

Former Twin Cities Army Ammunition Plant (TCAAP) 
Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) Meeting 
In Person and on Microsoft Teams
February 18, 2025

Date/Time: February 18, 2025, at 7:00 pm
Place: Virtually only through Microsoft Teams.
[bookmark: _Hlk13035690][bookmark: _Hlk5116676]Attendees: 29 people attended the meeting including three Community Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) Members and seven Government RAB Members. 

Agenda: Old Business, Cleanup Status Update, Presentations (Round Lake, Groundwater Remediation, Per- and Polyfluorinated Substances (PFAS), Sixth 5-year Review, Groundwater Flow and Transport Models, New Business, Next Meeting Agenda and Public Questions/Comments.
Introduction: The RAB Community Co-Chair was not in attendance, so Kristine Poelzer called the meeting to order. The Army Co-Chair provided plans for the evening.
Old Business (Thomas Toudouze, US Army Environmental Command (USAEC))
· Draft minutes from the previous RAB meeting were sent to RAB members. 
· The meeting minutes were accepted as final.
· The Army held the Groundwater Stakeholder meeting on February 18, 2025.
· Two Technical Working Group (TWG) meetings for Round Lake were held on December 4, 2024, and February 12, 2025. 
· The draft final FY2023 Annual Performance Report is currently in regulatory backtrack. All comments received from regulators have been responded to.
· The draft final FY2024 Annual Performance Report was submitted to regulators on February 18, 2025. 
· The final Sixth Five-year Review was submitted to regulators on February 14, 2025.
· The source area hydraulic evaluation report of the TCAAP Groundwater Recovery System (TGRS) was finalized on October 14, 2024.
· The TGRS operating strategy revision is in progress.
· The FY24 Annual Groundwater Sampling and Land Use Control inspections have been completed.
[bookmark: _Hlk147146918]Round Lake Remedial Design and Action Update (Jennifer Wilkie, Jacobs Engineering)
· PCBs and metals are driving corrective action based on ecological impact.
· Dredging locations, sediment transportation access and routes, and locations for dewatering, sediment processing, and wastewater treatment, were outlined.
· An alternate location is being considered for sediment processing and lake access on the south shore of the lake but has not been confirmed.
· Based on a 2024 bathymetric survey, additional sediment volume deposited within Round Lake since original sampling in 2011 adds ~74,000 cubic yards to the dredging volume which now totals ~156,000 cubic yards compared to the originally planned 82,000 cubic yards. It will need to be addressed during restoration. 
[NOTE from Thomas Toudouze: The currently funded amount and time left on the contract are insufficient to remove the total amount of 156,000 cubic yards. Therefore, the Army is actively meeting with the Round Lake Technical Working Group to plan a path forward for this project].
· Preliminary Design Investigation Report draft final submitted to regulators in February 2025.
· 30% Remedial Design draft provided to regulators, and Jacobs Engineering is responding to their comments.
· Technical meetings included: December 2024 Technical Working Group Meeting for 30% Remedial Design; December 2024 Technical Project Planning Meeting for 30% Remedial Design; February 2025 Quality Assurance Project Planning Scoping Meeting; and a February 2025 Technical Working Group Over Change and Conditions Meeting.
· Upcoming events include continued Remedial Design at 60% and 90% in 2025 and 2026, respectively, with the beginning of Remedial Action site preparation in late 2025.
TCAAP Cleanup Status Update (Charlie Campbell, EA Engineering and Lisa Poole, GHD)
Groundwater Sampling Update
· Groundwater sampling was completed in Summer 2024. This year is a major year event, so all site wells associated with the program were sampled. 
· Groundwater data was validated and incorporated in the Draft Final FY 2024 APR.
· Annual plume maps are available in the respective APR, most recently updated in the Draft Final FY 2024 APR.
· A statistical evaluation of the monitoring well network is in process.
FY 2024 Prairie du Chien Plume Map
· The plume is relatively stable compared to FY 2023 results.
· Minor fluctuations (increases and decreases) in Trichloroethene (TCE) are spread throughout the plume. 
· High concentration areas (greater than > 100ug/L of TCE) remain as two distinct lobes.
FY 2024 - Prairie du Chien Plume Map Over Time
· FY 2024 is represented by two smaller distinct lobes. This could be due to the minor year sampling event not having as many datapoints.
FY 2024 – Jordan Plume Map
· The main plume is relatively stable compared to FY 2023 results. Some downgradient wells were non-detect for TCE in FY 2024.
· Higher concentration area not sampled in FY 2024 due to property access issues.
FY 2024 – Operable Unit 2 (OU2) Unconsolidated Sediments Plume Map
· The main plume is relatively stable compared to FY 2023 results, including the higher concentration area.
· The mid-concentration area appears to have split and migrated slightly east and west.
Operable Unit 1 (OU1) Optimization 
· No change since the last meeting.
· A new well is planned to be installed for the New Brighton Groundwater Recovery System in a more central location of the plume to increase contaminant removal.
· Installation of a new well is anticipated to be put out for bid in March 2025. 

OU2 Site A Monitored Natural Attenuation 
· The main plume is relatively stable compared to FY 2023 results.
· Contaminant concentrations in the center of the smaller plume have decreased since FY 2023. 
· Monitored natural attenuation will continue.
OU2 Site C Monitored Natural Attenuation 
· One location exceeds the cleanup level compared to three locations in FY 2023.
· The plume has reduced in area back to FY 2022 levels. 
· Monitored natural attenuation will continue.
OU2 Site K Pump and Treat 
· The VOC-removing system continued to operate as designed through FY 2024.
· It captured and treated >4.3 million gallons of water between October 2023 and September 2024. Over 8 pounds of VOCs were removed during this period,
· Effluent samples met each analyte’s corrective action limits.
· Completed installation of telemetry equipment for remote monitoring of treatment in May 2024.
· June 2024 groundwater analytical results confirm stable or decreasing TCE trend over 20+ years.
OU1 and OU2 Well Abandonment and Reinstallation 
· The Army is abandoning three industrial wells in OU1 and 42 monitoring wells in OU2. 
· Four wells in OU1 and one in OU2 will be removed and reinstalled, with the one in OU1 pending successful right-of-entry negotiations. 
· These activities will be completed in FY2025. 
Operable Unit 3 (OU3) Plume
· The plume is relatively stable compared to FY 2023 results. 

Update for TCAAP Groundwater Recovery System (TGRS) (Lisa Poole, GHD)
· The total TGRS FY 2024 annual average extraction rate was ~ 1,901 gpm.
· The TCE plume was effectively contained by TGRS (17% narrower than FY 2001 width).
· The SGRS system has been meeting all 1997 OU2 ROD and 2020 ESD #3 discharge criteria in monthly sampling since start up. 
· BGRS and SGRS pumped >820M and >180M gallons, respectively in FY 2024.
· BGRS and SGRS removed ~ 300 and over 1,400 lbs. of VOCs, respectively.
· The FY 2025 operating strategy has been revised to optimize contaminant removal and source area containment.
· SGRS air emissions have been significantly reduced; measured contaminants were much less than those assumed/modeled in April 2021.
· Since the SGRS began operation, influent TCE and 1,4-Dioxane concentrations decreased by over 60%. TCE and 1,4-Dioxane concentrations in the individual SGRS extraction wells also decreasing.
· Confirmed through MPCA screening model that SGRS air emissions are below State of Minnesota inhalation risks levels for acute, subchronic, chronic, and cancer exposures for at National Guard fence line.
· BGRS effluent samples and air emissions demonstrate compliance with monitoring criteria. 
· Development activity has not begun in this area and there are currently no receptors. Modeling and sampling completed in 2020.
· 80% reduction in TCE influent concentrations at BGRS since SC-5 and SC-1 were rerouted from BGRS to SGRS. Influent TCE reduced from 201 μg/L in 2020 to less than 40 μg/L in 2024.
· TCE emission rate through Dec 2024 = 0.0036 g/s (2020 modeled emission rate = 0.005 g/s). 
· Additional air sampling and modeling will be completed for BGRS emissions prior to receptors being in the area associated with Ramsey County development work.

Update on Per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) (Thomas Toudouze, USAEC)
· To address issues identified by EPA and MPCA, supplemental screening and sampling will be conducted under the RI/FS contract.
· New (January 2025) DoD PFAS screening levels have resulted in the addition of two new AOPIs to the RI. These include the Southwest Sewer System and Open Burn Area/Salvage area (Sites J and C, respectively). Quang Nguyen (USAEC) adds that three new PFAS compounds to screen against, so the data will be reviewed with these in mind going forward.
· An RI/FS contract is currently being developed with an expected award in FY26 pending funds availability.

Sixth Five-Year Review Findings (Thomas Toudouze, USAEC)
· The sixth Five-Year Review was finalized and sent to the regulators on 14 February 2025. 
· This review is mandated to be performed every five years to determine the protectiveness of all cleanup efforts that are being or have been performed at the installation.
· Rather than splitting the review by each individual site, the review was split by the individual Operating Units (OUs).
· The protectiveness determinations for the three OUs were OU 1 and OU2 - Short-Term Protective, and OU 3 - Protective.
· These protectiveness determinations were based on issues, or the lack of issues, that were found within each OU. Steps needed to address the issues and return that site to a protective determinization are also identified.
· The regulators will review the final document before final approval is given.
· The finalized document will be available for review as part of the Admin Record, it will also be posted on the TCAAP RAB website.

Update on Groundwater Flow and Transport Models (Meg Haserodt, USGS)
· The plumes that are in OU1, OU3, and portions of OU2 are addressed by this model. 
· The goal of the flow model is to simulate the behavior of plumes sufficient to estimate contaminant capture from the remediation systems.
· Collected water levels in the gravel pit in 2024 to help constrain hydraulics near the source areas.
· Exploring the simulated hydraulic capture from the pumping system with particle tracking.
· Updating the unconsolidated geology in the model with new Minnesota Geological Survey layers.
· Using observed stream flows in Rice Creek to constrain groundwater flow near the source areas.
· The transport model addresses TCE and tests various transport processes.
· Refining the transport model parameters to better fit observed concentrations of TCE, mass removed by the remediation system, plume footprint, etc. 
· A larger update will be provided at the September 2025 RAB meeting.
· Project Timeline
· FY 2025
· Refine history matching to get groundwater flow and TCE transport model that reasonably reproduces measured site data – currently working on this step
· Build 1,4-Dioxane transport model – starting soon
· Draft online map for users to interactively explore model results – currently working on this step
· FY 2026 
· Final model adjustments & estimates of plume capture by pumping system
· Publication of model & results in USGS Series Report
· Archive model files in publicly available data release 
· Publish interactive online map of model results 
What’s Next (Thomas Toudouze, USAEC)
· OU1 – The Army will begin abandonment of 3 industrial wells, installation of 4 monitoring wells, and installation of a new well at New Brighton.
· OU2 – The Army will begin abandonment of 42 monitoring wells, installation of 1 monitoring well and optimization of the monitoring well network, begin Risk Assessment for unrestricted land use. 
· OU3 – The Army will continue groundwater monitoring. 
· The Army will continue work on designing and awarding a Remedial Investigation contract for PFAS.
· The Army will continue the remedial design at Round Lake, determine a path forward for excess sediment, and determine if an alternate extraction site can be used.
· The Army is working with Arden Hills Army Training Site to increase storage space at TCAAP for additional Administrative Record/Information Repository storage.
· Wait to receive comments from EPA and MPCA on the FY 2024 Annual Performance Report and address them when received.
New Business (Thomas Toudouze, USAEC)
· The Army proposed 16 September 2025 for the next RAB meeting. 
· The next Round Lake Technical Work Group meeting is scheduled for 25 February 2025.
· There will be a door-to-door Round Lake area community involvement effort.
· The meeting agenda for the next meeting was shared.

[bookmark: _Hlk147148050][bookmark: _Hlk147148267]Questions asked by RAB members:
Round Lake (Jennifer Wilkie, Jacobs Engineering)
· Q: What is a moon pool?
A: This is a cutout area through the center of the barge to create a stable water surface that the excavator will operate in to assist control over the dredging process. (Jennifer Wilkie, Jacobs)

· Q: If you’re going to be pumping sediments to the TCAAP site, what are you trucking from Round Lake to the site?
A: Debris that gets included during dredging (vegetation, etc.) that cannot be pumped through the pipe to TCAAP. (Jennifer Wilkie, Jacobs)

· Q: Wouldn’t there be considerable cost savings to use the southern extraction site and use those funds to pay the landowner?
A: The way these Fixed Firm Price contracts are structured is that any cost savings on the part of the contractor are not returned to the Army but are kept by the contractor, additionally all access agreements must be performed through the Army and not the contractor. (Thomas Toudouze, USAEC)

· Q: Does Fish and Wildlife worry about the sedimentation rate in the lake as far as impacting future use? Is the storm drain the source of all of it?
A1: We haven’t talked to them about the long-term impact of the sedimentation rate, but the issue is outside the scope of our operations, although our work does add data to Fish and Wildlife’s analysis of the lake. (Jennifer Wilkie, Jacobs)
A2: The majority of the sedimentation is biologic, from plant and animal matter as it is deposited on the lake bottom, only a small amount is flowing in through the storm drain. (Thomas Toudouze, USAEC)

· Q: Quang Nguyen (USAEC) clarifies that the additional sediment calculations apply to the dredging area only and not the entire lake floor.
A: Yes, it only applies to our dredging area. (Jennifer Wilkie, Jacobs

· Q: Are the sediment removal activities only during certain parts of the year?
A: Yes, we cannot dredge the lake during winter so operations would be from approximately April through November depending on the weather. (Jennifer Wilkie, Jacobs)

· Q: Is there a possibility that the Army can work with local school districts to arrange for field trips to view the work and learn about environmental impacts?
A1: Jacobs Engineering would be happy to assist with this. (Jennifer Wilkie, Jacobs Engineering)
A2: The Army also can support this depending on the extend and with guidance from Army Public Affairs. (Thomas Toudouze, USAEC)

TCAAP Cleanup Status Update (Charlie Campbell, EA Engineering and Lisa Poole, GHD)
· Q: Is the road visible on slide 28 over Site A MNA County Road I?
A: Yes, it is. (Charlie Campbell, EA)

· Q: Is the OU3 plume is the same as the OU2 Unconsolidated plume on slide 38 over the OU3 plume?
A: The OU3 plume originates within OU2 and parts of the two plumes are comingled which is causing the confusion between the images. (Lisa Poole, GHD) 

Update for TCAAP Groundwater Recovery System (Lisa Poole, GHD)
· Q: What is the natural attenuation rate of 1-4D.
A: It is complex because attenuation is influenced by many factors, including dilution, dispersal, UV exposure, and the diversity of microbes that can affect each compound differently. (Viral Patel, USEPA)

Update on Groundwater Flow and Transport Models (Meg Haserodt, USGS)
· Q: Who was it that said they could accommodate science classes?
A: That was Jen Wilkie with Jacobs, but the USGS can also accommodate science classes especially once our groundwater model website is online and it can be done in class instead of in the field. (Meg Haserodt, USGS)

· Q: Which agency is responsible for monitoring drinking water in the area? There are differences in drinking water taste that she has noticed at different high schools, what is the cause of that?
A1: The Minnesota Department of Health and local water districts for city water. (Thomas Toudouze, USAEC)
A2: Groundwater hardness, mineral content, and other naturally occurring factors can influence the aesthetic quality of water without causing toxicity issues. (Brigitte Hay, Minnesota Pollution Control Agency)
A3: Annually, water samples are collected by the Minnesota Department of Health for analysis from all towns. (Brenda Holden, Arden Hills)

What’s Next (Thomas Toudouze, USAEC)
· Q: Are you able to post notifications for the RAB meeting in more places so that there is more engagement?
A: Moving forwards the Army will attempt to coordinate with the local towns and county to have a notification of the RAB meeting posted on their social media sites as well as the required newspaper notification. Additionally, RAB members on the mailing list are welcome to share the meeting invite and/or location in local message boards. (Thomas Toudouze, USAEC)

· Q: Can you include a slide with the contact information of those working on TCAAP in the future?
A: Yes, a slide can be added with the information for the Army, EPA, and MPCA points of contact information. It can also be added to the TCAAP RAB website. (Thomas Toudouze, USAEC)

· Q: Can the next meeting invite be sent out in invite form instead of e-mail form?
A: Yes, the next meeting will be a calendar invite with the meeting attached. (Thomas Toudouze, USAEC)






















ATTENDEES
Government RAB Members Present
1. Thomas Toudouze (Army Co-Chair)
2. Viral Patel (USEPA)
3. Brigitte Hays (MPCA)
4. Mary Lee (MN ARNG)
5. Melissa Collins (WDNR)
6. Larina DeWalt (Ramsey County)
7. Dave Brown (Northrop Grumman)

Community RAB Members Present
1. Paul Bloom
2. Tim Donakowski
3. Kristine Poelzer


Army and Army Contractors Present
1. Thomas Toudouze (USAEC)
2. Quang Nguyen (USAEC)
3. Mary Lee (MN ARNG)
4. Lisa Madore (USACE)
5. Mike Madcharo (USACE)
6. Tony Sedlacek (USACE)
7. Dave Brown (Northrop Grumman)
8. Shawn Horn (GHD)
9. Lisa Poole (GHD)
10. Emily Moore (GHD)
11. Charlie Campbell (EA)
12. Kyle Merandi (EA)
13. Jennifer Wilkie (Jacobs Engineering)
14. Meg Haserodt (USGS)
15. James Ashley (CF)


Visitors
1. Brenda Holden (Arden Hills City Councilmember)
2. Kurt Webber (Arden Hills)
3. Helen McIntyre
4. Richard Straumann
5. John S.
6. Guest – Unknown
7. Guest – Unknown
