SITEC

ENVIRONMENTAL

Civit and Environmental Engineering, Land Use
Planning, Hazardous and Solid Waste Consulting

SITEC ENVIRONMENTAL, Inc.

769 Plain Street, Unit C 449 Faunce Corner Road
Marshfield, MA 02050 Dartmouth, MA 02747
Tel. (781) 319-0100 FAX (781) 834-4783 Tel. (508) 998-2125 FAX (508) 998-7554

December 22, 2014
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20 Riverside Drive

Lakeville, MA 02347

Attention: Mark Dakers, Section Chief
Reference: BWP SW25 - Corrective Action Design

Boston Environmental Corporation, Transmittal #X254044
Old Fall River Road Landfill, Dartmouth

Dear Mr. Dakers:

SITEC Environmental, Inc., on behalf of Boston Environmental Corporation (BEC) is in receipt of
the Town of Dartmouth’s letter dated September 15, 2014 with attachments (Comments) which sets
forth the Town’s comments regarding the Corrective Action Design (CAD) dated June 26, 2014.
This letter sets forth SITEC’s response to the Town’s comments. For your convenience, a copy of
the Town’s Comments is appended to this letter as Appendix 1. The Town’s Comments have been
numbered and the following responses correspond to those comment numbers. For the sake of
brevity, responses are limited where possible, to references to previously submitted CAD
documents. Previous submissions that will be referenced include the June 26, 2014 CAD, the
September 4, 2014 Response Letter (Letter), the September 4, 2014 Supplemental Submission CAD
(SSCAD) and the December 22, 2014 Second Supplemental Submission CAD (SSSCAD). Where
responses refer to similar information contained in the CAD, the SSCAD and the SSSCAD,
references will be made to the SSSCAD.

As you are aware, the referenced September 4, 2014 documents were submitted on behalf of BEC
as a response to the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection’s August 25, 2014
Determination of Technical Incompleteness. While the Town’s comment letter is dated eleven days
after that submission, it does not seem to take into consideration those responses.

Specific responses to the Town’s Comments are as follows.

L. As stated in the SSCAD (page B-4), the wheel wash station is self-contained and will not
discharge wash-water to adjacent areas. The system includes a water tank, typically about
2,400 gallon capacity, a pump system that sprays water to clean truck tires and a rack system
that collects the water and removed soils and directs them to the tank. The collected soils
are allowed to settle in the tank and are then mechanically removed for placement into the
Landfill. The water is recycled for an indefinite period of time. Water will be replenished
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in the tank as needed by a water truck that is filled at a remote location. If water needs to
be replaced, it will be removed by a septage hauler or other similar pump truck and
discharged at a licensed waste water treatment facility.

Refer to Response Number 15 of the Letter. The house will be moved during the initial site
preparation stage of the project.

The proposed operating hours are Monday through Saturday, from 7:00 AM to 5:00 PM, per
Response Number 12 of the Letter. Activities that are limited to those operating hours are
receiving grading and shaping materials, on site moving or handling those materials and
operating heavy equipment used in those operations. Saturday operations are expected to
be intermittent, depending on materials source generation requirements.

The maximum separation distance between the subdrains remains at 90 feet, as stated in
Section 2.4 of the SSCAD. The referenced 100 foot separation distance is relative to the
outlet pipes of the perimeter drain to the surface and not the separation distance of the
subdrain collection pipes.

There are stipulated exceptions (310 CMR 19.017(5)) within the MassDEP Solid Waste
Regulations regarding Waste Ban materials that allows a facility to dispose restricted
materials, with MassDEP approval, which BEC requests as part of the CAD approval. The
stipulated Exception (310 CMR 19.017(5)(a)) that applies to the material that is to be
relocated to within the Landfill’s footprint is that if it is “contaminated or is otherwise not
acceptable for recycling” it is therefore exempt from the Waste Ban requirements. The
materials that are to be relocated have been buried for several decades and are not suitable
for recycling because these materials have degraded or been impacted by other wastes or
soils. Materials that are identified to be recyclable will not be relocated to within the
Landfill, will be set aside and sent to recyclers.

It does not appear that the construction of the waste relocation portion of the project
constitutes a “Prohibited Use” under the Town’s Aquifer Protection District. Nevertheless,
there is sufficient site area outside of the Aquifer Protection District for temporary storage
of these materials. Refer to Figure No. 2, Potential Sensitive Receptors Plan, of the
ISA/CSA-SOW for an overlay of the Aquifer Protection District on the Landfill site.

One of the five discrete samples that will be used to produce the composite sample that
represents 500 cubic yards of relocated material will be analyzed for VPH.

As proposed, VPH analysis, which includes VPH hydrocarbon fractions along with targeted
VPH analytes, which are common VOCs, will be conducted on the residual soils in the waste
relocation areas, using the MA-VPH Methods.

Confirmatory soil sampling will be conducted in accordance with Section 3.4 of the revised
Engineering Report in the SSSCAD.
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All three of the Method 1 soil categories could apply to residual soils in the areas where
waste is to be removed. In areas outside of the proposed cap where the limit of excavation
is three feet or less the soil category will be S-1; in areas outside of the proposed cap where
the limit of excavation is greater than three feet the soil category will be S-2; and in areas
that will be inside the limit and under the proposed cap, the soil category will be S-3.

As described in Section 2.0 of the Landfill Gas Response Plan, which is included as
Appendix B-5 of the Engineering Report in the CAD, the locations of odor monitoring
stations indicated on Drawing G-1 are to be adjusted, “depending upon weather conditions,
topography, prevailing winds, potential complaints, or other factors. ..... Wind direction is
determined at the time of the monitoring event.”

The containment berm will be capped over by the impermeable geomembrane liner and as
such will not serve as a significant threat to the environment.

The materials that are proposed to be accepted as grading a shaping materials was clarified
in Response Number 10 of the Letter and Section 4.1 of the SSSCAD.

The materials that are proposed to be accepted as grading a shaping materials are included
in Response Number 10 of the Letter and Section 4.1 of the SSSCAD. BEC will fully meet
all requirements of COMM-97-001. Asbestos testing is not a requirement and is not
proposed for testing of grading and shaping materials. MassDEP Solid Waste Management
Regulations at 310 CMR 19.061 requires that any Asbestos-Containing Material (ACM) be
handled as a Special Waste. ACM will not be allowed to be used for grading and shaping
material as part of a landfill closure project.

Section 4.2 of the SSSCAD significantly expanded upon the proposed requirements for
Material Acceptance, Screening, Tracking and Placement.

Section 4.2 of the SSSCAD describes the proposed requirements for Material Acceptance,
Screening, Tracking and Placement. Materials proposed for reuse shall be tested in
accordance with the requirements of COMM-97-001, with each sample being a composite
that represents no more than 500 cubic yards, as is typical for this application.

Much of the shaping and grading material will be shipped pursuant to a Bill of Lading copies
of which are publically available for inspection.

In the SSSCAD, Soils Handling Procedures are now discussed in Section 4.2.2. The
inspection by the scale operator is limited to what is visible at his location. This will vary
depending upon the vehicle that is delivering materials. This inspection is meant as an initial
screening, “if it is feasible to do so”. The primary inspection is to occur as the material is
discharged from the vehicle, where all of the material will be visible for inspection.

BEC will notify the Board of Health, consistent with regulatory notification requirements.
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Asreferenced in Response Number 10 of the Letter, C&D fines and residuals will constitute
up to 11% of the total volume of the shaping and grading materials. Section 4.2.3 of the
SSCAD has been revised in the attached SSSCAD to change the proposed mixing ratio of
soils to construction and demolition (C&D) fines and residuals. As originally proposed, the
mixing ratio was to be two parts soil to one part C&D materials (2:1) based upon pilot
testing that had been conducted as part of the Stoughton Landfill Closure Project. As
revised, the proposed mixing rate will be 3:1, which is consistent with MassDEP policy
under its September 4, 2007 Addendum to “Revised Guidelines for Determining Closure
Activities at Inactive Unlined Landfill Sites, July 6, 2001" Use of Construction and
Demolition Fines and Residuals.

The intent is to sample and analyze fines and residuals independently.

See Response No. 20, above. It should also be pointed out that all placement of C&D
materials is to occur at least 1,000 feet from any residence.

BEC does not intend to resample and reanalyze materials that have already been sampled
and analyzed.

The proposed dust control measures included in Section 4.3.1 of the SSCAD will control
dust in such a manner as to mitigate off site dispersion of dust. The proposed measures are
standard, proven management practices that will contain dust to the site and eliminate the
dispersion of dust to off site locations. BEC will provide a manned and responsive 24 hour
hotline to handle any reports of off site dust or odors.

Given that the closest residences are 400 to 500 feet away to their closest point on the
Landfill perimeter, with dense vegetation creating a natural buffer between the residents and
the Landfill, there is no reason to anticipate that noise will be a nuisance or exceed the
MassDEP thresholds. Further, all operations work (accepting and handling grading and
shaping materials and operating heavy equipment) at the Landfill will occur between 7:00
AM and 5:00 PM, not during the more sound sensitive evening hours.

The proposed operating hours are Monday through Saturday, from 7:00 AM to 5:00 PM, per
Response Number 12 of the Letter. Activities that are limited to those operating hours are
receiving grading and shaping materials, on site moving or handling those materials and
operating heavy equipment used in those operations. Saturday operations are expected to
be intermittent, depending on materials source generation requirements.

The cost of the installation and operation of the contingency active gas collection system that
is described in the Landfill Gas Response Plan, which is included as Appendix B-5 of the
Engineering Report in the CAD, has been included in the cost estimates of the financial
assurance mechanism. Approved closure and post-closure financial assurance is to be
established for the project by BEC, in accordance with MassDEP regulations, allowing the
Department to install and operate corrective actions, as they see fit.
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BEC has submitted the CAD, SSCAD and SSSCAD for review and approval by the
MassDEP based upon the statutory scheme and regulations and guidance documents
promulgated pursuant to that statutory scheme.

The proposed final design grades provide flexibility in the selection of post-closure uses.
Management of post-closure maintenance and environmental monitoring funds is well
regulated by the Solid Waste Regulations at 310 CMR 19.051. Post-closure uses will
comply with applicable requirements.

Comment noted.

See Response No. 5, above.

The potential sources of PCBs listed in the comment are included within the categories of
“electrical equipment and demolition debris™ presented in Section 2.0 Identification of
Hazardous Materials in the Hazardous Materials Management Plan (HMMP), which is
included as Appendix B-3 of the SSCAD.

All of the functions listed as recommended components of the suggested “Contingency Plan”
are generally included in either the HMMP or the Health and Safety Plan (HASP), which is
included as Appendix B-4 of the SSCAD.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

PPE upgrades will be made consistent with OSHA requirements and will be made at the
direction of the Landfill’s Health and Safety Coordinator.

Any fixed air monitoring stations will be installed at the direction of MassDEP, presumably,
when other mitigation methods such as modifying the soil to C&D fines and residuals
mixing ratio; modifying cover operations; or curtailing the acceptance of C&D fines and
residuals, has not eliminated any potential odor nuisances.

If you have any questions on this matter, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Very truly yours,

SITEC Environmental, Inc.

O e

Raymond Quinn, P.E., L.S.P.
Director of Engineering Services

CC:

Andrew W. Daniels, Boston Environmental Corporation
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September 15, 2014
MassDEP
Southeast Regional Office
20 Riverside Drive |
Lakeville, MA

Attention: Mr, Mark Dakers

Reference: - - Former Smith Landfill: Review and Comments Relative to the Corrective
Action Design (CAD) dated June 24, 2014

Dear Mr. Dakers:

On behalf of the Town of Dartmouth, East Coast Engineering, Inc.,(“EEC”) has reviewed the June 24,
2014 Corrective Action Design (CAD) for the closure of the former Smith Landfill on Old Fall River
Road in Dartmouth, Massachusetts prepared by SITEC, Inc. on behalf of Boston Environmental (BEC).
Attachment 1 to this letter contains comments from EEC relating to The CAD. We were informed that the
purpose of the CAD is to provide detailed construction drawings and management plans for the placement
of grading and shaping materials and cover materials in support of closure of the unlined landfill, and was
submitted to meet the requirements set forth in the March 28, 2014 Administrative Consent Order (ACO)
and the July 2000 Guidelines for Determining Closure Activities at Inactive Unlined Landfills. Where
EEC deemed appropriate it also provides comments relating Conceptual Closure Proposal (Revised
March 27, 2014) to the Conceptual Proposal.

By providing these comments, the Town in no way waives any of its rights to challenge any capping and
closure plan, nor does this submission, in any way, constitute any admission that any capping and closure
plan is legal or in compliance with any state statute or regulation, or any town by-law or regulation.

I(;;d Cressman

Town Administrator

ce: Anthony C. Savastano. Esq.

Michael Watson, Chairperson, Select Board

Michael O’Reilly, Environmental Affairs Coordinator
Paul Murphy, Director of Inspectional Services



ATTACHMENT 1

Comments to June 2014 Corrective Action Design (CAD) Documents
and the March 2014 Conceptual Closure Proposal
Former Smith Landfill, Dartmouth, MA

I The following specific comments are provided relative to the Engineering
Report: ‘

Engineering Report. Section 2.1 — Site Preparation (pg. B4

The Report states that the wheel wash station is to be a self—contalned unit that does not

discharge waste to adjacent areas.

> Comment: The CAD does not address the off-site management of the washwater
generated from the truck wash area.

Engineering Report, Section 2.1 -- Site Preparation (pg. B-4)

» Comment: There is no discussion in the Site Preparation section as to the status of the
house on the Landfill. During what portion of the construction phase will this house be
moved/demolished? ‘

Engineering Report. Section 2.2 — Final Closure Gradmg (pg. B-6) :
The Report indicates that the facility will operate six days per week, excluding hohdays The

specific days of the week and hours of operation were not identified in the CAD. However, the
March 2014 Conceptual Closure Proposal identified the operations between Monday through
Saturday, 7am — Spm.

» Comment: During the public meetings and meetings between BEC, Town officials, and
MassDEP, the Town of Dartmouth and the citizens specifically requested that, if this
project was approved, there would be no operational hours on Saturdays. Further, it was
particularly emphasized at these meetings, that the bulk transport of materials to the
Landfill be limited to the hours between 9 a.m. and 2:00 pm to minimize impact to
residents, and the safety and welfare of school children.

Engineering Report, Scction 2.4 — Stormwater Management System (pg. B-7
In Section 2.4, it states that the 4” diameter subdrains will “have a maximum separation d1stance
of 90-feet.”

> Discrepancy: The Final Cover & Geomembrane Anchor Trench Detail as shown on the
design drawing DET-1 (Details), indicates that the separation distance is 100-feet.



Engineering Report, Section 3 — Waste Relocation (pg. B-8)

As stated, certain buried waste will be removed from the wetlands and consolidated into the main
portion of the Landfill.

» Comment: The consolidation and placement of solid waste materials (unless it is C&D
material) on top of the landfill does not comply with the 1988 Court Order. Further,
certain solid waste materials excavated from the wetlands may be “banned materials”
(i.e., wood waste, tires, etc.) and are not acceptable for disposal at a landfill.
Management of “banned solid waste materials” must comply with the Solid Waste
Regulations at 310 CMR 19.000.

Engineering Report. Section 3 — Waste Relocation {pg. B-9)

The Report indicates that hazardous materials/waste, if identified during the waste relocation
process, will be stored on-site in a secure area or roll-off container for collection by a licensed
hazardous waste management company, for proper disposal.

» Comment: The storage or hazardous materials/hazardous waste is a “Prohibited Use”
under the Town'’s. Aquifer Protection District (Section 20). All “storage locations or
Secure arcas” must be located outside of the boundary of the Aquifer Protection District.

"+ Consideration should be given to identify and use, if necessary, iemporary staging areas
outside the Aquifer Protection Districts. .

Engineering Report, Section 3.4 Confirmatory Soil Sampling/Analysis (pg. B-10)

This section of the Report states that confirmatory soil analysis will be conducted of the wetland
- sediments following removal of the solid waste materials. SITEC proposes that 1 composite
sample, representing no more than 500 cy of excavated material, will be prepared for analysis.
The composite sample will represent at least 5 discrete sample locations. The Report states that
the composite samples will be analyzed for: VOCs or VPH , 8 RCRA metals, PCBs, and EPH.

» Comment: The Report indicates that confirmatory soil samples will be collected for
volatile organic'compounds (VOCs) or VPH analysis as “discrete” samples. However,
it is not clear in.the Report whether a VOC/VPH sample will be collected at each of the 5
- discrete Iocations, or whether only one discrete VOC/VPH sample will be collected to
.. represent the five locations. A Site Sampling Plan should be prepared prior to initiating
« this testing program. Further, a maximum of 5 discrete samplee. should be collected to
represent a composite sample.

> Discrepancy: On Page B-10 of the Report, it states that the VOC or VPH samples will be
collected as a single grab sample. However, the analytical parameters listed on Page B-
11 do not include VOC analysis and the Test Method. Given the nature of this Landfill,
confirmatory soil samples should be analyzed for both VPH and VOCs analyses.

» Discrepancy: A note on Drawing R-1, states that the confirmatory testing will be for
COMM-97 parameters. The parameters identified on Table 1 of COMM-97, referenced
on the Drawing do not include analysis for: VPH, EPH, and all RCRA 8 metals. The
Report and drawings should be consistent relative to the confirmatory analysis.
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Engineering Report, Section 3.4 Confirmatory Soil Sampling/Analysis (Pg. B-10)
In Section 3.4, there is a statement that the residual soils will meet applicable MCP Method 1

Soil Category.

» Comment: The Engineering Report should clearly state the applicable soil category for
this Project site (i.e. MCP soil category S-1, S-2 or S-3) such that the standards are
clearly identified up front.

Engineering Report, Section 3.5 - Odor Monitoring /Sectign 4.3.4 Odor Control (pg. 11)

SITEC indicates that an odor surveillance program will be conducted at specific locations
(locations identified on Drawing G-1) at the Landfill.

» Comment: The downgradient odor monitoring stations should be based on the
prevailing wind direction, and adjusted accordingly, and not based solely on identified
locations identified on Drawing G-1.

- Engineering Report. Section 3.7 — Perimeter Berm Construction (pg. B-12).

The Report indicates “the earthen containment berm is to be constructed of soils that may
be excavated as part of landfill surface preparation activities or of soils that are transported
to the site from off-site sources... The perimeter berm is to be formed at a minimum
distance of ten feet (10") upgradient of the delineated and approved wetlands line.”

> Comment: The use potentially contaminated soils removed as part of the landfill
surface preparation activities, and/or COMM-97 soils, in the construction of the
proposed berm, and within 10 feet of the delineated wetland, especially in the
designated Aquifer Protection District boundary, is not sound; the uncapped
earthen berm material will continue to contribute contaminants to the environment.
The containment berm within the Aquifer Protection boundary and within 10 feet of
- the wetlands should be constructed using clean soil materials and not on-site or
COMM-97 soils. '

Engineering Report. Section 4.0 — Landfil]l Grading:Material Types (pg. B-13)

The Report states that the grading and shaping materials to be used at the Landfill will include
the following: clean soils, street sweeps, contaminated COMM-97 soils, C&D fines & coal ash,
dewatered catch basin cleaning, dredge spoils, residual (C&D) from-solid waste processing
facilities.

» Comment: There is an inconsistency between the March 28, 2014 ACO (Item no. 45
(C1 and C2)) and the June 2014 CAD. In the March 27, 2014 ACO (Item no. 45 (C1 and
2)), it states that “on March 27, 2014, BEC submitted its revised/final “Conceptual
Closure Proposal” in accordance with the Department’s Inactive Landfill Guidelines, As
proposed in BECs revised/final “Conceptual Closure Proposal”, the project will include
the following™: (C1) “of the total amount of the approved landfill closure grading/shaping
materials, up to 100% may consist of mildly contaminated soils that would comply with
the Department’s Policy #COMM-97-001”, and (C2) “of the total amount of approved
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landfill closure grading/shaping material, up to 11% (by in-place volume) may consist of
C&D “fines” that would be generated form MassDEP approved/permitted C& D
processors.” The March 28, 2014 ACO does not provide for the use of other types of
grading and shaping materials for closure at this Smith Landfill as addressed in the CAD
and including: street sweeps, coal ash, dewatered catch basin cleaning, dredge spoils,
residual (C&D) from solid waste processing facilities.

» Comment: Given the environmental sensitivity of the Landfill’s location in the Town of
Dartmouth’s designated Aquifer Protection District, it is strongly recommended that the
following materials not be allowed for disposal, and/or reuse as grading and shaping
materials at and on the Landfill.

» Fly ash, dredge sediment, street sweepings and/or material excavated from catch
basin sumps.
» Treated toxicity leaching characteristic procedure (TCLP) lead and non—lead soil,
= Residential lead soil
=  Waste banned materials as identified at 310 CMR 19.017 including solid waste
materials removed from wetlands and any surficial waste remaining from recent
farming activities (including but not limited to:, timber boards, wooden huts,
- sheds, barns,- fences, metal), and wood pallets. ‘The project proponent should
develop and submit an off-site waste management plan identifying the off-site
facility where the excavated waste-banned materials will be disposed, incinerated,
and/or reused or recycled.
.= . Asbestos containing materials and asbestos containing soils. . Ashestos testing
should be conducted of all incoming materials by the TEM method to determine
‘the- appropriate waste classification and disposal method of -the material.
Although, the COMM-97 (Table 1) Policy does not specifically require asbestos
testing of ‘incoming material, the Solid Waste regulations state that the asbestos
content in soil must be less than 1% by weight to-be classified as a solid waste;
asbestos containing materials >1% must be managed as “asbestos waste.”
Asbestos waste cannot be used as grading and shaping material. Asbestos testing
is strongly recommended in order to properly classity and manage the i 1ncom1ng
miaterials. :

Engineering Report. Sections 4.2 — Material Acceptance (pg. B-14 ,

This section. states: that all providers of material will sign an agreement certlfymU that the
materials being delivered conform to the physmal and chemical properties and meei the
standards for this facility. :

» Comment: This sentence is quite vague. There is no specificity to the acceptance
criteria for the materials imported to the facility. This section of the Report should
specify the acceptance criteria for contaminated soils, dredge sediments, and other
materials etc., proposed as grading and shaping materials. This section of the Report
should also state that each ‘Application Package’ representing the project site (i.c., the
point of generation) will be prepared and approved by an-independent Licensed Site
Professional (LSP) prior to the material being accepted at the Landfill. The Material



16.

17.

18.

Acceptance Plan should state that each “Application Package” including the analytical
data representing the project site from which the material is generated will be review by a
Licensed Site Professional (LLSP) to determine if the material is suitable for acceptance
and use as grading and shaping material on this project. Further, it is suggested that this
data and ‘Application Packages’ be subject to independent review by an LSP retained by
the Town of Dartmouth.

» Comment: The CAD does not state the testing protocol and testing rate of incoming
materials, the required analytical analysis based on the type of incoming materials (i.e.,
dredge spoils, C&D fines), and whether discrete or composite analysis will be conducted.
A Materials Acceptance Plan should be prepared by the project engineer/L.SP, prior to the
import of grading and shaping materials, which identifies these criteria for all perspective
users of the facility.

Due to the environmental sensitivity of this project location, it is suggested that more
frequent testing of the incoming material be conducted (i.e., greater than 1 sample per
500 cubic yards). Discrete samples of the incoming material should be used to
characterize the soil fill; averaging of the incoming soil or fill material should not be
used to determine acceptability of the materials in meeting the COMM-97 Policy scil
criteria. A specific testing protocol should be established for each type of incoming
material (i.c., contaminated soil, C&D fines etc.).

» Comment: During the public meetings, and meetings between BEC, Town officials and
MassDEP there was discussion of the proiect proponent funding an independent third
party consultant representing the Town of Dartmouth to oversee all closure activities,
réeview and verify all incoming fill material and soil data prior to acceptance at the
Landfill, and to periodically collect split samples at the point of generation and/or at the
Landfill prior to grading. The CAD Report did not address the oversight of an
independent LSP. However, in the March 2014 Conceptual Closure Proposal, there is a
statement in Section 4.3, which references that “this data may also be subject to
independent review by an LSP to be retained by the Town of Dartmouth.”

- Engineering Report, Scction 4.2.1 — Soils Handling Procedure (pg. B-14

This section states “that the ‘scale attendant’ will visually check the contents of the load, if it is

feasible to do so at that time” prior to directing the driver to proceed to the current working area
on the Landfill. -

» Comment: This statement is quite vague; the Report should describe the procedure and
method in which the attendant will “visually check the content of each load.”

Engineering Report, Sections 4.2.1 — Soils Handling Procedure (pg. B-14

This section states that in the event of receipt of unacceptable materials delivered to the Landfill,
appropriate authorities such as the Police Department, Fire Department and MassDEP shall be
notified.
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» Comment: The Town of Dartmouth, Board of Health should also be notified in the
event unacceptable materials are delivered to the Landfill. Notification to the Town
officials should be made within two (2) hours, or in the event of an emergency, when it is
feasibility safe to make notification.

The Report indicates that BEC is proposing to use C&D fines and residuals from soil waste
processing operations as grading and shaping materials. The Report further states that BEC is
relying on the processing facilities to have, and to implement, a Gypsum Removal Plan at its’
facility, and to provide BEC with monthly data demonstrating the sulfur content of a composite
sample of C&D fines and C&D residuals. BEC is proposing a mixing ratio of 2 parts soil to 1
part C&D fines (2:1) at the landfill.

» Comment; The Report fails to identify the percentage of C&D Fines and C&D residuals
to be accepted at the landfill for closure with respect to the total incoming volume.
Further, the Report fails to identify the mixing ratio for the reuse of C&D residuals.

» Comment: It is not clear whether the monthly data from the solid waste processing

- facilities will represent one composite sample of both the:C&D fines and C&D residuals,

- or two independent ‘samples. The monthly sulfur content analysis from the processors. -
should include one composite of the C&D fines, and one composite analysis of the C&D
residuals.

» Comment:  MassDEP July 6, 2001 “Revised Guidelines for Determining Closure
Activities at Inactive Unlined Landfill Sites” require that soils or other inert materials, are
mixed with the C&D fines at a ratio of not less than 3 parts soil to 1 part C&D fines
(3:1). The mixing ratio of 3:1 should be conducted to avoid potential odor issues. The
‘mixing ratio- of 2:1-is unacceptable given the location of the residents to the site and
poteniial odor causing problems associated with C&D fines and C&D residuals.

» Comment: Independent testing of the waste processor’s C&D fines and C&D residuals
should be conducted by BEC to validate the sulfate content from each facility delivering
material to-the Landfill. All data should be provided to the Board of Health for review.

Engineering Report, Section 4.3.1 — Dust Control (pg. B-16)

This section of the Report states that the Facility will implement measures to prevent impacts
associate with wind blown dust generated from the placement of grading and shaping materials
as well as landfill capping materials.

» Comment: Although this section states that dust controls will be implemented, visual
observance of dust is only one criteria. A more thorough and detailed Dust Control
Monitoring Plan, which is more protective of public health and meets the National
Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS), Massachusetts Air Pollution Control
Regulations at 310 CMR 7.00, and other applicable state and local regulations, should be
developed and implemented for this project. Given the nature of the contaminated soil
proposed for use at the landfill, and the proximity of nearby residences, this Plan should
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identify: the regulatory criteria; address the project objectives, risk-based criteria and
action levels; and provide a detailed monitoring program to include instrumentation,
monitoring locations, and target parameters (i.e., particulate matter, PAHs, PCBs, metals,
asbestos etc.),

Engineering Report, Section 4.3.3 — Noise Control (pg. B-17)

The Report states that the “facility will implement measures to minimize noise impacts
during the project”.

» Comment: Given the proximity of nearby residences to the Landfill, ambient sound
levels should be established at the most proximate residences prior to construction.

Engineering Report. Section 4.3.5 — Traffic Mitigation Plan (pg, B-17
The Report states “the Facility will implement a Traffic Mitigation Plan that will reduce impacts
to the vicinity, resulting from truck traffic generated by the closure activities of the Landfill.”

» Comment: The operations from the proposed landfill closure activities will have a
- substantial impact on local traffic and road usage for a period of 4 years. There will be a
considerable increase in truck traffic, ai’a rate of 50 truck trips per day. .These truck
- trips do notexist today. The Traffic Mitigation Plan is extremely weak and fails to focus
on the increase truck fraffic, residential safety, and potential damages to roadway and
storm culverts etc. Given the enormous time and energy expended during the public
informational meetings and meetings held with BEC, town officials and MassDEP, a
Traffic Mitigation Plan should specially address the issues raised during the meetings and
pertinent to this Landfill project, and not be generic.

The increased truck traffic and concern for public safety and of school children, was
specifically emphasized during the public meetifigs. Requests were made that early
morning and late afternoon truck traffic be curtailed and the bulk of the materials
transported to the Landfill should occur between the hours of 9 a.m. and 2:00 pm. These
issues should be addressed in the Traffic Mitigation Plan. Consideration should be given
to requlre traffic safety officers during peak hours of operatlon to minimize potential
injurious smlatlons 2 gt

The Conceptual Closure Proposal indicates that SITEC and BEC met with the “Town of
Dartmouth Department heads” (personnel not identified) “in order to minimize nuisance
conditions to residents’ sitnated en-route to the Site.” The Plan further states that “BEC
has proposed the schedule based on discussions with the Town of Dartmouth in order to
reduce the number of trucks per day on local roads. Based on this schedule the Town of
Dartmouth did not anticipate an issue with truck fraffic” However, the ‘proposed
schedule’ is neither identified in the Conceptual Plan or the CAD; only the truck route is
provided. The CAD documents do not indicate who in the Town of Dartmouth did not
“anticipate an issue with truck traffic,” or who where the ‘Department heads’. Were the
residents of Old Fall River Road queried and involved in this process? It is strongly
suggested that BEC’s “proposed schedule” be discussed with the residents, Town of
Dartmouth Police and traffic safety officers, Fire, Public Works and School Department
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29.

for their input to the Plan prior project implementation.

Engineering Report, Section 5.0 — Landfill Gas Management System and Section 15.0 - Post-

- Closure Cost Estimate (pgs. 18 and 28)

The Report states that the “proposed system is a passive type of gas vent system, by which
removal of the gas from the Landfill.... The determination of the need for
an active gas collection and treatment system will be determined by the CSA...."

» Comment: Will the post-closure funding mechanism include financial surety to install
and operate an active gas system should it be determined necessary at this Landfill?
What provisions have been made with the owner and/or third parties to install, operate
and/or conduct other Corrective Actions at the Landfill if required by MassDEP, or the
Town’s Board of Health?

Engineering Report. Section 12.1 — Construction Plan (pg. B-23

This section of the Report indicates that the “Landfill closure project will be phased. Final
capping construction activities will be complete as portions of the Landfill areas achieve final
closure elevations.” .It is further stated that the work “will proceed in accordance with the
provisions of this plan and MassDEP approvals.” -

> Comment: The Conceptual Report and CAD address the requircments of the
Massachusetts Solid Waste Regulations and approval by MassDEP however, information
provided in these documents do not address compliance with all local by-laws and
regulations. The June 26, 2014 CAD submittal includes construction drawings for the
final site design and placement of the MassDEP approved volume of 946,000 cy of
grading and shaping materials. There is no documentation to indicate -ihat these
plans/documents were submitted or reviewed by the Zoning Enforcement Officer, to
make a determinaifon whether or not this construction project is consistent with
Dartmouth zoning by-laws, and requires approval, permit or variance. Fuither, there is
no documentation addressing the Board of Health, April 2014 regulation restricting
import, use and transport of contaminated soils (COMM-97 soils) through the Town of
Dartmouth.

Engineering Report, Section 14.1 — Alternative Posf—Closure Uses (pg. B-27)

The section of the Report addresses generically four options as post-closure uses for the Landfill
including: passive recreation and active recreation, solid waste composting, and solar power

- generation. The Report specifically states that the use of the site will be determined at a later

date.

» Comment: The post-closure use of the Landfill should be fully explored and determined
before the final grading scheme is prepared, not after the fact. The available post-closure
use(s) of the Landfill, based on the current final design, is limited. There is no discussion
of post-closure oversight or control of the property, and/or financial management of the
post-closure fund.
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Further, solid waste composting, described as one of the possible post-closure use
options, may not be an allowed at the site. The Dartmouth Zoning By-Laws prohibits
“The operation of private or commercial dumps or sanitary landfills, refuse transfer
stations, refuse incinerators with a grafe avea in excess of ten square feet, refuse
composting plants, dumping grounds for refuse or any other works for treating or
disposing of refisse is prohibited within the Town of Dartmouth except where operated as
an Agricultural Composting Facility licensed by the Massachusetts Department of Food
and Agriculture, a Dartmouth municipal use or as a use operated under a Regional
Refuse District”.

Engineering Report, Section 5.1 — Cost Estimates (pg. B-28)

The Report indicates that “closure and post-closure cost estimates were developed and included
in the approved Conceptual Closure Proposal at Attachment 6.”

» Comment: The Conceptual Closure Proposal was not included in the CAD nor was the
Conceptual Closure Proposal (March 2014) available on the MassDEP project website.

A request to review the Conceptual Closure Proposal at MassDEP’s office was made on
July 9, 2014; on July 14, 2014, MassDEP provided only the Conceptual Grading
Drawing. On July 16, 2014, the Conceptual Closure Proposal, excludlng Attachment 6,
~wag-provided to ECE. MassDEP indicated that “Attachment 6 included the closure costs
and were not included as it is the subject of an Appeal by Boston Environmental
Corporation (OADR Docket No. 2013-041 Appeal of Determination Denying
Confidential Trade Secret Designation) challengmg the November 1, 2013 determination

of MassDEP.”
II. The following specific comments are provided relat1ve=t0 the Hazardous Materials
Management Plan (HMMP): |

Hazardous Materials Management Plan (HMMP). Section 1.0 General (Pg. 1)

The HMMP indicates that the “relocation activities to be conducted as part of closure will
involve the excavation, inspection, loading and transporting of buried solid waste from the
excavation to the main portion of the Landfill where it will be incorporated in the slopes for
capping. “

» Comment: As stated earlier, the burial of “banned’ solid waste materials”, (if identified
* during the excavation process) is unacceptable and does not comply with the solid waste
~ regulations at 310 CMR 19.000. Provisions should be made for the off-site management

of excavated “banned’ sohd ‘'waste materials” identified during the excavation and
inspection process.

Hazardous Materials Management Plan (HMMP), Section 2.0 Identification of Hazardous
Materials (Pg. 2)

The HMMP identifies a number of suspect materials and conditions to which actions should be
taken. The following suspect material should be added.




32. » Comment: Visual inspection of caulking on windows or doors for the presence of PCB-
contaminated materials. Suspect PCB materials may 1nclude caulking, capacitors,
painted and coated concrete/brick, etc. -

Hazardous Materials Management Plan (HMMP), Section 3.0 Discovery of Hazardous
Materials (Pg. 2/3) :

33. » Comment: A Contingency Plan should be incorporated into the HIMMP in the event an
emergency situation arises during the discovery of hazardous materials. Given the
purported history of the former Smith Landfill, and the potential to unearth hazardous
materials during the excavation of the wetlands, it is recommended that a Contingency
Plan be developed and be reviewed by state and local officials and medical emergency
teams prior to the start of work. Some of these items identified below are addressed in

 the Health & Safety Plan (HASP) (Section B-4), however, the Contingency Plan should
include, but not be limited to, the following: '

* Communications protocols with first responders and medical facilities; local and
state officials, and the residential community.

* - Identification of potential hazards (1 e., chemical release fire, eontaet) wh1ch may be
encountered.

* A list of emergency response teams, hst of emergency equipment, evacuation plan,
emergency procedures and responsibilities, contractor responsibilities

* Description of arrangements with local authorities, written agreements with local
responders.

* Evacuation Plan and Spill Response Plan

* Hazard Analysis

* Fire Protection and Prevention Plan.

II1. The following comments are provided relative to the Health & Safety Plan

Health and Safety Plan (HASP) Secﬁon 4.1:2 Chemical Hazards (pg. 4)

34. » Comment: PCBs should be =added to the Task: Waste Excavation, Soil Screening and 7
Hauling

Health and Safety Plan (HASP) Section 4.2 Description of Hazards and Controls (pg. 4)

35 » Comment: In the section identified as Description of Hazards and Controls, the HASP
' should address the presence of the Algonquin Gas Line, at the south side of the project,
and its potential impact and associated hazards on the closure operations, if any, to the

health and safety of the workers.
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38.

Health and Safeg'Plan (HASP) Section 4.2.2 Chemical Hazards {pg. 5}

» Comment: Under the “Description” heading, the following compounds should also be
included: PCBs, asbestos, corrosive, and carcinogens.

Health and Safety Plan SP) Section 6.0 Personal Protective Equipment (pg. 6

» Comment: This section should have a statement as to when the PPE will be upgraded, if
at all, and a description of the upgraded PPE.

TV. The following comments are provided relative to the Landfill Gas Response Plan

Landfill Gas Reponses Plan Off-Site Ambient Air Monitoring Station (pg. 4)

In Section 5 of the Landfill Gas Response Plan: Off-Site Ambient Air Monitoring Station, it
states that “if requlred BEC will establish, maintain, and operate 24 hours/day, 7 days/week a
fixed ambient air monltorlng station.

» Comment; What criteria will be used to determine when a fixed air monitoring station
will be employed. Given the 4 year term of the project, the proposed mixing ratio of 2:1
for C&D fines to soil, and the sensitivity to nearby residents, consideration should be
given to have both temporary and permanent air monitoring stations.
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