

Former Twin Cities Army Ammunition Plant (TCAAP) 
Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) Meeting 
In Person and on Microsoft Teams
September 16, 2025

Date/Time: September 16, 2025, at 7:00 pm
Place: In person at Ben Franklin Readiness Center; 1536 Ben Franklin St, Arden Hills, MN 55112, and also virtually through Microsoft Teams.
[bookmark: _Hlk13035690][bookmark: _Hlk5116676]Attendees: 31 people attended the meeting including six Community Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) Members and six Government RAB Members. 

Agenda: Old Business, Cleanup Status Update, Presentations (Round Lake, Groundwater Remediation, Per- and Polyfluorinated Substances (PFAS), U. S. Geological Survey Groundwater Flow and Transport Models Update), New Business, Next Meeting Agenda and Public Questions/Comments.
Introduction: The Army Co-Chair called the meeting to order and 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 formally accepted as final.
· Three Technical Working Group (TWG) meetings for Round Lake were held on February 25, 28, and March 27, 2025. There was also a technical meeting held on February 28, 2025 with US Fish and Wildlife over the Round Lake effort. 
· The Army held the Groundwater Stakeholder meeting on September 16, 2025.
· The draft final FY2023 Annual Performance Report (APR) is currently in regulatory review.
· The draft final FY2024 APR is also in regulatory review with comments pending. 
· The TCAAP Groundwater Recovery System (TGRS) operating strategy revision is in process.
· The FY2025 Annual groundwater sampling and land use control inspections have been completed.
· The final Sixth Five-year Review is under final signoff by regulators. Comments regarding the wording of a protectiveness statement are expected from USEPA. Viral Patel (USEPA) confirmed projection that they will likely concur with the protectiveness determination, and the ultimate status of what USAEC has proposed in the Sixth Five-year Review report. However, USEPA may be requesting some additional work that does not change the protectiveness determination.
[bookmark: _Hlk147146918]Round Lake Remedial Design and Action Update (Jennifer Wilkie, Jacobs Engineering)
· PCBs and metals are driving corrective action based primarily on ecological impact.
· Dredging locations, sediment transportation access and routes, and locations for dewatering, sediment processing, and wastewater treatment, were outlined.
· A location has been chosen for sediment processing and lake access on the northwest shore of the lake. Some clearing will be required. Office trailers will likely be onsite by Spring 2026.
· An existing storm sewer running beneath Highways 10 and 96 will be utilized to route pipelines for dredged sediments.
· Special truck traffic patterns formulated to maximize safety while transporting sediments were shown.
Round Lake Increased Sediment Volume and Proposed Contract Modifications (Thomas Toudouze, USAEC)
Increased Sediment Volume
· A significant difference in the estimation of sediments to be dredged was identified while conducting the Pre-design investigation, consisting of sampling and a high-definition bathymetric survey of the lake bottom, last year.
· The total estimated volume of sediment within the areas identified in the ROD is now 156,000 Cubic Yards (cy). This is 74,000 cy more than the volume of 82,000 cy specified in the ROD (from clean sediment at the top down to and just beyond the contaminated layer at the bottom). 
· No additional funds are available to remove the excess sediment. There is also insufficient time left in this contract to remove it.
· USAEC held a series of Technical Working Group (TWG) meetings with the stakeholders of Round Lake taking place on the 12th, 25th, and 28th of February, and on the 27th of March.
· TWG Members included: U.S. Army Environmental Command, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Fish and Wildlife, Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, Ramsey County, Rice Creek, The City of Arden Hills, and the chair of the TCAAP Restoration Advisory Board.
Proposed Contract Modification
· Four main potential paths forward were identified:
1. Continue with the existing contract but dredge only the original scope volume (82,000 cy), and remove the remaining sediments in a follow-on contract. While it does not fully resolve the recognized impact, this approach utilizes what is already in place.
2. Remove the dredging portion of the existing contract and conduct only the design phase, then award a follow-on contract with sufficient funds and time to remove the entire sediment volume in a single action.
3. Stop the existing contract and award a new contract to perform an Ecological Risk Assessment to determine if the additional sediment acts as a sufficient cap (or institutional control) on the contamination to be protective of the environment if the sediments were allowed to remain in-situ. This is a risk-based corrective action approach.
4. Modify the existing contract to conduct additional screening with more thorough sampling to more accurately determine the extent and volume of the contamination. This may result in a lower volume requiring removal. Then perform a new design for removing the updated sediment volume and dredge as much of this as possible before the end of the contract. Any remaining sediment would then get addressed in a follow-on contract.
· All four of these options were thoroughly discussed in the TWG meetings, after which Option 1 (remove 82,000 cy through the existing contract and any remaining sediments in a follow-on contract) was selected as the best course of action.
· The Army identified three modified dredge areas that total closest to the contracted removal volume of 82,000 cy. The TWG approved these modified areas (three in number; presented in yellow on Slide 15), which total just under 76,000 cy. The rationale for reducing the number of areas from seven in the ROD to these three is to ensure that dredging operations do not leave any uncapped sediments exposed while working on the follow-on contract(s) to complete the operations. 
Other aspects of Modification
· The modification changes the design phase to only design for three areas to be removed. The remaining areas design phase will be included either separately or as part of the follow-on removal contract. Focusing on a subset of the removal areas avoids wasting time and expense when addressing the remaining areas.
· The modification increased regulatory review time allowances to follow the Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA). 
· No change was made to the period of performance of up to five years for the existing contract. However, remediation will now be conducted over two construction field seasons (2026-2027). We will not be able to get into the field until midway through 2026.
Round Lake Cleanup Schedule Recent Activity
· 30% Remedial Design Report
· Aug 2024 Draft Submitted
· Sept 2024 Comments Received / Addressed
· Nov 2024 Draft Final Submitted
· Jan 2025 Comments Received / Addressed
· April 2025 Final Submitted
· July 2025 Final Accepted by Regulators
· 60% Remedial Design Report
· Draft Currently in Progress
· October 2025 Anticipated Submittal to Regulators
· UFP-Quality Assurance Progress Plan
· Submitted to Regulators September 2025, with additional appendices pending
· Technical Meetings
· Feb 2025 Quality Assurance Project Planning Scoping Meeting
· Feb and Mar 2025 Technical Workgroup Meetings
· June 2025 Coordination with Ramsey County
Round Lake Cleanup Schedule Upcoming Activities
· 30% Remedial Design
· Quality Assurance Project Plan: anticipating finalization late 2025
· 60%, 90%, Final Design Reports: late 2025 (60%) / early 2026 (90% and FDR)
· Remedial Action 
· Vegetation Clearing: late 2025 / early 2026
· Sediment Removal Activities: mid 2026 - 2027 
TCAAP Cleanup Status Updates (Charlie Campbell, EA)
Operable Unit 1 (OU1) Groundwater Sampling Update 
· Draft Final FY23 and FY24 APRs under regulatory review. Comments and figure changes will be incorporated and Final reports distributed as soon as possible.
· Completed annual groundwater sampling (minor year event) of OU1 monitoring wells in Summer 2025. 
· Groundwater data will be validated and incorporated into the Draft Final FY25 APR.
· Annual plume maps are available in the respective APRs, most recently updated in the Draft Final FY24 APR. Final revisions are underway (no major changes) and these will be reflected in Final FY24 APR.
· Statistical evaluation of monitoring well network currently in progress. Results will be shared as a Network Optimization Report when available.
· Groundwater sampling allows the Army to monitor the plumes, assess remedy performance, and update the maps.
2024 Prairie du Chien Plume Map 
· The FY24 TCE plume remains relatively stable compared to FY23 results. Minor fluctuations are typical across the plume.
· Some minor fluctuations (both increases and decreases) are typical throughout the plume.
· Higher concentration area (>100ug/L) remains as two distinct lobes, consistent with FY23 results.
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. The lobes are color-coded to show their significant shrinkage over time.
FY 2024 – Jordan Plume Map
· Main plume remains relatively stable (minor fluctuations) compared to FY23 results.
· Downgradient wells non-detect in FY24 (most not sampled in FY23).
· Higher concentration area not sampled in FY24.
FY 2024 – Operable Unit 2 (OU2) Unconsolidated Sediments Plume Map
· Plume remains relatively stable (minor fluctuations) compared to FY23 results.
· The mid-concentration (>100ug/L) area appears to have split and migrated slightly.
· Higher concentration area (>1,000ug/L) consistent with FY23 results.
Operable Unit 1 (OU1) Optimization (Thomas Toudouze, USAEC, reviews this slide)
· One objective for OU1 is to generate data to support siting and design of a potential New Brighton (NB) recovery well for their treatment system and also their public water distribution system. This will help to:
· Identify potential refinements to NB operation to optimize plume control and mass recovery.
· Meet NB requirements for production volume and integration with existing drinking water system.
· City has awarded a contract to Traut Companies to install new well, drilling planned for Spring 2026, expected to be operational by end of 2026 (it takes longer to develop a public water well than a smaller monitoring well).
· Additional information will be presented at the February 2026 TCAAP RAB meeting.
OU2 Site A Monitored Natural Attenuation (Charlie Campbell, EA, continues the presentation)
· Main plume (FY24) is relatively stable (minor fluctuations but no migration) compared to FY23. 
· Concentrations within the heart of the smaller plume have decreased from FY23. 
OU2 Site C Monitored Natural Attenuation 
· Only the Site C location exceeds the cleanup level for lead compared to three locations in FY23.
· Plume shrank back to FY22 levels.
· Continue monitored natural attenuation.
OU2 Site K Pump and Treat (Lisa Poole, GHD)
GHD is responsible for the operation, maintenance, sampling, and reporting for the TGRS systems, Site K, Site I and Operable Unit 3.
· An air stripper is operating at Site K.
· Groundwater collection system continues to provide containment of the horizontal and vertical extent of the TCE plume.
· Annual groundwater sampling for FY25 was completed in June 2025. This data is not yet validated, so here reporting on 2024 data.
· June 2024 groundwater sample results confirmed trend of stable or decreasing TCE over the last 20+ years. June 2024 results were similar to those of FY23.
· FY25 quarterly treatment system samples met applicable discharge limits.
· Much lower TCE concentrations are observed on the down-gradient side of the system collection trench, which demonstrates the effectiveness of the system.
OU1 and OU2 Well Abandonment and Reinstallation (Charlie Campbell, EA; and Thomas Toudouze, USAEC)
· Abandonment of three industrial wells in OU1 and 42 monitoring wells in OU2.
· Reinstallation of four monitoring wells in OU1 and one monitoring well in OU2.
· Monitoring well reinstallation in OU1 pending successful right-of-entry negotiations.
· All activities planned for FY26.
· Rights of Entry are in hand for approximately half of the abandonment/reinstallation locations. Others have been more difficult to acquire, and with budgetary issues in flux, the plan is to conduct field operations for FY26 with what is currently in hand while continuing to pursue rights of entry for remaining locations. 
Operable Unit 3 (OU3) Plume (Lisa Poole, GHD)
· The OU3 Plume contains the south plume of VOC impacts. 
· I-4 Dioxane sampling continued in FY2024 with results similar to those reported over the past six years. 
· OU3 plume FY2024 statistical evaluation shows stable to declining concentration trends at the center and edge of the south plume – results consistent with FY23.
· Continued monitored natural attenuation.
· Annual groundwater sampling completed in Summer 2025.
Update for TCAAP Groundwater Recovery System (TGRS) (Lisa Poole and Emily Moore, GHD)
· Refresher and update slides were presented showing the Boundary Groundwater Recovery System (BGRS) and Source Area Groundwater Recovery System (SGRS), which together comprise the Total Groundwater Recovery System (TGRS). 
· This treatment system recovers and treats high concentrations of VOC's and 1,4-dioxane in the source areas at Sites D, G and I. 
· The SGRS uses advanced oxidation for the treatment of 1,4-dioxane and TCE and air stripping for the treatment of residual VOC's. 
· The BGRS remains in operation and is used to collect deep groundwater from the southwest boundary of operable unit 2 and treat VOC's with air stripping.
· The properties involved include Ramsey County (BGRS) and National Guard (both BGRS and SGRS components) ownership. Both systems discharge to the same sand and gravel pit. 
· The total TGRS FY 2025 annual average extraction rate was ~1927 gpm through August 2025.
· 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 >765M and >163M gallons, respectively through August 2025.
· BGRS and SGRS removed ~258 and over 1,155 lbs. of VOCs, respectively through August 2025.
· The FY 2025 operating strategy has been revised to optimize contaminant removal and source area containment. 
· SGRS air emissions have been significantly reduced; measure 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% through June 2025. TCE and 1,4-dioxane concentrations in the individual SGRS extraction wells also decreased.
· Confirmed through MPCA screening model that SGRS air emissions are below State of Minnesota inhalation risk levels for acute, sub chronic, chronic, and cancer exposures for at National Guard fence line. 
· BGRS effluent samples and air emissions demonstrate compliance with monitoring criteria through June 2025.
· 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 through June 2025.
· TCE emission rate through June 2025 = 0.0037 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.  
FY25 Daily Flow Rates
· Operations of the TGRS from October 2024 through August of 2025 were presented.
· Troubleshooting and repairs produce fluctuations in the cleanup rates.
· The rolling average dipped below the GOS Operational Minimum of 1,745 gpm only once (during troubleshooting and replacement of the main control panel).
· Daily totals dipped below the GOS Operational Minimum only during a few normal operation maintenance and weather- and utility-related power outage events. These are illustrated in the Daily Flow Rates figure of the slide deck and involved phase loss, ozone leak troubleshooting and repair, and service visits. 
Update on Per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) (Thomas Toudouze, USAEC)
· A Preliminary Assessment and Site Inspection (PA/SI) was finalized in September of 2023.
· In July of 2024, the Army received a joint letter from EPA and MPCA disagreeing with the number of Areas of Potential Interest (AOPIs) moving forward to a Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS).
· In November of 2024, a discussion between USAEC and EPA was held to discuss a path forwards, this includes a supplemental screening and sampling event to identify sites potentially missed during the PA/SI. This effort will be combined with the RI/FS contract.
· In January 2025, the Department of Defense adopted new screening levels for PFAS. Due to this, two additional AOPIs have been added to the RI, the Southwest Sewer System (Site J) and the Open Burn Area/Salvage Area (Site C).
· A RI/FS contract is currently on hold due to budgetary constraints. Additional funds specifically for PFAS expected to be provided in FY27 – FY31.
· Because of the timeline of the DoD PFAS investigation, Ramsey County is voluntarily performing PFAS screening activities of soils on the Rice Creek Commons parcel.
· Ramsey County has submitted a QAPP/Workplan for PFAS sampling to EPA, MPCA, and the Army. Regulators have provided comments on the QAPP/Workplan.
· Next steps
· Finalization of QAPP/Workplan
· Sampling and analysis
· Current PFAS AOPIs include Buildings 103, 157, 502, 576, and Sites C and J.
· Additional AOPIs are under consideration on the Rice Creek Commons parcel.
TCAAP Community Involvement Plan (Thomas Toudouze, USAEC)
· The Army is in the process of renewing their Community Involvement Plan (CIP) for TCAAP.
· The purpose of the CIP is to gauge current community interest and best methods of communication with them. It is required to be periodically updated.
· The first phase of renewing the CIP involves short interviews from members of the community around the installation.
· If you are interested in participating in these interviews, please contact Carla Avery at (848) 327-4448 or cavery@contifederal.com

Update on Groundwater Flow and Transport Models (Meg Haserodt and Andrew Leaf, USGS)
· The groundwater flow and transport models are built to simulate the groundwater system near TCAAP.
· The presentation includes a deck of self-explanatory auxiliary slides that provide an introduction to hydrogeology and groundwater computer modeling in glacial deposits, including local recharge and regional groundwater inputs, groundwater outputs, flow directions within surface sediments and bedrock units, contaminant transport and attenuation mechanisms.
· The focus of the model is on the deeper groundwater contamination (1,4-dioxane and TCE) that originates in OU2 and migrates offsite in OU1 and OU3.
· The modeling goal is to simulate the behavior of plumes sufficient to estimate contaminant capture from the remediation systems, and forecast the shape and behavior of the plumes in future as influenced by system operations.
· Model area and time periods are presented. Three models include a flow model, advective transport model, and mass transport model. 
· History matching (using field observations to calibrate the model) is being used to improve model inputs. It is an iterative process that reduces uncertainties in the model’s fit with real world data. The following points are called out.
· Persistent issue with plume traveling west of “interpretated” extent, especially in middle Prairie du Chien.
· Plume shape may depend on complex hydrogeology that isn’t fully informed by “hard” field data.
· Need to quantify/guide parameter estimation algorithm to what we “see” as a reasonable model.
· Matthew’s correlation coefficient accounts for true and false positives, and true and false negatives. 
· Model forecasts of remediation system capture. The following points are called out.
· The goal is to estimate the fraction of plume volume captured by the TGRS.
· Originating from the Site D, G & I source areas.
· Originating from withing OU2.
· Particle tracking is performed with MODPATH 7.
· Particles released in each cell within the source area and OU2 volumes.
· Forward tracking to on-site remediation wells and the New Brighton and St. Anthony municipal wells.
· Percent capture “Forecasts” = number of particles captured / total number of particles. 
· Preliminary results are showing good model capture trends for contaminants from each of the source areas.
· Project Timeline
· FY 2025
· Improve model history matching to reduce model uncertainty and better reproduce measured site data.
· Built 1,4-dioxane transport model.
· Began drafting online map for users to interactively explore model results.
· FY 2026 
· Final model adjustments and estimates of plume capture by pumping system.
· Publication of model and 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
· New Brighton new well drilling and installation in the Spring to be operational by next Fall. 
· Begin industrial well abandonment (3 wells).
· Begin installation of 4 monitoring wells.
· OU2
· Begin abandonment of 42 monitoring wells.
· Begin installation of 1 monitoring well including optimization of the monitoring well network.
· Begin Risk Assessment for unrestricted land use.
· 135 Primer Tracer Area – sold, but some finer details remain in work.
· OU3
· Continue groundwater monitoring.
· Round Lake
· Continue remedial design.
· Administrative Record/Information Repository
· Army working with Arden Hills Army Training Site (AHATS) to enlarge space.
New Business (Thomas Toudouze, USAEC)
· The next RAB meeting date was selected as 17 February 2026 and will be virtual only.
· Topics for future RAB meetings?
· Site K treatment study
· Site G University of Iowa study
· Additional administrative requirements for RAB?
· Suggestions for improvement of RAB?
New Meeting Agenda (Thomas Toudouze, USAEC)
· Review/Approve minutes of last meeting.
· Old Business.
· Cleanup Status Update.
· New Business.
· Next Meeting Agenda.
· Public Comments.
[bookmark: _Hlk147148050][bookmark: _Hlk147148267]Questions asked by RAB members:
Old Business (Thomas Toudouze, USAEC)
· Q: What is the meaning of the word ‘protectiveness’?
A: Short term protectiveness means there is no immediate danger to human health and the environment from current actions over a five-year span. The USEPA addresses the proposed protectiveness determination from the Five Year Review Report in their final determination letter, which is currently undergoing internal signoff (Thomas Toudouze, USAEC and Viral Patel, USEPA).
· Q: Can known contaminants remain in the subsurface and still be protective?
A: Yes, as long as we continue the current system it will be protective of human health and the environment because there are no pathways of exposure to receptors. (Thomas Toudouze, USAEC).
Round Lake (Jennifer Wilkie, Jacobs Engineering)
· Q: What chemicals of concern (COCs) will you be monitoring in the sediments and how often?
A1: The chemicals of concern include seven metals (Cd, Cr, Cu, Pb, Ag, and Zn), and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). We will have a process approved by the regulators to sample on a grid that is determined during the bathymetric survey. A site-specific and dimensionless value presented in the 2022 Record of Decision (ROD) called the Mean Probable Effects Concentration Quotient (Mean PEC-Q) (0.6 in this case), which represents collective impact of the metal suite, is used to gauge remedy effectiveness during dredging. If in-situ sediments exceed a Mean PEC-Q of 0.6 during the dredging process, the dredging will continue until sampling confirms metal levels below this value. PCBs have their own cleanup levels. The sampling frequency is a function of how rapidly the dredging occurs. (Jennifer Wilkie, Jacobs; Brigitte Hay, MPCA; and Thomas Toudouze, USAEC).
A2: The Mean PEC-Q is a standard practice with a lot of science behind it when dealing with sediment cleanup. It is also being used at sites like St. Louis River near Duluth and the Detroit River. (Brigitte Hay, MPCA).

· Q: Why is there risk to wildlife and environment only and not humans? Is it because of the concentrations of the chemicals, pathways to exposure, or something else?
A: It is the pathway for exposure. (Thomas Toudouze, USAEC).

· Q: Are there contingency safety plans if an accidental spill caused a release to surface water or other area?
A: The point at which there could conceivably be a breach is where the dredge barge is located. However, it is unlikely and each line has a backup that can be switched into place if needed. It will be obvious if something happens and dredging operations would stop immediately. Moreover, the concentrations are not high enough to cause a significant risk should there be a momentary and easily remedied release. Screens are also in place to prevent things from getting stirred up (Jennifer Wilkie, Jacobs; and Thomas Toudouze, USAEC).

· Q: Is Round Lake a natural body of water?
A: It is a natural lake but the dams raised the water level so it has become artificially modified (audience member; and Thomas Toudouze, USAEC).

· Q: Is there a way to know in advance what will be found on the lake bottom while dredging?
A: A lot of sampling and coring has been done. It is possible that things got missed between the cores, but I doubt that we’ll uncover anything large. Since sediments are sieved through a shaker screen, small things will be routinely found and directed to a side barge, so it does not impede productivity. If anything dangerous is encountered, we will of course stop work and call in experts, but we’re not expecting to find anything (Jennifer Wilkie, Jacobs).

Round Lake Increased Sediment Volume (Thomas Toudouze, USAEC)
· Q: Are the modified removal areas chosen for their being spatially contiguous or is they being selected in order of impact level?
A1: They were selected based on contiguity, their volumetric total in relation to target cleanup volume of 82,000 cy, and proximity to entry point for dredging. (Thomas Toudouze, USAEC).
A2: It isn’t like one of the areas has a lot more contamination than the other. They’re pretty similar in their concentrations (Jennifer Wilkie, Jacobs Engineering). 
A3: An area near the center of the lake has some of the highest concentrations but so does one of the targeted areas. However, the area near the center also has the thickest layer (over a foot) of clean sediments capping it. The targeted area is closer to shore and has less than half a foot of clean sediments capping it. (Thomas Toudouze, USAEC).
· Q: If Fish and Wildlife will not open the lake up to the public until all dredging operations are completed, does that mean that the follow-on contract will need to take place first as well as the existing contract dredging?
A: Correct. All dredging, including that covered by any future contracts, would need to be completed first. (Thomas Toudouze, USAEC).
· Q: Can you explain the process for the follow-on contract?
A: The existing contract would have to complete first before we can then bid out the follow-on contract. The USAEC budget has been drastically reduced, and we do not anticipate significant increases over the next several years. The current contract was awarded for approximately $22M. Because the volume to removed effectively doubled, we can assume the follow-on contract will have a similar cost plus additions for inflation and possibly additional interim sedimentation at ~$25M+ for the follow-on contract. We therefore cannot predict the timing for completion of the sediment removal. We are keeping plans updated on our end pending those future funds. (Thomas Toudouze, USAEC).
· Q: When are the next and subsequent RAB meetings?
A: The next RAB meeting will be in February 2026 (we will hopefully have the 90% design submitted by then), and the next one in September 2026 at which time we should be well into dredging activities. We’re anticipating more participation at the September meeting because the dredging activities will be highly visible. (Thomas Toudouze, USAEC).
TCAAP Cleanup Status Updates (Charlie Campbell, EA)
· Q: Is there no more active scrubbing at Site C?
A: That is correct; it is monitoring and natural attenuation only (Charlie Campbell, EA).

· Q: How much EDTA (ethylenediaminetetraacetic acid) is at the site for phytoremediation or isn’t that monitored anymore?
A: Sorry; we do not monitor for EDTA. (Charlie Campbell, EA).

Update for TCAAP Groundwater Recovery System (TGRS) (Lisa Poole and Emily Moore; GHD)
· Q: Does the system have any priority for power restoration in the event of a brownout?
A: The utility company has contacts that get informed when system power goes down. I don’t think we get priority but we get estimates for when power will be restored and try our best to get it up and running as soon as possible. (Emily Moore; GHD).

Update on Groundwater Flow and Transport Models (Meg Haserodt and Andrew Leaf, USGS)
· Q: 20+ years ago MPCA did a small study of biodegradation, and they concluded that it was significant but slow. Does that agree with the modeling?
A: We haven’t looked at that in detail, but it is my understanding that it is probably not a significant process. (Andrew Leaf, USGS).
 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:04 PM.

ATTENDEES
Government RAB Members Present
1. Thomas Toudouze (Army Co-Chair)
2. Viral Patel (USEPA)
3. Brigitte Hay (MPCA)
4. Salvador Lopez (USEPA)
5. Andrew Guenther (USEPA)
6. Kirstin Safakas (USEPA)
Community RAB Members Present
1. Forrest Kelley (Community Chair)
2. Lyle Salmila
3. Rick Strauman
4. Paul Muething
5. Paul Bloom
6. Kristine Poelzer
Army and Army Contractors Present
1. Thomas Toudouze (USAEC)
2. Quang Nguyen (USAEC)
3. Tony Sedlacek (USACE)
4. Lisa Madore (USACE)
5. Tony Sedlacek (USACE)
6. Lisa Poole (GHD)
7. Emily Moore (GHD)
8. Charlie Campbell (EA)
9. Kyle Merandi (EA)
10. Jennifer Wilkie (Jacobs Engineering)
11. Andrew Leaf (USGS)
12. Meg Haserodt (USGS)
13. James Ashley (CF)
Visitors
1. Larina DeWalt (Ramsey County)
2. Mary Lee (MNNA)
3. David Grant (Arden Hills City Councilmember)
4. Brenda Holden (Arden Hills City Councilmember)
5. Ben Gezon (ENTACT)
6. Devon Draper (ENTACT)
7. Katie Bach

