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Drummond Black called the meeting to order at 6:02 pm.  Agenda items included:

· CAG Updates
· Michigan State University Superfund Research Program
· Floodplain Outreach Program Update 

· Segment 2 Remedy Selection Update
· 2014 CAG Calendar

A videotape of this meeting, along with copies of all meeting summaries and presentations is available at www.saginawcag.com.  
Materials and additional information on the Dow Chemical Site including all presentations from CAG meetings are also available at the EPA web site at http://www.epa.gov/region5/cleanup/dowchemical/cag.htm
1.  
CAG Updates
There were no CAG updates.
2.  
Michigan State University Superfund Research Program
Norbert Kaminski, MSU Superfund Center Grant, provided an overview of the project. The Center for Integrative Toxicology (CIT) was established in 1978 to help respond to toxicological issues. It conducts research and graduate education. The Superfund Research Program was created within The National Institute for Environmental Health Sciences (NIEHS) in 1986 to develop methods and resources to detect hazardous substances, assess their effect, assess their risks, and methods to decrease hazardous substances and their toxicity. MSU has had funding over this program since 1989. During the last 7 years, focus has shifted to dioxin. The newest grant includes 20 investigators from a number of universities and USEPA looking at four biomedical projects, two remediation engineering projects, and associated support facilities such as administrative, community engagement, and training.
Biomedical Projects: 1) immune systems, 2) reproductive/immune system, 3) liver, 4) gut microbiome, and Environmental Engineering Projects, 5) environmental microorganisms, and 6) natural soils and clays.
CAG Question: Are these studies underway? Yes, we have been looking at dioxins for the past 7 years. There is a wide range of sensitivities among animals, studies on rodents. Human donors of white blood cells showed similar sensitivity to white mice. But one in seven of the donors were completely insensitive. So genetic background plays a big role. Interactions with clays show that dioxin binds very tightly to clays. 

CAG Question:  How large was that white blood cell donor base? About 40 anonymous donors from a blood bank in Houston TX. 

CAG Question: Which dioxin compounds are you using, how do you determine what you are using? Mostly using 2,3,7,8 TCDD because it is most potent and most widely used by toxicologists in studies. We purchase that material from labs in pure form.
CAG Question: Are the MSU wildlife studies separate? Yes, that is a separate program.

CAG Question:  What is the ultimate purpose, what are you seeking to discover? Each project has its own hypothesis. The advantage of these types of programs is to bring together a wide variety of scientific expertise to look at different issues and challenges. Trying to understand the affects of these compounds in human tissues. Want to understand the mechanisms that cause the physiological changes in the receptor. For example, which genes are actually being altered in immune suppression.
CAG Question: Is this directly related to the Superfund cleanup? Part of the grant requires us to have a community engagement piece to understand if there are community needs that can be addressed, we are not sure exactly what that will entail until we talk to community more in Saginaw and Midland. 
CAG Question: What levels are you exposing the white blood cells? We have gone from very high to very low exposures. Where we are seeing affects are at higher concentrations, but we begin to see impacts at fairly low levels. It is important to understand that these are cells in culture though, not human tissue. We can send more information to the group. 

CAG Question: What can we ultimately produce from these results? By understanding the mechanisms and exposure levels, we can provide better information to help make better decisions about what are safe levels.

We have produced over 120 technical papers to date. The CAG would like information on the results to date and any help that could be provided to explain human health impacts of dioxins in lay language would be very helpful.

3.  
Floodplain Outreach Program Update
Diane Russell provided an overview of outreach to stakeholders and the results of the effort to understand community values and desires for the future of the floodplain, preferences on options, and to get general input.
EPA held 16 meetings with first tier group of folks who own property on the floodplain between March and September 2013. Five additional meetings were held with local parks, recreational departments and the Shiawassee National Wildlife Refuge. Worked to get good participation. In additional EPA notified all elected officials, met with four other second tier groups who requested information, including the CAG.
Results showed an overall preference to maintain or increase natural areas and parks and decrease commercial development, though a wide range of preferences were identified. 

Received fairly balanced feedback among the tradeoffs of flexibility, short-term impacts, time to implement, reliance on monitoring/maintenance, short-term impacts, and cost.  For each of these tradeoffs, Diane presented the specific results of preferences for the range of questions asked. These specific results are found on the website.
EPA also captured the range of questions and comments from the public at the meetings. Some of the most often heard was to understand how the cleanup will be completed, dioxin risks, flooding, timeline of work, dioxin testing, EPA communication, real estate, erosion, costs, real estate/property rights, and source history. 
CAG Question:  How many people provided input? About 100 folks participated across the meetings, out of 600-700 floodplain property owners. 

CAG Question: How did you get names to invite? From the public tax rolls.

CAG Question: Who developed the list of questions? EPA designed them specifically for this project.
CAG Question:  How will this input help to shape the decision? EPA has to meet the nine Superfund criteria. Community input is one of the two balancing criteria and EPA will consider this input very carefully. 

CAG Question:  What kind of information was provided to respondents before asking about the “time to implement” question--the CAG is well informed on that but the community is not?  We showed a map of the cleanup segments and the impacts on timing (2 years per segment so far) so that they understood the time issues at a reasonable level, plus the time ramifications of looking at the different questions.

4.  
Project Summary and CAG Involvement
Mary Logan provided a summary of 2013 accomplishments and expectations and CAG involvement for 2014.  

Segment 1 is nearly complete. EPA provided a detailed summary at the last CAG meeting. 

The Segment 2 Record of Decision is not yet final, expect that will be completed soon. As a result of some of the comment, SMAs 2 to 4 are likely to have a combined remedy with the rest of the plans remaining the same as in the proposed plan. We expect two construction seasons beginning in 2014 and will be planning the overall approach over the winter. Looking to prioritize riverbanks with highest potential impact.  

The riverbank at Reach N in Segment 2 was addressed this year and provided a bank stabilization pilot project to expand understanding of available technologies, create banks with low long-term maintenance, match or improve habitat and evaluate implementability of technologies. The remedies will incorporate canopy management, stabilization materials, erosion control blankets, reshaped bank slope, oversized stone toe treatment, and hydroseeding with native vegetation, 

The Floodplain Cleanup Approach for Segments 2 to 7 proposed plan will be released for public comment late summer or fall 2014. EPA will be conducting additional outreach. Construction will start in 2015 on Segment 2 and move down the river from there. The Segment 3 proposed plan is expected in 2015. 
CAG involvement in 2014 will include floodplain outreach and comment on the proposed plan, segment 2 updates, and potential on-river tours.

CAG Question:  Concern about level of impact on trees and foliage along the riverbanks. We have seen the gamut from total removal to a sandbag approach to stabilizing the bank with little removal, where are we headed overall? Still trying to evaluate what works best, and it will not be the same in all places. Looking at barrier technologies to control banks with higher concentration. We are all concerned with tradeoffs in cleanup impacts. 

CAG Question: What are the tour logistics?  Looking at a late July/early August timeframe, Since we are focusing on just Segment 2, it won’t require a long boat tour, we could do more than one tour in a day so could have different time frames for folks. 

5
2014 CAG Calendar

The CAG will review the 2014 calendar at its January retreat.

Additional possible speakers or topics for 2014:
· Army Corps programs and what they do and how that affects the rivers. 

· Increasing the response of floodplain property owners. 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:00 p.m. 
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