Raymark Superfund Team (RST)

Draft Meeting Notes

Monday, November 3, 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; George Mulligan; Andrea Boissevain, Stratford Public Health; Bruce Alliese, Stratford Economic Development; Dave Killeen, Stratford Planning; Allison Dodge, Rosa Delauro’s Office; Larry Brill, EPA; Mike Jasinski EPA, Ron Jennings, EPA; Jim Murphy EPA; Ron Curran, CT DEP; Patrick Bowe, CT DEP.
Agenda:

· Presentation of conceptual options by RST members

Next Meeting:

The next RST meeting will be Monday, November 10.  At this meeting the group will have further discussion on potential clean up options.

Presentation:  Paul Rohaly, Former RAC member and Stratford resident
Paul Rohaly’s presentation can be found at www.cbuilding.org/raymark. Mr. Rohaly’s proposal included consolidation of waste at the ballfield with a protective buffer between the consolidation site and the abutting neighborhood.  Questions and discussion about his ideas included:
· The size of the buffer zone would be open for discussion, as long as there were some sort of buffer;

· The volume capacity at the ballfield is 47,000 cubic yards;
· The reuse of the property would be open for discussion, and is ultimately a Town decision, however it would be nice to have DPW site, dog pound, or use that will not disturb the neighbors too much;

· The proposal assumes that the sites are cleaned to the water table;

· Clean to water table was the assumption

· The buffer zone height would be blended with the residential properties;

· The height between residential properties and the ballfield varies (the maximum differential is 18 feet).

Presentation: Bob Delbueno, Former RAC member and Stratford resident
Bob Delbueno’s presentation can be found at www.cbuilding.org/raymark. Mr. Delbueno’s proposal supported the conceptual idea developed in the SRI Report (and adopted into the Town’s Plan of Conservation and Development) of how sites could be redeveloped.  Questions and discussion about his ideas included:
· Options could include dredging the area now with funding from the Army Corps of Engineers and dewatering it on Mr. Delbueno’s site or capping in place (with O&M costs negotiated)
· There is currently no funding available or federal plans for dredging the Housatonic;
· The “greenway” concept was at one point considered by the Town and could be inline with the Town’s master plan. 
· There is a town regulation (section 7.9 in zoning) that designates  Ferry Boulevard area as a theater/entertainment district, which could be extended to Mr. Delbueno’s property
· The Town favors working with property owners to develop a greenway with public access (not taking properties for public access)

· Profits of privately owned cleaned and redeveloped sites would be subject to an EPA windfall lean, which could be negotiated with the landowner;
· The remediation of Ferry Boulevard would include excavation to two feet and capped;
· Does the Town need additional parks and recreational facilities?  At one point they did, but the RST should check in again with Parks and Recreation.
Presentation: Save Stratford, Tom Smith, Krista Watson, Jaclyn Kalapos-Rios
Save Stratford’s presentation can be found at www.cbuilding.org/raymark.  Tom Smith presented an option that Save Stratford developed that included removing the most toxic waste first and transporting it out of town. Questions and discussion about his ideas included:
· The cost of shipping waste out of town is approximately $103 million for 4 foot removal.  Current regulations indicate that some of the most toxic must be taken to an out of town facility.  EPA estimates that 10% of the waste will need to be taken out of town;

· Save Stratford can negotiate putting some waste in the ballfield, but its members want most waste removed and want to comply with the new state regulation

· The perceived risks of leaving waste in town include airborne contamination, direct exposure, and groundwater contamination.  Many believe that you should remove all waste from Town, which would help citizens to move on from this problem and not worry about possible exposure to waste in the future;

· The sites that are not dealt with in Phase 1 would be posted with signs and fenced until additional funding becomes available; 

· No excavation needed to cap in place on Morgan Francis property. 
Presentation:  Town of Stratford, Andrea Boissevain, Stratford Public Health Department
The Town of Stratford’s presentation can be found at www.cbuilding.org/raymark.  Ms. Boissevain’s presentation offered some conceptual ideas and principles that the Town would like to see realized. Questions and discussion about his ideas included:
· There is a need to follow-up on OU2 remedies and address the problem that some homes may not have or maintain remedies (such as sub-slab ventilation systems), 

· Some Town’s identify a special design district, and when a homeowner in that district changes the footprint of the house they are required to update or replace the system

· There should be additional outreach to local realtors 

· The RST may recommend that the Town review OU2 monitoring options;

· The Town has the authority to close the landfill (OU9) 
· The database of properties is not available online yet for the public because the Town is still addressing some legal questions.  The Health Department is also concerned that it does not have sufficient staff to manage the questions that might come in and update the system as bugs surface;

· The Town is working on an architectural rendering concept for ballfield.
Presentation: Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection, Ron Curran 
The Connecticut DEP’s presentation can be found at www.cbuilding.org/raymark.  Mr. Curran’s presentation offered two proposals for clean up. Questions and discussion about his ideas included:
· The DEP agrees with the idea of adopting a buffer zone, like the one Mr. Rohaly presented for the ballfield;
· DEP proposal identifies construction cost savings and opportunities to minimize disturbances to neighbors by focusing on completing area fully;
· DEP and EPA do not have estimates yet on how much it would cost to dredge in OU3 and OU7;
· In Phase 1 proposal for Upper Ferry Creek, the state would split capital costs with EPA because the channel is state property;
· In DEP Option 2, OU4 would be capped in Phase 2.
Presentation: US Environmental Protection Agency, Ron Jennings
The EPA’s presentation can be found at www.cbuilding.org/raymark.  Mr. Jenning’s presentation offered two proposals for clean up.  The proposals are based on the principles 1) do as much as possible to completion 2) comply with ARARS.  Questions and discussion about his ideas included:
· EPA explained that it has not taken the state’s pollutant mobility criteria into consideration in these options, which it is currently negotiating with the state.  EPA feels that it can deal with direct contact risk only, without dealing with the pollutant mobility criteria;
· Option A
·  OU9, OU2, Ferry Creek are in Phase 2, with signage in the interim;
·  Treats lower Ferry Creek properties before remediating Upper Ferry Creek, which would address the highest risk properties but not be a permanent remedy;
· Option B might not be financially possible
· The option will have to deal with flood plain mitigation by make flood capacity bigger in another, undetermined, location
· OU3 a consolidation site, not a CAMU since you would only use the site to deal with waste from that site. Its volume capacity is 17,700 cubic yards
· Vacant lot is capped in place;
· Is it possible to cull out most risky waste?  Sometimes yes, through hot spot removal in areas with known higher risk waste. Sometimes no because EPA does not  have uniform density sampling data for all sites, and it does not want to spend more money on those characterization studies

·  On average 10% of Raymark waste needs to be taken offsite.
Meeting Adjourned at 9:00 pm
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