Raymark Superfund Team (RST)

Draft Meeting Notes

Tuesday, October 7, 2008

6:00– 8:30 pm

Birdseye Complex, Stratford, CT
Meeting Participants: Paul Rohaly; Krista Watson; Bob DelBuono; Tom Smith;  Jaclyn Kalapos-Rios; Veronica Peters; Michelina Buchino; Kas Augustyn; Charlie Perez; Andrea Boissevain, Stratford Department of Public Health; Bruce Alessie, Stratford Department of Community and Economic Development; Jeff Bombard; Larry Brill, EPA; Ron Jennings, EPA; Jim Murphy EPA; Ron Curran, CT DEP; Patrick Bowe, CT DEP.
Facilitators: Patrick Field.
Next meeting: The next RST meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, October 14, 2008.  The meeting agenda will include:
· Town Master Plan and SRI Report Review

· EPA Superfund Planning Resource

· Review of Superfund Funding

· RAC Recommendations Review
Meeting Summary
Patrick Field opened the meeting and requested that all comments to meeting summaries be sent Kate Harvey at kharvey@cbuilding.org. 

Press Article

RST members discussed a recent newspaper article and the use of “toxic waste”.  The group discussed the difference between the phrases “consolidation site” versus “a toxic waste dump” and EPA expressed its preference for “consolidation site”.    

Waste Volume Estimates, Costs, and Human Health Risk Summary Charts
EPA presented three charts one with waste volume estimates for all OU sites; one that summarized volumes and costs by property group, and one that summarizes human health risks.  EPA noted that the charts do not include rankings because of the complexity and diversity of sites across OUs.  The following questions and comments were raised:

· EPA noted that the volumes presented in the chart are estimates based on limited sampling data, and should be used for conceptual design only.  The charts do not consider removal to the water table. 

· The asbestos level in the chart is the maximum percent of asbestos by weight in the soil sample.  

· The lead level is the percent of the population that is likely to be exposed, with assumptions made for different kinds of populations (ex. resident, commercial worker), and varies depending on different exposure assumptions (ex. year round resident).  For abutters, the calculation will vary depending on if there is a clear barrier or separation (fence, cap, exposure via dust/air/ingestions, etc.)

· EPA sampled private yards abutting the ballfield, and found that the only homes with any contamination where ones where homeowners had brought in fill several years to level their yards.  The lead levels found were 10 -20% lead by weight of lead dust/powder, and they were removed at that time under the removal program.  EPA had a number of reports that documented potential waste from 500-600 samples. 

· The lead exposure model does not take into account inhalation as well as ingestion. 

· EPA was not sure if the lead exposure model takes into consideration recreational visitors. 

· Ecological risks were not determined for all of the OUs, however, sites that offer the most valuable ecological habitat are Ferry Creek 1, 2, 3.  Of those three areas, the area from Broad Street Bridge to the Marina is the highest priority for cleanup to minimize ecological risk.  

· The most desirable area to clean up is upstream, Ferry Creek 1, however in that area recontamination is likely to happen again.  Therefore, the preferred sequence is 1, to 2, to 3 (OU3, OU7, OU8)

· Waste brought to OU4 be affected by the height affects of railroad tracks, which currently contribute to drainage problems onto Frog Pond Lane.   Elevations in 2’ from EPA chart. Horizontal versus vertical scale not the same         

· OU3 could theoretically hold waste, but because of flood plain issues it is not likely practical site.

· Compacted soil versus soil that is removed with a “fluff” factor increases volume estimates would affect transportation costs only. 
· What are the volume estimates for the top three EPA groupings?

· For OU 7 and 8, the waste estimated to be removed is delineated by areas above PRGs.  This area would need a good approach for planning purposes, and EPA would need to take samples to identify the hottest portions for removal. 
· Morgan Francis has minor flood plain issues, which can be fixed within the site.
· For OU 9, maximizing consolidating on the site could bring up to 60K per cy however Dorne would have to be moved. Some of this area is in the flood plain, so EPA would need to dig out in some areas and add on in others. 
· Corrective Area Management Unit (CAMU) is a regulatory term.      
· The figures for total waste that could be accepted at a site are a maximum technical amount, not necessarily what would be recommended.
· EPA estimated that it would cost approximately $190 per ton (or $285 per cy since 1.5 ton/cy rule of thumb) for removal of waste to a site outside of Town.  This figure does not include transporting waste, which would need to be calculated in a final recommendation.  There are currently 3 -4 sites in the country that will accept waste.
· For “treatment of waste” some 10% of total Raymark waste must be treated before it can be disposed of elsewhere due to the kind of/intensity of the waste. 
· The Present Value calculation assumes that takes out of $1million, assumes puts it in investment instrument, over time, state budget, impacts, $300K on OU1, O&M, state does not and cannot invest money, instead, it comes out of annual budget, implication of state PV versus feds, different.  

· Is TIF funding allowed for Superfund cleanup?  Two years ago, EPA authorized TIF funding for municipal contribution requirements for Brownfield redevelopment.
Adjourn

The meeting adjourned at 8:30 pm.
�Not sure what this means





Draft RST Meeting Summary

Page 1
October 7, 2008

