Raymark Superfund Team (RST)

Draft Meeting Notes

Monday, October 20, 2008

6:00– 9:00 pm

Birdseye Complex, Stratford, CT
Meeting Participants: Paul Rohaly; Krista Watson; Bob DelBuono; Tom Smith; Jaclyn Kalapos-Rios; Veronica Peters; Senator Dan Debicella; Andrea Boissevain, Stratford Department of Public Health; Dave Killeen, Stratford Town Planner; Larry Brill, EPA; Mike Jasinski EPA, Ron Jennings, EPA; Jim Murphy EPA; Ron Curran, CT DEP; Rob Bell, CT DEP; Patrick Bowe, CT DEP.
Agenda:

· Q&A about previously presented data

· Discuss pros/cons of concept ideas

Next Meeting:

The next RST meeting will be Monday, November 3.  At this meeting groups will present their ideas for clean up.  The goal of the session is to brainstorm as many options as possible.  

Idea Meeting Groundrules 

1) Not first offer or bottom line (bring creativity and conceptual ideas)
2) All have to present 2 options, if possible (especially EPA and DEP)
3) Ask questions to understand:

a. concepts

b. commonalities
c. pieces for further thinking

4) Cover universe of OUs – Each group must identify what they envision will happen to other properties where money falls short

Action Items

· EPA:  Estimates of the time /duration/time of year/how many trucks, height impacts of different options
· EPA:  Look into sharing Remedy Review Board suggestions

Q&A on Raymark Data

The following questions and responses were discussed:

· Capital costs presented are for construction-related costs, including consolidation, grating, monitoring during construction, capping, etc

· OU2, what remediation actions are possible and how much would they cost? The feasibility study is not done, so EPA does not have cost estimates yet. However injection into hot spots is a likely remedy. 

· OU6 Beacon Point area 2, what are options for remediation if all of the waste is below the water table? The Town owned site is already paved.  A final remedy would likely be a EULR to ensure that the site is not excavated. 

· Has there been any advancement with the owner of 576-600 East Broadway? EPA has had continuous contact with owner and his attorney, and it seems that they are willing to work with EPA going forward. 

· How could Morgan Francis be addressed since there are so many hot spots? It could be capped in place without excavating. Morgan Francis clean up is one that can be done on site; it is re-developable; affordable; and the property owner is willing to take on some of the responsibility for clean up. 
· Why are there high capital costs for OU9 and Ferry Creek? OU9 has waste that runs into water, which would require a lot re-grading and moving of earth.  Ferry Creek is mucky, difficult land to work with.  

· What is the new state rule?  To consolidate more than 1000 CY near a residential neighborhood requires a 2/3 vote of Town Council.
· How would we pay for a feasibility study?  It would come out of the Raymark $20 million

· How would new sub-slab ventilation systems for OU2 work?  State or EPA would need to create a new offer for homeowners.  It would be good for the Town Council to create a new building permit requirement as well as zoning for subslab systems in new homes.    
· Do we need to clean OU3 first to avoid downstream recontamination of OU7, OU8 properties? EPA responded that it would be wise to phase clean up so that OU3 is done first.  This could include building culverts, maintaining the banks on both sides of Ferry Creek, and keeping the channel open to address flooding.  It could be done without a culvert (less cost) but it would require more armoring of sides and bottom to ensure that remaining waste is stabilized.  EPA would need to finish feasibility study to be able to estimate the costs. 

· Do we know what volume of waste would be taken out of Ferry Creek to do what is described above?  No, not at this time. 

Concept Ideas Discussion
The group discussed concept ideas developed by CBI.  The concept ideas are posted on www.cbuilding.org/raymark and attached to this summary.  Patrick Field explained that the goal of the discussion was to begin to talk about the pros and cons of various types of options.  

OPTION A: No Consolidation/No Ball Field remediation

PROS

- Doesn’t use a lot of money

- Gets something done and allows you to do other things (like FS for OU2 or OU3)

- Allows you to learn from doing

- Morgan Francis is a cost effective option

- It is a non-controversial option

- It complies with new state legislation

- It will result in lower level of traffic and noise for neighbors and less risk for asbestos going airborne

CONS

- Ballfield is not dealt with

- All other OUs and OU6 properties are not dealt with – lots left undone

- Money left unspent

- Increases future costs (not done in a sequential, cost effective manner)

- High ongoing costs for Morgan Francis property owners

- High capital costs per yard of material being moved

- Would require lots of signs everywhere = high maintenance 

- Would need interim options for dealing with undealt properties (such as EULRs)
- All lower risk sites, no high risk properties

OPTION B: Limited Consolidation/Ball Field remediation
PROS

- Dealt with ballfield

- Can redevelop ballfield

- Complies with state law

- Lower level of traffic and noise for neighbors around ballfield and less risk for asbestos going airborne

CONS

-Increases future costs; eliminates site as an option to store waste (all future waste must go out of town or to Short Beach)

- Higher level of traffic, noise, and asbestos risk for other residential areas 

- Not addressing immediate risk– have to be able to defend this to the National Board

- Not worth cost of putting 1000 yard in site; just cap it

OPTION C Modest Consolidation and DPW Redevelopment

PR0S

-Addresses two of highest risk property groups (lot behind 326 Ferry Blvd. & Vacant Lot along Housatonic Ave. and Morgan Francis) - top 2 high risk sites

-Ballfield capped and possible redevelopment

-Wooster Park gets done – higher frequency of people visiting

-DPW lot not a flood plain lot – could put cap on it

-Synergy possible with bridge construction 

-Takes care of all waste on DPW site (state and Raymark)

-Town takes over ballfield 

-Could make good use of EPA resource

CONS

-Need to have vote from Town Council to consolidate 

-Leaves a lot of properties not done, spending a lot of money and not leaving it 

-For some people this is too little, and for some people this is too much

-DPW requires ELURs and O&M

-Starting with Ferry Creek will be disruptive to Neighborhood on Willow and Housatonic Ave. (coming back to that area frequently) Should address Ferry Creek areas all at once to minimize disruptions to neighborhood and Ferry Blvd. businesses.

OPTION D More Consolidation and Ferry Blvd. Capping

PROS

-Addresses high risk properties

-Additional properties addressed

-Gets more done (if you agree to consolidation)

-More private properties addressed

-Cost savings through contiguous capping
CONS

-Need vote from Town Council to consolidate 

-Does not resolve Ferry Creek problem – OU3 not tended to

- Leaves a lot of properties not done, spending a lot of money and not resolving a lot

-For some people this is too little, and for some people this is too much

-Long term EURLS and O&M

-Starting with Ferry Creek will be disruptive to Neighborhood on Willow and Housatonic Ave. (coming back to that area frequently) Should address Ferry Creek areas all at once to minimize disruptions to neighborhood and Ferry Blvd. businesses.

-More waste at ball field

OPTION E:  Most Consolidation, Redevelopment and Ferry Blvd. Capping

PROS

- Lockwood Ave done 

- More high risk areas done

- Gets more done

- Cost savings 

- More private properties addressed

CONS

-Does not solve all problems

- Same as above
Additional Discussion on Options
· Ballfield area property

· EPA cannot help to plan for redevelopment of Ball field unless the Town owns property;

· The DPW lot is not a flood plain; it could be capped;

· The Town is currently foreclosing on contaminated/back taxes properties, including the Ball field.  The Town also has a space shortage for Public Works, so there are some advantages to utilizing the Ball field for Town purposes
· DEP and EPA are willing to be flexible on some issues, as long as their interest in protecting human and environmental health is not compromised;
· Contingences are built into cost estimates;
· Height impacts of consolidation:  at the ballfield site (given acreage) 1500 CY = one foot; (1613 CY = one foot/acre)
· Funding 
· Will it help us to get more funding in the future, if we leave human health risks unresolved?  The Remedy Review Board would not approve of dealing with lowest risk and leaving high risk sites – (EPA HQ also could not send that suggestion to the Remedy Review Board);

· What is likelihood of getting more funding? Money will come, but it may take a long time; at least five years or more;
· EPA believes that it is best to spend $20 million now; 

· The closer to completion a site is, more likely it is to get money from EPA for completion;

· State Superfund Funding -- we have sites on that list that are there 5-10 years, so the State needs to be convinced it is good option. EPA has allowed solutions that are more expensive if state or others will overfund their share;
· State capital funding – $4 million is a realistic figure, incrementally in next 24 months.  It is unlikely that the legislature will appropriate O&M costs for Stratford; removing O&M regulation via legislation is unlikely to be successful;
· Once Ferry Creek is done, then the other sites look more manageable 

·  RST Process

· The Final product is a written statement that lays out what the RST agrees on.  It goes to EPA and DEP, Mayor, and other decision-makers and is incorporated into the Superfund Process;

· CBI’s lessons learned from other Superfund processes:  a) sometimes it is helpful to do some actions, but not all, and learn from those experiences; b)  time is money, but given politics it is possible that a decision will never be made so it is important to move forward where you can; and, c)  need to have some give and take on all sides. 

· Other options include a) Geographic approach (to minimize truck traffic); b) Ferry Creek and Abutting Properties as phase one.
Meeting Adjourned at 9:00 pm
(Tables and associated costs were not reviewed – Ron J.)

Facilitator Ideas for Consideration for Possible Choices

Draft Only and Intended solely for Discussion Purposes

Basic Actions (cost??)
· Signage and posting as needed

· Complete OU2 FS

· Offer sub-slab systems to remaining homes

· Update current owners of subslab systems

· Use EPA resource for Town planning 

· Enact RAC construction/health and safety recs., when there is action

A.   No Consolidation/No Ball Field remediation 
	ACTION
	VOLUME WASTE CONSOLIDATE OR OUT OF TOWN
	CAPITAL COST

	Cleanup Morgan Francis property on-site


	0
	1,400,000

	Leave Ballfield as is (maybe replace fencing/signs)


	0
	

	Remove all waste from small volume properties off-site (Alt. 3)


	
	

	200 Ferry Blvd
	488
	400,000

	380 East Main
	29
	115,000

	Third Avenue
	756
	560,000

	326 Ferry Blvd
	600
	500,000

	TOTAL COST
	 
	2,975,000


B.  Limited Consolidation/Ball Field remediation

	ACTION
	VOLUME WASTE CONSOLIDATE OR OUT OF TOWN
	CAPITAL COST

	Cleanup Morgan Francis property on-site


	0
	1,400,000

	Cap Ballfield under current state law (no more than 1K CY)


	785
	8,500,000

	Consolidate limited waste from small volume properties to Ballfield within current state law (Alt. 4)


	
	

	380 East Main
	29
	106,000

	Third Avenue
	756
	185,000

	TOTAL COST
	 
	10,200,000


C.  Modest Consolidation and DPW Redevelopment

	ACTION
	VOLUME WASTE CONSOLIDATE OR OUT OF TOWN
	CAPITAL COST

	Cleanup Morgan Francis property on-site


	0
	1,400,000

	Cap Ballfield and take no more than 20K CY waste


	18,835
	8,500,000

	Remove 4’ waste for DPW, prepare for redevelopment, pave DPW Lot (Alt. 7)
	5,500
	890,000

	Consolidate all waste from small volume, high risk, and private properties to Ball Field (Alt. 7 or 4, 7 used if significant cost savings)


	
	

	200 Ferry Blvd
	488
	100,000

	380 East Main
	29
	105,000

	Third Avenue
	756
	185,121

	326 Ferry Blvd
	600
	126,000

	Lot behind 326 & Vacant Lot
	7,000
	770,000

	250/304/240 East Main
	3,200
	395,000

	Wooster Park
	1,262
	200,000

	
	
	

	TOTAL COST
	 
	12,700,000


D.  More Consolidation and Ferry Blvd. Capping
	ACTION
	VOLUME WASTE CONSOLIDATE OR OUT OF TOWN
	CAPITAL COST

	Cleanup Morgan Francis property on-site


	0
	1,400,000

	Cap Ballfield and take no more than 30K CY waste


	30,005
	8,500,000

	Consolidate some waste at Ballfield and cap in place remaining waste at 230-300 Ferry Blvd.  (Alt. 5)
	16,720
	2,240,000

	Consolidate all waste from small volume, high risk, and private properties to Ball Field (Alt. 7 or 4, 7 used if significant cost savings)


	
	

	200 Ferry Blvd
	488
	100,000

	380 East Main
	29
	105,000

	Third Avenue
	756
	185,121

	326 Ferry Blvd
	600
	126,000

	Lot behind 326 & Vacant Lot
	7,000
	770,000

	250/304/240 East Main
	3,200
	395,000

	Wooster Park
	1,262
	200,000

	
	
	

	TOTAL COST
	 
	14,000,000


F.  Most Consolidation, Redevelopment and Ferry Blvd. Capping
	ACTION
	VOLUME WASTE CONSOLIDATE OR OUT OF TOWN
	CAPITAL COST

	Cleanup Morgan Francis property on-site


	0
	1,400,000

	Cap Ballfield and take no more than 50K CY waste 


	51,500
	8,500,000

	Remove 4’ waste for DPW, prepare for redevelopment, pave DPW Lot (Alt. 7)
	5,500
	890,000

	Remove waste from Lockwood Avenue (Alt. 4)
	16,000
	1,500,000

	Consolidate some waste at Ball Field and cap in place remaining waste at 230-300 Ferry Blvd.  (Alt. 5)
	16,720
	2,240,000

	Consolidate all waste from small volume, high risk, and private properties to Ball Field (Alt. 7 or 4, 7 used if significant cost savings)


	
	

	200 Ferry Blvd
	488
	100,000

	380 East Main
	29
	105,000

	Third Avenue
	756
	185,121

	326 Ferry Blvd
	600
	126,000

	Lot behind 326 & Vacant Lot
	7,000
	770,000

	250/304/240 East Main
	3,200
	395,000

	Wooster Park
	1,262
	200,000

	
	
	

	TOTAL COST
	 
	16,400,000


Phase II Actions 
· Consolidate remaining volumes at, cap, and close OU9 (holds 59K CY additional)

· 14K CY from OU7, 8

· Remainder volumes/actions from OU6

· Key outstanding question:  PMC wavier?  Cost of groundwater monitoring O&M?  Need for such monitoring?
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