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1. The policies for the requirements for a RAB were presented after the decision was 

made not to have one.  Is this a just way of dealing with the citizens you’re 
working for?  If citizens knew the changes made in 2006, they could have 
fulfilled the requirements.  As a government agency you work to protect yourself, 
not the people who live in the community. 

 
2. As local citizens we are concerned about the health of our families, friends and 

neighbors.  Why are there no tests to help link high levels of cancers and other 
serious ailments in the nearby circumference of this site.  All your charts and your 
salaries and reports do not speak to our personal losses. 

 
3. Much of the concern is about migration offsite via groundwater and surface water.  

At each meeting I ask why sediment samples along 4 mile creek and six mile 
creek (to their mouths) have not been taken or, if taken and analyzed, why the 
results couldn’t be made public.  When I raised the question of migration offsite 
through groundwater, the County conducted a well water study that showed no 
migration of consequence offsite.  A sediment study would help answer a number 
of questions. 

 
4. I am really angry about the commander’s decision to disband the existing RAB.  

The years of study it takes to become knowledgeable enough to ask pertinent 
questions on the part of volunteers has been ignored and disregarded.  It is not the 
job of this volunteer group to educate the public about scientific findings.  They 
are a sounding board for ACE to give information to the community and get 
feedback.  Nobody unfamiliar with these issues will speak up for fear of looking 
stupid.  You need the people you have rejected! 

 
5. You’re doing a great job! 

 
6. We need a RAB!!  I am an average citizen that needs someone to explain many of 

the answers to the comments.  We have community members with the expertise 
and can fill in the gaps.  Let’s make this a cooperative effort. 

 
7. You state that you collaborate with DEC.  The DEC has not fulfilled its mission to 

protect the people of this area.  Can you wonder about our level of trust in our 
government agencies?  And didn’t your group build the levies that were supposed 
to protect New Orleans?  Let’s have transparency and open dialong and let’s see if 
you can fulfill your mission! 

 
8. Too much wasted time milling around at the start of meeting.  Started over ½ hour 

late.  The exhibits would have been better appreciated after the presentation, so 
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that a context would have been provided.  No agenda!!  Poor treatment of the 
public!  No respect for everyone’s time.  Why not put the agenda in the handouts?  
The PowerPoint format is too filled with a mix of technical and policy 
observations.  A policy decision is needed.  Agree with Amy Witryol about 
inadequacy of the dialog. 

 
9. Corps staff continue the disingenuous fiction that LOOW RAB submitted 

comments are the result of individuals (Dr. William BOeck, Ann Roberts, etc.).  
These comments were submitted and vetted by residents and additional experts; 
as called for by the USACE’s own LOOW RAB procedures.  They are LOOW 
RAB technical comments.  I continue to object to the use of formal presentations 
and not community involvement in technical review of tasks.  Attached are 
additional RAB submitted technical comments.  These are being submitted by 
mail as a result of LOOW RAB reviews. 



Comments on USACE website credibility 
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is a known cause 

radon emissions, the 
inhibiting the migration of 
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material on top 
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C a build-up of radon gas within the at NFSS? 
Radon is slowly generated and begins to move through the feet compact clay and soil covering 
the material. Radon has a half-life of 3.62 days 
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is continuously generated for more than next "'"''u .•. u .. :u 

of Radon 222 is v"-""'""' 

from the IWCS cap are monitored as part of Environmental Surveillance Program 

2. What investigations were performed on the IWCS as part of the NFSS remedial 
investigation? 
No direct sampling through the protective clay cap or clay cut-off walls of the IWCS was 
performed to ensure that the integrity of this protective layer was not breached. The IWCS cap was 
designed and is maintained to ensure that it properly retards radon inhibits infiltration of 
water form of precipitation) that would enhance of into groundwater. 

, two of evaluations (in addition to a review of historic waste 
inventories and past waste management practices) were performed to assess continued 
protectiveness cap. 

1. multi-technology geophysical walk over, which used non-intrusive techniques to infer 
condition of the subsmface below the cap. 

;un·u~'n received from USACE on 4/30!2008follows as underlined sections. 

"The Corp's NFSS technical team has reviewed and discussed the report you sent us on the IWCS. I want to 
thank you again for the time and effort spent preparing the report. Attached below are some initial thoughts from 
the tehcnical team on items raised related to the NFSS Remedial Investigation Report and pending Feasibility 
Study. 

I will send these to you officially through a signed letter tomorrow. I hope this helps in the continued discussion 
and resolution of technical issues. There will be additional future opportunities to engage on these issues. 

Bottom Line Up Front: The Corps appreciates the thorough analysis and acknowledges that the Interim Waste 
Containment Structure (IWCS) is not a permanent storage solution. Potential solutions (i.e. alternatives) will be 
further evaluated in the Feasibility Study (FS), so this community input will be taken into consideration when 
evaluating these FS alternatives. 

Items for Consideration: The Geophysical Survey of the IWCS indicates no short-term competency issues (e.g. 
cap settling, cutoff wall/dike failure, seismic vulnerabilities, etc.) within the IWCS. The Corps acknowledges that 
there are limitations associated with this survey methodology. These limitations were leveraged to the extent 
possible by integrating other geophysical survey methods. This investigation was not a stand alone integrity 
assessment, but used as an additional weight of evidence in our integrity investigation." 

examination did not and could not examine the cutoff wall adjacent to where the 
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2. radioactivity 

environmental surveillance was continued to radon emissions from the 

out of the 

Surveillance Technical Memorandums are published yearly, explaining this 
information about the environmental surveillance program may be found on the 

1. location what are the 

Ulll!ffit)actea area where data is collected to """''"""'""' what the 
compounds are for that area. 

ununtul~t: concluded, on the basis of historical data, the uranium 
by activities and samples should be 

of the original LOOW site excluding entire NFSS. 
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occurring levels of 

groundwater samples 
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.., .... -..A .. A2, (NFSS Environmental 
1988 and 1989 the background concentration of total 

was not measured, since a background of less 
total uranium. 

background 
in Appendix 

increased to from formerly recognized value of< 3 pCi!L. 
Figure 3-4, Appendix A3, (NFSS Environmental Surveillance Report, 

uranium measured 13 pCi!L well 20S. 
average value for background upper groundwater 

using the data well 20S (now rPi-J~rrc•rl to as B02W20S) 

historical average background total uranium was 7.60 pCi/L (measured in 
as 7.68 pCi!L.) 

1998 total uranium background as measured in well B02W20S was 9.95 pCi!L. 
1999 total uranium background as measured in well B02W20S was 8.2 
2000 total uranium background as measured in B02W20S was 8.669 pCi!L. 

1 total uranium background as measured in well B02W20S was 9.37 pCi/L. 
uranium background as measured in B02W20S was 10.30 pCi!L. 



as 
background as 
background as 

background was 
period 1992 1997. 

to establish an accurate 
NFSS site) 

Army Corps Engineers, a recent paper, 
Groundwater Evaluations at 

the background concentration at is central 
to determining the nature and extent of site contamination and supporting 
assessments of human health and ecological risks. " 

decisions for groundwater can have substantial cost implications, so the ability 
to distinguish between ambient and those reflecting site contamination is crucial. " 

de:sagna1ted background uranium 1989, as a direct result of 
wells contaminated nn .. C:O.UIUU.:>o 

in attachments. 



1) 

to 
the committee requests 

point TWP833. The 2007 
documents sample GW-TWP833-3511 as a of 

dissolved uranium. This value does not con·elate with the analytical 
for individual uranium isotopes same sample. Is a 

rnn<Tr<Jinnlf' error? Will the release a Sheet? Regardless 
11 are very 

1, one samples to integrity 
southern clay dike, was found to contain high levels of uranium, 

..... o .... .,,"' doubt on the integrity of the dike at this location and opening up the 
possibility of contamination beginning to move out of the IWCS. 

been identified as a potential source of the high levels of 
groundwater south the IWCS, notably that found in sample 

.,..,""""'"'"""" However, six groundwater samples taken specifically 
to radiological contamination with Building 409 do not 
support this theory: 



Contaminated 
Oak Ridge, 1984. 

Radiation Committee Report on the~~·~~, .. ~ ... ~'" 
to the Containment of Radioactive'"''"''"'"'''"''"'" 

3) Buffalo, Remedial Investigation Report", 
December 2007, Volume 2, Table 3-1 
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about the groundwater 
with building 409. This 

below grade) has put 
USACE have sampled in 

question is whether 
explain the results to us. 
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