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2 June 1995

Mr. Byran Williams

Schreiber Grana & Yonley

271 Woilfner Driver

Fenton, MO 63026

RE: Analysis of polycyclic aromatic compounds in fég ail.

P.O# 16815 |

Dear Mr. Williams: -

We have compieted the analysis of fog oil for polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) using High

Performance Liquid Chromatcgraphy (HPLC), Gas Chromatography/Mass Spectrometry (GC/MS) and
Fourier Transform Infrared Spectroscopy (FT-IR) and the resuits of the analysis is summarized below.

SAMPLE LOG-IN

The samples were logged as follows:

SAampPLE DESCRIPTION CHEMIR/POLYTECH SAMPLE NUMBER

S@F2 (9504-336-001) 350770

ANALYSIS RESULTS
1. HPLC analysis of sample shaws 6.16% of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons. -

2 FT-R analysis of sample shows presence of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons along with long-
chain aliphatic hydrecarbons.

3. GC/MS analysis of sample shows presence of large number of aliphatic and aromatic volatile
organics at very low concentration levels.
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ANALYSIS DISC ION
1. HPLC Apalysis

High performance liquid chromatography (HPLC) is a powerful technique for resolving compiex
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
resuits in optimum separation of sampie components. -

Use of HPLC in the analysis of polycyclic 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 detection (catalogue).

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

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

CONCENTRATION CONCENTRATION CAS# CHEMICAL COMPONENT
WTWT WT/VoL
126 ug/gm 10Cug/mi 83-32-9 Acenaphthene
126 ug/gm 10Qug/mi 206-44-0Q Fluoranthene
126 ug/gm 10Cug/mi 91-20-3 Naphthalene
126 ug/gm 100ug/mi 56-55-3 1.2-Benzanthracene
126 ug/gm 100ug/mi 50-32-8 Benzo(a)pyrene
126 ug/gm 100ug/mi 205-99-2 Benzo(b)fluoranthene
126 ug/gm 10Qug/mi 207-08-9 Benzo(k)fluoranthene
126 ug/gm 100ug/mi 218-01-9 Chrysene
126 ug/gm 100ug/mi 208-96-8 Acenaphthylene
126 ug/gm 100ug/mi 120-12-7 Anthracene
126 ug/gm 100ug/mi 191-24-2 1.12-Benzo perylene
126 ug/gm 100ug/mi 86-73-7 Fluorene
126 ug/gm 100ug/ml 85-01-8 Phenanthrene
126 ug/gm 100ug/mi 53-70-3 1.2:5.6-Dibenzanthracene
126 ug/gm 10Cug/mi 193-39-5 Indeno(1.2.3-C.D)pyrene
126 ug/gm 1 00uglml 129-00-0 Pyrene |




HPLC Conditions:
Column: Alltech Econosphere C18; 250 mm x 3.2 mm

Flow rate: Time Flow rate
(min) (ml/min)

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 mi/min from 7 min to 18 min. Flow
programing cuts down the analysis time and sharpens later eluting component.

The HPLC separation of standard PAH (100 ppm w/v; 126 ppm wiw) is shown in Chart 3. The
experimental conditions were not optimized to resoive 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 muitiple sample components. The chromatogram shows 12-13 maximai. All
the sample components elute within 20 minutes. The expanded piot 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 respanse per microgram of PAH in
1gm 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 aitenuation on the absorption scale. The high frequency noise in this

chromatogram is the power line noise (60hz noise).

The HPLC separation of 3.6mg/gm of sample in methanol is shown in Chart 8. This
chromatogram shows that the sampie has many components with chromophoric functionality. -
The area was integrated to get the total detector response. Chart 9 is the duplicate analysis of
sample (4.7mg/gm of methanal) 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 unknown = Qetector response for unknown
PAH in standard Detector response for known

From the knowledge of sample concentration in methanoi 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 acetonitrilefwater (60:40) up to 7 minutes and then changed to 100% Acetonitrile.
Comparison of the two chromatogram shows similarity in retention times suggesting the possible
presence of some of the standard components in the sample (Chart 13).

FT-IR Analysis

Fourier Transform Infrared Spectroscopy (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 spectra of known compounds increases the probability of making a positive
identification.

FT-IR spectrum of PAH standards after drying methanol (concentrate) is shown in Chart 14. The
bands at 3039 cm®, 1602 cm™*, 700 to 900 cm 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 aliphalics are major fraction of sample components. 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.

GC/MS Analysis

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

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

The GC/MS of a biank (acetonitrite/water) is shown in Chart 12. The reconstructed ion
chromatogram of 3604 ppm of sample in acetonitrite/water is shown at the bottom of Chart 18.
The other plots (m/z = 43, 57, 71, 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 muitiple components the chromatogram is not
resalved. The aliphatic trace (m/z = 43, 57, 71, 80) suggests that significant fraction of the
sample is made of aliphatic. Similar trace for olefins (m/z = 41, 55, 69, 83) is shown in Chart
19. Again, the chromatogram suggests significant presence of alefins 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 reconstructed chromatogram of PAH standards is shown in Chart 21. Comparison of the
M/S responds of PAH with sample suggest that these individual components are present in
trace/ultra trace levels.

INSTRUMENTATION

SCIENTIFIC INSTRUMENT/MODEL MANUFACTURER PURPOSE
High Performance Liquid Waters Prep 3000 |Separation of components from
Chromatcgraph (HPLC) mixture.
Gas Chromatograph/Mass Finnigan Determination of molecuiar weight of
Spectrometer (GC/MS)/INCOS 50 : components.
Fourier Transform Infrared Nicolet Chemical compositional analysis and
Spectrometer (FT-IR)/Magna S50 functional group analysis.
CHARTS
Enclosed please find the following charts generated during the analysis.
ENCLOSURE DESCRIPTION
CHART 1 HPLC scan of polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons.
CHART 2 HPLC background with gradient flow rate.
CHART 3 HPLC scan of standard polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon from ChemService.
CHART 4 HPLC scan of standard (zoomed).
CHART S HPLC scan of standard polycyclic aromatic by hydrocarbon run #2.
CHART 6 Comparisons of standard polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon run #1 and run #2.
CHART 7 HPLC background before sample.
CHART 8 HPLC scan of sample 3.6038 mg/g in methanol run #1.
CHART 9 HPLC scan of sample 4.712 mg/g in methanol run #2.
CHART 10 HPLC scan of sample 4.712 mg/g for quantitation.
CHART 11

HPLC can of standard polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon.




CH Co

ENCLOSURE DESCRIPTION
CHART 12 HPLC scan of sample 3.6038 mg/g.
CHART 13 Comparison of Charts 11 and 12 for quantitation.
CHART 14 FT-IR spectrum of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon standard.
CHART 15 FT-IR spectrum of sample.
CHART 16 FT-IR spectrum of sample after evaporation.
CHART 17 Reconstructed ion chromatogram of HPLC mobile phase blank.
CHARTS 18-20 GC/MS data of the sample.
CHART 21 Reconstructed ion chromatogram of standard palycyclic 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
GCI/MS. Use of modified ASTM method 0254868 on a silica gel column will isolate aromatics from
aliphatics. The aromatics can then be analyzed by GC-GC/MS. Also, by selective monitoring of
characteristic m/z ions of PAH, one can improve the sensitivity of GC/MS analysis. Chart 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 $120.00/hour for a total cost of $4800.00.-
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An invoice is being sent to your accounts payable department. Samples are disposed of on the first
Monday of every month after being retained for at least 30 days unless you direct us otherwise in writing.
Please review the Terms & Conditions as stated below that govem the analysis work. Thank you for
consulting Chemir/Polytech Laboratories, Inc. If you have any questions regarding this work, or if we can
be of any further assistance, please call us at (314) 291-6620.

Sincerely,
Chemir / Polytech Laboratories, Inc.

/SLY: W‘* [ (g

Shri Thanedar, Ph.D.
/L,' Technical Director

vi /

! I
Makaragd Joshi, Ph.D.
Group Leader

Organic Analysis & Testing

1/

Project Chemist: [ o ——

—

C.Jd. Venka?ramani, Ph.D.
Senior Scientist

Stbirmuscnreergranasyontey. ply

Enclosure

TERMS & CONDITIONS

The analysis work reported herein is of a research nature. [t has been performed under the cost, time, and information framework
establiished by the client. For these reasons, Chemir/Polytech Laborataries, Inc. (CPL) makes no warranties or guarantees of the
work product, expressed or implied, and accepts no legal responsibility for the purpose for which the client uses the test results.
CPLU's liability shall be fimited sciety to an amount not to exceed the fee received by CPL for the performance of this work.
Deformuation analysis of commercial praducts is provided for informational purpose only. We strongly recommend review of state
and federal laws, trademaris, copaights and patent situations by the client prior to use of such information. Cast for deposition,
testimony, expert witness, etc., is not included in the enclosed invoice. Such cost shall be $1,950.00 per day plus expenses.
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'SCHREIBER, GRANA & YONLEY, INC. 2345 Millpark Drive
222 WOLFNER DRIVE Maryiand Heights, MO 63043-3529

ST. LOUIS, MO 63026 (314) 427-0550
ATTN: BRYAN WILLIAMS

INVOICE # 31667
PO § ---

ANALYSIS RESULTS

SAMPLE ID: 953515-002

LAB ID: 9504/352-001

DATE COLLECTED: 04/20/95
DATE RECEIVED: 04/24/95 7:38

METHOD OF
TEST PERFORMED ANALYSIS RESULTS ANALYST
TCLP EXTRACTION SW-846 1311
. REGULATORY
METALS ANALYSIS SW-846 6010 LEVEL EXTRACTION
SILVER 5.0 1,080 mg/l 04/27/95 R.D.

APRIL 27, 1995
4

eor =0

LABCRATORY DIRECICK

Member of American Council of Independent Laboratories « American Sodiety for Testing and Materiais - American Chemical Society * American Industrial Hygiene Association




SCHREIBER

GRANA
YONLEY

INCORPORALLD 271 Wolfner Drive » Sainr Louis, Missouri 83026

ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERS

314034983 «Fax 314/349-8384
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June 12, 1995

Mr. William A. Spratlin

Director, Air, RCRA, and 'l'oxics Division
Unitcd Statcs Environmental Protection Agency,
Region VII

726 Minnesota Avenue

.Kansas City, Kansas 66101

Dear Mr. Spratlin:

The [ISFPA Region VII Air Permits Section recently reviewed a proposed Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD) of Air Quality permit for obscurant training assuciated with
the move of the U.S. Army Chemical School tn Ft. Leonard Wood, Missouri. The conclusions
of the review were documented in your May 11, 1995 letter to the Dircctor of the Missour:
Department ot Natural Resources (MDNR).

I’m writing on behalf of the Coalition for the Environment, whosc members are concemed
about potential environmental impacts which might be caused by the operation of the Army
Chemical School. Their concerns have been magnified by the many errors and deficiencies
present in bath the construction permit application submirtted by Ft. Leonard Wood and in the
permit review process conducted by MDNR. These concerned citizens need assurances that
the substantive requirements of the PSD permit review process are satisfied just as thoroughly
for this proposed operation at Ft. Leonard Wood as for any other facility applying for a permit
to emit significant quantitics of air pollutants to the atmosphere. [ want to alert you to the
exislence of some potentially erroneous and incomplete information contained in the permit
application and supporting rccord, and ask that you reconsider you cunclusions regarding the
adequacy of MDNR'’s permit review process.

Splitting of Pcrmits:

Ft. Leonard Wood officials made a serious error when they submitted multiple construction
permit applications for what mccts the definition of a single major mudification to an existing
major stalionary source.

Federal law requircs that all the various elements of thc Army Chemical School must be
rclocated (o another installation as a single group. These elements include Obscurant Training;
a Chemical Decontamination Training Facility (CDT)) and its supporting laboratories; and

¥y !
Qe
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Nuclear, Biological, and Chemical (NBC) Training, among others. The Army has proposed
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 singlé major modification) must be evaluated together.
This 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) from 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 permits has 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/increased 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. Itis clear that these separate permits must be combined into a single
comprehensive PSD permit application and review action.

Not all Permits Applied For:

Ft. Leonard Wood has not included emissions from Radiological Training in any of the
construction permit applications it has submitted to date. This important element of the Army
Chemical School will 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 Pollutants (NESHAP — 40 CFR Part 61, Subpart ).

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 increase 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-significant net increases
in emissions of both PM-10 and VOCs. The BACT analysis of the Obscurant Training was
cursory at best, and did not include a thorough evaluation of all potential alternatives.

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

SCHREIBER, GRANA & YONLEY, INC.
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Source Impact Analysis. This provision requires a demonstration that emissions ‘increases
from 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 exciuded evaiuation of the impact on most areas within the
boundaries of Ft. 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 50.1(e), and the impact of the obscurant
training must be evaluated (for both NAAQS compliance and PSD increment consumpuon) in
virtually all areas of the military reservation.

Baseline dispersion modeling submitted in support of the Obscurant 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° from
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 affected 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 submitted by
Ft. Leonard Wood to support any construction permit applications.

Additional Impact Analysis. The PSD program requires an analysis of impairment to
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 modification.

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

'~
o
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Compliance With All Applicable Emission Limitations. The PSD program requires
applicants to demonstrate that the proposed major modification will be in compliance with ail
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 from Industrial Processes. The requirement for compliance
with this emission limitation appears to have been completely overlooked by Ft. Leonard Wood
and MDNR thus far in the permit review process.

My clients and I feel strongly that the errors and omissions detailed above constitute significant
substantive deficiencies in both the permit application prepared and submitted by Ft. Leonard
Wood and in the permit review process conducted by MDNR. We are not confident that
MDNR provided all the relevant information needed for the Region VII staff to accomplish a
thorough review of the proposed PSD permit.

[ urge you re-examine the permit application package and permit review documentation,
keeping in mind the deficiencies noted above. [ am confident you will find ample cause to
conclude that neither the applicant nor MDNR have fully met the substantive requirements for
issuance 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.

*/l.g,-l ?‘i _’a-
,/

Robert] Schrelber Ir P.E Z
President

RIS/LIW/bh
xarm\953515\ftleon.ltr

SCHREIBER, GRANA & YONLEY, INC.
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MEMORANDUM
FROM: Deirdre NN%A’\% A
TO: 1.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.J., 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\fwgs2.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 (415) 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
determination/making an assumption that it was not needed/other 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 conductj
recordkeeping, notification, and/or inspection practices of what is incinerated?

Do Missouri’s future Title V permitting responsibilities have ramifications f§( 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...”

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 differences” 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 from 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 Met Carnahan, Governor « David AL Shorr, Director

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR
P.O. Box 176 Jefferson City. MO 65102-0176 (31)751- ~H22
COFAN (31407517627

FEDEX #4003777072
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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 permit has been issued. The permit is
to construct an air source. 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. 1In addition, provisions
regarding monitoring of storm water from Fort Leonard

re
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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: 1Is 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.

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: ~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.

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. 1Is 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. 1If I can
be of further assistance, please feel free to contact me at 314-
751-4732.

Very truly yours,

DEP NT RAL RESOURCES
avid ' ;

. Shorr
Director

DAS/mjb

p:\wp51l\david\creedon



PROPOSED TEST PLAN
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4 @ 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:

City . State: Zip:

Name & title of Contact Person:

Phone No. of Contact Person: ’ Fax No.:

PUpN

2.y AIR POLLUTION'SOURCE TO_BE TESTED: *- « = - == »mf fo A s 0Tl

[N PR -

Type of Source:

Reasorrfor Fest: Condition of Permit Consent Agreement

Administrative Order

Other (specify)

Permit No. of Source to Be Tested:

Address of Sourcé:

Directions to Source (or map attached):

Initial Start-up Date:

3.) TESTING FIRM [NFORMATION: 7 T+ 07 0 iy s,
Name of Firm:

Address:

City State: Zip:

Name & title of Contact Person:

Phone No. of Contact Person: Fax No.:

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: - - - 5 s | mali o

No. of Total Time | No. of . Tesffwethod
Pollutant Sampling per Test to be

* Points TestRun |. Runs Used

1, |

2.

3.

4,

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.




5)GENERAL = ’ B

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 method(s).

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

C. Analytiéal Procedures: _ N
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:

'

Design or guarantee efficiency:

Design gas volume at full load (acfm):

Design pressure drop:

Maintenance schedule and method of recordkeeping:

RFN -~




6.) SPECIFIC: for Incinerators = - - - T R

Provide a full description of the source operation, including as a minimum the following:

A. ‘Manufacturer and type of incine_rator:

B. Type of feed (batch, intermittent, continuous) and frequency:

C. Design feed rate (Ibs/hr, lbs/batch):

D. Expected normal feed rate:

E. Type of scales

F. 24 hour operational flow schemie (ash removal, preheat, bum cycle, postheat, etc.):

G. Type of fuel:

H. Secondary chamber volume __ (cubic feet) & sketch of chamber with inside
dimensions:

1. 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 occupancy;




7.) CONTINUOUS MONITORING SYSTEM ~ ~ . _ .

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

A. Manufacturer of each monitor:

B. 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 operator's manual supplied with each monitor:

F. Name of testing firm that will perform the reference method tests for sulfur dioxide and/or
mtrogen oxides during the contmuous monitoring system performance evaluatnons

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
poilution control equipment, fans, and location(s) of disturbances which affect monitor
location(s) determination (May be shown on drawing requlred on Preliminary Test Method
Page or attach to this document).
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7 SOURCE TESTING REPORT FORM

AT

COVER

Plant name and location

Source sampled

Testing company or agency, name, and address

CERTIFICATION
Certification by team [eader
+  Certification by reviewer (e.g.: Professional Engineer)

INTRODUCTION

Test purpose

Test location, type of process

Test dates '

Poliutants tested

Observers' names (industry and agency)
Any other important background information

* o o & e

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 discuss

APPENDIX

Complete results with example calculations
Raw field data (original, not computer printouts)
Laboratory report, with chain of custedy

Test log

Calibration procedures and results

Project participants and titles

Related correspondence

L] L ) . . L ] L] -

ion of deviations from standard methods
Brief description of analytical procedures, with discussion of deviations from standard methods




STATE OF MISSOURI EXHIBIT A
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

MISSOURI AIR CONSERVATION COMMISSION

PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT

Under the authority of RSMo 643 and the Federal Clean Air Act the applicant is anthorized to construct the
facility described below, in accordance with the laws, rules, and conditions as set forth herein. '

Permit Number: 0495-013 Facﬂ.ily 1.D. Number: 38 60_0004_026

°r U.S. Army Engineering Center and Fort Leonard Wood

Own 's Address: _ : .
3 ACCSS ATZT-DPW-EE, Fort Leonard Wood, MO 65473 -
Facility Name: R _ .
actity € U.S. Army Engineering Center and Fort Leonard Wood
Facility Address: . '
ATZT-DPW-EE, Fort Leonard Wood, MO 65473

Legal Des¢ription: .
A Pulaski County, S21, T35N, RS8W

Application for Authority to Construct was made for:

***% 3 Chemical Decontamination Training Facility and Thermal
Treatment Unit. This review was conducted in accordance with
Section (5), Missouri State Rule 10 CSR 10-6.060, “Construction
Permits Required.” ***~*

(O special Conditions are not applicable to this permit.

& special Conditions do apply to this permit and are listed as attachments starting on page 2.

S N

(Aol 14,1995 0l Yns

EFFECTIVE DATE &orR
ION OF ENVIRONM A.LQUA.LI’H

:Q 780-1204 (3-95)




PAGE 2 OF

PERMIT NUMBER

0495-013

FACILITY 1 D NUMBER

_3860-0004-024

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 té this incinerator. A
waste i1s considered to be hazardcus if, in order that it be
charged to an incinerator, a permit from the Missouri
Hazardous Waste Program would first be required in order
that such a waste be charged to an incinerator.

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. o

Emissicn 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 egquivalency (1989 toxic equivalency factors).

d. Hydrogen chloride - 42 parts per million by volume or 97%
reduction (S8-hour average), whichever 1s more stringent.

e. Mercury - 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 detectable 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
menitoring system (ACAMS) units located adjacent to the “hot
areas” in the training building.

780-1204 {6-93)
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PERMIT NUMBER

0495-013

FACILITY 1 O NUMBER

3860-0004-026 _

SPECIAL CONDITIONS:

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

Performance Testing Conditions

a.

Within 90 days of reaching full operation, but in 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 notification
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 enclecsed
may serve the purpose of notification and must be approved
by the APCP prior to conducting the required emission
testing.

Two copies of a written report of the performance 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 sample calculations from the
required EPA Test Methods for at least one sample run.

The test report is to fully account for all operational and

emission parameters addressed bcth in the permit conditions

as well as in any other applicable state or federal rules or
regulations. '

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/production rate
at which performance testing is conducted shall become the
maximum process/production rate at which the incinerator is
permitted to operate, under the authority granted by this
permit.

2 780-1204 (6-93)
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PERMIT NUMBER

0495-013

FACILITY I O NUMBER

3860-0004-028

SPECIAL CONDITIONS:

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

Actual conditions under which performance testing is
conducted shall be recorded every fifteen (15) minutes
throughout each of the test runs. These conditions are to
include all relevant process/production parameters as well
as all parameters relating to the status of emission
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.

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

Emission testing results, in "mass of pollutant/volume 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.”

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

i. Safe sampling platform(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 performance tests, and;

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

MO 780-1204 (6-93)




| PEAMIT NUMBER

0495-0113

| FACILITY 1 D NUMBER

! 3860-0004~-02¢

SPECIAL CONDITIONS:

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

j.

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

Unless otherwise specified, each performance test shall
consist of three separate runs using the applicable test
method. Each run shall be conducted for the time and under
the conditions specified in the applicable standard.

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.

A0 780-1204 (6-93)




REVIEW OF APPLICATION FOR AUTHORITY TO CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE

SECTION (5) REVIEW
Project/Facility No: 3860-0004-026
Permit No:

U.S. Army Training Center and Fort Leonard Wood Complete: March 1, 1995
ATZT-DPW-EE - Reviewed: March 28, 1995
Fort Leonard Wood, MO 65473
Pulaski County, S21, T35N, R8W

REVIEW SUMMARY
L 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, Construction Permits Required.

] No adverse ambient air quahty impact is expected to occur as a result of the. operatlon of .
the proposed traxmng facility.

L Hazardous air pollutants will be emitted from the incinerator, though in minute 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.

o 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
Chemical Decontamination Training Facility (CDTF) at its facility in Pulaski County. 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
identify and decontaminate the equipment using decontamination agents and water. The debris
from the training, which cafi include 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 colorless
liquid with a vapor pressure of 2.9 mm Hg @ 25°C, a vapor density of 4.86, and a volatility of
22,000 mg/m3 @ 25°C. VX s 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 functionally 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 functionally 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 rear 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 independent, 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 ACAMS 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. If 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 ng/l (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 Alarm. This system
has a sensitivity of 400 ng/l for VX and 200 ng/l for sarin. The detectors are based on
electrochemical (M43 detectors) or ion mobility (M43 A2 detectors) technology. 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 liter/minute) and a porous polymer filled
tube. Air monitoring will be conducted by pumping air (40 liters total) through the DAMS tube
followed by CDTF laboratory analysis of the sorbent. The DAMS monitors are 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 Midland Ross Pyrobatch model forced draft, batch type, dual chamber unit. It
has a rated design capacity of 125 pounds per hour of solid waste; the maximurm desigr heat
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release rate is 4,610 BTU/Ib. The emissions from 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 31.25 MMBTU/hr, fired with No. 2 fuel 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 MMBTU/hr.
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 £2%), (3) 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 malfunction or exceed operating parameters, and (5) will stack test the incinerator within
%0 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, addmonal testing will
be required to demonstrate that the incinerator will operate safely.

EMISSIONS/C ONTROLS EVALUATION

Emissions are calculated using emissions factors from 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 detailed in an appendix to this report. Potential
emissions from 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 deminimis emissions
levels for all pollutants.

CDTF Decontamination Facility
: Hourly Emissions | Annual Emission
Pollutant (Ibs/hr) (tons/yr)
PM,, ' 0.28 1.12
Sulfur D10x1de 1.59 7.00
Nitrogen Oxides 7.72 33.71
Carbon Monoxide 3.24 14.36
Volatile Organic Compounds 0.34 1.48
Lead 0.004600 0.020000
Hydrochloric Acid « 0.032000 0.142000
Total PCB 0.000001 0.000002




CDTF Decontamination Facility
Hourly Emissions | Annual Emission

Pollutant (Ibs/hr) (tons/yr)
Antimony 0.000800 0.003500
Arsenic 0.000015 0.000070
Beryllium 0.000001 0.000002
Cadmium ~ 0.000300 0.001500
Chromium 0.000048 0.000212
Manganese 0.000035 0.000160
Mercury 0.006690 0.0292%0
Nickel 0.000037 0.000162
Hydrogen Fluoride 0.001443 0.006322
Chiorine 0.001017 0.004500
TCDD 0.00000006 0.00000027
HxCDD 0.0000000001 0.0000000005
HpCDD 0.0000000003 0.00000000T14.
OCDD - - 0.0000000014 0.0000000100
Total CDD 0.00000133 0.00000583
TCDF 0.00000045 0.00000197
PcCDF ~0.0000000002 0.0000000010
HxCDF 0.0000000011 0.0000000050
HpCDF 0.0000000013 0.0000000100
OCDF 0.0000000046 0.0000000200
Total CDF 0.00000447 0.00001957

PERMIT RULE APPLICABILITY

This permit review was conducted in accordance with Section (5), Missouri State Rule 10 CSR
10-6.060, Construction Permits Required.
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APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS

I Installation Level: U.S. Army Engineering Center, Fort Leonard Wood

A. General

1.  Applicable Requirements: Submission of Emission Data, Emission Fees and
Process Information

a.

b.
c.
d

Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-6.110

Payment of Fees: $25.70 per ton of pollutant as of 1994
Recordkeeping Requirement: Emissions Inventory Questionnaire (EIQ)
Reporting Requirement: April 1 for previous year’s emissions (EIQ)

2.  Applicable Requirements: Operating Permits

o a0 op

Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-6.065
Emission Limitation: none :
Recordkeeping Requirement: none
Monitoring Requirement: none
Reporting Requirement: none

B. Visible Emissions
1. Applicable Requirements: Restriction of Emission of Visible Air Contannna.nts

o poow

C. Odors

Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-3.080"

Emission Limitation: Emissions may not exceed an opamty of 20%
Recordkeeping Requirement: none :
Monitoring Requirement: Visual Inspection, EPA Method 9
Reportmg Requirement: none

1.  Applicable Requirements: Restriction of Emission of Odors

a.
b.

€.

Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-3.090

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

Recordkeeping Requirement: none

Monitoring Requirement: Measurements made with a scentometer as
manufactured by the Barneby-Cheney Company, or simnilar technique that
will give equivalent results

Reporting Requirement: none

[I. Emission Point Level: CDTF Decontamination Incinerator
A. Particulate Matter
1. Applicable Requirements: Restriction of Emissions of Particulate Matter from
Industrial Processes

a.

Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-3.050




c.
d.
e.

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.
- Recordkeeping Requirement: none

Monitoring Requirement: none
Reporting Requirement: none

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

a.

b.

c.
-d.
e.

Regulatory Authonty: 10 CSR 10-3.100

Emission Limitation: Gases emitted from the incinerator shall not contain
sulfur compounds in concentrations in excess of 500 parts per million by
volume (ppmv). The incinerator exhaust gas is expected to have a sulfur
concentration of 14.8 ppmv, which will be in compliance with this rule.
Recordkeeping Requirement: none

Monitoring Requirement: none

Reporting Requirement: none

- III. - Emission Point Level: Standby Package Boiler
A, Particulate Matter
1. Applicable Requirements: Maximum Allowable Emissions of Particulate Matter
From Fuel Burning Equipment Used for Indirect Heating

a.

b.

c.
d.
e.

Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-3.060

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.

Recordkeeping Requirement: none

Monitoring Requirement: none

Reporting Requirement: none

B.  Sulfur Dioxide
1.  Applicable Requirements: Restriction of Emissions of Sulfur Compounds From
Indirect Heating Sources

a.

b.

C.
d.
e.

Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-3.150

Emission Limitation: 8 lbs/MMBTU, 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.

Recordkeeping Requirement: none

Monitoring Requirement: none

Reporting Requirement: none

IV. Emission Point Level: 600 kW Standby Generator
A, Sulfur Dioxide

1.  Applicable Requirements: Restriction of Emission of Sulfur Cor'npc-)\;mds
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a.  Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-3.100

b.  Emission Limitation: Gases emitted from the generator shall not contain
sulfur 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.
Recordkeeping Requirement: none
Monitoring Requirement: none

e.  Reporting Requirement: none

a0

AMBIENT AIR QUALITY IMPACT ANALYSIS

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 1-hour averages. Modeling resuits are detailed in
the following table. ’

CDTF Decontamination Facility

’ Ambient Impact Ambient Standard
Pollutant (ug/m®) (ng/md)
PM,, | 0.58 | 24-hr | 150.00 | 24-hr.-
Sulfur Dioxide V 882 | 1-hr |1300.00 |3-hr
Nitrogen Oxides - 1736 | 24-hr | 100.00 annual
Carbon Monoxide 18.13 1-hr | 40000.00 | 1-hr
Volatile Organic Compounds 1.88 1-hr 235.00 1-hr
Lead 0.0100 | 1-hr 1.50 quarterly

CDTF Decontamination Facility

Ambient Impact Acceptable Ambient
Pollutant C (pgmd) Level (ug/m*)
Antimony ’ 0.0046 1-hr 6.67 8-hr
Arsenic T 0.0001 1-hr 0.03 8-hr
Beryllium 0.000004 1-hr 30.00 8-hr
Cadmium 0.0020 1-hr 50.00 8-hr
Chromium 0.0003 1-hr 1.36 24-hr
Manganese 0.0002 1-hr 0.89 8-hr
Mercury 0.0027 8-hr 0.01 8-hr
Nickel o 0.0002 8-hr 133 | 8hr ..
Hydrogen Fluoride 0.0033 24-hr 0.68 24-hr ..




CDTF Decontamination Facility
Ambient Impact Acceptable Ambient

Pollutant (ng/m’) Level (ng/m?)
Chlorine 0.0024 1-hr 3.95 24-hr
TCDD 0.00000040 | l-hr no standard
HxCDD : 0.00000001 1-hr no standard
HpCDD 0.00000001 I-hr no standard
OCDD 0.00000001 1-hr no standard
Total CDD 0.00003700 I-br - no standard
TCDF ' 0.00000260 I-hr no standard
PcCDF - 0.00000001 l-br no standard-
HxCDF 0.00000001 l-hr - no standard
HpCDF ' ‘ 0.00000001 l-hr no standard
OCDF 0.00000003 | l-hr no standard

| Total CDF 0.00002600 | 1-hr 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;
where the table states “no standard,” this simply means that acceptable ambient levels have not .

been determined by this program - it does not mean that these compounds are non-hazardous.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION

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

recommended.

3/ Doneh 85

Michael J. Stansfield, P/E. Date
Environmental Engineer

== I 2l Maveh G7

Daniel D. Camey v_} Date
Environmental Engineer
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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 Engines. This section covers those engines larger than 600hp. The Source
Classification Code (SCC) used is 20200401 for large bore mternal combustion diesel engines.
Emissions are estimated to be:

600kW Standby Generator
Emission Factor | Hourly Emissions | Annual Emission

Pollutant (Ib/MMBTU) (Ibs/hr) (tons/yr)
PM,, 0.0496 0.1 0.4

Sulfur Dioxide 0.51 1 ' 4.3

Nitrogen Oxides 3.1 .6 26.2

Carbon Monoxide 0.81 1.6 6.9..
Volatile Organic Compounds 0.1 - 02 {09

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
MMBTU/r. Emissions are estimated to be:

Standby Package Boiler

Emission Factor | Hourly Emissions | Annual Emission
Pollutant (1b/10° gallon) (bs/hr) (tons/yr)
PM,, 2 0.1 0.4
Sulfur Dioxide ' 7.1 0.3 1.4
Nitrogen Oxides ' 20 0.9 3.9
Carbon Monoxide 5 0.2 1
Volatile Organic Compounds 0.34 0.02 0.1

Decontamination Incinerator

The incinerator is a Pyrobatch System two chamber design, and will burn Type O (solid) and Type
5 (liquid) wastes. It is a batch type 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 MMBTU/hr bumer The army
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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:

Typical Daily Incinerator Loading
# of | Weight | Volume

Description bags | (lbs) (£
Wet sludge in plastic lined fiber drums 1 180 3.5
Chemistry Lab Trash [ 25 5
Training Bay Trash 4 100 20
Medical Lab Trash 1 15 5
Laundry Trash 1 15 5
Office & Classroom Trash 4 60 20
Grounds Trash 1 25 5
Carbon Filters in PVC bags 2 448.4 18
Extra PVC bags - 5 20 5
Hoods, Boots & Gloves 1 6 - 1
Overgarments (Hoods, Boots & Gloves) 1 8 1
Overgarments . 6 80 30
Gas Mask Filters 1 18 1

Totals | 29 1000.4 122.5

A further description of each of the above categories is given below:

Garbage Composition 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 S
Overgarments 100% rubberized material + PVC bags

- 10 -
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Gas Mask Filters inerts 30%, 30% carbon, 20% metal, 20% plastic + PYC
bags :

The gas mask filters canisters which may be charged to the incinerator do not include the old C2
filter canister, stock number 4240-01-119-2315, which is no longer in production; the Army
estimates that its existing stocks of this item will be exhausted by October 1995. This gas mask
filter canister has been replaced by the C2Al filter canister, stock number 4240-01-361-1319.
While 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 emissicns 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 84.5% 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 boiler with a rated heat input of 34.6 MMBTU/hr, and fired with distillate oil at the
rate of 247 gallons per hour. Acid gas concentrations of hydrogen chloride (HCI) and sulfur
dioxide (SO,) 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 HCL. 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 grains/ascf, 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 Combustion and -
Medical Waste 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 exclusively 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.

-11 -



CDTF Thermal Treatment Waste Heat Boiler

Emission Factor | Hourly Emissions | Annual Emission
Pollutant (1b/10° gallon) (Ibs/hr) (tons/yr)
PM,, 2 0.05 0.2
Sulfur Dioxide 7.1 0.27 1.2
Nitrogen Oxides 20 0.77 3.4
Carbon Monoxide 5 1.2 5.4
Volatile Organic Compounds 0.34 0.1 0.4
CDTF Incinerator
Emission Factor | Hourly Emissions { Annual Emission

Pollutant (Ib/ton) (Ibs/hr) (tons/yr)

PM,, 4.67 0.03 0.12

Sulfur Dioxide 2.17 0.02 0.09

Nitrogen Oxides 4.95 0.05 -0.21,

Carbon Monoxide 3.86 0.24 1.06

Volatile Organic 0.299 -0.02 0.08

Compounds

Lead 0.073 0.004563 0.019984

Hydrochloric Acid 3.35 0.032453 0.142145

Total PCB 0.0000465 0.000000 0.000002

Antimony 0.0128 0.000800 0.003504

Arsenic 0.000242 0.000015 0.000066

Beryllium 0.00000625 | 0.000000 (.000002

Cadmium 0.00543 0.000343 0.001500

Chromium 0.000775 0.000048 0.000212

Manganese 0.000567 0.000035 0.000155

Mercury 0.107 0.006688 0.029291

Nickel 0.00059 0.000037 0.000162

Hydrogen Fluoride 0.149 0.001443 0.006322

Chlorine T 01038 0.001017 0.004455 ...

TCDD 0.000001 0.00000006 0.00000027.

- 12




1 i A I —

CDTF Incinerator

Emission Factor | Hourly Emissions | Annual Emission
Pollutant (Ib/ton) (Ibs/hr) (tons/yr)
HxCDD 0.000000002 | 0.0000000001 0.0000000005
HpCDD 0.000000005 | 0.0000000003 0.0000000014
OCDD 0.000000022 | 0.0000000014 0.0000000060
Total CDD 0.0000213 0.00000133 0.00000583
TCDF 0.00000721 0.00000045 0.00000197
PcCDF 0.000000003 | 0.0000000002 0.0000000008
HxCDF 0.000000017 | 0.0000000011 0.0000000047
HpCDF 0.00000002 0.0000000013 0.0000000055
OCDF 0.000000074 | 0.0000000046 0.0000000203
Total CDF 0.0000715 0.00000447 . 0.00001957

-13-




EXHIBIT B

3860-0004-015

U. S. Army Engineer Center and Fort Leonard Wéod
Department of Defense

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

Pulaski County, All or parts of T33, 34, 33N,
R10, 11, 12W

**** Permissicn to construct a static and mobile fog oil smoke
training facility. This review was conducted in accordance with
Section (8), Missouri State Rule 10 CSR 10-6.060, “Construction
Permits Required.” ***xx _

Proposed Draft Air Permit
Ft. Leonard Wood Smoke Training
April 11, 1985
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Emissions Limitations
1. Annval Throughput. Fort Leonard Wood (the "Permittee")

shall process no more than 65,000 gallons of SGF-2 fog oil
during any 12-month pericd. This total shall include the
fog 0il used in the mobile (valley) operations and the
static (introductory) operations.

Dajly Throughput. 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 o0il used in the mobile
(valley) operations and the static (introductory)
operations. o

Emissions Limitation. The Permittee shall not emit PM,, 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 70%. -

Recordkeeping. The Permittee shall record the amount 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 shall record

daily and hourly consumption of fog oil. The Permittee

shall maintain said records and provide them to APCP
personnel on request.

Reporting of Violations. 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 l12-month cumulative total of fog oil
processed exceeds 65,000 gallons of fog oil (Condition
Number 1).

Vi 1 ons. The Permittee shall report to the
Enforcement Section, APCP, no later than ten days after an

Proposed Draft Air Permit
Ft. Leonard Wood Smoke Training
April 11, 1895
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exceedance of the 3700 pound daily limit of fog oil
(Condition 2).

Ambient Air Monitoring

7.

10.

11.

Quality Assurance Project Plan. The Permittee shall file

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 monltorlng data for PM;,
and ozone requlred by this permit. :

re- r ) ing. The Permlttee 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
through October 31.

Reporting. The Permittee shall submit to the APCP no less
frequently than quarterly the air quality monitoring data
collected pursuant to Condition 8.

Post-Startup Monitoring. 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 monitoring is
only required from April 1 through October 31.

Reporting. The Permittee shall submit to the APCP no less
frequently than quarterly the air quality monitoring data
collected pursuant to Condition 10.

Proposed Draft Air Permit
Ft. Leonard Wood Smoke Training
April 11, 1895
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. Meteorological Monitoring

12. QObservers. 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 wvisual
communications with the smoke generator operators.

13. Meteorological Monitoring. For the entire period beginning:
no less than one 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. Limitations on Operations. Smoke training shall only be

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

15. [Forecasting Acceptable Conditions. Smoke training may take

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.

16. Prohibitions. Generaticn of smoke shall cease if:

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

b) Visible smoke drifts bevond the Fort Leonard Wood

Proposed Draft Air Permit
Ft. Leonard Wood Smoke Training
April 11, 18995
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17.

18.

19.

20.

3860-0004-015

property boundary, or

c)- .Under other conditions as may be. determined by the
Director. '

nd V ion lin

Soil and Vegetration Sampling Plan (SVSP). 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. '

re-~ mpling. For no less than one year prior to

the commencement of smoke training, the Permittee 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. MO-0117251 granted by the Missouri Department of Natural
Resources, Missouri Clean Water Commission.

Reporting. The Permittee shall report the results of the
sampling and analysis reguired by Condition 18 to the APCP

- Wwithin 60 days of the date the samples are collected.

Post-Startup Sampling. 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 sampling schedule and frequency.

Proposed Draft Air Permit
Ft. Leonard Wood Smoke Training
April 11, 1895
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21. Reporting. The Permittee shall report to the APCP no less
' frequently than quarterly the soil and vegetation sampling
data collected pursuant to Condition 20.

h i idition

22. Record Retention. 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.

23. Public Information. The Permittee shall cooperate 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 doces 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 Action. If in the opinion of the Director, 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, plant, 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 corrective
action plan adequate to timely and significantly 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 Air Permit
Ft. Leonard Wood Smoke Training
April 11, 1995




Attachment A
Wind Directions during Smoke Training”®

A B cC D Ex
Stability | Stability | Stability | Stability Stability

Musgrave 150 - 225

Ballard 340 - 35

Mush 195 - 275 195 - 270
Paddle

All 230 -240

direction
except
120 deg.

minute limit wind directions 180 - 210 degrees

minute limit wind directions 220 - 240 -degrees
A 3 minute exclusion is reguested . ‘
A-D stabilities are not rastricted based on wind speed,
however, E stability is limited eo wind speeds of 4 m/s
and greater. )
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PRELIMINARY DETERMINATICN
April 11, 18985

REVIEW OF APPLICATION FOR AUTHORITY TO CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE
SECTION (B) REVIEW
Project/Facility No: 3860-0004-015
Permit No:

U. S. Army Engineer Center

Fort Leonard Wood Complete: March 31, 1995
ATTN: ATZT-DPW-EE Reviewed: April 10, 1985
Fort Leonard Wood, MO 65473 '

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, 35N,
R10, 11, 12W ' .

REVIEW SUMMARY

® This review'is conducted in accordance with Section (8) of
Missouri State Rule 10 CSR 10~6.060, “Permits Required”

® 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.

e No Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPS) are emitted in this
process
o No federal New Source Performance Stancdards (NSPSs) or

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

® Special conditions are imposed by this permit

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Fort Leonard Wood (the "Applicant") is an existing major source
and has applied for permission to operate an obscurant (smoke)

training school. The smoke training school will use M3A3 smoke
generators (or equivalent) to train soldiers in the operation of

. — ——— - m——— .- e e T




. Preliminary Determination

Ft. Leocnard Wood Smoke Training
April 11, 1995

Page 2

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 o0il 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 gasocline-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 no limitations
on the number of generators; rather, limits are imposed 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 Standards") or the ambient air increment (10 CSR 10-
6.060(11) (&), "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 Zor 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 PM,, 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 operations at those
locations when meteorological conditions exist that could cause
an exceedance of the PM,, National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) or the PM,, increment. The constraints have been
developed based on wind direction, atmospheric stapility, and
distance from the site to the property line. Attachment 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 l2-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 prooosed method is the most feasible.

EMISSIONS/CONTROLS EVALUATION

Most of the fog oil will disperse as PMq, 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 combustion of gasoline
~in the pulse-jet.engines. Emission rates for the combustion 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
II: 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 in Tons per Year

voc PM,, SO, NO, Cco

Fog 0il 250 175 0.0 0.0 0.0
Combustion 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.2 11.3
Totals 251 175 6.0 0.2 11.3

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
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quality standards, will not cause or contribute to ambient air
concentrations in excess of any applicable 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 CSR 10-6.110 e
b. Emission Limitation: $25.70 per ton of pollutant
c. Recordkeeping Requirement: Emissions Inventory
Questionnaire (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: Submission 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: 63,000 gallons of SGF-2
fog oil per 12-month period; 3700 pounds of SGF-2
fog oil per day; 2600 pounds/hour of PM,,
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;
€. Reporting Requirement: 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
0il per 12Z2-month period .

c. Recordkeeping Requirement: Annual and daily
throughput

d. Monitoring Requirements: Pre-startup and post-
startup ambient air quality monitoring data

e. Reporting Requirement: Viclations of emissions
limitations ’

BACT ANALYSIS -

. A “top-down” BACT analysis is required to be submitted with this
application. BACT is defined as an emission limitation 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
enerqgy, 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, systems, 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 Obscurants: A
Guidebook of Environmental Assessment, Volume 1. Method of
Assessment and Appended Data," there are several methods to
produce smoke.

Phosphorous Smokes and Hexachloroethane Smokes are both delivered
in a pyrotechnic setting. 1In other words, they involve the use
of cannons, mortars, smoke grenades, tank guns, rockets, and
bombs. '

Diesel Fuels and Fog Oils are delivered by Smoke Pots, Vehicle
Engine Exhaust 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 0il 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 modelling 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 Wecod 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 the 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.

ANATLYSIS OF IMPACT ON :
VISIBILITY, LOCAL SQILS, ANIMALS AND VEGETATION

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

The EPA's "Workbook for Plume Visual Impact Screening 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 adversely
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 scils, animals and
vegetation is required. This permit requires constant soil and
vegetation sampling. The Water Pollution Control Program has
also required water sampling to be conducted and the results
submitted quarterly.

GROWTH IMPACTS

The Applicant analyzed the air quality impact projected for the
rea as a result of general commercial, residential, industrial
growth, as well as growth associated with this installation. The

installation is expected to increase by 7900 persons. This
includes civilian/permanent 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 emissiocns. However, the expected
increase in personnel would merely bring Fort Lecnard Wood back
to the same level of perscnnel 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, “Construction Permits
Required,” the undersigned recommend this permit be granted with

conditions.

%ﬁ_&%

Sharon Turpin
Environmental Engineer

Glenn A. Carlson, P.E.
Acting Chief,

"Construction Permits Unit

ATTACHMENTS

el e maar—— e

414 ?;"/ : .

Date (

4%/ /?5

Date /
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Appendix A

STATE OF MISSOLR.I

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

MEMORANDUM
DATE: ARpril 10, 1284
TO: Glenn Carlson, Acting Unit ChiexZ
~ Permit Section
FRCOM: Calvin Ku, Section Chief ‘TY&FL«'

Technical Support Secticn

Chris Smith, Meteorologist cS
Technical Support Section

SUBJECT: Fort Leonard Wood Smoke Training PSD Modeling

1. Introductioh

Fort Leonard Wood is proposing to conduct smoke tralnlng at
several locations within their prcperty. Due to the emission
rates of the smoke generators to be used in the training, this
project is subject to PSD (Prevention of Significant
Deterloraulon) permit review including modeling requirements.

A modeling report entitled 'Predicted Air Qua11ty Impacts for
Fort Leonard Wood Smoke Training School' was submitted by Burns &
McDonnell on April 9,1985(attached). This report includes two
separate analyses, the PSD increment analysis and the NAAQS
(National Ambient Air Quality Standard) analysis. These analyses
indicate that the smoke tralnwng can be conducted no more than
one hour a day during specific meteorological conditions in order
to meet the necessary standards. The following report summarizes
the modeling review and the resulting recommendations for permit
requirements.

II. 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) model dated Dec. 6, 18%4. This version of the

el
L
ACYCLT Fasd



ISC2 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 recommended 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 volume 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 NAAQS modeling includes all major sources
within 50 kilometers of Fort Leonard -Wood. A major source list
was generated from the state's emission 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 diiferent in the PSD
"increment and NAAQS .runs. Because the smoke generators will be
allowed to operate only durlng specific meteorological
conditions, user~generated meteorological data sets are used for
the PSD increment modeling. Varying meteorological conditions
based on wind speed, stability, mixing 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 meteorological data from
Springfield and Monett, Missouri.

III. PSD Increment Results

Because the baseline has not been established in this area, the
entire PSD increments are available. These values are 30 ug/m"3
and 17 ug/m"*3 for the 24-hour and annual average, 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 increment of 30 ug/m"3 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,
2 list of acceptable meteorclogical conditions is derived for
each smoke training site (see Table II 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/m"*3 maximum 24~hour concentration
occurs at the same receptor a2ll 135 days, the annual
concentration will only be 11 ug/m~3, well below the annual
increment.

IV. NAAQS Results

PSD guidelines require that a NARQS 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 NAARQS due to sources
beyond the Fort Leonard Wood property boundary. These locations
are listed in Table III of the attached modeling report. Due to
these potential exceedances of the NAAQS, the smoke training will
not be allowed to occur under meteorological conditions which
will result in a significant contribution. Several of the sites
will not impact any of these potential exceedances already.
However, under certain meteorological conditions stipulated in
the PSD increment review as ‘being acceptable, there is a
significant contribution. " Therefore, the fort 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 II of the modeling
report. :

V. Recommendations

Basis 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 PM10 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 70% conversion rate to particulate matter.

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

4) In addition to the wind direction and stability regquirements,
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
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stability E. Also, a mixing height of 200 meters is
necessary for stabilities A-C and a mixing helght 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 II 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 gualified personnel
as well. Fort Leonard Wood should be requirecd to secure these
instruments and trained personnel.

VI. Conclusion

Based on the modeling analysis, the proposed -moke 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.




APPENDIX B
tee  {oyel-) Screening  ev*

Input Emissions for

S
<:,’Fnrticulates 6500.00 LB /HR )™
S HOx (2s NO2) .00 L8/ .
primary NC2 .00 LB /HR
saot - 00 LB /KR
primary S04 00 LB /HR

reex Default Particle Charscteristics Assured
Transport Sccnario Speci¢ications:

tlzckground Ozone: .C4 ppm

Sackground Visuzl Range: 25.00 km
tsurce-Observer Distapces 120.00 km

Min., Source-Classs ! Distanze:  120.00 knm

iax, Seurce-Class 1 Distance:  %40.00 km
#lume-Scurce-Observer Angle:  11.25 dearees
ttebility: 6

tiind Speed: 1,00 m/s

RESULTS
Asterizks (*) indicate plume %mpacts thet excesd screening criteria

Meximum Visual Impacts INSIDE Class | Ares
Screening Criteria ARE NOT EZxceeded
Delts = Cormtrase

Zcckarnd Thata Azi Distamce Alpha Crit Plume  Crit Pluma

XY 10, 8. 120.0 8, 2.00 1.455 .05 .05
346 160, 6. 120,0 B4, 2.60 .149 .03 -.00%
TERRAIN 10, &4. 1420.0 84. 2.00 .C40 03 000
1 5 .000

ZRRAIN 140. 84, 120.0 86. 2.50 .07 W2

Maximum Visusl Impacts OUTSICE Class [ Area

Screening Criteria ARE NCT Exceeded
Delta E Centrast

Szckernd Theta Azi Distance Alpha Crit Plume Crit Plume
§KY 10. 7S. 116.2 94, 2,00 1.493 D05 016
§KY 140, 75, 116.2 g4, 2.00 .153 .05 -,006
TERRAIN 10. 65. 112.0 104, 2,00 .C84 05,001
TERRAIN 140. 65, 112.0 104, 2.00 .024 05 001
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Attachment A
wind Directions during Smoke Training®

Musgrave

A B C D
Stability | Stability | Stability | Stability

160 - 215

1306 - 220

Ballard

340 - 35 340 - 35-

Mush
-Paddle

195 - 275|195 - 270 195 - 270

195 - 275

Bailey

(1)
(2)
+ -

+*

230 -240

- 40
- 325

340
175

340
175 - 325

All
direction
except
120 deg.

- &

for wind directions 190 - 210 degreés.
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
and greater.

45 minute limit
45 minute limit
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USA, Ft. Leonard Wood EXHIBIT C
MO-0117251, Pulaski Co. —_——

STATE OF MISSOURI M) Camahan, Govemaor « Daud AL Shorr, Director

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
P.O. Box 176 Jefferson Ciry. MO 65102-0176

AR 11 1995

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

Dear Permittee:

Pursuant to the Federal Water Pollution Control act, under the authority
granted to the state of Missouri and in compliance with the Missouri Clean
Water Law, we have issued and are enclosing your State Operating Permit to
Discharge from USA, Ft. Leonard Wood.

Please read your permit and attached Standard_Conditions. They contain important
information on monitoring requirements, effluent limitations, sampling frequencies
and reporting requirements. : ' :

Monitoring reports required by the special conditions must be submitted on a
periodic basis. Copies of the necessary report forms are enclosed and should
be mailed to the regional cffice listed below. Please contact that office for

additional forms.

This permit is both your Federal Discharge Permit and your new State Operating
Permit and replaces all previous state operating permits for this facility. 1In
all future correspondence regarding this facility, please refer to your State
Operating Permit number and facility name as shown on page one of the permit.

»
If you have any questions concerning this permit, please do not hegitate to
call this office or our Jefferson City Regional Office at 1908 Bubba Lane,
P.O. Box 176, Jefferason City, MO 65102, (314) 751-2729.

Sincerely,

WATER POLLUTION CONTROL PROGRAM

G Bl

Daniel R. Schuette
Chief of Permit Section

Se 2N

DRS:rb
Enclosure
©: EPAR ~ Billing Branch

-

HT/CUT sakin
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STATE OF MISSOURI
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

MISSOURI CLEAN WATER COMMISSION

MISSOURI STATE OPERATING PERMIT

In compliance with the Missouri Clean Water Law, (Chapter G644 RS. Mo. as amended, hereinafter, the Law), and
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (Public Law 92-500, 92nd Congress) as amended,

Permit No. MO-0117251

Owner: U. S. Army (USA)

Owner's Address:  Bldg. 2200 A, Ft. Leonard Wood. MO 65473

Operating Authority: N/A AV

Operating Authority’s Address: N/A

Facility Name: USA, Ft. Leonard Wood

Facility Address: ~ Bldg. 2200 A, Ft. Leonard Wood. MO 65473

Legal Description: a}) or parts of: T33, 34, 35N, R10, 11, 12W. Pulaski County

Recéivingstream&Ba_sin= Roubidoux Creek (Gasconade Basin) (10290203-35-02) (C)
Big Piney (Big Piney Basin) (10290202~01-00) (P)

is authorized to discharge from the facility described herein, in accordance with the effluent limitations and monitoring
requirements as set forth herein:

FACILITY DESCRIPTION
Outfall 2001 ~ #008 ~. - SIC #9711

Continued on Next Page

This permit authorizes only wastewater discharges under the Missouri Clean Water Law and the National Poilutant
Discharge Elimination System; it does not apply to other regulated areas. This permit may be appealed in accordance
with Section 644.051.6 of the Eaw. -~

Februarv 17, 1995-April 4, 1995

Effective Datc (revis ed) n A Young
ucctor Division Envuo u:um
February 16, 2000
Expiration Date - Director of Sm&'. Clean Water Commission

MO 780-0041 (10-93)

ocyclod Papar
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Permit No.

Facility Descriptions (continued)

OQutfall #001 - Smith Branch

Components: .
Explosives detonatlon area FLW-4, 5, 6: SW, Sec. 31, T35N. R11lW
Forney army airfield FLW-12: NW, Sec. 27, T35N, R11W

Forney army airfield FLW-13: SE, Sec. 28, T35N, R1l1W

Normandy training area FLW-15: Sec. 29 & 32, T35N, R11lW

Smoke training '

Outfall is SW 4., Sec. 29, T35N, R1l1iw

Smith Branch (Gasconade River Basin) (10290203-35-02)

Outfall #002

Components: :

Area 007A 800-880 motorpocol: NW, Sec. 22, T35N, R11lW

Area 007B 900-900 motorpcol: SW, Sec. 22, T35N, R1llw

Area 007E 600~671 motorpool: SE, Sec. 15, T35N, R11W

Area 007F 700-771 motorpool: NW, Sec. 22. T35N, R11lW

Smcke training . , .

Outfall is Center Sec. 8, T35N, R11W

Pond Hollow, Ballard Hollow (Gasconade River Basin) (10290203-35-02).

Outfall #003

Components: :
Transfer station FLW-16: SE, Sec. 15, T35N, R1l1W
Outfall is SE . Sec. 11, T35N, R1iW

Dry Creek (Big Piney River Basin) (10290202-01-00)

Outfall #004 - Unnamed Branch of Big Piney River
Components:

MO-0117251

Defense reutilization and marketlng office FLW~1: NW, Sec. 13, T35N< R1l1lW

Bulk fuel storage FLW-2: NW, Sec. 13, T35N, R1l1lW

Bulk fuel storage FLW-3: NW, Sec. 13, T35N, R11lW

Outfall is SW }, Sec. 18, T35N, R11W

Unnamed branch #1 (Big Piney River Basin)} (1029202-01-00)

Outfall #005 -~ Unnamed Branch of Big Piney River
Components:

102 ARCOM maintenance area FLW-7D: SE, Sec. 23, T35N. R1l1lw
Smoke training

Outfall is NW §, Sec. 25. T35N, R11W

Unnamed branch %2 (Big Piney River Basin) (10290202-02-00)

{continued on next vage)
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Permit No. MO-0117251

C. Pacility Description (continued)

Qutfall #006

Components: :

Asphalt training facility FLW-14: NE, Sec. 36, T35N. RI11lW

Smoke training

Outfall is at end of o0il water separator discharge pipe. NW %, Sec. 31, T25N, R10W
Big Piney River (Big Piney River Basin) (10290202-01-00)

Outfall #007

Components:

Rock quarry FLW-17: N §. Sec. 31, T35N, RIiOW

Outfall is at sediment pond outfall NW }. Sec. 31. T35N. R1OW
Big Piney River (Big Piney River Basin) (10290203-01-00)

Outfall #008

Components: _ ’ - o
- Sanitary landfill FLW-8, 9, 10: NW, Sec. 5, T34N, RI11W '

Outfall is SE }. Sec. 32, T35N, R1lw

Smith Branch (Gasconade River Basin) (10290203-35-02)

Outfall #009 - Musgrove and Turnbull Hollows
Outfall is SE t, Sec. 19. T34N, RI1iW
Musgrove Hollow {Gasconade River Basin) (10290203-35-02)

Qutfall #010 - Mush Paddle Hollow
Outfall is SW 4., Sec. 23, T34N, R1lilW
Mush Paddle Hollow {(Gasconade River Basin) (10290203-35-02)

Outfall #0111 ~ Sapper Hollow
Qutfall is NW 4, Sec. 23, T34N, R1liW
Sapper Hollow (Gasconade River Basin) (10290203-35-02)

Outfall #012 ~ Bailey - McCann Hollow _
Outfall is SW 4, Sec. 1. T34N, R11W, near McCann Cemetery
Hurd Hollow (Gasconade River Basin} (10290203-35-02)

OQutfalls %009, %010, #011, #012
Activities related to obscurant training, also called "smoke training®. This involves the

use of finely dispersed oil to created foglike conditiomns.
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PAGE NUMBER 4 of 13
A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS PERMIT NUMBER  MO-0117251
The permittee is authorized to discharge from outfall(s) with serial number(s) 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:
OUTEALL NUMBER FINAL EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
AND EFFLUENT UNITS DAILY WEEKLY MONTHLY MEASUREMENT SAMPLE
PARAMETER(S) MAXIMUM AVERAGE AVERAGE FREQUENCY wpr's'
Outfall #001 Smith Branch
Flow MGD * * once/year 24 hr.
' estimate
Settleable Solids _ mL/L/hr 2.5 1.5 once/year grab
0il & Grease mg/L 15 10 orice/year grab
Total Petroleum mg/L 20 . 15 once/year grab
Hydrocarbons
pH - Units su * % Bk once/year . grab
Nitrate mg/L 10 10 once/year '~ grab
Ammonia and N ma/L 5 v 5 once/year grab
Lead, Total ng/L 0.020 0.020 once/year grab
Recoverable
Iron, Total mg/L | - 1.0 ' 1.0 once/year grab
Recoverable
Zinc, Total ma/L 0.345 0.345 cnce/year grab
Recoverable
Copper, Total mg/L 0.029 0.029 once/year grab
Recoverable

t

| MONITORING REPORTS SHALL BE. SUBMITTED ANNUALLY, THE FIIRST REPORT IS DUE October 28, 1995

i
|
]
i
!
)

Color**x* . * * once/quarter*xx visual

i
{MONITORING REPORTS SHALL BE SUBMITTED QUARTERLY, THE FIRST REPORT IS DUE July 28, 1995

ONITORING REPORTS SHALL BE SUBMITTED 25 outlined abOVe . THE FIRST REPORT IS DUE _ @S Ouc-iNec above

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

B. STANDARD CONDITIONS

IN ADDITION TO SPECIFIED CONDITIONS STATED HEREIN, THIS PERMIT IS SUBJECT TO THE ATTACHED Part I
STANDARD CONDITIONS DATED Cotober 1, 15 _80_ AND HEREBY INCORPORATED AS THOUGH

FULLY SET FORTH HEREIN.

AO 780-0010 (8-91)
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A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued)  [cama o2 > of 13
PERMIT NUMBER MO-0117251
OUTFALL NUMBER FINAL EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS [ MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
PARAMETERS) TS MAXIMUM AVERAGE WVeRAGE | | FREQUENCY e
Outfail #002 Pond Hollow,. Ballard Hollow
Outfall #004 Unnamed branch of Big Piney
Outfall #005 Unnamed branch of Big Piney
Flow MGD * * once/year 24 hr.
estimate
Settleable Solids mL/L/hr 2.5 1.5 once/year grab
0il & Grease ma/L 15 10 cnce/year grab
Total Petroleum ma/L 20 15 once/year grab
Hydrocarbons ’
pH - Units suU *% ** once/year arab
MONITORING REPORTS BHALL EB SUBMITTED ﬂgﬁgﬁgéz. THE FIRST REPQRT Is ﬁUE Dct:h;v 28 1995
Color*x*xx * * once/quarter*** visual
Outfall #003
Color*¥**xx * * once/quarter***  visual
MONITORING REPORTé SHALL BE SUBMITTED QUARTERLY. THE |{FIRST REPOR% Is DUE 1y1y 28, 1995

VO T80-0524 (3-86)
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A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued)

PAGENUMBER 6 of 13

PERMIT NUMBER MD=-0117251

MONITORING REPORTS

SHALL BE SUBMITTED QﬁARTERLY. THE

[FIRST REPORT

OUTFALL NUMBER _FINAL _____EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
PARAMETER(S) o MAXIMUM AVERAGE WERAGE | | FREGUENCY | e
Cutfall #006 As@halt plant at|oil water starator discharge pipe
Sampiing Requirements -~ Discharge of storm water onlyl
Flow MGD * * once/year 24 hr.
estimate
pH - Units su *x ek once/year grab
0il & Grease ma/L 15 10 once/year arab
Total Petroleum mg/L 20 15 once/year -grab
Hydrocarbons
Settleable Solids mL/L/ﬁr 1.5 1.0 once/year grab
MONITORING REPORTS SHALL BE SUBMITTED ANNUALLY. THE FIRST REPORT |IS DUE October 28, 199 5
Colorp*x*x * * once/quarter***  visual

IS DUE yy1y 28, 1095

contain pollutants
washdown waters.

Flow

pH - Units

Total Suspended
Solids

MONITORING REPORTS

Discharges during dry weather
form the putting, plac

MGD *
su K
mg/L 70

SHALL BE SUBMITTED

{no storm

ANNUALLY. THE R

wFter runoff
ing, dispos

*K

IRST REPORT

is occurrind
1, or dumping of residual concrete and

} where the discharge may

once/year 24 hr.
estimate

once/year grab

once/year grab

IS DUE Qctober 28. 1995

Color**xx

|

MONITORING REPORTS

ISHALL BE SUBMITTED

e —--

QUARTERLY, THE

once/quarter*** visual

FIRST REPORT IS DUE Julv 28, 1995

40 7800524 (3-86)
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A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued)

PAGE NUMBER

7 of 13

PERMIT NUMBER MO-0117251

MONITORING REPORTS

SHALL BE SUBMITTED

ANNUALLY. THE F]

ERST REPORT

OUTFALL NUMBER FLNAL EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
AND EFFLUENT UNITS DAILY WEEKLY MONTHLY MEASUREMENT
PARAMETER(S) MAXIMUM AVERAGE AVERAGE FREQUENCY s?-i‘é’éE
Outfall 4007 Rock Quarry
Dry weather flows
Flow MGD * * once/vyear 24 hr.
estimate
Total Suspended mg/L 30 15 once/year arab
Solids
pH - Units Su * K *k once/year grab

IS DUE October 28, 1995

Color

MONITORING REPORTS

SHALL BE SUBMITTED

QUARTERLY. THE.

FIRST REPORT]

once/quarter***

visual

IS DUE Julv 28, 1995

Storm Water Flows

Flow

Settleable Solids
pH - Units

MONITORING REPORTS

SHALL BE. SUBMITTED

MGD *
mL/L/hr 1.0
sU * %k

ANN

[UALLY, THE K

0.5

* &

IRST REPORT

once/year

once/year

once/year

24 hr.
estimate

grab

grab

IS DUE October 28, 1995

Color¥x*x*x

MONITORING REPORTS

SHALL BE SUBMITTED

QUARTERLY., THE

FIKST REPORIT

once/quarter***

r IS DUE Julwv 28,

visual

1995

MO 780-0524 (3-88)




A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued)

PAGE NUMBER

8 of 13

PERMIT NUMBER MO—0117251

OUTFALL NUMBER _FINAL______EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS |
AND EFFLUENT UNITS DAILY WEEKLY MONTHLY MEASUREMENT
PARAMETER(S) : MAXIMUM AVERAGE AVERAGE FREQUENCY s??ﬁés
Outfall £008 Sanitary landfill (FLW-8, 9.|& 10)
Flow MGD * * once/quarter*** instantane
estimate
Rainfall inches * * daily measurement grab
BETX mg/L 0.75 0.75 once/quarter*** arab
Biochemical Oxygen

Demand, ma/L 60 45 once/quarter*** arab
Chemical Oxygen

Demand ma/L 120 90 once/quarter*** grab
Total Suspended v .

Solids ma/L 80 60 once/quarter*** grab
Settleable Solids mL/L/hr 1.5 1.0 once/quarter*** grab
Total Dissolved

Solids ma/L * * once/quarter*** grab
Conductivity (Specific

Cenductance) umhos/cm * * once/quarter*** grab
Chloride Plus

Sulfates ma/L 1000 1000 once/quarter*** grab
Iron, Total

Recoverable mg/L * * orice/quarter*** grab
pH - Units su *% *K once/quarter*** grab
Color*xxx * * once/quarter*** visual
MONITORING REPORTS SHALL BE SUBMITTED QUARTERLY, THE FIRST REPORT IS DUE Julv 28, 1995

I
MO 780-0524 (3-86)
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A. EFFLUENT LIMITATI

ONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued)

PAGE NUMBER

9 of 13

PEFMIT NUMBER MO-0117251 ;

OUTFALL NUMBER FINAL ____ EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
AND EFFLUENT UNITS DAILY" WEEKLY MONTHLY MEASUREMENT AMPLE
PARAMETER(S) MAXIMUM AVERAGE AVERAGE FREQUENCY Srvgéc
Outfall %008 sSanitary landfill {continued)
Calcium mg/L * * once/year grab |
!

Fluoride mg/L * * once/year grab
Total Hardness ma/L * * once/year grab
Barium, Total

Recoverable mg/L * * once/year grab
Boron, Total

Recoverable ma/L * * once/year grab
Cadmium, Total

Recoverable ma/L * * once/year arab
Chromium, Total 7 .

Recoverable ma/L * * once/year grab
Cobalt, Total

Recoverable mg/L * X once/year grab
Copper, Total

Recoverable ng/L * * once/year grab
Sodium, Total

Recoverable ma/L * * once/year grab
Ammonia as N mg/L 5.0 5.0 once/year grab
Nitrate and

Nitrite as N mg/L * * once/vyear gral
Phosphorus, Total

Recoverable mg/L * * once/year gra
Mercury, Total

Recoverable mg/L * * once/year gra
Arsenic, Total

Recoverable mg/L * * once/year arsé
Lead, Total

Recoverable ng/L 7 Ok * once/year ar
Selenium, Total .

Recoverable ma/L * * once/year ax

(continued on next page)

i |
MO 780-0524 (3-86)
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paGE NUMBER 10 of 13

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

OUTFALL NUMBER FINAL EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
AND EFFLUENT UNITS © . DAILY WEEKLY MONTHLY MEASUREMENT SAMPLE
PARAMETER(S) MAXIMUM AVERAGE AVERAGE FREQUENCY TYPE

Outfall #008 Sanitary landfill (continued)

Silver, Tbtal
Recoverable mg/L * * once/year grab

Manganese, Total _
Recoverable mg/L * * once/year arab

Magnesium, Total
Recoverable ma/L * * " once/year grab

Zinc, Total
Recoverable mg/L * * once/year grab

Antimony. Total
Recoverable ma/L A * ' : Sk once/year arab

Beryllium, Total .
Recoverable ma/L * : * ‘| once/year arab

Nickel, Total

Recoverable ma/L * . ' * once/year . grab
Sulfate mg/L » * once/year : grab
Thallium, Total

Recoverable mg/L * * once/year grab
Total Organic Carbon mg/L * * once/year grab

Vanadium, Total

Recoverable ma/L *x * once/year grab
0il and Grease mg/L 15 10 once/year grab
Total Petroleum mg/L 20 15 once/year ' grab

Hydrocarbons

MONITORING REPORTS SHALL BE SUBMITTED ANNUALLY, THE ﬂIRST REPORT |IS DUE October 28, 1995
|

MO 780-0524 {3-86)




1 R A A A ————

A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued) i@?ﬁﬁ‘iﬁﬂa ié—gfl}ig.sl |
OUTFALL NUMBER _ITINAL ______ EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS  MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
PARAMETER(S) TS e | e | | eeieeT S
OQutfall #009 - Mungove and Turnbull Hollpws Area
Outfall #010 - Mush|Paddle Hollow Area
Qutfall %011 - Sapper Hollow Area
Outfall #012 - Bailéy‘McCann Hollow Area
Flow MGD * * once/quarter*** 24 hr.
estimate
Tétai Petroleum ng/L 20 15 once/quartef*** arab
Hydrocarbons
0il and Grease‘ ma/L 15 10 once/quarter**¥ . grab
pH - Units su ok *x once/qggrter*** grab
Colork*xx * * . once/quarter** visual
MONITORING REPORTS SHALL BE SJBMITTED.QHQRTERLY, THE FIRST REPORT IS DUE Juiv 28, 1995
* Monitoring reguirement pnly.

** pH is measure
of 6.0-9.0 pH

*** QOnce quarter
x*xx% Permittee sha

d in pH un
units.

in the mon

L1 observe

This requirempnt exists

ths of March

outfall for
whether it

its and is niot to be averaged.

, June, Sepﬁember,

presence off 0il sheen d
has rained gr not.

The

and D

ecember.

pH is limited to the range

r other unnatural colors.

10 780-0524 (3-86)
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Permit No. MO-0117251

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

(39

Report as no~discharge when a discharge does not occur during the report period.

Outfall =008 only. All design and operating svecifications and all Waste Hanagement
Program approval conditions pertaining to water gquality are hereby made a part of this
permit and shall apply throughout the life of this permit without regard to other
conditions, permits. occurrences, etc. '

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 (D), 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 permit.

The permit as modified or reissued under this paraaraph shall also contain any other
requirements of the Act then applicable.

This permit may be reopened and modified or alternatively revoked and reissued, to
incorporate new or modified effluent limitations or other conditions. if the result
of a waste load allocation study, toxicity test. or other information indicates

changes are necessary to assure compliance with Missouri's Water Quality Standards.

This permit does not allow the discharde of storm water that has contacted the open
face of the landfill. This permit does not allow the discharge of untreated
leachate. All leachate shall be handled in accordance with the Solid Waste Disposal
Area Operating Permit. Report of Approval of Plans and Specifications (with
conditions).

Changes in Discharges of Toxic Substances:
The permittee shall notify the Director as soon as it knows or has reason to believe:

a. That any activity has occurred or will occur which would result in the
discharge of any toxic pollutant which is not limited in the permit. if that
discharge will exceed the highest of the following "notification levels:™

(1) One hundred micrograms per liter (100 ug/l};

(2) Two hundred micrograms per liter (200 ug/l}) for acrolein and
acrylonitrile; five hundred micrograms per liter (500 ug/l)} for 2.4
dinitrovhenol and for 2-methyl~4. &6-dinitrophenol; and one milligram per
liter (1 mg/l) for antimony:

(3) Five (5) times-the maximum concentration value reported for the
pollutant in the permit application: . .o

{4) The level established in Part A of the permit by the Director.
b. That they have begun or expect to begin to use or manufactures as an

intermediate or final product or by-product any toxic pollutant which was not
reported in the permit application.
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Page 13 of 13
Permiz No. HC-0117251

SPECIAL CONDITIONS (continued)

‘10.

11.

All discharges shall comply with the Missouri Water Quality Standards. 10 CSR
20-7.031, Section {2)(C), which states (Waters shall be free from substance in
sufficient amounts to cause unsightly color or turbidity...", and Section (3}(G}.
which states "Water contaminants shall not cause or contribute to turbidity or color
that will cause supbstantial visible contact with the natural appearance or the
stream...".

Outfall =008 only. All activities performed to control erosion on the landfill site
{seeding, mulching, terracing, etc.) shall be described and submitted along with the
second guarter and fourth gquarter Discharge Monitoring Reports. If no erosion
controls are undertaken, indicate so on the reports.

U.S. Army, Ft. Leonard Wood will protect the asvhalt plant from<thé 100 year f£lood
event by approp:iate methods.

Outfall sampling and observation points must be clearly marked in the field.

This condition is in addition to regular monitoring. When smoke training actually
begins, permittee shall sample monthly each outfall located in the viginity of where
the training has occurred. Sample shall be taken within 24 hours after 1.0 inch of
rainfall has fallen. If a 1.0 rainfall does not occur in a given month, report " no
1.0 inch rainfall event." This sampling shall continue until permittee is notified
by Department of Natural Resources Water Pollution Control Program that this

" monitoring can be discontinued. Sampling analyses shall be the same as for outfalls

=009, "#010, =011, and =012, with the addition of Lead and Zinc. Results shouid be
submitted with regqular quarterly monitoring reports.

A rain'gauge located at a place of the permittees choosing, shall be used to
determine whether 1.0 inch of rain has fallen. ’




MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

NPDES MONITORING REPORT FOR NON-MUNICIPAL WASTEWATER DISCHARGES

INSTRUCTIONS:

1.

2.
3.

Mail to the appropriale DNR regional office as noted in your permit.

Report must be signed by awner and by analyst. Report should be typed or neatly printed. ‘ :

Part A ol thie permit specilies the parameters to be monilored, frequency ol monliloring and frequency of reporting results. It quarterly reports are required, they are due
on April 28, July 28, Octuber 28, and January 28, each report covering the preceding 3-month period not Including the reporting month. See the permit for reporling dales

if other than quarterly.

4. Report results of all analyses, even if performed more trequently than required by Part A of the permit.

5. File a report even if discharge is inlermiltent and no discharge occurred during the monitoring period. Complete the identification section, write “"ND" in the appropriate columns
for the dates the facility was checked, and sign the report. NOTE: If a discharge occurs any time during the monitoring period, it must be reporled.

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 lype
of sample required for each parameter.

7. Under "Sample Type" for Flow indicale whether ligures shown are based on (a) instantaneous measurements or (b) actual 24-hour measured flow. Figure recorded is to represent
the total 24-hour flow for the date shown or a reasonable aestimatle. ‘

8. |ndicate whether samples were collected by owner or by personnel of the lab performing the analyses.
NOTE: This reporting form is a universal reporting form for non-municipal sewage tieatment plants, industries, and other point-source discharges.
Industries and Individuals who have their own report forms designed for their specific needs are encouraged 1o subslitute their forms. A suitable substitute musl meet the following

specilications.
(a) Form must be 8%" x 11",

(b) Report must show all of the information indicated on this standard form.

FACILITY NAME

PERMIT NUMBER

COUNTY

OWNER

TYPE OF FACILITY

REQUIRED FREQUENCY OF MONITORING

THIS REPORYT COVERS PERIOD

219 . THROUGH L8

DATES SAMPLED

TIME OF DAY SAMPLED

SAMPLES COLLECTED BY

(RECORD, AS APPROPRIATE, SUCH INFOR-
MATION AS METHOD OF PRESERVATION,
METHODS OF SAMPLE COLLECTION, AB-
NORMAL AGE OF SAMPLE, EXPLANATION OF
UNUSUAL RESULTS, ETC\)

DATES OF ANALYSES S
&Y ANALYTICAL
S  METHOD
PARAMETERS PERMITTED RECORD ACTUAL RESULTS OF 7 (o spECIO) REMARKS AND COMMENTS
FINAL LIMITS ANALYSIS — DO NOT AVERAGE £

FLOW GPD

BOD mg/l

SUS. SOLIDS mg/l

pH “UNITS

FECAL COLI. /100 ml.

ANALYSES PERFORMED BY

SIGNATURE OF ANALYST

REPORT APPROVED BY OWNER

DATE

MO 780-1307 (10-91)

WQP 109 Rev. 10/91




THE MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

STANDARD CONDITIONS FOR NPODES PERMITS

ISSUED BY

MISSOUR! CLEAN WATER COMMISSION
Revised
Qctober 1, 1980

PART | — GENERAL CONDITIONS
SECTION A — MONITORING AND REPORTING

1.

4.

Representative Sampling

A. Samples and measurements laken as required herein
shall be representative of the nature and volume,
respectively, of the monitored gischarge. All samples
shall be taken at the outfall(s), and uniess specified,
before the effluent joins or is diluted by any other body
of water or substance.

8. Monitering resuits shali be recorded and reported on
forms provided by the Depantment. postmarked no later
than the 28th cay of the month following the compieted
reporting penod. Signed copies of these, and all other
repans required herein, snall be submitted to the
respective Department Regionai Office. the Regional
Otfice acdress is incicated in the cover letter
transmitting the permit,

Schedule of Compliance

No later than fourteen (14) calendar days following each
date identified in the “Schedule of Compliance”, the
permittee shall submit !0 the respective Depanment
Regionat Otfice as required therein, either a report of

progress or, in the case of specific actions being required
by identilied dates, a written notlice of compliance or

noncompiiance. In the latter case. the notice shall incluce
the cause of noncomeliance, any remedial actions taken,
and the probability of meeting the next scheduled
requirements, or if )
requirements, when such noncompliance will be corrected.
The Regional Office acdress is ingicated in-the cover Iener
transmitting the permit.

Detinitions

Definitions as set forth in the Missouri Clean Water Law and
Missouri Clean Water Commission Definition Regulation 10
CSA 20-2.010 shail apply to terms used herein.

Test Procedures ’
Test procecures for the analysis of poliutants shall be in
accorgance with the Missouri Clean Water Commussion
Eftluent Regulation 10 CSR 20-7.0185.

Recording of Resuits
A. For each measurement or sample taken pursuant to the

the following information:
measurements;
measurements:

(iil) The date(s) analyses were performed;

{vi} The results of sucn analyses.
8. The Federal Clean Water Act provides that any person
who fatsifies,

months per violation. ar by both.
C. Calculations for all limitations whicii‘require averaging

7. Records Retention

The permittee shall retain records of all monttoring
informatioa. inctuding all calibration and maintenance
records and atl onginal stnp chart recordings ‘or
continuous monitoring instrumentation, copies of all
reports required by this permit, and recards of all data used
to complete the application for this permit, for a period of at
least 3 years !rom the date of the sample. measurement,
report ar application. This period may be extenced by
request of the Department at any time.

SECTION B — MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENTS

1.

Change in Discharge

A. All discharges authorized heremn snhail be consistent
with the terms and concitions of this permit. The
- discharge of any potlutant nat authorized by this permit
or of any poilutant identified in this permit more
trequently than or at a levei in excess ¢f that authorized
shall constitute a viclation of the permit. ”

8. Any facility expansions, production increases. or
process modifications which will resuit in new, different,
or increased discharges of pollutants shail be reported
by submission of a new NPDES aoplication at least sixty
(60) oays befare such cnanges, or, if they will not violate
the effluent limitations specified in this permit. by nctice
to the Depanment at least mmy {30) cays vefore such
changes. ‘

A. If, for any reason, the permittee does not comply with or
will be unable to compiy with any daily maximum
etfiuent limitation specified in this permit, the permitee
shall provide the Depanment with the {cllcwing
information, in writing within five (5) days of becoming

(i} A description of the discharge and cause of

(i) The pernicd of noncompliance, including exact
dates and times or, if not corrected, the anticipated
time the noncompliance is expecied to continue,
and steps being taken !0 reduce, eliminate and
prevent recurrence of the noncomplying discharge.

3. Twenty-four nour reporting. The permittee shall report
any noncompliance whnich may endanger heaith or the
environment. Any intormation shail be providged orally
within 24 hours frcm the time the permittee becomes
aware of the circumstances. A written submission shall
atso be provided within 5 days of the time the permittee
becomes aware cf thre circumstances. The Depanment
may waive the written report on a case~-by-case basis if
the oral report has been recewved within 24 hours,

Permittees snhall operate and maintain facilities to comply
with the Missouri Clean Water Law and applicable permit
conditions. Operators or supervisors of operations at
publicly owned or publicly reguiated wastewater treatment
facilities shall be certified in accordance with 10 CSR 20-
9.020(2) ang any other applicable state law or regulation.
Cperatcrs of other 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

2 Noncomgpliance Notlﬂcatlan
there are no more scheduied
aware ot such congition:
noncompliance, and
reguirements of this permuit, the permittee shall recorg
(i) The date, exact place, and time of sampling or
(if) The individual(s) who performed the sampling or.
{iv) The individual(s) who pertormed the analyses: 3. Facllities Operation
(v) The analytical techniques or methods used: and
tampers with, or knowingly renders
inaccurate any monitoring device or method required o -
be maintained under this permit shall, upon conviction,
be punished by a fine of not more than $10.000 per
violation, or by imprisonment for not more than 6
of measurements shall utilize an arithmetic mean uniess maintained by competent ;:ersqnnel:.
4, Adverse Impact

otherwise specifieqd by the Director in the permut.

Additional Monitoring by Permittee

It the permittee monitors any pollutant at the location(s)
designated herein more frequently than required Dy this
permit. using approved analytical methods as specilied
above, the results of such monitoring shall be inctuded in
the calculation and reporting of the values required in the
Monitoring Report Form, Such increased frequency shall
also beindicated.

The permittee shall take all necessamsteps to minimize any
adverse impac: (0 waters of the state resuiting from non-
comptiance with any effluent limitations specified in this
permit or set forth in the Missouri Clean Water Law and
Regulations (heremnafter the Law and Reguiations),
including such acceterated or additional monitoring as
necessary !0 determine the nature and impact of the non-
complying discharge.




DATE:
TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:
Re: 1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6,
7.

EXHIBIT D

o KN
Vs .~A".

STATE OF MISSOURI

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

MEMORANDUM

April 7, 1995
US Army Training Center, Ft. Leonard Wood, MO, TSD File

Ed Sadler, Director
Hazardous Waste Program

Regulatory Determination

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

Letter dated March 7, 1995, Major General Joe N. Ballard/Us
Army Engineer Center and Fort Leonard Woed to Mr. David

.Shorr/Missouri Department of Natural Resources

Re: Filters Used in Training

Facsimile dated February 23, 1995, Mr. Bob Morrison/US 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 ‘

Facsimile dated July 29, 1994, Mr. Scott Murrell/US Army
Engineer Center and Fort Leonard Wood to Mr. David
Walker/Missouri Department of Natural Resources

Re: Analyses of Chemical Filters

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

Memorandum dated June 4, 1984, Mr. Matthew Straus/UsS
Environmental Protection Agency, Waste Identification Branch
to Mr. Jon P. Yeagley, US Environmental Protection Agency,
State Programs Section

Re: Assessment of Chemical Agents

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

HCYCUD pame
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EXHIBIT E

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HEADQUARTERS

U.S. ARMY ENGINEER CENTER AND FORT LEONARD WOOD

FORT LEONARD WOOD, MISSOUR! 65473-5000_

o s+ e =
it i e o
’ o =T - -

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF March 7, 1995

office of the Commanding General ; - OMER ) 4 s

Mr. David Shorr —

Director, Missouri Department of Natural Resources  ————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
C2Al1 filter. The new C2Al1 filter is manufactured from non toxic
components to eliminate the need to treat it as a hazardous waste
upon disposal. : T o

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
C2Al. 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 after October 1995
will be the new C2Al. 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,

S

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

Enclosure




May 5, 1995
To: Madeline Creedon
JI Gertler
P Y
[

From: Deirdre Nurre
Cce: 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 Shorr. 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 have 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 vou'd be availabie, and whether you’re still interested in a meeting. Do
we want to combine the MO DNR meeting with a visit to Leonard Wood? Should anyv of the
commissioners be invited?

CDTF washwater/rinsate waste characterization: [ had wondered about the Army's
rationale for not treating the CDTF as a hazardous waste. Shorr will fax me a waste
characterization completed by his staff. Shorr indicated that serin is not a listed waste because it
is a material available to and used by the military and isn’t commerciaily available. The rinsate
from decontamination of uniforms. equipment. etc., once 1t 1s neutralized, becomes a discharge
of the type which can legally be discharged 10 a wastewater treatment facility. A useful analogy
is that of a plating shop. which uses toxic materials such as cyanide in its production process but
can successfuliy break down the wastes such that the wastewater is sent to and treated in a
wastewater treatment plant and discharged. Shorr 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 | 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 permit was already being public-noticed prior to the release of the BRAC list
because it was up for regular 5-year renewal. Once BRAC recommendations were released, the
Missouri DNR added the monitoring stipulations needed for the smoke school activities and re-
initiated the public notice period to allow 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 permit legally required. Often permittees contact MO DNR for a post-construction
inspection, to satisfy 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 permit 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 didn't want to get too far into a discussion with Shorr without the rest
of the DBCRC team present. as it’s likely that the two of vou will be wanting the same
expianations straight from Shorr that I'¢ want, We can plan & focused series of questions ior our

meeting with Shorr. i7 vou are stili interesiec it & mesuno with him.




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

April 27, 1995 REBECCA COX

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)

S. LEE KLING

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
WENDI! LOUISE STEELE

Captain James R. Agar
Post Judge Advocate

Fort Greely Law Center
OSJA, Alaska Command
Fort Greely, Alaska 96506

DearCaptain Agar: /7 | //\J J /(/(/( '

I enjoyed meeting you and « driefing during the
Commission’s Base Visit last Monc¢ ; my notes, I have
determined I am in need of some m points from the

- Command Briefing, if possible:
1. It was stated that the Army ronmental

law, I assume) from the Stat of burning, what

materials, and is this just at I nd, i.e., at Forts

Richardson and/or Wainwright as well?

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 environmental law, or wxll 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 would 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) 696-0504; fax 0550. Thank you for your help.

Sincerely,

%@m

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
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
WENDI LOUISE STEELE

Colonel Michael G. Jones Pipnes -x et S g

Director, The Army Basing Study Pz i g <
- Department of the Army Wit ARG

Office of the Chief of Staff

200 Army Pentagon

Washington, DC 20310-0200
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. '

Regjidest you provide the information as soon as possible, but no later than 29 May 1995.
Thank you for cooperation and assistance. :

Sincerely,

-

Edward A. Brown Il B
Army Team Leader
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF LEGISLATIVE LIAISON
1600 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20310-1600
May 8, 1995
Honorable Howell Heflin Ploosa roler 10 g wmber -
United States Senate sren reepenaing S0 :2(. «\7

Washington, D. C. 20510
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
bricfed 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
Management'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 $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 identfied 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 was unsure of
DNR'’s requirements for hazardous waste mitigation. However, DNR has since
formally stated that no hazardous waste permit 1s required. Therefore, the $30
million estimate remains the best and most accurate available.

nmudon@ Racycied Papew
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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 definitively determined the 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, 1s $10 million.

I trust this information will be of assistance.

Sincerely,

Z 225

George T. Greiling

Lieutenant Colonel, U. S. Army
Chuef, Special Actions Branch
Congressional Inquiry Division




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

Pleaso rafar io thig number -
Ladies and Gentlemen of the Commission: AN IOERONGING CaﬁDCQL*{;éb‘»

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. One is from
the Coalition for the Environment and one is a technical evaluation
letter in regard to the Ft. Leonard Wood air applications to construct
new facilities. The BRAC needs o assure the public that none of the
State of Missouri or USEPA permitting reguirements 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 the submitted applications.

The application to construct the CDTF at Ft. Leonard Wood as approved is
based on the original 1983 designs for the facility currently in
operation at Ft. McClellan in Alabama. Ncne of the State oI 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 dees not indicate how these
emissions were determined. If they are based on current opesrations at
Ft. McClellan, the Ft. Lecnard 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 with the State of Missouri
"Restriction cof Emissions of Visible Air Contaminants”

The applications are not in compliance with the State of Missouri
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, will be part of the “smoke
training activities”. Any discharge of this material will need to be
monitored and reported. This application was received by MDNR 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 address the
federal requirements for “Prevention of Significant Detericration”. This
PSD permitting process takes, on average, two years to complete.

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

I hope the BRAC and the Missouri DNR will follow all of the approved
guidelines and policies established over many years of permitting for
the continued protection of our air, land and water resources.

SCHREIBER
GRANA
YONLEY

INCORPORATLED
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERS

271 Wolfner Drive
Saint Louis, Missouri 63026

A SUBSIDIARY OF PERMA-FIX ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.
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STLOUIS POST-DISPATCH

Ecologists Oppose Incinerator At Fort Leonard Wood

By Terry Ganey
Post-Dispatch Jetferson City Buresu Chief

JEFFERSON CITY — Environ-
mental groups have challenged U.S.
Army plans to opezate a cremical
decontamimation faalily and smoke
screen traning program at Fort
Leonard Wood. ‘

The critics contend the operations
would endanger people and wildiife
living near the fort.

Lewis Green, a lavyer in St. Louis,
and Roger Pryor, the head of the
Caalition for the Environment, said
the state Dzpartmert of Natural Re-
spurces had been 106 quick 1o issue

permits.

On Thursday, they fied appeals
challenging the permits now befare
the state Air Conservation Commis-
sion. Because the commission Jacked
aquorum, it took no action.

“These permits are being proc-
essed with the most extraordinary
haste,” Green told the commissica-
ers. He said the Army's application
was “totally defective.”

“They are not giving the Dega-t-
ment of Natural Resources' staff all
of the informaticn it needs to make a
decision,” said Green, a fermer mer-
ber of the commussion.

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

Natural Resources Department
Director David Shorr said the chal-
lenges were expected. The Jermit
approval process was on a “fast
track,” he said. Shorr emphasized
that the department thoroughly had
reviewed the Army’s plans anc found
them safe.

“We havex't compromised our re-

view standards for {his matter ard
we never will,” Shorr said. “The per-
mits are protecive of :he public
health and protective of the
environment.”

Both Army operations are part »f
the 1.S. Army Chemical School beirg
transferred from Fort McClellan,
Alabama,

The Army plans to operate 0 in-
cinezator at Fort Lecnard Wood to
destroy nerve agents, mustard gas
and other toxic materials used in
traiving exerzises on the post. Earli-
er this month, the state approved a
construction permit for the facility.

The depatment also approved a
waiver from rules finiting smoke.
Tha: will allew the Army to use oil-
buraing generators that produce
smoke screens duning training
exerclses.

Tae appesls challeage both deci-
sions, saying the Army's plans endan-
ger the health of peogle and wildiife.

The incinerator also could release
1oxic {uines into the atmosgphere, the
documents say.

Green argued that no studies hac
been done on the effect of smoke or.
endangerad wildive in the Ozarks.
such as the Indiana and Grey bats an¢
the Bald Eagle.

Shory rephied that the Department
of Natural Resources has been study-
‘ng the Alabama's operations since
1993. “We havent just started this
-hing,” Shorr said. “Pesgle should
zive us 2 little credit that we are
smart enough to know what's coming
atus”
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Environmentalists seek
to delay OK of incinerator

The Agsociated Press

- JEFFERSON CITY — An environ-
mentalist group filed petitions with
the state Thursday seeking to slow

down the process of approvinga plan,

to relocate the Army’s only chemical
defense training base to Fort Leon-
ard Wood.

The petitions filed with the Depart-
ment of Natural Resources allege
that the Army has *“‘not accurately
and truthfully described” the opera-
tions of an incineratar that would
burn chemically decontaminated
clothing and other materials.

The Coalition for the Environment
is .appealing a state permit issued
April 17, giving the Army the go-
ahead to build and operate the incin-
erator. Environmentalists want the
permit overturned until a publie
hearing is held.

The petitions also seek to delay
state approval of a waiver allowing

. the Army to spray a white oil-based

- fog into the air as part of its traming

. for soldiers.

* Approval ofboth permjtsis vital to

- move the Army’s chemical defense

. training base from Fort McClellan,
Ala., to Fort Leonard Wood in south-
ern Missouri, military officials said.

The federal Base Closure and Re-

“alignment Commission plans to

make its final recommendations to -

“President Clinton by July 1.
If the commission doesn't have the
state perrnits approved by June 22,
““‘they cannot considet the recom-
mended move,” said Fort Leonard
Wood spokesman Brad Rose.
“Puring a imeeting Thursday with
state environmental officials, Army
officialy stressed the need for quick
action on their requests.
. *“Thisis essental for the defense of
the country and it does need tn he
done,’ said Scott Murrell, the
Army's environmental chief at Fort
" Leonard Wood., ]
The base relocation would bring
an additional 4,200 soldiers yearly to
Fort Leonard Wood, plus 1,800 per-

manent jobs and 400 clvxhan Jobs .

Rose said. It also could pump. up to
$150 million in salaries and construc-
tion contracts into the state econo-
my. he said.

. But environmentalists and some .
hearby residents fear the new muis-

sion could spew tons of contami-
nants.
Among the chemxcals used in
Army training is Sarin. the colorless
vapor that recently killed 10 people
and injured hundreds more on a To-
kyo train.

But Army officials said any fears:
are unwarranted and caused by mis-.

leading information.

Neither the thick fog. the potential-

ly fatal chemicalsrior the incinerator
pose any danger to nearby residents,
Murrell said.

He said Sarin and other: nerve gas-
esonly are produced in smail quanti-
ties and are kept inside at all times.
Furthermore, potluted materials are
decontaminated before being incin-
erated, Mwuxrell said.

As for the vil-fug sprayed from can-
isters on jeeps: “I've observed it, I've
walked throughit.and it hasnoeffect
at oll,” Murrell eaid.

Nonetheless, the Army needs an
exemption from state environmen-

mllaws to spray the thick substance.
A waiver haaring before the Misgon-
rt Air Conservation Commission

‘was canceled Thursday because four

of its seven members were absent.

- Commissioners and DNR employ-

ees plan-to hear public comments
about the oil-fog training on May 12
in Waynesville, near Fort Leonard
Wood. A hedring about the state.
waiver.is set for May 25 in Kansas
City. . :
In response to Yhe petitions filed
Thursday, an appeal hearing also
must be hicld on the incinerator per
mit. No hearing date has been set.

The petitions allege that the Army
wnderestimated the incinerator’'s po-
tential sulfur emissions, failed to
identify some waste products ta be
burned and overlooked the oil-fog's
potential effect on endangered spe-
cies, suclias the bald eagle and Indi-
ana bat.

“We're not trying to stop the darn
thing. We're trying to get informa-
tion out to-the public,” environmen-
tal-attorney Lewis Green said. .

Air Conservation Commission
chairman Harriet Beard said the
panel will “take the concerns under
advisement” and try to reach some
decision by June.
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Environmentalists fight

plan to move chemical
tramlng to Fort Wood -

Tho Associoted Press -
Rebecea G“bbs womes that 3
thick, white oilbased fog mlgh

some day float through the air and-

into her back yard from nearby
Fort Lecnard Wood.
“What 1 hear is that it coats

things when it seltles to the earlh

— the grass, the trees, the
streams, the bugs, my Kds” Ms

Gibbs said. “T have no idea wha! "

the potential effects could be.”

So Ms. Gibbs contacied an envi-
ronmental atloroey te try to delay
2 plan to move the Amy's only
chemical defense fraining base
from Fort McClellan, Ala, to For
Leonard Wood in southern Mis-
s0uri o

On Trursday, Gibbs and an en-
vironmental group fifed -petitions
with the Depariment of Natural

Resources alleging that the Army -

failed t assess the “potentia

threat to health” posed by the fog

used in its trainiag.

Ammy officials said those con-
cerns have no validity,

As for the oilfog sprayed from
jeepbound canisters: “I've ob
served i, I've walked through it,
and it has no effect at all,” said

- Fort Leonard Wood envuo'nmental

chief Scott Murrell.

[l

The Coalition for the Environ-

mient also is appealing a state per-
mit issued April 17, giving the
Army the go-ahead to build and
operate an incinerator that wouid
burn chemically decontaminated
materials. Emvironmentalists want

the permit overturned until a pub-

lic heating is held.

Aparoval of both permits is vital
to proceed with moving the
Army’s chemical school to is-
souri The federal Base Closure
and Realignment Commission
plans to make its fnal recom-
mendations fo Presmlent Ctinlon
by July 1.

I the commission doesn't have
the state permits approved by
June 22, “théy cannot consider the
recommended move,” said Fort
Lecrard Wood spokesman Brad
Rose

During a meeting Thursday
with state environmental officials,
Army officials stressed the need
for quick action on their requests.

“This is essential for the de-
fense of the country and it does
need lo be done,” Murrell said.

1. Louis environmental [veyer Lewis Green presses his case fo the Air Conservation Commission.  #

" The base relocation would bring

an additional 4,201 soldiers yearly
{o Fort Leonard Wood, plus 1,800
permanent jobs and 400 civilian
jobs, Rose said. It also cowd pump
up to $150 million in salaries and
construction contracts into the
siate economy, he said. v

- But environmentalists and near-

by residents fear the new mission
could spew tons of contaminants.
Among the chamicals used in

Army training is Sarin, the color-
less vapor that recenfly killed 10
people and injured hundreds more
on a Tokyo train. '

Army offickals said concerns
about a similar disaster in Mis-
souri are unwarranted.

Murmell said Sarin and other

nerve gases only are produced in -
small quantities and are kept i, &
side at all' times. Furthermiore,

polluted materials are decontami-

na‘ed before being incinerated, he

The petitions filed Thursday al-
lege that the Army underesti-
maled the incinerator’s polential
sufur emissions, faled to identify

- some waste produms to be burned

and overlooked the oil-fog’s poten-
tial effect on endangered species,

such as the bald eagle anrl Indi-
ana bat.

|2



MEe-15-1995

[ s

1=

FRIOM

PLMG REGIEM 7 T

¥Ft. Wood

From page one

“This is serious business. We're
talking about netve gases, biologi-
cal agents and chemicals,” envi-
ronmental attorney Lewis Green
said in a session with three mem-
bers of the Missouri Air Conserva-
tion Commission. A formal hear-
ing before the commission was
canceled Thursday because four
of its seven members were absent.

“We're not trying to stop the
darn thing. We're trying to got
information out to the public,”
Green said, '

Commission. chaimman Harriet
Beatd suid the panel will “take the
concerns under advisement” and
try to reach some decision by

June. :
Officials at the Department of

. Nabural Resources, which grants
‘the permits, said they already had

done a thorough job ol evaluating

- the permit applications.

“Some of the stuff they brought
up we've already talked about with

.our staff It’s not an issue,” said
~Roger Randolph, director of

DNR's air pollution coutrol pro-

Commissioners and DNR em-
ployees plan to hear public com-
ments about the 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 Cily.

In response to the petitions, an

| appeal hearing also must be held

OPTION

on the incinerator permit. No
hearing date has been set.
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Noble Army Community Hospital (NACH)

NACH mainteins a daily log of the pounds of medical waste incinerated. The bags of waste are
weighed and recorded before each burn. Based on an interview with the Incinerator operating
personnel, Teltar Inc., an average of 1300 pounds per month of Type 6 waste is bumned. The Industrial
Hygienist (JH) who monitors waste activity for the incinerator provided values for the annual
throughput of Type 6 waste. The TH values confirmed the Teltar value. A chart of regulated medical
waste from the IH from March 1993 to March 1994 is shown in Figure C-1. Based on the data in
Figure C-1, during 1993 the medical waste incinerator burned approximately 7.8 tons of Type 6
materials, Incineration occurs for 8 hours followed by chamber cool-down. It is assumed that this
cycle is 24 hours in length. The incinerator is operated 5 days a week for 52 weeks of the year.
Although no exact records of fuel usage are kept, the incinerator operations manual indicates than an
average of 800 cubic feet per hour of natural gas is bumned in the incinerator under normal operating
conditions. The maximum fuel burning rate of the incinerator is 3,200 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 nawral gas in 1993.  Fucl use and waste data was
obtained from the CDTF facility personnel.

2. EMISSION CALCULATION METHEOD
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device on the stack  Poliutany emissions celculersC ere for those speoified 1aenaf
Emissions for ail poliutzms were caiculated by rmuzidplying the emount Of Waste burnad per vear by ths
emission factor for each poliutan:.  The criteria and HAPs emission factors are shown in Table C-1.
The SCC used for the medical waste incinerator was 3-01-003-05 (solid waste disposal/government/
other Incincration/pathological). Because the emission factors accoun: for incinerator fuei use, the
maximum potential emission is based oa the maximum amount of waste that would be incinerated. The
maximum waste incinerated was defined as the maximum daily emount ffom the waste logs times 260

days of operadior, resulting in 14.56 tons of medical waste.

There are no specific emission factors available for the CDTF incineration of nerve agent contaminated
uniforms and wastewater, as this incinerator is the only one in the country of its type. The emission
factors used in the previous inveatory by TETC were based on industrial boiler emissions. Industrial
boilers burn at a lower temperature with shorter residence time than incinerators, resulting in a greater
degree of incomplete combustion. No emissions were estimated for burning of the wastewater due to
lack of availability of data on combustion byproducts or emission factors to support the analysis. The
CDTF incinerator uses 2 wet well scrubber on the exhaust system. The specific scrubber efficiency was
not available, therefore, high energy (wet scrubber) controlled emission factors for medical wastes
(AP42 Table 2.6-1) were assumed to provide a reasonable estimate. Some of the emission species for
medical wastes may not be applicable for the CDTF wastes. A SCC of 5-02-001-01 was assigned to
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/ the CDTF incinerator (solid waste disposal/commercialinstitutional/muliiple chamber incinerator.) A

S

Maximum Potential Factor of two times the 1993 actual emissions was used.

A monitoring system has been installed in the incinerator stack to measure nerve agent concentrations.
An alarm is tripped if the VX or GB concentrations exceed 0.8 of the Time Weighted Average (TWA)
for the agent. The TWAs for VX and GB are 0.00001 and 0.0001 milhgrams per meter cubed
(mg/m’), respectively. Using the alarm trigger and estimating the gas flow rate from the stack (based
on a 4 ft. stack diameter and assumed exit velocity of 45 fi/sec), a maximum emission in lbs./hr was
calculated for VX and GB. The maximum emission for GB was calculated as 1.0 E-05 [b./hr; the
madmum emission for VX was 1.0 E-06 lb/hr. Note that these emissions are given only to
demonstrate the maximum potential and are very conservative, as the triggering of the stack alarm has
never occurred. The resulting emissions would be 0.0976 Ib./yr for GB and 0.0876 1b./yr for VX,
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: Table C-1 ,
Uncontrolled Medical Waste and CDTF Emission Factors /
(Ibs. pollutant/ton feed) /
Medical Waste CDTF
Pollutant Emission Factor Emission Factor**

Total Particulates 4 6TE+00 1.48E+00
SO, 2.17E+00 2.57E-02
NOx 4. 95E+Q0 2.12E+00
CO 3.86E+00 8.27E-01
VOCs as TOC 2.99E-01 1.40E-01
Hydrogen Chloride 3.35E+01 1.39E-01
Hydrogen Fluoride 1.49E-01 1.49E-01
Hydrogen Bromide 4.33E-02 4.33E-02
Aluminum 1.05E-02 1.05E-02

| Antimony 1,28E-02 4.08E-04
Arsenic 2.42E-04 3.27E-05
Barium 3.24E-03 3.24FE-03

' Beryllium 6.25E-06 6.25E~06

i Cadmium 5.48E-03 5 48E-03

¢ Chiorine 1.05E-01 1.05E-01

Crromivn

Laelimal

- -y ~
£~ - )
[ 75E-0%

7.75E-04

{ Copoer 1,258%.02 1.23E-02 i

oo A4S 02 1 24E-02 g
 Tead T28E-02 7.28E-02 :’f
¢ Wzngrnese < 875-04 5 67E-04 :
, Mercury 1.07E-C1 1.73E-02 i;
| Nickel ; 5.90E-04 5.90E-04 :
b Total CDD* f 1.84E-06 1.84E-06 }
' Total PCRs | 4.65E-05 4.65E-05 \
*  Chlorninated Dibenzo-P-Dioxin

*

= CDTT factors based on high energy wet scrubber controlled emissions condition from AP<Z-

Conv s o)

2.6 Table. Where unceontrolied factors had & lower value with 2 higher rating, that emission

ctor was used,




o 3. SAMPLE CALCULATION
This sample calculation was used to caloulate NACH actual emissions of NOx.
Emission Factor: 4.95 Ibs. pollutant per ton feed

Waste Burned: 7.8 tons of Type 6 waste

- N f
78tons 4.951bs=NOy _ 30 10 oy

yr fon »r

This sample calculation was used to calculate CDTF actual emission of Hydrogen Fluoride.

69.78/0ns 0.1491bs HFE _10a0ll Hydrogen Fluoride o
o

_yr ton

4. OZONE SEASON DAILY EMISSIONS

The typical ozone season daily emissions were calcuizted from the amourt of fuel used durs
months of Tune, July, and August 1993 and divided by the number of dzvs in the these monzhe, T
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Table C-2
NACH Incinerator Criteria Pollutant Emissions
Actual MPE" ¥
Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions

Pollutant (bs./vr) (tpy) (1bs./yr) (tpy)
TSP/PM10 36.43 | 0.02 95.45 0.05
SO- 16.93 0.01 4435 0.02
NOx 38.61 0.02 101.18 0.05
co 30.11 0.02 78.90 0.04
VOCs 233 0.00 6.11 3 0.00

* Based on product of maximum daily Ibs. incincrated from waste log and 365 days of incinerator

operaton
e T Table C-3 TN
P CDTF Incinerator Criteria Pollutant Emissions '\
= - \
/ Actual MPE* | '\.\
v Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions | |
A
/1 Pollutant (ibs./yr) {tpy) (bs./yr) (tpy) -
N | Pt
/| TSP/PMIO 103.27 ; 0.05 ! 206.53 0.10 b
SO 1.79 ! 0.00 i 3.5¢ 0.0 ;'
INCi: 3 J£7.62 0.07 Rk ¢
CC £7.50 0.02 RN (.08
NOLZE ; St g.ec R RO
* Defined g5 twice 1953 CDTT repomed waste indinertel
Table C-<
Total NACH / CDTF Incinerator Criteriz Pollurant Emissions
i z .___Actual i MPE*
! Pollutant | Emissions Emissions | Emissions . Emissions |
b i . . :
i ! (Ibs./vr) {tpv) { {ibs./v1) ! {tp) :
TSE/AMI0 | 139.69 0.07 301,99 | 013
IS0, l 18.72 | 0.01 47.94 | 0.02 /
NOy | 186.53 | .09 i 3¢7.02 | 0.20 Pl
CO f §7.51 0.04 194,31 0.10 /
WOCs J 12,10 0.01 25.65 0.01
\ . . ! /
L For CDTF defined as twice 1993 reported waste incinerated. For NACH based on product of
\_ maximum Ibs. Incinerated from waste log end 365 days of incineratar operation. !
\\\ :
.
\‘\ e
—
e
\k—“\—h\_\ _ ~ -
TT—— £ -
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Table C-6

CDTF Incinerator Actual and Maximum Potential

HAP Emissions
Pollutant Actual Actual Maximum?* Maximum*

(Ibs./yr) (tpy) (bsJyr) (tpy)

Hydrogen Chionde 570 0.005 19.40 001
Hydrogen Fluonde 10,40 0.005 20.79 0.01
Hydrogen Bromide 3.02 0.002 6.04 0.00
Aluminum 0.73 0.000 1.47 0.00
Antimony 0.03 0.000 ~0.06 0.00
Arsenic 0.00 0.000 0.00 0.00
Barium 0.23 0.000 0.45 0.00
Beryllium 0.00 0.000 0.00 0.00
Cadmium 0.38 0.000 0.76 0.00
Chlornine 7.33 0.004 14 65 0.01
Chromium 0.05 0.000 2 0.11 0.00
Copper 0.87 0.000 ! 74 0.00

- Iron 1.00 0,001 '“ 200 0.00
h Lezg 308 SR 1L 2.0
' Manganacs .02 0.0C0 008 0.0t
Nercurv H e Ll 007

- Nigke! R SOl o R
Teo=l CDT 2.00 SRS R 200

' Total PCEs 3.00 .00 X eRele
i Total A2 Q.00 8002 0.0

* Defined &5 Twice

C-8




Table C-7

Qzone Season Daily Incinerator Emission

(Lbs./Day)

i' NACH (5-01-005-05) CDTF (5-02-001-01)
Pollutant| Actual Emissions | MPE Emissions* | Actual Emissions | MPE Emissions
| (Ibs./day) (1bs./day) (Ibs./dav) *(1bs./day)
1SO- 0.05 0.12 0.00 0.01

INOy 0.11 0.28 0.41 0.8
VOCs 0.01 0.02 | 0.03 0.05

* For CDTF defined as twice 1993 reported waste incinerated for the ozone period. For NACH based
on product of maximum daily of 112 Ibs. from records and 365 days of operation on a 24 hour
operating cycie.
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MO-0117251

- ~5~ < T .
S';‘A';‘E\QE k?‘sSOLRI Mel Camahan. Govemor © David A Shon. Direcior
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
.’.i- TR DIVISJON OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
N —", P.O. Box 176 Jefferson City, MO 65102-0176

PR R FOC P,

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 adjuvdicatory hearing may be held. Based on comments
received or the results of a hearing, the proposed permit will
be modified and jissued or possibly denied.

Any guestions vou may have should be sent to the address
indicated on the enclosed public notice.

Sincerely, .

WATER POLLUTION CONTROL PROGRAM

/ . TG
% i =
Pt P&C}ﬁgzibgaﬁpﬁb

Daniel R. Schuette
Chief of Permit Section

DRS:rb

Enclosure

[T 13



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 Public 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 (MDNR) 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 guality. The MDNR may not consider as relevant
comments or objections to & permit based on gquestions of zoning, location, or
cther non-water guelity issues. See, Curdt v. Mo. Clean Water Comm'n, 586 S.w.z2c

58 (Mo. App.'1979).

kll water quality comments received prior to April 3, 1995, will be considered in
+he formulation of all final determinations regarding the applications. If
response to this notice indicates significant public interest, a public meeting or
hearing may be held after due notice, .for the purpose of receiving public comment
on the proposed permit or determination. Public hearings and/or issuance of the
Operating Permit will be conducted or processed according to 10 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

rtinent information is available on & bi-weekly basis for a subscription fee of
$185.00 per year. Please contact the Water Pollution Control Program at (314)
751-6825 or the above address for a subscription order blank.




Public Notice Date: March 3, 1985
Permit Number: MO-0117251
Jefferson City Regional Office

FACILITY NAME AND ADDRESS NAME AND ADDRESS OF OWNER

USA, Ft. Leonard Wood USA, U. S. Army
Bldg. 2200 A, Pt. Leonard Wood. MO 65473 Blda. 2200 A, Ft. Leonard Wood. MO 65473

RECEIVING STREAM & LBGAL DESCRIPTION TYPE OF DISCHARGE

See list below Industrial, modification to uparade
facility.

Roubidoux Creek (Gasconade River Basin). Big Piney (Big Piney Basin). Sec. 1. 5. 8. 11.
13. 15, 18, 19, 22, 23. 25, 27, 28, 29, 31, 32. 36, T33N, 34N, 35N, RIOW, 11wW. Pulaski
County




STATE OF MISSOURI

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
MISSOURI CLEAN WATER COMMISSION

MISSOURI STATE OPERATING PERMIT

In compliance with the Missouri Clean Water Law, (Chapter 644 RS. Mo. as amended. hereinafier. the Law). and
the Federal Water Pollution Contro! Act (Public Law 92-500, 92nd Congress ) as amended.

Permit No. MO-0117251

Owper: U. S. Army (USA)

Owner's Address:  Bldg. 2200 A Ft. Leonard Wood. M 73
Operating Authority: N/A

Operating Authority’s Address: N/A

Facility Name: USA. Ft. Leonard Wood
Faciliry Address: Blda. 2200 A, Pt. Leonard 65473

Legal Description: 111 or parts of: 11, 12w, Pulaski County

Receiving Stream & Basin: goubidoux Creel\(Ga8 Basin) (10290703-35-02} (C)
Big Ping : (10290202-01-00} (F)
is authorizec 1o discharge from the facili in, ‘cordance with the efflueni Limitations and monstoring
requirements as sct forth herein:
FACILITY DESCRIPTION

Outfall #001 - #00& - - SIC ®§711

Continued on Next Page

This permit authorizes only wastewater discharges under the Missouri Cican Water Law and the National Poliutant
Discharge Elimination System: it does not apply to other regulated areas. This permit may be appealed in accordance

with Section 644.051.6 of the Law.,
Effective Date nA Young J
. irector, Dinasion of Environmizatal Qualin

Expiration Date Direcior of Saff, Clean Water Commussion

MO 780-0041 110-8
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Pacility Descriptions (continued)

Outfall #001 - Smith Branch

Components:

Explosives detonation area PLW-4, 5, 6: SW, Bec. 31, T35N, R1IW
Porney army airfield PLYW-12: NW, Sec. 27, T3S5N, Rilw

Forney army airfield FLW-13: SE, Sec. 28, T35N, R11lW

Normandy training area FLW-15: Sec. 29 & 32, T35N, R1IW

Smoke training

Outfall is SW {, Sec. 29, T35N, R1liW

Smith Branch (Gasconade River Basin) (10290203-35-02)

Outfall #002

Components:

Area O07A 800-880 motorpool: NW, Sec. 22, T35N, R11iW

Area 007B 900-900 motorpool: SW, Sec. 22, T35N., Rlilw

Area 007E 600-671 motorpool: SE, Sec. 15, T35N, R11W

Area O07F 700~771 motorpool: NW, Sec. 2Z. T35N, Rl1lW

Smoke training

Outfall is Center Sec. 8, T35N. R1iIW

Pond Hollow, Ballard Hollow (Gasconade River Basj (10290203~

Outfall #003 \

Components:

Transfer station FLW-16: SE, Sec. 15,
Outfall is SE {, Sec. 11, T3SN, RI1iW
Dry Creek (Big Piney River Basin) {(10250%

Outfall #004 - Unnamed Eranch of Big PImgy/ River

Compcnents:

Defense reutilization and marketing office FLW-1: NW, Sec. 13,
Bulk fuel storage FLW-2: NW, Sec. 13, T35N, R11W

Bulk fuel storage FLW-3: NW, Sec. 13, T35N, R1llW

Outfall is SW {, Sec. 18, T35N, R11W

Unnamed branch #1 (Big Piney Kiver Basin) {1023202-01-00)

Outfall #005 - Unnamed Branch of Big Piney Kiver
Components:

102 ARCOM maintenance area FLW-7D: SE, Sec. 23, T35N. R11W
Smoke training

Outfall is NW {, Sec. 25, T35N. K11V

Unnamed branch s2 (Big Piney River Basin!} (10290202-02-00)

{(continued on next paae)

ge 2 of 13
rmit No. MO-011725)
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C. Pacility Description (continued)

outfall #006

Components: - .

Asphalt training facility FLW-14: NE, Sec. 36, T35N, R1lIW

Smoke training

Outfall is at end of oil water separator discharae pipe. NW {, Sec. 31, T35N, RIOW
Big Piney River (Big Piney River Basin) (10290202-01-00)

Cutfall #0007

Components:

Rock quarry FLW-17: N 4, Sec. 31, T35N. RI1OW

Outfall is at sediment pond outfall NW {. Sec. 31, T35N. R10W
Big Piney River {Big Piriey River Basin) (10290203-01-00)

Outfall #008

Components:

Sanitary landfill FLW-8, 9, 10: NW, Sec. 5, T34K 1W
Outfall is SE }, Sec. 32, T35N, R11W

Smith Branch (Gasconade River Basin) (10290203-35-02

Outfall #0009 - Musgrove and Turnbull
Outfall is SE £, Sec. 19, T34N, R11W
Musgrove Hollew (Gasconade River Bgein)

Outfall #010 - Mush Paddle Hollow
Outfall is SW §. Sec. 23, T34N, K1iW
Yush Paddle Hollow {Gasconade River Basin) (10290203-35~02)

Outfall #0111 -~ Sapper Hollow
Outfall is NW {4, Sec. 23. T34N, K11V
Sapper Hollow (Gasconade Kiver Basin) (10290203-35-02)

Outfall #012 - Bailey - McCann Hollow ‘
Outfall is SW {. Sec. 1. T34N, R1iW, near McCann Cemetery ,
Hurd Hollow (Gasconade River Basin) (10290203-35-02)

Outfalls %009, #010, #0111, #012
Activities related to obscurant training, also called "smoke training". This involves the

use of finely dispersed o0il to created foglike conditions.




PAGE NUMBER 4 of 13
A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS PERMIT NUMBER  MD—-0117251

The permitiee is authorized 10 discharge from outfall(s) with serial number(s) 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 controlied, limited, and monitored by the permitiee as specified below: .

OUTFALL NUMBER - - FINAL EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

AND EFFLUENT UNITS DAILY WEEKLY MONTHLY MEASUREMENT SAMPLE

PARAMETER(S) MAXIMUM AVERAGE AVERAGE FREQUENCY TYPE
Outfall #001 Smith #ranch
Flow MGD * x cnce/year 24 hr.

estimate

Settleable Solids mL/L/hr 2.5 1.5 once/year grab
0il & Grease mng/L 15 10 once/year grab
Total Petroleum mg/L 20 15 once/year grab
Hydrocarbons
pH - Units su L owx once/year arab
Nitrate ng/L 10 > 10 :>once/year grab -
Ammonia and N ma/L 5 ﬁ 5 once/year grab
Lead, Total mg/L 0.020 020 once/year grab
iRecoverable \§
fIron. Total g mg/L | 1.0 / ::::>1.0 once/year grab :
|Recoverable f i | !
'Zinc, Total  ma/L 0.345 0.345 | once/year grab
(Recoverable
Copper, Total mg/L 0.029 once/year grab
Recoverable |

MONITCRING REPORTS SHALL BE SUBXITTED ANNUALLY, THE FIRST REPORT IS DUE

Color**»x * * once/quarter*** visual

MONITORING REPORTS §HALL BE SUBMITTED QUARTERLY, THE FIRST REPORT 15 DUE

MONITORING REPORTS SHALL BE suBMITTED _as outlined above - the FIRST REPORT 15 DUE _ 85 outlined asove
THERE SHALL BE NO DISCHARGE OF FLOATING SOLIDS OR VISIBLE FOAM IN OTHER THAN TRACE AMOUNTS
B. STANDARD CONDITIONS

IN ADDITION TO SPECIFIED CONDITIONS STATED HEREIN, THIS PERMIT IS SUBJECT TO THE ATTACHED Part 1
STANDARD CONDITIONS DATED October 1, 19 _BO_ . AND HEREBY INCORPORATED AS THOUGH
FULLY SET FORTH HEREIN.

MO 780-0010 (8-91)




A EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continusd)

PAGE NUMBER

5 of 13

PERMIT NUMBER MO—0117251

iHONITORING REPORTS
i

SHALL BE SUBMITTzD ANMUALLY. TH

REPORTiIS DUE

OUTFALL NUMBER _FINAL  EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
 PARAMETER(S) oS MAXMUM | - AVERAGE AVERAGE | "FREOUENGY SheE
Outfall #002 Pond H¢llow, Ballard Hollow
Outfall #004 Unnamed branch of Big Piney
Outfall #005 Unnamed branch of Big Piney
Flow MGD * * once/year 24 hr.
estimate
Settleakle Solids mL/L/Pr 2.5 1.5 once/year grab
0il & Grease na/L 15 10 once/year grab
Total Petroleum mg/L 20 S oince/year grab
Hydrocarbons
pH - Units Su *x D> * & once/year grab’

i

1
i
|
‘Celor¥rr»
i
b
l

;Outfal. =002

 Color*x»»xx
| '
! !

! f

I |
MONITORING REPORTS SHALL BE SUBMITTED @

i
i
i
|
!
|

RLY. THE |[FIKST REPORT

I
i
] once/quarter**x vigual
S

IS DUE

{
i
1

| once/quarter***

visual

—

l

t
|
i

MO 780-0524 (3-86)




A. EFFLUENT LIMITATI

PAGENUMBER 6 of 13

ONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued)

PERMIT NUMBER MD—0117251 .

!

.
T OUTFALL NUMBER _ PINAL ~  EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
AND EFFLUENT . UNITS DAILY WEEKLY . ’ '
R MONTHLY MEASUREMENT SAMPLE
PARAMETER(S) . . .. MAXIMUM - - AVERAGE AVERAGE FREOUENCY EE : TYPE

Outfall #006 Asphalf{ plant atjoil water separator distharge pipe

Sampling Requirements - Discharge of storg water only}

Plow

pH - Units
0il & Grease

Total Petroleum
Hydrocarbons

Settleable Solids

MONITORING REPORTS f{

MGD * *

SuU . * % "%

mg/L 15 10

mg/L 20 15
mL/L/hr| 1.5

i,

cnce/year 24 hr.
estimate
once/year grab
once/year grab
once/year grab
once/year arab

SHALL BE SPUBMITTED ANNUALLY. TT?/?PRST REP f; DUE

AN

washdown waters.

i
|
Flow

pH - Units

Total Suspended
Scolids

MONITORING REPORTS [SHALL BE SUBMITTED ANNUALLY, THE RIRST REPORT

MGD % x
suU * % "33

mg/L 70

Color¥*¥x»xx * * once/quarter**x* visual
MONITORING REPORTS BEHALL BE SVBMITTBD QUARTE .‘QEE) KST XEPORT IS DUE

ﬁDischarges cduring drv weather!(no sto ofANlixs occurring) where the discharge may
icontain pollutants Form the putting, p osal. or dumping of residual concrete and

once/year 24 hr.
estimate
once/year grab
once/year arab
IS DUE

Color¥*xx

once/gquarter*** visual

MONITORING REPORTS [SHALL BE SUBMITTED QUARTERLY., THE FIRST REPORT IS DUE

MO 780-0524 (3-86)



A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued)

PAGE NUMBER
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PERMIT NUMBER MO~0117251

OUTFALL NUMBER . PN EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
AND EFFLUENT UNITS . DALY WEEKLY MONTHLY MEASUREMENT
PARAMETER(S) " MAXIMUM AVERAGE AVERAGE FREQUENCY ' SAT::ELE
Cutfall #007 Rock Quarry
Dry weather flows
Flow Y4GD *x * once/year 24 hr.
estimate
Total Suspended mg/L 30 15 once/year grab
Solids
,oH - Units su ** * % once/year grab
.MONITORING REPORTS SHiLLL BRE SUEBMITTED ANNUALLY. THE FﬁRST REPORT IS DUE
{Color * once/quarter*** visual
MONITORING REPORTS SHALL EE SrBMITTED QUARTERLY. ZE%ZFIRST b3 IS DUE
| Y
[
! J
éStorm Wzter Flows
' Flow MGD * ‘ * i once/vear 24 hr.
i i estimate
: | !
Settleable Solids i mL/L/kr | 0.5 once/year grab
pH - Units Su * % *x once/year grab
MONITORING REPORTS BHALL BE SUBMITTED ANNUALLY, THE EIKST REPGRTIIS DUE
i
Colorxx*x * * once/quarter*** visual

MONITORING REPORTS

SHALL EE SUBMITTED QUARTERLY. THE

FIRST KEPORT IS DUEL

|

MO T80-0524 (3-86)




A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONIT PAGENUMBER 8 of 13
ONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued) SERMIT NUMBER PD0TTT25T
OUTFALL NUMBER _FINAL _____EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS |
AND EFFLUENT UNITS " | pany WEEKLY MONTHLY MEASUREMENT SA
_ . PARAMETER(S) . . MAXIMUM AVERAGE AVERAGE FREQUENCY T::ELE
Outfall #008 Sanitary landfill (FLwW-8, 9.|& 10)
Flow MGD * * once/quarter*** {nstantan
estimate
Rainfall inches * * daily measurement grab
BETX xg/L 0.75 0.75 once/quarter*** grab
Eiochemical Oxygen
Demand, ma/L 60 45 once/guarter*** arab
Chemical Oxygen
Demand ma/L 120 once/quarter*** grab
Total Suspended
Solids mg/L 80 > 60 :>once/quarter*** grab
<
Settleable Solids mL/L/hr 1.5 1.0 once/quarter*** grab
Total Dissolved |
Solids ma/L ] cnce/quarter*** grab!
‘Conductivity (Specific ; ; J
Conductance) ! umhos/cm . once/quarter*** grab
'Chloride Plus |
! Sulfates mg/L once/quarter**x grab
Iron, Total ' %
Recoverable mg/L * once/guarter*xx grabi
pH - Units SsuU *% i ** once/quarter*x* grabf
! .
! Colorx*xx * } * once/quarter*** visual
i ! i
MONITORING REPORTS SHALL BE SUBMITTED QUARTERLY. THE |[FIRST KEPORT IS DUE

MO 780-0524 (3-86)




A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued)

PAGE NUMBER

peRMIT NUMBER MO—0117251

. OUTEALL NUMBER FINAL EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

U AND EFFLUENT T r UNITS- " DALY MEASUREMENT ’ £

. . PARAMETER(S) . . MAXIMUM FREOUENCY S
Outfall #008 Sanitary landfil]l (continued

Calcium rg/L * once/year grab
Fluoride ng/L * once/year grab
Total Hardness mg/L * once/year grab
Barium, Total

Recoverable mg/L * cnce/year grab
Boron, Total

Recoverable ma/L * orce/year grab
{Cadmium, Total

Recoverable ma/L * once/year arab
Chromium, Total

Recoverable ma/L * :>once/year grat
Cobalt, Total

Recoverable mg/L * once/year grab
'Copper, Total

Recoverable ma/L once/year grab
iSOdium, Total ! ;

Xecoverable ma/L E i once/year grakb
§Ammonia as N mg/L once/year grab

i

Nitrate and

Nitrite as N ma/L * once/year grar
Phosphorus, Total |

Recoverable =g/L * once/year crab
i Mercury, Total

Recoverable mg/L * once/year arab
Arsenic, Total

Recoverable mg/L x once/year grab
Lead, Total

Recoverable ma/L * once/year arab
Selenium, Total

Recoverable ma/L * once/year arab

(continued on nex

MO TB0-0524 (3-86)
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A. EFFLUENT LIMITA
EFFLU L TIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued) PERMIT NUMBER MD—0117251
OUTFALL NUMBER EINAL _____ EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
AND EFFLUENT UNITS DAILY WEEKLY MONTHLY MEASUREMENT SAMPLE
PARAMETER(S) . - MAXIMUM AVERAGE AVERAGE FREQUENCY TYPE
Outfall #008 Sanitaty landfill (continued)
Silver, Total
Recoverable ng/L * * once/year grab
Manganese, Total
Recoverable mg/L * * once/year grab
Magnesium, Total i
Recoverable ma/L * * once/year grab |
t
Zinc, Total %
Recoverable mg/L * * once/year grab
Antimony, Total
Recoverable ma/L * X once/year grab
Beryllium, Total <>
Recoverable ma/L * * once/year arab
Nickel, Total i
Recoverable ma/L ; once/year grab |
i :
| . .
Sulfate mg/L © once/year qrab
Thallium, Total ’
Recoverable mga/L : { once/vear grab
Total Organic Carbon mg/L i once/year grab;
';
Vanadium, Total !
Recoverable ma/L once/year grab !
i
0il and Grease mg/L 15 10 once/year grabg
!
lTotal Petroleum mg/L 20 15 once/year grab |
Hydrocarbons |
MONITORING REPORTS BHALL BE SUBMITTED ANNUALLY, THE FIKST REPORT |15 DUE ?
|
|
i
|
{

MO 780-0524 (-6}




A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued) [ o= T0BER ot o -
~ OUTFALL NUMBER _ | EANAL ____ EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
R e R e

Outfall #009 - Musgtove and Turnbull Hollpws Area
Outfall #010 - Mush|Paddle Hollow Area

|
Outfall #011 - Sapper Hollow Area ;
Outfall #012 - Bailey McCann Hollow Area t
!Flow MGD * A once/guarter*** 24 hr.
{ estimate
Total Petroleum ma/L 20 15 once/quarter*** arab

Hydrocarbons

0il and Grease ma/L 15 0 once/quarter*** arab
pH - Units su *x * once/quarter*** grab?

i
Color*xxx * * > once/quarter*x visuai
MONITORING REPORTS BHALL BE SUBMITTED QUARTE THE REPOR@ IS DUE

NI |
* Monitoring reTuirement bnly. |
xx sveragec, The pE s l:imited to the ranogs

pH is measured in pH unfts and is

cf 6.0-9.0 pH units.

* kK

* Kk %%

|
:

Once cuarter in the monkhs

Permittee shatl observe
; This regquirem

nt exists

. September.

s rained c

r not.

and December.

R i
oil sheen cr other unnatural colors.

MO 780-0524 (3-86)
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SPECIAL COWDITIONS

N

*h

Report as no-discharge when a discharge does not occur during the report period.

Outfall #008 only. All design and operating specifications and all Waste Hanagement
Program approval conditions pertaining to water guality are hereby made a part of this
permit and shall apply throughout the life of this permit without regard to other
conditions, permits, occurrences, etc.

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 (D), 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 permit.

The permit as modified or reissued under this paragfagh shall also contain any other

requirements of the Act then applicable.

This permit may be reopened and modified or a
incorporate new or modified effluent limitatiQns pther coriditions. if the result
of a waste load allocation study, toxicity test
changes are necessary to assure cowplian i >Mri‘'s Water Quality Standarcs.

ater tt.et has contacted the oven
= discharge of untreated

This permit does not allow the discharge ¢
face of the landfill. This permit does not

leachate. All leachate thall be hafidlen ir dguedance with the Solid Waste Dispose.
Lrea Operesting Permit. Report of DﬁEEQg and Specificztions {with
conditions). %

Changes in Discharaes of Toxfc, nce

The permittee shall notify the cterlas soon as it knows or has reason to believe:

a. That any activity has occurr or will occur which would result in the
discharge of any tecxic pollutant which is not limited in the permit. if thaz
discharge will exceed the highest of the followina "notification levels:"

(1) One hundred micrograms per liter (100 ug/l});

(2) Two hundred micrograms per liter (200 ug/l) for acrolein and
acrylonitrile: five hundred microarams per liter (500 ua/l) for 2.4
dinitrophenol and for 2-methyl-4., 6~dinitrophenol: and one milligram per
liter (1 w3/1)} for antimony:

{3) Five (5) times the maximum concentration value reported for the
pollutant in the permit application:

{(4) The level established in Part A of the permit 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 permit application.




C.
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SPECIAL CONDITIONS (continued)

10.

All discharges shall comply with the Missouri Water Quality Standards, 10 CS8R
20-7.031, Section (3)(C), which states (Waters shall be free from substance in
sufficient amounts to cause unsightly color or turbidity...", and Section (4)(G),
which states "Water contaminants shall not cause or contribute to turbidity or color
that will cause substantial visible contact with the natural appearance of the
stream...".

Outfall #008 only. All activities performed to control erosion on the landfill site
{seeding, wulching, terracing, etc.) shall be described and submitted along with the
second quarter and fourth quarter Discharge Monitoring Reports. If no erosion
controls are undertaken. indicate so on the reports.

U.S. Army, Ft. Leonard Wood will protect the asphalt plant from the 100 year flood
event by appropriate methods.

Outfall sanpling and observation points must be cle marked in the field.

&
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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 11, 1995

The Honorable Alan Dixon

Chairman

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
c¢/o0 Rosemont Convention Center

9301 West Brynn Mawr

Rosemont, lllinois 60018

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. 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%, which exceeds the opacity limits established by the regulations. The Missouri 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 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 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 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 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 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 63,00 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




‘Th Honograble Alan Dixon, April 11,1 P

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 sources of air contaminant
emissions which are associated with the relocation of the Army Chemical School to Ft. Leonard Wood.

Yours sincerely,

E e oy

R. Roger Pryor
Executive Director
Missouri Coalition for the Environment

.c¢ The Honorable Mel 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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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 "unique" mission of Naval Construction Training Center
Detachment (NCTCD) Fort McClellan is to provide three high risk
courses in Chemical, Biological, Radiological-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 Guard/Merchant Marine/Foreign Naval) units.
Presently we are the "sole" 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 ''unacceptable'.

3. In addition, NCTCD instructs classes in Disaster Preparedness
Ashore. This training is the "only" course governing a wide
spectrum of topics ranging from severe natural disasters to
conventional/terrorist Chem, Bio, Rad attacks to shore-based
military, civilian, and foreign/domestic facilitie§7
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G. D. SHEKELS
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DRAFT
BASE VISIT REPORT
FORT LEONARD WOOD, MISSOURI

27 MARCH 1995

LEAD COMMISSIONER: Commissioner Kling

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: None

COMMISSION STAFF: Ed Brown, Army Team Leader; Ralph Kaiser, Associate Counsel; J.J.
Gertler, Army Senior Analyst

LIST OF ATTENDEES: MG Joe Ballard, installation commander

BASE'S CURRENT MISSION: 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 not required by the recommendation, 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.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION: Collocation of Army Chemical, Engineer,
and Military Police (MP) schools at Fort Leonard Wood creates useful synergy and economies.

ROl 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




DRAFT

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED
From MG Joe Ballard, installation commander:

e 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.

e Possible need for RCRA permit comes from 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.

e Permit applications used existing (original) CDTF plans. However, the installation asked the
State of Missouri to suggest improvements and revisions.

o The cost figures for construction in the COBRA appear incorrect. There’s 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.

e Leonard Wood can execute the construction plan for well below the COBRA cost estimates.

e When ITRO comes in, Army will move training of 205 plumbers/year from Leonard Wood

to Sheppard AFB, TX and 1189 carpenters/year to NAS Gulfport, MS. Fort Leonard Wood

will gain 467 driver trainees/yr from Lackland AFB, TX, and 4101/yr 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 Army area

Army NCO Academy is currently teaching classes in troop billet buildings.

While Fort Leonard Wood does not have a range for MK 19 grenade launchers used in MP

training, fort has plenty of space to build one. They have 9 laid-away ranges which could be

modified.

e 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.

e Not all barracks are air conditioned. All family housing is.

e Housing has a 13% vacancy rate.

e 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.)

e Airfield is not C-5 capable (5200 ft)

e Commanders of the Chemical, Engineer, and MP schools will be BGs; center commander
will be an MG.

o Trainee barracks and family housing dates from 50s-60s. Single-soldier housing from 70s is
being renovated to new Command standard.

e Reception center is self-contained.

DRAFT




DRAFT
BASE VISIT REPORT
FORT McCLELLAN, ALABAMA

22 MARCH 1995

LEAD COMMISSIONER: Commissioner Davis

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: None

COMMISSION STAFE: 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.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION: 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 Guard.

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.

EY ES IDENTIFIED

e Fort has new agreement w/US Forest Service to use Talladega National Forest (180,000
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.)

e 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:

e Alabama is “very friendly” on environment; doesn’t require smoke permit.

e Chem school wants to move into biowar training next, using simulants. Facility is
programmed. Plenty of capacity and expertise here.

e 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 MK 19 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 point 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.

e 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 WWII.

65,000 retirees and dependents are in the extended service area; 25,000 in/near 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
(7, 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 from 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 sites, 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.

DRAFT
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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.

REQUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT:

Solicit views of other services and SOCOM on effect of closure of Fort McClellan 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 (7000x150 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 COMMISSIONERS:
. AL CORNELLA
Director REBECCA COX
Department of Natural Resources SENLL B DAVIS, USAF (RET)
: . . RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
State of Missouri MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
PO Box 176 WENDI! LOUISE STEELE

Jefferson City, Missouri 65102-0176
Flomse 10i37 i e AT

Dear Mr. Shorr: winen respording 450250\ 4

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 aspects of this proposed
move.

e 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?

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

e Asoftoday, 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?

¢ Ifitis 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.

¢ 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.

e OnMay 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,

. Creedon
General Counsel
MRCl/jjg
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May 19, 1993
Ploaga refar 1o this numbal
whmmﬂm
Mr. Jim Courter

Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realigrment Commission
1700 \lorth Moore Street, Suits 1425

Arlingten, VA 22209
Dear Mr. Courter:

In your letter of May 7, concerning the relocation of the Chemical Defense
Trmmug?aahtyat?crt&:tlellantommmmodmmsmi,yw
four issues for discussion by the Stats of Missouri. The Missouri
Department of Natural Rescurces is still in the process of reviewing the
applicable Envirammental Impact Statement and permitting information fram Fort
m:ClellanforthedzenicalDefensemgFamlity Below I have provided
you with Missouri‘s initial response to the issues.. We will continue to review
documents recently received and will prcmde additional information within two.
weeksasappropruta . .

Issue $1: 'mecxexumlnefense'kammgleltywillreqmremneyearato
- put’ into operation.

Discuesiog: (Seeenclosedtmelme) Anmwm\entalmpactsmtanent
m.llre;nrefouryearstoaxplete basedcne:q:eriameatrmd.ngtcxr-sluegrasa.
Anny Depot with chemical weapons : demilitarization facility, and the
Gai.thersmrg,mchenicalweapomresearchﬁacuity There was no inkling of
cmltmnmmme&mmlnmsummtmm

w we understand that it is the Department of Defense’s
mtammpr@reanmvmmentalmpactsmmt(nmfcrthemto{
all operations to Fort Lecnard Wood. The Chemical Defense Training Facility
-~w111bemcludedmmspadrageandmtreeultmanaid1tmnalcbamt. All
correspondence regarding the EIS should be directed to my office to ensure
timely response. Wearemllmgtocooperatetotbenmd.ummttem: possible in
the {dentification of issues for purposes of the EIS related to campliance with
statemvuommtallmarxipeumtmngreqmrmts.

Issue §2: The Resource Conservation Recovery Act (RCRA) permtsrequuedfor
the Chemical Defense Training Facility and smoke operations will taks two—four
years to abtain, with mest probable timeframe being closer to four years.




- ———— .

Mr. Jim Courter
Page T™wWO
May 19, 1993

Discussicn: Based on Army guidance, which provides a planmning fiqure of
two~four years (reference not stated). As an exarple, chemical
cdemilitarizaticn facility at Johnston Island took four years to cbtain a RCRA
permit, and it isn‘t even in the continental U.3. It is Anmy policy that
constriuction canmnot cammence without a ocanpleted RCRA permit:. This will also
mld‘vugdthe move of the Chemical School until 1998, after the RCRA permit is
received. .

Miseouri‘’s Respopge: Currently, we anticipate that the Chemical Dafense
Training Facility would require permits fram Missouri‘’s Air Pollution Control
Program, Water Pollution Control Program (for NFDES), and the Hazardous Waste
Program. The permit for the incinerator from the Hazardous Waste Program will,
no doubt, take the most time to cbtain. Air and water permits typically
require six months or less., The original NPDES water quality permit issued to
Laks City Army Ammmition was issued within seven months of receiving all
necegsary information. Depending on the complexity of the permit and the
camplexity of the incinerator, the Part 1 application will take nine to
fourteen menths to cmplete, Part 2 of the permit (after construction is
camplete), will take an additional eight months to a year to cawplets. I have
encloeed a typical review schedule faor your use in this matter. Please note
the items with an asterisk on the schedule are dependent on Department of
Defengse, and the timelinesa and conpleteness of their response can elther
accelerate or delay the process.

I have also included for your review Missouri‘s applicable hazardous wasts
rules for incinerators and a brief history of the permitting of a hazardous
waste incinerator at Lake City Army Ammmition Plant, which took nine momths to
carplete.,

Issue §3: The Chemical Defense Training Facility will be more costly to
build in Misscuri because a technolegy upgracde will be required. This will add
$20-25'million dollars to canstruction costs.

Discussion; Misscuri will require a more advanced incineration gystem in
order to cptain a RCRA pepmit.

Misecari’s Besponse: At this time I see no reason to believe that
construction of an incinerator in Missouri would be any more costly or time
oconsuning than construction in any other state. Missouri’s rules on hazardous
waste incinerators parallel those of the U.S. EPA and these rules apply
nationwide. As mentioned previcusly, I have enclosed a copy of Missouri’s
rules for the permitting of the incinerator through the Hazardous Waste
Program. '



Mr. Jim Courter
Page Three
May 19, 1993

Iseue §4: Stoke training operations are not possible in an envircrmentally
sengitive area like Fort Lecnard Wood and the Ozarkas, including the naticnal
forest areas surrounding Fort lLecnard Wood.

Discusgion: Last year, Fort McClellan used 600,000 lbe. of fog cil for mmoke
training cperations. Missouri would never allow smoke to filter into naticpal
forest arsas or be used around the sensitive Indiana and Grey Bat feading
areas,

Misaxxgri‘s Response: Based upon information submitted to the Department of
Natural Resources by Fart Lecnard Wood, the Army is in the process of
establishing mumerous test areas and with monitoring of mstecrological
conditions they propose to ensure that the smoke stays on Ammy property. We
will have to study the iseue further. Currently, we are scheduled to abeerve
trial runs of the amoke training exercise to give us a better feel for

envirormental impacts that can be anticipated.

I hope that this information will assist you in your deliberations. Should you
have additional questions, please don’t hesitate to call me at 314-751—4422.

Vary truly yours,

%ﬂ CF NATURAL RESOURCES
David A. shorr

Director

DAS :esp

Enclosures

¢: The Honorable Christopher Bond
The Hanorsble John Danforth
The Honorable William Clay
The Honorable James Talent
The Honorable Richard Gephardt
The Bonorable Ika Skelton
The Honorable Alan wheat
The Bonorable Pat Danner
The Honorable Melton Hancock
The Honorable Bill Bmerson
The Bonorable Harold Volioner
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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 notice/public 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 Subtitle 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?

What are the operational consequences for the Army if they need to alter their production to do it
without the incineration feature?

Take the used equipment and ship elsewhere for disposal. Army doesn’t seem to have
investigated this option. Significant costs may be incurred.

aw !

el
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Congress of the Wnited States
wasbington, BEL 20515

Pigaeq raier 1o this Rumber 2-\
March 24, 1995 when reoponging 00 222

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 Secret en wants to move the

Chemical Defense School and Chemical Decontamination
(sic.) Training Facility in the future, the Army should
pursug;allgof the required permits and certification

oY e new sitg ggig@ to the 1995 Base-Closure—

Process."

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 control, water




Page 2

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 comstruct 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
eagsy-to-obtain air permit to construct the facility but did not
apply for the more-difficult-to-obtain air permit to gperate 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, "the 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 1893
Commission's clear guidance and is not making a good faith effort
to meet the standard set by the Commission.

Sincerely,
Richard Shelbhy e’

ator United States Senator

U ront,

Glen Browder v
Member of Congress

Howell Heflin
United States

/VEp
Enclosures: as stated

‘ce w/enclosures: Mr. Walt Phillips
Mr. Pete Hidalgo
Mr. Rick Zehrer
Mr. George R. Schlossberg




QFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR
P.O. Box 176 Jefferson City, MO 65102-0176 (314)751-4422
FAX (314)751-7627

May 19, 1993
hbmmbgl‘

Ploase refer ol
whmmmﬂﬂﬁza
M. _Jim Courter

Chairman, Defense Bagse Closure and Realigmment Cammission
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425
Arlington, VA 22209 B

Dear Mr. Courter:

In your letter of May 7, concerning the relocation of the Chemical Defense
Training Facility at Fort McClellan to Fort Leonard Wood in Missourl, you
presented four issues for discussion by the State of Missouri. The Missouri
Department of Natural Resources is still in the process of reviewing the
applicable Envirammental Impact Statement and permitting informetion fram Fort
McClellan for the Chemical Defense Training Facility. Below I have provided
you with Missouri’s initial response to the issues.. We will continue to review
docauments recently recaived and will provide additional information within two
weeks as sppropriate. - , —_— . '

Issue #1: The Chemical Defense Training Facility will require nine years to

Dipcussion: (See enclosed timeline.) An Envirommental Impact Statement

will require four years to camplete, based on experience at lLexington-Bluegrass .
Anny Depot with chemical weapons demilitarization facility, and the
Gaithersburg, MD chemical weapons research facility. There was no inkling of
opposition until the Environmental Impact Statement scoping meeting.

Missouri’s Response: We inderstand that it is the Department of Defense’s
intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statememt (EIS) for the movement of
all operations to Fort Leonard Wood. The Chemical Defense Training Facility
-will be included in this package and not result in an additional document. All
correspondence regarding the EIS should be directed to my office to ensure
timely response. We are willing to cooperate to the maximum extent possible in
the identification of issues for purposes of the EIS related to campliance with
state environmental laws and permitting requirements.

Issue $2: The Resource Conservation Recovery Act (RCRA) permits required for
the Chemical Defense Training Facility and smoke operations will take two-four
years to cbtain, with most probable timeframe being closer to four years.
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Mr. Jim Courter
Page Two
May 19, 1993

Discusgion: Based on Army guidance, which provides a planning figure of
two~four years (reference not stated). As an exanple, chemical
demilitarization facility at Johnston Island took four years to cbtain a RCRA
permit, and it isn’t even in the continental U.S. It is Ammy policy that
construction cannoct camence without a campleted RCRA permit.. This will also
hold up the move of the Chemical School until 1998, after the RCRA permit is
received.

Miseouri'g Responge: Currently, we anticipate that the Chemical Defense
Training Facility would require permits fram Missouri‘’s Air Pollution Comtrol
Program, Water Pollution Control Program (for NEDES), and the Hazardous Waste
Program. 'The pemmit for the incinerator from the Hazardous Waste Program will,
no doubt, take the most time to cbtain. Air and water permits typically
require six months or less. The original NPDES water quality permit issued to
Lake City Army Ammmition was issued within seven months of receiving all
necessary Information. = Depending on the complexity of the permit and the
orplexity of the incinerator, the Part 1 application will take nine to
fourteen months to camplete., Part 2 of the permit (after construction is
camplete), will take an additional eight months to a year to camplete. I have
enclosed a typical review schedule for your use in this matter. Please note
the items with an asterisk on the schedule are dependent on Department of
Defense, and the timeliness and completeness of their respanse can either
accelerate or delay the process.

I have also included for your review Missouri‘s applicable hazardous waste
rules for incinerators and a brief history of the pemmitting of a hazardous
waste incinerator at lake City Arny Ammmition Plant, which took nine months to
camplete.

Issue #3: The Chemical Defense Training Facility will be more costly to
build in Missouri because a technology upgrade will be required. This will add
$20-25'million dollars to construction costs.

Discussion; Missouri will require a more advanced incineration system in
order to obtain a RCRA permit.

Missari’s Regsponse: At this time I see no reason to believe that
construction of an incinerator in Missouri would be any more costly or time
consuming than construction in any other state. Missouri’s rules on hazardous
waste incinerators parallel those of the U.S. EPA and these rules apply
nationwide. As mentioned previously, I have enclosed a copy of Missocuri's
rules for the pemmitting of the incinerator through the Hazardous Waste
Program. :
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Mr. Jim Courter
Page Three
May 19, 1993

Issue #4: Stwoke training operations are not possible in an environmentally
sensitive area like Fort Lecnard Wood and the Ozarks, including the national
forest. areas surrounding Fort Iecnard Wood.

Riscusgjon: lLast year, Fort McClellan used 600,000 lbe. of fog oil for amoke
training operations. Missouri would never allow smoke to filter into national
forest. areas or be used around the sengitive Indiana and Grey Bat feeding
areas,

j ‘s : Based upon information submitted to the Department of
Natural Resources by Fort Lecnard Wood, the Army is in the process of
establishing muerous test areas and with monitoring of mstenrological
conditions they propose to ensure that the smoke stays on Anuy property. We
will have to study the issue further. Currently, we are scheduled to abserve
trial rungs of the emoke training exercise to give us a better feel for
environmental impacts that can be anticipated.

I hope that this information will assist you in your deliberations. Should you
have additional questions, please don’t hesitate to call me at 314-751-4422.

Very truly yours,

%ﬂ' OF NATURAL RESOURCES
David A. shorr

Director

DAS:esp

Enclosures

¢: The Honorable Christopher Bond
-The Honorable John Danforth
The Honorable William Clay
The Honorable James Talent
The Honorable Richard
The Honorable Ike Skelton
The Honorable Alan wheat
The Honorable Pat Danner
The Honorable Melton Hancock
The Honorable Bill Emerson
The Honorable Harold Volkmer
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Secretary .
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RE: rort Leonard Weod, Missouri
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Deax Secretiary Perry:
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Permit Summary

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

| | Fog Oil
EIS Yes Not Initiated

DOVvL
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Mr. David Shorr

Director o L
Department of Natural Resources
State of Missouri

PO Box 176

Jefferson City, Missouri 65102-0176

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 aspects of this proposed
move.

e 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?

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

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

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

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

e 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 characterlstlc wastes that would require permlttmg for storage or d1sposal

}

e Has the Department received any correspondence from the pubhc regarding the proposed

CDTF at Fort Leonard Wood? If so, please indicate the nature of such comments.

e 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
MRC/jjg
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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 11, 1995

The Honorable Alan Dixon

Chairman

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
¢/o Rosemont Convention Center

9301 West Brynn Mawr

Rosemont, Illinois 60018

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. 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 cal ;ilgti)_guesligmﬂonclusions MDNR

‘glig_}’lt, 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 perm1t applications and tﬁ&{ulrements of Title 10 Qf,lhﬁ_M_SS_(L,_rl_C_QdQDf StaLe_Reg_la-

essennal 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 Missouri 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 | 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 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 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 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 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 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 63,00 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 written 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,

E Ty P

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 VII, USEPA
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission, 1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425, Arlington,
VA 22209
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Submarine Units of General Dynamics,
Tenneco Arein a Struggle for Survival

By THomas E. RICKS
Staff Reporter of THE WALL STREET JOUHNAL

WASHINGTON — A bitter struggle for
survival involving nuclear submarines is
about to take place, but the Russians are
nowhere in sight.

The combatants in this fight are
America's two builders of the subs, and
their battleground is Capito] Hill.

The Clinton administration wants to
award at least the first chunk of a new $60
billion nuclear attack submarine program,
without competitive bidding, to General
Dynamics Corp.’s Electric Boat unit, which
builds nuclear submarines in Groton,
Conn. But the loud cries of foul from
Tenneco Inc.’s Newport News Shipbuilding
unit, which builds both submarines and
aircraft carriers near Norfolk, Va., are
getting a respectful hearing in Congress,
especially from Republicans on the budget
warpath.,

After two years of largely avoiding the
subject, Congress is being forced to exam-
ine what may be the Clinton administra-
tion’s biggest departure from its predeces-
sors on defense policy — its decision to
pursue an activist defense industrial pol-
icy. The administration’s early *‘Bottom-
Up Review” of how to reshape the defense
establishment to fit the post-Cold War
world did little to alter the uniformed
military. But the review concluded that
certain ‘‘defense-unique’’ industries must
be kept alive—even if there were no imme-
diate need for their wares.

Most notably, and expensively, the ad-
ministration decided to spend more than S1
billion to build a third Seawolf submarine
at Electric Boat, not because the Cold

War-era boat was needed, it said, but to
keep alive the industrial capacity to build
nuclear-powered submarines.-As a conso-
lation prize for Newport News, it chose not
1o delay building a multibillion-dollar car-
rier at the Virginia yard.

But the shift of power in Congress has
called that policy into question. With the
Democrats knocked into the minority by
last November's GOP victory, Congress is
no longer inclined to spend billions to
support a Democratic president’s indus-
trial policy that largely benefits heavily
Democratic New England. And while no
one was elected to Congress last fall by
arguing for a strong defense, many
pledged to cut the deficit. Killing the third
Seawolf could produce a fast $1 billion
toward that end, deficit hawks contend.

“It's a very tough year” in which to
argue for the Seawolf, notes Rep. Sam
Gejdenson, the Connecticut Democrat who
represents the district where the subma-
rine is built in a yard that employs 12,000
people. He contends that Newport News is
using the “exceedingly large profit” on its
aircraft-carrier program to attempt to
“pbuy’ the nuclear-submarine program
and kill its only competitor.

Meanwhile, Newport News's hand has
grown stronger: It will make its pitch
today to the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee, which includes two senators from
Virginia, where the shipbuilder is the
state's largest private employer. Newport
News will mount an alluring free-market
argument that it should be allowed to
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Chinese Nuclear Test

Violates Moratorium
Beijing Had Backed Non-Proliferation Pact

By Steven Mufson
Washington Post Foreign Service

BEUING, May 15—China today
detonated a nuclear weapon in an
underground test just days after it
joined other nations in backing the
indefinite extension of the nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty.

China is the only country still con-
ducting nuclear weapons tests, in
disregard of a 1992 voluntary mora-
torium on testing that is being ob-
served by the other nuclear powers.
The test, conducted at the Lop Nor
testing site in the western province
of Xinjiang, registered 5.9 on the.
Richter scale, according to the Aus-
tralian Seismological Center in Can-
berra. Analysts estimated it to be a
device equal to 40 to 150 kilotons of
TNT.

The blast drew sharp protests
from many of China’s closest neigh-
bors, especially Japan, Kazakhstan
and Australia, and is certain to
heighten anxiety about China's for-
eign policy in Asia, where countries
already fear the possibility of a more
aggressive Chinese posture.

Australian Foreign Minister Gar-

eth Evans said in a statement that
“Australia is deeply disappointed”
about the test. “China’s continuing
testing is out of step with the posi-
tive attitude of the [recent treaty]
negotiations as well as China’s own
support for nuclear disarmament
and its stated commitment to a com-
prehensive test ban treaty,” he said. .

“China has stated that it is its ob-
jective to conclude this test ban trea-
ty by 1996. It is therefore particu-
larly disappointing that China has
not joined the testing moratorium,”
State Department spokesman Nich-
olas Burns said in Washington.

Despite the protests, China is re-
ported to be planning two to four
more tests later this year.

Last week, a global conference at
the United Nations agreed to the in-
definite’extension of the 178-nation
nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty,
which seeks to limit the spread of
nuclear weapons. A treaty due to be
signed next year is supposed to elim-
inate all future nuclear weapon tests
and limit nuclear weapons to China,
Russia, the United States, France
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Energy Dept.
May Show Its
Staying Power

By Stephen Barr

Washington Post Staff Writer

In the months since Repub-
licans pledged to abolish up to
four federal departments, no
seat in the White House Cabi-
net has seemed more vulnera-
ble than the one reserved for
the secretary of energy.

But when House Republi-
cans open debate today on
c'a.liminating the Energy De-

May 16, 1995 -

partment, it will likely point
up just how hard it is for
Washington to kill off Cabi-
net offices and reorganize
the executive branch.

Two previous attempts to
eliminate the department
failed, both while it was fairly
new. As departments be-
come entrenched, they be-
come harder to close. The
last major agency shut down
by Congress was the Civil
Aeronautics Board—in its
46th year. It closed in 1984
after legislation ended feder-
al regulation of airline ticket
prices and schedules.

Closing a Cabinet depart-
ment requires complex poli-
cy decisions, the risk of dis-

rupting programs as
employees claim severance

pay or relocate, and the abili-

ty to write legislation that

can pass Congress and meet White
House approval. Budget savings usu-
ally materialize over time, although
short-term costs often increase.

At Energy, the stakes are a bit
higher. The department manages
the nuclear weapons stockpile—a
cornerstone of national security.
And Energy Secretary Hazel R.
O’Leary regularly reminds her audi-
ences that the department is the
largest federally owned industrial
complex; if measured as a corpora-
tion it would have ranked No. 26 on
last year’s Fortune 500 list.

That huge domain is what trou-
bles House GOP freshmen who have
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pledged to eliminate Cabinet depart-
ments as part of their effort to bal-
ance the federal budget by 2002.
“This department is like your coat
rack,” said Rep. Todd Tiahrt (R-
Kan.). “When the federal govern-
ment does not know what to do with
something, they hang it at Energy.”
Rep. Sam Brownback (R-Kan.) put it
another way: “We don’t have to have
all these federal bureaucracies.”

Their crusade received a big boost
last week when the House Budget
Committee called for Energy’s elimi-
nation, The Senate Budget Commit-
tee would spare the department but
make substantial funding cuts.

Critics of the department claim it
spends billions of dollars on exotic re-
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By Bloomberg Business News

DALLAS, May 15 — The Air Force
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 heavy'
Nasdaq trading. The stock closed:
down $2.125, to $34.375.

The company, which manufac-
tures 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 eifect on Friday.

Stewart & Stevenson, based in

CONTRACT. . .
Houston, is in the fourth year of the Pg. 4
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Air Force Blocks New Contracts for Stewart & Stevenson
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serted the same language into last year’s
federal acquisition reform bill. Rep. Ron
Dellums (D) of California, House Armed
Services Committee chairman, then elimi-
nated it. Now, however, both the Republi-
can and administration versions of this

year’'s acquisition reform bill contain a sec-

worked with the de-
fense industry to elimi<:
nate the fees. In Sep-
tember 1993 the
Clinton administration
sent Congress a bill to
repeal the recoupment
fee law. Congress did
not act, but defense in-
dustry lobbyists in-

tion to repeal the recoupment provision.

Repealing recoupment fees would in ef-
fect grant US arms manufacturers a new
subsidy worth hundreds of millions of dol-
lars annually.

While hundreds of millions in a deficit
of more than $200 billion may not sound
like much, as they say, “a hundred million
here and a hundred million there, and
prefty soon you are talking about real
money.” Is this really the time to initiate a
welfare program for the defense industry?

WAnne H. Cahn is a scholar in resi-
dence at American Undversity in Wash-
ington, D.C. .
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search that rarely pays off, subsidizes
rural America with cheap power and
cannot insulate the nation from the
economic repercussions of decisions
made by oil-producing nations.
Energy, however, is not the prima-
ry business of the Energy Depart-
ment, and two-thirds of its programs
will escape the GOP attempt to lock
the doors at the Forrestal Building on
Independence Avenue. Those pro-
grams direct the management of the
nuclear weapons stockpile and the
cleanup of atomic bomb factories—
two Cold War legacies that account
for; about $12 billion of this year’s
$17.5 billion departmental budget,

To provide a new home for the
nuclear complex, the GOP’s current
proposal calls for moving Energy’s
nutlear and cleanup programs into a
civilian-run agency inside the De-
fense Department. House Republi-
cans on a task force to abolish Ener-
gy, led by Tiahrt, also will set up a ~
special study panel patterned after
the military base-closing commission
to decide what to do with the 30 na-
tional laboratories that Energy oper-
ates, Tiahrt’s spokesman said.

The task force’s chances of dis-
mantling Energy may hinge on how
ersuasively it makes the case to
hrow off decades of tradition re-
rarding nuclear issues. In a letter
arlier this year, Defense Secretary
¥illiam J. Perry said he opposed
ransferring the nuclear weapons
tockpile to his department.

But Martin Anderson, who was an
dviser to President Ronald Reagan
‘hen his administration tried to
bolish Energy, and John S. Herring-

on, Reagan’s third energy secre-
ary, disagree. If the Pentagon can
e trusted to deploy nuclear weap-
ns, it can be trusted to manage the
schnical programs that ensure the
ofety and reliability of the nuclear
ockpile, Anderson said.

Jerry Taylor of the libertarian Ca-
to Institute—who has advised Re-
publicans seeking to abolish Ener-
gy—favors combining Defense and
Energy, contending such a merger
would make it easier to track spend-
ing on defense. “The ending of the
Cold War should mean something for
the government. The military-indus-
trial complex should be put to bed at
some point,” he said.

O’Leary, however, said she thinks
the Republican legislation, to be intro-
duced later this month, will produce
negligible savings. “I don’t understand
how you save any money simply
transferring those functions from one
agency to the other,” she said.

“The problem is that the word ‘en-
ergy’ does not convey accurately a
large chunk of what we do,” Deputy
Energy Secretary William White said.

The Energy Department was cre-
ated in 1977 by President Jimmy
Carter in response to a crisis—the
gasoline shortages and soaring oil
prices of the 1970s—and has been
controversial ever since. Reagan
promised to abolish the department,
but his plan and a subsequent effort
found little support on Capito! Hill,
particularly after the Congressional
Budget Office concluded Reagan’s
plan would not save money.

Today, the department’s monu-
mental task involves the cleanup of
radioactive waste from Cold War nu-
clear weapons production. Officials
estimate the cleanup will cost $230
billion over the next 40 years and
could jump to $350 billion if contrac-
tors cannot find new methods to
speed the decontamination work.

The cleanup, covering 80 facilities
in 30 states, is nasty work—taking
apart plutonium reactors, burying
used nuclear fuel and liquid waste in
vaults, and sealing off plutonium pro-
cessing plants. During the Bush ad-
ministration, the department en-
tered into dozens of cleanup
compliance agreements with states
and the Environmental Protection

Agency, creating a tangled web of
legal responsibilities requiring fre-
quent renegotiation because of
budget shortfalls,

The environmental cleanup has
been repeatedly faulted by investiga-
tors from Energy’s inspector gener-
al’s office and from the General Ac-
counting Office. GAQ recently
reiterated that Energy’s “inadequate
oversight of contractor activities and
costs [has] failed to protect the gov-
ernment from fraud, waste, abuse
and mismanagement.”

Donald F. Kettl, a Brookings Insti-
tution fellow who has studied the de-
partment, said: “Energy’s problems
are fundamental problems of man-
agement. It’s not clear to.me how
you solve the management problems
by moving the boxes.”

Republicans also will face a fierce
battle over the department’s labs,
which conduct research in high-
energy physics, cancer genetics,
global climate research and nuclear
fusion. The department is one of the
government’s largest research agen-
cies, comparable to the National Sci-
ence Foundation, the National Insti-
tutes of Health and NASA.

Energy Department officials point
out that the research on radiation
has helped provide better images
from mammograms. Energy labs pi-
oneered improvements to fluores-
cent lamps and energy-efficient win-
dows and helped create the sulfur
lamp, which is cheaper than conven-
tional lighting.

The department’s critics, howev-
er, note that Energy’s commercial
successes have been relatively few,
given the more than $30 billion
spent since 1978 to develop new en-
ergy sources.

The research programs were sub-
stantially cut in the plan presented
last week by House Budget Commit-
tee Chairman John R. Kasich (R-
Ohio). According to Energy Depart-
ment estimates, Kasich cut fossil en-
ergy research and development by

77 percent, energy efficiency pro-
grams by 52 percent and solar and
fusion programs by 35 percent.

In the Senate, Budget Committee
Chairman Pete V. Domenici (R-N.M.)
also proposed substantial cuts in the
Energy Department budget—about
$14.6 billion over five years—but in a
pattern that appears to accommodate
reductions announced-by O’Leary ear-
lier this month as part of a “strategic
alignment.” O’'Leary plans to substan-
tially reduce her work force—which
has 20,500 federal workers and
132,500 contract employees—over
the next five years.

Where the Senate stands on Ener-
gy's future is unclear. Majority Lead-
er Robert J. Dole (R-Kan.) has called
for climinating four departments—in-
cluding Energy—and has formed a
task force to study the matter. Senate
Energy and Natural Resources Com-
mittee Chairman Frank H. Murkowski
(R-Alaska) plans hearings.

Energy’s national labs have pro-
vided political protection for the de-
partment in the past, and undoubted-
ly will affect this year’s budget
debate. The labs, for example, are
one of the largest employers in New
Mexico, Domenici’s home state.

More than 17,600 federal and
contract employees work there for
the department, primarily at the Los
Alamos and Sandia national labs.
Last year, the department spent
about $2.7 billion in New Mexico on
the Iabs, contracts and grants to hos-
pitals, schools and universities.

Taylor said he thinks traditional
concerns about jobs back home hold
less sway with members than in previ-
ous years because “this is the most
ideologically committed Congress” in
decades. “There’s a better than 50-50
chance there will be no secretary of
energy job for Hazel O’Leary next
year,” he said,

Staff researcher Barbara J. Saffir -
ontributed to this report.
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The Battle for Poison

In a public relations duel, Alabama and Missouri
squabble over a nerve-gas training facility

By MARK THOMPSON WASHINGTON

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 with 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 2,200° 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

school using lethal nerve agents from Fort
" McClellan in:Alabama 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 facility, Mis-
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 February,
when the Pentagon told the independent
base-closing cofnmission it wants to shutter
Fort McClellan’s 46,000 acres, nestled in
the Appalachian foothills just outside the
2ity of Anniston. Most of its operations, in-
-luding the military’s police and chemical
schools, would be sent-350 miles north to
Fort Leonard Wood, 63,000 acres of Ozarks
srapped by a national forest and near a few
iny towns.

That prospect
iumbfounded Fort
{cClellan’s  backers.
jut they had a strat-
gy. The Calhoun

Commerce—petrified at
the impending loss of
10,000 jobs, represent-
ing 17% of the region’s
work force—hired a

Michigan firm to quiz Missourians about
“heir prospective new neighbor. “Missouri
;aid there was no public concern about this,
ind we decided to take the poll and find out
or sure,” says chamber official David
‘ylvester, “We found out that people didn't
Tiow it was happening.”

At first the 500 Missouri residents
«olled responded positively to the move
ntil polltakers suggested that an acci-
ent there could be more deadly than

County Chamber of’

Times Beach, the Missouri 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
Alabama and Representative Ike Skelton of
Missouri~don't see the poll the same way.
“Missouri 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
ita scare tactic, but we call it an education-
al effort.” Skelton, on the other hand, ac-
cuses his neighbors of bamboozlement.
“The Alabama folks are like an octopus,
trying to emit inky fluid and escape in the
confusion.”

But some Missourians are leery
nonetheless. At a hearing Friday night in
Waynesville, a town of 3,400 near the base,
they complained about being kept “com-
pletely in the dark.” Wendy Pelton,
who lives in an old farmhouse on 38 ac
five miles downwind of Fort Leon: ™
Wood with her husband and two you:

children, objected that no one has ad. »

quately explored the potential dangers. *

want reassurance that my family won’
spend the next 15 or 30 years on this farm
watching our woods—and our furry, scaled
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 would be the most
directly affected by this facility aren't get-

ting the time to make
their views known.”
But most dis-
miss such concerns.
Banker Keith Prit-
chard told the hear-

sour],” he said. The state’s top environmental
official agrees. “The Army has done a damn
good job of pollution prevention,” says David
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 polister doesn’t
work, Alabama is ready to use blackmail. If
McClellan closes, the state will fight Army
plans to build a $100 million incinerator to
burn 2.500 tons of aging toxins at the nearby
Anniston Army Depot. “If the Pentagon wants
to take Fort McClellan to Missouri,” Brewder
says, “then they can take their chemical
garbage with them.” —With reporting by
Hifary Hylton/Austin
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Battlefield Instruments of Blindness

n the field of violence prevention, one group has
' been working with solitary zeal to keep a

horrific weapon out of production. Since 1989
the Geneva-based International Committee of the
Red Cross (JCRC) 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 at a Red
Cross conference explained that a laser beamed
from as far away as a kilometer 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 or 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:

ing that the state dic
a “lengthy and rigor-
ous review” to ensure
their safety. “If it is
safe in Alabama, it
will be safe in Mis-
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Leahy, along with Reps. Ronald V. Dellums
(D-Calif.) and Lane Evans (D-11l.), 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
brevity 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

BLIND...Pg. 6
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Protest encircles
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

MINNEAPQLIS STAR TRIBUNE
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tween protesters and U.S. troops at
Futenma U.S. Air Base during the
one-hour demonstration. The U.S.
military has about 40 baseés and
facilities on Okinawa, scene of some
of the bloodiest fighting of World
War I1. The United States returned
Okinawa to Japanese rule in 1972

island. There was no trouble be- after 27 years of military control.

FORT WORTH STAR-TELEGRAM
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U.S.toreturn cy said this week. Okinawa
property toJapan was the scene of some of the
TOKYO — The United bloodiest battles between

U.S. troops and Japan's Im-
perial Army toward the end of
World War I, and it was the
last area returned to Japanese
control after the war.

States has agreed to return a
military port at Naha and an
airfield in Okinawa 10 local au-
thorities, Japan's Defense Fa-
cilities Administration Agen-
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Karadzic suspect
in war crimes case

THE BAGUE — A prosecutor
told the U.N. criminal 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
crimes since the Nuremberg tri-
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als after World War I1.

Deputy prosecutor Graham
Blewitt outlined 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.
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gation is expected to be led by
Vice Minister Kim Gye-gwan,

The talks are 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.

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 yester-
day said the U.S. delegation will
be led by Deputy Assistant
Secretary of State Thomas Hub-
bard and the North Korean dele-
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Army depot workers plan contamination lawsuits

B CORPUS CHRISTI — 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.
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Coast Guard cutter picks up 23 Cuban refugees

. B 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 politica! asylum, officials said. The two
crew members were taken into custody.

Recorders found in Air Force plane crash in Idaho

W 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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Syrian-Israeli Talks Resume
But Little Progress Is Made
Colan Withdrawal and Trade Are Still Snags

+ By Thomas W. Lippman
Washington Post Staff Writer

*The tedious quest for incremental
progress in peace negotiations be-
tween Israel and Syria resumed here
yesterday as Syrian Foreign Minis-
ter Farouk Charaa met with Presi-
dent Clinton and with Secretary of
State Warren Christapher, but U.S.
officials made clear 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
and 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.

i «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 be 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-
tent 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-

militarized 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
reciprocity 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 find “some point of commonality”
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 President Hafez Assad has held
back in what U.S. and Israeli officials
say is an attempt to resolve every
detal! 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
Arab 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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(RAN SAYS IT PLANS
10 NUCLEAR PLANTS
BUT NO ATOM ARM

BEIJING DEAL DISCLOSED

Purchase of Chinese Reactors
Likely to Renew Suspicion
of a Weapons Program

By ELAINE SCIOLINO

TEHERAN, Iran, May 13 — Iran'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 Iran 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.

Iran has aiready made a ‘‘down
payment'’ for the project, which will
cost $800 million to $900 million and
involve training by Chinese experts,
said Mr. Amrollahi, director of
iran’'s Atomic 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 Iran from re-
ceiving any nuclear technology be-
cause of its suspected weapons pro-
sram. Mr. Amrollahi’s statements
suggest that the agreement with Chi-
1a is much further along than was
sreviously 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-
ained to become a nuclear power.

In addition to its oil reserves Iran

as the second largest natural gas
aserves in the world, and natural
as is much cheaper to develop than
uclear energy. That makes Ameri-
an officials suspicious that lran

ants nuclear power as part of a

2apons program.

in a clear attempt to answer

iarges that Iran is developing nu-

2ar weapons, Mr. Amrollahi made

s remarks in a two-and-a-half-hour

terview at his agency's new six-

ory building. It is part of a sprawl-

1 complex in central Teheran that
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includes a small nuclear research
reactor built for Iran by the United
States in the late 1960's, when the
monarchy was in powér and the rela-
tionship with Washington was close.
Officials 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 gel 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 Iran
had already invested $6 billion in the
project — which is subject to inter-
national inspection and safeguards
— and wanted to finish it. He said the
contract with Moscow consists of a
$780 million dea! 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
Iran 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
would eventually be based there; a
much smalier number of lranians
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
i’

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 bomb-
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
the plant it will finish, he said. Asked

whether 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.” P

Asked why lran simply doesn’t
use natural gas for fuel, Mr. Amrol-
lahi said, *“natural gas is one of the
best fuels, and many countries at the
moment need it. So we think it is
better to sell it.”* Like many of Iran’s
nuclear specialists, Mr. Amrollahi
has been educalted 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.worked for the Belgian
Governnrent in nuclear safety in the
1970’s. He has headed Iran’s nuclear
program for 15 years, and spoke
with 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.

American and German intelli-
gence, officials believe that Mr. Am-
rollahi controls only part of Iran's
nuclear program and that Iran has
created a parallel program through
the military that is largely responsi-
ble for purchases of nuclear related
items. According to this view, the
Defense Ministry Organization in-
side the Defense Ministry uses front
organizatijons like the Sharif Univer-
sity of Technology in Teheran to help
buy nuclear-related equipment.

On the basis of reports by Germa-
ny's foreign intelligence agency in
1992 and 1993 that Sharif was in-
volved in secret nuclear activities,
Germany began to reject all re-
quests for equipment by the univer-
sity. Early last year, the German
agency said that the university's
physics research center was in-
volved in buying technology that
couid be used in making weapons,
including nuclear-related materials.

Mr. Amrollahi strongly denied the
claim that he was not fully in charge.
‘I am the responsible for the atomic
energy of Iran,”’ he said. ''Believe it,
we don’t have any other institutions
or departments that pay attention to
nuclear issues.”

Mr. Amroliahi also denied reports
that Iran secretly has been buying
nuclear technplogy and equipment
from abroad, noting that the Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Agency, which
is responsible for monitoring nucle-
ar programs around the world,
turned up nothing suspicious during
a visit to Sharif University.

But the nuclear chief was unfamil-
iar with 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 Iran tried unsuccessfully to buy
cylinders of fluorine for Sharif Uni-
versity in 1991, Mr. Amrollahi said,
“Wrong. | 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-
50nic equipment that could be used
in nuclear reactor testing in the Ital-
ian port of Bari lastJanuary, he
replied, “'Believe it, that’s wrong,
totally.”

Asked about an earlier seizure by
Italian customs of eight steam con-
densers destined for Iran in 1993, he
said, “‘I don’t know really. 1 don’t
know. It's totally wrong.”

Mr. Amrollahi also denied a recent
charge by Mr. Christopher, based on
American intelligence reports, that
Iran tried to buy enriched uranium
from Kazahkstan in 1992. Other sen-
ior American officials in Washington
said that Iran sent a purchasing
team to Kazakhstan three years ago,
but that it came home empty-hand-
ed. '

The visit contributed to a decision
by the Pentagon last year to secretly
airlift 500 kilograms of bomb-grade
uranium from Kazakhstan's nuclear
fabrication plant for safe storage in
the United States.

“We didn't send any team,” Mr.
Amrollahi said. ‘“‘Definitely not.
VWhat is the use of enriched uranium
for? The Russians do have many,
many nuclear weapons but they
couldn't use them. I think the bomb
age is over. We don't think we need a
nuclear weapon.”

NAVY TIMES
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Iraqi oil.

Iraq can’t sneak oil past Navy ships

MANAMA, Bahrain — Iraq is again trying to
smuggle out’ oil by ship after a three-month lull
apparently spurred by hopes for an easing of
U.N. sanctions, the Navy said.

The Navy, which leads the international mari-
time blockade enforcing the four-year-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
stopped and boarded the Honduran-flagged Mai
in the Persian Gulif as it sailed from Iraq. The
Mai was carrying more than 20,000 barrels of
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ther he nor any of the other exceptional offi-
cers who got in the way of that fraudulent
policy ever got their stars,

hirty years aco, McNamara and Tav-
E lor ¢wrth Haukins as their proxy) load-
ed the dehate, pressured the field peo-
ple to repoit dishonestly, and made sure in
the process there was only one source of
pessimistic reporting, the American journai-
ists. Reporters like myself were a relatively
easy target, young and still uncredentialed. If
they could have destroyed our reputations
they would have. There were systematic at-
tacks upon our manhood, our courage and
our patriotism; at one point, Lyndon Johnson
told other reporters that Neil Sheehan and |
were traitors to our country. Certainly in
Washington we were then considered jour-
nalistic lepers. (I was amused when, on the
occasion of the 20th anniversary of the fall of
Saigon, | was asked by four major network
television programs to be part of panels on
Vietnam, including “Meet the Press” and
“Face the Nation.” Thirty-one years ago
when [ had just returned from Vietnam and I
was one of the few knowledgeable American
reporters about what was going on there,
these same interview shows, including the
now-defunct “Issues and Answers,” never
asked me to be on a panel.) :
. By contrast, when the Truman administra-
tion watched China collapse in the late
1940s, both the American military and the
American reporters told essentially the same
story about the fall of Chiang Kai Shek’s re-
gime: that it was a feudal regime imploding
of its own, and that no amount of American
treasure, human or material, could Lelp it.
But these were different times. There was
going -fo be no Vinegar Joe Stilwel, ever
blunt and candid, in Vietnam; instead there
was Maj. Gen. Dick (na kin) Stilwell, a fast-
track officer who went around taking the
pessimistic military reports filed by the jour-
nalists, and proving to his superiors what
they wanted proven, as he once boasted to
me about a story I wrote on the collapse of
the Saigon military in the Delta in mid-1963:
“I showed them word by word that'your sto-
ry was false.” Except, as the Pentagon Pa-
pers ruefully noted years later, Dick Stilwell
was wrong. He was, of course, eventually re-

warded with his third star.

None of these manipulations, certainly,
helped to get a better performance out of the
ARVN commanders, nor did they weaken
the Viet Cong. But it allowed NcNamara and
others to change the nature of the debate at
home, which was described as a press con-
iroversy. In truth it was a controversy be-
‘ween two parts of the United States Army,
n which the better and more honest side
ost. Or as my friend Charlie Mohr later said,
eferring to.the Army’s system of promo-
tons, what the United States Army lost in
"ietnam was its intellectual integrity.

Bt?cause of this sham the country lost two
“ucial years when we might have debated
Ar limits, our’possibilities and our obliga-

ans, and the limits of our resources. We al-
+ lost a chance to study what it would take if
¢ actually went in with our own combat
00ps. : .

There was still on hand the old Matthew
Ridgway report from 1954 which said that it
would take 500,000 to 1 million men, and 20
engineering battalions, that we would have
to build the entire infrastructure of the coun-
tryqthat we would have to have major”in3t
creases in the diaft, thereby aifecting the na-
tion’s budgeting, and that the indigenous
peopie, uniike those in Korea, would not be
sympathetic to us.

The Ridgway report is the work of a gre-:
and truly honest soldier, telling the preside:.t
of the United States that if he chooses to go
in, what the real cost will be. It is soms:hing
rare: loyalty downward as well as upward; it
reflects the loyaity of an officer to the men
who might have to fight under his command.
Ten years later, we got a new kind of loyalty,
that of high bureaucrats to those above
them. :

If there was ever a moment when McNa-
mara-Taylor repression of information
showed itself, it came in mid-1963 when the
not-yet-famous Lt. Col. John Paul Vann, al-
ready the most impassioned of the senior ad-
visers in Vietnam, came back to the Penta-
gon and gave a vividly pessimistic briefing
about what was happening in the Delta. He
kept giving it at ever higher levels until one
day he was permitted by the vice chief of
staff of the Army to give it to the Joint Chiefs
themselves. .

On July 8, 1963, he showed up, bright and
eager to brief. Then the phone rang. It was a
call from the office of the chairman of the
Joint Chiefs, Max Taylor. Could Vann's brief-
ing be scratched at the chairman’s request?
“Looks like you don’t brief today, buddy,” the
aide who took the call said.

To anyone looking back, this is the smok-
ing gun. To me and to my colleagues in Sai-
gon this story, when Vann repeated it to me
a few months later, was an epiphany: We had
always thought the problem was Harkins in
Saigon misleading his superiors in Washing-
ton. It was only then that we realized how
controlled the entire system was, that Har-
kins was giving Washington what it not only
wanted, but what it demanded. -

ut unknown to us in Vietnam there
Bwas another part of the larger argu-

ment also being suppressed: the geo-
political debate about Vietnam’s place in the
national security picture. Was the success of
the Viet Cong a reflection of nationalism or,
rather, the success of Communism as a
monolith?

Despite the McCarthy purges, there re:
mained a handful of Asia hands who had their
doubts, and whose doubts were being sys-
tematically crushed. What they were trying
to suggest was that there were akeady sig-
nificant signs of a split between the Russians
and the Chinese, and that what was happen-
ing in Vietnam was driven by nationalism
that was historically antagonistic to Chinese
nationalism. That was a legitimate position,
but given the fears in that administration of
even talking about China and taking a route
like this, it was essentially a stillborn one.

The struggle of the military officers was
easy to report. In Vietnam there was a war
on and we who regularly went out in the field
could calibrate it rather easily. But the sup-
pression of the Asian experts, armed only
with their doubts and their instincts and

their sense of history—with views at that
moment extremely unfashionable in the
American political climate—was infinitely
easier to arrange. To my knowledge, despite
the large number of journalists covering
State and-the Defense Department, there
was virtually no reporting at all in any daily
paper about this attempt to challenge the
very prenuse of the policy. :

These men, Paul Kattenburg, Allen Whit-
ing, Georpe Springsteen, Jim Thomson and a
few others, often raised the right questions,
But they were deliberately either kept out of
the core meetings or, in the case of Katten-
burg, perhaps the most fearless of them,
hammered by either McNamara, Taylor or
John McNaughton, McNamara’s deputy
whose own doubts about Vietnam were
growing.’

These dissenters faced their own
Catch-22: The more vigorously they dissent-
ed, the more likely they were to be barred
from future meetings. They became known
in the vernacular as soft, a tag that they
could never overcome. Soft they sounded,
soft they were, and soft was bad.

In the end they coalesced for only one
brief moment, which was to help Underse-
cretary of State George Ball make the dove's
case for ending the war. Here once again one
singular opponent emerged to challenge Ball:
Robert S. McNamara. When the two men
met in private without the president present,
Ball told me, McNamara seemed to share
Ball's doubts and even told Ball that there
was not much difference between them. But
with Johnson present it was a different Mc-

Namara; he flattened Ball, and used, Ball told
me, statistics that—he discovered—McNa-
mara would invent right on the spot. ...

adly, if these dissenters knew about. us
out in Saigon, we did not know.apout
them back in Washington. Yet we were,
without knowing it or knowing each ,ot}ne’r,
two halves of the same coin. At high-level
meetings, they were denied one critica).ele-
ment: They were not allowed to say that the
war was being lost, because officially _the
Pentagon stated that it was being won, -
That was no small bureaucratic advantage
for McNamara, the shrewdest and most fe-
rocious man of the era in terms of bureau-
cratic control of governmental meetings. It
made their dissent an abstract one—becausc
they could not tie the failure on the grount
to the lessons of history; they could speak o
the lessons of history but they had to.pre
tend that despite them, we were winnipg o
the ground. il
In the fall of 1963, when McNamara cam:
through Saigon on one of his many trips, Am
bassador Henry Cabot Lodge asked a-grou
of the resident reporters to talk with hi
about what we knew, including the fagt, the
the war in the Delta was virtually over an
the ARVN had lost. Our group included Ne
Sheehan, Mal Browne, Peter Arnett,-Me;
Perry and Charlie Mohr, as good a graip «
reporters as I've ever known, and we_wer -
as wired on that story at that moment,
knowledgeable as, say, Bob Woodward <ar
Carl Bernstein were late in Watergate.sam,
10 years later, S P
As we walked into the room, we wereg, to

VIETNAM...Pg. 12

11




TUESDAY, May 16, 1995

S ANGELES TIMES
tUMN RIGHT/
INATHAN CLARKE

Dire Mischief
,Lles in Early
sInterventlon

" Only history can tell whether a
‘hostlle act—as in Bosnia—
‘warranted a U.S. response.

, .

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
olanes against the first Serbian aggression
n mid-1992, then the whole Yugoslav
:ragedy would have been averted.

Acting on these ideas, the Pentagon,
NATO and the United Nations are consid-
ring proposals to set up specialist military
1nits that can be deployed to hot spots at
.he first sign of trouble.

These proposals, well-intentioned
hough they may be, are fatally flawed.
“hey create the illusion of simple solutions

(WASH. ED.)
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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 simplistic notions mdy %

make thingsworse.

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 Mischief
Reef, this rock is part of the Spratly Islands.
With its putative large reserves of offshore
oll, 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. prqvide. legitimate shelter for
Chinese fishing 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 five 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 day: 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
possibilities represents the correct
approach to China. Bosnia is no better an
example. In 1992, before the horrors of
ethnic clegnsing 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 backgrourid, intervention is Bosnia,
had it taken place, could equally have taken
the form of action to annul the outcome of
the Bosnian pro-independence
referendum——an action that would have
been tragically inappropriate,

.Their search for a post-Cold War
forexgn policy lodestar has produced all
manner of plausible but essentially hollow
panjandrums. Early intervention is now
making its 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 member of the
British diplomatic service, is with the Cato
Institute in Washington.

NEW YORK TIMES
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Iranian Leader Says U.S. Move on Oil Deal Wrecked Chance to Improve Ties

By ELAINE SCIOLINO

TEHERAN, Iran, May 15 — Presi-
ient Hashemi Rafsanjani of Iran
ried to appeal directly to the Ameri-
‘an people today, asserting that the
jnited States missed a chance to
mprove 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-
=d his long-held antipathy to the
nited States. In a 75-minute inter-
ew with ABC News, he said the
iinton Administration owed Iran “‘a
ousand 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 Administration’s characteriza-
tion of his country as an outlaw state
spreading globul terror and desper-

ately seeking ruclear 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 rep-
resented the first major American

investment in Iran since the 1979
revolution and therefore would have
sent an important signal to other
investors at a time of huge inflation,
an increase 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.

OIL...Pg. 14

uild a nuclear device but is commit-
-d to using atomic energy only for
2aceful purposes..

In 1974, India exploded a nuclear
>vice in the northwestern desert of
ajasthan. A large number of its
omic installations are closed to
itside inspections.

WASHINGTON TIMES

Uranium in Slovakia
found nonthreatening

BRATISLAVA, Slovakia — Nu-
clear physicists have concluded
that nuclear material seized in
Slovakia last month was insuffi-

May 16, 1995

cient for making a bomb, the Slo-
vak Interior Ministry said yester-
da

glovak police last month found
40.S pounds of uranium-238 after
a complicated six-day sting op-
eration, which resulted in the

Pg. 12

largest seizure ever in Slovakia.
“This uranium-238 could have
been used, according to experts,
toward making a ... nuclear
weapon, but the amount seized
was not sufficient to do so,” a
ministry statement said.

)




TUESDAY, May 16, 1995

vALL STREET JOURNAL

One oft-heard criticism of the Clin-
ton Administration is that while pro-
claiming to be for a strong defense, it
has dismissed reports that its five-
year defense plan is underfunded.
While many see this as mere partisan
bickering, testimony by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff suggests otherwise.

Appearing before the Senate sub-
committee on readiness awhile ago,
the Joint Chiefs were asked by Sen.
John McCain if $272 billion a year over
five years would be enough to main-
tain a credible force. That's §7 billion
more per year than the House proposal
of $265 billion and $9 billion more than
the Senate projection of $262 billion,
but more to the point, it’s $57 billion
more than the current Clinton defense
plan. Gen. Mundy, Commandant of the
Marine Corps, answered: “The Marine
Corps right now is shallow.” Admiral
Boorda, Chief of Naval Operations
said, “We're as lean as we can get.”

By poor-mouthing their budgets
and projects for years, the military in-
vites some skepticism, but as atten-
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Defense Spent

tion has drifted away from strategic
concerns, there is reason to want to
know whether the U.S. is in fact main-
taining a credible force.

This controversy is not new to the
Clinton Administration.Not long after
Les Aspin unveiled his Bottom-Up Re-
view in September 1993, the Heritage
Foundation released a study saying
the plan was underfunded by about
$100 billion. Administration defenders
were quick to point out Heritage's con-
servative bent. What they failed to
mention, and the Heritage study
noted, was that Mr. Aspin, while still
chairman of the House Armed Ser-
vices Committee, bad found the Bot-
tom-Up Review force structure under-
funded by the same $100 billion.

In July last year, a GAO report not
only supported the Heritage study, it
said the Clinton plan fell short by
about $150 billion over five years. This
time, Clintonites couldn’t cry parti-
sanship. The latest study, just out
from the Center for Strategic and In-
ternational Studies, says that to fully
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support the President’s Bottom-Up Re-
view force structure requires 4.5% of
GDP, or $3.42 trillion from 1996-2015.
The Clinton budget ayerages about 3%
of GDP for defense. Despite all this,
the Administration continues to:assert
that its five-year defense plan will
maintain readiness.

It will be interesting to see if the
Administration can credibly sustain
this view in light of the Joint Chiefs’
testimony. Ironically, the Commander
in Chief again runs the risk of being
moved to the sidelines, as the Repub-
licans clearly have their own budget
plan in mind. Frankly, we're not sure
how much the defense budget should
be. And we don’t doubt there’s a lot of
domestic defense pork that can be cut.
We’d suggest the Republicans look
there for savings first. Trimming
away the fat that local politics sus-
tained for years would allow us to look
more clearly at how much we're reaily
spending on real defense, and if it's
enough to maintain a credible force.
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O’Leary Says Energy
An Arm of Defense

NEW YORK ~ Energy Secretary
Hazel O'Leary 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 the department, one
of three Cabinet departments that
would be eliminated under Congress'
current budget proposal.

Formulation of a national energy
policy is merely a component of
national security, Ms. O'Leary said.

Moreover, the Energy
Department has been inst-umental
in limiting the proliferation of
nuclear weapons. It is
counterproductive to get rid of
people with nuclear expertise at a
time 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 Iran. Ms.
O’'Leary said news of a possible
[ran-China nuclear deal “does worry
us.”

—~
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May 13, 13995 Pg. 13 | COMANCHE DAY SET FOR THIS WEDNESDAY:; TOM CLANCY IS FEATURED GUEST

Invesng?tors e,nd Zillion-selling author Tom Clancy is back in Army circles, this time the guest of Comanche builders Boeing

12-hour inter view and Sikorsky at a Capitol Hill function this week.

with NATO official

BRUSSELS, Belgium —
Investigators finished a 12-
hour interrogation of Willy
Claes, secretary-general of the
North Atlantic Treaty Orga-
nization, as they continued
yesterday and today to look
into a corruption scandal that
has raised calls for his resigna-
tion.

“I'm glad I have finally
been able to say what I wanted

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 pitch 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 is necessarily unofficial, some
service officials have been invited and are expected o 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 the Army for a promotional Comanche
video the service commissioned and debuted earlier this year at an Amy Aviation Association of America confer-
ence in Atlanta.

Boeing-Sikorsky plans to roll out the first Comanche prototype at a ceremony May 25.

10 say,” Claes said during a
morning break yesterday. But
the head of the 16-nation alli-
ance returned to Brussels’
Palace of Justice for more
questioning in the afternoon.
The session ended early this
morning.

It was unclear whether in-
.errogators would call on
Claes to return Monday.
Claes left through a back en-
rance of the Justice Palace
vithout speaking to repor-
5. Claes was Belgian eco-
omics minister when the
talian aircraft firm Agusta
vas reported to have paid
ribes to obtain a government
‘efense contract in 1988. He
as continued to receive the
acking of NATO members.
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Fighting Drug Lorruptzon in Colombza

The Post’s April 28 news story on
the Colombian government’s efforts to
root out drug corruption would have
readers believe that the warrants is-
sued last month threaten the credibil-
ity of President Ernesto Samper’s ad-
ministration. On the contrary,
President Samper supports these in-
vestigations in Colombia’s fight against
narcotics and corruption. For example:
= President Samper has been a driv-
ing force behind the prosecutor gen-
eral’s investigations into alleged ties
of drug money to elected officials and
journalists, The day after he was
elected, the president asked the pros-

ecutor general to investigate possible
corruption in his own campaign. The
president has repeated that request
three times, including, ironically, on
the day the story ran.

a The Post’s article calls Prosecutor
General Alfonso Valdivieso the “highly
regarded” force behind the investiga-
tions. Mr. Valdivieso was one of three
people chosen by President Samper to
be Colombia’s top law-enforcement of-
ficial. The Supreme Court made the
final selection from among the three.

» In private meetings with the prose-
cutor general, the president repeatedly
stressed the government’s interest in

thorough investigations. On April 21,
when Mr. Valdivieso issued -warrants
naming prominent political figures,
Presideat Samper again expressed his
“firm commitment to combat the car-
tels . . . [and that] the prosecutor gen-
eral has the government’s full support
and respect for his decisions.”

The record shows President Sam-
per’s leadership and personal commit-
ment to taking on Colombia’s narcot-
ics problem. We trust that, as time
passes and these efforts are better
known, people will see the progress
we are making in Colombia.

JUAN FERNANDO CRISTO

Director of Communications
Office of the President

Bogota

Editor's Note: The article referred to appeared in the Current News Early Bird, April 28, 1995, Pg. 8.
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..GLEN BROWDER ’ WASHINGTON OFFICE:

2344 RayBURN BUILDING
WasHINGTON, DC 20515-0103
(202) 225-3261

30 DiSTRICT, ALABAMA

COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL SECURITY

FOMMITEE 1 T BuoceT Congress of the Tnited States oamer o

104 FeDERAL BUILDING
PosT Orfice Box 2042

1bouse of Representatives ANNISTON, AL 36202

PHONE: (205) 236-5655

Washington, BE 20515-0103 107 Feoem Burtome
OPELIKA, AL 36801

May 3 O , 19 9 5 PHONE: (334) 745-6221

115 EAST NORTHSIDE
TuskeGeE, AL 36083
PHONE: (334) 727-6490

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425

Arlington, VA 22209 for 01
P%&m’ﬁu'_lgi:ﬁgﬁiESV%g

Dear Chairman Dixon: whon rRepd

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 carefully 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 Lt. Col. Edward Newing detail how the Army may 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

BIBB e CALHOUN e CHAMBERS e CHILTON e CLAY e CLEBURNE e COOSA e LEE
MACON e RANDOLPH e RUSSELL e ST.CLAIR e TALLADEGA e TALLAPOOSA
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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." The RCRA permit cited lists the specific resources now
stationed at Fort McClellan that will be called upcn 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 performed a
detailed accounting of the resources necessary to support the
chemical weapons destruction program. Therefore, 1 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 assistance 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 Commission 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 successg 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 attention to these matters, and I look
forward to your response. With kindest regards, I am

Sincerely,

Ao

Glen Browder
Member of Congress

GB/vfp




OEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY CHEMICAL SCHOOL
| FORT MCCLELLAN, ALABAMA 382088020
Y wNavno '
ATTENOON OF ,
ATZN-CM-SAC : | 16 May 95

MEMORANDUM FOR MAJ TELLER, HQDA, QSJA, ENVIRONMENTAL OFFICE
SUBJECT: Review of Draft Air Permit, Fort Leonard Wood Smoks Training

1. The purpose of this memorandum is to provide comments an the subject document per your
request. More detailed comments are found at the enclosure.

2. The State of Missouri smoke permit cestrictions, if implemented‘ will create overwhelming
degradation to Chemical Mission readiness. The restrictions will cut back the mintimum
amount of annual fog oil use by 30%. The dally allowance for smoke tralning time will be cut by
75%. Aftor suffering thesc unacceptablo 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 flnes) 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
restrietions would kill both the US Army and US Air Force smoke training.

J. 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 leading towards the least restrictive measures that provide the meximum training opportunities,

(Action ODCSOPS)"

4, Under Base Realignment and Closurs actions, Fort Leonard Wood, unfortunately without
coordination with the Chemical School, applied for 2 smoke permit and varlance. The Missouri .
smoke permit restrictions will inadverteatly squash the VCSA's goal and tragically cripple the
capability to conduct smake training. One of ths most stunning restrictions of this permit ig the

lass of capability to train with smoke hand grenadas, vehicular smoke grenades, smoke pots,

infrared defeating grenades, riot cantrol agents, and large area infrared obscurants. The Reserve
Component smoke training at the Chemical School would also be a casualty.

3. Ifyou have questions regarding this quick assessment of the smoke and obscurants issue,
please call me, DSN 865-6228 or commeccial 205-848-6228 or Fax 865-6786,

BEncl EDWARD W, NBWMB
LTC, CM

Special Assistant to the Commendant



COMMENTS ON DRAET AIR PERMIT. FQRT LEONARD WQOD SMOKE,
TRAINING. 11 APRIL 1995

1. pg 1, title Fort Waod provided you a draft air pecaiit. Since the issue is now at the
variance hearing stsge, whare is the “final’f Considering the impacr this has on Chemical
Mission Area training, we need to see the real thing,

2. pg 1, title  The basis for permission is to “construct a static and mobdile fog oil smoke
tralning factfity. This nomenclature is not descriptive of what the Army proposes to do,
Could it be that Missouri Clean Air laws do not cover field military training and ranges?
The only “facility” being constructed is a storage area for fog oil drums, Fort Wood will
blaze road networks through some wetland areas and possibly construct some observation
towers throughout the maneuver area which is already dedicated to other types of training.
This curlous interpolation of & smoke training area 10 3 “ficility” deceives the public as to
what the purpese of the permit is for, Sincs the permit was gained without public
comment, it would be difficult for peaple to know what this is, Since the variance does
require comment, pechaps they will understand smoke will rot occur in what could
reasonably called & fixed facility.

3. pg 1, title IfMissourl has suthority for Title V of the Clean Air Act, it would seern
prudent to mention the Federal statutes, beyond their Jaws. They still must comply with
federal standards and cnsure these activities, especially since It is 8 Feders! installation,
meet standards, Thig [egal footing is important and not just & cosmetic touch.

4. pg 2, para 1, The anausl throughput of anly 65,000 gallons is unacceprable. We do
not know how this figure was calculated, but it appears to be an average of sort. Forgot
the averagea over 1 five year period. We calculate training requirements on opserational
tempo, current and projected. The projected consumption needs to be at least 95,000
gallons per year which includes both the Army and Air Farce course loads and training
plans, Additionally, all US Army Chemical units (70% of the Chemical Corps) arg
required to mobilize at the Chemical School. The potential ro emit must be written intc
the permit, which as was explained ro DNR previously would roughly double the
emissjons.

5. pg 2, para 2, The limit of 3,700 lbs during a 24 hour period is unacceptable. The
Army and Alr Force need more than one hour per day on many occasions, As stated In
the cover letter the number of two, thres, and four events per day is critical to training
loads. Ifnot adjusted, this limitation will cut out 75% of our training capability.
Additionally, there is na mention of other types of abscurants used by the Chemical
School, Smoke hand grenades (vacious colors), vehicle grenades (red phosphorus and
brass flakes), HC smoke pots, safer smoke pots (teraphalic acid), and large area infrared
obscurant materials are essential portions of training znd qualifying chemical soldiers.
Thiy permit excludes this type smoke,




6. pg 2, para3 The PMI10 lass than 2,600 Tbs per hour cannot ever be met, Even though
droplet sizes average about one micran, we would violate this limit every time we tum a
generator on, drive through dust, or usa-infrsred obscurants (by design greater thay 10-14
microns in size). IR obscyration is a critjcal skill to countermeasure enemy IR target
acquisition devices. It is not possible to simulate this sensar/obscuration phenomenon at
this time. It is a learned bshavior 8t the institutional level,

7. pg 2, para 5 Reporting of violations appears to he tao slow. At lot of damage could
ensue unless a mors rapid methodology is adopted. This permit needs to adjust threshold
limits beyond 65,000 gellons per year to at least the combined total of current and
projected training loads (we could live with & bare bones of 95,000 gal/yr). Scaling back
training by 30% is unacceptable 1o readiness _

8. pg 3, para 7 How will the QAPP plan effact the “users” the Chemical School and Air
Farce Disaster Preparedness Technical Training? The QA plan must be coordinsted with
potential users,

9. pg 3, para 8 Someone needs to calculate the voluminous record keeping costs. Who is
the Permitee: Fort Wood personnel or the Chemical School? How is Fort Wood going
to implement this? Why is anly fog oil record keeping necessary? Qther obscurants need
to be tallled and contribute to the entire atmospheric load. The emissions from tho digsel
engines of EMWWVs and APCs as well as the MOGAS powering the smoke generators
are sources, Does this add to the poundage allowed per dsy? Other military vehicular
tralning, automobiles, electrical gsnerators, construction equipment, railroad activities, on
Fort Wood apparently need to be part of the daily toral as well.

9. pg 4, para 13 What equipment should be used or is avalable for MET data? Who
collects it? If soldiers and airmen are to do this who certifies them and when, how often?
Calculstion of mixing height is of particular concern, from where is it measured and how

does it apply to each site and length of plums.

10. pg 4, para 14 Limitations on Operations. How often (psr month) do these conditioas
exist? Need ta go back at least 5 years to see if we are handcuffed by artificial restraints.
This has the potential, when synergistically combined with reductlon in annual gallons
allowabla and only one hour per day could absolutely shut down smoko training.

11. pg4, para 15 Ida not understand how 2 state agency can dictata the forecasting lead
times, They establish a standard and now want to tell the Amty how to suck eggs. This
State agency is really beyond their authority to tell us how to manage compliance with

standards.




12. pg 4, para 16 Does this mean MET conditions (air stability and wind direction) are to
be continuously monitored/measured or just before the event. Need to evaluate the
percent of time wind directions and speeds are unfavorable. Quick referance indlcatos
unfavorable conditions exist around 35% of the time. The only availablo wind rose is

twonty years old.

13. pg S, para 16¢ Ifthe Director is meant o be the Director of DNR, this presents an
interesting fegal situation for the Army. This blanket authority seems to be a catch-all
phraso which allows the Director to unlatorally terminate Army smoke operatlons. This is
absurd. Tf permit vialations occur, enforca it, but the Director should have no legal basis
terminate smoke for “to be determined” reasons. Perhaps this is the place where an insert
can state the Director might be overruled by the EPA or other Federal Agencies. These
mysterious powers of the Director place the Army at risk and should be eliminated,

'

14, 7' 6, para 23 We would be automatically in violation if tried to maintain current
teaining lovels. The aic quality modeling standards need to be addressed in this document.
Air models used by the EPA are not as specific for cloud dynamics and concentration as
the ones eatablished by the Army (formally the Atmospheric Sciences Laboratory). EPA
models use Industrisl chemical stack emissions and translave that to smoke generator
sources, some of which are mobile. No known BPA model is an accurate representation.
The Combined Obscurant Mode! for Battlefield Induced Contaminants (COMBIC) is the
worlds best model and should be used, especially since it is possible to model all types of
obscurants, not just fog oil, Other sources are the Joint Technioal Group for Munitions
Effectiveness-Smoke and Aerosols Group assessment reports which have tailored smoke
munitions and generators for the past ten years. If we are going o use models, we should

do it correctly.

1S. pg 6, para 24 Injury 1o plants and animal life have not been thoroughly documented.
Sierra Club and athers gote (quite accurately) the Army analyses are subjective and most
are inconclusive. The Army cannot avold the challenge that specific tests have not been
done at Fort Wood or Fort McClellan, Army references cite known studies which treat
flora and fauna with about 5,000 times the amount that might be expected from Army fog
oil operations. I intuitively believa it is safe, one ¢annot measure the downwind
deposition, but it is hard to avoid the criticism that it has to 80 somewhgre. The worst i
case is a challengs of fog oil spillage at the generator sites. Fort Wood will mitigate this

with their Installation Spill Contingency Plan. It is difficult to attribute direct or

approximate damage to plants and animals if no base line it available. How does the other
obscurants affect plants and animals? DNR has the Army assessment data, but chose not ;
ta allow these in the air permit, What is different gbout fog oil? Unreasonable enjoyment
of life is another nebulous term, Smoke by its very nature may be considered 8 nuisance
and IR obscurants are deflned as nuisance dust. I see big problems here, Itis a legel tarpit
which places the entire art of smoke generation for the survival of fighting forces at

tramendous risk,

!




16. pg 7, Attachment A These four sites have not been measured. The only data which
exists at Fort Wood is measured from the airfield, Historical wind data is ancient.
Cansidering the relation of specificity required to comply with this permit, microclimatic
studies should be performed at esch of these sites, As stated in Fort McClellan's 1993
Smoke Report (but rejected by Fort Wood) seasonal wind patterns and speeds limit smake
training at theso sites because of the potential for offpost migration or interference with
other post activities, Conservative estimates are that between 25-50% of the time, smoko
operations will be fimited. Since we use smoke 250 days of the year, further erosion of
training apportunities are certain. Bxclude the non trafficable tarrain, svoidance of
endangered spedies areas, small ponds, wetlands, impact areas, the infamous million dellar
hole ares, cantonment area, standofT distances between the installation boundary and
smoke areas, the major thoroughfare bisecting the installation, the bombing range and
there is less space than it appears. The bottomline is that weather is one of the most
limiting factars of all. We caa scheduls ¢lasses, ranges, locations, but we cennot schedule
Mother Nature. From someone with over twenty years of smoke generator axperience I
am telling you this smoke permic is a disaster for the future of the Army's smoke program.

k% TOTAL PARGE.BBB *xX
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February 13, 1995 Fob James, Jr.

The Honorable Glen Browder

Member of Congress

2344 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Congressman Browder:

Thank you for your letter inquiring about the impact that possible
base-closure or realignment action at Fort McClellan or Anniston Army
Depot could have on the Department of the Army's currently pending
environmental permit application for the chemical demilitarization
activities at Anniston Army Depot.

The relationship between the Department of the Army and the State
of Alabama with respect to the proposed operation of the chemical
demilitarization activities at Anniston Army Depot has been a long and
complex one, owing to the nature of the undertaking and the risks
associated with that undertaking. Further complicating the relationship
has been the research and development necessary to bring this activity to
fruition. For all of the difficulties inherent in this industrially
difficult and publicly sensitive activity, the relationship between our
organizations has been open, frank and productive. HWe have made progress
in overcoming some of the technological and procedural hurdles necessary
to satisfy the State of Alabama that the health and safety of our
population is adequately protected and that risks related to chemical
demilitarization are eliminated, minimized, or controlled.

As you are aware, Fort McClellan and Anniston Army Depot are major
components of the Contingency Plan submitted by the Army and required by
40 CFR Part 270.14(b)(7) and Part 264, Subpart D. The purpose of this
plan is to minimize hazards to human health and the environment from
fires, explosions, or any unplanned sudden or nonsudden release of
hazardous waste or hazardous waste constituents associated with the
demilitarization facility at Anniston Army Depot. As acknowledged by the
Army in its Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Hazardous Waste
Permit Application, the provisions of the Contingency Plan " . . . will be
carried out immediately whenever there is a fire, explosion, or release of
hazardous waste or hazardous waste constituents that could threaten human
health or the environment."

We see from correspondence provided by your office that the Deputy
Secretary of Defense is fully cognizant of the resources at Fort McClellan
and Anniston Army Depot that are committed to the chemical
demilitarization program through the Army's RCRA permit. We note that the
Deputy Secretary in an August 8, 1994, letter to you asked the Secretary
of the Army "to work closely with the Alabama Department of Environmental
Management to respond to the state requirements and to be fully responsive
to their concerns."

Pnnted on Recycled Paper ;_,Cj




In response, the Principal Deputy Under Secretary for Acquisition
and Technology in an August 11, 1994, memorandum to the Secretary of the
Army stated, "We must commit appropriate military resources (such as the
following, which have been identified at their current location) to
support the demilitarization effort:"

At Fort McClellan: "Decontamination Team, Medical
Assistance Team, Security Control Team, Communications
Support Team, Rescue Squad, Public Affairs Office,
Plans and Operations Office, Explosive Ordnance
Detachment, Noble Army Community Hospital, Provost
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, Emergency
Operations Center.”

And the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Installations,
Logistics and Environment in a September 23, 1994, letter to the
commanders of Fort McClellan and Anniston Army Depot, states:

"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."

A review of the Army's pending application demonstrates that the
Army, just as we, has relied heavily on the support available from Fort
McClellan and Anniston Army Depot to satisfy the requirements of 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 which has been contemplated for Fort McClellan and Anniston Army
Depot in the event of a chemical incident or accident relating to chemical
demilitarization activities at Anniston Army Depot. It has been the
availability of 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 appropriate response.

We recognize that the support available from Fort McClellan and
Anniston Army Depot could be replicated with an appropriate dedication of
resources. However, the resources appear to be extraordinarily large and
will require extensive training of personnel, construction of facilities,
and provision 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 of concern,
however. The chemical agents in question include some of the deadliest,
most toxic compounds developed for chemical warfare. These include
mustard (HD) and nerve agents (VX and GB). The availability of military
personnel to respond to a chemical accident or incident gives us a Tevel
of confidence that appropriate action will be taken for the simple reasons
that soldiers, unlike civilians, are subject to orders, the disobedience
of which carries far more serious implications than those to which a
civilian would be subject. The Army's plans include the use of 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 characteristics 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 with population
control, emergency medical personnel trained to deal with chemical
injuries, and facilities designed to treat the chemically injured. Not
least among our concerns is the potential for unauthorized intrusion at
the Depot. Although the risk of such an event may be Tow, the
implications are severe and require a high degree of security and reaction
capability. These are not resources which are readily available for
immediate response, and they will have to be replicated if Fort McClellan
or Anniston Army Depot are closed or realigned substantially and the
chemical demilitarization activity at Anniston Army Depot is to be
permitted.

Because Fort McClellan is the home of the Army's Chemical School
and Military Policy School, it is only natural that Army planners have
incliuded the resources at Fort McClellan in developing their Contingency
Plan. Furthermore, Noble Army Hospital personnel and facilities are
uniquely qualified to address chemical injuries due to the long experience
with such risks, as well as the current operation of the Chemical Defense
Training Facility (CDTF) at Fort McClellan. This facility also ensures
that we will be able to train appropriate personnel at Anniston 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 of the specific support elements to be forthcoming from Fort
McClellan resources in the event of a chemical accident or incident
include acceptance of 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
will be decontaminated before they are accepted at local civilian
hospitals. Implicit within this concept is the capability to accomplish
such decontamination. MWe are particularly concerned that the significant
decrease in trained military health care providers associated with the
closure of Noble Army Hospital at Fort McClellan will leave us with a




situation where, in the event of major chemical incident or accident,
Tocal hospitals will not accept contaminated personnel for fear of
contaminating their own facilities, and the Army will no longer have a
facility operational to deal with such circumstances.

Other areas which cause us concern include the availability within
the immediate geographic area of an Explosive Ordnance Team. The 142nd
Explosive Ordnance Detachment is currently located at Fort McClellan, and
the notification procedures in the event of a chemical accident or
incident clearly reflect that they have been included in the Army's
ptans. In addition, support teams from Fort McClellan respond to
requirements for security, communications, on-site medical assistance,
rescue squad and public affairs are assets which the Army and the State of
Alabama have relied upon as available in the event of a chemical accident
or chemical incident. If Fort McClellan were to be closed, adequate
provision would have to be made to replace these support teams.

In addition to Fort McClellan's extensive resources, the Army's permit
application and the Department of Defense's August 11, 1994, memorandum
cites the following resources at Anniston Army Depot: "Directorate for
Law Enforcement and Security, Directorate for Ammunition Operations,
Ammunition Surveillance Division, Depot Equipment Division, Environmental
Management Division, Health Clinic, Depot Commander, Electronics Liaison

Office."

These are not minor considerations which can be overlooked.
Rather, they constitute major concerns because they have significant
impact upon the resources immediately available to respond to an emergency
situation.

Under these circumstances, I express to you my grave concern about
the promised emergency response capability which will be unavailable if
Fort McClellan or Anniston Army Depot were to be closed or realigned.

This is a substantive concern for the health and safety of the potentially
affected populace. Of equal concern to me is the effect which this
closure or realignment might have upon our reliance on representations
made in the Army's permit application. I certainly would expect to be
notified of any such drastic change in circumstances.

The substantive concerns which I call to your attention place at
risk the permit which the Army seeks. Should Fort McClellan or Anniston
Army Depot be closed or realigned, the Department could not issue the
necessary environmental permits to allow construction and operation of the
chemical demilitarization activities at Anniston Army Depot unless and
until such time as the Army could demonstrate to our satisfaction that
adequate and competent emergency response and backup security capabilities
are in place.

Sincerely,

MMW\
hn M. Smith

irector
JMS:SRR:se
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February 6, 1995

115 East Nonmsm!
TuskeGeE, AL 36083

Mr. John M. Smith ProNt: 727-6490
Director, Alabama Department

of Environmental Management

PO Box 301463

Montgomery, AL 36130-1463

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 deviated" 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 Army's ability to meet the
requirements of its Resource Conservation 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,

Dl Byt

Glen Browder
Member of Congress

8iBRB + CALHOUN ¢ CHAMBERS <« CHILTON <« CLAY +« CLEBURNE « COOSA - LEE
MACON « RANDOLPH - RUSSELL - ST CLAIR - TALLADEGA -+ TALLAPOOSA
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Governor

The Hon. Togo Hest
Secretary of the Army
Room 3E178 Army Pentagon
Washington, DC 20310

Dear Mr. Secretary:

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 demilitarization facility at Anniston Army Depot. An integral
part of. the Army's application, as presently constituted, is a reliance
on support from Ft. McClellan. You can imagine our surprise when the
Army recently announced its recommendation that Ft. McClellan be closed.
The inconsistency in the Army's approach in its application for the
chemical demilitarization facility is of considerable concern and has
been the subject of previous correspondence to then Acting Secretary
Shannon in 1993 when a similar situation developed. At the risk of being
somewhat repetitious, the following factors deserve your attention.

As you know, Ft. McClellan is a major component of the Contingency
Plan submitted by the Army and required by 40 CFR Part 270.14(b){(7) and
Part 264, Subpart D. A review of the Army's pending Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act permit application demonstrates that the
Army has relied heavily on the support available from Ft. McClellan to
satisfy the requirements of the Contingency Plan. This is apparent 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 which has been contemplated for Ft.
McClellan in the event of a chemical incident or accident relating to
chemical demilitarization activities at Anniston Army Depot. In light of
the proposed closure, I am fimpelled to ask what are the Army’s plans to
protect the community during the demilitarization operation? My concerns
for the community's safety and the permit application's viability are
deepened by the Army's recent statement to Congressman Glen Browder that

it is "still trying to determine what, if any, support is required from __

Ft. McClellan."

As recently as March 15, 1995, hospital and emergency personnel from
Ft. McClellan participated in the Anniston Community Exercise to test
response effectiveness. Indeed, no community exercise has been conducted
to date without the assistance of Ft. McClellan personnel. It has been
the availability of the extensive emergency infrastructure which has
provided assurance that a chemical accident or incident would result fin
an immediate, effective, and appropriate response.

Brmag nn Aacyciag Panad
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The Hon. Togo West
Page 2
May 9, 1995

Because Ft. McClellan is the home of the Army's Chemical School and
Military Police School, it is only natural that Army planners have
included the resources at Ft. McClellan in developing their contingency
plan. The availability of military personnel to respond to a chemical
accident or incident provides a level of confidence that appropriate
action will be taken for the simple reason that soldiers, unlike
civilians, are subject to orders, the disobedience of which carries far
more serious implications than those to which a civitian would be
subject. The Army's plans include the use of deadly force in appropriate
circumstances, a matter which also favors the employment of military
security forces.

Furthermore, Noble Army Hospital personnel and facilities' are
uniquely qualified to address chemical injuries due to their TJong
experience with such risks, as well as the current operations of the
Chemical Defense Training Facility at Ft. McClellan. Some of the
specific support elements to be forthcoming from Ft. McClellan resource
in the event of a chemical accident or incident include acceptance of
casualties at Noble Army Hospital.

In addition, support teams from Ft. McClellan respond to
requirements for security, communications, on-site medical assistance,
rescue squad and public affairs needs. These are assets which the Army
and the State of Alabama have relied upon as availab1e in the event of a
chemical accident or incident. a

We note that the Army, in its 1995 base closure report, ca11sfon1y
for "mintmum essential facilities, as necessary, to provide auxiliary
support to the chemical demilitarization operation at Anniston Army
Depot." In order for the Army's RCRA 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 Ft. McClellan for regponse
to a chemical accident/incident at the Depet, should Ft. McClellan
close. This accounting should include where these support assets will be
located and what facilities and equipment will be provided. ’

Unless the Army can demonstrate that adequate and competent
emergency response and backup security capabilities are 1n place, the
State of Alabama could not fssue the necessary environmental perm ts to
allow construction and operation of the chemical demilitarization

activities at Anniston Army Depot.
Sincerely,
Jahn M. Smith
Director

IMS/ssg




CEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

1010 CEFENSL FENTAGON
WASHINGTON. DC 20X01-1010

§ AR 15

Bonorable Glen Browdar
Housse of Raprasentatives
Washington, DC 230518

Dear Mr. Browder,

In our meeting on June 16, 1594, you and I discussed
Departzment of Defense pollicy and intentions on saveral matters
related to the Chenical Damilitarization Preoject scheduled feor
Anniston Army Depot., You rsquasted that I provida assurances on
these ratters, and I an pleased to reapond to this request. as
you knov, tha Departzent is eager to conduct its dDusiness in a
rannar that is open and reets community occncerns to the maximum
extent poesibla. Thse *safequard™ assurances you reQusst serves .-
this purpese and thersfors daeaerve tha peaitive responses
provided belov.

Pleass rast assured that va shars your oencern for safe and
envirenzantally sound destruction of chemical vsapons at
Anniston., spaecifically:

Prohibision against trapeportation: :

As required in saction 8075A of Public Lavw 103-139, no
faderal funds will be used to study the feasibility of
remcval or transpertation of unitary chemical veapons from
or i?to Anniston Arzy Dapot, except as permitted By that '
gection. '

Enhanced stockpile survelllancal

Anniston is already incorporated into the enhanced stockpile
surveillance prograx and vill be monitored until cempletion
of the chaxzical weapons destructien prograw,

gits-gpecific risk acgesspent)
We vill perfora a sites-specitic risk assessmant at Annistoen
befors construction of the chemical wesapons disposasl

facility beqginsg,

Wa will continue ressarch into neutralization technelogy
and, should breakthroughs occur early vhich dexonstrate
imprevad safety or environnantal parformance, ve will
endeavor to apply the new data to destructicn design and
operation at Anniston. )
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We will {ncorporate lessons learnasd from tha Johngsten Atoll
and Tooele Arxy Depot destruction facilities into the design
and operation of the Anniston facilicy.

guccepsful JACADE oooration/Third fagility contrace:
As required in secticn 23106 of Pudblic law 103-160, none of
the funds approg:iatod, pursuant to an authoritation of
appropriations section 3104 (a) for conatructiocn of the
exical weapons destruction faocility at Anniston wvill be
cbligated until tha Secrstary of Defense submits a
certification in accordance with that provisien.

carbaon glltxation systegl
We will incorporata tha rest affective carbon filtration

systea available into the design of the Anniston dispesal
facility.

¥e vill coordinatse vwith public health agencies to monitor
long-ters health effects of the destruction progran at

Anniston.

Aaniston Army DRepot/ror: McClellan suvport Tesourcss;

By separate corraspendencs, I an asking the Secretary of the
u-q to vork cleosely vith the Alabama rtzent of
Environnental Xanagssant to respond to state
requirezants and to be fully reaspensive ¢to their concarns.

Chenmical Stockpile PEzsrgency Prevaredness FPIogrami

¥e will provide for saximum protsction for the environeent
and huzan health of the community surrounding Anniston Army
Depot by irovidlnq effective laadership to ensure the
succassful i{mplementation of the Chemical Btockpile

Exergsncy Preparsdnsss Program.

Destruction of facility upon coxplation of demilitarizasion:
The facility constructad at Anniston Arxy Depot will Dde used
crly for dastructicn of chamical wsapens and munitiens
stored at Anniston Depot, and once the alinination of
that stockplle is completed, the facility will be dizmantled
and removed.

gcongraselonal oversighfy

We vill conduct all operations in full avarsness of
Congreseional cversight through the authoriszation and
appropriations process,
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1 assurs you that the Department of Defense will continua to
ensure that the destructicn of our chemical wveapons stockpilae {s
accoaplished in full cognizance of the ongoing need to protect
our pecple and our enviromment,

Sincaraly,

AN

\




THE UNOER SECRETARY OF CEFENSE

3010 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTCN, OC 2C3C1-3C1Q

ACAUITION AND AJG 1 11934

TCHNOLOG Y

MIMORANDUM FOR THE 8ECRETARY OF TEE ARNMY
ATTN ASA(ILAE)

8UBJRCT: Chemical Weapons Demilitarization Faocllity gt
Annigton Atmy Depot, Annistoa, Alabama

Bfforxts ara ongoing to ensure the eguocessful gtart of
chamical weapons demilitarization operations at Anniston
Army Depot. In order to gain the requisite support for
thess operaticns, we must ensure the application of
certaln safoguards which will s=atisfy local -conocerns and
enhance the safety of the denmilitarisation proocess.

We naed to be fully responsive to the Aladbama
Department of Invironxzental Managemzent, and we must gomxit
appropriate militazy rescurces (such as the following,
which have beea identified at thelr ocurrent location) to
support the denilitariszation effore:

Anpleton Army DRepot:

Directorats for Law Znforcexment and Sscurity
Directorate for Amxaunition Operations
Axnunition Surveillance Divigion

Dapot Equipzent Division

Eavizonxmental XManagerent Divislon

Health Clinlis

Depot Corxzandar

Rlectronics Liaison 0Office

Ioxt ¥MgClellan:

Decontanination Teanm

Medical Awssistancs Tean

8ecurity Contrel Taaa

Communications Egupport Team

Rescue §Fguad

Public Affalrs Office

Plans and Operations Office

Explosive Ordnance Detackment

Noble Army Community Rospital

Provost Harshal

Trafflc Control and Sacurity VForca

Directorate of Planv, Training, Kobilization and
Security

A




Directorate of Logistiocs

gtaff Judge Advocate

Direotorate of Personnel and Community Activities
Joint Information Center

Ezxoergency Operations Center

I will appreciate your timely attention {in this
ratter. I hope that you will be able to report to ne {n
the very near future that the coordination required to
onsurs commitment of appropriate resources has heen
accomplished.

Pleagse {nform Dr. Ted Proclv, Deputy Assistant to the
Sacretary of Defense (Chemical and Blological Katters) on
the status of your c¢oordination effoxts, Dr. Proeilv can
be reached at Extension #351097.

PP p27o vy
R. Noel Longiamare
Principal D9 Under Swm of
Ce'anse (Acquisition & Technowgy)




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
QOf FICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY
INSTALLATIONS LOGISTICS AND ENVIRCNMENT
110 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON OC 20310.0110

September 23, 1394

Major General Alfonso E. Lenhardt

Commanding General

U. S. Army Chemical and Military
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 Envircnmental
Management during the permitting process. It will 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. Reguest the
Memorandum of Agreement between the U. S. Army Chemical
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 James Coverstone,
after revision.




I appreciate your cooperation on this extremely

important matter.
‘Sincerely,

W S #7 AL

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
INSTALLATIONS LOGISTICS AND ENVIRONMENT
110 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON OC 20310-0110

September 23, 1994

Major General Dennis L. Benchoff
Commanding General

U. S. Army Industrial Operations Command
Rock Island, Illinois 612359

Dear General Benchoff:

Anniston Army Depot and Fort McClellan 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 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 Demilitarization, Colonel Jzmes Coverstone,
after revision.




I appreciate your cooperation on this extremely
important matter.

Sincerer,

N ), 1L

Robert M. Walker
Assistant Secretary of the Army
(Installations, Logistics & Environment)

Attachment

CF:
Commander, Anniston Army Depot
Assistant Deputy Chief of 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. 20515

- 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
future 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 from 1989 to 1991, to include its chemical
weapons storage facility, so I know the risk in storing these terrible 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)




e 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, 2

Kenny 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. 20515

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 office 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

Printed on @ Recycied 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 from 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 from 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 ($150K/yr.) were left open to
accommodate personnel support which may be required. Additionally, the Army intends
to relocate the 142d Explosives Ordnance Detachment (EOD) from 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 (EOD) with all of its equipment and personnel to Anniston Army Depot. The
100K 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 bdse operating support dollars remaixﬁng at Fort McClellan for leaving 100K square
feet of space open is $150K per year.

4. How this cost is figured into the return on investment for closure of Fort
McClellan.

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 $316 million dollar twenty year net present
value for the COBRA analysis closing Fort McClellan would increase if the 100K square

feet of facilities in question were also closed.




THE HENRY L. STIMSON CENTER

Pragmatic steps toward ideal objectives

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 Program: Views, Analysis, and Recommendations,
September 1994) revealed a lack of public trust to be a significant

21 Dupont Circle, NW Fifth Floor Washington, DC 20036 el 202/223-5956 fax 202/785-9034
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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 1its 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. 1In
a 13 February 1995 letter, the Director of Alabama's Department of
Environmental Management John M. Smith statéd 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
the 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
ire r, CWC Implementation President
Project
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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 the

Brad Roberts
Research Fellow
Editor, The Washington Quarterly

1800 K Street Northwest » Washington DC 20006 ¢ Telephone 202/887-0200




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF
WASHINGTON, DC 20310-0200

May 23, 1995

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425
Arlington, Virginia 22209

womay rater ot numbal .
when ressoncing SO —\

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 confusion 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 of the Army.

A point/counterpoint paper discussing the memorandum is enclosed
(Encl 2). 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 fuil 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 confident 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.

Sincerely,

-

S E. SHANE, JR
rigadier General, GS
Director of Management

Enclosures

CF:

CoS TRADOC

David A. Shorr, MDNR
Representative Ike Skelton
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Point / Counterpoint

Point #1. "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 events/scenarios 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 Leanard 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

Fnel 2




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 oil
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 it 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.
Uniess 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.




29 Apr 93

Apr 93
May 93

May 93

May 93

19 May 93

May 93

Jun 93

Calendar of Events
Smoke Training Permit Coordination Timeline
Fort McClellan (FMC) & Fort Leonard Wood (FLW)

Received electronic mail from COL Nelson, Ft McClellan, indicating
62,800 gal fog oil training mission level consumed on 2 ranges (56, 24A)

FLW field trip to FMC on smoke training and other matters
Smoke trials at FLW

FMC, including key personnel from the Chemical School, conducted field
trip to FLW reference smoke training to discuss requirements

Obtained FMC Environmental Impact Statement for Chemical School
move from Aberdeen Proving Ground to FMC; reviewed smoke training
pollution data

Training & Doctrine Command validated fog oil mission load at
max 60,000 gal with expected decrease due to Army downsizing

Smoke trial

FLW BRAC team field trip to FMC to finalize requirements

15-17 Mar 95 FMC (MP School Direcector of Training, Chemical Schooi's LTC Newing,

3-7 Apr 95

and other senior representatives) visit FLW to review requirements

FLW visited Fort McClellan with BRAC Team Vhief, Environmental Staff,
DOT, DPTM, Range Control Chief

- visited smoke training ranges

- discussed training requirements / frequencies with LTC Newing &
LTC Sutton

- visited POL yards

- questioned LTC Newing / Sutton on training requirements per course
OSUT, BNCOC, ANCOC, OBC, etc. including training scenario,
equipment, training durations

- visited / discussed with FMC environmental staff

- received copies of all current POI's and reviewed smoke training
requirements

- Obtained smoke range use data from FMC range control

- FLW BRAC Team Chief / 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

tons/year pollution

12-13 Apr 95 FMC MP/Chemical 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

3-5May 85 MP & Chemical School Directors of Training visit FLW to validate
construction requirements and Operational Concept
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY & ()

FORT LEONARD WOOD, MISSOURI 65473-5000

REPLY TO Qs
ATTENTION OF 2 . r‘.\/ ‘1{195
ATZT-CS < kL
MEMORANDUM THRU 56/
2 (M

U.S. Army Training and trine Command, ATTN: ATCS-OR (COL
Roszkowski), Fort Monrce, VA 23651-5000

b w95

Director, The Army Basin partment of the Army, Office

TIN: COL Jones,. 200 Army Pentagon,

Washingten, DC  28310-0200

FOR The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, ATTN:
Edward A. Brown III, 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 coordination
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 installation 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 informal consultation will
follow this same open line of communication.

3. 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 curren* BRAL recommendation.

4. A brief chronology of key endangered species coordination 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 request. If additional{information is

9 Encls ANDERS B. AADLAND

COL, EN
Chief of Staff
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REPLYTO
ATTENTION OF

ATZT-BRAC 9 3 HAY 1995

% .

MEMORANDUM THRU .,

U.S. Army Training”ahdqp§gtrine Command, ATTN: ATCS-OR (COL
Roszkowski), Fort Mon¥geg, 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 III, 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 is -
required please feel free to contact me at 314-563-6134.

FOR THE COMMANDER:

ANDERS B. AADLAND
COL, EN
Chief of Staff

SN
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Endangered Species Management on FLW Chronology

DA forwards to MACOMs/installations policy guidance for
fulfilling requirements of Endangered Species Act (ESA)
of 1973. 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.

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.

FLW initiates coordination with USFWS and MDC to
conduct mid-winter bald eagle survey. Have conducted
annually since that time.

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.

Letter from USFWS to FLW CG regarding Brook’s Cave and
requirement for protection under ESA.

FLW report to DA regarding impact of ESA on military
activities. No impact under current mission.

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.

Gray bat maternity colony is surveyed by MDC personnel
(member of Gray Bat Recovery Team). Frequency of
subsequent surveys based on Recovery Plan.

FLW identified in MDC’s Management Plan for the Indiana
Bat and Gray Bat in Missouri. Also identified in Sep
1992 revision of this plan. FLW asked to review and
comment on these plans.

McCourtney Hollow and Big Hollow Timber Sale EA/FNSI.
USFWS concurs with "no adverse affect" determination.

TRADOC requests current list of threatened, endangered
and candidate species on FLW and immediately adjacent

lands. Also asks for State listed species.
Encl 2
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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 1383 request to fund BA.

Ballard Hollow Timber Sale EA/FNSI. USFWS concurs with
"no adverse affect" determination.

TRADOC approves 1383 request. FLW initiates prep of
SOwW.

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
2701 Rockcreek Parkway
North Kansas Cityv, Missouri 64116

816-374-6166

April 25, 1978

Commanding General

U.S. Army Training Center Engineer and
Fort Leonard Wood

Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri 65473

Dear Sir:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was informed that Brooks Cave on Fort Leonard
Wood, Pulaski County, Missouri, contains approximately 20,000 Indiana Bats,
Myotis sodalis. The Indiana Bat is listed as an endangered species. The bats and
their habitats must be protected and preserved.

The Endangered Species Act of 1973, Public Law 93-205, states that it is the
policy of Congress that all Federal departments and agencies shall seek to
conserve endangered and threatened species and shall utilize their authorities in
furtherance of the purpose of the Act. Section 7 of the Act requires Federal
agencies to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in order to insure that
actions that they authorize, fund or carry out do not jeopardize the continued
existence of an endangered or threatened species or result in the adverse
modification or destruction of their critical habitat.

All activities associated with Brooks Cave and adjacent lands should be evaluated
and a determination made as to whether the activity; 1. will not affect the listed
species or its habitat, 2. may affect the listed species or its habitat (either
harmfully or beneficially). Formal consultation is required if it is determined that
there may be an affect from these activities.

On May 10, 1978, Mr. Larry Visscher, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Fishery and
Endangered Species Coordinator, will be meeting with Mr. Gary Houf of your
facility engineering staff. One topic of discussion will be Brooks Cave and the
endangered Indiana Bat.

~anl



If there are any questions, please contact Mr. Larry Visscher, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Suite 106, 2701 Rockcreek Parkway, North Kansas City, Missouri
64116, Comm. Tel. (816)374-6166 or FTS 758-6166.

/Sinqel‘ely yours,
/ ,
< 7 ?J"""‘;)ZZ»’ L:f/ & 2

om A. Saunders
Area Manager

Attachment

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 65201

January 4, 1984

Colonel Wayne L. Lucas

Director of Engineering and Housing
Headquarters, Environmental Office
Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri 65473

Dear Colonel Lucas:

This responds to your December 8, 1983, letter requesting a list of endangered
species that may occur within and surrounding Fort Leonard Wood, in Pulaski
County, Missouri. This response has been prepared under the authority of and
in accordance with the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531-1543), as
amended.

To facilitate compliance with Section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act of
1973, as amended, Federal agencies are required to obtain from the Fish and
Wildlife Service information concerning any species, listed or proposed to be
listed, which may be present in the area of a proposed action. Therefcre, we
are furnishing you the following list of species which may be present in the
concerned area:

Endangered

Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus)

Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis)

Gray bat (Myotis grisescens)

Pink mucket pearly nussel (Lampsilis orbiculata) ’

Secticn 7(c¢) of the 1978 Amendment to the Endangered Species Act underscores
the requirement that the Federal agency and the permit or license applicant
shall not make any irreversible or irretrieveble comumitment of resources during
the consultation period which in effect would deny the formulation or
implementation of reasonable alternatives regarding their actions on any
Endangered or Threatened species.

There is no designated critical habitat in the project area at this time.

Enclosed is a 1list of the Major Responsibilities Required of Federal Agencies
under ths Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended.




We would like to take this opportunity to inform you of a recent change
(relocation) of address. Our new address is:

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Columbia Ecological Services Field Cffice
105 East Ash

Columbia, Missouri 65201

If you have any qguestions regarding this response or if we can be of any
further assistance during informal project coordination, please call us at
(FTS)276~53T74 or (314)875-5374. We appreciate the opportunity to provide this
information for your planning effort.

Sincerely yours,

s \4’ »m 7/”//\,

Tom Nash
Field Supervisor

£nclosure

ce: MDC, Jefferson City, MO
Planning (J. - Bachant)




Telephone: 314/751-4115

February 7, 1990

Mr. Thomas Glueck

ATZT-DEH-EE

Natural Resources Office

Ft. Leonard Wood, MO 65473-5000

Dear Mr. Glueck:

Attached are the following items:

1. Lists of species that we tracked in the Natural Heritage database and
recorded for Laclede, Phelps, Pulaski and Texas counties as

requested;

2. Our book on endangered species;

3. Printouts of species occurrences from the Natural Heritage database

for Ft. Leonard Wood;

L4, A dictionary for most fields of information. The ones that are
defined are those not shaded on the attached blank form.

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION

MAILING ADDRESS STREET LOCATION
P.O. Box 180 2901 West Truman Boulevard
Jefferson City. Missourt 65102-0180 Jefferson City, Missouri

\ JERRY J. PRESLEY, Director

Please contact Rick Thom if you have any questions about this material.

Contact Holly Wheeler if you have questions about the fields on the
occurrence record forms.

MJS/d jm:

Att.

JERRY P. COMBS

Kennett

Sincerely,

00, A, 0D Mo

Michael J. Sweet
Endangered Species Coordinator

COMMISSION

ANDY DALTON JAY HENGES JOHN POWELL

Springfield St. Louis Rolla

-
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United States Department of the Interior —AMERCA s

R
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE —- -
COLUMBIA FIELD OFFICE (ES)
P.0. Box 1508
IN REPLY REFER TO: Columbia, Missouri 85205

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 Species Status' Expected Occurrence
Bald eagle E Migration, winter
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus) resident

Gray bat E Caves

(Myotis grisescens)

Indiana bat ‘ E Caves and riparfian
(Myotis sodalis) 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.

s

'E = federally-listed endangered, T = federally-listed
threatened, P = proposed for Federal 1listing, 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.
We 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. 1In 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 1listing 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 information on these
species is available from this office.

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 314/875-5374.

Sincerely yours,

erry J. Brabander
Field Supervisor

cc: MDC; Jefferson City, MO (Attn: Dan Dickneite)
MDC: Jefferson City, MO (Attn: Mike Sweet)
EPA; Kansas City, KS (Attn: Bob Barber)

RIH:rh:1460PUFTLEOA
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DEPARTMENT QF THE ARM ;
HEADQUARTERS
US ARMY TRAINING CENTER ENGINEER AND FORT LEONARID WOOD
FORT LEONARD WOODR, MISSOURI 65472

REPLY TO
ATTENTIC 4 OF

May 6, 1892

Natural Resources Office

Mr. Jerry Brabander

Field Supervisor

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Columbia Field Office

608 East Cherry Street
Columbia, Misscuri 65201

Dear Mr. Brabander:

Under the Fort Leonard Wood Installation HMaster Plan, the
Individual Tactical Training Range Conplex is being relocated to
another portion of the installation. A brief description of each
range is at Enclosure 1. Proposed alternatives are outlined in
Enclosure 2 and depicted on a map (Enclosure 2). .

An Indiana bat winter hibernacula, Brooks Cave, 1s located in
Township 34 North, Range 11 West, Section 3 (Enclosure 3). The
cave is designated as a "Restricted Use Cave" and managed according
to guidelines outlined in Cave Resources of Fort ILeonard Wood,
(Oesch and Oesch, 1986). The cave 1is posted closed to public use
during the period of September 1 through April 29, the period of
time when Indiana bats are present.

In an effort tec assist the installaticn in identifying
potential preblems with locating a range in the proximity of Brooks
Cave, representatives of your office visited ¥ Leonard Wcod on
February 25 and 27, 19%2. They met with representatives from the
Directorate of Plans, Training and Mobilizaticn: the 3rd Basic
Training Brigzde: and the Directorate cf Enginsering and Holsing
Wildlife Biologist to discuss the three alternatives. Training
activities of the specific ranges were observed, as well as

visiting the proposed sites anZ Rrooks Cave.

The primary concern centered arocund the relocaztion of Range
2%. Alternatives and 3 site the range within one-half nile of
Brocks Cave. Because the range 1s active at night, the same tine
the kats are active, there is the pctentizl fcr the roise of the

gunfire and grenade/artiliery sinulators to zaffect the Indiana
bat's foraging behavior. Bats fcrage by echolc and the loud
noises may cause them to feed less, feed elsevhers, or leave the
area altcgether. The greatest potential occurs in the fall when
the bats arrive at the cave (September thru mid-0ctober) just prior

tc hibernaticn, and in the spring prior to the bat's departure

[eIRE
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(mid-March thru April). Suspension of trazining activities during
these times is not feasible. While the bats were hibernating, the
noise was not likely to affect bat behavior.

Based on these discussions, we have determined that the
relocation of Range 29, or a similar range, in the vicinity of
Brooks Cave may adversely affect the Indiana bat. Please provide
comments regarding this assessment and any recommendations that
may assist Fort Leonard Wood in sound stewardship of this
endangered natural resource 1in conjunction with 1its training
mission.

Subsequent to this meeting, Range 6 (Enclosure 3) was proposed
as a possible site for Range 29 relocation. This aree provides
suitable terrain and is 1.4 miles from Brooks Cave. Further
request that you provide any information or references as "how.
close is too close'" to site training activities of this nature to
Brooks Cave.

For additional information and coordination, please contact
Mr. Thomas Glueck, Directorate of Engineering and Housing, Natural
Resources Office, 314-596-7749.

Sincerely,
”W
i e~
. /"*v*—'f";',‘/
L2 P bt !
/lmg David Brown
[

ieutenant Colonel, U.S. Army
“ Director of Englneering and Housing

-

Enclosures

Copy rurnished:

93}

™

Conservation, Mr. Dennis Figg

H

Missouri Department c
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United States Department of the Interior PRDEN "
s ——
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE N m———
Fish and Wildlife Enhancement —— .
) Columbia Field Office
INREPLY REFER TO: 608 East Cherry Street

Columbia, Missouri 65201

FWS/AFWE-CMFO

JUN 0 5 1992

Wm. David Brown, Lieutenant Colonel
Directorate of Engineering and Housing
(Attn: Natural Resources Office)

Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri 65473

Dear Lt. Colonel Brown:

This responds to your letter of May 6, 1992, which determined that the
relocation of Range 29, or a similar range, in the vicinity of Brooks Cave may
adversely affect the Federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis). Your
letter also requested information concerning buffer distances between the cave
and site training activities which would protect this species.

Based on the site visits and training activities observed by representatives
of this office on February 26 and 27, 1992, we concur that Alternatives 2 and
3 may affect the Indiana bat. Under either alternative Range 29 would be
relocated to within 0.5 mile of the cave (Area B-Alternative 2 or Area D-
Alternative 3).

As stated in your letter, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's (Service)
greatest concern is the high potential for the concussion and noise of night
firing activities to disrupt or alter bat foraging behavior during the fall
and- spring. A secondary concern is the possibility that these same training
activities may disrupt winter hibernation because of this species' habit of
roosting near the cave entrance.

In the fall, prior to entering winter hibernation, Indiana bats swarm in the
cave vicinity. The fall is critical to the bats®' life cycle because most
copulation occurs then and foraging must provide fat reserves which will
sustain the animal through the winter. The initial spring period after
hibernation may also be a critical life cycle period because the bat's fat
reserves have been depleted during the winter but available food resources are
low. The most serious cause of Indiana bat decline is human disturbance of

hibernating bats.'

LaVal et al.,? reported that Indiana bats foraged on forested hillsides, and
ridgetops within two kilometers (1.2 miles) of their cave hibernacula.
Therefore, training activities of the type described for Alternatives 2 and 3
would occur within the foraging zone of Brooks Cave.

Brooks Cave is a significant winter hibernaculum for Indiana bats', which is

'U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1983. Indiana Bat Recovery Plan. Prepared
in cooperation with the Indiana Bat Recovery Team. 21 pp + Appendices.

’Laval, R.K., R.L. Clawson, W. Caire, L.R. Wingate, and M.L. LaVal. 1976.
An Evaluation of the Status of Myotine Bats in the Proposed Meramec Park Lake and
Union Lake Project Areas, Missouri. Final Report to U.S. Army Engineer District,
St. Louis, Missouri, Contract No. DACW43-76-C-0026. 136 pp.

Eacl



" Lt. tCcl. Wm. David Brown, 2
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(f) 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 402.144d).

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 use
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.




" 1t. tol. Wm. David Brown, 3
Individual Tactical Training Range
Complex

We appreciate the close and early coordination you have provided on this
project. Please contact Mr. Mike LeValley or Dr. Paul McKenzie of this office

([314]) 876-1911) if we can answer any questions or provide further
clarification.

Sincerely,

Wofo foctlby [y

Jerry J. Brabander
Field Supervisor

Enclosures
cc: MDC; Jefferson City, MO (Attn: Dennis Figg){(w/out encl.)

MJL:m1:1463\PUFORTLW
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United States Depal tment of the Interior T ————]
SRR

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE c—- nﬂ

Fish and Wildlife Enhancement
Columbia Field Office

= R.EPLYRHERTO: 608 East Cherry Sweet

' Columbia, Missouri 63201

JuL 6 1993

FWS/AES - CHFO

Mr. Thomas F. Glueck

Directorate of Engineering and Housing
(Attn: Natural Resources Office)

Fort leonard Wood, Missouri 65473

Dear Tom:

As per our Scope-of-Work dated May 19, 1993, please find enclosed the draft
Scope-of-Work for a Biological Assessment (SOW) to assess effects of Fort
Leonard Wood, Missouri military training activities on Indiana and gray bats
and the bald eagle. By copy of this letter, we are also requesting review of
the draft SOV by Missouri Department of Conservation staff and Indiana and
gray bat Recovery Team members.

The SOW includes three attachments. Attachment 1 is a copy of the Part 402
Interagency Cooperation Regulations which list information requirements for a
Biological Assessment. Attachment 2 itemizes specific military training
activities and bat populations to be studied. Attachment 3 provides
guidelines for conducting mist net surveys of Indiana bats.

Separately, we have also included a detailed cost estimate for the work, and a
partial list of potential contractors The detailed cost estimate identifies
costs for each project task, and dlscloses the assumptions used to generdte
the estimates.

As we have discussed previously, two figures (Figures 1 and 2) should be
. ... provided with the SOW and final Request for Proposal. For Figure 1, we

T recommend using Figure 1 from the Fort Leonard Wood Master Plan Narrative
Rt Report, May 1991. For Figure 2, we recommend a map similar in size and detail
to the Fort Leonard Wood Reservation Special Map. This map should incorporate
the location of all study caves, including Great Spirit Cave and Freeman Cave,
and delineate all existing and proposed training areas and activities. At a
minimum, the training ranges addressed in Attachment 2 of the SOW and shown on
the United States Geological Survey maps provided to us for preparation of the
SOW should be included.

During preparation of the SOW, we developed a list of contacts and potential
subcontractors which may be of use to you in awarding the contract or
evaluating proposals. We would be happy to provide this information upon
request,

ca.ln




We appreciate the opportunity to prepare the SOW and look forward to working
closely with you to refine it. Please contact Mike LeValley ([314] 876-1911)
for further coordination.

Sincerely,

Hhid § 550y i

Jerxy J. Brabander
Field Supervisor -

Enclosures

cc: MDC; Jefferson City, MO (Attn: Dennis Figg)
MDG; Columbia, MO (Attn: Rick Clawson)
MHTD; Jefferson City, MO (Attn: Gene Gardner)

MJIL:m):1542\SOWFTLW




. _ K PRIDE IN e
United States Department of the Interior AMRICA e
R
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE !

Fish and Wildlife Enhancement
Columbia Field Office

IN REPLY REFER TO: X
608 East Cherry Street

Columbia, Missouri 65201

OCT 1 4 1993

FWS/AES-CMFO

Lieutenant Colonel John P. Johnson
Director of Engineering and Housing
Directorate of Engineering and Housing
(Attn: Natural Resources 0Office)

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 néed
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 3«D 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.

=a-l




LTC Johnson, 2
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,

| ///// 4y %{ /7 //}/
Jexrry J. Brabandel
Field Supervisor

cc: MDC; Jefferson City, MO (Attn: Dennis Figg)

MJL:ml:1541\FTLWTSAL




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

HEADQUARTERS
U.S. ARNY ENGINEER CENTER AND FORT LEONARD WOOD
FORT LEONARD WOOD, MISSOUR! 65473-5000

July 16, 1993

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

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,
R11W), 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, R11W), 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. Two 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). Brooks Cave
(Section 3, T34N, R11W) 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
occupy midstory or understory positions and are approximately six
(6) to eight (8) inches dbh.

Since ocur 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
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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 recommendations that may assist Fort
Leonard Wood in sound stewardshin ci 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.

Sincerely,
ORIGHHZ
SIGNED BY DZH
JOHN P. JOHNSON
LTC, EN
Director of Engineering and Housing

~
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF
200 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

31 MAY 1995
Mr. Ed Brown i e
Army Team Leader L ’ o1 ridar
Defense Base Closure and T "'*‘.f‘i..c. QQ&ﬁcl*b\ ‘Q\

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) 614-6513.

MICHAEL G. JONES
COL, U.S. ARMY
Director, The Army Basing Study

Printed on @ Recycled Paper
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION ™ - <*
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE {425

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
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET)
WENDI LOUISE STEELE

Colonel Michael G. Jones

Director, The Army Basing Study S50 w00 S
Department of the Army

Office of the Chief of Staff

200 Army Pentagon

Washington, DC 20310-0200

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,

%/ %\.;‘
/ Edward A. Brown III

Army Team Leader
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Effective Citizen Action Since 1969
Missouri Coalition for the KEnvironment

- 6267 Delmar Boulevard, Saint Louis, Missouri 63130 (B14) 727-0600. FAX: (314) 727-1665
J'uncl 15, 1995

The Honorable Alan Dixon, Chairman
Defease Base Closure & Realignment Commission
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425

ngion, VA 22209 P VLT N e b
e Ly 9‘5 o\ 23

RE: Army Chemical Warfare Training School

Dear Chairman Dixon:

On behalf of the Missouri Coalition for the Environment 1 would like to bring to your attention the
enclosed memo from consulting engineer Robert Schreiber regarding additional permits needed before the
above captioned facility can be transferred from Fort McClellan, Alabamna, to Fort Ceonard Wood, Mis-

souri. .

The State of Missouri is aying to imply that all relevant permits are in place. That is simply not true.
Furthermore, those state air permuits that have been issued are at present under legal challenge by the Mis-

soun Coalition for the Environment.

Thank you for your kind attention to this information.
Sincerely, P

R. Roger Pryor
Execunve Director
Missouri Coalition for the Environment

Encl




SCHREIBER

GRANA
YONLEY

INCORPORATED 271 Wolfner Drive = Saint Louis, Missouri 63026

BVRONVENTALENONERS ~ JMPB498399 «Fax 3143408384

June 14, 1995

Roger Pryor

Missouri Coalition for the Environment
6267 Delmar Boulevard

St. Louis, MO 63130

Dear Roger,

As requested Schreiber, Grana & 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 program. Presented in the enclosed document is an evaluation
of the various traming elements performed m the Army’'s Chemical Training School. In addition,
regulations of the State of Missouri have been evaluated to determine their applicability to the
proposed move of the Army's Chemical Training School to Fort Leonard Wood.

Many of the permit deficiencies outlined imclude the regulatory citation, while others incilude USEPA
guidance documents that were not followed. The permits listed are required for portions of the training
program that Army personnel at Fort Leonard Wood either overlooked, are unaware of, or believes are
mmor and may not need permitting.

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 will be available for use at Fort Leonard Wood. It does not meet the requirements of
the currently issued permit by the Missouri Department of Natural Resources (Appendix 1). Analytical
results are also included for pads used in the "Minicams" to detect the nerve agents m the CDTF. The
amount of Silver contained in the pads makes them a hazardous waste (Appendix 2). -

If you have any questions about any of the mformation presented, I will be glad to discuss it with you.
Please contact me or Bryan L. Williams of my staff at (314) 349-8399. Bryan can also be reached at
home at (618) 235-7621 or by pager 1-800-759-7243, access code 305-3531, and then punch m the
telephone number where you can be reached.

Sincerely,
Schreiber, Grana & Yonley, Inc.

o 7 (A me
Robeft J. Schreiber, PE. f 2TS

President

RJIS/blw
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1 INTRODUCTION

This document is prepared to inform BRAC on the outstanding permitting issues at Fort Leonard
Wood. In the attempt to obtain permits for the transfer of the Chemical Training School from Fort
McClellan to Fort Leonard Wood, many issues have been overlooked or ignored. All the issues
outlined in this document include the regulatory requirement or guidance addressing why each permit
is required. Each of these outstanding issues can limit or reduce the Chemical Training School's
capabilities to provide the same comprehensive training at Fort Leonard Wood as has been offered
at Fort McCleilan.

A detailed review of the Chemical Training School operations at Fort McClellan was conducted. This
mncluded visits to Fort McClellan and discussions with operations persomnel from the Chemical
Trainmmg School Information gathered from these trips was considered when deciding which

~ regulatory requirements would apply to operating identical training at Fort Leonard Wood.

[
E

2.1 D n ti

Citation: Missouri Stormwater Regulations at 10 CSR 20-6.200(1)(A) require that "All
persons who operate, use, disturb land, maintain existing storm water point sources, or before
beginning any construction which would result in a stormwater point source, shall apply to
the department for the permits required 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."”

10 CSR 20-6.200(1XBX7) exempts sites that disturb less than five (5) acres. The
requirements for a land disturbance application are found at 10 CSR 20-6.200(3).

SCHREIBER, GRANA & YONLEY, INC.
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Comment: Per the BRAC 1995 Programming Documents, Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri
Project 45893, Section 2.B.6, the Chemical Decontamination Training Facility (CDTF)
construction will require the clearing (disturbance) of 8.26 acres. A stormwater permit for
the CDTF construction is, therefore, required and has not been obtamed.

22 Flame Training and CDTF Sediment Pond

Citadon: In 10 CSR 20-6.200(2) "Stormwater discharge associated with industrial activity.
The discharge from any conveyance which is used for collecting and conveying stormwater

which is not under a permit issued under 10 CSR 20-6.010 and which is directly related to

manufacturing, processing or raw materials storage areas at an ndustrial plant” is required

to have a discharge permit.

Missouri stormwater regulations at 10 CSR 20-6.200(2)(B) 3.F. specifies that “Industrial
facilities that are federally , state or municipally owned or operated” are subject to the

stormwater regulations.

Comment: Flame Traiping : Since flame training, which includes the practice of exposing
large quantities of ignitable matenials such as oil and other petroleum products to th-e ground,
is a significant potential stormwater pollution source, a stormwater permit for all designated
flame training areas (Ranges 27 and 28) is required. ’ -

Comment: CDTF Sediment Pond : As stated m the BRAC 1995 Programming Documents
for Project #45893, Section 2.B.5 identifies a stormwater drainage sediment pond, sediment
pond emergency spillway and sediment pond relief lime. This construction is for a specific
additional stormwater discharge point. No modification to the current existing stormwater

x\am\95351 S¥axtlen rpe
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permit MO-0117251 has been requested for this additional discharge point.

23  Qther Construction

Citation: Missouri Stormwater Regulations at 10 CSR 20-6.200(1)(A) require that "All
persons who operate, use, disturb land, mamtain existing storm water point sources, or before
beginning any construction which would result in a stormwater point source, shall apply to
the department for the permits required 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 in the BRAC Project 45893 document show various other
projects involving construction including PN 383135, 38317, 42638 and 383518, which may
require land disturbance exceeding five (5) acres. As noted m 2.1 above, construction
disturbing land areas greater than five acres will require permit applications for a stormwater
permit. In addition, each range area project such as Range 28, Range 27, the Mechanized
Smoke Ranges (3) and Alpha Field also will require a stormwater permit if each project
mvolves the disturbance of more than five (5) acres.

AIR PERMITS

31  Fog Oil Permit

Citation: In the Fog oil permit issued by the Missouri Department of Natural Resources
#0695-010, Emission Limitations #3 states,

"a. The fog oil shall be severly hydrotreated to remove polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs) and their nitrogen and oxygen analogies, and

\ar\95351 S\foxtlen e
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c. The fog oil shall contain no more than 0.5% (one-half percent) by weight of any
single hazardous air pollutant (HAP) as defined by 10 CSR 10-6.020 (2) (C), "Table
3 Hazardous Air Pollutants.” The combination of all HAPs in the fog oil shall
comprise no more than 1% (one percent) by weight of the fog oil.” '

"Table 3 - Hazardous Air Pollutants, " listes Polycyclic organic matter with the
following footmote, "Includes organic compounds with more than one (1) benzene
ring, and which have a boiling point greater than or equal to one hundred degrees
Celsius (100° C).
Comment: The same fog oil as is m use at Fort McClellan has been analyzed for the quantity
of Polycyclic 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.

32 CDTYF Construction

Regulatory Guidance: EPA's document titled "New Source Review Workshop Manual",
dated October 1990, states "A deliberate decision to split an otherwise "significant” project

mto two or more smailer projects to avoid PSD review would be viewed as circumvention
and would subject the entire project to enforcement action if construction on any of the small
projects commences without a PSD permit”.

cam\953 51 Sartlen rpt
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Citation: In the regulations at 10 CSR 10-6.060 (1)B) Applicability to Covered
Installations/Changes in regards to Construction Permits Required states "This rule shall apply
to installations throughout Missouri with the potential to emit any polhitant in an amount
equal to or greater than the de minimis levels. This rule also shall apply to changes at
mstallations which emit less than de minimis levels where the construction or modification
itself would be subject to section (6), (7), (8) or (9) of this rule. This rule shall apply to all

incinerators and asphaltic plants.”

In 10 CSR 10-6.020 (2)T)7 the defmition of mstallation reads "All source operations
mncluding activities that result in fugitive emissions, and any marine vessels while docked at
the mstallation, that belong to the same industrial grouping (that have the same two (2) digit
code as described in the Standard Industrial Classification Manual, 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 of the same person (or persons under common control).”

This prevents the separation of muitiple operations from individual permitting.

Comment: PSD review was conducted for the fog oil obscurant traming portion of the
Chemical Training School. The air permit for construction of the CDTF was issued without
a PSD review. Because of the mmitiple facets to the training provided by the Chemical
Training School, all facilities to be constructed for this move should have been considered as
a single project to avoid the “circumvention” referred to in the EPA's above-mentioned
document. Because the air permit for the CDTF was issued without a PSD l:eview, its
construction/operation will most likely subject it to enforcement action per EPA's policy in
its guidance manual referenced m this paragraph, in addition to private citizen litigation.

33  Flame Training and Other Obscruants

Citation: In the Missouri regulation at 10 CSR 10-6.060 (SXA), De Minimis Permits,
requires "Any construction or modification at an stallation subject to this rule which results
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in a net emissions increase below the de minimis levels shall be exempt from fixrther
requirements of this rule if the owner or operator of the source applies for, and the permitting
authority issues, a de minimis permit for that instaflation."

Comment: Flame training involves the ignition of thickened gasoline and other materiais such
as oil to produce a "wall of flame” as an obscurant. MDNR has issued an air permit for the
fog oil obscurant training. This permit ailows the use of fog oil only and will not allow the
Army to use any other types of obscurant training. Examples of other obscurants include the
use of hexachloroethane smoke pots, brass flakes (infrared defeating obscurant grenades),
large area infrared defeating (graphite powder) obscurant, dye colored smoke and
phosphorous smoke. These other obscurant's are used at Fort McClellan. They are necessary
for comprehensive training which requires using all materials that would be used i battle

conditions.

Citation: Missouri regulation 10 CSR 10-3.050(3)(A),states that "This regulation applies to
any operation, process or activity except the buming of fitrel for mdirect heating in which
products of combustion do not come into direct contact with process materials, and except
the bumning of refuse and except the processing of salvageable material by burning.
Generation of fog oil mist is an operation, process and/or activity which does not mvolve
buming of refiise, or processing of salvageable material by bumning, or buming for mdirect
heating." . -

10 CSR 10-3.050(4XA), Emission Limitations, states "Except as provided for m subsection
(4XB) and section (5) of this rule, no person shall cause, suffer, allow or permit the emission
of particulate matter in any one (1) hour from any source in excess of the amount shown m

Table I for the process weight allocated to the source.”

x\am\95351 Sfortien rpt.
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Comment: The fog oil generation process will result in violation vof this rule. Furthermore,
none of the exemptions provided m 10 CSR 10-3.050(5) are applicable to the process
generating fog oil mist. Hence, 10 CSR 10-3.050(4)(A) applies to the generation of fog oil
mist. This regulation limits particulate emissions in accordance with the following formmla:
E =4.10 x P*¥

where E = rate of emission, [b/hr; and
P = process weight rate, tons/hr.

Based on the permutted maximmm use of 3,700 Ibs/hr of fog oil, this formula limits particulate
emission to 6.19 Ibs/hr. Actual particulate emission from 3,700 Ib/hr of fog oil usage will be
2,600 Ibs/hr. Fort Leonard Wood will not meet the requirement of 10 CSR 10-3.050(4)XA).

4 WA W R

4.1 TF Air Sc er Wate

Citation: Missouri wastewater regulations at 10 CSR 20-6.010 (4), Construction Permits,
specifies:

(A)  "No person shall canse or permit the construction, installation or modification of any
sewer system or of amy water contaminant source or wastewater treatment facility
without first receiving a construction permit issued by the department except for the

following:

—
H

Construction of a separate storm sewer; or
2. Facilities as provided in other 10 CSR 20-6 regulations.

Lam\953515¢artlenpt
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(B) A separate application for each sewer system, water contaminant source or
wastewater treatment facility must be submitted to the department. Where there are
muitiple releases from a single operating location, however, one (1) application may
cover all facilities and releases. For continuing authorities listed in paragraph (3)(B)1.
or 2. only one (1) application may be required when the authority operates a sewage
treatment plant and has one (1) or more other non-continuous storm water-related

discharges associated with the sewage treatment plant."

Comments: The CDTF, as designed, will include an incinerator that utilizes a water venturi
scrubber as part of the air contaminant removal system. The water generated by this scrubber
will be discharged to the Fort Leonard Wood wastewater treatment plant. Design flow rate
for the scrubber is 15,000 gallons per day. Based on this information and the requirement of
the State of Missouri regulations, Fort Leonard Wood is required to obtain a water pollution

control construction permit before the CDTF mcimerator is constructed.

A-RE D ' WA
5.1 erat r rdou te fi erati

Citation: Based on USEPA regulations at 40 CFR 261.24, Table 1, "Maximum Concentration
of Contaminanrs for the Toxicity Characteristic” states that waste materials containing silver
“at the concentration equal to or greater than" 5 mg/1 is a hazardous waste. "A solid waste
that exhibits the characteristic of toxicity has the EPA Hazardous Waste ﬁumber specified
in Table 1 which corresponds to the toxic contaminant causing it to be hazardous.” The
hazardous waste designation for Silver is waste code # DO11.

Comments: The CDTF generates waste pads from the "minicam" air monitors which are

impregnated with silver nitrate. These monitors are utilized for the detection of nerve agents

c\arm\95351 S\fartlenpt
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throughout the CDTF and in the air ventilation system. The laboratory analysis of a
representative sample of the waste pads show a silver concentration, in the "Toxic
Characteristic Leachate Procedure (TCLP) extract per SW-846 Method 1311, to be 1,080
mg/L. A copy of the analysis is attached as Appendix #2. Current CDTF policy requires
decontamination of any material exposed to nerve agents to the five "x" level before it can be
released from Army control for off-site shipment. CDTF policy defines five "x" level to be:

. Materials that have been thermall-y treated for 15 mimutes at 1000°F, or

. Matexals which air monitoring mdicates the nerve agent air concentrations are below

detectable levels.

Based on this CDTF policy, the waste pads impregnated with silver nitrate which have been
used to detect (and hence exposed to) nerve agents are required to be thermally treated on-
site to remove amy possible nerve contammation. The air permit issued for the CDTF by the
Missouri Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) states that "No hazardous wastes may
be charged to the incinerator." Given this scenario, the Army can not ncinerate the pads in
the CDTF without violating the MDNR's CDTF air permit and can not ship them off-site to
a permitted hazardous waste disposal site without violating its policy of prior decontamination
to five "x" levels. The same issue can be raised for other potential hazardous wastes
generated by the CDTF. These wastes include laboratory wastes and waste filters from the

ventilation system.

6.1 joactiv t ini

Citation: USEPA regulation, found at 40 CFR 61 - Subpart H - National Emission Standards

Cam\95351 Sortlen rpt
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MMBMEMM&MH, details the equirements which have to be

included in a Fort Leonard Wood permit application.

40 CFR 61.104 (a)(1) - "The report or application for approval to construct or modify as
required by 40 CFR part 61, subpart A and §61.106, must provide the following mformation:

(i) The name of the facility. :

(1) The name of the person responsible for the operation of the facility and the anme
of the person preparing the report (if different).

(iif) The location of the facility, including suite and/or building noumber, street, city,
county, state, and zip code. )

ETC. ... through xvi."

40 CEFR 61.04 (b) - "Section 112(d) directs the Admmistrator to delegate to each State, when
appropriate, the authority to implement and enforce national emission standards for hazardous
air pollutants for stationary sources located in such State. Ifthe authority to implement and
enforce a standard under this part has been delegated to a State, all information 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 from
a certain Federal or State reporting requirement). The Administrator may permit all or some
of the mformation to be submitted to the appropriate State igmcy only, instead of to EPA
and the State agency. The appropriate mailing address for those States whose delegation
request has been approved is as follows:

(AA) State of Missouri: Missouri Department of Natural Resources, Division of
Environmental Quality, P.O. Box 176, Jefferson City, MO 65102."

Comment: The radiological laboratories currently operating at Fort McCleilan are required

<\arm\95351S\fortlen rpt
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to have two Nuclear Regulatory Commission licenses. A Part 30 license for "byproduct
materials” and specific source materials, and a Part 70 license for "Special Nuclear Material."
To maintain these operations, Fort Leonard Wood is required to apply for construction
permits for the proposed move of the radiological training laboratories. Because the same
facilities at Fort Leonard Wood will require the same NRC licenses, the laboratories are now
covered by the NESHAP's permitting rules.

Citation: Missouri Drinking Water Regulations at 10 CSR 60-3.010(2)(A) requires "a
supplier of water which operates a noncommunity public water supply to apply in writing to
the department for a permit to dispense water to the public”. A nontransient noncommunity
water system is defined by 10 CSR 60-2.015(65)(B) as "A public water system that is not a
community water system and that regularly serves at least twenty-five (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 including a new well, a 100,000-gallon storage tank and, at Section 2.B.2, 6,336
feet of 6 mch diameter water line. The system's service meets the definition of a nontransient
noncommmnity water system since staff will exceed 25 persons. A written application for'a
permit to dispense water for this system mmst be submitted to the MDNR.

x\am\95351 5\fortlenrpt
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As often stated by various members of the 1993 and 1995 BRAC commissions, 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 from Fort McClellan to Fort Leonard Wood. Presented m this document
are many requirements that have not been addressed. With the consideration of this mformation
presented, the BRAC should understand that all of the permits necessary to flly operate the Chemical
Training School at Fort Leonard Wood are not approved. The effectiveness of the Chemical Traiming
School at Fort Leonard Wood will be greatly reduced and the training capabilities significantly
restricted without these permits. Additional mformation and details regarding these permit

deficiencies can be provided to you upon your request.

Thank you for the opportunity to prepare this information for the Coalition.
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Appendix #1

Fog Oil Analysis



Chemir / Polytech

Laboratories,Inc.

ANALYSIS REPORT

Prepared for: Mr. Bryan Williams
Schreiber Grana & Yonley

Prepared by: Shri Thanedar, Ph.D.
Technical Director
(314) 291-6620

2 June 1995
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The Birmingham News - Page 2A
Saturday - May 13, 1995

This year’s top Army drill sergeant is a woman

HAMPTON, Va. -~ The Army's drill instructor @t Fort Jackson, S.C., Yor the An‘r;y_Reserv_e. the winner
toughest and best active-duty drill js the second woman to win the top was $tatf Sgt. Bruce Clark, who is
sergeant this year is a woman. annual award of the Army ‘ITaining  assigned to the 100th Training Divi-

Sgt. 1st Class Anita D. Jordan, a and Doctrine Command. siop in Louisville. Ky.

(PAO Note: The firsc Woman Drill Sergeant of the Year was SSG Jill Henderson.
At the time, she was assigned to Co., C, 787th Military Police Battalion, Fort
McClellan, AL, She earned the title in April 1993.)
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Budget cutters spare
commissaries, shave COLAs

Military pay. benefits and qual-
ity-of-life programs  escaped the
Republican juggeroaut of budget
cuts with scrapes and bruises but
RO Serious wounds.

Conumissaries won't be privat-
ized, military retirecs will continue
to receive  cost-of-living  adjust-
ments and most school districts
that teach service children wili re-
coive federal impact aid,

Still, scevice people will share
in the pain of House and Senaic
budget plans unveiled May 9 10
balance the federal budget by 2002,

Military retirement, like other
federal entitlements, will tose a
chunk of inflation protection, ca-
reerists negring retirement could
fose some benefits, new recruits
might pay more for GI Bill educa-
tion benefits and free parking at
federal buildings could end soon.

For all of that, scrvice people
aren’t singled out for deeper cuts
than a lot of Amencans. That's a
relief for military leaders and
service associations who lobbicd
hard in recent weeks to avoid such
a morale-damaging result.

The deepest cuts tall across all
federal  entitlement  programs.
“Shared sacrifice” is an argument
military  associations and  veteran
groups have used for years 1o pro-
teet benefits. It would be difficult
10 drop now, cven if they wanted
tQ.

Here are specifics tor imbitary
people, culled from Republican
budget-cutting plans:

COLAS. Military retirees and
survivors will continue to receive
full cost-of-living adjustmenis as

measured by the government’s
Consumer Price Index. But Re-
publicans assume technical  ad-

justments o the CPI will lower the
value of COLAs for all entitle-
ments, inctuding government re-
tpement, veteran bencfits and So-
cial Security.

. The House plan assumes that,

starting in 1999. a revised CPT will

Ty~ dA o

Military
Update
i

Tom Philpott

drop inflation .6 percent annually,
saving the government as much as
$40 billion by 2002. The Senate
package only assumes a .2 pereent
drop in inflation.

Republicans rejected staff pro-
posals to make decper cuts in re-
tiree COLAs, either through use of
a rmeans fest or by capping or
eluminating COLAs for younger
retirees.  Military leaders were so
worried about the possibility that
Adm. Wilham Owens. vice chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Stalf,
telephoned Rep. John Kasich, R-
Ohio, House  budget  commitiee
chairman, to urge that promiscs
made o carecnsts and current re-
tirees be kept. Kasich, said a
source. was receptive,

By then, Sen. Pete Domenici, R-
N.M., chairman of the Senate
budget committee, already had dis-
carded his own staff’s recommen-
dations for deep culs in military
COL As.

Retirement. The Senate plan
docs recoramend what appears 10
be a minor change in the way
military retirement is calculated,
But that change would shave re-
tired pay significantly. saving $300
million over the next five years.

Current reured pay 15 based on
a pereentage of a member’s final
basic pay. The Senate would
change the base amount (o average
basic pay during a member's final
vear. This would dampen the effect
of pay raises and longevity in-
creases earned during the mem.
ber's Jast 12 months,

Owens was expected o urge
senaters o drop this change as
well, I they da not, it would hit
future retirees who enteced service
befor: Sept. 8. 19300 Those who
jeined later than that alrcady fall

i
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under o “High-37 celirement plan.
Thetr annuitics witl be set as & per-
centage of average pay during their
hiphest three earning years,

Commissarics. Despite a Re-

publican push  privatize rany
zoverment programs, the budget
plans do not ¢all tor an end to the
&1 billion  commissary  subsidy.
which would forve patrons 10 shop
for grocerics in commercial stores
Kasich, who has questioned  the
need for stateside commissancs,
was expected to push for privativa-
tion. But he could expect stift re-
sistance  from  Defense  Secretary
William Perry and the House Na-
tional Security Committee.

Impact aid. More than $109
million in federal impact aid, that
portion earmarked 1o help school
districts educate military children
who live off base, would be killed
under the House budget plan. The
move, endorsed by the Clinton
administration, would continuc aid
to schools that teach on-base chil-
dren. Proponents say the partial cut
is justificd because off-base fami.
lies contribute to the local tax base
in numerous ways. In January,
Kasich told colleagues he intended
to eliminate the cntire $728 mil-
lion program. Lawmakers, school
officials and military parents have
lobhicd hard since then to save the

program.
Other changes. One or both
bhudget  committees  also  recon-

mend cuts in federal civilian re-
tircment and health care contribu-

tions, an end 1o free tederal park-.

g a federal buildings, higher G}
Bill contributions {or new enrcllees
and culs In some veteran benetis.
Reader comments and sugges-
tions are welcomed.  Write to
Military Update, P.O. Box 1230,

Centreville, Va. 22020, or send e-
mail to: milupdate @aol.com .
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Plan to merge

growth efforts
causes buzz

By Sean Reilty )

Star Political Writar

When Calhoun County lawmakers set
up a committee 1o look at the area’s at-
tcmpts to lure jobs and indusuy, they
hoped for a discussion on whether those
efforts needed streamlining.

The conclusions the comumlttee pre-

pared

for county legislators certainly

have exciled some discussion; they also
appear to be dead on arrival.
“We do need to avoid duplication,”

said

state Rep. Barbara Boyd, -

Anmiston. “But we do not need to rush

into

implementing  something,  just

change for change’s sake.”
At issue is how well two of the big-

gest players in the

county arena work

together in luring new jobs -—— ar at least
how well they are perceived to mesh,
Farward Calhoun County is the Chamber
of Commerce’s marketing arm, sup-
ported by private contributions. The Cal-

houn

i}

County Economic Development

Council 15 2 lus-
supported ageacy whose main job
ts buying and developing property
tor industrial use.

Chaired by local  AmSouth
Gank President C. Rogers Hyche,
the committee set up by fegishators
earlier this  year recommended

ging the 1wo inlo a single
“Feonomic Development Author-
v’ governed by a  15-member
board chosen by bocal fawmakors,
Mavors. county Comumnistioners and
~onuibutors. Local industrial de-
velopment bowrds would also be
folded w. Initially heading the now
ageney would be cunent chamber
rranager Larry Sylvesiee.

“The big thing we wanted was
one-stop  shupping.” Hyche sind.
“The whole abjective of this 13 to
have better coonomic  develop-
ment.” New prospacts and existing
busingsses interested i expansion
necd © know “they can go 10 One
cntity 1o selve whatever problems
they have”

From what he has been told,
Hyche said, the current division of
labor has cost the arga some pros-
prcts; 1t may also be a preblem lor
the Atabama Development Oftice,
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the slale agency that serves as

intcrested in coming to Alabama.

"I think they would send mare
and miore quality prospects if we
had  one-stop  shopping, in my
apinion,” Hyche said.

Odhers differ, saying that the
county has an excellent track rec-
ord.

“Towould say, genarcally, of
somathing is not broke, don't fix
1" cand Anaiston Mavar David
Dethrage. “From what v been
abte o determine from ahy e
i olhice. welve had outstanding
industrial expansion nd o aion
in our county "

As proof, Dethrage poinis @
several recent expanzions and ihe
deal to consolidate Defense Re-
search Inc. plants in  Anniston.
Although “lintle wif wars” may
somctines ogcur, Dathruge  sa1d,
the DRI deal showed he 'wi][mp-
ness of all players 10 come -
gether,

And while som# suspest cham.
ber feuders of seeking 10 zev their
hands on EDC's steady resepue
stredann, even chamber Choarnan
Richard Cuter was hesitunl (O en-
dorse the proposal.

“"When  you  stant making
changas. you always have a lag in
geuting back up 10 specd. My pref
crence will be that we don't ninker
with the orgamzation nght pow,”
Cater surd.

If there is a perception prohlem,
Cater said, it may be related © the
absenve of a chamber president
since Mike Clayborne's depactuce
fast year. Another potential source
wis the belief at one point that
£DC did not have cneugh sites o
show prospects, Although compet-
mg are ave tried 1o use those
points 3 Calhoun  County,
bots are boig remeched. Gieg
Barker takes over as chambor
president next month; the EDC s
ACQUITINE TOre 8Creage.

“The bottom line is that at this
point. EDC and FCC continue 10
be a tearn,” Cater said.

In scuing up the pancl chaired
by Hyche, Jawmakers said they
were reacung o worries that the
COUl'll}"‘- C— DO devem;'n'm‘-.m
cffort. were hort by overap and
fack ot cooperation. With Font

MeCleHan again facing  possible .

closute,  those
more ritical

become

congarnd

%
%

Control uf a lor of money s alko
ot stake. FCC has spent 52 million
w F2.5 million in the tust four
veurs, says [CC Operating, Chae-
taan Bill Juckson, GDC'S anpual
budget usually ranges from 1.1
million 10 313 million, xud Gene
Stedham, former EDC chairman
who sl serves on the council.
Current Chairman Wilham Tram-
mell wag out of win and could non
be reached far cormment

They wint the EDC money,”
sard Stediang, adding that nwem-
borg of Hyohe's commnwee were
niware of what EDC actuadly

docs. Whide saying (hat e tooks
lorward o warking wvith Barker,
Stedham questioned the chamber's
more recent leadership.

In negotiations last year wath
Southern Bag Corp. o build an
Anniston plant, for example, the
chamber committed an EDC purcel
w the company without t2ting the
EDC, which had alrcady sold it ©
someone else. Stedbam <d The
EDC had 1w reacauire the pooperty.
w e chagrin. of the peevious
oWwndr.

“We're hoping o averd htiga-
uon,” he id. e never should
have happencd.”

Stedham also wo
chamber  and FCC o spends g
maney. 1 don’t think  they're
spending 1 for industuial devetop-
ment. They've got $95.000 feom
tha tourism tax and 1 don’t Know i
they spend 1t on tourism ar nor” he
sk

Cater declined (9 comment di-
vectly on the Southern Bug atfair.
Anyone wondering about FCC's

ding can ook at its books, he

dera hiow the

siid,
Despite the suir, any action on
o ndations
in their curicat Tonm secms un-
Jikely, That would 1 latiun,
and local lavma e {rom
unificd on the subject

i KN N

Rep. Mike Rogers, R-Saks, suid
the  panel’s  recormmendations
sounded Upracucal,’” but wanted o
hear more reaction. Like Barhara
Boyd, Rep. Larry  Sims,  R-
Eastaboga. was skepncal,

“Their initiad proposal 1 don't
think v goioy to be implanented,”
Sims sd. 1 don't think 's com-
prehensive enough: it will negd
meore work ™

Rep. Gerald Willis, D-Nances
Creek, said he wus unfarilior with

14 NDHd =5IE

the plan. Sea. Doug Ghee, D-
Anniston, could not be reached for
comment Friday, but in 2 leter 1o
Trammell  cartier provided by
Ghee's oltive, he sugpesied tht
rowe discussion iv peaded

Left hanging for now is the

original  guesuon: whether the
county's  growth  efforis noed
stresmubining, Besidns FCC and

EDC, at least a halt-dasen other
organizations e involved in o
nome development. Abeent haid
evidence that the currens setup s
really hurting, there appears o be
little cagerness  find an unswer

“When you've expencnced duch
success,” Dethrage suid, s goine
W be dapg near impossible @ per-
suade poeople that change v in ar-
der”
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Competition fierce for
radio system contract

By Richard Coe
Star Statl Weter

JACKSONVILLE — Twenty
mithon dollars is an awful for of
maney, $o James A, "Pappy” Dunn
15 wary these davs when someony
wants (o be hiy Iriend,

As chairman of the Calhoun
County Cormmission. Dunn will tx
making a decision on a new $20
rnil!inn vadio system for Cathoun
and Talad¢pa counues. The con-
tract will be the largest that the
commission hax ever presided ower
and two hillion-dollar companics
are batthng for the prize.

“You're wlking  about by
bucks.” Dunn said. "Who wouldn't
want to getin on tha?”

How big? “IUs four times e
general fund budget of e couny,”
sad Cathoun Coumty Adminisua-
e Ken Jomner,

The new radio system will te
one of the most soplusticated in ihe
country. Technmivally, 1tis called an
“B00-megahertz digital eunking
system.” What that means i that
every law-enforcement agency. fire
departinent and rescue squad in the
W counties will get brand new
radios and they will all be able 1o
talk 10 one another easily.

The tederal government will
pay for the system as part of the
emergency  preparedness  program
at Anniston Army Depot, but the
Calhoun County Commission de-
cides wiich supplicr wins the con-
iract.

Choosing between the two pro-
posals is tricky. The proposals
themselves are thousands of pages
long, filled with technical data.
The companies, Ericsson Inc. of
Lynchburg, Va. and Motorola
Corp. of Shaumburg, I, are es-
sentially the only two in the busi-
ness, Ercsson had mare than §4

T
o

.
o
T

hillion 1n gross revenues tast \uu‘
while Motorela had raore than §
billion 1o sales Tast year.

Joiner sad he told the commis-
S1oners (0 stay away from the two
COMPames and ther representa-
nves. LZuch compuny  has spent
ahout $300,008 just 1o draw up its
propasad. and neither wants (0 lose
a $20 milion contgact Joiner st
the ¢county has wied o design the
bidding $ S0 that when it is
over. the Joser won't accuse the
Coumy of hemng unfair. or worse,
file st

The counmy has hired  Ram
Commanicarions Consultants Ing..
a Virginia company, 10 review the
propasals 1or the commission. John
Eailer, a senmor consultant with
Ram, said even the amounts quoted
by the companies in their proposals
may have little relevance. Ericsson
bid $25 rnillion, or $22.8 million if
the contract is awarded by the end
of September. Motorola bid $21.7
million.

“We have to find oul what they
are offering for that money,” Ea-
gler satd.

Part of the problem in deciding

which propasal might be better is -

ad
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that the two compumes olfer prod-
ucts based on different wechnolo-
gies. Comparing them is like com-
paring apples and oranges.

Eagler said s company s de-
veldping a rating svsiem by going
through the specthodions of the
system paragraph by paragraph. A
company  gety pomts based  ou
whether 1tz system docs the job
The comprany With the most points
would be recomimended 10 the
commission. He docs not expect
the recommendation 1 made until
August, and he sard that there may
also be an extended periad of ve-
gotiations (o fine-tune the systen.

Ericsson and Motorola square
off aciois the fonnlry over
tracts on such systems, They are in
court in Birmmmgham over a sysiem
for that city.

The  Association
Safety Communications  Officials
International has been wying o
create  an industry  standard 1o
guarantee that poelice officers or
firefighters from one  cormmnuity
would be able to casily communi-
cate with those from another. Mo-
torola’s 1echnology falls under the
standard and Erizsson’s wechnology
docs not. Not surprisingly, Mo
torola supponts the standard and
Eri¢sson opposes it

Already some officials arc say-
ing privately that Motorola is the
tikely winner of the contract. But
Eagler said it would be foolish to
assumne anything, because his staff
has not completed its review.

Lon-

ol Pubhic

Last month, when the commis-
sion received the proposals, tcams
from both companics got their firgt

opportunity to review what the
other offered.
1d Oetd ES2 a6y HOL
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Missouri groups resist
chemical school move

By Eric Larson
Star Mitilary Writer

Missouri groups are intensifying
their fight against the Army's pro-
posal 10 mave its chemical schaol
into their s1ate.

A public hearing was scheduled
Friday night in Waynesville, Mo.,
for citizens to comment on the
Army’s application for a permit to
do smoke training at Fort Leonard
Wood. Several groups, including
the Missouri Sierra Club, were
scheduled 10 altend.

In addition, William and Re-
becca Gibbs of Newberg, Mo., who
live within 10 miles of the base,
have joined the Missouri Coalition
for the Environment in filing an
appeal with the Missouri Air Con-
servation  Commission  protesting
the permit to build a chemical
demifitarization facility and con-
duct smoke training.

Whether they'll be successtul is
another  question.  The  Army’s
project has the support of the
state’s governor and the agency
that regulates such projects.

Missouri Gov. Mel Carnahan
promused he would expedite the
permits for the Army in the inter-
est of gaining new jobs for his
state. The Missouri Department of
Natural Resources has  already
granted the Army & permit 1o build
a chemicel decontamination facil-
‘ity at Fort Leonard Wood like the
one at Fort McClellan.

All the Army lacks is the
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smoke-training permit.  Environ-
mentalists contend that the smoke
— actually vaporized ol -~ will
wreak havoo on the ecosystem and
harm two endangered species in
the arca. the Indiana bat and the
gray bat. ‘

One of the groups’ ohjections 1s
that the fog-oil vapor used to cloak
troop rmovements is denser than the
20 percent capacity allowed by
Missouri law. The rule was waived
in this case because the density of
the smoke is essential for the
training.

“Is it necessary to do the busi-
ness at the fort? Clearly, in this
item, il is absolutely necessary,”
said Departinent of Nawral Re-
sources Director David Shorr.

The effect the chewmical school
will have on the environment
“pales in comparison” to existing
chemical industry 1n the stale,
Shorr said. However, “the social is-
sue of chemical weapons increases
the visibility of the discussion.”

Shorr said there’s no require-
ment on how much time his office
has to take after Friday's hearing
before making a decision on the
smoke-training pernut.

The Base Closure and Realign-
ment Commission has “made it
clear that they want a definitive
answer about the permits before

they sit-down"” June 22 to begin

voting on the final list, said Wade
Nelson, a commission spokesman.

“We will review this promptly,”
Shorr said.
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Chemical
school move
might not
occur soon

veln  Missouri, groups intensify
opposition to the school/Page 2A
By Erl¢c Larson
Star Military Writer

Even if the Army gets atl the permits it
needs from the State of Missouri to move its
chemical training to Fort Leonard Wood, fed-
eral regulations could delay the move for one
year, if not several, environmental officials
gaid this week.

“These permits are really just the first step,”
said Scott Murrell, environmental coordinator
at Fort Leonard Wood, “The Army definitely
has to do an impact statement.”

Members of the Calhoun County Chamber
of Commerce Military Affairs Task Force have
argued that moving the chemical school will
hurt training during a time when chemical
defensc is necessary to fight terrorism.

The Army has sald it has reduced the time
it takes to shut down a base and move opera-
tions elsewhere, but the process of studying
chavironmental impacts of moving a mission
can take a while, sald Gene Gunn, with the
Environmental Protection Agency in Kansas
City, Mo.

“If there are no impacts or if the impacts are
small, it goes rather rapidly,” Gunn said. “If
the impacts are more serious, it can take much
longer, two or three years ... That project
would be put on hold."”

The Naticnal Environmental Policy Act re-
quires that federal agencies study the effect of
projects on an area before they start them.

When Congress wrote the laws governing
the Bas¢ Closure and Realignment Comumis-
sion, it exompted the commission from having
to do an environmental impact study before
closing or realigning a basc.

However, the Army would have to perform

0
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an impact study after the comnis-
sion’s decision before a mission
can actually move.

Such studies often delay mission
moves, but they don't stop them
completely, said Marguerite Duffy,
who works in the EPA’s office of
federal activities.

"We've been through a hundred
of these and haven't had some-
thing like that happen. With all the
cavironmental planners and engi-
neers in the world today, id most
""" {impacts) can be reduced.”
Ms. Duffy said. “The law is meant
to help decision-makers. It's not
meant (o stop projects.”

An impact study would have t
turn up some serigus problems be-
fore a project would be stopped.
For example, “something in which
you knew vou was going to Kill off
an endangered species. That would
be environmentally unsatisfactory.”

Two endangered species, the
Indiana bat and the pray bat, live
near Fort Leonard Wood.

Very few cases actually make it

o the Council on Environmental
Quality, the executive arm that ul-
tirnately resolves disputes between
the EPA and agencies proposing
projeécts. Between 1974 and 1989,
out of the hundreds of environ-
mental impact stodies performed,
only 24 were sent to the council,
according to an EPA brochure.

Generally, the agencies can

agree on alterations to the original
plan that satisfy environmental
concerns but still get the job done,
said Ken Mittclholtz, an EPA offi-
cial in Washington.
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“There's a whole lot of mitiga-
tion that goes on,” he said. One
example of a mitigation, he said, is
building bridges over streams so
tanks don’t pollute the water. "It
doesn't say that you can’t build-a
project that doesn’t.have environ-
mental impact. It just says you
have (o go through the process.”

Murrell, who is in charge of
environmental management  at
Leanard Wood, is positive that his
base will be able 10 accommodate
the cherical school.

“We are going to have to an-
swer a lot of questions. From, what
I've learned, T have a high degree
of confidence that we can do the
impact statement and proceed with
doing the mission.”
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Supporters outnumber -
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
chemical agents greatly outnum-
bered opponents at a public hear-
ing on the permits,

About S0 people 3poke 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 McClellan in
Anniston and moving its Army
Chemical and Military Police
schools to Fort Leonard Wood, in
south-central Missouri,

‘Police patrolled the packed
hearing in a high school of this
community near the base, but tem-
pers never flared.

" “The results (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 sentiments were
echoed by DNR 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, traln as many as 15,000

'y
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additional soldiers annually, and
se¢ more than $100 million in new
construction to support the new
schools,

Mayors from Waynesville, St.
Robert, Rolla, Houston, Richland,
Salem and Licking spoke in sup-
port of the move, while letters of
support were read into the record
from other community officials,

“We recommend this environ-
mental degradation not be done in
the name of economic develop-
ment,” said Troy Gordon,a
spokesman for the Ozark Chapter
of the Sierra Club.

“The damage to the local econo-
my will be extremely costly,” said
Gordon, citing concerns about resi-

‘dents® health and deterring tour-

ism.

Gordon also said he was con-
cerned about harm to plants and
animals ‘and damage to surround-
ing creeks, He accused the state
agency of rushing the permit pro-
cess for political and economic de-
velopment reasons.

One man raised technical con-
cerns and suggestions for making
the facility safer.

Wendy Pelton, also stood Friday
night to oppose the move.

“I would prefer not feeling aban-
doned by the department I trust-
ed,” Pelton said, saying the DNR
and Army left the public in the
dark about the facility and the
move.
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Hearing finds
some support

for fort program

WAYNESVILLE, Mo. — Sup-
porters of granting environmental
permits for Fort Leonard Wood to
become the Army’s only facility
where soldiers train  with real
cherical agents greatly outnum-
bered opponents at a public hear-
ing on the permits.

About 50 people spoke during
four-hour public hearing on the
perniits conducted by the Missouri
Department of Natural Resources
Friday night, Threc speakers op-
posed the facility,

The Pentagon has proposcd
shutting down Fort McClellan in
Anniston, Ala,, and moving its
Amy Chemical and Military Po-
lice schools to Fort Leonard Wood,
in south-central Missouri.

Police patrolled the packed
hearing in a high school of this
community ncar the base, but tem-
pers never flared.

“The results (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 Wool,

Thiessen's sentiments were echoed

by DNR officials.
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Arca  communities,  whose
cconomies are dependent ¢n the
fort, are excited that the post could
gain 2,000 new military and civil-
ran posiions, lrain as many as
15,000 additional soldiers annu-
ally, and see more than $100 mil-
lion in new construction o support
the new schools,

Mavors from Waynesville, St
Robert, Rolla, Houston, Richland,
Salem and Licking spoke in sup-
port of the move, while letters of
support were read into the record
from other community offigials.

“We recommend this environ-
mental degradation not be done in
the name of econormce develop-
ment,”  sald Trov Gordon, a
spokesmian for the Ozark Chapter
of the Sierva Clab.

“The damage o the local econ-
omy will be extremely costly,” said

Gordon, citing concerns  about
resigents” health and deterring
tourisim.

Gordon also said he was con-
cerned about harm to plants and
animals and damage to surround-
ing creeks. He accused the state
agency of rushing the permit proc-
ess for political and econornic de-
velopment reasons.

One man raised technical con-
cerns and suggestions for making
the facility safer.

Wendy Pelton, also stood Friday
night to oppose the move.

“I would prefer not feeling
abandoned by the department 1
trusted,” Pclton said.
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Burning
questions:

Assessment indicates
incineration safe, but
critics have doubts

By Eric Larson
Star Mihtary Wilter

Will the chemical weapons incinera-
tor planned for Anniston Army Depot
require a giant warning label, like those
on cigarctte packs?

A government agency that reports to
the U.S. surgeon general conducted a
study in March to find out if the emis-
sions for the facility’s five smokestacks
would harm humans or the environment,

The scientists who performed the as-
sessment said they used conservative
data and equations 1o predict that the
incinerator will pose no health threat.
Incineration opponents counter that the
models and data uscd 10 measure the risk
may be inaccurate, rendering the study
useless.

“Maybe in their models they were
conservative, but we're talking reat life
here, and I'm not sure that corresponds
with their models,” said Vickie Tolber,
a leader of Families Concerned About

Nerve Gas Incineration,

The health-risk  assessient s
the final chapter in the Arnmy's
application for a hazardous waste
permit to build the facility. Both
the  Environmental . Protection
Agency and Alabama Deparument
of Environmental Management are
reviewing the [6-volume applica-
tion. ftis likely to be some months
before  the  construction  permit
would be awarded. :

- Several types of munitions and
chemicals are stored at Anniston
Army Depot, which holds about
7.percent of the nations chemical
weapons stockpile. Scientists with
the National Research Council,
which oversees the Army’s chemi-
cal weapons destruction program.
have said it 13 less cicky to burn the

at Anniston than risk «

weaponsy
chance qecident  wwolving  the
stockpile.
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To predict the safery of that en-
deavor, scientists with the U.S.
Arny Center for Health Promotion
and Prevention in Maryland mod-
cled weather patierns w deiermine
lh(‘- Scancerous S:'(nd noncancerous
effects of stack emssions on the
health of adulis and child residents
at 288 different sites within 50
kKilometers (30 miles) of the facil-
ity. They also considered people in
the area whose diet is made up of
fish they catch or food they grow.

Bodies of water the study looked
at were Logan Martin Lake. Henry
Neely Lake. the Eastaboga Fish
Hatchery and an 18-acre former
catlish pond near the depot bound-
ary.

“The scientists concluded that
neither humans por the environ-
ment would be harmed by the in-
cinerator, which is due to be com-
pleted by 1999 and finished burn-
ing weapons by 2003,

The study itself, however, raises
several concerns  about the re-
scarch;

® The study assumes that all
people will react similarly (o the
ernissions {rom the stacks.

® The movement of stack emis-
sions depends on weather condi-
tions specific to the area, but wind
data used by the scientists was
collected at the Birmingham Mu-
nicipal Airport. about 50 miles
away,

e Emission: data came {Tom
trial burns of the Army’s in¢inéra-
tor an Johnston Island in the Pa-
cific, which has some differences
n design from the Anmiston plant,

® The equation used to predict

-the way garden vegelables would

absorb ermussions is based on a
single study on azalcas, a plant
that humans don’t eat

® The study did not consider
how emissions would acecumulate
on foliage. The wide variety of ter-
rain around the depot — from open
meadow, o forest. © mountains
— prevented an accurate assess-
ment, according 1o the s¢ientists.

® The swdy did not Jook at
health risks from chronic exposure
by depot workers. According o
EPA puidelines, that will be done
in a follow-up risk assessment after
the facility is built.

¢ The study did not try w pre-
dict the effect and
streams.

on creeks
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The reason for keeping streams
out of the study was that if the
emissions posed no threat o the
fish hatchery —— which is close ©
the depot boendary and in the path
of emissions — it would not 1mi-
pact the streams, cither, Ms. Ga-
borek said.

"The scientists used (he samc
philosophy to reject chicken farms
as a subject for concern. Cowg
would absorb much more contami-
nation, but the likelihood of thal
was found 10 be small. Similariy.
azalcas have more fally bssue than
vegetables, making it unnecessary
to use a model based on the ediv
bles. .
“What T can tell you is the
added risk docs comply with the
heatth standards,” Ms. Gaborek
said.

The Alabama Depariment of
Environment Management, which -
18 reviewing the  application,
agreed that chicken farmis were not
an issue.

“We determined that  the
chicken farms were not located in

an area where they would be
greatly  impacted,” said  David

Granger, 4 department spokesman.
“That was really not a valid criti-

“csm based on our review.”

But chickens arc just one of
many concerns some citizens have
of the {acility.

“Data is only is a good as the
assurnplions you make,” said Ms.
Tolbert. She worries that the ex-
penimental models will not mirror
real life, that the data of stack
emssions from the Jobhnston [sfand
facility are not complete and that
many health problems will come 0

(Please see '"'Chemicals”
on next page.)
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("Chemicals" continued)

light only after the incincrator is
gone. She is also upset that the
study did not address depot work-
Crs.

“All previous visk assessments
provided by the Army have proved
inaccurate and in many cases ox-
tremely wrong. 10's much wo carly
1w determine what the errors and
the shortcomings of the nsk as-
sessment are,” said Jim Harmon, a
member of the Famities Concerned
About Nerve Gas Incineration and
a member of the Citizens Advisory
Commission on Chemical Demili-
tarizauon.

Harmon would like the National
Research Counncil, which has aver-
scen the Army's chemical destruc-
tion program, to review the data
used in the study.

Ms. Gaborek said the scientists
compensated for the uncertainties
by overstating other risks, she said.

For example, scientists looked
at weather data for several years
during the 1980s and selected the
data of the year that would provide
“maximum concentrations” for the
population. The sludy also as-
sumed that the population was
made up of people with “maximum
sensitivity” to the ¢rmssions,

Scientists  purposely  overest-
mated the amount of time the
chemical weapons furnaces would
be running — six years was chosen
instead of four years.

The study mcasured the amount
of confamination people might pet
from eating ‘fish, even though most
people don't eat the liver, kidney
or bones, the parts of a fish most
likely to be contaminated.

“The risk numbers arc over-
predicting what the risk actually
would be,” Ms. Gaborek said.

-
X

Even if the study is 100 percent
accurate, concerns remain, The
study considered dioxmns, furans,
PCBs and heavy metals, all of
which will be refeascd by the in-
cinerators in minute arnounts, but
crivics fear the faciiny will emnit
harmtul compounds unknown (0
scienusts,

The study also did not look at
the cumulative effect of the incin-
erator. An EPA report released last
vear concluded that although the

e D0

total armount of dioxins released in
the country cach year is relatively
small about 30 pounds — it's
already too much

And there's another catch that
worry some: Because the Army's
chemical weapons incinerators arc
50 new — the oldest one has been
operating five vears and on a re-
mote island in the Pacific — there
hasn’t heen tume to see what if any
tasting health etfects would linger
after the burning i¢ hinished.
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Chemical DQefense Training Facility

Administration Building
Classrooms
Offices




raining Building
7 Training bays
Redundant environmental
controls

7 Training bays
Redundant environmental
controls: . - -

E\Filter banks




Operations and amtennc
Wastewter treatment

Incinerator

Autoclaves













Survivability )
Confidence

CDTF e

A

' Toxic Agent Tng

Simulant Pad Training

Hands on/Field Exercises

Classroom lecture/instruction
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Ao United States Army
Chemical School

Fort McClellan, Alabama
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~-n— NBC Readiness for the ™ ———

21st Century

ForcE

The more you sweat in training...

the less you bleed in war. sosoononnoncence

Remediation Breakdown

Required Actions * $ Millions
Environmental Investigations 0.5
Dismantlement / Rubbling of 8-10

Training Building
Incineration of rubble /contract costs 3540
Environmental Certification .

*(40 CFR part 270.14(b)(13)
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Post Support e
DPTMSEC

Noble Army Hospital

Fire Department

Provost Marshall, MP Company

Safety Office

Industrial Hygiene

Dept. of Contracting (Contactor Interface)

Dept.Eng & Housing (Quality Assurance)
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CDTF Mission

« 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 em——

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 solid/liquid waste incinerator

Continuous environmental monitoring in effect

1993 Pollution Prevention Award Winner
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Required Auth  Assigned

Military 28 28 24
DA Civilian 15 13 13
Contractor 14 14 14

Totals 57 55 51










Equipment Cost Reductions

$200

$150

$100

$50

1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994
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Issues

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 yearsﬁ,
Impact on:

Chemical Treaty / Verification process

CWC Treaty Training

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
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