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August 26, 2011

Ms. Purvi Patel

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900

Boston, MA 02114




Subject: Medfield C&D Area IRA (EEA #1448R)
Dear Ms. Patel:

I write as an attendee (PIP member) at the August 19, 2011 Worcester DEP meeting and also as a former Medfield Selectman who served many years on the Medfield State Hospital – Town Relations Committee and Medfield Reuse Committee.  I have been a resident of Medfield for forty seven years and served the community on numerous major boards and committees.

The Charles River and its Medfield bank are, indisputably, a naturally beautiful and important resource area.  A portion (C&D area) is also, unhappily, a long abused and recognized hazardous waste area.  The three plus areas of toxic fill and oil in the Charles were subjects addressed at the Worcester meeting.  There is clearly a conflict between DCAM and “stakeholders” of perspectives, proposed actions and desired results.

I would note at this point that Rackemann Consulting’s “synopsis” of the August 19, 2011 meeting is not an objective document in that it contains unwarranted expansion of discussed topics and insertions of material not addressed.  Examples: “This will not be done, since Spectra Energy has refused to consider relocating the gas line”.  That was not said nor was any statement by DCAM’s consultant given indicating that Spectra Energy had ever been contacted.  The only action cited was an apparently casual call to a person of forgotten name at Algonquin Gas.  The material on fauna having “other avenues of assessing the banks of the Charles” is creative writing.  The subject of fauna was not addressed at the session.  There are other examples of embellishments on the discussion as held but the point is that DCAM’s consultant is arguing the clients’ position rather than accurately recounting the meeting.
Oil in the Charles:

A consideration for DCAM’s plan for placing aquablock over the 800 sq. ft. area of oil in the Charles concludes that the action is only being proposed because a response must be made to comply with a DEP requirement.  An exception to the requirement, if there is a valid one in place, should be given.  The oil has in all probability been in the river since the 1970’s large oil release at the hospital’s power plant.  The oil has not been demonstrated to have come from the C&D area.  On the contrary, a witness, then in the state’s employment, saw the flow of oil to the Charles on the day of the spill.  The oil is not a sudden happening but has been in place for over thirty years.  Reason dictates a removal, even if delayed a season, is the warranted response rather than a now rushed activity disturbing river bed substance and the general area.  I would note that although Rackemann Consulting suggested that hydraulic dredging is the desired approach there was no consensus that such is preferable to a vacuuming method.  All agree, of course, that the oil must be removed.
The C&D area is of great concern because its hazardous waste gives rise to so many compelling issues including the health and safety of the existing abutting neighborhood, Medfield’s water supply (the essential well 6 is proximate), an aquifer that may be lost to future use, the unnatural bank contour and the overall toxic threat to the Charles.  DCAM’s plan, driven by cost concerns, is essentially unacceptable.  It is fundamentally wrong for a public agency to urge that a toxic waste site be left in perpetuity on so sensitive a site.  The right and necessary answer is to remove all of the material.  This can and must be accomplished.

The gas line, used as an excuse for limiting the remediation by DCAM and its consultants, is a perfectly manageable consideration.  The geomembrane and other planned steps leave us in Rackemann Consulting’s words with an “activity and use limitations … to prevent unacceptable exposure to remaining impacted fill”.  That is an indictment of DCAM’s plan recognizing that on anticipated DCR land and proximate to a redeveloped property, the Commonwealth will be an enabler of a permanent toxic site.  Again, Rackemann Consulting states “Without stable, robust protection, there is high potential for a release in the future.”  They implicitly make the case for a complete removal.  One does marvel that the gas line was permitted to pass through the landfill area those decades ago.  At that time a very large population of DMH clients lived on the property and was exposed to risks.  The energy company, the state and most particularly the agency have a present responsibility to address and remediate this once pristine area to the fullest extent possible.  Half measures, essentially wrong, in se, are simply not tolerable.  Townspeople of Medfield and, one would reasonably assume, all who respect and value the Charles and its environs, have full remediation as a fundamental objective.  I urge that DEP instruct DCAM to reassess its plans and to postpone any activity.  The result should be removal of the oil at next year’s low water mark, the removal of all toxic waste from the C&D area and a reconstruction of the bank to approach its original formation.
Thank you for your consideration and, I trust, positive action in the long term public interest.

Sincerely,

John T. Harney
John T. Harney

CC:

Honorable Deval L. Patrick
Secretary Jay Gonzalez
Secretary Richard K. Sullivan, Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs

Commissioner Kenneth Kimmel, Department of Environmental Protection

Commissioner Carole Cornelison, Division of Capital Asset Management

Mr. Allen Wiggin, Division of Capital Asset Management

Ms. Margaret Vandeusen, Charles River Watershed Association

Congressman Stephen F. Lynch

Senator James Timilty

Representative Denise Garlick

Representative Daniel B. Winslow

