Minutes of the EMC General Meeting

May 9, 2001

Present:
Robert Ascher, Susan Brock (left at 8:00), Kenny Christianson, Donna Jean Darling, John Dennis, Barbara Ebert, Herb Engman, Jean Foley, Joyce Gerbasi, Bruce Johnson, John Kiefer, Bob Roe, Steve Uzmann, Roger Yonkin

Absent:
Karen Edelstein, Bill Lesser, Stephen Nicholson, Susan Kerns Robinson, Larry Sharpsteen, Sarah Fern Striffler, Tony Zarachowicz

Associates:
Walter Buble, Dooley Kiefer (Board of Representatives (BOR) Liaison)

Guests:
Steve Adams (V. Freeville Intermuicipal Organization representative), Tammi Aiken (Cornell Environmental Compliance Office (ECO)), Martin Brand (NYS Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC)), Donna Connery (Cornell ECO), Martin Brand (NYSDEC), Kate Hackett (County Planning), Peter Penniman (BOR)
I. Call to Order – The meeting was called to order by Chair Susan Brock at approximately 7:00 p.m. 
II. Chair’s Report – Susan Brock requested for the June meeting that members who attended the Lake Source Cooling Facility tour discuss  the  tour and how EMC issues raised during the SEQRA process were taken into consideration for the final facility design. Susan requested Herb Engman and Joyce Gerbasi report on the tour at the June meeting on the data gathered to date.  Susan Brock said she has attended another meeting between various county groups and organizations who are working on coordinating West Nile virus issues.  Susan volunteered the EMC to help distribute information on preventing spread of the West Nile virus, and a Health Department brochure on this topic was distributed from the EMC’s Earth Day table.

III. Cornell Radiation Disposal Site Presentation – Donna Connery (ECO) summarized the history of Cornell’s Radiation Disposal Site (RDS) and the development of the Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP).  She presented an illustration of the area and drainage patterns leaving the site.  She said Cornell University is under a consent order by the Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) to remediate the site and different scenarios for remediation were evaluated.  An investigation was done to determine extent and significance of the contamination. Donna said the drainage area was capped in 1996. Currently, the groundwater recovery wells are used to capture and treat the contamination.  Donna said the comment period ends June 13, 2001 and the record of  decision is due June 30, 2001. 
Donna said the bulk of the contamination moves from the site via the underlying fractured shale bedrock.  Some paradioxane is found in the competent bedrock, although in very small amounts.  Paradioxane is very soluble, as is tritium, resulting in a plume off-site.  A risk assessment was performed to evaluate possible exposure routes and it concluded that the risk to humans and animals is well below the EPA’s criteria for acceptable risk.  The target for the paradioxane remediation is 50 ppb.  The RDS Feasibility Study was used to identify standards, criteria, and guidance to determine action objectives, examine technologies to remediate, screen alternatives, and rank them.  Martin Brand (DEC) summarized the evaluation process for alternatives.  DEC proposes that remedial option Alternative #2, which addresses groundwater contaimination and the source area by establishing a grout curtain and well monitoring system, together with groundwater treatment of some of the plume area, is the preferred option. Martin said none of the alternatives call for active remediation of surface water contamination because it is expected that the proposed groundwater treatment and containment will capture and treat this source, eliminating this pathway.  Martin summarized the alternatives considered: Alternative 1 (no action) does not comply with the mandate to remediate the area.  Alternatives 2 and 3 address containment of the source area and rely on capturing the contaminate at the source (with and without a grout curtain).  Alternative 4, which proposed sealing the bottom of the landfill, was dropped due to feasibility.  Alternative 5 proposed removing the waste and disposing of off-site at an existing  radioactive waste storage facility.  Alternative 6 proposed the construction of a new mixed hazardous waste facility on-site or nearby.  The DEC recommends Alternative 2, because it contains the source, remediates the groundwater and is protective of public health.  Martin said that in 2001, the remediation program will be designed, and in 2002, it will be constructed. 
EMC members discussed the option of landfill disposal of the waste.  Martin did not support this action because the removal and transfer of the waste can result in greater contamination through the on-site activity and creating mixed waste.  Members asked how slurry walls work and Martin said slurry walls provide containment with no gradient (equal head on either side of the wall) created by pumping.  Members asked about other sites where the grout curtain has been used, and what the long-term results were.  Martin said the results were very good and discussed the long-term monitoring plan and the 5-year evaluation by DEC.  Members also asked about the process if the standard for paradioxane changes. [Susan Brock left meeting and asked Bruce Johnson to chair the rest of the meeting.]  Questions were raised about containment possibility changing the chemical makeup of the contamination, and if  construction releases materials.  Mr. Brand responded that the design will incorporate areas outside the source area so as to not disturb and generate waste.  Members asked if a home is proposed in the plume area, how will owners know about the contamination?  Martin said Town Clerks have been notified, and DEC may add deed restrictions to affected properties.  Dooley Keifer discussed the Duke University Radioactive Waste Site, which was remediated by transporting the waste to a landfill, costing much less than the estimates provided in the PRAP.  Mr. Brand said that there are similarities between the sites, but Cornell’s is much larger and much deeper, adding that the Duke site did require remediation of the groundwater.  A similar plume exists, but it is all on Duke property.  Members were concerned about development on Cherry Road, but Mr. Brand assured them that contamination levels in the area are low.  He also said that the area south of Sydner Road is contaminated and no remediation is proposed, allowing for  natural attenuation  to occur and concentrations to reach 50 ppb.  Martin said that this area is less than 10% of the total plume and it is moving very slowly.  Martin did not know the total acreage of the area that will remain untreated.  Monitoring plans will be developed during the process.  Barbara Ebert noted that the next EMC meeting falls on the comment deadline (June13). She suggested distributing the draft letter by email or in the mailout to circulate before the next monthly meeting, and any comments can be incorporated and the letter faxed that evening.
IV. Approval of April  2001 Minutes – The April 2001 minutes were approved (Jean Foley and Bruce Johnson abstained) with the following changes:  (1) Remove Stephen Nicholson from the list of members present, (2) Add Aaron Couture (TC Dog) to the list of guests in attendance, (3) Section II, replace Steve Nicholson with “Kenny Christianson.”  

V. Burn Barrel Legislation- Vote on Memorandum of Support – Mikel said that the EMC has received a request from Senator Mariarz’s office for a letter in support of Bill S.3772 / A.7202.  Members received copies of recent articles, the EMC’s Burn Barrel brochure, the State Attorney General’s Burn Barrel brochure, a copy of the request memo, the bill language, and a past EMC memo supporting burn barrel legislation in 1997.  Members felt that the bill should include language for enforcement and identify a mechanism for enforcement.  Members asked if there was any estimate on the amount of waste that will increase in the landfills and what that will cost.  There was also concern that this bill would target low-income residents.  However, others members felt that since pollutants travel off of the property of the burner, it affects other people.  This would be a different issue if the pollution could be contained.  Members feel that idea of a ‘barrel’ is inhibitive because there are many devises that can be used. Some members felt that education is needed, not more regulation.  Other members felt that the City of Ithaca’s garbage codes were not enforced until they were legislated.  Members suggested wording changes to the 1997 memo of support and voted to send the memo (10  in favor, 3 against (Roe, Uzmann and Gerbasi)).

VI.

Member Items – Members discussed the growth of drilling for natural gas drilling due to a significant reserve at 8-9,000 feet and new technology.  Members said that landowners are often approached to lease mineral rights on their land and it was cyclic in nature.  Members discussed watching over this activity, as it appears to be on the rise.  Dooley Kiefer suggested that the EMC request to the BOR to send a resolution in support of the State’s Superfund Reform legislation.  Members agreed unanimously to forward this recommendation on.  Dooley Kiefer also mentioned that clotheslines appear unavailable at local retail outlets in Tompkins County, and her concern  was forwarded to the Educational Committee.  Kate Hackett mentioned the Water Resources Council’s Letter of Support/Resolution will be ready by May 14th.  An announcement was made that the Fall Creek clean up yielded over a ton of garbage.  Bruce Johnson mentioned a meeting concerning  ways to assess the value of a UNA and a report will be submitted for the next EMC News.  Bruce also said the Village of Freeville will be having a tire pick-up organized by the Town.  
VII. Adjournment – The meeting was closed by  Bruce Johnson at approximately 9:20 p.m..

Submitted by,

Mikel Shakarjian, EMC Coordinator

Approved by Council on June 13, 2001 _____
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