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IOWA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT 
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD  

MINUTES 
October 20, 2009 

 
 
The Restoration Advisory Board meeting was called to order by Elyn Holton-Dean at 5:00 p.m. 
on October 20, 2009 at the Winegard Board Room located in the Burlington/West Burlington 
Area Chamber of Commerce. 
 
Minutes Review 
The minutes were accepted as written. 
 
Agenda Review 
There were no changes to the agenda.   
 
Public Comment 
Sivert Iversen indicated that during the last RAB in July, they expressed interest in obtaining the 
building identification numbers where FUSRAP is excavating and the Army was suppose to get 
back with him.  Rodger Allison apologized and indicated that he misunderstood and thought that 
FUSRAP would include this information in future presentations.  Ron Frerker said that this 
question arose during the July 2009 RAB and he suggested they refer to the crossover map that 
correlates the building numbers to the excavation numbers which is included in the FUSRAP 
RD/RAWP.  Rodger apologized again for the miscommunication and indicated that he would 
provide that map to Sivert.  
 
Vaughn Moore mentioned that Thurman could not be present tonight, but that Thurman wanted 
him to mention the previous location of Yard A.  Vaughn went on to say that Yard A was 
originally located on the East side of Line 1 and out.  When Line 1 started expanding, they 
moved Yard A over to its present location.  One side of the barbed wire fence is backward 
because that side was previously the outside of the Yard.  So, there was actually two Yard A’s: 
the original location and the current location.   
 
Vaughn Moore also mentioned that at one time there was a marsh/swamp area on Line 1 with a 
creek that ran through it.  He further explained that buildings 1-11 and cells 5 and 6, 1-85-2, and 
1-55 have all been built on this marsh/swamp area.  Vaughn indicated that when they started 
building this area up, they took dirt from the 40 building and put it in what is now the 1-55 
parking lot.   
 
Mark Hagerla briefly mentioned the legal notice that recently appeared in the newspaper 
documenting the change in soil treatment.  Mark provided a few comments to this and would like 
them incorporated into the meeting minutes.  (Please see Attachment 1 of these meeting 
minutes).  
 
Project Update 
Rick Arnseth briefed the RAB from a slide presentation.  Please see exhibit 3 for his 
presentation. 
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Soil Treatment 
Mark Hagerla questioned where the Army will dispose of any contaminated soil found in the 
future since they are closing trenches 6 and 7.  Rick Arnseth explained the future method of 
treating soil insitu via the Alkaline Hydrolysis method.  Rick further explained that this method 
will treat explosives contaminated soil.  Mark mentioned the holes backfilled with gravel and 
asked if this insitu process would be feasible for the open excavations that FUSRAP left open 
because they ran out of money.  Rodger Allison explained that FUSRAP would go back to finish 
the job and explained that FUSRAP had to do it this way because they either ran out of money or 
the construction season ended.  Rodger further explained that these were not abandoned holes 
and FUSRAP will go back out to address them.  The reason they had to backfill the open 
excavations with gravel is so they don’t fill up with water.  Mark further expressed his concern 
that this wasn’t the most cost effective process.  Mark asked if FUSRAP would treat the 
remaining contamination in the open excavations via insitu.  Ron Frerker mentioned that he 
would discuss this further in his presentation.  Rodger conferred that he understands Mark’s 
concern about not leaving trenches 6 and 7 open for any contamination found in the future; 
however, trench 6 is full and the Army has to meet legally binding milestones to close the Inert 
Disposal Area (IDA) under the current Record of Decision.  Rodger also stated that the Army is 
getting the IDA prepared for closure, but may leave trench 7 open if FUSRAP plans to use it.  
But right now it is more economical for FUSRAP to take their soil offsite than have a long term 
commitment in trench 7.  Rodger explained the building demolition process and that the 
discussions are currently ongoing as to how contaminated soils will be handled in the future.  A 
couple options are the Alkaline Hydrolysis treatment method applied in situ or offsite disposal.   
 
Vaughn Moore asked how many landfill cells there are (he referred to them as “brims”).  Rick 
indicated that there are trenches 1-5, trench 6, and the Cap Extension Area (CEA).  Trenches 1-5 
and the CEA have been capped.  Vaughn questioned the length of time these would be capped, 
and Rick responded that they would be capped forever.  Vaughn said that there was a brim (i.e. 
trench) at Yard M at one time and questioned it’s status.  Rodger said the only thing he is aware 
of at Yard M was the bioslurry study conducted by AEC which has been completely removed.   
 
Vaughn Moore questioned why some contaminated soil is taken offsite for disposal.  Rodger 
responded that some soil contaminated with SVOC’s was taken offsite because this soil requires 
incineration.  Ron also mentioned that PCB’s and PAH contaminated soil from Line 1 was taken 
offsite for disposal in an EPA approved landfill.       
 
CERCLA Phase Status 
Rodger Allison briefed the RAB from a slide presentation.  Please see exhibit 4 for his 
presentation. 
 
Vaughn Moore said that Rodger didn’t address five sites during the presentation: 1-Old Tank 
Farm; 2-Pistol Range Site; 3-Ammonium Nitrate Line; 4-Division B Burning Field; and 5-Old 
Incinerator (behind plant hospital).  Rodger mentioned that these sites may have been covered 
under a different name and went through the unmentioned sites one by one: 
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1. Old Tank Farm Site: Rodger explained that this was part of Line 8.  Vaughn 
explained that nothing ever grew up by the tanks and that this site is one of the 
problems of when the main plant lake got contaminated and they and to go to 
Burlington to get water because the site leaked down into the main plant lake.  
Rodger explained that the Army thoroughly sampled the Line 8 area and did not 
find anything.  Vegetation surrounding the Old Tank Farm is abundant now. 

2. Pistol Range Site: Rodger mentioned that this is an active site and the IRP can’t 
cleanup active sites.  Vaughn said that they used to fire west and now they fire 
north.  Linda mentioned that the site is being addressed under the Operational 
Range Assessment Program.  They plan to perform monitoring and further 
evaluation.   

3. Ammonium Nitrate Line: Rodger mentioned that this is associated with Line 8.  
Rodger explained, as mentioned above, that the Army has sampled and didn’t find 
anything.   

4. Division B Burning Field: Rodger mentioned that this area is known as the 
Incendiary Disposal Area and will be addressed under MMRP.  NOTE:  
Subsequent discussion held after the RAB meeting clarified that the Division B 
Burning field is now known as the East Burn Pads that is part of the Explosive 
Disposal Area.  The Army has taken remedial action at that site for soil and 
groundwater is now being addressed. 

5. Old Incinerator (behind plant hospital): Rodger said they evaluated this site and 
know when the incinerator was in use and when it was removed.  Vaughn said the 
Atomic Energy Commission use to burn stuff there.  Rodger indicated they have 
conferred with EPA and Army Environmental Center and no action is needed 
there.   

 
FUSRAP 
Ron Frerker briefed the RAB from a slide presentation.  Please see exhibit 5 for his presentation.   
 
Excavation Progress 
Keith Jefferies explained their process for looking for EPA approved landfills to take 
contaminated soil and comparing the economics of shipment offsite vice using trench 7. 
 
Paula Graham asked where the 2800 tons of barium contaminated soil is from.  Ron Frerker 
explained that this soil is from the West Burn Pads South (WBPS).  Paula asked where they used 
this barium and where it came from.  Ron explained that barium came from an explosive called 
baritol.  Vaughn mentioned that they used to pour it in the melt, cut it into slabs, loaded into box 
cars, and sent it to the Air Force.  Rodger is unsure where they originally used this particular 
baritol, but knows it was used by the Atomic Energy Commission.  It was used to a much lesser 
extent by the Army.  Sivert Iversen said they used barium at building 1-60.  Ron said they didn’t 
find barium contamination anywhere on Line 1.  They have only found very minor radiological 
contamination in two buildings at Line 1 and have not found any radiological contamination in 
the soils at Line 1 or WBPS. 
 
Vaughn Moore mentioned that Division A Burning Field is what the Army is referring to as the 
West Burn Pads Area.  Vaughn said that they burned munitions body parts and disposed of them 
at Division A Burning Field.  Vaughn said that anything that was disposed of in Division A or B 
Burning Field was flashed or burned prior to disposal.  Ron said that IRP already addressed West 
Burn Pads North and FUSRAP and MMRP is addressing WBPS.   
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WBPS Water Treatment System 
Paula Graham asked where the water comes from that FUSRAP is treating.  Ron explained that 
the water has accumulated in the open excavations at the WBPS and they have to remove the 
water and treat it prior to backfilling the excavations.  Paula asked how the water was treated.  
Ron explained that the water was treated with granular activated carbon.   
 
Treatability Study 
The purpose of the treatability study is to determine the feasibility to treat contaminated soil 
insitu via the Alkaline Hydrolysis method. Ron mentioned the treatability study that is on 
FUSRAP’s agenda for this fiscal year.  Ron mentioned they are unsure which site they will 
conduct the treatability study at.   
 
Radiological Contamination 
Paula Graham asked how many buildings on Line 1 they found radioactive material.  Ron 
explained that they did not find any radiological contamination outside any of the buildings on 
Line 1.  They found depleted uranium chunks at Firing Site 5, Firing Site 6, and between 
buildings 1 and 2 at the firing site.  The only place they found radioactive material was on Firing 
Site 12 (FS12), but the chunks are small and do not represent a risk, but they will pick them up.  
Paula thought they found a chunk in a pan on Line 1.  Ron explained that they found radioactive 
material in three different places, but in two different buildings on Line 1.  One building had a 
contaminated filter and the other building had a contaminated seam by a loading dock and a 
contaminated grate.  The radiation is so low that it doesn’t pose a hazard.  Steve Bellrichard 
confirmed that building 1-61 is where they found material in a tray and it has been removed.    
 
Vaughn Moore mentioned the air exchange in the buildings at Line 1 and stated that there was 
only 10% of fresh air coming in the buildings so workers were continuously breathing in that air 
and what was in the buildings stayed in the buildings.  He said one night there were signs all over 
Line 1 saying “Danger, radiation in this area” and these signs had never been up before.  Ron 
said they have done a number of surveys and the only areas of radioactive contamination were 
the three places that he mentioned earlier.  The filter will be removed and the other two places 
will be tested further.  All indications thus far indicate that the amounts are low enough that it is 
non-hazardous.  Vaughn reiterated that the workers continuously breathed the same air and that 
is why so many people have lung problems.  Rodger Allison asked if Vaughn brought this up to 
the worker health board.  Vaughn said that they have talked to anyone who would listen.  
Vaughn further added that some of the people point to what the SOP says. Vaughn said the SOP 
didn’t mean anything and if there was a shortcut, they did it.  The SOPs were for the Generals 
and the big shots.  Rodger explained that the reason we are here today is to keep dialogue open 
so we can learn from past practices and help make sure this kind of thing doesn’t happen again.  
Vaughn stated that when the Atomic Energy Commission was closing down, they were 
shredding things by the bucketfuls, and cleaning the buildings by hosing them down and washing 
it out the door.  Vaughn further stated that this is why he doesn’t understand why no one is 
finding the contamination because this is the way it was done.  This is why he is concerned 
which buildings FUSRAP is excavating around because they knew where the stuff went.  Rodger 
mentioned that he would ensure they get the FUSRAP crossover map.   
 
Ron explained the meter they used to get radioactive signals and how they have checked Line 1.  
Vaughn asked if they checked the pipe racks and Ron explained that they have checked the 
outside of all buildings, the inside of many buildings, and have checked the DOE report.  Keith 
Jefferies explained the rad scans they perform on anything that comes up during the excavation 
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Exhibit 1 
 
RAB MEMBERS PRESENT 
Mark Hagerla 
Elyn Holton-Dean 
Dean Vickstrom 
 
RAB MEMBERS NOT PRESENT 
Bruce Workman 
Marjorie Fitzsimmons  
Eric Orth 
 
GOVERNMENT MEMBERS PRESENT 
Rodger Allison 
Matt Jefferson 
Dan Cook 
 
GOVERNMENT MEMBERS ABSENT 
Dan McGhee 
LTC Tommie Hewitt, Jr.  
 
PUBLIC 
Vaughn Moore 
Christinia Crippes 
Paula Graham 
Sivert Iversen 
Jeff Heland 
Keith Jefferies 
Darrell Srdoc  
Gary VanSant 
Linda Wobbe 
Steve Bellrichard 
Ron Frerker 
John Carroll 
Sara Garland 
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Attachment 1 







 
 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
IOWA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT 

17571 STATE HIGHWAY 79 
MIDDLETOWN, IOWA 52638-5000 

 

       REPLY  TO                                                         October 7, 2009 
ATTENTION OF 

 
Installation Stewardship Division 
 
 
Mark Hagerla 
406 N. Sunset Dr. 
West Burlington, IA 52655 
 
Dear Mr. Hagerla: 
 
     Thank you for your interest in the environmental clean up conducted at the Iowa Army 
Ammunition Plant (IAAAP).  Your service on the Restoration Advisory Board and your concern 
for the environmental conditions in our community are most noteworthy. 
 
     The Army collaborated with Mr. Matthew Jefferson from the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA), Region VII, 901 North 5th Street, Kansas City, Kansas, 66101 to answer your 
questions regarding our Explanation of Significant Differences for the Final Record of Decision 
(ROD) Soils Operable Unit (OU -1) Change of Primary Treatment Technology from Biological 
to Alkaline Hydrolysis Chemical Treatment.  Mr. Jefferson provides regulatory oversight for all 
environmental clean up conducted under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act that is performed in accordance with the Federal Facility 
Agreement between the EPA and the Army.  We present your questions and our replies below. 
 
     QUESTION 1:  What is the assurance that the soils that have been treated in the past are 
adequately decontaminated?  These soils included are disposed of in trench 6 and 7.  Also what 
about berms throughout the plant that are capped and some soils and material that have been 
removed from the IAAAP to other disposal locations? 
     
         Reply: 
 
         The Army and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) reviewed and approved the 
sampling and disposal process for soils in trench 6 and trench 7 prior to implementation.  Each 
process the Army used to treat the soils that are contaminated with explosive compounds and 
heavy metals requires extensive confirmation sampling prior to final disposal.  The results of 
each sampling round are used to calculate the level of health risk that the soil carries after 
treatment.  The soil treatment continues until both the Army and the EPA agree that the results 
show that the contamination has been reduced to at least concentrations specified in the approved 
plans.  The method of calculating concentrations and the acceptable concentration levels have 
not changed, only the process used to reach those levels changed.   
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         The Army has transported some contaminated soils from IAAAP to an EPA approved 
disposal facility throughout the restoration effort when contaminant(s) could not be treated using 
the approved methods identified in the Record of Decision.  The disposal facility provides 
certification that the soil is properly treated and the EPA maintains oversight of these facilities as 
part of their permit.   
 
         The only capped area that contains contaminated soil is at the Inert Disposal Area.  This 
area is operated and maintained by the Army with EPA oversight.  This area is also included in 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) five 
year reviews to ensure that the remedy remains protective of human health and the environment. 
 
         The Army has recorded all decisions based on the data collected on file in the 
administrative record at www.iaaap.adminrecord.com and in the Information Repository located 
at the Iowa Army Ammunition Plant (IAAAP).  Please contact Rodger Allison at 
rodger.allison@us.army.mil or at 319-753-7130 to view documents located in the Information 
Repository. 
 
     QUESTION 2:  When was the IOWA DEPARTMENT of NATURAL RESOURCES 
notified, and what has been their response? 
 
         Reply: 
 
         While the State of Iowa is not party to the Federal Facility Agreement between the EPA 
and the Army that governs CERCLA actions, the Iowa Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) 
reviews all draft documentation associated with the Installation Restoration Program (IRP) and 
the Military Munitions Response Program (MMRP).  The IDNR reviews the documentation to 
ensure the Army meets the Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARAR) as 
required by CERCLA.  The IDNR representative assists in identifying the ARAR and reviews 
the planned action to determine if the action meets the ARAR. 
 
         The IDNR provided comment on this document as to limitations regarding the disposal of 
soils with high pH values that will result from treating the soil using alkaline hydrolysis.  After 
further consultation, the IDNR determined that the Army must meet Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA) requirements.  The Army will take appropriate sampling measures to 
ensure RCRA requirements are met.   
  
         The IDNR also asked for stoichiometry describing the chemical process between the 
sodium hydroxide and the RDX and TNT.  The Army provided this information and the IDNR 
found the information provided acceptable. 
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     QUESTION 3:  Has the U.S. EPA and the Army Corps of Engineers approved this change 
and when? 
 
         Reply: 
 
         The EPA approved the Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) after extensive 
consultation on September 11, 2009.  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is not executing this 
portion of the work.  Therefore, they have not participated in the planning and approval of this 
action. 
 
     QUESTION 4:  This had to be known before our last RAB meeting.  Why wasn’t it discussed 
at the meeting? 
 
         Reply: 
 
         The change to the soil treatment methodology from bioremediation using dextrose 
concentrate to alkaline hydrolysis using sodium hydroxide was presented as part of the IRP 
Update to the Restoration Advisory Board on July 21, 2009.  Please reference page one of the 
attached meeting minutes under the heading Project Update/Soil Treatment. 
 
     QUESTION 5:  What effect will this change have on the sites that have been excavated and 
excess contamination was found and then covered back up without removing the contaminated 
soil? 
 
         Reply: 
      
         The change in soil treatment will have no effect on past remediation decisions where 
contaminated soil had to be left in place in order to maintain structural integrity of active utilities 
or buildings.  The Army and other organizations, such as the Formerly Utilized Site Remediation 
Program (FUSRAP), may choose to utilize the Alkaline Hydrolysis treatment method in the 
future by issuing a Record of Decision (ROD) or amending an existing ROD through an ESD.  
The Army will initiate dialogue with the RAB early in that decision-making process. 
 
     Copies of this letter and the enclosure have been sent to: 
 
USAEC, ATTN: SFIM-AEC-CDN (Mr. Andrew Maly), 5179 Hoadley Road, Aberdeen Proving 

Grounds, MD  21010  
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, ATTN: Ms. Cotner/Mr. Frerker, 8945 Latty Avenue, Berkeley, 

MO  63134  
Iowa Department of Natural Resources, ATTN: Dan Cook, Wallace State Office Building, 900 

East Grand Ave., Des Moines, IA  50319  
URS, ATTN: Terry Thonen, 12120 Shamrock Plaza, Suite 300, Omaha, NE  68154 
USEPA, Region VII, ATTN: Matthew Jefferson, 901 North 5th St., Kansas City, KS  66101 






