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General Introduction 
 
On February 1, 2006, Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management (the Department) 
Office of Waste Management (OWM) personnel attended a public workshop on the above 
referenced document at the request of the Town of Jamestown. Although not required by the 
Regulations, the Town officials offered to conduct a workshop at the 50% design phase of the 
Remedial Action Work Plan in order to solicit additional public input into the Remedy Design.  The 
Town made this commitment during earlier public meeting held in 2004.  The three and one half 
hour workshop included presentations from RIDEM and GZA, as well as, questions from 
Jamestown residents. The Department solicited public comments for a period ending on February 
10, 2006. This response summary was prepared after a complete review of all submitted materials to 
provide a Department response to all substantive comments.  
 
Public Comment Summary 
 
During the public comment period, the Department received a number of technical and general 
comments from public officials, area residents, and other interested parties. Below is a listing of 
those citizens who provided comments with a summary of the issues raised by each. Copies of the 
actual comments can be viewed at the Department's Office of Waste Management, 235 Promenade 
Street, Providence, RI by appointment or on the Department’s website at  www.dem.ri.gov.  
 
In preparation of the response to each comment, the Department grouped/categorized related 
comments according to the regulatory issues raised to provide a concise detailed response. Below 
each citizen's name, therefore, is a summary of the regulatory issues raised in the comment and a 
reference to the prepared responses. Form letters are listed with the names of the individuals who 
submitted them. The comment letters were assigned numbers randomly. For clarity in the 
summation, the assertions are generally listed without qualifiers such as “the commenters assert…”, 
this is not meant to imply that the Department believes or does not believe these assertions to be 
factual, simply that these things were stated in the letter. 
 
Form Letter # 1: Pump Tests 
 
Table 1: Form Letter 1 was submitted by the following people: 

# Last Name First Name Additional Comments 
1 Almeida Kathleen   

2 Banks Kathleen I live in a neighborhood about 1/2 mile from this site. I'm frightened 
for all of us. 

3 Del Buono Vincent 
The mistaken placement of the DPW Highway barn could possibly 
cause a catastrophe to our drinking water that would be impossible to 
rectify! 

4 Gamble Charlene   

5 Hamilton Bruce 
This area should not be disturbed-I have been coming to Jamestown 
for over 50 years (living here since 1978) I saw what went into the 
old site. Please leave it alone. 

6 Harvey Susan Please do not allow risks to be taken with our water supply-thanks 
7 Holland Virginia   
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8 Hull Tim & Rita We are deeply concerned for ourselves and the future of our children 
in regards to this matter. Please take this seriously. 

9 Jepson Steven   

10 Karon Richard & Linda If the DEM acts responsibly, it must guarantee and insure potable 
water if the project is approved. 

11 Leibhauser Maria Chris- Please do not take risks with our much needed water supply. 
12 Lepre Marie Please do not take risks with our water supply! 
13 MacMillan Jean   

14 Martin David & Janice We own Lots 248 and 249 next to the landfill & plan to build on 
these 2 lots. 

15 Murray Karin We are anxiously watching and appeal to you to protect our water. 
We have no other water! 

16 Oates Tom & Christina Please keep this beautiful island safe! 
17 Olsen Scott & Cindy   

18 Pennine Andrea We have children who drink this water! Please don't take any risks 
with our water supply. We depend on our clean healthy wells! 

19 Petersen Paul & Linnea 
The testing is essential in ensuring our water supply would not be 
compromised by the proposed construction on the landfill site. 
Anything less would be irresponsible. 

20 Pritchard David   

21 Roony Chris 
The risk/reward of not taking the poll test is dramatic. I would expect 
that the risk at "water" supply to an island community warrants the 
added expenditure to safe guard. 

22 Smith Larry & Janet   

23 Toselli Alfred & Anne Please help to stop the building of the highway barn over… 

24 Totten Laura Please protect us and our children's health! 

25 Weibust Lloyd & Beth Please do not jeopardize our only source of water with this ill-
conceived idea. It is not worth the risk. 

26 Lemke Karen & Arthur  
 
This letter opposes the project.  

A. Why were pump tests never done on the testing wells?   
See response #7.  

B. Well sampling should only be done by pumping with conventional pumps as one does 
for supply wells.  
See response #14. 

C. Groundwater is the only source of water in Jamestown and cleaning it up will be very 
costly.  
See response #2. 

D. Concerned about risk of excavating this “EPA registered CERCLIS contaminated 
landfill”.  
See response #5 and 12.   

E.  Additional handwritten comments nearly all address the importance of groundwater. 
See response #2 
 

Form Letter # 2: Support for the Project 
Table 2: Form Letter 2 was submitted by the following people: 

# Last Name First Name Additional Comments 
1 Amerigian Craig   
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2 Arnold George   
3 Baker Glone   
4 Bakios Mary   
5 Barraette Gerard   
6 Bellion Gwenda   
7 Bellion John   
8 Berglund Virginia  
9 Blythe Dorothy   

10 Brennan Mary   
11 Brown Dorothy   
12 Brownell Katherine   
13 Bryer Dureen   
14 Burns Eileen   
15 Cabral Emeline   
16 Caswell Caroline  
17 Caswell James  
18 Clarke Linda   
19 Clarke Arthur   

20 Clarke Marian   

21 Clarke Russell   
22 Conn Gretchen   
23 Couture Philip  

24 Crawford Chris 

I grew up delivering newspapers daily on the north end & live there now. The dump 
was perpetually on fire & I believe 90% of what was put in there was incinerated. Also, 
I think it hypocritical for East & West estates who have built hundreds of garages & 
oiled & sealed driveways to be pointing the fingers at others. Stop with the chem-
something and realize that any well pollution starts at home. 

25 Cunha Helen   
26 Dolan Andrea   
27 Dolce Jill   
28 Dolce David   
29 Drury Peter   
30 Drury Anne   
31 Dunn Alice   
32 Dwyer Timothy   
33 Easton Don & Karen   
34 Feigelman Mary   
35 Fresh Nancy   
36 Greene Mary   
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37 Greene Chester   
38 Greene David   
39 Greiser Arthur   
40 Greiser Mary   
41 Hellewell Victoria   
42 Hellewell Martin   
43 Hellewell Dolores   
44 Herud-Greene Gay   
45 Jawor Mary   
46 Kuhn-Hines Anne   
47 Kurtz Edwin   
48 Kurtz Leslie   
49 LaFazia Isobel   
50 Larson Philip   
51 Lathan James   
52 Lathan Pauline   
53 Lathan Robin   
54 Lathan Sara   
55 Lathan Kevin   
56 Lathan Susan   
57 Longo Tony   
58 Lush Nancy  
59 Mackie Thomas   
60 Mariorenzi Grace   
61 Mariorenzi Louis   
62 Messinger Norman   
63 Milot Arthur   
64 Milot Martha   
65 Minto Don   
66 Neale Martha   
67 Neale George   
68 Neronha Manuel   
69 Newman Ken   
70 Perry Mary   
71 Quattromani Denise   
72 Quattromani David   
73 Quattromani Shirley   
74 Reppe William   
75 Reppe Cinthia   
76 Richardson Victor   
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77 Richardson Charlotte   
78 Robertson Susan   
79 Robertson Paul   
80 Robertson Nick   
81 Rushworth Florence   
82 Saulino Alfred   

83 Saulino Madonna   

84 Smith Frances   
85 StGermain Shirley   
86 Sutton Robert   
87 Taft Amy   

88 Templeton- 
cotill Anna   

89 Thomas Roberta   
90 Tiexiera Joseph   
91 Todd Carol   
92 Turillo Laura   
93 Tyre Richard & Lisa   
94 Vietri Amanda   
95 Whitaker Melvin   

 
This letter is in support of the project.  

A. Most people want it built there.  
See response #3. 

B. The Department should use valid science and not to be swayed by politics.  
No response needed. 

C. The uproar is a stalling tactic by a vocal minority of the town. 
See response #3. 

D. An additional handwritten comment relates to the actions of residents that may 
contaminate private wells.  
No response needed. 

 
Form letter #3: Hydrogeologic Study of the Island 
Table 3: Form Letter 3 was submitted by the following people: 

# Last Name First Name Additional Comments 

1 Aresti Ralph 
How can any reasonable, intelligent, and morally upright person 
act in such a way that a precious resource--drinking water--would 
be irrevocably destroyed? 

2 Atamian Robert & Marian   

3 Aubin Russel 
Over 55% of the home owners on the island depend on private 
wells for their water, with no other facilities should our wells be 
contaminated. 

4 Bobola Sara & Steve It would be a real black eye to the STATE to loose Jamestown as a
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place that people wish to live. This is our only water supply and 
this project is not worth the risk! 

5 Boucher Nelson Please protect our only source of water. 
6 Brazil Liz & Phil   
7 Carnevale Mark   
8 Clark Gregory & Lisa   
9 Cotsoridis Susan Please be diligent in assessing before proceeding. 

10 Darigan Alexandra These letters amplify specific aspects of the concerns expressed in 
our previous handwritten letters. 

11 Deffley Bill & Ann 
Please do not jeopardize our only source of water. There are so 
many other sites! And, if the highway barn is built and we end up 
with contaminated water,…. What is the back up plan??? 

12 Deffnere Charles   
13 DeMolli Alex   

14 Dutton Janice I am very concerned about disturbing contaminants in the landfill 
as I live in close proximity to it! 

15 Forest Donald Please don't take the chance of contaminating my well water. 
16 Giso Fred   
17 Goodrich Carolyn   

18 Halliday June  Why on earth anyone would jeopardize that only water source we 
have on an ISLAND I'll never understand. 

19 Hardy George   

20 Infantoleno Michael & Barbara 
If you can't be absolutely sure that this project will not harm the 
wells and water supply of Jamestown don't you think it would be 
wiser to find another location for the barn? 

21 Jacobson & Myers Linda & Jon Please don't risk our water supply. 
22 Johnstone William    

23 Knudsen Rolf It is only reasonable to be cautious when it comes to our water 
supply. 

24 LaMartia Janet 
Do you really want to take a chance with the health and safety of 
our children's health? Why do we need to roll the dice when 
adequate study can provide the answers we need. 

25 Laprey Bob & Pat 
When we voted against the barn at Taylor PT-It was because of 
the cost, not location. Within 240 the site was changed & 
approved & now we are frightened! 

26 Magarian Jana   

27 Martin Stacy  
Are you willing to help pipe in a fresh, uncontaminated water 
supply when my well becomes polluted? We would like some 
answers!! 

28 McNeil Sharon & Vernon Please do not jeopardize our water supply. 

29 Monaghan Janet Too much money has been spent on the design for the barn not 
enough testing has been done to protect our wells,. 

30 Munafo Dominic We need answers to these questions and concerns! 
31 Murphy Greg & Dorothy   
32 Murray Karin Please stop this needless threat to my well! 
33 Normand Lynn & Charlie  We can't and the town doesn't care. 
34 O'Duyer Denise Until the well/Farm is tested do not put up the highway barn. 

35 O'Neill Phil & Janet 

This project presents a very serious possibility of severe health 
risks to residents! The site involved has been declared a TOXIC 
WASTE SITE by the Federal government. The risks involved 
certainly outweigh any benefits in proceeding without full 
certainty! 

36 Leprih Pamela This issue is too important to allow unnecessary risks to be taken. 
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37 Perry Wendy   
38 Pesare Nina Please don't take risks with our water supply. Thanks. 
39 Poirier-Green Jean   

40 Rafanelli Josephine It is imperative that all necessary precautions are taken in respect 
to water contamination! 

41 Rainone Keri & Richard Do not take risks with our only water supply!!! Who do you think 
you are? We have small children here! 

42 Reinan Kirstin Our water supply is a concern to us. 
43 Reynolds Sandra Please do not take risks with our water supply. It's all we have. 
44 Ritacco Patricia Please do what you can to protect our water supply! 
45 Roche Jane We are very concerned! 
46 Ruggiero Deborah Chris- Thanks for your help with our only water supply here. 
47 Ryng Ronald   
48 Sakovits Carl & Suzanne   

49 Seidler Harry We ask that you please address these questions before moving 
ahead with this project. 

50 Sheppard George   
51 Smith Helene Please do it once and for all 
52 Supron Nicholas I have 2 small children who drink and bath in this H2O. 
53 Tinker Thomas & Roslyn I would think all _____________ would want this study. 
54 Turley Hazel Member Sierra Club of Rhode Island "Keep Our Bay Blue!" 

55 Tuttle William & Lisa 
This highway barn does NOT need to go in a place where known 
contaminants could be released into residents' well water. This is 
our only source of drinking water. Please help! 

56 Vigneault Roland & Martha   
57 White Peter Please don't risk our health! 
58 Johnson Shelly Please be careful with our water supply. 
59 Kennedy Kristin Dr.  

60 Hansen Peter and Rita 

We live 1 mile from the Jamestown landfill. We have 4 children. 
Our children cannot understand why anyone would take risks with 
well water that people drink, bath in and cook with. Please 
complete the bedrock studies before anyone is allowed to build on 
the old landfill site. 

 
This letter opposes the project. It makes the following points: 

A. Why was a hydrogeologic study of the islands water supply never done?  
See response #8. 

B. No one knows where the fractures are. Fractures, if disturbed, will move 
contaminants from the landfill into these “water pockets.”   
See response # 2 and 16. 

C. Other communities have used sonar and x-ray viewing ahead of time to complete 
these studies.  
See response #29. 

D. As with form letter 1, additional handwritten comments nearly all address the 
importance of groundwater. Some of the comments indicate the federal government 
has declared the site to be a toxic waste site. 
See responses #2 and  #5. 
 

Form letter #4: Jamestown is Unique 
Table 4: Form Letter 4 was submitted by the following people: 
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# Last Name First Name Additional Comments 

1 Banks Kathleen Please help us keep our children disease free! We live so close 
to that site. 

2 Del Buono Vincent Please act with prudence regarding this matter. A mistake could 
ruin the livability of our beautiful island. 

3 Gamble Edward   

4 Hamilton Bruce Please take all necessary precaution and effort to protect our 
drinking supply. 

5 Harvey Susan Please do not take risks with our water supply. 
6 Hull Tim & Lisa   
7 Jepson Steven   

8 Karon Richard and Linda 
Is the DEM Prepared to insure potable water for us if you allow 
the proposed excavation? If not then you cannot approve the 
project! 

9 Lepre Marie Please do not allow this. 
10 Lindsay Philip   

11 Lynch Pamela I am extremely concerned for our water supply. Please do not 
allow risks to be taken regarding it. 

12 MacMillian Jean   
13 Malles Alex   

14 Martin David We own Lots 248 and 249 next to the landfill & plan to build on 
these 2 lots. 

15 Murray Teresa Without clean water we will be sick. We want safe drinking 
water standards. 

16 Oates Tom & Christina Please keep this beautiful island safe! 
17 Olsen Scott & Cindy   
18 Pennine Andrea Please don't risk our water supply! 

19 Petersen Paul & Linnea Our well is our only source of water. Please do not take risks 
with our water supply. 

20 Pritchard David Please look into this. This is not just a NIMBY problem. This is 
real. 

21 Ranaldi Mike We would like definitive information. 

22 Smith Larry & Janet Please look into the risks of our wells being contaminated. It's 
our drinking water! 

23 Toselli Alfred Please help us to protect our health and the water supply for 
future generations (our children). 

24 Totten Laura Please do not threaten our water supply and our children's 
health! 

25 Weibust Lloyd & Beth   
26 Lemke Karen and Arthur  

 
This letter opposes the project. It makes the following points:   

A. Jamestown is unique.  
 See response #11 
B. It is an island and a sole source aquifer underlain by highly fractured bedrock.  
 See responses #11 and 4 
C. Most residents rely on groundwater and should receive the highest level of protection. 

See response #2 
D. Additional comments stress the importance of groundwater to the community. 

See response #2. 
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Form Letter # 5: Viera Farms 
Table 5: Form Letter 5 was submitted by the following people: 

# Last Name First Name Additional Comments 
1 Abbood Michael & Teresa Please do not take risks with our water supply.  

2 Almeida Kathleen 
It seems to me that it is only common sense not to take 
the risk of contaminating the water supply when there 
are apparently other sites that could be used. 

3 Aresti Ralph 
To do construction in an area where ecological harm 
will most likely result, when other construction sites 
are available is -- well, dumb! 

4 Atamian Robert & Mariam   

5 Aubin Russell 
Please help to protect our only source of water. There 
are many other places on the island where a town barn 
could more safely be placed. 

6 Barlan Ron 

Resolving the cause of these well's "problems" would 
prove DEM and all the assessments right or wrong and 
make this disagreement go away. For good or bad. 
Please determine what & how these wells problems fit 
into the picture. 

7 Bobola Sara & Steve   
8 Brazil Liz & Phil   

9 Brendlinsen Richard The Jamestown incidents of cancer seem excessive to 
start with. Thanks. 

10 Bricher Carol Please help everyone in this area keep their drinking 
water safe. Thank you. 

11 Carnevale Mark   
12 Clark Gregory & Lisa Please - do not take risks with our water supply! 

13 Cotsoridis Susan Seems a reasonable path. Why not be cautious & check 
this out? My family would appreciate it. 

14 Darigan Alexandra   

15 Deffley Bill & Ann 

Please do not jeopardize our only source of water. 
There are so many other sites. And, if the Highway 
Barn is built on the landfill, and we end up with 
contaminated water, what is the backup plan??? 

16 Dobbins Deborah Please help clean up our water in Jamestown! 
17 Dourado John Please do not risk our drinking water. 

18 Dourado Beverly Please protect our water supply. Our wells are the only 
water source we have. Thank you. 

19 Dutton Janice   
20 Eunis Rabecca Please do not take risks with our water supply! 

21 Eunis Eric I am quite disgusted with the risk the town is willing to 
take in this regard! 

22 Forest Donald I ask you - If my well water becomes contaminated is 
the town going to provide me with municipal water? 

23 Gagne Denise & Gary Please help protect our water supply. 
24 Giso Virginia   
25 Goodrich Carolyn   
26 Halliday June We need to know. 

27 Hansen Peter & Rita & Family 

We live one mile from the Jamestown landfill. We have 
four children. Peter and I and our children wonder why 
anyone would want to risk the contamination of our 
well water. 
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28 Hardy George   
29 Henry Joseph Please do not take risks with our water supply 

30 Hohenleiten Andrea Taking chances with Jamestown's water supply seems 
extremely short sighted. 

31 Infantoleno Michael & Barbara 

Please use common sense when considering this barn 
proposal. You know that the land is contaminated. You 
know what can happen from disturbing this 
contaminated land. Why take the risk? 

32 Johnstone William 
It was stated at meeting that two wells have failed on 
the Vieira Farm. The frailty of the water situation if 
caution is not used, the whole area will fail. 

33 Knudsen Rolf Please have these wells tested We need assurances that 
our water will be safe to drink. 

34 LaMantia Kenneth & Janet We consider this of utmost importance. Please act 
quickly. 

35 Lepre Bob & Pat 
We have a well and are very concerned about the 
highway barn location and the disruption it will cause 
with our water supply. 

36 Martin Stacey See comment #70 
37 Magarian Jana Please do not jeopardize our water supply! 

38 McCaffrey William & Glenne 

Just to let your department know; It was required that 
we catch all rainwater into a self contained system for a 
20' x 10' addition we just completed. We own just 
under an acre of land and it cost us $10,000. Why 
hasn't run off from this large building been required to 
do the same? 

39 McNeil Sharon & Vernon Our water is a precious commodity. We respect it and 
so should you because it is all we have. 

40 Monaghan Janet Please act quickly so our water is not contaminated. 

41 Munafo Patricia Please don't risk the health of my family, neighbors, 
and community. Thank you. 

42 Murphy Dorothy & Greg   

43 Murray Teresa How can we wash our hands or take showers or drink 
water if it is pollutant? We don't want dirty water. 

44 Myers Jim Water is a most precious commodity. Don't spoil it. 
How do you live without it? Thank you. 

45 Nadeau Joseph   

46 Normand Lynn & Charlie Please take the time to call so that we can minimize the 
risks to our water supply. 

47 O'Duyer Denise   

48 O'Neill Phil 

The Federal government has recognized the former 
landfill as a toxic waste site! Why consider a public 
works garage to house town equipment and employees 
at this site with even a remote possibility of creating a 
"Love Canal" threatening health and financial 
consequences to residents? 

49 O'Neill Janet 

The DEM has the responsibility to protect people and 
the environment. It should have demanded extensive 
testing in this area years ago. Private citizens should 
not have to fight this hard for the right thing to be done. 
The history of this site is well known, and documented. 
For this department to allow a municipality to act 
recklessly with the health and well being of its citizens 
is beyond irresponsible. Do not allow this process to 
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continue without guarantees the there is without a 
doubt no risks to me and my family's health. I 
appreciate your attention to this matter. 

50 Pasquale Thomas   
51 Perry Ray   
52 Pesare Nina Please do not take risks with our water supply. 
53 Poirier-Green Jean Please help protect our water supply! 

54 Rafanelli Josephine 

I respectfully request that you disregard any previous 
"highway barn" correspondence bearing my signature 
because at that time I was not aware of the above facts. 
Kindly, do not take risks with our water supply. 

55 Rainone Richard & Keri Do not take risks with our water supply… 

56 Reviron Kirstin This a concern to our family. Thank you for your 
consideration. 

57 Reynolds Sandra Please do not take risks with our water supply. Its all 
we have. 

58 Ritacco Patricia Our drinking water is at risk-please make the effort to 
test it. 

59 Roche Jane Please take note. Our water supply is vital. 

60 Ruggiero Deb Chris-- Time is of the essence. This is our only water 
supply on island. 

61 Ryng Ron This is our only drinking water. Please don't take risk 
with our water supply. 

62 Sakovitz Carl & Suzanne 
Please do not take risks with our North End H2O 
Supply-do not build the Highway barn on an existing 
toxic site. 

63 Seidler Susan & Harold 
After attending the open forum last week, these 
questions remain unanswered. Please do not take 
chances with our water supply. 

64 Sheppard Julie Please do not take risks with our water supply! 

65 Smith Joseph It isn't too much to ask that nothing be spared to avoid 
poisoning our water. 

66 Smith Helene Please Mr. Walusiak, please do not let this just slide 
67 Supron Nicholas Please don't let the town railroad this process! Thanks. 

68 Tinker Thomas & Roslyn Err on the side of caution here. We have no other 
source of drinking water. 

69 Turley Hazel   

70 Tuttle William & Lisa 
Please do not take any risks with our drinking water 
supply! I have 2 year old and 4 year old children, and 
we rely on our well water. 

71 Vigneault Roland & Martha Please reconsider this! 
72 White Sandra Please don't risk our health. 

73 Williamson John & Mary Ann Please retest the wells! The quality of our water is 
important to my health! 

74 Johnson Shelly Please keep out water safe. There’s no second chance. 

75 Kenndy Dr. Kristin  

76 Turley Emmet 

As a member of the Jamestown Planning Board in the 
90’s, I was instrumental in the vote the Planning Board 
in denying the use of the land, identified as Viera Farm, 
for the development of house lots. This denial was 
based on adequate Health reports of contamination of 
soil in a test well and mound of discarded asphalt and 
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highway debris. In addition there was a restriction on 
building within 1000’ of the town’s transfer station due 
to leaching of contaminated waters. This information 
may need to be reviewed in the minutes of the planning 
board. 

77 Mikolay Michael Please test the water. I have small children. 
 
This letter opposes the project.  It makes the following points:   

A. Why was the Viera Farms well not tested?   
See response #1 and 28. 

B. These wells showed contamination and the NECC have asked the wells be retested.  
See response #1 and 28 

C. Groundwater is their only source of water. 
See response #2 

D. There were many additional comments regarding the importance of groundwater to 
the community. 
See response #2. 

E. Some additional comment make reference to Love Canal and known contamination. 
See response #5. 

F. One comment discusses why a smaller project was required to catch rainwater. 
The Department does not have enough information to respond. 

 
Form letter # 6: Urging the Department to Stand Up to Pressure 
Table 6: Form Letter 6 was submitted by the following people: 

# Last Name First Name Additional Comments 
1 Barrette Gerard   
2 Barter Clara   
3 Barthold Fred & Joyce   
4 Boyle Ken   
5 Brennan William   
6 Bryer James   
7 Buckley Pat   
8 Bunkley Jeanne   
9 Carlisle Lisa   

10 Christman Arthur   
11 Christman D.M.   
12 Clarke William   
13 Congdon-Pinto Elizabeth   
14 Coyle Isabel   
15 Defusco Donna   
16 Delmonica Ann   
17 Dwyer Alyce   
18 Gallo Barbara & Michael   
19 Garnett James   
20 Garnett Sally   
21 Gladding Wendy   
22 Goode Frances   
23 Gouveia Alan   
24 Graham E. W. Sterling   
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25 Greig T   
26 Harpool Harry   
27 Hunt Elaine   
28 Hutchinson Richard   
29 Hutchinson Ann   
30 Jamison Lillian   
31 Jamison Bonnie   
32 Katz Jeffrey   
33 Lavallee Mary Jane   
34 Lavallee Roger   
35 Lee Philip   
36 Lee Robin  
37 Littlefield Elizabeth   
38 Long Shirley   
39 Lopes Alfred   
40 Luth Diana   
41 MacKabee Frances   
42 Matoes Marie   
43 McLoughlin James   
44 Messinger Karein   
45 Milot Arthur   
46 Milot Martha   
47 Murphy Mary Beth   
48 Neronha Veronika   
49 Netten Elizabeth   
50 Norton Dorothy   
51 Ouellette Douglas   
52 Owens Dennis   
53 Owens Deborah-Ann   
54 Pearson Brad   
55 Peckham Donna   
56 Peckham Robert   
57 Pemantell James   
58 Quinn John   
59 Quinn Sylvia   
60 Rafonelli Josephine   
61 Richardson Donald   
62 Robertson Paul   
63 Ronchie Mary   
64 Ronchie Arthur   
65 Safford Susan   
66 Salt Robert   
67 Smith Albert   
68 Soukup Margaret   
69 Southern Mattie   
70 Stahl Erich   
71 Todd Thomas   
72 Vessello Vincent   
73 Vieira Mary Louise   
74 Vietri Alfred   
75 Webster Mary   
76 Webster Dennis   
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77 Welty Robert   
78 Welty Marcia   
79 Whitaker Barbara   
80 Wilkie Dena   
81 Wood Nancy   
82 Wright Ellicott   
83 Wright Harrison   
84 Wright Josephine   
85 Wright Jane   
86 Wright Daniel   
87 Wright James   
88 Wright Catherine   
89 Yates Martha   
90 Young Lucille   
91 Berglund Virginia  
92  Sarois Gary  
93 Couture Philip  
 Twombly Peter  

 
This letter supports the project. It makes the following points:  

A. The opposition is a vocal minority. 
See response #3. 

B. The citizens of the Town have made this decision. 
See response #3. 

C. There is no evidence the project will hurt the groundwater. 
See response #2. 

 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES TO OTHER COMMENTS  
 
In addition to the six form letters, the following comments were received. They were randomly 
assigned  numbers beginning with #7. 
 
Letter #7: David B. Van Slyke (Preti, Flaherty, Beliveau, Pachios & Haley LLP, 2/10/2006)   
 Comments opposing the project.  
This correspondence also contains a 19 page attached letter from MACTEC (listed as letter #8) 
and is written on behalf of the NECC.  Due to the length of the  discussion of technical and legal 
issues, a separate summary of these two letters and the Department’s responses are contained in 
Attachment C. 
 
Letter # 8: Jeff McCrady and Stephen H. Mitchell, P.E. (MACTEC, 2/10/2006) 

Comments opposing the project.  
See above and Attachment C. 

 
Letter # 9 Patrick K. Bolger (2/7/2006) : 

Comments opposing the project.  
A. The plan is a significant deviation from the original closure plan. 
 See response #1. 
B. The area is a sole source aquifer under RIDEM regulations. 
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 See response #4. 
C. Previous studies show contamination at Viera Farms.  
 See responses #28 and 15. 
D. More testing is mandatory.  
 See responses #1. 
E. The proposal contains disclaimers about the limitations of the data .  
 See response #6 

 
Letter # 10: Richard L. Amirault (RIDOH, 2/8/2006): 

Comments neutral regarding the project. 
A. Suggestion that the town may wish to address concerns by developing a contingency 

plan and incorporate it into the process. 
See response #20. 

 
Letter # 11: Rosemary Woodside (2/8/2006): 

Comments opposing the project. 
A. In 1988 the town passed an emergency ordinance stopping residential development 

within 1000 feet of the landfill noting there was little or no control over quantity and 
types of material disposed. The ordinance also mentioned the lack of municipal water 
or sewer lines near the area. What has changed?    
As explained in response #3, the Department is not considering zoning or local 
ordinance issues.  See response #2 relative to the significance of groundwater.  

B. In 1987 monitoring wells at Viera Farms were found to be contaminated.  
See response #28. 

C. Monitoring well network is based on 6 shallow wells. Why are there no cluster wells?  
See also response #14 

D. Why are the Viera Farms wells not being tested?   
See response #28. 

E. Why has the number of wells decreased from 13 to 6?  
See response #1. 

F. Well EA-1B along with GZ-2 is the most down-gradient well and the most 
contaminated yet testing was discontinued in 2004.  

       See response #1 and 14. 
G. The deep well routinely showed hits of metals as recently as September 2004 but 

testing was discontinued in December of 2004.-  
        See response #1 

H. Why are there no well pairs?   
See response #14. 

I. Why is there no pump testing?   
       See response #7 

J. Why are there no cluster wells?   
See response #14. 

K. Why aren’t wells tested more frequently?  
See response #1.  

L. GZA reports have disclaimers.  
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See response #6 
M. Why has there been no hydrogeological study of the island?  

See response #8 
N. How many violations of DEM and EPA regulations has Jamestown received in the 

past 15 years?   
See response #3. 

O. The EPA is the governing agency of DEM and the Town. All EPA regulations should 
be enforced.  
See response #9 

P. Where is the citizens group to oversee the closure?   
See response #3. 

Q. Storm water catch basins are installed in a way that introduces surface water 
upgradient and directly into the landfill that will increase leachate production. This 
design will funnel runoff from the site onto an abutter’s wetland over a GA aquifer. 
How will these wetlands be monitored?   
See response #36. 

R. Will a permit from CRMC be required for the project given that runoff will 
eventually be through a salt marsh?   
See response #30. 

S. The landfill is perhaps the most toxic piece of property in Jamestown 
It is unclear what the comparison is based on, see response #5.  

T. Is there another landfill with an industrial facility on it that is both:   
i On a highly fractured bedrock aquifer 
ii Surrounded by private wells 
iii In an area without an alternate source of drinking water. 
See response #23. 

U. Will contamination occur when trash is moved to locate the DPW facility?   
See response #12 

V. Why isn’t the minimum standard for landfill closure being met?   
See response #1 

W. Why isn’t pavement on the road required as per RIDEM’s comment on the 30% 
design. 
See response #13 

X. Why isn’t a methane mitigation system being proposed?  
See response #1. 

Y. How will floor drain discharges be regulated?    
See response #10. 

Z. RI Regulations indicate fracture trace analysis and tracer studies may be required.  
See responses #1 and 8. 

AA. How will alterations to groundwater flow be studied?   
See response #1. 

BB. No overburden wells have been installed. Will more wells be required?   
See response #14 

CC. RI regulations require the installation of more monitoring wells.  
See response #1 
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DD. How will monitoring of reclassified aquifer be done?  Will it ensure no exceedances 
of GA standards?   
See response #1 regarding EMP. 

EE. Will 30 years of monitoring be required?   
See response #1. 

FF. Excavated waste should be tested with more than PID.  
See response #12 

GG. Is sampling of 1 soil sample/ 500 cu. yds sufficient?   
See response 12 

HH. GZA letter of July 8, 2005 says no contaminants have been found in drinking water 
since 1984 but bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate was reported in 2002.  

 See response #15. 
II. GZA’s 1992 assessment of Viera Farms says it was downgradient of the landfill, now 

they say it is not.  
See response #15 and 28. 

JJ. In 1999, GZA said a well on Lot 47 would affect groundwater, in 2005 they said it 
will not impact groundwater flow patterns, which is correct?   
See response #15 

KK. GZA in 2005 said sewage sludge was accepted until 1985. EA in 1991 indicates there 
was sludge disposal after that.  
See response #15 

LL. GZA should be removed because of past involvement with the Town and the 
engineering firm that closed Block Island landfill should be hired.  
See responses #31 and 21. 

 
 

Letter #12: Louise Brendlinger (2/8/2006) 
Comments opposing the project. 
Comments were identical to previous letter from Rosemary Woodside above. 

 
Letter #13: Andrew Justin Nicoletta (2/10/2006): 

Comments opposing the project. 
A. Groundwater is very significant to the quality of life with no alternate source 

available.  
See response #2 

B. The bedrock is fractured with a large lake under the ground.  
See responses #11 and 16. 

C. The landfill is a toxic waste site. 
                  See response #5.   

D. The storm water management will dump contaminated water on lot 47.  
See response #36. 

E. The 200 gallons/day assumed for a water intake is not reflective of actual projected 
use.  
See response #17. 
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Letter #14: Andrew Yates (2/10/2006): 
Comments supporting the project. 
A. A vocal minority is using fear and smear to distract from science.  

See response #3. 
B. The ongoing process will reduce water safety risks.  

See response #2. 
C. North road is the best location for the barn, no other site is as good.  

See response #3. 
 
Letter #15: Anthony N. Lush (2/9/2006): 

Comments supporting the project. 
A. The Department should use good science and not be swayed by political pressure.  

See response #3 
B. Most Jamestown residents want the barn put at that location.  

See response #3 
 

Letter #16: Victor V. Calabretta, P.E. (2/9/2006): 
Comments supporting the project. 
A. The NECC is a vocal minority, most people want it built there.  

See response #3. 
B. The project will improve existing conditions and is what brownfields is meant to do.  

See response #1and 18. 
 

Letter #17: Stacey and Michael Martin (2/10/2006) 
Comments opposing the project.  (These comments were attached to Form Letter 5 

but are included as a separate comment due to their length.) 
A. Water supplies are in danger.  Many human lives are at stake. Commenters have 

young children.  Bureaucracy should be ignored and the Department should protect 
groundwater.  

          See response #2. 
 

Letter #18: Dee Bates (2/3/2006): 
Comments opposing the project. 
A. There has been massive dumping of chemicals some known and some unknown. The 

potential for ground water contamination is overwhelming.  
 The Department does not know the basis for either of these statements. See also 

response #5 and 2. 
 

Letter #19: C. Richard and Jane W. Koster (2/8/2006): 
Comments opposing the project. 
A. There is documented proof the Lot 47 well will enhance the risks of groundwater 

migration.  
 See response #15 
B. There is documented proof that sewage was transported to the landfill for disposal.  
 See response #15 
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C. There is documented proof that the landfill was performing sludge composting up to 
1999.  

 See response #15 
D. There is a documented statement from Dr. Robert Vanderslice of RIDOH that it is not 

a question of if but when wells become contaminated.  
 See response # 20 
 

Letter #20: Richard Smith (2/8/2006): 
Comments opposing the project. 
A. There was a discrepancy regarding GZA’s statements on Viera Farms from 1992 to 

the present.  
 See responses #15 and 28. 
B. The Viera Farms wells have been contaminated.  
 See response #28. 
C. It is not proven that Brownfielding works.  
 See response # 18 
D. The environment should be the primary concern.  
 See response #2 
 

Letter #21: Kathleen Fitzgerald and Keith Stavely (2/8/2006): 
Comments opposing the project. 
A. There are other available sites and it should be placed there.  
 See response #3 
B.  GZA cannot be sure there won’t be contamination from the project, so why take a 

chance of contaminating groundwater.  
 See response # 2 
 

Letter #22: Mike S?? (2/8/2006): 
Comments opposing the project. 
A. The landfill has already contaminated private wells. 
 See also response #1 and 28. 
B.  There may be accidents at the highway barn.  
 See response #19 
C. Why reuse contaminated soil at the landfill?   
 See response #12 
D. The water supply is threatened and cannot be replaced.  
 See response #2 
 

Letter #23: David A. King (2/8/2006): 
Comments opposing the project. 
A. GZA was the firm that said there should never be development on the abutting parcel.  
 The Department reviewed the GZA Viera Farms report and finds no such conclusion. 

See also response #15 and 28. 
B. The commenter lives within 100 yards of the landfill and is concerned about 

groundwater.  
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 See response #2. 
C. An expert from EPA and Director Sullivan have both been quoted as saying it is not a 

matter of “if” but a matter of “when” disturbing the old landfill would create a 
problem of contaminants leaching off the site.  
See response #20 

D. Someone other than GZA should do the analysis.  
 See response #21 
 

Letter # 24: Donna Kane (2/7/2006): 
Comments opposing the project. 
A. Groundwater is the only source of water and trucks will pollute it.  
 See responses #19. 
B. GZA found contamination on the Viera Farms property and has reversed themselves.  
 See response #15 and 28. 
C. No other town in RI has built on a superfund site like this one.  
 See response #5 and 23. 
 

Letter #25: Nancy L. and Robert W. Halstead (2/7/2006) 
Comments opposing the project. 
A. Jamestown has been cited over the years by DEM for numerous violations that were 

documented by the NECC and not disputed by DEM.  
See response 3. 

B. The town and GZA have lied about the site.  
See response 15. 

C. Groundwater is threatened by the project.  
 See response #2. 
 

Letter #26: Dwight S. Smith (2/7/2006) 
Comments opposing the project. 
A. The area is a sole source aquifer.  
 See response #4. 
B. Excavation may have risks.  
 See response #12. 
C. GZA will reroute surface water.  
 See response #33. 
 

Letter #27: David Bolger and Mark Lancaster (2/6/2006) 
Comments opposing the project. 
A. Possible contamination of private wells.  
 See responses # 2. 
B. Possible contamination from the highway barn.  
 See response #19. 
C. There is no alternative for water supply.  
 See response #2. 
D. The town does not maintain things properly and is a bad neighbor.  
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 See response #3. 
E. The town has not explored all available sites.  
 See response #3. 
F. The landfill should be closed, capped and monitored.  
 See response #1. 
 

Letter #28: Steven W. Jepson (2/9/2006) 
Comments opposing the project. 
A. GZA previously indicated the landfill was the source of contamination on the Viera 

Farms Property.  
 See responses # 15. 
B. The Viera Farms property should be retested.  
 See response #28. 
 

Letter #29: Susan and Abbott Gregerman (2/9/2006): 
Comments opposing the project. 
A. The landfill should be capped.  
 See responses # 1. 
B. Residents depend on the groundwater with no alternate source.  
 See response #2. 

 
Letter #30: Richard Kingsley, PhD. (2/10/2006): 

Comments supporting the project. 
A. Respondent is a geologist by profession.  
 No response needed. 
B. Siting of Highway barn and hazard mitigation are separate.  
 See response #1. 
C. Concerns are without merit and issues are easily addressed by proper construction and 

storage practices.  
 No response needed. 
D. The voters approved the highway barn and that is where it should go.  
 See response #3. 
 

Letter #31: David Coppe, M.D. (2/10/2006): 
Comments opposing the project. 
A. Potential contamination of the ground water, private wells and reservoir could lead to 

health concerns.  
 See response #2.   

B. Toxic substances in small amounts could lead to health concerns.  
See response #2. 

 
Letter # 32: Ellen M. Winsor (2/10/2006): 

Comments opposing the project. 
A. Cape Cod and another superfund site in Ashland Massachusetts have shown severe 

contamination.  
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 See response #5. 
B. The sole source aquifer is at risk and the site should be held to the highest regulatory 

standard.  
 See responses #1, 2 and 4. 
C. Concerns about Nyanza and Rose Hill were not addressed. Unlike these sites NECC 

was not allowed to have a citizens advisory group.  
See responses #3 and 5. 

D. RIDEM should acknowledge the “Weingand Principle”  that when an activity raises 
threats of harm to human health or the environment, precautionary measures should 
be taken even if some cause and effect relationships are not fully established 
scientifically.  
The Department does not believe the chosen remedy threatens human health or the 
environment, see response #1. 

E. Environmental justice is not being achieved here. 
 See also response #27. 
F. To date the EPA has provided alternate drinking water to 615,000 people, we do not 

want to be added to this list.  
 See responses  #2 and 5. 
 

Letter #33: Norma Willis (2/7/2006): 
Comments opposing the project. 
A. Fact- Jamestown is unique and Jamestown is an Island. 
 Agreed per response #11. 
B. Fact- Jamestown is a sole source aquifer. 

See response #4. 
C. Fact- Jamestown’s landfill is surrounded by private wells.  
 Agreed per response #2. 
D. Fact-Jamestown has a highly fractured bedrock aquifer.  

See response #11. 
E. Fact- Jamestown’s landfill has seeped toxic VOC’s off the landfill in the past.  

See response #28. 
F. Fact- GZA cannot guarantee that pollutants will not contaminate private wells. 

See response #2. 
G. Fact- 57% of Jamestown residents rely on private wells.  
 The Department has not verified this information but does not dispute it. 
H. If the bedrock aquifer becomes contaminated those on private wells will have no 

recourse.  
 See response #2. 
I. Attached article where a “lightly contaminated” soil is used to recap a landfill in 

Worcester. The article draws a contrast to Woonsocket where clean soil is placed are 
part of an engineered cap. 
See response #32. 

 
Letter #34: Lee Tuthill, PE  (2/9/2006) 

Comments supporting the project. 
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A. Project will improve the groundwater while providing a much needed facility.  
 See response #1 and 2. 
B. Most Jamestown residents want it built there.  
 See response #3. 
C. Commenter drinks from this aquifer and believes it to be safe.  
 No response needed. 
 

Letter #35: Karen and Don Easton (2/8/2006) 
Comments supporting the project. 
A. Forces opposing the barn have more financial resources than those supporting it.  
 No response needed. 
B. RIDEM should use good science and ignore the “background noise” regarding this 

project.  
See response #3. 

C. There is no evidence that the barn will cause a problem.  
 See response #2. 
D. Most residents of Jamestown voted to put it there.  
 See response #3. 
 

Letter #36: J. Christopher Powell, Jamestown Conservation Commission  (e-mail 2/10/2006, 
hard copy 2/16/2006).   
(This comment was subsequently withdrawn after the comment period). 

Comments supporting the project. 
A. The Conservation Commission is on record as supporting the project.  

No response needed. 
B. Locating the project here would prevent another greenfield from conversion to 

industrial use.  
 See response #18. 
C. The location of the DPW facility on the landfill is an integral part of the remediation. 
 See response #3. 
 

Letter #37: Kurt D. Musselman (2/10/2006) 
Comments opposing the project. 
 
A. Commenter includes an explanation of his background that includes: 

• Mother works at RIDEM and father works for FDA.  
• Former intern in environmental law at the RI Attorney General’s Office 
• Certified brew master (described as a food scientist and an engineer that brews 

beer) 
 No response needed. 
B. Fact- the landfill is not properly closed.  
 See response #1. 
C. Fact- EPA exempted the site from the NPL list due to funds making the site a state 

(RI) responsibility.  
 See response #5. 
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D. Fact- DEM desires to use an EPA exemption to circumvent normal CERCLIS landfill 
closure. 
See response #5. 

E. Fact- Contaminants have been found on monitoring wells at the site.  
 No response needed. 
F. Fact- The current plan involves disturbing CONTAMINATED soil. 

See response #12. 
G. Fact- The current plan involves changing the surface water FLOW and groundwater 

RECHARGE.  
See response #33. 

H. Fact- The current plan involves NO CONTINGENCY FOR backup water supply to 
citizens using private wells.  

 See response #2 and 20. 
I. Fact- Current “brown-field” procedures involve finding uses for sites that have been 

PROPERLY REMEDIATED.  
See response #18. 

J. Fact, There is at least one well immediately adjacent to the site that has a 
contaminated well. 

 See response #28. 
 

Letter #38: Franklin Julian (2/10/2006) 
Comments opposing the project. 
A. Studies have been done that indicate the proposal will contaminate wells in the area.  

The Department is not aware of such a study, see response #2. 
B. 57% of residents rely on groundwater   
 The Department has not verified this information but does not dispute it. 
C. The barn should be located at Fort Getty.  
 See Response #3. 
 

Letter #39: John Mecray (2/10/2006) 
Comments opposing the project. 
A. A hydrogeologic study has not been done and should be.  
 See comments #8. 
B. Contamination has been found on an adjacent property.  
 See response #28. 
C. Site is a known hazardous waste site.  
 See response #5. 
 

Letter #40: Carol Nelson-Lee (2/11/2006) 
Comments supporting the project. 
A. The closure plan is well thought out and will result in a cleaner site. The plan includes 

the following items: 
i Excavate and evaluate material buried at the landfill. 
ii Change grade of land so excess runoff will be diverted from the landfill 
iii Improve drainage with vortex separators to keep gasoline out of storm water 



   29

iv Improve entrance roads 
v Build the highway barn. 
The understanding of the plan is correct, except that the excavation of waste will be 
only for very limited areas (under the barn and under some drainage areas). 

B. Segments of the videotapes have been edited and distributed in such as way as to 
inaccurately characterize the meeting and ridicule the speakers.  

 See response #24. 
 

Letter #41: James K. Cardi M.D. (2/10/2006) 
Comments opposing the project. 
A.  How many landfills have been closed in this manner (i.e. excavated). 

See response #23. 
B. How many landfills have industrial facilities in areas only served by private wells?  
 See response #23. 
C. What is the basis of the statement at the meeting by Laurie Grandchamp that the 

landfill is fairly benign? 
See response #34. 

D. Who will pay for monitoring of private wells?  Who will pay for investigations? 
See response #1 and 20.  

E. Private wells are very important and impact both health and financial well being of 
the residents.  

 See response #2. 
 
Letter #42: Dennis H. Webster  (2/9/2006) 

Comments supporting the project. 
A. The project is of reasonable cost and will improve the groundwater.  
 See responses #1 and 2. 
B. There is the same level of effort for the landfill whether the garage is built or not.  
 See response #1. 
C. Much of the fear is unfounded.  
 See response #2. 
 

Letter #43: Quentin Anthony (2/9/2006) 
Comments supporting the project. 
A. There is no scientific reason that the project should not go forward.  
 See response #2. 
 

Letter # 44: Susan and Abbott Gregerman (2/10/2006) 
Comments opposing the project. 
A. We should err on the side of caution and not threaten the groundwater.  
 See response #2. 
 

Letter #45: Holly Turton (2/10/2006) 
Comments supporting the project. 
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A. The concerns regarding groundwater are without merit and the highway barn should 
be built there.  

 See response #3. 
 

Letter #46: Marcie Lindsay (2/8/2006) 
Comments opposing the project. 
A. We should err on the side of caution and not threaten the groundwater.  
 See response #2. 
 

Letter #47: Daniel O’Neill (2/10/2006) 
Comments opposing the project. 
A. Groundwater is very important for drinking and bathing.  
 See response #2. 
B. Fractured bedrock underlies the site and may flow in a different direction. 

See response #11. 
C. Jamestown has a long history of environmental violations.  
 See response #3. 
D. No variances to solid waste regulations should be permitted.  
 See response #1 and 22. 
E. Wells within the waste must be sampled.  

See response #14. 
F. The landfill is a geologically unstable waste pile over toxic chemicals.  
 There is no data to support this characterization. 
G. Why are Lot 47 and Summit Ave part of the plan when Laurie Grandchamp said they 

are not jurisdictional?   
 See response #26. 
 
 

Letter # 48: Joe S. Loitherstein, P.E., Loitherstein Environmental (2/9/2006) 
Comments opposing the project. 
A. Further assessment of chlorinated volatile organic compounds is needed. Letter 

includes a proposal for Loitherstein Environmental to do the work for $35,000 not 
including the cost of wells.  

 See response #35. 
 

Letter #49: Saverio and Cheryl Rebecchi (2/9/2006) 
Comments opposing the project. 
A. The bedrock aquifer supplies water to the entire island and must be protected.  
 See response #2. 
B. Forbidding industrial activity at the landfill is the best way to delay the release of 

unknown contaminants.  
 See response #1. 
C. In 1987 to town issued and emergency ordinance forbidding new development within 

1000 feet of the landfill.  
 See response #3. 
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D. GZA has found contamination at the Viera Farms wells. The comment also includes 
reference to materials on the www.northendcc.org site.  

 See comments #15, 28 and 24. 
E. Laurie Grandchamp should not make characterizations of the landfill as benign as it 

shows lack of objectivity.  
See response #34. 

F. Filters will not protect human health unless the wells are tested every day. 
See response #20. 

G. Onsite activity may cause chemical at the landfill to explode and release poisons 
miles away. 
See response#5. 

H. The Town has a poor history of maintenance at the site.  
 See response #3. 
I. There are many other sites where the barn can be located.  
 See response #3. 
J. The area is a sole source aquifer.  
 See response #4. 
 

Letter #50: W. Bruce Turner (2/10/2006) 
Comments opposing the project. 
A. The site has been inadequately studied.  
 See response #1. 
B. Groundwater in Jamestown is a precious resource that needs to be protected.  
 See response #2. 
 

Letter #51: Darcy Magratten (2/9/2006)\ 
Comments supporting the project. 
A. The site has been adequately studied.  
 See response #1. 
B. Concerns for groundwater from the project are not warranted.  
 See responses #2 and 5. 
 

Letter #52: James Estes (2/10/2006) 
Comments supporting the project. 
A. Most residents of Jamestown want to see the garage constructed at that location.  
 See response #3. 
 

Letter #53: William W. Karl (2/10/2006) 
Comments opposing the project. 
A. Movement and vibrations from the project will contaminate hundreds of wells.   
Lawsuits will result.  Residents will have to rely on store bought water. Property values 
will plummet.  Water will have to be provided by the town that will tax the system. 
See response #2. 
B. Cancer rates in Jamestown are already very high (the commenter was diagnosed with 
prostate cancer).  

http://www.northendcc.org/
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See response #25. 
 

Letter #54: Kathleen Karl (2/10/2006) 
Comments opposing the project. 
A. The project will harm groundwater causing lawsuit and health problems.  
 See response #2. 
B. Another location should be chosen.  
 See response #3. 
C. Cancer in Jamestown is the highest in the state.  
 See response #25. 
 

Letter #55: Gloria J. Kurz (2/10/2006) 
Comments opposing the project. 
A. The project threatens groundwater.  
 See response #2. 
B. A hydrogeologic study is needed.  
 See response #8. 
 

Letter #56: Susan R. Little (2/10/2006) 
Comments opposing the project.  (An identical letter was also submitted with Susan 

Little’s name at the top and John G. Shannon [commenter #64] at the bottom) 
A. The project threatens groundwater.  
 See response #2. 
B. The island is a sole source aquifer.  
 See response #4. 
C. No variances should be granted. More study is necessary.  
 See response #1. 
D. An impermeable cap is needed.  
 See response #1. 
E. High levels of heavy metals have frequently been detected at the site.  

See response #2 and 5. 
F. Truck traffic on the landfill may expose waste.  
 See response #13. 
G. Storm water discharges will dump contaminated water into wetlands.  
 See response #36. 
H. More groundwater monitoring is required.  
 See response #1. 
 

Letter #57: Alexandra Hope and Francis J. Darigan Jr. (2/7/2006) 
Comments opposing the project. 
A. The project threatens groundwater.  
 See response #2. 
B. A non-toxic site should be found for the barn.  
 See responses #3 and 19. 
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Letter #58: Richard Eannarino (2/7/2006) 
Comments opposing the project. 
A. What was the cost of the cleanup of the Davis Dump? What were its impacts?   

See response #5 and 3. 
B. What is the cost to the town to maintain and monitor the garage for the next 10 years? 

What is the cost to remove all the waste in the area of construction? 
See response #3. 

C. William Munger testified waste ranging from thermometers to paint cans have been 
disposed of at the site. What is the cost of heavy equipment transversing pavement 
covering with such waste.  
The Department does not believe that mercury thermometers, if they are present in 
the landfill will impact paving procedures and costs.  See also response #3. 

 
Letter #59: Barbara Infantolino  (2/8/2006) 

Comments opposing the project. 
A. The project threatens groundwater.  
 See response #2. 
 

Letter #60: Sarah Baines  (2/10/2006) 
Comments opposing the project. 
A. The project threatens groundwater.  
 See response #2. 
B. A firm other than GZA should do the work.  
 See response #21. 
C. The “flume” from a superfund site on Cape Cod caused extensive damage and was 

very expensive to remediate.  
 See response #5. 
D.  Residents will have to pay for water filter if the landfill contaminates wells. 

See response #20. 
 

Letter #61: Donna P. O’Neill (2/10/2006) 
Comments opposing the project. 
A. The project threatens groundwater.  
 See response #2. 
B. Any building on the site must include mandatory provisions for alternate water 

supplies to the residents.  
See response #3. 

 
Letter #62: Melissa Mastrostefano  (2/9/2006) 

Comments opposing the project. 
A. The project threatens groundwater.  
 See response #2. 
B. Cancer rates in Jamestown are very high.  
 See response #25. 
C. Arsenic at the site poses a danger to the groundwater.  
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 Recent groundwater sampling results do not show arsenic to be a problem at the site. 
D. Contamination has been found at Viera Farms.  
 See response  #15 and 28. 
E. The bedrock at the site is fractured.  
 See response #11. 
 

Letter #63: Linda A. Scott  (2/9/2006) 
Comments supporting the project. 
A. The project will improve groundwater.  
 See response #2. 
B. The Department should use sound judgment and not be swayed by a vocal minority.  
 See response #3. 
 

Letter #64: John G. Shannon  (2/9/2006) 
Comments opposing the project.   
A. The project threatens groundwater.  
 See response #2. 
B. The proposal is to excavate and rebury the waste.  
 See response #12. 
 

Letter #65: Joan E. Jordan (2/9/2006) 
Comments opposing the project. 
A. The site will probably contaminate the aquifer.  
 See response #2. 
B. The testing was not properly done at the site.  
 See response #1. 
C. Another site should be used.  
 See response #3. 
 

Letter #66: Raymond Iannetta (2/9/2006)  
Comments opposing the project. 
A. Jamestown is unique.  
 See response #11. 
B. Exeter and Hopkinton are able to bring municipal water to residents if the wells 

become contaminated.  
See response #23. 

C. The plan does not call for paving the road over the landfill.  
 See response #13. 
D. The reduction in the test wells was allowed because GZA showed a statistical 

analysis that showed level or downtrend in MCL’s. The statistics are misleading 
because EPA does not have MCL’s for some VOC’s, cobalt. Also chromium levels 
have risen.  

 As discussed in response #1, the EMP has already been approved. There seems to be 
confusion here between MCL’s and statistical analysis of contaminants trends. As 
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part of the EMP, there is a requirement to analyze statistically significant increases 
of analytes that are above MCL’s or above background.  See also response #27. 

E. The Department should not rely on MCL’s as drinking water standards.  
See response #27. 

F. There should be no expansion because the site sits on a sole source aquifer.  
 See response #4. 
G. The Town should post a bond to connect all residences to public water.  

See response #3. 
 

Letter #67: Barbara Noel Tuthill (2/13/2006) 
Comments supporting the project. 
A. DEM should stand up to the vocal minority opposing the project and approve it.  
 See responses #1 and 3. 
B. There is no evidence the project will damage groundwater.  
 See response #2 
C. The current controls and monitoring are adequate to ensure safety of the aquifer.  
 See response #2 
 

Letter #68: Bob Dolan (2/8/2006) 
Comments supporting the project. 
A. The small group that dominated the Town meeting on the site does not represent most 

of the residents.  No site will be without community opposition.  
 See response #3. 
B. The site was approved overwhelmingly at the financial town meeting.  
 See response #3 
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1. The Scope of the Regulatory Review Process 

 
The general steps in the Department’s Site Remediation Approval Process include the following 
components: 
 

• The site is investigated. 
• Data is compiled and a Site Investigation Report (SIR) is submitted for 

Review/Approval.  Said Report is also required to propose conceptual remedies. 
• The Department issues a “Program Letter” which triggers formal Public Notice and 

Comment on the SIR. 
• The Department issues a “Remedial Decision Letter” after evaluating public comment 

and reaching a final decision on the SIR and proposed remedy 
• A “Remedial Action Work Plan” (RAWP) is submitted for Review/Approval, that 

provides additional engineering details on the remedy. 
• The remedy is implemented. 

 
Remedial Design and Environmental Monitoring Plan 

The Site Investigation Report with the associated conceptual remedy for the Jamestown Landfill 
were approved in 2004.  These approvals went through the appropriate public notice and 
comments periods and the Department received comments from NECC members as well as 
others.  Once the remedy is chosen, the Site Remediation Regulations do not require any other 
public notice or public comment periods to occur during the remedy design phase.    The remedy, 
which was approved in a Remedial Decision Letter dated April 22, 2004, included the following 
key elements: 
 

• Increasing the thickness of the cap to a minimum of two feet of soil. 
• Re-grading of the site to meet minimum and maximum slope requirements 

of the solid waste regulations. 
• Development and implementation of a revised groundwater monitoring 

plan.  
• Design and implementation of a storm water management system to 

reduce ponding and erosion. 
• Establishment of an Environmental Land Use Restriction to ensure the 

long-term implementation of the remedy and prevent residential 
development at the site. 

• Implementation of a Post Closure Environmental Monitoring Plan (EMP) 
 
During the February 11, 2004 public meeting and the April 19, 2004 response to public 
comments letter, the Town of Jamestown offered to conduct an additional public 
workshop at the 50% design phase of the Remedial Action Work Plan in order to allow 
further public input into the remedy design.  
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The Post Closure Environmental Monitoring Plan (EMP) that was part of the remedy was 
approved on November 10, 2004 after a process of review, comment, discussion and 
resubmission.  The Department reserves the right to require changes to the remedy or the 
EMP if conditions change, new data becomes available or the regulations change.  
Barring these things, the Department is reviewing the 50% Design only as it affects 
implementation of the approved remedy.  There has been criticism that the Department 
seems to have already made up its mind to support the remedy and monitoring.  It is true 
that the Site Investigation and EMP were approved by the Department after appropriate 
review and public comment and therefore, the Department did render a final decision on 
these documents.  The Department reviewed the 30% Design (that included the barn) and  
is currently reviewing the 50% Design to determine if it is compatible with the remedy 
and complies with the Regulations.  
 
Given the Town’s decision to hold an additional workshop, the Department has also 
reviewed the recent public comments submitted to determine if any changes to the 
remedy selected and/or EMP are warranted, based on new information provided and/or 
information that alters the Department’s previous understanding of site conditions. 
Throughout the 30 years of monitoring, the data has been evaluated and will continue to 
be evaluated using approved EPA statistical procedures.  Those protocols also include 
triggers to potentially require additional incremental remedial measure should significant 
statistical exceedances occur.  Based on the current data, the Department does not 
anticipate that this will occur.  
 
The Department’s regulations call for a total of 30 years of post closure monitoring.  The 
Town has agreed to 30 years of monitoring following approval of the remedy.  In that 
period, if the Department sees changes in contaminant concentrations or aquifer 
characteristics it will reevaluate the monitoring well network accordingly.     
 
Also, the Department had requested the Town sample private wells in the area to provide 
an additional layer of protectiveness.  During the Site Investigation, the Town attempted 
to gain access to the Viera Farms property to sample the monitoring wells.  It was 
reported to the Department by the Town that access to the monitoring wells on the Viera 
Farms Property was refused by the property owners.  As a result, additional monitoring 
wells were installed on the landfill property to monitor groundwater quality in the 
southerly direction. If there were private drinking water wells on the Viera Farms 
property, sampling of those wells would have also been requested. 
 
Financial Responsibility for the Landfill 
Throughout the process, the Department considers the Town to be the responsible party 
for the landfill based on our Regulations as well as state and federal statutes.  Therefore, 
the cost of investigation and remediation of the landfill or any areas impacted by the 
landfill is the Town of Jamestown’s responsibility.   
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2. The Significance of Groundwater 
 
The Department received the most number of comments relating to the importance of 
groundwater to the residents of the area.  In Rhode Island 25-30% of the population relies 
on groundwater as their primary source of drinking water, and the State’s regulations 
reflect this importance.  Consequently, RIDEM Rules and Regulations for Groundwater 
Quality, Section 8 has the following prohibitions: 
 

8.1 Groundwater shall be maintained at a quality consistent with its 
classification.  No person shall take actions that violate or cause to violate the 
standards established in the Rules and Regulations.   
 
8.3 No person shall operate or maintain a facility in a manner that may result in a 
discharge of any pollutant to groundwater without the approval of the Director. 

 
The Remediation Regulations and Solid Waste Regulations are both structured to provide 
special protection to drinking water aquifers, which are designated as GA and GAA.  The 
area surrounding the Jamestown Landfill is classified by RIDEM as GA, indicating it is 
designated to be suitable for drinking water use by the public without treatment.   
 
The Department’s Groundwater Regulations do allow groundwater beneath an inactive 
landfill to be reclassified, which is a recognition of the potential impacts past filling 
activity could have on the groundwater’s current quality.  On October 15, 2004 the Town 
of Jamestown submitted a request to the Office of Water Resources to reclassify the site 
as GB (the request was revised on December 6, 2004).  In June of 2005, after a public 
comment period, the groundwater at the site was reclassified to GB.  By policy and 
regulatory mandate the Department does not allow degradation to any aquifer and 
approved remedies are designed to reduce any likelihood that contamination will occur. 
 
Although the groundwater underneath the landfill is GB, groundwater monitoring is 
required to ensure that it will not cause degradation to adjacent GA areas.  Therefore, 
the landfill closure program has viewed groundwater protection to be of paramount 
importance when evaluating remedies for landfills in GA and GAA aquifers. 
 
Many of the comments imply that the Department’s procedures at other sites should not 
apply here because the area is served by private wells with no municipal water system in 
place.  It should be noted that the Department has dealt with and continues to deal with 
many sites both on islands (such as Prudence Island, Block Island and Aquidneck Island) 
and in other areas where residents rely on the groundwater as their only source of 
drinking water. The Department has overseen the installation of what it believes is a 
significant and adequately spaced groundwater monitoring well network over the site as 
well as a private well sampling program. 
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The Department believes that the current storm water management at the site is not 
adequate and has observed both ponding and erosion at the site. These conditions 
increase infiltration through the landfilled materials, that is a potential risk to the 
underlying groundwater.  The remedy approved in 2004 requires improvements to this 
storm water management system to address these concerns. This remedy went through an 
exhaustive review, as well as, public comment period.  
 
In spite of the problems, the monitoring wells show very small levels of contamination 
within the site. Nevertheless, the Department is anxious to see the remedy implemented 
since we believe the measures will improve groundwater and surface water conditions at 
and around the site.   
 
There have been comments that the proposed highway barn should be forbidden as it may 
contaminate wells miles away from the site. Many of the commenters believe either that 
there is a highly concentrated plume of contaminants at the landfill, something the 
extensive investigation has not shown to be the case, or that the contaminant plume will 
become more concentrated as it leaves the site, which is contrary to scientific principles. 
The data collected to date, over multiple years has detected only low levels of some 
contaminants during several monitoring events. Also in the last three rounds of sampling, 
all the monitoring wells at the site have met drinking water standards. The assertion that a 
highway barn will mobilize huge quantities of contaminants for such long distances is not 
reasonable given the nature of contaminants present and the hydrogeology of the area.   
 
Furthermore, if the remedy is delayed, given the current ponding and erosion, it is almost 
certain that such a delay will result in continued leachate discharge to the aquifer.  
Although current levels are relatively low, the Department believes that to allow these 
higher levels of leachate generation to continue to occur to prevent the very unlikely 
scenario is scientifically justifiable, especially since the  site is surrounded by a GA 
aquifer.   
 
The Department believes the final remedial measures proposed, as conditioned, will be 
protective of the groundwater resource.  The remedy calls for improvements of storm 
water management as well as better erosion controls.  The Department is also requiring 
the plan be altered to pave additional areas.  In addition, said remedy includes 30 years of 
continued long term monitoring of the groundwater, with appropriate and automatic 
regulatory triggers incorporated for any significant statistical exceedance found in future 
groundwater results. 
 
A “blanket” or state imposed prohibition on the Town’s reuse of their property is 
therefore not supportable based on the existing environmental conditions known at the 
site.   
 

3. Local Government and Community Issues 
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Town Jurisdiction and Authorities 
The Department has received a significant number of comments urging the Department to 
use good scientific and engineering principles to guide the review process.  Many of 
these comments expressed concern that the Department is or may be influenced more by 
political pressure than science to reject the project and overturn the will of the voters of 
Jamestown and their elected government. 
 
The Department respects the Town of Jamestown’s authority, as a municipality of the 
State of Rhode Island to govern those areas within local jurisdictional control.  For this 
reason, the Department’s environmental review has not considered the pros and cons of 
the site versus any alternative locations the Town may have chosen for their highway 
barn facility.  The Department’s review is also not considering such aspects as aesthetics 
of the proposed barn, traffic, zoning, cost estimates or whether the site is ideally situated 
for efficiency.  Such issues are clearly within the Town’s jurisdiction and the Department 
is without legal authority to override the Town in such local matters.  The Department 
has jurisdiction over matters involving Individual Sewerage Disposal System or ISDS, 
wetlands and storm water management at any site that must be complied with to construct 
such a facility.  As discussed in Response #10, the town will need to file appropriate 
applications with the Office of Water Resources to be in compliance with these rules. 
Unlike the Office of Water Resources, the Landfill Closure Program only has authority 
over construction as it affects the landfill closure.  If the highway barn were to be 
proposed on a parcel that did not contain a landfill or was not contaminated, the Landfill 
Closure Program would have no jurisdiction to comment on any aspects of the 
construction.  However, given the fact that the barn is proposed for a property that falls 
under the Department’s jurisdiction and we have concurred with the proposed remedy, 
the construction and operation of the highway barn facility must be consistent with the 
remedy.   

 
The Department has received requests to invest a local citizen’s group with authority to 
oversee the project.  The Department does not have the authority to delegate control of 
the oversight of the project to private parties.  However, the Town may have its own 
requirements regarding citizen input into such projects. 
 
There were comments at the public workshop regarding the possibility that operation of 
the garage and trucks may result in punctured gas tanks or improperly stored equipment, 
and these were given as reasons to move the garage to another, uncontaminated property. 
As all of Jamestown is underlain by GA aquifers in fractured bedrock, to require the barn 
to be moved based on speculative environmental concern would move these risks but not 
minimize them. Actually, if problems did occur at the garage at the landfill, the 
monitoring well network could give an early warning of such contamination, something 
another site may not provide. The Department does not require monitoring wells at 
highway barns, even those over Sole Source Aquifers such as Block Island. 
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History of Violations by the Town of Jamestown 
The Department has also received comments that Jamestown is an environmentally 
irresponsible municipality and therefore cannot be trusted to maintain the landfill as 
required.  The Department permits over 40 active solid waste management facilities, as 
well as oversees, numerous inactive facilities, such as the Jamestown Landfill.  These 
facilities are owned/operated by municipalities and private parties.  There is not one 
active or inactive solid waste management facility in all of Rhode Island that has not had 
deficiencies.   
 
As part of one comment, the Department was asked to indicate the number of violations 
Jamestown has been cited for in the past 15 years.  Other comments have inquired or 
commented regarding past violations where the Town was cited by the Department and 
USEPA. The Office of Waste Management and the Office of Compliance and Inspection 
have reviewed their records and have found no Notices of Violation or other formal 
enforcement actions regarding the landfill property since its closure in 1984.   The Office 
of Waste Management did send written notifications to the Town documenting non-
compliance on the dates listed below: 
 

• December 14, 1998- Letter of Deficiency regarding exposed waste, 
standing water and sandblasting grit stored at the landfill.    

• March 31, 1987- Letter notifying Town of improper brush handling and 
seepage of hydraulic oil at the transfer station.   

• May 14, 1987- Letter notifying Town lack of staffing during operating 
hours, improper brush handling and waste storage in the leaf composting 
area. 

• July 24, 1987- Letter notifying the Town of white goods and metal being 
stored on the ground at the transfer station.  

 
Such Letters of Deficiency are used to document non-compliance so that the 
owner/operator can address the problem.  The deficiencies, if not addressed may become 
violations subjecting the owner/operator to formal enforcement action and penalties (i.e. 
Notice of Violation and Penalty).  The Town was also sent letters in 1986 and 1988 
regarding its lack of quarterly monitoring of groundwater. 
  
The Department has records of inspections from 1976 to 1984 of the landfill during its 
active life.  These inspection records and associated letters and Notices of Violation show 
the Town was cited for a number of violations.  Most of the violations involve lack of 
daily cover, improper cover of brush, bulky waste and construction debris, and 
windblown trash.  There were also issues regarding odors, lack of equipment (fire 
extinguisher, communications and working bulldozer), salvage material being mixed with 
brush, erosion, surface water ponding, not maintaining a 200 foot buffer and lack of 
proper access restriction.   
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One comment concluded that because a group of alleged violations that were identified 
by residents at the informal workshop and were not disputed, they must be true.  The 
documents in question were never subsequently provided to the Department.  Therefore 
the Department cannot confirm or deny their contents.   
 
It is also important to note that while Jamestown has volunteered to join the Program, 
there are many towns with landfills in areas served by private wells that have done no 
study or remediation on their landfills at all.   
 

4. Sole Source Aquifer 
 

The Department has received numerous letters pointing out that Jamestown is a Sole 
Source Aquifer.  While there can be no disagreement that much of the northern portion of 
the island is served by private wells, and that there is no municipal water system serving 
this portion of the community, the area is not, (by RIDEM regulations) classified as a 
Sole Source Aquifer.  The commenters may be relying on an earlier statement by 
MACTEC on behalf of the North End Concerned Citizens where they made an assertion 
that it is an “immutable fact” that the island is a “geologic sole source aquifer”.  While 
the Department has searched and found no definition or reference in literature to a 
“geologic” Sole Source Aquifer, a Sole Source Aquifer is defined by RIDEM’s Rules and 
Regulations for Groundwater Quality as follows: 

 
"Sole source aquifer" means an aquifer designated by the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency as the sole or principal source of drinking 
water for the area above the aquifer and including those lands where the 
population served by the aquifer live; that is, an aquifer which is needed to supply 
50% or more of the drinking water for that area and for which there are no 
reasonably available alternative sources should the aquifer become polluted. 
  

The Department cannot designate a sole source aquifer. Only the USEPA has that 
authority.  Rhode Island has three such designated sole source aquifers:  Block Island 
Aquifer, Pawcatuck Basin Aquifer System and the Hunt-Annaquatucket Pettaquamscutt.  
The North End Concerned Citizens were made aware of this and it was suggested they 
petition EPA for this designation.  The Department recently learned that the NECC group 
submitted a request for Sole Source Aquifer designation to the EPA in January 2006. The 
Department has not yet seen a copy of the request for Sole Source Aquifer designation.  
If such designation is approved, it would not impact this project, because the landfill 
closure program views GA aquifers as critical to protect, however, it may influence siting 
of other facilities in the area.  The Department does not disagree that the additional 
support of such aquifer designation may be beneficial.  Islands are unique in that their 
aquifers are to some degree isolated.  While Block Island has a greater physical 
separation than Jamestown, Conanicut Island’s bedrock aquifer is still isolated from the 
mainland and from Aquidneck Island.  It is also worthy to note that the Sole Source 
Aquifers EPA has designated in Rhode Island all occur within glacial outwash deposits, 



 
 
 
 
 

10

that unlike the till around this site, are much more capable of quickly transmitting 
contaminants in the overburden. 
 
Information on Sole Source Aquifer Designation can be found at the following web site: 
http://www.epa.gov/safewater/ssanp.html.  
 
As discussed in response #2, the area is classified as a drinking water aquifer (GA) and 
the residents, as previously stated, rely on private wells for drinking water.  As is 
explained in response #2, the Department views any degradation of this aquifer as 
unacceptable and contrary to the Regulations.  The reason the Department is raising this 
issue is that there are many other sites in the program that are in areas where residents 
rely solely on groundwater and have no public water lines available but are not 
designated as Sole Source Aquifers by USEPA.  
 

5. EPA Designation of the Site 
 
A review of the comments indicates that a significant number of people have been 
informed that the site was determined by EPA to be a “toxic waste site” or is a 
“CERCLIS contaminated landfill.”  Other comments have identified it as a superfund 
site.  We believe it is important to clarify EPA’s assessment of the site.  The site was 
placed on CERCLIS (EPA’s inventory of potentially contaminated sites to be 
investigated) on March 11,1988.  All the current and recently active landfills within the 
state at that time were placed on that list in the late eighties and early nineties in order to 
determine if they posed a risk to human health and the environment.  The fact that EPA 
maintains that listing on CERCLIS does not mean EPA has determined it contains 
hazardous waste or presents an environmental threat.  There also may be some confusion 
between a listing on EPA’s CERCLIS list verses nomination to EPA’s National Priorities 
List (commonly know as the “Superfund” list). The later, unlike the former, does restrict 
the owner’s property rights because it indicates that EPA has determined the site is a 
threat to human health and the environment.  On September 5, 2001, EPA changed the 
designation of the site to State Lead.  This designation indicates two conclusions made by 
EPA: 
 

• USEPA will take no further action for the site under CERCLIS as it has 
determined the site does not present an imminent hazard to human health or 
the environment. 

• USEPA has concluded that the site’s environmental risk makes it a low 
priority and therefore appropriate to be given State Lead. 

 
Many comments have drawn parallels with Superfund sites in Rhode Island and 
Massachusetts as well as Love Canal in New York.  They ask why things are done 
differently at the Jamestown Landfill. The answer is that it is being handled differently by 
both the Department and USEPA because the Jamestown Landfill is very different when 
compared to actual Superfund sites.  As opposed to contaminant levels at the Jamestown 
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Landfill hovering at the detection limit (in the low part per billion range), many of the 
Superfund sites with contaminants levels significantly above health based standards with 
large, concentrated contaminant plumes.  It has also been documented at several of these 
Superfund sites that tens of thousands of gallons of industrial waste were historically 
disposed, as opposed to the disposal of municipal waste.  There obviously exists a large 
amount of misinformation through the community that such a large, concentrated plume 
exists and is threatening the water supplies of the Town.  To act on this belief would be to 
not only make unsupported assumptions but to ignore a wealth of data to the contrary. 
 
The Department received numerous comments that the site has been shown to be 
contaminated with vast quantities of toxic waste. There was even a comment that the 
installation of the barn will cause explosions that will release poisons that will harm 
people miles away.  Such scenarios run contrary to a vast array of sampling data and 
historical information known about the Jamestown Landfill. 
 

6. Disclaimers in the GZA Report 
 
The Department has read the disclaimers in Section 9 and Appendix A of the document.  
They basically state that conclusions are based on available data and that interpolations 
and extrapolations are subject to limitations.  Such disclaimers are standard wording in 
the fields of engineering and hydrogeology and do not invalidate the plan presented. 

 
7. Pump Testing 

 
The Department received several comments relative to pump testing. A pump test was 
performed on the proposed Lot 47 potable well to test its influence at the proposed 
pumping rate on wells within the landfill.  In the field of hydrogeology, pump tests are 
used primarily for two purposes: 
 

• To test the capacity of a well to produce water in a certain aquifer. 
• To explore the limits of influence pumping one well has on other wells in the 

aquifer.  This is important for the placement of capture wells in pump and 
treat systems and for evaluating the effect of pumping a supply well on the 
aquifer. 

 
Pump tests are not normally used to delineate or characterize plumes at a site.  Given that 
the Department’s review, however, has been based on the conditions presented, a 
condition will be included in the final approval limiting the pump rate of the well on Lot 
47 to below 200 GPM, unless a further demonstration is provided.  The well on Lot 47 is 
also included in the revised long term monitoring plan for the site. 
 

8. Hydrogeological Assessment of the Island 
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The hydrogeology of the landfill has been extensively studied, including analysis of the 
stratigraphy and fracture characteristics.  Some commenters have asked why the 
Department has not mandated a study of the entire island and its water supply. The 
Department requires investigation to be focused and conducted as necessary and 
appropriate.  The Department required investigation of the hydrogeology of the site and 
surrounding areas.  To require the Town to bear the expense to investigate and study all 
of the island, which would include the Downtown Area and Beavertail Point, that have no 
relevance on the remedy for the site, would be arbitrary and capricious.   
 
Geophysical analysis of fractures in the borehole for MW-7 was done to understand the 
fractures and locate the monitoring well screens with MW-7.  The geophysical results 
were analyzed and debated by geologists from both GZA and RIDEM until the screened 
intervals were agreed upon. 
 
The Department’s initial concurrence with the results and scope of the investigation when 
a Program Letter was issued on May 30, 2003.  After receiving public comment and 
additional information from residents, the Town and GZA, the Department issued it final 
approval, in the form of a Remedial Decision Letter almost one year later on April 22, 
2004. 
 

9. Relationship between RIDEM and USEPA 
 
Some comments have stated the USEPA is the governing agency over RIDEM. As 
discussed in response #5, RIDEM and USEPA have worked cooperatively at the site.  
However, it is not correct to say EPA is the governing agency over RIDEM or the Town 
of Jamestown.  The USEPA works with RIDEM but does not supervise the agency.  If 
the USEPA believes its regulations have been violated, it is free to enforce any 
regulations it believes have been violated consistent with the Memorandum of 
Understanding between the two Agencies.  In some programs, through state regulations, 
the Department also has the power to enforce USEPA regulations.   It should be noted 
that the Department is not aware of any violations of USEPA regulations at this site.  As 
discussed in response #5, in the 18 years the site was on the CERCLIS list, USEPA never 
required any actions of the Town under that program. 
 

10. Office of Water Resources Permitting Issues 
 
In addition to the Office of Waste Management issues, the placement of impermeable 
surfaces, such as a building and paved road, bring into play the regulations of the 
Department’s Office of Water Resources.   While efforts to reduce infiltration are an 
important component of decreasing leachate generation, such measures, by definition 
create a need for storm water runoff controls.  While such storm water controls could be 
normally be approved as part of the remedial design without a permit application to the 
Office of Water Resources, in this case, aspects of the Town’s plans go beyond the 
requirements for remediation alone, and therefore these components of the project do not 
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qualify for exemption provisions contained within the regulations.   The Town therefore 
must file a Preliminary Determination Application with the RIDEM Wetlands Program.  
The current review suggests there will need to be alterations made to the detention basin 
and associated discharge in the vicinity of North Main Road to meet the requirements of 
those regulations. Also the Rhode Island Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(RIPDES) Regulations will need to be complied with for storm water discharge and 
building drains and other aspects of construction.  Similarly, any Individual Sewage 
Disposal System (ISDS) onsite will need to comply with ISDS Regulations.  As these 
reviews will be part of the specific permitting by the Office of Water Resources, these 
comments and issues will be addressed jointly by the Office of Waste Management and 
the Office of Water Resources in the course of their permit review process. 
 

11. The Uniqueness of Jamestown 
 
Many comments have been about the unique nature of Jamestown since it is an island.  
The Department believes each site is unique.  As previously stated, all landfills, including 
this one are unique.  This is why a Site Investigation Report is required to understand the 
unique nature of the site.  Some factors unique to this site warrant an increased level of 
concern. For instance, it is an island and the site is surrounded by a GA aquifer.  Other 
factors point to lower hazards such as the following: 
 

• Very low levels of contamination have been found in the soils and groundwater at 
the site compared to most landfills in the state. 

• Borings from the site show it to be underlain by a low permeability till that 
overlies weathered schist that tends to isolate bedrock fractures at the interface 
between the overburden and bedrock. 

• The area overall is characterized by very poorly permeable soils derived from 
meta-sedimentary rock of the Rhode Island Formation that has caused the 
notoriously high failure rate of septic systems in the area. 

 
There have also been comments that the area has no parallel in Rhode Island because the 
houses cannot be connected to municipal water lines due to the distance from the water 
lines.  There are other site remediation and landfill closure sites further from municipal 
water lines that have no other readily available source.  This is the reason for the 
Department is as strict as it is with groundwater in GA areas. 
 
When considering the uniqueness of each landfill, the Department tries to bear in mind 
all the factors that make it unique in order to understand the site.  The Department was 
aware of all the above factors (both those that raise and lower its risks) when it oversaw 
and approved the investigations. 
 
By the Department’s Regulations, Jamestown is not classified as a sole source aquifer as 
explained in response #4.  As explained in our response #2, the Department has dealt 
with sites on islands where residents rely solely on groundwater, as well as sole source 
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aquifers. As is also explained in response #4, the Department does give GA aquifers, 
such as this, the highest level of protection.  It should be noted that if the site received 
sole source designation, it would not forbid the Town from constructing a highway barn 
at the site, as other designated sole source aquifers have such structures built on them. 
 
Regarding the existence of highly fractured bedrock, all of Rhode Island is underlain by 
fractured bedrock. Therefore the presence of fractured bedrock in Jamestown does not 
make this aquifer unique in Rhode Island.  The ubiquitous existence of fractured bedrock 
within the state has given the Department a depth of experience in dealing with such 
aquifers.  This experience will continue to be used to evaluate the project.  The consultant 
for the NECC had made a statement that the aquifer is “highly” fractured but has not 
provided any information as to how that judgment was made.  In hydrogeology, such 
qualifiers are usually used to speak about units in relative terms such as a highly fractured 
zone overlying more competent bedrock. 
 

12. Excavation 
 
The Department by policy and regulations requires that if waste is excavated from an 
inactive landfill, it must be disposed of in accordance with RIDEM Solid  
Waste Regulations.  The Department has allowed such re-interment of waste where an 
impermeable cap is being placed (such as the Woonsocket landfill).   Therefore at this 
site, the Department will require that all solid waste that is removed be disposed of 
properly off site at a licensed facility.  The Town has requested to screen the solid waste 
from soils so that soil screenings can be reused at the site for grading and shaping 
material.  The Department will require that the soils be properly sampled and are placed 
under the upper paved storage area, provided laboratory analysis can confirm the samples 
meet RIDEM standards.   The proposal calls for sampling of Total Petroleum 
Hydrocarbons, Volatile Organic Compounds, Semi-Volatile Organic Compounds, 
Polychlorinated Biphenyls, RCRA 8 metals, flashpoint, pH and reactivity.  If any of these 
contaminants exceed RIDEM standards, they will need to be disposed of offsite at an 
appropriately licensed facility. Sampling will be done at the frequency of one sample per 
500 cubic yards, which is compliant with standard Department procedures and past 
approvals at other sites. 
 
In addition to laboratory analysis of the soils, waste must be field-tested onsite for 
Volatile Organic Compounds.  Such testing, which was also done during test pitting of 
the site, is a routine precaution.  Field-testing for Volatile Organic Compounds does not 
detect metals, such as lead and antimony and semi-volatile organic compounds that have 
been found at this site. Metals and semi-volatile compounds do not spontaneously 
volatilize and therefore do not present the same inhalation risk to workers and residents 
as volatile compounds. 
 

13. Paving of the Road  
 



 
 
 
 
 

15

Following its review of the 30% Design, the Department requested that the road be 
paved.  After discussions with the Town, the Department is still not willing to waive this 
requirement.  Given the nature of the vehicles that will use the road, the Department 
maintains its position that the road must be paved.  This reasonable requirement is 
consistent with good engineering practice.   All storage, work, truck parking and service 
areas are to be paved. 
 
The Department believes the road must be paved if trucks will routinely drive on top of 
the landfill as was stated in comments for the 30% design.  Such a restriction is consistent 
with the Department’s requirements at similar sites and with standard engineering 
practice.  The Department also requested paving of the composting area.  It is our 
understanding that the Town is evaluating moving the entire composting area to another 
site.  
 

14. Monitoring Well Construction and Sampling  
 

Lack of Overburden Wells 
As explained in response #1, the Department re-opened aspects of the Environmental 
Monitoring Plan Review that were affected by the garage or new environmental data 
provided.  Several commenters have asked why there are no overburden wells.  The 
saturated overburden is not deep enough to allow the installation of overburden 
monitoring wells, so shallow wells are screened in bedrock. 
 
Sampling with Water Supply Pumps 
Some comments have questioned the reason why conventional water supply pumps were 
not used for monitor well sampling. The reason is it would be contrary to both EPA and 
DEM sampling protocols and would be poor engineering practice. A standard supply well 
pump will cause volatile organic compounds to escape into the air resulting in 
underestimating or completely missing this important group of chemicals.  
 
Furthermore, monitoring wells are placed to intercept contaminants at discrete zones 
within the aquifer. Water supply wells, on the other hand, are designed to draw water 
from as many different zones within the aquifer as possible.  The more water that is 
mixed in from other zones in the aquifer, the more dilute the sample will become. This 
causes the sampling to underestimate contaminants present and also homogenizes the 
results to make them far less meaningful as an indicator of contaminant distribution. 
 
As explained in response #2, groundwater is of primary concern to the Department in 
reviewing this project, which is why the Department is insisting on proven and 
scientifically valid sampling methodologies. 
 
Construction of Wells within Fill Areas 
Some wells, such as EA-1B and the onsite “deep well,” were installed within the fill area.  
Such construction is not recommended under current RIDEM and EPA protocols.  In 



 
 
 
 
 

16

addition to providing an incomplete picture of contaminant migration, such locations can 
provide a preferential pathway for potential contaminants to migrate to the bedrock.  
Given the nature of the area, the Department required that these wells be closed and that 
other wells be placed at the perimeter of the landfill in accordance with current 
requirements to better monitor landfill contaminant migration.  There have been 
comments received from the NECC that these wells should be part of the EMP while 
simultaneously MACTEC, the consultant on behalf of the NECC, has pointed out that 
these wells were not properly installed and asked that historical data from these wells be 
discarded.  The Department has not been persuaded by either argument. These wells were 
not constructed according to current standards and should be properly abandoned, but the 
history of contaminants detected in them is relevant and was considered as part of the 
Department’s evaluation. 
 
Construction of Cluster Wells and Well Pairs 
There have been comments as to why no cluster wells, or well pairs have been installed at 
the site.  The most recent well installation (GZ-7) was constructed as a well pair to 
monitor two different fracture zones in the bedrock.  As explained above, construction of 
pairs to monitor overburden and bedrock is not possible do to the proximity of the water 
table to the bedrock interface. 
 

15. Dispute over Issues at June 14, 2005 Meeting 
 
On July 14, 2005 the NECC along with their consultant (MACTEC) had a meeting with 
the Director in which Jamestown officials and their consultant (GZA) were also present.  
On July 8, 2005 GZA, on behalf of the Town submitted a rebuttal to the NECC 
presentation.  On August 16, 2005 MACTEC sent a response to the GZA response. It 
contained strongly worded responses to GZA's responses. Some of these responses have 
been quoted or paraphrased as comments. Our analysis of some of the disputes is shown 
below. To the extent that those comments bring out technical disagreements, the 
Department is considering these comments. To the extent that the comments contain 
personal attacks the Department feels that these lower the quality of the debate and the 
Department will not respond or consider such attacks as appropriate for the review 
process. 
 
Contaminants detected in groundwater 
MACTEC made the assertion that the following contaminants have been found in landfill 
monitoring wells above standards: chlorobenzene, 1,2-dichloropropane, vinyl chloride, 
toluene, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate (“BEHP”), arsenic, beryllium, chromium, lead, 
barium, cadmium, copper and nickel. 
 
GZA submitted a subsequent response indicating that 1,2 dichloropropene, and BEHP 
have not exceeded standards.  In the last 8 rounds only antimony, cadmium, and lead 
have exceeded MCL’s.  Copper has also exceeded the MCLG (aesthetic standard). 
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The Department reviewed the correspondences. BEHP was detected in one sample at 
well EA-2D on December 7, 2000 above the MCL of 6 ug/l and GZA was mistaken in 
their assertion that it had not been detected above MCL’s, although they believe, based 
on its detection only once, that it may be derived from plastic in the wells and not the site.  
Although 1,2 dichloropropene was not detected above MCL’s, 1,2-dichloropropane, the 
chemical MACTEC had listed, was present. It should also be noted that some of the 
chemicals listed by MACTEC are not believed to be site related and may reflect natural 
background conditions, specifically beryllium and barium. 
  
Lot 47 Pump Test 
In MACTEC’s presentation they asserted the placement of monitoring wells was 
inadequate and pump testing has not been done.  As part of GZA’s response they asserted 
that the Lot 47 well had been extensively tested and will not impact groundwater flow. 
MACTEC’s response quotes GZA’s Transaction Screen Report of 1999 that states that 
exactly what fractures the well draws from cannot be determined and construction or 
pumping of the well could alter the groundwater flow.  Then in their response, GZA 
maintains that they do not believe that the well will affect the groundwater flow.   
 
MACTEC said either the laws of hydrogeology have changed or one of the statements 
must be false.  The Department does not believe this is the case.  It is very reasonable to 
believe that at low rates, the well will not impact groundwater flow but if the rate were 
increased or pumping from other nearby sources increased, it could at some point affect 
the groundwater flow.  The critical term GZA used in 1999 (prior to the pump test) is that 
the well “may have an additive effect on groundwater migration patterns” [emphasis 
added].  That being said, GZA cannot say with absolute certainty, as they say in this 
response, that the well will not impact groundwater flow. It can be reasonably concluded 
that it will not have an affect at the proposed flow rate, however at some higher flow rate 
the radius of influence will most certainly be expanded.  In consideration of possible 
increased pumping rate or the possible cumulative affects of pumping additional wells, a 
condition will also be added to the final approval that requires the Lot 47 well pump rate 
be maintained below 200 gpm, the test rate, unless/until alternate data is proved to 
indicate a higher pumping rate does not pose a threat.  The Department also reserves the 
right to require placement of additional wells based on changes in aquifer use. 

 
Direction of Groundwater Flow at Viera Farms 
GZA’s response indicated the Viera Farms wells are not down gradient and may contain 
VOC’s from onsite disposal.  MACTEC in their response pointed out that GZA said in 
their 1992 site assessment that Viera Farms was down gradient of the landfill and the 
landfill was the probable source.    
 
MACTEC is correct in their assertion that GZA, in their study of the Viera Farms 
property in 1992 did conclude that there was no onsite source of the VOC’s observed. 
While GZA did not actually state in their response 9 that the VOC’s came from an on-site 
source, however, it is implied by their statements that there is on-site disposal and that the 
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wells are not down gradient.  To that extent, the Department believes it makes an 
inaccurate implication.   
 
Having looked at the data, the Department believes that while the Viera Farms is not 
technically down gradient of the landfill, it is very close and cross gradient of it, and the 
Department reviews and approval have taken this into consideration.  Also surface water 
flow followed by infiltration may affect groundwater in areas not downgradient of the 
site. 
 
See response #28 for the Department’s analysis of the Viera Farms data.   
 
Onsite Sewage Sludge Disposal 
In their presentation, MACTEC indicated that waste was landfilled until 1987. The GZA 
response was that landfilling stopped in 1984 with sludge accepted until 1985.  MACTEC 
in their response quoted the Screening Site Inspection done by EA in 1991 and a letter 
from RIDEM in 1999 showing that sewage sludge disposal took place well after that. 
 
The Department reviewed the information and found that much of the issue relates to the 
semantics of the term “disposal”. The Screening Site Inspection Report indicates GZA is 
correct that landfilling of solid waste stopped in 1984 and disposal of sewage sludge in 
trenches ceased in 1985.  The acceptance for disposal MACTEC refers to in their rebuttal 
(also quoting the Site Inspection) involves the mixture of sewage sludge and wood chips 
as part of a composting operation, not a landfilling operation.  The Site Inspection 
Prioritization report of October 1992 also supports this conclusion. 
 

16. Karst Aquifer 
 
Some comments refer to underground “lakes” or underground “pools” making up the 
aquifer in Jamestown.  The commenters seemed to be misinformed about the nature of 
this aquifer.  Underground pools of water are characteristic of karst topography, which 
we do not have in this area.  The groundwater in this area is both stored and transmitted 
in fractures.  Physical disturbance is not the mechanism by which such aquifers are 
threatened.  The primary mechanisms of contamination are diffusion of contaminants into 
the fractures and migration of the groundwater, either by natural flow or pumping of the 
aquifer.    The current monitoring strategy is designed to detect such contaminants 
migration based on sound geological principles. 
 

17. Projected Pumping Rates of Lot 47 Well 
 
We have received public comments that the pumping at the site may exceed the pumping 
rate that was done for the pump test on Lot 47.  The Department agrees and believes that 
the EMP should be modified to include that supply well.  Appendix D of the 50% Design 
does propose addition of this well to the Environmental Monitoring Plan.  The approval 
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will also be conditioned to restrict the pumping rate of the Lot 47 well consistent with the 
data provided. 

 
18. Brownfields: Laws and Regulations 

 
The Department has received comments that the Brownfields approach is a bad concept.  
The Rhode Island General Assembly passed the Industrial Property Remediation and 
Reuse Act (CHAPTER 23-19.14) and it is not within the power of the Department to 
override or ignore the laws of the State of Rhode Island.  Similarly, some comments have 
said that this statute was never meant to apply to sole source aquifers.  In reading the 
statute and legislative intent, there is no suggestion that it was meant to exempt any part 
of Rhode Island.  Regarding sole source aquifer designation, please refer to response #4. 
 
There have also been comments that it is the responsibility of the Department to find uses 
for sites that have been properly remediated.  The selection of the end use is not the 
Department’s responsibility in the oversight process, it is the role of the town.  The 
Department’s role is exclusively to ensure the remedy is protective of the human health 
and the environment based on the end use proposed by the property owner (consistent 
with local zoning requirements). 
 

19. Possible Impact from Highway Barn Activities 
 
As explained in response #3, if the barn were built on a non-contaminated site that did 
not contain a landfill, the OWM would have no jurisdiction over the matter whatsoever.  
Therefore, the Department’s role only relates to how the highway barn will affect the 
landfill closure.  These wells may prove useful in detecting any possible contamination 
from the transfer station or proposed barn even though their original purpose was to 
monitor the landfill. If there should be a truck accident or other incident that may cause a 
leak of gasoline or hydraulic fluid, this would be completely unrelated to the landfill. If 
Jamestown moved the location to lot 47 or any other location in the Town, such 
monitoring wells would not be required.  Virtually every other community in Rhode 
Island (including New Shoreham which is a designated sole source aquifer) maintains a 
public works garage and none of them were required to install a network of wells around 
the facility upon construction. Therefore it would be arbitrary and capricious of the 
Department to require it here. 
 
Some commenters have asked if an uncontaminated property can be found.  As we stated 
in response #3, this is the Town’s decision.  From a wider environmental perspective, it 
would not be logical to locate the proposed DPW facility over  an uncontaminated site 
should be found so that if contamination occurs it will occur over a pristine and 
unmonitored portion of a GA aquifer is flawed. 
 
The location of the highway barn does increase the complexity of the continued 
operations of the public works facility and of the closure.  A closure where subsequent 
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uses are passive has a more predictable set of site expectations.   A more complex closure 
has certain financial, scheduling and technical impacts (or aspects) that are being left to 
the town to consider. 

 
20. Private Well Sampling and Contingency Plans 

 
Officials of both RIDEM and RIDOH have had discussions with both the NECC and the 
Town of Jamestown regarding private well sampling and contingency planning.  The 
Department also received a comment from RIDOH offering to work with the Town on 
contingency planning and incorporating that into the process.  The Town has paid for the 
entire cost of the private well sampling program.  As per RIDEM Remediation 
Regulations, the Department considers the Town responsible for the cost of private well 
sampling and if contamination occurred due to landfill activity, the Town is responsible 
for the cost of remediation. 
 
One such meeting occurred on June 14, 2005 at RIDEM Headquarters.  There have been 
several comments that quote Dr. Robert Vanderslice of the RIDOH as saying it is not a 
matter of if but when this project causes contamination of private wells.  We have spoken 
to Dr. Vanderslice directly regarding his statement.  Dr. Vanderslice said he was advising 
the Town on the wording of contingency plans in general in regards to how to deal with 
positive results in wells (whether contamination from piping, onsite activities or offsite 
sources) and was not drawing any conclusions regarding this landfill or this project.  
Another comment attributes this same quote to Dr. Sullivan at the meeting.  Dr. Sullivan 
also denies making such a statement. 
 
The Department’s Regulations also include EPA approved methods to statistically 
evaluate the groundwater data throughout the entire post closure monitoring period.  That 
ongoing evaluation process is designed to trigger additional incremental response actions, 
should environmental data suggest they are warranted. 
 

21. Hiring of Consultants 
 
Some commenters have said that they wish the Department would prohibit the Town 
from using GZA to work on the project. One reason given is that they have already had 
involvement with the landfill closure. Another reason is the disputes discussed in 
response #15.  
 
It is totally outside the Department's authority to tell the Town whom they may hire as a 
consultant or Town employee. Similarly the Department would not tell the NECC that 
they couldn’t hire MACTEC in the future. Both parties are within their rights to hire 
whomever they wish. 
 

22. Landfill Closure Policy 
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There have been comments that the closure is not compliant with the Landfill Closure 
Policy.  Our policy contains the following statement:  
 

As some of the requirements of Rule 2.1.09 of the Solid Waste Regulations may 
not be applicable to all of these inactive landfills, the Department may grant a 
variance from one or more of these requirements, as long as all documentation 
and information necessary to support the variance has been provided.   

 
The Department concluded in 2004 with its Remedial Decision Letter that the SIR 
provided the necessary documentation to support the variance in conjunction with the 
remedy.  Specifically sufficient documentation was provided to show that the 
environmental risks were adequately addressed by the proposed remedy.  Therefore, the 
requirements of the regulations and the policy have been met.  To apply the policy to 
mean that this site, although it contains lower levels of contaminants than many other 
sites in GA areas, must have an engineered cap would be inconsistent and unjustified. 

 
23. Other Similar Uses at Landfills 

 
The Department received many comments that the proposed industrial use has not been 
allowed at any other site where residents rely on groundwater as their only source of 
drinking water.  The Department compiled the below listed information of other landfills 
over GA aquifers where municipal water lines are not available.  In addition to the above 
listed characteristics, some are located over community wellhead protection areas.  Some, 
like the Richmond public works garage, were simply built on the landfill property with 
no hydrogeologic studies at all.   
 
The Department has also received comments that this site cannot be compared to sites 
such as Hopkinton and Exeter because those sites can easily be connected to municipal 
water lines.  Neither community has ever made that representation to us and in fact, 
neither municipality even has a municipal water system (Hopkinton has a very limited tie 
in to the Richmond system that services only Main Street in Hope Valley).  Furthermore 
the sites are approximately 4.3 and 6.3 miles away from the nearest municipal water 
systems.  Therefore, to connect to an existing municipal system, these communities 
would have to physically and legislatively create an entire municipal water system, have 
another municipality give them water and build at least 4 to 6 miles of municipal water 
lines just to connect to a neighboring system (if capacity existed).  To do so would 
hardly, as the comment implies, be a simple matter compared to Jamestown. 
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Landfill Use/Reuse Data for sites in GA Areas not Served  by Municipal Water Lines 
 
 Name Within Wellhead Current Usage 
  Protection areas? 
 
 Burrillville Landfill No.1 N Leaf and yard waste  
 composting facility, transfer operation and  
 D.O.T. salt storage 
 Burrillville Landfill No.2 N Vacant- engineered cap. 
 Exeter Landfill No. 1 N Vacant 
 Exeter Landfill No. 2 N Transfer Station 
 Foster Landfill N Vacant 
 Glocester Landfill Y Transfer station, leaf and yard waste  
 composting operation, and animal shelter. 
 Hope Town Dump N Vacant 
 Jamestown Landfill N Transfer station, leaf and yard waste  
 composting operation, proposed DPW Garage. 
 Little Compton Town Dump N Western portion of landfill contains leaf and  
 yard composting operation.  Transfer station  
 and firearms qualifying range on-site also  
 proposed cell phone tower. 
 Narrow Lane (Charlestown) Landfill N Mostly vacant some storage of gravel. 
 New Shoreham Landfill N Transfer station and recycling center 
 Ninigret National Wildlife Refuge Landfill Y Wildlife Refuge 
 North Scituate Town Dump N Vacant 
 Portsmouth Melville Dump N Vacant 
 Prudence Island Landfill (Disposal Area) N South Prudence Bay Island Park 
 Richmond Landfill Y Storage of DPW stockpiles on landfill, dog park, 
   Ball field (proposed) 
DPW Transfer Station operations partially encroach on fill area, also possible encroachment of Public Works Garage. 
 Scituate Town Landfill N Vacant 
 West Greenwich Landfill N Transfer station expansion proposed to go onto  
 filled area 
  
 
24. Information located at the NECC.org Site 
 

A number of comments have referenced the above listed web site, particularly in 
reference to the workshop of February 1, 2006.   The Department has reviewed this web 
site and the characterizations of the meeting are from our view both inaccurate and filled 
with ad hominem attacks against the speakers at the meeting.  We feel this lowers the 
quality of the debate to name calling, therefore it should not be considered a factual 
reference.  Furthermore, some of the information on this website is inaccurate and is 
being used to instill a sense of fear rather than provide factual and rational information. 

 
 
25. Cancer Rates in Jamestown 
 

The Department has received a number of comments regarding cancer rates in Jamestown 
and particular cancer diagnoses.  It is the Department’s role to keep contaminants, 
particularly carcinogens, from releasing to the environment, including the groundwater.  



 
 
 
 
 

23

Explaining cancer rates in general, or individual cases involves complex factors such as 
genetics, lifestyle, socio-economic status as well as environmental exposure.  If any cases 
of cancer are suspected to have an environmental cause, we would ask that the physician 
who diagnosed the disease please call Dr. Robert Vanderslice (222-3424) to ensure that 
the RI Department of Health has the opportunity to conduct the appropriate follow-up.  
The state has also coordinated with US Department of Health and Human Services in the 
past, the federal counterpart to the state Department of Health. 

 
26. Lot 47 and Summit Avenue as Part of the Site 

 
Some comments have pointed out the ambiguity as to whether two adjacent properties 
(Lot 47 and Summit Avenue) are part of the site or not.  As these sites do not have waste, 
they are not inherently under the jurisdiction of the Office of Waste Management. 
Historically some documents, like the Screening Site Inspection, do list Lot 47 as part of 
the site.  To the extent that they have drainage structures on them that are part of storm 
water management, they are jurisdictional regarding any storm water or RIPDES permits, 
therefore, for these permits, they are part of the site.  The relationship to this property 
increases in importance with increased storm water discharge if the site is developed with 
the barn and associated paving requirements.  
 
 In the exchange of letters discussed in response #15, MACTEC criticized GZA for 
referring to Lot 47 as part of the site, saying it is “indicative of their lack of attention to 
detail”, and yet in the same documents, MACTEC refers to the supply well on Lot 47 as 
an “On-Site” well.  This is indicative of how confusing the definition of “site” can be. 
 

27. The Application of Health Based Standards 
 

The Department, like many other environmental agencies, has become conscious in 
recent years of the role of environmental justice in decision making.  As explained in 
response #11, the Department views each site as unique.  For this reason, some sites, such 
as those over drinking water aquifers or those with high levels of contamination, may be 
required to construct more rigorous source control measures than other landfills based on 
the threat posed to environmental or human health receptors.   
 
The Department, as well as the Department of Health, have adopted standards, such as 
EPA’s MCL’s that specify contaminant levels in drinking water, below which exposure 
to humans are acceptable in terms of calculating risk.  There have been comments that the 
MCL’s should be discarded and stricter levels should be created and enforced for private 
wells around this site.  Some comments have further stated that drinking water standards 
should be created and enforced for this project for compounds that are not presently 
regulated.  
 
MCL’s are legally enforceable in both law and regulations for both public water supplies 
and for determining compliance with drinking water aquifer standards that are well 
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supported by current science following lengthy public notice.  The Department does not 
have the authority to rewrite statutes and can only adopt new regulations after careful 
scientific study. Issuing drinking water standards that are either unique to a particular site 
or are not adequately supported by scientific documentation is inappropriate for a least 
two significant reasons:  
 

• Requirements that place unreasonable burdens on a single property owner will 
likely be found to be arbitrary and capricious in violation of statues and 

• A drinking water standard that provided more protection to one community 
would affect say that the health of that community is more important than the 
health of other communities. 

   
 

The concept of environmental justice is based on the concern that some groups, 
particularly those in minority or low-income communities are subjected to more 
environmental contamination.  To create separate numbers that apply only for this project 
would be to violate the concept of equal protection and environmental justice.  

 
 

28. The Viera Farms Property 
 

In 1992, GZA performed an environmental assessment of the adjacent property, known 
as Viera Farms.  The site had been issued a violation for illegally filling wetlands in 
1986.  As part of this evaluation, monitoring wells near the landfill were monitored and 
found to contain low, part per billion levels of VOC’s including 3 ppb of vinyl chloride 
which is above the Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) of 2 ppb.  Based on the 
proximity of the wells to the landfill and the contaminants detected, the Department 
believes that the landfill was and is the source of the contaminants.   The original GZA 
study concluded the same.  However, the lack of  laboratory analysis of the illegal fill 
material cited in the 1986 Notice of Violation creates the possibility that the fill brought 
on-site by Viera Farms is the source of the contamination.  It has been the Department’s 
experience that illegal dumping is rarely if ever accompanied by analysis of the fill being 
dumped.  Therefore, it cannot be positively ruled out that the fill material was 
uncontaminated given the presence of many of these compounds (such as toluene, xylene 
and vinyl chloride) in many different types of materials.  Given the fact that detections 
were in the low ppb range, and their occurrence was sporadic, it is difficult to definitively 
rule out either the Viera Farms fill or the landfill as a source of the VOC’s. 
 
In short the Department does not accept GZA’s 2005 implication that the Viera Farms is 
the source of the contamination.  However, the Department also does not accept the 
contention of the NECC that there is irrefutable proof that the landfill is the source of the 
contamination found in these wells.   
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At the time the EMP was being designed, the Town reported that they had been denied 
access to the Viera Farms property for the purposes of well sampling.  The Viera Farms 
monitoring wells were not included in the approved EMP as it was determined that 
monitoring wells at the perimeter of the landfill provides a better early warning system of 
contaminant detection than offsite wells and avoids the issue of disposal at the Viera 
Farms property.   

 
29. Geophysical Methodologies 
 

Form letter 3 claims that other communities have used sonar and x-ray viewing to 
complete hydrogeologic studies prior to constructing buildings on landfills and ask that 
this should be done here.  The commenters are misinformed regarding sonar and x-ray 
analyses that supposedly have been done with other communities for their bedrock 
fracture studies. Neither is an effective technique in investigating bedrock fractures or 
aquifers and neither has been used at any sites in Rhode Island to our knowledge. See 
response #8 regarding geophysical studies that have been done at this site. 

 
30. Coastal Resource Management Council Review 
 

The Department has determined that the site is not within the jurisdictional area of 
CRMC; therefore a permit from the agency will not be required.  All sites within the state 
do eventually drain to coastal areas, however this is not the criterion that make a site 
jurisdictional to the CRMC. 

 
31. Closure at the Block Island Landfill 
 

The Department has received comments that the Block Island Landfill should be the 
model for closure in Jamestown and that their consultant should be hired here.  The 
landfill on Block Island was never closed or capped. The Town has not yet volunteered to 
join the landfill closure program. Also a building was constructed on the site without a 
geological or hydrogeological study submitted to the Department. Unlike the Jamestown 
Landfill, this landfill is still undergoing investigation under the federal CERCLIS 
program, and the Department is involved in that investigation. Investigatory activities 
occurred on Block Island as recently as the summer of 2005. As part of the investigation, 
the Department found exceedances of GA standards for lead, beryllium, cadmium, 
chromium, nickel and thallium in 2005.  Historically, onsite wells have also shown 
exceedances of methylene chloride, trichloroethene and 1,2-dichloroethane.  Given the 
above, the assumption that the Block Island Landfill should be the model that the 
Jamestown Landfill should follow is questionable.  

 
32. Closure at the Woonsocket Landfill  
 

A newspaper article was submitted regarding the different closure mechanisms of the 
Woonsocket Landfill and another landfill located along the Blackstone River in 
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Worcester.  RIDEM is overseeing the construction of an engineered cap on the 
Woonsocket landfill as the nature of hazardous waste and other site-specific 
characteristics, such as groundwater results, justified it to protect human health and the 
environment. As explained in response #4, every landfill is unique. The Department 
cannot comment on the decision of the Massachusetts DEP on the landfill in Worcester, 
as the Department was not involved with the decision. 
 

 
33. Alteration of Surface Water Flow 
 

The Department has received comments that the proposal will alter the direction of 
surface water flow.  This is correct.  The SIR demonstrated that existing surface water 
flow patterns cause ponding over the landfill leading to infiltration into waste and 
leachate generation.  The remedy is intended to alter this pattern in order to divert surface 
water flow to areas that are downgradient of waste storage areas.  As explained in 
response #10, storm water management will have to comply with all The Department’s  
RIPDES and Wetlands Regulations. 
 

 
34. Characterization of the Landfill as Relatively Benign 
 

At the public workshop for the 50% Design, personnel from the Department made a 
statement that, in comparison to many landfills in the program, this site is relatively 
benign.  The Department has received comments questioning what information this 
statement is based on.  Some comments have also said it shows a lack of objectivity. The 
landfill has been the subject of  extensive study that included sampling of groundwater, 
soils and sediments. The levels of contaminants found at this landfill are low by 
comparison to many landfills in the Landfill Closure Program. In the last 3 rounds of 
groundwater sampling, all onsite-monitoring wells met drinking water standards. In the 
Department’s experience it is very unusual for a landfill to contain such low levels of 
contamination.  While the Department strives to be objective, it does not view this as 
incompatible with drawing reasonable scientific conclusions based on years of data.  See 
also response #5. 

 
 
35. Passive soil gas sampling for VOC’s 
 

A comment was received by Loitherstein Environmental that further delineation of the 
chlorinated organic compounds in groundwater should be done using passive soil gas 
sampling.  It is unclear what information was reviewed to formulate the comment and 
proposal. Volatile organic compounds at the landfill typically occur in the low part per 
billion range. Chlorinated volatile organic compounds are a very small component of the 
organic compounds historically detected. As discussed in response #1, assessment work 
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was found to be adequate. The Department believes an additional soil gas survey is not 
advisable when contaminant levels are being found around the detection limit.  
 
This comment came with a proposal and cost estimate for Loitherstein Environmental to 
perform the work.  Although it was not the intent of the public comment to solicit bid 
proposals, as explained in comment #21, both the Town and the NECC are free to hire the 
consultants they wish. 
 

36. Placement of Drainage Collection and Discharge Locations 
 

Some comments have stated that the catch basin will discharge storm water to the waste 
underneath the soil cap..  The Department’s review of the 50% Design shows that all 
catch basins discharge to points downgradient of the landfill (points west of the fill 
material or east of the surface water divide).  It is also our understanding that storm water 
detention basin #2 is upgradient of waste east of the landfill but will be lined so as to 
prevent direct infiltration.  However this basin design needs to undergo further review 
with the Office of Water Resources as per response #10.  
 
Also, there have been comments that discharging storm water to wetlands or lot 47 is 
discharging “contaminated water” to these sites.  The purpose of collecting storm water is 
to collect the rainwater before infiltration, thereby eliminating the potential risk of 
contamination.  It is not accurate to refer to the rainwater channeled away from the 
landfill as “contaminated” because it flows on top of or near a landfill, and has not come 
in contact with the waste. 
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As part of the public comments the Department received a comment Letter (#7) from David B. Van 
Slyke (Preti, Flaherty, Beliveau, Pachios & Haley LLP) and an attached letter (#8) from Jeff 
McCrady and Stephen H. Mitchell, P.E. (MACTEC) on 2/10/2006. Both were submitted on behalf 
of the North End Concerned Citizens.  Due to the detailed discussion of technical and legal issues, a 
summary of these two letters and the Department’s responses are detailed in this attachment.  All 
other public comments are contained in Attachment A.  In some cases these issues have been raised 
in other public comments and the responses refer back to the Department’s responses in Attachment 
B.  However, where these issues are unique to these comments, the response is listed here.  
 
1. The site has been inadequately characterized. 

A. The monitoring well network is inadequate and sparse. 
B. No monitoring wells are located in the overburden 
C. There are no well pairs to determine vertical gradient 
D. The public works facility was not contemplated in the site investigation. 

See response #1, Attachment B.    
 
2. The landfill cover system does not comply with RIDEM Regulations or its Landfill Closure 

Policy 
A. The soil cap does not control migration. 
B. The cover system is not a low permeability cap 
See responses # 1 and 2 , Attachment B. 

 
3. The site does not have an adequate post-closure environmental monitoring program 

A. The Site Investigation was faulty 
B. This is a completely different closure approach 
See response #1, Attachment B 1. 

 
4. The proposed landfill closure design allows the Town to avoid storm water management 

requirements by increasing storm water discharge into landfill waste, thereby creating more 
landfill leachate that will threaten the island’s aquifer 
We have reviewed the 50% Design and it does not call for any storm water discharge to areas 
filled with waste or to any areas upgradient of filled areas so the assertion is based on 
inaccurate information. The issue of storm water discharge is important and the Town will need 
to meet all the requirements of the RIPDES and Wetlands Regulations as explained in responses 
#10 and 36, Attachment B.   

 
Letter # 8: Jeff McCrady and Stephen H. Mitchell, P.E. (MACTEC, 2/10/2006) 
 
This correspondence was submitted as an appendix to the previous letter from PretiFlaherty and 
is written on behalf of the NECC. For clarity, MACTEC headings and comment numbers are 
included. 
 
Site Background/Site Investigation Summary  (MACTEC comments 1-4) 
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5. GZA believes the waste to be overlain by low permeability glacial till, but the test pit logs 
indicate the cover to be sand and silt.  
The Department concurs that this is confusing. We contacted GZA and they clarified the 
statement about reworked till as specific to the area below the proposed DPW facility. The 
Department will require that the statement and the observations upon which it is based be 
clarified in future submissions.  As stated in previous comments, the Department has evaluated 
multiple years of site specific environmental data, and believes the remedy is protective of 
human health and the environment. 

 
6. The plan does not meet the requirements of 40 CFR 258.60 which requires that a final cover 

system must have a permeability less than or equal to the permeability of any bottom liner or 
natural subsoils present. Therefore the Town must insure the cover system meets this 
requirement. 
40 CFR 258.1 (c) clearly states that: 
These criteria do not apply to municipal solid waste landfill units that do not receive waste after 
October 9, 1991.  As the site ceased landfilling in 1984, this regulation is not applicable. For 
more information you may wish to consult with EPA New England. 

 
7. Cover soils were not tested for pesticides, PCBs, dioxins or furans and should be. Early reports 

suggest the navy dumped transformers at the landfill. 
As discussed in response #1, the Department has already approved the Site Investigation Report 
and associated remedy and is reopening the process only as it relates to the modified use of the 
property.   

 
8. MACTEC believes the statement regarding the last 4 rounds of groundwater sampling does not 

completely explain the following issues: 
A. GZ-7S and GZ-7D were only installed in July and well EA-2D is at times dry  
B. Other wells were not installed in accordance with industry standards and data from them 

should not be used to characterize the site. 
C. The document did not contain the December 2004 data that showed an MCL exceedance of 

copper.  
GZA could have provided significantly more detail on the well installation and sampling but the 
Department does not believe such detail is necessary to review the 50% design. Furthermore, 
the entire EMP is an appendix to this document.  See response #14 regarding monitoring well 
construction. 
 
The copper exceedance of December 2004 is not shown in the table on page 3. It should be 
noted this is not an MCL but an MCLG meaning it is a non-enforceable standard based on 
aesthetics, and is not a health based standard.  

 
9. Landfill gas monitoring is limited to methane. VOC sampling in the soil gas should be done for 

the following reasons: 
A. The nature of wastes is largely unknown 
B. VOCs have been detected in the groundwater 
C. Gas sampling should be done for VOCs, SVOCs and petroleum hydrocarbons. 
As discussed in response #1, the Department is reopening the process only as it relates to the 
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modified use of the property.  Given the sampling that has taken place, the Department does not 
believe it is not accurate to say the nature of the waste is largely unknown.  See also response 
#35 regarding passive soil gas sampling. 

 
Remedial Actions- Groundwater (MACTEC comments 5-6) 
 
10. The EMP should be modified to include the following: 

A clear understanding of potential flow pathways for groundwater and potential contaminants 
transfer from all site activities in both overburden and bedrock 
See response #1, Attachment B. 
 

11. There are no wells in overburden 
See response #14, Attachment B. 
 

12. The monitoring well network must be more closely spaced to monitor any potential releases 
from activities at the DPW garage. 
See response #19, Attachment B.   

 
13. The groundwater underneath the site was reclassified in 2005. 

A. How will the Town monitor the GB/GA areas? 
B. How will the monitoring ensure there are no exceedances in GA areas? 
C. Will there be monitoring to ensure GB and GA regimes do not show trends that will impact 

GA areas. 
The Department reclassified the groundwater in June of 2005 after public notice and no public 
comments were received. Such reclassification was a part of the approved EMP and does not 
relate to the 50% Design.  The approved EMP includes point of compliance for groundwater 
sampling. 

 
Landfill Cover System (MACTEC comments (7-10) 
 
14. The landfill cover system does not meet the requirements of the Landfill Closure Policy or the 

RIDEM Solid Waste Regulations. 
See response #22, Attachment B. 

 
15. RIDEM solid waste program is delegated from the Federal Program and must be consistent with 

and no less stringent than the Federal Program. Closure is not consistent with 40 CFR 258. Why 
are these regulations not applicable to DEM’s review? 
Following the promulgation of RIDEM Solid Waste Regulations in 1992 the USEPA compared 
those Regulations to 40 CFR 258.40 and found them to be at least as stringent. However, 
MACTEC misunderstands the Rhode Island Solid Waste Program. This program enforces 
RIDEM Solid Waste Regulations and their parent statutes. It is not a federally delegated 
program and does not have the authority to enforce 40 CFR 258 except for those portions 
incorporated by reference in RIDEM Regulations. In addition we believe 40 CFR 258 is not 
applicable because of 40 CFR 258 (c) that states: 

 
These criteria do not apply to municipal solid waste landfill units that do not receive waste after 



5 

October 9, 1991. 
 
The landfill ceased to accept waste in 1984. The Federal Regulations state the landfill must 
receive waste after October 9, 1991 and do not make any reference to Rhode Island Certificates 
of Closure. As the Department has not been delegated to enforce 40 CFR 258, MACTEC may 
wish to consult EPA New England.  

 
16. How does the existing soil cap satisfy state and federal regulations? 

See response #1 and #22, Attachment B 
 
17. A variance must be submitted with an opportunity for review, comment and approval. 

The approved SIR and the associated review, comment and approval of the remedy satisfied the 
requirements of the regulations, see also responses #1 and #22, Attachment B. 

 
18. Appendix C was not available for download from the web site. Once such information is 

received from the Town, such analysis will be undertaken and provided to RIDEM. MACTEC 
reserves the right to provide further comments on this matter. 
When the plan was received it was immediately made available to the NECC and other 
interested parties for review. Norma Willis from the NECC reviewed the document at RIDEM 
Headquarters within 2 days of its receipt by the Department. At the Department’s request, 
copies of the entire document were made available at both the Jamestown Public Library and 
Town Hall. Furthermore the Department never received a request for this appendix from 
MACTEC and the Department cannot extend the comment period because MACTEC chose not 
to review the document that was made available at 3 public locations. 

 
Site Storm water Management (MACTEC comments 11-21) 
 
19. A larger storm water management system may be required to handle the additional runoff 

created by the proposal and RIDEM’s additional paving requirement outlined in the 30% 
Design comments. Will RIDEM’s request for the access road to be paved, as per the comment 
on the 30% Design, be complied with (paving was not shown in the 50% Design)? 
The Department believes these are valid concerns, see response #13, also as per response #10, 
the Department may require changes to the retention basin design as required by RIPDES and 
Wetlands Regulations. 

 
20. With a low permeable cover system, will the storm water management be adequate. 

Such a cover is not proposed see also response #10, Appendix B. 
 
21. MACTEC had a number of specific questions regarding the storm water design and 

calculations. Among them were the following: 
A. What runoff curve number is proposed?   
B. Storm water is discharged to a private residential property. What are the regulatory 

ramifications of this? 
C. How will the level spreader on North Main Road be protected from vehicle damage? 
D. A level spreader will be required on Lot 47. 
E. What is the nature of floor drains and storage tank at the transfer station? 
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F. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan will be required. 
G. The site must comply with MS4GP requirements 
 For those aspects of the Town’s plan that go beyond the remedial measures qualifying for a 
wetlands exemption, this will be part of the review under the Wetlands Program and the 
concern will be forwarded to the Office of Water Resources for consideration.  

 
22. WQ Basin 2 and Detention Basin No. 2 both rely on infiltration of storm water. Detention Basin 

2 infiltrates just up gradient of the landfill boundary and WQ basin no. 2 infiltrates partially 
within the landfill boundary. 
See responses #10 and 36. 

 
23. WQ Basin 1 and part of basin #2 should have better sedimentation controls. 

See response #10. 
 
24. Storm water is discharging to Lot 47 that is a residential property. Is a zoning ordinance being 

proposed? 
See response #3of Attachment B regarding Town Authorities. 

 
25. What will be the nature of bathrooms, floor drains, and under-drains at the new facility? 

As per response #10, this will be part of the review under the RIPDES, Wetlands and ISDS 
Programs and the concern will be forwarded to the Office of Water Resources for 
consideration. 

 
26. The underdrain outlet is a source of leachate. 

It is the Department’s understanding that the underdrains will not discharge to the filled areas 
or any areas upgradient of filled areas. We expect this to be clarified in the 90% Design 
Submittal. 

 
27. Will there be a subdrain at the facility? 

All of the detail regarding subdrains is not contained in the 50% Design. When the 90% Design 
is submitted, the design of the subdrain will be evaluated to ensure it meets RIPDES 
requirements as per response #10. 

 
28. Storm water discharge if it is contaminated with leachate will be illegal under RIPDES 

regulations. Will these regulations apply? 
The Department’s review and understanding is that the storm water will be collected prior to 
contact with waste. Therefore it will not be contaminated from the landfill. The Design will need 
to comply with all RIPDES requirements as per response #10. 

 
Landfill Gas Management (MACTEC comments 30-32) 
 
29. What landfill gas monitoring will be required? 

Landfill gas monitoring has not been altered from the EMP except those that relate to 
monitoring of the buildings. The Department’s standards require that methane levels not exceed 
25% LEL at the property boundary. Additionally, the Department believes that the building will 
need methane monitoring due to its location within the landfill property boundaries.  Such 
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building monitoring systems have been required at similar facilities in the state as a safety 
precaution. 

 
30. What will be the response levels for methane?  What activities will be restricted? 

We expect such a response level to be detailed in the 90% Design.  The response level will 
dictate the need (if any) for restriction of activity.   

 
31. MACTEC recommends a landfill gas mitigation system be installed. 

Landfill gas sampling as part of the SIR did not indicate any exceedances of the requirements 
set forth in the regulations (25% LEL at the property boundary). As per response #1, this issue 
is not being revisited. 

 
Waste Excavation and Disposal (MACTEC 33-35) 
 
32. The shed may be demolished and landfilled onsite in the proposed plan 

As per response #3, all material meeting the definition of a solid waste generated by onsite 
activities shall be disposed of offsite at an appropriately licensed solid waste management 
facility. 

 
33. Testing of excavated and separated soils does not include metals testing. 

See response #12. 
 
34. Waste excavated should only be relocated to paved areas within the footprint of the landfill. 

See response #12. 
 
Erosion and Sedimentation Control MACTEC 36-37) 
 
35. Staked hay bales should not be used for Sedimentation Control in disturbed areas of the site. 

See response #10. 
 
36. All drainage channels should be lined with riprap. 

See response #10. 
 
Yard Waste Compost Area (MACTEC 38-40) 
 
37. The depiction of final cover of the composting area does not depict the extra two feet of cover 

and the slope requirements under RIDEM Solid Waste Regulation #8. 
The Department concurs and the 90% Design must demonstrate compliance with Solid Waste 
Regulations #8.  Please refer to response #13. 

 
Site Utilities (MACTEC 41-45) 
 
38. MACTEC had several comments (41-43) regarding the specifics of the proposed ISDS system.  

See response #10. 
 
39. The lot 47 well had a pump test to determine its adequacy to supply water to the proposed DPW 
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facility.  
A. Is 200 GPD an adequate supply for the facility 
B. Are large quantities of water needed for maintenance activities 
C. Does RIDEM has pump test results 
D. Will higher pumping rates impact the landfill? 
E. Will the water supply be subject to public water system requirements? 

 
See response #17 regarding pumping rates and testing. The quantities of water used (and 
therefore discharged) will be addressed as per Response #10. Pump test results have not been 
submitted to RIDEM.  It is our understanding that as per a December 2005 meeting between the 
Department of Health and the NECC, the Department of Health stated the following: 

 
A well used to supply less than 25 employees with drinking water would be considered a 
“private well” and would not need to meet requirements for public drinking water supplies. 
Although future private well regulations are likely, the Department of Health has no current 
requirements on the monitoring or use of private wells. 

 
The Department intends to place a condition on the final approval to restrict pumping rates to 
that conducted as part of the study. 

 
40. 40 PVC jacket pipe with solvent joints may be inappropriate for use in filled areas. MACTEC 

suggests HDPE pipe with butt fusion joints. 
The Town should minimize to the extent practicable, the extent to which potable water goes 
through filled areas.  The plan does call for a geosynthetic clay layers or low permeability soil 
to line the sidewalls of the trenches.  Where it does go near fill material, the selection of pipe 
material must be justified as compatible with the use (compaction) and leachate characteristics.  
To date, contaminant levels in wells MW-3, GZ-3 and GZ-4 have been at low levels.  
Furthermore, the trench should be backfilled with clean soil.   

 
Miscellaneous Comments (MACTEC 46-47) 
 
41. Drawings C-3 and C-4 do not included proposed grading. Proposed contours should be 

developed. 
The Department believes that this will have to be altered in accordance with our comments 
regarding paving of the road. We expect the 90% Design will have such contours. 
 

42. Site access is not completely restricted to prevent illegal dumping. 
The Department believes the need for access restriction is not altered by the proposal or from 
past Department approvals of the Town’s Transfer Station License and is not part of the review.  

 
Comments from 30% Design 
 

In April of 2005, MACTEC submitted comments to the Department on the 30% Design. The 
document had been made available to the NECC, as it was a public document. The comments 
were provided to the Town of Jamestown. As this was a preliminary document, and therefore 
not opened for public comment, the Department had no regulatory authority to require the 
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Town to respond to it. Some of these comments were reiterated and/or expanded upon by 
MACTEC as summarized below: 

 
43. The proposed leaching field is within 20 feet of the North Property Boundary. Does this location 

conform to setback and buffer agreements?  (MACTEC Re-Submittal Comment 1) 
This comment will be forwarded to the Office of Water Resources to assist them in their review. 

 
44. The drainage channel along the west bank of the landfill indicates storm water velocity is high 

enough to cause erosion. (MACTEC Re-Submittal Comment 2)   
See response #10, Attachment B.  

 
45. The plan shows that almost an acre of woody plants will be left at the site. The roots of these 

plants will promote infiltration and compromise the integrity of the cover.  It is also noted that 
clearing limits may not be accurate on the 50% Design. (MACTEC Re-Submittal Comment 4) 
The Department must weigh the competing factors of root infiltration versus the greater evapo-
transpiration and erosion control that deciduous vegetation will provide.  Were there an 
engineered cap in place, this balance would change.  Regarding the clearing limits, we expect 
the plan may change somewhat in the 90% Design. 

 
46. There is a 60-foot strip of waste near the western boundary of the property.  It is unclear from 

the drawings if this waste will be left in place.  It is still unclear in the 50% Design. (MACTEC 
Re-Submittal Comments 6 &7) 
It is also the Department’s understanding that this waste will be removed.  The Department is 
requesting that the 90% Design more clearly define the limits of waste removal. 

 
47. Collection of storm water in subsurface chambers and surface swales should consider the 

potential for exfiltration.  (MACTEC Re-Submittal Comment 8) 
See response #36, Attachment B. 

 
48. Due to the limited size of the barrier upgradient of the excavation area, it is likely that leachate 

will circumvent this barrier and the 6 inch ADS slotted wall drain will collect leachate from the 
area of the DPW garage and discharge it at the toe of the wall. (MACTEC Re-Submittal 
Comment 9) 
See response #10, Attachment B.  
 

49. An outlet device for the Pond should be designed that allows peak flows to be conveyed to the 
culvert inlet without flooding the road. (MACTEC Re-Submittal Comment 11). 
See response #10, Attachment B. 

 
50. The EMP and or SWPPP should require continued monitoring for concentration of lead and 

zinc in the storm water long term. (MACTEC Re-Submittal Comment 12) 
See response #10, Attachment B. 

 
51. Appendix C was not available for download from the Jamestown Web Site; therefore MACTEC 

reserves the right to provide additional comment on this document. (MACTEC Re-Submittal 
Comment 13) 
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See response #17 of this document. 
 
52. Lining of storm water controls should be sufficient to evaluate its ability to withstand flow 

velocity.  (MACTEC Re-Submittal Comment 14). 
See response #10, Attachment B. 

 
53. Hydraulic conductivity testing must be done to ensure the cover soils meet the RIDEM standard 

of 1 x 10-7.  (MACTEC Re-Submittal Comment 17) 
See response #6 of this document. 

 
54. A HELP model should be completed to predict the estimated leachate generation of the landfill. 

(MACTEC Re-Submittal Comment 18) 
See response #6 of this document. 

 
55. The 50% Design does not include settlement calculations to show that the landfill will meet 3% 

slopes required by Solid Waste Regulation #2. (MACTEC Re-Submittal Comment 19) 
The Department concurs that the Town should provide details on how annual inspections 
provided under the ELUR will monitor settlement.   
 

56. The landfill as a whole does not have a passive gas venting system as recommended by 
MACTEC.  (MACTEC Re-Submittal Comment 20) 
See response #1, Attachment B. 

 
57. What is the plan for decommissioning of existing wells EA-2S, EA-2D and EA-1B?  

Decommissioning is not included in the plan. (MACTEC Re-Submittal Comment 21) 
In accordance with the approved EMP these wells are to be decommissioned. It is the 
Department’s understanding that decommissioning of these wells will be done on a separate 
(presumably faster) track from closure activities described in the 50% Design, the well closures 
must comply with all Department standards. 
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