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MR. Sii.VEAMANs Good evening. My name 

is Sara Silverman, and I am here from the US 

Environmental Protection Agency, Region I in Boston. 

My current position vith EPA is Acting Deputy Di rector 

of the Waste Management Division. My reaponaibil i tiea 

include managing the implementation of the Superfund 

Program in the State of Rhode Island. I am going to 

serve as chairman of this hearinq tonight. I want to 

welcome you all for cominq here on thia v ery warm 

10 eveninq. The purpose of this hearing ia to for•ally 

11 accept your co11menta on the remedial invaattgation, 

12 endangerment aaaeaament, feasi bility study andl"' 
13 proposed plan for remediation of the landfill and 

14 resource recovery auperfund site located here in North 

15 Smithfield, Rhode leland. Alao present today with •• 

16 is Lynne Fratus who is EPA's site manager for the L•RR 

17 site. In the audience is Tom Getz who is Director of 

18 the Air and Hazardous Material Division for the Rhode 

19 Island Department of Environmental Management. In a 

20 little while Tom will make a short comment on behalf 

21 of the State. 

22 Before beginning, I would like to describe for you 

23 the formate for this hearing. After I finish my 

24 opening comments Lynn Fratus will give you a br i ef 
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overview of the proposed plan. As many of you may 

know EPA representatives were here and made a detailed 

presentation of the plan at an informational meeting 

which we held on July 19. Following Lynne's overview 

we will accept any oral comments that you may wish to 

make for the record. Those of you who wish to comment 

should have already indicated your desire to do so by 

filling out the form we made available to you. Also 

available if you don't already have copies are copiea 

10 of the proposed plan . Once again if you have not 

11 co•pl e t ed a card and wish to comment please do ao now 

L~ 
12 or at a ny time du ring the course of the hearing. The 

13 fonu will be o n t he table where Lynne ia now litting. 

14 When I call o n y ou to raake your c omments ple••• co•• 

15 to the front of the room and atand here at the podiua 

16 ao that everyone can hear you . The text of your 

17 comments in their entirety will be tranacribed and 

18 become part of the hearing record. Following comment• 

19 Lynne o r I may ask you some clarifying questions so 

20 that we may better understand your comments in helping 

21 us in responding to them. After all the comments have 

22 been made I will close the formal hearing. The 

23 purpose of tonight's hearing is for EPA to receive 

24 your comments. As part of the formal hearing we will 
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not be able to respond to comments or questions 

tonight. However, after we close the formal hearing, 

Lynne and I will remain available to answer any 

questions which you may have on issues raced this 

evening or on other aspects of the feasibility study 

and proposed plan for the site. As you may know the 

public comment peri od for the proposed plan o pened o n 

J uly 20 th . BPA has extende d the comment period t o run 

th r ough Se ptembe r 2nd. I f you wi a h to submit writte n 

10 co• ment a and I do encourage you to do so , they muat be 

11 poa t marked no later then September 2nd a nd 11ailed to 

12 our office in Bos ton . The a ppr opriate addre a a can be 

- 13 found on Paqe 3 of the proposed plan. At the 

u concluaion of the hearing tonight please see Lynne or 

15 •e if you have any questions at all on this process 

16 for making written comments aa opposed to the oral 

17 comme nts you will be making tonight. All oral 

18 comment s we do r e ce ive tonight a nd all writte n 

1 9 com111ents which we r eceive dur ing the c omme nt period
1 

20 will be responded t o in what we cali a responsivenesst 
21 study which is a written document. This summary will.I 
22 be included with the decision document or as we call 

23 it the record of decision or ROD that EPA prepares at 

24 the conclusion of the comment period. In the record 
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of decision EPA will explain which clean up 

alternatives have been selected for the L'RR site. 

Are there any questions on the formate for this 

evening's hearing? If not, again I encourage each of 

you wishing to comment to do so nov or in writing 

before September 2nd . As I mentioned earlier, Lynne 

Fr a tus wi l l open with a brief overv iew of the proposed 

pl a n for t he l a ndf ill and r esource r ecov e ry s i te . 

MS. PRATUS a Can everybody see thi l 

10 okay? I will try to basically go through everything 

11 that is on here pretty quickly. This ia .the landfill 

12 over here, it is located between Oxford Turnpike and
L~ 

13 Pound Hill Road which doesn't ahow on here, it 11 

14 chopped off the map. Basically our propoaed plan haa 

15 three components . The first co11ponent would be to 

16 upgrade this landfill, and what that would conaiat of, 

17 first of all, there is a synthetic liner that covers 

18 most of the landfill and it cove rs about th ree 

19 quarters to 80 pe r cent of t he l andfill. What we would 

20 do is extend that synt hetic cove r over t he r emainde r 

21 of the landfill which is aproximatel y this area 

22 (indicating) . We would also because the landfill has 

23 an erosion problem we could do a couple of things. 

First of all, there is one area where the slopes in 
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the landfill are extremely steep, we would a tabU ize 

those slopes and there are two mechanisms to do that, 

one of them would be to extend the slope out and the 

seco'nd one would be to extend it out slightly and 

build a terrace and then support it that way or 

stabilize it that way. We would also establish a good 

soil cover on top of the synthetic cover and 

vegetation that would help minimize erosion . A few of 

the other things that we would be doing would be to 

10 upgrade the surface water diversion structures on the 

11 landfill. Ne would install a chainlink fence around 

12 the landfill, establish a poat closure monitoring plan 

13 to make sure the landfill ia maintained properly. 

14 That'a the first major component. 

15 The aecond major component of the proposed plan il 

16 to install a gas collection and treatment syste11. 

17 Presently the landfill has vents such as this that are 

18 enlarged in the landfill a nd they vent gases such as 

19 methane and hydrogensulfide that are generated from 

20 the decomposition of waste. What we could do is set 

21 up a system to collect those gases and to treat them. 

22 The type of treatment system that we are proposing is 

23 what is known as the thermal destruction system. 

24 There are three types of technology that are being 
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used, one ia known as combustion. The second one is 

incineration , and the third one ia flaring. They all 

are basically burning the gas and destroying any 

hazardous constituents that are present in the gas. 

The combustion system has the abUt ty to generate 

e l ectr icity while burning the gas . The flaring i s 

just bur ni ng i t, no el e ct ri city bei ng ge ner a t ed and 

incine ration i s also a burning t y pe process . It i s 

just a more closed and controlled proce s s. So that is 

10 the second major component. 

11 The last coaponent of our proposed plan is 

aonitoring the site. Ne would monitor the ground 

13 water by way of •onitoring wells that are presently 

14 installed around the site. Right now there are 14 

15 wells that have been installed, nine of the• have been 

16i installed by the present owner and five of them by 

17 BPA. We would monitor those on a periodic basis that 

18 would designate whether or not or depict whether or 

19 not ther e vas a gr o und wat e r cont aminati on pr obl em a t 

20 t he site. The seco nd t h ing t hat we would monitor 

21 would be the air. We are installing the gas treatment 

22 system but we want to insure that is actually 

23 destructing the hazardous constituents that are 

24 present from the emissions from the landfill, so we 
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would monitor the air being emitted from the treatment 

system and this would also be done on a periodic 

basis. 

The actual component of stablization, I talked 

about the first part of the proposed plan, the slopes 

stablization component, we are going to decide which 

mechanism that we are going to use during the deaign 

phase. Now basically we need to do some stability 

teats o n the slope o f the landf ill before we can 

10 choose which would be the beat option of the two . 

11 Al s o, between the gas treat•ent technology, the 

l­ 12 incineration, the combust i on and the flaring once 


13 again we would aake the final deciaion on that during 

14 our design phas e. We want to do aoa e t e sting on the 

15 landf ill' s gaa to find out which one would be the be1t 

16 a nd that would be done dur i ng the design phase of the 

17 p r oject . Does anybody have a ny questions? Act ua l l y 

1 8 we proba bly should get right into t he comments and 

19 save the questi ons to the end. 

20 MR. SILVERMAN: Thank you, Lynne. At 

21 this time I would like to start acceptin9 comments 

22 from the audience. The fir'st person I will turn to is 

23 Tom Getz from the Rhode Island OEM. 


24 
 MR. GETTS: My name is Tom Getz. 
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work for the Diviaion of Air and Hazardous Materials. 

At this point in time the Department is still 

reviewing the documentation which has been provided 

us. Due to the different divisions that impact -­

that are impacted by DEM all the comments at this 

point in time have not been coordinated, so at this 

point in time we will be submitting t o you a detailed 

comment by the September 2nd date. This RI/PS and ROD 

would be also discussed with respect to the consent 

10 agree•ent that DIM currently has with L'RR in order to 

11 see that they are within the confines of this 

12 agree•ent alao. Thank you. 

13 MR. SILVBRMAN1 Thank you, To•. 

14 would now like to aak that Carol Drainville co•e 

15 forward . 

MS. DRAINVILLE1 I would like to paaa 

17 and wait until the question period because would 

18 like to clarify aome points on that. 

19 MR. SILVERMAN: Okay, fine. Then I 

20 would next call on levin Burger. 

21 MR. BURGER: Good evening. My name is 

22 levin Burger. I am a Certified Environmental 

23 Profeaaional and the Manager of Environmental Services 

24 for Wehran Engineering•a New England Region located in 
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Methuen, Maaaachusetta. I have over 12 years of 

experience at Wehran Engineering and previously with 

the u.S. EPA Region II in the solid and hazardous 

waste industry, conducting Remedial Investigations and 

Feaaibili ty Studies and other types of hazardous waste 

type investigations and studies. I have also served 

as the program manager for Nehran• a statewide 

Superfund Contract with the Commonwealth of 

Maaaachuaetta since March of 1985. Wehran Engineering 

10 as a firm has over 20 years of ezperience in the solid 

11 and hazardous vaate industry and has bee~ providing 

12 engineering services at the L'RR Landfill .tte since 

13 the late 1970's. 

14 Nehran Engineering is presently conducting a 


15 detailed technical review of the EPA's Rl/PS report 


16 dated June , 1988. As a result of this r .eview, a 


17 written statement of technical comments will be 


18 provided to EPA prior to the closing of public 


19 comment. 


20 Wehran Bngineerin9 a9reea with the results 


21 contained in the Rl/PS report for the 9roundwater, 


22 subsurface soils, surface water, sediment and wetlands 

23 investigations performed at the LiRR site . We further 

0 24 a9ree with EPA in concludin9 that these environmental 
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media and the associated impacts from the landfill on 

these media do not pose a significant risk to public 

health. 

Wehran Engineering agrees with the results of the 

RI / PS report which indicate that further work needs to 

be conducted at the LiRR facility concerning landfill 

gases. We further wish to point out that 

implementation of the landfill gas recovery system 

specified by Wehran Engineering in our 1983 plan will 

10 eliminate the concerns for any risk to public health 

11 aaaociated with the landfill gaaea. Wehran 

12 Engineering doea have, however, aome apecific 

13 technical concern• regardin9 the •••Pling ••thodology 

14 and the concentrations of conta• inanta utilized by IPA 

15 in evaluating the risks aaaociated with the landfill 

16 gaaea. Th eae concerns will be addreaaed in our 

17 written comme nta to be provide d at a later date. 

18 The resul ta of EPA • s environmental aaseasment 

19 identified the wetlands as being the subject of an 

20 environmental concern from sand eroding from the 

21 landfill into the wetlands, even though this sand is 

22 not contaminated. We recognize and agree that this is 

23 an issue requiring remediation but do not consider 

~4 this to be a Superfund issue. 
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Wehran Engineering as a firm has significant 

experience in performing RI/PS type studies in several 

3 . New England states including Massachusetts, New 

Hampshire and Rhode Island. We fully recognize EPA's 

requirements relative to conducting RI/PS 

investigations. It is Wehran'a opinion having been 

involved in the engineering study at the L'RR ai te 

since the late '70 •a that the plana as prepared in 

June of 1983 which propose the implementation of 

10 aeveral remedial activities, and as identified in the 

• 
I 

11 

12 

court order between L'RR and the OEM, would adequately 

protect the environment and public health of the 

_/ 
13 citizens of North Smithfield and the State of Rhode 

u Island. In an overview sense, it ia Wehran 

15 !ngineering ' a technical opinion that the remedial 

16 alternative s olutions proposed by EPA are not 

17 justified baaed upon the environme ntal and public 

18 health concerns identified in the RI / FS report . For 

19 example , it is inappropriate in evaluating t hese 

20 remedial alternatives to identify a no-action 

21 alternative as a remedy. It is our point of view 

22 that, even in considering the no-action alternative, a 

23 significant number of remedial activities have already 

24 been undertaken at the L•RR site since 1983, yet these 
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actions do not appear to be facto r ed into t he 

no-action alternative review. These activities have 

included a seismic study, slope stabilization program, 

monitoring well and landfill gas well installation and 

the installation of a liner over the hazardous waste 

disposal area. 

It is Weh r a n' a technical opi ni on that t he r emedial 

al te rnatives i de nt ified in ou r 1983 r e port s , with t he 

s ingle e xc e ption of the wetlands a a a separate i a a ue, 

10 are appropriate and justifiable reaedial alternative• 

11 when considering the limited environ~~antal and health 

12 riaks identified in the BP~'a RI/PS tor the LL&A aite. 

13 Further, the re•edial alternative• identified in the 

14 1983 reports wer e reviewed by EPA in 1983 before the 

15 OEM signed the Consent Order and Agreement. After 

16 r eviewing the plana, the EPA then gave their approval 

17 to OEM to sign thi s agreement. 

18 We would r equest tha t EPA rev i ew the r emedial 

1 9 a l t ernatives i denti f ied i n t he RI/P S r e port in 

20 comparison t o t he reme dial al t er natives req ui r ed of 

21 L&RR in the 1983 court order. In concluding this 

22 statement we would also point out for the record that 

23 the remedial alternatives presently being proposed by 

2' BP~ in the RI/PS report are inconsistent with section 
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121 of the Co11prehenaive Environmental Response and 

Compensation Act of 1980, which is known as CERCLA 

regulations, where it is stated clearly that, 

•remedial actions shall be relevant and appropriate 

under the circumstances presented by the release or 

threat of release of such substance, pollutant or 

contaminant. • 

We appreciate the time given to us this evening 

L: 

for presenting theae initial couenta on behalf of 

10 L'RR and look forward to an opportunity to provide 

11 aore detailed written coaaenta prior to the clo ae of 

H the public c oaaent pe r i od on Septeaber 2nd . Thank 

1 ] you. 


14 MR . SILVERMANr Thank you, Mr . Burger. 


15 I would like to now cal l on Dean Tea~in . 


16 MR . TBMIIN r My name is Dean Temkin 


17 and I represent several potentially responsibl e 


18 parties. 

u What the EPA is recommending will coat over five 

20 11illion dollars. However, that expenditure is not 

21 coat-effective, it is not consistent with the national 

22 contingency plan, and it offers no more protection to 

2] the environment or to the public than what the State 

24 has already been able to obtain, at no expense to 
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either the State or to the taxpayers or to any of the 

potentially responsible parties. 

In 1983 the State imposed severe requirements for 

the closure of this site. They were set form in a 

Consent Order and ftgreement. The OEM submitted that 

Consent Order and Agreement to the court as being 

environmentally sound and protective of the 

environment . The Consent Order and Agree111.ent was 

approved by the court on that baaia. The Town of 

10 North Smithfield vas a party to that caae and bound by 

11 that degree. 

12 Thole requirement• required the landfill to 

13 operate and close in confor•ity with atringent plana. 

14 They r equire d a cap to be put over the top. They 

15 required methane recovery. They required poat-cloaure 

16 monitoring and maintenance. They requir.ed a fund of 

17 several hundred thousand doll ars be set aside for 

18 long-term maintenance, monitoring , and slope 

19 atablization all at the expense of ' the ope ra t or. 

20 Furthermore, in 1983 before the OEM signed the 

21 Consent Order end Agreement, the OEM sent out all the 

22 plans and proposals to the EPA for ita review to make 

23 sure they were sufficient. The EPA reviewed the 

24 plans. The EPA met with the DEM. The EPA gave the 
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OEM ita blessing for the OEM to sign the agreement. 

In rel lance thereon, the state signed the agreement. 

Since then, the State has kept on top of the situation 

and made sure that those requi cementa were 

implemented. Moat recently, there was a site 

inspection in December 1987 . The OEM notified L'RR 

that all that remained to be done at the site to be in 

conformity with the court order was to install the 

methane recovery system and do additional seeding. 

l\ 

10 The seeding has already been done . The methane gaa 

11 wells have already been installed, and the operator 

12 baa signed a contract with a company to inatall the 

._/ 	 13 rest of the ayate11. 

14 The requirementa the State imposed in 1983 have 

15 proven to be s uffici e nt and effective. The 

16 requi re11enta have been implemented, and they have 

17 worked. Therefore, there is no reason to force 

18 taxpayers or potentially responsible parties, 

19 includinq the Town of North Smithfield, to spend any 

20 additional money. 

21 I would highlight that the Town of North 

22 Smithfield is itself a potentially responsible party. 

23 It is included in the list of potentially responsible 

24 parties published by the EPA. According to EPA 
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policy, each potentially responsible party is jointly 

and severally liable for the coat of the entire 

remedy . That means that if the $5,000,000 remedy is 

implemented, the Town of North Smithfield may be 

jointly and severally liable for $5,000,000. 

However, there is no necesai ty for any such 

expen diture. The proof that the State requirements 

have worked is this EPA report. The paramount concern 

of the State haa always been the protection of 9round 

10 water . This EPA report concludes that the ground 

11 water at the ai te doe a not pre aen t a SiCJnificant risk 

to public health. Therefore, if you read the BPA 

13 report, you conclude that what the State required in 

14 1983 baa worked. 

15 Purthermore, the State was able to qet thia level 

16 of protection by getting the landfill operator to foot 

17 the entire bill. All this work was done at no coat to 

18 the State. It was done without bringing in any of th~ 

19 potentially responsible parties. 

20 Now, however, the EPA is proposing spending 

21 another $5,000,000 despite the fact that the EPA's 

22 conclusions indicate that protection to health and 

23 environment is already sufficient. 

24 There is no reason to spend any additional money. 
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In partic ular , t here is no reason for the State of 

Rhode Island to allow it . It the State of Rhode 

Island had felt that these additional requirements 

were necessary then the State of Rhode Island would 

have required them back in 1983. But it didn ' t. 

Evident ly the State felt that the plana were 

sufficient as is. Time has shown t ha t the State was 

ri ght . This is bo r n out by t he f ac t tha t now fi ve 

year s later the EPA report concludes that the ground 

10 wate r at the site does not pose a significant risk to 

11 public health. 

12 The State has a big say in what will happen now. 

13 The auperfund law recognizee that atatea likea Rhode 

14 leland are intereated in protecting their own 

15 environments. The law recognizes that atatea know far 

16 more about their ovn environments than the federal 

17 government does. Consequently, under the Superfund 

18 lav, if a s t a te like Rhode Isl a nd i ndicates that no 

19 addi ti on a l money should be spe nt, then i t wi ll not be 

20 spent , and no liability will be imposed upon ta xpayer s 

21 or potentially responsible parties. It is the State's 

22 call. It is entirely within the hands of the State of 

23 Rhode Island as to whether or not the taxpayers or 

2t potentially responsible parties will have to spend any 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

1 9 

20 

1---., 

J 	
21 

22 

23 

24 

money at the site . If I was the State I would wonder 

what ia going on with the EPA. The EPA's 

recommendations today are totally inconsistent vi th 

the EPA actions back in 1983. Let 'a not forget in 

1983 before the State signed the Consent Order and 

Agreement the State sent all the plana and proposals 

to the EPA for ita review to make sure the plana were 

s ufficien t . The EPA reviewed those plana. The EPA 

met with th e DBM, and the EPA gave t he OEM ita 

bl e s s ing to sign. In r eliance on that, t he DBM aigned 

the agree11ent. 

Consequently, the discrepancy between the EPA's 

action• in 1983 and what it is recoaaending today 

totally undercuts ita current reco•mendation. Thia 

highlights the fact that what is proposed today ia 

neither necessary nor required because we already have 

a remedy in place that works. 

For the Sta t e of Rhode Island to a pprov e any 

a ddi tional s pe nding a t t he s i t e will f or ce the 

pot e ntially responsi bl e parties inciudinq the Town to 

pay $5,000,000 to provide a level of protection no 

better than the level of protection already afforded. 

Consequently, the term no action alternative in this 

case is really misnamed. It should really be renamed 
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Consent Or der and Agreement Alternative. It sh ould be 

construed to mean requiring at r ict compliance with 

that Consent Order and Agreement, which compliance has 

already cost the operator L5RR over fl,OOO,OOO. 

The EPA summary of ita report on Page 5 comes to 

three conclusions. One, is that landfill gas be 

t r eated. We ag r ee . Howeve r, t hat is al ready 

e xpl ic itly c ove r ed i n the consent order and ag reement 

of 1983. LiAR committed in writing to do that, that 

10 is part of the court order. LiAR haa already signed a 

11 contract with a company to install the ·~thane 

12 recovery system, has notified the DBM, and has 

13 installed the 11ethane recovery wells. Since that 

14 issue is already covered, there ia no reason to 

15 require taxpayers or potentially reaponlible parties 

16 to spend any money on it. 

17 The second proposal has to do with sediment in a 

18 wetland. However, wetland can be a dequatel y handled 

19 a t t he loca l lev e l . The pur pos e of the Su pe r fun d i s 

20 to ha ndl e serious hazardous waste problems . It is not 

21 to handle sand in a wet l and. When the EPA lists this 

22 as one of its three recommendations for the site, it 

23 makes it look as if the EPA is grasping at straws to 

24 find fault with this site. 
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The third proposal of the EPA is to close, 

monitor, and maintain the landfill so it is protective 

of the public health and the environment. However, 

that' has already been done in accord with the Consent 

Order and Agreement, which was offered to and approved 

by the court as environmentally sound. Furthermore, 

those requirements have worked. 

Consequently, it is not coat-effectiv e to spend 

any more money. For instance, the EPA has made a 

10 proposal to spend •s,oo o,ooo regrading the 2 t l slope 

11 and building a terrace, baaed on an alleged current 

1- 12 for methane gas and ground water. However, after the 

13 taxpayer a nd potentially responsibility partiea apend 

14 f5 ,000,000 the site will be no safer to the public or 

15 the environment than 1 t ia now. 

16 As to methane gas, once the methane recovery 

17 system is installed the gas will be drawn through the 

18 methane recovery system. Consequently, the concern 

19 about the gas does not justify spending any money. 

20 As to the ground water, the wells in that area 

21 have already been tested and the EPA concluded that 

22 the ground water does not pose a significant risk to 

23 public health. Therefore, concern about the ground 

24 water does not justify spending any money. Basically 
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there is no justification for this proposal. As proof 

ot that the fact is that the EPA in 1983 saw the plana 

that called for the 2:1 slopes but nevertheless gave 

ita blessing for the OEM to sign this agreement. The 

EPA's actions in 1983 contradict its recommendations 

today. 

Most importantly today in 1988, five years later, 

the slope is stable. There is an old saying if it 

ain't broken, don't fix it . That's the case here. 

10 Why is i t necessary to spend fS ,OOO,OOO on so11ething 

11 that already works? The only logical justification 

12 for this recommendation is that the EPA and the 

13 contractor having apent perhaps a •illion dollara on 

14 thia atudy feel obligated to re commend that something 

15 expensive be done at the s ite, if only to justify the 

16 money they have already spent in doing the study. 

17 That i a not sufficient r eason for spending taxpayers' 

18 money . That is not sufficient reason for spending 

19 money of potentially responsible parties . What is 

20 proposed is not consistent with the court order, it is 

21 not coat-effective, and it is not consistent with the 

22 national contingency plan. 

23 If the EPA report had found a substantial ground 

24 water problem at the site then one would understand 
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the State approving additional expenditures. However, 

the EPA report found that ground water does not pose a 

significant risk to public health. Therefore, there 

does not appear to be any reason why the State should 

approve any additional expenditures. It might be 

appropriate for a number of citizens and taxpayers and 

potentially responsible parties to present this 

position to the Sta t e in view of the fact that 

spending $5, 000,000 extra will not buy any additional 

10 improvement to the safety of the State or ita 

ll ci tizena. 

I ~ 
12 In concl uaion , there is one good th ing y ou ca n say 

13 about this EPA stu dy, it p r oves that the a c ti on s t hat 

14 DBM took in 1983 were correct and have wo rked. Thank 

15 you . 

16 MR. SILVBRMAN r Thank you, Mr . Temkin. 

17 I would now like to call on Muriel Halloran if you 

18 have comments to make. 

l9 MS. HALLORAN: I have no comments at 

20 the present time. 

21 MR. SILVERMAN: Is there anyone else 

22 here in the audience who wOuld like to make a comment 

23 during this formal part of the hearing tonight? This 

24 is your last opportunity to speak up. If not, I want 
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to thank you all for your participation this evening 

and remind you of the September 2nd dead! ine for 

making written comments to BP~. With that I will 

hereby declare this hearing closed. ~~ I did indicate 

earlier, however, Lynne and I will remain here for aa 

long as you would like to answer informally any 

questions you miqht have about the proposed plan for 

the L'RR site. Thank you again for coming tonight. 

(DISCUSSION OPP TBB RECORD) 

10 MR. SILVERMANt There do appear to be 

11 several members of the audience who have questions and 

12 comments they would now like to raise after the cloae 

' ./ 13 of this tor11al part of the hearing. I have asked the 

14 reporter to continue transcribing theae and I would 

15 like to handle these questions at least as formally a• 

16 having the• be on the record because it will help us 

17 as we consider all the issues that came out tonight in 

18 the future to have the written record of what you may 

19 be asking us. So if you could identify yourselves and 

20 give your address and then ask us your questions and 

21 we will respond and I hope this formality doesn't 

22 inhibit anyone. We are here to answer your questions 

23 also . 

24 MR. VINEY: My name is Richard Viney . 
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I live on Pound Hil l Road , North Smithf i eld and my 

question to you is could I have a wr itten transcript 

of the proceedings tonight so that I may in my own way 

sit down and read them very slowly . There seemed to 

be a lot of information that was put forth and 

obviously a great deal of it was by lawyers and not 

being a lawyer I would l ike to have , you know, the 

t i me to sit down a nd read i t thor oughly , so t hat i f I 

am to participa t e and ma ke comments the n at least I 

10 would have the i nformation before 111 and I was willing 

11 to pay a whole dollar for this infor•ation. 

12 MS. PRATOS1 That 1 a no problea, if you 

13 could give 111 your name and addreae, actually if you 

1• write it on one of these I will make sure when we have 

15 it finished I will send you a copy. 

16 MR. VINEYt I appreciate that and if 

17 there ia a charge I will pay. 

i8 MR. SILVERMANr Any other quest i ons a t 

19 t hi s t i me ? Could you please s t and a nd ide nt i fy 

20 yourself, name and address. 

21 MS . DRAINVILLE t My name is Carol 

.I 	 22 Drainville, 70 Pound Hill Road, and the reason I 

23 withdrew my question at the beginning was I felt -- my 

24 question vas who vas going to put in the gas 
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combustion system, and it appeared at the beginning 

that it was EPA, however, in newspaper accounts after 

the previous meeting it appeared that the landfill 

operators were going to do that and I had several 

concerns about that, number one. My question is first 

of all how do we know what quality that combustion 

system will be? Wil l the EPA be s upe r vising this? 

MS . PR ATUS: Typi cally what happens in 

the way the whole program i a setup, the Supe r f und 

Proqram , ia that there is a sum of money there. What 

we attempt to do ia to negotiate with a reaponaible 

party to conduct any of the activitiea or the whole 

activity, or whatever part of the re•edy ael ection 

proceaa , first of all. If they agreed to do the 

re•edy or a portion of the remedy or however it may 

turn out they are not jus t left to do it . Basically 

EPA would be involved, we would hire a contractor to 

ove r s ee eve ry thing they do fr om a design pha s e t o 

cons t ructi on . 

MS. ORAINVILLE: My next question is 

maintenance because obviously it is going to be a 

complicated system, we have to depend on these people 

now to maintain it or will they be supervising the 

maintenance of it? 
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MS. FRATUS r Once again we will be 

supervising. We will have a post closure monitering 

plan which would require them to monitor on a periodic 

basis and to do periodic site inspections. Those 

types of things would be sent to the agency and 

reviewed on a pe r iodic ba s is . 

MS . DRA I NV ILLB 1 Th e y would be doinq 

the ! r own monitoring? 

MS. PRATUS r That' a correct . 

10 MS. DRAINVILL!:1 There would be no 

11 check monitoring at all? 

12 MR. SILV!RMAN1 The other half of the 

13 atory ia it the reaponaible parties do not c011e 

14 forward and successfully negotiate with EPA then EPA 

15 may spend federal money to do the clean up. In which 

16 case we will do 1 t ourself with our own contractors 

17 and at that point the operation and the maintenance of 

18 the system after it is in place becomes a State 

19 r e sponsibility unde r the law . 

20 MS . DRAINV ILLEt My conce rn is t his i s 

21 going to be a money making propos! tion and that is of 

22 interest to them if they are going to maintain it. We 

23 are concerned dur ing the moni toring of the site who 

24 was going to be monitoring the well also and now we 
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are in the same situation with the air and the gas 

filtration plan, they are going to do their own 

monitoring? 

MS. PRATUSJ That 1 8 correct. 

MS. ORAINVILLBt What about when it 

possibly becomes profitable? 

MS. FRATUS t Well, at this point I 

don't think it is a correct statement to say it ia 

profitable, so I wouldn't jump on that just because 

10 they're generating electricity that ia auto•attcally a 

11 profit. Technology, the coat of conatructing a 

12 coabuation ayatea and •atntaining that ayatea ia 

13 pretty high, and actually baaed on the infor•ation 

14 that we found and actually aa docuaented in the RJ/PS 

15 any profits that you would make would end up going 

16 into the capt tal coat and 0 and M coat of the ayatea 

17 and in the long ter11 if you take a look at it for 30 

18 years it doesn't end up being a net profit. 

MS. OR~INVILLE r We are in this 

20 situation because of somebody trying to make a profit 

21 and that was the only concern and it appears to be the 

22 only concern now because there was a comment in the 

23 paper made by the landfill operator saying he was not 

24 going to spend money, he was going to make money in 
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putti ng in this gas filtration system . That ' s a 

concern as a resident and a concern to the town. We 

are all now worried about the pollution to the air. 

MS. FRATUS: That ' s correct. 

MS. OAAINVILLBt So if we are back in 

t he ir hands agai n th is has been a t en year p r ocess , we 

a r e s till going to be c once rned a bout our health a nd 

we lfare. 

MS. FRATUS : I aee what you are aaying, 

10 and what I can aay to that ia the bottoa line in what 

11 BPA will approve will be soaething that first of all 

12 will be protective of hu•an health and the environ~~ent 

13 and if that ayatea happena to be a profit ayatea we 

14 would still be aonitoring the operation and 

15 maintenance of that ayate•. Right now the ground 

16 water monitorin9 plan ia in agreement they have with 

17 the state and basically EPA is not involved with that. 

18 From here on in anything that would be don e would be 

19 definitely mon i tored by a f e de r al agency as well. 

20 MR. SILVERM AN: Is there anyone el se i n 

21 the audience who has any questions or comments for us 

22 now duri ng this informal part of the meeting? Okay 

23 then once again thank you all for coming tonight and 

2t please remember t o get y our written comments to EPA in 
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..-, Boston by September 2nd. Thank you. 

(HEARING CLOSED 8130 P.M.) 
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foregoinq is a true accurate, and complete transcript of 

my notes taken at the above-entitled hearing. 

IN WITNESS MHEREOP I have hereunto set my hand thil 

l 

10 19th day of August, 1988. 

11 

12 

13 n~l-_}k.,g__!~~@-k..______________ 
JA~ M •. POORB, NOT:R~"'~u~~~c'>cBRTirUO COURT RBPORTIR 

15 

17 


18 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


. ALLIED COURT REPORTERS ( 401) 946-5500 


	barcode: *561433*
	barcodetext: SDMS Doc ID 561433


