Repository PFT Meeting Highlights 

12-9-03
Repository Project Focus Team Meeting of the 

Coeur d’Alene Basin Technical Leadership Group

9:00 – 12:00 AM PST, 

Idaho Fish and Game Office, 2750 Kathleen, Coeur d’Alene, ID

Attendees (who signed in and/or announced themselves)

Randy Connolly, Spokane Tribe

Brett Bowers (consultant)

Sheila Eckman, EPA

David Fortier, BLM

Mike Goldstein, EPA

Clayton Grubham, City of Mullan

Kenny Hicks, Shoshone County

Jeff Johnson, USFS

Kathy Johnson (consultant)

Norbert E. Lane, City of Mullan

John Lawson, IDEQ

Jana McCurdy, IDEQ 

Michael McCurdy, TerraGraphics

Ed Moreen, EPA

John Perfect, ITD

Scott M. Peterson, IDEQ

Luke Russell, IDEQ

W.C. Rust, Shoshone County

Dave Walker, URS

Herb Zanetti, Zanetti Bro. Inc.

Kathy Zanetti, SNRC

Meeting Overview

The December 9 Repository PFT Meeting of the Technical Leadership Group of the Basin Environmental Improvement Project Commission (Basin Commission) covered the following topics:

1. Meeting Goal

2. Workplans of the Basin Commission

3. Background and Current Status of Repository Development in the Basin

4. Process Flow Scoping and Development and Next Steps

Opening

Kathy Johnson, facilitator, welcomed participants to the meeting.  She asked attendees to introduce themselves and gave an overview of the agenda (See Attachment 1) and purpose of the meeting.  Presenters included Kathy Johnson, Mike Goldstein, John Lawson, and Ed Moreen.

Meeting Goal

Build a Project Focus Team to participate in identifying and evaluating viable repository sites and assist in completing a preliminary design for one repository in 2004. 

Active workers are needed to form a PFT on Repository planning to support clean up.  We need to formalize the PFT and get input from all stakeholders. 

Workplans of the Basin Commission

The Basin Commission has approved three Workplans:

1. 2003 Workplan

2. 2004 Workplan

3. 5 year Workplan

In the 2003 Workplan, the Big Creek Repository was opened to support residential yard remediation.  Additional needs were deferred to the 5-year workplan.

In the 2004 workplan the goal is to operate and construct improvements to Big Creek Repository as well as site and design additional repositories to support clean-up and the Institutional Controls Plan, ICP.  The ICP requires a place for depositing materials that are dug up during construction or other non-clean-up activities.

In the 5-year plan, Big Creek Repository is to be available for yard soils and the goal is to bring on line another repository to support clean-up activities and the ICP.  The PFT will also need to plan and secure priority sites for upper and lower basin work for the next 5 – 10 years. 

Background and Current Status of Repository Development in the Basin

1995 Guidelines (non regulatory)

In 1995 guidelines were developed for locating, scoping, and design of repositories in the Basin.  These guidelines are not part of the Superfund Record of Decision (ROD) in a formal way and are non-regulatory but are appropriate and relevant to consider.  They were developed collaboratively.  See Attachment 2 for these guidelines.  The guidelines address location, design, construction, and management.  

Dave Fortier mentioned some of the participants who originally created these guidelines:  himself, Geoff Harvey ( IDEQ), Phil Cernera (Cd’A Tribe) and others.  Bill Rust said there had been a need for guidance when the Canyon Creek and Nine-Mile Creek Repositories were being created so the 1995 guidelines were created.  

1998 GIS Repository Analysis

In 1998 The Coeur d’Alene Tribe and multiple stakeholders conducted a Repository Analysis using GIS technology to investigate potential locations.  This effort produced maps, a GIS database, and a list of 169 potential locations within the Coeur d’Alene Basin from the Montana border to the Lake. This study 
was the first attempt to use GIS technology to site repositories.  The goal was to identify suitable land areas and consider distances from receptors.  There was no ground verification of the information or attempt to determine land ownership.  Kenny Hicks mentioned that the County has ownership information in a GIS database that could be utilized.  Kenny Hicks also requested a copy of the GIS information for Shoshone County.  The Tribal GIS report served as a foundation for the 2002 IDEQ Location Analysis, which was discussed later.  

ROD’s Four Step Process for Siting Repositories

The ROD does not list specific locations for repositories but does list a four-step process for siting repositories:

1. Site Identification.  A list of potential repository sites will continue to be prepared in conjunction with other Basin stakeholders.  Additional locations will be identified where local governments and/or property owners have an interest in receiving material generated from cleanup actions.

2. Technical Evaluation.  Potential repository sites will be evaluated using site specific data and the repository location and design guidelines described below.

Repositories will be located and designed to:

· Prevent adverse human health or ecological impacts and result in improvements wherever possible.

· Prevent additional groundwater and/or surface water impacts.

· Integrate with past or nearby cleanup efforts.

· Comply with all Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs)

· Be appropriate for the characteristics of the waste that will be disposed of there.

· Be cost effective.

· Minimize long-term operation and maintenance (O&M) costs.

Additional considerations include:

· Transportation impacts and costs.

· Economic development or future reuse of the site where feasible.

· Absence or presence of mining-related contaminants.

· Geotechnical stability.

· Availability of clean cover material.

· Community acceptance.

3. Public Input and Notification.  Concurrent with the technical evaluation, a public outreach effort will be initiated.  Affected citizens and stakeholders will be given an opportunity to comment on the proposed repository location and design.

4. Decision Documentation.  Remedial design documents will be prepared.  

No Repositories have gone through this entire process yet.  Repository siting in the Basin and Box is an ongoing effort.  Recognizing that the whole repository information base is located in many sources, the PFT leadership has collectively found and evaluated 5 Box (CIA, Borrow Area Landfill, Smelter Landfill, Page Pond ICP Landfill) and 4 Basin repositories (Moon Creek, Day Rock, Canyon Creek, and Big Creek).  The group found that there is no standard for location, size, or design.  Common features have included: 1) placing on previously impacted areas such as tailings ponds; 2) not using engineered liners (with a few exceptions); 3) most have engineered covers (growth media or impermeable membranes).  Mike Goldstein is compiling a matrix to compare sites with comparable information. 

Mike Goldstein defined a repository when material is taken from one area to another and managed long term.  Luke Russell stated that a different procedure should be utilized for identifying and managing yard materials versus mine tailings.  In essence, the entire Basin is being managed and there are no complete removals, particularly under residences.  The materials are managed in place with a 12-inch cap and liners are not placed under residential properties.  Dave Fortier mentioned the need to keep water quality in mind: we may need to clean up to a higher level to deal with water quality.   

Site-specific decisions need to be made and many factors have to be considered when a repository is designed.  The level of management depends on what is being placed in the repository (quantity and level of contamination). For quantity comparison 20,000 cubic yards (cy) went to Big Creek Repository this year from approximately 100 residences and rights of way.  Since 1996, there has been an average of 50,000 to 60,000 cy of ICP and yard clean up material going into Page each year.

2002 IDEQ Location Analysis

IDEQ hired TerraGraphics to do a location analysis of potential repository locations.  TerraGraphics used the 1998 GIS database and focused on the upper basin to conduct  screening site visits, collect information on potential capacity and proximity to remedial actions and residences, and determine site access, surface water and existing conditions.  A CD is available of the study results.  The crew had a camera, notebook, criteria and the screening process.  Again, the study did not consider land ownership.  The study resulted in a consumer-reports-type rating on land type, volume (capacity), proximity to removals, proximity to residences, access, surface water, extent of contamination, and overall rating.  John requested that anyone using the database who identifies inaccuracies should bring those forward so they can be corrected.  In the Upper Basin, out of a total of 83 sites, most being east of Kellogg, and 54 were rated good. Those ranked as good were then elevated to the next phase of repository siting – identification of landowners. In the notebook produced by TerraGraphics, each location had a picture, map, a GIS reference location, and ranking.  Because it is such a complex task, no attempt was made to determine property boundaries in the field.  The next step then is to determine ownership, which has been a complicated task.  Many of the sites are owned by mining companies, which thus far have not been willing to donate land for use as a repository.  Private entities, BLM or USFS owns other locations.

Big Creek Repository (BCR) Update

In 2002 BCR supported yard remediation (prior to the ROD.) In 2002, EPA and IDEQ talked with residents who lived nearby to allow for public input and education.  In 2002 and 2003 there was a site investigation and geotechnical engineering evaluation of the tailings pond.  In 2003, BCR supported the Basin yard program.  The ownership of the site was transferred to IDEQ in July of 2003.  Currently, the USACE (through a contract with the EPA) is developing a design for repository construction, overall capacity and options for closure requirements.  The USACE will deliver a copy of BCR design documents to the IDEQ in March 2003. The DEQ will then utilize that document and the design plans and specifications to continue to build the BCR. Currently, it is estimated that the site will hold 200,000cy and possibly up to 400,000. A Technical Memorandum is being drafted to document compliance with ROD requirements, that memo will be circulated the spring.  BCR has gone the furthest through the repository siting process thus it can be used as a model for other locations. In 2004, EPA will fund IDEQ, through cooperative agreement, to manage BCR.  

The 2004 Repository Workplan Scope includes: 1) EPA/IDEQ work with the PFT to identify and complete a preliminary design for a repository greater than 25,000 cubic yard capacity to support ongoing yard cleanup program and ICP type materials; and 2) IDEQ to operate BCR. 3) Per the EPA (Goldstein) Repositories for ICP and Cleanup Activities don’t need to be separate sites and materials may go to either ICP type landfills or landfills that are consistent with the ROD.  However, record keeping and availability needs are different.  Clean up projects need record keeping for type and quantity of materials generated so they can be managed long term. The record keeping is similar to a landfill.  To support an ICP, repositories must be readily available but because the is a public component and there will not be a large policing effort by the EPA, IDEQ or Panhandle Health District (PHD), record keeping will be encouraged where ever possible but practically speaking can not be assured. The ICP process is one that will be coordinated with the PFT.

The ICP repository needs to be available anytime to take anything with minimal record keeping.  Therefore, there may be differences in how these repository locations are set up and managed.  

Process Flow Scoping and Development and Next Steps

A draft flow chart was proposed for discussion purposes.  The goal is to develop an orderly process for constructive and collaborative site identification and evaluation.  We are now at the stage where we need to take some sites and go through the process to bring forward possible locations for repositories.  Kathy Johnson emphasized the need for collaboration.  See attachment 3 for the flowchart.

After an initial fact finding stage, the process of siting repositories is divided into three tiers (see attachment 3).  The tiers were explained and feedback was solicited from the attendees.  A summary of the feedback follows. 

Mike Goldstein emphasized the importance of specifying the output at each of the three Tiers.  The deliverables can be valuable tools when communicating with local governments and other public and technical groups.  Mike said it is important to scope the outputs because it affects the work and cost for the contract:

· Tier I output would be very general site information and ratings.  A worksheet can be used to compile basic information about individual sites.  This can also be expanded and revised later if more information is collected about a location.  A go/no go decision is made for each site as to whether it is a feasible repository location.  Some criteria that may influence a go/no go decision would be: 

· Human Human or Ecological Concerns (public input important here)

· Specific ROD requirements 

· Land Availability – acquisition potential

· Anticipated uses – post landfill

· Tier II would follow a “go” decision from Tier I and the output would generate a short but much more specific engineering report.  The report would evaluate and report on specific issues such as

·  Difficult Human Health or Ecological concerns 

· Land ownership issues 

· Initial Environmental due diligence results (i.e. water quality or soil analytical results, hydrological evaluations or impacts from runoff or potential flood events)

· An overall Engineering Design Concept. 

· Tradeoffs can also be identified and explored.

· Public input is critical during this phase of siting

·  Tier III output would be a Technical Memorandum (TM) which provides an engineering design and management report. This is essentially a recommendation from the PFT and the TLG to the Basin Commission.

Kathy Zanetti:  Does “Human and Ecological Concerns” include community concerns such as “Not in My Backyard” or do we need another bullet?  In terms of public input, a lot of people have limited knowledge of the TLG/CCC so we need an avenue of input.  Another bullet was added to Tier I for Public Concerns.
Jeff Johnson wanted to know how many sites were going to be generated through Tier I and Tier II.  Kathy Johnson said it would not be a fixed number.  John Lawson said it winnows down quickly when money and land ownership are factors but initially it is important to consider all options.

Sheila Eckman said if Mine and Mill sites, which are scheduled for remediation, could be used as a repository location and this would accomplish two objectives.  Dave Fortier recommended the repository siting be integrated with other cleanups.  BLM could possibly accept materials on NABOB and Hecla Star for crowns and caps. About 10,000 cubic yards could be placed on the crown before a liner is placed.  Hecla Star has 2 and ½ Tailings ponds that must be addressed.  It may help with community acceptance if the repository is kept on the location of the mine and mill site.  Work will also be done on Constitution but BLM only owns 1/3 of the site and the rest is privately owned.  Bill Rust agreed that adding material to an existing cleanup site is generally not a problem from a public acceptance perspective.   A bullet was added to Tier I to integrate with Mine and Mill site cleanups.  Dave Fortier wondered if material being brought in from other sites creates other issues such as liability.  It would be important to have discussions about liability and long term ownership and management.  A bullet was added to address these concerns. Dave said there are Tier I issues that need to be resolved on Constitution, NABOB, and Hecla Star.    
There was a discussion regarding the complex issues that necessitate a longer time line for some sites than others, including ownership and liability.

Kenny Hicks said it is important to consider the materials used for capping and the availability and location.  Digging changes elevation and impacts flooding. John Lawson said this would have to be addressed later in the process since the cap is designed after the contents of the repository are specified.  It is possible to use yard materials for a cap under some circumstances.   A bullet was added to Tier II  for cover materials.   

Bill Rust asked for clarification of the Waste Acceptance Criteria.  Mike explained a repository is not a landfill and cannot get filled up with fences, sheds, rubbish, or hazardous materials.  Kathy and John pointed out the liability issues associated with wastes.   PCBs and other hazardous materials cannot be accepted.

Sheila said it is important to get public involvement early.  Kathy Zanetti mentioned it is cost effective to eliminate sites with low public acceptance early before a lot of engineering time is spent developing plans. 

Dave Fortier recalled BLM’s experience in siting repositories.  A list of 20 sites was generated by the team and then taken to the public.  Based on public response the criteria were changed and seven sites were identified and taken to the public again.  The county had the opportunity to purchase one of the sites through a bankruptcy sale.  Thus the process was shortened because of economic considerations but the location had been identified as a reasonable site.  Public concerns were helpful in identifying the selection criteria and selecting a final option.

Brett Bowers asked how many remediation sites will drive the selection of the next repository location.  Kathy stated this has not been determined yet and the process will bring forward issues that need to be considered.

Jeff Johnson(USFS) and John Perfect (ITD) emphasized the need for intensive community awareness.  A community scoping bullet was added between Tier I and Tier II.  He said some locations are rejected for reasons that are not anticipated.

Dave Fortier pointed out that public pressure can also be used to convince landowners to allow their property to be developed for a repository if it is a logical choice and the owner is not cooperative. He also suggested it is better to have a larger number of possible sites.  If too few options are presented there is a possibility that none of them will be acceptable to the public.  Mike Goldstein said fear of large repositories is prevalent.

Bill Rust:  the Upper Basin has tight constraints on location and every site is different.

Jana McCurdy suggested it might be helpful to identify which aspect of the public to target at each phase in the process (local governments, citizens, etc.)

John Lawson said it has been difficult to generate a list of possible locations for a variety of reasons particularly land ownership and availability.  He said the process of acquiring land from the USFS could be a 6-7 year process.

Dave Fortier:  from the public standpoint you need to be able to present multiple options so people can compare the good sites with less desirable ones.  The public needs to be able to discuss the options and see why a particular location is the best option.   

John Lawson and Mike Goldstein suggested the possibility for landowners to build a repository on private land for their own use and this can ultimately result in developable land.  Dave Fortier asked who is going to approve and provide oversight of these sites.  

Bill Rust mentioned a Silica mine that collects dumping fees and makes money by accepting material.

Randy Connolly emphasized the importance of starting with cleanup activities:  Where are you digging dirt?  Identify where the work is and find nearby locations for the repository.  Mike said the priority in the near term is human health in the upper basin.  There was agreement among the group to look at the workplans and determine where projects will be focused in the next five years.  This will focus attention on first priority repository locations.  

Next Steps for the Project Focus Team 

IDEQ will work with the EPA (Ed Moreen) and will share the lead of the Repository PFT.  Both leads emphasized that the PFT needs to be comprised of working partners who are able and willing to bring ideas to the group and shepherd sites through the three Tier process.  The group will need to be diligent about distributing information to members and others through the Basin Commission Website and other means. John Lawson emphasized that while there are a lot of reasons to say no to almost any repository we on this PFT need to find ways to suitable solutions to siting repositories in the Basin. Without repositories the clean up can not go on. 

Kathy Johnson suggested the group generate a list of potential repository locations.  This will allow the group to produce a Tier 1 evaluations for review.  The PFT can meet again at the next TLG meeting to discuss next steps.  All attendees were asked to consider and present ideas of possible locations.  Bill Rust asked if the list of potential sites that has been generated by the 2002 Location Analysis can be distributed to the group in a one-page table.  John said Yes it will be distributed.  See attachment 4.  Comments and feedback can be collected regarding issues and concerns about the list of sites. The meeting adjourned at noon.  

The IDEQ offered that we would like to get input from all TLG members on potential repository locations – any site is open and will be considered through the process. Please send any suggestions to John Lawson with the IDEQ:

John Lawson 

Mine Waste Program Scientist 

Idaho Dept of Environmental Quality

1410 N Hilton Boise, ID  83634

208-373-0141

jlawson@deq.state.id.us
Attachment 1

Coeur d’Alene Basin TLG

Repository PFT Meeting

Tuesday, December 9, 9 - 12 AM, PST

Idaho Fish and Game Office 2750 Kathleen, Coeur d'Alene ID


 9:00 -  9:10

Introductions & Review of Agenda - Kathy Johnson 

 9:10 -  9:30

Responsibilities of PFT – Kathy Johnson

· TLG/Basin Commission Workplans

9:30 - 10:15
Background and Current Status of Repository Development in the Basin 

· 1995 Guidelines - Mike Goldstein

· 1998 Repository Analysis by CdA Tribe – John Lawson

· ROD language – Mike Goldstein

· Summary of Pre-ROD Basin and Box Repositories - Mike Goldstein

· Summary of 2002 IDEQ Repository Siting Analysis – John Lawson

· Update on Big Creek Repository – Mike Goldstein

· EPA/IDEQ 2004 repository plans  -- Ed Moreen
10:15 - 10:30
Break

10:30 - 11:45
Path Forward -Primary Issues, Tasks, Organization and Schedule of PFT – Kathy Johnson

· Scoping and Development Process Flow Sheet 

11:45 - 12:00
Wrap-up, Next Steps, Tasks and Action Items

Attachment 2:  Copy of 1995 Guidelines (non regulatory)
Attachment 3:  Repository Scoping and Development Process

(flow chart)
Attachment 4:  2002 Location Analysis Table of Proposed Repository Locations

Meeting Goal:	Build a Project Focus Team to participate in identifying and evaluating viable repository sites and assist in completing a preliminary design for one repository in 2004.








� A copy of the Tribal Study is available on CD, however, it requires a computer with significant memory and ArcView and ArcInfo programming.  Interested parties can contact Jack Gunderman with the CDA Tribe or John Lawson with DEQ.
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