William J. Massaro

36 Evergreen Way

Medfield, MA 02052
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Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900  
Boston, MA 02114 
Attention:  Ms. Purvi Patel, MEPA Office 
Re:  Former Medfield State Hospital C&D Area Draft Record of Decision (DROD) EOEA # 14448R 

       and Notice of Project Change IRA–RTN 2- 3020799 
Dear Ms. Patel,

DCAM has submitted a plan for IRA cleanup in the Construction & Demolition Debris (C&D) Area of the former Medfield State Hospital.   This remediation plan proposes to temporarily cap an area of sediment in the Charles River which, they state, has been impacted as a result of migration of contaminants from the C&D Area.  This claim provides the rationale and justification for their request to further implement what I believe is a premature, incomplete, and environmentally detrimental permanent remediation of the C&D Area.   I also believe that this riverside plan is motivated principally by schedule and cost, since DCAM proposes to remove only a small volume of the site’s contaminated material and soil along the riverbank, install 200 feet of riprap to secure a Flexible Membrane Liner, and to fill and re-grade this section while leaving the majority of the site’s contaminated material in place for posterity.  
This letter is written to express my comments, concerns and objections, as a long-time resident of Medfield, abutter of the former MSH property, member of the Medfield PIP, and a recreational user of the Charles River, regarding the DROD and proposed granting of a Phase 1 Waiver to allow DCAM to proceed with immediate implementation of their IRA cleanup proposal both for the temporary in-river sediment capping and for the permanent C&D area effort. 

Because the DROD requested DCAM to submit a focused Feasibility Evaluation for review by MassDEP and stakeholders, and to provide a detailed outcome of this technical meeting as a condition of the proposed waiver, I have presented my concerns within the framework of the “Synopsis of the Stakeholder Concerns” e-mail to MEPA on 24 August 2011 by Rackemann Consulting’s Steven Davis.
A.  Comments on Rackemann “Synopsis” 
     The Rackemann document prepared by Steven Davis, who was not an attendee, purports to relate 

     discussions and agreements reached at the 19 August 2011 C&D Area IRA proposed solution 

     meeting between DEP/DCAM and concerned stakeholders.  I believe that the discussions 
     described in this e-mail have been significantly expanded to bolster DCAM and Weston & 
     Sampson actual statements made at the meeting and to add after-the-fact refutations of stakeholder

     comments and concerns. 
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     1. CVOC’s Missing from Discussion List 

The list of major discussion points does not include stakeholder concerns raised that DCAM’s map showing site releases and which was used to begin the meeting, did not identify CVOC’s discovered in late 2010. (I have attached a copy of DCAM’s site map marked-up to show the location of the initial discovery near the former Laundry Building). 
Also, despite PIP comments/requests to the Supplemental Phase II Scope of Work-Overburden/Bedrock Well Clusters submitted 31 January 2011(DCAM responses were not issued until 15 June 2011), location of wells and results of analyses were not made available until the evening before the meeting.  These results showed that the plume had migrated further along the Charles than had been previously reported.  (See my attached markup of DCAM Feb 2011 Fig4a).  Most disconcerting, however, was that PIP requests for testing beneath the Charles had not been performed. ( See also  3.a below)
2. Removal of Contaminated Fill 
a. Gas Line Easement-   “Mr. Ricciardi responded, referencing text in MassDEP’s 
     feasibility study guidance documents regarding active public utilities, that 
     shutdown of a public utility even for a single day is considered infeasible and, 
     therefore, contaminated material may remain in place within the easement. There 
     was discussion between the stakeholders and MassDEP regarding the applicability
     of the guidance document.  The result was that MassDEP indicated that the feasibility
     document applied to the C&D Disposal Area. “ 
  Contrary to this statement there was no mention of guidance documents, no discussion
  of single-day shutdown infeasibility, and, therefore, no indication from Mass DEP 
  regarding applicability of the undiscussed document.
b.Contaminated Fill Remaining in Easement – “For the remaining portion of the C&D 
    Disposal Area, DCAM and its consultants indicated that, due to the contaminated fill
    remaining within the easement, the site could not be completely remediated (removed).
    Some contaminated material will be left behind and regardless of quantity or location; 
    the “risk” level remains the same. Thus, the economics of removing thousands of tons 
    of contaminated fill with negligible reduction of risk was not a fiscally responsible
    expenditure of taxpayers’ money. Mr. Ricciardi indicated that for every 10 feet landward 

    that the contaminated fill was removed, the cost was approximately $1,000,000. The cost

    of total removal, even if it were feasible, would be about $20 million.” 
There was absolutely no discussion that the majority of contaminated material at the site, which DCAM has proposed to leave behind in the so-called “donut hole” (see attached Fig 5 C&D Area Cover Grading Plan), should be left there because “there would be no reduction in risk level due to the under-easement material having to remain”.    Since the majority of the gas-line easement is 150 to 240 feet from the river, being able to keep contamination back 150-240 additional feet is clearly a reduction in risk level regardless of what is under the easement. 
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Although cost of total removal was discussed, it was not in the light of any “same risk level” argument. Suggestions by the chairman of Medfield’s State Hospital Review Committee (SHERC) to discuss alternative removal plans in an off-line meeting were not allowed by DEP.   SHERC's chairman also raised the concern that DCAM, in putting forth the minimal removal plan, was not willing to factor in the cost of replacing Town Well #6 if contaminated material below groundwater was not removed
3. Riprap between OLW and HWL

a. Ripap and Fauna- “Several stakeholders expressed concerns that the use of riprap 
     between ordinary low and high water was unacceptable due to aesthetics and adverse 
     impacts to fauna that may migrate from the uplands to the River. It was suggested that 
     a bio-stabilization approach, such as brush layering, would allow vegetation to grow
     below high water and would be more satisfactory to fauna movements…. It was also 

     presented by DCAM that the total frontage in question is 200 feet out tens of miles of 
     river frontage. Fauna will still have other avenues of accessing the banks of the Charles, 

     which are currently so steep at the proposed location that no fauna could navigate them 

     as they currently are.”   
     No comments were made nor was there discussion on any movement of fauna.  The current

    riverbank at the C&D site is easily navivigated by fauna.   Objection to using 200+ feet of rip-
    rap on the banks of the river, in addition to any aesthetic concerns, were primarily about
    DCAM’s permanent obliteration of, and failure to restore, important river bank habitat, not

    movement of fauna.
b. Riprap to Armor against Velocity and Continuing Contamination Fill Release- “DCAM’s
     consultants indicated that due to its location, approximately 200 feet of embankment could
     be subject to high velocity currents during storm events and that erosion in the form of scour
     could undermine this area. In addition, the liner that underlies the riprap is included to
     prevent a continuing release of contaminated fill to enter the River. Without stable, robust
     protection, there is a high potential for a release in the future.” 

     I do not believe that data has been provided to support the “high velocity” statement; and

     while scour has been noted in other portions of the river across from the C&D area, I have

     seen no evidence presented of scour along this section of the bank.
     No conclusive evidence has been presented that the impacted sediment has been caused by
     a release from the C&D area.  To the contrary, an eye-witness account by the former acting
     superintendent of the Hospital reports that he observed large amounts of fuel oil running
     down from the 1978 Power Plant release and flowing into the Charles. 
     No statement was made at the meeting that “stable, robust, protection” was required to reduce
     the high potential risk of future release.   Removal of additional contaminated fill along the
     riverbank and replacement with additional clean fill will accomplish the same goal.  
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  c. DCAM to Review Riprap Alternatives -“ MassDEP requested DCAM to reconsider the
           proposed riprap armor and CWRA offered  to provide information from the
           environmental firm the BioEngineering Group, whom they have been in contact with. 
           DCAM agreed to review any information provided by CRWA on this issue, but still believes
           that riprap is the appropriate approach.”         
In an attempt to compromise and allow DCAM to meet their low-water deadline,
CRWA suggested that rather than riprapping 200 ft of bank, armor only the area of 
riverbank adjacent to where erosion has supposedly caused contamination of sediment.
Any DCAM agreement to review CRWA-provided information was made moot by 
subsequent statements that their bidding process did not allow sufficient time 
for seeking bids on a revised C&D work scope before the end of low-water. 

3.  Potential Adverse Impacts in Addressing GW Contamination

a. Ripap and Membrane Lining May Impede CVOC Remediation- “Several stakeholders
     expressed concern that construction of the geomembrane and riprap would impede 
     groundwater remediation, if required. DCAM’s consultants indicated that lateral distance 
     of twelve feet for the riprap and approximately 40 horizontal feet of geomembrane would
     not impede groundwater assessments or remediation activities … In addition, the sources
     of the chlorinated solvents in the groundwater are outside of the C&D Area and those
     locations are critical in accessing the groundwater for remediation.  MassDEP indicated 
     that additional groundwater assessment activities would be required and may include passive
     diffusers and/or piezometers installed within the Charles River. DCAM agreed that these types
     of sampling approaches may be warranted to address the chlorinated solvent issue.”  
DCAM's initial position on the CVOC plume and the potential of riprap/membrane impeding its remediation was that since the GW-3 standard (flow into the river) is 5000ug/l, this is not a concern.   Stakeholders’ stated position was that DCAM had previously committed to the GW-1 standard of 5ug/l, and that the plume is in the Zone 2 aquifer. 
Lateral distance of riprap and horizontal feet of geomembrane were not discussed at the meeting.

Although MassDEP said they would direct DCAM to sample for under-river migration of the plume as had been previously requested by the PIP group and SHERC, there was no discussion of passive diffusers and/or piezometers, and DCAM did not agree to perform this sampling.  
b. Threat of Contaminated Fill to Town Water Supply-“A concern was raised that leaving of
      contaminated fill within the Zone II of Town Well No. 6 posed a threat to the drinking water
      supply of the Town of Medfield. Please see the last paragraph above under the heading
     Removal of Contaminated Fill.  
As reported above in 2.b. above, SHERC's chairman requested that DCAM, in putting forth the minimal removal plan, should factor in the cost risk of replacing Town Well #6 if 
contaminated material below groundwater was not removed. (See C&D Area Cross-section Fig 11 dated February 2011 attached.) 
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4. Capping Approach to Address Sediment Contamination in the Charles River- 
     a. Permanent vs. Temporary Cap-“Several stakeholders expressed concerns that the use of 
          a cap over the 800 square feet of contaminated sediment in the Charles River was
          unacceptable as the Commonwealth might place this material and not perform any 
          additional response actions. DCAM reiterated that initial decision to use the cap was to
          streamline the approval process through the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE)
          as only two to three months of permitting time could elapse before the seasonal low
          groundwater and Charles River levels would begin to rise. Although initially this cap
          was considered as possibly being the final remedy for the contaminated sediment, further
          examination of the constraints associated with the Charles River indicated that the long-
          term operation and monitoring of the cap was cost prohibitive. DCAM believes that the 
          final remedy will consist of hydraulic dredging.   
         A question was raised as to why this work could not be performed next year’s low water
         conditions instead of proceeding with a cap at this time. It was pointed out that the 
         contaminated sediment may have been present for a long period of time.  MassDEP explained
         that once the condition was identified, remedial actions are required to address the issue.  

         DCAM explained that the 800 square feet that is currently identified may extend further
         downstream from its current location and would require additional assessments to delineate the
         impacted area and determine the appropriate remediation”

         Although MassDEP has advised that removal of the cap will be a condition of any approval,  

         Stakeholder questions remain as to the cost effectiveness of installing a temporary cap over
         long-present contamination which has only been minimally released from sediment as a result
         of sampling disturbances.  If there are concerns that sediment contamination may extend 

         further downstream than the currently identified 800 square feet, no additional proposed

         sampling locations have been provided.  If samples have already been taken, no analyses have

         been released.  The risk of delaying capping the 800 square feet until the full extent of 

         sediment contamination in the area has been defined, is certainly no greater than the risk of 
         allowing downstream contamination to wait for these “additional assessments”. 
         If at all possible, administrative and/or procedural alternatives should be seriously considered to
        allow delay in capping this 800 square foot solely to make a hurried response.     

    b. Capping Invasiveness- “The CRWA asked why we were not using the hydraulic dredging now

         instead of wasting funds with a temporary solution. DCAM explained that the USACOE had

         indicated in January 2011 that dredging was viewed as being the least desirable of potential

         options in addressing contaminated sediment and that a comprehensive review of other options

         need to be included to justify the dredging. When the IRA condition was identified in May

         2011, a decision was made to proceed with a minimum invasive approach (i.e. capping) such

         that permit review by the USACOE could be completed during low water conditions in the

         early fall of 2011.” 
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          At several public meetings and as re-iterated in 4.a above, capping was selected, not

          for its lesser degree of invasiveness, but for its shorter approval process.  It is not clear how
          the rush to install a temporary cap during the current low-water season and its subsequent 
          removal in order to effect a permanent solution will be less invasive than simply submitting the

          permanent solution to USACOE and implementing it when all “additional assessments” have
          been completed.  
     5. Phase III Remedial Alternatives

         a. Discussion Focused on Sediment Remediation “The discussions regarding the Phase III
              remedial evaluation focused primarily on the selected remedial alternative for the impacted
              sediment within the Charles River. Mr. Ricciardi presented the results of the initial and
              detailed evaluation of potential remedial alternatives and presented the selected alternative
              for the sediment, which was hydraulic dredging. This selection was reached following the
              detailed evaluation of effectiveness, implementability, protection of human health and the
              environment, and cost. Based on the results and primarily due to the long-term maintenance
              and monitoring costs associated with the temporary capping solution, the hydraulic
              dredging  alternative was selected as the Permanent Solution. The stakeholders and meeting

              representatives preferred a vacuum approach rather than a barge dredging approach due to

              the minimal equipment needs and non-invasive nature of the vacuum dredge.”

             Consensus was reached that this temporary solution made sense provided that DCAM was

             committed to the permanent solution of hydraulic dredging.  Mr. Baldi indicated that he

             would condition the approval of the IRA to require the removal of the impacted sediments

             via hydraulic dredging.

              As discussed in my comment in 2. b. above, neither DEP nor DCAM would allow discussion
              needed explore contaminated fill remedial alternatives, citing low-water deadlines and the
              length of DCAM’s contractor bidding and selection process.  

              Details regarding selection of hydraulic dredging as the permanent sediment contamination
              solution did not specifically address “ protection of human health and the environment”. 
              Stakeholders did express a preference for vacuum dredging.
             Stakeholders did not and do not agree that the sediment temporary solution makes sense,

             other than to satisfy the administrative requirement to reply to the IRA.  MassDEP did 

             condition approval on removal of the temporary solution, but did not specify hydraulic
             dredging.
    5. Phase IV RIP

         “A discussion ensued regarding if additional excavation of fill material would also be 

         conducted as part of the Phase IV RIP. DCAM and Weston & Sampson indicated that the                                                                                                                                   

         approach presented under the IRA would most likely be the final remedial alternative for 
   this aspect of the project. We also discussed the remediation of chlorinated volatile organic
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 compounds (CVOC’s) in groundwater and that the selected approach would not impede future groundwater remediation. The chairman of the SHERC requested additional groundwater monitoring to show that surface water/groundwater interactions would not impact the Charles River and/or Town Well #6. Weston & Sampson discussed that an evaluation of the Site hydrogeology would be included in the Phase II CSA report and that supplemental assessment activities would be required to further evaluate the these interactions and the extent of CVOC’s at the Site. Groundwater concentrations will continue to be monitored on a quarterly basis to supplement the data and understanding of groundwater conditions at the Site for use in the design of the final groundwater remedial alternative. 

Following completion of Phase IV activities at the Site, an Activity and Use Limitation would be established on the deed for the property for the area requiring restrictions to prevent unacceptable exposure to remaining impacted fill.” 

      DCAM and Weston & Sampson did not confirm at the meeting that their proposed IRA approach
     to the C&D area contaminated material, clearly not acceptable to the other stakeholders, would
     likely be the permanent remediation effort.    There was no discussion of a proposed Activity and
     Use restriction.
B.  Conclusion
The Phase II Comprehensive Site Assessment is not complete.  A premature and perhaps inadequate or inappropriate alternative remediation is being expeditiously pursued via the proposed IRA plan despite DCAM’s statement in Section 2 of their 1 February 2010 EENF application to MEPA  that  "Prior to evaluating remedial alternatives and selection of an applicable and appropriate alternative for the proposed end use, a Phase II Comprehensive Site Assessment(CSA) as defined under the MCP will be completed to evaluate the extent of impacts and the level of risk posed by the site…”

CVOC investigation is not complete. The proposed IRA does not address the effect of its implementation on existing  monitoring wells in the area or address the probability that future wells may be required to monitor and/or remediate effect of the CVOC contamination. I believe that clear delineation of the plume and preparation of remediation alternatives for both the C&D contaminants and the CVOC plume should be complete before implementation of the IRA, and it should be clearly demonstrated how the remediation of the CVOC’s will not be hindered or impeded by C&D IRA activity.

There are many very large areas of fill consisting of coal ash and incineration waste generated by boilers in the former Power Plant area before their conversion from coal to fuel oil.  This material was deposited over decades in the Power Plant area and in the C&D area.  At least one of these deposits runs from one Release Area into the other. Constituents of these deposits are the same.  As part of the permanent comprehensive solution promised by DCAM under the SPD, the C&D Area remediation should not be separated from the Power Plant Area.                                                                                                                             

In spite of statements by the former acting superintendent that waste, including medical dressings were routinely incinerated at the power plant,  DCAM has repeatedly refused requests to test for dioxins and furans.
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The Stormwater section of the IRA states that there are no storm drains in the C&D area, and focuses on describing how material disturbed in the proposed remediation will be kept out the river.  Impact on groundwater in the uncapped, “donut hole” area of the proposed IRA plan for the C&D area has not been fully evaluated.  As an example, the outflow of the hydrologic connection via steam lines from the upper campus down to the Power Plant/C&D area has not been found.
The proposed permanent solution for the C&D area does not address concerns originally raised by the Bay Circuit Alliance’s 16 March EENF#1448 letter to then Secretary Bowles stating that the Charles River Link Trail currently uses sections of both the C&D and Power Plant Areas and that current use and access to these areas should be maintained after remediation: “We request …development of the area take into consideration the need to continue access for the Charles River Link Trail.”   Regarding DCAM’s proposed facilitation and enhancement of recreational use of the C&D area, the Alliance stated that “We are in favor of the proposed future canoe landing located at the Construction Debris Area along the Charles.  It will provide not only access to the river but better public access to the Medfield State Forest.”  
In summary, for the reasons detailed above, I believe that the contamination is decades old and has not been shown actively eroding into the river, and that it is neither prudent nor necessary to immediately implement the proposed IRA remediation before the close of this year’s low water season. I respectfully request, therefore, that approval of any remediation in the C&D Area, for both the temporary in-river sediment capping and for the permanent C&D area effort be delayed until DCAM's pending release of the Final Phase II Comprehensive Site Analysis for the entire SPD site including the C&D Area, the Power Plant, and the CVOC migration, and until the release and subsequent public evaluation of the Phase III alternatives proposed for their remediation.   
 Yours truly,
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William J. Massaro

CC:               Mr. Mark Baldi, Mass DEP CRO-BWSC
                      Mr. John O’Donnell, Mass Division of Capital Asset Management
                      Mr. Allen Wiggin, Division of Capital Asset Management,  
                      Ms. Margaret Van Deusen, Charles River Watershed Association

                      Medfield Town Administration (M. Sullivan, K. Trierweiler)

                      Medfield Town Selectmen (O. Peterson, A. Thompson, M. Fisher)

                      Medfield State Hospital Environmental Review Committee
                      Medfield Town Administration (M. Sullivan, K. Trierweiler)

                      Medfield Town Selectmen (O. Peterson, A. Thompson, M. Fisher)

                      Medfield State Hospital Environmental Review Committee
                      Senator James E. Timility 
                      Representative. Denise C. Garlick 
                      Representative Daniel B. Winslow
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Figure 11 C&D Cross Sections—Debris Beneath Ground water
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Figure 4A Extent of PCE Impacts in Ground Water—Extension of Plume into C&D Area  (mark-up to show 6/1/11 and 7/13/11 readings) 
  Figure 5- C&D Area Riprap, Grading and Cover Plan (“Donut Hole”).
  [image: image5.jpg]REMEDIATION
OF C&D AREA

Mo vl B Peatety 84 G
) SN0 (M) Raows
oo e o

_WW_

FIGURE 5

P. 4\





