Raymark Advisory Committee
DRAFT Meeting Summary
Tuesday, April 10, 2007
6:30 PM to 9:00 PM
Birdseye Complex Conference Room

Attendees

Members Attending: Veronica Peters, Paul Rohaly, Ed Ward, Ron Mazzey, Charlie Perez, Bob
Connolly, Barbara Clancy Draglin, Michelina Buchino, Ron Smith, Tom Fahey, John Goodsell,
Edwin Fordham

Government/Agencies Attending: Lisa LoBianco, Town of Stratford Health Department,
Andrea Boissevain, HRC, John Miranda, Town Council, Mike Julian, Town Council, Gavin
Forrester, Town Council, Rep. John Harkin

Others Attending: Mike Gross, Haliburton, Len Wisniewski, Jane Warren, Ashcroft, Tim Hidu,
Joe Marcell, Bruce McGailliard, John Turbeville, Shelley Morley, Paresh Patai, Tris DeRoma,
Bard, Richard Weizel, CT Post, Gregory Dorosh, Shital Patel,

Facilitators and Technical Assistance: Patrick Field, CBI, David MacLean, Geolnsight

Convening of Meeting, Groundrules, and Summary Review

The RAC convened at 6:30 PM. The February-March meeting summary was approved.

Agreements or Major Clarifications

o The RAC, the state representative, and Town Council members asked for EPA to convene a
meeting with the Army to discuss the Army Engine Plant as a consolidation site.

Overview

Given the number of new attendees at the meeting, Geolnsight and CBI gave an overview of the
RAC’s work, the feasibility study, and the process to-date.

The Town’s Health Department reported that it had broadly reviewed the FS, due to dwindling
dollars from EPA for technical assistance, and was concerned and will be concerned about short-
term construction impacts to public health such as dust and traffic control. The Department
noted it continues to refine the environmental database for properties so all property restrictions
are on a searchable data base for Town officials, future buyers, and so forth. The Health
Department has initiated in the last few months more intensive briefings of Town departments,
as well as the Mayor, as this process moves toward a decision point.

Locations of Landfilling/Consolidation

Geolnsight and CBI noted that in terms of options that have been eliminated, the following was
noted:
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¢ Out of town disposal for most waste is prohibitively expensive at $70 million for the
estimated 110,000 cubic yards of waste for OU6.

o The Ferry Creek as a consolidation site is unlikely due to technical, regulatory, and cost
uncertainties.

e The Lockwood Avenue property also has many regulatory complications and would only
hold a small amount of additional waste.

It was asked why vacant properties such as the Connecticut DOT properties might not hold
waste. Points made were:
e CT DOT would unlikely accept additional waste on their properties, if they could avoid
it.
Waste material may not be suitable for use in construction;
Waste materials cannot be transferred to properties that are not impacted with Raymark
Waste and are not part of the Raymark site;
¢ The properties could hold very little waste because of their slope, size and location.

The RAC discussed the following additional points:

e How come the Army Engine plant was never considered in the universe of potential
consolidation sites? It seems that this is already contaminated, has Raymark waste, and
could combine Army and EPA monies to do more. Geolnsight noted that this was discussed
some years ago and legalities appeared to rule it out. The RAC, the state representative, and
Town Council members asked for EPA to convene a meeting with the Army to discuss this
further.

e The point was made that the word “CAMU” or “consolidation site” made it out to be some
neutral activity, but from the view of neighbors, this is toxic waste being dumped or
landfilled, regardless of what the technical terms one might use.

o It was noted that OU4 (the ballfield) has three volume scenarios, thus three different maps,
contours, and costs associated with it. The OU9 (landfill) has only one assuming it could
hold up to 59,000 additional cubic yards of waste.

o If the waste is brought to the ballfield, who owns that property then? Who will be
responsible for O&M? Who will be liable?

e We need to understand better the design of the proposed ballfield cap. How were slopes and
grades determined? How will drainage be managed? Can waste be consolidated in such a
way as to consolidate waste as far from the residences as possible? Will the property be
redevelopable given how the cap is designed at this point?

e We have concerns about the landfill/OU-9 design. The Town just spent a lot of money in
building the new soccer fields. It is a Town jewel. Furthermore, it looks like the flood plain
mitigation would destroy the miniature golf there. Why not spread the waste across the
entire landfill, put it on another side? What other design alternatives might there be?

e Itis imperative we know the future use of the CAMU site. If we know that, there may be
some benefit to the expected high cost of consolidation waste next to a neighborhood.

e How close for OU4 will the waste be dumped? Can you ensure that the waste is dumped as
far from the houses within the site as possible?
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