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RE: Analysis of polycyclic ammatic compounds in fog oil. 

Dear Mr. Williams: 

We have mmpleted the analysis of fog oil for polycyclic ammatic hydrocarbons (:PAH) using High 
Performance Liquid Chromatography (HPLC), Gas ChromatographyIMass Spectrometry (GWMS) and 
Fourier Transform Infrared Spectroscopy (FT-IR) and the results of the analysis is summarized below. 

SAMPLE LOG-IN 

ANALYSIS RESULTS 

1. HPLC analysis of sample shows 6.16% of polycydic aromatic hydrocarbons. 

The sam'ples were logged as follows: 

2 F i i R  analysis of sample shows presence of polycydic aromatic hydrocarbons along with long- 
chain aliphatic hydfficarbons. 

SAMPLE DESC~PTION 

3. GC'MS analysis of sample shows presence of large number of aliphatic and ammatic volatile 
organics at very low concentration levels. 

CHEMIR/POLYTECH SAMPLE NUMBER 

2672 Metro Blvd. A St. Louis MO 63043 A FAX (3 14) 291 -6630 A EL (3 14) 291 4620 

SeF2 (9504-336-001) 950770 

DCN 264



ANALYSIS DISCUSSION 

1. HPLC Analvsis 

High performance liquid chromatography (HPLC) is a powerful technique for resolving complex 
sample mixtures. it is based on differential migration (interaction) of sample components in a 
bi phase system made up of liquid stationary and mobile phase. Careful selection of two phases 
results in optimum separation of sample components. 

Use of HPLC in the analysis of polyqdic aromatics is well known. EPA method 8310 for PAHs 
involves use of HPLC with UV and fluorescence detection (method attached). Chart 1 shows 
separation of PAH by HPLC using UV detedion (catalogue). 

HPLC with W detection has an advantage over GC or GC/MS as straight chains (aliphalics) do 
not absorb at 254nm. Thus, HPLC-UV detedion is selective unlike GC/FID or GC/MS for PAHs. 
However, chemical components in the sample with chromophoric group could result in over 
estimation of PAHs, induding aikyl benzenes. 

HPLC methodology for PAH was developed on a nonpolar column using a standard PAH mixture 
obtained fmm Chem Service. The list of PAH and their concentrations are: 

- 

A 

CHEMICAL COMPONENT 

Acenaphthene 

F luoranthene 

Naphthalene 

1.2-Benzanthracene 

Benzo(a)pyrene 

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 

Benzo(k)fluoranthene 

Chrysene 

Acenaphthylene 

Anthracene 

1.12-8enzo perylene 

Fluorene 

Phenanthrene 

1.2:5.6-Mbenzanthracene 

Indeno(l.2.3-C.D)pyrene 

Pyrene 

/ 

1 

CONCENTRATION 
W T N O  L 

100ugIml 

100ug/ml 

100ug/ml 

100ug/ml 

100ugIml 

r 

CONCENTRA~ON 
WNVT 

126 uglgm 

126 ug/gm 

126 ug/gm 

126 ug/gm 

126 ug/grn 

126 ug/gm 

126 uglgm 

126 ug/gm 

126 ug/gm 

126 ug/gm 

126 uglgm 

126 ug/gm 
L 

126 ugtgm 

126 ug/gm 

126 ug/gm 

126 udgm 

CAS # 

83-32-9 

206-44-0 

91 -20-3 

56-55-3 

50-32-8 

100ug/ml 

100ug/ml 

1 OOug/mi 

100ug/ml 

100ug/rnl 

100ug/ml 

100ug/mI 

100ug/ml . 

1 OOug/ml 

1 OOuglml 

100ug/ml 

205-99-2 

207-08-9 

21 8-01-9 

208-96-8 

120-1 2-7 

1 9 1-24-2 

86-73-7 

85-0 1 -8 

53-70-3 

193-39-5 

129-00-0 



Column: Alltech Econosphere C18; 250 mrn x 3.2 mm 

Flow rate: Time Flow rate 
(min) (mumin) 

0 0.6 
6.99 0.6 
7 0.7 
18 1.8 
End of analysis 1.8 

Detector: Photodiode array at 254nm (UV detector) 

Note: The HPLC pump was programed at a rate of 0.1 mumin from 7 min to 18 min. Row 
programing cuts down the analysis time and sharpens later eluting component. 

The HPLC separation of standard PAH (100 pprn wiv; 126 ppm w/w) is shown in Chart 3. The 
experimental conditions were not optimized to resolve the individual components as group 
quantitation (PAHs) was the objective of the analysis. The detector response for individual PAHs 
are different as their molar absorptivity are different at 254nm. Also, some peaks are intense 
due to coelution of multiple sample components. The chromatogram shows 12-1 3 maximal. All 
the sample components elute within 20 minutes. The expanded plot of this separation is shown 
in Chart 4. 

The HPLC separation on Chart 5 is the duplicate run of PAH standards and the separation is 
comparable to Chart 3, The retention time and peak areas of sample components are 
reproducible. 

To compute the average response of the UV detector for PAH (detector response/microgram of 
PAH in 1 gm of methanol), the total area in the two chromatograms (Charts 3 and 5) were 
integrated and divided by standard weight. The results of integration is shown in Chart 6. The 
area due to PAH is highlighted in this chart. The average response per microgram of PAH in 
Igm of methanol was found to be 126090. This factor was used to compute the amount of PAH 
in sample. 

Chart 7 is a mobile phase blank run prior to sample. The broad hump in this chromatogram is 
due to very low altenuation on the absorption scale. The high frequency noise in this 
chmmatogram is the power line noise (60hz noise). - 

The HPLC separation of 3.6mglgrn of sample in methanol is shown in Chart 8. This 
chromatogram shows that the sample has many components with chromophoric functionality. - 

The area was integrated to get the total detector response. Chart 9 is the duplicate analysis of 
sample (4.7mglgm of methanol) and the separation is comparable to Chart 8. Chart 9 is the 
integration results for sample separation. 



The amount of PAH in the sample was computed as below. 

PAH in unknowrl - - Detector res~onse for unknown 
PAH in standard Detector response for known 

From the knowledge of sample concentration in methanol and amount of PAH computed (from 
above) the percentage of PAH in sample was determined (6.16%). 

Charts 11 and 12 are the HPLC separation of PAH and sample run under gradient. The mobile 
phase was acetonitrildwater (60:40) up to 7 minutes and then changed to 400% Adonitrile. 
Comparison of the two chmrnatogram shows similarity in retention times suggesting the possible 
presence of some of the standard components in the sample (Chart 13). 

2. FT-IR Analvsis 

Fourier Transform Infrared Spedmscopy (FT-IR) is a tool of choice for identification of materials. 
In FT-IR, the infrared absorption bands are assigned to characteristic functional groups. Based 
on the presence of a number of such bands, a material under consideration can be identified. 
Availability of a spec!! of known compounds increases the probability of making a positive 
identification. - 
FT-IR spectrum of PAH standards after drying methanol (concentrate) is showri in Chart 14. The 
bands at 3039 cm4, 1602 cm-', 700 to 900 cm4 are characteristic of PAH. 

The FT-iR spectrum of sample as received in Chart 15 has features of PAH along with aliphatics 
(2800 to 3000 cm-', 1459 cm-', 1380 cm-'). The relative proportion of aliphalic (strong) to PAH 
(weak) suggests that aliphaiics are major fraction of sample component:;. Also, the FT-IR 
analysis supports the presence of PAH. 

The FT-iR spectrum of sample after evaporation is shown in Chart 16. This is similar to Chart 
15. 

GCJMS Analvsis 

In Gas ChromatographyIMass Spectrometry (GCJMS), GC resolves the sample components 
based on volatility, and MS detects the same based on mass to charge ratio. Sample 
components that are volatile or interact the least with the stationary phase spend less time in the 
chromatographic column and elute in decreasing oder of volatility. In MS, the resolved sample 
components are ionized and separated in a mass analyzer. The fragmentation pattern of a 
sample component and its computer library match enables sample identification. - 

As HPLC analysis showed presence of chrornophoric components (probably PAH and 
alkylbenzenes), the sample was subjected to GC/MS. 

The GClMS of a blank (acetonitrite/water) is shown in Chart 12. The reconstructed ion 
chmrnatogram of 3604 ppm of sample in acetonitrite/water is shown at the bottom of Chart 18. 
The other plots (miz = 43, 57, 77, 85) are characteristic of aliphatics. The reconstructed ion 
chromatogram (broad hump) suggests the probable presence of large number of chemical 
components at trace levels. Also, because of multiple components the chromatogram is not 
resolved. The aliphatic trace (m/z = 43, 57, 71, 80) suggests that significant fraction of the 
sample is made of aliphatic. Similar trace for olefins (mlz = 41, 55, 69, 83) is shown in Chart 
19. Again, the cfrmmatogram suggests significant presence of olefins in the sample. 

Tropilium ions are characteristic of aromatics wim a m/z ration of 91. The reconstructed ion 
chromatogram characteristic of tropilium ion is shown in Chart 20. This suggests that aromatics 
are not minor sample component. 



The reconstruded chmmatognm of PAH standards is shmvn in Chart 21. mmpat i s~n  of the 
MIS responds of PAH with sample suggest that these individual componenk are present in 
trace/ultra trace levels. 

INSTRUMENTATION 

CHARTS 

Enciosed please find the following charts generated during the analysis. 

ENCLOSURE OESCWP~ON 

PURPOSE 

Separation of components from 
mixture. 

Determination of molecular weight of 
components. 

Chemical compositional analysis and 
functional group analysis. 

CHART l HPLC scan of polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons. 

L- 

MANUFACTURER 

Waters Prep 3000 

Finnigan 

Nicolet 

I 

I 
I 

CHART 2 HPLC background with gradient flow rate. 

SCIENT~~C INSTRUMENT~MODEL 

High Performance Liquid 
Chromatograph (HPLC) 

Gas Chromatograph/Mass 
Spectrometer (GC/MS)/INCOS 50 

Fourier Transform Infrared 
Spectrometer (FT-IR)/Magna 550 

CHART 3 HPLC scan of standard polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon from ChemService. 

CHART 4 HPLC scan of standard (zoomed). 

CHART 5 HPLC scan of standard polycydic aromatic by hydrocarbon iun R. 

CHART 6 Comparisons of standard polycydic ammatic hydrocarbon run #I and run #2. 

CHART 7 HPLC background before sample. 

CHART 8 HPLC scan of sample 3.6038 mg/g in methanol run #I. 

CHART 9 HPLC scan of sample 4.712 mg/g in methanol run #2. 

CHART 10 HPLC scan of sample 4.712 mglg for quantitation. 

CHART 11 HPLC can of standard potycydic aromatic hydrocarbon. 



CHARTS (Cont), 

ENCLOSURE DESCRIPTION 

CHART 12 HPLC scan of sample 3.6038 mglg. 

CHART 13 Comparison of Charts 11 and 12 for quantitation. 

CHART 14 FT-IR spectrum of polycycfic aromatic hydrocarbon standand. 

CHART 15 FT-IR spectrum of sample. * 

- CHART 16 FT-IR spectrum of sample aff er evaporation. 

CHART 17 Reconstructed ion chromatogram of HPLC mobile phase blank. 

CHARTS 18-20 GClMS data of the sample. 

CHART 21 Reconstructed ion chromatogram of standard polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons. 

CHARTS 22-23 Research publication for detection of polynuclear. 

SUGGESTED FUTURE WORK 

The qualitative and quantitative Analysis of PAHs could be further refined by off line HPLC followed by 
GCIMS. Use of modified ASTM method 0254968 on a silica gel column will isolate aromatics fmm 
aliphatics. The aromatics can then be analyzed by GC-GCIMS. Also, by selective monitoring of 
characteristic m/z ions of PAH, one can improve the sensitivity of GCIMS analysis. Charf 22 is a 
photocopy of literature work citing the ASTM method and Chart 23, the selective ion monitoring of 
aromatics. 

This work will require 40 additional hours of chemist's time at $120.001hour for a total cost of $4800.00.- 



?age 7 - Mr. Williams - 2 June 1995 

An invoice is being sent to your accounts payable department Samples are disposed of on the first 
Monday of evefy month after being retained for at least 30 days unless you dired us otherwise in writing. 
Please review the Terns & Conditions as stated below that govern the analysis work Thank you for 
consulting Chemir/Potyt& Laboratories, Inc. If you have any questions regarding this work, or if we can 
be of any further assistance, please cail us at (314) 291-6620. 

Sincerely, 
Chemir I Polytech Laboratories, Inc. 

Shri Thanedar, Ph.D. 
Technical Director 

; .  
. Makaraed Joshi, Ph.0. 

Group Leader 
Organic Analysis & Testing 

Project Chemist: 
C. J. \lenkztrarnani, Ph.0. 
Senior Scientist 

TERMS 8 CONDITIONS 

The ardysis work reported huein is of a research nature. It has been performed under the cost, tme, and informdon framework 
established by the dient For these reasons, ChemirIPolyth Laboratories, Inc. (CPL) makes no warrarities or guarantees of the 
work product, expressed or impfie and accepts no legal responsibility for the purpose for w h i i  the dent uses the test resultr 
CPt's liability shall be limited soay to an amount not to exceed the fee received by CPL far the performarm of this work. 
Ddwmtation andysis of commercal pro- is pmvided for informational purpose only. We Sb'Ungly recammend review of sWe 
and federal laws, tademarlcs. co~yights and patent mations by the dient prior to use of such inforfTIalT0n. Cast for deposition, 
testimony, expert witness, etc., is mtinduded in the endosed invoice. Such cost shall be $1,950.00 per day ptus expenses. 



Appendix #2 

"hhicam'~ Pad Analysis 



IBER, GRANA & YONLEY, I N C -  
DRIVE 

-ST. LOUIS, MO 63026 

- -I-- --- --- --- - - 
2345 Millpark Drive 

Maryland Heights, MO 63043-3529 
(3 1 4) 427-0550 

ATTN: BRYAN WILLIAMS 

INVOICE # 31667 
PO # - - -  

ANALYSIS IZESULTS 

SAMPLE I D :  9 5 3 5 1 5 - 0 0 2  
LAB ID: 9 5 0 4 / 3 5 2 - 0 0 1  
DATS COLLECTED: 0 4 / 2 0 / 9 5  
DATS RECEIVED: 0 4 / 2 4 / 9 5  7 : 3 8  

TEST i?%RFOIU*IED -- 
TCL? EXTItACTION 

METALS ANALYSIS 

SILVER 

RESULTS -- - 
SW-846 1311 

REGULATORY 
SW-846 6G1g LEVEL EXTRACTION 

5 . 0  1 , O a Q  m g / l  04/27/95 R.D. 



June 12, 1995 

Mr. William A. Spratlin 
Director, Air, RCKA, and 'l'odcs Division 
Unitcd Statcs Environmental Protection Agwcy, 
Region WT 
726 Minntsom Arenue 

. Kaasas City, Kansas 66 10 1 

Dear Mr. Spmtlin: 

Tile IISEPA. Region VII Air Permits Section recently revimvcd a proposed Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration (PSW) of Air Quality permit for obscurant t r d g  asuueiad with 
the move of the US. b y  Chemical School tn Ft. Leonard Wood, Missouri. The conclusions 
of the review were documented in your May 11, 1935 h e r  to the Dkcctor of the Missouri 
Uepamnent of Namd Resources (MDNR). 

T'm writing an behalf of the Codition for the Envkonment, whasc members are concerntd 
about potential cnvironmentd impacts which might be caused by the operation nf the k m y  
Chemical School. Their cnnwru have been magnif?cd by the many errors and deficiencies 
present in ht.h the construction permit application submitted by Ft. Leonard Wood and in the 
pcrmit review process conducted by hlDNR. These concerned citizens need assurances that 
the substantive requiremmlr of the PSD permit review process are satisfied just ;rs thoroughly 
for this proposed operation at Ft Leonard Wood as for any other facility applying for a pmi~  
to anit significant quautitics of air pollutants to the atnln3phcte. I wat to alert you to the 
exis\wc;e of some potmtially erroneous and incomplctc information contained in the pennit 
application md supporang rccord, and ask that you reco~isider you cunc;lusions regarding -the 
adcqwcy of MDNR'Y p d t  review process. 

Ft. Leonard Wood officials made a serious error when they submitted multiplc construction 
permil appIications for what mccts the &fi t ion  of a single ~riajor mufication to an existing 
major rtiilionary source. 

Federal law requircs that all the various elements of thc Army Chemical School must be 
relocated to another instaltation M a single group. These elements include Obscurant Training; 
a Chemical Decontamination Training Facility (CDTP) and its supporting laboratories; and 



Mr. WlIIiam Spratlin 
June 12, 1995 
Page 2 

Nuclear, Biological, and Chemical (NBC) Training, among others. The Army has -pmPosed 
relocating all of these functions (each of which is a source of air contaminant emissions) to Ft. 
Leonard Wood. 

EPA guidance on PSD permits requires that air emissions increases resulting from construction 
of these new sources (which constitute a single major modification) must be evaluated 'together. 
Ths  has not been done. By splitting up what should have been one PSD construction permit 
into several smaller permits, Ft. Leonard Wood has been allowed over 40 tons per year of 
volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions (as formaldehyde) h m  the CDTF incinerator and 
boilers without even having to consider Best Available Control Technology (BACT) or any of 
the other PSD requirements for these emissions units. Splitting these pennits & also allowed 
dispersion modeling to be conducted for National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) 
compliance and source impact/increment consumption which excludes all but one of the 
proposed sources of new/iicreased air emissions. This exclusion has resulted in modeled 
NAAQS and increment consumption impacts which are substantially underestimated. 

EPA guidance on PSD specifies that these proposed emissions increases cannot be considered 
exclusively of each other. It is clear that these separate permits must be combined into a single 
comprehensive PSD permit application and review action. 

Not all Permits Applied For: 

F t  Leonard Wood has not included emissions from Radiological Training in my of the 
construction pennit applications it has submitted to date. This important element of the Army 
Chemical School wiil have potential emissions of radionuclides, and will thus require a 
construction permit issued according to the provisions of a National Emission Standard for 
Hazardous Air Pollurants ( N E S W  - 40 CFR Part 61, Subpart I). 

Specific Deficiencies in PSD Review of Obscurant Training 
Control Technology Review. This provision requires application of BACT at each proposed 
emissions unit where a net incxwse will occur in emissions of a pollutant for which there is 
a significant net increase associated with the major modification. 

The proposed relocation of the Army Chemical School will result in-sigmficant net increases 
in emissions of both PM-10 and VOCs. The BACT analysis of the Obscurant Training was 
cursory at besf and did not include a thorough evaluation of all potential alternatives- 

In addition, a net bmase will occur in emissions of PM-10 and VOCs due to operation of the 
new CDTF incinemr and boilers. However, as noted above, no BACT analysis was done for 
any emissions units associated with the CDTF. 

SCHREIBER, GRANA 6r YONLEY, INC. 
8% 

t2 



Mr. William Spratlin 
June 12, 1995 
Page 3 

Source Impact Analysis. This provision requires a d c m o ~ o n  that d o n s  ~increascs 
h m  the proposed major modification will not contribute to a violation of a NAAQS or a PSD 
increment 

The dispersion modeling conducted for source impact analysis and increment consumption due 
to Obscurant Training incorrectly excluded evaluation of the impact on most areas widrin the 
boundaries of F t  Leonard Wood. Virtually all of the Ft Leonard Wood Military Reservation 
is open to unrestricted access by the public. Thus, nearly all areas of Ft Leonard Wood must 
be considered ambient air as defined at 40 CFR 50.l(e), and the impact of the obscurant 
training must be evaluated (for both NMQS compliance and PSD increment consumption) in 
virtually all areas of the military reservation. 

- 

~Ge l ine  dispersion modeling submitted in support of the Obsc-t Training permit application 
shows exceedances of the PM-10 NAAQS in the cantonment area at Ft Leonard Wood 
Supplemental dispersion modeling performed by my staff for verification of Obscurant Training 
impact and increment consumption shows PM- 10 NAAQS exceedances at both the commercial 
airport terminal building on the post and a receptor location approximately 13,000m/300° fkom 
the model grid origin near the center of Ft Leonard Wood. This supplemental dispersion 
modeling was done using meteorological conditions which are among those for which 
obscurant training operations are allowed in the draft permit issued by MDNR 

Air Quality Analysis: Pre+Application Analysis. This provision requires that the permit 
application contain an analysis of ambient air quality in the area that would be affkcted by the 
major modification. This air quality analysis must contain air quality monitoring data gathered 
over a period of not less that four months. There are no provisions in the PSD regulations for 
post-construction monitoring in lieu of pre-application monitoring. 

No ambient air monitoring data for the affected area was gathered, analyzed, or subbmitted by 
Ft Leonard Wood to support any construction permit applications. 

Additional Impact Anaiysis. The PSD program requires an analysis of impairment tb 
visibility, soils, and vegetation, as well as an analysis of the air quality impacts of the general 
commercial, residential, industrial, and other growth associated with the major m o ~ c a t i o a  

As pointed out in your May 11 letter to MDNR, Ft Leonard Wood has met neither of these 
requirements. It is essentiai that information and data be gathered, the analysis performed, and 
the d t s  and conclusions be presented for public review and comment prior to any MDNR 
final action on the permit application. 

SCHREIBER, GRANA &L YONLEY, INC 
m 
t.3 



Mr. William Spr& 
June 12, 1995 
Page 4 

Compliance With All Applicable Emhsion Limitations. The PSD program- requires 
applicants to demonstrate that the proposed major modification wiu be in compliance with all 
applicable federal and state emission limitations. 

The proposed Obscurant Training operations will clearly violate 10 CSR 10-3.050, Restriction 
of Emission of Particulate Matter f h m  I n d d a l  Processes. The requirement for compliance 
with this emission limitation appears to have been completely ovnlooked by Ft. Lmnard Wood 
and MDNR thus far in the permit review process. 

My ciients and I fed strongly that the -rs and omissions detailed above constitute sigmficant 
substantive deficiencies in both the permit application prepared and submitted 'oy F t  Leonard 
Wqod and in the permit review process conducted by MDNR. We are not confident that 
MDNR provided all the relevant information needed for the Region W staff to accomplish a 
thorough review of the proposed PSD permit. 

I urge you re-examine the permit application package and permit review documentation, 
keeping in mind the deficiencies noted above. I am codident you will find ample cause to 
conclude that neither the applicant nor MDNR have fully met the substantive requirements for 
isuance of a PSD permit. Ft. Leonard Wood and MDNR need to go back and accomplish a 
far more thorough and deliberate permit application and permit review to prove that the 
proposed major modification is consistent with the spirit and the letter of the PSD program, 
and is truly protective of human health and the environment. 

Sincerely, 

SCHREIBER GRANA & YONLEY, INC. 

Robert J. Schreiber, Jr., P.E. " 
President 

SCHREIBER, GRANA & YONLEY, INC 
II 
c2 



MEMORANDUM 

FROM: Deirdre N 

TO: J.J. Gertler 
Madelyn Creedon 

CC: Ralph Kaiser 
Bob Cook 

RE: QUESTIONS FOR MEETING WITH MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF 
NATURAL RESOURCES REGARDING FT. LEONARD WOOD 

I have generated the following series of draft questions to address to David Shorr on 
Tuesday May 30. These questions are based on our May 18 meeting. Subsequently, we received 
a lengthy package from Mr. Steinberg representing the Alabama coalition. I did not have the 
chance to integrate any items from this package into my list of questions. J.Y., if you have the 
opportunity to do so and think it's worthwhile, you could input them into my question document, 
bearing in mind that we have some of his concerns identified already. [Document is 
h:\nurre\doc\fwqs2.doc -- that's a different title than I gave you before]. Otherwise, we can ask 
questions directly from Steinberg's memo. If anyone revises the list of questions between now 
and May 30, please bring a copy along to St. Louis for me. 

If you need to reach me during this coming week, call me at my EPA office (4 15) 744- 
2246. I'll be there for part of the week, and I'll be checking voicemail. Thanks. 



TOPIC AREAS FOR COMMISSION STAFF QUESTIONS: 

1. CDTF Incinerator and Waste Stream Analysis 

2. RCRA Permit Application 

3. Air Permit to Construct 
- Monitoring of Permit 
- Implications of Program Changes Required by Title V 

4. Smoke Permit 

5. Public Access to Decisionmaking: 
- Public notice, public comment opportunities for all permits 
- Opportunities for appeal 

6 .  Endangered species 

7. State EIS Requirements 

8. Press articles 

9. Process for Obtaining Future Permit Variances 

TOPIC AREAS: 

1. CDTF Incinerator and Waste Stream Analysis 

What element of waste is the "blow-down" and what happens to it in the incineration process? 

What do we know about the content of the thermal treatment unit ash, and what assurances are 
provided for its safe disposal? 

2. RCRA Permit Application 

Did DNR review the RCRA Part B permit application? 

If they did not, what was the legal rationale for DNR's not reviewing it? (Writing a waste 
determinationlmaking an assumption that it was not neededlother reason)? 

Was there any formal response given to the Army on its application? If not, why not? 

Did DNR conduct an independent waste characterization? Can we get a copy of it? 



3. Air Permit to Construct 
- Monitoring of Permit 
- Implications of Program Changes Required by Title V 

"Review of Application for Authority to Construct and Operate Section (5) Review", March 28 
1995. 

Once it is granted, how long can a permit remain in effect before construction occurs? Is there a 
time frame by which construction must occur? 

Were any corrections necessary in the Army's permits? If so, how were they addressed? If any 
are found in future, how easily can they be addressed? 

Once a permit to construct has been issued, are there limits to the circumstances under which 
Missouri DNR could revoke it or temporarily halt operation? Are we dealing with a decision 
which could only be challenged based on new information -- ie, mistakes made due to haste in 
approving application are not grounds to revoke or halt operation? 

Will MO DNR track the wastes going into the incinerator? Will MO DNR conduct 
recordkeeping, notification, andlor inspection practices of what is incinerated? 3 
Do Missouri's future Title V permitting responsibilities have ramifications %issuing this permit 
to construct? 

p.1) Explain how this permit is a de minimis addition to an existing major source. 

p. 1) "Hazardous air pollutants will be emitted from the incinerator, though in minute amounts. 
No nerve agents will be emitted from this training facility ..." 7 
What is the hazardous air pollutant, and how does it enter either the waste stream going to the 
incinerator or the emissions leaving the stack? If a hazardous air pollutant is emitted, why isn't a 
RCRA permit required? 

p. 11) Are there any negative complications with incinerating wastes which are "high in 
chlorine"? 

4. Smoke Permit 

How are the components of the fog oil accurately characterized? Are they VOCs, particulates, 
both? 



Given that the obscurant used to block out UV contains brass, are these elements considered 
particulates? What are the human health impacts of using the brass obscurant? What are the 
environmental impacts of the brass obscurant? 

Which part of Missouri or federal law regulates "prevention of significant dil:'ferencesW with 
regard to the smoke permit? 

5.  Public Access to Decisionmaking: 
- Public notice, public comment opportunities for all permits 
- Opportunities for appeal 

Adequacy of Public Notice: What were the opportunities in each permit issued for the public to 
receive notice and submit comment? Were these opportunities adequate? 

What is the opportunity under Missouri law for the public to enter a citizen suit against the 
incinerator? 

Given past experience with permitting incineration in Missouri, what level of public opposition 
can be expected? Have citizen groups taken a position against incineration of any kind? What 
type of suit could be anticipated? 

6. Endangered species 

How have the endangered species implications been addressed in the permitting process? 

What kind of environmental species surveys have been done? What coordination, if any, has 
been conducted with the Department of the Interior or the appropriate federal steward for these 
species? 

7. State EIS Requirements 

Does MO DNR have its own EIS process? If so, how might these requirements add 
environmental review tasks separate fiom the federal EIS process? 

8. Press articles: 

Any truth to TIME article that "tons of hazardous waste would be incinerated"? 

9. Process for Obtaining Future Permit Variances 



STATE OF MISSOURI \ ~ c l  G m ~ h a n .  C;o\t.rnor . V : I \ I ~  .\. Shorr. I)~nvtor 

FEDEX #4003777072 

April 18, 1995 

OFFICE O F  THE DIRECTOR - 
P.O. Box 176 Jefferson Cir).. hIO 65107-0176 (31+)751-4+12 

F L Y  3 14 )-5 I --fT 

Ms. Madelyn R. Creedon 
General Counsel 
The Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

RE: 950330-14 

Dear Ms. Creedon: 

This is in response to your letter of March 31, 1995. I will 
restate your request and the appropriate response which follows. 

Question: What environmental permits are required for 
construction and full operation of a Chemical Defense Training 
Facility (CDTF) similar to that at Fort McClellan, using live- 
agent training, and at what point in construction, testing, or 
operation will each be required? 

Response: One permit is required for the CDTF for 
using live-agent training at Fort Leonard Wood, 
Missouri. That ~ermit has been issued. The permit is 
to construct an dirsource. No further permits are 
required. There are some requirements regarding 
testing included in the current permit. A copy of this 
permit is attached as Exhibit A .  

Question: What environmental permits are required to institute 
open air smoke training at Fort Leonard Wood and at what point 
will each be required? 

Response: A preliminary determination to issue a 
permit for obscurant training at Fort Leonard Wood has 
been made. A 30-day public comment period began April 
12, 1995. Anticipated final issuance date is the week 
of May 15, 1995. The permit requires specific 
monitoring and meteorological activities take place at 
Fort Leonard Wood and places certain restrictions 
regarding time of operation. In addition, provisions 
regarding monitoring of storm water from Fort Leonard 
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in their NPDES permit issued April 11, 1995. Copies of 
these permits are attached as Exhibits B and C 
respectively. 

Question: As of today, has the Army applied for any of these 
permits? When were these applications received? 

Response: The agency was in the process of reviewing 
Water Pollution Control permit activities at Fort 
Leonard Wood at the time of the Department of Defense 
announcements and included monitoring requirements from 
four obscurant training locations in said review. 
Applications for air installations including CDTF and 
smoke school were received March 1, 1995 and deemed 
accepted on that date. 

Question: Have any significant concerns or obstacles to issuance 
of any permit so far been identified? If so, what are they? 

Response: Two permits have been issued and a third 
placed on public notice. 

Question: If it is possible to estimate issuance dates, please 
do so. 

Response: The air permit to construct for the CDTF was 
issued April 11, 1995. A NPDES permit for Fort Leonard 
Wood was issued April 11, 1995. A preliminary decision 
to issue a prevention of significant deterioration 
(PSD) permit for smoke school related activities was 
announced April 11, 1995. It is estimated that that 
permit will come to conclusion the week of May 15, 
1995. 

Question: Is a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act permit 
necessary for the Army to perform any function proposed for 
transfer to Fort Leonard Wood? If so, please ident.ify the listed 
or characteristic wastes that would require permitting for 
storage or disposal. 

Response: No Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
permit is necessary for the proposed mission transfer. 
An evaluation of waste streams is attached as Exhibit 
D. Pollution prevention activities regarding mask 
filters have eliminated the principal hazardous 
constituents. Current masks will be phased out prior 
to operations in Missouri (see Exhibit E). 
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Question: H a s  the Department received any correspondence from 
the public regarding the proposed CDTF at Fort Leonard Wood? If 
so, please indicate the nature of such comments. 

Response: As of March 31, 1995 two letters have been 
received regarding the CDTF. One included a copy of an 
article regarding the Army's Utah incinerator and the 
second requested additional information. Comment 
letters on the NPDES permit were received from the 
Missouri Sierra Club and were incorporated into the 
permit. 

Question: On May 19, 1993, you wrote to Commission Chairman Jim 
Courter, responding to questions raised then about a similar DoD 
proposal. A copy of the letter is attached. Is that letter 
still accurate? 

Response: A principal change in our letter of May 19, 
1993 relates to our presumption that a Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act permit would be required 
for the CDTF. Due to pollution prevention activities 
on the part of the Department of Defense relating to 
air canisters, this is no longer necessary Other 
presumptions are still intact. 

I appreciated the chance to meet with you in Chicago If I can 
be of further assistance, please feel free to contac:t me at 314- 
751-4732. 

Very truly yours, 

Director 



m PROPOSED TEST PLAN 

Submitted to: MO Dept. of Natural Resources, 
Air Pollution Control Program 
P.O. Box 176, Jefferson City, MO 65102 

Date Submitted: 

Attention: 

Proposed Test Date: 

- - 
1 .) FACILITY INFORMATION: ' .- 

Name: 

Address: 

I Other (specihl) d 

Type of Source: 

Permit No. of Source to Be Tested: I 

Zip: City 

1 Address of Source: t 

State: 

Consent Agreement R e n m f ~ i B s i :  I 

Directions to Source (or map attached): 

Name 8 title of Contact Person: 

Administrative Order 

Condition of Permit 

Initial Start-up Date: 

Phone No. of Contact Person: Fax No.: 

--. . - - - &  - _  - . - -_-  - .. . ." - - - z-.-- - .  . - <  - - 
3.) TESTNG FIRM ~NFORMATION: - : . . . . . *  . -  - - . * . , r . .- . - - . , .r .--- . . . 

Name of Firm: 

Address: 

Zip: City State: 

Name & title of Contact Person: 

Phone No. of Contact Person: Fax No.: 
'A . 

Number of employees of firm: 

No. of employees actually engaged in air polluticn source testing: 

. -- . 

Organizational chart with names & title of personnel: (please attach) - 



3.) TESTING FIRM INFORMATION: (cont.) -. .:- . . .. - .- . -  . -- . - 

Location & description of laboratory facilities: 

Subcontractor(s) utilized by firm for source testing activities: 

Number of air pollution sources previously tested by firm: 

Sources tested by firm in Missouri in past 3 years (source, test, date): 

-. - --- - - 4.) PERFORMANCE TEST INFORMATION: - = - - - - - - . .  - - - - - . -  . * - -  - . - - - -- A - 9 
. - - .  - -  , 

No. of Total Time No. of . Test Method 
Pollutant Sampling Per Test to be 

Points Test Run Runs - Used 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. - 
7. 

8. 

9. 1 
10. 

11. 

12. 



. - .  ' .. . 1 5.) GENEFWL . . ... . __... . .  .. . .. - . ._ . . . . .  ..,, . . 

A. Sampling Equipment Information: 

The manufacturer and model of the sampling equipment to be used by the tester for the 
performance tests, along with a description of any equipment which may differ from that 
required by the specified method(s). 

B. Test Procedures: 

A description of any test procedures to be used in the conduct of the performance tests 
which may differ from the specified rnethod(s). 

NOTE: Deviations from EPA test methods observed during test procedures will 
not necessarily be corrected by agency observer and could result in 
agency rejection of test results. 

C. Analytical Procedures: . , . - 

A description of any analytical procedures which differ from the specified method(s). 

D. Data Sheets: 

A sample of all field data sheets which do not provide the data shown on the example 
sheets in 40 CFR 60 for the specified method(s). 

E. Air Pollution Control Equipment: 

Types and manufacturers of all control equipment: 

- - 
p~ - 

Design or guarantee efficiency: 

Design gas volume at full load (acfm): 

Design pressure drop: 

Maintenance schedule and method of recordkeeping: 



A. Manufacturer and type of incinerator: 

6. Type of feed (batch, intermittent, continuous) and frequency: A 
C. Design feed rate (Ibslhr, Ibslbatch): I 
D. Expected normal feed rate: 

E. Type of scales p 
F. 24 hour operational flow scheme (ash removal, preheat, bum cycle, postheat, etc.): 

G. Type of fuel: 71 
H. Secondary chamber volume (cubic feet) & sketch of chamber 1 with inside 

dimensions: 

I. Type of secondary chamber temperature continuous chart recorder: 

J. Type(s) of waste and relative percentages: 

K Hospital: YES NO Licensed No. of Beds: 

Average bed occup_ancy; 
. . 



7.) CONTIN-UO* MONITORING SYSTEM - - -  

A description of continuous monitoring system(~) including the following: 

A. Manufacturer of each monitor: 

0. Model number and serial number of each monitor: 

C. Description of interface system (for extractive monitors): 

D. Description of data acquisition and handling system: 

E. Number of copies of operatots manual supplied with each monitor: 

F. Name of testing firm that will perform the reference method tests for sulfur dioxide andlor 
nitrogen oxides during the continuous monitoring system performance evaluations: 

. - 

G. Name of organization that will perform the continuous monitoring system performance 
evaluations (Source operator, monitoring system manufacturer or representative, or 
testing firm): 

H. Anticipated starting date of the conditioning period for the monitoring systems: 

I. Drawing of the monitoring system location(s) showing stack or duct dimensions, air 
pollution control equipment, fans, and location(s) of disturbances which affect monitor 
location(s) determination (May be shown on drawing required on Preliminary Test Method 
Page or attach to this document). 



COVER 
Plant name and location 
Source sampled 
Testing company or agency, name, and address 

CERTIFICATION 
Certification by team leader 
Certification by reviewer (e.g.: Professional Engineer) 

INTRODUCTION 
Test purpose 
Test location, type of process 
Test dates 
Pollutants tested 
Observers' names (industry and agency) 
Any other important background information 

SUMMARY OF RESULTS 
Emission results 
Process data, as related to determination of compliance 
Allowable emissions 
Description of collected samples 
Visible emissions summary 
Discussion of errors, both real and apparent 

SOURCE OPERATION 
Description of process and control device 
Process and control equipment flow diagram 
Process data and results, with example calculations 
Representatives of raw materials and products 

'Any specially required operation demonstrated 

SAMPLING and ANALYSIS PROCEDURES 
Sampling port location and dimensioned cross section 
Sampling port description, including labeling system 
Sampling train description 
Brief description of sampling procedures, with discussion of deviations from standard methods 
Brief description of analytical procedures, with discussion of deviations from standard methods 

APPENDIX 
Complete results with example calculations 
Raw field data (original, not computer printouts) 
Laboratory report, with chain of custody 
Test log 
Calibration procedures and results 
Project participants and titles 
Related correspondence .'.. ... 



STATE OF MISSOCW EXXIBIT A 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
MISSOURI AIR CONSERVATION COMMISSION 

PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT 

Under the authority of RSMo 643 and &e Federal Clean hir Act the applicant is authorized to construct the 
facility described below, in accordance with the laws, rules, and conditions s set forth herein. 

PennitNumber: 0495-013 Facility LD. Number: 6 - - 6 

Owner: 
U . S .  Amy Engineering Center and For t  Leonard Wood 

Owner's Address: 
ATZT-DPW-EE, F o r t  Leonard Wood, MO 65473 . - 

Facility Name: 
U . S .  Army Engineering Center  and For t  Leonard Wood 

Fadliry Address: 
ATZT-DPW-EE, F o r t  Leonard Wood, MO 65473 

Legal D&p tion: 
Pu lask i  County, S21, T35N, R8W 

Application for Authority to Construct was made for: 

****  a Chemical Decontamination Training Facility and Thermal 
Treatment Uni t .  This  review was conducted i n  accordance w i t h  
Sec t ion  ( 5 ) ,  Missour i  S t a t e  Rule 10 CSR 10-6.060, "Const ruc t ion  
Perinits Required." * * * *  

Special Conditions are not applicable to this pennit 

[X[ Special Conditions do apply to this permit and are listed as attachmenu starting on page 2. 

. r.. 

. . 



I 
PAGE 2 
PERMIT NUMBER 

OF 5 

0495-01 3 
j 

FACILITY I0 NUMBER i 
7860 - 0004  - 076 I 

i 
t 
i SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 

The permittee is authorized to construct and operate subject to the following special conditions: 

Materials Which May Not Be Charged to the Incinerator 

a. No hazardous wastes may be charged to this incinerator, A 
I I 

! 

waste is considered to be hazardous if, in order that it be I i ! 
charged to an incinerator, a pernit from the Missouri 1 i 

Hazardous Waste Program would first be required in order ! ! 

that such a waste be charged to an incinerator. 1 / 
1 i 

b. Certain gas mask filters may not be charged to the 
incinerator because these filters contain levels of chromium 
sufficient to characterize the filters as a hazardous waste. 
Specifically, C2 filter masks, stock number 4240-01-119-2315 
may - not be charged to the incinerator. . - 

Ernissicn Limits: 

a. Particulate matter (as PM,,) - 30 milligrams per dry 
standard cubic meter (0.013 grains per dry standard cubic 
foot). 

b. Carbon monoxide - 50 parts per million by volume. 

c. Dioxins/furans - 1.9 nanograms per dry standard cubic meter, * 

toxic equivalency (1989 toxic equivalency factors). 

d. Hydrogen chloride - 42 parts per million by volume or 97% 
reduction (9-hour average), whichever is more stringent. 

e. Xercury - 0:47 milligrams per dry standard cubic meter 
(0.22 grains per million dry standard cubic feet) or 85% 
reduction, whichever is more stringent. 

f. Nerve Agents - no detectable quantity of either GB (sarin) 
or VX. For purposes of determining a detectzble level of 
either nerve agent, it shall be sufficient to use equipment 
which is at least as sensitive to GB (sarin) and VX as the 
gas chromatographs used in the automatic continuous air 
monitoring syst-$m (ACAMS) units located adjacent to the 'hot 
areas" in the training building. . . 



1 01195-013 ! .  
FACILITY I 0  NUMBER 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 

The permittee is authorized to construct and operate subject to the following special condltr~ons: 
I 

1 I 

Performance Testing Conditions 

a. Within 90 days of reaching full operation, but ;n no case 
later than 180 days after initial startup, an emission test 
shall be conducted in order to quantify air pollutant 
emissions. The stack test shall determine the emission 
rates of particulate matter (as PM,,) , carbon monoxide, 
dioxins/furans, hydrogen chloride, mercury, and the nerve 
agents GB (sarin) and VX. A completed Proposed Test Plan 
Form (copy enclosed) will serve the purpose of ~lotification 
and must be approved by the Air Pollution Control Program 
staff director prior to conducting emission testing. 

The date on which performance tests are conducted must be 
pre-arranged with the Air Pollution Control Program (APCP) a 
minimum of 30 days prior to the proposed test date so that 
this Program may arrange a pretest meeting, if necessary, 
and assure that the test date is acceptable for an observer 
to be present. A completed Proposed Test Plan .form enclosed 
may serve the purpose of notification and must be approved 
by the APCP prior to conducting the required emission 
testing. 

c. Two copies of a written report of the perfornance test 
results shall be submitted to the Director of the Air 
Pollution Control Program within 30 days of completion of 
any required testing. The report must include legible 
copies of the raw data sheets, analytical instrument 
laboratory data, and complete from the 
required EPA Test Methods for at least one sample run. 

d. The test report is to fully account for all operational and 
emission parameters addressed both in the permit conditions 
as well as in any other applicable state or federal rules or 
regulations. 

e. Performance testing shall be conducted under the condition 
of maximum process/production rate, or within ten per cent 
(10%) of this rated capacity. The process/product~o~n rate 
at which performance testing is conducted shall become the 
maximum process/groduction rate at wnich the in.cine.fator is 
permitted to operate, under the authority granted by this 
permit. 



PAGE 4 
PERMIT NUMBER 

0495-013 
FAC:LITY I 0  NUMBER 

I SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 

i The permittee is authorized to construct and operate subject to the following special conditions: 

f. Actual conditions under which perforaance testxng is 
conducted shall be recorded every fifceen (15) minutes 
throughout each of the test runs. These conditions are to 
include all relevant process/production parametzers as well I 

as all parameters relating to the status of emlssion 
, 

i 
controls: this data is to be included in the emissions test 
report. No maintenance or upgrade of emission control 
efficiency shall be undertaken during emission testing. 

I 

j 

g. Testing shall be conducted during periods of representative 
conditions at the maximum process/production rates, not to 
include periods of startup, shutdown, or malfunction. 

-, 

h. Emission testing results, in "mass of pollutant/vo'liime of 
air," shall be reported for the pollution source airstream, 
free from any extraneous source of dilution air. Potential 
dilution airstreams shall either be sealed off prior to 
testing or else be measured by appropriate EPA test Methods 
and subtracted from the total airflow at the sampling 
location. Failure to account for dilution air can lead to 
cancellation of testing and/or a violation notice for 
"circumvention." 

I i. The owner or operator shall provide, or cause to be 
provided, performance testing facilities as follows: . 

i. Safe sampling platforrn(s) . 
ii. Safe access to sampling platform(s) . 
iii. Utilities for sampling and testing equipment. 
iv. Sampling ports adequate for test methods applicable to 

this facility. This includes: 
(1) Constructing the air pollution control system such 

that volumetric flow rates and pollutant emission 
rates can be accurately determined by applicable 
test methods and procedures; 

( 2 )  Providing a stack or duct free of cyclonic flow 
during perfonance tests, and; 

( 3 )  Rqoval of the port caps 24 hours prior to testing 
to verify both their rernovability as well.as 
full-diameter clearance to the stack:; caps may be 
retained hand tight. . . 



j PAGE 5 0 F 5 j PERMIT NUMBER 

I n ~ s r  - n ~ ?  I FACILITY I D NUMBER 

I 
! - - F 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 

The permittee is authorized to construct and operate subject to the following special conditions: 

j .  Performance tests shall be conducted, and data reduced, in 
accordance with specified EPA Test Methods unless an 
equivalent or alternative test method is otherwise approved 
by the Director. 

k. Unless otherwise specified, each performance test shall 
consist of three separate runs using the applicable test I 

4 

method. Each run shall be conducted for the time and under 
the conditions specified in the applicable standard. I 

1. For the purpose of determining compliance with applicable ! 
standards, the arithmetic mean of results of the three runs ! 
shall apply. Only, under rare circumstances and upon 
approval by the Director, may compliance be 'determined by 
the arithmetic mean of two runs. 

i 
I 



REVIEW OF APPLICATION FOR AUTHOFUTY TO CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE 
SECTION (5) REVIEW 

ProjectlFacility No: 3 560-0004-026 
Permit No: 

U.S. Army Training Center and Fort Leonard Wood Complete: March 1, 1995 
ATZT-DP W-EE Reviewed: March 25, 1995 
Fort Leonard Wood, MO 65473 

Pulaski County, S2 1, T3 5N, R8 W 

REVIEW SUMMARY 

This is a de minimis addition to an existing major source, and is reviewed in accordance 
with Section (5), Missouri State Rule 10 CSR 10-6.060, Constnrction Permits Required 

No adverse ambient air quality impact is expected to occur as a result of'the..operation of 
the proposed training facility. . - 

Hazardous air pollutants will be emitted &om the incinerator, though in rninute amounts. 
No nerve agents will be emitted from this training facility, as the training exercises 
themselves, in association with the incinerator, insure that these agents are neutralized. 

There are no New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) or National Emissions 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutant (NESHAP) standards which will apply to this 
training facility. 

'Approval of this permit application is recommended. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The U.S. Army Engineering Center and Fort Leonard Wood has applied for authority to install a 
Chemicai Decontamination Training Facility (CDTF) at its facility in Pulasiu Cou~zty. The CDTF 
will include a hot training area, an incinerator for disposing of training wastes, a standby package 
boiler, and a 600 kW standby electrical generator. The facility will be used to train army 
personnel on the identification, handling and decontamination of vehicles and other equipment 
tainted with nerve agents. As part of the training, instructors will contaminate various pieces of 
equipment with drops of nerve agents, which will be applied with a syringe. The soldiers will then 
identifjl and decontaminate the equipment using decontamination agents and water. The debris 
from the training, which ca6 incrude nerve agents, wastewater, uniforms and cleaning.materials, 



will be burned in the incinerator. The nerve agents involved are binary agents, requiring the 
mixing of two separate compounds to produce the nerve agents. The binary agents themselves 
are kept in separate, guarded, locked areas. 

The nerve agents which will be used in the training are GB (sarin) and VX. Sarin is a colorIess 
liquid with a vapor pressure of 2.9 mrn Hg @ 25 "C, a vapor density of 4.86, and a volatility of 
22,000 mg/m3 @ 25'C. VX is an odorless amber colored liquid similar in appearance to motor 
oil. It has a vapor pressure of 0.0007 mm Hg @ 25 "C, a vapor density of 9.2, and a volatility of 
10.5 mg/m3 @ 25'C. Both of these agents volatilize readily, and being heavier than air, stay low 
to the ground. Both agents are highly toxic. Both agents degrade readily and rapidly in the 
presence of caustic agents. 

The building in which the training is conducted is constructed as a "building within a building." 
The training building is hnctionally divided into a-hot area and a cold area. The hot area is where 
the nerve agents are used, while the cold area is kept uncontaminated. The hot training area is 
divided into eight hnctionally separate areas, with each area kept under negative pressure and 
vented through filter trains made up of prefilters, activated carbon absorption systems and high 
efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters. All hot areas are assumed to have air contaminated with 
nerve agents and chemical decontaminants. The hot area ventilating system is designed to 
maintain a negative pressure in the hot areas with respect to the cold areas of the building. The 
pressure in the hot areas varies with expected contamination levels, being least negative in areas 
adjacent to the cold areas, and becoming increasingly negative from front to re;u of the hot area 
to force any air infiltration to flow from cold areas to hot areas. The air in each zone is exhausted 
through two sets of HEPA and activated carbon filters for redundancy in each filter train. Each 
of the filter trains is &dependent, and has a cross-sectional area sized for its design air flow. 
Seven automatic continuous air monitoring system (ACAMS) units will be located adjacent to hot 
areas in the training building. Each ACAbfS unit consists of an air pump (1 liter/minute) and two 
gas chromatographs, one monitoring for sarin and the other monitoring for VX. Nerve agent 
concentrations are continuously recorded on a strip chart. Lf either nerve agent is detected at 
levels equal to or greater then occupationally safe levels established by the Surgeon General, then 
alarms are triggered on the monitor itself, and in the building control room. The alarm levels are 
0.01 ngfl (nanogram/liter) for VX and 0.1 ng/l for sarin. All ACAMS units are backed up by the 
M43/M43A2 Chemical Agent Detector connected to a M8 Chemical Agent &inn. This system 
has a sensitivity of 400 ngil for VX and 200 ngfl for sarin. The detectors are based on 
electrochemical (M43 detectors) or ion mobility (M43A2 detectors) technologlr. In addition to 
the ACAMS, a Depot Air Monitoring System (DAMS) will be used to monitor for nerve agent air 
concentrations. The DAMS consist of an air pump (1 literlminute) and a porous polymer filled 
tube. Air monitoring will be conducted by pumping air (40 liters total) through the D A I S  tube 
followed by CDTF laboratory analysis of the sorbent. The DAMS monitors art: twice as sensitive 
as the ACAMS units. This system insures that there is no chance that nerve agents will escape the 
building. 

The incinerator is a MidlariTd Roks Pyrobatch model forced draft, batch type, dual chamber unit. It 
has a rated design capacity of 125 pounds per hour of solid waste; the maximurn design heat 

. . 



release rate is 4,6 10 BTU/lb. The emissions fiom the incinerator are ducted through a rich fume 
reactor, a venturi scrubber, and a packed tower scrubber. A package boiler with a rated heat 
input capacity of 3 1.25 MMBTUhr, fired with No. 2 he1 oil, is associated with the incinerator. 
The steam from this package boiler is used for space heat and process heat. The standby package 
boiler is fired with No. 2 distillate fUel, and has a rated heat input capacity of 6.25 MMBTUh. 
The 600kW standby generator uses a reciprocating engine, and is also fired with No. 2 fuel oil. 

Fort Leonard Wood has stated in the application that the incinerator will (1) have an operable 
door lockout mechanism, (2) will be equipped with a continuous chart recorder which will 
monitor and record the temperature in the secondary chamber (to an accuracy of +2Oh), (2)  will 
keep complete paper records of operators on duty, emission tests performed, incinerator 
maintenance, combustion chamber temperatures and the quantity, type, and suppliers of any off- 
site waste which is incinerated, (4) will provide training to all incinerator operators, said training 
to include basic combustion theory, operating procedures, monitoring of combustion control 
parameters of the incinerator, and all emergency procedures to be followed if the incinerator 
should mabct ion  or exceed operating parameters, and (5) wiil stack test the incinerator within 
90 days of reaching full operation in order to determine combustion efficiency and particulate 
emission rate. In view of the nature of materials incinerated at this facility, additional testing will 
be required to demonstrate that the incinerator will operate safely. 

. .. 
EMISSIONS/CONTROLS EVALUATION . 

Emissions are calculated using emissions factors 5om the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
document AP-42, Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, and from information supplied 
by the applicant. Emissions calculations are detaiIed in an appendix to this report. Potential 
emissions fiom the operation of this facility are listed in the following table. Potential emissions 
are calculated based on the operation of the facility for 8,760 hours per year, with all controls in 
place and operational. Potential emissions from this facility are below the derninimis emissions 
levels for all pollutants. 

CDTF Decontamination Facility 
Annual Emission 

(tonslyr) 

1.12 

7.00 

33.71 

14.36 

1.48 

0.020000 

Pollutant 

PMIO 
Sulfbr Dioxide 

Nitrogen Oxides 

Carbon Monoxide 

Volatile Organic Compounds 

Lead 

Hydrochloric Acid 4 

Total PCB 

Hourly Emissions 
(lbs/hr) 

0.28 

1.59 

7.72 

3 2 4  

0.54 

0.004600 

0.032000 

0.00000 1 



PERMIT RULE APPLICABILITY 

This permit review was conducted in accordance with Section (3, h/iissoux-i State Rule 10 CSR 
10-6.060, Comtruction Permits Required 

fbnual Emission 
(tons&) 

0.003 500 

0.000070 

0.000002 

0.001500 

0.0002 12 

0.000 160 

0.029290 

0.000162 

0.006322 

0.004500 

0.00000027 

0.0000000005 

0.00000000 14 

0.0000000 100 

0.00000583 

0.00000 197 

0.00000000 10 

0.0000000050 

0.0000000 100 

0.0000000200 

0.00001957 
I 

CDTF 

Pollutant 

Antimony 

Arsenic 

Beryllium 

Cadmium 
Chromium 

Manganese 

Mercury 

Nickel 

Hydrogen FIuoride 

Chlorine 

TCDD 

HxCDD 

HpCDD 

OCDD 

Total CDD 

TCDF 

PcCDF 

HxCDF 

HpCDF 

OCDF 

Total CDF 

Decontamination Facility 

Hourly Emissions 
( Ibsh)  

0.000800 

0.0000 15 

0.00000 1 

0.0003 00 

0.000048 

0.00003 5 

0.006690 

0.000037 

0.001443 

0.001017 

0.00000006 

0.0000000001 

0.0000000003 

0.00000000 14 

0.00000133 

0.00000045 

0.0000000002 

0.00000000 1 1 

0.00000000 13 

0.0000000046 

0.00000447 



APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS 

I. Installation Level: U.S. Army Engineering Center, Fon Leonard Wood 
A General 

1. Applicable Requirements: Submission of Emission Data, Emission Fees and 
~Idcess  Infomation 
a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-6.1 10 
b. Payment of Fees: $25.70 per ton of pollutant as of 1994 
c. Recordkeeping Requirement: Emissions Inventory Quest io~aire  (EIQ) 
d. Reporting Requirement: April 1 for previous year's emissions (EIQ) 

2. Applicable Requirements: Operating Permits 
a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-6.065 
b. Emission Limitation: none 
c. Recordkeeping Requirement: none 
d. Monitoring Requirement: none 
e. Reporting Requirement: none 

B. Visible Emissions 
1. Applicable Requirements: Restriction of Emission of Visible Air Contaminants . - 

a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-3.080 
b. Emission Limitation: Emissions may not exceed an opacity of 20% 
c. Recordkeeping Requirement: none 
d. Monitoring Requirement: Visual Inspection, EPA Method 9 
e. Reporting Requirement: none 

C. Odors 
1. Applicable Requirements: Restriction of Emission of Odors 

a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-3.090 
b. Emission Limitation: Odorous matter may not be emitted in 

concentrations and frequencies or for durations where odor can be 
perceived when one volume of odorous air is diluted with seven volumes 
of odor-free air 

c. Recordkeeping Requirement: none 
d. Monitoring Requirement: Measurements made with a scentometer as 

manufactured by the Bameby-Cheney Company, or similar technique that 
will give equivalent results 

e. Reporting Requirement: none 

11. Emission Point Level: CDTF Decontamination Incinerator 
A Particulate Matter 

1. Applicable Requirements: Restriction of Emissions of Particulate Matter from 
~ndustri&~riEesses . . 
a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-3.050 



b. Emission Limitation: 5.78 pounds per hour. The incinerator emissions are 
expected to be approximately 0.73 pounds per hour, which will be in 
compliance with this rule. 

c. Recordkeeping Requirement: none 
d. Monitoring Requirement: none 
e. Reporting Requirement: none 

B. Sulfbr Dioxide 
1. Applicable Requirements: Restriction of Emission of Sulfur Compounds 

a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-3.100 
b. Emission Limitation: Gases emitted from the incinerator shall not contain 

sulfbr compounds in concentrations in excess of 500 parts per million by 
volume (ppmv). The incinerator exhaust gas is expected to have a s u b r  
concentration of 14.8 ppmv, which will be in compliance with this rule. 

c. Recordkeeping Requirement: none 
d. Monitoring Requirement: none 
e. Reporting Requirement: none 

III. Emission Point Level: Standby Package Boiler 
A Particulate Matter 

1. Applicable Requirements: Maximum Allowable Emissions of Part'iculate Matter 
From Fuel Burning Equipment Used for Indirect Heating 
a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-3.060 
b. Emission Limitation: 3.75 pounds per hour. The boiler emissions are 

expected to be approximately 0.3 pounds per hour, which will be in 
compliance with this rule. 

c. Recordkeeping Requirement: none 
d. Monitoring Requirement: none 
e. Reporting Requirement: none 

B. S u E r  Dioxide 
1. Applicable Requirements: Restriction of Emissions of S u k r  Compounds From 

Indirect Heating Sources . 

a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-3.150 
b. Emission Limitation: 8 IbsIMMBTU, equivalent to 250 pounds per hour of 

sulfur dioxide. The boiler emissions are expected to be 0.3 pounds per 
hour, which will be in compliance with this rule. 

c. Recordkeeping Requirement: none 
d. Monitoring Requirement: none 
e. Reporting Requirement: none 

IV. Emission Point Level: 600 kW Standby Generator 
A Sulfbr Dioxid2 -4 

. . 
1. Applicable Requirements: Restriction of Emission of Sulfur compounds 

. . 



a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-3.100 
b. Emission Limitation: Gases emitted from the generator shall not contain 

suf i r  compounds in concentrations in excess of 500 parts per million by 
volume (ppmv). The generator exhaust gas is expected to have a sulfur 
concentration of 18 ppmv, which will be in compliance with this rule. 

c. Recordkeeping Requirement: none 
d. Monitoring Requirement: none 
e. Reporting Requirement: none 

AMBIENT. AIR QUALITY Ih/PACT ANKYSIS 

Because of the nature of the mission of this facility, ambient air quality modeling was performed. 
The model chosen is a highly conservative model, meaning that it tends to overestimate actual 
ambient impacts. Ambient impacts are given as I-hour averages. Modeling results are detailed in 
the following table. 

CDTF Decontamination Facility 

CDTF Decontamination Facility 

Pollutant 

PM10 

Sulfur Dioxide 

Nitrogen Oxides 

Carbon Monoxide 

Volatile Organic Compounds 

Lead 

Ambient Standard 
( P S / ~  

Pollutant 

Antimony 

ksenic 

Beryllium 

Cadmium 

Chromium 

Manganese 

Mercury 

Nickel 

Hydrogen Fluoride 

150.00 

1300.00 

100.00 

40000.00 

235.00 

1.50 

Ambient Impact 
(pg/m3) 

Acceptable Ambient 
Level (j.~g/rn~) 

24-hr - 
3-hr 

annual 

1-hr 

0.58 

8.82 

17.36 

18.13 

1.88 

0.0100 

6.67 

0.03 

30.00 

50.00 

1.36 

0.89 

0.01 

1.33 

0.68 

Ambient Impact 
()lg/m3) 

24-hr 

1-hr 

24-hr 

1-hr 

1-hr 

1-hr 

8-hr 

8-hr 

8-hr 

8-hr 

24-hr 

8-hr 

8-hr 

8-hr .- 

24-hr . 

0.0046 

0.000 1 

0.000004 

0.0020 

0.0003 

0.0002 

0.0027 

0.0002 

0.0033 

1-hr 

1 -hr 

1 -hr 

1 -hr 

1 -hr 

1-hr 

8-hr 

8-hr 

24-hr 



1 TCDD 

-- 

CDTF Decontamination Facility 

1 0.00000040 ] I-hr I no standard 

Acceptable Ambient 
Level ( ~ ~ g / m ~ )  

3.95 I 24-hr 

Pollutant 

Chlorine 

I Total CDD 

Ambient Lrnpact 
( ~ g / m ~ >  

0.0024 I 1-hr 

HxCDD 

HpCDD 

OCDD 

1 0.00003700 1 1-hr no standard I 
I I I 

TCDF 1 0.00000260 1 1-hr I no standard 

0.0000000 1 

0.0000000 1 

0.0000000 1 

I HpCDF 1 0.00000001 I 1-hr I no standard I 

1 -hr 

1 -hr 

1 -hr 

PcCDF 

HxCDF 

no standard 

no standard 

no standard 

- - 

The modeled values in the table above are taken at the point of highest impact, just under 300 
meters downwind of the facility. All ambient impacts are below the applicable impact standards; 

0.0000000 1 

0.00000001 

OCDF 

Total CDF 

where the table states "no standard," this simply means that acceptabk&bient levels have not 
been determined by this program - it does not mean that these compounds are non-hazardous. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

I-hr 

I-hr 

0.00000003 

0.00002600 

On the basis of this review conducted in accordance with Section (5), Missouri State Rule 
10 CSR 10-6.060, Construction Pernzits Required, approval of this permit, with conditions, is 
recommended. 

no standard 

no standard 

Y Michael J.  tansf field, e ? ~ .  
Environmental Engineer 

1 -hr 

I-hr 

Daniel D. Carney t Environmental Engineer ,_  ,, 

no standard 

no standard 

Date 

71 Azflyc, 41- 
Date 



ATTACHMENTS 

EMISSIONS CALCULATIONS 

600kW Standby Generator 
This generator is designed to keep the hot area ventilation system and the incinerator system in 
operation in the event of a power failure. Emission factors for calculating the emissions from this 
standby generator are from Section 3.4 of AP-42, Large Stationary Diesel and All Stationary 
Dual Fuel Engmes. This section covers those engines larger than 600hp. The Source 
Classification Code (SCC) used is 20200401 for large bore internal combustion diesel engines. 
Emissions are estimated to be: 

Standby Package Boiler 
Emissions factors for calculating the emissions from this standby package boiler are from Section 
1.3 of AP-42, Fuel Oil Combustion. The maximum design heat input rate for this boiler is 6.25 
MMBTUfhr. Emissions are estimated to be: 

600kW Standby Generator 

Decontamination Incinerator 
The incinerator is a Pyrobatch System two chamber design, and will bum Type 0 (solid) and Type 
5 (liquid) wastes. It is a batch,me incinerator, using a forced, induced draft. The primary 
chamber volume is 378 cubic feet, and is fitted with a 2.594 ,MMBTU/hr burner.. The secondary 
chamber volume is 1010 cubic feet, and is fitted with a 25.778 ~ ~ T U / h r  burner.  he . . army 

Amual Emission 
(t ons/yr) 

0.4 

4.3 

26.2 

6.9. - 

0.9 

Standby Package Boiler 

Hourly Emissions 
( l b h )  
0.1 

1 

. 6  

1.6 

0.2 

Pollutant 

PM,, 
Sulfur Dioxide 

Nitrogen Oxides 

Carbon Monoxide 

Volatile Organic Compounds 

Emission Factor 
( 1 b M T U )  

0.0496 

0.5 1 

3.1 

0.8 1 

0.1 

Amual Emission 
( t o n d ~ ' )  
0.4 

1.4 

3.9 

1 

0.1 

Hourly Emissions 
(Ib*) 
0.1 

0.3 

0.9 

0.2 

0.02 

Pollutant 

PM,o 
Sulfbr Dioxide I 

Nitrogen Oxides 

Carbon Monoxide 

Volatile Organic Compounds 
> 

Emission Factor 
(lb/1 O3 gallon) 

2 

7.1 

20 

5 

0.34 



estimates that approximately 250,000 pounds per year of Type 0 waste, and 6,225,000 pounds of 
Type 5 waste will be incinerated annually. A typical daily load to the incinerator, from army 
records at the Fort McClellan site, will include: 

A further description of each of the above categories is given below: 
Garbage Com~osition Details 
Wet Sludge 95% water, 2% solids, 3% drumpaper + PVC bag 
Chemistry Lab Trash 20% glass, 10% metal, 20% rags, 50% paper + PVC bags 
Training Bay Trash 10% glass, 10% metal, 40% rags, 40% paper + PVC bags 
Medical Lab Trash 40% plastic, 30% paper, 30% rags + PVC bags 
Laundry Trash 50% cloth, 50% paper + PVC bags 
Office & Classroom Trash 100% paper + PVC bags 
Grounds Trash 30% paper, 30% plastic, 20% glass, 20% metal + PVC 

bags 
Carbon Filters in PVC bags 28% water, 35% metal, 39% carbon + PVC bags 
PVC bags 100% PVC 
Hoods, Boots & Gloves 100% rubberized material + PVC bags 
Hoods, Boots & Gloves from 100% rubberized material + PVC bags 

Overgarments . 4 

Overgarments 100% rubberized material + PVC bags . . . 

Typical Daily Incinerator Loading 

Description 

Wet sludge in plastic lined fiber drums 

Chemistry Lab Trash 

Training Bay Trash 

Weight 
(lbs) 

180 

2 5 

100 -- 
15 

15 

60 

25 

448.4 

20 

6 

8 

8 0 

#of  
bags 

1 

1 

4 

Volume 
(ft3) 

3.5 

5 

20 

5 

5 

20 

5 

18 

5 

1 - 

1 

30 

 medical Lab Trash 

Laundry Trash 

Office & Classroom Trash 

Grounds Trash 

Carbon Filters in PVC bags 

Extra PVC bags 

Hoods, Boots & Gloves 

Overgarments (Hoods, Boots & Gloves) 

Overgarments 

Gas Mask Filters 

Totals 

1 

1 

4 

1 

2 

5 

1 

1 

6 

1 

29 



Gas Mask Filters inerts 30%, 30% carbon, 20% metal, 20% plastic + PVC 
bags 

The gas mask filters canisters which may be charged to the incinerator do not inciude the old C2 
filter canister, stock number 4240-0 1- 1 19-23 15, which is no longer in produc.tion; the Amy 
estimates that its existing stocks of th~s  item will be exhausted by October 1995. This gas mask 
filter canister has been repiaced by the C2Al filter canister, stock number 4240-01-361-13 19. 
Whde the C2A1 filter canister is currently in the supply system, it will not be issued until the 
residual supply of C2 canisters is exhausted from the supply system. 

Solid wastes are introduced into the primary chamber at a maximum rate of 125 pounds per hour. 
Liquid wastes are introduced into the secondary chamber, identified on process flow diagram as a 
rich fume reactor, at a maximum rate of 3,130 pounds per hour. The emissions from the 
incinerator are ducted through a venturi scrubber and packed tower scrubber connected in series. 
Control efficiencies claimed in the application are 94.95% for TSP and lead, 90.96% for PM,,, 
and 54.5% for sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides and carbon monoxide. The incinerator is expected 
to operate 8 hours per day, 250 days year. The incinerator has associated with it an external 
combustion boiIer with a rated heat input of 34.6 MMBTUh, and fired with distillate oil at the 
rate of 247 gallons per hour. Acid gas concentrations of hydrogen chloride trHC1) and sulfur 
dioxide (SO3 in the exhaust gas stream are directly related to the chlorine and sulfur content of 
the waste. Most of the chlorine will be converted to HC1. The packed tower is categorized as a 
medium-energy scrubber, and relies on impingement to facilitate removal of either particulate 
matter or acid gases. The venturi scrubber is categorized as a high-energy system, and is used 
primarily for control of particulate matter. The design outlet concentration for particulate matter 
is 0.09 graindascf Parameters monitors by instrumentation affixed to the incinerator will include 
carbon monoxide, primary and secondary chamber temperatures, pH and flow of scrubbing brine, 
liquid waste feed rate, combustion gas velocity, and exhaust gas CO concentration in ppm. 

The emissions factors chosen are from Sections 1.3 and 2.6 of AP-42, Fuel Oil Corn bustion and 
Medical W a l e  Incineration. Section 2.6 was chosen as being most representative of the types of 
wastes to be disposed of in the incinerator. While it is recognized that there will be little or no 
pathological wastes disposed of through the incinerator, the wastes which will be processed will 
be high in chlorine content, and will contain quantities of wastewater and cleaning materials 
including masks, gloves, suits, and boots, which are also present in medical wastes. For purposes 
of estimating emissions from the incinerator, only the weight of solid wastes are considered, since 
the wastewater is almost  exclusive!^ water contaminated with bleach and the nerve agents. While 
the nerve agents are toxic, they also decompose very rapidly at the temperatures encountered in 
the incinerator. 



CDTF Thermal Treatment Waste Heat Boiler 

I 

Annual Emission 
( tons/~r> 

0.2 

1.2 

3.4 

5.3 

0.3 

Hourly Emissions 
(Ibs/hr) 

0.05 

0.27 

0.77 

1.2 

0.1 

Pollutant 

PM,o 
Sulfur Dioxide 

Nitrogen Oxides 

Carbon Monoxide 

Volatile Organic Compounds 

Emission Factor 
(lb/103 gallon) 

2 

7.1 

20 

5 

0.34 

Amiual Emission 
(tons/~r> 

0.12 

0.09 
. - 

0.21 . 
1.06 

0.08 

01.019984 

0.142145 

Q.000002 

0.003 504 

0.000066 

0.000002 

0.00 1500 

0.000212 

0.000155 

0.02929 1 

0.000162 

0.006322 

0.004455 .- 

0.00000027. 

Incinerator 

Hourly Emissions 
( Ibsh)  

0.03 

0.02 

0.05 

0.24 

0.02 

0.004563 

0.032453 

0.000000 

0.000800 

0.0000 15 

0.000000 

0.000343 

0.000048 

0.000035 

0.006688 

0.00003 7 

0.001443 

0.001017 

0.00000006 

Pollutant 

PM,o 
S u b  Dioxide 

Nitrogen Oxides 

Carbon Monoxide 

Volatile Organic 
Compounds 

Lead 

Hydrochloric Acid 

Total PCB 

Antimony 

Arsenic 

B erylliurn 

Cadmium 

Chromium 

Manganese 

Mercury 

Nickel 

Hydrogen Fluoride 

Chlorine - 
- - 

TCDD 

CDTF 

Emission Factor 
(lblt on) 

4.67 

2.17 

4.95 

3.86 

0.299 

0.073 

3.35 

0.0000465 

0.0128 

0.000242 

0.00000625 

0.00548 

0.000775 

0.000567 

0.107 

0.00059 

0.149 

0.105 

0.00000 1 
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CDTF Incinerator 

Annual Emission 
( t o n d ~ )  

0.0000000005 

0.00000000 14 

0.0000000060 

0.00000583 

0.00000 197 

0.0000000008 

0.0000000047 

0.~300000005 5 

0.0000000203 

0.00001957 

Pollutant 

HxCDD 

HpCDD 

OCDD 

Total CDD 

TCDF 

PcCDF 

HxCDF 

HpCDF 

OCDF 

Total CDF 

Emission Factor 
(Ib/ton) 

0.000000002 

0.000000005 

0.000000022 

0.00002 13 

0.0000072 1 

0.000000003 

0.0000000 17 

0.00000002 

0.000000074 

0.00007 15 

Hourly Emissions 
( lbf i )  

0.000000000 1 

0.0000000003 

0.00000000 14 

0.00000133 

0.00000045 

0.0000000002 

0.00000000 1 1 

0.00000000 13 

0.0000000046 

0.00000447 



EXHIBIT B 

U. S. Army Engineer Center and Fort Leonard wood 

Department of Defense 

U. S. Army Engineer Center and Fort Leonard Wood 

ATTN: ATZT-DPW-EE; Leonard Wood, 

Pulaski County, All or parts of T33, 34, : 3 5 ~ ,  
R10, 11, 12W 

* * * *  Permission to construct a static and mobile fog oil smoke 
training facility. This review was conducted in accordance with 
Section (8), Missouri State 4ule 10 CSR 10-6.060, 'Construction 
Permits Rewired." * * * *  

Proposed Draft Air P e r m i t  
F t  . Leonard Wood Smoke Training 

A p r i l  11,  1995 



Emissions Limitations 

1 .  Annual T h r o u a m .  Fort Leonard Wood (the "Permittee" ) 
shall process no more than 65,000 gallons of SGF-2 fog oil 
during any 12-month period. This total shall include the 
fog oil used in the mobile (valley) operations and the 
static (introductory) operations. 

2 .  pail" T h r o u g h ~ u t .  The Permittee shall process no more than 
3700 pounds of SGF-2 fog oil during any 24-hour period. 
This total shall include the fog oil used in the mobile 
(valley) operations and the static (introductory) 
operations. 

. . 
3. Fmission,q Llmltatlor7. The Permittee shall not emit at 

a rate in excess of 2600 pounds per hour. This rate 
corresponds to processing fog oil at 3700 pounds per hour 
with a particulate conversion factor of 703. 

4. pecordke~nir lg .  The Permittee shall record the anount of fog 
oil processed by the smoke generators during the previous 
month and the previous twelve months. During any month in 
which smoke training occurs, the Permittee shal.1 record 
daily and hourly consumption of fog oil. The Permittee 
shall maintain said records and provide them to APCP 
personnel on request. 

o r t l n a  o f  v i o l a  t ~ o n s  5. . The Permittee shall report to the 
Enforcement Section, Air Pollution Control Program (APCP), 
no later than ten days after the end of each month during 
which the preceding 12-month cumulative total of fog oil 
processed exceeds 65,000 gallons of fog oil (Condition 
Number 1) . 
B e ~ o r t i n a  o f  v i o l a t i 0  6 .  n ~ .  The Permittee shall report to the 
Enforcement Section, APC?, no later than ten days after an 

Proposed Dr.a f  t Air P e r m i t  
Ft. Leonard Wood Smoke T r a i n i n g  

April 11, 1995 



exceedance of the 3700 pound daily limit of fog oil 
(Condition 2). 

Junbient Air Monitoring 

Quali  t v  Assurance projec t  P l a n .  The Permittee shall 
two copies of a Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) within 
90 days of issuance of this permit for approval by the Staff 
Director, APCP. The QAPP shall describe the method and 
manner for collecting air quality monitoring data for PM,, 
and ozone required by this permit. 

p r e - S t a  r t u n  MonltorinQ. The Permittee shall collect at 
least one year of continuous air quality monitoring data for 
PM,, and ozone at locations to be determined by the APCP 
beginning as soon as possible after this permit is issued. 
Collection of monitoring data shall begin no later than 
eighteen months immediately prior to the beginning of smoke 
training. Ozone monitoring is only required from April 1 

9 .  peoortina. The permittee shall submit to the APCP less 
frequently than quarterly the air quality monitoring data 
collected pursuant to Condition 8. 

10. Post Startuw Monl - ' t o r i n q .  The Permittee shall collect at 
least two years of continuous air quality monitoring data 
for PM,, and ozone at locations to be determined by the APCP 
beginning after smoke training begins. Ozone m,onitoring is 
only required from April 1 through October 31. 

11. Reportinq. The Permittee shall subnit to the PSCP no less 
frequently than quarterly the air quality monitoring data 
collected pursuant to Condition 10. 

Proposed Draft A i r  Permit 
Ft. Leonard Wood Smoke T r a i n i n g  

A p r i l  11, 1995 



~~teoroloaical Moni torinq 

1 2 .  O b s e r v e r s  At all times during the operation of the smoke 
generators, a network of observers shall be stationed at 
locations from which they can observe whether smoke crosses 
the Fort Leonard Wood property boundary. The observers 
shall maintain continuous electronic or visual 
communications with the smoke generator operators. 

~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ m ~ ~ ~ l  Moni toj- ina.  For the entire period beginning 
no less than ohe hour prior to generating smoke -and ending 
no less than one hour after ceasing generating smoke, the 
Permittee shall measure and record no less frequently than 
hourly (including the beginning and ending conditions) on- 
site meteorological data including ambient air temperature, 
atmospheric pressure, relative humidity, atmospheric 
stability, mixing height, and wind speed and direction. 

. . 
14. J l rn l ta t ions  on O ~ e r a t i o n g .  Smoke training shall only be 

conducted at the locations and under the meteorological 
conditions as outlined in Attachment A. 

1 5 .  Forecast ing Acceotable Condi  t i o n g .  Smoke t r a i n i n g  may t a k e  
place only if the Permittee forecasts no earlier than two 
hours prior to commencement of smoke training that the 
meteorological conditions of Attachment A will exist during 
smoke. 

1 6 .  P r o h i b i t i o n s .  Generation of sinoke shall cease if: 

a) Meteorological conditions are not within the conditions 
approved for smoke training as described in Attachment 

Visible smoke drifts beyond the Fort Leonard Wood 

Proposed Draf t  A i r  Permit 
F t  . Leonard Wood .Smoke Training 
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property boundary, or 

C) ,Under other conditions as may be determined by the 
Director. 

Soil and Veaetation S a m ~ l i n q  

17. S o i l  a n d  V e c r e t a t i o n  S a m w l i n a  P l a n  ( S V S P )  . Within 180 days 
of the issuance of this permit, the Permittee shall submit 
two copies of a SVSP to the APCP for review and approval. 
The SVSP shall describe the method and manner of collecting 
and analyzing soil and vegetation samples and of monitoring 
the impact of smoke training activities on soils and 
vegetation. 

m u l i n a .  For no less than one year prior to . 1 8 .  P r e - S t a r t u ~  Sa  
the commencement of smoke training, the Permitt:ee shall 
collect and analyze soil and vegetation samples no less 
frequently than quarterly at each location described in 
Attachment A. The Permittee shall comply with the sampling 
and monitoring conditions of Missouri State Operating Permit 
No. M0-0117251 granted by the Missouri Department of Natural 
Resources, Missouri Clean Water Commission. 

19. mort im.  The Permittee shall report the results of the 
sampling and analysis required by Condition 18 to the APC? 
within 60 days of the date the samples are collected. 

20. p o s t  - S t a r t u ~  Sa  m w l l n ~ .  upon commencement of smoke training, 
the Permittee shall collect and analyze soil and vegetation 
samples no less frequently than monthly at each location 
described in Attachment A. After two years of sampling, the 
Permittee may petition the Director, APCP, for modification 
of the szmpling schedule and frequency. 

Proposed D r a f t  A i r  Permit 
Ft. Leonard Wood .%eke Training 

A p r i l  11, 1995 



2 1 -  E e ~ o r t i n ~ .  The Permittee shall report to the ~ p c p  no less 
frequently than quarterly the soil and vegetation sampling 
data collected pursuant to Condition 20. 

Other S ~ e c i a l  Condi ti on^ 

2 2 -  Record RetenPio~. All records required by this permit shall 
be maintained and available for inspection by MDNR personnel 
for no less than five years from the date the record is 
created. . - 

2 3 -  P u b l i c o r m a t i o n .  The Permittee shall coope.rate with the 
APCP in presenting the air quality monitoring data of 
Condition 8 to the public at an informational meeting to be 
convened by-the APCP. 'If the data does not substantially 
conform with the assumptions and conclusions of air quality - 
modelling or if the smoke training is shown to cause or 
contribute to a violation of National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS), the Director may require the Permittee to 
take corrective action or may revoke the permit. 

24. Corrective Actim. If in the opinion of the Diirector, APCP, 
the presence of PM,, in the ambient air exists in quantities 
and durations that directly or proximately cause or 
contribute to injury to human, ?iant, or animal life or 
health, or to property, or that unreasonably interferes with 
the enjoyment of life or the use of property, the Director, 
APCP, may require the Permittee to submit a co1:rective 
action plan adequate to timely and significant]-y mitigate 
the emission of PM,,. The Permittee shall implement any 
such plan immediately upon its approval by the Director, 
APCP. Failure to either submit or implement such a plan 
shall be a violation of the permit. 

Proposed Draft A i r  Permit 
Ft . Leonard Wood ,Smoke Training 

A p r i l  11, 1995 
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PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION 
April 11, 1995 

REVIEW OF APPLICATION FOR AUTHORITY TO CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE 
SECTION (8) REVIEW 

Project/Facility No: 3860-0004-015 
Permit No: 

U. S. Army Engineer Center 
Fort Leonard Wood 
ATTN: ATZT-DPW-EE 
Fort Leonard Wood, MO 65473 

Complete: March 31, 1995 
Reviewed: April 10, 1995 

Parent Company: 
U. S. Army Engineer Center 
Fort Leonard Wood 
ATTN: ATZT-DPW-EE 
Fort Leonard Wood, MO 65473 

Pulaski County, All or parts of T33, 34, 35Nf 
R10, 11, 12W 

REVIEW SUMMARY 

. This review-is conducted in accordance with Section (8) of 
Missouri State Rule 10 CSR 10-6.060, "Permits Requiredtf . 
prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) regulations 
apply to this facility 

Emissions of particulate matter less than ten microns (PM,,) 
at the facility will be greater than 15 tons per year; 
therefore, this is a major modification at a major facility. 

No Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPS) are emitted in this 
process 

No federal New Source Performance Standards (NSPSs) or 

National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(NESHAEDs) apply to this operation 

Special conditions are imposed by this permit 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Fort Leonard Wood (the "Applicant") is an existing rnajor source 
and has applied for permission to operate an obscurant (smoke) 
training school. The smoke training school will use H3A3 smoke 
generators (or equivalent) to train soldiers in the operation of 
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the smoke generators and in the tactical use of cbscurants during 
simulated battlefield operations. 

To generate the smoke, SGF-2 fog oil (a hydrotreated, heavy 
naphthenic petroleum distillate mineral oil) is vaporized, 
recondensed, and dispersed into the air. The fog oil is emitted 
as liquid droplets with diameters of 0.5 to 1.0 micron. This 
diameter size is close to the wavelength of visible light, making 
this oil the choice for smoke training. 

The M3A3 smoke generators are driven by gasoline-powered pulse 
jet engines. Each generator consumes 4 gallons of unleaded 
gasoline per hour and processes 40 gallons of fog oil per hour. 

There will typically be about 12 generators operating each time 
the training is conducted. However, there will be nlo limitations 
on the number of generators; rather, limits are ixposed on the 
amount of fog oil which may be processed. The smoke training 
will occur at several sites at Fort Leonard Wood. Smoke training 
can not be used at some sites during certain meteorological 
conditions because such conditions could cause an exceedance of 
the PM,, ambient air quality standards (10 CSR 10-6.010, "Ambient 
Air Quality Standards1') or the ambient air increment (10 CSR 10- 
6.060 (11) (A), "Table 1 - Ambient Air Increment Table") . 
The air quality impact due to the smoke training is evaluated by 
considering the fog oil as a VOC (volatile organic compound) and 
as PM,,. There is no ambient air quality standard for VOCS. In 
lieu of preapplication air quality analysis, pre- and post- 
operation ambient air monitoring for ozone will be required. 

The air ambient quality impact of the emission of ?MI, is 
evaluated using the ambient air quality model ISC2 (Industrial 
Source Complex), draft version dated December 6, 1994. This 
version of ISC2 is recommended by the EPA for use in this study 
to estimate the effect on the ambient air quality of the 
operation of equipment which emits air contaminants. This permit 
has conditions that prohibit smoke training operatl ,ens at those 
locations when meteorological conditions exist thai could cause 
an exceedance of the PM,, National -zlmbient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) or the PMIO increment. The constraints have been 
developed based on wind direction, atmospheric stability, and 
distance from the site to the property line. At~achrnent A 
describes the acceptable sites under various meteorological 
conditions. Fort Leonard Wood agrees to maintain a minimum of 3 
kilometers visibility at property boundary as related to the 
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smoke training school. 

The total amount of fog oil processed by the smoke generators is 
limited to 65,000 gallons during any 12-month period. Since this 
construction triggers the federal PSD regulations, a BACT (Best 
Available Control Technology) analysis must be performed. Adding 
a PM,, control device to the smoke generators would defeat the 
purpose of the mission. Other smoke generation systems were 
evaluated, and the proposed method is the most feasible. 

EVALUATION 

Most of the fog oil will disperse as PM,,, but some will 
evaporate as VOC. According to information provided by-..the 
applicant, 30% of the fog oil will evaporate before reaching the 
property boundary. 

Additional emissions are expected from the combustio~~ of gasoline 
in the pulse-jet-engines. Emission rates for the cornbustion of 
gasoline from the smoke generators are calculated using emission .. 
factors from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency document 
AP-42, "Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors: Volume 
11: Mobile Sources," and from Material Safety Data Sheets 
supplied by Ft. Leonard Wood. 

Table 1 below lists the annual emissions expected when Fort . 
Leonard Wood vaporizes 65,000 gallons of fog oil, including the 
combustion of unleaded gasoline in the pulse-jet engine. 

Table 1: Pollutants Emissions i n  Tons w r  Year 

PERMIT RULE APPLICABILITY 

This PSD review is conducted under Section (8) of Missouri State 
Rule 10 CSR 10-6.060, "Permits Required." Compliance with this 
section of the rule means that the proposed source will not 
interfere with the attainment or maintenance of ambient air 

CO 
1 

0.0 

11.3 

11.3 

NO* 

0.0 

0.2 

0.2 

SO2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

PM,o 

175 

0.0 

175 

Fog O i l  

Combustion 

T o t a l s  

VOC 

2 5 0 

0.7 

2 5 1 
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quality standards, will not cause or contribute to ambient air 
concentrations in excess of any appliczble maximum allowable 
increase as listed in 10 CSR 10-6.060 Subsection (11)(A) Table 1, 
will not violate any applicable emission control regulations or 
the Air Conservation Law, and will not cause an adverse impact on 
visibility in any Class 1 area. 

APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS 

I. Installation Level: Fort Leonard Wood 
A. General 

1. Applicable Requirements: Submission of Emission 
Data, Emission Fees and Process Information . , 
a. Regulatory Authority: 10 C S X  10-6.110 . - 
b. Emission Limitation: $25.70 per ton of pollutant 
c. Recordkeeping Requirement: Emissions Inventory 

~uestionnaire (EIQ) 
d. Re~ortinq Requirement: April 1 for previous - - 

year's emissions (EIQ) 
2. Applicable Requirements: Operating Permits 

a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-6.065 
b. Emission Limitation: None 
c. Recordkeeping Requirement: None 
d. Monitoring Requirement: None 
e. Reporting Requirement: S-&mission of Future 

Operating Permit Application 

I. Emission Point Level: Smoke Training Sites 
A. PM,, Emissions 

1. Applicable Requirements: Construction Permits 
Required 
a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-6.060 
b. Emission Limitations: 65,000 gallons of SGF-2 

fog oil per 12-month period; 3700 pounds of SGF-2 
fog oil per day; 2600 pounds/hour of PMI0 

c. Recordkeeping Requirement: Annual and daily 
throughput; emissions rate 

d. Monitoring Requirements: Pre-startup and post- 
startup ambient air quality monitoring data; 
meteorological data; soil and vegetation 
sampling; 

e. Reporting iiequirement: Violations of emission 
limitations; monitoring data 

B. VOC Emissions 
1. Applicable Requirements: Construction Permits 
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Required 
a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-6.060 
b. Emission Limitation: 65,000 gallons of SGF-2 fog 

oil per 12-nonth period 
c. Recordkeeping Iiequirement : Annual and daily 

throughput 
d. Monitoring Requirements: Pre-startup and post- 

startup ambient air quality monitoring data 
e. Reporting Requirement: Violations of emissions 

limitations 

RACT ANALYSIS . 

A "top-down1' BACT analysis is required to be submitted with this 
application. BACT is defined as an emission 1imitat:ion based on 
the maximum degree of reduction for each pollutant which would be - 
emitted from any proposed installation or major modification 
which the Director, on a case-by-case basis, taking into account 
energy, environmental and economic impacts, and other costs, . 
determines is achievable for such an installation or major 
modification. BACT may be achieved through application of 
production processes, or available methods, systemsr and 
techniques, including fuel cleaning or treatment or innovative 
fuel combustion techniques for control of the pollutant. 

For this process, applying any control device defeats the purpose 
of the generating smoke for smoke training. Therefore, the only 
BACT option is to examine the other methods available to produce 
smoke. According to the U. S. Army Medical Research and 
Development Laboratory's publication, "Smokes and Ohscurants: A 
Guidebook of Environmental Assessment, Volume 1. Method of 
Assessment and Appended Data," there are several methods to 
produce smoke . 
Phosphorous Smokes and Hexachloroetnane Smokes are both delivered 
in a pyrotechnic setting. In other words, they involve the use 
of cannons, mortars, smoke grenades, tank guns, roc:kets, and 
bombs. 

Diesel Fuels and Fog Oils are delivered by Smoke Pots, Vehicle 
Engine Sxhaust Smoke Systems, M3A3 Generators, and Jet-Turbine 
Helicopters. 

Infrared Smokes are delivered by grenades. They contain powdered 
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brass, which is an alloy of copper and zinc. 

The purpose of smoke training is to train soldiers on the use of 
the M3A3 fog oil smoke generator and to allow them to observe 
the behavior of fog oil smoke under field conditions. The other 
methods of generating smoke produce HAPS (Hazardous Air 
Pollutants) or are delivered in a more dangerous manner than the 
M3A3 generator. 

Because the use of the M3A3 smoke generators and SGF-2 fog oil 
does not result in the emission of hazardous air pollutants, nor 
the use of pyrotechnics, it is considered both the best and 
safest option. Therefore, this option is chosen as BACT. 

- - 
MODELING AND MONITORING 

Fort Leonard Wood, in compliance with Missouri State Rule 10 CSR 
10-6.060 (8) (C) ,* has conducted ambient air quality modeling. The 
review of the modeling is included as a memo from the Technical 
Support Section of APCP (Appendix A). The mod ell in(^ showed 
significant impact areas for PM,,. The modeled maximum 
concentrations exceeded the de minimis level for PM,,. 
Therefore, Fort Leonard Wood will be required to conduct post- 
construction monitoring For PM,,. 

Existing monitoring data was used to demonstrate compliance with 
the NAAQS. However, to check this data, Fort Leonard Wood is 
required to conduct one year of preconstruction monitoring prior 
to the beginning of smoke training. 

The monitoring will be continued for two years after smoke 
training begins. Because of concerns about the air quality in 
the area, Fort Leonard Wood will present tne air monitoring data 
at a public hearing to be convened by the Air Pollution Control 
Program. 

CLASS I AREA IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The federal PSD regulations as adopted in 10 CSR 10-6.060 require 
an ambient air quality impact analysis to be done on all Class I 
areas within 100 kilometers in order to assure that no adverse 
ambient air quality impact will occur within the Class I area. 
There are no Class I areas within 100 kilometers of the proposed 
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plant. Therefore, no Class I impact analysis is required. 

ANALYSIS OF IMPACT ON 
VISIBILITY, LOCAL SOILS, ANIMALS AND VEGETATION 

The Applicant analyzed the projected impairment to visibility, 
soils, animals and vegetation. 

The EPA's "Workbook for Plume Visual Impact Screeni-ng and 
Analysis," was used to determine the visual quality of the area 
and assess the visual impact of the proposed facility. The model 
indicates that the visibility in the area would not: be idversely 
affected. Appendix B contains the result of the visibility 
analysis. 

The procedures listed in the EPA document, "A Screening Procedure 
for the Impacts of Air Pollution Sources on Plants, Soils, and 
Animals," were examined. Since there is no simple procedure for 
estimating the impact of ozone from a single source, and since 
PM,, is not one of the regulated pollutants for which screening 
is done in the EPA screening guidance, no further analysis of the 
impact of smoke training on visibility, local soils, animals and 
vegetation is required. This permit requires consrant soil and 
vegetation sampling. The Water Pollution Control Program has 
also required w a t e r  sampling t o  be conducted and t h e  results 
submitted quarterly. 

GROWTH IMPACTS 

The Applicant analyzed the air quality impact projected for the 
area as a result of general commercial, residential, industrial 
growth, as well as growth associrted with this installation. The 
installation is expected to increase by 7900 persons. This 
includes civiliadpernanent party military increase of 1600 and a 
trainee increase of 6300. All of the permanent party and 
military trainees will be served by the facility on-post. 
Increased fuel use for space heating and air conditioning could 
result in some increased emissions. However, the expected 
increase in personnel uould merely bring Fort Leonard Wood back 
to the same level of personnel as served in 1990. Therefore, no 
additional growth-related air pollution impacts are anticipated. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

On the basis of this review conducted in accordance with Section 
( 8 ) .  Missouri State Rule 10 CSR 10-6.060, "Construc:tion Permits 
Required," the undersigned recommend this permit be granted with 
conditions. 

Sharon Turpin 
Environmental' Engineer 

Glenn A. '~arlson, -P .E. 
Acting Chief, 

' Construction Permits Unit 

ATTACHMENTS 
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DATE : 

TO: Glenn Carlson, Acting Unit Chief 
Permit Section 

FROM : Calvin Ku, Section Chief 
Technical Support Section 

Chris Smith, Meteorologist CS 
Technical S~pport Section 

SIJBJECT: Fort Leonard Wood Smoke Training PSD Modelf~ng ' ' .  

I. Introduction 

Fort Leonard wood-is proposing to conduct snoke training at 
several locations within their prcperty. Due to the emission 
rates o: the smoke generators to be used in the training, this 
project is subject to PSD (Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration) permit reviev including modeling requirements. 

A modeling report entitled 'Predicted Air Quality Impacts for 
Fort Leonard Wood Smoke Trainisg School1 wzs submitted by Burns b 
McDonnell on April 9,1995 (ettzched) . This report includes two 
separate analyses, the PSD increment Znalysis and the NAAQS 
(National Pmbient Air Quality Standard) analysis. These analyses 
indicate that the smoke training can be conducted no more than 
one hour a day during specific seteorological conditions in order 
to meet the necessary standards. The following report summarizes 
the modeling review and the resulting recommendations for permit 

11. Modeling Procedures 

The modeling procedures used in this study follow FSD and air 
quality modeling guidelines. The selected model for this 
application is the draft version of the new ISC2 (Industrial 
Source Complex) nodel dated Dec. 6, 1 9 9 1 .  This version of the 



ISCZ includes simple and complex terrain algorithms and 
incorporates EPA's intermediate terrain policy. Additionally, 
the new version includes new area source and deposition 
algorithms. This model was reconmended by EPA for use in this 
study . 
The source information differs in the PSD increment modeling and 
the NAAQS modeling. For the PSD increment model, only the smoke 
generator sources are included. These generators will be placed 
on vehicles and may be moved during their operation. The 
vehicles will be spaced by at least 20 meters and will be 
oriented in a line or a 'v'. For modeling purposes, worst case 
is assumed to be a line of voluiie sources with an interval of 20 
meters. The smoke generators will not operate more than one hour 
per day and therefore are evaluated on a one-hour basis. The 
smoke sources are modeled at all possible locations of operation 
within the fort. The NmQS modeling includes all major sources 
within 50 kilometers of Fort Leonard.Wood. A major source list 
was generated from the state's enission inventory databases and 
additional quality assurance was conducted prior to modeling to 
verify emission rates and source locations. These sources are 
modeled as continuous operations for worst case impacts:.. 

. The meteorological data sets are also different in the PSD 
increment and N U Q S  -runs. Because tne smoke generat~ors will be 
allowed to operate only during specific meteorological 
conditions, user-generated meteorological data sets are used for 
the PSD increment modeling. Varying meteorological conditions 
based on wind speed, stability, nixing height, and temperature 
are used in the model. Wind direction is considered by placing 
all receptors in a straight line at the proper downwind distance. 
Using this method, it is possible to model direct path wind 
directions to all fence line receptors in one model run. The 
NAAQS runs use five years of actual neteorological data from 
Springfield and Monett, Missouri. 

111. PSD Increment Results 

3ecause the baseline has not been established in this area, the 
entire PSD increments are available. These values are 30 ug/mA3 
and 17 ug/mA3 for the 24-hour and annual zverage, respectively. 
The one-hour averages produced by the model are divided by 24 to 
obtain a representative 24-hour average. These results are then 
compared to the 24-hour increnent of 30 ug/mA3 to identify 
receptors along the property boundary that will not exceed the 
increment. Corresponding wind directions are identified as 
acceptable conditions for operation. This procedure is 
duplicated for each possible training location. From these runs, 
c list of acceptable neteorological conditions is derived for 
each smoke training site (see Table I1 of the modeling report). 



Because the smoke training will not be conducted more than 135 
days per year, the annual increment does not require an 
evaluation. Even if a 30 ug/mA3 maximum 24-hour concentration 
occurs at the same receptor all 135 days, the annual 
concentration will only be 11 ug/mA3, well below the annual 
increment. 

IV. NAAQS Results 

PSD guidelines require that a NMQS demonstration be conducted 
for the area that will be significantly impacted by the new 
source. For this study, a 50 kilometer radius is used. The 
model predicts several violations of the NX4QS due t.o sources 
beyond the fort Leonard Wood property boundary. These locations 
are listed in Table I11 of the attached modeling report. Due to 
these potential exceedances of the N - U Q S ,  the smoke training will 
not be allowed to occur under meteorological condit~ons which 
will result in a significant contribution. Several of the sites 
will not impact any of these potential exceedznces already. 
However, under certain meteorologiczl conditions stipulated in 
the PSD increment review as being acceptable, there is p 
significant contribution. Therefore, tne forc is further 
restricted in their operation of the smoke generators. The 

. resulting meteorological conditions which are acceptable for the 
PSD increment and the NAAQS are given in Table I1 of the modeling - 
report. 

V. Recommendations 

aasis on the modeling analysis, we recommend the following 
conditions that should be required with the issuance of the 
smoke training permit: 

1) The smoke generators shall be operated no more than one hour 
per day and no more than 135 days per year. 

2 )  The total emissions of PMlO from the smoke generators shall 
be limited at a rate of 2600 pounds per hour. This emission 
rate is based on the use of 3700 pounds per hour of fog oil 
and assumes a 7 0 %  conversion rate to particulate matter. 

3) The smoke training emissions are found to be acceptable for 
the PSD increment and the NFAQS for the wind directions, 
stabilities, and durations listed in Table I1 of the smoke 
training modeling report provided by Fort Leonard Wood. 

4 )  In addition to the wind direction and stability requirements, 
the model indicates that a wind speed of at least 1 m/s is 
necessary for stabilities A-D and at least 4 m/s for 



stability E. Also, a mixing height of 200 meters is 
necessary for stabilities A-C and a mixing height of 320 
meters is required for stabilities D-E. 

5) Under no circumstance should the smoke training be conducted 
during F stability. 

6) No smoke training should occur at any locations other than 
those specified in Table I1 of the modeling report. 

7 )  The model predicts concentrations during very specific 
meteorological conditions. Special attention should be given 
to the measurement and monitoring of these parameters before, 
during, and after the smoke training occurs. This requires 
not only appropriate instrumentation, but qualified personnel 
as well. Fort Leonard Wood should be required to secure these 
instruments and trained personnel. 

VI. Conclusion 

Based on the modeling analysis, the proposed smoke training at 
Fort Leonard Wood, if operated under the requirements listed in 
Section V, will not cause or contribute to a violation of the PSD . increment or NAAQS for PM10. 
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Attachment A 
Wind Directions during Saoke Training* 

Ballard 

and greater. 

E* 
Stability 

1 5 0  - 225 

Mush 
Paddle 

Bailey 

D 

3 4 0  - 3 5  

C 

(1) 4 5  minute limit for wind directions 1 9 0  - 2 1 0  de5rees 
( 2 )  45 minute limit for wind directions 220 - 240 degrees 
+ A 3 minute- exclusion is requested 
* A-D stabilities are not restricted based on wind speed, 

however, E stability is limited to wind speeds of 4 m/s 

1 9 5  - 2 7 5  

All 
direction 
except 

1 2 0  deg. 

B Site 

3 4 0  - 35 

Stability 
A 

I 

340  - 3 5 1  250 - 3 5  

1 9 5  - 275 

3 4 0  - 40 
1 7 5  - 325 

Musgrave 1 1 3 0  - 2 2 0  1 1 5 0  - 220 1 1 6 0  - 215 / 1 7 0 -  
215  (1) 

Stability Stability Siabi1it.y 

I 
1 9 5  - 270 

3 4 0  - 4 0  
1 7 5  - 325  

1 9 5  - 1 9 5  - 27C 
240  ( 2 )  

None 2 3 0  - 2 4 0  I= 



USA, F t .  Leonard Wood 
NO-0117251, P u l a e k i  CO. 

EXHIBIT C 

STATE OF MISSOURI \It4 C-irn.~ii~n. Gt BS rrn<*r !>.I\ td 4 \I)* *m 01rct 11 ~f 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
DI\'ISION OF EhV'lROS.;XIENT.IL Q U A L I R  

13.0. Box 116 JetTerson City. SlO 65101-0176 

AFR 1 1 2995 

U . S .  Army ( U S A )  
Bldg. 2200 A 
F t .  Leonard Wood, MO 65473 

Dear Permi t t ee :  

Pursuan t  t o  t h e  F e d e r a l  Water P o l l u t i o n  C o n t r o l  a c t ,  under  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  
g r a n t e d  t o  t h e  s t a t e  of  M i s s o u r i  and i n  compl iance  w i t h  t h e  M i s s o u r i  C lean  
Water Law, w e  have  i s s u e d  and are e n c l o s i n g  y o u r  S t a t e  O p e r a t i n g  P e r m i t  t o  
Discharge  from USA, F t .  Leonard Wood. 

P l e a s e  read your  p e r m i t  and  a t t a c h e d  S t a n d a r d  C o n d i t i o n s .  They c o n t a i n  i m p o r t a n t  
i n f o r m a t i o n  on m o n i t o r i n g  r e q u i r e m e n t s ,  e f f l u e n t  l i m i t a t i o n s ,  sampling f r e q u e n c i e s  
and  r e p o r t i n g  r e q u i r e m e n t s .  

Moni to r ing  r e p o r t s  r e q u i r e d  by t h e  s p e c i a l  c o n d i t i o n s  must be s u b m i t t e d  on a 
p e r i o d i c  b a s i s .  C o p i e s  o f  t h e  n e c e s s a r y  r e p o r t  forms are e n c l o s e d  and shou ld  
be mai led t o  t h e  r e g i o n a l  o f f i c e  l i s t ed  below. P l e a s e  c o n t a c t  t h a t  o f f i c e  f o r  
a d d i t i o n a l  forms. 

T h i s  permit  is b o t h  y o u r  F e d e r a l  Discharge  P e r m i t  and your  new S t a t e  O p e r a t i n g  
P e r m i t  and r e p l a c e s  a l l  p r e v i o u s  s t a t e  o p e r a t i n g  p e r m i t s  for t h i s  f a c i l i t y .  I n  
a l l  f u t u r e  c o r r e s p o n d e n c e  r e g a r d i n g  t h i s  f a c i l i t y ,  p l e a s e  r e f e r  t o  y o u r  S t a t e -  
O p e r a t i n g  Permi t  number and f a c i l i t y  name as shown on  page  o n e  o f  t h e  p e r m i t .  

!' 
I f  you have any q u e s t i o n s  c o n c e r n i n g  t h i s  p e r m i t ,  p l e a s e  do n o t  h e s i t a t e  t o  
ca l l  t h i s  o f f i c e  o r  o u r  J e f f e r s o n  C i t y  R e g i o n a l  O f f i c e  at 1908 Bubba Lane, 
P.O. Box 1 7 6 ,  J e f f e r s o n  C i t y ,  MO 65102, ( 3 1 4 )  751-2729. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  

WATER POLLUTION CONTROL PROGRAM 

D a n i e l  R .  S c h u e t t e  
Chie f  of Permi t  S e c t i o n  

:-. 74 

DRS : rb 

E n c l o s u r e  

C :  EPA - B i l l i n g  Branch 



STATE OF MISSOURf 

DEPARWNT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
MISSOURI CLEW WATER COMMISSlON 

MISSOURI STATE OPERATING PERMIT 

In compliance with the Missouri Clem Water Law, (Chapter 644 RS. Mo. as mended, hereinafter, the hw),  and 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act  (Public Law 92-j00,92nd Congress) as amended, 

Permit No. 140-0117251 

Owner: U. S.  Army (USA) 

Owneis-ddress: B l d g .  2200 A ,  F t .  Leonard Wood. MO 65473 

Operating Authority: N/A 

Operating huthoI5t.r'~ Address: N/A 

- Facility Name: USA, Ft-. Leonard Wood 

Fa&ty Ad-: Bldg. 2200 A, Ft. Leonard Wood. NO 65473 

LegdDescription: ~ 1 1  or parts of: T33, 34, 35N. R10, 11. 12W. P u l a s k i  County 

~~~~~~~~~~~&Bash: Roubidoux Creek (Gasconade Basin) (10290203-35-02) (C) 
Bia Piney (Big Piney  asi in) (10290202-01-00) (P) 

is authorized to discharge from th; facility described herein, in accordance with the efnuenr limiutions and monitoring 
tcquircments s set fon3 herein: 

FACILITY DESCRIPTION 

Outfall 3001 - #008 -: - SIC $9711 
Continued on Next Page 

This permit authorizes only wastewater discharges under the Missouri Clean Water law and the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System; it does not apply to other regulated areas. This permit may be appealed in accordance 
with Section 644.05 1.6 of the Law. .' 

Februarv 1 7 ,  1995-April 4 ,  1995 . . 

( revised)  Wcctivc Darc 

F e h m r v  16.  2000 
Expirarion Date 



Paqe 2 of 13 
P2nniT. No. 140-0 11 725 1 

Facility Descri~tions (continued) 

Outfall 2001 - Sniith Branch 
Components: 
Explosives detonation area FLW-4, 5. 6: SW, Sec. 31. T35N. RllW 
Forney army airfield FLW-12: NW, Sec. 27, T35N. RllW 
Forney army airfield FLW-13: SE, Szc. 28, T35N, RllW 
Normandy training area FLW-15: Sec. 29 8 32, T35N, RllW 
Smoke training 
Outfall is SW f .  Sec. 29, T35N, RllW 
Smith Branch (Gasconade River Basin) (10290203-35-02) 

Outfall X002 
Components: 
Area 007A 800-880 motorpool: NW, Sec. 22, T35N, RllW 
Area 007B 900-900 motorpool: SW, Sec. 22, T35N, RllW 
Area 007E 600-671 motorpool: SE, Sec. 15, T35N. RllW 
Area 007F 700-771 motorpool: NW, Sec. 22. T35N, RllW 
Smoke training 
Outfall is Center Sec. 8,  T35N. RllW . .. 
Pond Hollow, Ballard Hollow (Gasconade River Basin) (10290203-35-02) 

Outfall 3003 
Components: 
Transfer station FLW-16: SE. Sec. 15,  T35N, RllW 
Outfall is SE ), Sec. 11, T35N, RllW 
Dry Creek (Big Piney River Basin) (10290202-01-00) 

Outfall #004 - Unnamed Branch of Big Piney River 
Components : 
Defense reutilization and marketing office FLW-1: Mf. Sec. 13. T35N< RllW 
Bulk fuel storage FLW-2: NW, Sec. 13, T35N, RllW 
Bulk fuel storage FLW-3: NW. Sec. 13, T35N, RllW 
Outfall is SW 4, Sec. 18, T3SN, RllW 
Unnamed branch #1 (Big Piney River Basin) (1029202-01-00) 

Outfall 3005 - Unnamed branch of big Piney River 
Components: 
102 ARCOH maintenance area FLW-7D: SE, Sec. 23, T35N. R1lW 
Smoke training 
Outfall is NW $ ,  Sec. 25. T35N. RllW 
Unnamed branch s2 (big Piney River Basin) (10290202-02-00) 

(continued on next page) 
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No. M0-0117251 

C. Facility Descri~tion (continued) 

Outfall 3006 
Components: 
Asphalt training facility FLW-14: NE. Sec. 3 6 ,  T35N. KllW 
Smoke traininu 
Outfall is at end of oil water separator discharge pipe. NW f .  Sec. 31, T35N. RlOW 
B i g  P i n e y  River ( B i g  Piney River Basin) (10290202-01-00) 

Outfall #007 
Components: 
Rock quarry FLW-17: N A ,  Sec. 31. T35N. RlOW 
Outfall is at sediment pond outfall NW $ .  Sec. 31. T35N. RlOW 
Big Piney River ( B i g  Piney River Basin) (10290203-01-00) 

Outfall #008 
Components: 

- Sanitary landfill FLW-8, 9. 10: NW, Sec. 5. T34N, RllW 
Outfall is SE :, Sec. 32, T35N, RllW 
Smith Branch (Gasconade River Basin) (10290203-35-02) 

Outfall #009 - Musgrove and Turnbull Hollows 
Outfall is SE 4,  Sec. 19. T34N. RllW . . 
Musgrove Hollow (Gasconade River  asi in) (10290203-35-02) 

Outfall PO10 - Mush Paddle Hollow 
Outfall is SW 4 .  Sec. 23, T34N, RllW 
14ush Paddle Hollow (Gasconade River basin) (10290203-35-02) 

Outfall SO11 - Sapper Hollow 
Outfall is NW f ,  Sec. 23. T34N. RllW 
Sapper Hollow (Gasconade River basin) (10290203-35-02) 

Outfall 8012 - Bailey - McCann.Hollow 
Outf all is SW $ , Sec. 1. T34N, RllW, near McCanrl cemetery ' 
Hurd Hollow (Gasconade River Basin) (10290203-35-02) 

Outfalls *009, $010, S011, 3012 
Activities relatea to obscurant training, also 
use of finely dispersed oil to created foglike 

called "smoke 
conditions. 

training". This involves 



A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 
I 

I The permittee is authorized to discharge from outfall(s) with serial number(*) as specified in the application for this permit. The 
final effluent limitations shall become effective upon issuance and remain in effect 
until expiration of the permit. Such discharges shall be controlled, limited, and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 

/ 0utf  a l l  3001 Smith $ranch 
I I 

I 

Tota l  Petroleum mg/L 
Hydrocarbons 

OUTFALL NUMBER 

I S" I ** I * * pH - Units 

FINAL EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 

1 Nitrate I mg'L I lo I I 10 

I 
1 Anunonia and N 

Lead, To ta l  
iRecoverable 
I 

1 

1 I r o n ,  Total 1 Recoverable 

AND EFFLUENT 
PARAMET ER(S) 

1 Zinc, Total I mg'L I 0.345 
/ Recoverable 

I I 

UNITS 

MONITORING SPORTS MITTED ~ W Y ,  
I I 

1 
!copper, Tota l  
/ Recoverable 
I 

I 

kolor**** * 
I 

' MONITORING REPORTS 

- 
MONITORING REOUIREMENTS - 

MONTHLY 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
MAXIMUM 

mg/L 

MEASlJREMENT SAMPLE 
FREQUENCY N P E  - 

WEEKLY 
AVERAGE 

0 . 0 2 9  

once/year 24 hr. 
estimate 

once/ year arab 

once/yesr  grab 

once/ year  grab 

once/year . grab  

once/year grab 

once/year qrab 

once/ year  grab 

once/ year a r a b  

once/year g rab  

1s DUE October 28, 1995 

IS DUE July 28 ,  1995 

- 

I I I I I 

MONITORING REPORTS SHALL BE SUBMITTED as outlined Ue ; THE FIRST REPORT IS DUE OtiLaec mVe 

THERE SHALL BE NO DISCHARGE OF FLOATING SOLIDS OR VISIBLE FOAM IN OTHER THAN TRACE AMOUNTS. 

B. STANDARD CONDITIONS 
Part I - IN ADDITION TO SPECIFIED CONDITIONS STATED HEREIN. THIS PERMIT IS SUBJECT TO THE ATTACHED 

n 
STANDARD CONDITIONS DATED ,-tober ' 19 80. AND HEREBY INCORPORATED AS THOUGH 

FULLY SET FORTH HEREIN. 

40 7804010 (8-91) 

1 
I 

I 

I I 
1 



- 
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A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued) NUMBER M3-0117251 

OUTFALL NUMBER 
k'LNAL EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS I 

AND EFFLUENT 
PARAMETEfl(S) 

UNITS MEASUREMENT SAMPLE DAILY WEEKLY MONTHLY 

O u t f a l l  #002 Pond H 

O u t f a l l  $004 Unnamecl 

O u t f a l l  5005 Unnamed 

Flow 

S e t t l e a b l e  S o l i d s  

O i l  & Grease 

T o t a l  Petroleum 
Hydrocarbons 

pH - U n i t s  

14ONITORING REPORTS 

Color**** 

O u t f a l l  $003 

Color**** 

MONITORING REPORTS 

I 
I I 

a0 780-0524 (3-86) 

MAXIMUM I AVERAGE 

1 
I 

* 

1.5 

10 

15 

* x 

FIRST REPORT 

l :  
l low.  Bal  3 r d  Hollow 

branch o Big Piney 

AVERAGE 

I 
! 

once/year  2 4  h r .  
e s t l m a t e  

once /year  g rab  

once/year  g r a b  

once /yesr  g rab  

once /year  a r a b  

I S  DUE ~]cr~h.- 1995 

branch o 

MGD 

rnL/L/'lr 

m?/L 

mq/L 

SU 

SHALL BS 

SHALL BE 

.- 

FFIEOUENCY N P E  1 

Big Piney  

* 

2.5 

15 

2 0 

x x 

SJENITTED 

I 

ANPUALLY THE 

* 

* 

FIRST REPOR 

~ n c e / q u a r t e r * * *  v i s u a l  

once/quarter*** v i s u a l  

IS DUE ;LV-5 

I 

* 

* 

SUBMITTED 

4 

QUPRTERLY. THE 



- 
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A. EFFLUENT LlMlTATlONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued) 
PERMIT NUMBER PD-0117251 

1 

MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

MEASUREMENT SAMPLE 
FF,EOUENCY 

once/year  24 h r .  
estimate 

once/ y e a r  g r a b  

once/year  u r a b  

once/ y e a r  g rab  

once /year  g r a b  

I S  DUE dctobpr 28. 1995 

o n c e / q u a ~ e r * * *  v i s u a l  

IS  DUE && 7 7 -  1 0 0 5  

where t h e  d i scha rge  may 
of r e s i d u a l  c o n c r e t e  and 

nnce/year  24 hr. 
es tha t e  

once/year g r a b  

once/year  grab 

IS DUE O c t o b m  7 8 ;  1995 

~ n c e / q u a r t e r * * *  v i s u a l  

OUTFALL NUMBER 
AND EFFLUENT 
PARAMETER(S) 

UNITS 

F W  EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 

MONITORING REPORTS RTERLY, THE 
I 

i 

O u t f a l l  $006 Asphal t  p l a n t  a t  

Samplinq Requiremen of s t o n 1  water  on ly .  

* * 
Flow 

pH - Uni ts  ** * * 

O i l  & Grease 15 10 

T o t a l  Petroleum 20 15 
Hydrocarbons 

S e t t l e a b l e  S o l i d s  mL/L/hr 1.5 1 .0  

I4ONITORING FGPORTS ANNUALLY. THE FIRST REPORT 

Colorx*** 
* 

MONITORING REPORTS IRST REPORT 

Discharges during o c c u r r i n g )  
c o n t a i n  p o l l u t a n t s  o r  dunpi rg  

FIRST I S  DUE Julv 28. 1995 

i 
I 
I 
I 

MONTHLY 
AVERAGE 

dist-harge p lpe  

DAILY 
MAXIMUM 

o i l  wa te r  

washdown waters .  

Flow 

pH - Uni t s  

T o t a l  Suspended 
S o l i d s  

A 0  7-24 (3-86) 

WEEKLY 
AVERAGE 

s ? p a r a t o r  

MONITORING REPORTS SHALL BE MITTED ANNUALLY. THE IRST =PORT 

I 
1 

P 
I Color**** 
I 

* * 

MGD 

SU 

mg/L 

* 

** 

7 0 

* 

** 



PAGE NUMBER 7 of 13 
1 

A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (contlnued) NUMBER M)-0117251 

OUTFALL NUMBER 
k 'u?w.  EFFLUENT LlMtTATloNs MON~TOR~NG uEoulu~MENTs i 

AND EFFLUENT 
PARAMETER(S) 

O u t i a l l  #007 Rock 
Dry weather flows 

Flow 

Tota l  Suspended 
S o l i d s  

pH - Units  

UNITS 

QLarry 

MGD 

mq/L 

SU 

DAILY WEEKLY 
MAXIMUM 1 AVERAGE 

X 

3 0 

* * 

MONITORING REPORTS THE 

Color 

14ONITORING REPORTS . THE 

Storm Water Flows 

MGD R Flow 

S e t t l e a b l e  So l ids  mL/L/hr 1 .0  

* * pH - Units SU 

MONITORING THE 

MONTHLY MEASUREMENT SAMPLE 1 
AVERAGE I FREQUENCY TYPE I 

X 

15 

* * 

FIRST REPORT 

* 

! 
I 

I 
I 

once/year 24  h r .  
e s t lma te  1 

once/ year grab 
I 
I 

once/year 
I 

grab I I 

I S  DUE October 28. 1995 i 
I 

once/quarter*** 

once/quarter*** v i s u a l  

1s DUE Julv 28. 1995 

Color**** * 

THE 

f IRST REPOR IS DUE ju lv  2 8, 199 5 

* 

FIXST REPOR 

* 

0.5 

* * 

qIRST REPORT 

I 
I 

once/year 24 h r .  
I 

es t ima te  

once/year grab 

once/year grab  

I S  DUE October 28. 1995 

I 

T 

. . 

I 

, 

! 
I 
I 
I 

. . I 

UO 780-0524 13-86) 

:- -. 



A. EFFLUENT LlMlTATlONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued) 
PAGENUMBER 8 of 13 
PERMIT NUMBER bD-0117251 I 

I 
I 

MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 1 
MEASUREMENT SAMPLE j 

FREOUENCY TYPE 
1 

i 

once/quarter*** instantane 
estimate) 

daily measurement grab I 
once/quarter*** 

I 
grab 

once/quarterX** grab 

once/quarter*** grab 

once/&artzr*** grab 

once/quarterf** grab 

once/quarter*** grab 

once/quarter*** grab 

once/quarterx** grab 

once/quarterx** grab 

once/quarter*** grab 

once/quarterx** visua:. 

1s DUE Julv 28, l g g 5  

OUTFALL NUMBER 
AND EFFLUENT 
PARAMETER(S) 

Outfall ~ 0 0 8  Sanitary 

Flow 

Rainf a1 1 

BETX 

biochemical Oxygen 
Demand, 

Chemical Oxygen 
Demand 

Total Suspended 
Solids 

Settleable Solids 

Total Dissolved 
Solids 

Conductivity (SpeciEic 
conductance) 

Chloride Plus 
Sulfates 

Iron, Total 
Recoverable 

pH - Units 
Color**** 

MONITORING REPORTS 

UNITS 

landfil:. 

MGD 

inches 

mg/L 

ma/L 

mcr/L 

ma/L 

' m~/L/hr 

ma/L 

umhos/c:n 

mg/L 

mg/L 

SU 

SHALL BE 

! 

i 
I 

MO 78C-0524 (3-86) 

MONTHLY 
AVERAGE 

* 

* 

0.75 

45 

90 

60 

1.0 

A 

x 

1000 

* 

xx 

x 

FIRST REPOR 

m- 
DAILY 

MAXIMUM 

(FLW-8, 9. 

* 

* 

0.75 

60 

120 

SO 

1.5 

* 

* 

1000 

* 

x* 

* 

MITTED 

EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 

WEEKLY 
AVERAGE 

& 10) 

2 - 

QUARTERLY. THE "i" I T 

'r. I -.r 

I 
I 

I 
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PAGENUMBER 9 of 13 
, 
! 

EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONlTORlNG REQUIREMENTS PEIM~T NUMBER ~D-0117251 i 

4 

MONITORING REQUIREMENTS I 

FREQUENCY 
MEASUREMENT I 
once/year grab 

I 
once/ year qrsb 

grab 

i 
once/year 

once/year urab 

)I 
I 

once/year grab 

once /year a r ab 

on~e/~ear grab 
I 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/yesr grab 

once/ year grak 

once/year 9rd 

once/year gra 

once/year sra 

onceiyaar qrz 

once/year a r 

. -. 
once/year Frr 

r- 

EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 

I 
1 

OUTF ALL NUMBER 
AND EFFLUENT 
PARAMETER(S) 

MONTHLY AVERAGE 

* 

x 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

5 . 0  

* 

X 

* 

* 

* 

AVERAGE WEEKLY 
UNITS 

(continued) 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

5 .O 

* 

* 

* 

* 

.'- -* * 

DAILY 
MAXIMUM 

landdfil.. 

mg /L 

mg/L 

mq/L 

mg /L 

ma/L 

mq /L 

ma /L 

mg/L 

ma/L 

ma/L 

mg/L 

mg /L 

mg/L 

mg /L 

mg/L 

n~a/L 

outfall '008 smita$y I 
Icalcium 

* * 1 Selenium, Total 
i Secoverable 
1 
I 
1 
I 

! 

I 

m?/L 

Fluoride 

Total Hardness 

.Barium, Total 
Recoverable 

Boron, Total 
~ecoverable 

Cadmium, Total 
Recoverable 

Chromium, Total 
Recoverable 

Cobalt, Total 
Recoverable 

Copper, Total 
Recoverable 

Sodium, Total 
Recoverable 

Ammonia as N 

Nitrate and 
Nitrite as N 

Phosphorus, Total 
Recoverable 

I Mercury, Total ~ecoverable 

I 
Arsenic, Total I Recoverable 
I Lead, Total 
Recoverable 



PAGENUMBER 10 of 13 
A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REOUIREMENTS (continued) NUMBER MM117251 1 

I 
OUTFALL NUMBER 

AND EFFLUENT 
PARAMETER(S) 

I Outfall f008 Sanitary 

Silver, Total 
Recoverable 

Manganese, Total 
Recoverable 

l4agnesium, Total 
Recoverable 

Zinc, Total 
Recoverable 

Antimony. Total 
Recoverable 

Beryllium, Total 
Recoverable 

Nickel, Total 
Recoverable 

Sulfate 

Thallium, Total 
Recoverable 

Total Organic Carbo.3 

Vanadium, Total 
Recoverable 

Oil and Grease 

Total Petroleum 
Hydrocarbons 

MONITORING REPORTS 

UNITS 

landfili- 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mq/L 

ma /L 

m?/L 

ma/L 

m?/L 

mg/L 

ma/L 

mg/L 

m?/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

HALL BE 

i 
I 
j 
I 

I 
, 

UO 7800524 (3-86) 

!Ym 

DAILY 
MAXIMUM 

(continued) 

* 

x 

* 

* 

x 

A 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

15 

2 0 

SJBMITTED 

I 

- 4 

EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 

WEEKLY 
AVERAGE 

ANNJALLY, THE 
I 

I MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

MONTHLY 1 
AVERAGE 

* 

k 

* 

* 

x 

* 

* 

* 

x 

* 

* 

10 

15 

RST REPORT 

I 

MEASUREMENT SAMPLE 
1:REOUENCY TYPE 1 

I 
I 
I 
1 

c>nce/year 
grab i 

once/year i 
, / 

once/year I grab , I 

once/year grab 1 
. - grab 1 once/year 

I 

once/year arab 

I 
once/year grab 

once/ year grab 

once/year grab 

once/ year grab 

once/year grab 

once/ year grab 

once/year grab 

IS DUE ~ c t o b e *  28.  1995 
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A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued) NUMBER m0117251 I 

OUTFALL NUMBER 
AND EFFLUENT UNITS 
PARAMETER(S) 

O u t f a l l  8009 - Musg ove and : i 
/ o u t f a l l  3010 - Mush Paddle HI 

l o u t f a l l  toll - Sapp r Hollow t 
I 

/ O u t f a l l  $012 - Bai l  y McCann 'i 
I 
1 Flow 

Tota l  Petroleum 
Hydrocarbons 

O i l  and Grease 

pH - Units  

Color**** 

MONITORING REPORTS HALL BE --I- 
* Monitoring re irement p. 

** pH is measure i n  pH u 
of 6.0-9.0 pH u n i t s .  P 

*** Once q u a r t e r  n t h e  ma I 
I 
I **** Permittee sha 

T h i s  requirem 

EFFLUENT LIMIT 

DAILY WEEKLY 
MAXIMUM I AVERAGE 

. rnbu l l  H o l l  b w s  Area 

low Area 

. rea  

[ol  low Area 

3nly.  

i t s  and i s  t t o  be av f 
chs of N a r c  , June, S ~ C  7 
o u t f a l l  f 01 

whether it 
presence c 

las ra ined 

MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

MONTHLY MEASUREMENT SAMPLE 
AVERAGE FREQUENCY N P E  

once/quarter* ** 24 h r  . 
es t imate  

once/quarter*** grab 

?IRST REPOR IS DUE J u l v  28, 1995 1 

** 

* 

once/cyuarterx** grab 
. - 

once/quarterx* visua i I 

unnatural c o l o r s .  

caged. The 

r no t .  

pfi is l i m i t e d  t o  t h e  range 1 
I 
I 



C. SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

1. Report as no-discharge when a d i scha rge  does no t  occur  du r inq  t h e  r e p o r t  pe r iod .  

2 .  O u t f a l l  =008 only .  A l l  d e s ign  and ope ra t ing  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  and a l l  Waste I.iansqement 
Program approval  c o n d i t i o n s  p e r t a i n i n a  t o  water  q u a l i t y  a r e  hereby  ninde a p a r t  of t h i s  
pe rmi t  and s h a l l  app ly  throughout  t h e  l i f e  of t h i s  permi t  w i thou t  r e g a r d  t o  o t h e r  
c o n d i t i o n s ,  pe rmi t s .  occu r rences ,  e t c .  

3 .  T h i s  penn i t  may be modif ied,  o r  a l t e r n a t i v e l y  revoked and r e i s s u e d .  t o  comply w i th  
any app l i cab le  e f f l u e n t  s t a n d a r d  o r  l i m i t a t i o n  i s s u e d  o r  approved under  S e c t i o n s  
301(b)(2) (C): and ( D ) ,  304(b)(2) and 3 0 7 ( a ) ( 2 )  of t h e  Clean Wat.er A c t .  i f  t h e  
e f f l u e n t  s tandard  o r  l i m i t a t i o n  so i s sued  o r  approved: 

a .  Contains  d i f f e r e n t  c o n d i t i o n s  o r  is otherwise  more s t r i n g e n t  t han  any 
e f f l u e n t  l i m i t a t i o n  i n  t h e  permit :  o r  

b. Cont ro ls  any p o l l u t a n t  n o t  l i m i t e d  i n  t h e  permi t .  

The permit  a s  modif ied o r  r e i s s u e d  under t h i s  paraaraph  s h a l l  a l s o  c o n t a i n  any o t h e r  
requirements  of t h e  A c t  t hen  a p p l i c a b l e .  

4 .  Thi s  permit  may be reopened and modif ied o r  a l t e r n a t i v e l y  revoked anc f . r e i s sued .  t o  
i n c o r p o r a t e  new o r  modif ied e f f l u e n t  l i n i i t a t i o n s  o r  o t h e r  c o n d i t i o n s .  i f  t h e  r e s u l t  
of a waste load  a l l o c a t i o n  s t u d y ,  t o x i c i t y  test ,  o r  o t h e r  i n fo rma t ion  i n d i c a t e s  
changes a r e  necessary  t o  a s s u r e  compliance wi th  14 i s sou r i ' s  Water q u a l i t y  S tandards .  

5 .  T h i s  permit  does n o t  a l l ow t h e  d i scha rge  of storm wa te r  t h a t  has  c o n t a c t e d  t h e  open 
f a c e  of t h e  l a n d f i l l .  Th i s  pe rmi t  does not, a l lor+ t h e  d i s c h a r g e  of u n t r e a t e d  
l e a c h a t e .  A l l  l e a c h a t e  s h a l l  be handled i n  accordance wi th  t h e  S o l i d  Waste D i s ~ o s a l  
Area Operating Permi t .  Report  of Approval of P lans  and S p e c i f i c a t i o n s  ( w i t h  
c o n d i t i o n s ) .  

6. Changes i n  Discharges of Toxic Substances:  

The pe rmi t t ee  s h a l l  n o t i f y  t h e  Director as soon as it knows o r  h a s  r ea son  t o  b e l i e v e :  

a. That  any a c t i v i t y  has occur red  o r  w i l l  occur  which would r e s u l t  i n  t h e  
d ischarge  of any t o x i c  p o l l u t a n t  which is  n o t  l i m i t e d  i n  t h e  pe rmi t .  i f  t h a t  
d i scharge  w i l l  exceed t h e  h i g h e s t  of t h e  fo l lowing  " n o t i f i c a t i o n  l e v e l s : "  

(1) One hundred micrograms per  l i ter  (100 u a / l ) ;  

( 2 )  Two hundred micrograms per  l i t e r  (200 u g / l )  f o r  a c r o l e i n  and 
a c r y l o n i t r i l e  ; f i v e  hundred n~ ic roq ran~s  p e r  l i t e r  ( 500 ug/ l )  f o r  2 . 4  
d i n i t r o p h e n o l  and f o r  2-methyl-4. 6 -d in i t ropheno l ;  and one mi l l i g ram p e r  
l i t e r  ( 1  mq/l) f o r  antimony: 

( 3  ) Five ( 5  ) t imes-- the maximum concentrat io11 v a l u e  r e p o r t e d  f o r  t h e  
p o l l u t a n t  i n  t i le p e n n i t  appl ica t ior t :  . . 

( 4 )  The l e v e l  e s t a b l i s h e d  i n  P a r t  A of t h e  pe rmi t  by t h e  ~ i r e ' = t o r .  

b .  That t hey  have begun o r  expect t o  begin t o  use o r  manufacture as an 
in t e rmed ia t e  o r  f i n a l  p roduc t  o r  by-product any t o x i c  p o l l u t a n t  which was n o t  
r epo r t ed  i n  t h e  permi t  a p p l i c a t i o n .  
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C .  SPECIAL CONDITIONS (cont inued!  

7 .  .'111 d ischarges  s h a l l  comply w i t h  t h e  Missouri Hater Q u a l i t y  S t a n d a r d s .  10 CST, 
20-7.031, Sec t ion  (3)(C), which s t a t e s  (Waters s h a l l  be f r e e  from sr tbstance i l l  

s u f f i c i e n t  amounts t o  cause  u n s i g h t l y  c o l o r  o r  t u r b i d i t y .  . . " ,  and S e c t i o n  ( 4  j { G )  . 
which s t a t e s  "Water contaminants  s h a l l  noT cause o r  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t u r b i d i t y  o r  c o l o r  
t h a t  w i l l  cause s u b s t s n t i a l  v i s i b l e  c o n t a c t  k i l t 1 1  t h e  n a t u r a l  appaarsnce  or' the 
s t ream.  . . " . 
O u t f a l l  =005 on ly .  A i l  a c t i v i t i e s  performed t o  co l l t ro l  e r o s i o n  on t h e  l a n d f i l l  s i t e  
( s eed ing ,  mrllching , t e r r a c i n g .  e t c .  ) s h a l l  be desc r ibed  and subml t t ad  a long  wi th  t h e  
second q u a r t e r  and f o u r t h  q u a r t e r  Discharue Honi tor inq  i i epo r t s .  I f  no e r o s i o n  
c o n t r o l s  a r e  under taken ,  i n d i c a t e  s o  on t h e  r e p o r t s .  

U . S .  Army, F t .  Leonard Wood w i l l  p r o t e c t  t h e  a s p h a l t  p l a n t  from t h e  100 y e a r  f l o o d  
even t  by a p p r o p r i a t e  methods. 

O u t f a l l  sampling and obse rva t ion  p o i n t s  must be c l e a r l y  marked i n  t h e  i i e i d .  

11. Th i s  condi t ion  is  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  r e g u l a r  moni tor ing .  When smoke t r a i n i n g  a c t u a l l y  
beg ins ,  pe rmi t t ee  s h a l l  sample monthly each o u t f a l l  l o c a t e d  i n  the v i c i n i t y  of where 
t h e  t r a i n i n g  has  occu r red .  Sample s h a l l  be taken  w i t h i n  24 hours after 1 . 0  i n c h  of 
r a i n f a l l  has f a l l e n .  I f  a 1 .0  r a i n f a l l  does n o t  occur  i n  a given month, r e p o r t  " no 
1 .0  inch  r a i n f a l l  even t . "  Th i s  sampling s h a l l  con t inue  u n t i l  p e r m i t t e e  is n o t i f i e d  
by Department 02 Na tu ra l  Resources Water P o l l u t i o n  Con t ro l  Program t h a t  t h i s  
monitor ing can be d i scon t inued .  Sampling ana lyses  s h a l l  be t h e  same as f o r  o u t f a l l s  
=009, '#010, t o l l ,  and ~ 0 1 2 ,  wi th  the a d d i t i o n  of Lead and Zinc .  R e s u l t s  should  be 
submit ted with r e g l a r  q u a r t e r l y  moni tor ing  r e p o r t s .  

A r a i n  gauge l o c a t e d  a t  a p l ace  of t h e  p e r m i t t e e s  choosing,  s h a l l  be used  t o  
determine whether 1 .0  i nch  of r a i n  has f a l l e n .  



MlSSOUn l  DEPAR I MENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

NPDES MONITORING REPORT FOR NON-MUNICIPAL WASTEWATER DISCHARGES 

INSTRUCTIONS: 
1. Mail l o  I l le  appropriate DNR regional office as noted in your permit. 
2. Report must be signed by  owner and by analyst. Report should be typed or neatly printed. 
3. Parl A of t l ~ e  permit specifies tlie parameters to be monitored, frequency o f  monitoring and frequency of reporting resulls. If qtrarlerly reports are raquired. tliey are due 

on April 28. July 28. October 28, and January 28, eacli report covering tho preced i r l~  3-month period not Including the reporting r i lonl l~.  See I l ie permil for reporting dales 
i f  olher Ihar~  quarterly. 

4. Report results of all analyses, even if performed more frequently than required by Parl A of the permit. 
5. File a report even i f  discharge is interrniltent and no discharge occurred during the monitoring period. Complete the identification section, write "ND" i n  the appropriate columns 

for the dales the facility was checked, and sign the report. NOTE: If a discharge occurs any time during the monitoring period, it must be reported. 
6. Under "Sample Type" Indicate whether sample analyzed was: (a) grab sample; (b) 24-hour composite sample; or (c) modified composite sample. NOTE: See permit for type 

of sarnple required for each parameter. 
7. Under "Sample Type" for Flow indicate whether figpres shown are based o n  (a) instantaneous measurements or (b) actual 24-hour measured flow. Figure recorded is to represent 

the total 24-hour f low for the date shown or a reasonable estimate. 
8. Indicate whether samples were collecled by owner or b y  personnel of the lab performing Ihe analyses. 

NOTE: T l ~ i s  reporting form Is a universal reporting form for non-municipal sewage treatment plants, industries, and olher point-source discharges. 
Industries and individuals who have their own report forms designed for their specific needs are encouraged to substitute their forms. A suilable subslilule must meet the following 
specifications. 
(a) Form m i ~ s t  be 8%" x 11". 
(b) Report must show all of the information indicated on this slandard form. 

(FACILITY NAME 1 PERMIT NUMBER 1 COUNTY ( OWNER I TYPE OF FACILITY I 

METHODS OF SAMPLE COLLECTION. AB- 
NORMAL AGE OF SAMPLE. EXPLANATION OF 
UNUSUAL RESULTS, ETC.) 

RECORD ACTUAL RESULTS OF REMARKS AND COMMENTS 
FINAL LIMITS ANALYSIS - DO NOT AVERAGE 

I- --- I 1 
MO 180 1307 (10 91) WOP 108 Rev 10/91 

I I 
nEPORT APPROVED BY OWNEn DATE I 



STANDARD CONDITIONS FOR NPOES PERMITS 
ISSUED BY 

THE MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
MISSOURI CLEAN WATER COMMISSION 

Revised 
October 1, 1980 

PART I - GENERAL CONDITIONS 
SECTION A - MONITORING AND REPORTING 

1. Repreaentatlve Sampling 
A. Samples and measurements taken as required hereln 

shall be representative of the nature and volume. 
resoectrvely. of the monitored discharge. All samples 
shall be taken at the outfall(s). and unless specified. 
before the effluent jolns or is diluted by any other body 
of water or substance. 

8. Mon~toring results shall be recorded and reoorted on 
forms prov~ded by the Depanment. postmarked no later 
than the 28th oay of the month followtng the completed 
reoontng perlod. Signed copies of these. and all other 
rewns required hereln. snall be submitted to the 
rosoectlve Oepanment Regtonal Office. the Regtonal 
Office aadress is indicated in the cover IetLer 
transmitting the permit. 

2 Schedule of Cornpllanca 
No later than fourteen (14) calendar days following each 
date identified in the 'Schedule of Compliance". the 
permlttee shall submit to the respective Department 
Regtonal Office as required therein. e~ther a repon of 
progress or. in the case of s~ec i f i c  actions being required 
by identified dates. a wrltten notice of comoliance or 
noncompliance. In the laner case. :he notice shall inc!ude 
the Cade of nonco.n~!iance. any remedial actions taken. 
and the probab~lity of meeting the next scheduled 
requirements. or if there are no more scheduled 
requirements. wnen such noncompliance will becorrected. 
The Regional Office aadress is indicated in.the cover lener 
transmlning the permit. 

3. Oeflnitioru 
Definitions as set fonh in the Missouri Clean Water Law and 
Missouri Clean Water Comm~ssion Definition Regulation 10 
CSR 20-2010 shall apply to terms used herein. 

4. Teat Pnxedura 
Test procedures for the analysis of pollutants shall be in 
accoraance with the Missouri Clean Water Comm~ssion 
Effluent Regulation 10 CSA 20-7.015. 

5. Recording of Results 
A. For eac.9 measurement or sample taken pursuant to the 

requirements of this permit. tne Fermlttee shall record 
the.follow~ng information: 

(i) The date. exact place. and tlme of sampling or 
measurements: 

(ii) The indiv~dual(s) wno performed the sampling or 
rneasurenrents: 

(iii) The date@) analyses were performed: 
(iv) The individual(s) who performed the analyses: 
(v) The analytical techniques or metbods used: and 
(vi) The results of sucn ahalyses. 

6. The Federal Clean Water Ac: provides !hat any person 
who falsifies. tampen with. or knowingly renders 
inaccurate any monitoring device or method requlred to 
be maintained under this permit shall. upon conviction. 
be punished by a fine of not more than 510.000 per 
violation. or by imprisonment for not more than 6 
months per violation. or by both. 

C. Calc.~lat~ons for all lim~tat~ons'ahicn'requ~re averaging 
of measurements shall utilize an ar~thmetic mean unless 
othewtse specified by !he Director in the perm:t. 

6. Addltlonrl Monitoring by Permittee 
11 tne permtttee monltors any pollutant at the location(s1 
de~lgnated here~n more frequently than required by thls 
permit. using approved analytical methods as specified 
above. the results of such monltorlng shall be included in 
the calullat~on and reporting of the values required in the 
Monitoring Repon Form. Such increased frequency shall 
also be indicated. 

7. Records Retention 
The permlttee shall retaln records of all mon~torlng 
informat~on. ~nc!uding all calibration and maintenance 
records and all onglnal strip cnan recordings for 
continuous monltorlng instrumentation. copies of all 
reports required by this permlt. and recsrds of all data used 
to complete the applicatron for this permrt. for a perlodot at 
least 3 years from the date of the sample. measurement. 
repon or aoolication. This geriod may be extended by 
request .of the Oepanment at any time. 

SECTION B - MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENTS 
1. Change in Olscharge 

A. All discnarges authorized heretn snall be'conslstent 
with the lerms and ~ondit ions of th~s permit. ,The 
discharge of any pollutant not authortzeo by th~s  permit 
or of any pollutant identified in th~s permtt more 
frequently than or at a level in excess of that authortzw 
shall constttute a violation of the permtt. . 

8. Any facrlity expanslant. producion increases. or 
precess modifications whlch wlll result in new, different 
or increased discharges of DOllutantS shall be reponed 
by submiss~on of a new NPOES aoplication at leastsixty 
(60) days before such cnanges. or. if they w ~ l l  not violate 
ihe effluent limitations specified in this permlt. by notice 
to the Depanment at laast thlrty (30) days before such 
changes. 

2 Noncompllancs Notlficatlan 
A. If. for any reason. the permittee does not comply with or 

wtll be unable to comDly with any daily maximum 
effluent lim~tation specified in thls permtt the permttee 
shall provide the Department with the follcwing 
information. in wrlting tw~thin five (5) days of becoming 
aware of such condition: 

(i) A oescription of the discharge and cause of 
noncompliance, and 

(ii) The 2eriod of nctncompliance. including exact 
dates and !imes or, i f  not corrected. the anticipated 
time the noncompliance is expected to continue. 
and steps being taken to reduce, elimtnate and 
prevent recurrence of the noncomolytng disc3arge. 

3. Twenty-four nour reponing. The perm~ttee shall report 
any noncompliance wnich may endanger health or the 
environment. Any intormation shall be provided orally 
wlthin 24 hours frcm the time tne permittee becomes 
aware of the circumstances. A wntten submission shall 
also be provlded w~thin 5 days of the time the perrnlnee 
becomes aware cf trre c:ircumstances. The Depanment 
may walve !he wrtnen repon on a case-by-case basis if 
the oral repoft has Seen received wlthln 24 hours. 

3. F a c l l l t l ~  Operatlon 
Permittees shall operate and maintaln facilities to comply 
with the Missouri Clean Water Law and applicable permlt 
conditions. Operators or supervisors of operations at 
publicly owned or publicly regulated wastewater treatment 
facilities shall be cenified in accordance with 10 CSR 20- 
9.020(2) and any other applicable State law or regulatron. 
Cperators of otner wastewater treatment facilities. water 
contaminant source or point sources. shall. upon request 
by the department. demonstrate that wastewater treatment 
equipment and facilities are effectively operated and 
maintatned by competent persc-nnel:. 

. . 
4. Advene Impact 

The permcttee shall take all necessaq.steps !O mtnimlze any 
adverse impac: :o waters of the Stale resulting from non- 
compliance with any effluent limitations specified in thls 
perm~t or set fonh in the Missouri Clean Water Law and 
Regulations (heremafter the Law and Regulations). 
including such accelerated Or additional mon~toring as 
necessary to determine the nature and impact of the non- 
complying discharge. 
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. , .  . . . 

DATE : April 7, 1995 

TO : US Army Training Center, Ft. Leonard Wood, MC), TSD File 

FROM : Ed Sadler, Director 
Hazardous Waste Program 

SUBJECT: Regulatory Determination 

Re: 1. Facsimile dated March 15, 1995, Ms. Emily Brown/US Army 
Engineer Center and Fort Leonard Wood to Mr. David 
Walker/Missouri Department of Natural Resources .. . - 
Re: Analyses of New Canisters 

2. Letter dated March 7, 1995, Major General Joe N. Ballard/U~ 
Army Engineer Center and Fort Leonard Wood to Mr. David 
Shorr/Missouri Department of Natural Resources 
Re: Filters Used in Training 

3. Facsimile dated February 23, 1995, Mr. Bob Morrison/U~ Army 
Edgewood Research, Development: and Engineering Center to 
Mr. Kim Miko/US Army Engineer Center and Fort Leonard Wood 
Re: Analyses of Chemical Filter Elements 

4. FacsimiledatedJuly29, 1994, Mr. S c o t t ~ r r e l l / U ~ A r m y  
Engineer Center and Fort Leonard Wood to Mr. David 
Walker/Missouri Department of Natural Resources 
Re: Analyses of Chemical Filters 

5. Chemical Decontamination Training Facility, Thermal Treatment 
Unit, Part B Permit Application submitted by US Army Engineer 
Center and Fort Leonard Wood, dated April 6, 1995 

6. Memorandum dated June 4, 1984, Mr. Matthew Straus/U~ 
Enviromntal Protection Agency, Waste Identification Branch 
to Mr. Jon P. Yeagley, US Environmental Proteetion Agency, 
State Programs Section 
Re: Assessment of Chemical Agents 

7. Departments of the Army and the Air Force. Military 
Chemistry and Chemical Compounds. FM 3-9/AFR 335-7. 



EXHIBIT E 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY - 

HEADQUARTERS 
U.S. ARMY ENGINEER CENTER AND FORT LEONARD WOOD 

FORT LEONARD W W D ,  MlSSOURI 654=-54=. --. .-- ---.--._ _ _ _ ' / - - -  

REPLY TO 
AlTEKnWOF March 7, 1995 

Office of the Commanding General Hi:? 4 ,--- - 7 
. , 

1 -  - 
M r .  David 'Shorr ' I  

Director. Missouri Department of Natural ~ e - w  - 

Post Office Box 176 
Jefferson City, Missouri, 65102-0176 

RE: Filters used in Nuclear, Chemical, and Biological Defense 
Training. (See Enclosed Memorandum) 

Dear Mr. Shorr: 

Fort Leonard Wood has received the enclosed information from 
the U.S. Army Material Command indicating the C2 filter canister 
used with chemical protective masks is being replaced with a new 
C2A1 filter. The new C2A1 filter is manufactured from non toxic 
components to eliminate the need to treat it as a hazardous waste 
upon disposal. 

The old C2 filter canister is no longer in production and the 
Army's existing stocks of this item will be exhausted by October 
1995. All filter canisters used after that date will be the new 
C2A1. We presently send discarded C2 canisters to a licensed 
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facility in accordance with state 
and federal regulations and will continue to do so until they are 
out of our inventory. 

All new filters issued on Fort Leonard Wood afte.r October 1995 
will be the new C2A1. This will include the filters used in the 
Chemical Defense Training Facility (CDTF), should it be constructed 
at Fort Leonard Wood in the future. No C2 filters will be treated 
in the CDTF incinerator. We regard this as an important part of 
the Army waste minimization program and further evidence of our 
ability to conduct training at Fort Leonard Wood in a safe and 
responsible manner. 

Sincerely, 

Joe N-. Ballard 
Major General, U.S. Army 

Enclosure 



May 5,1995 

To: Madeline Creedon 
JJ Gertler 

A 

From: Deirdre Nurre 

Cc: Bob Cook 

Re: Record of Communication: David Shorr, Director, 
Missouri Department of Natural Resources 

This memorandum presents highlights from a phone conversation I had this morning with 
David Shon. We discussed a few of the questions brought to the Commission by the Alabama 
Military Affairs Task Force (community group) on May 3, responses to which I share below. 

Possible dates to meet with David Shorr: If  we'd like to plan a meeting with him, we 
can travel to Missouri during week of May 29 - June 2 or week of June 5 - 9. Week of June 5 
might not give JJ enough time to fully incorporate the information into his final materials, so we 
should pursue week of 29th. The other option would be to see him here in Washington as part of 
a meeting he has with EPA Headquarters; he'll be here on May 16th and 17th. However, since 
his time is largely planned out for that visit, we may ha\~e less of an opportunity to see him, and 
we wouldn't have access to his staff or to Missouri departmental records. Please get back to me 
with the specific dates you'd be availabie, and whether you're still interested in a meeting. Do 
we want to combine the h 4 0  DNR meeting with a visit to Leonard Wood? Should any of the 
conmissioners bc iil~itcd? 

CDTF 1% ash\\ arer/rinsate waste characterization: I hsd I? onder-et about r h c  :~r:::) > 
rationale for not treatrng the CDTF as a hazardous waste. Shorr will fax me a waste 
characlerization completed by his staff. Shorr indicated that serin is not a listed waste because i~ 

rinsate is a material available to and used by the military and isn't commerciaily available. Th- 
from decontamina~ion of unifornls. equipment. etc.. once it is neutralized. becomes a discharge 
of the type which can legally be discharged to a wastewater treatment facility. A useful analog! 
is that of a plating shop, which uses toxic materials such as cyanide in its production process but 
can successfully break down the wastes such that the wastewater is sent to and treated in a 
wastewater treatment plant and discharged. Shon maintains that the Army in this case is going 
one step beyond in planning to incinerate the decontaminated wastewater which would be 
acceptable for treatment in a wastewater treatment plant. After I receive the waste 
characterization. I'll let you know if I have any remaining concerns about this question. 

Smoke training: A public hearing will be held on May 12 to discuss the permit for the 
smoke school. A public hearing is not mandatory for this permit. but Missouri is holding the 
hearing to be responsive to public requests for information. 



Public notice for NPDES permit: Questions were raised about the public notice 
process. The pern~it was already being public-noticed prior to the release of the BRAC list 
because it was up for regular 5-year renewal. Once BR4C recommendatioris were released, the 
Missouri DNR added the monitoring stipulations needed for the smoke school activities and re- 
initiated the public notice period to allo\v the full 30 days. Shorr stated that the public notice 
seems to have been effective because DNR is receiving public comments from various groups 
(such as MO Sierra Club, etc.). 

Permit to construct and permit to operate should be treated as two separate actions: 
The Alabama community group expressed the view that MO is not considering these two actions 
as separate activities and thus is not permitting them adequately. Shorr answers that under 
current MO law, which does not yet include Title V of the Clean Air Act, permit to construct is 
the only perinit legally required. Often permittees contact MO DNR for a post-construction 
inspection, to satisfqr themselves that the completed construction won't violate emission 
standards, but a separate permit to operate is not required. 

Under future MO law as Title V is expected to be implemented, MO DNR will be 
required to issue a permit to operate to any individual with a state-approved permit to construct. 
According to Shorr. the MO DNR won't have the option of denying an operating pennit to 
anyone who has obtained a permit to construct. Therefore, even after implementation of Title V 
occurs about a year and a half from now, the permit to construct will still be the essential permit 
to obtain. while Shorr implies that a permit to operate would be a pro forma decision process. 

In conciusion: I didc't \van: to get too f i r  into a discussion wid1 Shorr \vithout the resr 
of the DBCRC team present. as it's likel!. that the i\vo of you will be wanring the sane  

7 . .  exr_7ianatio1:s straighr 1-ko11.l Shprr tila: I ' d  \I~.-I?:. N ii :an ~121: E i'ocusec szrit:: c ~ f - ~ u e s t i ~ i l ~ :  I\::- OUT- 
. ,  , .  

men,ting wi1i-j S h i ? ~ - .  : j^?-n~ S:iil i r : ~ + ~ - + < - ~ ~  - - - L C :  L,L.- I:-. .-. Z???l lFZ '.?.lT!l !XE2. 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL C O R N E L U  

April 27, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
9. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET)  
MG JOSUE IPOBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Captain James R Agar 
Post Judge Advocate 
Fort Greely Law Center 
OSJA, Alaska Command 
Fort Greely, Alaska 96506 

Dear Captain Agar: 

I enjoyed meeting you and ( 
Commission's Base Visit last Monc 
determined I am in need of some rn~ 
Command Briefing, if possible: 

1. It was stated that the Army 
law, I assume) from the Stat 
materials, and is this just at 1 
Richardson andlor Wainwright as well? 

briefing during the 
1 my notes, I have 
points tiom the 

ronmental 
of burning, what 
md, i.e., at Forts 

2. Please elaborate on the joint community project to build an incinerator including its 
status, cost and cost share, funding, what it will burn and any other points you believe are 
pertinent. Will the burning be compliant with Alaska env ironmd law, or will there be 
an exception? How about EPA Regulations? 

3. Elaborate on Delta Range testing with regard to the statement "one or two missing 
chemical rounds". What kind of rounds and when were they fired? 

Because of the extreme time constraints we are under, I wouId greatly appreciate a 
response as soon as possible. However, I understand you may need to coordinate with higher 
headquarters before providing an answer. If you need any information from me, please call me at 
DSN 226-0504, or commercial, (703) 6%-0504; fix 0550. Thank you for your help. 

Sincerely, 

Ralph 4 Kaiser 
Counsel 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS,, USAF (RET) 

May 8,1995 S. LEE KLING 
RAOM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
Department of the Army 
Office of the Chief of Staff 
200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, DC 203 10-0200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

Request your office provide information regarding compliance with the Endangered 
Species Act (the Act) at Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. Sp&cally, please provide the 
documentation, if any, of the Army's consultation, fonnal or informal, with the U.S. Fish and 
Wddlife Service regarding the Indiana and Gray Bats, both determined to be present and to have 
breeding populations at Fort Leonard Wood. The Axrequires the Army to consult with the Fish 
and Wddlife Service on any proposed action that may affect a listed endangered/threatened 
species andlor critical habitat. 

Re@iZS-you provide the information as soon as possible, but no later than 29 May 1995. 
Thank you for cooperation and assistance. 

Sincerely, 

&Q&s Edward A Brown III .-% 

Army Team Leader 
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DCPMTMENT Of THC ARMY 
OFACL oc me cnlar ar LMIUM lu#cm 

1600 ARMY PCNTAOON 
WASHINGTON DC 10j10-1600 

May 8, 1995 

Honorable Howell Heflin 
United States Senate 
Washington, D. C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Heflin: 

This replies to your April 13, 1995, letter to the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission, concerning the cost of building a new Chemical 
Defense Training Facility (CDTF) and dismantle the current CDTF. 

During Commissioner Davis' visit to Fort McClellan, he received 
conflicting information regarding the cost to build a new CDTF. One figure 
briefed was $70 million. This estimate included $1.7 million for permits and 
documentation, $28 million for buildings and facilities, and $40 million for 
an incinerator. This estimate is significantly higher than U. S. Army Training 
and Doctrine Command's and the Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation 
blanagement's estimate used by the Army Basing Study. However, during the 
visit wrap-up session the Fort McClellan leadership informed Commissioner 
Davis that the $70 million figure briefed was incorrect. 

The Army's best estimate of the cost to build the CDTF at Fort Leonard 
Wood is the $30 million figure used in the COBRA analysis. This cost includes 
the incinerator. When the CDTF was built at Fort McClellan, the incinerator was 
included in the overall S 14.2 million original construction cost. Approximately 
$4 million of this was attributed to the waste treatment system with incinerator. 

In its application to the Missouri Department of Natural Resources (DNR), 
Fort Leonard Wood included a worst case cost estimate of $43 million to build a 
CDTF. This included the $30 million identified in the COBRA analysis closing 
Fort McClellan and an additional $13 million to meet more stringent require- 
ments if the incinerator had to be upgraded to a hazardous waste incinerator. 
When the permit application was submitted, Fort Leonard Wood oras unsure of 
DNR's requirements for hazardous waste mi tigation. However, DNR has since 
formally stated that no hazardous waste permit is required. Therefore. the $30 
million estimate remains the best and most accurate available. 



. .. . .  . 

F'. 1 

Disposition of the CDTF along with all other facilities will be determined 
during the implementation and execution phases. Commissioner Davis received 
a briefing that the cost to dismantle the CDTF would be between $40 and $50 
million. The Army has not defmitively determined thc cost of dismantling the 
CDTF; however, it is expected that the majority of costs will be related to 
environmental issues which are not included in COBRA analyses. The 1993 
Base Realignment and Closure estimate for dismantling the CDTF. inflated to 
Fiscal Year 1996 dollars. is $10 million. 

I trust this information will be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 

George T. Greiling 
Lieutenant Colonel, U. S. Army 
Chief, Special Actions Branch 
Congressional Inquiry Division 



Testimony for BRAC hearing in Chicago, IL on April 12, 1995. 

Ladies and Gentlemen of the Commission: 

My name is Bryan Williams and I am here to present the Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission with two documents in response to the proposed 
movement of units from Ft. McClellan to Ft. Leonard Wood. C)ne is from 
the Coalition for the Environment and one is a technical evaluarion 
letter in regard to the Ft. Leonard Wood air applications t.o construct 
new facilitizs. The BRAC needs -2 assure rhe public chat none of the 
State of Missouri or USEPA permitting requirements will be shortcut in 
the approval of these applications. 

The applications as filed have been reviewed and are woefully 
incomplete. There are numerous blanks in :he submitted app:~ications. 

The application to construct the CDTF at It. Leonard Wood as approved is 
based on the original 1983 designs for the facility currently in 
operation at Ft. McClellan in Alabama. None of the State o:f Alabama 
required safety related equipment additions and none of the lessons 
learned design changes have been incorporated in the facility destined 
to be built at Ft. Leonard Wood. The two facilities are not comparable. 

The incinerator at Ft. Leonard Wood will produce emissions of Sarin, the 
toxic nerve agent responsible for the recent deaths of subway riders in 
Japan, nerve agent vX and mustard gas. Information included with the 
application to construct the facility does not indicate how these 
emissions were determined. If they are based on current operations at 
Ft. McClellan, the Ft. Leonard Wood application, and approved permit, as 
of April 11, 1995, is seriously flawed based on the differences of the 
two facility designs. 

The applications are not in compliance wich the State of Missouri 
"Restriction of Emissions of Visible Air Contaminants" 

The applications are not in compliance with the State of ~issouri 
* 

requirements for ambient air quality modeling. 

The application for stormwater discharges from Ft. Leonard Wood included 
a one paragraph statement that "modifications might be required in the 
non point source water discharge permit for the installation". No 
information was submitted on the chemicals to be used or the quantities. 
Information submitted with the fog oil Air applications indicate that a 
hazardous air pollutant, hexachloroethane, which is also a 'toxic 
pollutant" as listed in 40 CFR 401.15, wiil be part of the "smoke 
training activities". Any discharge of this material will need to be 
monitored and reported. This application was received by PIIDNR on January 
24, 1994. After the original stormwater applicationhad been review for 
more than one year, the "smoke training " issue was added to it and 
approved in one month. (Copy attached) 



In addition, the application for smoke training does not ad.dress the 
federal requirements for "Prevention of Significant Detericlration". This 
PSD permitting process takes, on average, two years to complete. 

By the compromises these incomplete applications may present, future use 
permits may be denied. 

I hope the BRAC and the Missourl DNR will follow all of che approved 
guidelines and policies established over many years of permitting for 
the continued protection of our air, land and wazer resour-.es. 





FRIDAY, APRIL 28,1695 STiOUIS POST-DISPATCH 

Ecologists Oppose Incinerator At Fort Leonard Wood 
By Terry Ganey 
Port-Dispatch JeltersonCiy Bureau Chief 
JEFFERSON CITY - Environ- 

menla! groups have challengzd U.S 
Arrnv plans to operate a c:~ernical 
decontamimlion fadlily and snloke 
screen training program at Fort 
Leonard \ifood. 

The critics contentl the operations 
would endanger pt~~plc. and ~ildlife 
living near the fort. 

Le~vis Green, a lav,yer in St. Louis, 
and Roger Pryor, the head of the 
Galition fc~r the Ellvironme~t, said 
the state l1:partmer.l of Natural Ke- 
soJrces had been too quick lo issue 

permits 
On Thursday, they fied appeals 

challenging the permits now befwc 
the state Air Conservation Commis- 
sion. &callst? ih? commjssion laclzd 
a quorum, il took no actioo. 

"These permits are being firnc- 
essed vith the most extrac~rdinary 
haste," Green told the commissic,~ 
ers. He said the Army's application 
iffas ''totally def~cctiw ." 

''They are n a  givi~~g the Dew[ -  
lrient of Katural Resources' staff all 
of the dormaticn it needs to make a 
decision." said Green, a fcmer men- 
her of t i e  cornm~ssiw. 

Shorr emphasized that the Natural Resources 
Department had thoroughly reviewed the Army's 
plans and found them safe. 

hatural Resources Depart~nent 
Director Dand Shorr said the chal- 
lenge:, were expected. The xrmit  
approval placess was on a "fast 
track." he said. Shorr emphas~zed 
that the deprtrnent thoroughly had 
reweved thc Army's plans anc found 
them safe. 

"We have i t  compmn~sed our re- 

view standards kr this matter ar.d 
ive never tvill." Sborr said. "The per- 
mits are protec:ivc! of :lie publlc 
hea l th  and p ro t ec t ive  o l  t he  
enviri~nrnent ." 

Both Army operations are p u t  of 
the I!.S. Army Chemical School beir.g 
transferxd from Fort McCIellan, 
Alabama 

The Army plans lo operate i n  in- The incinerator also could release 
cinexilor a t  Fort Lecnard Wood to tosic fumes into the atmosphere, llrt 
destroy nerve ag+nts, mustar.l gas dccuments say. 
and other toxic makrjals t i ~ d  in Green argued that rto studies hac 
training exer.:lses an the post. Esrli- been done on the effect of ;n\oke or. 
er this month, the sb t e  appruved 3 sndangercd ~ 1 l d G e  in the Ozarks. 
conk~ruction ?ernlit for the facility. suchas the Indiamand G r q  hats an6 

The department ako approved a  he Md Bgle. 
waiver from rules 1i;nitiig smoke. Sl~orr replied thlt  the Dcparttr~ttat 
Tha: will allcw the Army to  use oil- of Natunl Resources has been studg- 
burning generators that produce ,ng t h i  Alabama's operatitrns since 
smoke screens  during tr3ining 1943. "\qe haven t just started this 
exercises. :hing." CLhorr %id. "Peoge should 

Tne appeals cllalle:~ge both deci- ~ i v e  us 1 little credit that \ve are 
s i ~ i ,  sayingthe Arml's plans fndan- amart enough to h o w  what's coming 
ger the health ol people and wildlife. .lt us." 
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Environmentalists seek 
to delay OK of incinerator 

The Associated Press , 

JEFFERSON CITY -An envlmn- 
mentalist group iUed petitions with 
the state Thursday seeking to slow 
down the proccac of approvmga plan 
to relocate the Army's only chemical 
defense training base to Fort Leon- 
ard W d  

The petitions 6.led with the Depart- 
ment of Natural Resources allege 
that the Army has "not accurately 
and buthfully described" the opera- 
tions of an incinerator that would 
burn chernically decontaminated 
clottung and other matel-ials. 

The Coalition for the Environment 
is appealing a state pennit issued 
AplV 17, giving the &my the go- 
ahead to build and operate the incin- 
erator. Environmenwsts want the 
permit overturned untiI R prihlir 
hearing is held 

The petitions also seek to delay 
state avprovai of a waiver allowing 
the Army to spray a white oil-based 
fog into the air as part of its training 
for soldiers. 

Approval of bath permjts is vital to 
move the Army's chemical defense 
training base Porn Fort McClellan, 
Ma. to Fort L e o ~ ~ a - d  Wood in south- 
em Missouri, military officials said. 

The federal Base Closure and Re- 
alignment Commisslnn plans tn 
make ik final recornrnendadons to - 
President Clinton by July 1. 

If the commission doesn't have the 
state permits approved by June 22. 

'"they cannot considet. the recom- 
mended move," said Fort Leonard 
Wood spokesman Brad Rose. 

During a meeting Thursday with 
state environmental offxcials, Army 
ofacialv s- the need for quick 
action on their requests. 
, "This is essential for the defense of 
the country and it does nwd tn h~ 
dorie," said Scott Murrel l ,  the 
Amy's environmental chief at Fort 
Leonard Wood. 

The base relocation would bnng 
an additional 4.200 soldiers yearly to 
Fort Leonard Wood, plus 1,800 per- 

manent fobs anri - cfvllian jobs, 
Rose said. It also wuld pump up to 
$1.50 millionin salaries and wnstruc- 
bon contracts into the state econo- 
mv. he said. 

But environmentalists and some 
nearby residents fear the new mis- 
sion could spew tons of contami- 
nants. 

Among the chem~cals  used in 
Army training is Sarin. the colorless 
vapor that recently WUed 10 people 
and injured hu~ndreds more on a To- 
kyo tram. 

But Anny  officials ssid any f- 
are unwarranted and caused by mis- 
leading information. 

Neitherthe thick fbg. thepotential- 
ly fatal chemicals nor the incinerator 
pose any danger to nearby residents. 
bfurrell said. 

He said Sarin and other nerve gas- 
es only are produced in small quanti- 
ties and are kept Inside at all times. 
Furthermore. polluted matenas are 
decontaminated before being in&- 
erated, MurrelJ said. 

As fur the uil-fug sprayed fi-om can- 
isters on jeeps: "I've observed it. I've 
walked through it. and it hasnoerect 
at all," Mu-t-c!ll d d .  

Nonetheless, the Army needs an 
exemption from state environmen- 

tallaws tospray thethick substance. 
A waiver hearing before the A h w u -  
ri  Ai r  Conservation Commission 
was canceled Thursday because four 
of its seven 'members were absent. 

Commissioners and DNR employ- - plan to ,hear public comments 
about tht? oil-fog training on May 12 
in Waynesville, near Fort Leonard 
Wood. A hearing about the state 
waiver is set for May 25 in Kansas 
Ci ty .  . 
In response to be petitions 61ed 

Thursday. an appeal hearing also 
must @ lacld on thc incinerator pcr 
mtt. No hearing date has been s e t  

The petitions allege that the Army 
i~nderestimated the incinerator's 
tentid sulfltr emissions. failed to 
identif'y some waste products to 
burned a d  overlooked the oil-fog's 
potential effect on endangered spe- 
cies, such'as the bald eagle and Indi- 
ana bat. 

"We'rf? not trylng to stop the darn 
thing. We're trying to get mforma- 
tion out to the public." environmen- 
tal.attorney Lewis Green sad. 

Air Conservation Cotnmission 
chairman Harriet Beard said the 
panel wjJl "take the concerns ~md-r 
advisement" and try to reach some 
decision by June. 



POST-TRIBUNE, Jefferson City, Missouri, Friday, A w l  28, 1995 

Environmentalists fight 
plan to move chemical 
training to Fort Wood 
IhtAwckldfaa . ..- . Fort Leonard Wood environmmlal 

bbecea Gibbs worries that a chief ScoU M m U .  
fhick, white 0 i l h . d  fog migh: The Coalition tor the ~nvk0n-j 
some day float through the air and ment also is appealing a state per- 
into her back yard hm nearby mit issued April 17, giving the 
Fort Leonard Wad. A q  the geahead b build and 

"What I hear is that it coats operate an incinerator that muid 
things when it seltles to the d bum chemidy decontaminlted 
- tbe grass, the trees, Ule materials. Emironmeatatists want 
st re an^, the bugs, my kids,'' Ms the pennit overturned until a ?ub- 
Gibbs mid. '1 have no idea wha! lic heating is held. 
the potete?tial &@As could be!' Ap?mval of both permits i s  vital 

So Ms Gibbs contacted an envi. to proceed with moving the 
ronmental atloruey to try to deb? ArmJ's chemical school to W- 
a plan to move the h y ' s  onlj souti The federal Base Closure 
chemical defense training base and Realignment Commission 
from Fort McCldan, Ah, to Fort plans to nuke ~ t s  recorn- 
Leonard Wood n southern Mis n~endafions to President %Lon - 

souri by July 1. 
On Rursday, Gibbs and an w- I the commission doesn't have 

vironmi~tal gr011p Iled petitions the state pennits approved by 
wiUl the Deparlment d Natural June22, "they cannot consider the 
Resomes alleghg that the Arm? recommended move," said Fort 
Med to) assess the Potentid hod Wood spokesman Brad 
threat to health" posed by the fog Rose 
used in its hhbg During a meeting Thurday 

A m y  oficials said those con- with state environmmtsl ofhcials, 
terns have no mlidity. Armg officials stressed the nerd 

As for the oil-fog sprayed born for quick action on their requests. 
jeepbound musters: 'i've cb "This is essential for the de- 
sen.ed it, I've waIked through it, fense of the counIry and it does 
and it has no effect at all," said needlube done," Murrell said. 

St. Louis environnentol lmvyer Lewis Green presses his cose to the Air Conservafion Commission. AP 

The base relocation n~odd bring Army training is .%rim, the color- naxd before being hcinerate4he 
an additional 4,203 soldiers yearly Iess vapor that m a y  killed 10 sajd. 
lo Fort Leonard Vood, plus 1,800 people and injnred hundreds more The petitions 6led ~lursday al- 
permanent jobs md 400 civilian on a Tokyo train. lege Ltlat the Army underesti- 
jobs, Rose said It aIso cou!d pump Army officials said concerns rnaled the incinerator's polential 
up to $150 million in salaries and about a similar di&r in Rlis- suJur emissions, failed to idenlify 
wnstrucbon contracts into the s o d  are'unr~arranted some waste prod11e;s to be burned 
shte economy, he said. I MmU said Sarin and other and ovedooked the oil-log's pohn- 

But environmentalists and n&- nerve gases only are ?reduced in tial effect on endangered species, 
by residents fear lhe new mission small quantities cmd are kept in: such as the bald eagte aarl Indi- 
c3uldspew tons dcontaminants. side at all tunes. Fu.rthemore, ana bat. 

Among the ckmicals used in polluted materials are decontatni- 
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*Ft. Wood 
From page one 

"This is serious business. We're 
talking about nerve gases, biologi- 
cal agents and chemicals," envi- 
r0nment.d attorney Leuis Gmen 
said in a session with three mcm- 
bers of the Missouri Air Conwwa- 
tion C O ~ ~ ~ S S ~ O U .  A formal hear- 
ing before the cornmission w a  
canceled Tllursday bemuse four 
of its seven members were absent. 
"We're not tryrng to stop the 

darn thing. Wp'se trying to get 
information out to the public," 
Green said 

Coussion chaiman Harriet 
Beard A d  the panel win ' W e  the 
concerns under advisement" and 
try to reach some decision by 
June. 

Officials at the Department of 
Nahual Resources, which grants 
the permits, said they already had 
done a thorough job vf avtlluating 
the permit appIicadons. 

"Some of the stuff they brought 
ilp we've akmdy Mked about with 
our staff It's not an issue," said 
Roger Randolph, director of 
DNR's air pollution control pr@ 
m. 

Commissioners and DNR em- 
ployees plan to hear public corn. 

about the oil-fng training on 
May 12 in WaynesvilIe, near Fort 
Leonard Wood. A h h g  about 
the state waiver isLset for May 25 
in Ksuuas Cily. 
In response to the petitions, an 

appeal hearing also must be held 
on the incinerator permit. No 
hearing date has been set. 

OPTIONAL FORM 9Q (r-am - 
F A X  TRANSMITTAL refpapas* 
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Noble Army Community Hospital (AT.4CH) 

l'4ACH maintains a daily log of the pounds of medical waste incinerated. The bags of waste are 
weighed and recorded before each burn. Baed on an intwiew wit11 the incinerator operatin$ 
personnel, Teltar Inc., an ayerage of 1300 p n ~ n d s  per month of Tlpc 6 waste is burned. The indusuial 
Hygienist (JH') who monitors w e  activity for the inciierator provided values for the a n n d  
throughput of Type 6 a w e .  The IH \dues codinned the Teltar value. A chart of re-datd medical 
waste from tI)e M from Mach 1993 to March 1994 is shown in Figure C-1. Based on the data in 
Fig~re C-l, during 1993 the medial waste incinerator burned a p p r o ~ ~ a t e l y  7.8 tons of Type 6 
matmhls. Incineration occurs for 8 h o w  followed by chamber cool-down. It is assumed that this 
cycle is 24 hours in ]en& The inculerator is operated 5 days a week for 52. weeks of the year 
Although no exact records of %el u q c  are kept, the incinerator operations rnznual indicate than zn 
aver-age of 800 cubic f e t  per hour of natural gas is burned in the incinerator under normal operating 
conhtions Tile maximum fuel burning rate of the incilergtor is 3,100 cubic feet per hour. 

\ 
Chemical Defense Training Facility (CDTF) 

The CDTF incinerator incinerated 115,300 gallons of wastewater and 139,900 Ibs of solid waste 
(mostly uniforms) using 390,550 cubic feet of narural gas in 1993. Fuel use and waste data was 
obtained i?om the CDTE facility personnel. 

\ 
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u a q x  on c;ie ss\i y ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~  e 9 1 s s i o ~  a?&~--, iy= 13: 3355~3::3e2 :cen$z~ k- -LJ){.Z, 
. .  . . - 

. ,  Enisions Gr i i  poiiu:Z1ls were &c;izfei 5y ~ ~ ~ ~ i > ~ ~ g  2 1 ~  LqD-c?r of lyzqe j!;n& ykv by 
-. j einission f s ~ o r  f i r  w,i poiiii~m:. I ne d'eiiz iz~Lld W2s emission i i zo rs  are s h m ~  in TabIe C-1. 

Tne SCC usxi for the medical nmte incinerzror wzs 5-01-005-55 (solid w e  disposal'gov~ment: 
' other hcinmiion~pathoio,cld), S w s e  rh: emission faaors acmun; for L.m+eraor &ei use, rhe. 
, midmum potenrid emission is b a d  on the mzjin~1m ~D';LT.: of wrste tf;.zt  would be incinerated. T'F- 
\ 
;, &urn ws te  incinerzted d e h d  as the rnaimunl daily m~ount from h e  wasre logs tinles 260 
: days of ~percrrior, & h g  in 14.56 tors o fmdicd  ware. 

There are no s p d c  emission factors a~ziiable for the CDTF inciaeraion of nerve agent contaminated 
~mifoms and wasrewuer, as this incinerator is the only one in the counby of its Qpe. The emission 
fixtors used in rhe previous inventory by TETC were b d  on irlduslrial boiler emissions. Inclu,miaI 
boiiers burn at a lower temperature with shorter residence time than incinerators, resulting in a geater 
d e g e  of incomplete combustion. No emissions were estimated for burning of the Wewater  due to 
lack of avdabiiity of date. on combustion byproducts or emission factors to support the analysis. The 
CDTF incinerator uses a wet wdl scrubber oil the e h s t  system. The s p e u ~ c  scrubber efficiency was 
not s\pailable, therefore, high energy (wet scrubber) controlled emission factox for medical wastes 
(.4PS2 Table 2.6-1) were m e d  to provide a rezsonabft estimate. Some of the emistion specis for 
medical wastes may not be appiicable for the CDTF wastes. A SCC of 5-02-001-01 wzs assigned to 



/ the CDTF irici;lerator (solid u1=e di:podlcomercialiinstirutionzt!mul~iple chamber incinewtor.) A 
1~42i.nlum Potential Fzctor of mo t in~es  the 1993 a m i d  emissions ~vas  used. 

1 ' A nonitorkg qs tem has  been inadled in the incinera~or stack to rn=ure nenre aigent concen~tions. 
/ I  

An alarm is tripped if the \'X or GI3 concentrations exceed 0 S of the Time Weighted Average (TVi7A) 
I for the agent. Tbe TW.k for IX and GB x e  0.00001 and 0.0001 milllgmms per meter cubed 
t (mgrn'), respmivd).. Using the d m  t r i ~ e r  and estirnatin~ the g a  float rate from the stack (based 
I 

on a 4 ft. stack diameter and assumed exit velocity of45 ftisec), a maximum emission in 1bs.h.r was 
calculated fcr VX and GB. The m.axhunl emission for GB was calculated as 1.0 E-05 Ib./hr; the 

I, n x h u r n  emission for \X \.as 1.0 E-06 1 b . h .  Note that these enussions are given only to 

\ demonmate the muirnum potential and are very conservative, as the t r i~er ing  of the stack a l m  hu '~ 
never occurred. The resulting emissions would be 0 0976 lb./yr for GB and 0.0576 lb./yr for VIY. 



\ 

Table C-1 
i 

Gncontrolled Medical IVastc and CDTF Emission Factors 
(Ibs, pollu tanUton feed) 

* CdorimreriDibenzo-P-Diosin 
* C~~ f z ~ c r s  92 high energy wc: scrubber controlle3 ernissionr condition from .~W43- 

2 9 Tabie. Where uncontrolied ficrors bad a lower vzlue ~vkh 2 h i ~ n e r  rating, that emission 
fkctor v.m used. 

Pollutant 

, Total Partjculztes 
SO2 
Nos 
CO 

1 VOCs as TOC 
/ Hydrogen Chloride 

Emission Factor 

4.67E-i-00 
2.1 E + O O  
4.95Ei-00 
3,86E+OO 
2.99E-0 1 
3.3 SE4-0 1 

Emission FactoP* - P 

1 .CSEcOO 
2.57E-02 
2.12E4-00 
8.2TE-01 
1.40E-0 1 
1.39E-01 

Hqdropen Fluoride I 1.49E-01 1.49E-0 1 
Hydrogen Bromide 
.4luminum 

4.33E-02 4.33E-02 

{ Antimony 1 1 .BE-02 
1.05E-02 .. 1 .O5E-02 

4.OSE-04 
J Arsenic I 2.42E-04 3.275-05 
1 ~i!.lium 1 3.245-03 I 3.24E-03 

I 
t ~ r ~ 3 ~ h e  ! 1.05E-0 I 1 l.05E-01 

I - C -- h I L ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ i  1 1 . />L-c< 7.753-OA I 
I 1.25E-c2 1.3SE-02 ! / C003'27 - ,. r -  - - 4 / -  . -3-CL - --t-c: i 2::- 

I -  . , - e x  7.26E-02 7.2SE-32 .--- 
9 il\/;-rrc-nr= - .  C fiE-6: i G z - o L  -. _ ..-.-.-.-- - . -* 1.072-0 I I. JF-02 I, hdercur; 

5.9GE-04 ! L?ck=l 5.90E-03 ( 

;' Tots  O D '  I 1 .S4E-06 I - 1. .84Z-06 
I ' Total PCBs 1 I 

6.2SE-06 BenrIlium 
~ & U Z  I 5 4SE-03 5.4SE-03 1 
, -,. . 

6.25E-06 



Emission Factor: 
Waste Burned: 

4 . 9  lbs. pollutant per ton feed 
7.8 tons of Type6 waste 

1 b 7.8tons 4.951bs- hTO, = 36.61- ArO, -.a- 
Yr ion JJr 

This saipls calculation w u  used to calculate CDTF actual emission oiHydrugm Fluoride. 

. . 

. . 

T~~ a3id ozone sevoll en;isdons were c.&&red from t h ~   mu.! of fuel used 2 ~ ~ z - S  
,.. . . . - .  . A -  

3op-z oiJ ,Aq,,; J ~ ? _  &=$ -kLgLFS: 199; L7d &.ijed by the nurn'>er ar ZZJ~S !? 
::I. ""S' ZI'~:-~L. :'?: T-? .. . - .. , . . . 

, . . - -2: ..Q7, .. .? - p  ,:,-.,7e.-c7nF , - - ,Tm7<~n mrs 2 v a a ~ ] e  ~e 2.~l33:: c: z e ~ i d  WSLZ ~ZAZU'J~~YC C . . l ~ ~ ~  
-;*=,..i- r,-7'- a ' " & , i " L - b " - .  *----------- 

- 
. . * ,l,-,Tep2To 2 - - - ? c  -,-->-,'>< "ql.--: p..::: --.* ----- .+& ; 2:: - ,-,-,-* smgp, FG; ,&e E y - y >  <:I: 1 ,a+- A *-.A- L-... > $  - 2:-- -A,* - -:L- 

..__ ..-.,..\ 
dd  -, . - bd-.." . - . . . .I 

:as-.z m ? 2 - , ,  3*se5 F-yLS ~ ~ q e  n t i  il%CUD'?. 



Table C-2 
NACE Incinerator Criteria Pollutant Emissions 

* Baed on product of maximum d d y  lbs. incinerated from wme leg a d  365 days of  incinerator 
@eration 

-. - ____.----- - --- -__ _ - - _ _  ---- --- - - :::\ ----- Table C-3 : : .--- '+ -,-..- CZ)TF Incinerator Critevia Pollutant Emissions 
./' \\ 

ActuaI 
Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions 

I tpv) i j ~  o11u tan t 
, 

(Ibs./yr) 
i I 1 0.10 

103.77 .) IT~P,'PM~O I I 0 . ~ 5  ! 205.5: 
0.G':. ! 0.0c; ,̂ i c  I 1.79 - .A. jlC0: 

o .- r r ,-, - z ] < T , S :  Q.U7 _. - . v -  L .-- " X P k  
- . :  + .  I:m: -- -,. 0 , ~ 2  _ ._.- _ :..o;. 

, b La :. ... :\) 
. ,  . ,  .- ,- , .r - \',,,-o 2; 5.77 i.. QY - . . -  . .L . - -- 

Table C-4 
Tors[ ,h;.4CE / ;/iF Tncineratot Crircrig Poll~:ani Ern,ission.c 

7 
-- 

hn'E I 

j/ ! . -4ctual I - I Pouu:ant ; Emirsion~ / ~ r n i s s i o n r  I Emissions 1 Emissions 
{t3:,-) !I 1 flbs./yrl I (tp-1 . +-  

I 
I (I b s .I!-: -) I I 

139.69 I 0.07 I 301.99 I 0.15 

I 11 , 
18.72 I 0.0 1 I 47.34 0.02 I :  

I (N4: 1 186 53 1 II 09 I z97.02 

/CO 1 87.81 1 0.04 I 
'\,'OCs I 12.10 I 0.01 1 25.65 0.01 --d - 

\ / 

* For a??. defined es twice 1982 reporrzd wasre indnerzred. For NACH bzsed on p r c & ~ ~  of ,, 
<\ , 
\ 

lbs. k b & e ~ e d  from ume 10s m d  365 da)a nf indnewsi  oper2;ion. / 
/ '. 

"l, /' --- 
1 
\ .-' 
-----\ _- - ------- c-5 __-- - ----- 



Table C-6 
CDTF Incinerator Actual and Mnrimum Potential 

E41' Enlissions 



Table C-7 
Ozone Season Daily Jncinemtor Emission 

(Lbs.,l>ay) 

I I 

1 ~ o l l u f a n t  Actual Emissions h p ~  Emissions* Actual E~nissions 

1 flbs./dm) (lbs./day) 
0.05 j 0.12 0.00 0.01 /SO?, 

n.~n I n 1 1  0.28 0.4 1 0.8 1 

* F9r CDTF defined as twice 1993 reported waste incinerated for the  ozone period. For NACH bawd 
on product of rnxcimurn d d y  of 112 lbs. from records znd 365 days of opcrarion on a 24 hour 
operatins cycie. 
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STATE &SDL'N Mel C n u h n .  C w r m  Dwtd A Short., Dlrrorn 

D E P ~ ~ M E N T  OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
8 )&y.:=2Tst, $ ---- - .  

.. DnlSION OF EI\??RONMEhTAL Q U A L l n '  
- I 

.- 
- ,  - I -- P.O. Box 176 Jefferson C J I ~ ,  MO 65102-0176 - - 

March 3, 1995 

U.S. Army (USA) 
Bldg. 2200 A 
Ft. Leonard Wood, MO 65473 

SUBJECT: Public Notice for Proposed State Operating Permit For 
USA, Ft. Leonard Wood 

Dear Permittee : 

The enclosed public notice pertains to your proposed State. 
Operating Permit. 

Federal regulations require issuance of this public notice to 
inform interested persons of the agency's intent to issue an 
operating permit to discharge and allows a 30-day period for 
comment. This public notice package should be posted on a 
bulletin board at your place of business. If response to the 
public notice indicates significant interest, a public hearing 
or adjvdicatory hearing may be held. Based on comments 
receiv~d or the results of a hearing, the proposed permit will 
be modified 2nd jssued or possibly denied. 

Any guestioas yon may have should be sent to the address 
indicated on xhe enclosed public notice. 

Sincerely, . . {: 

WATER POLLUTION CONTROL PROGRAM 

Daniel R. Schuette 
Chief of Permit Section 

DRS : rb 

Enclosure 



PUBLIC NOTICE 

APPLICATION FOR MISSOURI STATE OPERATING PERMIT 

DATE: March 3, 1995 

In accordance with the state Clean Water Law, Chapter 644, RSMo, 10 CSR 20-6.010, 
and the federal Clean Water Law, the applicants listed herein have applied for an 
authorization to either discharge to waters of the state or to operate a 
no-discharge wastewater treatment facility. The proposed permits pending for 
these operations are consistent with applicable water quality standards, effluent 
standards and/or treatment requirements, or suitable timetables to meet these 
requirements (See 10 CSR 20-7.015 and 7.031). All permits will be issued for a 
period of five (5) years, unless noted otherwise in the Pubiic Notice for that 
discharge. 

On the basis of preliminary staff review and application of clean water standards 
and regulations, the Missouri Department of Natural Resources ( M D N R )  as 
administrative agent for the Missouri Clean Water Commission proposes to issue a 
Permit(s) to discharge, subject to certain effluent limitations, schedules, and 
special conditions. The proposed determinations are tentative pending the public 
notice and comment process. 

Persons wishing to comment on the proposed effluent limitations and/or 
determinations are invited to submit them in writing to: Department of Natural 
Resources, Division of Environmental Quality, Water Pollution Control Program, 
P.O. Box 176, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102, ATTN: Daniel R. Schuette, Chief of 
Permit Section. Please include the application number in all  comment letters. 

Comments should be confined to the issues relating to the proposed action and 
permit and their effect on water quality. The HDNR may not consider as relesrant 
comments or o5jec:ions to a permit based on questions of zoning, location, or 
other non-water q a e l i t y  issues. See, Curdt v .  Mo. Clean Water C o m , ' ~ ,  5 8 6  S.W.2t 
58 (Mo. App.' 1979). 

All water phlity comments received prior to April 3, 1995, will be considered ic 
the formulation of all final determinations reqarding the applications. If 
response to this notice indicates significant public interest, a public meeting ox 
hear ing  may be h e l d  a f t e r  due n o t i c e ,  +,for the purpose of recei,ving public comment 
on the proposed permit or determination. Public hearings and/or issuance o f  the 
Operating Permit will be conducted or processed according to ,,0 CSR 20-6.020. 

Copies of all draft permits, comments and other information including copies of 
applicable regulations are available for inspection and copying at the Department 
of Natural Resources, Division of Environmental Quality, Water Pollution Control 
Program, P.O. Box 176, 205 Jefferson Street, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102, 
between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. An 
informational packet containing effluent limitations, permit conditions and other 
pertinent information is available on a bi-weekly basis for a subscription fee of 
5185.00 per year. Please contact the Water Pollution Control Program at (314) 
751-6825 or the above address for a subscription order blank. 



USA, U. S. Amy 

13. 15, 18, 19, 22, 23, 25, 27, 28, 29, 31, 32. 36. T33N, 34N, 35N, RlOW, 1 1 W .  Pulaski 
County 



S A T E  OF MlSSOLW 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
MISSOUR1 CLEAN WATER COMMISSION 

MISSOURI STATE OPERATING PERllIT 

In complivlcc nith thc  Missouri Clem W'atcr law. (Chaptcr 6 4 4  RS. 510. as arncnded. hcrcinAcr. rhc L 3 u . ) .  and 
the Fcdcnl Vi'atcr Pollution Conirol Act (Public Law 92-500. 91nd Congress) as mcndcd. 

Permit No. MO-0117251 

& D ~ R  U. S .  A m y  (USA) 

Oaner 's  Address: B l d g .  2200 A, F t .  L e o n a r d  Wood. N 

Operating Authority: N/ A 

Operating Authoriqss Address: N /A 

Faciliry Name: USA. Ft. Leonard Wood 

LC@ D-ption: ~ 1 1  or pzrts o f :  

Fafit) .Ad*a: B l d a .  

l G ,  i l .  1 2 K .  Puiaskl C ~ u n r y  

Reccning Stream & Basin: basin) (102902Q3-35-02)  ( C )  

is authorizcl to d~sdurp;e frcin 
rcquircmcnm as xt fonh hcrcin: 

FACILITY DESCRIPTION 

C o n t i n u e d  o n  Next Page 

This permit authorizes only n.;lumatcr discharges under thc Missouri Clcm \X1a1cr La\v and thc National Pnllutant 
D i x h q c  E h n a t i o n  System; i t  docs nor apply to orhcr regulated arcas. 'lhis pcrmjr ma). hc appcalcd in accordance 
mith  Section U4.05 I .6 of rhc Law.. 

Expintion Lhtc D~rcrior 01  918. C l m  U ' a t r r  Comrn~u.~on 



Page 2 of 13 
Permft No. UO-0117251 

Facility Demcrlptions (continued) 

Outfall NO01 - Smith Branch 
Companen ts : 
Explosives detonation area PLW-4. 5, 6: SU, Sec. 31. T35N, RllW 
Porney army airfield PLY-12: NW, Sec. 27, T35N, RllW 
Porney army airfield FLW-13: SE, Sec. 28, T35N. RllW 
lormandy training area FLU-15: Sec. 29 & 32, T35N, RIlW 
Smoke training 
Outfall is SW 4. Sec. 29, T35N, RllW 
Smith Branch (Gasconade River Basin) (10290203-35-02) 

Outfall #002 
Components: 
Area 007A 800-880 motorpool: NW, Sec. 22, T35N, RllW 
Area 0078 900-900 motorpool: SW, Sec. 22, T35N. RllW 
Area OO7E 600-671 motorpool: SE,, Sec. 15, T35N. RllW 
Area 007P 700-771 motorpool: NW, Sec. 22. T35N, RllW 
Smoke training 
Outfall i a  Center Sec. 8, T35N. RllW 
Pond Hollow, ballard Hollow (Gasconade River 

Outfall go03 
Components : 
Transfer station FLW-16: SE. Sec. 15, 
Outfall is SE f ,  Sec. 11. T35N, RllW 
Dry Creek (Big Piney River Basin) 

Coolpcnents : 
Outfall #004 - Unnamed branch 
Defense reutilization and marketing office FLW-1: W J ,  Sec. 13. T3!iN< hllW 
Bulk fuel storage FLW-2: NW, Sec. 13, T35N, RllW 
Bulk fuel storage PLW-3: NW. Sec. 13, T35N, RllW 
Outfall is SW 4, Sec. 18, T 3 5 N ,  RllW 
Unnamed branch #l (Big Piney River Basin) (1023202-01-00) 

Outfall tr005 - Unnamed Branch of big Piney River 
Components: 
102 ARCOH maintenance area FLW-7D: SE, Soc. 23, TSSN. RllW 
Smoke training 
Outfall is WW f .  Sec. 25. T35N. R31W 
Unnamed branch 02 (big Piney River basin) (10290202-02-001 

(continued on nex t  page) 



Page 3 of 13 
Perait No. HO-0117251 

C. Facility Description (continued) 

Outfall #006 
Components : 
Asphalt training facility F'LW-14: US, Sec. 36, T35N, R l l W  
Smoke training 
Outfall is at end of oil water separator discharge pipe. NW 1 ,  Sec. 3 1 ,  T35N, RlOW 
Big Piney River (Big Piney River Basin) (10290202-01-00)  

Gutfall t 0 0 7  
Components: 
Lock quarry FLW-17: N 4 ,  Sec. 3 1 .  T35N. R l O W  
3utfall 1s at sediment pond outfall 1W 4. Sec. 3 1 .  T35N. R l O W  
big Piney River !Eig Piney River basin) (10290203-01-00)  

Outfall 8008 
Components : 
Sanitary landfill FLW-8. 9, 10:  NW, Sec. 5 .  T34N 
Outfall is SE ), See. 32, T35N. RllW 
Smith Branch (Gasconade 

Outfall h009 - Husgrove and Turnbull 
O~tfall 1s SE i ,  Sec. 1 9 .  T34N, R l l W  
Musgrove Hollcw (Gasconade 

Outfall +010 - Mush Paddle Hollow 
Outfall is SW 4. Sec. 23. T34N. R1lW 
!4ush Paddle Hollow (Gasconade River basin-) ( 10290203-35-02 ) 

Outfall +011 - Sapper Hollow 
Outfall is NW 4 ,  Sec. 2 5 .  T34N. RllW 
Sapper Hollow (Gasconade River bzsin) (10290203-35-02)  

Outfall it012 - Bailey - HcCann Hollow 
Outfall is SW f .  Sec. 1 .  T34N, RllW, near 14cCann Cemetery 
Hurd Hollow (Gasconade River Basin) (10290203-35-02)  

Outfalls k009,  e 0 1 0 ,  t?011, SrO12 
Activities related to obscurant training, also called "smoke training". This involvcs the 
use of finely dispersed oil to created foglike conditions. 



A EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 
PAGE NUMBER 4 of 13 
P E ~ M I ~ N U M B E R  -117251 . 

The permittee is authorized lo dodurge trom ovtfall(s) with serial number(r) as rpecifi in the app4icaEir.m for this permit. The 
final effluent limitstioru rhll become e%&ve upon hsuancle and remain in effect 
until expiration of the pennil. Svch discharges shall be controlled, limited, and monitored by the permittee 8s tpsdfied below: . 

THERE SHALL BE NO DISCHARGE OF FLOATING SOLIDS OR VISIBLE FOAM IN OTHER THAN TRACE AMOUNTS I 
B. STANDARD CONDITIONS 

IN ADDITION TO SPECIFIED CONDITIONS STATED HEREIN. THIS PERMIT IS SUBJECT TO THE ATTACHED -' 

STANDARD CONDITIONS DATED 1. 19 80. AND HEREBY INCORPORATED AS TClOUGH 

FULLY SET FORTH HEREIN. 
uo m o a l 0  (041 )  

MONITORING REOUIREMEKTS 

MEASUREMENT SAMRE 
FREOUENCY TTPE 

once /year 24 hr .  
es t lmate  

once/year urab 

once/yesr grab 

once/year grab 

OUTFALL NUMBER 
AND EFFLUENT 
PARAMETER(S) 

Outfal l  t o 0 1  S m i t h  1 

Flow 

S e t t l e a b l e  S o l i d s  

O i l  & Grease 

Total Petroleum 
8 Hydrocarbons 

pH - Unlts  SU ** grab 

Nitrate  urab ' 

Ammonia and N once/year arab 

Lead, Total ~ r a b  1 / Recoverable I 

I I 
I 

I 
/ I r o n ,  Total urab I 

'kecoverabie 

I C , ~ n c ,  Total qrab 
i Recoverable I 

I 
Total 0 . 0 2 9  once/year grab / iz~~::;able 1 I 1 XOIITCI~NF =PORTS 

i 
'Color**** 

I * ~ ~ ~ c e / q u a r t e r * * *  v l sua l  1 

MONITORING REPORTS 

8 

I 

MONITORING REPORTS SHALL BE SUBMITTED as outlUEd we , THE FIRST REPORT I!; DUE OUtll"ea -ve I 

UNITS 

ranch 

WGD 

mL/L/hr 

w/L 

mg/L 

FINAL EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 

MONTHLY 
AVERAGE 

* 

1 . S  

10 

15 

DAILY 
W I M U M  

* 

2.5 

15 

2 0 

WEEKLY 
AVERAGE 



PAGE NUMBER A EFFLUENT LlMrrATlONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (wntlnud) 

i O u t f a l l  t o 0 2  Pond H 

OUTFALL NUMBER 
AND EFFLUENT 
PARAMETER(S) 

O u t f a l l  #005 Unname branch o B i g  P iney  P t 

UNITS 

O u t f a l l  #004 Unname branch o Big Piney t f  
1  low I HGD I * I I R I once/year 2 4  h r .  

I I 

I I I I es t imate  

l s e t t l c a t l e  S o l i d s  I & / ~ / h r  1 / oace/year grab 

! I I 

MONITORING REOUIREMENTS 

MEASUREMENT SAMPLE 
FREWENCV TVPE 

Y m u ~  EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 

/oil & Grease ( 10 I once/year grab 

DAILY 
W I M V M  

I 
Total  Petroleum mg/L . / Hydrocarbons 

I 

/OH - U n i t s  ! Su I 

WEEKLY 
AVFIUGE 

I 
grab ' 

I I I ' l lONITORING REPORTS HALL BE ANWZIRLLY . B I I I 

I 

- 

cclor*v**  once/quarter*** v i sua l  

Ou~fail Z O O S  

I 

I I 
Colorf*"'C j ~ n c e / q u e r t e r * * *  vlsuai 

I ' MONITORING REPORTS LSliALL BE 
I I I I 

UONTHLY 
AVEFUGE 



PAGENUMBER 6 of 13 A EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (ODnCU.d) 

I * 
I 

l P l w  I I C D I  * I I ctnce/year 24 h r .  I 

. OUTFALLNUMBER 
AND EFFLUENT UNITS . 

. PARAMETER(S) - 

O u t f a l l  #006 Asphal p l a n t  a t  

Sampling Requiremen s - Dischl~rge  
I 

pH - U n i t s  

e s t ima te  I 

once/year g rab  

O i l  & Grease 15 1 1 10 1 ance/year a r a b  
i 

MONITORING REOUIRNEKTS 

M W E L I E N T  SAMRE 
FREOUENCY TYPE 

EFFLUENT LtMlTATKWJS 

/ ~ o t a l  Petroleum I mq/L I 2o 1 / 15 I c~nce/year a r a b  
Hydrocarbons 

S e t t l e a b l e  S o l i d s  a r a b  ' 

HONITORING REPORTS 
I 

Color**** cmce/quarter*** v l s u a l  ' 
I i 
IHONITC)RING REPORTS 1 

I 
I 
I 

Dlschzrges durlng discharge  may 
I con ta in  pollutants a l  concre te  and 
 washd down waters. 
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W I M U M  

o i l  water  

of s tonn  
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water only .  

IS  DUE 
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IS  DUE 
I 

I 

I h I 
HONITORING REPORTS HALL EE MITTED ANNUALLY. THE IMT REPORT 

I 

~0 7 ~ 2 4  O-W~ 

i 

ColorC*** * 

i 
* 

FIRST REPOR:' SUBWIITED QUMTERLY. THE HOHIT(1RING REPORTS SHALL BE 
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I 

i 
i 

I 

i o n c e / q u a r t e r * * *  v i s u a l  

I 
MONITORING REPORTS RTERLY. THE FIRST REPOR 

I 

t 
MONlTORiNG REQUIREMENTS 

MEASUREMENT - MMPLE 
FRE WENCY TYPE 

o n c e / y e a r  24  h r .  
estimate 

o n c e / y e a r  urab 

o n c e / y e a r  grab 

IS  DUE 
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AND EFFLUENT 
PARAMETER(S) 

Out£ all #00; Rock QI 
Dry w e a t h e r  f l o w s  
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T o t a l  Suspended 
S o l i d s  

,pH - U n i t s  

I 
:!4ONITORING REPORTS 

I 

I C o l o r  * o n c e / q u a r t e r * * *  vlsual 

t4ONITORING REPORTS 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

, S t o m  Weter Flows 

Flow 2 4  h r .  
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I Settleable Sollds grab 

I pH - Units grab 

MONITORING REPORTS 

I 

i 

UNITS 

a r r y  

14GD 

mq/L 

SU 

!;H.\LL BE 

, EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 

U O N T X l Y  
AYEFUGE 

R 

15  

* * 

FIRST REPORT 

ONLY ' 

MAXIMUM 

* 

30 

* * 

S l J i M I T T E D  

WEEKLY 
AVERAGE 

ANNJALLY. THE 
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OUTFALL NUMBER 
AND EFFLUENT 
PARAMETER(S) . - - 

O u t f a l l  #OOB S a n i t a r y  

Flow 

R a i n f a l l  

B ETX 

biochemical  Oxygen 
Demand, 

Chemical Oxygen 
Demand ma/L 120 , once /quar te r**  * g r a b  i 

T o t a l  Suspended 
S o l i d s  mg /L once /quar te r***  

S e t t l e a b l e  S o l i d s  nL/L/hr once /auar te r***  a r a b  
I I 1 

T o t a l  Disso lved  I I I 

I SO1las I ma/L c n c e / q u z r t e r * * *  grab 

I I ' Conduct~v:ty ( SpeclElc  
Conductance) 1 * ~ o s / c r ;  o n c e j q u a r t e r *  * * grab 

C h l o r l d e  P l u s  , mg/L I S u l f a t e s  I once /quar te rX**  grab 

i Recoverable  i 
I 

I r o n ,  T o t a l  
m9/L 1 x once /quar te r***  

I grab 1 
I 

! pH - Units 
I 

t* once/quar ter*** a r a b  
I 

WITS , 

l a n d f i l : .  

WGD 

inches  

mg /L 

ma /L 

MONITORING REOUIREMENTS 

MEXSUREUENT SAMPLE 
f R E W E N C Y  lTP€ 

once/quar ter*** i n s t a n t a r l  
e s t i m a t  

( a i l  y measurement grab\ 

once/quar ter*** a r a b  

once /quar te r***  srab I 

- EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 

DAILY 
. UAXlMUU 

(FLW-0, 9 .  

* 

* 

0.75 

60 

I 

WEEKLY 
AVERASE 

& 1 0 )  

MONTHLY 
AVERAGE 

R 

* 

0.75 

4 5 
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I 

OUTFALL NUMBER 
- YIOEFFLYENT, - 1 -  - I 
. ' PARAMETER(S) 

JNITS' 
AVERAGE FREWENCY 

grab 

Calcium 

Fluoride 

~ o t a l  Hardness 

Barium, Total I Recoverable 

IBorOn, Total 
Recoverable 

c r a b  

f~admium, Total arat 
Recoverable 

Chromium, Total ?rat 
Recoverable 

Cobalt, Total 
Recoverable 

I copper, Total onceiyear I Recoverable I 
I So&lum. Totz i  
, 4ecoverable 

I 

'Ammonia as N 
I 

5.0 j once/year 

Nitrate and 
Nitrite as N 

mg/L 

mg/L 

m9 /L 

w /L 

nlc/L 

Phosphorus, Total 1 
Recoverable I 

t once/year 

arab 

arab 

I 

arah 

arab 

. Mercury, Total 1 Recoverable 

, Arsenic, Total 
Recoverable 

Lead, Total I Recoverable 
I Selenium,. Total 

Recoverable 

* 

* 

* 

* 

uO ' e x 6 2 4  (3.86) 

* 

* 

x 

* 

ma /L 

mg/L 

ma /L 

ma/L 

* I 

once/year grab 

I 
once/year grab 

once/year grab 

(continued on neat 

* 

* 

* 

* 

I cnce/year 

grab 

* 

* 

* 

t 

* 

page) 

once/yesr grab 

once/year 

once/year 

oncc/year 

once/yesr 

I 
I 
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MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

MI3SLJREUEKI 
FREOVLHCY 

I 

I I 

OUTFALL NUMBER 
AND EFFLUENT 
PARAMETER(S) 
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UNITS 
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I 
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Hydrocarbons 

011 and Grease ~nce/quarter*** grab, t 

pH - Units SU once/quarter*** grab I 
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HONITORING REPORTS 1 - 
i I 

I 
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I 

I I 

I 

I 
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! 

ms Area 
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Hollow 

HcCann 

I 
I 

1 

Ho..low Area 
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'.lollow Area 
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1. Report u no-discharpe when a dimcharge doer not occur during t.he report period. 

2. Outfall fOO8 only. All design and operating specifications and all Waste Management 
Program approval conditions pertaining to water quality are hereby made a part of this 
pernit and shall apply throughout the life of this permit without regard to other 
conditions. permits. occurrences, etc. 

3. This permit may be modified, or alternatively revoked and reissued. to comply with 
any applicable effluent standard or limitation issued or approved under Sections 
301(b)(2) ( C ) .  and ID), 304(b)(2) and 307(a)(2) of the Clean Water Act. if the 
effluent standard or limitation so issued or approved: 

a. Contains different conditions or is otherwise more stringent than any 
effluent limitation in the permit: or 

b. Controls any pollutant not limited in the perniit. 

The pennit as modified or reissued under this also contain any other 
requirements of the Act tlren applicable. 

4. This permit may be reopened and modified or k.ed and reissued, to 
incorporate new or modified effluent li~itat itions. if +.he result 
of a waste load allocation study, toxicity t mation indicates 
chanaes are necessary to assure c er Quality Standarc:. 

5. This permit d a s  not allow the discharge 
face of the landfill. This permi 
leachate. All leachate shal; be 
Area Operztinc P e x i t .  Repcr: of 
conditions). V 

as it knows or has reason to believe: 

a .  That any activity has occuthdor will occur which wau1.d result in the 
discharge of any tcxic pollutant which is not limitod 1.n the perniit. ~f :ha: 
discharge will exceed the highest of the following "notification levels:" 

i i j  One hundred micrograms per liter (100 uq/i); 

( 2 1  Two hundred micrograms per liter (200 ug/l) for acrolein and 
acrylonitrile: five hundred nlicroaran~s per liter (500 u.?/l) for 2.4 
dinitrophenol and for 2-methyl-4. 6-dil'litrophenol: and one milliuram per 
liter ( 1  UVY/~) for anti~tony: 

(3) Five ( 5 )  times the rnaxinum concentration value reported for the 
pollutant in the permit, applicatioll: 

(4) The level established in Part A of the pemit by the Director. 

b. That they have begun or expect to begin to use or manufacture as an 
intermediate or final product or by-product any toxic pollutant which was not 
reported in the pernit application. 
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C.  SPECIAL CONDITIONS (cont inued)  

7.  A 1 1  d i scharges  s h a l l  -ply wi th  t h e  Hissour i  Water Q u a l i t y  S tandards ,  10 CSR 
20-7.031, Sec t ion  ( 3 ) ( ~ ) ,  which states (Waters s h a l l  be f r e e  from substance i n  
s u f f i c i e n t  amounts t o  cause u n s i g h t l y  c o l o r  o r  t u r b i d i t y . . . " ,  and Sec t ion  ( 4 ) ( G ) ,  
which s t a t e s  W a t e r  contaminants  s h a l l  not  cause o r  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t u r b i d i t y  o r  c o l o r  
t h a t  w i l l  cause s u b s t a n t i a l  v i s i b l e  c o n t a c t  wi th  t h e  n a t u r a l  appearance of t h e  
stream...". 

8. O u t f a l l  t o 0 8  only.  A l l  a c t i v i t i e s  performed t o  c o n t r o l  e r o s i o n  on t h e  l a n d f i l l  s i t e  
( seeding ,  mulching, t e r r a c i n g .  e t c . )  s h a l l  be desc r ibed  and submit ted a long  wi th  t h e  
second q u a r t e r  and f o u r t h  q u a r t e r  Discharge Monitoring Reports .  I f  no e ros ion  
c o n t r o l s  a r e  undertaken.  i n d i c s t e  s o  on t h e  r e p o r t s .  

3.  U . S .  Army, Ft .  Leonard Wood w i l l  p r o t e c t  t h e  a s p h a l t  p l a n t  from t h e  100 year  f l ood  
event  by app ropr i a t e  methods. 

O u t f a l l  sa r~pl i r ra  an3 marked 1~ the f i e l d .  









Effective Citizen Action Since 1 969 

Missouri Coalition for the Environment 
6267 Delmar Boulevard, Saint Louis, Missouri 63 130 (314) 727-0600, FAX: (314) 727-1665 

April 1 1, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
C/O Rosemont Convention Center 
930 1 West Brynn Mawr 
Rosemont, Illinois 600 18 

RE: Relocation of U. S. Chemical School from Alabama to Missouri 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The intent of this letter is to call to the attention of the BRAC the fact that our review of the permit 
applications submitted to the Missouri Department of Natural Resources (MDhIR) for construction of new 
sources of air contaminants associated with the relocation of the U. S. Army Chemical School has found 
the applications seriously flawed. These applications demand careful, deliberate scrutiny by MDNR offi- 
cials in accordance with both the letter and spirit of all applicable laws and regulations which protect the 
environment of our state and nation. After its initial review is complete, MDNR. should also provide ample 
opportunity for public review and comment. We seek the assurances of the members of the BRAC that all 
actions by public agencies regarding relocation of the U. S. Army Chemical School will follow all estab- 
lished regulations and guidelines. 

Both of the permit applications filed with MDNR on March 1, 1995 are seriously flawed by incomplete 
and missing data, lack of detail and supporting documentation, incorrect calculations, and omissions of 
critical information. These apparent oversights could seriously call into question any conclusions MDNR 
might reach regarding the type or amount of air contaminant emissions from the proposed sources, or the 
impact of the emissions on the environment surrounding Ft. Leonard Wood. The applications are for con- 
struction permits for air emissions sources from the relocation of the U. S. Army Chemical School from 
Fort McClellan, Alabama to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. One permit application is to construct an 
incinerator for disposal of chemical decontamination wastes, while the other is to construct oil fog smoke 
generator units to be used in smoke training exercises. 

We want to call to your attention some specific areas where we believe there are potential conflicts 
between the permit applications and the requirements of Title 10 of the Missouri Code of State Regula- 
tions. A discussion of the three air permitting issues that stand out as potential problems follows. It is 
essential that these potential conflicts be carefully considered and resolved. and not be overlooked in a rush 
to expeditiously approve the permit applications. 

First, the oil fog smoke generators used for military training emit smoke with an opacity far exceeding 
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20°h, which exceeds the opacity limits established by the regulations. The hlissouri regulation entitled 
"Restriction of Emissions of Visible Air Contaminants " (10 CSR 10-3.080) limits emissions from new 
sources of air contaminants to no more than 20% opacity (Number I on the Ringlemann Chart). Military 
training is not exempted from compliance with this rule. 

Second, the permit application does not contain the ambient air quality modeling data required for this 
emissions source. The permit application for the oil fog smoke generators inc;orrectly indicates that the 
only air contaminants emitted by these devices will be Volatile Organic Compounds. This is contradicted 
by supplementary information contained in the application which indicates that the fog oil used in these 
units contains zero percent volatiles. In fact, the air contaminant emissions from these units will be pre- 
dominantly particulate matter (commonly referred to as aerosols). The permit application shows projected 
emissions of 233 tons per year from the smoke generating units. According to 10 CSR 10-6.060 (Con- 
struction Permits Required), permit applications for new air contaminant sources with potential emissions 
of particulate matter over 50 tons per year are required to contain ambient air quality modeling data in 
order to determine air quality impacts. No such ambient air quality modeling data was contained in the 
construction permit application package submitted to MDNR on March 1, 1995. 

Third, the estimated emissions outlined in the permit application appear to be represented far below the 
actual projected emissions, and may require a Prevention of Significant Deterioration of Ambient Air 
Quality (PSD) permit. The Army's estimate of 233 tons per year of cmissiorrs from the fog oil smoke 
generators was based on a projected annual consumption of 63,000 gallons of fog oil per year. However, 
the average consumption of fog oil for this purpose at Ft. McClellan over the past five years has been 
77,476 gallons per year. Using the methodology of the submitted permit application, an annual usage of 
77,476 gallons of fog oil results in 287 tons per year of smoke emissions. In addition, a March 23, 1995 
letter to MDNR, the Special Assistant to the Commandant of the U. S. Army Clhemical School indicated 
that potential emissions from the fog oil smoke generators would be roughly double the average of 287 
tons per year over the past five years at Ft. McClellan. 

We fear that the curiously low emissions estimate of 233 tons per year statecl in the permit application 
might be deliberately underestimated in an attempt to avoid the more rigorous permit application and 
review process mandated by the federal Prevention of Significant Deterioration of Ambient Air Quality 
(PSD) provisions (40 CFR Part 52). In this case, PSD permitting requirements \would be triggered by 250 
tons per year in potential emissions from the smoke generator units. It is worthy of note that if MDNR 
issues a construction permit limiting fog oil use to 63,OO gallons per year at Ft. Leonard Wood, the Army 
would be required to prepare and submit an in-depth PSD construction permit application and an Envi- 
ronmental Impact Statement should it ever desire to expand smoke training to the point where emissions 
exceed 250 tons per year. In order to deter such scenarios, the USEPA (in a June 28, 1989 preamble to a 
final rulemaking on Approval and Promulgation of Implementation Plans) addressed this issue. The pre- 
amble indicated that if a source obtained a construction permit allowing it to escape PSD 
preconstruction review as a major new source, primarily with an intent to subsequently construct 
and begin operation of a major new source without first obtaining a PSD permit, the source would 
be viewed as intentionally avoiding preconstruction review. In such cases, USEPA indicated it 
would consider seeking injunctive relief, civil penalties, and criminal sanctions, from the beginning 
of actual construction. 

Over the past 25 years, with our active participation, our elected representatives in Jefferson City and 
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Washington, D. C. have enacted a set of laws aimed at stabilizing the delicate balance between economic 
development and protection of our air, land, and water resources. These laws, and the regulations pro- 
mulgated under their authority, have been carefully crafted to ensure that each potential source of air and 
water contamination is deliberately studied to determine its long-range consequences to our environment 
before permits are granted allowing its construction. We seek the assurances of the BRAC that the State of 
Missouri's Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) will closely follow its unitten guidelines and poli- 
cies when considering the applications for permits to construct two new sources of air contaminant 
emissions which are associated with the relocation of the Army Chemical School to Ft. Leonard Wood. 

Yours sincerely, 
A 

R. Roger Pryor 
Executive Director 
Missouri Coalition for the Environment 

cc The Honorable Mel Carnahan, Governor of Missouri 
Mr. David Shorr, Director, Missouri Department of Natural Resources 
Mr. Dennis Gramms, Regional Administrator, Region VIt, USEPA 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission, 1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425, Arlington, 

VA 22209 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICER IN CHARGE 

NAVAL CONSTRUCTION TRAINING CENTER 
DETACHMENT 

FORT McCLELLAN, AL 36205-5000 

19 April 1994 

MEMORANDUM 

From: Officer in Charge, Naval construction Training Center 
Detachment, Fort McClellan, AL 36205-5069 

To: Distinguished Guests 

subj: MISSION BRIEF FOR NAVCONSTRACEN DET, FT. MCCLELLAN, AL 

1. The nnuniquenfi mission of Naval Construction Training Center 
Detachment (NCTCD) Fort McClellan is to provide three high risk 
courses in Chemical, Biological, ~adiological-Defense (CBR-D) and 
six advanced Military Police courses. Beginning October 1995 all 
Naval CBR-D training will be conducted at Ft. McClellan. The 
detachment currently consists of 17 personnel, 1 Officer in 
Charge, 8 instructors and 8 support personnel and will expand by 
5 personnel in October 95 due to the consolidation of all Naval 
CBR-D instructor training to Ft. McClellan. The Detachment will 
produce approximately 750 instructors a year, E-5 to 0-5, who 
eventually become the fleet instructors for CBR-D courses to all 
Naval (Coast GuardIMerchant MarineIForeign Naval) units. 
Presently we are the "solew site for Naval Live Agent Chem, Bio 
and Rad Defense Training as well as advanced Naval Military 
Police Training. Of note is with the recent passage of Public 
Law 103-160, NCTCD has become a vital part of the Joint Service 
Integration Group. 

2. The Chief of Naval Education and Training has stated that any 
interruption in this training would adversely affect fleet 
readiness. Interruptions of Live Agent training of more than a 
year are nfiunacceptablenfi. 

3. In addition, NCTCD instructs classes in Disaster Preparedness 
Ashore. This training is the course governing a wide 
spectrum of topics ranging from severe natural disasters to 
conventional/terrorist Chem, Bio, Rad attacks to sh,ore-based 
military, civilian, and foreign/domestic facilities-. 

a 3 . m '  
G. D. SHEKELS 





DRAFT 

BASE VISIT REPORT 

FORT LEONARD WOOD, MISSOURI 

27 MARCH 1995 

-R: Commissioner Kling 

C R :  None 

COMMISSION STAFF: Ed Brown, Army Team Leader; Ralph Kaiser, Associate Counsel; J.J. 
Gertler, Army Senior Analyst 

LIS T OF ATTENDEES: MG Joe Ballard, installation commander 

BASE'S: Fort Leonard Wood operates the Army Engineer Center and 
the Army Engineer School, and conducts basic training. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION: Close Fort McClellan, Alabama. 
Move Chemical and Military Police Schools and Chemical Defense Training Facility to Fort 
Leonard Wood. 

DoD also expects to execute discretionary moves n o t m & & k u b v  but which 
affect the cost of this option: Consolidate all services' Engineer training at Fort Leonard Wood. 
Move some basic training currently conducted at Fort Leonard Wood to Forts Sill, Knox, and 
Jackson. 

S S :  Collocation of Army Chemical, Engineer, 
and Military Police (MP)'schools at Fort Leonard Wood creates useful synergy and economies. 
ROI is six years. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: Post headquarters, Troop Medical Clinic, Physical Fitness 
Center, barracks areas, proposed locations for Chemical Defense Training Facility and Military 
Operations in Urban Terrain site. 

DRAFT 
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KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 
From MG Joe Ballard, installation commander: 
State of Missouri requires three environmental permits as a condition of move: 1 air permit 
for Chemical Defense Training Facility (CDTF); 1 air permit for smoke training; 1 
modification to the existing water permit to accommodate increased personnel load. State is 
undecided whether a RCRA (hazardous waste) permit is required, but is leaning against. 
Possible need for RCRA permit comes fiom chromium in protective mask filter elements. 
New mask design contains no chromium. 
Air and water permits were applied for 1 Mar 95. 
All three permits cover construction and operation. No separate post-construction permit will 
be necessary. 
Permit applications used existing (original) CDTF plans. However, the installation asked the 
State of Missouri to suggest improvements and revisions. 
The cost figures for construction in the COBRA appear incorrect. There'!; no plan to build 
barracks for Interservice (ITRO) trainees, much less $42M worth. He will supply better 
figures following meeting 3/27 with GEN Hartzog, Training and Doctrine Command 
commander. 
Leonard Wood can execute the construction plan for well below the COBRA cost estimates. 
When ITRO comes in, Army will move training of 205 plumberslyear from Leonard Wood 
to Sheppard AFB, TX and 1 189 carpenterslyear to NAS Gulf@ort, MS. Fort Leonard Wood 
will gain 467 driver traineeslyr fiom Lackland AFB, TX, and 4101lyr from Camp Lejeune, 
NC. 
Less than .5% of Army personnel are trained in the CDTF. 
Fort Leonard Wood hosts the disaster control office for the entire Fifth Almy area 
Army NCO Academy is currently teaching classes in troop billet buildings. 
While Fort Leonard Wood does not have a range for MK19 grenade launchers used in MP 
training, fort has plenty of space to build one. They have 9 laid-away ranges which could be 
modified. 
Infrastructure has plenty of excess capacity for expansion. Water use is 58% of capacity; 
sewer 50%; 5000 excess trainee billets; 41% of permanent party barracks unused. 
Not all barracks are air conditioned. All family housing is. 
Housing has a 13% vacancy rate. 
Fort Leonard Wood doesn't need any general instruction building construction. 43% of 
current 300,000 square feet is currently vacant. (Move of NCO Academy out of billeting 
space will use much of this.) 
Airfield is not C-5 capable (5200 ft) 
Commanders of the Chemical, Engineer, and MP schools will be BGs; center commander 
will be an MG. 
Trainee barracks and family housing dates fiom 50s-60s. Single-soldier housing from 70s is 
being renovated to new Command standard. 
Reception center is self-contained. 

DRAFT 
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BASE VISIT REPORT 

FORT McCLELLAN, ALABAMA 

22 MARCH 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: Commissioner Davis 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: None 

COMMISSION STAFF: David Lyles, Staff Director; Madelyn Creedon, Counsel; Ben 
Borden, Director, Review & Analysis; Ralph Kaiser, Associate Counsel; J.J. Gertler, Army 
Senior Analyst 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: Senator Howell Heflin; Senator Richard Shelby; Representative 
Glen Browder, MG Alfonso Lenhardt, installation commander 

BASE'S CURRENT MISSION: Fort McClellan is a Joint Training Center with three 
schools that train Army, Marine, Air Force, Navy, or other Federal personnel: the U.S. Army 
Chemical School, U.S. Army Military Police School, and DoD Polygraph Institute. All Army 
chemical and military police One Station Unit Training is conducted at McClellan. It is also the 
site of the nation's only Chemical Defense Training Facility. 

c: Close Fort McClellan. Move 
Chemical and Military Police Schools and Chemical Defense Training Facility to Fort Leonard 
Wood, Missouri. Move DoD Polygraph Institute to Fort Jackson, South Carolina. Retain 
reserve component enclave and facilities essential to chemical demilitarization mission at 
Anniston Army Depot. License Pelham Range to Alabama Army National Chard. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION: Collocation of Army Chemical, 
Engineer, and Military Police schools at Fort Leonard Wood creates useful synergy and 
economies. ROI is six years. 

DRAFT 
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MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: Chemical Defense Training Facility, Army Chemical 
School, Army MP School, Air Force Disaster Preparedness Training Center. Overflight of entire 
fort and Anniston Army Depot. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 
Fort has new agreement w/US Forest Service to use Talladega National Forest (1 80,000 
acres) for navigation and terrain training, MP traffic training, airdrops from Fort Bragg. Got 
no credit for these as maneuver acres in Dpad, even though they should count 50%. Proper 
credit would move them up in military value. (MAJ Hollis, TABS, said 3/22 he tried this 
excursion in Dpad, and it didn't change the rankings.) 
Army Audit Agency visited to certify data in 91 and 93. They have not come by this year. 
McClellan is concerned that the numbers they sent are not actually in the COBRA. 
MG Lenhardt noted that he had a $200M cost cap for his move. He said that TRADOC had 
established that figure. 

INSTALLATION CONCERNS RAISED: 
Alabama is "very friendly" on environment; doesn't require smoke permil:. 
Chem school wants to move into biowar training next, using simulants. Facility is 
programmed. Plenty of capacity and expertise here. 
Don't want to drag down Leonard Wood; it's a very good installation. But it's overbuilt (see 
the hospital), and Army is trying to justify that overbuilding by adding as many functions as 
possible out there. The two bases are sisters, not rivals. 
Fort Leonard Wood's barracks have no air conditioning. The aged barracks McClellan has 
"laid away" are similar to the standard housing units at Leonard Wood. 
McClellan has a MK19 grenade range, which would have to be built at Leonard Wood. 
McClellan has the only counterterrorist driving school in the Army. 
Jacksonville State University (about 12 miles north) has a criminal justice degree program. 
This intertwines with the MP program, and the University holds classes at the Fort, which 
brings $100,000 a year in income to McClellan. 
With the laid-away barracks, Fort McClellan could accommodate 3000-5000 more personnel 
with no construction. Housing in community is very available, and costs are very low; no 
VHA is authorized. 
A new radiological contaminants lab has just been built at McClellan; it's :fully permitted. 
They're aware that environmental cleanup costs are not considered, but po:int out that 
decontamination of the CDTF would cost $25M. 
Most chemical units are stationed in the southeastern US, and come to McClellan for training 
and mobilization. In fact, the Chemical Corps wants to preposition deployment equipment 
for those units at McClellan. 
Foreign armies (soon to include the Russians) do their chemical training at McClellan, which 
makes it a diplomatic asset. 
Basic training housing is integrated with the reception area and hospital, forming an enclave 
for new recruits, which enhances their training and cohesion. 

DRAFT 
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Fort Bragg troops practice attacks on the MOUT site as part of their annual drops into the 
Talladega Forest. 
With railhead, central location, and a C-5 capable runway, McClellan is a major 
mobilization/deployment location. 
Antiquated structures have been extensively replaced, with much new construction over the 
last five years. The only "weakness" is warehousing, which dates from W'WII. 
65,000 retirees and dependents are in the extended service area; 25,000 inhiear town. The 
chemical and MP retirees in the area are a valuable mobilization resource; can be (and have 
been) called back to do training. 
There is a robust (and inexpensive) housing market in the Anniston area. (Can Leonard 
Wood say the same?) 
Operations staff has been cut 50% over 8 years -- they do more with less. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 
MG Hines (Ret., immediate former post commander): When he examined move to Leonard 
Wood in 91, he found the road network there inadequate, complete absence of training ranges 
(?), no facilities for smoke, and the need for considerable construction before the move could 
occur. 
COL Phillips (Ret.) argued that live-agent training is necessary. He noted that chemical 
training had been conducted from 1973 to 1977 at Aberdeen using simulants, and students 
"didn't take it seriously." 
COL Phillips argued that the consolidation would make the Chemical and MP schools 
subunits at Leonard Wood, commanded by colonels instead of generals. He also noted that 
the recommendation doesn't mention the need for continued (and continuous) NBC training. 
COL Phillips pointed out the programmed creation of a biological warfare training facility at 
McClellan, and that it would be manned by a Reserve chemical company which was being 
stood up for that purpose. No such reserve company exists near Fort Leonard Wood, and 
Reserves can't be moved. The COBRA did not include any figure for construction of this 
facility at Leonard Wood. 
BG (Ret.) Pete Hidalgo stated that DA has only applied for the air permit at Leonard Wood 
(which is the only one not requiring public notice), while correspondence fiom State of 
Missouri indicates the facility also needs water and RCRA permits. The application is based 
on old technology, the original CDTF plans, which have been revised many times; "as-built" 
plans do not exist. (Presumably, though, it's become safer over time.) 
Hidalgo also argued that while BRAC decisions are outside NEPA, implementation isn't. An 
EIS will be required. CDTF cleanup will cost 45-50M. 
Between state reversion, the National Guard enclave, and environmental siies, the community 
will actually receive very little land. 
COBRA is not sufficiently precise to show the payback year accurately. (?) 
With the biowar operation at Dugway shut down, the coming McClellan facility will be 
unique. 
Senator Heflin posited that the CDTF could be closed down and, years later, its successor at 
Leonard Wood could be denied an operating permit. 
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Gerald Powell pointed out that Fort McClellan has the highest economic impact of any Army 
installation, with 17.4% impact vs. an average of 1.3% for all other Army moves. 

From tour: 
Fort McClellan's certified radiation laboratory provides emergency response backup for 17 
counties. 

REOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 
Solicit views of other services and SOCOM on effect of closure of Fort hlcClellan on their 
activities. 
Solicit State Department view on move of treaty compliance training site. 
Clarify whether TRADOC assigned MG Lenhardt a cost cap for move. 
Find out what contractor built CDTF; obtain their independent estimate for reconstruction. 
Determine whether costs of moving EG&G contract personnel (CDTF operators) are 
included in COBRA. 
Get copies of community slides. 
Can you really get a loaded C-5 out of Anniston/Oxford airport (7000x158 feet)? Ramp 
loading? 

DRAFT 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

Mr. David Shorr 
Director 
Department of Natural Resources 
State of Missouri 
PO Box 176 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65 102-0 176 

Dear Mr. Shorr: 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. I>AVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOiUlSE STEELE 

As you know, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission is currently 
considering the Department of Defense's proposal to relocate finctions of Fort McClellan, 
Alabama to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. As part of that consideration, we would appreciate 
your answers to the following questions regarding the environmental aspects of this proposed 
move. 

What environmental permits are required for construction and full operation of a Chemical 
Defense Training Facility (CDTF) similar to that at Fort McClellan, using live-agent training, 
and at what point in construction, testing, or operation will each be required? 

What environmental permits are required to institute open-air smoke training at Fort Leonard 
Wood, and at what point will each be required? 

As of today, has the Army applied for any of these permits? When were these applications 
received? 

Have any significant concerns or obstacles to issuance of any permit so far been identified? If 
so, what are they? 

If it is possible to estimate issuance dates, please do so. 

Is a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act permit necessary for the Army to perform any 
hnction proposed for transfer to Fort Leonard Wood? If so, please identi@ the listed or 
characteristic wastes that would require permitting for storage or disposal, 

Has the Department received any correspondence fiom the public regarding the proposed 
CDTF at Fort Leonard Wood? If so, please indicate the nature of such comments. 

On May 19, 1993, you wrote to Commission Chairman Jim Courter, responding to questions 
raised then about a similar DoD proposal. A copy of the letter is attached. Is that letter still 
accurate? 



We appreciate your help in supplying this data. The Commission is under very short, 
statutorily imposed deadlines; as a result, we need this information as soon as possible. 
Again, thank you for your help on this. 

Sincerelv. 

~ i n e r a l  Counsel 
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Issues: 
What permits does the Army they need to construct and operate a Chemical Defense Training 
Facility at Fort Leonard Wood, MO? 
Identify these permits by name and statute if possible. 

What time and effort will be required to obtain these permits? 
Length of time; money; public noticelpublic comment 

Do they need a RCRA permit to operate the facility? 
RCRA TSD / RCRA permit for incineration [Subpart X?] 
What sort of waste determination would be needed to make this decision? 

The Army may need such a permit for used equipment, clothing, etc. because the substances used 
in the CDTF may be listed or characteristic wastes. Even if none of the substances are being 
disposed or destroyed separate from the clothing or equipment, the clothing and equipment could 
be defined as a hazardous waste under the mixture rule of RCRA Subti.tle C. [Repromulgated by 
57 Fed.Reg. 7628 (March 3,1992)]. 

If so, what will this process of obtaining such a RCRA permit require? 

Does the Army need a RCRA permit to operate the open-air smoke training? 

What are the consequences for the Army if they operate without a permit and they need one? I 
What are the operational consequences for the Army if they need to alter their production to do it 
without the incineration feature? I 

Take the used equipment and ship elsewhere for disposal. Army doesn't seem to have 
investigated this option. Significant costs may be incurred. 
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PkMw :ws b :hie Rumtm 

March 24, 1995 ~rn ,qm1%~S8-\ 

Re: Environmental Permit Requirements to Relocate the 
Chemical Defense Training Facility (CDTF) 

Ms. Madeline Creeden 
General Counsel 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Ms. Creeden: 

During Commissioner Davis's site visit to Fort McClellan, 
Alabama, the state congressional delegation and representatives 
from the community raised the military value issues that justify 
the retention of the Fort. We believe the military value issues 
by themselves mandate a decision to retain Fort McClellan; 
nevertheless, the question of environmental permitting of a new 
Chemical Defense Training Facility (CDTF) at Fort Leonard Wood, 
Missouri, has been raised repeatedly throughout this process. 

As you know, the 1993 Commission investigated the question 
very closely and recommended in its final report: 

"... that if the Secretaw of Defense wants t m e  
CIlination 
{sic. ) Trainina -FadI&y in the future, the &rmy should 
pursu<alS of the m i r e d  permits and certificatj on 
Tor the-new sit6puQij to a h e r  
Process. If / 

On May 19, 1993, in response to a request from then-Chairman 
Courter, the Director of the Missouri Department of Natural 
Resources, David A. Shorr, stated: 

"... we anticipate that the Chemical Defense Training 
Facility would require permits from Missouri's Air 
Pollution Control Program, Water Pollution Control 
Program (NPDES), and the Hazardous Waste Program." 
(Letter enclosed as Tab A) 

On December 23, 1994, Mr. Shorr wrote to Secretary of 
Defense Perry confirming his 1993 decision: 

"As I indicated on June 4, 1993, we anticipate the 
construction will require air pollution cont;rol, water 
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pollution control, and hazardous waste program-related permits." 
(Letter enclosed as Tab B) 

As summarized in the chart shown to Commissioner Davis at 
the Fort McClellan site visit (enclosed as Tab C), we believe 
that in order to operate a CDTF, the Department of the Army must 
obtain not only an air permit to construct the facility, but an 
air permit to operate the facility as well as Resource Recovery 
and Conservation Act (RCRA) and NPDES permits. 

As of March 1 of this year, the Army had not applied for any 
of the required permits. On March 1, the Army did apply for the 
easy-to-obtain air permit to construct the facility but did not 
apply for the more-difficult-to-obtain air permit to operate the 
facility. Moreover, the Army has not sought to obtain a 
hazardous waste program permit for the incinerator which, as Mr. 
Shorr states in his May 19, 1993, letter, Itthe permit for the 
incinerator from the hazardous waste program will, no doubt, take --- 

the most time to obtain." 

It seems clear that the Army has not followed the 1993 
Comissionts clear guidance and is not making a good faith effort 
to meet the standard set by the Commission. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Shelby -- 
United States United States Senator 

Glen Browder 
Member of Congress 

Enclosures: as stated 

cc w/enclosures: Mr. Walt Phillips 
Mr. Pete Hidalgo 
Mr. Rick Zehrer 
Mr. George R. Schlossberg 
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when c e q m c m e m  

Mr. Jimaoulter 
Chiman, Defense  B a e  C l o s u r e  and Realignment Carmission 
1700 North mre sheet, suite 1425 
AT-, MA 22209 

Dear Mr. Cauxter: 

I n ~ l e t ~ o f ~ a y 7 ,  amcezningtherdocatimofthe~calDefenee 
P- FadUty at Fort EkPellim to ~ o r t  ~eanar*l Ybod in M i e s w i ,  you 

four issues for discussbn by the State of Missouri, lhe Mi8-i 
D e p a r b n e n t a f ~ a l R c m o e a i e e t t l l i n t h e ~ e o f n e v i ~ t h a  
ww-cable mvircPmEntal Inpact Statcnrant and pemitting jnkmtim frm ~ o r t  

- 
W1e:llan for the Chemical Defense Paining Pacility. Below I ham pnxkkd 

with Missouri' a initial reepcnse to the iseues. , We arlll acntinue tD m h  
m t s  rekntly received and will v i d e  eddithnal info-tian w i W  tm 
weeka as uppropriaate. . . . - .  

< .  

:. . .  . . ' 
#I: aK) Chaniaal Defense Paining ~a&ty  w i l l  raquire years to 

. prt into operatian. 
. . - (--oscdtknelb.) An-.-;=tSte-t 

sesuira para to. ocnplte, based & eqerience at ~egfzm+tluegras . 
aeot with c h 4 c a l  osapay, dwilitarization facility8 and the 

wthmerg,  EP) chemical wwpona research facility. %ere onrs no inkllag of 
cg~~si* mtil the lmvimmmtal Fagedi statenent meting. 

I 

' ' 6  -: U t t a n d  that it is the m t  of 
p- an Wvhummtal Wct S t a m t  (EIS) for the -t of 

gJJ operations to Port Lmnard Woad. The Chemical Defense Training F a c i l w  
-will be .incluied in this package and not result in M- a&fitbml .dcmmnt. AU 
OO--C@ 

' 
the EIS should be dFrectal 4% ny office to ensure 

tixwly respenee% willing to axprate  to the maximum extent poasible in 
the identification of issues for puqxmcs of the EIS related to acnpliance w i t h  
m t e  m h m m h l l ~ .  and permitting requirements. 

Isge #2: Ihe Resource Cbnsemation RecWery Act (RlXA) pamdta reprired for 
the Chemical D e f e n s e  Training Faci l i ty  and mke aperations will take tw-fom 
yeare to abtrin, with mDst pmhble timfxame being closer to four year8. 



Mr. J im Courter 
p v  
m y  19, 1993 

b Based an guidance, which pxavidee a planning figure af 
*four yeare (reference not: stated). As an exar@e, chenical 
daailitarization faciliqty at Johnston Island took four years to abtaln a 
pamtt,  and it isn't even in the ~ ~ e n t a l .  U.S. It i a  Axmy poll.- that 
axmtructian mnnot without a aqnpleted RCRA peanil;. T h h  will abo 
bold up the nrnre of the Chemical 3-1 until 1998, after the RCRA pennit is 
receivled. 

currently, V a  anticipate Wat the (3leniaal Defe08e 
Traiainp Fa-d require permite fm Mb80uri's A j i  kUWzh -1 
Pmgratn, Water PaL1utj.m QntrPl Pmqrm (for NETES), aad the Hazardaue M 
Pmgram. Ihe permit for the incinerator fmn the Baza&w Waste Pmgmm will, 
nodmbt,takreehem~tt;imeto*. Ai.randmter@trrtypiaaLly 
mquim eix m.ntha or less. The original NWES water quality permit issued to 
~ C i t y ~ ~ t i o n k m s  ieeuedwithineevanmntha afreceivbgall 
neoessary i n f ~ t i o n .  Depending cm Ehe anpldty of the pmit and the 
cuqlocity of the incinerator, the Part 1 - L i e  w i l l  takE nine to 
faurteen mths to amp1et.e. Part 2 of the permit (aftex wnetructian i a  
carplete), will takeanadditianal ei~xmnthstoayear ta  capletan I have 
e n c l d  a typical review schedule fa your use in th le  m a t b r .  Please note 
the item w i t h  an aetsrjsk on the.echecWe are depmknt on P e p r h n a t  of 
Defense, and the timeUness and m~lpletenese of their mspme can either 
accelerate or delay the pmcese. 

I have aLso included for your review Mi~suuri~e elioable hazardous wta 
rules for inmtor13 ard a brief histoq of the panitting of a haz- 
waste incberaixx at Lak.e City Ansy m t b n  Plant, &ch took nine m&hs tc, 
canplete. 

Iss\le 43: Ple Ch6dtx . l  Defense I'lraining Facility will be nlam aoetly to 
build in Missouri because a technolqy upgrade w i l l  be m q w b d .  This will add 
$20-25'million dollars to axwtmction W, 

ioa; Mismuri will reqize a mre advanced inchration swan in 
order to abtain a RcXA pennit. 

B!lb-xiva -: A t  this time I see xi reason to believe that 
mndxuctian of an incinerator in Missouri would be any rime aoatly or tim 
mnmrming than amkructian in any other state. h 8 0 u r i i ' ~  rule8 on hazardous 
naete incineratom parallel those of the U. 8 .  EPA and these rules  apply 
n a t ~ ~ .  Ae mentioned prevlnusly, I have enclosed a mpy of Missouri's 
rules for the pmitting of the incinerator thxm@ the RazardDUB Waste 
E-zFm* 
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#4: h k e  training operations an, not posaible in an en-tally 
sensitive area like Fort Leonard Wmd and the Ckarks, hc1wSng the naticmal 
foreet area3 eurraunding Fort: Lsoaard WPod. 

, . 

h: Last year, mrt Mr;C.tellan used 600,000 Ibe. of fog oil for mmke 
training cpratiom. Nissauri mud never allaw mke to f i l t e r  into national 
foreet areas or be used arolnd the sensitive IndLBna and Grey Bat Peeding 
are=. 

Based upon infamath t3uhnitted to the of 
NaturalResourc-WPartIsanatdwmd, the&nyieinthepmceeeof 
esUibZishing rummu8 test areas and w i t h  dtmring of mtamlogiml 
~ ~ t h e y p ~ e t o ~ t h z r f t . k w u 3 k e ~ 8 o n A n ~ ~ .  Vk 
w i l l  ham ta study the isem further. thmmtly, uw are txheduled to absetve 
t r i a l w o f t h e m k ~ ~ c i s e a @ v l e w a M ~ f & f a a :  
-tal i qac te  ehat can be anticipated. 

Ihcpethatthie ~ ~ t i o n w i l l a s s i e t p  i n y o u r d e l i h r ~ .  ShOuldynu 
have aditional qwstbne, plme &nrt hesitatxi? tm call me at 314-7514422. 

&/a 
David A. amm 

c: The .Ebmrable Christopher Bond 
Tlm Hcmrable John aanforth 
The Honorable Will- Clay 
The' Hanorable James Talent 
The mnorable Richard Gephardt 
Ihe Homrable Ike Skeltan 
The Honorable Alan Wheat 
Pre FIonorable Pat Danner 
The Honorable mltan HantPCk 
The Hornruble Bill Emeraon 
?Sle Bonorable )Earold Val- 
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CDTF Permits Application Application 
Required Before 1 March After 1 March Granted 

Air Permit to Construct Yes No Yes No 
Air Permit to Operate Yes No No No 
RCRA Yes No No No 
NPDES Yes No No No 
EIS Yes Not Initiated 

Smoke Permits 
Air Permit Yes No Limited to No 

I 

EIS Yes 
Fog Oil 

Not Initiated 



Mr. David Shorr 
Director 
Department of Natural Resources 
State of Missouri 
PO Box 176 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65 102-0176 

Dear Mr. Shorr: 

As you know, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission is currently 
considering the Department of Defense's proposal to relocate functions of Fort McClellan, 
Alabama to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. As part of that consideration, we would appreciate 
your answers to the following questions regarding the environmental aspec.ts of this proposed 
move. 

What environmental permits are required for construction and full operation of a Chemical 
Defense Training Facility (CDTF) similar to that at Fort McClellan, using live-agent 
training, and at what point in construction, testing, or operation will each be required? 

What environmental permits are required to institute open-air smoke training at Fort 
Leonard Wood, and at what point will each be required? 

As of today, has the Army applied for any of these permits? When were these applications 
received? 

Have any significant concerns or obstacles to issuance of any permit so far been identified? 
If so, what are they? 

If it is possible to estimate issuance dates, please do so. 

Is a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act permit necessary for the Army to perform 
any function proposed for transfer to Fort Leonard Wood? If so, please identify the listed 
or characteristic wastes that would require permitting for storage or disposal. 

I 

Has the Department received any correspondence from the public regarding the proposed 
CDTF at Fort Leonard Wood? If so, please indicate the nature of such comments. 

On May 19, 1993, you wrote to Commission Chairman Jim Courter, responding to 
questions raised then about a similar DoD proposal. A copy of the letter is attached. Is 
that letter still accurate? 



We appreciate your help in supplying this data. The Commission is under very short, 
statutorily imposed deadlines; as a result, we need this information as soon as possible. 
Again, thank you for your help on this. 

Sincerely, 

Madelyn R. Creedon 
General Counsel 
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Effective Citizen Action Since 1969 

Missouri Coalition for the Environment 
6267 Delmar Boulevard, Saint Louis, Missouri 63130 (314) 727-0600, FAX: (314) 727-1665 

April 1 1, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chaiiman 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
C/O Rosemont Convention Center 
930 1 West Brynn Mawr 
Kosemont, Illinois 600 18 

RE: Relocation of U. S. Chemical School from Alabama to Missouri 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The intent of this letter is to call to the attention of the BRAC the fact that our review of the permit 
applications submitted to the Missouri Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) for construction of new 
sources of air contaminants associated with the relocation of the U. S. Army Chemical School has found 
the applications seriously flawed. These applications demand careful, deliberate scrutiny by MDNR offi- 
cials in accordance with both the letter and spirit of all applicable laws and regulations which protect the 
environment of our state and nation. After its initial review is complete, MDNR should also provide ample 
opportunity for public review and comment. We seek the assurances of the members of the BRAC that all 
actions by public agencies regarding relocation of the U. S. A m y  Chemical School will follow all estab- 
lished regulations and guidelines. 

Both of the permit applications filed with MDNR on March 1, 1995 are seriously flawed by incomplete 
and missing data, lack of detail and supporting documentation, incorrect calculations, and omissions of 
critical information. These apparent oversights coul - n any conclusions MDNR 
might reach regarding the type or amount of air contaminant emissions from the proposed sources, or the 

*=pact of the emissions on the environment surrounding Ft. Leonard Wood. The applications are for con- 
struction permits for air emissions sources from the relocation of the U. S. A m y  Chemical School from 
Fort McClellan, Alabama to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. One permit application is to consti-uct an 
incinerator for disposal of chemical decontamination wastes, while the other is 10 construct oil fog smoke 
generator units to be used in smoke training exercises. 

We want to call to your attention some s ecific areas where we believe th~zc  DO + tential conflicts 
between the __ permit - _ - _  applications _ _  - and _.____-__ t e requirernenGf ----- Title lOaf&e Misso~u-i ~ o & a f - ~ t a & k ~ u l a -  
t A discussion of the three air permitting issues that stand out as potential problems follows. It is 
essential that these potential conflicts be carefully considered and resolved, and not be overlooked in a rush 
to expeditiously approve the permit applications. 

First, the oil fog smoke generators used for military training emit smoke with an opacity far exceeding 
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20%, which exceeds the opacity limits established by the regulations. The hlissouri regulation entitled 
"Restriction of Emissions of Visible Air Contaminants " (10 CSR 10-3.080) limits emissions from new 
sources of air contaminants to no more than 20% opacity (Number 1 on the Ringlemann Chart). Military 
training is not exempted from compliance with this rule. 

Second, the permit application does not contain the ambient air quality modeling data required for this 
emissions source. The permit application for the oil fog smoke generators incorrectly indicates that the 
only air contaminants emitted by these devices will be Volatile Organic Compounds. This is contradicted 
by supplementary information contained in the application which indicates that the fog oil used in these 
units contains zero percent volatiles. In fact, the air contaminant emissions from these units will be pre- 
dominantly particulate matter (commonly refel~ed to as aerosols). The pennit application shows projected 
emissions of 233 tons per year from the smoke generating units. According to 10 CSR 10-6.060 (Con- 
stluction Permits Required), pennit applications for new air contaminant sources with potential emissions 
of particulate matter over 50 tons per year are required to contain ambient air quality modeling data in 
order to determine air quality impacts. No such ambient air quality modeling data was contained in the 
construction permit application package submitted to MDNR on March 1, 1995. 

Third, the estimated emissions outlined in the permit application appear to be: represented far below the 
actual projected emissions, and may require a Prevention of Significant Deterioration of Ambient Air 
Quality (PSD) permit. The Amy's estimate of 233 tons per year of emissions from the fog oil smoke 
generators was based on a projected annual consumption of 63,000 gallons of fog oil per year. However, 
the average consumption of fog oil for this purpose at Ft. McClellan over the past five years has been 
77,476 gallons per year. Using the methodology of the submitted pennit application, an annual usage of 
77,476 gallons of fog oil results in 287 tons per year of smoke emissions. In addition, a March 23, 1995 
letter to MDNR, the Special Assistant to the Commandant of the U. S. Army Chemical School indicated 
that potential emissions from the fog oil smoke generators would be roughly double the average of 287 
tons per year over the past five years at Ft. McClellan. 

We fear that the curiously low emissions estimate of 233 tons per year stated in the permit application 
might be deliberately underestimated in an attempt to avoid the more rigorous permit application and 
review process mandated by the federal Prevention of Significant Deterioratiori of Ambient Air Quality 
(PSD) provisions (40 CFR Part 52). In this case, PSD permitting requirements would be triggered by 250 
tons per year in potential emissions from the smoke generator units. It is worthy of note that if MDNR 
issues a construction permit limiting fog oil use to 63,OO gallons per year at Ft. Leonard Wood, the A m y  
would be required to prepare and submit an in-depth PSD construction pe~mit application and an Envi- 
ronmental Impact Statement should it ever desire to expand smoke training to the point where emissions 
exceed 250 tons per year. In order to deter such scenarios, the USEPA ('in a June 28, 1989 preamble to a 
final rulemaking on Approval and Promulgation of Implementation Plans) addressed this issue. The pre- 
amble indicated that if a source obtained a construction permit allowing it to escape PSD 
preconstruction review as a major new source, primarily with an intent to subsequently construct 
and begin operation of a major new source without first obtaining a PSD permit, the source would 
be viewed as intentionally avoiding preconstruction review. In such cases, USEPA indicated it 
would consider seeking injunctive relief, civil penalties, and criminal sanctions, from the beginning 
of actual construction. 

Over the past 25 years, with our active participation, our elected representatives in Jefferson City and 
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Washington, D. C. have enacted a set of laws aimed at stabilizing the delicate balance between economic 
development and protection of our air, land, and water resources. These laws, and the regulations pro- 
mulgated under their authority, have been carefully crafted to ensure that each potential source of air and 
water contamination is deliberately studied to determine its long-range consequences to our environment 
before permits are granted allowing its construction. We seek the assurances of the BRAC that the State of 
Missouri's Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) will closely follow its written guidelines and poli- 
cies when considering the applications for permits to construct two new scurces of air contaminant 
emissions which are associated with the relocation of the Army Chemical School to Ft. Leonard Wood. 

Yours sincerely, 

R. Roger ~ & o r  
Executive Director 
Missouri Coalition for the Environment 

cc The Honorable Me1 Carnahan, Governor of Missouri 
Mr. David Shorr, Director, Missouri Department of Natural Resources 
Mr. Dennis Gramms, Regional Administrator, Region VII, USEPA 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission, 1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425, Arlington, 

VA 22209 
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Submarine Units o f  General Dynamics, 
Tenneco Are in  a struggle for Survival 

BY THOMAS E. RICKS a r e a  boat was needed it a i d  but to 
StojJ Reporter OJTHL WALL STREET JOVHNAL 

keep alive the industrial capacity to build 
nuclear-powered submarines.,-As a conso- 

WASHINGTON - A bitter struggle for lation prize for Newport News. i t  chose no1 
survival involving nuclear submarines is 10 delay building a multibillion-dollar car  
about to take place. but the Russians are rjer at the Virginia yard. 
nowhere in sight. But the shift of power in Congress has 

The combatants in this fight are called that policy into question. Wlth the 
America's two builders of the subs, and Democrats knocked into the minority by their battleground is Capitol Hill. last N~vember's COP victor)'. Conwss is 

The Clinton administration wants to no longer inclined to spend billions to 
award at least the first chunk of a new $60 support a Democratic president's indus- 
billion nuclear attack submarine program. trial that largely benefits heavily 
without competitive bidding. to General Democratic New England. And while no 
D~namlcsCor~.'s Electric Boat unit, which one was elected to Congress last fall by 
builds nuclear submarines in Groton, arguing for a strong defense. many 
~ o n n .  ~ u t  the loud cries of foul from pledged to cut the deficit. Killing the third 
lknnecolnc.'s Nev*NewsShi?building Seawolf 'could produce a fast $1 billion 
unit. which builds both submarines and toward that end, deficit hawks contend. 
aircraft carriers near Norfolk. Va.. are -1tSs a very tough year" in which to 
getting a respectful hearing in Congress, argue for the Seawolf, notes Rep. Sam 
especially from Republicans on the budget Gejdenson, the Connecticut Democrat who 
warpath. represents the district where the subma- 

After two years of largely avoiding the rine is built in a yard that employs 12.000 
subject. Congress is being forced to exam- people. He contends that Newport News is 
ine what may be the Clinton administrap using the "exceedingly large profit" on its 
tion's biggest departure fm its.predeces- aircraft-carrier program to attempt to 
sors on defense policy - its decision to "buym the nuclear-submarine program 
pursue an activist defense industrial pol- and kill its only competitor. 
icy. The administration's early "Bottom- ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ h i l ~ ,  ~~~~t N~~~~~ hand has 
Up Review" of how to reshape the defense grown stronger: ~t will make its pitch 
establishment to fit the post-c~ld War today to the Senate Armed Services corn. 
World did little to alter the uniformed mittee, which includes two senators from 
milltar)'. But the review concluded that Virginia, where the shipbuilder 1s the 
certain "defense-unique" industries must state's largest private employer. Newport 
be kept allve-even if there were no Irnme- News will mount an alluring free-market 
d~ate need for their wares. argument that it should be allowed to 

Most notably, and expensively, the ad- 
rnlnlstration decided tospend more than S1 
billion to build a third Seawolf submarine SUB... Pg. 2 
at Electric Boat. not because the Cold 
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Chinese Nuclear Test 
Violates Moratorium 
Be+g Had Backed N0n-Proliferation Pact 

By Steven Mufson eth Evans said in a statement that 
wuhinntm P-I Foreign service "Australia is deeply disappointed" 

about the test. "China's continuing 
BEUING, May 15-China today testing is out of step with the wsi- 

detonated a in an  bve attitude of the [recent treaty] 
wderg r~md test Just days after it as as own 
joked other nations in backing the for nuclear disarmament 
i nde f i t e  extension of the nuclear md its stated commitment to a Non-Proliferation Treaty. prel~ensive test ban treaty," he said. 

China is the only cowtry still con- "china has stated that it is its ob ducting nuclear weapons tests, in jective to conclude this test ban trea- 
disregard of a lgg2 mora- ty by 1996, It is therefore prt icu- 

On testing that is being 0b larly disappointing that China has 
served by the other nuclear powers. not joined the testing moratorium,n 
The test, conducted at  the Lop Nor state D~~~~~~~~~ spokesman ~ i ~ h -  
testing site in the western province ol;ls B~~ said in washington. 
of Xinjiang, registered 5.9 on he D~~~~~~ the protests, China is re- 
Ridlter sale, according to the ported to be planning two to four 
tralian Seismological Center in Can- ,,,, tests later this year. 

estimated it be a Last week, a global conference at  device equal to 40 to 150 kilotons of he united ~~~i~~~ agreed to he in- TNT. de&~ite!:extension of the 178-nation 
The drew sharp protests nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty,  

from many of China's closest neigh- which seeks to limit the spread of 
bars, especially Japan, Kazakhstan 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l i ~ ,  and is to 
nuclear weapons. A treaty due to be 
signed next year is supposed to e h -  

eign heighten policy anxiety in Asia, about where China's countries for- inate all future nuclear weapon tests 
arc\ limit nuclear weapons to China, already fear the ~ s s i b i l i t ~  of a more ~ ~ : ~ i ~ ,  the uqited States, France aggressive Chinese posture. 

Australian Foreign-Minister Gar- CHINA. ..Pq. 2 

1995 * Pg. 1 

Energy Dept. partment, it will likely point r u p t i n g  p r o g r a m s  a s  pledged to eliminate Cabinet depart- 
up just how hard it is  for employees claim severance ments as part of their effort to  bal- 
Washington to  kill off Cabi- pay or relocate, and the abili- ,me the federal budget by 2002. 

May Show Its net offices and reorganize ty to  write legislation tha t  'This department is like your coat 
the executive branch. can pass Congress and meet White rack," said Rep. Todd Tiahrt  (R- 

Two previous attempts to House approval. Budget savings usu- Kan.). "When the  federal govern- Power eliminate the  department ally materialize over time, although ~ n e n t  does not h o w  what to  do with 
failed, both while it was fairly short-term costs often increase. yomething, they hang it a t  Energy." 
new. As departments be- At Energy, the stakes are  a bit Rep. Sam Brownback (R-Kan.) put it 

By Stephen Barr come entrenched, they be- higher. T h e  department manages mother way: don't have to have 
~a.hington PW SW Writer come harder to  close. The the nuclear weapons stockpile-a aU these federal bureaucracies." 

In the months since Repub last major agency shut down cornerstone of national security. Their crusade received a big boost 
licans pledged to abolish up to by Congress was the  Civil And Energy Secretary Hazel R. last week when the House Budget 
four federal departments, no Aeronautics Board-in its O'Leary regularly reminds her audi- Cammittee called for Energy's elimi- 
seat in the White House Cabi- 46th year. It closed in 1984 ences tha t  t he  department is the nation. The Senate Budget Commit- 
net: has seemed more vulnera- after legislation ended feder- largest federally owned industrial tcse would spare the department but 
ble than the one reserved for al regulation of airline ticket complex; if measured as  a corpora- nnke substantial funding cuts. 
the secretary of energy. prices and schedules. tion it would have ranked No. 26 on Critics of the department claim it 

But when House Republi- Closing a Cabinet depart- last year's Fortune 500 list. spends billions of dollars on exotic re- 
cans open debate today on ment requires complex poli- That huge domain is what ,trou- 
eliminating the Energy De- cy decisions, the risk of dis- bles House GOP freshmen who have ENERGY ... Pq. 3 
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BY Blmmberg Business N e w  

DALLAS, May 15 -'The ~ i r  Force 
r 

has suspended Stewart & Stevenson 
Services Inc. from receiving new 
Government contracts, two weeks 
after the company and its chief exec- 
utive were indicted on fraud 
charges. 

Shares of Stewart & Stevenson fell 
more than 6 percent today in heavya 
Nasdaq trading. The stock closed 
down $2.125, to $34.375. 

The company, which rnanufac- 
lures diesel- and gas turbine- 
powered equipment, said the suspen- 
sion Would not affect existing con- 
tracts, including an agreement to 
supply trucks to the Army. The sus- 
pension took effect on Friday. 

Stewart & Stevenson, based in - . 
Houston, is in the fourth year of the Pg . 4 

yex's acquisition reform bill c o n h n  a set- worked with the dc 
tion to repeal t ~ i e  moupment provkion, 

Si ., .a< 
fense industry to elimic 

Repealing recouprnent fees would in ef- the fees' In 'el)- f e n  grant US arms manllfacturers a new WELFARE. . . ten'ber lgg3 the subsidy worth hundreds of m u o n s  of do]- Clinton administration lars annudly. 
fran - Congres a 

While hundreds of mfibns in a deficit the recOupment of RIOrt! than $200 biuion may not sound 
Pg. 2 

law "qress did like much, a. they say, "a hundred ,,,ilhon 
Pctl but defense "- 

here and a hundred d l i o n  there, and dustry lobbW e- 
Preny soon you are talking about red Serted the language into lart yea, s money." Is this redly the lime to il,itiate a acquuitiOn ref'rrn bill' Rep. Ron 
welfare procram for the defense hdutry? Dellurns (D) of California, House Armed 

Sewices Committee clxiirman, then elimi- ,-uhn is scholar in mi- ]late, i t  Now, however, both the RepubU- dmce Aj&an Uniuosiry in Wwh- can and administration versions of thk 
i 7 q ~  DC: 

.Jerry Taylor of the l r b e r t ~ & ~  Ca- A g e n ~ *  c r e a h g  a % ? l e d  Web of 77 percent, energy e&iency pre -* .fran Pg* 1 to Institute-who has advised Re- legal responsibdkies rquuing fie- by 52 prcent  =Iar 
publicans seeking to abolish Ener- Went renegotiation because of fusion p r o g n m ~  by 35 p r d  that r e l y  PYs off, ( f u b d k s  gy-favors comb-g &fen% and budget shortfalls. In the Senate, Budget Committee with chup power and Energy, contending such a merger The environmental cleanup has c b a n  pete v. ~ ~ ~ ~ k i  (R-N.M.) huvLte the lrom fie would make it easier to track spend- been remtedly faulted by investiga- also proposed subsfanm cuts in the 

economic re~CUSiOns of dslsions h g  on defense. T h e  e n h g  of the tors from Energy's inspector gener- E~~~~~ D~~~~~~~~~ budget-about 
made by oil-producing nations. @Id War should mean something for al's office and from the General Ac- $11.6 billion over five years-but i,, a Enera, however, is not the prim- he government. The dtary-indus- counting Office. GAO recently pltern that 

to awomdate ry:business of the Energy Depart- complex should be put to bed at reiterated that Energy's "inadequate r ~ u c ~ o n ~ m o m c e d . b Y  OOLeary ex- rnent, and twethirds of its programs mme poht/ he raid. oversight of contractor activities and hr Ihrs month as put of a ,,strategic @ u"p fie MP attempt to OILary, however, Daid she us Costs [h.~] failed to protect the gOV- 
dgment .n  o.kao. plans to substan- the dm= at Forrestal B d h g  on fie ~ ~ ~ ~ b l i ~ ~ ~  leaslation, to be intre ernment from fraud, waste, abuse 

Independence Avenue. Those pro- d,,& hter this will and ~smanagement." 
tially reduce her work force-which 

BMls direct management of the negliable =hgs 7 donPt ,,,,derStand Donald F. KetU, a Brookings Insti- has 20,500 federal workers and 
nugear weapons stockpile and the you save any money simply tution feuow r h o  has the de- 13'!1500 contract 
cleanup of atomic bomb factories- the next five years. 

Cold War legacies that transferring those functions from one a,e pment* fundamental said: 'znergy's problems problems of man- Where the Senate stands on Ener- 
for; about $12 billion of this year's a g E ~ ~ ~ r ~ ~ , " ~ ~ , " ~ t h ~ f o r d  agement. Y s  not clear to.me how gy's future is unclear. Majority Lead- 
1$17.5 billion departmental budget. 

To provide a new home for the e r ~ '  does Convey accurately a you solve the management problems er Robert J. Dole (R-Kan.) has 
by moving the boxes." for dminating four departments-in- 

complex, the GOPs merit large chunk of what we do/ Deputy 
proposal calls for moving Energy,s Energy Secretary William White said. Republicans also will face a fierce c'uding Energy-and has formed a 

task force to study the matter. Senate 
",,dear and cleanup into a The Energy Department was cre- battle over the department's labs. 

civilian-run agency inside the De- 1977 by President jimmy which conduct research in high- Energy and Resources Corn- mittee Chairman Frank H. Murkowski 
carter in response to a crisis-the energy physics* cancer genetics. (R-AjaSh) hearings. Iense Dement 

and so-g oil global climate research and nuclear natio,.d D.ve pra cans on a task force to abolish Ener- 
gy, by T*, alK, wa set up a - prices of the 1970s-and has been The department is One Of the vided political protection for the de- 
sp& study panel patterned after controversial ever since. Reagan  government'^ largest research agen- 

p*nent in the past' and undoubted- t~ abolish the department, cies, comparable to the National Sci- dm b a ~ l ~ i n g ~ ~ m m i ~ ~ n  but plan and a e ~ o f l  Fomdatjon, Nation$ Ins.- ly affect this yearPs budget 
to do with the 30 na- 

fomd litUe suppofi on Capitol m, tutes of Health and NASA. debate. The labs, for example, are 
tional laboratories that Energy oper- 
ates, Tiahrt's spokesman said particularly after the Congressional Energy Department officials point One 'lf the largest New 

The task force,s chances if dis- Budget Office concluded Reagan's out that the research on radiation Me'co' Domenici's home state. 
plan would not save money. has helped provide better images than 171600 and 

mtJk Energy m y  b g e  on how 
Today, the departmentIs menu- from mammograms. Energy labs pi- contract employees work there for 

xrsuasively it makes the case to 
off decades of tradition re- mental task involves the cleanup of oneered improvements to fluores- the department, primarily at the 

issues. In a letter radioactive waste from Cold War nu- cent lamps and energyefficient win- and labs. 
clear weapons production. Officials dews and helped create the sulfur Last year, the department spent 

%lier U1* year, Defense S e a e w  
e s h t e  the cleanup cost $230 Imp, is cheaper than conven- about $2.7 billion in New Mexico on 

'?'am J. Perry said he opposed 
b a o n  over the nefi 10 years and tional lighhgg. the labs, contracts and grants to hos- 

ransferring the nuclear weapons 
tockpiie to his department. could jump to $350 billion if contrac- The department's critics, howev- pitals* and universities. 

But Martin Anderson, who was an tors cannot find new methods to er, note that Energy's commercial said he thinks traditional 

dyiser to President Ronald Reagan speed the decontamination work. successes have been relatively few, Concerns about Jobs back home hold 

.hen his tried to The cleanup. covering 80 facilities given the more than $30 billion less sMray with members than in previ- 

bdli& Energy, S. in 30 states. is nasty work-taking spent since 1978 to develop new en- OuS yeus "this is the most 
apart plutonium reactors, burying ergy sources. ideologically committed Congress" in 

Jnt Reagan's third energy seere- nuclear fuel and liquid waste in ~h~ programs were sub decades. There's a better than 5050 
7, '%aee. If the Pentawn can vaults. and &g off plutonium pro- s b t i d y  cut in fhe plan presented there be necretary of 

trusted to deploy nuclear wear  cesbg plants. During the Bush ad- last week by H~~~~ ~ ~ d ~ ~ t  commit- energy job for Hazel OILeary next 
ns* it can be trvsted lo manage the ministration, the department en- tee C h i m n  John R. Kasich (R- yea: he said. - programs that the tared into dozens of cleanup Ohio). Accorhg to Energy Depafi- ~ ~ f i y e s a r c ~ r  B ~ * ~ ~ J  and reeb'ty of c o m p k c e  agreements with States merit estimates, Kasich cut fossil en- ,,tdukd to thk ockpile, Anderson said. and the Environmental Protection ergy research and development by 
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Battlefield Instruments of Blindness 
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In a public relations duel, Mabarnu a h  Missouri 
squabble over a ne~ve-gas training facility I n the field of violence prevention, one group has 

been working !with solitary zeal to keep a 
horrif~c weapon out of production. Since 1989 

the Geneva-based International Committee of the 

! 

T h a t  County Chanber of' 
: umbfounded Fort at 
.IcCleUan's backers. the impndu7g loss of jut they had a s b t -  10,000 jobs, reprent- ?y. The Calhoun ing 17% ofthe man's 

By MARK THOMPSON W.4SIIINGTON 

T 
HERE IS A WAR BETWEEN THE STATES 

of Alabama and Missouri, and the 
prize is poison. The trophy, a low 
30,000-sq.-ft. brick building, is sur- 

rounded by high fencing topped with 
barbed wire, surrounded by armed guards 
and laden aith alarms, sirens, cameras and 
a medical station. Up to 100 soldiers at a 
time would train there, each repeatedly 
giving blood samples during their stay to 
ensure that they were not contaminated by 
the lethal agents within. These trainees, 
cloaked in protective overgarments and 
masks, would detect and swab a bleachlike 
solution over military gear spotted with 
deadly droplets. Each week 10 tons of toxic 
agents and neutralizers would be burned in 
a 2,500" furnace, spewing what the Army 
says are harmless emissions from a 75-ft. 
stack. The toxins to be used at the facility are 
sarin and VX, among the most virulent 
chemicals known. While the military would 
make and store less than a quart of the tox- 
ins at any one time, that is enough to kill 
850,000 people. 

The recent recommendation by the 
Pentagon to move the world's only known 

Times Beach, the h4issouri town vacated 12 
years ago because of its dioxin-laced'soil. 
Suddenly, the pollsters found opponents 
outnumbering supporters nearly 2 to 1. Al- 
though labeled "privileged and confiden- 

tial," copies of the $5,000 telephone survey 
are mysteriously ending up in the hands of 
reporters and environmentalists in both 
Alabama and Missouri. 

The Democratic legislators from the 
states-Representative Glen Browder of 
Akbamaand Representative Ike Skelton of 
Missouri-don't see the poll the same way. 
"blissouri has been giving a sugarcoated 
version of what's going on and shortcutting 
the process," Browder says, justifying the 
survey. He adds, "Our opponents may call 
it a scare tactic, but we call it an education- 
al effort." Skelton, on the other hand, ac- 
cuses his neighbors of bamboozIement. 
"The Alabama folks are like an octopus, 
trying to emit inky fluid and escape in the 
confusion." 

- work force-hired a 

school using lethal nerve agents from Fort 
' McCl~llan in;.4labama to Fort Leonard 

Wood in Missouri has sparked a ferocious 
public relations battle. As Alabama parti- 
sans engage in guerrilla warfare to sabo- 
tage the move and keep the facilib, h4is- 
souri is in such a rush to claim the prize 
that some of its citizens fear the state is cut- 
ting corners and keeping them in the dark. 

The squabble began in late Februzv, 
\rhen the Pentagon told the independent 
base-closing commission it wants to shutter 
Fort McClellan's 46,000 acres, nestled in 
d ~ e  Appalachian foothills just outside the 
2ity of rinniston. Most of its operations, in- 
Auding the military's police and chemical 
;chools, would he sent.330 miles north to 
Port Leonard Wood. 63,000 acres of Ozarks 
\-rapped by a national forest and near a few 
iny toans. 

Red Cross (ICRC) has been convening meetings 
among physicians, :scientists, technologists and 
others to organize opposition to laser weapons that 
cause blindness. 

As an instrument of battlefield combat, the 
hand-held weapon would be aimed by one ground 
army at  another with the intention of inflicting 
permanent blindness. Ophthalmologists a t  a Red 
Cross conference e ~ ~ l a i n e d  that a laser beamed 
from as far away a s  a Mometer causes 
"photodisruptive action" that tears eye tissues and 
blood vessels. Damage to  the retina cannot be 
treated. 

In the glossary of military strategy, the 
"anti-personnel potential" of blinding enemy soldiers 
is greater than killing them. Corpses can be stepped 
over o r  around during combat but someone who is 
suddenly sightless demands attention from fellow 
soldiers. If enough enemy troops have their eyes 
taken out of action, the strain of evacuating those 
casualties weakens the other side's manpower. 

Laser weaponry has an additional military benefit: 
Eye impairment is lor :of a 

llicl~igan firm to quiz hiissourim about' 
-heir prospective new neighbor. "hlissouri 
;aid there was no public concern about this, 
ind we decided to take the poll and find out 
s r  sure," says chamber official David 
:ylvester. "We found out that people didn't 
-nowr it \vas happening." 

At first the 500 Missouri residents 
molled responded positively to the mo1.e 
ntil polltakers suggested that an acci- 
r z t  there could be more deadly than 

But some Missourianc are leery 
nonetheless. At a hearing Friday night in nother 
Waynesville, a town of 3,400 near the base, , 

$ 1  
they complained about being kept n con^- ~ n d  
pletely in the dark." Wendy Peltos, Idn't 
who lives in an old farmhouse on 3s  ac 
five miles downwind of Fort Leon;.'\ \ 
Wood with her husband and hvo you, 
children, objected that no one has ati, 
quately e.qdored LFle potential dangers. '  ern. 
want reassurance that my family \ran' 
spend the next 15 or 30 years on this farm 
watching our woods-and our furry, scaled 

A ~ A . N  and feathered friends who live there-sick- 
en and die," she said. "We're very con- 
cerned about the rush," says Kathy Grand- 
field of the Sierra Club's Ozark chapter. 
"The people who \vould be the most 
directly affected by this facility aren't get- 

ting the time to make 
their views known." 

But most dis- 
mlss such concerns. that the state 

Banker Keitll Prlt- a "lengthy and rig0r- 

chard told the hear- ous review" to ensure 
their safety. "If it is 
safe in Alabama, it 
will be safe in Mis- 

souri," he said. The state's top environmental 
official agrees. 'The Army has done a damn 
good job of pollution prevention," says Dabld 
Shorr, director of Missouri's Department of 
Natural Resources. "If it's so dangerous," Skel- 
ton wonders, "why do the Alabama folks want 
to keep it?" Yet if sabotage by pollster doesn't 
work, A l a h a  is read9 to use blacland If 
klcCleUan closes, the state fight Amy 
plans to build a $100 d l i o n  incinerator to 
bum 2.500 tons of aging toxim at the nearby 
Anniston Army Depot. "If the Pentagon wants 
to take Fort McCl6llan to Missouri," Urowder 
says, "then they can take their chemical 
garbage with them." -With reporting by 
Hilary HyltonIAustin 

-- L'IC 

d o n  uncleared 
.,. 

Leahy, along with Reps. Ronald V. Dellurns 
(D-Calif.) and Lane Evans (D-Ill.), wrote to the 
president recently: "We too would not want to see 
negotiations on blinding weapons divert attention 
from the land mine issue. However, given the 
brevjty of the proposal, its support among other 
countries and the unique opportunity presented by 
the review conference, we believe this is too 
important an opportunity to miss." 

The threat of laser weapons is still containable, if 
only because the genie remains in the bottle with 
the cap loosened but not yet off. Mass production 
has not begun. In 1990, Defense News reported 
that the U.S. Army field-tested two hand-held laser 
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Protest encircles tween protesters and U.S. ~roops at 

U.S. base in Okinawa 
More than 13,000 people formed a 
nearly 9-mile-long human chain 
around a U.S. military base in Oki- 
nawa, Japan, to dramatize their de- 
mands for the return of land on the 
island. There was no trouble be- 

Futenma U.S. Air Base during the 
one-hour demonstration. The U.S. 
m~litary has about 40 basts and 
facilities on Okinawa, scene of some 
of the bloodiest fighting of World 
War 11. The United States returned 
Okinawa to Japanese rule in 1972 
after 27 years of military control. 

- .  

FORT WORTH STAR-TELEGRAM 
May 1 3 ,  1995 Pg. 1 3  

U.S. to return cy said this week. Okinawa 
property to Japan was the scene of some of the 

TOKYO - ~h~ united bloodiest battles between 
States has agreed to return a U.S. troops and Japan's Im- 
military port at Naha and an perial Army toward the end 

airfield in Okinawa 10 local au- World War 11, and it was the 
t ~ o r i t i e s ,  japanss ~~f~~~~ F ~ -  last area returned to Japanese 
cilities Adrnin~stratlon Agen- controlafterthewar. 

WASHINGTON TIMES May 1 6 ,  1995 Pg. 12  

Korea talks resume 
The United States and North 

Korea will resume their stalled 
nuclear accord talks on Friday in 
Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia. 

The State Department yestet- 
day said the U.S. delegation will 
be led by Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of State Thomas Hub- 
bard and the North Korean dele- 

gation is expected to be led by 
Vice Minister Kim Gye-gwan. 

The talks a re  expected to last 
for several days. 

There had been speculation 
that Ambassador-at-Large Robert 
Gallucci and his North Korean 
counterpart, Kang Sok-ju, would 
lead their delegations, but North 
Korea requested that the meeting 
be led by lower-ranking officials. 

1 DALLAS MORNING NEWS May 1 3 ,  1995 Pg .  2 8  

Army depot workers plan contamination lawsuits 
CORPUS CHRIST1 - Civilian workers at Corpus Christi Army Depot 

said Friday that they are preparing lawsuits asserting that on-the-job 
exposure caused chronic diseases for them and their families. Going after 
big companies rather than the government, the workers say they were 
contaminated by Agent Orange, chemical solvents, heavy metals and 
asbestos. Attorney Benton Musselwhite filed a lawsuit Thursday in state 
district court seeking at least $500 million from the seven manufacturers 
of Agent Orange. It asserts that the herbicide caused cancer and other 
diseases among civilian depot employees who worked on helicopters and 
spare parts from Vietnam. The seven chemical companies deny any 
harmful health effects from the 11 million gallons of herbicide dumped 
from U.S. military aircraft to defoliate Vietnamese jungles. 

IDALLAS MORNING NEWS May 15,  1995 Pg.  4 

/ Coast Guard cutter picks up 23 Cuban refugees 
MIAMI - In the first known case of smuggling since the United States 

changed its policy and began returning Cubans caught at sea; the Coast 
Guard on Sunday picked up 23 refugees and one corpse from a disabled 
high-speed motorboat. The guard found the boat crammed with 26 
people, including a crew of two Cuban nationals who had been granted 
resident status in the United States. Authorities would not release any 
information about the woman found dead onboard. The 23 surviving 
Cubans - 11 men, eight women and four children -were being kept on 
a Coast Guard cutter where they will be interviewed by immigration 
agents to determine if any deserve political asylum, officials said. The two 
crew members were taken into custody. 

Recorders found in Air Force plane crash in ldaho 1 
BLISS, Idaho - Investigators recovered the cockpit voice recorder 

and the flight data recorder from a C-130 Hercules transport plane 
Sunday, a day after it crashed in the high desert and killed all six people 
aboard. The Air Force plane was returning to Colorado after dropping off 
reservists and equipment at the National Interagency Fire Center in Boise 
for training when an engine apparently caught fire, officials said. The six 
who died in the crash were members of the 302nd Airlift Wing at Peterson 
Air Force Base near Colorado Springs. Colo. 
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Karadzic sus~ect 
in war crimes case 

THE HAGUE - A prosecutor 
told the U.N. cr~minal tribunal for 
former Yugoslavia yesterday that 
rebel Bosnian Serb leader 
Radovan Karadzic was suspected 
of bearing ultimate responsibility 
for genocide, rape, torture and 
mass expulsions. 

The Hague tribunal, set up by 
the U.N. Security Council in May 
1993, is the first international 
body for the prosecution of war 
cnmes since the Nuremberg tri- 

als after World War 11. 
D e ~ u t v  Drosecutor Graham I - ~ 

Blewjtt ouilined a case against 
Mr. Karadzic and two other Bos- 
nian Serb leaders, Ratko Mladic 
and Mico Stanisic. The three have 
not yet been charged, but the tri- 
bunal named them as war crimes 
suspects last month. 

Mr. Blewitt said the prosecu- 
tion was investigating whether 
Mr. Karadzic, his military com- 
mander, Mr. Mladic, and former 
Police Chief Stanisic ordered the 
crimes or knew of them and 
failed to prevent subordinates 
from carrying them out. 

WASHINGTON POST - May 1 6 ,  1995 Pg.  7 1 
Syrian-Israeli , ,  Talla Resume 1 
But Little Progress IS Made 1 
,.,. 

Golan Kthdrawal and Trade Are Still Snugs 

, By Thomas W. Lippman 
Washinaton Post Staff Wnler 

:-The tedious quest for incremental 
progress in peace negotiations be- 
hGeen Israel and Syria resumed here 
yesterday as Syrian Foreign Minis- 
ter Farouk Charaa met with Presi- 
dent Chton and with Secretary of 
State Warren Christopher, but U.S. 
offi~5ais made dear afterward that 
few advances were made and wide 
gaps remain. 

Syria and Israel have been negoti- 
ating since 1991, sometimes directly 
and sometimes through Christopher 
arid other U.S. officials. While the 
general framework of a possible 
peace agreement has long been 
known, the negotiations have 
bogged down over how to achieve it 
in a way that is politically acceptable 
to Syria and satisfies Israeli security 
demands. 
, *Last week's visit here by Israeli 
Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin and 
the talks with Charaa "have reaf- 
firmed in our minds that there is a 
desire on both sides to reach agree- 
ment," a senior State Department 
official said yesterday. "The question 
is' whether the desire can trans- 
lated into an agreement. The differ- 
.ences that separate them are genu- 
ine . . differences." 

.Those differences mostly 'concern 
the pace and extent of an Israeli mili- 
tary withdrawal from the occupied 
Golan Heights and the pace and ex- 
terit by which Syria would grant Is- 
rael diplomatic recognition and trade 
relations during withdrawal. Charaa 
told reporters that the security ar- 
rangements must be "reciprocal, 
equal and balanced," a formulation 
Syria has used to mean that if a de- 

nlilitarized zone is created along the 
border, it must be as deep on the Is- 
raeli side as on the Syrian side. Isra- 
el has argued that there should be 
rt:ciprocity of impact, not inch-for- 
inch symmetry, because its populat- 
ed heartland would be vulnerable 
were Syria to regain control of the 
Golan. 

A U.S. official said the objective is 
to tind "some point of comrnonalitf' 
that would make it worthwhile for 
the Syrian and Israeli chiefs of staff 
to resume talks that broke off here 
in December. 

In contrast to Israel's other Arab 
neighbors, who have come to terms 
with the Jewish state and have taken 
some risk in doing so, Syria's cau- 
tious Resident Hafez Assad has held 
back in what U.S. and Israeli officials 
say is an attempt to resolve every 
debi! in advance and avoid any un- 
certainty. 

'The negotiations are focusing on 
what a senior U.S. official called a 
search for "enough of a conceptual 
understanding" about security ar- 
rangements to warrant resumption 
of the military talks. 

Charaa said he and Christopher 
discussed "the general picture in the 
Arab world, which is not good, espe- 
cially regarding. the confiscation of 
Ara.b land in East Jerusalem." Israel 
has announced plans to confiscate 
134 acres in mostly Arab East Jeru- 
salem to build housing for Israelis. 
The decision provoked an outcry in 
the Arab world, leading Rabin to 
promise Sunday not to authorize any 
further land seizures unless the Pal- 
estinians consent. 
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iRAN SAYS IT PLANS 
10 NUCLEAR PLANTS 
BUT NO ATOM ARMS 

BElJlNG DEAL DISCLOSED 

Purchase of Chinese Reactors 
Likely to Renew Suspicion 

of a Weapons Program 

By ELAINE SClOLlNO 
TEHERAN, Iran. May 13 - lran's 

top nuclear official said today that 
his country intended to build about 
10 nuclear 'power plants in the next 
two decades, but denied charges by 
the United States that lran is trying 
to develop nuclear weapons. 

The official, Reza Amrollahi, also 
said that last year he signed a for- 
mal contract with China for two nu- 
clear power reactors and that Chi- 
nese experts had completed a feasi- 
bility study and had begun to draw 
up blueprints and engineering re- 
ports for a site in southern Iran. 

lran has already made a "down 
payment" for the project, which w~l l  
cost $800 million to $900 million and 
involve training by Chinese experts, 
said iMr. Amrollahi, director of 
Iran's Alomlc Energy Organization. 

Although the United States has 
doubted that China is capable of 
building the reactors on its own be- 
cause the original model included 
parts from Germany and Japan, Mr. 
Amrollahi said the Chinese now be- 
lieved that they had successfully du- 
plicated the technology. 

The United States has led a global 
campaign to prevent lran from re- 
ceiving any nuclear technology be- 
:ause of its suspected weapons pro- 
:ram. Mr. Amrollahi's statements 
iuggest that the agreement with Chi- 
la is much further along than was 
)reviously known, and that Iran is 
~lanning a vast long-range nuclear 
.nergy program. They seem certain 
o strengthen the conviction both 
vithin the Clinton Administration 
nd Congress that lran is deter- 
nined to become a nuclear power. 

In addition to its oil reserves lran 
as the second largest natural gas 
?serves in the world, and natural 
as is much cheaper to develop than 
uclear energy. That makes Ameri- 
in officials suspicious that lran 
ants nuclear power as part of a 
eapons program. 
In a clear attempt to answer 
iarges that Iran is developing nu- 
ear weapons, Mr. Amrollahi made 
s remarks in a two-and-a-half-hour 
Lerview at his agency's new six- 
3ry building. It is part of a sprawl- 
: complex in central Teheran that 
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includes a small nuclear research 
reactor built for lran by the United 
States In the late 1960's. when the 
monarchy was in powkr and the rela- 
tianship with Washington was close. 
Off~cials offered a brief tour of the 
complex, including a visit to two 
radio isotope laboratories for medi- 
cal research, although they did not 
allow a tour of the reactor. 

*'In case we get enough money, in 
case we have enough trained people. 
we have a plan to take 20 years to get 
20 percent of our energy from nucle- 
ar," Mr. Amrollahi said. Asked 
whether that could mean about 10 
reactors, he said, "Something like 
that." 

If Russia completes two reactor 
projects in Iran, and China builds 
two, it would mean that the Iranian 
Government intends to build six 
more throughout the country. 

At the summit meeting in Moscow 
this week, President Clinton tried 
without success to persuade Presi- 
dent Boris N. Yeltsin to abandon an 
ambitious nuclear energy project 
with Iran, arguing that its Islamic 
Government had embarked* on a 
crash nuclear weapons program and 
that even peaceful nuclear coopera- 
tion was dangerous. Secretary of 
State Warren Christopher was simi- 
larly rebuffed when he.made the 
same point to China's Foreign Minis- 
ter. Qian Qichen, in New York last 
month. 

Mr. Amrollahi reiterated that lran 
had already invested $6 bill~on in the 
project - which is subject to inter- 
national inspect~on and safeguards 
-and wanted to finlsh it. He said the 
contract with Moscow consists of a 
$780 million deal in which Russia 
will complete one of two reactors 
that a German firm was building at 
the southern port city of Bushehr 
before the project was halted after 
the 1979 revolution. If that project 
goes well, Russia will finish the sec- 
ond reactor. 

The United States opposes the 
project in part because it will give 
lran access to expertise, technology 
and training it would not otherwise 
have. 

Mr. Amrollahi said that 150 Rus- 
sian nuclear experts were already 
working at the site and that 500 
w.ould eventually be based there; a 
much smaller number of Iranians 
will be trained in Russia on how to 
operate the plant, he added. "Train- 
ing people is part of that nuclear 
power plan," he said. "I don't know 
why they make such a hot fudge of 
It." 

Mr. Amrollahi denied reports that 
Iran had negotiated - or even dis- 
cussed - a plan to buy a gas centri- 
fuge from Russia that could have 
rapidly enriched uranium to bcimb- 
grade quality. "This was a diplomat- 
ically made cake," he said of reports 
from Washington about the exist- 
ence of a separate, albeit tentative 
agreement with Russia. 

Russia has agreed to supply the 
enriched uranium needed to operate 
thc plant it will finish, he said. Asked 

wtlether Iran was pursuing a Pro- 
gram to enrich uranium, at  first he 
said, "Not now," but added quickly: 
"No. Not forever. Not. No. Not at 
all." .7 "f-", 

~ s k c d  why lran simply doesn't 
use natural gas for fucl, Mr. Amrol- 
lahi said, "natural gas is one of the 
best fuels, and many countries at the 
mornent need it. So we think it is 
better to sell it." Like many of Iran's 
nuclear specialists, Mr. Amrollahi 
has been educated and trained in the 
West. He holds a master's degree in 
electrical engineering from the Uni- 
versity of Texas and a doctorate in 
physics from the University of 
Paris. 

He briefly .wo~ked for the Belgian 
Government in nuclear safety in the 
1970's. He has headed Iran's nuclear 
program for 15 years, and spoke 
wilh precision when discussing 
Iran's official nuclear reactor and 
research sites in Iran. But the United 
States and Germany have amassed 
substantial evidence that lran is se- 
cretly buying components and tech- 
nology from abroad that they claim 
are not necessary for nuclear energy 
development or research and can 
only be useful in a determined weap- 
ons program. 

Mr. Amrollahi also denied reports 
that lran secretly has been buying 
nuclear technology and equipment 
from abroad, noting that the Interna- 
tional Atomic Energy Agency, which 
1s responsible for monitoring nucle- 
ar  programs around the world, 
lurncd up nothing suspicious during 
a visit to Sharif University. 

But the nuclear chief was unfamil- 
iar wilh intelligence reports about 
Iran's nuclear-related overtures 
abroad and asked for copies of news 
clippings describing the details. 

Asked, for example, about a report 
that lran tried unsuccessfully to buy 
cylinders of fluorine for Sharif Uni- 
versity in 1991, Mr. Arnrollahi said, 
"Wrong. I deny it totally." Asked 
about a report that Sharif University 
approached the German firm Thys- 
sen in 1991 for specialized magnets 
he replied, "No, we never did." 

Asked whether Sharif University 
tried to buy balancing machines 
from another German firm in 1991, 
he replied, "You can go and ask 
Sharif University." 

Asked about a seizure by Italian 
authorities of high technology ultra- 
!ionic equipment that could be used 
in nuclear reactor testing in the Ital- . - 
ian port of Bari last-January, he 

American and German intelli- I.eplied, U B ~ ~ , ~ ~ ~  it, wrong, 
gence.officials believe that Mr. Am- 
rollahi controls only part of lran's ~ ~ k ~ d  about an  earlier by nuclear program and that Iran has Italian customs of eight steam con- 
created a parallel program through densers destined for lran in 1993, he 
the military that is largely responsi- said, "I don't know really, I don't 
ble for purchases of nuclear related ):now. 1tPs totally wrong," 
items. According to this view, the 
Defense Ministry Organization in- Mr. Amrollahi also denied a recent 
slde the Defense Ministry uses front charge by Mr. Christopher, based on 
organizations like the Sharif Univer- American intelligence reports, that 
sity of Technology in Teheran to help lran tried to buy enriched uranium 
buy nuclear-related equipment. from Kazahkstan in 1992. Other sen- 

On the basis of reports by Germa- i11r American officials in Washington 
ny's foreign intelligence agency In said that lran sent a purchasing 
1992 and 1993 that Sharif was in- team to Kazakhstan three years ago, 
volved in secret nuclear activities, but that it came home empty-hand- 
Germany began to reject all re- ed. 
quests for equipment by the univer- The visit contributed to a decision 
sity. Early last year, the German by the Pentagon last year to secretly 
agency said that the university's airlift 500 kilograms of bomb-grade 
physics research center was in- uranium from Kazakhstan's nuclear 
volved in buying technology that fabrication plant for safe storage in 
could be used in making weapons, the United States. 
including nuclear-related ~naterials. "We didn't send any team," Mr. 

Mr. Amrollahi strongly denied the P,mrollahi said. "Definitely not. 
claim that he was not fully in charge. VJhat is the use of enriched uranium 
"I am the responsible for the atomic for? The Russians do have many, 
energy of Iran," he said. "Believe it, many nuclear weapons but they 
we don't have any other institutions couldn't use them. I think the bomb 
or departments that pay attention to age is over. We don't think we need a 
nuclear issues." nuclear weapon." 

NAVY TIMES Iraq canY sneak oil past Navy ships 
MANAMA, Bahrain - Iraq'& again trying to 

smuggle out'oil by ship after a three-month lull 
May 95 apparently spurred by hopes for a n  easing of 

U.N. sanctions, We Navy said. 

Pg.  2 The Navy, which leads the international mari- 
time blockade cmfming the four-ye&-old sanc- 
tions against Iraq, reported earlier this month 
the first diversion of a ship suspected of sailing 
from Iraq with contraband oil since February. 

The guided missile cruiser Lake Champlain 
stoptoped and b d e d  the Honduran-flagged Mai 
in the Persian Gulf as it sailed from Iraq. The 
Mai was carrying more than 20,000 barrels of 
Iraqi oil. 
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/Dire Mischief 
I 

 lies in Early I 

, r Only history can tell whether a 

I 
'hostile act -as in Bosnia- 
warranted a U.S. response. 

1 .  

I n a secret briefing to journalists in 1940, 
Nazi propaganda chief Josef Goebbels 

commented about the early days of the 
Nazi Party: "They could have arrested a 
couple of us in 1925, and that would have 
been that, the end." Little did he know it, 
but Goebbels was foreshadowing the diplo- 
matic doctrine that we today call early 
intervention. 

This works on the "stitch in time saves 
nine" principle. It seems so simple and rea- 
sonable. Looking back, we cannot believe 
how the statesmen of the 1920s could have 
missed so many tricks. In our own day, 
observers have made the same argument 
about Bosnia: Had the West sent a few 
Aanes against the first Serbian aggression 
n mid-1992, then the whole Yugoslav 
:ragedy would have been averted. 

Acting on these ideas, the Pentagon, 
VAT0 and the United Nations are consid- 
?ring proposals to set up specialist military 
inits that can be deployed to hot spots at  
.he first sign of trouble. 

These  proposals,  wel l - in tent ioned 
hough they may be, are fatally flawed. 
.'hey create the illusion of simple solutions 

-- 
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to difficult problems. Advocates of early 
intervention suggest that a burst of well- 
directed fire can make the lion lie down 
with the lamb. Far from helping the inter- 
national community to defuse tension, 
embracing such simplist~c notions may 
make tiungs worse. 

The easy side of early intervention is the 
armchair discussion after the event. Let's 
look at  a current example to see how much 
more complicated it is to form judgments 
before the returns of history are in. 

In February. Chinese construction teams 
did some work on an uninhabited rock in 
the South China Sea. Aptly called Mischiei 
Reef, this rock is part of the Spratly Islands. 
With its putative large reserves of offshore 
oil, the archipelago is in a fierce sover- 
eignty dispute between China, the Philip- 
pines, Indonesia and Vietnam. . . 

How should the West respond? Was the 
Chinese action simply a local initiative 
designed- to: pcqvide. legitimate, shelter for 
Chinese fishlng boats? If so, no 'action is 
needed other than a mild inquiry of the 
Chinese 'authorities for background infor- 
mation. This was the approach followed by 
the Clinton Administration. 

But what if a more sinister motivation is 
at work? China has long asserted sover- 
eignty over the whole of'the' South China 
Sea. What if these actions were the first 
shot in a deep-laid scheme by Beijing to 
physically advance this claim? What if the 
Chinese were deliberately probing West- 
ern resolve in the manner of the Argen- 
tines, who in 1982 signaled their intention 
to invade the Falkland Islands by sending a 
flotilla of scrap-metal scavengers to the 
Falklands dependency of South Georgia? 
This was the position of the Philippine 
government, which argued forcibly for a 
high-profile American response to Mischief 
Reef. 

At this stage of our knowledge, no one 
can say who is right. In fire years' time, it 
may be easy. If China emerges onto the 
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superpower stage as a responsible, well- 
behaved member of the world community, 
the Clinton Administration will win praise 
for its farsighted restraint. 

But if, as this week's nuclear test may 
presage, China turns into an expansionist 
power, the early -interventionists will have 
a field da.y: What did today's policy-makers 
ignore that signaled impending Chinese 
belligerency? China's naval buildup, its 
new submarines, its new ship-based mis- 
siles? Clinton's restraint will then be vili- 
fied as appeasement. 

Here is ,the crux of the matter. Without 
the benefit of historical hindsight, early 
intervention is a hoax. It gives no guidance 
about which of several radically different 
possibil i t ies r ep resen t s  t h e  co r rec t  
approach to China. Bosnia is no better an 
example. In 1992, before the horrors of 
ethnic cleansing became salient, Western 
governments were mainly motivated by a 
wish to preserve the integrity of Yugosla- 
via in order to discourage centrifugal forces 
in the collapsing Soviet empire. Against 
this backgroun'il, intervention is Bosnia, 
had it taken place, could equally have taken 
the form of action to annul the outcome of 
t h e  B o s n i a n  p r o - i n d e p e n d e n c e  
referendum-an action that would have 
been tragically inappropriate. 

.Their search for a post-Cold W a r  
foreign-policy lodestar has produced all 
manner of plausible but essentially hollow 
panjandrums. Early intervention is now 
making it!j appearance on this stage. Its 
chief attraction is that it makes things look 
easy. Given hindsight, this may be so. But 
practical diplomacy dials with the future. If 
early-interventionists can establish their 
credentials in the arena, all well and good. 
Otherwise, they should be a little more cir- 
cumspect in their claims. 

Jonathan Clarke, a former membrr of the 
British dipi'omatic service, is with the Cato 
Institute in Washington. 

NEW YORK TIMES May 1 6 1  1995 

lranian Leader Says US. Move on Oil Deal Wrecked Chance to Improve Ties I 
By ELAINE SClOLlNO 

TEHERAN. Iran. May 15 - Presi- 
lent Hashemi Xafsanjani of Iran 
ried to appeal directly to the Ameri- 
.an people today, asserting that the 
Jn~ted States missed a chance to 
rnprove relations when it forced the 
ancellation in March of a $1 billion 
eal Teheran had made with an 
.merican oil company, and urging 
Jashington to lift its recent trade 
mbargo against his country. 
But the Iranian leader also exhib- 

ed his long-held antipathy to the 
nited States. In a 75-minute inter- 
ew with ABC News, he said the 
iinton Administration owed lran "a 
lousand apologies" for what he 

called efforts to weaken the 16-year- 
old revolutionary Government with 
"lies" and "bullying." He repeatedly 
asserted that Washington owes Iran 
billions of dollars from the time of 
the Shah. 

Mr. Rafsanjani, who has virtually 
no contact with the Americans and 
seldom grants interviews to Ameri- 
can news organizations, was unable 
to hide his curiosity about American 
policy. He more than once asked 
Peter Jennings, the ABC anchor who 
interviewed him, whether the Clin- 
ton Administra!ion's characteriza- 
tion of his country as an outlaw state 
spreading globill terror and desper- 

pa. 4 
uild a &clear device but is commit- 
d to using atomic energy only for 
3aceful purposes.. 

In 1974, India exploded a nuclear 
:vice in the northwestern desert of 
ajasthan. A large number of its 
omic installations are closed to 
'tside inspections. 

ately seeking r.uclear weapons was 
justified. 

"We invited an American firm and 
entered into a deal for $1 billion," 
Mr. Rafsanjani said of the agree- 
ment with a Dutch subsidiary of 
Conoco, the Houston-based oil com- 
pany, to develop two off-shore oil 
fields. "This was a message to the 
United States, which was not cor- 
rectly understood. We had a lot of 
difficulty in this country by inviting 
an American company to come here 
with such a project because of public 
opinion." 

The Conoco deal would have r e p  
resented the first major American 
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investment in lran since the 1979 
revolution and therefore would have 
sent an important signal to other 
inve!;tors at  a time of huge inflation, 
an irlcrease of capital flight and a 
lack of investor confidence among 
both Iranians and foreigners. 

The Clinton Administration's can- 
cellation of the deal and the trade 
ban that followed this month has 
contributed to a quiet panic on the 
streets of Teheran and a sense that 
things can only get worse. 

The embargo itself will have only 
a minimal effect on Iran's economy. 

0: LL... Pg. 14 
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Uranium in Slovakia cient for making a bomb, the Slo- largest seizure ever in Slovakia. ' 
vak Interior Ministry said yester- "This uranium-238 could have found nonthreatening day. been used, according to experts, 

BRATISLAVA, Slovakia - Nu- Slovak police last month found toward making a .. . nuclear 
clear physicists have concluded 40.5 pounds of uranium-238 after weapon, but the amount seized 
that nuclear material seized in a complicated six-day sting OP- was not sufficient to do  so:' a 
Slovakia last month was insuffi- eration, which resulted in the ministry statement said. 



?fay 13, 1995 Pg. 1 3  
Investigators end 
12-hour interview 
with NATO official 

BRUSSELS, Belgium - 
Investigators finished a 12- 
hour interrogation of Willy 
Claes, secretary-general ofthe 
Nonh Atlantic Treaty Orga- 
nization, as they continued 
yesterday and today to look 
into a corruption scandal that 
has raisedcalls for his resigna- 
tion. 

"I'm glad I have finally 
beenable tosay what I wanted 
to say," Claes said during a 

TUESDAY, May 16, 1995 

morning break yesterday. But 
the headofthe 16-nation alli- 
ance returned to Brussels' 
Palace of Justice for more 
questioning in the afternoon. 
The session ended early this 
norning. 

It was unclear whether in- 
.errogators would call on 
Zlaes to return Monday. 
Slaes left through a back en- 
rance of the Justice Palace 
vithout speaking to report- 
,rs. Claes was Belgian eco- 
lomics minister when the 
talian aircraft firm Agusta 
*,as reported to have paid 
)ribes to obtain a government 
iefense contract in 1988. He 
as continued to receive the 
ackinnof NATO members. 

JALL STREET JOURNAL May 16, 1995 Pg. 18 

Defense Spent 
One oft-heard criticism of the Clin- tion has drifted away fron~ strategic 

tun Administration is that while pro. concerns, there is reason to want to support thePresident'sBotlom-~pRe- 
claiming to be for a strong defense, it know whether the U.S. is in fact main- view force shllcture requi1.e~ 4.5% of 
has dismissed reports that its five- taining a credible fcrce. GDI', Or $3.42 trillion from 1996-2015. 
year defense plan is underfunded. This controversy is not new to the The Clinton budget ayerages about 3% 
While many see this as mere partisan Clinton Administration.,Not long after of GDP for defense. bespite all this, 
bickering, testimony by the Joint Les Aspin unveiled his Bottom-Up Re- the Administration continues to.assert 
Chiefs ~ f , s t ~ f f  suggests otherwise. view in September 1993, the Heritage that its five-~ear defense plan will 

~~~~~~i~~ before the Senate sub. Foundation released a study saying maintain readiness. 
on readiness awhile ago, the plan was underfunded by about It will be interesting to see if the 

the J ~ , ~ ~  chiefs were asked by Sen, $100 billion. Administration defenders Administration can credibly sustain 
McCa,n if $272 billion a year over were quick to point out Heritage's con- this view in light of the Joint Chiefs' 

five years be enough to main- ~ e ~ a t i v e  bent. What they failed to testimony. Ironically, the Commander 
lain a credible force. That's $7 billion mention. and the Heritage study in Chief again runs the risk of being 
more per year than the House proposal noted. was that Mr. Aspin, while still moved to the sidelines, as the Repub- 
of $265 billion and $9 billion more than chainan of the House Armed Ser- licans clearly have their own budget 
the Senate projection of $262 billion, vices Committee, had found the Bot- Plan in mind. Frankly. we're not sure 
but more to the point, it's $57 billion tom-Up Review force structure under- how much the defense budget should 
more than the current Clinton defense funded by the same $100 billion. be. And we don't doubt there's a lot of 
plan. Gen, Mundy,Commandant of the In July last year, a GAO report not defense pork that can be cut- 
Marinecorps, answered: "The Marine only supported the Heritage study, it We'd suggest the Republicans look 
Corps right now is shallow." Admiral said the Clinton plan fell short by there for savings first. Trimming 
Boorda, Chief of Naval Operations about $150 billiun over five years. This away the fat that local politics sus- 
said. "We're as lean as we can get." time, Clintonites couldn't cry parti- tained for Years would allow us to look 

poor-mouthing their budgets sanship. The latest study, just out more clearly at how much we're really 
and projects for years, the military in- from the Center for Strategic and In- Spending on real defense, and if it's 
"ites some skepticism, but as atten- ternational Studies, says that to fully enough to maintain a credible force. 

1 
FORT WORTH STAR- 

COMANCHE DAY SET FOR THIS WEDNESDAY; TOM CLANCY IS FEATURED GUEST 
Zillion-selling author Tom Clancy is back in Army circles, this time the guest of CIomanche builders Boeing 

and Sikorsky at a Capitol Hill function this week. 
Although the Army canceled a formal "Comanche day" out of fears the service would be perceived as bucking 

for more dollars in the face of Pentagon cuts, the contractor team will make its pltch to lawmakers this Wednesday 
at a reception - closed to the public and the press - in the Library of Congress. 

According to an industry official, the shindig will involve a number of Comanche exhibits, a few words from 
Clancy and some schmoozing with company officials. While the Army's involvement rs necessarily unofficial, some 
service officials have been invited and are expected to attend, says a source. 

Clancy, author of huge hits like "The Hunt for Red October" and "Clear and Present Danger," featured the 
Comanche helicopter in his latest novel, "Debt of Honor," copies of which Boeing-Sikorsky has mailed out to 
lawmakers as a reminder of this week's fete. Clancy also lent his time to q e  Army for a promotional Comanche 
video the service commissioned and debuted earlier this year at an Army Aviation Association of America confer- 
ence in Atlanta. 

Boeing-Sikorsky plans to roll out the first Comanche prototype at a ceremony May 25. 
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O'Leary Says Energy 
An Arm of Defense 
NEW YORK - Energy Secretary 

Hazel OVLeary said the primary 
mission of the Department of 
Energy is to serve the nation's 
security. 
Ms. O'Leary on Monday defended 

the existence of tbe department. one 
Cabinet departments that 

be eliminated under 
current budget proposa1. 

Formulation of a national energy 

~:ii:: ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ y ~ ~ m ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ a i d ,  
M ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  the E~~~~~ 

Department has been inst-umental 
in limiting the of 
nuclear weapns, 11 is 
counterproductive to get rid af 
people with nuclear expertise at a 
tlrnc? when new countries are trying 
to acquire nuclear weapons, she 
said. 

The United States has been 
pressuring Russia and China not to 
sell nuclear technology to 1ran. MS. 
*'L"ary said news of a possible 
Iran-China nuclear deal "does worry 
us.' 

WASHINGTON POST May 16, 1995 Pg.. 1 6  

Fighting h g  Comption in Colombia 
The Post's April 28 news story on ecutor general to investigate possible thorough investigations. On April 21, 

the Colombian government's efforts to corruption in his own campaign. The when hk. Vddivieso issued warrants 
root out drug corruption would have president has repeated that request naming prominent political figures, 
readers believe that the warrants is- three times, including, ironically, on Resident &per again expressed his 
sued last month threaten the credibii- the day the story ran. % commitment to combat the car- 
ity of President Ernesto Samper's ad- . The Post's article calls Rosecutor tels . . . land the prosecutor gen- 
ministration. On the contrary, G e n d  Alfonso Valdivieso the "highly eral has the government's support 
Resident h n p e r  supports these in- regxdedw force behind the investiga- a"d for his 
vestigations in Colombia's fight against tions. Mr. Vddivieso was one of three The record shows President Sam- 
narcotics and corruption. For example: people chosen by Resident Samper to per's le'ldership and personal commit- 
m President Samper has been a driv- be Colombia's top lawenforcement of- ment taking On Coiombia's ics problem. We trust that, as time ing force behind the prosecutor gen- fid. The Supreme Court made the passes ;md these eflorts are better 
eral's investigations into alleged ties final selection from among the three. hewn, people will see the progress 
of drug money to elected officials and In private meetings with the prose- are nlaking in colombia. 
purnalists. The day after he was cutor general, the president repeatedly JUAN FERNANDO CRISTO 
elected, the president asked the pros- stressed the government's interest in Lhxmor ~i ~ m m n i ~ ~ l o n r  

Mfve d the Residmt 

Bogota 
Editor's Note: The article referred to appeared in the Current News Early Bird, April 28, 1995, Fg. 8. 
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GLEN BROWDER 
3 0  DISTRICT, ALABAMA 
- 

COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL SECURITY 

COMMITTEE O N  THE BUDGET 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 

2344 RAVBURN BUILDING 
WASHINGTON. DC 2 0 5 1 M 1 0 3  

(2021 225-3261 

May 30, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 

104 FEDERAL BUILDING 

Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission in 
its report to the President recommended that if the Secretary of 
Defense wants to move the Chemical School from Fort McClellan, 
Alabama, in the future, the Army should pursue all of the 
required permits and certification for the new site prior to the 
1995 base closure process. The 1995 Base Closure Commission at 
the beginning of its deliberations regarding Fort McClellan 
announced that the Army should have all the permits in place by 
June 22, 1995. 

While I would trust the Commission is carefu1:ly reviewing 
all permit requirements (including air, water, hazardous waste, 
nuclear, and endangered species), I am writing today to call your 
attention to two specific permit issues related to the proposed 
closure of Fort McClellan which could have serious negative 
impacts on U.S. military training standards and international 
treaties. 

1. Smoke and Obscurant Training 
The enclosed memorandum and attached comments (Tab 1) 

prepared by L t .  C o l .  E d w a r d  N e w i n g  d e t a i l  h o w  t h e  A r m y  m a y  not be 
able to meet its smoke and obscurant training requirement if the 
Chemical School is moved to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. If the 
Army cannot obtain Missouri state environmental permits that 
allow the same level and types of training permitted now in 
Alabama, the memorandum states that the Chemical School could 
conduct only 25% of its training requirement. 

I believe the information contained in this memorandum 
raises serious questions which should be considered under the 
military value criterion by which the Commission is required to 
evaluate the Pentagon's recommendation to close Fort McClellan. 

2. International Treaties 
The State of Alabama has indicated it may not grant the 

environmental permit necessary to carry out the destruction of 

BlBB CALHOUN CHAMBERS CHILTON CLAY CLEBURNE COOSA LEE 
MACON RANDOLPH RUSSELL ST.CLAIR a TALLADEGA TALLAF'OOSA 
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the chemical weapons stockpile at Anniston Army Depot because of 
the removal of emergency response resources now stationed at Fort 
McClellan. If this permit is not issued, the United States would 
not be able to meet the requirements of the Bilateral Destruction 
Agreement with the former Soviet Union or the Chemical Weapons 
Convention, which is expected to be ratified by the United States 
Senate this summer. 

The Alabama Department of Environmental Management (ADEM), 
in a February 13, 1995, letter to me (enclosed, Tab 2) stated 
that should Fort McClellan be closed, "the Department could not 
issue the necessary environmental permits to allow construction 
and operation of the chemical demilitarization activities at 
Anniston Army Depot unless such time as the Army could 
demonstrate to our satisfaction that adequate and competent 
emergency response and backup security capabilities are in 
place. 

In a May 9, 1995, letter (enclosed, Tab 3) to Army Secretary 
Togo West, ADEM Director John Smith states, "In order for the 
Army's RCRA [Resource Conservation and Recovery Act:] permit 
application for the chemical weapons destruction facility at 
Anniston Army Depot to proceed, this Department requires a 
detailed accounting of how the Army plans to replicate the 
support assets now available at Fort McClellan for response to a 
chemical accident/incident at the Depot, should Fort McClellan 
close.I1 The RCRA permit cited lists the specific resources now 
stationed at Fort McClellan that will be called upon to respond 
to a chemical accident or incident involving the nearby stockpile 
I have enclosed a copy of the section of the permit application 
listing those resources along with internal Defense Department 
memoranda instructing that those resources be preserved (Tab 4). 

Retired Colonel Kenny W. Whitley, former commander at 
Anniston Army Depot, in the enclosed unsolicited letter to me 
(Tab 5) states that "Closing the Fort and moving the Chemical 
School would reduce the community-wide ability to deal with an 
accident at the depot." 

The Army on May 3 in response to my inquiry requesting a 
specific definition of the support the Army will provide to the 
chemical demilitarization operation (Tab 6) stated, "The Army is 
still trying to determine what, if any, support is required from 
Fort McClellan." The Army's response further states that the 
COBRA analysis for closing Fort McClellan includes only a 
$150,000 annual cost for 1000,000 square feet of facilities space 
to accommodate the demilitarization support activities. 

I would argue that $150,000 hardly covers the cost of the 
resources cited in the RCRA permit, namely: Decontamination team, 
medical assistance team, security control team, communications 
support team, rescue squad, public affairs office, plans and 
operations office, Noble Army Community Hospital, provost 
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marshal, traffic control and security force, directorate of 
plans, training, mobilization and security, directorate of 
logistics, staff judge advocate, directorate of personnel and 
community activities, joint information center and emergency 
operations center. 

To my knowledge, the Army to date has not perEormed a 
detailed accounting of the resources necessary to support the 
chemical weapons destruction program. Therefore, I request that 
the Commission require the Army to provide a detailed outline of 
how it plans to replicate the Fort McClellan demilitarization 
support resources and the cost of providing those resources. I 
believe the costs involved are significant and will have a direct 
impact on the Fort McClellan COBRA. I also request that the 
Commission ask the Department of Defense how it plans to meet the 
obligations of the Bilateral Destruction Agreement and the 
Chemical Weapons Convention if Fort McClellan is closed. 

I respectfully request that the Commission's analysis and 
review team carefully review all permitting issues associated 
with the closure of Fort McClellan with the assistamce of the 
General Accounting Office, which addressed this issue in its 
April 14, 1995, report to the Commission and with which I have 
met regarding this issue. I also ask that the Comrn-ission take 
the particular issues raised here into consideration when making 
its decision about whether the Department of Defense has deviated 
from the closure selection criteria. 

Independent organizations of no less stature that the Henry 
L. Stimson Center and the Center for Strategic and International 
Studies agree that movement of the Chemical School at this time 
and the disruption that would result from the closure of Fort 
McClellan carry serious negative implications for the success of 
the Chemical Weapons Convention and the Bilateral Destruction 
Agreement, as well as our nation's chemical defense program. I 
have enclosed copies of letters these organizations sent to the 
Commission regarding these two international agreements (Tab 7). 

Thank you for your artention to these matters, and I look 
forward to your response. With kindest regards, I am 

Sincerely, 

Glen Browder 
Member of Congress 
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MEh4ORANDUM FORMAT TBLLBq HQDk QSJA, ENVIRONMENTAL OFFICE 

SUBJECT; Review of Draft Air Permit. Forc Leonard Wood Smob Training 

1. The purpogo of this memorandum ia to provide comments on the subject document per your 
request. Moro detailed comments are found at the enctoaure. 

2. The State of Mirrouri rmoh permit ccsttictiofir, if implemented, will enate ovewhclming 
degrad$t[on to Chemical Missio~t.re~dlncss. Tho rsstrictions will cut back the minimurn 
amount of annual fog ail use by 30%. Thc dally allowance for smoke rrdnlng tlmc will be cut by 
73%. Aftor aufFcring thesc unacccptablo losses, it f h h e r  limits our Joint forcos to smoke 
operations during weather condition3 which my exist only 6V? of the yew. The smoke pmit 
vinually oliminatu more than one smoke cvmt per day, Thg impact would be violationr (subject 
to ff nu) lor 92 days when two avcntr arc trained, mother 56 days when thee ewnts are trdncd, 
and  other 21 daya whcm four sepnntc meats are umlenvay at one time. If Jlowcd to @and, tho 
Miwuri smoke p-t snow, ur to conduct roughly 25% of training to rtandatds, thud 
rutrietlonr would kill both the U9 Army and US Air Font rmoke tralnlng. 

3. During th6 Chemical Functional Area Apdy~ir on 1 I Oct 94, the Vice Chief of Staff 
challenged the Army to "taks the toad on proactive involvement with a$snasr drafting 
onvlronrnental re@latary requiraments that impact on chemical trsining on Amy ranges, Focus 
on leading, toward* the 1wt roattictive mtm.~llr& that provide tho maximum trainins oppowities, 
(Action ODCSOPS)" 

4, Under Bass Rodiprncnt md Closure action& Fot.1 Leonard Wood. unfortunately without 
coordlnatfon with the Chemical School, applied for a gmoke permit and vartarxce, The Mtssouri , 
moko permit rcstrictionr will inadvertently squash the VCSA', goal and t~;d$dly cripple the 
capability to conduct rmohc training. One of the mon sunning rortrictiow of thio pennit ig the 
losa of tapabillty to train with smoke hand grenades, vehicular smoke gronadsr. smoke path 
i h n d  defeatin8 grenades, riot control aaentq and large area infrared obscurants. Tho Rearrvc 
Component smb training at tho Chemical School would also ba a casualty. 

5 .  If you have quutlons regarding this quick assessment of thc smoke urd obscurants itsue, 
plaasa call ma, DSN 865-6223 ar commercial 205448-6228 or Fax 865-6786, 

Encl 



1. pg 1. titlo Fort Wood provided you a drafl Jr permit. Sinca the issue ir now at the 
variance hearin$ stsgr, whet ir the '*final'? Conaidwing the impacr thia hu on ChemicJ 
Mission Arw tnining, WP D C C ~  to lee the r 4  thins. 

2. pg 1, title The baais for permiuion id ro "conttnct a aatic and mobile fog oil ~mcko 
rralnfig fuctHg. This iromerrclature i~ not descriptive of what the &my proporel to do. 
Could it be that Missouri C l e ~  Air laws do not cover field military training and ranges? 
Tha only "facility" #d im constnrcted is a storage ana for foja oil drums. Fort Wood will 
blaze road networlu through rome wetland arus and posdbly constmet some obsotvrtion 
towers ~I~oughout the maneuver u e a  which i$ already dedicarcd.to .other types o f  trainins. 
This curlour interpolation of  8 rmoke'tfaining area to a ''fP~i1ity'' deceivu the publlc u to 
what the purpose of the pomJt i s  for, Sincu tho pvmit mc pined without public 
comment. i t  would be dimcult for people to h o w  what thir is. Since the variance dora 
require comment, perhaps they will underrtand smoke will not occur in what could 
reasonably called a fixed facility. 

3, p8 1, dtlr If Miasoud har authority fbr Title V ofthe Clean Air Act, it would s e m  
. 

prudent to mention the Fedcral statutaq beyond their laws. They rrill must comply with 
federal standardr and nuure theae ~ i n ' t i e a ,  mpedaIrlly since k is a Federal inatlllacion 
meet rtandrrda Thia Itgrl foolin$ is importint md not jurt a cormetic touch. 

4. pg 2, pwa 1, The hems1 throughput of anly 65,000 gallons ia unacwprabla. We do 
not know how this figure was calculated, but it appcdo to be .a average d3oa. lorgot 
tho a v q a  over a five year period. We d d a t e  training requirements on oporationd 
tempo, currefit md projected. The projccted consumption needs to be a las t  95,000 
gallcns per yew which includes beth the Army and Air Force course loads and tni0ning 
plans. Additiooally, dl US Army Chemical unit, (70% of the Chemical Corps) arp 
required to mobilize at the Chemical School. The potential to mtt must ba wrinen inta 
the permit, which as was cxplainod to DNR previously would roughly double the 
cmixdons. 

5. pe 2, para 2, Ths limit of 3,700 lbr during a 24 hour period is unaccaptnbla The 
Anny and Atr hrce  need more than one hour per day on m y  occasions. A9 slated In 
the cover ldtar tho number of lw6, t h e ,  and four events per day is eriticd to mining 
loads. If not adjusted, thia limitation will cut out 75% ofour training capability. 
Additfonally, there is nu mention d ~ t h e r  typar of ~bscurants u9Gd by the ChemicaI 
School. Smoke hand grenade3 (vatious colon), vchicla grenader (red phospharuc and 
brass flaku), KC smoke pots, safer smoke pots (teraphalic acid), and large area infrared 
obsauant materids are wential portion$ of training and qual'ing chemfcal sddiors. 
T h i ~  permit cxcludes rhis type snloko. 



6. pg 2, para 3 The PMlO lwr than 2,600 fbr per hour cannor ever bc mat. E m  though 
droplet sizes avwage about one m i a ~ i t ,  wc worlld violate this limit every time wo turn r 
generator an, drive throu~h dug& or utarinfrsrcd obscurants (by deaf@ greater than 10-14 
microxu in size). fR obswration is a critjcal skill to cuuntemlwure enemy 1R taraet 
acquisition dmicos. It is not poaible to simulate this sensar/obscuration phenomenon at 
this time. It is a learned behavior at the instirutiortal laud. 

7. pg 2, para 5 Reportins ofviolarion~ appcaa to b0 too slow. At lot of damage could 
endue unless a more rapid mctbodolopy ia adopted. Thi~ pennit beds to adjust ~hreshold 
limits beyond 65,000 gdlons per year to at least the combined t o U  of wmnt and 
projected training loads (we could live with a bare bones of 95,000 gaflyr). Seding back 
ttaining by 30% i s  unacceptable ro readness 

8. pg 3, pan 7 How will the QAPP plan &act the "users" the Chemical Schgol and Air 
Force Disaster Pr&nw Technical Training? The QA plan must be coordineted with 
patentid users. 

9. pg 3, para 8 Someone needs to cdculhte tho voluminow rccofd keeping costs. Who is 
the Pmites: Fon Wood p&sonnel or the ChanicaI SchwI? How is Fort Wood going 
to impkment this? Why is only fog oil rceord keepiag n w m y ?  Othcr o b s ~ r ~ t s  need 
to be tdl~ed Md conm%ute to the entire atmo9phcric load The misrionr earn tho dies4 
angines of HMWlWs and APCs as well as the MOOAS powedng the smoke generators 
are aources, Does thig add to thc poundaga allowed p~ day? Other military vehicular 
trehing, automobilss, etcctrid generators, comtruction equipment, railroad activities, on 
Fort Woad uppumtly nerd to be part of the daily totaI as well. 

9. pg 4, para 13 What equipment should be wed or is adable for MET data? Who 
collects it? If soldiers and a h o n  are to do this who certifies them and when, how offen? 
Calculation of mixing height is of pmicuiar concern, fiom where i~ it mtasured and haw 
doas it apply to each sita md 16116th of  plume. 

10. pg 4, pra 14 Limltatlons on Operations How often (por month) do thwr cinditionr 
exist? Need to go beck at least 5 year$ to see ifwe ate handc~fl'cd by artificial restreints. 
Thk the potential, when syntrgistically ~mbintd with redudon in annual galloru 
affowabIa and ody one hour per day could absolutaly shut down smoko training. 

11. pg 4, par 15 I da not u n d n ~ t ~ d  how a N t a  agency QD dktate tho foncattiq l e d  
times, They establish a standard and now W t  to tell the Army how to suck eggs. This 
State agency Is  redly beyond their authority to tdl ur how to manage compliance with 
standards. 



12, pa 4, para 16 Doas this mean MET condidon$ (air stability and wind direction) are to 
be continuoua~y monitoisd/mcasured or just bcfore the event. Need to waftlate ths 
percent of time wind directions and speeds are unfavonblc, Qulck refmnce lndlcato~ 
unfiverable wnditiom wrist around 3$% of tho time. The only uvaifablo wind rose is 
twonty y a m  old. 

13. pg 5, para 16c If the Plrectot is meant to be the Director of DNR, thil present3 an 
interesting Itgal situation for the A m y .  This blanket authority seems co bc a catoh-all 
phraao which sllows the Ditector to untatorally tarrnimtc Army smoke opcratlonr. Thls is 
abturd, If permit vlatations occur, enforce it, but the Director ~hadd  have no legal basis 
terminate smoke for "to be dd~terminad" reasons. Perhaps this is the place where an inlen ' 
can state tho Director wi8ht be ovemled by the EPA or other Fedenl Agoncie~. Thwe 
mystcdous powers of tho Director placa the Anny at risk and Qould be eliminated. 

14. pa 6, para 23 Wd would be automatically in violation if tried to maintain currant 
ttaining lowls, The air qunlity modelirg bundards need to be addressed in this document, 
Air models used by the EPA arc not a g d A c  for cloud dynamics and concentration a ' 
the onas sstabtished by the Amy (formally the Atmtpheric Seirrrca Laboratory). EPA 
modds use Indusnial chemical stack em!d4ions and translarc that to smoke gmcntor 
sourw, wme of which am mobile. No known BPA model is an accurate represenration. 
The Combined Qbsnuant Madel for Rrttltfitld induced Contaminants (COMBXC) is the 
worlds bert model and ihould be used, especially since it io possible to modal dl typu of 
ob5curants, not just fo8 oil. Othor sources arm the Joint Technic~i Group for Munition4 
Effectivmass-Smoke and Aerosols Group aswsment reports which have tailored emoke 
munitions and gsncrators for the past ten yean, If we am goiag to use models, wu dhauld 
do it correctly. 

15. pg 6, para 24 Injury ro plants and animal fifa have not been thoroughly documented. 
Siena Club and others note (quite accurately) the Atmy analym pre subjective and most 
are inconchxfiiva The Army cannot avoid the chaflenge that specific tests have not baen 
done at Port Wood or Fan McClellan. Army references cite known studies which treat 
Aora and fmna with about 3,000 times tho amount that might be expected ham Army Tog ! 
oil oporatians. I intultlvety believe it is safe, one cannot measure the downvind 
depositton, but it is hard to avoid the ctitidsrn that it has to 30 $omewhqre. The worst 
casa ij a cbal1eqa oPfq oil spill~gc at the generator sites. Port Wood will mitigate thl9 
with their Installation Spill Contlngsncy Plan, It is dificult to nttribute direct or 
spproxirnatc damage to plants and animals if no base line is available. Haw does the other 

to allow thme in the air permit. What i3 different about fog dl? Unreasonabla enjoyment 

i 
obscurants affect plants and animaig? DNR has the &my amemenr data, bur chage not , 

of life is another nebuioug tern, Smoke by it3 very nature may be considered e nuisance 
and tR obscurantg arc deflned iu nuiscurce dust. I see big problems here. It is r lagal tarpit 
which place9 the entire art of smoke generation for the 3urvival of  fighting hrces at 
tramandous rijk I 



16. pa 7, Attachment A Thsrr four ,ires have not been measured. Tba oaly data which 
exigta at Fort Wood i~ measured fiom the airflald, Histodcd wind data is ancient. 
Considering the rdalion of lpecifldty required to cogply with thh p t h q  microclimatic 
studies should be perfomcd at wch of these sltcs. As stated in Fort McCldlan's 1993 
Smoke Report (but rajected by Fort Wood) oeasonal wfnd prtternr and 1pe& limit am~ko 
training at these dter because of the potential for offpost migration or interference with 
other p o ~ t  activities, Conservative estimates are that between 25-50% of the time, smoko 
opsrattona will ba timited. SLncs we use smoke 250 days o f  the year, htthsr erosion of 
training opportunities am canain, Hxclude the non trafltcablc terrain, avoidance of 
endan~ered spebiem arens, small pondq wetlands, impact areas, the infamous million dollar 
hole area, cantonment area, standoff dirtanw Ween the innallation boundary and 
smoke areas, tho major thorou~hhra bimtii the innallation, the bombing range urd 
there is leis space than it appears. The bonomline is that weather is one of tha mon 
limiting factors of dl, Wa can scherfult~ clw- t ~ q  Iocati~ns, but we cannot dchcdulo 
Mothu Nature. From romeona with over twenty ysua o f  mokc geueruor expar(encr I 
m telling you thlr smoke permit is  a dirrstcr for tho ffmtre of the Army's smoke pmgnm. 

*;N TOTQL PQGE.086 ** 
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February 13, 1995 Fob James, J r .  

PO BOX 301463 The Honorable Glen Browder - 
MONTGOMERY AL 

36130-1463 
Member o f  Congress F~~ ;c. 2 %$5 2344 Rayburn House O f f i c e  B u i l d i n g  

Physical Address: 
Washington, DC 20515 

1751 Cong. W. L. 
Dickinson Drive Dear Congressman Browder: 
Montgomery, AL 
36109-2608 Thank you f o r  your  l e t t e r  i n q u i r i n g  about the  Impact t h a t '  poss ib le  

base-closure o r  real ignment a c t i o n  a t  F o r t  McClel lan o r  Anniston Army 
(205 ) 271-7700 Depot could have on the  Department o f  the  Army's c u r r e n t l y  pending 
FAX 270-5612 environmental pe rm i t  a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  the  chemical d e m i l i t a r i z a t i o n  

a c t i v i t i e s  a t  Anniston Army Depot. 

Field Offices: 

1 10 Vulcan Road 
Birmingham, AL 
352094702 
(205 ) 942-6168 
FAX 941 -1 603 

400 Well Street 
P.O. Box 953 
Decatur, AL 
35602-0953 
(205 ) 353-1713 
FAX 340-9359 

The r e l a t i o n s h i p  between the  Department o f  t he  Army and the  Sta te  
o f  Alabama w i t h  respect  t o  the  proposed opera t i on  o f  t h e  chemical 
d e m i l i t a r i z a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  a t  Anniston Army Depot has been a l ong  and 
complex one, owing t o  the  nature o f  t h e  undertak ing and the  r i s k s  
associated w i t h  t h a t  undertaking. Fur ther  complicating the r e l a t i o n s h i p  
has been the  research and development necessary t o  b r i n g  t h i s  a c t i v i t y  t o  
f r u i t i o n .  For a l l  o f  t he  d i f f i c u l t i e s  inherent  i n  t h i s  i n d u s t r i a l l y  
d i f f i c u l t  and pub1 i c l y  s e n s i t i v e  a c t l v i  t y ,  the r e l a t i o n s h i p  between our  
organ iza t ions  has been open, f r a n k  and product ive .  We have made progress 
i n  overcoming some o f  t he  techno log ica l  and procedural  hurdles necessary 
t o  s a t i s f y  the  S ta te  o f  Alabama t h a t  the  h e a l t h  and s a f e t y  o f  our  
popu la t ion  i s  adequately pro tec ted and t h a t  r i s k s  r e l a t e d  t o  chemical 
d e m i l i t a r i z a t i o n  are  e l iminated,  minimized, o r  c o n t r o l l e d .  

2204 Perimeter Road As you are  aware, F o r t  McClel l a n  and Anni s ton Army Depot are major 
Mobile, AL components o f  t he  Contingency Plan submitted by the  Army and r e q u i r e d  by 
36615-1131 40 CFR P a r t  270.14(b>(7> and P a r t  264, Subpart D. The purpose o f  t h i s  
(205 ) 450-3400 p lan  i s  t o  minimize hazards t o  human h e a l t h  and the  environment f rom 
FAX 479-2593 f i r e s ,  explosions, o r  any unplanned sudden o r  nonsudden re lease of 

hazardous waste o r  hazardous waste cons t i t uen ts  associated w i t h  the  
demi 11 t a r i z a t i o n  f a c i  1 i t y  a t  Anni s ton Army Depot. As acknowledged by the  
Army i n  i t s  Resource Conservat ion and Recovery Act  (RCRA) Hazardous Waste 
Permit App l i ca t i on ,  the  p rov i s ions  o f  the Contingency Plan " . . . w i l l  be 
c a r r i e d  o u t  immediately whenever there  i s  a f i r e ,  explos ion,  o r  re lease o f  
hazardous waste o r  hazardous waste cons t i t uen ts  t h a t  could th rea ten  human 
h e a l t h  o r  the  environment." 

We see f rom correspondence provided by your o f f i c e  t h a t  t he  Deputy 
Secretary o f  Defense i s  f u l l y  cognizant  o f  the  resources a t  F o r t  McClel lan 
and Anniston Army Depot t h a t  are committed t o  the  chemical 
d e m i l i t a r i z a t i o n  program through the Army's RCRA perm i t .  We note t h a t  the  
Deputy Secretary i n  an August 8 ,  1994, l e t t e r  t o  you asked the  Secretary 
o f  the Army " t o  work c l o s e l y  w i t h  the  Alabama Department o f  Environmental 
Management t o  respond t o  the s t a t e  requirements and t o  be f u l l y  responsive 
t o  t h e i r  concerns." 

(% 
Prlntea on Recycled Paper %CI 



In response, the Principal Deputy Under Secretary for Acquisition 
and Technology in an August 1 1 ,  1994, memorandum to the Secretary o f  the 
Army stated, "We must commlt approprlate mlli tary resources (such as the 
following, whlch have been identified at their current location) to 
support the demllitarlzation effort:" 

At Fort McClellan: "Decontamlnatlon Team, Medlcal 
Assistance Team, Security Control Team, Communications 
Support Team, Rescue Squad, Public Affairs Office, 
Plans and Operations Off1 ce, Explosi ve Ordnance 
Detachment, Noble Army Community Hospltal, Provost 
Marshal, Traffic Control and Security Force, 
Dlrectorate o f  Plans, Training, Mobllizatlon and 
Security, Directorate o f  Logistics, Staff Judge 
Advocate, Directorate o f  Personnel and Community 
Activities, Joint Information Center, Emergency 
Operations Center." 

And the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Installations, . 
Logistlcs and Envlronment In a September 23, 1994, letter to the 
commanders of Fort McClellan and Anniston Army Depot, states: 

"As we approach construction and ul timate 
demilitarizatlon operations at Anniston Army 
Depot, the comprehensive response plan will be 
a significant document subject t o  review by the 
Alabama Department o f  Environmental Management 
during the permttting process." 

A review o f  the Army's pending application demonstrates that the 
Army, just as we, has relied heavily on the support available from Fort 
McClellan and Annlston Army Depot to satisfy the requirements o f  the 
Contingency Plan. Nowhere Is this more apparent that in the Disaster 
Control Plan-Chemical Event Response Assistance Submission found in Volume 
VI A of the Army's application. This submission demonstrates the critical 
role whlch has been contemplated for Fort McClellan and Annlston Army 
Depot In the event of a chemical Incident o r  accident relating to chemical 
demilitarizatlon activities at Anniston Army Depot. It has been the 
availability o f  that emergency infrastructure which has given us the 
assurance as we reviewed the Army's submission that a chemical accident or 
incident would result In an Immediate, effective, and approprlate response. 

Ne recognize that the support available from Fort McClellan and 
Annlston Army Depot could be replicated with an appropriate dedication o f  
resources. However, the resources appear to be extraordinarily large and 
will require extensive training of personnel, construction o f  facilities, 
and provlsion of equipment. This would be true whether the support were 
provided by Army personnel or through a contract. These required 
resources are in addition to the Chemical Stockpile Emergency Preparedness 
Program, which Incorporates the use of Fort McClellan and Anniston Army 
Depot Resources. 



A contract for such resources does raise an issue o f  concern, 
however. The chemlcal agents In question include some o f  the dead1 lest, 
most toxic compounds developed for chemlcal warfare. These Include 
mustard (HD) and nerve agents (VX and GB) .  The aval lab1 1 1  ty o f  mi 1 1  tary 
personnel t o  respond to a chemlcal accident or incident gives us a level 
o f  confidence that appropriate action wi 1 1  be taken for the simple reasons 
that soldiers, unlike civilians, are subject to orders, the disobedience 
o f  whlch carries far more serlous Implications than those t o  whlch a 
civilian would be subject. The Army's plans Include the use o f  deadly 
force In appropriate circumstances, a matter which also favors the 
employment of military security forces. 

The area adjacent to Anniston Army Depot is a densely populated 
area, and the prevailing winds could carry an air emission across this 
populated area. This factor, coupled with the characterlstlcs of the 
munitions and components to be demilitarized at Anniston Army Depot and 
our place In the schedule for demilitarization, distinguishes us from 
other chemical demilitarization sites. The requirement for immediate 
response to a chemical accident or Incident Includes extensive 
communication networks, security personnel to deal wi th population 
control, emergency medical personnel trained t o  deal with chemical 
i njuries, and facll 1 ties designed to treat the chemi cal ly injured. Not 
least among our concerns is the potential for unauthorized intrusion at 
the Depot. A1 though the risk of such an event may be low, the 
implications are severe and require a high degree o f  securlty and reaction 
capabili ty. These are not resources which are read1 ly avai lable for 
immediate response, and they will have t o  be replicated if Fort McClellan 
o r  Anniston Army Depot are closed or realigned substantially and the 
chemical demi 1 l tarization actlvl ty at Ann1 ston Army Depot is to be 
permi tted . 

Because Fort McClellan is the home of the Army's Chemical School 
and Military Policy School, it is only natural that Army planners have 
included the resources at Fort McClellan in developing their Contingency 
Plan. Furthermore, Noble Army Hospital personnel and facilities are 
unlquely qualified to address chemical injuries due to the long experience 
with such risks, as well as the current operation o f  the Chemical Defense 
Training Facility (CDTF) at Fort McClellan. This facility also ensures 
that we will be able t o  train appropriate personnel at Anntston Army Depot 
as well as community emergency response personnel in chemical protection 
and decontamination techniques. I am aware of Army studies which 
establish the confidence-building aspect of CDTF training and consider 
such training for our community backup to your Contingency Plan to be an 
appropriate measure to be undertaken. 

Some o f  the specific support elements t o  be forthcoming from Fort 
McClellan resources in the event of a chemical accident or incident 
include acceptance o f  casualties at Noble Army Hospital. This is 
particularly important to us because the operational concept developed by 
the Army stipulates that patients, attendants, equipment, and vehicles 
wi 1 1  be decontaminated before they are accepted at local civi 1 Ian 
hospitals. Implicit within this concept Is the capability to accomplish 
such decontamination. We are particularly concerned that the significant 
decrease i n trai ned mi 1 1 tary health care providers associ ated wl th the 
closure o f  Noble Army Hospital at Fort McClel lan will leave us with a 



s i t u a t i o n  where, I n  the event o f  major chemlcal i n c i d e n t  or accident ,  
l o c a l  hospi t a l s  w i l l  n o t  accept contaminated personnel f o r  f e a r  o f  
contaminat ing t h e i r  own f a c i l i t i e s ,  and the Army w i l l  no longer  have a 
f a c l  1 i ty  opera t iona l  t o  deal w l  t h  such c i  rcumstances. 

Other areas which cause us concern inc lude the  a v a i l a b i l i t y  w i t h i n  
the  Immediate geographic area o f  an Explosive Ordnance Team. The 142nd 
Explosive Ordnance Detachment I s  c u r r e n t l y  located a t  F o r t  McClel lan, and 
the  n o t i f i c a t i o n  procedures i n  the  event of a chemical acc ident  o r  
I n c i d e n t  c l e a r l y  r e f l e c t  t h a t  they  have been Inc luded i n  the  Army's 
plans. I n  add i t t on ,  support teams f rom F o r t  McClel lan respond t o  
requ i  rements f o r  secur i  ty, communl ca t ions ,  on-si t e  medi c a l  ass! stance, 
rescue squad and p u b l i c  a f f a i r s  are  assets which the  Army and the  Sta te  o f  
Alabama have r e l i e d  upon as a v a i l a b l e  I n  the event o f  a chemlcal accident  
o r  chemlcal i n c i d e n t .  I f  F o r t  McClel l a n  were to  be c losed,  adequate 
p r o v i s i o n  would have t o  be made t o  replace these support teams. 

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  F o r t  McClel lanls  extensive resources, t h e  Army's permi t  
a p p l i c a t i o n  and the  Department o f  Defense's August 11, 1994, memorandum 
c i t e s  the  f o l l o w i n g  resources a t  Anniston Army Depot: "D i rec to ra te  f o r  
Law Enforcement and Secur i ty ,  D i r e c t o r a t e  fo r  Ammunition Operat ions, 
Ammunition Surve i l lance D i v i s i o n ,  Depot Equipment D i v i s i o n ,  Environmental 
Management D i v i s i o n ,  Heal th C l i n i c ,  Depot Commander, E l e c t r o n i c s  L ia i son  
Office." 

These are  no t  minor cons idera t ions  which can be overlooked. 
Rather, they  c o n s t i  t u t e  major concerns because they have s i g n i f i  cant  
impact upon the  resources immediately a v a i l a b l e  t o  respond t o  an emergency 
s i  t u a t i o n .  

Under these circumstances, I express t o  you my grave concern about 
the promised emergency response capabi 1 i t y  which w i  11 be unavai l a b l e  i f  
F o r t  McClel lan o r  Anniston Army Depot were t o  be c losed o r  rea l igned.  
This I s  a substant ive concern fo r  t he  hea l th  and safety o f  t he  p o t e n t i a l l y  
a f f e c t e d  populace. Of equal concern t o  me i s  the  e f f e c t  which t h i s  
c losure  o r  real ignment might  have upon our  r e l i a n c e  on representa t ions  
made I n  the  Army's permi t  a p p l i c a t i o n .  I c e r t a i n l y  would expect t o  be 
n o t i f i e d  o f  any such d r a s t i c  change i n  circumstances. 

The substant ive concerns whlch I c a l l  t o  your a t t e n t i o n  place a t  
r i s k  the  pe rm i t  which the  Army seeks. Should F o r t  McClel lan o r  Annlston 
Army Depot be closed o r  rea l igned,  the  Department could n o t  i ssue the 
necessary environmental permi ts  t o  a l l ow  cons t ruc t i on  and opera t i on  o f  the 
chemical d e m i l i t a r i z a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  a t  Anniston A r m y  Depot unless and 
u n t i l  such t ime as the Army could demonstrate t o  our s a t i s f a c t i o n  t h a t  
adequate and competent emergency response and backup s e c u r i t y  c a p a b i l i t i e s  
are I n  p lace.  

S incere ly ,  

ydd hn M. Smith 

Ul r e c t o r  



M M I ~ E E  ON THE BUOGET 

February 6, 1995 

Mr. John M. Smith 
Director, Alabama Department 
of Environmental Management 
PO Box 301463 
Montgomery, AL 36130- 1463 

104 FrotnAL But~otna 
Porr Orrtcr Box 2042 
A~nrrrOn, AL 36202 

PMON~: 236-5655 - 

Dear Mr. Smith:. 

In less than a month, the Department of Defense will release 
its proposed list of actions for the 1995 round of base 
realignments and closures. As you .know, Fort McClellan was . 
previously proposed for closure by the Department in 1991 and 
1993, but the Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
found that the Department "substantially deviatedu from the 
required closure criteria and removed Fort McClellan from the 
closure list. 

In 1993 the Alabama Department of Environmental Management 
in a letter to the then-Acting Secretary of the Army seriously 
questioned the Department of the Amy's ability to meet the 
requirements of its Resource Consenration and Recovery Act 
Hazardous Waste Permit Application for the chemical 
demilitarization activities at Anniston Army Depot should Fort 
McClellan be closed. As you know, the RCRA permit application 
includes extensive resources at both Fort McClellan and Anniston 
Army Depot for responding to a chemical accident/incident at the 
Depot. These resources are also cited in subsequent Department 
of Defense and Department of the Army internal correspondence. 

With the 1995 round of base closures quickly approaching, I 
write to inquire how the Alabama Department of Environmental 
Management would view the viability of the Army's RCRA permit 
application for chemical demilitarization if Fort McClellan 
and/or Anniston Army Depot were to be considered for closure or 
realignment. 

I look forward to your response. 

Sincerely, 

Glen Browder 
Member of Congress 

BIB8 CALHOUN CHAMBERS CHlLTON CLAY CLEBURNE . COOSA - LEE 

MACON RANDOLPH . RUSSELL ST CLAIR . TALLAOEGA TALLAPOOSA 



MA'/ -24-95 WED 1 1 : 07 . FAX NO. 3342717950 

ALABAMA ' 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

May 9, 1995 Fob lames, Jr. 
Governor 

John M. Smith, Director 

wiling AddreU: The Hon. Togo Hest 
PO eox 301463 Secretary of the Army 
P~ONTGOMERYAL Room 3E178Army Pentagon 
36130.1463 Washington, DC 20310 

Physical AWress: 
1751 Cong. W. L Dear Mr. Secretary: I 
Dickimon Drive 
Montgomery, AL 
361 09-2608 

(334)271J700 
FAX 270-5612 

352094702 
(205 ) 942-6168 
FAX 941-1603 

400 Well street, NL 
P-0. Box 953 
Decatur, AL 
356024953 
(205 )353-1773 
FAX 340-9359 

22- P&CW w d  
Mobilt. AL 
36615-3131 
(334 )4H)-U00 
FAX 179-2593 

As you are aware, this Department is the permitting agency which 
currently has under review the  Army's proposal to construct and operate a 
chemical demilitarizatfon facility at Anniston Army Depot. An Integral 
part o f .  the Army's appl icatlon, as presently constf tuted, i s  a re1 lance 
on support from Ft. McClellan, You can imagine our surprise when the 
Army recently announced its recornendation that Ft. McClellan be closed. 
The inconsistency in the Army's approach In i t s  appllcatlon for the 
chemi.ca1 demi 1 i tarization facl 1 i ty 1 s of consf derable concern and has 
been the subject  o f  previous correspondence to then Acting Secretary 
Shannon in 1993 when a slmllar situation developed. At the risk of belng 
somewhat repetltious, the following factors deserve your attention. 

As you know, Ft. McClellan i s  a major component of the Contingency 
P l a n  submitted by the Army and required by 40 CFR Part 270.74(b)(7) and 
Part 264, Subpart D. A review of the  Army's pending Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act  perm! t appl l catlon demonstrates that the 
Army has relied heavily on the support available from f t .  McClellan to 
satisfy the requirements of the Contingency Plan. This is apparent in 
the D l  saster Control Plan - Chemi cal Event Response Ass1 stance Submi ssion 
found I n  Volume VI A of the Army's application. This  submission 
demonstrates the critical role whlch has been contemplated for F t .  
McCIellan i n  the event o f  a chemical incident or accident r e l a t i n g  t o  
chemlcal demil f taritation activities at Ann1 ston Army Depot. In ltght of 
the proposed closure. I am fmpeiled to ask what are the Army's plans to 
protect the community durl ng the demi 1 i tari zation operation? My concerns 
for the community's safety and the permi t  application's v iab i  1 i ty are 
deepened by the Army's recent statement to Congressman Glen Browder that 
i t  i s  "still trying to determine what. i f  anv. support is required from 
F t .  McClel lan." 

I 
A s  recently as March 15, 1995, hospital and emergency personnel from 

i t .  McCleilan gartlrlpated In the Annlston Community Exercise to test 1 
response effectiveness. Indeed, no community exerclse has been conducted 
to date without the  ass1 stance o f  F t .  McClel lan personnel. I t  has been 
the aval lab1 1 i ty of the  extensive emergency infrastructure whl ch has 
provided assurance that a chemical acc iden t  or incident would result In 1 
an Immediate, e f f e c t i v e ,  and approprl ate response. 
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Because Ft. McClellan i s  the home of the  Army's Chemical School and 
MI 1 i tary Pol Ice School, i t  f s only natural that Army planners have 
1 ncl uded the resources at F t .  McCl el 1 an In develop1 ng the1 r contl ngency 
plan. The availabll 1 ty of military personnel to respond to a chemical 
accident or incldent provfdes a level of confidence that  approprlate 
action will be taken for the simple reason tha t  soldiers, unlike 
clvf llans, are subject  to orders, the disobedience o f  whlch carries far 
more serious lmpllcat~ons than those to whlch a clvlllan would be 
subject. The Army's plans include the use of deadly force in appropriate 
c1 rcurnstances, a matte.r whl ch a1 so favors the employment o f  mi 1 i tary 
securl ty forces. 

Furthermore. Noble Army Hospi tal personnel and facl 1 l ties' are 
unlquely quallfled to address chemlcal injuries due to their long 
experience w i t h  such risks, as well as the current operations of the 
Chemf cal Defense Tralning Faclli ty at Ft. McClel lan. Some of the 
speclfic support elements to be forthcomtng Prom Ft. McClellan resource 
in the event of a chemical accident or Incident Include acceptance of 
casual ties at Noble Army Hospl tal . 

In addition, support teams from Ft. McCIellan respond to 
requirements for security, communications, on-si te medt ca1 ass! stance, 
rescue squad and pub1 l c  affalrs needs. These are assets whlch the, Army 
and the State of A1 abama have re1 i ed upon as avai 1 able I n the event, of a 
chemlcal accident or lncfdent. I 

We note that  the Army, in 1 t s  1995 base closure report, calls' only 
for Mrninfmum essentfal facilitfes, as necessary, t o  provide auxi'liary 
support to the cheml cal demi 1 i tar l zatlon operation at Anni ston Army 
Depot. I' In order for the Army's RCRA p e r m 1  t appl t c a t f o n  for the chemical 
weapons destructlon facilf ty a t  Annlston A r m y  Depot to proceed, thls 
Department requlres a detai led accountfng of how the Army plans to 
rep1 icate the support assets now avaf lable at F t .  McClel lan for response 
to a chemical accfdent/lncident at the Depot, should Ft. McClellan 
close. This 'accounting should include where these support assets ~ $ 1 1  be 
located and what fac l  1 f tl es and equl pment w i  1 1  be provl ded. i 

Unless the A r m y  can demonstrate that adequate and coin etent 
emergency response and backup securl ty capabl 1 1 t l es are 1 n p l  ac the  
State of Alabama could not issue the necessary environmental perm ts to 

actfvlt!es at Anniston Army Depot. 

i9 
a1 low construction and operation o f  the cheml cal demt 1 .I tarl3ation 

1 
SI ncerely, 1 



O C P W  SECRETARY OF O W E N S €  

I n  o w  meeting on June 16, 1 9 9 4 ,  YOU and I dieuuued 
Departzrent of Defense P O " l  and intention6 on u v r r r l  sattars 
related t o  t h e  C h d c a  I k m  l i h r f r a t i o n  mjOCt 8cheduleb f o r  
h i s t o n  Pepof,  You rl~quested that  1 p-ids a r m -  on 
these mtttrs, and I LJI pleased to mapond t o  thir request. A. 
you h o v ,  t h e  Depamrn t  is eager to conduct its burinur  in r 
manner a a t  1s open and neets  c m i t y  to t&a aubura  
extant pitribla. * 8 a f 8 r ~  8 8 r u r W  you r a q u u t  rrrvr . 
this purpore and tbrrrforo earrvo tha poritivo r8.pans.r 
providmd balov .  

p l i r r o  r r a t  r s ~ u r r d  t h a t  vo rh- y o u r  O w m w n  for ra fa  and 
mviro-ally sound d a s t r u c t i o n  of u h d c r l  wupans a t  
Anni&ton, Spocificrllyr 

m i o n  8O7SA of Publie Law 103-139, no 
tr- 

federa l  funds will br rued to study #a fauFbFl i ty  of 
r w a l  or transportation o f  unitary chrricrl uraponr i r a  . 

or i n t o  Anniston Army -pat, except b8 p~rrrfttad by +bat 
. 

eaction.  

1%-O rh):  as-t at M s t o n  
a 

b f o m  c o a r t r u e i o n  of  a u i c a l  mapona d i r p o u l  
facility b e g h ,  

and, .hould brrdcthrou h~ =cur @ U l y  uhiah U w t t a t r  P i~~tmcrd a a f e t y  or om ronn.nta1 p u f o r n ~ ,  va will 
s n d u v o r  to apply t h e  n- d a t a  to d u t r u c t i o n  d~tign a d  
oparrtion at h i s t o n ,  



m a l  ie88ona learned f r a  t b a  J o L ~ n t o n  A t o l l  
m d  Tooele OI t deatnrct lon facilities into t h o  draiqn 
a d  epcrat icn o i  h i s t o n  frcllity. 

#a f u n d 8  a p p t  r i a t d ,  p u r r ~ ~ ~ t  to  m authoriration 02 
tupriatioru% rration 3204 (a )  f a r  c-trvution of  t h o  =leal v a a p n s  dastruotion f a a i l i t y  a t  h i s t o n  rill b. 

obli tad u n t i l  t h a  86crot .ry  o f  Ikfrnsa o u b r l t s  a 
art f f i ca t fon  i n  accord.nca w i t h  Wt p r w t r l o n .  

s t  ef f e a t i r e  s a r b o n  f i l t n t l o n  
~ y s t e r  avaflablm into tho  dssfgn of the A m i s t o n  disposal 
fraility. 

- 
k p m m c i e a  t o  monitor 
l o n g - t ~  h e a l t h  m i f r a t 8  of #a d u t r v o t i o n  p m  a t  
b n f s t o n .  

be 

"r t o  work & M y  vith tha A l W  rtrnrnt o f  
Z n v  ronnmtal KmagcuaC to raapond t o  
raquiroaaat. urd to k W l y  Wpsmivm t o  caaurnr .  

and h u a n  h u l a  of tbe  cornuaity r~rraundfng Annirton 
-pot by rwfdinq r f i m a t i ~ a  laad-ip to anaura t h o  
muccaraiu! i,l-,r,ti~n c2 t a m  QI.DIC~L O ~ W ) E P I ~ .  
Emugonay A u p r a d m 8 8  Roqru. 

only f o r  dastnaotion of e h u i u l  rrrpolu and mnaltlena 
stomd a t  Miston 7 Dcpott 

ma t h o  mlblaation of 
t h a t  r t t x k p i l a  i 8  Ooop e t a ,  a* f ~ f l i t y  vill k dirru)tle~ 
and rammed. 

ny 
e a t i o n .  in f ~ l  avaron.8a or 

* 

conqrumional werrfghf throua th* .uthori:rtion uld 
appropriations p-8, 



I sarurm you t h a t  t h e  Department o f  him.. will continua to 
emure t h t  tha deatruotion o t  out c h d r i u l  vsapon6 etockpila i s  
accorpliubod i n  full  cqnizrnco  of U s  ooqoing need t o  p r o t e c t  
o u r  peopla and our environment. 



THE U N O E R  SECRETARY OF CEFENSE 

8UBJECTr ~ h s m i c a l  Woipona ~omilitrrir&tion P80ility 
hnaieton A r m y  Depot, Anniatoa,  ~ labama 

g f f o r t r  a r e  ongoing t o  onruro the auoaorsful a t a r t  o f  
c h d c a l  weapon8 d r d l i t a r i z a t i o n  o~or&tionr a t  A M l r t o n  

D e p o t .  I n  order t o  g a i n  the r q u i m i t o  support f o r  
thorr  operatfena, we m u  ensure the a ~ p l i c ~ f i o a  of 
certain safoguarda which i l l  g b t i 8 f y  local donoerrr~ and 
e d a ~ n o e  the  safety o f  hhr d m i l i t a r i s a t i o n  prooorr .  

R. naed t o  be fully r r r p o a r i ~ ~  to t h e  *lab- 
Oapartaeat of Envirocrental Managcnent, and wo m u a t  o c m i t  
appropriate m i l i t a r y  rrsourcra (8uch aa thr  following, . 
whlch hkve beea identified at t h o f r  ourront location) to. 
rupport thm drailitariratfon effort I 

Diraeforate for Law Z n f 0 r a w . a ~  and Becurlty 
~ i r a c t o r a t a  for m u n i t i o a  O~orations 
m u n i t i o r r  8urtroi l lance  Dfvie iorr  
D e p t  Pqufglcont bivfrion 
~nvironmeatal bla.aageernt ~irirfon 
xorltb ~ l l n i a  
~ o p o t  C o u a n d s r  
Xlectronioa Liairon O f f  i ce  

Deooatarriaatfon T e l a  
Medical Aar iatrnca  Tss ln  
Security Control T o l n  
Caamunicationa Support T e i u a  
Reecue Squad 
Public Affaira O f f i e a  
Plsnr  rad Oparationr Office 
Explosive OtUnancr D a t a a b e a t  
Noble Xrnry Cornunity H o ~ p i t a l  
Provoet Marshal 
w raffia C o n t r o l  an4 Security l o r c s  
~ i r o c t o r a t e  o f  Plaza, T r a i n i n g ,  Mobfliration rnd 

86cur 1 ty 



Directorate  o f  Logirt ioo  
S t a f f  Judge Advocate 
Dfrootorata o f  ~ o t a o ~ e l  and Coa~aunity ~ c t i ~ l t f ~ ~  
J o i n t  ~ n f o r r t a t f o c l  C e n t 6 r  
Szzergency Operation8 Center 

I will appreoirto your timely attention in t h i r  
a t t o r .  I hope that you will be 1 t o  ropor t  t o  as in 
the very n e b s  future t h a t  the ooordinatioa rrquired t o  
enrure commitnoat o f  apptopr i r ta  r s r o u r o o a  hsa been 
accomplirhed. 

Please laforra Ore l e d  Proaiv, Deputy  ~88ist.nt to t h e  
B e c r a t a , y  of -fenre ( chmica l  aad 8f0logi0.l Matterr) on 

r t a t u a  o f  your ooordlnation afCortcre Dr. P r o o i v  
be reaahad a t  ~xten8ion 1 5 1 0 9 7 .  



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
Of  PICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

INSTALLATIONS LOGlSTlCS Ah0 EYVIRCNME.YT 

110 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON OC 20310.01 10 

Ma jot General Alfonso E. Lenhardt 
Commanding General 
U .  S. Army Chemical and Militzry 

Police Centers 
Fort McClellan, Alabama 36205 

Dear General Lenhardt : 

Fort McClellan and Anniston Army Depot have 
historically maintained an outstanding relationship. 
This relationship has resulted in cooperative agree- 
ments and mutual support for each installation's unique 
roles and missions. 

Since March 1989, a response plan has provided the , 

basis for procedures and actions to be employed by Fort 
McClellan in support of a chemical accident/incident 
should such an event occur at Anniston Army Depot. As 
we approach construction and ultimate demilitarization 
operations at Anniston Army Depot, the comprehensive 
response plan will be a significant document subject to 
review by the Alabama Department of Envircnnental 
Management during the permitting process. It wlll also 
become visible to elected officials and local citizens 
as they evaluate the emergency preparedness posture of 
Anniston and the surrounding communities. 

The commitment to provide appropriate Department 
of Defense resources is demonstrated in the attached 
memorandum from the Principal Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense for Acquisition and Technology. Request the 
Memorandum of Agreement between the U .  S. Army Chsmical 
and Military Police Centers and Fort McClellan and 
Anniston Army Depot be reviewed and updated to assure 
the resources referenced in the attached memorandum are 
specifically addressed. Also, request a copy of the 
revised contingency plan be provided to my Deputy for 
Chemical Demilitarization, Colonel Jazes Coverstone, 
after revision. 



I appreciate your cooperatlon on this extremely 
important matter. 

Sincerely, 

Robert M. Walker 
Assistant Secretary of the Army 

(Installations, Logistics & Environment) 

Attachment 

CF: 
Commanding General, U. S. Army 

Training and Doctrine Command 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

INSTALLATIOYS COClSflCS AND ENVIROhUEslT 
I 1 0  A R M Y  PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON OC 20110.01 I 0  

Major General Dennis L. Benchoff 
Commanding General 
U .  S. Army Industrial Operations Command 
Rock Island, Illinois 61 239 

Dear General Benchoff: 

Anniston Army Depot and Fort McClellan have 
historically maiEtained an outstanding relationship. 
This relationship has resulted in cooperative agree- 
ments and mutual support for each installation's unique 
roles and missions. 

Since March 1989, a response plan has provided the 
basis for procedures and actions to be employed by Fort . '  

McClellan in support of a chemical accidentjincident 
should such an event occur at Anniston Army Depot. As 
we approach construction and ultimate demilitarization 
operations at Anniston Army Depot, the comprehensive 
response plan will be a significant document subject to 
review by the Alabama Department of Environmental 
Management during the permitting process. It will also 
beccme visible to elected officials and local citizens 
as they evaluate the emergency preparedness posture of 
Anniston and the surrounding communities. 

The commitment to provide appropriate Department 
of Defense resources is demonstrated in the attached 
memorandum from the Principal Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense for Acquisition and Technology. Request the 
Memorandum of Agreement between Anniston Army Depot and 
the U. S. Army Chemical and Military Police Centers and 
Fort McClellan be reviewed and updated to assure the 
resources referenced in the attached memorandum are 
specifically addressed. Also, request a copy of the 
revised contingency plan be provided to my Deputy for 
Chemical Cemil i tar izat ron, Colonel J?z?s Covers tone, 
after revision. 



I appreciate your cooperation o n  this extremely 
important matter. 

Robert M. Walker 
A s s i s t a n t  S e c r e t a r y  of the Army 

(Installations, Logistics & Environment) 
\ 

Attachment . 

CF: 
Commander, Anniston Army Depot 
Assistant Deputy Chief o f  Staff 

for Chemical and Biological Matters, 
U .  S. Army Materiel Command 



May 7, 1995 

Colonel(R) Kenny W. Whitley 
501 12th Street NE 
Jacksonville, Alabama 36265 

Congressman Glen Browder 
US House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Congressman Browder, 

The following is unsolicited. 

When I retired after 28 years' service in 1994, I hoped to not look back, but rather to focus on a 
fbture in education, However, I feel compelled to speak out on the issue of closing Fort 
McClellan and moving the Chemical School and other tenants to new locations. I say, 
"compelled" because I believe I have unique credentials and experience that ought to lend 
credence to what I have to say. Those credentials are: 

I commanded Anniston Army Depot fiom 1989 to 199 1, to include its chemical 
weapons storage facility, so I know the risk in storing these temble weapons, and I 
know the capabilities of the depot to deal with a disaster. 
Immediately thereafter, I served as the Director of Training and Doctrine, US 
Army Chemical School, so I know the capabilities and importance of that school 
(though I was an Ordnance Officer, not a Chemical Corps officer). 
Then I served for two years in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia as the Senior 
Logistics Advisor to the Saudi Land Forces, next to the major chemical threats of 
the world. I know the threat. 
I live in Jacksonville, Alabama, so I know the confidence that having the Fort near 
the depot gives to residents of this area. 

What I have to say, and you may forward these comments to whomever you think might benefit 
from them, is: 

In the event of an accident at the depot, the personnel of Ft. McClellan and in 
particular those of the Chemical School and MP School would be invaluable assets 
to the depot and the surrounding community. The depot is very good, but there is 
no doubt in my mind that as its Commander I felt even better knowing those 
resources of the Fort were close at hand. If I had made the foregoing statement 
while in command I would in all probability have been relieved, as I was 
specifically ordered not to comment on matters concerning the Fort. 

(continued) 



The Chemical School provides our Armed Forces and those of many friendly 
countries with the ability to detect, decontaminate, and, if need be, operate in a 
chemical environment, whether that environment comes from another Army or 
terrorists, or from an accident. 

The threats of any of the above three causes for a need of chemical skills are very 
real. Now is no time to be moving the Chemical School, as inevitably a new 
learning curve would ensue. I can say unequivocally that Saudi Arabia is not 
capable of dealing with a Chemical attack, and that if such an even occurred during 
the learning curve, the results would be disastrous. 

Closing the Fort and moving the Chemical School would reduce the community-wide ability to 
deal with an accident at the depot. Closing the Fort and moving the Chemical School would 
reduce our training abilities at a time when the threat of military use of Chemical weapons 
remains, and terrorist use of such weapons is a rising threat. 

Sincerely, 

i ~ e n n ~  W. Whitley 
Colonel, USA, Retired 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF LEGISLATIVE LIAISON 

1600 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-1600 

May 3, 1995 

Honorable Glen Browder 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D. C. 205 15 

Dear Congressman Browder: 

This replies to your April 17 and 18, 1995, letters to Lieutenant Colonel 
Dave Reed, concerning Fort McClellan and the 1995 Base Realignment and 
Closure process. 

Officials in the Army Basing Study ofice prepared the enclosed informa- 
tion papers in response to your questions. 

I trust this information will be of assistance. 

Sincerely, . 

- 

George T. Greiling 
Lieutenant Colonel, U. S. Army 
Chief, Special Actions Branch 
Congressional Inquiry Division 

Enclosure 

Pr~nted on Recycled Paper 



Please provide: 

1. A specific definition of the support the Army will provide to the chemical 
demilitarization operation. 

The Army is still trying to determine what, if any, support is required fiom Fort 
McClellan. The contingency plan that was included in the Army's Comprehensive 
Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) permit application 
did contemplate the provision of certain support from Fort McClellan; however, such 
support can now be made available fiom other sources, which the Alabama Department of 
Environmental Management has itself recognized. As part of the COBRA analysis closing 
Fort McClellan, 100K square feet of facilities space ($15OKlyr.) were left open to 
accommodate personnel support which may be required. Additionally, the Army intends 
to relocate the 142d Explosives Ordnance Detachment (EOD) fiom Fort McClellan to 
support the chemical demilitarization mission at Anniston Army Depot. 

2. Where this support will be located and what facilities and equipment it will 
involve. 

The COBRA analysis closing Fort McClellan relocates the 142d Explosives Ordnance 
Detachment POD) with all of its equipment and personnel to Anniston Army Depot. The 
lOOK square feet of facilities space left open at Fort McClellan is to accommodate other 
support which may be determined necessary. The exact facilities to be left open will be 
determined during the implementation phase. 

3. The annual cost of this support. 

The bzfse operating support dollars remaining at Fort McClellan for leaving lOOK square 
feet of space open is $150K per year. 

4. How this cost is figured into the return on investment for closure of Fort 
McClelIan. 

The $150K mentioned in question 3 is a percentage of the base operating cost for Fort 
McClellan. When facilities are left open at an installation the amount of savings obtained 
from the closure is reduced. Therefore, the $3 16 million dollar twenty year net present 
value for the COBRA analysis closing Fort McClellan would increase if the lOOK square 
feet of facilities in question were also closed. 



T H E  H E N R Y  L .  S T I M S O N  C E N T E R  
Prujimatic steps toward ideal objec t ives  

May 5, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

We are writing to call your attention to the possible 
ramifications of the proposed closure of the Army base at Fort 
McClellan in Alabama on the successful ratification and 
implementation of the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) and on the 
effective training of U.S. forces to operate .in a chemical 
environment. The Army plans to move its Chemical Defense Training 
Facility to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. This transfer will be 
quite difficult to accomplish, however, as it could take 
considerable time given the constraints of public opinion. 

First, the Army's inability to relocate McClellan's Chemical 
Defense Training Facility to Fort Leonard Wood could disrupt the 
continuity of operations at a facility that is the core of the 
nation's chemical weapons defenses. The crucial elements of an 
effective defense against a chemical weapons attack are well-tested 
equipment and well-trained troops. Fort McClellan is the sole 
facility in the United States, indeed, among all of our allies, 
where soldiers can train using live chemical agents. Just as 
confidence in our equipment and training stood us well in the face 
of Iraq's threat to use chemical weapons during the Persian Gulf, 
this capability will be the bulwark of future U.S. deterrence of 
and defense against a chemical weapons attack. 

We understand that permits have been issued for construction 
and operation of a replacement facility at Fort Leonard Wood. 
However, public opposition near Fort Leonard Wood is increasing and 
could result in a significant delay in this site's availability. 
Common sense dictates that the Commission not approve a proposal to 
close Fort McClellan until all hurdles at Fort Leonard Wood -- 
public hearings about permits, possible legal challenges, and 
completion of construction -- have been cleared. 

Second, the Army's plans to move the Chemical Defense Training 
Facility to Fort Leonard Wood could derail the program to destroy 
the U.S. chemical weapons stockpile. Our study on the status of 
the U.S. chemical weapons destruction program (The U.S. Chemical 
Weapons Destruction Proqram: Views, Analysis, and Recommendations, 
September 1994) revealed a lack of public trust to be a significant 
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problem facing the Army in its execution of this program. Trust is 
again an issue, and a vital one at that, because the Army has 
explicitly linked the availability of resources at Fort McClellan 
to the safety of chemical weapons destruction in nearby Anniston. 

When speaking to the citizens of Anniston, Army officers and 
Pentagon civilians have frequently portrayed Fort McClellan as a 
safety net -- a cache of expertise and equipment - -  that would be 
available throughout the operation of Anniston's chemical weapons 
destruction facility. This promise has been a principal reason 
that this community has grudgingly gone along with Army plans that 
many of its citizens fear greatly. Among the numerous Fort 
McClellan resources that the Army lists in its Anniston permit 
request as integral to assuring safety during destruction 
operations are the Decontamination Team, Medical Assistance Team, 
Security Control Team, Rescue Squad, Explosive Ordnance Detachment, 
Emergency Operations Center, and Noble Army Community Hospital. In 
a 13 February1995 letter, the Director of Alabama's Department of 
Environmental Management John M. Smith stated that closure of Fort 
McClellan would undercut his department's "reliance on 
representations made in the Army's permit application" and "place 
at risk the permit which the Army seeks." 

The Army has clearly stated that the risks to public health 
and the environment will only increase the longer these chemical 
weapons are stored. If citizen resistance blocks the Army's effort 
to build and operate a destruction facility at Anniston, 
its plans for the subsequent construction of similar facilities at 
six other sites in the United States will be placed in jeopardy. 
Delay in this program could have serious consequences for public 
health and the environment in several U.S. communities. 

In addition, the premature transfer of the Chemical Defense 
Training Facility to Fort Leonard Wood could result in the Army 
being derelict in its duty to fulfill a Congressional mandate to 
destroy the chemical weapons stockpile by 2004. The Army's 
inability to destroy the stockpile in a timely fashion would place 
che United States in violation of the CWC. The CWC, which awaits 
U.S. Senate approval, requires destruction of chemical arsenals 
within a ten-year timeframe and is likely to enter into force early 
in 1996. 

While we applaud the streamlining of America's defense 
facilities, our nation's ability to defend itself against a 
chemical weapons attack and the safety and viability of destruction 
operations at Anniston must not, in our view, be sacrificed amidst 
downsizing efforts. At a minimum, we ask that the Commission hold 
a treaty hearing, as it has done in the past, so that it might 
receive testimony and might more thoroughly consider these 
important issues. 



In closing, we believe that it would be wise for the 
Commission to once again reject the recommendation to close Fort 
McClellan, keeping this facility open until a replacement facility 
is constructed at Fort Leonard Wood and the destruction operations 
at Anniston are completed. To do otherwise would jeopardize 
important national security objectives and international arms 
control treaty obligations. 

Smithson Michael Krepon 
r, CWC Implementation President 

Project 



Center for Strategic & International Studies 
Washington, DC 

May 10, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Va. 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I am writing with regard to the proposed closure of the Army base at Fort 
McClellan, Alabama. As you know, this base has previously been targeted for closure and 
the commission has previously acted to reverse that decision. The commission should again 
act to keep Fort McClellan open. 

In prior correspondence with the commission, I raised my principal concerns which I 
will not detail here for the sake of brevity. But the punchline is simple. At a time when 
chemical weapons are proliferating, the United States cannot create new vulnerabilities in 
the training and competence of its forces in chemical warfare. At a time when a major new 
international chemical disarmament convention is entering into force, the United States 
cannot lose one of its major tools for making that convention succeed. 

The army's proposal to reshuffle its chemical defense assets in the wake of the 
closure of Fort McClellan is unlikely to be able to accomplish what the national interest 
requires. The arguments made to you by Amy Smithson and Michael Krepon in a letter 
dated May 5 explain this more fully. I wish to align myself with their arguments, although 
I would go further in emphasizing the existing deficiencies in the U.S. defense posture as 
revealed so starkly in the Desert Shield operation. 

Thank you for the opportunity to raise 

Brad Roberts 
Research Fellow 
Editor, The Washington Quarterty 

1800 K Street Northwest Washington DC 20006 Telephone 20Y887-0200 
- - 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFlCE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

WASHINGTON, DC 2031 0-0200 

May 23, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I would like to comment on a memorandum dated May 16, 1995, subject: Review of 
Draft Air Permit, Fort Leonard Wood Smoke Training (Encl 1). Regrettably, it has 
caused some confixion over the Army's ability to conduct smoke training at Fort Leonard 
Wood. Statements made in this memorandum are unsubstantiated and represent the 
author's personal views. They do not represent the official position of the Chemical 
School, Training and Doctrine Command or Headquarters, Department ofthe Army. 

A pointlcounterpoint paper discussing the memorandum is enclosed 
(Encl2). Presently, no final smoke permit has been issued by the State of Missouri. 
Therefore, it is premature to speculate on its impact on training. 

Smoke modeling has been conducted since May 1993 and a full smoke test was 
conducted during May 1993. It is the Army's view that smoke training can be 
accomplished at Fort Leonard Wood. There has been extensive coordination between 
Fort McClellan and Fort Leonard Wood regarding all issues, including smoke and 
obscurant training. 

The views expressed in LTC Newing's memorandum should not be misconstrued as 
the Army's position nor should you assume they are factual. The Army is coddent it will 
be able to conduct smoke training at Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. We can assure you 
there will be no degradation in chemical training and readiness. 

S E. SHANE, JR 
General, GS 

Director of Management 

Enclosures 

CF: 
CoS TRADOC 
David A. Shon; MDNR 
Representative Ike Skelton 





Point 1 Counterpoint 

Point # I .  "The State of Missouri smoke permit restrictions, if implemented, will 
create overwhelming degradation to Chemical Mission readiness. the restrictions will 
cut back the minimum amount of annual fog oil use by 30%. The daily allowance for 
smoke training time will be cut by 75%. After suffering these unacceptable losses, it 
further limits our Joint forces to smoke operations during weather conditions which may 
exist only 60% of the year. The smoke permit virtually eliminates more than one smoke 
event per day. The impact would be violations (subject to fines) for 92 days when two 
events are trained, another 56 days when three events are trained, and another 21 
days when four separate events are underway at one time. If allowed to stand, the 
Missouri smoke permit allows us to conduct roughly 25% of training to standards, these 
restrictions would kill both the US Army and US Air Force smoke training." 

The draft permit provides a comfortable range of training opportunities for 
required smoke generation training, to include joint service requirements. The 
permit conditions set a limit on pollution tonnage per year and per day - not 
restrictions on training operations. Multiple training eventslscenarios are 
permissible per day, not to exceed a total of 3700 pounds of fog oil in a 24-hour 
period. These criteria were selected after extensive review of training programs 
of instruction, range use data, smoke generation equipment maintenance 
records, and legal annual fog oil pollution reports. All of this information was 
provided by Fort McClellan. 

Point #2. "During the Chemical Functional Area analysis on 31 Oct 94, the Vice 
Chief of Staff challenged the Army to "take the lead on proactive involvement with 
agencies drafting environmental regulatory requirements that impact on chemical 
training on Army ranges. Focus on heading toward the least restrictive measures that 
provide the maximum training opportunities (Action ODCSOPS)" 

Fort Leonard Wood has long been an installation of  excellence in 
environmental stewardship. Their approach to permitting smoke generation 
training with Missouri's Department of Natural Resources is  very supportive in 
meeting training requirements, but sets standards in place to prevent 
environmental degradation and ensure maintenance of National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards. 

Point #3. "Under Base Realignment and Closure actions, Fort Leonard Wood, 
unfortunately without coordination with the Chemical School, applied for a smoke 
permit and variance." 

This is  not true. Fort Leonard Wood has, in fact, coordinated every 
conceivable detail in matters relative to smoke training since 1991, to include 
extensive on-site smoke training trials at Fort Leonard Wood. Two previous 



BRAC recommendations have afforded numerous opportunities for 
understanding permit requirements. The attached calendar of  events depicts the 
level of coordination which bears witness to the exhaustive efforts to  date. 

Point #4. "One of the most stunning restrictions of this permit is the loss of 
capability to train with smoke hand grenades, vehicular smoke grenades, smoke pots, 
infrared defeating grenades, riot control agents, and large area infrared obscurants. 
The Reserve Component smoke training at the Chemical School would also be a 
casualty." 

These activities are not restricted or  lost due to a fog oil permit. These are 
basically current operations and simply are not included in a specific fog oi l  
permit. MDNR has indicated the following: 

I find it an incredible leap of logic for a Lt. Col. in the Army to  determine 
that because an item does not exist in a permit, that i t  is  restricted. If 
this is the case, then no activities can occur at Fort McClellan because 
none are permitted. 

Fort Leonard Wood applied for and is  in the process of securing a 
permit for change in mission assignment that would add new activities. 
Unless otherwise dictated in statute, only those activities requiring a 
permit receive permitting approval and review. Lt. Col. Newing's theory 
of  law is  completely incorrect. 

I hope this clarifies the Department's position on "stunning restrictions" 
existing because of their absence from a permit. You and your staff may 
continue to breathe even though breathing is not permitted under Lt. 
Colonel Newing's theory of law. 

These activities are obviously not restricted. 



Calendar of Events 
Smoke Training Permit Coordination Timeline 

Fort McClellan (FMC) & Fort Leonard Wood (FLW) 

29 Apr 93 Received electronic mail from COL Nelson, Ft McClellan, indicating 
62,800 gal fog oil training mission level consumed on 2 ranges (56, 24A) 

Apr 93 FLW field trip to FMC on smoke training and other matters 

May 93 Smoke trials at FLW 

May 93 FMC, including key personnel from the Chemical School, conducted field 
trip to FLW reference smoke training to discuss requirements 

May 93 Obtained FMC Environmental Impact Statement for Chemical School 
move from Aberdeen Proving Ground to FMC; reviewed smoke training 
pollution data 

19 May 93 Training & Doctrine Command validated fog oil mission load at 
max 60,000 gal with expected decrease due to Army downsizing 

May 93 Smoke trial 

Jun 93 FLW BRAC team field trip to FMC to finalize requirements 

15-1 7 Mar 95 FMC (MP School Direcector of Training, Chemical School's LTC Newing, 
and other senior representatives) visit FLW to review requirements 

3-7 Apr 95 FLW visited Fort McClellan with BRAC Team Vhief, Environmental Staff, 
DOT, DPTM, Range Control Chief 

- visited smoke training ranges 
- discussed training requirements I frequencies with LTC Newing & 

LTC Sutton 
- visited POL yards 
- questioned LTC Newing I Sutton on training requirements per course 

OSUT, BNCOC, ANCOC, OBC, etc. including training scenario, 
equipment, training durations 

- visited I discussed with FMC environmental staff 
- received copies of all current Pol's and reviewed smoke training 

requirements 
- obtained smoke range use data from FMC range control 
- FLW BRAC Team Chief I Environmental staff visted Pelham Range at 

invitation of LTC Newing and participated in BNCOC smoke training on 



wheeled and track vehicle - discussed typical training scenario with 
numerous instructors including number of vehicles / generators used 
and number of hours actual smoke generation time 

- visited maintenance facilities - obtained smoke generation usage data 
- discussions with FMC environmental staff; Mr. Levy informed Mr 

McCarthy of FLW that FMC was planning to submit a minor source 
(less than 100 tons per year pollution) Title V permit application for 
smoke training which equates to 26,000 gal usage 

- obtained 1992 air emissions inventory dated Nov 93, showing 230 
tonslyear pollution 

12-1 3 Apr 95 FMC MPIChemical School staff visited FLW to validate operational 
concept 

1 May 95 Received spreadsheet from LTC Newing and COL Caughlin on smoke 
training program of instruction requirements and range-use days 

3-5 May 95 MP & Chemical School Directors of Training visit FLW to validate 
construction requirements and Operational Concept 



ATZT-CS 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
HEADQUARTERS 

U.S. ARMY ENGINEER CENTER AND FORT LEONARD WOOD 
FORT LEONARD WOOD, MISSOURI 65473-5000 

MEMORANDUM THRU / 

U.S. Army Training and ATTN: ATCS-OR (COL 
Roszkowski), v r c e ,  VA 23651-5000 

b ~d 4 f  
Director, The Army partment of the Army, O f f i c e  
of the C h . i e 1  of dones, 200 Army Pentagon, 
Washingtc~, bC 

FOK The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, ATTN: 
Edward A. Brown 111, 1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425, 
Arlington, VA 22209 

SUBJECT: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Section 7 
Consultation 

1. This memorandum serves as a more in-depth update to our 
original response to this action which is provided at enclosure 
1. 

2. Fort Leonard Wood (FLW) has maintained extensive coordinatioli 
with the USFWS over the years on federally endangered species 
occurring on the installation. Informal Section 7 consultation 
has occurred on natural resource management activities, training 
area developments and instal-lation master plans. Most recent 
consultation has occurred with respect to the preparation of a 
biological assessment relating to our on-going mission 
activities. Any future formal or infox-n~al consultati-on w i l . 1  
follow this same opexi line of communication. 

* 

3. Formal Section 7 consultation with USFWS on the BXAC 
recommenddtion will cornmence should the current recommendation be 
finalized. FLW recently participated in infori-national meeti.nqs 
with the USFWS regarding the current- BRAC 1.-ecomrnendation. 

4. A brief chronology of key elldanyered species courdinatio:! is 
at enclosure 2. Enclosures 3-9 are documentation of key 
correspondence noted with an asterisk on enclosure 2. 



ATZT'-cs 
SUBJECT: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Section 7 
Consultation 

5. Thank you for your 
required, please feel 

9 Encls ANDERS B. AADLAND 
COL, EN 
Chief of Staff 



DEPARTME~T OF THE ARMY 
HEADQUARTERS 

U.S. ARMY ENGINEER CENTER AND FORT LEONARD WOOD 
FORT LEONARD WOOD, MISSOURI 65473-5000 

REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

ATZT-BRAC 

MEMORANDUM THRU .; - " "' - .  . 
U.S. Army Training and D-dctrine Command, ATTN: ATCS-OR (COL 
Roszkowski), Fort ~ong&c, VA 23651-5000 

Director, The Army Basing Study, Department of the Army, Office 
of the Chief of Staff, ATTN: COL Jones, 200 Army Pentagon, 
Washington, DC 20310-0200 

FOR The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, ATTN: 
Edward A. Brown 111, 1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425, 
Arlington, VA 22209 

SUBJECT: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Section 7 
Consultation 

1. Fort Leonard Wood (FLW) has maintained extensive coordination 
with the USFWS over the years on federally endangered species 
occuring on the installation. FLW has been in informal Section 7 
consultation since 1991/1992 with respect to our current and on- 
going missions. Any future'formal or informal consultation will 
follow this same open line of communication. 

2. Formal Section 7 consultation with USFWS on the BRAC 
recommendation will commence should the current recommendation be 
finalized. FLW recently participated in informational meetings 
with the USFWS regarding the current BRAC recommendation. 

/--. 

3. Thank you for your request. If additional information isc 
required please feel free to contact me at 314-563-6134. 

FOR THE COMMANDER: 

COL, EN 
Chief of Staff 



Endangered Species Management on FLW Chronology 

Dec 1 9 7 4  DA forwards to MACOMs/installations policy guidance for 
fulfilling requirements of Endangered Species Act (ESA) 
of 1 9 7 3 .  Subsequent policy statements/regulations have 
been forwarded to the installations to implement 
amendments to the ESA. These requirements have been 
incorporated in natural resource management plans as 
well as installation planning activities. 

1 9 7 5  FLW consults with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) and Missouri Department of Conservation (MDC) 
regarding presence of endangered species on 
installation. The bald eagle is identified as a winter 
resident, the gray bat occurs in one cave and FLW 
within range of Indiana bat. 

Jan 1 9 7 6  FLW initiates coordination with USFWS and MDC to 
conduct mid-winter bald eagle survey. Have conducted 
annually since that time. 

Jan 1 9 7 8  Survey by MDC personnel (member of Indiana Bat Recovery 
Team) confirm large population of Indiana bats in 
Brook's Cave. Subsequent surveys by MDC per Recovery 
Plan. 

Apr 1 9 7 8  Letter from USFWS to FLW CG regarding Brook's Cave and 
**  requirement for protection under ESA. 

Nov 1 9 8 0  FLW report to DA regarding impact of ESA on military 
activities. No impact under current mission. 

Jan 1 9 8 4  USFWS responds to FLW request to update listing of 
**  endangered species. In addition to 3 listed above, the 

pink mucket pearly mussel is identified as possibly 
occurring in the county. Subsequent review of records, 
correspondence with experts and mussel surveys on FLW 
have not confirmed its presence. 

Aug 1 9 8 5  Gray bat maternity colony is surveyed by MDC personnel 
(member of Gray Bat Recovery Team). Frequency of 
subsequent surveys based on Recovery Plan. 

Sep 1 9 8 8  FLW identified in MDC's Management Plan for the Indiana 
Bat and Gray Bat in Missouri. Also identified in Sep 
1 9 9 2  revision of this plan. FLW asked to review and 
comment on these plans. 

May 1 9 8 9  McCourtney Hollow and Big Hollow Timber Sale EA/FNSI. 
USFWS concurs with "no adverse affect" determination. 

Jan 1 9 9 0  TRADOC requests current list of threatened, endangered 
and candidate species on FLW and immediately adjacent 
lands. Also asks for State listed species. 

Encl 2 



Feb . I 9 9 0  
**  

Dec 1 9 9 0  

May 1 9 9 2  
**  

Jun 1 9 9 2  
* *  

Jul 1 9 9 2  

Aug 1 9 9 2  

Dec 1 9 9 2  

Mar 1 9 9 3  

Jul 1 9 9 3  
**  

Aug 1 9 9 3  

Oct 1 9 9 3  
**  

May 1995 

USFWS and MDC respond to FLW request for species 
listings. FLW forwards to TRADOC. 

TA 244  Timber Sale EA/FNSI. USFWS concurs with "no 
adverse affect" determination if recommendations are 
followed by installation. 

FLW implements Integrated Training Area Management 
program. Incorporates endangered species management 
concerns into Environmental Sensitivity Overlay for 
training activities. 

FLW sends letter to USFWS with a "may adversely affect" 
determination regarding the proposed relocation of 
firing ranges to the vicinity of Brook's Cave. This 
relocation is identified in the Installation Master 
Plan. 

USFWS concurs with FLW's "may adversely affect" 
determination. Recommends installation prepare a 
Biological Assessment (BA) regarding the potential 
impact of ongoing mission and master plan activities on 
endangered species. 

FLW submits 1 3 8 3  request to fund BA. 

Ballard Hollow Timber Sale EA/FNSI. USFWS concurs with 
"no adverse affect" determination. 

TRADOC approves 1 3 8 3  request. FLW initiates prep of 
SOW. 

FLW signs updated Cooperative Agreement with USFWS and 
MDC. Requests technical support from USFWS to prepare 
Scope of Work (SOW) for preparation of BA. 

USFWS provides detailed SOW for BA preparation. - 
Forwarded to KCD for contract administration. 

USFWS forwards study needs assessment to KCD regarding 
impacts of obscurant fogs on bats. Prepared with 
original SOW but deleted due to Army decision not to 
move Chemical School at this time. 

Southwest and Tunnel Hollow Timber Sale EA/FNSI. USFWS 
concurs with "no adverse affect" determination; also 
support our efforts to conserve C2 species in project 
area. 

Routine coordination with USFWS and MDC regarding 
preparation of BA. Ongoing fieldwork for BA data 
collection. 

Meeting with BA contractor, KCD and USFWS to assess 
progress of BA and plan of action. 



United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Rockcreek Office Building, Suite 106 

270 1 Rockcreek Parkway 
Korth Kansas City, RlIissouri 63 1 16 

April 25, 1975 

Commanding General  
U.S. Army Training Cente r  Engineer and 
For t  Leonard Wood 
For t  Leonard Wood, Missouri 65473 

Dear  Sir: 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was informed t h a t  Brooks Cave  on F o r t  Leonard 
Wood, Pulaski County, Missouri, contains approximately 20,000 Indiana Bats, 
Myotis sodalis. The  Indiana Bat is l isted as an  endangered species. The bats  and 
their  habi ta ts  inust be protected and preserved. 

The Endangered Species Act  of 1973, Public Law 93-205, s t a t e s  t h a t  i t  is t h e  
policy of Congress t h a t  a l l  Federal  depar tments  and agencies shall seek t o  
conserve endangered and threatened species and shall uti l ize thei r  authorit ies in 
fur therance of t h e  purpose of t h e  Act.  Section 7 of t h e  Act  requires Federal  
agencies t o  consult with t h e  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in order  t o  insure t h a t  
actions t h a t  they authorize,  fund o r  ca r ry  out  do not jeopardize ti-~e continued 
exis tence of a n  endangered o r  threatened species o r  result in t h e  adverse 
modification o r  destruction of thei r  cr i t ica l  habitat .  

All activit ies associated wi th  Brooks C a v e  and adjacent  lands should be evaluated 
and a determination made as t o  whether  t h e  activity;  1. v ~ i l l  not  a f f e c t  t h e  listed 

* 

species o r  i t s  habi ta t ,  2. may a f f e c t  t h e  listed species o r  i t s  habi ta t  (ei ther 
harmfully o r  beneficially). Formal  consultat ion is required if i t  is determined t h a t  
the re  may be an  a f f e c t  froin these  activit ies.  

On May 10, 1978, Mr. Larry Visscher, U.S. I'ish and Wildlife Service, Fishery and 
Endangered Species Coordinator, will be meeting with Mr. Gary Houf of your 
faci l i ty  engineering s taff .  One top ic  of discussion will be Brooks C a v e  and t h e  
endangered Indiana Bat. 



If t h e r e  a r e  any questions, please con tac t  Mr. Larry  Visscher, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Suite 105, 2701 Rockcreek Parkway, North Kansas City,  Missouri 
641 16, Comm. Tel. (816)374-6166 o r  FTS 758-6166. 

Tom A. Saunders 
Area  Manager 

At tachment  

cc: RD, Denver, CO (SE) 
Missouri Dept. of Conservation 

Jefferson City,  MO 



United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Ecological Services 
Columbia Field Office 

105 E. Ash 
Columbia, Missouri 6520 1 

January 4 ,  1984 

Colonel  Wayne L.  Lucas 
D i r e c t o r  o f  Eng ineer ing  and Housing 
H e a d q u a r t e r s ,  Environmental  O f f i c e  
F o r t  Leonard Wood, I4issout-i 65473 

Dear Colonel  Lucas:  

Th i s  r e sponds  t o  your December 8 ,  1983, l e t t e r  r e q u e s t i n g  a l i s t  o f  endangered 
s p e c i e s  t h a t  may o c c u r  w i t h i n  and s u r r o u n d i n g  F o r t  Leonard Wood,, i n  P u l a s k i  
County, I . l issouri .  T h i s  r e s p o n s e  h a s  been p repared  under t h e  a u t . h o r i t y  o f  and 
i n  accordance  w i t h  t h e  Endangered S p e c i e s  Act o f  1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531-1543). a s  
amended. 

To f a c i l i t a t e  compl iance  w i t h  S e c t i o n  7 ( c )  o f  t h e  Endangered S p e c i e s  Act o f  
1973, a s  amended, F e d e r a l  a g e n c i e s  a r e  r e q u i r e d  t o  o b t a i n  fro:n t h e  F i s h  and 
W i l d l i f e  S e r v i c e  i n f o r m a t i o n  c o n c e r n i n g  any s p e c i e s ,  l i s t e d  o r  proposed t o  be  
l i s t e d ,  which may be  p r e s e n t  i n  t h e  a r e a  o f  a proposed a c t i o n .  T h e r e f o r e ,  we 
a r e  f u r n i s h i n g  you t h e  f o l l o w i n g  l i s t  o f  s p e c i e s  which may be p r e s e n t  i n  t h e  
concerned a r e a :  

Endangered 
Bald e a g l e  
I n d i a n a  b a t  
Gray b a t  
Pink rcucket p e a r l y  mussel  

( H a l i s e e t u s  l e u c o c e p h a l u s )  
(Myot is  s o d a l i s )  
(Mvot is  n r i s e s c e t i s  . " .a 

(Lampsilis orbiculata) 

S e c t i o n  7 i d )  of t h e  1978 Amendment t o  t h e  Endangered S p e c i e s  A c t  u n d e r s c o r e s  
t h e  requ i rement  t h a t  t h e  F e d e r a l  agency and t h e  p e r m i t  o r  l i c e n s e  a p p l i c a n t  
s h a l l  not  l ~ a k e  any i r r e v e r s i b l e  o r  i r r e t r i e v ~ b l e  conrflitnent o f  r e s o u r c e s  d u r i n g  
t h e  c o n s u l t a t i o n  p e r i o d  which i n  e f f e c t  would deriy t h e  f o r m u l a t i o n  o r  
implementa t ion o f  r e a s o n a b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e i r  a c t i o n s  on any 
Endangered o r  Threa tened  s p e c i e s .  

There i s  no d e s i g n a t e d  c r i t i c a l  h a b i t a t  i n  t h e  p r o j e c t  a r e a  a t  t h i s  t i m e .  

Enclosed i s  a l i s t  of t h e  Major R e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  Required o f  F e d e r a l  Ageticies 
under t h e  Endangered S p e c i e s  Act o f  1973, a s  amended. 



Gle trould l i k e  t o  t a k e  t h i s  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  inforln jrou o r  a r e c e n t  change 
' ( r e l o c a t i o n )  o f  a d d r e s s .  Our new a d d r e s s  is :  

U.S. F i s h  and W i l d l i f e  S e r v i c e  
Columbia E c o l o g i c a l  S e r v i c e s  F i e l d  O f f i c e  
105 E a s t  Ash 
Columbia, Missour i  65201 

I f  you have any q u e s t i o n s  r e g a r d i n g  t h i s  r e sponse  o r  i f  w? can b e  o f  any 
f u r t h e r  a s s i s t a r i c e  d u r i n g  i n r o c i ~ z l  p r o j e c t  c o o r a i n s l t i o n ,  p l e a s e  c a l l  u s  a t  
(FTSl276-5374 o r  (3141875-5:iTi4. L'e a p p r e c i a t e  t he  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  p r o v i d e  t h i s  
i n f o r m a t i o n  f o r  your p l a n n i n g  e f f o r t .  

S i n c e r e l y  y o u r s ,  

Ton Nash 
F i e l d  S u p e r v i s o r  

Enc losure  

cc: MDC, J e f f e r s o n  C i t y ,  NO 
P lann ing  ( J. - Bachant ) 



MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION 
~ ~ A I L I ~ G  ADDRESS STREET LOCATION 
P.O. Box 180 2901 West Truman Boulevard 
Jefferson City. Missouri 65102-0180 Jefferson City, hlissouri 

Telephone: .314/751-4115 
JERRY J. PRESLEY, Director 

February 7 ,  1990 

M r .  Thomas Glueck 
ATZT-DEH-EE 
Natural  Resources Office 
F t .  Leonard Wood, MO 65473-5000 

Dear M r .  Glueck: 

Attached a r e  t h e  fo l lowing  items: 

1.  L i s t s  o f  s p e c i e s  t h a t  we t r acked  i n  t h e  Natural  Her i tage  da t abase  and 
recorded f o r  Laclede,  Phe lps ,  P u l a s k i  and Texas coun t i e s  a s  
reques ted ;  

2. Our book on endangered spec i e s ;  

3 .  P r i n t o u t s  o f  s p e c i e s  occur rences  from t h e  Natural  Her i tage  da t abase  
f o r  F t .  Leonard Wood; 

4. A d i c t i o n a r y  f o r  most f i e l d s  o f  information.  The ones t h a t  are 
def ined  a r e  t h o s e  n o t  shaded on t h e  a t t ached  blank form. 

P l ea se  con tac t  Rick Thorn i f  you have any ques t ions  about t h i s  ma te r i a l .  - 
Contact Holly Wheeler if you have ques t i ons  about t h e  f i e l d s  on t h e  
occurrence record  forms. 

S ince re ly ,  

Michael J. Sweet 
Endangered Spec ies  Coordinator  

MJS/d jrr;: 

A t t .  

COMMISSION 

JERRY P. COSIRS 
Ktnnetc 

ANDY DALTON 
Springfield 

JAY HEKGES 
St. Louis 

JOHN POWELL 
Rolla 

L .r- - 1  - 
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P.O. Box 1506 
Columbia, Missouri 65205 

February 20, 1990 

Thomas Glueck 
Fort Leonard Wood 
Natural Resources Section 
ATZT-DEH-EE 
Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri 65473-5000 

Dear Tom: 

This is in reference to your recent telephone call in which you 
requested information regarding any species (or designated critical 
habitat) currently federally listed, or proposed for listing as a 
threatened or endangered species, which may occur in the vicinity 
of Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. 

In accordance with Section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act, we 
have determined that the following federally-listed species may 
occur in the project area. No designated critical habitat occurs 
in the project area. 

Listed Snecies status1 Expected Occurrence 

Bald eagle E 
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus) 

Gray bat 
(Myotis qrisescens) 

Indiana bat 
(Myotis sodalis) 

Migration, winter 
resident 

Caves 

Caves and riparfan 
habitat 

Bald eagles utilize mature riparian timber near streams, lakes and 
other wetland habitats. A number of eagles winter in the vicinity 
of Big Piney and the Gasconade River and Roubidoux Creek and may 
periodically forage in the project area. Mid-winter count data 
from the past 5 years have indicated an average of 20 bald eagles 
occur in the Fort Leonard Wood area. 

< 

'E = federally-listed endangered, T = federally-listed 
threatened, P = proposed for Federal listing, CH = designated 
critical habitat 



Several observations of the Indiana and gray bat have occurred in 
Pulaski County. Little is known about the habitat requirements for 
the gray bat in Missouri. Approximately 20% of the gray bats known 
to exist utilize Missouri cave habitat during the summer. Although 
no known wintering caves exist in Pulaski County, known maternity 
or wintering caves occur in Ozark, Stone and Christian Counties. 
e suggest you survey all caves on Fort Leonard Wood before 
commencing any project. Critical habitat for the Indiana bat 
occurs in Crawford, Franklin, Iron, Shannon and Washington 
Counties. In addition, riparian habitat is important to nursery 
colonies and foraging for the Indiana bat. 

In addition to federally-listed endangered and threatened species, 
the Fish and Wildlife Service has a list of Category 2 and 3 
candidate species. Category 2 species are those for which there is 
some evidence of vulnerability, but for which there are not enough 
data to support listing proposals until status reviews can be 
completed to better determine the species' distributions, 
vulnerabilities, and threats to survival. Category 3 species are 
those that have been suggested at one time or another as possibly 
being in need of protection, but which now are found to no longer 
be subject to substantial threats. Further informi3tion on these 
species is available from this oftfice. 

Should your agency determine that the project may affect listed 
species, formal or informal consultation should be requested with 
this office. 

Should you have questions, or if we can be of' any further 
assistance, please contact Mr. Rick Hansen at the address above or 
by telephone at 3 1 4 / 8 7 5 - 5 3 7 4 .  

Sincerely yours, 

(erry J. Brabander 
Field Supsrviser 

cc: MDC; Jefferson City, MO (Attn: Dan Dickneite) 
MDC; Jefferson City, MO (Attn: Mike Sweet) 
EPA; Kansas City, KS (Attn: Bob Barber) 

RLH : rh : 14 6 0 PUFTLEOA 



T R A  IN ING CENTER E N G I N E E R  A N D  F O R T  LE3'4~4r73 W O O 3  

FORT LEONARD WOOD, MISSOURI 6 5 4 7 3  

May 6 ,  1992 

Natural Resources Office 

Mr. Jerry Brabander 
Field supervisor 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Columbia Field Office 
608 East Cherry Street 
Columbia, Plisscuri 65201 

Dear Mr. Brabander: 

Under the Fort Leonard Wood Installation Caster Plan, the 
Individual Tdctical Training Range Complex is being relocated to 
another portion of the installation. A brief description of each 
rznge is at Enclosure 1. Proposed alternatives are outlined in 
Enclosure 2 and depicted on a map (Enclosure 3 ) .  

An Indiana bat winter hibernacula, Brooks Cave, is located in 
Township 34 North, Range 11 West, Section 3 (Encloscre 3). The 
cave is designated as a .~estricted Use CaveM and nanagad according 
to guidelines outlined in Cave Resources of Fort Leonard Wood, 
(Oesch and Oesch, 1986). The cave is posted closed to public use 
during the period of September 1 through April 31, the period of 
time when Indiana hats are present. 

In an effort tc assist the installatic- in identifying 
potentizl problems riich locating 2 range i~ t h ~  -,----' rL ~ ~ l z i t y  of Brooks 
Cave, repressntatives 35 your office visited Fsrt Leonard \ic36 ox 
February 2.3 and 2 7 ,  195.2. They net with reprsse?tativ?s fron the 
Directorite of Plans, Training an3 1.5obilizatlc::: the 3rd Basic 
Tratning 6 r i q ; B e :  acd t h e  D i r e c t o r z t e  2 ;  ~ n g i x t e r i n g  an5 HoCsing 
Wildlife Eiologis: t3 disccss the th ree  2 l t e r f i ~ ; i v e j .  ~rzining 
activities of the specific ranqes :.;ere o b s ~ r ~ i e c ! ,  as well as 
visitinq the proposed sites an5 2roaf;s Czue. 

- -be p r i z e r y  c3xzern c e r t e r c 2  e r c u ~ d  tho r r ? s z 8 z Z i 3 n  3f Range 

2 9 .  A:ter~atives 2 2.2 3 site the rang-- vithi:: one-half rile of 
Srocf~s Cave. Because the range is actlve at zigkt, the sane tine 
the bsts cre active, there is the pczentisl 5 : -  t h a  roise of the 
ourfire 2nd grenzde/artilierji sizulat3rs t, zfFecl; the 1r;diana 
bet's foraging behavior. Bats forage by echo?acation 2nd the loud 
noises ney cause then to feed less, feed elsexiera, 3 1  leave the 
area altogether. The greatest potential occurs tn the fall when 
the Sats ilrrive at t h e  cave (Septezber t h r z  r1id-33tobct)  just ~ r i o r  
tc hZbErnaticj1, snj ' - 

":I the spring prior to the b a t ' s  departure 



(mid-March t h r u  A p r i l ) .  Suspens ion of  t r a i n i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  d u r i n g  
t h e s e  t i m e s  i s  n o t  f e a s i b l e .  While t h e  baTs were hiberna t ix ig ,  t h e  
n o i s e  >?as n o t  l i k e l y  t o  a f f e c t  b a t  behav io r .  

Based on t h e s e  d i s c u s s i o n s ,  w e  have determined t h a t  t h e  
r e l o c a t i o n  of  Range 2 9 ,  o r  a  s i ~ c i l a r  r ange ,  i n  t h e  v i c i n i t y  of  
Erooks Cave may a d v e r s e l y  a f f e c t  t h e  I n d i a n a  b a t .  P l e a s e  p r o v i d e  
comments r e g a r d i n g  t h i s  a s sessment  and a n y  recommendations t h a t  
may a s s i s t  F o r t  Leonard Wood i n  sound s t e w a r d s h i p  of  t h i s  
endangered n a t u r a l  r e s o u r c e  i n  c o n j u n c t i o n  w i t h  i ts t r a i n i n g  
miss ion .  

Subsequent  t o  t h i s  meet ing ,  Range 6 (Enc losure  3 )  was proposed 
a s  a p o s s i b l e  s i t e  f o r  Range 2 9  r e i o c a t i o n .  T h i s  a r e a  provides 
s u i t a b l e  t e r r a i n  and is 1 . 4  m i l e s  I r o n  Brooks Cave. F u r t h e r  
r e q u e s t  t h a t  you p r o v i d e  any i n f o m a t i o n  o r  r e f e r e n c e s  a s  Ifhow 
c l o s e  is t o o  c l o s e u  t o  s i te  t r a i n i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  of  t h i s  n a t u r e  t o  
Brooks Cave. 

For  a d d i t i o n a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  and c o o r d i n a t i o n ,  p l e a s e  c o n t a c t  
Mr.Thomas Glueck,  D i r e c t o r a t e  o f  Eng inee r ing  and Housing,  N a t u r a l  
Resources  O f f i c e ,  314-596-7749. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  

..-7 

/-p$: David i3rov:n 
i : G i / i e u t ~ n a n t  Colonel, U . S  
Q' D i r e c t c l r  of Eng inee r ing  

Er ,c losures  

Copy Surnished:  

X i s s o u r i  3epar tment  of C o n s e r v a t i o n ,  Y r .  Dennis Fig? 

2 x 9 ~  
and I iousing 
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States Department of the 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Fish and Wildlife Enhancement 

Columbia Field Office 
608 East  Cherry Street 

Columbia, hlissouri 65201 

Interior 

Wm. David Brown, L i e u t e n a n t  Colonel  
D i r e c t o r a t e  o f  Engineer ing  and Housing 
(At tn :  N a t u r a l  Resources  O f f i c e )  
F o r t  Leonard Wood, M i s s o u r i  65473 

Dear L t .  Co lone l  Brown: 

T h i s  responds  t o  your  l e t te r  of  May 6, 1992, which de te rmined  t h a t  t h e  
r e l o c a t i o n  o f  Range 29, o r  a  s i m i l a r  r ange ,  i n  t h e  v i c i n i t y  o f  Brooks Cave may 
a d v e r s e l y  a f f e c t  t h e  F e d e r a l l y  endangered I n d i a n a  b a t  (Myot i s  s o d a l i s ) .  Your 
le t ter  a l s o  r e q u e s t e d  i n f o r m a t i o n  concern ing  b u f f e r  d i s t a n c e s  between t h e  cave 
and s i te  t r a i n i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  which would p r o t e c t  t h i s  s p e c i e s .  

Based on t h e  s i te  v i s i t s  and t r a i n i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  obse rved  by r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  
o f  t h i s  o f f i c e  on February  26 and 27, 1992, w e  concur  t h a t  A l t e r n a t i v e s  2  and 
3  may a f f e c t  t h e  I n d i a n a  b a t .  Under e i t h e r  a l t e r n a t i v e  Range 29 would b e  
r e l o c a t e d  t o  w i t h i n  0.5 m i l e  o f  t h e  cave ( A r e a  B - A l t e r n a t i v e  2  o r  A r e a  D- 
A l t e r n a t i v e  3 ) .  

A s  s t a t e d  i n  your  l e t te r ,  t h e  U.S. F i s h  and W i l d l i f e  S e r v i c e ' s  ( S e r v i c e )  
g r e a t e s t  concern  is  t h e  h i g h  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  t h e  c o n c u s s i o n  and n o i s e  o f  n i g h t  
f i r i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  t o  d i s r u p t  o r  a l t e r  b a t  f o r a g i n g  b e h a v i o r  d u r i n g  t h e  f a l l  
and- s p r i n g .  A  secondary  concern  i s  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  t h e s e  same t r a i n i n g  
a c t i v i t i e s  may d i s r u p t  w i n t e r  h i b e r n a t i o n  because  o f  t h i s  s p e c i e s '  h a b i t  o f  
r o o s t i n g  n e a r  t h e  c a v e  e n t r a n c e .  

I n  t h e  f a l l ,  p r i o r  t o  e n t e r i n g  w i n t e r  h i b e r n a t i o n ,  I n d i a n a  b a t s  swarm i n  t h e  
cave  v i c i n i t y .  The f a l l  is  c r i t i c a l  t o  t h e  b a t s '  l i f e  c y c l e  because  most 
c o p u l a t i o n  o c c u r s  t h e n  and f o r a g i n g  must p r o v i d e  f a t  r e s e r v e s  which w i l l  , 

s u s t a i n  t h e  an imal  t h r o u g h  t h e  w i n t e r .  The i n i t i a l  spring p e r i o d  a f t e r  
h i b e r n a t i o n  may a l s o  b e  a  c r i t i c a l  l i f e  c y c l e  p e r i o d  because  t h e  b a t ' s  fatc 
r e s e r v e s  have been d e p l e t e d  d u r i n g  t h e  w i n t e r  b u t  a v a i l a b l e  food r e s o u r c e s  a r e  
l o w .  The most s e r i o u s  c a u s e  o f  I n d i a n a  b a t  d e c l i n e  i s  human d i s t u r b a n c e  o f  
h i b e r n a t i n g  b a t s .  ' 
LaVal e t  a l . ,  r e p o r t e d  t h a t  I n d i a n a  b a t s  f o r a g e d  on f o r e s t e d  h i l l s i d e s ,  and 
r i d g e t o p s  w i t h i n  two k i l o m e t e r s  (1.2 m i l e s )  of  t h e i r  c a v e  h i b e r n a c u l a .  
T h e r e f o r e ,  t r a i n i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  t h e  t y p e  d e s c r i b e d  f o r  A l t e r n a t i v e s  2  and 3  
would o c c u r  w i t h i n  t h e  f o r a g i n g  zone of Brooks Cave. 

Brooks Cave i s  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  w i n t e r  hibernaculum f o r  I n d i a n a  b a t s ' ,  which i s  

'u.s. F i s h  and W i l d l i f e  S e r v i c e .  1983. I n d i a n a  Bat  Recovery P lan .  P r e p a r e d  
i n  c o o p e r a t i o n  w i t h  t h e  I n d i a n a  B a t  Recovery Team. 2 1  pp + Appendices.  

' ~ a ~ a l ,  R .K. ,  R.L.  Clawson, W. C a i r e ,  L.R. Wingate, and M.L. LaVal. 1976 .  
An E v a l u a t i o n  o f  t h e  S t a t u s  o f  Myotine B a t s  i n  t h e  Proposed Meramec P a r k  Lake and 
Union Lake P r o j e c t  Areas ,  Missour i .  F i n a l  Report  t o  U.S. Army Engineer  D i s t r i c t ,  
S t .  Lou is ,  M i s s o u r i ,  C o n t r a c t  No. DACW43-76-C-0026. 136 pp.? 



Lt . Cc.1. Wm. David Brown, 
Individual Tactical Training Range 
Complex 

reflected in your management of it as a "Restricted Use Cave." Surveys over 
the past 13-14 years indicate serious declines in the cave's wintering 
population (R. Clawson, Missouri Department of Conservation, pers. comm.) 
Coupled with limited, if any, winter hibernacula options elsewhere, further 
population declines or complete abandonment of the cave are cause for concern. 

Normally, our concurrence with your "may affect" conclusion for Alternatives 2 
and 3 would trigger a request by this office for Fort Leonard Wood to identify 
a preferred alternative (agency action) and initiate formal consultation (50 
CFR 402.14). Because your action appears to be a "major construction 
activity," with potentially significant impacts to the Indiana bat, an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) may need to be prepared. Agency actions 
defined as major construction activities requiring an EIS also require 
preparation of a Biological Assessment (50 CFR 402.12). 

The purpose of the Biological Assessment is to evaluate the effects of the 
preferred action on Indiana bats; determine whether this species is likely to 
be adversely affected; and provide much of the information base for the 
Service to formulate its Biological Opinion. The contents of the Biological 
Assessment are detailed at 50 CFR 402.12(£) of the Interagency Cooperation 
Regulations a copy of which is enclosed (a handout and schematic of the 
Section 7 consultation process is also enclosed). Regardless of whether an . 
EIS is prepared for your action, we recommend preparation of a Biological 
Assessment to provide a sound information base for our Biological Opinion. 

We also request that Fort Leonard Wood develop and obtain additional data 
prior to initiation of formal consultation. For formal consultation, it is 
the responsibility of the action agency to provide, and the Service to use, 
the "best scientific and commercial data available" (50 CFR 402.14d). 

We are unaware of data or studies which address bat foraging and hibernation 
behavior relative to the types of activities proposed. For this reason a 
small-scale study over one field season, perhaps using ongoing or simulated 
training activities during the time the bats are present, should be 
undertaken. The purposes of such a study would be to determine to what degree 
training activities affect bat behavior and at what buffer distances these 
activities have no effects. The latter would better address the second 
question posed in your letter. 

In addition to this study, a compilation and synthesis of past hibernacula kse 
and population levels at Brooks Cave, Wolf Den Cave, and others relative to 
the post's past training regimen and activities may provide additional 
insight. Another possible source of data would be other Department of Defense 
installations within the species' range which have already addressed similar 
issues. 

Because a site-specific study of training effects cannot begin until next 
September at the earliest, the Biological Assessment cannot be finalized until 
this time next year. Given normal time frames for completion of formal 
consultation and delivery of the Service's Biological Opinion, an additional 
five months would be needed before the Section 7(a)(2) requirements of the 
Endangered Species Act are satisfied. This office will be happy to assist you 
in developing study schedules and methodologies, and is available to discuss 
the consultation process further if you desire. 



Lt. Col. Wm. David Brown, 
I n d i v i d u a l  T a c t i c a l  T ra in ing  Range 
Complex 

W e  a p p r e c i a t e  t h e  c l o s e  and e a r l y  coord ina t ion  you have provided on t h i s  
p r o j e c t .  P l ea se  c o n t a c t  M r .  Mike LeValley o r  D r .  Paul McKenzie of  t h i s  o f f i c e  
([314] 876-1911) i f  we can answer any ques t i ons  o r  p rovide  f u r t h e r  
c l a r i f i c a t i o n .  

S ince re ly ,  

zhhdiM&& J e r r y  J. Brabander . 
- - 

~ i e l d  Superv isor  

Enclosures  

cc: MDC; J e f f e r s o n  C i t y ,  MO (Attn: Dennis Figg)(w/out  encl.) 
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Mr. Thomas F .  Glueck 
D i r e c t o r a t e  o f  Engineer ing ,  and  % o u s F ~ ~  
( A t t n :  N a t u r a l  Resources  O f f i c e )  
F o r t  Leonard I\Tood, 1. l issouri  65473 

Dear Tom: 

A s  p e r  our  Scope-of-Work d a t e d  May 1 9 ,  1993, p l e a s e  f i n d  e n c l o s e d  t h e  d r a f t  
Scope-of-IJork f o r  a  B i o l o g i c a l  Assessment (SOW) t o  a s s e s s  e f f e c t s  o f  F o r t  
Leonard Wood, M i s s o u r i  m i l i t a r y  t r a i n i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  on I n d i a n a  and g r a y  b a t s  
and t h e  b a l d  e a g l e .  By copy o f  t h i s  l e t t e r ,  we a r e  a l s o  r e q u e s t i n g  rev iew of 
t h e  d r a f t  SOIJ by Missour i  Department o f  Conservat ion s t a f f  and  I n d i a n a  and  
g ray  b a t  Recovery T e a  nembers.  

The SOW i n c l u d e s  t h r e e  a t t a c h m e n t s .  Xtcachnent  1 is a  copy o f  t h e  P a r t  402 
I n t e r a g e n c y  Coopera t ion  R e g u l a t i o n s  which l i s t  i n f o r m a t i o n  r e q u i r e m e n t s  f o r  a  
~ i b l o ~ i c a l  Assessment .  Attachment 2 i t e m i z e s  s p e c i f i c  m i l i t a r y  t r a i n i n g  
a c t i v i t i e s  and b a t  p o p u l a t i o n s  t o  be s t u d i e d .  Attachment 3 p r o v i d e s  
g u i d e l i n e s  f o r  c o n d u c t i n g  m i s t  n e t  su rveys  o f  Ind iana  b a t s .  

Separately, we have a l s o  i n c l u d e d  a  d a t a i l e d  c o s t  e s t i m a t e  f o r  t h e  work,  and  a  
p a r t i a l  l i s t  o f  p o t e n t i a l  c o n t r a c t o r s .  The d e t a i l e d  c o s t  e s t i m a t e  i d e n t i f i e s  
costs f o r  each p r o j e c t  t s s k , '  and d i s c l o s e s  t h e  assumptions  u s e d  t o  g e n e r z t e  
t h e  e s t i m a t e s .  

A s  w e  have d i s c u s s e d  p r e v i o u s l y ,  ~ i o  f i g u r e s  ( F i g u r e s  1 and 2 )  s h o u l d  be  

, .p:\ prov ided  wich t h e  SOW and f i n a l  Request  f o r  Proposa l .  For F i g u r e  1 ,  we 
recommend u s i n g  F i g u r e  1 from t h e  F o r t  Leonard Wood Master  P l a n  N a r r a t i v e  

v 

I R e p o r t ,  May 1 9 9 1 .  -For F i g u r e  2 ,  v e  recommend a  map s i m i l a r  i n  s i z e  and d e t a i l  
t o  t h e  F o r t  Leonard Wood R e s e r v a t i o n  S p e c i a l  Map. T h i s  map s h o u l d  incorporate 
t h e  l o c a t i o n  o f  a l l  s t u d y  c a v e s ,  i n c l u d i n g  Grea t  S p i r i t  Cave and Freeman Cave,  
and d e l i n e a t e  a l l  e x i s t i n g  and  proposed t r a i n i n g  a r e a s  and a c t i v i t i e s .  At  a 
minimum, t h e  t r a i n i n g  ranges  a d d r e s s e d  i n  Attachment 2 of t h e  SOW a n d  shown on 
t h e  M i t e d  S t a t e s  G e o l o g i c a l  Survey naps  provided t o  u s  f o r  p r e p a r a t i o n  of t h e  
SOW s h o u l d  b e  i n c l u d e d .  

During p r e p a r a t i o n  o f  t h e  SOW, we developed a  l i s t  of c o n t a c t s  and p o t e n t i a l  
s u b c o n t r a c t o r s  which may b e  o f  u s e  co you i n  awarding t h e  c o n t r a c t  o r  
e v a l u a t i n g  p r o p o s a l s .  We v o u l d  b e  heppy t o  p rov ide  t h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  upon 
r e q u e s t  . 



We appreciate the opportunity to prepare the SOW and look forward to working 
closely w i t h  you to refine it. Please contact Mike LeValley ([314] 876-1911) 

for further coordination. 

Sincerely, 

Jerry J. ~rabander' ' 
Field Supervisor 

Enclosures 

cc: MDC; Jefferson C i t y ,  NO (Attn: Dennis Figg)  
MDC; Columbia, MO (Attn: Rick Clawson) 
MHTD; Jefferson City, MO (Attn: Gene Gardner) 



IN REPLY REFER TO: 

United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND 1VIL.DLIFE SERVICE 
Fish and IYildlife Enhancement 

Colu111bia Field Office 
608 East Cherry Street 

Colu~nbia, Slissouri 6.5201 

a r b  

Lieutenant Colone'L John P. Johnson 
DFrector of Engineering and Housing 
Directorate of Engineering and Housing 
(Attn: Natural Resources Office) 
Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri 65473 

Dear Lieutenant Colonel Johnson: 

This responds to your July 16, 1993, letter which requested U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (Service) review of two proposed timber sales on the Fort 
Leonard Wood Military Reservation. We apologize for the delay in our 
response. 

The Service concurs that timber cutting in areas 1-A, 1-B, 1-C, 2-B, and 2-C 
of the Tunnel Hollow Tract, and areas 1-A to 1-C, 2-A to 2-E, and 3-A to 3-C 
of the Southwest Tract, is not likely to adversely affect the Indiana bat 
(Myotis sodalis), gray bat (Myotis grisescens), or bald eagle (Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus). Because of the type of habitat and distance from caves used 
by the bats it is unlikely that these areas are used by foraging bats. 
Likewise, habitat for wintering bald eagles on Roubidoux Creek also will not 
be affected. The Service supports your commitment to protect the butternut 
trees (Juglans cinerea) in cutting unit 2-C. Protection of these trees will 
further the conservation of this candidate species, and may preclude the nEed 
to federally-list the species in the future. 

Gray bats inhabiting Great Spirit Cave, just off the military reservation to 
the west, probably forage along Roubidoux Creek within portions of the 
installation. Timber removal in cutting area 2-A should not affect foraging 
gray bats or wintering bald eagles as long as measures to avoid release of 
contaminants or sediment into Roubidoux Creek are included and enforced in the 
sale contract. 

Gray bats using Saltpeter Cave likely forage along Roubidoux Creek in cutting 
area 363 of the Southwest Tract. Contract provisions to avoid sediment and 
contaminant delivery to Roubidoux Creek during and after timber removal should 
also be included and enforced in the sale contract for this tract. In 
addition to protecting sycamore trees along the stream, a floodplain and bluff 
buffer of at least 100-feet in width should be maintained along Roubidoux 
Creek to protect gray bat foraging habitat and bald eagle wintering habitat. 



LTC. Johnson, 
Tunnel Hollow and Southwest 
Tract Timber Sales 

During the period November 15-March 1, a 1/8-mile buffer should be maintained 
between timber removal operations and daytime eagle perching areas, and a 1/4- 
mile buffer maintained between any identified eagle night roosts. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed sales. Please 
contact Mike LeValley ([314] 876-1911) for further coordination or 
clarification of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Field Supervisor 
r 

cc: MDC; Jefferson City, KO (Attn: Dennis Figg) 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
HEADQUARTERS 

U.S. ARMY ENGINEER CENTER AND FORT LEONARD WOOD 
FORT LEONARD WOOD. MISSOURI 65473.5000 

July 16, 1993 

Natural Resources Office 

Mr. Jerry Brabander 
Field Supervisor 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Columbia Field Office 
608 East Cherry Street 
Columbia, Missouri 65201 

Dear Mr. Brabander: 

I am enclosing maps and descriptions of the proposed 
Southwest Tract and Tunnel Hollow Tract timber sales on Fort 
Leonard Wood, Missouri. 

The Southwest Tract lies along the southwestern edge of the 
Fort Leonard Wood installation. Davis Cave #2 (Section 3, T35N, 
RllW), identified as an Indiana bat winter hibernaculum, is 
approximately 1.6 miles NNE of the nearest cutting area (unit 1- 
C). Saltpeter Cave $3 (Section 3, T35N, RllW), identified as a 
gray bat maternity cave,- lies approximately 1.3 miles NE of the 
nearest cutting area (unit 1-C) . Initially, four additional 
cutting areas, totalling 106 acres, were included in this sale. 
Due to their proximity to these two caves, however,, these four 
areas were omitted from this sale. 

The Tunnel Hollow Tract is located near the northern edge of 
the installation. TVJO caves identified as Indiana bat winter 
hibernacula are within the northern half of the installation. 
Wolf Den Cave (Section 3, T35N, R11W) lies approximately 3.7 
miles SSW of the nearest cutting area (unit 1-A).   rooks Cave 
(Section 3, T 3 4 N ,  RllW) lies approximately 4.2 miles SSE of the 
nearest cutting area (unit 1-A). 

After sale marking for the Tunnel Hollow Tract was completed, 
seven (7) butternut trees were identified in the drainage along 
the northeastern border of cutting unit 2-C. One of these trees 
was just within the boundary of the cutting unit, and the 
remainder were just outside the boundary. All of these trees 
occugy midstory or understory positions and are approximately six 
( 6 )  to eight ( 8 )  inches dbh. 

Since our current forest management plan does not include 
methods for managing butternut, our practice is to avoid damaging 
existing butternut trees. Rather than re-mark cutting unit 2-C, 

- we will include a section in the timber sale contract stating 
that, due to the presence of these butternut trees, we reserve 
the right to exclude from the sale any trees which, when cut, may 



damage the butternut trees. A volume of timber equal to that 
which is omitted from the sale will be substituted from nearby 
timber stands. 

American bald eagles are known to roost in large trees, 
primarily American sycamore, along Roubidoux Creek. Both timber 
sale tracts are upland hardwood harvests and do not include any 
harvesting in riparian zones. Cutting unit 3-D in the Southwest 
Tract does extend near to Roubidoux Creek. Although the timber 
sale inventory lists only upland hardwoods and does not include 
any sycamore trees, a clause will be included in the timber sale 
contract to allow us to exclude from the sale any sycamore trees 
in the southern end of cutting unit 3-D and substitute an equal 
volume of oak timber from nearby stands. 

Based both on previous correspondence with you regarding 
Indiana bat hibernacula and gray bat maternity caves at Fort 
Leonard Wood and on the distances of the timber sale areas from 
these caves, we have determined that the proposed sale is not 
likely to adversely affect the bats or their habitats. We also 
consider our steps to exclude certain trees from the sales 
sufficient to prevent damage to existing butternut trees and 
prevent eagle habitat loss. Please provide comments regarding 
this assessment and any reconmend~tions that may assist Fort 
Leonard in sound stewaresi-~ig o i  these endangered natural 
resources. 

Although the Southwest Tract is designated as a complete cut, 
dead trees are not cut unless they pose a safety hazard to the 
operation. As such, these trees provide habitat for cavity 
nesting birds and other wildlife including bats. 

For additional information and coordination, please contact 
Mr. Thomas Glueck, Directorate of Engineering and Housing, 
Natural Resources Office, 314-596-7749. 

i 

Enclosures 

Sincerely, 

OR[G[IJ$,t 
SiGIiED 
JOHN P. JOHNSON 
LTC, EN 
~irector of ~ngineering and Housing 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

3 1 MAY 1995 

Mr. Ed Brown 
Army Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr Brown: 

This information is in response to your question (950509-5) regarding the Threatened and 
Endangered Species (TES), Indiana and Gray Bats at Fort Leonard Wood and the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 

The Army has had informal Section 7 consultations with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) regarding the current BRAC recommendation and agreed that a Biological 
Assessment (BA) is required in order to determine impacts. Fort Leonard Wood has recently 
initiated a BA and is coordinating this action with the USFWS. Conclusive impacts will be 
made available upon completion of the BA. 

The Army's point of contact for BRAC Environmental Analysis is Mr. Joseph Vallone, 
DACS-TAB, tel. (703) 614-65 13. 

COL, U.S. ARMY 
Director, The Army Basing Study 

Printed on 6 Recycled Paper 
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1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. D IXON,  CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA C O X  
GEN J  B DAVIS, USAF ( R E T )  

May 8, 1995 s LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. U S N  (RETI  
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR . USA I R E T )  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
Department of the Army 
Office of the Chief of Staff 
200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, DC 203 10-0200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

Request your office provide information regarding compliance with the Endangered 
Species Act (the Act) at Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. Specifically, please provide the 
documentation, if any, of the Army's consultation, formal or informal, with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service regarding the Indiana and Gray Bats, both determined to be present and to have 
breeding populations at Fort Leonard Wood. The Act requires the Army to consult with the Fish 
and Wildlife Service on any proposed action that may affect a listed endangered/threatened 
species and/or critical habitat. 

Request you provide the information as soon as possible, but no later than 29 May 1995. 
Thank you for cooperation and assistance. 

Sincerely, 

&obz 
I Edward A. Brown 111 

Army Team Leader 
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Effective Citizen Action Since 1969 

Missouri Coalition for the Environment 
6267 Delmar Bouley;Ud, Saint Louis, Missouri 63UO (314) 727-0600.. FAXs (314) 727-1665 

Thc HonorabIc AIan Dixon, Chairman 
D c f ~  Bast Closure & Rcalignmcnt Commission 
I700 North Moorc Suets Suilc 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

RE. Army Chem i d  Warfare Training School. 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

On bdalf of the Missouri Coalition for the Environment I would Iike to bring to your artention the 
cncfosed memo frmn consulting mginccr Robert Schreiia regarding additional pzxm_i~ netded before the 
above optioned fadity can be mnsfmcd fiom Fort McClellan, Alabama. to Fort Leonard Wood, Mis- 
souri . 

The State of Missouri is trying to imply that all relevant pennits are in place- ??zat is simply not true. 
Furthermore. those state air permits that have bzen issued are at present under 1egaI chailnge by the Mis- 
souri Coalition for the Environment. 

Thylk you for your kind mention TO this information 

R Roger Pryor 
Executive Director 
Missouri Coalition for the Environment 



271 W o k  the 1 Sam Lans M i i  63026 

WRONMEN~AL ENGINEERS 31W-899 ah 31413494384 

Roger Pryor 
Missouri Coalition for the Environment 
6267 D h  Boulevard 
St. Louis, MO 63 130 

Dear Roger? 

As requested Schreiier, Gram & Yonley, Inc. has performed a review of the operations of the Army's 
Chemical Training SchooL There are many operations at Fort McClellan that are an integral part of the 
comprehensive Chemical School Training prograxnPresented in the enclosed document is an evaluation 
of the various training elements performed m the Army's Chemical Training SchooL In addition, 
remtions of the State of Missouri have been evaluated to determine their applicabliity to the 
proposed move of the , k q ' s  Chemical Training School to Fort Leonard Wood 

Many of the permit deficiencies outlined include the regulatory citation, while others include USEPA 
agidance documents that were not followed. The permits b e d  are required for portions of the training 
progam that Army personnel at Fort Leonard Wood either overlooked, are unaware of, or believes are 
minor and may not need permirting. 

One of the major items in the document is the analysis performed on a sample of fog oil This is the 
same fog oil that wili be available for use at Fort Leonard Wood. It does not meet the recpirements of 
the currently issued p d  by the Missouri Department of NaturaI Resources (Appendix 1). AnaIytical 
results are also in- for pads used in the "Minicams" to detect the nerve agents in the CDTli;. The 
amount of Sher coxmiued in the pads makes them a hazardous waste (Appmdix 2). 

If you have any questions abom any of the information presented, I win be glad to discuss it with you 
Please contact me or Bryan L. Winiams of my staffat (3 14) 349-8399. Bryan can also be reached at 
home at (6 28) 235-7621 or by pager 1-800-759-7243, access code 305-353 1, and then punch in the 
telephone xxumber where you can be reached 

Robe% J. Schreiber, P1. 
President 



This docwnent is prepared to infonn BRAC on the outstanding pendtiug issues at Fort Leonard 

Wood In the attempt to obtain permits for the trmsfkr of the Chemical Training School &om ~ o r t  

McClellan to Fort Leonard Wood, many issues have been overlooked or ignored All the issues 

odhed in this document ineiu.de the regulatory req*tt or guidance addressing why each p d  

is required Each of these outstanding issues can linrrit or reduce the Chemical Training School's 

capabilities to provide the same comprehensive training at Fort Leonard Wood as has been offered 

at Fort M c C l e h  

- 
A detailed review of the Chemical Training School operatiuns at Fort McClellan was conducted This 

included visits to Fort McCleIlan and discnssions with operations personnel fkom the Chemical 

Training SchooL Infoxmation gathered h m  these trips was considered when deciding which 

regdatory requirements would apply to openting identical training at  Fort Leonard Wood 

2.1 CDTF Constructioq 

Citation: Missouri Stonnwater Regulations at 10 CSR 20-6.200(1)(A) require that "All 

persons who operate, use, distnrb Ian4 mahain aristing storm water point sources, or befbre 

begtnning any c ~ c t i o n  which wonld r e d  in a stormwater point source, shall apply to 

the department for the permits required by the Missouri Clean Water Law and these 

regdations Tbe department issues these permits in order to enforce the Misomi Clean 

Water Law and regulations and administer the state operating p e d  pragram" 

10 CSR 20-6.200(1)@)(7) exempts sites that disturb less than &e (5) acres The 

recpiremems for a land disturbance application are found at 10 CSR 20-6.200(3). 

#% 
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Comment: Per the BRAC 1995 Programming Documents, Fort Leonard Wood, Missomi 

Project 45893, Section 2.B.6, the Chhca l  Decontamination Training ~ a *  (CDTF) 

construction will require the clearing (disturbance) of 8.26 acres. A stormwater permit for 

the CDTF conss~ction is, therefore, required and has not been obtained 

Citation: In 10 CSR 20-6.200(2) "Stomwater discharge associated with activity. 

The discharge h m  any coweyance which is used for colIecting and coweying stormwater 

which is not under a pexmit issued under 10 CSR 20-6.010 and wfi& is directly related to 

mandcrruing processing or raw mat& storage areas at an induaiai piant" is required 

to have a discharge permit. 

Missouri s t o m a t a  regulations at 10 CSR 20-6.200(2)(B) 3.F. s p d e s  that "lid- 

ficilities that are federally , state or municipally owned or operated" are subject to the 

stomwater regdations 

. . Comment -: Since flame W g ,  which includes the practice of exposing 

Iarge qmdtk of ignitable matedals such as oil and other petroleum products to the p u n &  

is a dg.lrificam potemiai stormwater pollution source, a stormwater p d  fix d designated 

W training areas (Ranges 27 and 28) is required 

Comment D T F  Sdimert P U :  As stated m the BRAC 1995 Progrannning Do-ts 

fbr Project #45893, Section 2.B.5 identifies a stormwater drainage sedimmt pond, sediment 

pond emergency spiItway and sediment pond relief line. This constmcticm is for a specific 

additional st-= dis&qe point No modification to the current adsdng stomwater 

A 
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permit MO-0 1 1725 1 has been requested for this additional discharge point. 

23 Other Construct.loq 

Citation: Missouri Stormwater Regulations at 10 CSR 20-6.200(1)(IA) require that "Ail 

persons who operate, use, disturb Iand, maintain exidng stom water point sources, or before 

beginning any construction which would result m a stonnwater point source, s h d  apply to 

the department for the p d s  r w e d  by the Missouri Clean Water Law and these 

regulations. The department issues these permits in order to enforce the Missouri Clean 

Water Law and regulations and administer the state operating permit program." 

Comment: The maps included m the BRAC Project 45893 document show various other 

projects invoiving construction including PN 383 15, 383 17,42638 and 383 18, which may 

require land ciktwbance exceeding five (5) acres. As noted in 2.1 above, construction 

dimrbhg land areas greater than five acres wiil require permh applications for a stormwater 

p e d .  In addition, each range area project such as Range 28, Range 27, the Mechanized 

Smoke Ranges (3) and Alpha Field also win require a stomwater permit if each project 

involves the disturbance of more than five (5) acres. 

Citatiop: In the Fog oil permit issued by the Missouri Dep-t ofNatural Resources 

a695-0 10, Emission Limitations #3 states, 

"a. The fog oil shall be severly hydrotreated to remove polycycfic aromatic 

hydrocarbons (PAHs) and their nitrogen and oxygen dog i e s ,  and 

n 
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c. The fbg oil shan contain no more than 0.5% (one-halfpercat) by weight of any 

single hazardous air poktant (HAP) as dehed by 10 CSR 10-6.020 (2) (C), "Table 

3 Hamrdous Air PoJlutants." The combhation of all HAPS in the fbg oil shan 

comprise no more than 1% (one percent) by weight of the fog o l "  

"Table 3 - Hazardous Air Pohtants, " listes Polycyclic organic matter with the 

following footnote, "Inciudes organic compounds with more tfian one (1) benzene 

ring, and which have a boiling point greater than or equal to one hundred degrees 

C e h  (100' C). 

Comment: The same fbg oil as is in use at Fort McClellan has been adyzed for the qnantity 

of Polycydic aromatic hydrocarbons. Analysis verifies that the fog oil currently supplied to 

meet Military Specification MIL -F 12070D, still does contain 6.16 % PAHs A copy of the 

analysis is included as  Appendix #1. 

33  CDTF Consuuctioq 

Regulatory Guidance: EPA's document titled ''New Source Review Workshop Manual", 

dated October 1990, states "A deliberate decision to split an otherwise "signiscant" project 

imo two or more d e r  projects to avoid PSD review wodd be viewed as circumvention 

d would snbject the entire project to edbmmmt action if construction on any of the d 

projects commences without a PSD permit"' 



Citation: In the regulations at 10 CSR 10.6.060 (I)@) Applicability to Covered 

lkdathdchanges m regards to Constmdion Parnits Required states "This rule shd apply 

to installations throughout Missouri with the potential to entit any p o m  in an amount 

equal to or greater than the & minimis levels. This rule also shall apply to changes at 

instaktions which emit less than & minimis levels where the construction or modification 

itselfwould be subject to section (6), (7), (8) or (9) of this rule. This d e  s h d  apply to all 

incinerators and asphaltic plants." 

In 10 CSR 10-6.020 (2)(I)7 the definition of installation reads "All source operations 

including activities that result in iiqythe emissions, and any marine vessels while - docked at 

the insdation, that belong to the same inchrstrial grouping (that have the same two (2) digit 

code as described in the Shzmbdl-ai Ckzfication M d ,  1972, as amended by the 

1977 Supplement), all source operations located on one (1) or more contiguous or adjacent 

properties and are under the control ofthe same person (or persons under common control)." 

This prevents the separation of xmhple operations fiom individual permitting. 

Comment: PSD review was conducted for the fog oil obscurant training portion of the 

Chemical Training SchooL The air p d  for construction of the CDTF was issued without 

a PSD review. Because of the mdtxple ficets to the training provided by the Chemical 

Training School, a11 fidities to be constructed for this move should have been considered as 

a single project to avoid the "-ention" refkred to in the EPA's above-mentioned 

document. Because the air permit fbr the CDTF was issued without a PSD review, its 

c ~ c t i d o p e r a t i o n  will most likely subject it to en£brcement action per EPAts policy in 

its guidance manual refkrenced m this paragraph, in addition to private citizen )itiPation_ 

Citation: In the iMissouri reguiation at 10 CSR 10-6.060 (5XA), De ~Mhimis Permits, 

mpkes "Any d o n  or modificaton at an instabtion subject to this d e  which results 
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in a net emissions increase bdow the & minimis levels shall be exempt h m  fiuther 

req-; ofthis rule ifthe owna m operator of the source applies fbr7 and the p e m h h g  

alrthorhy issueq a & minimis permit for that hstalht io~~" 

Comment h training invokes the ignition ofthickened gasoline and other materiais such 

as oil to produce a "wall of flame" as an.obscurant MDNR has issued an air p d  for the 

fog oil ~b-t training This parnit &ow the w of fog oil only and d not allow the 

Atmy to use ;my other types of obscurant training. Examples of other obscurants include the 

use of hexachloroethane smoke pots, brass flakes (infixed defeating obsnn;mt grades), - 

large area idhred defeating (graphite powder) o b s c u m  dye colored smoke and 

phosphorous smoke. nese 0 t h  obrcmants are used at Fort McCleIlan They are necessary 

for comprehensive training which requires using all materials that would be used m battle 

conditions. 

3.4 Restrxmon o f Emiss' ~ o n s  of Particulate Matter from Industrial Process= 
. . 

Chion: lMissortri rrgukrion 10 CSR 10-3.050(3)(A),states that "This regulation applies to 

any operatioq process or activity except the burning of he1 for indirect heating m which 

products of Mmbustion do not come into direct contact with process materials, and except 

the burning of re6rse and except the processing of salvageable materiai by buraing. 

Generation of fog oil mist is an operation, process andlor activity which does not iwoive 

btming of or processing ofdvageablc m a t d  by *g, or buming for m a  

10 CSR lO-3.M0(4XA), Emission Limitations, states "Except as provided for in subsection 

(4)(B) and rsrian (5) ofthis rule, no pason shall cause, m&r7 anow or pexmit the emisdon 

ofparticulate matter in my one (1) hour from my source in excess of the amount shown in 

Table I for the process weight a b a t e d  to the source." 



Co.mmat Thc fig d g e n d o n  process win r e d  in violation of ~ mle. Furthmre, 

none of the exexqtions provided in 10 CSR 10-3.050(5) are applicable to the process 

g e n e  fog oil mLL Hence, 10 CSR 10-3.050(4)(A) applies to the generation of fog oil 

mist This regulation h i t s  particulate emissions in a c c o r ~ c e  with the following fonmk 

E = 4.10 x P 6 '  

where E = rate of emission, Ib/hr; and 

P = process weight rate, tondhr. 

Based on the pamitted maximum use of 3,700 Bshr of fog oil, this forrrmla limits particulate 

emission to 6.19 lbuhr. Acnral particulate emission &om 3,700 IWhr of fog oil usage will be 

2,600 bdu. Forr Leonard Wood win not meet the requirement of 10 CSR 10-3.050(4)(A). 

4 WASTEWATER 

4.1 CDTF Air Scrubber Water 

Citation: Missomi wastewater regulations at 10 CSR 206.0 10 (4), Construction Pem& 

spedies: 
- 

(A) *No person shall cause or pemk the c e o n ,  instahtion or modification of my 

sewer system or of any water contaminant source or wrstewater freamua 

-oa first meishg a c o ~ o n  p d  issued by the dep- except for the 

following: 

1. Comxuction of a separate storm sewer; or 

2. Facilities as provided in other 10 CSR 20-6 regulations. 

I, 
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(B) A separate application fbr each sewer system, water contaminant s o m e  or 

wastewater treatmerrt ficility must be submitted to the deparbnent. Where there are 

multiple releases firom a single operating location, however, one (1) application may 

cover all &&.ties and releases For amtiming authorities listed in paragraph (3 )(B) 1. 

or 2. only one (I) application may be required when the authority operates a sewage 

treatment plant and has one (I) or more other non-continuous stonn water-plated 

dis&qes associated with the sewage treatment plant. " 

Co- The CDTF, as designed, wiLl include an incinerator that &es a water ventui 

scrubber as part of the air commhnt removal system The water generated by this scrubber 

win be dischged to the Fort Leonard Wood wastewater treatment piant. Design flow rate 

for the scrubber is 15,000 ,dons per day. Based on this information and the requirement of 

the State of Mssouri reguhtions, Fort Leonard Wood is required to obtain a water poflution 

controi construction permit before the CDTF incinerator is constructed 

5.1 GenemriodTreatment of Hazardous Waste from CDTF Operatios 

Ciration: Based on USEPA regaiations at 40 CFR 26 1.24, Table 1, "M 
. Concentration 

of Contaminams fbr &e T- Characteristic" states that waste materials containing silver 

"at the concenxmion equal to or greater than" 5 mg/l is a hazardous waste. "A solid waste 

that exbibits the characteristic of toxicity has the EPA Hazardous Waste Number specified 

m Table 1 wbi& corresponds to the toxic contaminant causing it to be hazardous" The 

hazardous designation for SiIver is waste code # DO1 1. 

Comments Tine CDTF generates waste pads firom the "minicam" air monitors which are 

impregnated wirh silver niaate. These monitors are utilized for the detection of nerve agents 



throughout the CDTF and in the air ventikion system The laboratory andysis of a 

representative sample of the waste pads show a siIver concentmtion, in the Toxic 

Charactexistic Leachate Procedure (TCLP) extract per SW-846 Method 13 11, to be 1,080 

mg/L A copy of the analysis is attached as Appendix #2. Current CDTF poliw requires 

decontamination of any material exposed to nerve agents to the five "x" levei before it can be 

released fiom Army control for off-site shipment. CDTF poiicy defines five 'X' levei to be: 

Materials that have been t h d y  treated for 15 minutes at 1000%, or 

Materials which air monitoring indicates the nerve agent air concentrations are below - 
detectable levels. 

Based on this CDTF policy, the waste pads impregnated whh silver nitrate which have been 

used to &tea (and hence exposed to) newe agents are required to be thermally treated on- 

site to remove any possible nerve contamination. The air permit issued for the CDTF by the 

h u r i  Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) states that "No hazardous wastes may 

be c h g e d  to the incinerator." Given this scenario, the Army can not incinerate the pads in 

the CDTF wirholrt violating the MDNR's CDTF air permit and can not ship them off-site to 

a p d e d  hazardous waste disposal site without violating its policy of prior decontamination 

to five "x" lev& The same issue can be raised for other potential hazardous wastes 

generated by the CDTJ?. These wastes include laboratory wastes and waste filters h m  the 

ventilation system. 

6 EAR REGULATORY C O ~ l O l y  

6.1 Radio active Isotone Tm iniegboxatories  
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ed bv the N u C  . . 

included m a Fort Leonard Wood p e d  application 

40 CFR 6 1.104 (a)(l) - 'The report or application for approval to cons&cxct or m o w  as 

required by 40 CFR part 6 1, sobpart A and $6 1.106, muit provide the following inEormation: 

(i) The name of the ficility. . 

(ii) 73e  he of the person responsible for the operation of the facility and the anme 

of the person preparing the report (if different). 

(iii) 'Ihe location of the fidlity, mcluchg suite and/or building rmumber, street, city, - 
county, state, and zip code. 

ETC. ... through mi." 

40 CFR 6 1.04 (b) - "Section 1 12(d) directs the A ' tor to delegate to each State, when 

appropriate, the authority to implement and enforce national emission standards for hazardous 

air poIhdantr for stationary sources located in such State. Ifthe authority to implement and 

enforce a standard under this part has been delegated to a State, alI infomation required to 

be submitted to EPA under paragraph (a) of this section shall also be submitted to the 

appropriate State agency (provided, that each specific delegation may exempt sources fiom 

a certain Federal or State reporting requirement). The AdmiPiraator may pennit all or some 

of the information to be submitted to the appropriate State agency only, h e a d  of to EPA 

md the State agency. The appropriate mading addxess for those States whose &legation 

request has been approved is as foIIows: 

(AA) State of Missouri: h4ksoux.i Department of Natural Reso- -011 of 

Environmental Quality, P. 0. Box 176, Jeffefson City, MO 65 102." 

C o w  Tbe radiological laboratories curredy operating at Fort McCleIIan are required 

k \ p m w 5 3 s m ~  



to have two Nuclear Regalatory Commission licenses A Part 30 license for "byproduct 

mate&ls1' and specific source materials, and a Part 70 license for "Special Nuclear Material" 

To maintain these operations, Fort Leonard Wood is r+ed to apply for construction 

permits for the proposed move of the radiological training laboratories. Because-the same 

fi&es at Fort L e d  Wood wiIl require the same NRC licenses, the laboratories are now 

covered by the NESHAPs permitting rules. 

7 PUBLIC WATER SUPPI,X 

7.1 TF Water Sypplv Svstenq 

Citation: n4issouri Drinldng Water Regulations at 10 CSR 60-3.010(2)(A) requires "a 

supplier ofwata which operates a n o n c o ~  public water supply to apply m writing to 

the department for a pennit to dispense water to the public". A nontrdent  noncommmity 

water system is defined by 10 CSR 60-2.0 15(65XB) as "A public water system that is not a 

community water system and that regularly serves at least twenty-live (25) of the same 

persons over six months per year". 

Comment: The BRAC Project 45893 document at Section 19.C(b) describes a new public 

water system inchkg a new well, a 100,OO~gaIIun storage tanlr and, at Section ZB.2,6,336 

fket of 6 inch rfiameter water line. lie system's service meets the de6nitian of a nomansient 

n o n w w  water system since &will exceed 25 pezsons. A d e n  application fora 

permit to dispense water for this system must be submitted to the MDNR 

SCHREIBER, GRANA 6r YONLEY, INC 
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As often stated by various members of the 1993 and 1995 BRAC c o ~ a n s ,  all the necessary 

permits are to be in place before the 1995 BRAC will approve the U.S. Army's request to-move the 

Chemical Training School fkom Fort McClellan to Fort Leonard Wood Presented m this document 

are many requirements that have not been addressed. With the consideration of this information 

presented, the BRAC should understand that a l l  of the p d  necessary to file operate the Chemical 

Training School at Fort Leonard Wood are pm approved, The e f f i e n e s s  of the Chemical Training 

School at Fort Leonard Wood will be greatly reduced and the training capabilities sigmficantly 

restricted without these permits. Additional in60rmation and details regarding these permit 

deijciencies can be provided to you upon your request. 

Thank you for the opportunity to prepare this information for the Coalition 

0 
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Appendix #1 

Fog Od Analysis 



Chemir / Polvtech 

L a b o r a t o r i e s ,  i n c .  

ANALYSIS REPORT 

Prepared for: Mr. Bryan Williams 
Schreiber Grana 8 Yonley 

Prepared b~ Shri Thanedar, Ph.D. 
Technical Director 

(31 4) 291-6620 

2 June 1995 
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This year's top Army drill sergeant is a woman 
HAMPTON. Va. - The Army's drill instructor at Fo1.t. Jackscjn. S.C , Vor the Army Reserve. tile winner 

toughest ~ l l d  best active-duly drill the second woman tt:, the top Staff Sgt. Bruce Clark, who 1s 
Serge~irlt this year is a woman. a ~ ~ ~ a l  a\.vard of the  Al.jIly 'rraining assigned to t . 1 ~  100th l'l;iining 

Sgt. 1st i:lass Anita D. Jordan, a and I3octrine Cornmalid. sion in Louisville. KY 

(FA0 N o t e :  The  first Cloman Drill Sergetint of t h ~  Year was SSG J i l l  Henderson.  
A t  t h e  time, she was a s s i g n e ( j  t o  Co. C,  7 8 7 t h  M i l i t a r y  P o l i c e  Eattalion, F o r t  
!lcClel.Lan, AL. She e a r n e d  t he  t i t l e  i n  April 1 9 9 3 . )  



The Arrnistoi~ Stm- - Page 1 I A  - Sunday - May 14, 1095 

Budget cutters spare 
com~nissaries, shave COLAS 

Military pay, he~lctirs ,~n(:l y~lal-  
ity-of-liic Frugriirnr c s c ~ p c d  thc 
Republ~ca~r juggernaut of hutlye1 
C L I ~ S  with scrapes ilrlil brui.;es hut 
110 jcI'iOus kvolirlds. 

C i l ~ ~ ~ i l i ~ s a r i e s  won't be PI ~ v i ~ t -  
izcd, military rctirccs will continue 
to I-c.ccivc cost-of-li~ing adjust- 
I'I~ZIII': aild most school districts 
that tcach scrvicc children will I.?- 
cci\.c. ft.deral Iiilj!act hid. 

SIIII. scrvicc. pcople will bha1.i: 
in the pain of House iit'ltl S e n ~ c  
budset plans unvciled May 9 to 
balsnce rhe federal butlgct hy 2(11:)7. 

hl~litary ret~remolt ,  likc olhc-r 
tedcral entitlements, will losc a 
chunk of inflation protection, c ~ i -  
rccrists nearing 1.ctiremetit could 
h ~ c  sornr benefits, new rccrui~s 
might pay nlorc for GI Bill t7iluc3- 
tion benefits RIKI free parking at 
Stder:ii buildir\gs could end soon. 

For all CIS that, scrvicc pcople 
,iren't singled out for dec-per cuts 
than a lot nf Arnnricar~s. 'I'hst's a 
relief for military leadel-s and 
rervice associations who 11:)bbii.d 
hard in rcccnt ~vcelis to svoicl such 
;r moiale-damaging rcsult. 

'I'he dccpcst cuts S:III across all 
f edr~a l  entitlement programs. 
"Sh;i~?d s:~crifrce" is an arguriicnt 
riul~rnry sssoi.iations and \:ctcr:ln 
groups have ~ l s r d   CIS ?cars tt:, pro- 
tcct bcncllts. It  wolrld h. difficult 
ro drop now, ct1c.n I! tllry ugitntcl:l 
to. 

l-lerr: ;ire spi.<ilii:s Lor ~ i ~ ~ l ~ t a ~ , y  
people, cr~llcd iroul Kepublicitn 
budget-c1.11ting plan$- 

COLAS. hlilitary retirees $114 
Surv~vol,s \rill ionlinve to rccclve 
full ccjst-t:bt-livi~\g ;riijus~mcnrs 
rneaiured by the y~vcrnrr1c11t'6 
C:onsumzr Puice InJrx.  l3~if Rc- 
pllblicans nssurnc. technical ad- 
justments t thc CPI will lower the 
\?lue of COLAs IOr all entirle- 
Ii!erits. it~cluditig govcmmcnt I-e- 
tiyement, veteran bcncfits and So- 
c;;31 se~:lll~;ty, 
: T h t  Houic plan arsumes that. 

starring in I W W .  a rcviscd C:PI u:iII 

ill011 ~nilation .6 pcr~:cnt :~nilually, 
';;i\*iclg Ihc govcrnl.iIclil ,\i rnc~ch a$ 
$40 h ~ l l i o r ~  by 2002. Thc Seilate 
psclage only ilssumes a .> pcrCcnt 
drop i n  intlation. 

Rept~blicans rejected staff pro- 
posals to make ilrcpcr cuts i r ~  re- 
tiree COL,As, eithcr througlr use of 
a tileans test or by,  capping or 
eliir'lir\ating COl..i\s for yoilngcr 
retirees. hlilitary 1caclc.r~ were so 
u'on'ied abo\~l  the possibility thirt 
Xdm. William Owcnb. \:Ice i:l'~,~ir- 
rnan i d  the Joint Chicts crf Stail', 
telrj~honcd Rcp. Jot111 Kasiih,  R- 
Ohio. Huuse btldget committcc 
chairman, to urge that p ro t~~iscs  
~i iade I!:, carccrlst; a l ~ d  c~lr.~.errt ie- 
tirtcs be kept. Kasich, said a 
source. w i ~ s  leicptive. 

13y their, Sen. Pete Don1cnii:i. R- 
N.M.. chairman of thc Senate 
btldcet committcc, slrendy h.ld dis- 
c.~rdi-j  h i s  otvn staft's l~eci~mmen- 
dabon; for dcep cuts in irlilitnt'y 
COL.4s. 

Itetirement. Thc Senate plan 
docs rccor~~rncnd \\#hat :cppzars to 
be n niinol- change in thc way 
~nilitary retirznlerlt is calculated. 
13ut rt1l:ir zllange \iloulb shave re- 
tired Fa! iignificanrly. saving '$300 
niilllon ovcr thc next S1\.t year:,. 

Currcnt rttircd pa. 1s based oil 
:i pcrccntagc 01. a nlel'ilbe~"s filldl 
h,: L I ~ I C  .:.- pay. The Sendre \\*o~uld 

c h a n ~ t  [he ~ R S C  arnrsunc to n\lersg~: 
bastc pny during ii member"; final 
yc:ir T h ~ s  \vould dnmpcn the cf'kct 
of pay raises and longevity 111- 

cseytscs earned during the mcm- 
her's I.ljt 12 months. 

i)\\.ens was rrpected to urge 
:?n.~to~.s to dt'trtp this chongc :ti: 

\ \ t l l .  I i  tlrc'y d(:r r~ot ,  i l  u.oc~lil tilt 
I'~rtiiri. r,eti~.c.es \\.ho eiitz~.ed ::c1 \.l;t. 
OC!'~III: S C ~ I  5% l ! lS i l  -I'III-J~.C ivl'lir 

ic*ili~.tI l ~ i t ~ i   tia an th,tt A I I , C * I ~ ~  f';,li 

undcr .I "High-3" r.ctirc:mcnt plan 
7'hcii .~linuitics ? r .~ t l  bc sct its ;+ pcr- 
ccncdgc ol' avcragc pay iluring thcil- 
hlg,hest 1t11.ee erllilrog ycnrs. 

C'~mmiss:iric.~. Ljespite a Re- 
~ ~ I L I I I C : I I I  porI\ tc) ~ : ~ I v : I ~ I z ~  ~.rlnny 
govcrnmeilr progr.,ms, the budget 
lilans 111-1 1101 call 1'1ir an end to the 
51 hillii~n cnni~l~iss;~rv suhsidy. 
L V ~ I  (<.\-I V:I.I<JI~.! ii-~<\:c jC\\~.t.>~ls it? sl)1:11) 
ior griiccrics in i.~o~~lrnc~.c.ial storcs ,/: 1\i~:I't. :. . \vho llirs qt)c':tit:r~lCd t t ) ~  

necd t\jr stateside ccr~nmissar~cs, 
was cxpcctcd to j r ~ l ~ t l  fc)r privati/.a- 
tion. But hc co~ild expect stiff re- 
sistancc Srolrl Dctfe~lse Secretary 
\I'illiam Perry and the Hotise Na- 
tional Security Con~rnittcc. 

Impact  aid. hlorc than $109 
million in fcdcral impai:t  id, that 
portion earmarked 10 help sch(io1 
districts c i lu~a tc  rnilitary childrcn 
\vho live oCf ba5c. woultl bc killed 
unllrlr thc Housc b!~dgcl pli~n Thc 
rnovc, cndijrscd hy the Clinton 
adnlinistration, \vi)uld continue aiil 
to schools that teach on..b;~se ctiil- 
d r m .  l'ropo~~eilts say the partial cut 
is justified b c c a u ~  off-base fami- 
lies tontribute to the local tax base 
i n  numerotis wilys. I n  january. 
tinsic11 ti:)ld cnllragucs hc intendcil 
(11 i-linli~lille thc cntirc 9728 rnil- 
l i o ~ ~  1!rogrfini. Lawn~akkrs, ~ ~ l ~ o i l l  
(,st; c . 1 ~ 1 ~  .. ' ,. ;irld ~ r i ~ l ~ t n ~ y  parents have 
lobhiccl hard srnce then to ~at'c the 
program. 

Otl l r r  chnngcs. (]nil or borh 
l-~uclgct ~or r l~r l~ t t~c . : ,  .IISO rircolrl- 
mcnd cuts in Stilc~al c ~ ~ i l i s n  re- 
tircmcnt and hcnlrl~ Cflre i:t:rnt~itl~~- 
lions, an cnd to f r . 1 : ~  tcil:ral park-. 
1r1.g a t  rctlcral hu~ltl~lrg,i ,  I'lrfitler (:;I 

i\'t,crdtbr corr~rricrrls crrrd suggt-r- 
liurls crrr ~c~clcor~rcrl, Il'rile to 
.Ililitary Llptlmfr, iJ.0. Hos 1230, 
C ~ r r t r ~ r d l l r ,  I'll. 221120, or senti u- 
urail lo: rnilrcpcfofe(~riol,cot~i . 



The A~~raisto~a Star 

Plan to merge 
growth efforts 
causes buzz 

------.-.... 
By Sean Reilly 
Star F'al~l'i 31 Wr11er 

When Calhoun G.)url~y lawn1:ikcrs \ c ~  
I I ~  a w n m u ~ t c c  to look at thc area': JI-  
rcmpts to lure jobs and tndustl'y, (I'Ic;, 
hopcd for a discussion on whether those 
rifi,rtr nccdcd slrc;lmlining. 

' h a  conclusions the conulllttce pre- 
p a i d  for county lrgislgtorv ccrtainlv 
huvc cncitcd some discussion; thcy also 
appr.ur 11.1 bc dcad on :irrival. 

"ivc do need to avoid duplication," 
said stdtc Rep. B~rhare  Boyd, I?- 
A l ~ n i s t ~ n .  "But wt; do not need to rush 
into i i l~plel~~entil \g sorncthing. just 
ch:lnpc for change's sake." 

At ic,sl~c is haw wc.ll two OF thc h ~ g -  
gcst players i l l  the couilry tircrla .work 
tcgethcr in luring new jobs -- or ar lcasr 
hi)*/ well they arc pcrcrived lo rncsh. 
f;,r\\.wd CaIhou11 Couf~ty  IS the Cl1;imbi-r 
ot Con-~n~erce's nrarkrtlng arm, sup- 
portcrl by privittc C~nlributions. The C;JI- 
houn Count): Ecnl-lumic Dcvelopn~cnt 

( ~ d I J l l C l 1  is 3 1 3 -  

supp,:,r[eiJ ,~c , i .~~cv  who%! iil2il> ?ih 
i; buying ;lnif i~hvcloping 1>t'opcr[). 
for ~r~,Il~~trl:t:tl u;c. 

Ch21irckj by ILK;I~ A n ~ S ~ l l l / l  
[{:II)~ P I . ~ s I ~ ~ I ~ I  ( z .  R02.i.r~ li)'<:llC, 
(ti;. ~omnii[[cc :.Cr 01) 1')' Icgisl;3lc'llS 
c~r l ier  (lljs )car ~.ecornrncnilitd 
I r ~ ~ ~ , g c n g  ~ h c  I\vo inlo a single 
"Ecnnijmii. r?c\~e!opn~cni Autkloi- 
it!," Eo\,el.neil by I ~ - m e l n t c r  
t,i~.~rd chosen 1.1y local lawnloltc~.;. 
nl;lyclrb. c n u ~ ~ r y  cnnicni~<iani.ts :tnJ 
.-<.i~lilbutors. l.oc.ll ind!lstriill ijc- 
v~l~>proi.cr( b0.1l.d~ \v~v ld  dlso k 
f<:)\~lcil In 1n11i;~lly hci~ding the nc:v 
:lgcrlk WOUIJ tic t : l ~ ~ . ~ e ~ ~ [  ch:in~trr 
rr1:irlagci Lac's!' SyIvcSli:r. 

" T f l ~  big thing we \\:anted w;l.\ 
"1-,c.stop :hctpllrirg." I-lpchc s;flaJ 
'.Ths \vhi$li. ol\lc.cli\.c I.)[ [llis 1.; to 
\Id\'e bC1tc.r c.ii)r~Ollli~ ~ c \ ' c ! u ~ -  
mrnl." N ~ W  prospects ant1 r \ i r r~l lg  
h t l i ~ r ~ c j r c ~  ~n~crcbtcd in espansion 
11cid IQ lani~\r. "thcy can g~:) 10 i a l l t  

Crl[ll!. 11.1 ';<,II,C whntcvcr prGlili.111~ 
itley kldve.'~ 

P1-i~n1 whict Ilt  lias bccn l~:)Iij, 
H y h c  siiitl, rhc. cuircnt diteirii)ll of 
I.rl)or has cosl ~ h c  area swne pros- 
IIL.C~.,; 11 ll1;ty  ill^:) lit il prc1b1c111 1br 
~I.I<: h lnhi~ni:~ Ijcvcloplncr~l Ol'licc. 
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c l c , i~~~ lc l~~ouse  for I.rii!.;r hu$ir~et.:i.c. J 1 ; :  i -  I i t  i i  ~ l - , l - , ~ ~ l i ~ ~ ~ .  i ~ ~ l ~ j  n,)l h~ rc;\r;11cij 10,. 
~nlcic,ra.\d 111 ciimirlg to ~-\l;lbsrn.\. t i )  2 . 5  r ~ i n  I 1 I f i r  c,l,>,cnl I:rl,l~y, OtI1 i n  ; I  1ct1c.l- lo 

"I rhrnk they woulti . t i id 111uie !'C.II:>, s : l y5  rs(x fip~I'i1111l~. Ck1:ilr- r ~ r ~ l l ~ ~ l ~ l ~ ~ ~  c.lg,\lcr pl~,tiiJcd t,y 
;inJ S I I ~ ~ I - ~  qunllty psospc;.ts I! \,!I? I i l i l l i  Bill I ;J t '~ . t :~l l .  EI',C.''h ~lll1udl (3hcc8:, i,]ll:c, llc. ..?I$cc.-;(II(~ (h;(( 
t1ai:l t.rne-$[i:)p shopping, in my hlliigct ~ W A l l y  1 atices Ir{iln $1 . 1 mcll.~ dl;ru&ric>n ix;  n4;~:.3cd 
(-ap~n~i!n." Hyche said. million lo '61 7 rllilli0n. ... 11i.l Cicnc Left Il;~nging no\\, 15  tl.,c 

(:j~l~crb tlifkcr, saying lh:3l ~ h c  Stcdharn. fol.rllcl. EDC L I I ~ I I I  lnan ~s lg inal  , - lu ,2~.~l~n;  ..s,+,ctl,sr ~ h c  
1 I I ~ I I  [ I  - uh0 :.lill .\Cl\'CS l.ll1 fhc cilllllcil. r , lun~y 's  cio\vlh i . f t i - l r l i  r,,:r,l 
ortl i - ' u i~c~ i~  C~~.I I I I I I : . I I I  \\'IIII;IIII '.~'I,IIII- s t r e d i l ~ l l r l l n ~ ,  nc.sl,j~:> 1:i:c 

"I \~ '~?IJI~J say, genel-ally. ~f 1)11:ll it,;tc, ~ L I I  0 ; ~ l  tii*:;~l a j l ~ i  L L N I I * ~  1 1 0 1  EL)(:, lc.l;t .I I I ' I I I ' .~~, , , :~  ..~th,-r 
~~ .~ rnc~I i c~~ :  1s 1101 hrc:~kr, Ja.m'r lix bi. tc~iI1i:il f ' ~ . , c ~ ~ : i ) ~ i i ~ n c ~ ~ ~  

. . c1rg:~nii;tlitrns :uc in-:,~l: c8.l i n  ciir- 
I[." \ < I I C I  A ~ I I I I S I ~ I I  AI~yor rki!:icI I h6:y ,L.S':II'II ~ t t c  ItrK"',. I . I I ~ * F I C ~ . "  I I I , I I I ~ ~ :  (l.:..L:li,l.j~~l<:~~~ :\I '~ . . ,L , I I~  I I . I I ~  
Dcthr.~g:' "6iol.li ~h .11  I'vI.: been \ . ~ l t l  >~lc~,l1~~:1111. ;\JJlr12 111.11 111~2111- l:,l~!c;l,~c th;,[ lblc c ~ ~ ~ j c l l ,  \c(ul, 
I 1 : I I :  I I I I I  Ilcl:: 01 H!j:lic'J ciiinrnlll1:c ivc~i: I-c:lII!. hur[ing, 1hpl.~ .Ij.lj.l,:;,l; [ t i  h- 
I I I  Ollie:,:. IV(;'VC l1:1<l ~ ~ ~ J ~ . . . ~ J I I ~ . ~ I I I ;  l.lrt:lq.v:irf: CI! \b:Ii.lL k lK  . I U U : I / ~ ~  ~ . ~ ~ c ~ r l c ; s  t i )  tlbld A I I  :~rl~\vc:r 
l l l d l l : ~  i n  I ~ i i  JC)~:; \ ~ , . ~ ~ l ~  3 y l n g  ,ha{ llc' ~,:,~k, ..\\'hLn yoll'\-c cspcilel.,ci:J L.,l,.ll 

i n  our i i j ~ ~ r ~ i v  " ((:)rw;lrLl to working \.:ll~l nal\.tl., succcir." D t i h r a ~ c  ;:lid, "li's gibiij,+ 
S[edba!ll 3~t j r l i )nrd  ~ h c  ,.tI;tn)bcr's lo bc dane ncar linpassil>l< (0 psr- 

As prool; r)i.ihrai:,: pornrh fin li.Li.ll~  hi^, slindc pc~>pl)le rll.rt i l ' ~ i ~ ~ g ' :  I... In (IT- 

:.l:vcrhl i?Ci ' l i t  r.\pansla>11s iillcl 1I1t f l c "g~[ i~ ( l ( )nS  l a s t  y ~ L I i  !\.ttl-l dcr.'. 
d?dI to ci:)n.;i.il~darc Dcfh i~~e  Kc- $o,ilhcrn ort2 cCorp ( ( I  ~ . , ~ ~ l t l  illl 
ie;~ri.:h in;. plsntc in .%r~ni.,tvn. . \ n ~ ~ ~ t i l l i  illall[, f1jr c,;aniplc, t11c 
Altllollgh "little luff rv,~rs" nl~t:; ,;hanlt,cr cnmm1tti-d ~ f ) ( :  p;lrccl 
son1ctlmi.i occur, L)~:ttil'~~c ,..aid, tc, ,hc i.umpallv ll!i[ll~,ul ltllinS ttlc 
I I I C  rm deft1 S I ~ O \ V C ~ ~  ~ ~ l ~ ~ l l ~ ~ p -   EL)^, \v l l ic l l  llilil ~ l l rc~ld! .  <d:)ltl lo 
I I C S ~  i l l  CJII p1't~tl.j 10 *-I~II-..: 14.1- ~ : , ~ , ~ ~ - 1 , - ~ , ~ , ~  cisc, ~ ~ p ~ j ~ l : : l l ) l  ..sllq.i ,'rhc 
gcthci LID<: h:id 1i:t rc,tcq?liie 1 1 . 1 ~  jsiiyert\. 

10 the ?h:~;lr-in. ot' f h i  (srevloun 
. ~ Q I J  trhilc ~0111s :u<.lTc:;t i:hulli ,:,;vncl 

t~er IC.I&IL i,i v:cI:lng f t t  S L ~  i I121r  "IA'e'rc hvplng to ;I':~:,IJ I I I I ~ J -  
hands ,in EL)(::'s :.t~;i(J:; rC\CntJ(.' ,,i(ln,'. h~ j a l ~  + * I I  I~l~.:i.r. ,llnUld 
1 r 1 i 1  i : ~ i i ~ i  I ~ I I  hrl,:C h;li,r.li.ili',~ ,. 
itj(:h:~r(l (?:JIc~ iva\ ~C . , ILJ I I I  10 ett- Sri.dI1~r11 al>.~.i \x~~t:~n~.i~:c., lie ),.\ 111e 
do1.s~ ~ h c  proposal ~:hambcr and FCC \l)c:n,!s il:. 

"When !:ctu star1 rr~:ik~ng nl,;oncy -1 don't tllilli: f i l r  ' rc  
chzn:?:~. \(>?I ;11\\.yys h;~\.d ;I 1;lg in ,pcn..iine lol. tll,juslr Ji::clo,,. 
gcttin: h:l\:k Up 10 ~ p c ~ i l .  b.'l:; 1)rl:r- iiltnt, Thc)t'\lc. cot $~S,!)I)() Ii,;lill 
crcncc :rill bc that I,:,: i i r l l t  I 1inbi.r lll<; ~i\llri~:nl tk1\, :t,,lj 1 d,:,il., \.jl,.,>,, 
~ V I I I - I  111e C ~ I ~ L I ~ ~ I ~ ~ ~ I ~ I I I  r1pI11 I I ~ ~ . \ , .  ' ~b1t.t ~.pciliJ i[ it11 1r.iurihr11 a.11 no1 '' 11,: 
CJ~CI'  ,iatiJ. 1.;11i.1. 

It the1.c. i s  a pei~Cpt1011 ploI:llei11, <:i111:r d c ~ ~ l i ~ > c d  1~ C ~ , ~ I . I I , I I ~ I I I  t11- 
Cater sa13, I[ nlsy bc rclatcd la the rertly <it \  rhr Shi~thcrn B;ly nl'I'..l~r. 
abscncc of ;i charnbcr preji~lenl An).i~ne ,~i)iiderlll? nhtii.t~ FCC's 
s1nc.e Al~lce Claytlor'ne's depal'rurc rpc~rd~nq i: i \ I l  I t~s r ) ;  at it.; t7ivd .... ti? 
last yl:.rrs, Another pi:,tcnfi:~l !.iiurc:c >:lici, 
\vas I I I ?  k>~llef A t  O I I ~  [)011it II-IAI U(:<.pit: I l l<:  !.ttr, LIII:, ' 1 ~ 1 1 o 1 i  ( i f 1  

ED(:: J I J  nor have c-nough sitci to  he ci~ii~n>~fri.~:'r rr:::o~~~c~i.:r~cl;)!~t,ns 
,;Pi~,\b., l:~ri)Sl~ci:[.s, ~ I I ~ I ~ : I I I ~ ~ I  C i ) t i tp21-  in thc~r  c[lria:il[ I,.!~I.I,I ,C , : I I I~  ,111- 

irlg :csi';rc. l l ~ v t  [l.icd I(:) us? llli15.e lil;:'ly '1-'h?t ?voul;l l.il..:: It:::l..l;~li<.~n. 
points ::1l:itins1 Calhoun (3:)un1;.. ;tn,j 1t:tc~rI l;~v.i~i.~k.,>~~, .Ire: 1.1r IV.,ITI 
1)irrtt itre hi.iag r?ii~~;a:l~ix:l G~cg, ~ini~.ii:e.f s-tn ~h*:  , I . I ~ ~ Q ~ . I  

Bdl.lte~- likes ova' as chunib~>i 
picjidcnr ~ I + ? Y I  monlh; the ELK IS 

1:i.p. Mikc Ir.c,gu.. . I:-h.lli:., ,.:tid 
Ihq? pan"'' i ~ ' ~ i o r ~ l m i . ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ I ~ f i ~ i S  ucc(uiring rrwrc azrcagc. 

,7klr,2 bottom thilr w~indud "pr:rl:tlcaI." t~ut \v.lnted to 
I.)o EDC F(7C: c.)nlin,le h e x  r1~c11.t. l.e,lc ~ I C I I I  Like b:trtl:lra 

be a ttr~ro." Cater said. fl~:~y\l, Rcp. I_;t~-ry S I I ~ S .  K- I n  up rhc p:incl E~stabog.~.  \:a\ tlicp11.:.:11. 

b y  Hyrlie, lawrrrakrrs said rhty "Tllcir inici:.~] ~ I + > ~ : I S ; I I  1 d~1n.1 
\v./eiC reacrlng lo \\,orl'lcs that lhi. tI111.1lt 15 21i11)g I~I: i l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l l l ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ J , "  -- - 
~oui11s't. ct:i>nnm,c dewloyii)ei~r Slnls S ' I I ~ .  "1 ;11)11'1 111111h 11'3 ~.*ini- 
c f lhr l~  v...cr-c hvrt t)y o*!i.il;~p r111d prchcnsrvc cllough; I t  11.111 ncC(1 
Inck t.11 :l)al>cr:~\i,jn. x4'11h Foil Illorr .~i:~sk" 
hlzi-:lc llLtn A ~ A I I I  S X I I I ~  p t ~ : ~ i  hll: . R c . ~ .  GcT~I..~ \\'I] lip, I:)-N..lll(,i:$ 
rlosul~:. lh~ss*: COI~Z'.I .~I? kc.."~ln~c CI.t&. hc \vu; untunlill,~r ,,vlth 
II.II:I~(! t:ri[~cal 
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fyompetition fierce for 
radi.0 system contract 

-lie  l)it t l l~i~g l'l:)~ piizc. 
").ou'~-c ~ a l k ~ r ~ g  :ih.~ut lug 

huckh." I?unn said. "Whi) : \ . L ) I I / : ~ I I ' ~  

..v~.lnr rc) FCI 111 011 lhnl':''' 
tlr>\v big" " I t ' \  luur t11iti.5 I I I C  

gcr~eral I'u11t1 OII .J~CI i ) f ' \ I~c C O L I I I I ~ . "  
;:lid Calli~wn C'oulity Adni~niscl';~ 
It)!' kc11 .li~!rlCr, 

Thc nc\v ruilio hystcrn ~.vill \-lc. 

olic c)t thc r1loi.l :opl~isIicared 111 111c 
co~l l l l l -~ ,  -1~e~lllll~~:llly, It 1s c;1lIecl t i l l  

"SiNi~-ii~eg;~hc~'!~ digir:tl n ~ r n l , ~ n g  
sys[e~li." \jrIi.-tt ~ I - I ; I I  l-llelins I:. 111~1 

c.ir~ly I ; r \ v . t r ~ l i ) ~ . ~ e ~ ~ ~ ~ i t  ngency. f11.c: 
d e p . l i ' t ~ ~ . n ~  and rescue squad ~n Ihc 
(\to coucltres will brnnd ni:?l! 
rndios nn i l  tlli:!. will all ts ~ h l f  1i1 

~ a l k  16 onc annrlicr e~isily. 
l 'l~t l'e~Jc:~:\l g i ) ~ ~ ~ l i ~ i l c . ~ l ~  ' . v I I I  

pnv l i ~ r  thc systrni as pail I), I I I C  
emcrgcncy prc[);lrcdneSs piu$rdln 
.)I Annisron Army Dcpor. btrl IIIC 
Cralhoon (;our~ty ~7omn1irriort bc- 
clilcs \r111(:.1\ supl?licr wins thc L . ~ I I -  

Ii;lCl 

Choosrng b ~ t w r c n  the t v : ~  pro- 
posals is tricky. The proposals 
themscl ves dre thou;ands ot pages 
long, filled with ~ c ~ h n i c a l  data. . . Ihc  compnnies, Ericsson lnz. of 
Lynchburg. V:I.. nlld I\,lornrt:,l'~ 
Cul-p. of S h a u ~ ~ ~ b i l r g .  111.. ace cs- 
senr~nlly {he only l\vo i r ~  lhc L)l~ii- 
cle,;s. Eiic:.:;oit Iiad rr~~re tkt,~n Y;;', 

hiliicin In pros\ rcrvcrwrs I:I$I )zi'ii'. 
n.h~l,: h . l o t ~ ~ r o l ~  hild rnore t h ~ n  $ 2 2  
billion In sal t i  la:;[ yi.;ri. 

J ~ : ) ~ r l i . l  said Ire told ~hir c:i)mmis- 
~~<)I'IL:P, 10 ,;[[IY (4\4'Jy f'1.i:l1-11 thC l \ \ J i ~  

COI'I'I~');II~IC.: iilld tl'lc~r rejlrssent:l- 
Il\lC!. l:Lll;ll c~~lr.lj~:lll~ l l , l 5  5pc111 
, ~ h i ~ t ~ l  b.iOi),!)UfJ j i~>t  I ~ J  c ~ I ~ I , . ~  up I I i  

p~u[?[.i~,ii. ; . I I I [ ~  rlc'rlljc~ :+.101.~~ lir lose 
n $ 2 0  ~nilliun c.#Jntrac.l JOIIICI- s:ild 
[ h ~  ctlunty h;is lrrril ro d e s ~ ~ r l  tlx 
bldcllng ~>rl'w:css $1:) [h:lr when i (  is 
OLCI..  I l l ?  Imei :vcln'c 3ccu.;~ ~ h c  
<c)u[i!?:* i~i' ~ - I ~ I I I $  u n i ; ~ ~ r .  ibr tvctrst, 
tits .;11it 

7 h ~  cr)llnl)* h;t: h!l.cl:l ~<:;II;~'I 
C ~ ~ ~ i ~ n u ~ l i c a t i o n ! ;  CUII  .. .CII IHII I# ;  Ink :.. 
a Vl1.2iniii company, t t ?  rzvizw the 
pr12j)osdls tor the iOl1l l ' i l iSStUII .  JOIIII 
Eaglcl,, a scrtior constrlrant wi[h 
iCam, .;aid ?\:ell r t l t  a n r c ~ u ~ ~ t s  iluorzd 
by rhe companies in t l ~ c ~ r  prt:lposnls 
may have little relevance. Erlcsson 
bid $15 rn~l l iol~.  or $22.8 rt'~illion if 
rl'lr cl>ntract is awardcd by ~ h c  end 
d Sepiembcr. hlotori~la hid .7 
million 

"\\'c hsvr to find out \\:hat they 
are offering for  hat money," Ea- 
gler sdid. 

j i  air of ttlc prnblcnl In dcciding 
!\.hicli prokiosal rrlight ht b c ~ t t r  is - 

that thc c\vo iilll-\p;cnles trikr pr'od- 
ucrs bnscj on ililti:l,c~.~l technolo, 
gics. C:o~n~!;cl,li)g ~ h c i n  i h  likc ~ : < # r l l -  

paring oj~pli:s nnij t,)l,.inpci. 
Epglci said t . 1 1 ~  (or-iq~nny I!, ttc- 

vcliiping iI ralinp c!.slc11.1 by goins 
1liro1.1gl1 I ~ I C  t , l . l ~ ' ~ ~ l ~ t , ~ l i i i i ~ ~  s 0 1  (1ic 
;y,;[cni p,~rugr.~l)l~ hv I!ala$~';~jtls .'i 
,-.c)(i~l:!:tity gc[> O(.)IIU\ tt:~s~-cJ UIL 

whether 11; syhti. i~i c.lucs ~hc.  jnh 
The ~0ii11)>11) \vilh I I I C  RICISI pvlnts 
irovld I',? ~~cconi~-~r.:ndcd to lhc 
co1111l-~iss~on. He clot\ rrol c\ljci:l 
the re~:i.ini111enil3ti~,n t ~ j  rrlade utir~l 
,\ugust. and hc W I L I  (ha[ 1hc1.e nlny 
;ilscr bc an t\ccndcil perroil 01' Ile- 
jioli,l[io~)s 10 fine-l~rnc thc systcln. 

El.ti:;<c>n ilnd I\ln~ori.)lrt siluorc 
~1l .1  (~<l(r;.!, [ I ' I ~  s ~ f l ~ l l l ' j '  t.)VCI C.DI1- 
(rltCrS i)rl b11i:h ,y\(Cij~i. 'Tliay arc in 
COLJI I  111 Ri1-1i11~1ghijn-I ~ \ . c I .  n syiccln 
ic)~. I I ~ L I I  C I I V .  

The Ass i~c ia t io~~ (.*I Public: 
Sktfcry C o n i ~ ~ i u n ~ ~ . ; ~ ~ i o i ~ : .  OI'l'i,:i:~l\ 
I n ~ c r n i ~ ~ ~ o n : ~ I  II;IS I . ) c c I ~  11.yi1ig 10 
C r C c t  ,t c . ,111 ltiiiu~lry \ I ~ I I I ~ C I I ' ~  11:) 

guar.anIec that p1ii.c ?!tf'ii~1.5 01. 
fire,, g - 1  l[ci> - .. ffi~m crnc ~ O r ~ i ~ l l l l ~ i i ~ y  
\.vI:)oIJ bc nt!lc co c:lc~ly io!nrntlnr- 
cafe with thort 1rijii1 anolher. Mo- 
torola's rechllology tall:: ul~dcr ~ h c  
standaril and Err;sson's rechnology 
docs not Nor striprisingly, hl+ 
tcrrola suppc,r\s the standard 
Ericsso~i opposes i l  

Alrzaily sornc ol'l'icinls arc say- 
111g p~'iva~ely ~ h n l  hfotorola is the 
likely winner of \he  conlract. But 
Eagler said i t  would he foolish ro 
assuirlr anything, hccause his staff 
has not cornplrtrd 11s reuii:~;. 

Last rnon~h. ivhcn the comniis- 
sion rescivcd the proposals, tcams 
from both tornpsnics girt ~ h c i r  l i r ~ ~  
opportunity tt:, review what the 
other offcrcd. 
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Missouri groups resist 
chemical school move 
By Eric Larson 
Slar M~l~lary Wriler 

Missnuri groups are intcnslfying 
their figl-11 against the A m ~ v ' s  pro- 
posal ro rnovc its chcri~ical SCIIOOI 
illto thcir sratc. 

A public hearing was schedulzJ 
Friday night in Wnyncsville, k l ~ . ,  
for citize~ls to cortlrncnt on the 
Army's application for a pcrmit ti:, 
do smoke training at Wrt Leo~urQ 
\Votxl. Scvcrul grc?ups, including 
the h.1issoul.i Sierra Club, wcre 
schcdulcil 10 allend. 

In addition. William :tnd Re- 
becca Gibbs of Newberg, hlo., who 
liboe within 10 miles of the bast., 
have jnined the Missouri Coalition 
for t l ~ c  Environment in filing nn 
appeal with the Missouri Air Con- 
servation Conltnissiotl protcsring 
the pcrmit to buiId a chenucul 
dcmilitarizalion f;lcility and con- 
duct smoke (raining. 

Whclhcr t.heyeli be successful i i  
ancsthcr question. 'file Anny's 
project has the support of thc 
state's goverllor and the agcncy 
that. regulates such projects. 

Missouri Gov. Mcl Carnnhan 
p~~o~iijscd he woulcl expedite thc 
pcrrnits for the A m y  i n  the intrr- 
est of gaining new jobs for his 
state. The L4issouri Oepart~ncnl of 
Natural Kesvurces has nlr.rady 
granted the A m y  EI pzr~nit lo build 
a chemicnl decontamination facil- 
ity at Fort Lconard Wood like rhe 
one at Fort hlcClellan. 

A11 the A r ~ r ~ y  lacks is the 

snloke..[raining pcrnlit. hv i ron-  
rr,cntalists contend that  he smoke 
- cictually vaporized or1  ill 
wrc;\k h3\si>c on Ihe ecosystem and 
hal.m two end:~ngered species in 
the s.t.ca. lhc Indiana bat 2nd tlle 
Ern:< trrjt. 

(1)11c of the groups' c>hjrc..tions is 
that the fog-oil vnpor wed to cloak 
troop inoilcments is denser than 1112 
20 percpnt capacity ii1Ji:)~~til by 
~ l s s o u r i  law Thc rule was walved 
in l h ~ s  case because the density of 
the srr~okc is essential for thc 
training. 

"1s i t  necessary lo do the busi- 
ness g t  ~ h c  fort? Clearly, in this 
ircm, i t  is absolutely ntccssary," 
said Departrrrcnt of Natural Re- 
sources Dircctvr David Shon'. 

The effect the chetr~ical school 
will have on the environment 
"pales in cc~rnparison" to esisting 
chemical industry ill the statc, 
Shorr said. H<~wcvc.r, "the social is- 
sue of chemical weapons increases 
the visibility of lhc discussion." 

Short ssid there's no recluire- 
ment on how much titi-re his offtce 
has to falie aftcr Friday's hearing 
before ~naking a decision on the 
srn~kc-training permit. 

The Base Closure and Kealign- 
rne~lt Co~rniss ion has "l'rladz i t  
clear that lhey want a dcfinllive 
answer about the permits before 
thcy sit-down" Jurre 32 to begin 
voting on the fitla1 list, said Wade 
Nelson, a cornmission spokesman. 

"\Vc will review this promptly." 
Shorr said. 
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Chemical 
school move 
might not 
occur soon 

fr In Missortri, groups i l l ter~si '  
oppositio~r to the school/Pirgc 2A 

By Erlc Larson 
Star Mllltary Wrlter . - -....-.-- 

Even if  the Army gets nll the permits i t  
nccds from the State of Missouri to move its 
chemical training to Fort Leonard Woc:)cl, fed- 
eral rcguletions could delay the move for one 
year, if not several, cnvironrnental of'ficials 
said this week. 

"Thcsa permits are really just the first step," 
said Scott Murrrll, environmental coordi~\ator 
at Fort Leonard W d .  "The Army definitely 
has to do an irnpacc statement." 

Members of the Calhoun County Chamber 
of Commerce. Military Affairs Task Forcc have 
argued thar moving the chen~icill school will 
hurt tralning during a Iimc uphen clicmicnl 
defense is necessary to fight terrorism. 

The Arrny has sald i t  has reduced the time 
it takes to shut down a base nnd move ope.ra- 
tions elsewhere, but the pruccss of studying 
cnvironmentnl impacts of moving a rrlission 
can take a while, said Gene Gunn, with the 
Envlronment~l Protection Agency in Kansas 
City, Mo. 

"If there are no impacts or if the impacts arc 
sni~ll ,  i t  goes rather rapidly," Gunn s ~ i d .  "If 
the impacts arc more serious, i t  can take nluch 
longer, two or three years ... That project 
would be put on hold." 

The Naticnal Environtnetjtnl Policy Act re- 
quires that federal agenclcs study the effe.ct of 
projects on an area before thcy slart them. 

When Congress wrote the laws governing 
the Basc Closure and Realignment Commis- 
sion, it e~ompted the comdssion from having 
to do a n  en\*ironmcntal impact study before. 
closing or realfgnlng a base. 

Hoturver, the Am~y would hn\:e to pcrfonn 

a11 impaCr stlrily after thr conunis- 
sion's decislon hcforc a lnission 
can act~.~:llly rrlovc. 

Such e!udizs oflrn delay m.irsion 
rrloves. but thcy iIi111't stOp tl>tm 
compietcly, said klargucr~te D~ffy, 
ivho \\,or)c\ i n  the EI'A'i uit'icx (:)I 
federal ~ C I I V I [ I C I .  

"We'\,e hezn through a hundrsd 
of tllese and haven't hail some- 
thing like that happrrr. With all rhc 
cnvironrnental plan~lers and engi- 
ncers i n  [.he ivorlil today, id rriOst 
casej. (impacts) can be reduced.“ 
Ms. Duffy said. "Ttlc I:t\v is irlean1 
lo help decision-n~ake~s. It's nor 
mean1 lo stop pii!ieit.s." 

An impact stildy ii~oiild hare m 
turn up sol11e serious problems be- 
fore a pri9ei:t \vould be  upped 
For example, "something i n  \vhich 
you knew v o u  w3S going to kill off 
an end;ingzrcij species. That would 
be environment;illy unsstisfactc,ry." 

,' . 1 u o  endangered spccics, the 
Intliana har and the gr;ly bat, live 
near Fort Laon:rrii \Yooil. 

Very fe\v cases actually make i t  
to the Council on Environmcnral 
Quitlity, the executive arm that ul- 
lirnat~ly resolves disputes bctwrcn 
 lie EPA anti agencies proposing 
ptojztts. Between 1974 and 1989, 
our of thc hundreds of envir~n- 
nicntai i~rlpact studies pzrformcd, 
only 24 were sent to thc courlcil. 
according ro 31) EPA h r ~ x  hurc 

,Generally, the agencies can 
ngree. on allcrarions to I ~ I Z  oiiginal 
plan tha t  s:~lisfy enviionnienlal 
conccrns h u t  still get the job done. 
said Ken hlittclholti, an EPA offi- 
cial i t r  M'ashineton. . . 

"li'here's ;a whole lot of ~tlitipa- 
tic:ln rhsl goes on.'' lie said. Onc 
csatnple of a rrritigation, hc said, is 

r ~ r  streams so building bridges o\ '. 
tanks don't pc~llutt: the ualcr. "It 
doesn't s;iy that you can't build a 
prc!icct ~.lrat doesn't. have envirorr- 
nlenritl impact. It just says you 
havc. lo go through ttlc process." 

M~lrrt:ll, who I S  i n  charge of 
environmental tnanagement pt 
Leonard Wood, is positivc that his 
base will be able lo acc~nuncdatc 
the ~l.~e~ilical sch(:)ol. 

"\Ye are going to llave to an- 
swer a lot of qucstiotrs. Fro~n.what 
I've learned, I have a high degree 
of confidcncc: that we cah do the 
impact statc~nerlt and procted \vith 
doing thc mission." 
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Supporters outnumber .. I 

opponents at hearing 
on Fort Leonard Wood 
The Associated Press 

WAYNESVILLE, Mo. - Sup- 
porters of granting environmental 
permits for Fort Leonard Wood to 
become the Army's only facility 
where soldiers train with real 
cheniical agents greatly outnum- 
hercd opponents at a public hesr- 
Ing on the permits. 

About 50 people spoke during a 
four-hour public hearing on the 
permits conducted by the Missouri 
Department of Natural! Resources 
Friday night. Three speakers op- 
posed the facility. 

The Pentagon has proposed 
shutting down Fort McClellarr in 
Anniston and mavlng its Army 
Chemical and Military Police 
schools to Fort Leonard Woud, iri 
south-cestral Missouri. 

Police patrvlled the packed 
hearing in a high school of this 
co~nmunity near the base, but tem- 
pers never flared. 

"The cesolts (of the studies) 
show the air will be healthy and 
that the environment will be pro- 
tected," said Col. Gary Thiessen, a 
spokesman for Fort Leonard 
Wood. Thiessen's sentin~enrs were 
echoed by DNK officials. 

Area communities, whose econ- 
omies are dependent on the fort, 
are excited that the post could gain 
2,000 new military and civilian po- 
sitions, train ar many as 15,000 

additional soldiers aunu.~lly, and 
set more than $100 million in new 
conktruction to support the new 
schools. 

Mayors from Waynesville, St. 
Robrrt, Rolla, Houston, Richland, 
Salem and Licking spoke in sup- 
port of the move, while letters of 
support were read into the record 
from other cornmunlty officials. 

"We recommend this environ- 
mentnl degrndntion not be done in 
the tlatne of economic develop- 
ment," said Troy C o r d o n ,  a 
spokesnuin for the Ozark Chapter 
of the Sierra Club. 

"The damage to rhe local econo- 
my will be extreniely costly." said 
Gordon. citing concerns about resi- 
dentc;' health and deterring tour- 
isin. 

Gordon also said he !\*as con- 
cerned about harm to plants and 
nnimals'and daniage to surrotlnd- 
ing creeks. He accused the state 
agency of rushing the permit pro- 
cess for political and ecotlonric dc- 
velopment reasuns. 

One man raised technical con- 
cern!, ;tnd suggcltions lor making 
the t'ar~lity safer 

Wendy Pelton, also stood Friday 
night to oppose the mote. 

"1 would prefer nut  keliiig Y ~ ~ I I -  

doned by the department I trust- 
ed," Pelton said, sdyink the DNK 
and Army left the public in the 
dark about the facility and the 
move. 
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fort. nre excited that the post could 
gain L,O(:lO new nilitary and civil- - - 

n f i .  is11 uosiric.\ns. trair~ as manv ns . . JOrJOI.tprogmm Is .o~~o addit.ion.1 snldicrs &nu- 
nllv. i lnd see more than  $100 mil- 

WAY'NESVILLE, hlo. - Sup- 
porters Of graniing cnvironmcntal 
pcmnits for Fort Leonard Wood to 
hzcoll'lz the Army's only facility 
where soldiers train \vith real 
chomical agents greatly outnum- 
bered opponents at a public hchr- 
ing on the permits. 

About SO people spoke during a 
four-hour puhlic hearing on thc 
pcrniirs conducted by the Missouri 
Vepannicr~t of Natural liesout.ces 
Friday night. Thrcc speakers op- 
p~sc i l  the facility. 

The Pentagon has progc~scil 
3tiutting clown Fort hlcClellan i1.r 
Anniston, Ala., and moving its 
Xnnp Chenlical and hlilitary PC> 
lice schools lo Fort Leonard Woocl, 
in south-ccrrtral Missouri. 

Police parrolled the packed 
htarjng in a high school vf this 
community ncar thc base, but lem- 
pcrs never flared. 

"The ,results (of the studies) 
show the air will be healthy and 
that thc cnvjronmcnc will be pro- 
tected," said Col. Gary Thiessen. it 

spokesman for Fort Leondril W C ~ - I .  -. I liicsseri's sentiments were echoed 
hy.DNR officials. 

l io~) ill IICIV C O I ~ S ~ T U C ~ ~ O ~ ~  10 support 
the new sc~~oo l s .  

Miiyors from Waynesville, St 
Roberr, Koll:~, Houston, rCichland. 
Salcrn and Licking spokc in $up- 
port ot' thc inovr, \vhili-  letters of 
suppor~ tr.t.se read into the rzsorit 
Iron1 i ~ ~ h e r  ccinuni~nity otficials. 

"\.Ve ~.ezommend this rnviron- 
i r l c i~~<~l  degradatior) 11ot be done in 
rhe rlalrlr of t ~ ~ r l ~ i i ~ i ~  develop- 
n'lenl.." s:\id Troy Gi:)rdon, a 
spok;esn.lirn for the O ~ & r k  Chapter 
of the Sierra Club. 

"?'he darnage to {lie local econ- 
o m y  will be extremely costly," said 
Gordon, citing concerns about 
residents' health and deterring 
t ~ u r i j i ~ j .  

Gordon also said he was con- 
~ c r n c d  about harm to plants arjd 
animals and damage t(:> surrc,und- 
ing creeks. He accused the statr 
agency d rushing the pennit proc- 
cSS l 0 r  p~lilical hnil c.ror~of~l.ic de- 
velopment reasorls. 

One man raised technical con- 
cerns and s~ggcstions fur making 
the facility safe.r. 

Wendy Pelton, also st~c:)il Ridsy 
nigllt to oppose the tnove. 

"I would prefer not feeling 
sba~ldorlrd by tthe departnlent I ' 

trustctJ." Pclton said. 



Burning 
questions: 

-- 

By Erlc Larson 
Strf Mllltary W~ltwr - --. . -.- - 

Will the chcrnical weapons incincra- 
tor planned for. Anniston Arrr~y ilepot 
require a giant warning lahel, like thosc. 
on cigarcttc packs? 

A government agency that reports to 
the U.S. surgeon general conducted a 
study in  March to find out if lhr emis- 
sions for the facility's five smnkcstac'ks 
would ham1 h\ln~ans or the e~lvironn~ent. 

The scierltists who perf(:)rmed the as- 
sessmenl said [hey used conservativz 
data and equatic~ns to predict that the 
incinemtor will pose no hcalrh threat. 
Incineration opponents counter -that the 
models and data uscd rc:) measur~. the risk 
may be inaccu~.ate, rendering [hc: study 
useless. 

"Mayk i n  their rnodcls they were 
conservaliur, But we're talking rcal life 
here, and I'm not sure that corresponds 
with their modcis," said Vickiz Tolhrrr, 
a leader of Farnilics Concerned About 

Nerve 1nt:ineration. 
.l"fic. health-risk asscisli1enL is 

the t'irral ch;il.,tcr in I l l ?  . \ ~ I ~ L Y ' S  

applica~mon f c ~ .  a hazardoui waste 
permit to build the fncllity. Both 
tl,e E~virnnmnel~tal I F'ro~cctio~l 
Agency and .c\labamn'Dtpnrtment 
of Envir~nrrleat:II hlanagenicnt are 
leview~rlg LIX 16-\,olumc 3pplici1- 
lion. it is likely to he sorne months 
before the construction pcl'rnit 
\vould bc awarded. 

Sc\-rr:~I types of mliunit~ons and 
chcnlicals are stored at Annisroi~ 
.L\rn~y Dcpot. which hcllds about 
7,percent c:)f the  nation,'^ chemical 
\<capons stockpile. Scientists with 
tlje Na~ioital Rcscarch Council, 
\i.l.~ich oversces the Army's cherni- 
sa l  wt.iq)nns destruction proglsanl. 
hovc said i t  is lus risky t i )  burn  the: 
weapons ;I! Anniston than risk (I 

chancc nccident ~~lvolving tI1i- 
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'fi:l predict ~ h c  rafc.1~ of tlsd[ elj- I'fle rcnson tisr keeping slr.c;~ms 
d e a ~ o r .  jclcnciq[s !villi rl-le U.S,  out of the s t~~ i jy  WAS r l l ; i ~  if II IC  
Army Center I;:)r liealtt, Pranlo[ion crnissiolls pojcd no ihrcar to the 
and Fieverrt~on i n  hlal.vlanij mod- fish hatch+::ry .-- \vl.licll is C ~ ; P  1 0  
cled we;l[llel ljnlternj lo Jc lcml i r l e  rhe Jcpi!~ bocndaiy and In Ihc palh 
[he callccro~l., :Inad nfini,,n<ercllls <IT ernlsilons -- i r  wc>\~li:j nal i ~ n -  
~ t t k ~ t s  of sliiil: el.ill;,sji:lns on illc pncr the ~ t r e a ~ r ~ c ,  either, A I L .  G:I- 
henlt1.1 ol siJul~s ;ind child I,esldent, borek ~ i l i j .  .- -. 
31 ,789 diffe~.el-~t jjlcj \j.ilhln 50 I he scientisrs trsed rht? :;iinlc 
I\;ilori~etel.s ((30 Inllej j  lhc faciJ- ph~lrjsoptlv io re.iecl chicken thrms 
it).. They also i:onildercd people in ;is it sutljccr (01' Concern. Co\\,i 
lbc area wllosc diet is n-~adit c,p ot. \vould ctbsorb rnuch more conlami- 
1'ish thcy catch 01. food they grow. nitlion, t ~ t  thi: likelihood of tllnt 

Builies of \+ir[er [hi; ~ l l ~ ( i ~  looked was found LO I?e small. sitl7il;irly. 
fit \l;elY Logan hlal.till Labe, Henry s ~ i t l ~ a s  have nlOrC fal.1~ IlSSlri: thdr i  
Nccly L;lkz. r h ~  Ea,;tat1oga Fish vcgetablcs, rnaking it unnecessary 
HatcI~er.~ ant.1 an 18-aily iormcr to use a rnoclel based on \hc cdi- 
d i s h  pond I)tAr thc ilepof b111t11ld- blcs. 
k y  . "What I can tell you i s  thc 

. . .. ' 1 1 ~ ~ :  scienllsts concludelj [ha [  "ded risk di?(:~ comply with t h ~  
lleitller ~ ~ ~ ~ I ~ l ; l r l s  nor [[le e n v j r o n -  h ~ d t h  st;indaids," Mj. cl;ahi>rck 
mcnt \\*ouliJ be harmcd by thc in- salcd. 
cinerator, which is due to he rim- The Alabnrna Depnl.tnlcnt of 
ple[ed 1999 find finished burn- Envi~.onrnent hlanagcrnent, which 
ing tveapons by 2(103. is reviewing thc application. 

'fie study jtsclj. llo\\.cvel., raises agrctd that cl1ii:kc.n farn~ri \*.'e~'c 1l0t 

$e\,er.al i.oilci.l.l)j nbol~t re- an iswe. 
ScarCh. "we Jztermincd 11131 tht! . The s[lldv asstjmet; that a l l  chicken fariris \\.ere not localcd i r ~  
people \t,jll react jjmilal.ly to [Ile " A I ~ ~ ~ V ~ C ~ C  lhey would hc 
rrnissions from thc stacks. grcally irnp:~cted." said David . TIle nl,>\tcnlent of stack cnlis- (;iijngir, a dcpar[irlemlt spokawian. 

I.,.. 

sions depends "11 \r,i.a[ller cor.ldl- I'har \rldS I.CRI+ 1101 a \8lid C I . ~ I ~ -  
[ions specific to (hc area, but \\,ind ' C l L r f l  b8:cd On Our rrvic\v." 
data used lrly the srientists was But ch~ckcnr arc jusl cjnc i)l 

cc:)llcc[ul at the Birrninghaltl Mu- lilall)' CollCerIlS Some citi~elih h,lvc 
11ii:ipal Ai(p1:)1.1, about 5 0  miles i:li'lhr fai.llily. 
ii\\':i)'. "1)ata is only is a good ;is thc . El.jliSSi~ily; ,-j;i[;[ ~ ; ~ l l l c  tionl fisurr~pl~ons y0i.i [l~~ke:!' si~icl R95. 

.-. 
[iial burns ljf'lh,: ,?\l-my's incllnera- lhll:Wit She t s ' o r r i ~ ~  Ih;ll the CS- 

tor on Johnst~:,n Isl;rn~:j i n  [hc Pa- pcl.imcnt:il ~~lci~lcls \vil l  no[ rnirlor 
cific, which ha5 b<)rllc Qif'fi.rerlcej redl  tit'^. lhiil ~ h c  (:lala i'd slack 
in  Jtsign froir.l l}le Anllis[on plalil, zn'nssions Irolrl the j0hn~ti)rl lsltlnd 

'rhr eclu;l[ion ilsed lo preljicr I3i:llily n1.e r l i ~ t  c~~rilpkre (llld tllal 
the way garden \r~g,-rablcs lc;ould many hitalth problems will ~ ( i r i ~ c  l i : ~  

:ihsi)rb e i ~ l i j s ~ o r l ~  I:, bnsed on a 
C.tll?-luj.r:a I :I1 single study (:)n aaaIca.i, a plant (P lease  see " ' .  

that hu~t'~arrs dufl't r3L LJII next. page . )  
'The stuil:i did [lot considcr 

ho\\l zmisrior~. wv11li.I ;rci.urnulatc 
i)n f~~li i igt .  l'l'l? \ride var.irly of lei- 
~,ain around 111e d e p ~ r  -- irom c.)pcn 
~ncailow, to iorrst. to nlounrains 
- y~~ebentecl o n  ~ccur-ate assess- 
ment. ai:i'ording to the ~~ ien t i s t s .  

*'l"lle study dicl not I(:~nk at 
hcallh risks l'ru~ri chrilnic exposure 
by depot workcrs. /-\ccording 
EPA guidelines, f h i t t  k-111  be ifonct 
in a foll~:v-up risk as;:.. L - C S I - I I C ~ I  attc-r 
thc facility i s  huilt. 

l'hc study did not rry ro prc- 
4ii.t the effect on i-reeks and 
Sl1.ealllS. 
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("CJ~emzic~rls" continued) 
light only atter [he incincra~or 1s 
gone. She is also upsel that the 
:;tudy clicl not sjdl'ess depot work- 
crs. 

"All previoui  risk asscssrllcnls 
provided by the .Army havc p l ~ v e d  
inatcurate and in many cases cx- 
~l.ernely wrong. It's ~nuch roo i.ar.1~ 
la di-teimine ti-hrtl t l~e  er'k(:)rs irnil  

the ~ I ~ t i r t ~ i ) i ~ r ~ ~ i r g s  of thc r ~ s k  as- 
rcssnsent are." ssitl J'im Iiarnion, a 
1l1c1nber of thc la~ni l ies  (lonccrntd 
Abvu( Ner\;r Gas Incine~.ation atid 
a 1rlernbc.r of thc C.'itizt.ns .4dvrsol'y 
Comn1issic:)n on Chemic;~l Der-ilili- 
r ; ~ r j ~ i i l i o r l .  

Harmon would like the National 
Research t7auncil, u~h ic l~  tias over- 
seen Ihc Army's ~ h ~ m i c i i l  ilestn~c- 
lion program, to review the data 
usc~l In the study. 

Ms. Gabi~rek sitid rhc sc.icnrists 
compensalcil for the urlcerrainties 
by ovtrstatiag other risks. she said. 

For example, scientists lociked 
at wealhcr data f i ~ r  several ycars 
during the I!JSUs and selected thc 
datrt of the year (hat would provide 
"maxin.rurn corlcerrtrations" for thc 
population. The sludy also 21s- 
sunic(1 that the populntion was 
made up o f  people. wit11 "maximnm 
sensitivily" tc? 1I1c tr~iiisions. 

Scientiits pirrposely nvcrcsti- 
mated  he iimi:)unt i ~ t  til-ilc the 
chcrnical wcill?c~ns furnaces \vot~Iil 
he running - s i t  ycars was chosen 
rnSLrdd of SCIUI. yeal-S. 

The study nlcasured thc amount 
of co~rramination people might get 
from rating'fish, even though most 
people don't eat thc liver, kidney 
or bnncs, [he parts of a fish lrlost 
likely to be. contaminated. 

"The risk numbers arc over- 
prcilicring \vhat the risk acrl~allv 
tvould be," Ms. Gaborek said. 

Evcn i f  the study is 100 percent 
accurate, concerns ~ ' c ~ n ~ i i n .  'l'lic 
studv considr~.ed d i o x ~ i ~ j .  furfin&. 
PCBs arid hs;ivv ii~ctals, all of 
whic1.1 tvill be ~.ele,r..cil b!. thC 111- 
cinzii1ti)rs i n  rninulr amourlrs. hul  
c r i ~ ~ c ~  fear lhr facilrlb \till r ~ n i l  
harmful co~npountl> ~1i1linoir.11 I(.) 
sc:icriti<t~, 

-r]le Study alsc:) did nnI look ijl 

[hc cl~mulnti\~r effect of' the inci1.1- 
erjtar. An EPA rcpost r,ele;tsed l a s t  
vc.ar C I : I I - I ~ ~ I J ( ~ C ~  []la1 aI11.1~111gh [lit 

[oral Ctrnount. of d ~ o x i r . ~ ~  released i n  
[lie country cat11 yeat is rclati~,ely 
sniall - abtzut 30 pi:,unds - it's 
;~ll.e;idy too m~ich 

.41'1d there's iintstl~cr ca~ch  thi11 
\r*oil.y <onic: Ucc;~usc r he .41'111y's 
(heli,ical \vc,tyron.; ~n<:~neral.ors arc 
,,o i l t \ v  - thc oldest c.)nc has Lmn 
c , p c r ~ ~ r ~ g  yc;lr\ i~rld on ;i rc- 
ir'lt-~trr ii.lsnii In r l~e Pacific - there 
hasn't hci-1.1 timc lo see what ii';lny 
lahrir~r Iicalth cllccts \voilld I~rlgr~'  
&jl'tei rhc. ~ L I I  illlig IS S~nislicd. 
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Chemical School 
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- NBC Readiness for the ---- 
21st Century 

The more you sweat in training ... - the less you bleed in war. - 

/ CDTF Organization 1 . . . . . . . .  

Chlef, GDTF 7 

I 

P - Remediation Breakdown --- 
Required Actions * $ Millions 

Environmental Investigations 0.5 

Dismantlement I Rubbling of 
Training Building 8-1 0 

Incineration of rubble Icontract costs 

Environmental Certification 

'(40 CFR part 270.1 4(b)(13) 



- Postsupport --===== - 
DPTMSEC 

Noble Army Hospital 

i Fire Department 
Provost Marshall, MP Company 

Safety Office 

Industrial Hygiene 

Dept. of Contracting (Contactor Interface) 

Dept.Eng & Housing (Quality Assurance) 

Force 

P 

P 

P 

CDTF Training Load --- 

FY87 FY88 FY89 FY90 FY91 FY92 FY93 FY94 

P P 

Joint Center of Excellence 



P P - 
P CDTF Mission P 

Conduct tough, realistic training to 
improve the NBC readiness of U.S. 
and Allied Forces. 

Detect, identify, and decontaminate in a 
toxic chemical environmental. 

Characteristics 

Chemical Surety site regular inspections and recertification 

Over 35,000 trained without incident or mishap 

On site Lab for sample analysis and agent production 

ADEM permits solidAiquid waste incinerator 

Continuous environmental monitoring in effect 

1993 Pollution Prevention Award Winner 
P P 

P P 

Required Auth Assigned 

Military 28 28 24 

DA Civilian 15 13 13 

Contractor 14 14 14 

Totals 57 55 5 1 
I 

~= P 
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--.-..- Equipment Cost Reductions 

Issues 
P 

P 

No "as built" engineering drawings of current facility 
New Site Construction Estimate ($ 70M): 

Environmental Permit & Documentation $2M 
Incinerator $40M 
Buildings & Facilities $28M 

Estimated Cost to remediate ($ 43 - 50M) 
Time to build and validate new CDTF 6-7 years 
Impact on: 

+- 
Chemical Treaty I Verification process 

CWC Treaty Training 
P P 

P P - CDTF Value - 
"The presence of CDTF trained soldiers in every 
company of the Division directly improves our 
combat readiness. These soldiers have great 
confidence that their equipment works. Your 
training program is right on target." 

MG McCaffrey, CG, 24th ID 
in letter to MG Orton, 2 Mar 92 


