
James Quinn, NYS Department of Environmental 

Conservation 
Steven Paszko, NYS Department of Environmental 

Conservation 

Community RAB Members Present: 

Brian Dombrowski, Russell Miller, 
Ken Riemer, Fred Swain, Karen Tackett, 
Henry Van Ness, David Wagner 

Community RAB Members Not Present: 
Richard Durst, Community Co-Chair (excused), 
Antje Baeumner (excused), Jeffrey Beall (excused), 
Fr~nk Ives (excused), Patricia Jones (excused), 
Bob Mccann, (excused), Ray A. Young (excused), 
Dave Schneider (excused), Jan Schneider (excused), 
Frankie Young-Long 

Environmental Support Personnel Present: 
Kevin Healy, USA Corps of Engineers, Hunstville 
Rob Wilcox, USA Corps of Engineers, Huntsville 
Michael Duchesneau, Parsons Engineering Science, 

Inc. 
Jim Louserre, Parsons Engineering Science, Inc. 
Keith Hoddinott, USACHPPM 
Randy Battaglia, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 

NY District, Seneca Office for Project 
Management 

Thomas Battaglia, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
NY District, Seneca Project Office, Construction 
Division 
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Thomas Enroth, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
New York District 

Laura Sposato, Recording Secretary 

Community Support (from sign-in sheet): 

Neil Chaffee, Ithaca Journal 
Susan Clark Porter, Fingerlakes Times 
Tim Noga, Seneca White Deer, Inc. 

None 

2. LTC Brian Frank provided the opening remarks 
and then asked for introductions of all attending. 

3. Mr. Absolom outlined the agenda and asked if there 
were any comments or changes to the minutes from the 
January meeting. There were no changes and the minutes 
were signed and will be entered into the record when 
Dr. Durst signs them . 

4 . Mr. Absolom then introduced our speakers, 
Mr . Kevin Healy, who gave a presentation on Ordnance 
and Explosives Characterization/Remediation at Seneca 
Army Depot Activity. He also introduced Mr. Rob 
Wilcox, from Corps of Engineers, Hunstville who gave a 
presentation on Impact Assessment, The Road to 
Cooperative Risk Management. 

5. Some Highlights from Mr. Healy's presentation 
follow. A copy of the handout is forwarded with these 
minutes. 

- Object was to provide an overview of UXO 
evaluation and cost analysis and show how we got where 
we are today, and also the pilot study being done at 
the Ash Landfill 
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- Project goals 
Determine sites that have potential for 

Ordnance and Explosives. 
Characterize each site. 
Perform remediation with regard to Ordnance 

and Explosive Threats. 

- Haz Tox (Hazardous Toxic and Radiological Waste) 
refers to chemicals, solvents and metals waste 

OB (Ordt1e:11cc i!rl1d. Explosives) refers Lo ord11a11ce 
waste. 

- Characterization Process: 

First do Archives Search Report, search past 
records, i.e., what kind of explosives 

Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA). 
Investigation do sampling of how much ordnance. How 
determine cost to eliminate at the site. 

- Remediation: 

No further Action . Always have . 
baseline to measure others 

Its is a 

Control. You may have something out there but 
it is too small a threat so you have maintain control. 

Removal where you would do an actual removal. 

- Archives Search Report (ASR) completed 
Dec 98. Visited Washington, D.C. also, not just local 
information. Did an extensive search. Identified 13 
sites with a potential for OE. These are listed in the 
handout. 

Also highlighted general process phase f o r 
EE/CA. An EE/CA normally takes about a year. 

- Geophysical test plot completed in January. 
Planted inert versions of ordinance/mock ups. Used at 
the Open Burning Grounds. Parsons evaluated results. 
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- Work Plans are being prepared and should be done 
shortly. 

Fieldwork due to begin in April/May 2000 

Phases 
Determination of OE/presence, do sampling to 

see what densities we have. 
Try to determine risk impact. 

Ot:art:eel to do a R:A 011 0r:d11a11ce. f~wcdJers got Loo 
difficult to understand. We have completed impact 
analysis. Puts in more relative terms. 

- Make recommendations for future actions. 

- Public review/input. 

- Action Memorandum states what found and what you 
will do. 

-Hope to complete by Spring 2001. 

Q: Talked about the OB Ground. What kind of 
assurance do you have if you only look at 1-2 ft. 

A: Asked to strip 1 foot off the top. Map 1-2 
feet below that. Small items if equipment only sees 
1-2 feet. Larger items can be seen deeper. On smaller 
sites chances are not going to exist that far. Only 
other way to go across surface 1-2 feet. Go strip 
entire surface. Go 1-2 feet again. Somewhere combine 
levels of information. If something larger you will see 
it. 

Q: 
process? 

A: 

When you say complete by stripping just 
Not actual recommendation? 

Recommendation would begin after that. 

You have this special circumstance in the 
Ammunition Area (SEAD 53), where have magazine igloos, 
used only for storage and shipment of OE into and out 
of the area. You usually don't find concerns. 

- Not typically an OE concern since random tossing 
is against regulations/procedures. 
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- The ammunition storage area was recommended for 
additional characterization because of ASR suggestion 
after magnetometer had registered some "hits" in a 
ditch. The "hits" may be any metal object. 

- Do a statistical sampling. Found hits. Only 
one problem with recommendation for statistical sweep. 
Can't do in an area with random dispersal pattern. Can 
use s~e:g.ts~.tsal sampling fez basis of conclusion. 

- You can either go for everything, do nothing or 
control. 

- The ASR recommends a statistical sampling. 
However, this requires a random distribution and this 
is not the case with scenario at SEAD-53. 

Alternatives for a non-random distribution 
scenario: 

Rely on control. 

Partial characterization would increase the 
warm and fuzzy feeling but does not allow basis for 
conclusions. 

More likely be a wildlife refuge. 
Could do a 100% characterization. 

- So what would be the solution. Looking for RAB 
input. 

Way to do characterization. 

1. Grids - random or placed over different plots 
of area brush clearance. Everything below gets taken 
out. 

2. New method-Meandering Path Method. You would 
meander through woods and walk and collect data so you 
can plot and say where you were. Small compact area 
without mass clearing. Don't have to do all the 
clearing. 
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- Utilizing digital instruments. Found the 
correlation good. Worry about whether they could 
locate it too. If can find in test plot, they can find 
others as well. 

- There have been times in other places where test 
plots didn't go as well. 

- Expand different on range as opposed to ammo 

- Ammo area fills with magazines, 
UXO. Not allowed to store fuse in same 
to keep them required distances apart . 
item for target practice. Leaves metal 
could be left behind. 

store different 
area. Required 
Range shoot 
behind or a dud 

- Tom Battaglia - Reality at SEDA more remote . 
Can be safely picked up and moved. Have yet to find a 
military item fused and explosive at the same time. As 
long as the storage facility doesn't handle improperly, 
you shouldn't have a problem . 

Q: Does DEC have an interest in the ammo area? 
A: We have not talked to them yet . The las t we 

heard from the state is one of several app lications for 
that area. Right now the last we heard is the state 
doesn't have an interest in that area . Liability issue 
for them. 

Q: Regarding the OB Ground, any debris removed 
with ordnance. 

A: Not removed from the site yet. It is usually 
the very last thing we do on a project. 

- Goes thru 3-4 states . Check by supervi so r, then 
by senior UXO supervisor that contractor certifies on 
paper that is inert . We have QA people on this (Fre d 
Allen) responsible for checking. Certification would 
certify it is free of any explosives or dangerous 
material . 

Q: Where do you remove it to? 
A: Scrap dealer-it is recyclable. 
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Q: Are there any other closure sites dealing with 
unexploded ordnance? 

A: Kevin responded not aware of any. Not a 
typical ordnance concern. 

Q: Non-special circumstance area - 2-3 feet. 
Transfer unrestricted, uncontrolled or clean? 

A: Don't certify anything except for scrap as we 
far as removing everything to a certain depth . We say 
l!il ea:\! • e ka.. e sl ea.nee ep ".:a the ekp th. 

Q: What about Rerenton Arsenal 
A: Keith Hodinott answered released land but did 

have restrictions on land. The year 1974 was 
pre-RCRA, before a lot of environmental laws were here 

- Everything we do is reviewed and approved by 
Defense Department Explosive Safety Board (DDESB) . 
There are three default categories of clearing levels: 

1 ft. - wildllife area 
4 ft. - general public 
10 ft . - for construction 

- There are default depths. Depend on what find 
could get unrestricted use . 

- NYS deed restrict run and land under NYS law 
restriction runs with the land . Permanent 
with the deed itself. 

Steve Absolom added that if you go out ammo 
area do less than 100 % survey, confidence level doesn't 
change . Put restriction can't dig, put restriction on 
there. Nothing changes--what are you gaining by 
spending more? End result would be a deed restriction 
anyway. 

Q: What happens if something is f ound any time 
after the transfer. 

A: The Army is still responsible . They would 
call the sheriff. They would call EOD. If we l e ft 
something, the Army is responsible. Jim Quinn added 
that DOD would be asked to move to site. 
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Q: Any ready to pull out? How do you control it? 
A: Fenceline in tact and Army employee remain 

until rest complete. Maintained through the fence. 
Probably one year before EE/ECA is done. Put out 
public review process. A year and a half before come 
to conclusion on ammo area. 

Q: Has there been any fieldwork done. 
Ue blally laet.e 1 5 m:Nths 

Report is 4-5 months after that. 

Q: Who has authority to see this is what we are 
doing? 

A: Ordnance not as structured. We have used 
CERCLA as basis. We present it to RAES and general 
public for recommendations. Regulators can agree or 
disagree. Ultimate authority DOD Explosive Safety 
Board. Congress mandated. Made up of technical 
experts to oversee across the country . 

6 . Mr. Absolom introduced Mr . Rob Wilcox who gave the 
next presentation on Impact Assessment, The Road of 
Cooperative Risk Management . A copy of his handout is 
provided with these minutes . This is a portion o f 
decision process after you do the site 
characterization. Some highlights of Mr. Wilcox's 
presentation: 

- Everyone wants to avoid an OE accident. 
Communication failures are common. These failures are 
a result of attitude. 

ordnance 
hazards. 

Need to learn the community needs assessed with 
hazard, minimize the risk, manage residual 
It is a continuous process. 

- Profile of Ordnance Accident. Dangerous s tuff . 
Not something you want out in the public sec tor. Humans 
cause detonation. There have been 14-17 deaths since 
1945. Land that has been released . That is 17 deaths 
in 55 years . Now have a low probability of accidents . 
Avoid consequences. Human b e h avior is the ke y item. 
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- Some contribution factors for potential for an 
OE accident: 

Site stability - i.e, erosion causes problems. 
Ordnance sensitivity - not fuzed, not 

sensitive. Not fused, not armed. Smaller bullets more 
sensitive. 

rules. 

Ordnance Density - More you have the bigger the 

Ordnance Distribution- How many per unit area. 
Individual Behavior - problems if don't follow 

Commitment 
Institutional Behavior 

Site access - who has access, how get in there. 
Site Use - how its used, people issue 

- In San Diego in 1983 two children were killed. 
Brought in wrongful loss lawsuit. The Government was 
dismissed. Three clearance efforts were done before 
property was released. Judge ruled the government did 
all it could do. 

- Problems go with the law. Superfund Amended. 
Gives DOD responsibility that far exceeds authority to 
dea l wi t h i t. We cannot deal wi th any of this if we 
don't get right of entry from the landowner . Need to 
work with the state and government landowners. 

- Because OD behavior issue rules on state and 
governmental level. 

- It is our responsibility make it as safe as we 
can and everyone do what they can to do it. 

Event Tree -

Presence. If not present, no OE accident 

Access. No people, no possibility of accident 

Behavior. If appropriate no accident 
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- If not present, no accident. These are all 
dependent on eachother. 

- Now ordnance there. Can resolve by taking away? 
Can't get 100%. Access restriction to deal with. 

- Behavior also applies to institutional behavior. 
No way to guarantee. 

- Should have alternatives to cover strategies to 
eliminate chance of accident 

- Confidence in program. 

7. Mr. Absolom opened the floor for open discussion. 

8. The meeting was adjourned at approximately 
9:15 p.m. The next RAB meeting with both government 
and community members will be on March 21, 2000, at the 
Community Club at 7:00 p.m. 

Enclosure 

APPROVED AS SUBMITTED: 

STEPHEN M. ABSOLOM 
U.S. Army Co-Chair 

Respectfully submitted, 

LAURA J. SPOSATO 
Recording Secretary 

RICHARD A. DURST 
Community Co-Chair 
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Common Goals 

• Everyon wants to avoid ajn OE accident 
- Propert Owners 

- Regulaoors 

- Comm nity Leaders 

- Other S akeholders 

- Respon ers 

• Communllication failures ane common 
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Risk Managemen~ Strategy 

• Learn th Mission 

• Minimiz the Risk 

• Manage esidual Hazards 

• It Is a Co tinuous Process 
Applicab e to Any Situatidn and 
Environ ent. 



Potentidl for an OE ccident 
ontributing Fhct 

Site 
Stabili 

Site Use 

Site 
Access 

sensitivity 

Institutioµal 
Behavidr 

Ordnance 
Density 

Ordnance 

Individual 
Behavior 



Direct measureme ts are not 
always pos ible 
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• Temperature 
• Height 
• Weight 
• Blood Count 
• etc 

Are not 
direct measurements 
of a persons health 

IIIZZmlll 

~ 

They are symptoms that can 
build a case for an assessment of a 

persons health 

Similarly, ~e will measure "prot~ctiveness" indirectly 
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• No Deteri ration 

- Ordnanc Density 

- Ordnanc Distribution 

• Site impro ement 
- V egetatidn limits access 

- Vegetation controls erosion 

• Behavior If11proves 

- Agency ¢ommitment is excellent 

- Overall tjersonal responsibility 

- Some effbrts need improvement 
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No distinct boundary 

Try for Improvement 
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Measuring Prote<btiveness 
Ordnance 
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-~) 
~J~ Needs 
~ • Improvement 

• 

r Serious r Deterioration 

assigned by comparison to pr4vious 5 year interval 



The Prdject Remains Protective 
• No Deterio ation 

- Ordnance Density 

- Ordnance Distribution 

• Site impr9 ement 
- Vegetation limits access 

· - Vegetation controls erosion 

• Behavior lljll-proves 
- Agency dommitment is excellent 

- Overall Pf rsonal responsibility 

- Some eff brts need improvement 



Impact Asseslsment 

The Road t 

CooJerative Risk Management 

Rob Wilcox 
CEHNC-OE-C 



Common Goals 

• Everyon~ wants to avoid aJn OE accident 
- Property Owners 

- Regulaoors 

- Comm nity Leaders 

- Other S akeholders 

- Respon ers 

• Commudlication failures aire common 



Attitude 

i Ordnance re1ponse is exclusi~ely a safety issue. 

Iii Stakeholder nput is only valub,ble after we have 
If I characterize the site and selef ted a plan. 

~) Stakeholder regulators and p operty owners 
1111:1 should be m re considerate o our schedule 

if 



In~brest Group }\ttitudes* 

, • : •:• : , :.:.:.;.:- :❖•·•· • 
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~ 

······•:-:-:-

Atti-Dude 

• Pdlluters have 
encumbered their 
communities and 
thtbreby owe a debt 

• Pdlluters must pay to 
re1111ove all detectable 
contamination 

* Reducing Risk feptember 1998 Lenny 'pie gal 



The A 
Risk Managemen~ Strategy 

• Learn th Mission 

• Minimiz the Risk 

• Manage esidual Hazards 

• It Is a C tinuous Process 
Applica e to Any Situatidn and ,., 
Environ 



Potentitll for an OE ccident 
ontributing Fhct 

Site 
Stabil. 

Site Use 

Site 
Access 

sensitivity 

Institutioµal 
Behavidr 

Ordnance 
Density 

Ordnance 

Individual 
Behavior 

Commitment 



Direct measureme ts are not 

sl ... w 

always pos ible 

• Blood Pressure 
• Temperature 
• Height 
• Weight 
• Blood Count 
• etc 

Are not 
direct measurements 
of a persons health 

-~ 

They are symptoms that can 
build a case for an assessment of a 

persons health 

Similarly, ltwe will measure "prot~ctiveness" indirectly 
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Protectiventess 
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Conditi n 

• Selected Alternative 
Project ondition 

• The Dif erence Defines 
the Imp ct or Benefit! 



Meisuring Protdctiveness 

The way we wish it were. 

Best The way it isl Worst 

No distinct boundary 

Try for Improvemdnt 
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Ordnance Site 
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The Prd>ject Remaids Protective 
• No Deteri ration 

- Ordnanc Density 

- Ordnanc Distribution 

• Site impro ement 
- V egetatiqn limits access 

· - V egetatiqn controls erosion 

• Behavior If proves 
- Agency ¢ommitment is excellent 

- Overall plersonal responsibility 

- Some effbrts need improvement 



MINUTES 
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD 

January 18, 2000 MEETING 

1 . ATTENDANCE: 

Government RAB Members Present: 
LTC Brian K. Frank, SEDA Commander 
Stephen M. Absolom, BRAC Environmental 
Coordinator, SEDA/Army Co-Chair 

Julio Vazquez, U.S. Environmental Protection 

Dan Geraghty, NYS Department of Health 
James Quinn, NYS Department of Environmental 

Conservation 

Community RAB Members Present: 
Richard Durst, Community Co-Chair 
Antje Baeumner, Bob Mccann, 
Ken Riemer, Dave Schneider, Jan Schneider, 
Fred Swain, Karen Tackett, Henry Van Ness, 
David Wagner 

Community RAB Members Not Present: 
Jeffrey Beall(excused),Brian Dombrowski(excused), 
Frank Ives (excused),Patricia Jones (excused), 
Russell Miller, Ray A. Young (excused), 
Frankie Yanng Lang (exciised) 

Environmental Support Personnel Present: 
Michael Duchesneau, Parsons Engineering Science, 

Inc. 
Keith Hoddinott, USACHPPM 
Randy Battaglia, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 

NY District, Seneca Office for Project 
Management 

Thomas Battaglia, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
NY District, Seneca Project Office, Construction 
Division 

Michelle Brock, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
New England District 

Laura Sposato, Recording Secretary 

Community Support (from sign-in sheet) 

Neil Chaffee, Ithaca Journal 
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Visitors: 

None 

2. LTC Brian Frank provided the opening remarks 
and then asked for introductions of all attending. 

3. Mr. Absolom outlined the agenda and asked if there 
were any comments or changes to the minutes from the 
November -meeting. There were no changes and the 
miQ-1.l+P➔ hrere si g;ned and entered into tbti rr.cord 

4. Mr. Absolom then introduced our speaker, 
Mr. Michael Duchesneau, who gave a presentation on 
Proposed Recommendations for SEAD-13, IRFNA Disposal 
Site and also the pilot study being done at the Ash 
Landfill. A copy of the handout is forwarded with 
these minutes. Some highlights from Mr. Duchesneau's 
presentation: 

- Results and recommendations have not been 
reviewed or agreed to by EPA or NYSDEC. 

- IRFNA - Inhibited Red Fuming Nitric Acid. 

- Pits were dug and filled with limestone/lime, 
then IRFNA was added and a neutralization action 
occurre . 

- Common practice to mix an acid with a base to 
neutralize. 

Q: What is hazard? 
A: Concerned about subsurface disposal activity. 

Acids may be leached. The concern is presence of 
nitrates in groundwater, aluminum in the surface 
waters. 

Located in future conservation/recreational 
area. 

Adjacent to the Duck Pond - could have migrated 
in surface water. 
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Expanded site investigation (ESI), Dec 1995. 
What kind of issues. Did small scale site 
investigation. 

Summary of ESI Investigation 

Did some geophysical surveys 
Analyzed soil borings 
Seven monitoring wells 
Checked quantity water in with quality of 

Focus efforts in the pit area. Geophysical 
survey used EM-31. It is ideal for pinpointing areas 
of salt content. Showed areas where the pits were. 

We are looking at one monitoring well with 
highest nitrate concentration. 

Q: How come used EM-31 instead of radar? 
A: Radar is less dramatic than EM-31. 

- He gave a summary of soil analytical data 
Found 12 metals detected above TAGM criteria. 
More concerned about presence at high levels and 

what was found is not too far above TAGM level. 
Volatiles low - not concerned about this. 

TAGM values used for background. The number of 
soil samples for background totaled about 50 across 
Depot. Of that we use 95th percentile. 

Q: Do they have anything to do with hazardous 
value? 

A: No. They aren't indicative huge chromium 
disposal site. It's there. Slightly above level. 
Concerned but not particularly over concerned. 

Q: What is TAGM? 
A: Technical Administrative Guidance Memorandum . 

Guiding criteria for work done at the Depot. 

He Summarized Groundwater Data 
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Metals in groundwater are affected by turbidity 
of water sample collected. Muddier water more metal in 
it. In 1994 some of these samples were very turbid. 
Have developed newer/better technology for collecting 
them. In 1992 doing filtered and unfiltered. Had to 
do nonturbid sampling without filtered. 

- He summarized surface water data. Only concern 
here was aluminum and iron. There were no volatiles, 
semi 1ral ati J ili, pra.gticidos, l101bicideo 1101 

nitoraromatics detected. 

- Mini-risk assessment. Identical process full­
blown baseline. Take maximum values evaluate what 
risks are in human exposure. Consider what land going 
to be used for. Unacceptable if drinking water with 
highest nitrate levels. 

Groundwater risk from iron and nitrate. Look 
at aluminum problem too. Left with issue of what to 
do. Army is evaluating information. Considering 
restricting use of groundwater at site or do monitoring 
program. Nitrates degrade over time. Aluminum in 
surface water is difficult to understand. Sample 
aluminum to confirm results. Believe low level. Think 
it's from sediment in samples. 

Groundwater flows the way land goes. The pond 
is in the low spot. Groundwater flows toward pond. 
Not seeing in down gradient wells. 

Q: What will the property be used for? 
A: Conservation. People who drink water are not 

close to that site. Seven groundwater wells, only one 
found in excedence--right in pit. There is no real 
exposure if no one is drinking water. 

Q: What about toxicology of nitrates? 
A: 10 PPM#--Blue baby syndrome. Problem for 

pregnant mothers. Only dangerous to infant children 
and unborn children that we know. 

- Right now we are leaning toward monitored natural 
attenuation. 
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DOH/DEC make sure current and future receptors 
aren't at risk. Extent isn't far out where would 
impact people. Steve Absolom added that by presenting 
this now, the RAB can see what our options are going to 
be in future to treat this. Do I spend million dollars 
to investigate this site. Take information and make 
reasonable decision. It's is a financial decision as 
well as what is the right thing to do. 

l:4i lee P11chesoea11 a 1 'iO i'Jlmm■rix Q;i tlna eit.o 0011ditiu110 of 
the Ash Landfill. Some highlights of this 
presentation: 

Former trash incinerator located within 
conservation land use area. 

Concerned with chlorinated organics in 
groundwater. 

Source area eliminated in 1995 with a removal 
action. 

Left with extended groundwater plume at depot 
boundary. 

Installed a reactive barrier wall with zero 
valence iron. Fairly new technology. Involves 
chemical reaction. Passive system groundwater moves 
thru reactive wall where dechlorination takes place and 
is cleaned. Put barrier wall width plume at Depot 
Boundary. As water moves thru trench, we see it go in 
and out. 

- Goals are to demonstrate concentration 
reductions, determine groundwater flow regime. 

- Implemented after RI and FS prior to ROD. Still 
working on ROD based on results of this study. 

- Monitoring is ongoing. 
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- Groundwater moves about 40 feet/year. 
Concentrations high coming in. When started, 
contaminated groundwater already there down gradient; 
therefore it takes time before gets flushed out. 

Q: Any idea of how many flushes. 
A: No. Probably 5-10 flushes. The question is 

how fast groundwater moves to flush it clean. It is 
not any easy fix answer. 

Good oewSd,-S in the trench were rea.ctwr qo.ing 
on concentrations are very low . 

Q: Is there any geologic feature attributed to 
this? 

A: Yes, when did trenching, did test 
hit areas where found old clay tile pipes . 
funneling along a path in middle. 

pits, did 
Could be 

- In summary, three quarterly rounds complete. 
Last round currently being done. 

- Trench concentrations are all low--good news . 

Downgradient concentration is above targe t 
values. So flushing to TCE/DCE will require mo r e time 
to reduce downgradient concentrations. 

- Technology appears successful. Further 
downgradient monitoring is required. 

5. Mr. Absolom gave a presentation on The Principles 
of Environmental Restoration which was a two-day 
workshop the BCT attended. A copy of the handout is 
forwarded with these minutes. Some highlights of 
Mr. Absolom's presentation: 

He found the training course got him thinking in 
other areas he hadn't been thinking. One goal was with 
Ecological Risk Assessment and ways we can streamline 
that so we can come to agreement as to what we s hould 
do with project, etc. 

Trainers used specif i c site e xampl es. 
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Training encourages strategic thinking, team 
building and problem solving. 

Can be used to streamline cost and scheduling. 
Could help time things better. 

- Help develop effective communication and 
cooperation. EPA, the Army, State, would work as a 
team. 

TIPC'irtaioti il? ?P'i iohfiritnt a~,; l J altli~/li JSHw;<wci 
to be managed . 

- Will try to make principles of environmental 
restoration work. 

- Found it was a great idea but feel we have to 
get out of mindset of regulator/regulatee. 

- We would look at our options based on what we 
know about the site. 

Q: Is budget complex and it is a problem with 
this philosophy? 

A: No, IRFNA good example. The RI if funded 
but not yet authorized to proceed. 

Q: Does funding for RI/FS come out of the same 
pot of money? 

A: The money can be put in contract for 
different segments of work to be accomplished. 
Different tasks are set up in contract. 

- Project managers must still make decisions 
when uncertainties exist. 

- Use the Conceptual Site Model (CSM) 
• Organize and communicate installation data 
• Prioritize problems/responses 
• Identify uncertainties 
• Basis for evaluating effectiveness of 

potential responses 

• Communicate effectively with stakeholders. 
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- Hope to keep PER concept active and use for 
decisions. 

- To manage uncertain ecological risks, we will 
do a RA and based on date, i.e., how effect mouse, etc. 
With new EPA guidance, instead of risk assessment you 
make risk management decisions. You look at population 
effect and community level effects. 

Need to allot•T flexibilit1r as 1•10 do a pro j est 
need to be able to make field decisions and still be in 
framework of ROD. 

- Make sure you know how to say project is done. 
Make sure all spelled out before come to closure on 
site. Have an agreed on exit strategy. 

6. Mr. Absolom then opened up the meeting for open 
discussion. The following questions were raised: 

Q: 
did the 

A: 

Regarding a news article on Depleted Uranium, 
depot store some here? 
Shells, yes, consisting of bullets. 

Q: Was any taken apart here? Apparentl y see i n g 
health problems with Depleted Uranium and other 
cont aminant s . 

A: It was not manufactured here. In storage 
process, don't know if separated projectile from 
casing. Tom Battaglia, former Depot Safety Officer, 
interjected and said no. All they used to do was a 
visual inspection. They would go through and check 
linkage and then put it back in its case . Steve als o 
mentioned that Department of Health/NRC is looking at 
Bldg 612 . They are keeping an eye on where DU was 
dealt with. We had an NRC license. As part of 
closure , they would like to terminate license . 



-9-

7. The meeting was adjourned at approximately 
9:15 p.m. The next RAB meeting with both government 
and community members will be on February 15, 2000, at 
the Community Club at 7:00 p.m . 

Respectfully submitted, 

Enclosure LAURA J. SPOSATO 

APPROVED AS SUBMITTED: 

{!;!;~ ~ 
U. S . Army Co-Chair Community Co-Chair 



entation to he RAB 
anuary 18, 000 

Update on Status of : 

·-e IRFNA Site CpEAD-13) 

and 
The Ash La dfi/1 

ReactiJe Barrier Wall reatability Study 

ichael Ouches eau, P. E. 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 



Topics for onight's 
Presen ation 

• Pro_,._sed Recomm ndations for 
SEA -13, IRFNA Di posal Site 

• Gro ndwater Result from the Zero 
Vale ce Iron Treata ility Study 

• Res Its and Recom endations have 
not een Reviewed r Agreed to by 
EPA or NYSDEC 

PARSONS ENGINEEIIUNG SCIENCE 



EAD-13, IRFNA Site 
ackground lnfbrmation 

- Inhibited Red Fuming Nitric Acid 

er in Liquid Missi/1 Propellant Systems 

osition 
• . 1%-85% Nitric Aci~ (HNO:) 

• 
1113%-15% Nitrogen Dioxide (NO~ 

• 
1
• ,. 7% Hydrofluoric cid (HF) 

• %-3% Water 

• Disp sed (Neutralized) ih Shallow Trenches 
Parti lly Filled with Limestone or Lime 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 



SEAD-13, /RlfNA Site 
Bacltground lnforfrfation (Cont.) 

• /dent ied as a Solid ~ste Management 
Unit WMU); SEAD-~3 

• Futuri Conservation~ ecreation Area 

• Adja nt to the "Duck ond" 

• Expa ded Site lnvesti~ation (ES/); 
Dece ber, 1995 

PARSONS ENGINEE3RING SCIENCE 



Lotation Map t;)f SEAD-13, 
(IRFNA Site) 

J 

PLANNED IN:>USlRIAL 
c:EVELOPMENT (PID) 

13 
Site) 

PARSONS ENGINESRING SCIENCE 

PRISO 

AIRFIELD SPECAL EV8'1TS, 
INSTilUTIONAL AND TRAINING 
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SEAD-13, /RFfNA Site 
Surhmary of ES/ /'(1vestigation 

• Geophysical Surveys 

• ,.,,fectromagnetic (EM-31~; 12, 180 feet 

• • iflround Penetrating Racf ar (GPR) 7,500 feet 

• Ten (1 t ) Soil Borings 

• 

• 

• 

• 

ree (3) Samples Analt zed per Boring; 30 Total 

7) Monitoring Wells 

o (2) Background for eaph Disposal Pit 

o (2) within each Disposal Pit 

~ Surface Water/Seditpent Sample Locations 

o (2) from Duck Pond and One (1) Upstream 

PARSONS ENGINEBIRING SCIENCE 



eophysical Anomalies 
(EM-31) at SEAD-13 
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EAD-13, /RANA Site 
SumAnary of Soil Afilalytical Data 

• Low VOCs (None Above; frqm Lab. Contamination) 

• 3 SemA-VOCs above TAGMICriteria (phenol, 1,4- l 
dichlorbbenzene and 4-metllJylphenol) in one sample') 

• 1 Pest.VPCBs detected; Norlie above TAGM Criteria _ 

• No He bicides detected; No Nitroaromatics detected ti~ 

• 12 Me Is detected above GM Criteria 
• C romium (9 Above; Max. 5 mg/Kg; TAGM 24 mg/Kg) 

• C pper (14 Above; Max. 4 mg/Kg; TAGM 25 mg/Kg) 

• Njckel (14 Above; Max. 57 g/Kg; TAGM 37 mg/Kg) 

· Ti allium( 12 Above; Max. .9mg/Kg; TAGM 0.3 mg/Kg) 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 



SEAD-13, IRFfNA Site 
Surrlmary of Groufldwater Data 

1Cs, PCBs/Pest. or H(f rbiGides detected 

No Set7i-VOCs above GA riteria 

• Nitratell(1;5 Above; Max. 46 mg/L; GA 10 mg/L 

• 6 MetaVs detected above G Criteria (Turbidity) 
• Ahtimony (4/5 Above; Max. 53 ug/L; GA 3 ug/L) 

• 1 .i,,romium (1/5 Above; Ma . 69 ug/L; GA 25 ug/L) 

· L~ad (1/5 Above; Max. 35 g/L; GA 25 ug/L) 

• lrbn (4/5 Above; Max. 69,0 0 ug/L; GA 300 ug/L) 

• 

• 

gnesium (5/5 Above; M4x. 188 mg/L; GA 35 mg/L 

nganese (3/5 Above; M~x. 1, 120 ug/L; GA 300 ug/L) 

PARSONS ENGINEEIRING SCIENCE 



SEAD~13, /RffNA Site 
SumAnary of Surfac~ Water Data 

s detected 

• No Se i-VOCs detected 

• No Pe ./PCBs detected 

icides detected 

• No Nitri aromatics detected 

• 2 Meta detected above Clas C Criteria 

• A uminum (Ionic) (3/3 A ove; Max.3,830 ug/L; 

ass C Criteria 100 ug/J ) 

n (3/3 Above; Max. 5, 90 ug/L; 

ass C Criteria 300 ua/2 

PARSONS ENGINEEIRING SCIENCE 



SEAD-13, IRFfNA Site 
,J. Aini-Risk" Assessment 

• Humal'n Receptors ConsVdered 

• ,-,;..irk Worker 

• r-aecreational Visito (Child) 

• onstruction Work r 

(o/1/C (/2 I,} ' ' 
(v( 

---\ 

) (;QI fll e tJ 

• Exce Risk to Park Worker and Recreational 
Visito due to Ingestion ©t Groundwater 

• Grau dwater Risk from Iron and Nitrate 

• Ecolobical Risk from Aluminum in SW 

PARSONS ENGINEIERING SCIENCE 
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L cation Ma 
Landfill 

PLANNED lt-OUSlRIAL 
CEVELOPMENT (PIO) 

CONSER'ifATION/ 
RECREAllON 

You Are 

PARSONS ENGINEl(RING SCIENCE 

of Ash 

PRISOt-l 

AIRFIELD SPECAL EVENT 
INSTITUllONAL AND TRAI 



summary of Site Conditions 
Ash Lan fill 

• Form Trash lncinera or 
! . 

• Within Conservation L nd Use Area 
• Const, uents of Gonce n 

• Vo/a ile Chlorinated 01Janics in 
Gro ndwater 

• Sourc Area Eliminat din 1995 with an 
lnteri Removal Actio (/RM) 

• Groun water Plume a Depot Boundary 

PARSONS ENGINEERINK; SCIENCE 
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active Barri r Wall 
with Zero Vale ce Iron 

• ln-si u Groundwater Remedial 
Tee nology 

• Diss lved Chlorinat d Organics are 
Che ically Destroy d 

• Gro ndwater is Pas4ed through 
Rea tive Zones 

• Erne ging Technology 
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for Reactive Barrier Wall 
tudy at Ash Landfill 

• Demo strafe Concent ation Reductions 

• Evalu te Degradation Rate 

• Deteri ine Groundwat r Flow Regime 

• Obtai Engineering D sign Data 
• Rea five Iron Volume 

• Hyd ulic Characterist~cs of Barrier 
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R active Barrier Wall 
Cross-Se lion 
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Treatabilit Study for 
ln+Situ Reactiv Barrier Wall 

- lmpletnented after RI ar)d FS, Prior to ROD 

• Installed December, 19~8; Monitoring is On-
• going,. · 

• /nstal ed with a Continu~us Trencher in Less 
than ne Week 

• Reac ive Wall is 650 fe~t long, 14 inches 
wide, 7 to 12 feet deep, I 50/50 Mixture of 
Reac ive Iron and Sand 

PARSONS ENGINEEIRING SCIENCE 



sh lJandfi/1, Reac ive Barrier 
Wa/A Study, Seo e of Work 
Sele t SubContracto,rs 
• Env, ometals (Patent Ho/de~ for Zero Valence Iron 

App ·cations) 

• De ·nd; Trench lnstallation lcontractor 

• Pee less; Reactive Iron Su plier 

• lnsta Reactive Wall; December, 1998 

• Pem m Groundwate Monitoring 
• 1 Yi ar of Quart. Samp.; onthly Water Levels 

• Prep re Report 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 



Readtive Barrier Wf;l/1; 1st Round 
Grdundwater Datal, April 1 f!J~~ 
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Reac ive Barrier VV: II; 2nd Round 
Gro ndwater Oat , June 1999 
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Rl'eactive Barri'er Wall 
Tretltability Stud Update 

• ~. ,- ~-.;.""1:~~;1{£'-"E-i;if~.''-;";'~---i f, "'':..;;,....:~;{;f'i.\; ··~ -~~l ,::::till;;"'i:'1:~'ii~~'i-~ 

Three ($) Quarterly Roun s Complete; Last 
Round turrently being do e 

Trench oncentrations ari all Low 

• Downg dient Cone. are bove Target Values 

• Flushin of TCE/DCE fro Aquifer will Require 
more Titne to Reduce Do ngradient Cone. 

• Technology Appears Sue essful; Further 
Downgtfpdient Monitoring ·s Required 

PARSONS ENGINE!ERING SCIENCE 



T~st Pit Prior to Installation 
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tinuous Trehcher Machine 
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Co'ntinuous Trellcher Machine 
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On-Site Mfixing of 
Reactive Iron with Sand 
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Reactive frap with Sand 
After 1µzxzng 
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Inst~llation of R active Barrier 
Wall with Cantin ous Trencher 
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Continuous Tren her Excavating 
So~V and Placin Reactive Iron 
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Ins lied Trench ith Reactive Iron 
F /lowing Trenc ing Operations 
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Tre ch with Geote tile Filter Fabric 
over Reactive Iron rior to Backfilling 
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Inst llation of Re ctive Barrier 
Wal with Zero Vi Jenee Iron 
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.. ~ 

PRINCIPLES! OF 
ENVIRcbNMENTAL R~STORATION 

AND THEI 
APPLldATION TO ST EAMLINING 

INITIATIVES 



.. 
Worksbop Objebtives 

\~ff"': ·1 

• lntr duce the four principles qt environmental 
rest ration and their utility in: 
✓ E couraging .strategic thinkiflg, jteam building. and 

p blem solving :· -
✓ S izing opportunities for cost a~d schedule 

s eamlin1ng . 
✓ I proving communication with ~II stakeholders 

• Pro ide tools that facilitate aAplication of the 
prin iples 



Fodlr Principles of E~vironmental 
Restorati 

• De eloping effective comm~nication and 
co peration with a project rJlanagement team 
is ssential 

• Cl ar, concise, and accurat problem 
id tification and definition re critical 

• Ea ly identification of likely esponse actions 
is ossible, prudent, and ne essary 

• Un ertainties are inherent nd will always 
ne d to be managed 

.. 
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CdJrrent Paradigm (What We'd 
Like to Charlge) 

• ••• ~ ~J!.e:!.T!.!m.J~:-.L ••• 
I . \ 
I I 

I 
I • • A y - Project : 

..~!l!~'!h~1~!!!.lTh!!!1J. •• 
I -------.\ I i 

Ma ager (e.g., BEC, .--.., -------P-!.-..i 
EC : 

: Regulatory Agencies • 

• 

. ======= 4 ............. 

Other Decision-Making 
Stakeholders (e.g., the 
Property Owner, State, 
EPA) 

..... _. __ • ~&-&.I 

• 
\'- JL J I ...... , ...........•........•.•• 

~ Other Major 
Stakeholders • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

US Fish and Wffdllfe 
National Park Service 
Department of Interior 

I t 
• • • ............................ .. 



roposed Paradig 
Mllanagement Tea 

: Project 
Approach 

r--•••••••-••-••••-••••••••·•·-•-•••••••••-1••-•-·••••••••••••• • • • ! • I 

~ 
~ 

., 

fMI 
-Army Project Manager 
-US EPA 
-Slate 

Iecbolc11 staff 
-CHPPM 
-EPA and Stale 
-ROM and USACE 
-Contractors and 
Consultants 

I• -I -Prope~ owners 
-lacal vemment 
agencl s 

•lnteres ad public (RABs) 

:···--·········-,-·-··--··-······· .. • 

···-··········--·····--·······----· 



lrlteractions Betwetn the Four 
Principle 
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E nvironmental Res toration is 
D1 iven by Two Key Questions 

• DO' ~e have a problem? 
• If ye s, what should we do at out it? 

•·•- - ·-•-- ··-



arly Identification of Likely 
esponse Action( ) Allows: 

• Early cus on appropriate remedial action 
object es and an exit strategy 

• Early onsideration of potential! response action 
implic tions 

• Devel pment of a hierarchy of robable 
techn logies for a defined problem 

• Early onsideration of presum tive remedies, 
gener approaches, and a ph sed response to 
reme ation 

• lmple entation of removal andVor interim actions 



hy Focus on Un¢ertainty? 

• Uncert inty management is es;ential for 
accele ated pro~ress in site res oration because it 
helps ake decisions when "p rfect information" is 
not av ilable 

• Resol ion of all uncertainties or unknown 
conditi ns is unlikely 

• Yet, pr ject managers must sti=I: · 
✓ Mak decisions when uncertainti s exist 
✓ Effe ively communicate how unc rtainties are 

addr ssed . 
✓ Be a le to distinguish between significant and 

insig ificant uncertainties 



Uses of the C~M 
(Conceptual Sitb Model) 

• Org nize and communicate installation data 

• Rep esent interrelationships 1hat need to be 
und rstood to identify and priloritize 
pro lams/responses 

• Ide tify uncertainties 

• Pro ide basis for evaluating effectiveness of 
pot ntial responses 

• Co municate effectively witH stakeholders 



Individual vs. "Population" Risk 

• "Su erfund remedial actions enerally should 
not e designed to protect or anisms on an 
indi idual basis" (USEPA 19 9) 

• Ge erally focus on: 
✓ p pulation-level effects 

✓ c mmunity-level effects 

• Ex ptions 
✓ lilted or candidate threatened and endangered 

species 

✓ tr!eaty-protected species 

;\~•. 
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ommon Element~ of Data 
Collection Plamlning 

• De ne the decisions 
• Ide tify data that support ma~ing the decisions 
• De ne and agree on an acc~ptable level of 

co idence for most decision_ . 



. - --

F emaining Uncert, Linties in 
Technology Seit ection 

• rztVIDQi:&c:;a 

• Defi ne performance objective• 
• Set selection basis 
• Cat, ;gorize residual uncertai ,ties 
• SelE ct response/technology 

I 



ey Elements of a Decision 
Document 

• Rdquirements and Prohibitions: 
✓!Performance Objectives 

esponse Components 
riteria and Standards 
dditional Requirements 
wances and Flexibility 



··- - -· - ., __ , 

Exit Strateg 

• Wha are necessary and suffi ient data to 
dem nstrate that the desired tate or 
con tions (e.g., long-term m nitoring state) 
has een reached? 

✓W ere? 
✓H? 

✓ H often? 
✓ U der what conditions? 

• Dat interpretation 
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MINUTES 
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD 

March 21, 2000 MEETING 

1. ATTENDANCE: 

Government RAB Members Present: 
LTC Brian K. Frank, SEDA Commander 
Stephen M. Absolom, BRAC Environmental 
Coordinator, SEDA/Army Co-Chair 

Julio Vazquez, U.S. Environmental Protection 

Steven Paszko, NYS Department of Environmental 
Conservation 

Community RAB Members Present: 
Richard Durst, Community Co-Chair, Jeffrey Beall, 
Patricia Jones, Bob Mccann, Ken Riemer, 
Dave Schneider, Jan Schneider, Fred Swain, 
Karen Tackett, Frankie Young-Long 

Community RAB Members Not Present: 
Brian Dombrowski, Russell Miller, 
Antje Baeumner (excused), Frank Ives (excused), 
Ray A. Young (excused), David Wagner, 
Henry Van Ness (excused) 

Environmental Support Personnel Present: 
Marsden Chen, NYS Department of Environmental 

Conservation 
Michael Duchesneau, Parsons Engineering Science, 

Inc. 
Michelle Brock, CENAE 
Thomas Enroth, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 

New York District 
Laura Sposato, Recording Secretary 

Community Support (from sign-in sheet) 

Neil Chaffee, Ithaca Journal 

Visitors: 

David S. Miller, University of Chicago 
Thomas Sydelko, University of Chicago 
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2 . Mr. Stephen Absolom provided the opening remarks 
and then asked for introductions of all attending. 

3. Mr. Absolom outlined the agenda and asked if there 
were any comments or changes to the minutes from the 
February meeting. There were no changes and the 
minutes were signed and were entered into the record. 

4. Mr. Absolom gave the first presentation on the 
Sewage Sludge Waste Piles, SEAD-5. A notice will be 
going in the paper to announce a public comment period 
for that removal action. A copy of the handout from 
the presentation is forwarded with these minutes. Some 
highlights from his presentation: 

This is a historic project. 
Site is approximately 200 ft. by 200 ft . 
Formerly used to stockpile sludge for soil 

conditioning. 
Rules have since changed . 
It was left there and now we have to have a 

contract to have that removed. 
Results of testing showed no impact on 

groundwater or subsurface soils. There was no leaching 
from sludge piles . 

Because of these results, it was decided a 
r emov a l a c t ion , Engineering Eva l ua tion /Co s t Anal ysis 
(EE / CA), would be the way to go . This is a three-page 
document that states we will do a removal action. We 
will have a contractor come in and excavate . 

Still coordinating with the agencies on this. 

Q: If you land spread sludge, will you have to 
monitor it? 

A: Yes, NYS rule, Part 360, says we have to test 
soils and monitor impacts to soils. 

Q: In dealings with EPA and DEC and your 
findings, do you feel that they hold you to a higher 
standard? 

A: They do not hold us to a higher standard than 
anyone else. There is recourse if we disagree. We c an 
go to dispute resolution. An unbiased individual will 
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look at the situation and make a decision. It would be 
a regional administrator in EPA. For example, 
if we had an area that had UXO and we couldn't make it 
safe, the Army may have it fenced off and not transfer. 
That won't happen here. At Jefferson Proving Ground a 
bombing range was fenced off for wildlife. Here at 
SEDA we will come to a resolution. Marsden Chen from 
the DEC also added regarding dispute resolution that 
through the entire program, they have had only one 
dispute resolution. It usually goes to the Division 
Ditettots and geneta±ry ±ss □es are resolved there. 
Somebody will make some concession . Ultimately the 
next step, if not resolved, would be to go to the Army 
Command Regulatory Administration and Commissioner and 
that doesn't look good. 

Q: When DEC addresses their concerns about water, 
is it just the creeks themselves or Seneca Lake too? 

A: We have not discussed lake effects-just 
creeks--because they are adjacent to site. 

Mr . Michael Duchesneau, P.E., Parsons 
Engineering and Science, gave the next presentation on 
the Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA) and also gave a 
summary of the March 9 meeting in Albany, NY . A copy 
of the handout is forwarded with these minutes. Some 
highlights from Mr D11cbesnean's presentation· 

There are many ecological resources at Seneca 
Army Depot Activity, i.e., wetlands, duck pond, 
whitetail deer herd, turkey, foxes, owls, hawks and 
osprey. 

Creeks all feed to Seneca Lake are habitat for 
fish and trout. 

Future land considerations include recreational 
and conservational use. 

Consists of approximately 6000 acres . 

An Ecological Risk Assessment is a process that 
evaluates the adverse ecological effects that 
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may occur or are occurring to ecological receptors as a 
result of exposure to hazardous substance. Need to 
understand what effect any release has on ecological 
community. 

The transfer of this property depends on the 
resolution of risk issues. 

This area is more difficult to do because 
animals are a moving target and you have numerous 
receptors to identity aha assess. 

This guidance is new and evolving. 

Lack of toxicity data makes an Ecological Risk 
Assessment (ERA) difficult to do. 

An Ecological Risk Assessment is required by 
"Superfund." 

Need to quantify the threat and use to 
establish acceptable exposure and clean up levels. 

Will use it to compare our alternatives. 

An Ecological Risk Assessment has four basic 

1) Identification of chemical of concern 
(COC) . 

2) Evaluate exposure assessment. 

3) Look at toxicity assessment. 

4) Calculate what the risk is and perform a 
risk characterization. 

When do sampling we validate our data . From 
that point-don't have to look at compounds that are 
non-detect. We will do a comparison to background. We 
will compare how much risk if greater than background. 
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If below TAGMs no point in considering any 
further. 

The chemicals that we are concerned about are 
petroleum and residuals, solvents, metals (lead, 
copper, zinc ) , explosives (residuals of open 
detonation / burning ) , pesticides and herbicides. 

They would have to perform an explosive 
assessment, an ecological exposure scenario, and a 
toxicity assessment. 

Q: What is slope factor? 
A: When EPA plots dose versus number of cancers -

slope of line is slope factor . Equates to cancer risk, 
i . e., number of material per kilogram of body weight. 

Calculate exposure doses and compare our 
toxicity assessment with what is considered allowable. 

If the ecological quotient is less than one, 
there is no concern but if it is greater than one, then 
you have a concern. 

There are analytical limitations . Limitations 
to analytical processes only allow you to see certain 

Have to look at how much tox icity data is 
available. 

How the chemical bioaccumlates. 

Does the species live at the particular site 
all the time. 

Some species are more sensitive than others. 

The eight steps in an EPA ecological risk 
assessment: 

Steps 1 & 2. 
Step 3. 
Step 4 . 
Step 5. 

Screening Level 
Problem Formulation 
Study Design, Workplan 
Field Sampling 



Step 6. 
Step 7. 
Step 8. 
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Site Investigation and Data Analysis 
Risk Characterization 
Risk Management 

A NYSDEC Ecological Risk Assessment is a five-step 
process: 

Step 1. 

Step 2. 

Step 3. 

Step 4. 

Step 5. 

Site Description (identify ecological 
resources present) 

Cofitaminaht Specific Impact 
Assessment (State looks at this one 
way; EPA looks at ecological 
quotients. Makes decisions on 
exceedances. 

Ecological Effects of Remedial 
Alternatives 

Fish and Wildlife requirements for 
implementation of remedial action. 

Monitoring Program 

Challenging factor is to integrate risk 
assessment vs. risk management . 

Summary of Meeting in Albany-Its purpose was to 
help streamline process for future ERAs. Make them 

Need to integrate eight step EPA with the five 
step State process. 

NYSDEC feels all resources are valued. 

Rely on numerical risk calculation. 

Realize 8-step process is not appropriate for 
all sites at SEDA (USEPA no longer expect toxicity 
studies) . 

Willing to accept "screening" ecological risk 
assessment. Will be acceptable for making decisions. 

Army has agreed to do screening ERAs. 
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Will consider doing future population and/or 
toxicity studies only in instance where there is a 
need. 

Bottom line is that it is likely that transfers 
may be delayed due to resolution of ecological factors. 

Hard decision, i.e., how much over 
be. Still not really clear on everything. 
to weigh factors and come to a decision. 

"1" can we 
Will have 

Q: Regarding research done on the whitetail 
deer herd, were there any results that you saw that 
indicate that they have been affected by contamination? 

A: We didn't do tissue studies, but we did do 
blood tests. We didn't find anything that showed an 
impact on deer herd. The Army relied also on tissue 
studies done at other bases--did not find any impacts 
on that. Mike Duchesneau also added that there are a 
lot of sites here at SEDA that are small. Deer have 
such a wide range of movement. 

Mike Duchesneau stated that any time do these 
things, there will always be factors of uncertainty. It 
is a judgement call depending on how high the numbers 
are and how much funding you have. 

7. Mr. Absolom opened the floor for discussion. 

Q: Is the fence around KidsPeace going to be 
taken down or will it be relocated? 

A: Pat Jones, Seneca County Industrial 
Development Agency, responded that the fence is not 
being taken down. Some interior fencing is being taken 
down. 

Q: What is happening with the Airfield? 
A: Mr. Absolom responded that it is a lower 

priori ty and the housing, prison, utilities, and 
KidsPeace parcels have a higher priority. 

Q: Is there any more discussion about various 
groups taking over conservation area? 

A: The conservation area is the last priorit y and 
has little discussion. 
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Q: What is the status of the KidsPeace and Prison 
transfer? 

A: The 
based on the 
open house. 
for KidsPeace 
occurred. 

prison construction is about 80 % complete 
right of entry. They do plan a community 
The FOST is not yet finalized. The FOST 
is finalized and the transfer has 

8. The meeting was adjourned at approximately 
8:30 p.m. The next RAB meeting with both government 
and tanmmn±ty mertwets w±±± be on Apt±± ±8, 2000, at the 
Community Club at 7:00 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Enclosure ~fR;~ea5Cr<r 

A:ROVED A~B~ 

~~M~ 
U.S. Army Co-Chair 

Recording Secretary 

Community Co-Chair 



MINUTES 
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD 
February 15, 2000 MEETING 

1. ATTENDANCE: 

Government RAB Members Present: 
LTC Brian K. Frank, SEDA Commander 
Stephen M. Absolom, BRAC Environmental 
Coordinator, SEDA/Army Co-Chair 

Julio Vazguez, U.S. Environmental Pr otectjan 
Agency 

Dan Geraghty, NYS Department of Health 
James Quinn, NYS Department of Environmental 

Conservation 
Steven Paszko, NYS Department of Environmental 

Conservation 

Community RAB Members Present: 

Brian Dombrowski, Russell Miller, 
Ken Riemer, Fred Swain, Karen Tackett, 
Henry Van Ness, David Wagner 

Community RAB Members Not Present: 
Richard Durst, Community Co-Chair (ex cused), 
Antje Baeumner (excused), Jeffrey Beall (excused), 
Frank Ives (excused), Patricia Jo11es (excused), 
Bob Mccann, (excused), Ray A. Young (excused), 
Dave Schneider (excused), Jan Schneider (excused), 
Frankie Young-Long 

Environmental Support Personnel Present: 
Kevin Healy, USA Corps of Engineers, Hunstville 
Rob Wilcox, USA Corps of Engineers, Huntsville 
Michael Duchesneau, Parsons Engineering Science, 

Inc . 
Jim Louserre, Parsons Engineering Science, Inc. 
Keith Hoddinott, USACHPPM 
Randy Battaglia, U.S . Army Corps of Engineers, 

NY District, Seneca Office for Project 
Management 

Thomas Battaglia, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
NY District, Seneca Project Office, Construction 
Division 
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Thomas Enroth, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
New York District 

Laura Sposato, Recording Secretary 

Community Support ( from sign-in sheet ) : 

Neil Chaffee, Ithaca Journal 
Susan Clark Porter, Fingerlakes Times 
Tim Noga, Seneca White Deer, Inc. 

None 

2. LTC Brian Frank provided the opening remarks 
and then asked for introductions of all attending. 

3. Mr. Absolom outlined the agenda and asked if there 
were any comments or changes to the minutes from the 
January meeting. There were no changes and the minutes 
were signed and will be entered into the record when 
Dr. Durst signs them. 

4. Mr. Absolom then introduced our speakers, 
Mr. Kevin Healy, who gave a presentation on Ordnance 
and Explosives Characterization/Remediation at Seneca 
Army Depot Activity. He also intrad11ced Mr Bob 
Wilcox, from Corps of Engineers, Hunstville who gave a 
presentation on Impact Assessment, The Road to 
Cooperative Risk Management. 

5. Some Highlights from Mr. Healy's presentation 
follow. A copy of the handout is forwarded with these 
minutes. 

- Object was to provide an overview of UXO 
evaluation and cost analysis and show how we got where 
we are today, and also the pilot study being done at 
the Ash Landfill 
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- Project goals 
Determine sites that have potential for 

Ordnance and Explosives. 
Characterize each site. 
Perform remediation with regard to Ordnance 

and Explosive Threats. 

- Haz Tox (Hazardous Toxic and Radiological Waste) 
refers to chemicals, solvents and metals waste 

VE (0rd11a11ce arid Explosives) refers to 01U11a11ce 

waste. 

- Characterization Process: 

First do Archives Search Report, search past 
records, i.e., what kind of explosives 

Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) . 
Investigation do sampling of how much ordnance. How 
determine cost to eliminate at the site. 

- Remediation: 

No further Action. Always have. 
baseline to measure others 

Its is a 

Control. You may have something out there but 
it is too small a threat so you have maintain control. 

Removal where you would do an actual removal. 

- Archives Search Report (ASR) completed 
Dec 98. Visited Washington, D.C. also, not just local 
information. Did an extensive search. Identified 13 
sites with a potential for OE. These are listed in the 
handout. 

Also highlighted general process phase for 
EE/CA. An EE/CA normally takes about a year. 

- Geophysical test plot completed in January. 
Planted inert versions of ordinance/mock ups. Used at 
the Open Burning Grounds. Parsons evaluated results. 



- 4-

- Work Plans are being prepared and should be done 
shortly. 

- Fieldwork due to begin in April / May 2000 

Phases 
Determination of OE / presence, do sampling to 

see what densities we have. 
Try to determine risk impact. 

Sba1Lcd Lo do a Jil.111 on @rdnanse. mm•e;;s ~sn nss 
difficult to understand. We have completed impact 
analysis. Puts in more relative terms. 

- Make recommendations for future actions. 

- Public review/ input. 

- Action Memorandum states what found and what you 
will do. 

-Hope to complete by Spring 2001. 

Q: Talked about the OB Ground. What kind of 
assurance do you have if you only look at 1-2 ft. 

A: Asked to strip 1 foot off the top . Map 1-2 
feet below that. Small items if equipment only sees 
1-2 feet. Larger items can be seen deeper. On smaller 
sites chances are not going to exist that far . Only 
other way to go across surface 1-2 feet. Go strip 
entire surface. Go 1-2 feet again. Somewhere combine 
levels of information. If something larger you will see 
it. 

Q: 
process? 

A: 

When you say complete by stripping just 
Not actual recommendation? 

Recommendation would begin after that. 

You have this special circumstance in the 
Ammunition Area (SEAD 53), where have magazine igloos, 
used only for storage and shipment of OE into and out 
of the area. You usually don't find concerns. 

- Not typically an OE concern since random tossing 
is against regulations/procedures. 
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- The ammunition storage area was recommended for 
additional characterization because of ASR suggestion 
after magnetometer had registered some "hits" in a 
ditch. The "hits" may be any metal object. 

- Do a statistical sampling. Found hits. Only 
one problem with recommendation for statistical sweep. 
Can't do in an area with random dispersal pattern. Can 
use statistical sampling tor basis or conclusion. 

- You can either go for everything, do nothing or 
control. 

- The ASR recommends a statistical sampling. 
However, this requires a random distribution and this 
is not the case with scenario at SEAD-53. 

Alternatives for a non-random distribution 
scenario: 

Rely on control. 

Partial characterization would increase the 
warm and fuzzy feeling but does not allow basis for 

More likely be a wildlife refuge. 
Could do a 100 % characterization. 

- So what would be the solution. Looking for RAB 
input. 

Way to do characterization. 

1. Grids - random or placed over different plots 
of area brush clearance. Everything below gets taken 
out. 

2. New method-Meandering Path Method. You would 
meander through woods and walk and collect data so you 
can plot and say where you were. Small compact area 
without mass clearing. Don't have to do all the 
clearing. 
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- Utilizing digital instruments. Found the 
correlation good. Worry about whether they could 
locate it too. If can find in test plot, they can find 
others as well. 

- There have been times in other places where test 
plots didn't go as well. 

- Expand different on range as opposed to ammo 

- Ammo area fills with magazines, store different 
UXO. Not allowed to store fuse in same area. Required 
to keep them required distances apart. Range shoot 
item for target practice. Leaves metal behind or a dud 
could be left behind. 

- Tom Battaglia - Reality at SEDA more remote. 
Can be safely picked up and moved. Have yet to find a 
military item fused and explosive at the same time. As 
long as the storage facility doesn't handle improperly, 
you shouldn't have a problem. 

Q: Does DEC have an interest in the ammo area ? 
A: We have not talked to them yet . The last we 

heard from t h e state i s one of s eve r a l applications far 
that area. Right now the last we heard is the state 
doesn't have an interest in that area. Liability issue 
for them. 

Q: Regarding the OB Ground, any debris removed 
with ordnance. 

A: Not removed from the site yet. It is usually 
the very last thing we do on a project. 

- Goes thru 3-4 states. Check by supervisor, then 
by senior UXO supervisor that contractor certifies on 
paper that is inert. We have QA people on this (Fred 
Allen) responsible for checking. Certification would 
certify it is free of any explosives or dangerous 
material. 

Q: Where do you remove it to? 
A: Scrap dealer-it is recyclable. 
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Q: Are there any other closure sites dealing with 
unexploded ordnance? 

A: Kevin responded not aware of any. Not a 
typical ordnance concern. 

Q: Non-special circumstance area - 2-3 feet. 
Transfer unrestricted, uncontrolled or clean? 

A: Don't certify anything except for scrap as we 
far as removing everything to a certain depth. We say 
Llra L we Ira v e clea11ed up to Lire Uep Lit. 

Q: What about Rerenton Arsenal 
A: Keith Hodinott answered released land but did 

have restrictions on land. The year 1974 was 
pre-RCRA, before a lot of environmental laws were here 

- Everything we do is reviewed and approved by 
Defense Department Explosive Safety Board (DDESB). 
There are three default categories of clearing levels: 

1 ft. - wildllife area 
4 ft. - general public 
10 ft. - for construction 

- There are default depths. Depend on what find 
could get unrestricted use. 

- NYS deed restrict run and land under NYS law 
restriction runs with the land. Permanent 
with the deed itself. 

Steve Absolom added that if you go out ammo 
area do less than 100% survey, confidence level doesn't 
change. Put restriction can't dig, put restriction on 
there. Nothing changes--what are you gaining by 
spending more? End result would be a deed restriction 
anyway. 

Q: What happens if something is found anytime 
after the transfer. 

A: The Army is still responsible. They would 
call the sheriff. They would call EOD. If we left 
something, the Army is responsible. Jim Quinn added 
that DOD would be asked to move to site. 
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Q: Any ready to pull out? How do you control it? 
A: Fenceline in tact and Army employee remain 

until rest complete. Maintained through the fence. 
Probably one year before EE/ECA is done. Put out 
public review process. A year and a half before come 
to conclusion on ammo area. 

Q: Has there been any fieldwork done. 
A. October t±ncetrance. Osaa±±y lases 4 5 months. 

Report is 4- 5 months after that. 

Q: Who has authority to see this is what we are 
doing? 

A: Ordnance not as structured. We have used 
CERCLA as basis. We present it to RABS and general 
public for recommendations. Regulators can agree or 
disagree. Ultimate authority DOD Explosive Safety 
Board. Congress mandated. Made up of technical 
experts to oversee across the country. 

6. Mr. Absolom introduced Mr. Rob Wilcox who gave the 
next presentation on Impact Assessment, The Road of 
Cooperative Risk Management. A copy of his handout is 
provided with these minutes. This is a portion of 
decision process after you do the site 
characterization. Some highlights of Mr. Wilcox's 
presentation: 

- Everyone wants to avoid an OE accident. 
Communication failures are common. These failures are 
a result of attitude. 

ordnance 
hazards. 

Need to learn the community needs assessed with 
hazard, minimize the risk, manage residual 
It is a continuous process. 

- Profile of Ordnance Accident. Dangerous stuff. 
Not something you want out in the public sector. Humans 
cause detonation. There have been 14-17 deaths since 
1945. Land that has been released. That is 17 deaths 
in 55 years. Now have a low probability of accidents. 
Avoid consequences. Human behavior is the key item . 
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- Some contribution factors for potential for an 
OE accident: 

Site stability - i.e, erosion causes problems. 
Ordnance sensitivity - not fuzed, not 

sensitive. Not fused, not armed. Smaller bullets more 
sensitive . 

rules . 

Ordnance Density - More you have the bigger the 

Ordnance Distribution- How many per unit area. 
Individual Behavior - problems if don't follow 

Commitment 
Institutional Behavior 

Site access - who has access, how get in there. 
Site Use - how its used, people issue 

- In San Diego in 1983 two children were killed . 
Brought in wrongful loss lawsuit. The Government was 
dismissed . Three clearance efforts were done before 
property was released. Judge ruled the government did 
all it could do . 

- Problems go with the law . Superfund Amended . 
Gives DOD responsibility that far exceeds aut h ori ty to 
deal with it. We cannot deal with any of this if we 
don't get right of entry from the landowner . Need to 
work with the state and government landowners . 

- Because OD behavior issue rules on state and 
governmental level. 

- It is our responsibility make it as safe as we 
can and everyone do what they can to do it . 

Event Tree -

Presence . If not present, no OE acc ident 

Access. No people, no possibilit y o f accide nt 

Behavior . If appropriate no a c cident 
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- If not present, no accident. These are all 
dependent on eachother. 

- Now ordnance there. Can resolve by taking away? 
Can't get 100%. Access restriction to deal with. 

- Behavior also applies to institutional behavior. 
No way to guarantee. 

- Should have alternatives to cover strategies to 
eliminate chance or accident. 

- Confidence in program. 

7. Mr. Absolom opened the floor for open discussion. 

8. The meeting was adjourned at approximately 
9:15 p.m. The next RAB meeting with both government 
and community members will be on March 21, 2000, at the 
Community Club at 7:00 p.m. 

Enclosure 

APPROVED AS SUBMITTED: 

STEPHEN M. ABSOLOM 
U.S. Army Co-Chair 

Respectfully submitted, 

LAURA J. SPOSATO 
Recording Secretary 

RICHARD A. DURST 
Community Co-Chair 
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I Everyone wants to avoid an OE accident 
I ProperUv Owners 
I Regulators 
I Comm nity Leaders 
I Other takeholders 
I Resporlders 

I Commur1ication failures are common 
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Attitude 

I Ordnance reiponse is exclusi~ely a safety issue. 

II Stakeholder nput is only valu~ble after we have 
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l etc. 
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Ordnance and Explosives (OE) - Bombs 

missiles; artillery an mortar; rocket ammunition, mines; de olition charges, pyrotechnics, grenades; 
containerized and u ontainerized explosives and propellan s; military chemical agents; and all 
similar and related i ms or components ex losiv · r e ise desi ed to cause <lama e 
to ersonnel or m Soils with explosive constituents e considered OE if the concentration is 
sufficient to be react e and present an imminent safety h d. 

Unexploded Oldnance (UX O) - An item lof ordnance which has failed to function 
as designed or has b en abandoned or discarded and is still ~apable of functioning and causing injury 
to personnel or mate · al. 

uxo Personn~l - Graduates of the us Naval Explo~ives Ordnance Disposal (EOD) school at 
Indianhead, Maryl 

nfii.., 
10, ..,,. 

/6¾ 



racterization/Re 

• Characteriz tion 

Archives Search Report 

Engineer ng Evaluation/Cost Atialysis 

• Remediatio 

No Furtitr Action 
- Controls 

-Removal 



• Archives Sdp,rch Report (ASR) 

Completdd December 1998 

Searche~I records, archive files, t0nducted interviews 

IdentifieJ 13 sites with a potential for OE 



.. JJ'!-t:. 1!!::f!E:~:••fJ~~~~:•IJI• 
I~-~:~\ ~~r;;:~~~2 Range ( EAD-57) /'L!!IIW~,~0+,rx,-"". 
I\ f~ 

\ EOD Area #3 · 13 L;;,eJ> 

• OD Grounds (SEAD- 5) 

, Burial Area near Indi Creek 

t Grenade Range - fl'l ,, r ---
Deactivation Furnace (SEAD's-16 and 17), \ 

Ammunition Area (S AD-53)- ¥ -~ 
Small Arms Range (S AD-46)~ 3.~ rQC,~~~ Rrt-N~~ 

Former Liquid Propel ant Storage Area {SEAD-43) o> 

Former QA Function est RangefSEAD-44A) (2) 

OB Grounds (SEAD- 3) (3) ~ 

Notes: 

1>F 

( 1) Characterized as part ofle Prison Sites Effort in Early 1999. Will be recommepded as "No Further Action" 

(2) Characterized as part of e Prison Sites Effort in Early 1999: Will begin a rem9val in April/May 2000 

(3) Currently undergoing a moval. Completion expected by late summer 2000 

")_~~-.\~ 

o"­
t 

7!1""'~ 

50 C8-'L 

~ 

f (Y1ALl­
/tffl1$ 



Ch 1~ · • • D ar a(;" t e rzZ'Ql:ltl:/ti&:1i,i,, 

• Work Plans llcurrently being prepar~d. -rv~, ,. 

• Field work ~ue to begin in April/Mjay 2000 

• Phases 

determimjltion of OE presence/prf j ect densities 

determinJltion of risks/impacts 

f\ \,)~?-Be ~ 

,.(}---.,A/ ' ' ( ~o" 
recomme · dations for future acti1ns 

public re iew/input 

Action 

• completion ~y spring 2001 (?) 

~ \__ \ ~ ?,,:/,,- L, ,A 

/ 

t ti~(.- \l)t,l'\) c;~ 

--



• Special Cirrstance - Ammuniti 
.... .. . , ,,:.;,:,:,;.;.::::::::·-·. 

enced-in, area 

- Only storale and shipment of OE into land out of the area 

- Not typica ly an OE concern since "raf dom tossing" is 

against gulations/procedures 

- Recomme ded for additional characte ization because of 

ASR su gestion that a magnetomet r registered "hits" _ 

in one of the ditches in "D" Row. Aft. ~ 

, CUft'I M~ - -fj- ~ ctr~ 
y:r:e,\l~My, 

(f() 



Characterization Phase: 

; ::::::::: : :::: :: ::::: : : : :::::;:::::::: :: : :: 

S ················1•:c•··· ··········· • pec1a ···· ····1r~ 

- ASRreco ......... 

statistic ly-based sampling effort r9quires a random distribution. 

This is t the case with any potentir l deposition scenario 

at SEA -53. 

- Characteriiation alternatives for a non-trandom distribution 
. 

scenario 

characterization (rely on c ntrols) 

o Pdrtial characterization - incr ases the "warm and fuzzy" 

eeling but still does not all w a statistical basis for 

onclusions. 

o 1,0% characterization 



Charabterizati0n Phase: 

• Special Cirqlumstance - Ammuniti1n Area ( continued) 
- What Solufion ?? }--D 

- RAB Inpul ?? 

,~ 

• 
I) 

I 

·~ 

~ 

- ~ I -~'fr! nchn;c.1GG'i#--· 

I<~ f;: ~ l f ~'1"'<A/ 5,L -r ~ -



Sewa1ge Sludge Waste Piles 
SEAD-

Stephen M. Absblom 

BRA~ Environmental Coordinator 
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MAJOR WATERWAY 
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UNPAVED ROAD 

~ BRUSH llNE 

··················· LANDFUL EXTENTS 

RAILROAD 

--- 764 ---- GROUND SURFACE 
ELEVATION CONTOUR 

" 0 8 
ROAD SIGN DECIDOUS TREE GUIDE POST 

,R. ® + 
FIRE lMlRANT MANHOLE CORDINATE GRID 

0 
POLE 

D 
tlTillTY BOX 

-0-
oVE!iffl:An tlTillTY 

POLE 

(250' GRID) 

0 
IIAIUJOX/RR SIGNAL 

- - - - - - SEISMIC PROFILE 

52. _g sa 1.QO 

<feet) 

~PARSCNS 

PARSCNS l!NGINl!ERING SClENCJ!, INC. 
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FIGURE 2.3-1 
SEAD-5 SEWAGE SLUDGE WASTE PILES 
LOCATION OF GEOPHYSICAL SURVEYS 
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Site Characterization 

• 5-6 sewa e sludge piles ra ge 5-10 ft high 

• Entire sit approximately 00 ft by 200 ft 

• Sludge s stockpiled dur ng the early 
1980's 

• Sewage udge was remov d from drying 
beds at t o depot sewage reatment plants 
and trans orted to this site 



Site CTharacterization ( cont.) 

• Contamirlants of concern are copper, 
mercury, 11silver, and zinc 

• Results o testing showed Do im 
groundw ter or subsurface I soils 
~ D 0ClC- , lj--, ff/YJ <.S/<9'6?' f"-e__ -

• No immi en'f or substantiaf endan&erment 
present ½v/YJ~ ~~ 

-~:i~rlisiiOn-time-criticaI 



Engitjeering Evalu1ation/Cost 
nalysis (E CA) 

CVG/0//tJ{_ /l;J o-vd O MldYZ- 04 -/2 90 \ 
Outlines a non-time-critic 1 Removal 
Action t clean up the Slu ge Piles 

• Draft E CA dated Febru ry 22, 2000 sent 
to regul ors (2 pages) 

• Approv Memorandum ( l page) justifies 
need to· erform an EE/C 

• NY Stat DEC commente on EE/CA and 
want cle n up levels dow to TAGM values 
~ /J6/!J-11, -u ,,oop_,,, VUCMu , 

Guot1 ~ 1 J t;'f-Mvuo -
~ d cnu-n & c-01chs . 
-ccr/2 6U /JitdN 0 C24?1~ q , 



S/a.Lal ~ ~ do 0/UlYha-Ua__f tlc/2~ , 
&do-t ~ ~ o l____,L-.,<£r"JaA/C zt, 

Removal Adtion 

• Excavati n and off-site dis osal was chosen 
as the pr f erred remedial a temative 

• It is the ost cost-effectiv~ method for the 
small vol me of material 

• Confirm ory samples willl be taken 

• There wi I be a 30-day pul)lic comment 
period be ore the EE/CA is finalized 

S27 / ~ ~a;:;1 ,/? »P)JTat-? ~x 
fl'.:, :j_-M, --??;6 ~ .3&,0 ~~ ,tr~ 

~OlA.,:0 z .YTl07l ,-/{)--( ~o e/s 7V 0~ 

cYJcvi~~:¥° ~ J~/2:2/ -AA I ~ A~ 
I 



Charbcterizati~;!::t;i;~,-:: 

Restoratlon Advisory Botlrd Presentation 

15 February 21000 



• To determi 
Explosives 

sites that have a pote~tiarll~ 

• To characte1ize each site with regaid to the 
presence/ab ence of Ordnance and [Explosives 

• _ To perform temediation with -regara to Ordnance and 
Explosives heats 



Ordnance and xplosives (OE) - Bombs 

missiles; artillery an mortar; rocket ammunition, mines; de olition charges, pyrotechnics, grenades; 
containerized and u ontainerized explosives and propellan s; military chemical agents; and all 
similar and related i ms or components, explosive in natur or otherwise designed to cause damage 
to personnel or mate · al. Soils with explosive constituents e considered OE if the concentration is 
sufficient to be react e and present an imminent safety haz rd. 

Unexploded Otdnance (UX O) - An item lof ordnance which has failed to function 
as designed or has b en abandoned or discarded and is still 4apable of functioning and causing injury 
to personnel or mate · al. 

ux O P ersonn~l - Graduates of the us Naval Explo~ives Ordnance Disposal (EOD) school at 
Indianhead, Maryl 



racterization/Re 

• Characteriz tion 

Archives Search Report 

Engineer ng Evaluation/Cost Atj.alysis 

• Remediatio 

No Furthtr Action 

Controls 

Removal 



• Archives S~~rch Report (ASR) 

Completdd December 1998 

Searchedllrecords, archive files, ¢onducted interviews 

Identified 13 sites with a potential for OE 



Former EOD Range (1EAD-57) 

EODArea#2 

EODArea#3 

OD Grounds (SEAD-15) 

Burial Area near lndi 

Grenade Range 

Deactivation Furnace (SEAD' s-16 and 17) 

Ammunition Area (S -53) 

Small Arms Range (S AD-46) 

Former Liquid Propel t Storage Area (SEAD-43) c1) 

Former QA Function est Range (SEAD-44A) (2) 

OB Grounds (SEAD- 3) (3) 

Notes: 

(l) Characterized as part oflPrison Sites Effort in Early 1999. Will be recommetjded as "No Further Action" 
(2) Characterized as part of Prison Sites Effort in Early 1999. Will begin a remoyal in April/May 2000 

(3) Currently undergoing a oval. Completion expected by late summer 2000 



. . . 

•• • 

• , .. , 

• Field work i ue to begin in April!Mjay 2000 

• Phases 

determimfion of OE presence/prpject densities 

determinJ:ion of risks/impacts 

recomme dations for future acti~ns 

public re · ew/input 

Action orandum 

• completion y spring 2001 (?) 



• Special Cirqlumstance - Ammunitidn Area 

enced-in, area 

- Only stora e and shipment of OE into land out of the area 

- Not typica y an OE concern since "raydom tossing" is 

against gulations/procedures 

- Recomme ded for additional characterization because of 

ASR su gestion that a magnetomet~r registered "hits" 

in one o the ditches in "D" Row. 



.. 

Characterization Phase: 

ASR -ll- d " tat· t· 1 1· '' y•:r "===:c.;=======-:air - reco1wuen s a s 1s 1ca samp g . unre :: =-== :· •• -~i 
i If l 1 l Ii\ i I fff?it:i:::::=::::::=::?.~==:=::;.::, .. 

statistic ly-based sampling effort r quires a random distribution. 

This is t the case with any potenti I deposition scenario 

at SEA -53. 

- Characteri21ation alternatives for a non~random distribution 
. 

scenario 

o N1 characterization (rely on c ntrols) 

o Pdrtial characterization - incr ases the "warm and fuzzy" 

eeling but still does not all w a statistical basis for 

onclusions. 

o 1 Jo% characterization 



Characterization Phase: 

• Special Cir mstance - Ammunitiof Area ( continued) 
- What Solu ion ?? 

- RAB lnpu ?? 



Iinpact Assessment 

The Road t 

CooJerative Risk Management 

Rob Wilcox 
CEHNC-OE-C 



Common Gbals 

• Everyon wants to avoid ap- OE accident 
- Propert Owners 

-Regula 

- Comm ity Leaders 

- Other S akeholders 

- Respon ers 

• Communlication failures ane common 



Attitude 

I Ordnance re~ponse is exclusi~ely a safety issue. 

ifJ Stakeholder nput is only valu~ble after we have 
11 characterize the site and selepted a plan. 

i~i Stakeholder regulators and roperty owners 
II should be m re considerate o our schedule {{){{\ 
1\:i!\l/!illl1etc 
.:~::~•::::::~::::: . 
<~----~~~❖:❖:-: 



ln111erest Group ¥\.ttitudes* 

"\:~_ 

~ 

~ 

Atti-Dude 

• Pdlluters have 
encumbered their 
cor1munities and 
thtereby owe a debt 

• Pdlluters must pay to 
remove all detectable 
contamination 

* Reducing Risk $eptember 1998 Lenny ~iegal 



The A 
Risk Manageme1 Strategy 

• Learn th Mission 

• Minimiz the Risk 

• Manage esidual Hazards 

• It Is a C ntinuous Process 
Applica le to Any SituatiOn and 
Environ ent. 



Potentidl for an OE ccident 
ontributing Fllct 

Site 
Stabil. 

Site Use 

Site 
Access 

sensitivity 

Institutioµal 
Behavidr 

Density 

Ordnance 

Individual 
Behavior 

Commitment 



Direct measureme ts are not 
always pos ible 

41hi. , 
• Blood Pressure 
• Temperature 
• Height 
• Weight 
• Blood Count 
• etc 

Are not 
direct measurements 
of a persons health 

-~ 

They are symptoms that can 
build a case for an assessment of a 

persons health 

Similarly, ~e will measure "prottjctiveness" indirectly 



\
:-:• I•:/ / 
"\ ::- / / -2:c, _ 

Protectiveness 

• Future Without Project 
Conditi n 

• Selected Alternative 
Project ondition 

• The Dif erence Defines 
the Imp ct or Benefit! 



Medsuring Protebtiveness 

The way we wish it were. 

Best The way it is! Worst 

No distinct boundary 

Try for Improvement 

1illllllllllll11111illi~rlse •... 
\ / ____..,) 

y? 
• 



Measuring Prote<btiveness 
Ordnance 

iii~iiili1i:i:iiiiiii~ii:iiii:11:: 
EC EC EC EC 

11111:1■1~111111■11::::':::~1111~:1111:1 1 

1 ! ~ 
111r•••1 ~ 1 l I t 

EC = Existing Co 
;> 1 No Change Significant 

~Improvement ,-

Site 

EC 

~s
. 

ustame 
Improvement 

People 

EC EC EC 

,~I~~ 
• • 

~) ,j f it 
• • • 

. I') ~J...- Needs S2 • Improvement 

• 

r Serious r Deterioration 

assigned by comparison to prqvious 5 year interval 



The Prd>ject Remainjs Protective 
• No Deteri ration 

- Ordnanc Density 

- Ordnanc Distribution 

• Site impro ement 
- V egetatiqn limits access 

- V egetatiqn controls erosion 

• Behavior I proves 
- Agency ommitment is excellent 

- Overall p rsonal responsibility 

- Some ef£ rts need improvement 



.. 

Pr~sentation to the RAB 
March 21, 000 

cological Risk ~ssessment 

ichael Duchesneau, P. E. 

PARSONS ENGINEERIING SCIENCE 



Topics for onight's 
Presen tion 

9 • Ov r0e~~f E;o;ogf cal Risk 
Ass ssment (ERA) 

@ • Su~mary of March 19 Albany Meeting 

• Pretentation has n t been Reviewed 
or Agreed to by EP or NYSDEC 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 



Edological Resources at 
Seneca 

Currelht Ecological Re ourca.:s:: w_ &.lj17 ~ 

• vu1etlands, "Duck Po d" (Migratory Waterfowl) 
• vu1hitetail Deer Herd 

• vu1ild Turkeys, Foxes, Owls, ttawks, Osprey 
~ Jo-/2:!'616Nd J Do7otj!( - '-/2M-do/, ~ 

• Heeder, Kendia, Ken aia and Indian Creeks 
ct~ Jd£1 _ ~c. cY- ?[_'77 7(-0/0 -11' ~4~, 

•/ rutur Land Use Con idergtioris 
"--h?U-u r.-0 ~C-Va...f~~ a ~£,'a cf':;;;,-;. . ~ 

• A prox. 6000 acres f r , 
R creational/Conservation Use 

77 0 / Ml' t1 tkv el 61/ ---.il--n d ,::;.,,,, I __,_,_, 1 0? tZ,u,.;; ~ c,_,/ <J 6 M \ 

~ ~ ~ ?J &/ /U~_- /2~ ~ 
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',·! 

':i, 

,-: 

, :~ 

L cation Ma 

PLANNED INDUSTRIAL 
DEVELOPMENT (PIO) 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 

You Are 

of Land Use 

PRISON 

AIRFIELD SPECIAL EVENTS, 
INSTITUTIONAL AND TRAINING 



hat is Ecolbgical Risk 
Assessthent ? 

7~ ~ 4/fM~ 

A pri cess th~ evalua(es the adverse 
ecol gical effects that may occur or are 
occurring to ecologica receptors as a result 
of eiposure t . ubstances 

~~~;;(' µ)/?a/ ~ ay /I./~ C¼JJ ~ 
d-» ~foca./ C , 

PARSONS ENGINIEERING SCIENCE 



ign1Yicance of cological Risk 
Assessme t (ERA) 

... ,. Nu erous Sites · the Future 
Co servation/Rec eational Area 

• lramsf e1 of Proper y Dependent on 
Re · olution of Risk Issues~~~ 
~ ~ ~. 

ER~ will be "Drive " for Future Risk 
Ma aaement Deci ions 751or >bccft:1/qd-

.... 
"-'ill'~ ~ ~ 

PARSONS ENGINl!IERING SCIENCE 



EcoVoaical Ri 
RAC 

Assessment 
'plexities 

q,/}-t~~ -ro r;u, ~/~~1' 
• More Difficult to do thq1n Human Health ~ 

d ~ ~'I 

CD umerous ReceP, o to Identify and Assess 
rocedu · es Var C mmunity/Population vs 

lr1dividual Evaluatio -~d yOod ~~ 76 
{). ~CUJ ~ hcJ-tAJ ---"'--'U'~~~---

• \.lUidance is New an Evolvina-Ync:1~ ~~ ... 
~ 11~- 011/ ff-/~~ - <:_y-~ ~~r-

• 
1 ,"\xicity Data Lackin for Most Ecological 
eceptors ,,(~ 72f:X/~ ~rvc /,YJ~ 

~ OL.--7 ~~~ ~ d7\ 

• 1v1,ore Uncertain than Human Health 
cA '1 J,/c5 7b /»,:J"1/ &4,C,,, ~ :, .__,_j ~ -S -SI /:).., <;;---

a' 0 r~/'l <--/d,7, ~ ~p~e--/4 a__._p \o 
PARSONS ENGINIERING SCIENCE 
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•i 
·~ 

' 

· ,l 
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Overview of Edological Risk 
Assessmeht (ERA) 

~ ,.....,1 

a,-,~ Ap( ~~ 4 0 ~ --S 

• vvnw I Jn \A/Cl Do Ri Assessment ? 

• Wh t is Ecolo ical isk Assessment ? 

,,ru • Ho Do We Do Ecological Risk 
Ass nt? 

• Ris Assessment versus 

Ris Management ? 

PARSONS ENGINl£ERING SCIENCE 

.,,~Ji 



D Eco 
~~ Assess 

.jj Re · ··• · · ""SUperfun 

gical Risk 
ent? 

-------•- - .. ··-·- -

• "a sess the extent t~ which the release 
pqses a threat to hulman health or the 
e vironment" 

~!:;J0~d .P ~!P~Ouanti,f the hreat Risk) -~~ 
• Used t Establish Acee table Exposure or 

Clean-lup Levels ~ ~ £()})af ~ t:iU/6'-W QbU--. 

• Used tb Evaluate Effectiveness of Proposed 
Remedlial Actions ~ --'-7 + =~ = cU/..d,t/J~ · 

PARSONS ENGINEIERING SCIENCE 



- . ··- -- --- - - - ------ ---

· How Do Do Risk 
Assess ent? 

/L)/J;Ol - !_( ..bfr&; . of-ip.s ' 

entification of hemicals of 
oncern (COC) 
Oal-uak, 

• ttxposure Assessment 
lcro---Pz 0--f 

• 11·oxicity Assessment 

• HKisk Characteri 
cJ ud Q_,CL u) f)o:;t k--..._ 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 
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, I 

I •. 

' ~ 
• 
~ 
1 
-1 
l ., .. 
~ 

' j 
C 

~ 
, 
< 

' 

~~ 

ldetitification of Chemicals of 
Concern (COG) 

C Cvr1 JI clo + /Vuo (J4)J -

• Sarhple and Analy e Soil, 
Gr undwater, Surf ce Water/Sediment 

• Eli inate Non-Det cts 

• Compare Data to Background 
® • "Scteen" Data Agai st Guidelines, 

Sta dards and Grit ria 
. Onf cl O s G n'Y) ~ 1 u>-{ 0 ~ J --~ ~ ()--t,L/1 d Q -l-a_ . VJ-- II <JYY) 1 h cJ-
~ -d Oh h/Jv-....U -fu J 60k oJ com o u Y1 c.ts -fh cJ ~ vi 6h - c0,._ h J _ . 

--t-'4. 1o · ,,. :i c 0 lYI \( J..s ~ 
~OPA~O~~N ERiN~CIEN~ ~acl_~~~ ' -

r'\:,W -('fVJlC h ' ~ ~ 1r ha,,,, L (j> J y1~o( 
1 

~ bu GW '-~ 'L (1 -kE, VV\ -:,) V1 o 'P ~ e,OV1s i ~ 
a~~~ u 



at are the hemicals of 
Concern COG)? 

Hq;··r,<:o"! 

• Pe1roleum and R siduals i,yi ~ fh1d~s 

• 
11Polynuclear Aromati Hydrocarbons (PAH)s 

• Sol~ents 
• Metals -d--Pacl/COqP0A,_ ~lV) , , 

. _ Exd>losives /Usi ciJAoJ--, 1 i) 0 ~ ~ )bUAO\ 

• Pe!ticides and Hbrbicides 

PARSONS ENGINllERING SCIENCE 



osure Assessment 

• 1r-Yposure Pathw~· . .1.. '1' ~ 
• l_ngestion -s~ )wc1'7 ~wJ. 'M~iu..Q_ 

1 

• Inhalation +~ n6~ 

• Dermal Contact 

• 111 i me for Exposure 1 ~ ow )l¾M_o0 ~ fa ---9-<JP'&S l-vu__, 

~ ~ ___../4.<> w ho..;l- ~ -+ 

• 
11:oncentration of C Cs at Exposure Point 

~ l · Rea~onable ~a~imum Ex~osure; _95th Upper 0 w f> Confidence L1m1t of the Anthemet1c Mean 

)'r--e ¾ ~ OvY\--5 ~Ct x<- "' . 
/VJ~ -J> ~ eJ --t ~ UY'-1 ~ r ~ " 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 
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~ . 

• 

T')P ~ ,Pr . u;J },~ h d ~ -

_,ample ep esentative 
Ecological Ff eceptors 

ece tor 

Red Tailed Hawk 

Rewesents 

Raptors 
Eastern Cottontail I Large Mammals 

Shrew I Small Mammals 
D erMouse 

C eek Chub 

PARSONS ENGINEIERING SCIENCE 

Small Mammals 

Fish 



~~~ G+---4=) 

cologic8/ f+Xposure 
Scenarios 

kc.Jo~ 
TO~'\ 

Ingestion 

Skin conttct with soil 

Ingestion 

lnhalatiojof dust and vapors 

Contact th surface water 

quantitatively 

qualitatively 

way 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 

X 

0 

X 

0 

Creek Chub -s y'Ylo._,LL 
VV\ '()Y'\<r1..,U 

X 



cl 6t-YO 

Jj xicity Assessment 

• vvn~t is a "Safe" Level of COCs ? 
• 

1numans 

(
Reference Dose for Non-Carcinogens 
tr?A ---h<J.<> -t-s-fa.b)s J...i c{ -}-~ 

Slope Factors for C rcinogens 

• 
1r-cological Receptor -Y)~ (),<) c.L~ e,,u:)-

• No O erved Advers Effects Level (NOAEL) 
~ Y\ t)"tl Cv" a....-ct.0 ~ \J--<U.. 

• Lowest Observed Ad erse Effects Level (LOAE~) 

• Eco o ical Rece t int ? 
O-l--lvi W -b c iiJ. c tt> y,_, - po~ °'-i 6V\ 0-h,1 _ 

PARSONS ENGIN 

6); \;vho:l ~ s\o 
~J w~ [ P _f\ 

\}J-J1($°"S"­

RING SCIENCE 

~o~M 
~h ~ Jo~ V£ 

- . -A.a Sic>~ ~qc__1+1_ 9-UIOj2-P ~ 
_J__,, \J:.rf'.\ ~ G wo~MV\ ~ bi1 
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Uncertainties wlth Calculation 

• Ddl COC accurate! represent 
Ex osure Concen rations? 
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lsan E 
kAssess 
2; Screening Level 

Ecological 
ent Done? 

.,!J • Pro~lem. Definition,_Exp~surr Assessme~t and~ 

;ii~Step 3 ~roblem Formulation 
I 

• Toxllcity Eval., Conceptual M?del, Assessment Endpoints 

• Step 4 ~tudy Design; Workplan 
oints ,Toxicity Study, P pulation Study, Tissue Sampling 

c\o -,4., :=::ti].,,;:,,//~ ield Sampling ---u-rr--A-• Step 5 

• Step 6 ite Investigation and Data Analysis 
. • Step 7 isk Characterization 
• Step 8 isk Management 
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'PA Ecolodtical Risk 
Asses ent 

• Preliminary As*ssment 
• Site Inspection 
• NPL Listing 

II. II I CP!2 SEDA u)/~ 

Remedial Investigation easibility Study 

RI/FS 
Scoring 

SCREENING 
ECOLOGICAL 

RISK ASSESSMENT 
(STEPS 1 & 2) 

PROBLEM 
FORMULATION AN 

STUDY DESIGN 
(STEPS 3 & 4) 
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( ~ ~ 0.AJ 
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WP 
and 
SAP 

Site 
Investigation 

Esta~lish 
Rem dial 
Obie tives 

FIELD 
VERIFICATION 

(STEP 5) 

ANALYSIS OF 
EXPOSURE AND EFF~CTS 
RISK CHARACTERIZ~TION 

(STEPS 6 & 7) 

) -h ~' 
~ ---..,I 

Development 
and Analysis 
of Alternatives 

Conduct Risk 
Evaluation of 

Remedial 
Alternatives 

TO: 
• Remedy Selection 
• Record of Decision 
• Remedial Design 
• Remedial Action 

Ecological 
Monitoring 



owI1ls a NYSDEC Ecological 
Ri'sk Assessfnent Done? 

-r~-P 
Step 

' , ' ·~1 ,,, ·1' 

ad fl 0--;;:, °'-- .5 S1~ 
- Site Description 

• •dentify Ecological Resources Present 

tep E> Contaminant-Spelcific Impact Assessment 

~ p 

athway Analysis, Criteri -Specific Analysis,Toxic Effect 

nalyf~ S~~Y,~e~o_EJ dQ.klc,,, _ ~:,;~ r~, 
- Ecological Effect of Remedial Alternatives 

• Step - Fish and Wildlife equirements for 
Implementation o Remedial Actions 

- Monitoring Progr m 
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ow sa NYSD 
Ri kAssessm 

STEP1 
SITE 

DESCRIPTION 

NO 

IDENTIFY F & W 
REGULATORY CRITERIA 

STEP 2 CONTAMINANT II JIii PATHWAY ANALYSIS 

SPECIFIC ANALYSIS 

STEP 3 EVALUATION OF 
ALTERNATIVES 

CRITERIA SPECIFIC 
ANALYSIS 

C Ecological 
nt Done? 

NO .--. 

YES .--.. 

END 

ANALYSIS OF TOXIC EFFECTSi.,i , YES 

STEP 4 DESIGN AND 1 11 _ 

CONSTRUCTION 

STEP 5 MONITORING 
PROGRAM 

CWC\S,~ \~ ~U . D '(v16 0-,a-

END 

NO 

END 
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isk Assessment 
ment 

isk Aslsessment - Yi ~ tc}_, 

• Pro ss of Quantifying T~reat due to Exposure 
from Releases 

• Hu an Health and Ecolo ical Conditions Assessed 
o~ -+~ -'-<'.> d_::t ,f~ o{() t,-sh 7VVvt, 

• Risk M nagement (Deci ion Making) 
• lnvo ves Selecting a Gou se of Action 

• Con ider Social, Legal, Political, Economic Factors 
• Wei hts Benefits vs Liabi ities 

• PTof4h~f8n-ar.1udgement [tJlay be Involved 
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Basi for Meetin 
March 9, 

in Albany 
000 

• Lots t do; Not much·-·trrf,8 to do it 

• Strea line Process for future ERAs 
~➔ • ake ERAs less Com licated 

• Unae 1-sfaild Requiremelnts for ERAs 
• 

1
'\

11ew EPA Guidance J~ne 1997 & Oct. 1999 
• r-1,•dpoint Measureme~t 

• r-1, 1pulation Effects vs Individual Evaluation 

• u 1~lued Ecological Re ources 
. (\.QC,i._,p~ (Y) ~ Y)~ ~ i) ~ .... 

• lnteg~ate NYSDc.C Re uirements with EPA 
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Meeting S mmary 
N'f SDEC Re uirements 

a-L • All Resources are alued 
~,.1 

sfferl_ hos • ccA&J;;"-Fo°c;;;'&n+h (Juatic Receptors 

• Pri te dividu lations 
-, v1~ m6 (,(~ J ...U-C.,, 

• Co pare each Sa pie to Available 
G ·delines, Criteria Standards 

•
11 Will Consider Al rnative Criteria 

•
11

~ ess Reliance o Numerical Risk 
I D . . . b . t . s on~ . .. . ec1s1on ,s ec 1ve - ;a-, 0 65s ,~,ov1--, 
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Meeting S mmary 
EPA Requi ements 

.. L --·-····--·· .. ·-··--··•·-•-·-----·---...... .,7 .,,"; 't"""ffl'l:,~ 
All Rt!sources are valued 

f!e/y pn Numerical Risk Calculation 
J _ 

Rea/lee 8-Sten nraCess is not 
'~~ '-4 I SEDA 
(Y \\(\~ 

~ • N Longer Expect xicity Studies 

• Willi g to Accept " creening" ERA 
(;)/µ cYp_ r-~ ~ 
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Meeting S mmary 
Army Per. pective 

JiQ~~ SJ! too1-'lCJ~~qre$ning ERAs 
• Will onsider doin future 

Pop lation and/or oxicity Studies 

• L}k;lJ f ;;;t ~~~ i ;;;~; be 
~ ~, Delajted due to Re olution of 
~% Eco/4'gical Factors 
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MINUTES 
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD 

April 18, 2000 MEETING 

1. ATTENDANCE: 

Government RAB Members Present: 
LTC Brian K. Frank, SEDA Commander 
Stephen M. Absolom, BRAC Environmental 
Coordinator, SEDA/Army Co-Chair 

Cammnnity RAB Members Present: 
Patricia Jones, Bob Mccann, Ken Riemer, 
Dave Schneider, Jan Schneider, Fred Swain, 
Henry Van Ness 

Community RAB Members Not Present: 
Richard Durst, Community Co-Chair (excused), 
Antje Baeumner (excused), 
Jeffrey Beall (excused), 
Brian Dombrowski (excused), Russell Miller, 
Frank Ives (excused), 
Karen Tackett (excused), Ray A. Young (excused), 
Frankie Young-Long (excused), David Wagner 

Environmental Support Personnel Present: 
Michael Duchesneau, Parsons Engineering Science, 

Inc. 
Julio Vasquez, Envirornnenlal Protection Agency 
Steve Paszko, NYS Department of Environmental 

Conservation 
Dan Geraghty, NYS Department of Health 
Randy Battaglia, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 

New York District 
Laura Sposato, Recording Secretary 

Community Support (from sign-in sheet) 

Neil Chaffee, Ithaca Journal 
Heather Clark, Cornell University, Ithaca, NY 
Ronald Enslow, Waterloo, NY 

Visitors: 

None. 
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2. LTC Brian K. Frank, provided the opening remarks 
and then asked for introductions of all attending. 

3. Mr. Absolom outlined the agenda and mentioned that 
the second presentation scheduled for the evening will 
be given at another time. He asked if there were any 
comments or changes to the minutes from the March 
meeting. There were no changes and the minutes were 
signed and oeill be catcrui ines idie roeerd Jiben 
Dr. Durst signs them. 

4. Mr. Michael Duchesneau gave a presentation on the 
Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for the Ash 
Landfill. A copy of the handout provided is forwarded 
with these minutes. fiighlights from Mr. Duchesneau's 
presentation follow: 

Will be doing a separate public meeting on the 
PRAP when it is approved by EPA and looking for public 
comment. 

- He wanted to provide the group an idea of where 
PRAP and ROD fit in the process. What he was 
presenting will be subject to a public hearing and 
re sponses to comments from t he public. 

The CERCLA or Superfund Process is a risk-based 
process. The point we are currently at is the PRAP 
which is the decision making portion of the process. 
It is a result of identification, investigating, and 
evaluating alternatives. 

The Ash Landfill site is located on the western 
portion of the depot boundary. 

It is a unique site. It is one of the first 
sites identified during the identification process. 
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It encompasses several SWMU's (non-combustible 
fill landfill, debris piles or incinerator building, 
Cooling pond). Several different activities went on 
here. It was combined into an operable unit and was 
investigated all at the same time. 

Groundwater plume - Groundwater had been 
impacted with chemicals, i.e., chlorinated solvents. 
As rain mixes with it, solvent dissolves and gets into 
QIOUlidWaLer. f [ follows the slope cf URS ~;;:0 1md: 12tcr 

and you end up with a plume. In this area we excavated 
soil, heated it up, and removed solvents from soil. 
The concentrations dropped. Recent data shows it is 
going down more. 

The Ash Landfill is a former trash incinerator 
located within the conservation land use area . Areas 
of concern were chlorinated voes in groundwater and 
metal and polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons in 
landfill. 

The voe source area was eliminated in 1995 . 
They implemented a reactive iron trench study and 
completed it in the spring of 2000. 

Traah was brongbt to the site and buried in 
incinerator. 
We found PAHs, 
combustion. 

Stuff not buried was put in a landfill. 
which is a product of incomplete 

They did a lot of soil sampling and groundwater 
monitoring and well sampling . 

Looked at the current and future population 
usage . With future landuse, on-site resident won't 
happen here. 

Q: Do you feel the study was successful? 
A: Yes . 
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The non-carcinogenic ha zard index is 1. Sum of 
all exposures is less than 1.0 in order to meet 
acceptance from EPA. Anything less than one is 
acceptable. 

Most cancer risk due to ingestion o f 
contaminated groundwater. 

Problem is the reading for future on-site 
resident ± al It om vo±a ti ±es. To Lal hazar El ~ri li:l:ii ·: r 12 s Q ? 
which is why they did the IRM. 

In summary , no endangered threatened spec ies 
present. 

Concluded there were no observed impacts to t h e 
ecological community. 

All human health risk were within EPA target 
range, except for residential scenario. 

Potential risk to ecological receptors due t o 
metals in shallow soil, no observed impacts. 

Q: Right now, plan on no one living there ? 
A : Yes, havs talked abant it . Put in town zoning 

when transfer disclosure and recommendations. 
Mr. Absolom mentioned that the best we can do is put i n 
the deed a restriction not to use groundwater for 
consumption . Army maintains responsibility to make 
sure no one using it. Look to community to enforce. 
For the Army, reuse plan, zoning bid could establish 
zoning to restrict residents in that area . Could 
approve or say no. Best way to accomplish this is 
zoning. A planning board or planning inspector looks 
at that before you would build a house. With zoning i n 
place, you have assurance if control over future use of 
that property . 

ROD has to be reviewed every five years. If 
restrict groundwater, have a groundwater monitoring 
program forever. We are at a point where we can on ly 
go so far. 
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Q: Can someone from Army contact the planning 
board? They are concerned. 

A: We will look into that. You have to remember 
we are only talking about the ash landfill, not the 
whole conservation area. 

Our objectives are to reduce risk level for 
current and intended future receptors, to reduce 
groundwater concentrations to New York State GA 
Gfbdtidwater SLarrdards, atrei p2aus11:t¥J sff sits rojgratior 
of voe plume. 

We are looking at 770 cubic yards of soil to be 

remediated. 

We did an interim removal action in June 1995 
where 35,000 tons of soil were treated using low 
Temperature Thermal Desorption (LTTD) . 

We are looking at a land use restriction for 
groundwater and soil. 

We are also looking at Source Contract 
Alternative 5 (SC-5) excavation and off-site disposal 
of debris/piles/vegetative soil cap for ash landfill 
and NCFL , They wonJd pnt in a 12 in vegetative cover 
to prevent exposure from burrowing animals and humans. 
It makes sense because metals are not leaching. They 
want to prevent exposure and it is most cost effective. 

Also, MC-3a. In-situ reactive barrier wall, 
monitoring for+ or - ten years to reach GA quality 

Total present worth costs for preferred 
alternative for ash landfill is $1,795,000. See 
handout for breakdown. 

Feel the PRAP is a cost-effective solution. 

It eliminates risks to all receptors by 
preventing exposure with a cover. 

It will have a land use restriction. 
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It will reduce groundwater concentration and 
prevent migration with reactive iron trenches. 

It will do monitoring of plume to assure 

compliance. 

We have found another benefit of reactive 
trench. Trench itself releases hydrogen. By trench 
destroying reactive chemicals (hydrogen), it creates 
anaerobic conditions, whf Cli s Cirnal& Les an;; ;;1,1!:;l:c; i c 
bacteria degrading cholorination. 

In summary, our plan at this point is to write 
up as a PRAP, submit it, get everyone to buy into it, 
and put it out for a 30 day public comment. We would 
then have a public meeting. If it is acceptable, move 
to a ROD which would be a binding contract with the 

Army, EPA and state. 

Q: Will we have an update on a reactive iron 

wall? 
A: We have the data and we will be submitting 

report within another week. The results would be 
similar to what we saw last time. 

Q. Eco l og ica l r e c eptors They will be p art of 

long term monitoring? 
A: They will be part of the evaluation. Will 

monitor groundwater for quality of soil. Establish 
good ground cover. At this point, isolate material . 
Take samples around area excavate and make sure got it 
all. Monitoring downgradiant to see if any leaching 

going on. 

7. Mr. Absolom opened the floor for discussion. 

Q: Regarding the letter to the editor in the 
newspaper I saw where the board was passing an item 
about opening the road? Is that true??? 

A: That is a true statement. There was a 
resolution that the IDA consider that at an appropriate 

time. 
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Q: Won't the road hurt the white deer population? 
A: It is located where the new sewage treatment 

plant is. 

Q: Some of us have received and some of us 
haven't received an ATSDR Final report? 

A: Everyone on the RAB should be receiving in the 
mail from ATSDR a final report. The survey enclosed 
with it was basically your comments on how they did 

Q: Regarding the deer study, did Cornell have 
tissue samples? 

A: Only sampling is blood sample, no tissue 
samples. 

Q: On the radio, they mentioned SEDA as a 
possible site for the new Seneca County jail . What is 
the story on that? 

A: Pat Jones, SCIDA, responded that right now 
they are looking at several sites. 

Mr. Absolom mentioned the for the next meeting 
for members to start thinking about a future site to 
hold future RAB meetings ... would take affect around 
Septemb@r timefraroe as the NCO Club will be laid away 
(closed), i.e., schools, libraries, etc. We will talk 
about it at the next meeting. 

Mr. Absolom also mentioned that the June 
meeting hopefully will be the public meeting on the Ash 
Landfill. Because of summer, we typically don't meet 
in July or August. We will discuss all this next 
month. 

Next month, Heather Clark, a graduate student at 
Cornell University will be giving a presentation 
regarding her thesis on evaluating RABs. 
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8. The meeting was adjourned at approximately 
8:30 p.m. The next RAB meeting with both government 
and community members will be on April 18, 2000, at the 
Community Club at 7:00 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Bnclosarc 
Recording Secretary 

APPROVED AS suy 
~ RI ~A.DURST 
U. S . Army Co-Chair Community Co-Chair 

--



Prdsentation to the RAB 
March 21, 000 

---~ological Risk ~ssessment 

ichael Duchesheau, P. E. 
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opics for onight's 
Present tion 

• Ovetview of Ecological Risk 
Ass~ssment (ERA) 

i.- • Sunjmary of March 9 Albany Meeting 

• Pre!:ientation has n t been Reviewed 
or Abreed to by EP or NYSDEC 
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Edological Resources at 
Seneca 

• Currett Ecological Resource 
• W tlands, "Duck Pon~" (Migratory Waterfowl) 
• W~itetail Deer Herd 

• wlid Turkeys, Foxes, Owls, Hawks, Osprey 

• Rdeder, Kendig, Ken aia and Indian Creeks 

• Futur Land Use Considerations 
• A prox. 6000 acres f(1)r 

R creational/Conser\Aation Use 
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Lotation Map of Land Use 

PLANNED INDUSTRIAL 
DEVELOPMENT (PIO) 
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PRISON 

AIRFIELD SPECIAL EVENTS, 
INSTITUTIONAL AND TRAINING 



at is Eco/Ogical Risk 
Assessl7lent ? 

A prot:;ess that eva/uat~s the adverse 
ecolobical effects that ay occur or are 
occunring to ecological eceptors as a result 
of exibosure to hazardo s substances 
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EcoAogical Risk Assessment 
ERA) Cof11plexities 

• More ifficult to do th n Human Health 
• N merous Receptor to Identify and Assess 

• Pdocedures Vary; Co munity/Population vs 
ln~ividual Evaluation 

• GLidance is New an Evolving 

• Tdxicity Data Lackin for Most Ecological 
Rtceptors 

• M re Uncertain than Human Health 
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Overview of Ecblogical Risk 
Assessmetr1t (ERA) 

. Do We Do Risk Assessment ? 

· • Wh is Ecological Risk Assessment ? 

• Ho Do We Do Ecol~gical Risk 
Ass ssment? 

• Risk Assessment verrus 

Risk Management ? 
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'Y Do Ecol · gica/ Risk 
Assess~ent? 

• "a~sess the extent t which the release 
poies a threat to hu an health or the 
environment" 

• Neede~ to Quantify the hreat (Risk) 

• Used td Establish Accep able Exposure or 
Clean- p Levels 

. • Used t Evaluate Effecti~eness of Proposed 
Remedllal Actions 

PARSONS ENGINEE!IRING SCIENCE 



' 
; ,, How Do Do Risk 

Assess ent? 

entification of f hemicals of 
oncern (COC) 

• tt-xposure Assessment 
• 11 oxicity Assessment 

• HKisk Characteriziation 
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ldetitification of Chemicals of 
Concern (COG) 

• Sarhple and Analy e Soil, 
Grdundwater, Surf ce Water/Sediment 

• Eli inate Non-Det cts 

• Co pare Data to Background 

• "Sc~een" Data Agai st Guidelines, 
Stahdards and Grit ria 
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· · -- -- ·at are the hemicals of 
Concern COG)? 

• Petroleum and R siduals 
• 

11Polynuclear Aromati Hydrocarbons (PAH)s 

~----» • Sol ents 

•Meals 

• Ex losives 

ticides and Herbicides 
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osure Assessment 

• 
1Heceptors? 

• 
1r-xposure Pathway$? 
• Ingestion 

• Inhalation 

• Dermal Contact 

• 111 ime for Exposure. 

• • .oncentration of C Cs at Exposure Point 
• Reasonable Maximum .xposure; 95th Upper 

Confidence Limit of the Arithemetic Mean 
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xample Representative 
Ecological Ff eceptors 

ece tor 

Red Tailed Hawk 

Rel2.[esents 

Raptors 
Easrern Cottontail I Large Mammals 

Shrew I Small Mammals 
D erMouse 

C eek Chub 
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Small Mammals 

Fish 



cological f+xposure 
Scenarios 

Ingestion 

Skin cont1ct with soil 

Ingestion 

lnhalation\lof dust and vapors 

Contact J th surface water 

X = evaluateti quantitatively 

qualitatively 

way 
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Deer Mouse 

X 

0 

X 

0 

Creek Chub 
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TIDxicity Assessment 

t is a "Safe" Level of CO Cs ? 

• Reference Dose for on-Carcinogens 

• Slope Factors for C rcinogens 

• n-cological Recepto 
• No Observed Advers Effects Level (NOAEL) 

• Lowest Observed Ad erse Effects Level (LOAEL) 

• Ecolbgical Receptor ndpoints? 

PARSONS ENGINES.RING SCIENCE 



RiSk Characterization 

RIS~ = Exposure Dose 
"Sate" AlloWable Dose 

Targe~ for Ecologica Quotient (EQ) 
is less th n 1 

PARSONS ENGINEERltJG SCIENCE 



Uncertainties with Calculation 

• Do IICOC accurate! represent 
Ex osure Concent ations? 

• An lytical Limitatio s ? 

• To icity Data Avail bility? 

• Ac urate Bioaccu ulation Factors ? 

• As umptions of Ex osure? 

• Re eptor and EndPoint Selection ? 

PARSONS ENGINEEIIRING SCIENCE 



How Is an E 
kAssess 

eps 1 2; Screening Level 

Ecological 
ent Done? 

• Pro lem. Definition, Exposurr Assessment and Risk Cale. 

Step 3 roblem Formulation 
• Toxicity Eval., Conceptual M?del, Assessment Endpoints 

• Step 4 ~tudy Design; Workplan 
oints ,Toxicity Study, P1pulation Study, Tissue Sampling 

• Step 5 ield Sampling 

• Step 6 ite Investigation and lData Analysis 

• Step 7 isk Characterization 

• Step 8 f=lisk Management 
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'PA Eco/00/ical Risk 
Asse ent 

From: 
• Preliminary Asslbssment 
• Site Inspection 
• NPL Listing 

RI/FS 
Scoring 

SCREENING 
ECOLOGICAL 

RISK ASSESSMENT 
(STEPS 1 & 2) 

PROBLEM 
FORMULATION AN 

STUDY DESIGN 
(STEPS 3 & 4) 

Remedial Investigation asibility Study 

WP 
and 
SAP 

Site 
Investigation 

Esta~lish 
Rem dial 
Obie tives 

FIELD 
VERIFICATION 

(STEP 5) 

Refine Remedial 
Goals basled on 

ANALYSIS OF 
EXPOSURE AND EFFfECTS 
RISK CHARACTERIZAlnoN 

(STEPS 6 & 7) 

Development 
and Analysis 
of Alternatives 

Conduct Risk 
Evaluation of 

Remedial 
Alternatives 
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TO: 
• Remedy Selection 
• Record of Decision 
• Remedial Design 
• Remedial Action 

Ecological 
Monitoring 



ow11 ls a NYSDEC Ecological 
Rllsk AssessTment Done? 

Step ll1 - Site Description 
• 

11dentify Ecological Reso~rces Present 

Step 2 - Contaminant-Sptjcific Impact Assessment 
• 

1..-athway Analysis, Criterila-Specific Analysis,Toxic Effect 
nalysis Study Methods 

Step 3 - Ecological Effect of Remedial Alternatives 

Step - Fish and Wildlife equirements for 
Implementation f Remedial Actions 

• Step ~ - Monitoring Program 
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owI1ls a NYSDEC Ecological 
Ri'sk AssessrirJent Done? 

STEP1 

SITE I II >' RESOURCES / . . ~ ( I END 
SCRIPTION 

IDENTIFY F & W 
REGULA TORY CRITERIA! 

II 
►~AY/~L 

-i 
STEP 2 CONTAMINA"t-r' >, PATHWAY ANALYSIS 

SPECIFIC ANAL YSI 

I .---
CRITERIA SPECIFIC 

I 1 ► 01TERIA EXI~ YE~ . 
ANALYSIS 

II I I 

STEP 3 EVALUATION 
ALTERNATIVES 

ANALYSIS OF TOXIC EFFECT, ., "~ y YES I 
/'-... 

STEP 4 DESIGN AND 
~ CONSTRUCTION NO 

1 / " 
END 

STEP 5 MONITORING '"' 
• r-.-., '- / ■ .... / 

PROGRAM 



ow11I s a NYSDEC Ecological 
RiSk Assessment Done? 

STEP1 
SITE I II :>' RESOURCES ) .. - :Jill\ I END 

DESCRIPTION 

IDENTIFY F & W 
REGULATORY CRITERIA1 • I ::a.<... PATHWAY EXIST?;>----,,-<. END 

STEP 2 CONTAMINAN 
SPECIFIC ANALYSIS 

STEP 3 EVALUATION 
ALTERNATIVES 

1 •1 PATHWAY ANALYSIS 

CRITERIA SPECIFIC 
ANALYSIS 

ANALYSIS OF TOXIC EFFECTS 1~ , 

STEP 4 DESIGN AND 111 • 

CONSTRUCTION NO 

STEP 5 MONITORING 
111

, , 

PROGRAM 

YES 

END 



Risk Ass ssment 
s Risk Ma agement 

isk A sessment 
• Pro ess of Quantifying llhreat due to Exposure 

fro Releases 

• Hu an Health and Ecol gical Conditions Assessed 

Risk M nagement (Dec sion Making) 
• Inv Ives Selecting a Co rse of Action 

• Co sider Social, Legal, olitical, Economic Factors 
• Wei hts Benefits vs Liabilities 

• Pro essional Judgement May be Involved 
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Basis for Meeti g in Albany 
March 9, 2000 

·~ • ;~ ,, .. ,., ,i'/, ' ,, 1',41' ,, 'J'ltll'1· ~ ............ ,. , ,., ,-~\' , •1·, 

• Lots to do; Not much t me to do it 
~'"''"'~·11-,)1 ... ?~~P""'." ''7 ; 

• Stre mline Process to future ERAs 
• 11\/1ake ERAs less Co plicated 

• Undbrstand Requirem nts for ERAs 
• 

11\.•ew EPA Guidance ~une 1997 & Oct. 1999 
• 

1r-ndpoint Measurem4nt 

• 

1..-opulation Effects vtj Individual Evaluation 
• II\/ alued Ecological R¢sources 

• lnte~rate NYSDEC Requirements with EPA 
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Meeting S mmary 
NYSDEC Re uirements 

• Al~I Resources are 

More Focus on quatic Receptors 

• Prbtect Individuals nd Populations 

• cdmpare each Sa pie to Available 
Gt!idelines, Criteria Standards 

Will Consider Al ernative Criteria 

Less Reliance o Numerical Risk 

• FiAal Decision is S biective 
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Meeting S mmary 
EPA Requ rements 

-..,-. ,,,·.v., .. ,,~u;,,· :v~111-~"'.l';;,.-:-",~11.,1·,,r.s:;,.1 

sources are Valued 

;~ Rely on Numerical Risk Calculation 
r1;, :,:::f,_, ·i 
'i',,. I I 

. :· .... ~ Rea/Ze 8-Step prcicess is not 
' appri priate for all Sites at SEDA 

• N Longer Expect oxicity Studies 

• WilliJg to Accept " creening" ERA 

PARSONS ENGINE!IERING SCIENCE 



Meeting S mmary 
Army Per. pective 

,.,··1l",i1 • ·••,-::f,Pi,1'' ·.,;.y~·"""Vi'•I~ 

Agre d to do Sere ning ERAs 
1 Will onsider doin future 

,~,;:! Pop lation and/or oxicity Studies 
,::,·,J,,,,,i. 
~;. ,ff},;,.,·~ 

"' • Like/ that Transfe s may be 
"
1
~-,--.- : Dela ed due to R solution of 

Ecol gical Factors 
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MINUTES 
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD 

May 16, 2000 MEETING 

1 . ATTENDANCE : 

Government RAB Members Present: 
LTC Brian K. Frank, SEDA Commander 
Stephen M. Absolom, BRAC Environmental 
Coordinator, SEDA/Army Co-Chair 

Julio Vasquez, Environmental Protection Agency 
Steve Paszka. NYS Department af Environmental 
Conservation 

Dan Geraghty, NYS Department of Health 

Community RAB Members Present: 
Richard Durst, Community Co-Chair, 
Antje Baeumner, Brian Dombrowski, 
Patricia Jones, Ken Riemer, 
Dave Schneider, Fred Swain, Karen Tackett, 
Frankie Young-Long 

Community RAB Members Not Present: 
Jeffrey Beall (excused), Bob Mccann (excused), 
Russell Miller, Jan Schneider (excused), 
Frank Ives (excused), Ray A. Young (excused), 
Henry Van Ness, David Wagner 

Environmental Suppor t Personne l Present : 
Michael Duchesneau, Parsons Engineering Science, 

Inc. 
Thomas Enroth, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 

New York District 
Laura Sposato, Recording Secretary 

Community Support (from sign-in sheet): 

Heather Clark, Cornell University, Ithaca, NY 

Visitors: 

Tim Noga, NYS Conservation Council 
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2 . LTC Brian K. Frank provided the opening remarks 
and then asked for introductions of all attending. 

3. Mr. Absolom outlined the agenda for the evening and 
asked if there were any comments or changes to the 
minutes from the April meeting. There were no changes 
and the minutes were signed and will be entered into 
the record. 

4. Ms. Heather Clark, a graduate student of Cornell 
University gave a presentation on Evaluation of 
Restoration Advisory Boards (RABs), her master's 
thesis. 

Some highlights from her presentation: 

The purpose of the thesis was not to tell what 
is right or wrong. 

The reason why she chose this project was 
because she had always been interested in RABs. She 
worked for a small environmental consulting firm that 
helped with cleanup at Moffett Federal Airfield i n 
California which was also a superfund site . Their 
problems were polluted groundwater from a large p lume 
from private site to San Francisco Bay and the 
~ irfield She worked with Technic a l Fevi ew Com.m ittee 
(TRC) which then became the RAB. She spent a lot of 
time talking with RAB members and subsequently became a 
RAB member. She was interested in whether community 
members who participated without a technical backg r ound 
could engage in questions . 

While attending Cornell University, she s aw SEDA 
was doing this . Had to look at a lot of literature a nd 
journals regarding public participation and how t o 
evaluate them. She thought it would be a worthwhil e 
project. 

She came up with a framework for evaluat i on in 
hopes it will serve as a resource to the group . A copy 
of the handout provided is forwarded with thes e 
minutes . 
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In Jan 98 Janet Fallo made a presentation 
regarding a survey for RAB members to fill out. Some 
good things came out of that such as separate meetings 
with community group members on their own. 

It is up to the group to see if that was 
worthwhile. She is donating a copy of her thesis to 
the Information Repository and also one to the local 
library. 

Throughout the evaluation comments were made by 
RAB members saying they were not sure exactly where 
they should be giving comments, input, etc . at the 
meetings. 

Democracy measures allow lay people to interact 
with experts, professionals. RAB did meet this 
criteria--almost because it is an advisory body and not 
a decision making body . 

Communication was mostly met. Community RAB 
participation get what they need to give information . 
Most met because of the information that is given out, 
i . e ., repository/handouts. 

Make sur e participant s hav e an unde r s t andin g on 
what an issue is about. There have been those on the 
RAB where she feels technical questions could be 
enhanced by small groups. 

- Guidelines by EPA and DOD focus on maintaining a 
diversity of viewpoints. 

1. Why people participate 

2. What concerns were. What perception of ri sk a t 
site 

The level of trust and faith that cleanup woul d 
occur. There was a range of all of those factors . 
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Q: Why did past members drop out? 
A: Usually for personal or health issues. At 

least one dropped out because it wasn't what he had 
expected. That information was secondhand. 

Another most important is how to assess outcome. 
Depends on what process is trying to do. This is a 
different situation where the outcome is to clean the 
depot but RAB not doing directly. 

Two goals --Improve communication with 
stakeholder and solicit input. 

Cost effectiveness hard to measure as the 
benefits are not tangible. 

In a lot of cases don't know what you are 
preventing. 

Having a RAB is enhancing communications. A lot 
of people commented that communications could improve. 

Participation by community members not as active 
as she would like to see it. Heather feels it would be 
useful to break into small groups and that could help 
with the decision making process. 

People couldn't put their finger on how their 
input was helping the RAB. Think about how that could 
be done better. 

Conflict resolution not applicable. There have 
been many letters and dialoging. 

Some RABS do have conflict and bring in outside 
facilitators, i.e., Fort Ord, CA, disbanded RAB. 
Mccullen AFB just disbanded their RAB. 

This group is very well off. No major problems. 

Participants, individuals, education, people 
satisfied with this. Acronyms are still confusing but 
most presenters spell them out for people. 
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Q: Of the people you interviewed, how many are 
still involved? 

A: Five are no longer here. Seven are here. 

Trust was an interesting one. Wide range 
participants attitudes. Also governing regulatory 
agency. Participating to be watchdogs on regulatory 
agencies, not Army. Important to remember that people 
aren't always going to agree. 

The neither confirm nor aeny huge issue. 
Community members said doesn't matter because they have 
own opinions anyway. Some people did express 
frustration on this. 

Satisfaction is important. That is where 
everyone has final say. Everyone agreed it is an 
important process--that is land being turned over for 
reuse. 

She would love to hear everyone's input. It is 
more important to see questions were asked. Evaluation 
needs to be done again with this new group of people. 
Heather encouraged that happen sometime in the future. 

Q: Citizen participation - are any of the members 
a carryover from the original TRC? 

A: Yes, six community members. 

Heather also mentioned that interpersonal 
communications is enhanced with our RAB meeting brea ks, 
etc. Those interactions help bridge those 
relationships. 

5. Mr. Absolom then introduced the next presenter, 
Mr. Keith Hoddinott who gave a presentation on Health 
Risk Assessment for Consumption of Deer Meat conduc ted 
at both Joliet Army Ammunition Plant and Aberdeen 
Proving Ground. Copies of the handouts provided a re 
forwarded with these minutes . Some highlights fr om 
Mr. Hoddinott's presentation: 

Found that past models put together to assess 
household intake of deer meat were not good. 
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1991 went out to installations and collected 
deer tissue and measure directly. 

Focus of the study at Joliet Ammunition Plant 
was on deer muscles and liver. 

- They are a manufacturing organization. Howe ve r, 
have the same chemicals of concern that we have which 
are explosives, metals, PCBs and pesticides. 

They have had spills as part of the operation of 
a large industrial facility. 

How they did it was when individuals applied for 
deer permit, they had to agree to bring carcass for 
sampling and fill out a questionnaire. 

Twelve additional deer were sampled from an 
offpost reference site, state park was used as a 
reference site. 

Found no bioaccumulation of explosives, PCBs or 
pesticides. Did find metals in muscle, liver, kidney 
and bone . 

u~ed EPA methodology . 

Found the highest carcinogenic risk resulted 
from deer meat collected from the reference site-off 
post deer. The major contributor was arsenic. 

FDA posted levels of metals in meat. Non e of 
them exceeded the FDA level. 

They did another study at the Aberdeen Proving 
Ground. 

Aberdeen is used for research, development and 
testing of chemical warfare agents and conventional 
munitions. They have the same chemicals of concern as 
well as solvents. 

Q: What is 32,400 hectare 
A: 2.2 acres per hectare 
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Sampling included muscles, liver, and bone 
(teeth). Additional deer were taken from off post 
reference site. 

Results were there were no bioaccumulation of 
explosives, PCB's or pesticide. Did find metals in 
muscle and liver. 

Since they did find lead, used the FDA shellfish 
model. 

Results were a contributor of arsenic . 
noncarcinogenic risk from consuming deer meat 
exceeded the acceptable threshold for several 
including the background site. 

The 
slightly 
sites 

In summary, all lead levels in deer from both 
APG and offpost siteware were within he acceptable 
limits calculated by the FDA shellfish model. 

Q: When took levels for study was it from raw flesh 
or prepared meat? 

A : We took samples from raw flesh . 

Q: Is it a matter of pathway? Deer grazing? 
The deer are not drinking out of groundwater well s . 

A : The r e we r e s ome conce rns whe r e t he r e a r e OB 
operations. Many animals seek salt. They were afra id 
of deer going to OB areas and licking dirt. 

5. Mr. Absolom then opened the meeting for open 
discussion . 

Discussed alternate location for future RAB 
meetings. Sites mentioned were Romulus Town Hall, the 
Seneca County Office Building, Romulus School, South 
Seneca Sportman's Club and the Romulus Fire Department. 
The group voted to have the meeting at one specific 
location and to stay in the Romulus Area. Arra ngeme nt s 
have been made since for the Romulus Town Hall a s a 
future site for RAB meetings beginning in September . 
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6. Mr. Absolom provided the following updates: 

In June timeframe we hope to have a public 
meeting on the Ash Landfill PRAP. That could be done 
in place of a RAB or have a RAB and the public meeting 
on separate night. Group voted to just have the public 
meeting and not an additional RAB meeting. If for some 
reason we can't have the public meeting, we will have a 
RAB meeting on June 20th at the NCO Club. We will mail 
out letters letting everyone know. 

Last month and just recently FOST for the prison 
site was available for public comment. That has 
closed. There were no comments from public but did 
receive some from EPA and the State. We are targeting 
beginning of July for date transferring for prison as 
well as the utilities. 

At the request of the IDA, a Finding of 
Suitability to Lease (FOSL) document for 18 buildings 
within the administrative and warehousing area that the 
county wants to be in the position to lease in early 
June has been completed. That public notice will come 
out probably Thursday or Friday. There will be a 15-
day public comment period and will close on 1 June . 
Steve asked RAB members if they would like to have a 
copy of the document. It was decided to send out a 
copy to each member of the RAB and has since been done. 

Q: Is there any new information on who is going to 
take over the conservation area. 

A: The Army is not in a position to lease that 
area at this time. 

Q: There has been a lot of discussion that there 
might not be any deer to worry about. 

A: Until we are in a position to lease or transfer 
the Army is prepared and plans to maintain the 
fenceline intact. 

To offset the reduced patrols the, Sheriff's 
Department is now patrolling on post at various times 
of the day and evening. They have their own keys t o 
the gates. Hopefully this will have offset illegal 
activities. 
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The Army will manage the deer herd as in the 
past. 

Q: Is there something going on in June, i .e. , 
closing ceremony. 

A: The closing ceremony is July 20 th at 10:00 in 
front of the Building 101. Invitations are being sent 
to all the RAB members. 

Topics for future RABs 

Relocation of information repository. 
At one time was located at the Romulus Town Hall. May 
have to do that again. 

7. The meeting was adjourned at approximately 
8:30 p.m. The next RAB meeting with both government 
and community members, if there is no public meeting, 
will be on June 20, 2000, at the Community Club at 
7:00 p.m. 

Enclosure 

APPROVED AS SUBMITTED: 

STEPHEN M. ABSOLOM 
U.S. Army Co-Chair 

Respectfully submitted, 

LAURA J. SPOSATO 
Recording Secretary 

RICHARD A. DURST 
Community Co-Chair 
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April 18, 000 
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Prorbosed Remedial Action Plan 
(PR P) 

_ Ash La dfi/1 

ichael Duchesneau, P. E. 
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opics for onight's 
Present tion 

• Summary of the RIIFS Process 

-1-mmendations for the PRAP 

• Pretentation has n t been Reviewed 
or A'Oreed to by EP or NYSDEC 
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THECERCL 

·PHASE 

IDENTIFICATION 

INVESTIGATION 

VALUATION of SITE and 
MEDIAL ALTERNATIVES 

DECISION MAKING 

DESIGN 

REMEDIAL ACTION 

MONITORING 

PARSONS ENG;INEERING SCIENCE 

PROCESS 

CTIVITIES 

SWMU Classification 

Expanded Site Inspection (ESI) 
Remedial Investigation (RI) 

Risk Assessment (Part of RI) 
and Feasibility Study (FS) 

Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) 
Record of Decision (ROD) 

Construction Plans and Specifications 

Construction / Operation 

Long Term Monitoring 
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PRISO 

AIRFIELD SPECIAL EVENT 
INSTllUTIONAL AND TRAI 
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SuntJmary of Sit Conditions 
Ash Landfill 
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Rd.medial InveStigation 
Field TaSks 
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Soil S mpling: 
• 50 S ii Borings (Phase 1: 32, hase 2: 18) 

• 15 Ti t Pits (Phase 1: 5, Pha e 2: 10) 

· 49 Gfl undwater Manito ing Wells 
• 15 G undwater Monitoring w /Is were previously installed 

• 2 Rau ds of Groundwat r Sampling 

• 13 Su ace Water and S diment Samples 

• Ecolodical Survey 
• Aquaf c Sampling in Kendaia Greek 

• Terreltrial Study 
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• Cu~ nt and Future n-Site Hunter 

• Futu e Construction Worker 

• Futu e On-Site Resi ent 

• Cu~ nt Off-Site Re ident 

• Ecol gical Recepto (Deer Mouse 
and ~/lard) 
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'PA Huma Health 
Target Ris Values 

• Non~Carcinogenic I- Hazard Index 
of All Exposures! Less than 1. 0 

Card~nogenic - Ca cer Risk Range 
• 1 aJditional cancer in 10,000 (1X10-4) 

• 1 aJditiona/ cancer in 1,000,000 (1X10-6) 
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TOTAL TOTAL 
EXIOSURESCENARIO 

1 1 
HAZARD CANCER 

INDEX RISK 

Future On-site Hunter 0.008 9.6 X 10-6 

Future n-site 0.003 3.4 X 10-7 
Const ction Worker 

Future n-site Residential 11 4.2 1.6 X 10-3 

Curreni Off-site Residential 0.15 1.8 X 10-5 

EPA taJtget value 1.0 10-4 to 1 o-6 
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Sdlmmary of co/ogical 
Risk Asse sment 

0 

• No Endangered, T~reatened Species . 
Pre ent 

• No bserved lmpa~ts to Ecological 
Co munity 

• Ele ated Lead in S allow Soil a 
Pot ntial Long-ten Concern 
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Summary of Risk YJ.ssessment 
Ash Lanrllfi/1 

0 

All Hu an Health Rislf within EPA 
Targe Range, Except! for Residential 
Scena io . 
Risk d e to Ingestion Of Groundwater 

• Accep able Risk for F ture Receptors 
• Poten ·a1 Risk to Ecol gical Receptors 

due to Metals in Shall w Soil, No . 
Obse ed Impacts 
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emedial Action Objectives 
I 

Ash Landfill 

Redu e Risk Levels ~ r Current and 
lnten_.,--d Future Rece tors. 

¥/.1'//U/////////////&/,/h 

_ Redu e Groundwater Concentrations to 
New ork State GA roundwater 
Qua/it Standards. 

• Preve t Off-site Migraltion of VOC 
II 

Plum 
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Volume of oil To Be 
Remed·ated 
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Soil from Debris P~les: 770 cubic 
yard 

lnterlf!1 Removal A tion (Completed 
Jun 1995): 35,0 0 tons of soil 
treat d using Low Temperature 
Thertnal Desorptio (LTTD). 
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h LcJ'ndfi/1 Migration · Control 
edial Alternatives 
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MC-1: No Action 

MC-2: Natural Attenuati n 

MC-3: In-Situ Air Spargi g 

t~ MC-3a In-Situ Zero-Va/ nee Iron Wall 

• MC-5: Recovery Trench sf Air Stripping 

• MC-6: Recovery Trench s/UV Oxidation 

• MC-7: renches/ Two-st$ge Biological 
reatment (Screetrled from Further 
onsideration) 
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Cost f=stimates for ource Control 
Remedial Alt ·,natives 
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h Lalndfi/1 Migration Control 
RBmedial Alternatives 

MC-1: No Action 

MC-2: Natural Attenuat on 

MC-3: In-Situ Air Sparg·ng 

MC-3 : In-Situ Zero-Val nee Iron Wall 

• MC-5: Recovery Trenc es/Air Stripping 

• MC-6: Recovery Trenc es/UV Oxidation 

• MC-7: Trenches/ Two-s~ge Biological 
Treatment (Scree'ned from Further 
Consideration) 
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Proposed Rerbedial Action 
Plan (RRAP) 
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. 
Land se Restriction 

SC-5: Excavation an Off-site Disposal 
~ of De ris PilesNeget live Soil Cap for 
* 
d Ash L ndfi/1 and NCF . 

• MC-3 : In-Situ Reac "ve Barrier Walls, 
p Three (3) Wall, Monit ring for +l-10 
· years o reach GA Q ality 

--.- -.-®:::$. 
W·i@. 

• Long- erm Groundw ter Monitoring 
Mtlfil II PARSONS ENGINEEJING SCIENCE 
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Tota Present lM rth Costs for 
referi ed Alternati e Ash Landfill 
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SC-5 ~ ta/ PW Cost: 

MC-3a otal PW Cost: 

Total Pn sent Worth Cost: 

$ 772,000 

$1,023,000 

$1,795,000 

• SC-5 R moval of Debris Pile to 1 Foot, Disposal 
Off-site, egetative Cover A h Landfill & NCFL 

• MC-3a I stallation of 2 Additi nal Reactive Walls, 
Ground ater Monitoring for O years 

• Land U Restriction 
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BfJnefits of Proposed 
meaial Action Rian (PRAP) 

::::::~~==~~r~:I~::)11::::&1~::&::r::::::::::::r::::::::l:::~J:::~11:r::11::::::r::::::&~::~r::1::r::~::1::::::1::::::::&?:::~::1:::::r::::::::r::::mm::r::::&::::~:::1r::11::*=::::W:::::r::::::::::::r::::r::::::i~::1::::::::~%l~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~r=~~~==~~~~~~~~~~::::~~~~~f~::::::~~~~~t~::~::::::::~~~~~~~~~~~~==~:::':::~::::::::::~~~r:::f~~=:~~~::~:::?~~~~==~~~~:::?::~~:::1~ttr~~~~::?~::::: 

-~1 C t E1
~~ t· •• os ,,ec 1ve 

- I Elimin4te Risk to All Re',;eptors by 

~-~-1111111 ~ ti 
~~~~~~"" ... :•:•:•:•::: :-:•:-:,:=:=::~ 

I 
I 

• Reduc Groundwater Qonc. and Prevent 
Migrah n with Reactive! Iron Trenches 

_ • Manito ing of voe Plurhe to Assure 
Comp/ ance 
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Cost stimates for igration Control 
Remedial A ternatives 

Alttrnative 

Natural 

*C-3 I In-Situ Air Sparging 

In-Situ 
,. 

* 
C-6 
Treatment 
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I 

I 

Total Present Worth 
Cost 

$0 

$936,000 1 

$2,458,0od 

$1,023,00~ 

d 

Capital Cost O&M Cost 

$0 $0 

I $144,ooo I $792,000 

I $668,000 I $1,790,000 

I $422,000 I $601,000 

I $543,000 I $1,200,000 

$556,000 $1,300,000 



Cost f stimates for ource Control 
Remedial Alt rnatives 

Alterriative 

SC .1 
No-A• tion 

SC .3 
Consolid :1.tion to 

NC :L 

SC .4 
Soil We shing 

Si Off-Site sposal / 
Vegatati Cover 

PARSONS ENGINEER!~ SCIENCE 

Total Present II Capital Cost I O&M Cost 

Worth Cost 

I $0 II $0 I $0 

$1,860,000 $1,370,000 $490,000 

$32,000,000 $31,500,000 $490,000 

I $772,000 II $490,000 I $282,000 



MINUTES 
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD 

June 20, 2000 MEETING 

1 . ATTENDANCE: 

Government RAB Members Present: 
LTC Brian K. Frank, SEDA Commander 
Stephen M. Absolom, BRAC Environmental 
Coordinator, SEDA/Army Co-Chair 

Julio Vasquez, Environmental Protection Agency 
Steve Paszko, NYS Department of Environmental 

onserva ion 
Dan Geraghty, NYS Department of Health 

Community RAB Members Present: 
Frank Ives, Patricia Jones, Bob Mccann, 
Jan Schneider, Dave Schneider, Karen Tackett, 
Henry Van Ness 

Community RAB Members Not Present: 
Richard Durst, Community Co-Chair (excused) 
Antje Baeumner (excused), Jeffrey Beall (excused), 
Ken Riemer, Brian Dombrowski, Russell Miller, 
Fred Swain, Frankie Young-Long, David Wagner 

Environmental Support Personnel Present: 
Michael Duchesneau, Parsons Engineering Science, 
Cliff Lippitt, Parsons Engineering Science 

Inc. 
Michelle Brock, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 

Huntsville Div 
Randall Battaglia, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 

New York District 
Thomas Enroth, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 

New York District 
Laura Sposato, Recording Secretary 

Community Support (from sign-in sheet): 

Neil Chaffie, Ovid, NY 
Sandy Cooley, Romulus, NY 
Carl Marthaller, Romulus, NY 
Susan Porter, FingerLakes Times 
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Visitors: 

Thomas Sydelko, Argonne National Laboratory 
David Miller, Argonne National Laboratory . 
Mike McCallan, Weston 

2. LTC Brian K. Frank provided the opening remarks 
and then asked for introductions of all attending. 

3. lfr. Mssolonc oatlirred Lite agerrda for tire eve11±11g 
and asked if there were any comments or changes to the 
minutes from the May meeting. There were no changes 
and the minutes were signed by Mr. Absolom and when 
signed by Dr. Durst will be entered into the record. 

4. Mr. Michael Duchesneau, Project Manager from 
Parsons, gave a presentation on the Former Special 
Weapons Storage Area, SEAD 12. Detailed information 
can be found in the handout provided with these 
minutes. 

Some highlights from Mr. Duchesneau's presentation: 

SEAD 12 is the area adjacent to Kids Peace and 
encompasses 660 acres and is surrounded by the high 
securit fence. 

It is separate from the overall operations of 
the rest of the depot and is a special weapons capable 
storage facility. 

A removal action took place in 1986 of the dry 
waste disposal tank and waste disposal areas a and b. 

Classified as a SWMU in 1994 and was broken up 
into two areas, SEAD-12A (Waste disposal pit a/b), SEAD 
12B (waste disposal pit C). 

An expanded site investigation (ESI) was 
performed in 1995 to further understand what was going 
on in those areas and whether or not there was any 
residual material in those areas. 
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Results prompted them to look further at those 
sites. 

In Dec 1997 the Multi-Agency Radiation Survey 
and Site Investigation Manual (MARSSIM) was finalized 
which was developed by EPA, NRC, DOE, and DOD. It 
replaced all previous guidance and was adopted for 
closeout at Seneca. It classifies area/buildings in 
three areas, Class 1 (the highest), Class 2, and 
Class 3. 

Perform characterization survey - go out to 
those areas and see if you find anything. 

Look at data and then reclassify if necessary, 
Establish guidelines based on risk analysis, and 
compare to background and DCGL 

If find exceedance, then go back, reclassify 
and get more information or do a removal action, 
perform final survey, and closeout site. 

He also highlighted the guidelines used for 
characterization of soil data. He talked about the 
criteria for groundwater characterization, surface 
water characterization, and sediment characterization. 

Some of the constituents of potential concern 
were chemical and radionuclides. 

Class one survey units were areas or buildings 
where radioactive materials or unsealed sources were or 
could have been present, i.e., Bldg 803, 804, 805, 815, 
816, 819 and disposal pit A. 

Class two survey units were buildings or rooms 
where military items with radioactive isotopes could 
have been stored., i.e., bldg 806, 810, 812, and SEAD 
63 and all disposal pits except disposal pit a. 

Class three survey units have no history, use 
or expectation that radioactive isotopes are present. 
This encompasses all remaining buildings, rooms, and 
grounds. 
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He also summarized remedial investigation 
Investigation outside the buildings began in summer of 
1998 and was completed the fall of 2000. Investigation 
inside buildings began summer of 1999 and is ongoing. 

I nvestigation Report for outside buildings was 
completed in draft in May 2000. 

He summarized the remedial investigation field 
activities, geophysical investigations, radiological 
scanning, soil gas surveys, soil investigation, 
groundwater investigation, and surface water/sediment 
investigation. 

Also conducted human and ecological risk 
assessments for both chemicals and radionuclides of 
concern. 

Building investigation is ongoing. 

5. Mr. Absolom then opened the meeting for open 
discussion. 

Mr . Ray Young, RAB member resigned . Many 
thanks f o r taking part in the RAB . 

Kids Peace Campus a t t h e North End of t h e De pot 
is holding open house for the public on Thursday. 
Starts at 11 a . m. until dark. It will conclude with 
fireworks. 

Last meeting we talked about a FOSL for the 
Planned Industrial Development (PID). We are still 
working on that with the intention of leasing property 
so that reuse can come in and occupy buildings and 
maintain them so that they stay in good state for 
future use. Any time Army leases property not 
necessarily saying all that area is cleaned up. It is 
suitable to lease. We are not walking away from our 
responsibility. If we can get a resuer, it is a 
benefit t o everyone. 

Q: Is it final ? 
A: It is still in draft phase. 
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We have extended the comment period to 29 June so we 
will still take comments on it. 

Next month at this time we time go through the 
closure ceremony to encase the colors. We will go into 
caretaker status on 1 October. 

Mr. Absolom mentioned that in the past we have 
not met in July nor August. He asked if the members 
would like to see that happen this year. It was agreed 
upon. We will reconvene on 19 September at the Romulus 
Town Hall in Willard at 7:00 p.m. Directions will be 
forwarded. 

Q: What if something comes up between now and 
September as far as Mikes Duchesneau testing, status. 

A: The only things that could come up is a public 
meeting for the Ash Landfill. As soon as it gets done 
we will schedule a public meeting. 

Q: Has EODT resumed. 
A: Right now working thru a claim related to 

this . We could resume with them or with another 
contractor. Weston is treating soils right now . 

Q: rs there going to be a new commander? 
l\: Our CoHlffiander ',Jill be COL Sowa who resides at 

Rock Island. He will be the commander overseeing 
Seneca. Steve Absolom will be the Comander's 
Representative at the Depot. 

6. LTC Frank gave his closing remarks. He will be 
mailing Commanders' Coins to the RAB members to thank 
them for the good job they have done. He expressed his 
thanks to the RAB for all their help and for coming to 
the meetings. He commended them for their service at 
the RAB and for serving the community. 
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7. The meeting was adjourned at approximately 
9:15 p.m. The next RAB meeting with both government 
and community members, will be on September 19, at 
7:00 p.m. at the Romulus Town Hall in Willard. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Enclosure 
dCZa?a 9. <0/~oto-

LAuRA J. SPOSATO 
Recorctlng secretary 

APPROVED 

~~~~~ 
STEP ~ 
U. S . Army Co-Chair Community Co-Chair 
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f3ackjround of Sp~cial Weapons 
· forage Area at Seneca 
i • 

! • Cortstructed 1n 195 
I 
I 

\ • Laslr of 13 Identical !Areas Across US 

; • AE Operated unti 1963 
I 
I 

• Ari y Operated sin e 1963 

• Hig Security "Bas within a Base" 

• We pons Storage ~apable 

• Arnty Cannot "Cont;;rm or Deny" 
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P!Bvious Site I vestigations, 
Actions an Reports 

. • Alp a Team Survey; 

: • Re oval Action; 1986 

• 
1u ,ry Waste Disposal Tank 

• 11Waste Disposal Areas A and B 

• CJaJsified as a SWM ; 1994 

• IL~EAD-12A (Wast Disposal Pit AIB) 

• IL~EAD-12B (Wast Disposal Pit C) 

• Exp~nded Site lnvesti ation (ES/); 1995 
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N{lulti-A ency Radiatio Survey and Site 
\ lnve ligation Manu I (MARSS/M) 
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\ • Guidlance Finalized \in Dec. 1997 

• JoirlVy Developed b~ EPA, NRG, DOE, 
DO 

• Re aced all Previo s Guidance 

• Ado ted for Close- ut at Seneca 
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$umrt,ary of MAR$SIM Approach 

, • Clatsify Areas/Builf ings ,,, 

• 11C/ass 1 
I 

• 11C/ass 2 

• 1:c,ass 3 

• Unaffected 

• Est blish Backgrou d 

• Pe arm Characteri ation Survey 
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$ um ary of MARPSIM Approach 
: (Conti/1ued 

I 

, • Redlassify, if Nece sary 

\ • Est blish Derived oncentration 
' Gu, eline Levels ( CGLs) 

• Sta istical Comparif on to Background 
an DCGLs 

• Pe arm Removal 

• Pe arm Final Surv, 
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Ap roach to Remedial 
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Conceptual Site Model 
and Ap roach 

• Fo low MARSSIM 

• 0 erational Detail Classified 

• As umed Potentia at All Buildings 

• Pri cious Material 

• N Known Releas s 

• C bined Charac erization with Final 
S ey to Expedit Closeout · 
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Cha 

uidelines U ed for 
cterization f Soil Data 

• Radi<bnuclides 
: • NY~DEC TAGM-400 - 10 mrem/yr (EPA -
i 15 rhrem/yr; NRG - 2 mrem/yr not used) 

• Der; ved Concentratio Guideline Levels 
(D--- ,.---Ls) developed u ing RESRAD model 
ass/Urning allowable d se equivalent of 10 

1/yr above backg ound 
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Guidelines ~ r Soil 
c!laracterizati n ( con 't) 

.. i!; : 
1 

~ Radiqnuclides (can't) 
' 

1 

I • DCGLs are Exposure! Pathway and 
Re eptor Dependent. 

I I I i • DC Ls Developed for a Conservative 
1 ! Re identia/ Scenario f=}s Well as a Worker 

Sc nario. 

1 

• Sit~ Soil Data Compa'(ed to Background 
, • and DCGLs per MARSSIM 
I 

I 
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Guidelines ~ r Soil 
cAaracterizati n (can't) 

•
1 
Radi~nuclides (can't) 

I • MA SSIM supports tatistical comparison 
of s9te data to backgri und and a "DCGL­
adj sted background' data set ( or level 
a/lo able above bac ground) 

• Oat from Each Pote tia/ Area of Concern 
Co pared to Backgri und Soil Data Set 
ana DCGL-adjusted ackground dataset 
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PEJthways Co 
stablish in 

• Resf dential 
• Di ct Radiation 

• In lation of Dust 

• In 'dental Ingestion of Soil 

• In stion of Groundwater 

sidered in 
DCGLs 

• In stion of Produce Grownj in Soil 

• In stion of Milk and Meat ftom Cows Grazing on Plants 

er 
• Ditct Radiation 
• ln~alation of Dust 



I 

I i 
I ' 

I I I , . 
I I I 
I ' I 

I 
i 
! 

' 

I I 
I 

I I 

i 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 

uidelines U ed for 
Charkcterization f Soil Data 

1 

~ Chen1ical 
! 
I 

• N'$DEC Technical nd Administrative 
Gui!lance Memorand m (TAGM-4046) 

• Badkground 
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Critt3ria for Gro ndwater 
Characteri ation 

i 

. i i i . ~ NYS ~ Class GA Starldards 
1 

· ~ Fede al Maximum cqntaminant Levels 
(MCL) 
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~ 1

1 ! • Backbround I l . -
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• Stati~tical Comparisqn to Background 
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I Criteria for Surt ce Water 
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i i ~ NYS'(JEC - Class C Standards 
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, FedEtra/ MCLs for Radionuclides 

• BacJtground 
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Ctiteria for S diment 
Characteri ation 

Che,~~ical - NYS EC Technical 
Gui ance for Sc eening 
Con aminated S diment 

• Rad onuclides :... ackground 
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onstituents of Potential 
Concern 

• Chemibal 
; . voe 
I 

. svo 
I ' : 
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I i i • Pesti<Jides/PCBs 
i 
I 

, t • Radiorl,uc/ides 
~ Radit-223, -226 

: 

1 

• Urani m-234 -235 -238 
I ' ' I 

• Pluto I ium-239/240 

• Thori m-230, -232 

• Othe : Cs-137, Co-57, Co-60, IBi-214, Pb-210, Pb-211, Pb-
214, m-147 

-H3 
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Class One Survey Units 

• Are s or Buildings here Radioactive 
Mat rials or Unseal d Sources were or 
coul have been pn sent 

I. Pot tial for Residu$1 Radiation at 
Lev Is above Criteri 

• Clas One Survey Units: 
• BJildings 803, 804, ~05, 815, 816, 819 
· Disposal Pit A 
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Cldlss Two Su ey Units 

i• , Bui/din s or Rooms where lMilitary Items with 
tive Isotopes coul have been Stored 

I 

1 Radioa 

• Areas 

• I Small 

• Class 

·here Disposal Pits re Suspected 

tential to contain esidua/ Radiation 

o Survey Units: 
• Builditgs 806 (the calibration ropm only) , 810 (the loading 

and uAloading room only), 812 (~he weapons storage room and 
garag1 bay only), and SEAD-63 

• All DiJoosal Pits, except Dispos~ I Pit A, identified by 
geophiJsical methods 



Class Three survey Units 
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I ' I 
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l I 

. ! 1 ! 
1 

• No H tory, Use or Etpectation that 

1

1 

Radi active Isotopes I are Present 
! i ~ Little otential for Re idual Radiation, 

. I Lack ufficient Data o Recommend 
:1 

1 

Unre tricted Use . 
I 
I 

· • Classl Three Survey ll/nits: 
• All ~maining building'(:; and rooms 
• All ~maining ground 

I 
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Su mary of Remedial 
I nvesticbation 
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emedial Investigation 
Mi/est nes 

• lnvbstigation (Outsid Buildings) 

• 11 Began Summer 998 

• 11 Completed Fall 2000 

• lnv~stigation (Inside fpuildings) 

• 11 Began Summer 999; On-Going 

• lnv~stigation Report Outside Buildings) 

• 11 Draft May 2000 
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:Sumtnary of RI If ield Activities 
Geoph\/sics 

I 
I 

1 ~ Geop~ysical lnvestigtltions 
I i 

· • SeiSmic Refraction I (8 transects) 
• Ele'ctromagnetic S rveys (EM-31) 

. Tlllpproximate/y 16 miles of survey 
cpnducted 

• Grdund Penetratin Radar 
. overed 43 EM an malies 

( pproximately 10 iles of GPR 
t nsects) 
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ary of RI /field Activities 
adiological Scanning 
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Radi tion Grounds Sf anning 
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lnves igation 

• 10 % of Class 1 a~eas 
• 50 o of Class 2 areas 

• 10 o of Class 3 areias. 

• Coibducted Boreho e Geophysics in 
Arela of Disposal P ts A and B 
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1 Summ'flry of RI Fi(f)ld Activities 
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1 1 I Soi/ Gas Survey 
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~ Soil as Survey 
I • 52 oil gas sample$ collected in area 

of uildings 813, BV 4 and 817 
• Ev luate Potential Paint/Solvent 

Re ases 
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S~mm~ry of RI Fifi] Id Activities 
· -olllnvestiaauon 
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~ Soils rnvestigation 
1 

! • 52 6oil Borings ( 1 ~O subsurface 
samples) 

• 26 rrest Pits (83 so"/ samples) 

Surface Soil S mp/es 
alyzed all samples or radionuclides 

( ystematic and biase locations) 

• A alyzed approximate y 250 samples for 
cmemical constituents biased locations) 
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Summt=Jry of RI Fi6;]/d Activities 
1

G rotlndwater I n\Yestigation 
I 

i 

~ Grouipdwater lnvestidation 
1 

• Installed 38 monito[ ing wells (2 
rounds of samplin · 

• An lyzed for Full uite of Chemical 
An lytes and Radi isotopes 

• Aquin r Testing lnve ligation 

• Co ducted 28 risin head slug tests 
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$um---ary of RI Aield Activities 
Surfac Water I Sedirhent Investigation 

· • Sut1a e Water and sr diment 
1 lnves igation 

• 73 'f;ut1ace water s~mples collected 
dultng RI and ES/ 

• 7 4 ediment samp/f:]s collected during 
RI nd ES/ 

• All amp/es analyz d for full suite of 
ch mica/ analytes nd radioisotopes 
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dditional Rl Activities 
! I 
I I 

i ~ Cond cted Human a d Ecological Risk 
1 

i Asse sments for Bot Chemicals and 
\ Radi nuclides of Concern 
I 

• Building lnvestigatio!Ji is Ongoing 
• iological Scannin 

• ass 1 Buildings Cof11plete 

• LJl,ass 2 Buildings 25° Complete 

• LJllass 3 Buildings 0% Complete 

• Ma~ria/ Sampling (Ti Follow Scanning) 
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~ntetpretation of Results 
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/ lnt~rpretatiOn df Results 
' 

•

1 

i jGeophysical ln~estigation 

~ EM ~µrvey ldentified l43 anomalies 
I 

, i 
1 •i 28 lntestigated Furth'er with GPR 

I I 

• 24 A omalies lnvestibated Further with 
. 

1 
Test its 

1 
1 

i • 13 A omalies Determined to be I 
I 

I Pote tially Impacted reas, Classified, 
i • 

1 

• and I vestigated Fu her 
I 

! 

i 
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oil Gas Suttvey Results 

. , •: Tolu ne detected (3 of 54 samples) -
i 

I I 

I : 
! 

I 

I 

I 

1 Maxi um detection 20 ppb 

~ Trichbroethene (TC ) - Maximum 
dete tion 2407 ppb. 

• Thre Monitoring We~ls (MW12-37, -38, 
and -89 Installed 
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Interpretation f Results 
radiolcl>gical Scanning - Outdoor Survey 

~
1 
Only ne Small Area Adjacent to Bldg 

I : 
' ' 819 ceeded the Fl g Value 

• 1 fobt Diameter Area, East of Building 819 

• Are Sampling Perfori ed in December 
199 by Army Radiolqgical Assistance 
Tea ... 

• Pas Sample Scanning and Soil Samples 
Co firmed Sampling trrort Removed 
So ce 

• No O her Areas Exceeded the Flag 
Valu 
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i':hemPcals Found in Surface Soils 
1 1 i 11 by Area of Concern 

I 

I 

• Build g 819/EM-27 -IPAHs 

, Build g 815/816/ EM-28 - Cadmium 
~ EM-5 - Lead 

• Clas Ill (near Buildirig 813) - PAHs 
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Che icals Found i Subsurface 
S ils by Area of Concern 

I II ••. .. - -

~ Disp_,._a/ Pits AIB - P enol, Cadmium, 
Chro ium, Copper, ead, Silver and 

II 

Zinc 

• Disp$al Pit C - Lea 

• Formhr Dry Waste Dif posal Pit - Zinc 

• EM-5 - PAHs, Lead 
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Interpretation of Results 
adionuclid s in Soils 

I 

. \ Exceetlances of Residerlltia/ DCGLs for Bi-
214, -210, Pb-214, R1-226 (Daughters of 

, Natur. I U-238) at Sever. I Areas of Concern 

•
1 Other NOVA StatisticaA Analysis Indicates 

lsotopts lndistinguishab(e from Background 
for Ra1226 

• Exceetlences of Worker DCGLs at EM-5 (Pb-
210 a d Ra-226) and E -6 (Ra-226). 

• Elevat d Levels of Pb-2 0 Coincide with 
Culturi I Artifacts at EM- __ 
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• For, er Dry Waste Disp0Ja1 Area 
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Sumrrlary of Bui/ ing Survey 
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Wolitk Performe to Date 

• 1 Alpha, Beta and Gammai Scanning and Direct 
Meas ements of all Class 1 and three Class 
2 area 

• Expos re rate measurerhents in all Class 1 
and th ee Class 2 areas 

• Smea samples collected/ in all Class 1 and 
three lass 2 areas on Vif alls, ducts and 
drains 

• Some material samples collected from drains 



MINUTES 
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD 
September 19, 2000 MEETING 

1. ATTENDANCE: 

Government RAB Members Present: 
Stephen M. Absolom, BRAC Environmental 
Coordinator, SEDA/Army Co-Chair 

Julio Vasquez, Environmental Protection Agency 
Dan Geraghty, NYS Department of Health 

Community RAB Members Present: 
Dick Durst, Community Co-Chair, Brian Dombrowski, 
Patricia Jones, Bob Mccann, Ken Riemer, 
Dave Schneider, Fred Swain, Karen Tackett, 
Dave Wagner 

Community RAB Members Not Present: 
Jan Schneider, 
Antje Baeumner 
Russell Miller, 

(excused), Frank Ives (excused ), 
(excused ), Jeffrey Beall (excused), 
Frankie Young-Long, Henry Van Ness 

Environmental Support Personnel Present: 
Cliff Lippitt, Parsons Engineering Science 

Inc. 
Kevin Healy, USA Corps of Engineers, Huntsville 
Michelle Brock, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 

Hunt sville Div 
Kieth Hoddinott, USACHPPM 
Randall Battaglia, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 

New York District 
Thomas Enroth, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 

New York District 
Nancy Williamson, Recording Secretary 

Community Support (from sign-in sheet): 

John Hasbrouch, Romulus, NY 

Visitor: 

David Miller, Argonne National Laboratory 



-2-

2. Mr. Absolom opened the meeting and asked for 
introductions of all attending. He outlined the 
agenda for the evening and asked if there were any 
comments or changes to the minutes from the June 
meeting. There were no changes and the minutes were 
signed by Mr. Absolom and Dr. Durst and entered into 

Mr. Absolom announced that Laura Sposato, Recording 
Secretary, has retired and taken a job at Hobart 
and William Smith Colleges. Everyone wishes her 
best. Nancy Williamson will be the new recording 
secretary. 

3. Mr. Clifford R. Lippitt, Project Manager from 
Parsons, gave a presentation on the Reuse of the 
Deactivation Furnace as a Low Temperature Thermal 
Desorption (LTTD) Soil Treatment Unit. Detailed 
information can be found in the handout provided with 
these minutes. 

Some highlights from Mr. Lippitt's presentation: 

The use of the existing deactivation furnace is 
being evaluated as a viable economical solution to the 
problem of contaminated soil at Seneca. Soils could be 
treated and reused on-site, and an existing facility 
comparable in design with commercial soil treatment 
units would be activated. Operation by current 
employees familiar with the site and equipment would be 
an economic advantage, as well. 

The Low Temperature Thermal Desorption is a 
process designed to heat contaminated soils to between 
400-900 degrees Fahrenheit, whereupon the organic 
compounds are transferred into a contained air stream. 
The air stream is further heated to 1600 F. to clean 
and remove particulate before releasing into the 
atmosphere. Many controls are in place throughout the 
process to monitor elimination of contaminants. 
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Currently the process is undergoing a 
demonstration study. A description of the types of 
contaminated soils can be seen in the enclosed handout. 
The tests are conducted in triplicate: three 6 to 10 
hour tests at 2 tons per hour and three 6-10 hour tests 
at 5 tons per hour. 

The study will evaluate soil treatment 
throughput and chemical removal efficiency, exhaust gas 
et1t±ss1011s , des Er ac Eio11 arrd r etttoval et I icierrcy, co11Erol 
systems, and economics. 

A report of the study will be submitted for 
regulatory review and approval. Various system 
upgrades and modifications wi ll be made. Repeat proof 
of process performance testing will be made. 

Q: Is dioxin produced in this process? 
A: Temperatures should prevent this , but 
monitoring will take place. 

Q: How many people does it take to run the 
furnace? 
A: Operators include 2 to feed and load, and 2-3 

Q: When is the earliest it can be up and running 
after the test/review/response phases? 
A: Probably in the Spring of 2001. 

Mr. Absolom emphasized that the unit is for 
treating soils on Seneca and not for bringing in 
soils from off-Seneca. 

He is pushing the project because we would be 
cleaning soils on-site and putting them back in 
the ground rather that moving them to a landfill. 

He stated that the process is not fast but does 
present significant cost savings. 
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Q: Can the treated soil be used for vegetation? 
A: The soil becomes sterile, thus unable to 
sustain life. However, it can be used as fill 
material over which topsoil could be place and 
then used for vegetation. 

Q: How much soil do we have to burn? 
A: It depends on whether the soil has petroleum 
cal":l'Eetmirmnto and 0±1 oa1 effieie±1eieo. 

Q: It would not be used commercially, but could 
it be used by off-post entities in an emergency? 
A: The furnace would have to be closed and 
decontaminated; then it could be used. 

Q: Can it be used for fuses and 20mm ammunition: 
A: No. 

4. Mr. Randall Battaglia, U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, New York District, gave a presentation on 
Fiscal Year 2001 Projects. Please refer to the handout 
provided with these minutes. 

- BRAC funding changes: 
Funding will be optimized across all BRAC 
bases by year. Money will not be transferable 
to other projects. Instead, it could be lost 
to other BRAC bases before yearend (or we 
could be given money from stalled projects at 
other bases.) This means that we will have 
to phase our projects, budgeting year to year 
as well as project to project. 

Funding is based upon reuse and mandatory 
requirements. 



-5-

The BRAC account was to expire in 2001 but an 
extension to 2007 has been approved. After 
2007, the Army must budget for project money. 
Our projects will compete for dollars with 
all other Army projects. 

-The following sites are scheduled for 
investigation in fiscal year 2001: 

EDS Industrial RIFB (FID Arca) 
Ash Landfill -- Remedial Action 

Need Preliminary Remedial Action Plan. 
There will be public meetings on this. 

RAD Sites -- SEAD 12,63, and 48. 
Open Burning Grounds 
Sludge Piles -- Removal Action 
Multiple Sited ROD with Risk Assessment -- 17 

sites. 
Munitions Destruction Areas RIFS, RD -- SEAD 

45,46,57. 
RCRA Closure of Open Detonation Grounds 

Radiation surveys of various buildings 
and igloos--included are class 1,2,and 3 
buildings. 

5. Mr. Absolom then opened the meeting to discussion. 

He announced that next month, during the same week 
as the RAB meeting, there would be a Multi-Agency 
Radiological Survey and Site Investigation Manual 
(MARSSIM) Workshop on 11 How you evaluate potential 
radiological contamination" at Ramada Inn for 3 days. 
Anyone on the RAB may attend. Dates are 17,18,19 
October 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. Let Tom Enroth know if you 
wish to attend. There will be no cost to RAB (does not 
include lunch) A certificate will be issued. 

-Day one (morning session) will be an overview of 
MARSSIM. 
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-Day one (afternoon session) will examine the 
statistical approach to sampling and 
scanning devices. 

-Day two will look at different instruments for 
surveys and how to apply them . 

-Day three will examine examples , issues. La 
Lite gr Odiidwork: foi COlltfltO!i pi occela± cs lsct ooCCII 

agencies. 

The October RAB meeting will include a synopsis of the 
MARSSIM workshop. 

Mr. Steve Paszko , NY DEC Representative , will be taking 
a new job in Lake George and thus resigning from the 
Board. Mr. Marsden Chen will fill in until a new 
person is appointed. 

Mr. Durst announced that he and his wife, Antje 
Baeumner, are moving to Ithaca and are both resigning 
from the Board . He has been a member of the RAB since 
1992. Thus, we need to elect a new Community Co-Chair. 
He would like to stay on the mailing list and is 
willing to provide technical support on an a~ n@@d@d 
basis. 

Mr. Absolom stated that we have by-laws for selecting 
co-chairmen. First we will see who is interested in 
assuming the duties. Please let Nancy Williamson know 
if you are interested in the position and we will vote 
at a future meeting. (Mr. Durst - since we all know one 
another, there is no need to do this formally.) 

There was discussion whether we were at the point where 
we could meet every other month. Mr. Absolom said it is 
up to the Board to determine. However, we have a lot 
of upcoming projects. It was decided to table this 
issue until the January meeting . 

Mr. Geharty, Department of Health, spoke for everyone 
present in his praise and thanks to Mr. Durst for his 
contributions to the Board. 
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6. The meeting was adjourned at approximately 
8:50 p.m. The next RAB meeting with both government 
and community members, will be on October 17, at 
7:00 p.m. at the Romulus Town Hall in Willard. 

Enclosure 

APPROVED AS SUBMITTED: 

STEPHEN M. ABSOLOM 
U. S. Army Co-Chair 

Respectfully submitted, 

Ya«##f !1AU.)_~ 
NANCY WILLIAMSON 
Recording Secretary 

Community Co-Chair 
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FISCAL YEAR 2001 
(1 Oct 00-30 Sep ot) 

Projects 

PRESENTED BY: 

RANDY BATTAGLIA, PROJECT MANAGER 

NEW YORK DISTRICT,U.S. ARMY CORPS OF 
ENGINEERS 

anges 

• Funding has been optimized across all BRAC 
bases by year-currently means phasing some 
projects 

• Army-wide "bang for the buck" 

• Based upon reuse, mandatory requirements 

• BRAC account expires 2001, approved extension 
to 2007 

• Army budget after that- projects compete with 
other Army funds 



~ EBS- Industrial RIFS 
~ (PIDArea) 

• USCG HALON DISCHARGE " l'l0 

• BLDG 325 PCB OIL SPILL ~-o 

• 

• BLDGS 306, 308 HAZARDOU~-c, 
MA TERIALS RELEASE _;;;.;:--

• BLDG 127 UNDERGROUND TANK °7 
PETROLEUM RELEASE 1 fJ / 

EBS Industrial RIFS 
rea 

• BLDG 135 STAINED SOIL No 
• RUMORED COAL ASH DISPOSAL \J() 

AREA 

• RUMORED COAL STORAGE AREA ~~ 

• SEAD-068, OLD ~T CONTROL SHOP ~~\J 
[BLDG S-335] -\~' 
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EBS Industrial 
(PID Area) 

• This project is funded to perform the initial 
phases of Remedial Investigation/ 
Feasibility Studies (RI/FS) for the sites in 

• Initial RI will determine if a cleanup is 
needed 

• Feasibility Studies determine the 
technologies and costs for the cleanups 

Ash Landfill 
ct1on 

• The Remedial Action for the Ash Landfill 
site is funded for FYO 1 

• The Preliminary Remedial Action Plan and 
groundwater treatability study is under 
review by the regulators 

• PRAP and Record of Decision have public 
review and comment periods 
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I.WI RAD Sites 

• SEADs 12,63 have Remedial Designs and 
Remedial Action (phase 1) funded 

• SEAD 48 has RIFS funded 

• The OB Grounds has continuing work to be 
performed in FYO 1 

• This includes further treat1nent of soils, 
disposal off site, and final site restoration 
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Sludge Piles 
Removal Action 

• SEADs 59,71 have a removal action funded 
for FYOl 

• This site includes landfilled netroleum 
sludges, paint/solvent disposal 

Multiple Sites ROD 
ssessmen 

• Initial investigations on 17 Sites have 
shown to be likely no action sites 

• Risk assessment based upon initial 
investigations will likely prove there is no 
environmental or health risks associated 
with these sites 

• This project will document the no action 
decisions 
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Munitions Destruction 
Areas RIFS, RD 

• SEADs 45,46,57 RIFS for ordnance and 
chemical contamination are funded for 
phase 2 RIFS, and Remedial Design 

• These sites are ordnance related sites 

RCRA Closure of Open 

• SEAD 115 is the same area as SEAD 45 

• This is funded for investigation and cleanup 
of the Open Detonation Area under RCRA 
and CERCLA 

6 



Radiation Surveys 

• Surveys of various buildings is funded 

• Various buildings and igloos are to be 
surveyed to ensure radiological 
contamination is not present for future reuse 

7 
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Deactivation Furnace 
History 

• PrevVously Operated as an Ammunition 
Destlruction Facility 

• Furn'ace Operated Fri m 1962 to Mid-1989 

• Equipment Upgraded n 1978 & 1989 

• /nae ' ive Since 1989 P nding Permit 
App oval as a Waste ( unitions) Treatment 
Unit 
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The LTTD Process 

• HfJat Contaminated 'pails to 400-900° F to 
Trllnsfer Volatile an& Semivo/atile Organic 
Cdmpounds into the Air Stream 

• Trlaat/ Destroy Volat·lized Organics in the 
Ai Stream by Combusting at ~1600° F 

• Prior to Release to tmosphere 

• Cl an/Remove Partipulate From Air 
St earn Prior to Re/Sase to Atmosphere 
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Fzlgitive Emission Controls 
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Demonstra ion Study 
Soil Chara teristics 

Input oils 
• nistoric Fuel Oil ill at SEAD-60 

• ,rimari/y TPH, P Hs & Metals ?- ? 
• TPH - Average un er 7,000 ppm 

• PAHs -Average u der 5-10 ppm 

• Low VOCs - Average under 100 ppb 
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Current ~·talus 

• T eSting Started 8/. 0 & 9/1 (2 x 2T/Hr) 

• TeJting Planned 9 O'- 9/23 (1x2TIHr, 
3x5t!Hr) 
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Future Actions 

• Rbport Submittal fat Regulatory Review 
a'f d Approval 

• S~stem Upgrades & Modifications 
• 11 Inlet & Outlet Convtor Improvements 
• 11 GEM Replacement 
• Instrumentation & Cpntrols Upgrade 

• R peat Proof of Prdcess Performance 
~ sting 

• 11 Worst Case Scenar,b for Permitting 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE 



MINUTES 
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD 

October 17, 2000 MEETING 

1. ATTENDANCE : 

Government RAB Members Not Present: 
Stephen M. Absolom, BRAC Envi r onmenta l 

Coordinator , SEDA/Army Co- Chair (excused) 
Dan Geraghty, NYS Department of Health 
Julio Vasquez , Environmental Protection Agency 
Jim Quinn , Department of Environmental 

Conserva ion 
Communit y RAB Members Present: 
Brian Dombrowski, Bob McCann, Russe ll Miller , Ken 
Riemer , Fred Swain , Karen Tackett, Henry Van Ness , 

Dave Wagner 

Community RAB Members Not Present: 
Frank I ves (excused) , Patric i a Jones (excused), 
Dave Schneider , Jan Schneider , Frankie Young -Long 

Environmental Support Personnel Present: 
Thomas Enroth, U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, 

New York District, 
Nancy Williamson , Recording Secretary 

Community Support (from sign-in sheet) 
Rona ld EnBlow , Waterloo , NY 
Gregg Tackett, Romulus , NY 

Visitors: 
David S. Miller , Argonne National Laboratory, 
Tom Sydelko , Argonne National Laboratory 
Sunita Kamboj , Argonne National Laboratory 
Kurt Picel , Argonne National Laboratory 

2. Mr . Enroth opened the meeting and asked for 
introductions of all attending. He explained that Mr . 
Absolom , Army Co-Chairman, is at a BRAC meeting in 
Huntsville , AL. He outlined the agenda for the 
evening and asked if there were any comments or 
changes to the minutes from the September meeting . 
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3. There were no changes and the minutes were signed by 
Mr. Enroth for Mr. Absolom and Ms. Karen Tackett, 
Community Co-Chair, and were entered into the record 
at this time. 

Mr. Enroth announced that Jeffrey Beall had resigned 
but requested to remain on the mailing list. He was 
pleased to have served on the board. 

Heather Clark, the Cornell student who spent time 
sbe~yi~3 tbe BAB: bac a COPY of her thesis on the RAB 
filed at the Ovid Library. It is an interesting 
thesis. Heather is working on her Ph.D. at Cornell 
University. 

A letter (see enclosed handout) from Sherri W. 
Goodman, the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for 
Environmental Security, announcing a DOD 
Environmental Cleanup Stakeholders Forum, November 
14-16, 2000. The Forum is open to the public. She 
encouraged RAB members who are interested to attend. 
Mr. Enroth said the Army would cover travel and per 
diem expenses. Deadline is 18 October. Ms. Tackett 
expressed a desire to attend. 

This week there is no BRAC Cleanup Team meeting. 
Instead, there is a three-day MARSSIM workshop. 
MARSSIM stands for Multi Agency Ra d ia t ion Survey and 
Site Investigation Manual. Mr. Enroth introduced Dr. 
David Miller, Argonne National Laboratory, to give an 
overview of the MARSSIM. The handout is attached. 

4. Dr. Miller explained that Argonne National 
Laboratory, Chicago, Illinois, provides radiological 
advice to agencies across the country. 

The Multi-Agency Radiation Survey and Site 
Investigation Manual (MARSSIM) is a collaboration of 
four agencies involved in radiological cleanup: 
Department of Defense, Department of Energy, 
Environmental Protection Agency and the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission . 
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The MARSSIM provides information on planning, 
conducting, and documenting building surface and 
surface soil final status radiological surveys for 
demonstrating compliance with dose or risk-based 
regulations or standards. 

The MARSSIM provides guidance on determining whether 
a survey unit meets the release criterion. It 
assumes that each survey area is contaminated until 
proven otherwise. 

The MARSSIM fills in the gaps in regulatory guidance 
with regard to specifics on sampling , i.e. how many 
samples to be taken, which sampling analysis to use 
and how to evaluate sample analysis to see if 
regulatory-based criteria are met. 

It is a nationally consistent consensus 
approach to conducting surveys. 
It formalizes use of statistical tools. 
It is a detailed flow-through process: 
Planning, Implementing, Assessing, and 
Deciding. 

Of the four, Planning is most crucial. Thorough 
detailed planning expedites the following stages of 
samp lin g a nd meas uring , assessing and making final 
decisions on whether a site meets criteria to be 
released or not. 

5. The information about Intertec laboratory testing was 
to be presented by Mr. Duchesneau of Parsons 
Engineering Science. Intertec made some faulty 
analyses; however , those made on Seneca samples were 
not germane to decision making. Mr . Duchesneau was 
unable to make the meeting , so the topic was tabled 
until the next meeting. 

6. Mr. Enroth asked for nominations for election of the 
new Community Co-Chair. Mr. Ken Riemer expressed an 
interest, as did Ms. Tackett. Mr. Riemer withdrew in 
favor of Ms. Tackett. The Secretary cast one ballot 
for the unanimous election of Ms. Tackett as the new 
Community Co-Chair. 
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7. Open Discussion 

Q: We hear about pending uses for the Depot such as 
a bid for a 8 to 9 thousand-acre conservation 
preserve for deer that was made and accepted . Also, 
that another party is bidding on land for a gravel 
pit. May we have IDA come in to tell us what is 
what? 

Comment: The DEC was interested in maintaining a deer 
preserve bot wanted the Army to fund maintenance of 
the land and fence. However, the Army will not put 
up the money. 

Q: Where would the gravel bed be? Wouldn't there be 
a problem if the ground were dug up? 

Comment: Reuse is not a RAB focus unless the area 
requested be impacted by cleanup. 

Comment: Right or wrong, the community wants the RAB 
to be involved in transfers. The public believes the 
RAB is their eyes and ears on SEDA reuse. 

A: We have an IDA member on the RAB. If the board 
wants the IDA to come and speak and answer questions 
that can be arranged. 

Q: Are the new owners taking over areas that are yet 
to be cleaned. 

A: Some of the leased areas are still being cleaned, 
but the tenants have been told which areas these are. 

Comment: The ammo areas are classified as 
conservation areas. If needed for another purpose, 
the areas would have to be reclassified. 

Q: The RAB is to focus on restoration. The BCT is 
a more detailed technical Army meeting on cleanup. 
What is the RAB role? Some people come to meetings 
just to find out about real estate issues instead of 
concentrating on what the depot problems are. 

Q: Are there minutes for IDA, LRA and BCT meetings? 
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A: Mr. Enroth stated that BCT does not have formal 
minutes. He couldn't speak for IDA and LRA. 

Comment: We need to focus on cleanup . 

Comment: The public wants to know about cleanup and 
land transfer/use. You can 't separate future use 
from cleanup. 

Comment: If there are areas where a new tenant is 
near a cleanup site, they should be made aware. The 
cleanup sites should be controlled. 

A motion was made and seconded to have the ''Role of 
the RAB" and how the RAB can be more focused and 
efficient as agenda items at the next meeting. A 
second motion was made and seconded to invite the IDA 
for a Q & A session at a future meeting. 

Mr. Enroth entertained the suggestion of advertising 
for new members, as there have been several 
resignations over the last few months. He suggested 
the board review the RAB charter and bylaws. (The 
charter is enclosed with these minutes.) 

Mr. Riemer is concerned that the explanation given 
by Intertec is not acceptable and wants Mr. 
Duch esneau t o present the ln t er t ec issue in d e ta i l . 

8. The meeting was adjourned at approximately 9:05 p.m. 
The next RAB meeting with both government and 
community members, will be on November 21, at 
7:00 p.m. in the Board of Supervisors room at the 
Seneca County Office Building in Waterloo . 
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• The MARSSIM is a multi-agency consensus 
document that was developed collaboratively 
by four federal agencies having authority and 
control over radioactive material. 

• The MARSSIM provides information on 
planning, conducting, and documenting 
building surface and surface soil final status 
radiological surveys for demonstrating 
compliance with dose or risk-based 
regulations or standards. 

• Simnlv nut the MARSSIM nrovides - - -
guidance on determining whether a survey 
unit meets the release criterion. 

• The initial assumption used in MARSSIM is 
that each survey unit is contaminated above 
the release criterion until proven otherwise. 

3 

4 
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Partici12ants of Note 
Relative to Seneca Army Depot Activity 

■ Paul Merges, Ph.D. - NYSDEC 
- Member ofEPA's Science Advisory Board Radiation 

A ,-1, • ____ r, ___ :..,_ __ ,_ n=• •~,. c, L---~:..,_ __ ,..L•~t.. 
. 

conducted an extensive peer review of MARS SIM 

■ Carl Gogolak, Ph.D. - DOE/EML 
- Primary assistant to the NRC in the development of 

MARSSIM. 
- One of the course instructors this week. 

• Regulations do not address topics like: 

- How many physical samples should be taken 
and analyzed or direct measurements made to 
demonstrate compliance 

- How to determine what physical sampling, 
analysis, or measurement methods to use 

- How to evaluate sample analysis and 
measurement data sets to determine if the 
regulatory-based criteria are met 

5 

6 
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Purpose ofMARSSIM 

• Nationally consistent consensus approach to 
conducting surveys: 

- Oriented toward dose- or risk-based regulations 

- ~c1ent111ca11y ngorous 

- Apply to the full range of potential sites 

- Comprehensive guidance 

- Performance-based 

- "Survey" = ; "Site Investigation" = 

7 

• Surface soils and building surfaces 

• Scope does NOT include: 

- Selecting the release criterion 

- Translating dose or risk into concentrations 

- Groundwater or drinking water compliance 

- Subsurface soil 

- Building materials and release of components 

- Evaluation of remedial alternatives 

- Public involvement 

8 
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MARSSIM and Statistics 

MARSSIM provides an approach for: 

• Formalizing the use of statistical tools for 

- collection 

- organization 

- interpretation 

of numerical data 

• Integrating tools for decision-making 

9 

• Release Criterion 
- Concentration/Activity .. Dose Based 

Based 

• Survey Unit .. Graded Approach Based 
Classification on Contamination 
- Affected vs Unaffected Potential 

• Survey Design .. Flexible, Integrated 
- Fixed Sampling Density Scanning, and Sampling 

or Direct Measurements 

• Statistical Methodology .. Nonparametric 
- Parametric "Student's t" Hypothesis Test 

Confidence Interval 

IO 

5 



MARS SIM Is a Process: 

I PLAN I 
I 

i 
I IMPLEMENT 

-., 

ASSESS 

I 
i 

DECIDE I 

• Guidance for 

- Planning and determining survey objectives and 
data quality needs 

- Conducting sampling and measurement 

- Assessing to determine if survey planning 
objectives were met 

- Making decisions based on assessment results 

II 

12 
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Step Product 

~ STATE THE PROBLEM I Clear description of the problem for a 
specific project. 

~ IDENTIFY THE DECISION I Decision that will be needed to address 
the problem. 

~ IDENTIFY INPUTS TO THE DECISION ~ Information that will be needed to make 
the decision. 

Ii ·- ·- - ~ Descrintion of statistical nonulation for 
'' which the decision will be made. 

~ DEVELOP A DECISION RULE i How parameter of interest and action 
level will be used to make a decision. 

~ SPECIFY LIMITS ON DECISION ERROR~ 
Acceptable probability of making an 
incorrect decision. 

~ OPTIMIZE THE DESIGN I Optimal probability of making an 
correct decision. 

Demonstrating Compliance 

Modeling, 
Parameters, 

Derive 
Concentrations ..._ ..... 

Release 
Criterion -

dose or risk 
level 

Survey and 
Sample 

-

Statistical 
Tests 

-◄ie--=-=...::~ MARS SIM ___ .. ..,_ 

13 
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What do we need to know to 
release a site? 

I) That the average concentration of residual 
radioactivity in a survey unit results in a 
dose less than the limit 

and 

2) That there are no "hot spots" that have been 
missed 

15 

Identifying the Decision 
Uoes the survey unit meet the release 
criteria or not? 

Find out with measurements. 
What kind? How many? 

Good, but not too good. 
Enough, but not too many. 

Decision Errors 
Failing a clean site 
Passing a dirty site 

16 
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Inputs -. ~--~ 
Expected .., CLASSIFY 1-------,.., 

~---L-------, 

PLAN 

IMPLEMENT 

n.uuLuu 

SAMPLE or 
DIRECT MEASURE 

I 

SCAN 

I 

/ Verification & Validation I 
... + 

Actual 

DECIDE I I I Elevated Measurement I 
Statistical Test 

~-----,-,--~ Comoarison Test 

-i DECISION ~ 

Establish Dose Based Release Criteria 

Derived Concentration 
Guideline Level 

DCGL 
Dose converted to a measurable quantity using 

exposure pathway models 

Levels presented in terms of ambient radiation, surface 
activity levels, or soil activity concentrations 

17 

18 
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Establish Survey Units based on 
Contamination Potential 

Survey Unit Classification 
Class Class 2 Class 3 
Purpose 
Not all areas of the site will have the same potential for 
residual contamination 

so not all areas require the same level of survey 
coverage to achieve an acceptable level of confidence 
that the site satisfies the established release criteria 

Final Status Surveys: 
RP.l::itionshin to ront-:imin~tion PotPnti~I 

~ 

Class 3 Class 2 Class 1 

No Significant No Contamination Contamination 

Contamination in excess of the known to be present 

Expected DCGL is expected 
Isolated spots in 

"Unaffected" excess of DCGL 
possible 

May have been 
Remediated 

"Affected" 

19 

20 
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Final Status Surveys: 
Relationship to Contamination Potential 
Class 3 Class 2 Class 1 

•Systematic 

•Random Sample •Systematic Sampling Grid 

Sampling Grid 
•Size determined by 

•Size determined by •Size determined by statistical tests and 

sta tistica I tests statistical tests potential for 
......... ·a· .. -.. ..... ~ 

•IO% Scans •10% - 100% Scans 
•100% Scans 

• Any size Area •Area about •Area about 
-10,000 m2 outside -2,000 m2 outside 
-1,000 m2 inside -100 m2 inside 

21 

MARSSIM Graded Approach 

Class 3 Area 

Class 2 Area 
Survey Unit 2A 

Survey 

I Sl.lf¥ey Unit 1A I Unit 
3A 

€lass 1 Area 
Survey Unit 1B 

I ~urvey Unit lC I Survey Unit 2B 

Site 
22 
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Flexible, Integrated Scanning and Sampling 

Integrated Survey Design: 

Direct Measurements 
field measurements or samples on a grid to 
find the average level of contamination 

together with 

Scanning 
to find Elevated Areas 

23 

Survev Desi2:n: 
-

The number of measurements required 

is determined by 

• the accuracy desired in the statistical 
hypothesis tests and 

• the need to discover any elevated areas 

2-1 
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NonQarametric Statistics 
are used along with an 

Elevated Measurement Comparison 
to flag potential failures in the decommissioning 

process over elevated areas within a survey unit. 

How big is an elevated area? 

What concentration is considered elevated? 

An elevated area is one that has a 
concentration which results in a dose 
exceeding the release criterion. 

25 

Statistics test over the entire survey 
un, ... 

.. . using data taken on a random start grid. 

26 
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EMC is used to detect small areas ... 

. . . primarily by scanning methods. 

The largest area with any real . . 

... is the grid area defined by 
neighboring sample points. 

27 

28 
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If the concentration equals the DCGL 
over the entire survey unit. .. 

. . . the resulting dose is 25 mrem/y. 

If the residual radioactivity is confined to 

.. . the concentration must be higher 
to ive 25 mrem/ . 

29 

30 
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The concentration needed in the grid 
area to give 25 mrem/y is the DCGLEMc 

DCGLEMC = (Area Factor) x (DCGLw) 

Potential Elevated Areas 
The scannmg MDC must be low enough to detect a 

concentration of DCGLEMC· 

If scanning MDC > DCGLEMO reduce the 

distance between sample points, G, so that the 

area 0.86602 is small enough and the area 

I/actor is large enough that 

scan MDC < DCGLEMC 

= (Area Factor) times (DCGLw) 

31 

32 
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mplementation 

The design developed during the planning phase is 
documented in work plans. 

the work plans and pertinent quality assurance 
guidance. 

!Assessment 

The assessment phase includes verification and 
validation of the survey results combined with an 
assessment of the quality and the quantity of the data. 

Upon determining that the data is satisfactory, the 
decision criteria can be applied to the data. 

33 

34 
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• • ec1s1on 
The survey and scanning data are compared to the 

DCGLw and DCGLem. 

If the data and scans show within the predetermined 
statistical confidence that the DCGLw and DCGLem 
have been met, the hypothesis that the site is 

can be released. 

If it cannot be shown within the predetermined 
statistical confidence that the DCGLw and DCGLem 
have been met, additional data or remedial action are 
required. 

Questions? 

35 

36 
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MINUTES 
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD 
November 22, 2000 MEETING 

1. ATTENDANCE: 

Government RAB Members Present : 
Stephen M. Absolom , BRAC Environmental 
Coordinator , SEDA/Army Co-Cha ir 

Julio Vazquez, Environmental Protection Agency 
Dan Geraghty, NYS Department of Health 

Community RAB Members Present: 
Karen Tackett , Community Co-Chair , Brian 
Dombrowski , Frank Ives, Patricia Jones , 
Ken Ri emer , Dave Schneider, Jan Schneider, 
Fred Swain , 

Community RAB Members Not Present: 
Dave Wagner , (excused) , Bob Mccann , (excused) , 
Jeffrey Beall (excused) , Russell Miller , Frankie 
Young-Long, Henry Van Ness 

Environmental Support Personnel Present: 
Michael Duchesneau, Parsons Engineering 
Thomas Enroth, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 

New York District 
Nanc y Wi ll iamson, Recording Secretary 

2. Mr. Absolom introduced Mr . Glenn Cooke , Seneca County 
Planning and Development Director . Mr. Cooke 
explained the history of the Local Reuse Authority 
(LRA) which was set up in 1995 to deal with the 
Department of Defense for the Base Realignment and 
Closure (BRAC) of Seneca Army Depot. After several 
permutations , the LRA came under the governance of 
the Industrial Development Agency . 

Seneca Army Depot was set up into parcels that could 
be marketed to potential users. IDA was looking for 
users with good business plans, sound financial 
situations and who were self-insured so as to avoid 
making IDA and Seneca County liable if they failed. 
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The Troop Area eventually went to KidsPeace , a 
facility for at-risk kids that put up a $8 mi l lion 
bond and h ave invested $12 mi llion thus far . Peop l e 
were hired a n d chi l dren are be i ng brought in as fast 
as they can be accommodated . 

For t h e Housing Area, IDA wanted a group that would 
improve the county tax base . Aspen put up $2 million 
and has invested at least $2 million more . 

The Pr i s on tzas J00 ated at th.a ci~st (a:ath@x: tl-t:~ et:t 
Sampson) bringing in 638 j obs and providi ng loca l 
spin off. State dollars were leveraged to fix water 
and sewe r thu s helping the town of Romu l us . NYS 
Department of Correct i ons put in lots of money in 
water lines , new water plant and wa t er tower . 

The Coast Guard i s stayi ng for the time being . 

The b i ggest concern for t h e Warehouse Area was that 
IDA did not want to become a landl ord. After much 
negotiating , The Advantage Group was chosen for this 
area . It has f ill ed 600 , 000 square feet so far. 
Ei ghteen bui l d i ngs have been turned over to them to 
date, wi th more pending. Their plan is to employ 200 
people . They are an asset management firm; they also 
have a sma ll ca l l center. 

The Airfield did not draw any interest for use as an 
airfield. The ex i st i ng airf i e l d in Seneca Fal l s has 
the FAA l i cense . If the depot airf i eld were used as 
such , the l icense wou l d transfer rathe r than allowi ng 
both to be licensed . Instead , the State Police will 
use the airfield as a training site and Emergency 
Management will have a fire tower there . 

A new Water/Sewer District has been formed. The 
turnover of the utilities is pending . 

The Conservation Area is now being investigated f o r 
unexploded ordnance . 

Q: Rumor has it that there is interest in putting 
a Pay-t o -Hunt area and /o r a g rave l pit in this 
area. Can y o u verify this ? 
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A: Negotiations with potential users are kept 
confidential until a deal is about to be made. 
Once a user is chosen there is a meeting for 
public approval. However , selection will not go 
against the Army ' s wishes. 

Once the property transfers, zoning laws will 
prevail. While still under Army control, there 
will be land-use restrictions on certain confined 
areas. These restricted areas will be as small as 

Comment: There is State and Federal oversight on 
site remediation. 

Comment: Wouldn't it make more sense to deed 
areas separately on areas with different 
restrictions? 

A: The cost would be high to IDA to have separate 
deeds requiring separate 
certainly be considered. 
control. 

surveys. It can 
It might provide better 

IDA is conservative on environmental issues. It is 
essential that the re-user have public approval. 

There is a due-diligence period between IDA and the 
potential re-user. This is a period when both 
parties put in time and money to come up with a 
viable proposal. The re-user must present a plan and 
show financial stability in detail. IDA will 
indicate what it will provide, such as equipment. 

Q: On a TAG tour a TAG employee was asked what 
areas were restricted and couldn ' t tell the 
questioner. Is TAG being told what areas are off ­
limits? Are they telling their employees? 

A: The Army has regular meetings with TAG 
officials. They are given maps and told 
specifically where the restricted areas are. We 
will revisit the issue with TAG at our next 
meeting. The Army will be putting up signs. 
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If TAG doesn't follow these lease restrictions , 
the lease can be broken. The Army cannot afford 
to fence areas. It could require the lessee to 
fence of f certain areas. 

TAG is an Asset Management Firm. They take 
consignment equipment, store it, rehab it and sell or 
return it to the original source. Seneca's warehouses 
are archaic , but TAG did not need modern facilities. 
So , it was a good match. 

IDA spent 4 months researching, visiting and 
examining TAG. TAG put $100 , 000 down on a $500 , 000 
lease. They have invested $300 , 000 so far. 

The equipment given to TAG was strategic--to keep 
them operational. The excess equipment will be sold. 
IDA can sell equipment not used for a re -user and put 
the money back into either IDA for reuse management 
or the property to enhance its attractiveness to a 
potential re -user. 

IDA is in partnership with the new Seneca County 
Water - Sewer District #1, retaining ownership of 
equipment not excess or sold off. 

Comment: Sites in the PID warehouse area don't 
have acute risk. However, escorts are needed for 
uninformed visitors. 

Comment: 
property. 
lessee can 
bui l dings. 

We only lease the buildings , not 
TAG can't expand the buildings . 
only be on the roads and in the 

the 
The 

leased 

The gate guards at Seneca Army Depot work for 
Morris Security not TAG. There ' s no conflict of 
interest. The guard calls the office where the 
visitor is going for permission to let them in. 

To summarize , confidentiality is very important to 
IDA's process of obtaining re - users. IDA can let the 
RAB know when lease agreements are ready for the public 
portion of the process. IDA meets the 1st Thursday of 
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each month at Noon. The RAB can communicate their 
concerns to the IDA and to TAG. Communication is key. 

Mr. Cooke congratulated the RAB members on their hard 
work and dedication over the years . 

3. After a short break, Steve Absolom opened the meeting 
for general discussion. 

He reiterated last month's concerns about our roles and 
responsibilities as BAE members The RAB 0 hart er bad 
been mailed to everyone. RAB members are stakeholders 
in the clean up process. Each can give his opinion, 
which must be taken into consideration. For example, 
the RAB recommendation to speed up the process at the 
Ash Landfill resulted in three trenches instead of one 
and a $200,000 increase over the original proposal. 

RAB members represent the community. They take 
information to their constituents and bring comments in 
to the board. We deal with controversy by keeping the 
lines of communication open. Per the charter , we are 
involved in the c lean up. We have to know what reuse 
is, but cannot be involved in the reuse decision. 

Steve introduced Karen Tackett, Community Co-Chair , who 
went to the Environmental Stakeholders Forum in St. 
Louis recently. RAB members from all over the country 
attended, as well as members of the armed forces, 
potential contractors and members of regulatory 
agencies. 

Some institutions have the same type RAB as we have. 
Some communities had advisory boards before DOD was 
involved. Our RAB has a good working relationship. 
That is not the norm. Attendees are interested in 
making a national RAB. At present, there is a national 
caucus --a lobby. (Karen has their phone numbers.) 

The Forum involved a lot of public relations. 
Communication is the biggest issue. Another issue is 
not to have land-use restrictions because they are not 
enforceable . 
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A reminder--RAB ' s can get TAP grant money to finance 
research or hire experts to deal with the Army or 
regulatory agencies . The RAB must put any grant 
proposal together . Expense comes out of the clean- up 
budget. 

Our RAB is functional. Many are not . Other RAB ' s have 
difficulty getting along with the military . 

Mr . Absolom thanked Karen for attending the forum . Pat 
} 3 ~~~:r=4; 3 r t &l. ] ; i fl 3 h 8 Ji je EH e, 0 fl a l b i rn O b 0 

attend for the benefit of the RAB. 

4. Steve Absolom summarized the RAB ' s focus and tasks. 
He then asked for questions. 

Comment: We need a briefing from Mike Duchesneau on 
the Intertek lab problem . 

Mr. Duchesneau explained the history of Intertek 
Laboratory in Burlington , Vermont , and it's purchase of 
a satellite lab in Richardson , Texas. Parsons used the 
Burlington Intertek lab , predominantly. If samples 
were to be sent to Richardson, Burlington would get 
Parsons ' approval. The Richardson, TX, lab is the one 
with the problems. Parsons has had to have re - testing 
of the tests done there . The onl y Seneca tests had done 
in Richardson were those monitoring the ash landfill 
for absorptive property of the soil. Forty to fifty 
tests were effected . Damage to work done at Seneca by 
the Richardson , TX , lab is very minimal. Reports can 
be provided if requested . 

The Intertek Laboratory in Richardson , TX , falsified 
data . Chemists doing the work were not following the 
rules by letting the machines do the work , but were 
overriding them. People were fired and indicted for 
criminal acts. The lab went bankrupt . The EPA did not 
allow data to be in compliance . Parsons incurred 
millions of dollars of damage; other companies were 
damaged , as well . 
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5. The meeting was adjourned at approximately 
8 : 45 p.m. The next RAB meeting with both government 
and community members, will be on January 16,2001, at 
7 : 00 p.m. at the Romulus Town Hall in Willard. 

Respectfully submitted , 
- ' 

c_,y;~ JiU.ctzA'W" ,rvc___,/ 

Enclosure NANCY WILLIAMSON 

APPROVED AS SUBMITTED : 

~~4L- -~ ?XS?~' 
Karen Tackett 

u.s. Army Co - Chair Community Co - Chair 



MINUTES 
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD 

January 16, 2001 MEETING 

1. ATTENDANCE: 

Government RAB Members Present: 
Stephen M. Absolom, BRAC Environmental 
Coordinator, SEDA/Army Co-Chair 

Julio Vazquez, Environmental Protection Agency 

Carumqn i ty gn5 Members Pressmt · 
Bob Mccann, Ken Riemer,Dave Schneider, 
Jan Schneider,Fred Swain, Henry Van Ness 

Community RAB Members Not Present: 
Karen Tackett, Community Co-Chair, Brian 
Dombrowski (excused) , Dan Geraghty, NYS Department 
of Health, Frank Ives, Patricia Jones(excused), 
Dave Wagner (excused),Jeffrey Beall (excused), 
Russell Miller, Frankie Young-Long 

Environmental Support Personnel Present: 
Michael Duchesneau, Parsons Engineering; Charles 
Le chner , AEC; MAJ David Sheets, Corps of 
Engineers, Huntsville; Kevin Healy, Corps of 
Engineers, Hunstville; Clayton Kim, AEC; Mike 
Kelly, AEC; Neil Chaffie, Orid Gaz; Thomas Enroth, 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District; 
Nancy Williamson, Recording Secretary 

2. Mr. Absolom called the meeting to order at 7:06 P.M. 
All attendees were asked to introduce themselves. 
Request for changes to the November minutes elicited 
one change to Attendance. 

3. The agenda for the evening consisted of : a. the 
Status of Projects and b. an update by Mr. Duchesneau 
on the Feasibility of Using the Former Deactivation 
Furnace as a Soil Treatment Unit. 

a. Some highlights on the Status of Projects: 

Ash Landfill - awaiting approval of Draft PRAP , 30 
August 199 8 . 
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Building 612 Complex - (by prison site). Expecting 
EPA comments. SEAD-60 soil used in DEAC. DEC has 
concern on ground water at that site. 

Pitchblende Storage - going back to reevaluate site. 
Have all reports for our conclusions. MARSSIM 
Workshop was the stimulus for locating all 
information. 

Ammo Sites - 45 (Open Detonation), 57 (EOD Training 
Facility) and 46 (Small Arms Range) - fi eld work is 
done for OxO and chemical contamination. Data is not 
in yet. Awaiting results. 

There are lots of projects and progress is slow. 
There was discussion at the BRAC Clean-up Team (BCT) 
meeting about progressing with removal actions while 
documents are being prepared. We hope to report soon 
on removal plans/actions. The longer we wait the 
harder it will be to get funding. The EPA and the 
Sta te don't always agree which slows up the process. 

Comment: The Schedule of Projects is good and should 
be put out periodically with updates and with a 
column for action dates. 

Ques tion : Ar e He g e tting close to the end of 
investigation? 

A: SEAD-48 is the last. Several sites need 
investigat ion. The Scrap Yard (DRMO) may become a 
site. Lots of things are underway and need to come 
to closure. 

Question: At what stage are we in the Ammo Area for 
UXO? 

A: The fieldwork is done. Need to assess data. 
Should have results in March. 

Question: What about Row D drainage ditch? 
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A: Nothing found which is good. They've looked at 
all sites where ordnance was, documented any findings 
and exploded any unexploded ordnance found. 

Question: What training areas were there? 

A: Two small-arms ranges and a grenade range. 

b. Michael Duchesneau, Parsons Engineering, was 
introduced by Mr. Absolom. 

Mr. Duchesneau gave an update on the Low Temperature 
Thermal Desorption (LTTD) process. He described the 
goal of reusing the Deactivation (DEAC) Furnace to, 
cost effectively, treat contaminated soils. 

Using the DEAC Furnace seemed a good way to reuse 
equipment and to avoid off-post treatment and 
disposal. Savings were expected in transportation and 
personnel. 

Mr. Dushesneau gave a history of the DEAC Furnace as 
an ammunition destruction facility. He explained how 
it was adapted to clean soils of petroleum and 
chemical substances and the economics involved. The 
Demonstration Study was described. The results of 
the test showed that the parameters tested for were 

The economic analysis of the DEAC, however, proved 
that use of the existing furnace was not cost 
effective when taking into account initial outlay of 
equipment ($450K) and operating costs ($50/ton) 
compared to off-site disposal ($26-$40/ton). 

Comment: The throughput rate at the Ash Landfill is 
20 tons. However, there is lots of preparation and 
down time. 

Question: The dirt can be moved across roads but are 
the levels where they should be? 
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Response: Regulatory levels are based on l aw . 
Numbers are set for a purpose. The DEC does not have 
the authority to leave dirt with higher levels at 
Seneca with grass cover even with restricted use. 

Comment: If disposed of in landfills, the dirt is 
used as daily cover avoiding the purchase of new 
dirt. It fills the requirement as landfill. 

Comment: Dirt from the Open Burning Grounds could 
not be used for daily cover. There are some hot 
spots in the Ash Landfill that will be removed and 
other areas that will just be covered. The approval 
process is lengthy. 

Question: What does a cubic 
$10-15 per yard. Q: Loam? 
Common fill? A: $5-6 a ton. 
cubic yard. 

yard of dirt cost? A: 
A:$25-$30 p/yard. Q: 

Gravel is a $3 per 

Question: Is there any contaminated ground that a 
landfill could not take that the LTTD could? 

A: No. 

Question: What is the problem of fences down and 
white deer getting out? 

A: KidsPeace chose to take down some fencing. There 
are whites up there that can now go in and out. 
There are a few deer in the Prison area that could 
walk in and out the Entrance on Rt 96. The majority 
of the deer are inside the fence the Army is 
maintaining until transfer. There are 150-200 white 
deer at present. 

Comment: 
months. 
in March 

There was a suggestion to meet every 2 
A motion was made and seconded to meet next 
rather than February. 

4. Mr. Absolom asked for suggestions for topics for 
the next meeting. Possibilities include Eco study 
update but no recommendations and UXO issues and 
findings (which sites to look at). 



-6-

5. The meeting was adjourned at approximately 
8:30 p.m. The next RAB meeting with both government 
and community members, wil l be on March 20 , 2001 , at 
7:00 p.m. at the Romulus Town Hall in Willard. 

Enclosure 

· sTEPENM. ABSOLOM 
U.S. Army Co-Chair 

Respectfully submitted , 

' er;~ WdV- ev,,p-tA ~ 
NANCY WILLIAMSON 
Recording Secretary 

~~:>{~ 
Karen Tackett 
Community Co-Chair 
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