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RAB Meeting 4
Mr. Sam Colella opened the meeting by welcoming all RAB members and other attendees.  He noted that the RAB Sub-Committee had been busy since the previous July 28, 2005 meeting and there was much to discuss at the meeting.  The minutes from the July 28 meeting were unanimously approved by the Board and Mr. Colella turned the meeting over to the Facilitator, Mr. Michael Short.

Mr. Short again welcomed all members and guests.  He referenced the information included in the information packet given to all RAB members including the meeting agenda, Sub-Committee reference material, and the minutes from the previous meeting.  Mr. Short briefly went through the Ground Rules established by the RAB members.  Mr. Short then turned the meeting over to Ms. Amy Blalock for a presentation on the Sub-Committee’s Ranking Process progress.  

Ms. Blalock discussed the Sub-Committee recommendations.  She explained that the scoring criteria was developed using multiple models from similar RABs in California, Colorado, and Maryland.  She further explained that they took only what made sense for Butner from these examples.  Ms. Blalock noted that the sub-Committee came to the realization that the two foremost scoring criteria (inhabited area and UXO presence) applied to ALL areas at Butner.  The group looked more closely at the criteria and based on population density coupled with the amount of UXO found, their recommendations for the next two sites for response action are 1) Lakeview Subdivision, and 2)Area 4C. [Lakeview has 6 residences with 7 UXO found to date while Area 4C has 10 residences with 3 UXO found.]  The Sub-Committee also recommended re-sectoring Area 4 Proper to allow for prioritization on areas of development within the large area.  Mr. Kent Cash agreed that Area 4 should be broken up into more focused areas.  Ms. Hope Taylor-Guevara publicly thanks Mr. Barry Baker for providing the information on development in the areas to the RAB members.  She added that this was very helpful for the Sub-Committee.

Mr. Art Shacter noted that NCDENR is involved in an EPA Pilot Study to address the Nationwide Prioritization of all ordnance sites like Butner and the Pilot Study came up with a very similar approach to the one developed by the Sub-Committee.  Ms. Marti Morgan, NCDENR, added that EPA will make the document available upon completion and it will contain score sheets that the RAB may want to review for comparison. 

Ms. Blalock asked for comments on the Sub-Committee process and subsequent ranking.  Mr. Ken Lucas noted that one factor not addressed in the rankings was availability of funding.  Ms. Taylor-Guevara replied that the funding information was not available.  Mr. John Baden, U.S. Corps of Engineers - Wilmington District (CESAW), replied that the funding information would be provided to the RAB members at the meeting.  Mr. Colella added that the Corps thought it would be beneficial for the Sub-Committee to complete the ranking process prior to release of the funding information.  Mr. Ray Livermore, also with CESAW, stated that funding should be secondary when it comes to prioritizing the areas for response actions.  Mr. Lucas stated that the funding would be beneficial for sorting out remaining areas when you have similar ranking scores.  Mr. Colella replied that the funding doesn’t matter, as there were enough funds available for Fiscal Year (FY) 2006 to complete the areas ranked 1 through 4.  Mr. Cash asked if the Sub-Committee rankings for priorities 3 and 4 were the same as the EE/CA recommendations.  If so, he was making a motion to accept the Sub-Committee’s prioritization of 1 through 4.  Ms. Taylor-Guevara clarified that only the first two sites have been prioritized.  The remaining sites listed on the Sub-Committee information sheet weren’t listed in priority order.  The areas were placed arbitrarily under the “Areas that still need to be prioritized” heading.  There was much discussion on just taking the next two on the list without going through the ranking process.  Mr. Short reminded the RAB that the Sub-Committee had expended a great effort to develop the scoring tool for the ranking process.  He stated that the ranking process was one of the main focuses of the RAB and the Sub-Committee should be allowed to complete the process for the remaining areas.  Ms. Blalock offered that the Sub-Committee could do that and include the funding information as well.  Ms. Taylor-Guevara also added that the Sub-Committee would welcome new members to assist in this process.

Mr. Cash made a motion that the Sub-Committee recommendations for the Prioritization of Lakeview Subdivision and Area 4C be accepted.  Mr. Edgar Smoak seconded the motion.  Prior to the vote, Mr. Colella noted that Lakeview wasn’t the first priority on the CESAW list because the area had been cleared to a depth of 6-inches during the Time Critical Removal Action (TCRA).  Ms. Blalock asked for clarification on the TCRA conducted on the Blalock property as she thought it was cleared to depth.  Mr. Baden confirmed that the anomalies of concern on the Blalock property were cleared to depth.  Ms. Blalock stated that she still perceives a hazard at Lakeview since many residential activities (gardening, etc.) would require digging greater than 6 inches.  The RAB voted unanimously on Priorities 1 and 2 as the Lakeview Subdivision and Area 4C, respectively.

Mr. Lucas asked what the cost of those two areas would be.  Mr. Baden responded it would be $573,000 for both.  Mr. Lucas asked what the total amount was available for FY 2006.  Mr. Baden replied $1.1 million.  Mr. Barry Baker asked if CESAW was able to obtain any additional funds for FY 2005 from the unused funds turned back in.  Mr. Colella replied that they were not able to get any.  He did note that he had asked several times, but the funds just weren’t available this year.  Mr. Cash asked if Butner would lose the money if they didn’t spend it immediately.  Mr. Baden responded that they would not.  He clarified that the $1.1 million is dedicated to Butner for all of FY 2006.  Mr. Cash stated that the Sub-Committee would then have time to complete the ranking process without any worry of losing the funding.  Mr. Smoak asked why not get as many sites prioritized as soon as possible so the contractor can get to work?  Mr. Baden reminded the RAB that the contractor, (USA, Environmental), will be completing the removal at Area 1A prior to starting any additional response actions.  Mr. Baker asked what it would take to pull the north end of Moriah/Uzzle Road intersection out for a response action.  He noted that there is on-going development in this area.  This is the “Hester Ranch” area currently being sub-divided.  He explained that the divisions of parcels into lots greater than 10 acres are exempt from the “sub-division” requirements.  Mr. Baker noted that this type of development is prevalent in the Butner area, citing Area 4A with similar development.

Mr. Smoak asked about the recommendation made by the RAB at one of the first meetings for notification through deeds.  Mr. Baker commented that there is no deed police.  He also added that the zoning permits, building permits, and plats have been stamped with a notice of ordnance since approximately 1993.  Mr. Baker reiterated that the information is not on the deeds.  Ms. Blalock noted that there is a hole in the institutional controls as the deed for her property says “General Use” when it should have been “Surface Use Only”.  Mr. Baden stated he has been talking to the CESAW attorneys.  They told him that no deeds were restricted.  The information was relayed to people, but it was never to go on the deed.  Mr. Baden was told that there was no ability to put the information on the deed in NC.  The discussion was tabled until the IC portion of the RAB Agenda.

Ms. Taylor-Guevara followed up on the major effort of re-sectoring of Area 4 Proper, noting that this really needs to be conducted.  She feels there could be areas of high priority that need to be cleared.  Mr. Smoak recommended prioritizing the areas during the RAB meeting.  He stated that he was aware that the priorities may change, but there would at least be a baseline to work with in the future.  He noted that there may be stagnant areas (development-wise) this year that next year are on fire with construction.  He suggested the RAB review the priorities yearly of more frequently.  Ms. Taylor-Guevara agreed, stating that many RABs meet monthly.  Art stated that as far as the criteria was concerned, there are more criteria than number of people and number of UXO to evaluate when re-sectoring Area 4 Proper.  He suggested the RAB also look at historical information to evaluate whether the areas were in firing fans or not.  He asked CESAW although the FY 2006 funds have been earmarked for Butner, when the funds would actually be available.  Mr. Baden indicated it would probably be 2nd Quarter (Jan or Feb 2006).  Ms. Taylor-Guevara asked to get back to the process of re-sectoring.  Mr. Don Silkebakken (Parsons) provided a brief synopsis of revision of the EE/CA (requiring a new contract).  Ms. Morgan suggested that this could be done as part of the Recurring Review process.  Mr. Baden stated that would be 5 years from the completion of the EE/CA and breaking up the area for response would require a new action Memorandum.  The RAB asked for the cost of re-sectoring the area.  Mr. Baden and Mr. Silkebakken could not provide a concrete number at the time.  Ms. Blalock reiterated the need to break the area up into smaller areas.  Mr. Colella asked if the RAB determine a portion of Area 4 Proper was determined to be a high priority, couldn’t they pull that area out at that time and request a cost estimate at that time.  Mr. Baden responded that this was possible; however, USACE may need to have a new Action memorandum to address this scenario.  Ms. Morgan reminded the RAB that as more information is acquired, the need for a TCRA may become evident.

Mr. Cash recommended that the RAB re-sector Area 4 Proper rather than using a contractor.  Mr. Baden replied that there was no priority set for Area 4.  He added that the EE/CA presented a snapshot in time.  The RAB was created to assist in changing priorities as the conditions of the area changed.  Mr. Smoak said the area totaled 21,000 acres.  He noted that one day someone will want to develop the area.  He felt the RAB needed to go ahead and prioritize and make revisions as needed in the future.

Mr. Robert Nore, USA Environmental (USA), gave a presentation on the contract they have been awarded for the response action(s) at former Camp Butner.  He provided the Scope of Work as follows:

1.
Project Planning/Preparation

2.
Work Plan

3.
Response Action (11 subtasks – 9 removal areas, ICs, evacuations)

4.
Geospatial Data

5.
Final Report

6.
Project Management

Mr. Baden handed out the Price Proposal for the entire contract with USA.  It was noted that only some of the tasks had been funded to date.  [Note: Due to the confidential nature of this information and the public release of this document, the Price Proposal information has not been included in the minutes.]  Mr. Nore provided details on work completed to date.  He stated that a Site Visit was conducted August 5 and 6, 2005.  They made contact with the local police, potential surveyors, and worked out logistics for the future field effort.  He noted that USA is currently writing the Generic Work Plan.  The Draft is due to USACE on September 19, 2005.  He anticipates that the Final will be completed by October 19, 2005.  USA is tentatively scheduled to mobilize to Butner on October 30, 2005.  The field schedule is as follows:

Oct 31 – Nov 1: Survey

Nov 1 – Nov 8: Site Preparation

Nov 2 – Nov 29: Removal Activities

Nov 30: MEC/MD Disposal Operations

Dec 1: Demobilization

Dec 2 – Jan 30: Prepare Draft and Final RA Report

Jan 31: Completion of Final RA Report

Mr. Nore detailed the RA procedures as follows:

· Boundary Survey of 20 acres

· Survey Grids (60 x 60 meters)

· Clear vegetation and surface clutter

· Mag and Flag (use 1.5 meter lanes)

· Excavate anomalies

· Disposal of MEC and MD

Special Considerations for the RA at Butner include:

· Most Probable Munition is MKII Hand Grenade

· Maximum Fragmentation Distance is 390 feet

· Use of open front barricades

· Evacuation (use off-duty police to assist)

Mr. Lucas asked if a Public Meeting will precede the RA.  Mr. Nore answered that at least one meeting will occur prior to commencement of the field work.  Mr. Colella asked for clarification on Complex 1 versus Complex 2 as observed on the Price Proposal.  Mr. Baden replied that in order to facilitate funding through the Action Memorandums, CESAW split the Range Complex into two parts.  Mr. Colella asked about the origination of the proposal numbers.  Mr. Nore was unsure of the actual process as he inherited the project after it was awarded.  Mr. Baden explained that the Request for Proposal (RFP) asked for the cost for completion of the response actions for a set number of acres per area.  For the estimate for Area 4 Proper, it was based on an estimate of houses in the area with a 2 acre clearance per house.  Mr. Nore added that the estimate was calculated using the information in the RFP, as well as the EE/CA data.  He stated that all tasks except ICs and Evacuations are Firm Fixed Price (FFP).  Mr. Baden added that the IC costs are dependent on the number of meetings, amount of IC materials generated, etc.  The RAB asked for an estimate of how much one meeting cost.  Mr. Baden said he did not have the number available, but threw out $25,000 as a conservative estimate.  He explained that estimate included labor for the participants from CESAW and the contractor, the facilitator, preparation of the meeting information packets, preparation of the minutes, etc.  Mr. Colella thought this was a high estimate and requested an action item to obtain a more realistic number.

Mr. Cash asked USA’s representative if they were responsible for preparation of the ESS required prior to the RA.  Mr. Nore replied that this is being prepared by Huntsville U.S. Army Engineering and Support Center (CEHNC).  Mr. Cash asked if this process had been initiated.  Mr. Baden responded that CEHNC is currently working on it.  Mr. Colella asked if the Work Plan had to be sent with the ESS.  Mr. Nore clarified that the Work Plan is not part of the ESS.  The ESS is a summary of the site background and the work Plan.  The timeframe of the approval of the ESS was discussed.  The RAB was informed that the Department of Defense Explosives Safety Board would receive the ESS for approval.  This could take as many as 120 days to receive approval.  Mr. Cash questioned the validity of the start date of Oct. 31.  Mr. Nore replied that USA would be ready to mobilize for that date; however, they would have to wait for the ESS approval.  Mr. Lucas questioned since the RAs are all FFP, what if USA finds more than they expected?  What would that do to the cost?  Mr. Nore answered that USA would have to deal with it and they would not request more money.

The RAB moved to the next agenda item: Land Use Controls.  Mr. Shacter informed the RAB members, that Parsons had provided all the materials to them and they needed to determine how to disseminate the information.  He noted that he had talked to Ms. Diana Degen about Community Outreach assistance from her organization in Chapel Hill.  She stated that they would be able to provide free assistance to help communicate with schools to set up a program to talk to the kids, etc.  Mr. Shacter recommended Mr. Doug Logan, based on his position with the Emergency Management Agency, head up a Sub-Committee to work with Ms. Degen on the Public Education Awareness Program.  Mr. Logan agreed to work on this and welcomed any additional RAB members interested in helping.

Mr. Silkebakken presented the RAB with the IC materials.  These materials included 1,000 brochures, 25 educational videos, 23 educational DVDs (two were already distributed), and 15 children’s coloring/activity books.  He mentioned also that the 40 warning signs have already been delivered to CESAW.  In addition, parsons has provided the brochure and coloring book files to CESAW on CD for further production, as needed.

Mr. Shacter has made contact with the NC State Agricultural Research Center, the National Guard, and the local Department of Transportation to obtain the points of contact regarding the placement of the signs in the area.  Mr. Baker stated that all roads outside the municipalities in NC are maintained by the State.  It was noted that the signs are specific to the three counties included within the former Camp Butner area, Granville, Durham, and Person.  Mr. Baden told the RAB members that part of USA’s contract includes funding for installation of the signs under the IC task.  The RAB needs to determine the location of the signs first.  Mr. Logan inquired about the amount of IC funds already spent.  Mr. Nore stated that none of the awarded amount had been used to date.  All of the IC materials/functions thus far have been funded through Parsons.  Mr. Colella stated the RAB needs to come up with a process to disseminate the IC materials and determine the sign locations.  He suggested the RAB work in stages with the sign installation, starting with public areas, and evaluating additional locations over time.  Ms. Taylor-Guevara suggested placing the signs in public areas that are close to private lands.  Mr. Baker stated the State DOT doesn’t allow signs in the right of way.  He suggested possibly sending letters to private landowners based on tax records and request volunteers.  The question was raised who would conduct the records search.  Mr. Baker replied USA could conduct the search under their current contract.  It was decided to check with the POCs identified by Mr. Shacter from the NC State Agricultural Research Facility, the National Guard, and the local DOT first and see what signs could be posted.  The evaluate where to put the remaining signs later.  Mr. Colella stated CESAW would do this.  Mr. Baker noted that if permission is obtained through the State DOT, the local DOT needs to be notified to ensure they don’t remove the signs following their standard procedures.  Mr. Baden volunteered to get the POC information from Mr. Shacter and investigate all procedures all the way through the State level DOT.  Mr. Cash made a motion if CESAW gets approval from DOT for the signs, they get USA contracted to move forward with installation within all guidelines.  Mr. Lucas seconded the motion.  The RAB vote was unanimous.

Mr. Logan made an observation that his EMA position only covers Granville County.  He said he would create a pilot program to utilize in the future in the two remaining counties.  Ms. Blalock asked if Mr. Logan had any other needs or would require additional members at this stage.  Mr. Logan requested some time to get his bearings with the program and then evaluate what additional needs he may have, if any.  He did ask if there were any volunteers to work with Durham and Person Counties.  Mr. Cash said he would volunteer to contact Durham County schools in the affected area.  He subsequently volunteered for Person County, as well.  Mr. Colella asked if the RAB should target other groups in addition to schools.  Ms. Blalock noted that schools are the biggest target as far as getting to the largest number of people at once.  Other suggestions by the RAB included: County Planning Offices, public libraries, Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts, ministerial groups, hunting clubs, and special interest groups (wildlife, etc.).

Mr. Logan provided an update on the ordnance discoveries in the area since the previous meeting.  He stated that, once again, Mr. Veazy had the most activity as far as findings.  All were inert Bazooka rounds.  EOD was called and handled all findings.  Mr. Logan noted that each time Mr. Veazy turns his garden, more items surface.

Ms. Blalock moved to the next agenda item – the frequency of RAB meetings.  As was stated earlier, some RABs meet as much as once a month, while others maintain a quarterly or semi-annual schedule.  Ms. Blalock reminded the members that they still need to finish the prioritization of the areas.  She felt the RAB needed one more meeting before the end of the year to complete the initial ranking.  Mr. Cash recommended the Sub-Committee bring the prioritization of all sites to the next RAB meeting for review and approval.  Ms. Blalock responded this would be possible, but anticipated the Sub-Committee would need to meet a minimum of 2 times prior to the next RAB meeting in order to accomplish this task.  The agreed upon date was October 27 at 6:30pm.  The agenda of this meeting will include, but is not limited to the following:

· Finalizing the site rankings – Sub-Committee

· Update on Public Education Program – Mr. Doug Logan

· Update on sign installation approval – Mr. John Baden

· Update on ordnance findings – Mr. Doug Logan

The RAB members discussed the format of the next meeting.  It was decided, in an effort to reduce costs (and because it was no longer deemed necessary) the meeting would not utilize a facilitator.  There was some discussion of RAB members taking turns to capture the minutes; however, it was decided that this would interfere with the function of the members of the RAB, so USA will provide someone to document the minutes at future meetings.

At 8:40pm, Mr. Cash made a motion to adjourn the meeting.  It was seconded.  Mr. Short thanked everyone for their time and diligence to the RAB.  The meeting was adjourned.

Next meeting: Thursday October 27 2005 at 6:30pm,
           Town of Butner Operations Building
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