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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The development of the proposed Town of Brookhaven Landfill Expansion Area is 

one component of the Town's Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan (SWMP). The 

SWMP provides the framework within which future solid waste management activities will 

be conducted and, among other things, identifies a variety of waste reduction and recycling 

measures which will be employed to minimize the amount of solid waste which will 

ultimately require land disposal. 

Other elements of the Town's SWMP include: 

• Waste reduction programs. 

• Mandatory source separation of designated recyclables. 

• Material Recovery Facility (MRF). 

• Household toxics control (STOP program). 

• Yard waste composting. 

• MSW composting. 

• Construction and demolition debris processing and recycling. 

• Land clearing debris processing and recycling. 

• Major household appliances recycling. 

• Tire management. 

• Solid waste transfer station. 

These components are in various stages of implementation. 

This document is the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the proposed 

Town of Brookhaven Landfill Expansion Area (hereinafter referred to as the Landfill 

Expansion Area). The Landfill Expansion Area will consist of 56 acres of landfill area and 

22 acres of ancillary facilities, all located within the property boundaries of the Town of 

Brookhaven Waste Management Facility Site. 

This FEIS has been prepared in accordance with the requirements of the State 

Environmental Quality Review Act, Article 8 of the Environmental Conservation Law. 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was accepted as complete by the 

lead agency, the Town of Brookhaven, on October 20, 1992. Two public hearings were held 
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·(afternoon and evening sessions) on November 10, 1992, and the 44-day public comment 

period closed on December 4, 1992. 

This FEIS consists of the DEIS (which is hereby inco1porated by reference), all 

written comments on the DEIS (see Appendix 2), the transcript of the public hearings held 

on November 10, 1992 (see Appendix 1), and the Town's response to substantive comments 

on the DEIS, and all other documents inco1porated herein by reference (See List of 

Documents Inco1porated by Reference). 

Appendix 3 provides a cross reference index which attnbutes the substantive 

comment(s) to the persons who provided the comments. Any appropriate supplemental 

. information used in response to comments and any amendments made to the language 

presented in the DEIS, are presented directly within this FEIS. 

After reviewing the comments and their respective responses, there are no 

substantive changes to the · conclusions presented in the DEIS with respect to impacts 

anticipated for the proposed Landfill Expansion Area. Therefore, this FEIS concludes that 

the construction and operation of the proposed Landfill Expansion Area will result in the 

following unavoidable impacts: 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

The topography of the proposed Landfill Expansion Area will be permanently 

altered by landfill construction and an increase in elevation. 

There will be some potential for contamination of groundwater . 

There may be a temporaxy, controlled increase in dust generation from the 

proposed Landfill Expansion Area during construction of the landfill baseliner. 

There may be a temporaxy, controlled increase in the rate of soil erosion from 

the proposed Landfill Expansion Area during construction. 

There will be a removal of additional vegetation in the Landfill Expansion 

Area. 

There will be additional disturbance and removal of existing soils in the 

borrow area during construction of the Landfill Expansion Area. Materials 

removed from the borrow area will continue to be utilized as cover material 

at the existing solid waste landfill and utilized at the proposed Landfill 

Expansion Area. 

1-2 10.8/93.00368.E2 



11 • Approximately 78 acres of property p~viously utilized as a soil borrow area 

will be permanently altered ~ ~ r~Ult of landfill and ancillary facility 

development. 

• There will be an increase in the amount of traffic on roadways in the vicinity 

of the Facility Site as a result of vehicles utilized by workers and delivering 

construction materials for landfill development. 

• There will be a potential increase in the amount of noise generated by trucks 

and landfill equipment. 

• There will be a change in the visual and aesthetic character of the Landfill 

Expansion Area. 

These impacts are essentially minor. Design and operational features of the 

proposed Landfill Expansion Area are expected to mitigate the potential for environmental 

impacts to the maximum extent practicable. These features include, but are not limited to, 

the following: 

• 
• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Installation of a double composite landfill liner system . 

Groundwater monitoring well network surrounding the Landfill Expansion 

Area. 

Landfill gas collection and treatment . 

Phased development of landfill to minimize size of operational areas . 

Air/fugitive dust monitoring program . 

Impervious final cover with landscaping . 

Relocation of site entrance way and installation of a traffic signal . 

Maintenance of a 500-foot vegetative buffer between residential uses and the 

Landfill Expansion Area to eliminate noise impacts. 

Fugitive dust suppression through water spraying and by using intermediate 

cover on ERF Ash. 

Daily cover on all waste other than ERF Ash . 

Visual impact mitigation by maintenance of vegetative buffer and 

implementation of landscape plan. 
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In addition, in response to public comments about the Existing Landfill and the I 
\ 

proposed Landfill Expansion Area, the Town has reassessed residential properties in the 

Horizon Village neighborhood, as descn"bed in Response 3.5. The Town will also undertake 

the following measures in connection with the development of the Landfill Expansion Area: 

Air Monitoring Program - An air monitoring network will be established to ensure 

that adverse impacts do not result from fugitive dust or other air emissions. Tiris 

program is described in more detail in Response 7.5.1 and in Appendix 11. 

Infrastructure Improvements In Horizon Village - These improvements will include 

tree plantings at critical locations to limit the visibility of the Existing Landfill and 

the Landfill Expansion Area. Planning and implementation of these improvements 

will be finalized in consultation with the local civic association and property owners. 

Preliminary plans for these improvements are presented in Appendix 18. 

Nature Trail - The Town is intending to develop a nature trail around the perimeter 

of the Waste Management Facility Site, east of the MRF. Preliminary plans for this 

nature trail are presented in Appendix 19. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Sections 2 through 10 of this document are a compilation of the substantive oral and 

written comments received on the DEIS for the proposed Brookhaven Landfill Expansion 

and responses thereto. The comments are summarized by major topical area. The complete 

text of the comments made at the public hearings on the DEIS is contained in Appendix 1; 

copies of the written comments are contained in Appendix 2. 

Every effort has been made to compile a comprehensive listing of the comments 

received, without the restatement of repetitive comments. In order to ensure that the 

context of the original comments was not lost upon incorporation into a summarized 

statement, representative quotations from the commentors are also included, where 

appropriate. When numerous quotations are provided, the intent is to represent the full 

range of comments received. 

Summarized comments are organized by subject matter within each topical area, and 

are indicated in bold face type. Quotations from commentors are provided immediately 

following the comments to which they refer. In some cases, where a comment represents 

very nearly a verbatim transcription, no quotations follow that comment. 

Appendix 3 provides a cross reference index which attributes comment(s) to those 

persons who made them. 
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2.0 WASTE RECYCLING, REDUCTION AND REUSE ISSUES 



--- ----~-- --- " 

including catalogues, junk mail, magazines, and telephone books. The -inclusion of these 

new materials has substantially increased the throughput of the MRF. 

Conceptual plans have been developed for the expansion of the existing MRF. The 

goals of this expansion are to increase the facility capacity by adding new material streams 

and to increase the quality of the recovered materials. The expansion of the MRF will allow 

the following material to be designated for recovezy and recycling: 

• Textiles 

• Aseptic beverage containers (e.g., juice packs) 

• Small metal objects (e.g., cookware, toys and small appliances) 

The Town intends to request the existing MRF vendor to make the necessary 

improvements as a capital project under the terms of the Town's service agreement with the 

MRF vendor .. 

Weekly collection of recyclables is provided to all Town residents in single, double 

and triple family homes via Town-adniinistered contracts with carters. Multi-family 

residences and schools within the Town are also separating paper products and commingled 

containers under the Town's direction. These materials are processed at the MRF. 

Cqmmercial establishments are provided access to the MRF, at no charge, for disposition of 

source-separated recyclable materials. The Town will continue to take advantage of 

recycling opportunities, as markets and technologies permit. 

The Town of Brookhaven is aggre~si~ely pursuing numerous waste reduction and 

recycling programs which are further de~ciibed later in this response. In a recent story in 

Newsday ("Plans for Expansion of Dump Criticized," November 11, 1992), DEC Regional 

Director Ray Cowen commented on the Town's recycling program as follows: 

"I think Brookhaven is doing a fine job of recycling. They're one of 

the towns that's right out there in the forefront. There's always room 

for improvement, but in comparison to Long Island, Brookhaven is 

going great. n 
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In response to the comment that less than 15 percent of the Town's waste is being 

recycled, it should be noted that, in 1992, the Town ?~cycled nearly 32 percent of the waste 

which was under its direct control Programs under the direct control of the Town include 

separate collection of refuse and recyclables from residences and schools, collection of 

household appliances and other bulky waste upon request, collection of recyclables at 

voluntary drop-off centers, collection of yard waste and operation of yard waste compost 

facilities, and collection of office paper from Town offices. 

For 1992, recorded tonnage for recyclable materials is summarized below. 

MRF recylables (excluding commercial recyclables 
like corrugated cardboard, mixed paper and 
phone books) 25,761 TPY 

Appliances and Bulky Recyclables 2,276 TPY 

Car Batteries and Waste Oil 181 TPY 

Yard Waste (Leaves and Chipped Brush) 70,000 TPY 

Office Paper 9 TPY 

1992 Town Recycling Subtotal 98,227 TPY 

Waste collected for disposal from 
residential sources plus MRF residue 212,769 TPY 

1992 Residential Waste Disposal plus Recycling 310,996 TPY 

The best measure of the effectiveness of the Town's recycling program is the ratio 

of the 1992 recycling subtotal to the sum of the 1992 residential generated waste collected 

for disposal plus the 1992 recycling subtotal. This ratio yields a recycling rate of 

31.6 percent. 

It is not possible to directly measure waste reduction or waste recycled by 

commercial recycling facilities since there are no uniform reporting requirements. 

Therefore, commercial waste collection and recycling are not factored into the recycling rate 

presented above. 

In 1992, a total of 32,879 tons of recyclables were recovered at the Town's MRF. 

Some 15 separate products have been recovered at the MRF, and all have been sold at zero 
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or positive markets. These products include aluminum containers, aluminum foil. ferrous, 

flint, green, amber and mixed glass, 6 grades of paper, HOPE containers, and PET 

containers. 

Upon request, residents can arrange for the Town's Department of Waste 

Management to collect discarded major household appliances and other bulk items for 

recycling. These materials are processed at Gershow Recycling, Inc., Medford, New York. 

In 1992, 2,276 tons of appliances and other scrap metal were delivered to Gershow. 

Collection of recyclables is augmented by Town-operated, voluntary drop-off centers 

located at the Landfill site, the Holtsville Ecology Center, and at the Manorville facility. 

These locations accept discarded major household appliances, automobile batteries, 

aluminum, newspaper, magazines, glass, waste oil and yard waste. 

In 1992, 20 tons of car batteries were recovered by the Town. In addition, the Town 

recovered 46,000 gallons of waste oil in 1992, which at a density of 7 lb/gallon represents 

161 tons. 

In addition to the recyclables curbside collection and drop-off operations, the Town 

continues to sponsor its office· paper recycling program, originally instituted in 1987. This 

program focuses on the recycling of high-grade office paper collected from Town offices. 

White paper and computer paper from Town offices is processed at Brookhaven 

Recycling, Inc. All other paper is processed through the Town's MRF. In 1992, 9 tons of 

Town office paper were recovered as high-grade paper. 

The Town intends to continue and expand its commitment to recycling. As indicated 

on Figure 2.1 in the DEIS, it is anticipated that by 1995, the Town will have in place 

programs and facilities to reduce/recycle/re-use approximately 63 percent of its overall 

waste stream. This program will not only meet but exceed the goals established by the 

State of New York. 

With respect to the comment that the Town should increase the frequency of 

recyclables collection, it should be noted that the Town conducts once-a-week collections 

of designated residential recyclables. If individual residents are generating recyclable 

materials in quantities which exceed the capacity of their "red can", they can contact the 

Department of Solid Waste Management to get an additional "red can(s)". 
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2.1.2 Comment 

The New York State Solid Waste Management Act of 1988 places the recycling 

a/temafive above others Including energy recove'Y' and landfilling. By expanding the 

landfill, the hierarchy Is not being followed. 

"The [Town's] solid waste management plan does not adhere to this 

hierarchy." 

2.1.2 Response 

The Town's Solid Waste Management Plan (SWMP) is consistent with the New York 

State Solid Waste Management Act (NYSSWMA) hierarchy of: 1) reduce; 2) recycle; 

3) incinerate; and 4) landfill. The SWMP contains components which correspond to each 

of these elements of solid waste management. While waste reduction is largely a function 

of Federal and State legislation, the Town has charted an ambitious program which, by 

1995, is projected to reduce/recycle/reuse 63 percent of its overall waste stream. The 

remaining waste, not subject to recycling or reuse, will, if processible, be sent to the 

Hempstead Energy Recovery Facility (HERF) for theII11al processing (incineration). 

Non-processible waste which is not reduced or recycled will be managed at the Landfill 

Expansion Area. 

Because all solid waste processing produces a residue, in one form or another, and 

because not all waste is processible through available, reliable, cost-effective means, a 

landfill is required for disposal. As noted in Section 1.3 of the DEIS, the Landfill Expansion 

Area will be utilized to dispose of unprocessible wastes from the Town's waste management 

systems, downtime waste from solid waste processing facilities utilized by the Town, ERF 

ash, process residues from other solid waste management facilities utilized by the Town, 

C&D debris process residues, car shredder residue, and clean fill. As a result, the Town's 

SWMP is in complete compliance with NYSSWMA hierarchy, in that the Landfill Expansion 

is designed to receive wastes only after they have been subjected to the greatest practicable 

degree of reduction, recycling, reuse, and incineration. 
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2.1.3 Comment 

Public education and awareness about recycling issues should be increased. 

"The Town should start an educational campaign to encourage home 

composting." 

'We would like to use the opportunity with the children to start reinforcing 

the idea of everyone producing less garbage on Long Island." 

. 'We can go on to let people on Long Island become aware of simple things 

that they can do so that we don't have to use 78 acres of land for landfill, 

so that we can produce less garbage." 

2.1.3 Response 

The Town has undertaken a comprehensive public education program as part of its 

Intensive Recycling/Non-Incineration Plan, which is descnbed in detail in Appendix A of the 

Draft Supplement to the GEIS/SWMP (January 1991). The education program has been 

developed utilizing a variety of information networks. A full-time recycling educator, with 

teaching credentials, presents programs focusing on recycling, composting, and litter 

prevention to elementary and secondary schools, senior citizen groups, and other community 

groups. 

The Town has instituted a home composting demonstration project and utilizes 

various communication media for distributing this information. The recycling educator uses 

slide presentations and the home compost demonstration project to promote public interest. 

In addition, recycling issues are featured in a Town newsletter, and the Town advertises its 

program through radio and television commercials, as well as the distribution of leaflets and 

brochures. 

The Town has also instituted a "Don't Bag It" program to encourage residents to 

leave their lawn clippings on the ground. Educational brochures about the "Don't Bag It" 

program were mailed to Town residents in mid-1992. Educational seminars have been held 

for residents in August 1992 and February 1993. In accordance with its CRA, the Town will 
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continue in its educational efforts to promote its "Don't Bag It" program as well as other 

waste reduction methods. 

2.1.4 Comment 

The Town may be In vlolatlon of Section 120-aa of the New York State Law that 

requires municipalities to have a mandatory source separation law for all waste for 

which economic markets exist. 

"A State law went into effect on 1 September 1992 that requires all 

municipalities to adopt an ordinance which require an assessment of 

whether solid waste left for collection could be recycled. Those materials in 

the waste stream that cost the same or less than the existing alternatives 

would be judged to have a market and would have to be recycled. This law 

seeks to require municipalities to test whether it pays to recycle in 

comparison with other alternatives. The Town has so far ignored this law 

nor has it complied with the intent of the law: compliance would save the 

taxpayers money." 

"Town has failed to enforce its local law." 

"Fine people who are not complying." 

2.1.4 Response 

New York General Municipal Law (GML) Section 120-aa provides, in pertinent part, 

the following: 

• ... a municipality . . . (shall) adopt a local law or ordinance to require the 

source separation and segregation of recyclable or reusable materials from solid 

waste. 

• ... no later than September first, niileteen hundred ninety-two, a municipality 

shall adopt such a local law or ordinance to require that solid waste which has . 

been left for collection or which is delivered by the generator of such waste to 
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a solid waste management facility, shall be separated into recyclable, reusable or 

other components for which economic markets for alternate uses exist ... (N .Y. Gen 

Mun. L. Sec. 120-aa (1) & (2). 

The provision also provides, prior to enacting such a local law or ordinance, that the 

municipality: 

... shall hold a public hearing relating to its proposed provisions and shall give due 

consideration to existing source separation, recycling and other resource recovery 

activities in the area, to the adequacy of markets for separated materials, and to any 
additional effort and expense to be incurred by residents in meeting the proposed 

separation requirements (N.Y. Gen. Mun. L~ Sec. 120-aa (2)(c)). 

The Town has been in full compliance with Section 120-aa since 1988, more than 
three years before it was required to be in compliance. On November 15, 1988, after a 
public hearing, Brookhaven's Town Board adopted Local Law No. 27-1988, in part, to 
address the issue of mandatory source separation within the Town, in compliance with the 
provisions of GML Section 120-aa. Local Law No. 27-1988 became effective on January 1, 

1989. 

Brookhaven's source separation law mandates a source separation program for 
designated recyclables within the Town. Designated recyclables may include newspaper, 
high grade paper, corrugated cardboard, glass and plastic containers, cans, vegetative yard 
waste and other recyclable materials as designated by a resolution of the Brookhaven Town 

Board. 

Neither the NYSDEC, nor any other commentor, has identified to the Town any 
recyclable materials not covered by the Town's law for which economic markets exist. 

With respect to enforcement, the Town's Recycling Law contains provisions, 
including fines, to ensure compliance with its requirements. To date, the Town has not 
deemed it necessary to use fines as a method of inducing public participation in mandatory 
source separation and recycling programs. The Town's preferred approach has been 

education and program promotion, and this has worked well thus far. While education and 
promotion will continue to be the preferred approach to insuring maximum participation 
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in mandatory recycling, the Town reserves the right to pursue enforcement actions and 

fines, if necessary, in the future. 

2.1.5 Comment 
Increased recycling and waste reduction by the Town would eliminate the need for 

the Landfill Expansion or allow for a smaller scale of the expansion. 

'We feel that this (expansion) is unnecessary and it's detrimental to our 

community. We feel that efforts to recycle have not been fully pursued, and 

we would like to see the Town hold up on approval of the landfill expansion 

and further explore recycling." 

"More emphasis (shoUld be placed) on recycling and less on capital intensive 

alternatives." 

"Missing from this discussion (alternative technologies) is an analysis of the 

effects on landfill demand which alternative technologies and possible 

legislation will produce." 

2.1.5 Response 

Increased recycling as a complete alternative to the Landfill Expansion Area or to 

provide for a smaller size landfill was evaluated as part of the Town's Solid Waste 

Management Plans (SWMP), and the reader is referred to all of the SEQRA documents in 

connection with the SWMP for that evaluation. However, it should be noted that the Town 

is implementing an aggressive waste reduction and recycling program, previously described 

herein and in the DEIS, and in documents incorporated therein by reference. As shown in 

Figure 2-1 of the DEIS, in the year 1995, approximately 1,450 tons of waste (out of a total 

of 2,000 tpd) will be subject to waste reduction and recycling measures in the Town. 

Subtracting out anticipated residuals of 192 tpd, these reduction and recycling efforts 

amount to nearly 63 percent of the waste stream, well in excess of the State's goal of 

50 percent reduction and recycling by 1997. Aggressive implementation will be needed to 

reach the Town's goals; the Town's success in such measures is by no means assured. The 
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Landfill Expansion Area is, however, sized assuming that the Town will achieve its recycling 

goals. 

Even if the Town could increase its recycling and reduction achievements beyond 

those which are anticipated, the need for the Landfill Expansion would not be eliminated 

because all material recovezy, recycling and composting processes generate residues which, 

to be properly managed, must be landfilled. 

As discussed in Section 7.3 of the DEIS, Cell 5 has been designed to allow for 

flenoility should future waste quantities either fall short of, or exceed, projected quantities. 

The Town believes that it is more prudent to design for such flenoility than to dehoerately 

-build a facility smaller than what is called for in its SWMP. This site-specific EIS for the 

Landfill Expansion Area must be read in conjunction with the development of the Town's 

SWMP and the alternative analysis contained in the GEISs for the SWMP, which is 

incorporated by reference. The GEISs for the SWMP are part of the basis of the evaluations 

contained in the DEIS and this FEIS. 

2.2 COMMERCIAL RECYCLING 

2.2.1 Comment 

The Town of Brookhaven is not recycling commercial waste. More of an effort 

should be made to recycle the commercial portion of the waste stream. 

"I really appreciate all your efforts on recycling, but I am opposed to Cell 5 

until we have a reduction of waste by having commercial garbage recycled." 

"The Town should initiate a red can pick up for commercial facilities similar 

to the program in effect for residential areas." 

"The Town should consider implementing a commercial recycling program 

to minimize waste before it opens more landfill area since two-thirds of the 

waste is created by businesses." 
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2.2.1 Response 
' ' 

The Town's mandatory recycling law requires that commercial establishments 

separate and recycle designated recyclables including corrugated cardboard and high grade 

office paper. These two components represent a large portion of the commercial waste 

stream. Since the enactment of the Town's recycling law, there has been a significant 

reduction in the quantity of commercial waste delivered to the Waste Management Facility 

Site. Some portion of this reduction can be attnbuted to commercial recycling efforts, 

although this portion cannot be accurately quantified for reasons noted below. Moreover, 

any further reductions in commercial waste deliveries which may result from future waste 

reduction or recycling efforts will have no effect on the need for, or design of, the Landfill 

Expansion Area (See Response 2.1.5). 

Under the Town's law, arrangement for collection of designated recyclables at 

commercial establishments -is the responsibility of the person who owns, manages, or 

operates the establishment, or of the waste collection company which services the 

establishment. Unlike residential waste, the Town does not collect waste from commercial 

establishments and, thus, cannot directly control the flow of recyclables collected at 

commercial facilities. These circumstances limit the ability of the Town to control the 

commercial waste stream to the same extent that it controls the residential waste stream. 

One commentator suggested that the Town should implement a "red can" pick-up 

for commercial facilities similar to the program in effect in residential areas. This is not a 

practicable option for a number of reasons. First, the Town is not empowered to 

monopolize the flow of recyclables from commercial establishments which use private 

haulers. Second, even if it could be so empowered, implementation of a commercial "red 

can" program would cause the Town to incur costs that it would need to recover through 

some type of equitable formula. Development of a cost recovery method is expected to be 

contentious and time consuming. Finally, even if a "red can" program could be initiated, 

there is no reason to believe that participation in commercial recycling programs would be 

more favorable than it would otherwise be under the approach which is currently planned. 

Another commentor suggested that two-thirds of all waste is generated by business. 

This is not borne out by waste delivery records kept by the Town. Table 2.1-1 of the 

DSGEIS, which is incorporated by reference in this FEIS, presented a summary of waste 

received at the Brookhaven Landfill during 1989. This table shows that residential waste 

2-11 10.8/93.00368.E2 



deliveries exceeded commercial waste deliveries by 30 percent. Data from 1990 shows that 

residential waste deliveries exceeded commercial deliveries by over 90 percent. Waste 

delivezy records from 1992 indicate that residential waste deliveries exceeded commercial 

waste by a ratio of 3 to 1; 207,853 tons of residential waste versus 69,437 tons of 

commercial waste. Data for 1993 exluoit a similar relationship. 

The Town has long recognized the importance of including solid waste generated 

by commercial activities in its recycling programs. The 1991 Update to the SWMP noted 

that certain commercial and industrial establishments within the Town were already 

engaged in recycling such items as corrugated cardboard, scrap metal, and computer paper. 

In addition, the CRA, developed in 1990, recognized the need for the Town to encourage 

and educate commercial facilities to recycle. 

The Town's current solid waste management system allocates approximately 

15 percent of the Town's mUnicipal waste (360 TPD) to private recycling efforts (private 

recycling, C&D processing and appliance recycling). As part of its future solid waste 

management efforts, the Town plans to continue to encourage commercial generators of 

waste to expand private recycling efforts to foster a greater overall recycling rate, and to 

supplement recycling efforts where private industry does not provide the necessary service. 

The Town also plans to intensify its public information/education program targeted at 

businesses. 

2.2.2 Comment 

The Town of Brookhaven is not complying with the state solid waste management 

hierarchy and with mandatory recycling requirements because it does not have a 
commercial waste recycling program. 

"(With) the lack of a proactive recycling program, we're concerned that 

might violate Section 120-aa of the New York State Law that requires 

municipalities to have on the books a mandatory source separation law for 

all waste for which economic markets exist." 
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"The solid waste management plan does not adhere to this hierarchy, and it 

does not because, number one, it does not incorporate commercial waste in 

its recycling program." 

"A State law went into effect on September 1, 1992 that required that all 

municipalities adopt an ordinance which would require recycling. I want to 

know how the Town can comply with that if it is not recycling commercial 

waste. 

2.2.2 Response 

As descnbed in Response 2.2.1, the Town's Mandatory Recycling Law requires 

commercial establishments, among others, to source separate and recycle designated 

components of the waste strealn. The Town's MRF provides for the delivery of commercial 

recyclables such as corrugated containers, mixed office paper, and telephone books. The 

Town intends to intensify its public information/ education program targeted at business to 

maximize commercial recycling and to supplement recycling efforts where private industry 

does not provide the necessary service. 

As shown in Figure 2-1 of the DEIS, by the year 1995, the Town anticipates that 

solid waste management programs and facilities will be in place that will (in the absence 

of facility downtime) result in the Town's ability to cease landfilling of any processible 

waste material, including that generated by the commercial establishments within the Town. · 

Future success in increasing the amount of commercial waste recycled, along with potenticµ 

waste volume reductions resulting from Federal and State initiatives, has the potential for 

reducing overall disposal costs as well as reducing/preserving ultimate disposal capacity. 

The comment regarding compliance with Section 120-aa of New York General 

Municipal Law was addressed previously in Response 2.1.2. 

2.3 WASTE REDUCTION 

2.3.1 Comment 

The Town of Brookhaven has not done enough to encourage waste reduction (I.e., 

decrease the total amount of waste generated within the Town). 
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"The Town has not yet developed a plan that would help the businesses of 

the Town participate effectively in a waste reduction plan." 

"The Town should support excess packaging legislation and should support 

the Suffolk County Plastic Ban" 

"The Town should consider charging for trash disposal on a weight basis." 

"The Town should consider a battery deposit law." 

2.3.1 Response 

The proposed development of the Landfill Expansion Area is consistent with the 

goals of both the Town of Brookhaven Solid Waste Management Plan (SWMP) and the 

New York State Solid Waste Management Plait (NYSWMP). The NYSWMP has established 

an overall hierarchy for management of solid waste. An initial and key component of the 

State hierarchy is the reduction in the volume of waste material generated. By first reducing 

the volume of waste material generated, the need for solid waste management and disposal 

facility capacity is thereby reduced. 

The ability of local government and its citizens to control the volume of waste 

generated is, however, limited. The USEPA has stated that the "most important participants 

in increasing source reduction activities are the manufacturing and design industries"~ 

Solid Waste Dilemma. USEPA, 1989). That is, changes in the way products are produced, 

marketed, and packaged need to occur on an industry-wide level. Motivated by Federal 

regulation and incentives, the role of local government and the public in general should be 

to "purchase products that minimize waste, last longer, or can be repaired or 

remanufactured," according to the EPA 

The Town of Brookhaven has adopted the goal of waste reduction as the first step 

in its overall Solid Waste Management Plan. The Town's SWMP has embraced the 

New York State goal of achieving a ten percent reduction in the overall waste stream. 

Regarding legislation to limit excess packaging and requiring deposits on batteries, 

the Town SWMP specifically supports Federal, State and County initiatives aimed at 

reducing packaging materials and requiring deposits on batteries and other products. 
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Suffolk County has enacted a law which bans the use of styrofoam containers in restaurants 

and certain other retail establishments, but this law is not yet being eruorced. New York 

State has already enacted a law requiring retailers and wholesalers to accept lead acid 

batteries returned by consumers. Because of these waste reduction initiatives taken at the 

County and State levels, no additional legislative action by the Town of Brookhaven is 

necessary in this regard. As part of its household hazardous waste collection program, the 

Town will accept household batteries for special handling separate from the remainder of 

the solid waste stream. The Town also accepts source-separated lead acid batteries delivered 

to the Waste Management Facility for recycling. 

In addition to the Federal, State and County initiatives, the Town will continue to 

rely on consumer education programs, preferential procurement practices and promoting 

voluntary industrial cooperation as a means to reduce the overall amount of waste 

generated. As noted in Response 2.1.3, the Town employs a full-time recycling educator to 

promote waste reduction and recycling. However, the local community is limited in what 

can be done in this area, and strong national and state initiatives are necessary to achieve 

the desired goal. 

c In addition, the Town promotes a "Don't Bag It" program, which is a waste reduction 

technique for grass clippings. This program is described further in Response 2.3.2. 

Regarding the comment that the Town should consider weight-based trash disposal 

charges, it is noted that the Town's present system provides substantial economic incentive 

for waste reduction and recycling. The per ton tipping fee charged for. waste deliveries at 

the Waste Management Facility Site pays for the operation of facilities at that site, including 

the MRF, transfer station, and landfill. These tipping fee revenues also subsidize the Town's 

recycling program. Further, the Town has avoided large capital expenses, such as a 

waste-to-energy facility, which require fixed debt service payments. The Town has also 

avoided making minimum put-or-pay delivery commitments to disposal facilities. These 

avoidances result in lower solid waste program cost and opportunity cost. 

2.3.2 Comment 

The Town should make mandatory the ·oon't Bag It" program. 
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"I encourage the Town to initiate programs to reduce the amount of waste 

generated and increase the amount of materials recycled or composted. 

Specifically, I recommend that the Town initiate a "Don't Bag It" program for 

grass clippings such as the one adopted by Islip." 

"The Town has announced a voluntary "Don't Bag It" program (but) it should 

be made mandatory." 

2.3.2 Response 

The Town instituted a "Don't Bag It" Educational Program in 1992. In mid-1992, 

educational brochures were sent to Town residents. In August 1992, a seminar was held 

for local landscapers to educate them regarding the program. A follow-up seminar was held 

in February 1993 at the Brookhaven Flower Show. Future plans call for continued 

educational efforts and the potential for obtaining an agreement with local lawn-mowing 

suppliers to provide discounts on purchases of mulching lawn mowers. 

The Town does not intend to make the "Don't Bag It" program mandatory because 

leaving grass clippings on the lawn is not always the most appropriate management 

technique, and because it may result in an increase in illegal dumping of yard waste. Under 

certain circumstances, such as when mowing tall grass without a mulching mower, grass 

clippings should not be left on the lawn. Furthermore, the Town is currently planning to 

procure a composting facility which will be able to accommodate grass clippings, along with 

other organic components of its solid waste stream. In connection with this, the Town plans 

to move to a dedicated bag collection program to help assure that grass clippings and other 

yard waste that are left for collection will be composted, and not landfilled or burned. 

2.3.3 Comment 

Increased waste reduction efforts would reduce the need for the Landfill Expansion. 

"A shorter, smaller project, we feel, should be given more m depth 

consideration than is apparent in the DEIS." 
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2.3.3 Response 

This comment has been previously addressed in Response 2.1.5 

2.4 WASTE MINING/SPACE REUSE 

2.4 COMMENT 

The Town should look Into the alternative of mining the Existing Landfill and recycling 

the waste. 

"The Town should look at alternatives such as mining and recycling our 

Existing Landfill and getting rid of what we have, and stop taking odier 

towns' trash and ash." 

2.4 RESPONSE 

Landfill mining or landfill reclamation is the process of excavating a solid waste 

landfill to recover materials, an_d, in some cases, extend the landfill life. Using conventional 

surface mining techniques and specialized separation equipment, the technology seeks to 

separate a landfill into recyclable materials, combustible materials, soil/ compost and residual 

waste. 

The technology of landfill mining has not developed to the point where the Town 

can rely on it as a reasonable alternative to the Landfill Expansion Area. Many uncertainties 

are associated with landfill mining, including: 

• The generation of odors and other vectors associated with excavation, movement 

and processing of previously-landfilled solid waste. Since odor problems have 

arisen from excavations of waste made as part of the ongoing closure of the 

Existing Landfill, it is ill-advised to consider breaking the final cover system and 

removing and processing the waste therein. 

• Landfill mining has yet to be successfully conducted at the scale which would be 

required for the Existing1 Landfill at the Facility Site. 

• Mining of the Existing Landfill would require destruction of the final cover 

system constructed by the Town, and the loss of the value of the Town's 

invesonent in the final cover system. 
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Given these uncertainties, landfill mining at the Facility Site is not a reasonable 

alternative at the present time. The Town will continue to monitor future developments of 

this technology, including the progress of the ongoing feasibility studies being conducted 

by the New York State Energy Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA). 
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3.0 EXISTING LANDFILL OPERATIONAL ISSUES 

Although the continued operation of the Existing Landfill is beyond the scope of the . 

action being reviewed, this section summarizes and responds to comments relating to the 

operation of the Existing Landfill. Similar concerns expressed in connection with the 

proposed Landfill Expansion Area are addressed separately in Sections 7 .O and 8.0 of this 

document. 

3.1 ODOR/LANDFILL GAS MANAGEMENT 

3.1 COMMENT 

There Is a serious odor problem resulting from the current operation of the Existing 

Landflll. Odor from the Existing Landflll operation Is an ongoing issue that affects 

local residents and children that attend school In proximity to the Existing Landfill. 

How will the Town stop the odors emanating from the Existing Lanclflll and assure 

local citizens that the new Cell 5 will not create additions/ odor problems? 

"We were promised (at those meetings) that not only the odor but other 

concerns of the citizens would be taken care of within a very reasonable 

amount of time. I think one of the time frames mentioned at that time was 

three months. As far as I can tell, as far as I can see, as far as I can smell, 

none of those concerns have been taken care of to this point." 

"During the past year nothing has changed. The air still smells. Our 

schoolyard is still littered with the garbage that blows from the dump on -

on our school property ... children still complain that they have irritated eyes, 

problems with breathing and headaches. Nothing that has been done by the 

Town has changed anything for very much." 

"I could spend five, ten or fifteen minutes of tales of people who can't live 

in their own yards, in addition to people who don't want their kids out in 

the school yards at Hampton Avenue thanks to the odors, which by the way 

have been visibly better, and the Town has worked on that." 
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" rm becoming more and more concerned as I come to these meetings and 

hear these reports and smell the smell in my backyard." 

"'Ihe smell was inside the school as compared to the odor outside." 

"I teach at Hampton Avenue School and live in Southhaven. We still smell 

the landfill. Last Thursday was especially bad at school. No matter what 

time of day, it seems the odor is usually present someplace in our school 

district or in our community." 

"Sunrise Highway seems to be the strongest point of the odors that were 

emanating from the landfill. .. it was a little more than an odor, because you 

could actually taste it. .. " 

"'Ihere are days when the odor from the landfill can make us sick to our 

stomachs." 

"'Ihere are days when the odor is so unbearable that I have to leave my 

house." 

3.1 RESPONSE 

The odor problem from the Existing Landfill was primarily caused by the regrading 
of waste during placement of an impervious final cover on·inactive portions of the Existing 
Landfill. In 1992 and 1993, the Town took numerous steps to solve the problem, including 
the installation of additional gas recovery wells, gas flares, limitations on the acceptance of 
processed C&D debris residue, and the placement of additional cover at the site. State 
regulatory agencies, legislative leaders, the Governors Ombudsman, and representatives of 
the local school district and civic associations have all been involved in the Town's efforts 
to address these issues. 

The Town's odor mitigation plan for the Existing Landfill included the following 
components: 

3-2 10.8/93.00368.E2 



• Electric Flare SensoIS with automatic shut-off and alarm system on the Town's 

stick flares 

• Phase II Overliner Construction 

• Phase III Capping 

• Landfill Gas Agreement and Flare Construction 

To date, the Town has completed all but one of the elements of its odor mitigation 

plan. The Town's contractor has recently completed the capping of all of the inactive areas 

of the landfill. Hydroseeding of the last capped section was concluded during Spring 1993. 

In addition, the Town responded to odor complaints in October and November 1992, by 

moving gas flares and collection pipes as needed, to accommodate the capping contractor's 

activities. The only element of the plan which has not been completed is construction of 

the permanent flare, the status of which is descnbed below. 

The Town has also executed a Landfill Gas Agreement which requires the contractor 

to design, permit, and construct a permanent landfill gas control flare. A temporary flare 

has been installed and the Town's stick flares have been taken out of service. 

The temporary contractor flare is a J-W Portable Flare (Model LM-25) capable of 

burning up to 1,000 cubic feet per minute (CFM) of landfill gas. Its features include 

automatic shut-down, manual and automatic start and re-start, and a propane pilot ignition 

. system. This temporary flare represents an improvement over the stick flares due to greater 

capacity and better efficiency. The Contractor has submitted a permit application for the 

permanent flaring system with a capacity of 3,000 CFM, to the NYSDEC, and this system is 

scheduled to be operational in 1993. 

The effectiveness of the Town's odor mitigation plan is evidenced by the general 

absence of odor complaints since the beginning of 1993. The New York State Department 

of Environmental Conservation conducts several air quality surveys each week to monitor 

odor from the Existing Landfill. At a meeting held on June 11, 1993 to discuss health issues 

related to the Existing Landfill, NYSDEC representative Tony Cava noted that there has been 

a great reduction in the odor impact on the community from the Existing Landfill. The 

transcript from the June 11, 1993 meeting is incorporated by reference into this FEIS. 
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Continued improvements are expected to occur as a result of the completion of the 

capping at the inactive sections of the landfill, and the installation and operation of the 

permanent landfill gas control flare. 

Health issues associated with the landfill gas are · addressed in Response to 

Comment 3.2.1. 

Odor control measures to be employed at the proposed Landfill Expansion Area are 

addressed in Response to Comment 8.3.1. It should be noted, however, that by the time the 

Landfill Expansion Area begins accepting waste, the odor mitigation program for the 

Existing Landfill will be completed, and the final closure and capping of the Existing 

Landfill will have progressed further. Thus, the Town expects that the odor problems 

connected with the Existing Landfill will be even more fully resolved by the time that the 

Landfill Expansion Area opens. 

3.2 HEALTH 

3.2.1 Comment 

Many commentors expressed concerns that the Existing Landfill operations were 

adversely affecting the health of neighborhood residents as well as children and staff 

at the Hampton Avenue School. There Is a general concern about health impacts 

caused by degraded groundwater and air quality in the vicinity of the Existing Landfill, 

particularly the air quality at the schools In proximity to the site. 

"We are very concerned about the health of our children, and we feel that_ 

the Town and the Town Board must address these issues before going ahead 

with the landfill expansion." 

"We're concerned about our health, the health of our children, being able to 

sell our homes, public water for everyone in the community." 

"rm here with firsthand knowledge of sick children; firsthand knowledge of 

discolored, smelly water coming out of my faucet; firsthand knowledge of 

people not being able to sell their homes." 
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" ••• there have been scientific studies published in the past year in $cience and 

other journals which have definitively linked upper respiratory problems 

with fumes from dumps." 

"Vaccinate people living/working in close proximity to the landfill." 

"'There is an increased incidence of breast cancer in Nassau and Suffolk 

Counties." 

3.2.1 Response 

In connection with the odor problem discussed in Response 3.1.1, and concerns 

about possible health risks associated with the odor, the NYSDEC has been monitoring the 

levels of hydrogen sulfide gas around the Waste Management Facility Site. Hydrogen 

sulfide is the primary component of the odor detected in the vicinity of the Waste 

Management Facility Site in the past. With assistance from the Suffolk County Departtnent 

of Health Services, the NYSDEC, in a December 14, 1992 status report, determined that the 

levels of hydrogen sulfide gas that had been measured at the landfill and in the surrounding 

community do not pose a health concern. 

At a June 11, 1993 meeting on this subject, Dr. Mafhous Zaki, Director of Public 

Health for Suffolk County, noted that gas concentrations were very low, and that it is 

difficult to prove that adverse health effects are occurring. Specifically, Dr. Zaki noted that 

" ... I am not negating that these symptoms might have been attn'buted to the odor or to 

the contaminant coming from the landfill. rm not saying it does not, but it's difficult to 

prove" (Transcript, page 64); " ... these subjective symptoms and the contaminants that you 

saw in the report, I can't say at this concentration they are detrimental to life. I don't say 

they may cause symptoms, but I don't see anything that can kill somebody. In other words, 

these concentrations are very low" (Transcript, page 87-88). The transcript of this 

June 11, 1993 meeting is incorporated by reference into this FEIS. 

Potential acute effects associated with hydrogen sulfide include irritation of the eyes 

and the respiratory tract (OSHA, 1978). The current permissible exposure limit (PEL) 

established by OSHA for hydrogen sulfide is 10 ppm. Levels of hydrogen sulfide monitored 
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off site by the NYSDEC, have been below this 10 ppm threshold. The Occupational Health 

Guideline for hydrogen sulfide, published by OSHA, is presented in Appendix 4. 

Landfill gas samples were collected at the Brookhaven landfill on 

December 21, 1992. These results are presented in Appendix 5. Except for hydrogen sulfide 

gas, discussed above, none of the minor or trace constituents of gas were present in 

quantities in excess of OSHA limits. These samples were collected directly from the landfill 

gas collection system and, as such, do not represent ambient conditions on or off the Waste 

Management Facility Site. Ambient off-site concentrations of the compounds shown in 

Appendix 5 would be significantly less due to dispersion and dilution. 

A literature search was conducted to identify publications reporting on issues related 

to health effects associated with occupational exposure and nearby residential exposure, to 

gaseous emissions from sanitazy landfills (Peteranecz, 1992; SW ANA, 1992; Strauss and 

Swallow, 1988; Straus, 1988; GRCDA, 1986). Landfill gas consists primarily of methane, 

carbon dioxide, nitrogen and oxygen, with trace amounts of other constituents. Trace 

constituents of carcinogens such as benzene and vinyl chloride are cited in the literature as 

potential concerns. It should be noted that landfill gas samples from the Existing Landfill 

(see Appendix 5) detected no vinyl chloride in either of the two samples, and no benzene 

in one of two samples. One landfill gas sample contained a measured benzene level of 

1.3 parts per million. 

From the standpoint of occupational safety, the primary gases of concern are 

methane, carbon dioxide and hydrogen sulfide. Methane and carbon dioxide are simple 

asphyxiants which pose a hazard in confined spaces at a landfill site. Further, methane 
~ 

presents an explosion hazard at certain concentrations. Hydrogen sulfide gas can also be 

present in landfill gas in hazardous concentrations. To mitigate these hazards, landfill gas 

venting systems are installed and landfill employees are trained to avoid hazardous 

situations. While these gases may present potential occupational hazards, it is unlikely they 

would adversely impact surrounding residents because concentrations will become more 

dilute as they move away from the emission source. 

The NYSDEC will continue to monitor the air quality, and the Town will continue 

to pursue its gas control strategy for the Existing Landfill (discussed in Response 3.1) in 

order to continue controlling odors and to continue to verify that observed concentrations 
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of constituents of landfill gas do not pose a significant health risk. In addition, the Town 

will participate in the health impact study descnoed lh Response 3.2.2, below. 

Potential impacts associated with groundwater degradation from the Existing Landfill 

are discussed in Response 3.3. 

One commentor' suggested that people living/working in close proximity to the 

landfill should be vaccinated, but does not specify to which disease or virus the vaccination 

would apply. The commentor may be referring to the Hepatitis B virus, a blood-borne 

pathogen which can be transmitted in sewage and, less commonly, in solid waste. 

However, there is no evidence to suggest that persons living in the vicinity of the 

Brookhaven Landfill would be at risk of contracting Hepatitis B simply due to that 

proximity. Therefore, there is no reasonable basis for suggesting a vaccination for 

Hepatitis B. 

Another commentor noted that there is an increased incidence of breast cancer on 

Long Island, but there has never been any evidence presented to suggest that the existing 

Brookhaven Landfill contnoutes to this increased incidence. It is noted that The National 

Institutes of Health Revitalization Act of 1993 was signed into law on June 10, 1993. This 

law contains provisions for a case-control study to assess biological markers of biological 

and other potential risk factors contnbuting to the incidence of breast cancer on 

Long Island. Among other factors, exposure to contaminated drinking water and hazardous 

and municipal waste will be evaluated in this study which is scheduled for completion 

within 30 months of the effective date of the Act. 

3.2.2 Comment 

An informal survey of staff at the school Indicated that a variety of health Impacts 

could be attributable to the landfill. The survey Indicated that 53 of the responding 

staff members were experiencing medical problems or discomfort. 

" ... staff and students at the Hampton Avenue School in particular began 

experiencing respiratory and other health-related discomfort during the 1990 

to 1992 school years. The intensity of discomfort for the staff and students 

last year, school year, was a deplorable, intolerable act by the Town of 

Brookhaven." 
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"I ask that you consider the health risks of all these small children going to 

these schools." 

"I would like to read excezpts from an informal survey that was done 

yesterday and today among the staff of our building. This is an informal 

survey: "Do you suspect that working next to the landfill has started or 

increased allergies, headaches, et cetera?" 

"I've never seen more children out in the playground involved with asthma 

attacks, shortness of breath." 

3.2.2 Response 

As noted in Respon.Se 3.2.1, the NYSDEC has concluded that measured levels of 

hydrogen sulfide gas in the ambient air in the vicinity of the landfill are not a health 

concern. It should also be noted that the informal health survey conducted at the Hampton 

Avenue School was structured in a way which biased the survey results. Suffolk County 

Health Department Director, Dr. Mafhous Zaki noted that the health survey conducted at 

the Hampton Avenue School was flawed because the response rate was only 30 percent. 

Dr. Zaki noted that if the response rate were "sixty, seventy percent or seventy-five percent 

... my recommendation would be totally different." He added that "Usually what happens 

in these surveys that involve subjective symptoms ... the ones that usually respond are the 

ones with the symptoms" (See the transcript of the June 11, 1993 meeting, which is 

incorporated by reference into this FEIS, page 66). 

Consequently, no scientifically supportable conclusions can be drawn from that 

study, and no direct link can be drawn between the various health conditions which were 

described and the presence of landfill gas in the ambient air. 

Nevertheless, the Town understands the concern of the local community regarding 

potential health impacts, especially regarding potential impacts from the Existing Landfill 

to staff and children attending the Hampton Avenue School, and, therefore, supports and 

will cooperate with the study which Richard Kessel (Governor Cuomo's Ombudsman for the 

Brookhaven Landfill) requested (in December 1992) be conducted by the New York State 

Department of Health to investigate health conditions of students and staff. The Town is 
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attempting to schedule a meeting with the State Departtnent of Health as a follow-up to the 

Town's meeting with the County Health Departtneht on Jurte 11, 1993. 

3.2.3 Comment 

Brookhaven Town, together with New York State and perhaps with Federal funds, 

should immediately initiate an ongoing epidemiological study of the incidence of 

cancer and neurological disorders In Individuals who reside and work within a three­

to four-mile radius Of the landfill. 

3.2.3 Response 

Prior to commencing the preparation of the DEIS, the proposed scope of the DEIS 

was subject to public review and comment. During this public scoping process, no one 

suggested that the study suggested here should be undertaken. Ongoing studies of potential 

groundwater impacts (discussed in Response 3.3) and the requested health study at 

Hampton Avenue School (discussed in Response 3.2.2) have a more narrow focus than the 

three to four-mile radius of impact suggested by this Commentor. Pursuit of a broader 

geographic investigation, as proposed by this Commentor, would not be warranted unless 

the results of the more localized studies conclude that the Existing Landfill poses a 

significant health risk for a wider area. Results from the narrower studies will provide the 

basis for focusing on specific health concerns, if any, that are found to be attributable to 

the Existing Landfill. 

As noted in Response 3.2.1, there is a proposed federally funded study of breast 

cancer on Long Island, but this study is not directly related to the Existing Landfill or the 

Landfill Expansion Area. 

3.3 GROUNDWATER MONITORING/REMEDIATION 

3.3 COMMENT 

Local citizens indicated a particular concern regarding the quality of water 

downgradient of the Existing Landfill and the remediation of any plume of 

contamination that may be detected through monitoring. 
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'There is a stream, Beaver Dam Creek, Carman's River, the Great South Bay, 

all in the path of groundwater flow. We feel that any pollution is bound to 

reach these waters in time, and so we feel that there should be more serious 

consideration given to this problem in the DEIS." 

"Some people say I won't be able to continue using my well water." 

3.3 . RESPONSE 

Potential impacts on water quality from the Existing Landfill were discussed in 

· Section 3.2.1.3 of the DEIS (see Pages 3-24 and 3-25). These potential impacts have been 

the subject of numerous investigations. In addition, the Town has commenced a 

remediation program with the installation of one test well and two observation wells to 

address the mechanics of reinediation of groundwater contamination downgradient of the 

Existing Landfill. Previous investigations have shown no evidence supporting the suggestion 

that Beaver Dam Creek, Carman's River, the Great South Bay, or any local water supply 

wells are being adversely affected. Potential for future impacts will be further mitigated by 

the final closure of the Existing Landfill. Potential impacts associated with the proposed 

Landfill Expansion Area are discussed in Response 6.2.1. Upon completion of the pumping 

tests scheduled to take place in the near future, the Town will propose, for NYSDEC 

approval, an appropriate program for responding to the contaminated groundwater near the 

Existing Landfill. 'This program is independent of the Town's efforts to develop the Landfill 

Expansion Area. 

The current status of the assessment program and remedial alternatives evaluation 

is presented in Appendix 6. 

3.4 COVER MATERIAL 
3.4 COMMENT 

What is the quality of the cover soil utilized at the Existing Landfill and does it meet 

appropriate regulatory criteria? 

"Sand is not a suitable cover material without having clay and loam mixed 

in with it." 
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3.4 RESPONSE 

State solid waste management facility regulations allow any type of soil material to 

be used for daily cover and intermediate cover. There is no requirement that sandy soil 

must be mixed with clay and loam for use as daily or intermediate cover. State regulations 

only specify the allowable characteristics of soils used in the construction of the final cover. 

6 NYCRR Part 360 sets forth the following definitions for cover soils to be used for 

operation and closure of landfills: 

• Daily Cover - A minimum of six inches of compacted cover material must be 

applied on all exposed surfaces of solid waste at the close of each operating 

day to control vectors, mes, odors, blowing litter, and scavenging. 

• Intermediate Cover - A minimum of 12 inches of compacted cover material 

must be applied and maintained on all landfill surfaces where no additional 

solid waste has been or will be deposited within 30 calendar days. The facility 

owner or operator may request department approval to remove all or a portion 

of the intermediate cover before placing an additional lift of solid waste if 

odors and blowing papers are effectively controlled on site. Intermediate cover 

is required if the ash is left exposed with no additional placement for more 

than one day. 

• Final Cover - At a minimum, final cover must consist of a layered system 

meeting the following requirements: the bottom layer of final cover system 

must consist of a gas venting layer overlain by a low permeability barrier 

layer, a barrier protection layer, and a vegetated topsoil layer. 

The on-site soils have been used at this site as cover material for operational cover 

and closure of the Existing Landfill, as well as for all overliners. The Town also periodically 

uses clean C&D residue for operational daily cover. These materials have shown an ability 

to perform effectively for operational activities at the Existing Landfill. Also, these materials 

meet 6 NYCRR Part 360 requirements for final cover materials, except topsoil. 
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3.5 REAL ESTATE VALUES 
3.5 COMMENT 
Property values In proximity to the landfill have decreased as a result of the landfill 
presence and Its ongoing/expanding operations. 

"I think the Town Board should consider how this will affect the value of 

homes in all the surrounding areas." _ , 

"The Draft EIS does not address -by viable appraisals; by contacting the 

practicing real estate brokers in the East Patchogue, Bellport, Brookhaven, 

Yaphank to get and ascertain how the built landfill as it exists has 

depreciated property values in the area; .... " 

"I have .die privilege - to look out on the dump and to smell the dump, but 

it's not very beneficial for the resale of my property." 

3.5 RESPONSE 

The commentors express the belief that the Existing Landfill has decreased the value 

of property in proximity to the landfill, but present no evidence to support this claim. The 

DEIS did not include a professional appraisal of the effect of the Existing Landfill on 

surrounding property values because the primary focus of the DEIS is on anticipated 

consequences of the Landfill Expansion, not the Existing Landfill. It is also worth noting 

that, during the public scoping process on the DEIS, no orte suggested that a professional 

appraisal was a required element of the DEIS. 

It should be noted that Existing Landfill pre-dates the closest residential 

development. The Landfill has been operating since 1973; the Horizon Village subdivision 

was constructed in 1978. 

It is worth noting that the average value of a single family home in southeastern 

Suffolk County (Zone 25, which includes the Town of Brookhaven south of the Long Island 
Expressway, including the areas surrounding the Waste Management Facility Site) declined 

by 6.6 percent between 1989 and 1991. During this same period, the average price of a 

single family home in northeastern Suffolk County (Zone 28, which includes most of the 
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Town of Brookhaven located north of the Long Island Expres5Way) decreased by 8.5 percent 

(Long Island Board of Realtors, Multiple Listing Service). The commentors offer no data 

to document alleged decline in their property value or to differentiate the alleged decline 

from the general regional decline in property value noted above. 

Four recent studies of the impact of landfills on surrounding property values suggest 

that properly operating landfills will not adversely affect property values. These four studies 

are summarized in Appendix 7. 

In response to citizen concerns, however, the Town conducted a re-assessment of 

property in Horizon Village in May, 1992. At. the direction of a Town Councilman, the 

Town's Chief Assessor reviewed the histo:ry of assessments in the Horizon Village area and 

the records of recent sales. These factors were taken into account as each property was 

considered and the assessment adjusted. The reassessment was not a fixed percent or even 

related to distance from the Existing Landfill. The intent was to adjust assessments, to take 

into account recent applicable area sales and recent individual reassessments. 

Of the 113 properties re-assessed on May 15, 1992, 112 had their assessed value 
, 

reduced. These reductions ranged from $1,145 to $60, and averaged $428. One residential 

property experienced a $25 net increase as a result of the re-assessment, but this may be a 

result of improvements made to this particular property. 

Eighteen Horizon Village residents have filed a Notice of Claim with the Town, in 

which it is alleged that the operation of the Existing Landfill has diminished their property 

value. The Town is currently evaluating this Notice of Claim. To date, however, the 

claimants have not provided the Town with any evidence documenting their property value 

claims (e.g., no appraisal reports or studies). 

3.6 RESOLUTION OF OPERATIONAL ISSUES 

3.6.1 Comment 

Several commentors spoke about other problems at the Existing Landfill, including 

management, visibility and litter. Some commentors thought the operational 

problems at the Existing Landfill Cell 4 should be resolved prior to initiating 

operations at the Landfill Expansion. 
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"The Existing Landfill is not properly managed and has caused the 

community extensive problems with odors." 

Back up the statement that "no significant fugitive dust impactS have been 

experienced by the Town". 

"If you have ever been to our landfill, you cannot miss the sight of papers 

plastered against the perimeter fence, with plastic bags and anything else 

that is not nailed down." 

"The Town didn't build a landfill according to its legally adopted program." 

3.6.1 Response 

The odor problem experienced by the Existing Landfill has been discussed previously 

in Response 3.1. 

With respect to fugitive dust or litter impacts from the Existing Landfill, the 

Department of Waste Management has received no formal complaints in this regard. 

Potential impacts from blowing litter are mitigated by operation of the transfer station at 

the Waste Management Facility Site. The NYSDEC maintains an on-site inspector at the 

Waste Management Facility Site. If the inspector notices a condition which requires 

correction, landfill operating personnel are notified and corrective action is taken. It should 

be noted that no formal Notices of Violation have been issued by the NYSDEC in connection 

with the management of dust, odor, litter, or aesthetic issues at the Existing Landfill. 

The Existing Landfill has been constructed in accordance with plans submitted to the 

NYSDEC. The construction, operation and life expectancy of the Existing Landfill have 

always been regulated by the NYSDEC. Over time, changes to the original design of the 

Existing Landfill have been made, but these modifications have been approved by the 

NYSDEC. All of the changes to the design and construction of the Existing Landfill 

represent improvements to previously approved designs. For example, gas collection and 

groundwater monitoring programs were not required by the initial design, and a double 

composite liner has been installed under the currently utilized portion of the Existing 
Landfill. 
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3.6.2 Comment 

Include description of on.going composting operation In area of Cell 5. 

3.6.2 Response 

The Town used a portion of the Landfill Expansion Area for temporary storage of 

leaves, but those leaves were removed from the site and delivered to the Town's Manorville 

Compost facility in February and March of 1993. 

3.6.3 Comment 

Include a contingency plan which the Town will follow H Cell 4 is filled before Cell 5 

is on-line. 

3.6.3 Response 

It is estimated that, as of March 1993, about 2.75 years of disposal capacity remains 

at Cell 4, assuming waste delivery rates exlu"bited in March 1993. As closure of Cell 4 

becomes more imminent, certain waste streams, such as car shredder residue, can be 

excluded from Cell 4 to presetve capacity. Further, the Town is currently pursuing 

procurement of a compost facility, which will provide additional waste management capacity 

as of January 1995. Based upon the availability of compost facility capacity in 

January 1995, and a continuation of waste delivery rates exhibited during 1992 and 1993, 

it is not expected that, except for downtime waste, any unprocessed municipal solid waste 

would require land disposal after January 1995. Under these conditions, the only waste 

streams which would require land disposal are unprocessible waste and process residues 

from the MRF and ERF Ash from Hempstead. Under the NYSDEC Consent Order, which 

governs the Existing Landfill, these components of the waste stream may continue to be 

landfilled at the Existing Landfill until it reaches its final design elevation. 

In the event that Cell 4 is completely filled before the proposed Landfill Expansion 

Area can be placed into service, the Town will continue to utilize the Hempstead ERF under 

terms of the IMA, but would need to make arrangements for out-of-Town disposal of the 

Town's unprocessible waste, MRF residue and other waste materials, excluding ERF Ash, 

that would otherwise need to be disposed of at Cell 4. Some of the MRF residue may be 

directed to the Hempstead ERF or the Composting Facility as part of the processible waste 
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stream. Under the IMA, the Town is not obligated to accept or arrange for ERF Ash 

disposal, if the occurrence of an uncontrollable circumstance causes the Town to be unable 

to accept ERF Ash at the Existing Landfill or the Landfill Expansion. This measure will be 

employed on a temporary basis, and was previously addressed in Response No. 2 of the 

Final Supplemental Generic Environmental Impact Statement (FSGEIS), and in the 1989 

Plan and GEIS. 

The recently negotiated modifications of the NYSDEC Consent Order which governs 

the Existing Landfill calls for the Town, by December 15, 1993, to submit to the NYSDEC, 

a contingency plan for the handling of waste during any interim period between closure of 

the Existing Landfill and commencement of the new composting service. 
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4.0 ECONOMIC ISSUES 

4.1 ADDITIONAUDETAILED COST ESTIMATE 
4.1 COMMENT 

A more detailed overall cost estimate should be provided regarding the development 

of Cell s. Additional Information regarding specHlcally the costs of capping, landfill 

gas control, and monitoring should tJe provided. 

"We do not think that the cost of the Landfill Expansion has been fully 

addressed. Are issues such as future capping of the landfill and methane 

collection systems included in the proposed cost of this Landfill Expansion?" 

"'The stated cost per ton for landfilling (in) the expansion area is given at 

$24 a ton, which seems an unrealistic figure to us if all of the extensive 

monitoring that's presented in the documents are carried out as stated, and 

also since we believe that the current tipping fees of existing landfills are 

$60 a ton." 

" ... the cost estimates for Cell 5 appear only to include construction costs, 

and to neglect monitoring costs during the life of the proposed landfill and 

during the 30-year post-closure monitoring period." 

" ... Nor does the DEIS include a discussion of the possible impacts of 

additional landfill construction, operation, and monitoring regulations. DEC 

is now redrafting its Part 360 solid waste management regulations .. .it is 

entirely possible that much more stringent provisions could be adopted that 

would substantially increase the costs of Cell 5. The DEIS would not be 

complete or adequate without a full discussion of the impact of these revised 

regulations. n 

"'The full costs of the proposed Cell 5 must be examined, in addition to 

current landfill operation, closure, ·and monitoring costs, in order for 
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Brookhaven officials to accurately undertake the "economic markets" analysis 

required by Paragraph 120-aa if any changes in the Town's recycling 

program are proposed." 

4.1 RESPONSE 

The cost estimates for the Landfill Expansion Area presented in the DEIS were 

provided for the purpose of comparing alternatives. However, based on the comments, a 

more detailed evaluation of operations and post-closure costs has been performed. The 

costs associated with the construction and closure of the Landfill Expansion Area presented 

in the DEIS, and shown here in Table 4-1 represent detailed estimates, based upon the 

anticipated cost of site preparation, liner construction, the leachate removal system and the 

final cover. All costs are estimated based upon compliance with applicable regulatory 

requirements. 

The cost of operations and post-closure care of the Landfill Expansion Area include 

only those costs directly associated with the Landfill Expansion; these costs would not be 

incurred if the Landfill Expansion Area is not constructed and operated. The annual costs 

for operations, presented in Table 4-2, include the cost of monitoring both air and 

groundwater, landfill gas collection, DEC monitoring, leachate transportation and disposal, 

as well as the direct operational costs of the landfill. A 25 percent contingency has been 

added to cover uncertainties in the line item costs, as well as unanticipated potential costs, 

that may be incurred. 

The post-closure cost estimates include the costs of groundwater monitoring, cap 

maintenance, gas and leachate collection system maintenance and repairs, as well as 

engineering fees. These costs are presented in Table 4-3. 

The estimated cost of $24 per ton to develop and operate the Landfill Expansion 

Area cannot be directly compared to the tipping fee at the Waste Management Facility Site 

which is currently $70 per ton. This is because, in 'addition to the cost associated with 

operation and closure of the Existing Landfill, the tipping fee raises revenue to pay for a 

number of Town waste management activities, including, but not limited to: 

• 

• 
Material Recovery Facility 

Appliance pick-up 
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APPROX. APPROX. 
BASELINEA FINAL 

CONSTRUCTION AREA COVER 
SEQUENCE IACJ IACJ 

Ph•MI II.I 0.0 

Ph•M2 4.1 u 

Ph•M3 1.0 4.1 

Ph•M4 I.I 1.0 

Ph•MI u I.I 

Ph•MI u u 

Ph•M7 I.I u 

Ph•MI I.I u 

Ph•MI 7.1 u 

""-M 10 0.0 11.0 
1""-M I Clotur•I 

TcQI II.I Ill. I 

Notes: 

TABLE4-1 
TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION AREA 

FINAL EIS 
CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE 

111 121 Ill 
llTE BASELINER LEACHATE 

AIRSPACE PREPARATION CONSTRUCTION REMOVAL SYSTEM 
VOLUME COST COST COST 
1c.Yo.1 ISi ISi ISi 

0 115.000 4,780,000 114,000 

732,530 200,000 l,ll0,000 111,000 

1121.ZIO 250,000 2,000,000 114,000 

70l,'30 300,000 2,040,000 114,000 

l30,170 350,000 2,0I0,000 114,000 

1,Clel,000 400,000 2,120,000 114,000 

1,111,000 500,000 2,ll0.000 15,000 

1,111.IZO ll00,000 2,240.000 15,000 

1,191,IOO ll00,000 2,140,000 15,000 

1,114,llO 0 0 0 

1,142.130 4,111,000 22.220.000 411,000 

141 
FINAL 

COVER 

COST SUBTOTAL 

ISi ISi 

0 1,110,000 

441,000 2,1183,000 

1127.200 l,132,200 

840,000 3,031,000 

112.100 3,137,IOO 

111,IOO 3,240,IOO 

171,400 3,413,400 

117,IOO 3,112,llOO 

711,IOO 4.111.IOO 

2,041,000 2,048,000 

7,174,400 34,014,400 

(1) Siii preparation cost Includes excavallon, clearlng and grubbing, and lop soH stripping costs. In addition, Phase 1 site preparation cost Includes cost lor perimeter access road, culverts, pump station and lorce main, Basin A excavation, and gas transfer llne. 
(2) Basel.lnll' construction cost Is estimated based on a unh cost of $400,00Q.lacre. 

1111 

QAIQC 

COST 

ISi 

M1,000 

zeuoo 

213,220 

303,500 

3131,710 

124.0llO 

341,340 

311,290 

421,110 

204,IOO 

l,40l,440 

(3) Leachate removal system cost Is a lumped sum cost for lhe construction of the collecllon sumps, sklerlsers, valve chamber, pumps, valves and discharge llnes. (4) Flnal cov.r cost II estimated based on a unh cost of 1128,000lacre. 
(5) QAIQC cost which Includes costs for engineering certification, lab testing, and surveying, Is estimated al 1Cl'Mi of subtotal cosl. (6) Total cost for each phase Is based on 1992 dollars. 
(7) Unit costs based on recent construction bids means guide, or price quotes at slmllar facllltles. 

CONTINGENCY TOTAL 
01N COIT 

ISi Ill 

Ml,000 1.111.000 

zeuoo 1,111,IOO 

213,220 1,111.840 

30l,500 1,142,000 

lll,710 l,78UllO 

124,0llO uu.120 

341,340 4,0ll,OIO 

311,290 4,111,120 

421,1IO 1,054,180 

204,100 2,417,llOO 

1,408,440 40,IOUIO 
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TABLE4-2 
TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION AREA 

FINAL EIS 
OPERATIONS COST ESTIMATE 

Estimated Yearly Cost 
lt8m ($) 
I. LABOR 
- 2 Foreman 80,740 
- 1 Master Mechanic 34,584 
- 1 Assistant Mechanic Ill 36,685 
- 1 Assistant Mechanic I 35,606 
- 7 Heavy Equipment Operator 256,795 
- 9 Construction Equipment Operator 380,546. 
- 7 Laborers 227,382 
- 8 Pan-Time Labor 52,000 

Tota/Labor $1,104,338 
Assume 40% fringes, etc. 
(Cost of Labor and Fringes associated with Landfill) $1,546,073 

11. OTHER COSTS (per year) 
- Air Monitoring 180,000 
- Leachate disposal 210,000 
- Leachate Transponation 150,000 
- NYS Monitor 50,000 
- Laboratory Services/Groundwater Monitoring 100,000 
- Repair and Maintenance for Equipment 150,000 
- Depreciation on Equipment (est.) 1,000,000 
- Engineering, Environmental and Regulatory 200,000 

Compliance 
- Prorated 5 Year Renewal Fees 100,000 

Total Others $2,140,000 
Total at 2596 Contingency $4,607,592 
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TABLE 4-3 
TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION AREA 

FINAL EIS 
POST-CLOSURE COST ESTIMATE 

Year 1 
2012 

Year2 

•··· .. • .• 2013· 
. Year 3.> ..•. ·.•.• .. ·.··.·.·.··.·.Y.· .• • .. ·.··2'eo·.··~.·, .• .rs .• ~ .•. • ... • ... ·.• .• •.•.··.• ... ·•· .. •. • ..• •.·.• .. ·.·.• .. ·.i.·.·.·.· .•.• v .•..•. ·.·.· .. ·".e.·oa.• .. 1·.·' ... 6·.·.s ....•.. · .. · ........ • ... •.• .. • ..•. •.·.· .. ·• .. ·•.· /Veal': 6/ ;: ¥"t?Y · ... ·.· •. · ............. •· .... : ... • ... 'v ... •.·.· ... • ..• •.N\.••.~ .. •.•.a ... ~ . ..r.•·.·~···.8 ... ·.· ... '· ... • ... •.·,' ••• tY.Mt!J Y't,,f.}9/ ·.··•.· .. •.l.·.!.··.~1 ....... · ..• L.···.~.·.···:'•' ..• •· ..• •.~.··.·.~.··.•~.:.•::~.•.f .... •· ... ·· .... • . 2014 \ ... U2b17 .t 2Pnr::: '"'"·' ••• :•:r@~::: :r21:121:=:n '"'"....-.~'II ... _.., 

Groundwater Monitoring (3) $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 

Final Cover Repair (4) $358,720 $358,720 $358,720 $215,232 $143,488 

Fertlllzlng (5) $6,440 $6,440 $6,440 $6,440 $6,440 

Mowing (5) $15,881 $15,881 $15,881 $15,881 $15,881 

Monitoring Well Inspection (5) ~ 

and Repair $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 

Gas Collection System (6) 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 
Maintenance and Repair 

Leachate Collection System (5) 
Operation.Maintenance, 
Inspection and Cleaning $62,700 $62,700 $62,700 $62,700 $62,700 

Engineering (6) 
Inspection and Certification $9,700 $9,700 $9,700 $9,700 $9,700 

TOTALS($) $595,841 $595,841 $595,841 $452,353 $380,609 

NOTES: (1) All costs are In 1993 dollars. 
(2) Costs are constant from year 11 to 30. 
(3) Cost provided by Dvlrka and Bartlluccl. 
(4) Cost based on percent of final cover construction cost. 
(5) Cost based on 1992 Means Gulde. 
(6) Cost based on 1992 Wehran Fee Experience. 

$100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $3,000,000 

$71,744 $71,744 $71,744 $71,744 $71,744 $0 $1,793,600 

$6,440 $6,440 '$6,440 $6,440 $6,440 $0 $64,400 

$15,881 $15,881 $15,881 $15,881 $15,881 $15,881 $476,431 

$2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $72,000 

40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 $1,200,000 

$62,700 $62;700 $62,700 $62,700 $62,700 $62,700 $1,881,000 

$9,700 $9,700 $9,700 $9,700 $9,700 $9,700 $291,000 

$308,865 $308,865 $308,865 $308,865 $308,865 $230,681 . se,n8,431 
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• STOP program for household hazardous waste 

• Funding of on-site NYSDEC inspector 

• Roadside litter collection 

• Capital projects 

• Transfer station operations 

• Recycling education programs 

• Public education about all of the Department of Waste Management programs 

The following is a summary of the estimated costs associated with landfilling at the 

· Landfill Expansion: 

• Construction Costs 

• 

Includes Site Preparation, Baseliner, Leachate 
Removal System, and Final Cover Costs 
(see Table 4-1) 

Air Monitoring Start-up 

• Operations Costs 

Includes Cost for Labor, Leachate Removal, 
Laboratory Services, Equipment, Consultant 
and other Operating Costs (see Table 4-2) 

• Post-Closure Costs 

Includes Costs for Monitoring, Repairing, 
and Inspection for Groundwater, Final Cover, 
Leachate Collection System, and Engineering 
Certification (see Table 4-3) 

Subtotal 
20% Contingency 
'IUTAL 

$40,900,000 

$120,000 

$82,900,000 

$8.800.000 
$132,720,000 
$26.500.000 

$159,220,000 

The total cost of $159.2 million reflects an estimated cost in 1993 dollars. The 

actual cost will occur over an anticipated 18 years of operational life, and a 30-year 

post-closure period. The cost per incoming waste tonnage can be calculated based on 

Table 4-4 assumptions: 
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TABLE 44· 
TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION AREA 

FINAL EIS 

SITE CAPACITY 

Air-Space1 EstimatecP 
Phase Net Volume Uf e 

Number (CYD) (Years) 

1 480,000 1.0 

2 663,000 1.4 

3 870,000 1.8 

4 965,000 2.0 

5 995,000 2.0 

6 1,025,000 2.1 

7 1,052,000 2.2 

8 1,076,000 2.2 

9 1,524,000 3.1 

Total 8,650,000 -18 yrs 

Notes: 
1. Air space net volume includes deduction for baseliner system. 
2. Estimated life based on the following: 

• Ash flow rate - 630 tons/day (density- 2,500 lb/cyd) 
• Residue flow rate - 615 tons/day (density - 1,250 lb/cyd) 
• Estimated life reflects 10% (ash) and 15% (residue) 

contingencies for daily/interim cover, berms and final cover 
• 300 operating days per year · 
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• Incoming daily waste of 1,245 tons 

• 300 operating days per year 

• 18 years of operational life based on available value of 5.0 mcy 

Cost/Ton = $159.2 million (1,245 ton/day) (300 days/year) (18 years) 

= $24/ton 

This estimated cost per ton is consistent with the cost of $24/ton presented in the 

DEIS. This is less than the $45/ton cost presented in Table 2.7.-1 of the 1991 Update/GEIS. 

This $45/ton figure represented a conservative, preliminary estimate made at that time 

without the benefit of engineering plans, quantity estimates, contract costs, etc. In addition, 

the previous estimate of $45/ton reflects other cost items not directly associated with the 

expansion, such as scale operation, and overall management. These other costs are not 

properly allocated to the expansion because these will be incurred even if the Landfill 

Expansion Area is not built. 

It must be noted that the potential exists for increases in these costs due to 

regulatory changes. The recent enactment of revisions to the Part 360 regulations do not, 

however, impact the cost estimates for design construction, operation, closure or 

post-closure maintenance of the Landfill Expansion Area in any significant way. The 

regulatory revisions generally require the construction of increased leachate storage capacity 

(increasing from 30 days capacity to 90 days), but allow the NYSDEC to approve leachate 

storage capacity which is less than 90 days, if warranted, based upon the specific 

circumstances of the project. The estimated capital cost of the additional storage capacity 

is on the order of $2 million. This estimated cost is well within the range of contingency 

costs included above. The inclusion of contingencies in the cost estimates helps to 

safeguard against potential unanticipated adverse impacts from unforeseen regulatory 

changes or other unforeseeable circumstances. 

4.2 ALTERNATIVE DISPOSAL COST COMPARISONS 

4.2.1 Comment 

Cost evaluations should be provided for a smaller site versus the proposed 18-year 

Ce/15. 
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"Nowhere is this decrease in disecononii~ associated with the downsizing 

of the landfill reflected in the cost calculations. We ask that this DEIS be 

considered incomplete until such calculations are fully considered." 

"It's hard to see that a smaller scaled-down project will cost more than a 

larger, more ambitious one." 

4.2.1 Response 

As noted below, the total cost to develop and operate a 13-year Landfill Expansion 

is about $113 million, which is less than the $159 million estimated total cost of the 

proposed Landfill Expansion Area. However, on a cost-per-ton basis, the proposed Landfill 

Expansion Area is more cost effective than a smaller 13-year landfill expansion; $24/ton 

compared to $29/ton, respectively. 

Additional information on the estimated cost for the 13-year Landfill Expansion is 

presented below. 

Estimated costs for Landfilling at Town of Brookhaven 13-Year Landfill Expansion 

• Construction Costs 

• 

• 

Includes Site Preparation, Baseliner, Leachate 
Removal System, and Final Cover Costs 
(see Table 4-5) 

Air Monitoring Program Start-up 

Operations Costs 

Includes Cost for Labor, Leachate Removal, 
Laboratory Services, Equipment, Consultant 
and other Operating Costs (see Table 4-6) 

• Post-Closure Costs 

Includes Costs for Monitoring, Repairing, 
and Inspection for Groundwater, Final Cover, 
Leachate Collection System, and Engineering 
Certification (see Table 4-7) 

Subtotal 
20% Contingency 
1UTAL 

4-5 

$29,200,000 

$120,000 

$57,200,000 

$7.500.000 
$94,020,000 

18.780.000 
$112,800,000 
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TABLE4-5 
TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION AREA 

FINAL EIS 
CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE 

FOR 13-YEAR LANDFILL EXPANSION 

II) 121 13) 141 APPROX. APPROX. SITE BASELINEA LEACHATE FINAL 
BASELINER FINAL AIRSPACE PREPARATION CONSTRUCTION REMOVAL SYSTEM COVER CONSTRUCTION AREA COVER VOLUME COST COST COST COST SEQUENCE (AC) (AC) (C.YD.) (S) (S) IS! IS! 

Ph•• I 14.5 0.0 1,140,000 1195,000 1.100.000 11.000 0 

Ph9M2 1.7 7.0 1.211.000 -.000 3,410,000 51.000 111,000 

Ph••3 8.0 7.8 1,330.000 830,000 3.800.000 11.000 1.011.200 

Ph••4 7.8 1.8 1.2llO.OOO 132,000 3,040,000 11.000 1,138,200 

Ph9•11 0.0 11.2 0 0 0 11,000 UH,800 IPll9M 4 Clooufe) 

Tat91 38.I 42.0 11,005,000 2,788,000 11,820,000 271,000 1,378,000 

Nat .. : 

Ill 1111• preper.ilon coec Include• exc• .. llon, cle.,lng .nd grubbing, and lop eoll llrlpplng cotte. In •ddlllon, Ph9M 1 t11•.Pfep91•llon CGtll lnclud .. COii for perlmelet •cceu ra.d. cut.ell•. pump ll•llon and lotce m•ln, S.lln A exce .. llon, and g .. lr•ntlet nn.. '70,000/9Cle uoed lot ph••• 2, 3, and 4. 121 S.•llnet conllrucllon COii i• elllm.ted INIMd on• unn COii ol M00.000/ecre. 
131 Le-••• remov.i eyetetn cOll I•• lumped eum COii for the conllrucllon of the collectlon eumpe, eld•rlMrt ... t.e chem!Mr, pump• • ..i .. , •nd dlech•rge llnee. 141 Fln.i - COii i• elllm.led INIMd on 1 unh COii ol S121,000/•cre. 
Ill QAIQC COii which lncludH coetl for engineering certlflc1tlon. lob telllng. •nd ourwrtng. lo elllm11ed .. 10'111 ol eubtat.i COii. 
(8) Tat.i COii iot ••ch ph•• lo INIMd on 1882 dolt•re. 
(7) Unb co.io INIMd on recent oonllrucdon bldo mHn1 guide. cw price quo1 .. •I elma.r l.ocllhlee. 

1, > 

II) 

QAIQC CONTINGENCY TOTAL 
SUBTOTAL COST 01«* COST ,., 

ISi Ill (S) 

Ull0,000 881,000 BU,000 1.220,000 

l.040,000 504,000 504,000 8,048,000 

1.211.200 128.820 128.820 8,W,440 

4.788,200 478,820 478,820 1.718,440 

2.314,800 231,480 231.480 1.181,1120 

24.337,000 2,433.700 2,433,700 28,204,400 
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TABLE+-6 ·. 
TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION AREA 

FINAL EIS 
OPERATIONS COST ESTIMATE 

FOR 13-YEAR LANDFILL EXPANSION 

Item 
I. LABOR 
- 2 Foreman 
- 1 Master Mechanic 
- 1 Assistant Mechanic Ill 
- 1 Assistant Mechanic I 
- 6 Heavy Equipment Operator 
- 8 Construction Equipment Operator 
- 6 Laborers 
- 7 Part-Time Labor -

Tota/Labor 
Assume 40% fringes, etc. 
(Cost of Labor and Fringes associated with Landfill) 

II. OTHER COSTS (per year) 
- Leachate disposal 
- Leachate Transportation 
- NYS Monitor 
- Air Monitoring 
- Laboratory Services 
- Repair and Maintenance for Equipment 
- Depreciation on Equipment (est.) 
- Engineering, Environmental and Regulatory 

Compliance 
- Prorated 5 Year Renewal Fees 

Total Others 
Total at 25% Contingency 

Estimated Yearly Cost 
($) 

80,740 
34,584 
36,685 
35,606 

220,110 
338,263 
194,899 
45,500 

$986,387 

$1,380,942 

210,000 
150,000 
50,000 

180,000 
100,000 
150,000 

1,000,000 
200,000 

100,000 
$2,140,000 
$4,401,1n 
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Groundwater Monitoring (3) 

Final Cover Repair (4) 

Fertlllzlng (5) 

Mowing (5) 

Monitoring Well Inspection (5) 
and Repair 

Gas Collection System (6) 
Maintenance and Repairs 

TABLE 4-7 
TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION AREA 

FINAL EIS 
POST-CLOSURE COST ESTIMATE 

FOR 13-YEAR LANDFILL EXPANSION 

Year J v ear 2 Year 3 Year 4 f .·.'.•:• .. •.:• .. •.:• .. :··:Y::·.·.·20:ea.1:r.1 .. s.:··.:··•.·.'·:··• .. ·.·.·: .•. : •. : .• .. :·: .. :;•.•:•::··:.:•·.: ... :Y·.:·:··•:.:20:.:ea·····•1•.r2• •. :~ .•... ;•.::·•.·::· .. :.•:•.:.•:•:·· •.::···:·.·:···.•.•::··:·.···::·•:Y.•::·•:.··:····.-•:.•.•·.:••.~.•1··:'.< .. a••:.7.·:.• .. •;···:·:.•:···:.···:•.::· • X~t!: ·• •?X~t! j~"tM •.:: •.::·•.:·• .. :·20 .. :•.•.··.•.: .• 1 .. 1·.:.••:·:.•7•.~ .• , .. :·.::·::Jt .. ::.00,.'.·.·.•:•:.~.·'.:: .. ::;:·i.·•.••.•7:.,:·.:•.::•.:•.:: 2007 . 2008 ·.:·. ~) 22010 ,u ~ : ~tit .:: t•~j$J? t<~le> .c;u.J 

$100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 

$268,800 $268,800 $268,800 $161,280 $107,520 $53,760 $53,760 $53,760 $53,760 $53,760 $0 

$4,830 $4,830 $4,830 $4,830 $4,830 $4,830 $4,830 .$4,830 $4,830 $4,830 $0 

$11,911 $11,911 $11,911 $11,911 $11,911 $11,911 $11,911 $11,911 $11,911 $11,911 $11,911 

$2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 

$40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 

$3,000,000 

$1,344,000 

$48,300 

$357,323 

$72,000 

$1,200,000 

Leachate Collection System (6) 
Operatlon,Malntenance, 
Inspection and Cleaning $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $1,200,000 

Engineering (6) 
Inspection and Certification $9,700 '$9,700 $9,700 $9,700 $9,700 $9,700 $9,700 $9,700 $9,700 $9,700 $9,700 $291,000 

TOTALS($) $477,641 $477,641 $477,641 $370,121 $316,361 $262,601 $262,601 $262,601 $262,601 $262,601 $204,011 $7,512,623 

NOTES: (1) All costs are In 1993 dollars. 
(2) Costs are constant from year 11 to 30. 
(3) Cost provided by Dvlrka and Bartlluccl. 
(4) Cost based on percent of final cover construction cost. 
(5) Cost based on 1992 Means Gulde. 
(6) Cost based on 1992 Wehran Experience. 
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The total cost of $112,800,000 reflects an estimated cost in 1993 dollar value. The 

actual cost will occur over an anticipated 13 years of operational life, and during a 30 year 

post-closure period. As noted in the DEIS, incoming waste flows under this alternative 

reflect a reduction of 250 TPD associated with a reduction in the acceptance of C&D process 

residue. The cost per incoming waste tonnage can be calculated based on Table 4-8 

assumptions: 

• Incoming daily waste of 995 tons 

• 300 operating days per year 

• 13 years of operational life based on available value of 5.0 mcy 

Cost/Ton = $112,800,000/(995 ton/day) (300 days/year) (13 years) 

= $29/ton 

4.2.2 Comment 

The cost of the proposed Cell 5 should be evaluated against other alternative waste 

handling methods. 

"We need first to begin to recycle commercial waste, incorporate a "Don't 

Bag It" program, in order to have a true evaluation of the cost." 

"We need to explore other environmentally sound alternatives to effectively 

dispose our Waste." 

4.2.2 Response 

The costs of alternative waste handling methods have been presented in each of the 

Generic Environmental Impact Statement (GEIS) documents as part of the development of 

the Town's Solid Waste Management Plan (SWMP). The evaluation of alternative waste 

handling methods presented in the GEIS and SWMP documents remains valid. The details 

of the most recent economic evaluation of alternative methods of waste handling can be 
' found in Section 3 of the Draft GEIS for the Town's SWMP (January 1991). All of these 

previously cited documents (DGEIS and DEIS) are incorporated by reference in this FEIS. 
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TABLE 4-8 
TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION AREA 

FINAL EIS 

SITE CAPACITY FOR 13-YEAR LANDFILL EXPANSION 

Air-Space Estimated 
Phase Net Volume Uf e 

Number (CYD) (Years) 

1 1,140,000 2.96 

2 1,285,000 3.34 

3 1,330,000 3.45 

4 1,250,000 3.25 

·Total 5,005,000 12.99 

Notes: 

1. Net volume includes deduction for final cover. 
2. Estimated life based on the following: 

• 
• 
• 

Ash flow rate - 630 tons/day {density - 2,500 lb/cyd) 
MSW waste rate - 365 tons/day (density- 1,200 lb/cyd) 
300 operating days per year 
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The pwpose of this site-specific Environmental Impact Statement for the Landfill 

Expansion Area, which was called for in the GEIS, is to evaluate only the alternatives 

pertaining to the proposed Landfill Expansion. These alternatives included other sites, 

variation in design, alternative size and technology, and schedules. The economic impacts 

of landfill size were presented in Section 7.3 of the DEIS and in Responses 4.1 and 4.2.1. 

It also should be remembered that the only wastes to be disposed of in the Landfill 

Expansion Area will be wastes that are either unprocessible in the Town's recycling, 

composting, and resource recovery programs, downtime wastes, or process residues. The 

tonnages projected assume complete success in meeting the Town's aggressive waste 

reduction and recycling goals. Thus, contrazy to the implicit suggestion in the comments, 

the per-ton cost projections are not biased toward lower costs. 
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5.0 HOST COMMUNITY BENEFIT ISSUES 



This "performance gap" was recognized by both professional and regulatory bodies 

operating in the area of landfill design, and a significant level of effort has been expended 

since the mid-1980's to determine what levels of performance can be achieveq, and to 

improve landfill liner designs. 

As a result of this effort, composite liner systems are now required in New York 

State; such a system has been proposed for the Laiidfill Expansion Aiea. The performance 

of composite liner systems has been both predicted, based on theoretical consideration, and 

measured in the field. 

The landfill liner system proposed for the Landfill Expansion Aiea incorporates an 

improvement to the standard double composite liner provided in 6 NYCRR Part 360. The 

substitution of a prefabricated bentonite mat for the upper foot of the primary clay layer, 
r • ~ r - r -

as depicted in Figure 2-6 of the DEIS, will serve to improve the performance of the 

composite liner system, and represents an additional measure of. mitigation to avoid 

potential adverse impacts. The lower permeability of ~e bentonite matting placed directly 

against the primary membrane will be more effective in reducing leakage through any holes 

or flaws that occur within the primary membrane, especially when a bentonite flexible 

membrane liner/ geosynthetic clay liner is utilized. 

In addition to the improvements in the design of the liner systems, the level of 

quality control that will be utilized in the construction of the liner system for the Landfill 

Expansion Aiea will be significantly greater than the level used for most of the Existing 

Landfill; the overliner beneath Cell 4 employed a similar high level of quality control for 
" 

construction. A great deal of attention will be paid to every aspect of liner construction to 

ensure performance is achieved. After construction of each phase is complete, monitoring 

of the rate of liquid collection in the secondary system will be performed to demonstrate 

that the primary system is functioning to the level required. (See also Response 6.1.2 for 

discussion of antiCipated leakage ~d Responses 6.2.1 through 6.2.9 for discussion of 

potential impacts to groundwater). 

The liner system proposed for the Landfill Expansion Aiea is a proven and reliable 

design that represents a great improvement over past State:of-the-Art liners. This same 

conclusion has been reported by Robert Phaneuf, P.E. of the NYSDEC in his paper entitled 

Part 360 Liner Svstem Overview and Performance Update: "The new landfills constructed 

with double composite liner systems in New York -State are operating as well or better than 
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anticipated. More than anything else, this will begin to convince the public that landfills 

are environmentally safe and have no relation to the open dumps of the past." 

6.1.2 Comment 

On Page 4-5 the DEIS states refer to • .•. anticipated leakage rates .•. • tor the proposed 

containment system. Is It expected there will be some leakage from the 

liner/leachate containment system and II so what are the anticipated numerical rates? 

"How much leachate will penetrate the liner based on the permeability factor 

associated with that liner?" 

6.1.2 Response 

Studies have demonstrated that double composite liner systems, constructed with a 

reasonable level of quality control, achieve performance levels several orders of magnitude 

better than previously used liner systems. In his paper entitled Part 360 Liner System 

Overview and Performance Update, Robert Phaneuf, P~E., of the NYSDEC, provides the 

following estimates of predicted liner performance: 

Leakage in 
Gallons Per 

Leakage Type Acre Per Day 

1. Single Clay Liner, 2 feet 138.4 
thick 
ks = 1 x 10·7 cm/sec 

2. Single Geomembrane Liner 3,300 
1 hole/acre = 1 cm2 

3. Single Composite Liner 0.8 
k = 1 x 10·7 cm/sec· s , 
1 hole/acre = 1 cm2 

As can be seen, the liner system that will be used for the Landfill Expansion Area 

has a predicted performance, if only the upper composite layer is considered, more than 

1,000 times more effective than the single liner system underlying Cell 1 of the Town's 

Existing Landfill. 
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Actual performance of the composite liner systems is also presented in the Phaneuf 

paper for five landfill cells in New York State. The water collected in the secondary 

collection systems at these cells varied from 7.5 to 12.0 gallons per acre per day. The liquid 

collected included water squeezed from the clay layer of the composite liner as a result of 

the loads impacted by the wastes that were placed in the cells. The quantity of 

consolidation water has often been predicted as approximately equal to the rate of collected 

leakage for these composite systems (Bonaparte * Gross, Field Behavior of Double Liner 

Svstems). 

Leakage rates from the liner system to be utilized at the Landfill Expansion Area will 

be within the range predicted for composite liner systems as set forth in these studies. The 

anticipated leakage rate, referred to on Page 4-5 of the DEIS, can be conservatively 

estimated based on the Action Leakage Rate (ALR) from the primary composite liner system. 

The ALR is measured in the secondary leachate collection system and is a limit at which 

point an assessment must be made regarding the need to implement contingency measures. 

Assuming an ALR of 20 gallons-per-acre-per-day, it is expected that leakage through the 

secondary liner system would be no more than 1 gallon-per-acre-per-day. Under a more 

probable assumption of less than 1 gallon-per-acre-per-day leakage through the primary 

liner, leakage through the secondary liner would be less than one-tenth of a gallon-per-acre­

per-day. 

6.2 POTENTIAL IMPACTS ON GROUNDWATER 

6.2.1 Comment 

The DEIS suggests that, since water downgradient of the expansion is already 

damaged, further pollution is of no consequence. Groundwater contamination from 

the Existing Landfill should not be a mitigating factor in identifying the potential 

impacts of the new landfill cell development. 

"In the second-to-last paragraph of this section [second to last paragraph of 

4.2.1.2 on Page 4-4], the DEIS states the " ... potential impact to the existing 

groundwater quality is limited' because existing groundwater quality has 

already been impacted by the Existing Landfill." This statement is 

questioned because it appears to discount the seriousness of any 
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groundwater contamination. It is recommended this statement be removed 

from the FEIS." 

"The thought is expressed that since water downgradient of the expansion 

is already downgraded, that further pollution is not of consequence. There 

is a stream, Beaver Dam Creek, Carman's River, the Great South Bay, all in 

the path of groundwater flow. We feel that any pollution is bound to reach 

these waters in time, and so we feel that there should be more serious 

consideration given to this problem in the DEIS." 

6.2.1 Response 

The referenced statement was not intended to discount or minimize the seriousness 

of any groundwater contamination resulting from operation of the Existing Landfill or any 

potential contamination from the proposed Landfill Expansion Area. Groundwater quality 

conditions downgradient of the Existing Landfill are monitored regularly through the 

groundwater assessment program conducted by the Town. Remediation technologies are 

currently being evaluated through development of a closure investigation and closure plan. 

The closure and remediation process will be supervised by the NYSDEC. 

The Carman's River has been determined by the USGS to be the downgradient 

boundary of the shallow hydrogeologic system within which the Landfill Expansion site lies. 

In the event of significant containment failure at the Landfill Expansion Area, groundwater 

contamination could, at least theoretically, migrate southeasterly in the direction of 

groundwater flow and discharge from the shallow flow system into the Carman's River . 

However, the likelihood of such an occurrence is extremely small given the nature of the 

liner properties (See Response 6.1.1) and the quality control program that will be an 

integral part of the liner construction. 

While horizontal groundwater flow velocity in the area of the Existing Landfill is on 

the order of one foot per day, groundwater of degraded quality migrating steadily at a rate 

of one foot per day would have arrived at Montauk Highway in eight years. The USGS 

documented the existence of degraded groundwater south of the Existing Landfill 

approaching Montauk Highway from groundwater samples collected in October through 

December 1982, approximately eight years after the Existing Landfill began operation in 
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197 4. Results of the most recent groundwater assessment program (Update 1992) indicate 

that, in the nine years since the USGS first identified the contamination, degraded 

groundwater could not be confirmed to have migrated any farther than the point initially 

identified in 1982. 

Potential impacts to groundwater from containment failure at the Landfill Expansion 

are discussed in the DEIS as catastrophic, or worst case, scenarios. Even if these were to 

occur, they would not, however, be expected to affect any greater area of contamination 

than that which is currently impacted by leakages occurring at the Existing Landfill. 

However, to mitigate and avoid any potential impacts to groundwater, the Operational 

Environmental Monitoring Plan for the Landfill Expansion Area will make it possible to 

detect containment failure or other leakages early. 

6.2.2 Comment 

It Is recommended consideration be given to providing more detail in regard to 

potential contamination of groundwater. Based on past experience, this information 

could Include rates of leakage, rate of flow of contaminants and potential 

concentrations of contaminants. 

6.2.2 Response 

As stated previously (See 6.1.1 Response), the upper composite layer (alone) of the 

Landfill Expansion Area has been demonstrated to be as much as 1,000 times more effective 

than the single liner system of Cell 1 of the Existing Landfill. Anticipated leakages are 

estimated to be on the order of tenths of a gallon per acre per day, or less. 

Horizontal groundwater flow in the Upper Glacial aquifer is estimated to be 

1.5 ft/day, and vertical flow is about 0.03 ft/day indicating predominantly horizontal flow 

in this aquifer. In addition, there is a semi-confining unit between the Upper Glacial aquifer 

and Magothy aquifer which further retards the vertical flow of contaminants into deeper 

formations. Based on data obtained during the Landfill Expansion Hydrogeologic 

Investigation, the vertical flow rate in the upper portion of the Magothy aquifer was 

calculated using slug test results to be 6.5 x 10-4 ft/ day or 0.25 ft/year, which significantly 

slows vertical contaminant migration into the Magothy aquifer in the vicinity of the Landfill 
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Expansion Area. Similar to the Upper Glacial aq\iiier, flow in the Magothy is primarily 

horizontal. 

With regard to contaminant flow rates, although some highly soluble contaminants, 

such as chloride, migrate at about the same rate as groundwater, most contaminants migrate 

at lower rates because they are less soluble and/ or they adsorb onto sediment and organic 

material. These less soluble contaminants include metals which would not migrate readily. 

In order to mitigate and avoid any potential groundwater contamination, the Landfill 

Expansion groundwater monitoring program is designed to detect any leachate contaminants 

quickly enough to allow appropriate response measures to be undertaken, if required. 

6.2.3 Comment 

There will be impacts to the groundwater in the vicinity of the landfill. No quantitative 

data or analysis has been· provided to show the new Cell 5 Is not in the deep flow 

recharge zone. 

"We ... assert that the expansion of Cell 5 rather than protect the public health 

and environment serves instead to threaten their further deterioration. We 

... object to the expansion of Cell 5 on the grounds that it does not fulfill the 

intent of the 1983 Landfill Closure Law, ie., to protect our aquifers from 

contamination. . .. Adopt a solid waste management plan which strives to 

maximize protection of the public health and environment, and whose 

primary goal is the protection of our aquifers." 

"We are especially concerned about groundwater protection. The Yaphank 

Taxpayers & Civic Association has always maintained the possibility that the 

Brookhaven Landfill is sited over deep-flow recharge area Hydrogeological 

Zone 3. Referring to: 

(a) Discussion of Hydrogeologic Zone Boundaries m the Vicinity of 

South Yaphank, Long Island, New York, by Charles J. Voorhis, 

Director, Division of Environmental Protection, report dated 

January 30, 1986. 
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(b) Evaluation of Hydrogeologic Data in the Vicinity of the Proposed 

Regional Ashfill at Yaphank and the Brookhaven Landfill by 

Geraghty & Miller, report dated May 1986. 

(c) Geohydrological Investigation of the Regional Resource Recovery 

Ashfill Site at· Yaphank by Dr. Kevin Phillips, report dated 

February 1986. 

All three reports conclude that speculation on the recharge-discharge zone 

boundaries in the landfill vicinity further justifies the procurement of 

additional data. Until this contention is proven once and for all, we feel this . 

expansion should not go forth." 

6.2.3 Response 

The NYSDEC has determined that neither the Existing Landfill or the Landfill 

Expansion Area are in the deep flow recharge area. A letter of determination from NYSDEC 

Regional Director, Raymond Cowen, is presented in Appendix 20. A November 1990 letter 

from NYSDEC Executive Deputy Commissioner, Langdon Marsh, which confinned that the 

Existing Landfill is outside the deep flow recharge area, is also presented in Appendix 20. 

One commentor cites three reports which, it claims, conclude that speculation on the 

recharge-discharge zone boundaries in the vicinity of the landfill justifies the procurement 

of additional data. None of these three reports make any statement that the collection of 

further data is justified. A summary discussion of these three reports is presented in 

Appendix 8 of this FEIS. All three reports place the Existing Landfill and the Landfill 

Expansion Area south of the deep flow Magothy recharge area boundary, in an area of 

discharge to the Upper Glacial aquifer. The Hydrogeologic Investigation Report, which is 

included as part of the permit application, and incorporated in this FEIS by reference, also 

concludes that the Landfill Expansion Area is south of the deep flow recharge area. See 

also Response 8.2.4. 

No further data or study is necessary in order to conclude with a reasonable degree 

of scientific certainty that the Landfill Expansion Area is not in the deep flow recharge area. 
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6.2.4 Comment 

Potential Influence on Station Road Well Field. Pumping tests performed at the 

Suffolk County Station Road Well F_ield Included only wells which pump from the 

upper glacial aquHer, and do not address the consequence of high volume pumping 

from the Magothy In proximity to the landfill. 

6.2.4 Response 

The Magothy aquifer water supply well (well S-49018) located at the Station Road . 
Wellfield is set at 518 feet below the ground surface (-448 feet mean sea level [msl]). The 

effective screen length for this well is approximately 60 feet long. 

The stratigraphic log for well S-49018 indicates that two separate significant 

semi-confining units exist in the Magothy formation between the top of the well screen 

(-385 feet msl) and the base of the Upper Glacial aquifer (-89 feet msl). The thickness of 

these units and their elevations are listed below in descending order. 

Semi-confining Unit 

1 
2 

Thickness (feet) 

16 
20 

Elevation Cmsll 

-238 to -250 
-298 to -322 

Together, these units represent 36 feet of semi-confining material between the base 

of the Upper Glacial aquifer and the Magothy well in the Station Road Well.field. 

Results from aquifer tests performed by the Suffolk County Water Authority (Sew A) 

and its consultants, Leggette, Brashears and Graham, Inc., in July 1992 as part of a 

hydrogeologic investigation in support of this EIS, indicate that, even under highest 

pumpage conditions, the Upper Glacial water supply wells would not be impacted by a 

release of leachate from the Landfill Expansion because this area falls outside of their zone 

of capture. This factor, coupled with the relative absence of a downward vertical flow 

component in the area of the wellfield and landfill, and the presence of the significant 

confining layers between the landfill and the screened interval of the sew A's magothy well, 

caused the sew A and its consultant to conclude that the construction and operation of the 

Landfill Expansion would not pose a potential for impact to the Station Road Wellfield. The 

Executive Summary of the draft report entitled, "Evaluation of Zone of Contribution of the 

Station Road Wellfield with Respect to the Proposed Expansion of the Town of Brookhaven 
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Landfill," prepared by Leggette, Brashears and Graham, was presented in Appendix 14 of 

the DEIS and is incorporated by reference. The full text of the final report is included as 

Appendix F of the Hydrogeologic Investigation Report which is part of the Engineering 

Design Report prepared for the Part 360 application which is also incol-porated by reference. 

A. letter from Leggette, Brashears and Graham which directly responds to this comment is 

presented in Appendix 21. This letter concluded that, 

"Based on these considerations, it was and remains our view that the existing 
landfill and the proposed Cell No. 5 constitute a minimal threat to Station 
Road Well 3, and that Cell No. 5 would not pose any more threat than the 
existing facility. As the Upper Glacial test and the resulting extrapolations 
indicate, the proposed Cell No. 5 is not within the zone of capture of Wells 1 
and 2 in the Upper Glacial aquifer, even if operated at their full authorized 
capacity." 

In additi<;m to the pumping test results, and the presence of two semi-confining units 

in the Magothy formation, there are other factors which indicate that the construction and 

operation of the Landfill Expansion Area will not create the potential for groundwater 

contamination of the Station Road Magothy well. 

As discussed in the DEIS, Sections 4.2.1.1. through 4.2.1.3, if a significant release 

of leachate from the landfill expansion were to occur, the leachate-derived constituents 

would migrate in a southeasterly direction along the natural groundwater flow pathway 

away from the Station Road Wellfield. Downward migration of the leachate-derived 

constituents would be mitigated by the absence of a sustained downward vertical flow 

component beneath the Landfill Expansion Area and the presence of an upward vertical 

flow component downgradient of the expansion. -

The natural factors of the presence of two semi-confining units in the Magothy 

aquifer above the Magothy well, and predominantly horizontal flow beneath, and upward 

flow downgradient of the landfill, coupled with the aquifer test results obtained by the 

SCW A and their consultant, indicate that there is no potential for leachate-derived 

contaminants in the vicinity of the Landfill Expansion to migrate in a westerly direction and 

impact the zone of influence of any of the three SCW A water supply wells on Station Road, 

including the Magothy well. 
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6.2.5 Comment 

On Page 3·25, the comments on groundwater supplies center on the source of water 

tor the public water supply and residential wells. It Is not correct to say that 

•groundwate,. wells are typically screened 40 feet Into the water table. If such 

comment Is made, It should say •resldentlar wells. 

6.2.5 Response 

The comment is correct. The sentence should be changed to read: 

"Residential wells are typically screened 40 feet into the water table." 

6.2.6 Comment 

In the section on groundwater (Regional Groundwater Regime - 3.2.1.1 ), it should 

be noted that recharge Is vertical in the regime of the groundwater divide. However, 

rather than flowing horizontally north and south of the deep recharge area, It 

develops a horizontal component which Increases as It gets further away from the 

divide. 

6.2.6 Response 

The following two paragraphs should be added to Section 3.2.1.1 of the DEIS, 

replacing the previous paragraph under the subsection entitled "Magothy Aquifer." 

"Groundwater flow in the Magothy aquifer of Long Island moves in response to 

driving forces similar to those which direct the flow in the Upper Glacial aquifer. Recharge 

occurs predominantly in the region of the groundwater divide, where groundwater flows 

vertically downward to the Magothy aquifer. 

Further to the north and south, the movement of groundwater is still primarily 

downward, however, with a minor component of horizontal flow. Still further to the north 

and south, the horizontal flow component increases while the downward flow component 

decreases until the downward flow component no longer exists and flow is dominated by 

horizontal movement. The point at which downward flow no longer predominates over 

horizontal flow (in a consistent manner) marks the boundary for deep flow recharge zone 

to the Magothy aquifer. Ultimately, the groundwater flow will develop an increasingly 

upward component as it nears the discharge areas." 
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6.2. 7 Comment 

The first and last sentences of paragraph one on Page 4-6 of the DEIS appear to be 

a contradiction and should be reconsidered. 

6.2. 7 Response 

The last sentence of the first paragraph on page 4-6 of the DEIS is changed to read 

as follows: "As a result, there would be no significant decrease in total recharge over the 

course of the combined operational and post-closure life of the Landfill Expansion Area." 

6.2.8 Comment 

On pages 3-26 to 3-27, the DEIS discusses 'Groundwater Supplies' and notes the 

Part 360 survey requirements for locating public and private wells within one mile 

downgradient of the proposed site. Although on Page 3-26 only one private well is 

noted as being within the Part 360 boundary, according to Figure 3-14 there are a 

number of wells located just outside this boundary and which may be downgradient 

of Cell 5. Accordingly, It is recommended that the same consideration be given to 

these additional wells. 

6.2.8 Response 

On page 3-26 of the DEIS it was noted that only one private well could be verified 

as existing within the boundaries of the required Part 360 survey area, not that " ... only one 

private well is noted as being within the Part 360 boundary ... " as stated in this comment. 

Since the completion and publication of the DEIS, no one has come forward to 

identify himself or herself as being a downgradient user of a private/ commercial well which 

had not been previously enumerated as part of the above-noted study. 

The reference in the DEIS to the regulatory requirement to identify downgradient 

wells within one mile of the Landfill Expansion Area should not be construed to mean that 

consideration is not given to wells outside of that boundary limit. The Contingency Water 

Quality Monitoring Plan for the Landfill Expansion may require, if conditions warrant, that 

residences and businesses downgradient of the facility, even if beyond the one-mile 

boundary, be notified of groundwater quality conditions in their area in the event that 
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conversion to public water supply becomes necessary as a result of operation of the Landfill 

Expansion. 

6.2.9 Comment 

In the discussion of 'Surface Water Quality' on Pages 3-30 to 3-31, the DEIS 

references sampling point BD-3 and states this point is also shown in Figure 3-22. 

A review of this figure finds that BD-3 Is not shown, however. 

6.2.9 Response 

The comment is correct. Surface water sampling point BD-3 is located north of the 

intersection of Beaverdam Creek with South County Road. Figure 3-22 has been revised 

to include sampling point BD-3. 

6.3 GROUNDWATER MONITORING/REMEDIATION 

6.3.1 Comment 

In the last paragraph of this section on Page 4-5, the DEIS states that groundwater 

monitoring wells will be sampled. It is recommended the FEIS indicate how often 

and at what times of year the wells will be sampled. 

6.3.1 Response 

Under the Part 360 regulations and as proposed in the Operational Water Quality 

Monitoring Plan for Cell 5, groundwater monitoring would be conducted quarterly at the 

Landfill Expansion Area. Normally this would be conducted once during each of the four 

seasons, with the NYSDEC Baseline Parameters being collected on a rotating quarterly basis, 

and NYSDEC Routine Parameters being collected during the remaining three quarters 

(6 NYCRR Section 360-2.11 (c)(S)(ii)(a)). 

6.3.2 Comment 

What type /of contingency plan will be utilized to assure that, if necessary, 

groundwater remediation strategies are implemented? 
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6.3.2 Response 

The Contingency Plan descnl>ed in Section 7 .0 of the Engineering Design Report, 

which is incoIJ>orated herein by reference, sets forth the procedures that will be followed, 

if necessary, to implement remedial measures to prevent the contamination of groundwater. 

These procedures are summarized below. 

The landfill baseliner construction and the incoIJ>oration of various leachate control 

measures in the landfill design are expected to prevent groundwater contamination. 

Further, the background groundwater monitoring results, the baseline of water quality data 

that is established, and the measurement of the quantities of leachate collected in the· 

secondary leachate collection systems of the proposed sub-cells provide the mechanism for 

substantiating the effectiveness of the control measures or identifying impacts, if any exist. 

Nevertheless, in the event results obtained from groundwater samples indicate 

significant increasing trendS of contamination for downgradient wells or that background 

water quality levels are exceeded, then the contingency program generally descnl>ed below 

will be undertaken. 

• Prepare a written evaluation of the significance of the results and assess the 

need for further evaluations. This evaluation will be submitted to NYSDEC 

within four weeks of receipt of analytical results, and completed every quarter 

as part of the regular reporting of environmental monitoring data. 

• Verify the results in question by additional sampling and analysis within six 

weeks of the receipt of the original data. 

• The results of the additional sampling and analysis will be forwarded to 

NYSDEC upon receipt. 

• If the Town and NYSDEC concur that the results of the written evaluation, and 

the additional sampling and analysis indicate the need for further 

investigations, the following may be implemented: 

Develop a hydrogeologic investigation program to determine the source 

and extent of contamination and submit the proposed program to 

NYSDEC for approval. 
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Complete field investigation within two months of NYSDEC approval of 

the proposed program. Prepare a report descnoing conclusions and 

recommendations within two months of- completing all field 

investigations. The report will identify the source and mechanisms of 

- groundwater contamination, as well as evaluate the risks to human 

health and the environment presented by the contamination. The report 

will also identify proposed measures to be undertaken to remediate the 

groundwater contamination. 

If remedial construction is required, prepare final plans and specifications 

within four months of NYSDEC approval of report. 

Implement remedial construction based on a construction schedule 

approved by NYSDEC. 

6.3.3 Comment 

There's a second direction I would argue you must monitor there, and that's in the 

direction of the Suffolk County Water Authority well field, and that includes Magothy 

wells in both directions as well as shallow groundwater wells. 

6.3.3 Response 

As shown in Figure 2-11 of the DEIS, two groundwater wells are proposed for 

monitoring in the area between the proposed Landfill Expansion Area and the western 

boundary of the Waste Management Facility site. One well will monitor the Upper Glacial 

Aquifer, and the other the Lower Glacial Aquifer to detect any possible contamination that 

may migrate toward the Suffolk County Water Authority Well Field on Station Road. It 

should be noted that the results of aquifer tests performed by Leggette, Brashears and 

Graham for the Suffolk County Water Authority, indicate that there is no potential for 

leachate-derived contaminants to migrate into the SCWA's Station Road Wellfield (See 

Response 6.2.4). 

6.3.4 Comment 

The DEIS indicates that groundwater tests will be made quarterly. That is not 

adequate, given the proximity to the Suffolk County Water Authority well field. We 
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believe that the tests should be conducted by independent testing labs, and that the 

test results be readily available for public scrutJny. 

6.3.4 Response 

The NYSDEC can require more frequent sampling and analysis at environmentally 

sensitive sites, if they deem it necessazy (6 NYCRR Part 360-2.ll(c)(ii)(a)). The site has 

not been determined to be environmentally sensitive and there are no other special 

circumstances which would warrant a determination of a more frequent sampling schedule. 

The sampling program outlined in Section 6.3.1, is in accordance with the current 

regulatory requirements. 

The testing of the quarterly well samples will be conducted by an independent 

(State-approved) laboratory, and the results will be available for public review. 

6.3.5 Comment 

The DEIS did not address the mitigation of the existing plume of groundwater 

contamination In the landflll and Its continued development H leachate should escape 

from the new Cell 5. 

6.3.5 Response 

The mitigation of groundwater contamination emanating from the Existing Landfill 

is currently underway and is addressed in Response 3.3 and Appendix 6 of this FEIS. It 

should be noted that the safeguards to be employed in the development of the Landfill 

Expansion are orders of magnitude greater than those which currently exist (e.g., the 

proposed primazy composite liner system is more than 400 times less permeable than the 

single liner of Cell 1; and the Landfill Expansion Area will contain a double composite liner 

system). In addition, there will be a groundwater monitoring system that is designed to 

detect a leak, should one occur, before it commingles with the existing contamination 

plume. 

These issues are fully addressed in the Hydrogeologic Investigation Report and the 

Engineering Design Report (See Section 6.10 of that report) which are incorporated by 

reference in this FEIS. 
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6.3.6 Comment 

Include complete hydrogeologlcal study in the FEIS. 

6.3.6 Response 

The Hydrogeological Investigation Repon, prepared by Dvirka and Bartilucci for the 

development of the Landfill Expansion, is being incorporated by reference into this 

. document. It is available for review at all locations at which this FEIS is available for 

review. 
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7.0 ENERGY RECOVERY FACILITY ASH ISSUES 

Numerous commentors expressed concern about the potential effects associated with 

the disposal of waste-to-energy facility ash at the proposed landfill expansion. These 

concerns included the sources, characteristics and handling procedures for the ash, as well 

as questions about alternative uses for ash and problems experienced by other ash disposal 

facilities. Concerns were also expressed regarding air quality impacts from fugitive dust 

emissions of dry ash. 

7.1 ASH SOURCE(S) 

7.1.1 Comment 

Confirmation should be provided that the new Cell 5 wlll only be used for ash from 

the Hempstead Energy Recovery Facility and Town of Brookhaven •by-product" 

wastes. 

"The DEIS states that the landfill will only be used for ash from the 

Hempstead incinerator as well as our own by-product waste. I would like 

to see some kind of confirmation, some kind of legislation that would 

guarantee that would be the truth." 

"Expansion of the landfill to accommodate garbage from outside of 

Brookhaven may provide quick, fix financing but economically and 

environmentally sells out our future. Recycling is the long term economic 

and environmental winner." 

7.1.1 Response 

As noted in Section 2.5.6 of the DEIS, the Landfill Expansion Area will accept the 

following waste stream components for disposal: 

• 

• 

• 

Unprocessible waste from the Town's waste management/disposal systems 

Downtime waste from the solid waste processing facilities utilized by the Town 

ERF Ash from Hempstead 
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• Process residues from other solid waste management facilities utilized by the 

Town 

• C&D debris process residues 

• Car shredder residue 

• Clean Fill 

The Town does not currently propose to accept any other wastes. The Town does 

not, however, wish to preclude itself from considering the acceptance of other waste streams 

at the Landfill Expansion Area in the future if, based on a case by case review, acceptance 

of such other wastes is legally authorized, environmentally sound and beneficial to the 

Town. For example, the Town has been engaged in preliminary discussions with the Town 

of Huntington to consider acceptance of ERF ash generated at the Huntington Resource 

Recovery Facility. 

The Town is not proposing to enact a legislative waste limitation, as suggested by 

one com.mentor, because such a limitation would adversely affect the Town's future options 

in this respect, which could limit the Town's future waste reduction and recycling options. 

For example, recycling opportunities which may present themselves in the future could 

involve the acceptance of residues from sources outside of the Town. The Town wants to 

be able to evaluate such opportunities on their own merit as they arise. 

In the event that the Town wishes, in the future, to change the current proposal in 

order to accommodate waste stream components that are different from those noted above, 

appropriate environmental review by both the Town and the NYSDEC will have to be 

conducted prior to accepting such components. 

7.1.2 Comment 

How can the Town allow this now when it opposed the siting of a regional ashfill in 

the Town in the 1980s? 

"1be Cell 5 landfill expansion is now becoming a REGIONAL ash.fill with 

Hempstead burning ash from Hempstead, Brookhaven, New York City, and 

now Oyster Bay." 
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7.1.2 Response 

In 1985, the State Legislature enacted the Long Island Ashfill Law (the Ashfill Law) 

to assist in the development of a Long Island Regional Ashfill to accept ash residues from 

all of the incinerators and resource recovery facilities in Nassau and Suffolk counties. The 

Ashfill Law charged the New York State Environmental Facilities Corporation (EFC) with 

the task of recommending a site for the Regional Ashfill. Although a site was recommended 

for the Regional Ashfill, the process was never completed, and the site was never developed. 

The proposed Regional Ashfill site was located in the Town of Brookhaven, and its 

development was opposed by the Town at the time. 

Several commentors suggested that the Town's previous position is inconsistent with 

the current proposal for the Landfill Expansion Area, and that the Landfill Expansion Area 

is the Regional Ashfill. 

It should first be noted that the proposed Landfill Expansion Area is fundamentally 

different from the previously proposed Regional Ashfill. The Regional Ashfill was to service 

all of the towns in Nassau and Suffolk counties, representing ten potential facilities 

handling 2,750,000 to 3,470,000 tons of municipal solid waste annually, and generating 

500,000 to 1,250,000 tons of ash residue per year. The proposed Landfill Expansion Area 

will never accept ash.residue from all of the towns on Long Island. The Landfill Expansion 

Area has been designed with an 18 year life expectancy assuming continued delivery of ERF 

Ash from a single resource recovery facility in Hempstead (approximately 230,000 tons per 

year), along with other waste streams noted in the DEIS. Even if the Town were to accept 

ash residue from one of the other five existing waste-to-energy facilities on Long Island, the 

Landfill Expansion Area would still not be the Regional Ashfill contemplated by the Ashfill 

Law, because it would not be serving all of Long Island. 

Further, the Town's proposal for the Landfill Expansion Area is not inconsistent with 

its previous opposition to the Regional Ashfill for the reasons noted below. 

• The Landfill Expansion Area is proposed for a different site than the proposed 

Regional Ashfill (See Map in Appendix 22). The proposed Landfill Expansion 

Area meets all of the criteria of the NYSDEC with respect to landfill siting, and 

is not located in the deep flow recharge area. 

7-3 10.8/93.00368.E2 



• The Town would have had only limited control over the operation of the 

Regional Ashfill. The Landfill Expansion Area will be developed under the 

exclusive control of the Town, subject to the regulations of the NYSDEC, and 

other requirements of applicable law. Under this arrangement, the Town is 

much better able to ensure that its citizens are not adversely impacted by 

facility operations. 

• In 1985 and 1986, little was known about the impacts of landfilling ash 

residue. Much more is known now. The Town reviewed the available 

infonriation in its SGEIS of 1991, and has reviewed additional data (including 

data regarding the landfilling of ash at the Existing Landfill) in this EIS. 

7.2 ASH COMPOSITION/QUALITY/MONITORING 

7.2.1 Comment 

More detailed characterization should be provided of the ash that will be landfilled. 

Metals and other contaminants in the ash cause It to be toxic. What about the 

chemical composition of the ash and the constituents that may be contained in dust 

generated during the landfilling operations? 

"Incinerator ash is contaminated with an array of toxic heavy metals and 

organic chemicals ... ash that's generated close to home often exhibits 

characteristics of hazardous waste." 

"Because it (ash) comes out of a very hot furnace, (it) is often dry in nature 

or drys out over time." 

"Ash from Islip has a very high level of an assortment of heavy metals and 

organic chemicals, some of which are probably cancer-causing." 

"One thing that angers me is the fact that fly ash is being mixed in with 

bottom ash, and is the ash being delivered to the landfill site, and the 
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justification is that it's being - its adverse effects are being reduced by 

dilution." 

"I think there should be an appendix which uses the present data that the 

Town must possess on ash contents." 

"In 1987, DECs test of ash from six New York State incinerators found that 

more than half of all samples tested had exceeded federal lead and cadmium 

levels for what constitutes hazardous waste." 

"I'm also concerned that the ash may contain dioxin. .. 

"There's no characterization of what's going to be dumped at that site." 

7.2.1 Response 

The Town of Brookhaven maintains an ongoing program to monitor the quality and 

composition of the ERF Ash that is disposed of at the Existing Landfill. The Town's testing 

program occurs on a much more frequent basis than the semi-annual testing required of the 

ERF operator by NYSDEC regulation. The Town conducted 27 sampling events between 

September 1991 and June 1993. Results of this periodic testing are summarized in 

Table 7-1. 

Data on the quality of the ERF Ash was previously presented in the FSGEIS (see 

Table 2.1-1). Brookhaven's IMA with the Town of Hempstead provides that all ash residue 

delivered to the Existing Landfill and Landfill Expansion Area meet applicable standards set 

forth in State and Federal laws and regulations. The Town of Brookhaven IMA also imposes 

other minimum standards, for example, a minimum moisture content of 18 percent, on ash 

delivered to the Existing Landfill and the Landfill Expansion Area. 

Tests conducted by the Town of Brookhaven of the ash from the Hempstead ERF 

confirm the presence of very low levels of dioxins and furans. It should be noted that 

dioxin and furans are common byproducts of all combustion and many industrial processes. 

However, the levels exhibited by the ERF Ash are not a cause for concern. Measured levels 

of toxicity equivalent is 157.6 picograms per gram or 0.158 parts per trillion (ppt). This is 
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TABLE 7-1 
TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION AREA 

FINAL EIS 
SUMMARY OF HEMPSTEAD ASH TESTING 

CONDUCTED BY THE TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN 

Number of 
Parameter Units Mean Minimum Maximum Samples 

pH s.u. 11.26 10.21 11.97 27 

% Moisture % 19.7 4.7 27.9 22 

TOCiIVS ppm 32082 13900 60800 27 

Cadmium 
EP Toxicity mg/l 0.71 <0.1 1.60 21 
TCLP mg/I 0.45 <0.1 1.21 13 

Lead 
. 

EP Toxicity mg/I 3.08 <0.5 13.60 21 
TCLP mg/I 0.91 <0.5 3.72 13 

Mercwy 
EP Toxicity mg/I 0.06 <0.02 0.290 21 
TCLP mg/I 0.02 <0.02 0.089 13 

Arsenic 
EP Toxicity mg/I 0.25 0.176 0.25 21 
TCLP mg/I 0.25 0.232 0.259 13 

Barium 
EP Toxicity mg/I 4.78 0.443 <10 21 
TCLP mg/I 4.35 0.671 <10 13 

Chromium 
EP Toxicity mg/I 0.25 0.158 <0.5 21 
TCLP mg/I 0.24 0.168 0.265 13 

Note: Silver and Selenium have never been found above the limits of detection 
in 21 EP toxicity and 13 TCLP tests. 
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less than 16 percent of the 1 ppt toxicity equivalent which the US Centers for Disease 
- ·':' 

Control have determined to be an acceptable concerltI'ation in backyard soil. It should also 

be noted that dio:Xins and furans are relatively insoluble in water and remain attached to 

solid ash particles (Schaub, 1989). Therefore, there are no anticipated adverse impacts on 

leachate quality. 

The Hempstead Resource Recovery Facility continues periodically to sample and 

analyze the composition of the ERF Ash it produces in accordance with its operating permit. 

Recent analytical results from July 1992 show no ·significant change from the data 

developed as part of the NYSDEC study discussed below. That is, although quantities of 

certain heavy metals exist in the ash residue, the potential for metals to leach from the ash 

residue is minimal. The TCLP extraction analysis performed on ERF Ash collected during 

the July 1992 sampling event continues to demonstrate that the concentration of heavy 

metals in the extract fall below any level of concern. The results of this analysis are 

presented in Appendix 9. 

The courts are split as to whether RCRA's hazardous waste rules apply to ash residue 

generated by waste-to-energy facilities. One Federal Circuit Court of Appeals (the Second 

Circuit, which encompasses the State of New York) has ruled that RCRA's hazardous waste 

disposal requirements do not apply to ash residue generated by waste-to-energy facilities, 

s.o long as the facility has appropriate waste screening procedures to ensure that 

unauthorized hazardous waste is not disposed of at the facility. The Landfill Expansion 

Area is within the jurisdiction of the Second Circuit Court of Appeals and, therefore, its 

decision applies. Another Federal Circuit Court of Appeals (the Seventh Circuit) recently 

issued a contradictory ruling, holding that such ash residue must be transported, stored, and 

disposed as a hazardous waste if it exlubits hazardous characteristics pursuant to the TCLP. 

A petition for review by the Supreme Court of the United Stated of the decision of the 

Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals was granted, and the appeal is presently pending before 

the Supreme Court. 

It should also be noted that the USEPA recently issued a determination confirming 

that ash from municipal waste combustion facilities is not a h3Zardous waste and that the 

disposal of ash in municipal landfills, subject to the new requirements of 40 CFR Part 258, 

will be protective of human health and the environment. (See memorandum of 

September 18, 1992 from EPA Administrator William K. Reilly to all Regional 
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Administrators, presented in Appendix 16.) This memorandum constitutes EPA's official 

position on the issue. 

The NYSDEC has also established criteria for the proper management of ash residue 

generated by the combustion of municipal solid waste. These criteria include design and 

operational requirements for the landfilling of ash residue as stated in 6 NYCRR Part 360. 

The NYSDEC has concluded that ash residue, if landfilled in compliance with the 

requirements of 6 NYCRR Part 360, will not pose any significant environmental or health 

threat. With its double composite liner system, the proposed development of the Landfill 

Expansion Area meets or exceeds the requirements established by both the NYSDEC and the 

USEPA. 

One commentor suggested that tests conducted by NYSDEC in 1987 concluded that 

half of all ash samples from six New York incinerators exceeded federal standards for lead 

and cadmium. The 1987 data are now out of date, and no longer applicable. Between 

1987 and 1989, the NYSDEC continued its ash testing program with the objective of 

developing a more rigorous sampling protocol which would yield more reliable and 

meaningful results. Using the new sampling protocol, the NYSDEC continued testing at six 

facilities in 1990, including the Hempstead Resource Recovery-Facility. The results of this 

study are contained in a report entitled "Ash Residue Characterization Project, March 1992." 

This NYSDEC study examined the composition of ash residue and its potential for leaching 

heavy-metals, as· measured by accepted analytical procedures, and compared the leaching 

potential results to actual results obtained for leachate quality at ash residue monofills. The 

major conclusions set forth in the report regarding ash residue quality and associated 

leachate quality include: 

• The sampling and testing program required by the NYSDEC is capable of 

providing representative results from the operating MSW combustion facilities. 

• 

• 

Extraction and leachate data indicate that ash residue, when properly 

managed, does not generate a leachate that contains a concentration of heavy 

metals which will pose a significant environmental impact. Leachate does, 

however, have a significant salt content, and must be managed accordingly. 

Laboratory extraction tests (i.e., TCLP) significantly overestimate the 

concentration of lead and cadmium that actually leaches from. incinerator ash 
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placed in an ash monofill. In comparing the results from the leaching test 

with actual ash fill leachate resUits, none of the ash laboratory tests accurately 

predicted actual ash monofill leachate characteristics. The metals 

concentration in the ash monofill leachate was frequently measured in 

concentrations at, or below, groundwater standards. Laboratory leaching tests 

yielded higher results and, in some cases, concentrations exceeded 100 times 

the groundwater standards. 

One commentor suggested that the ash from Islip has a very high level of an 

assortment of heavy metals and organic chemicals. The previously cited study by the 

NYSDEC does not bear out this statement. Most of the metals which were analyzed for 

were not detected by the NYSDEC study. Those metals which are usually of most concern 

(i.e., cadmium, lead, and mercury) were detected at low levels, if at all. 

Another commentor expressed concern that fly ash is being mixed with bottom ash 

and that its adverse properties are thus diluted. While it is true that the ERF Ash contains 

a mixture of bottom ash and fly ash, this is an acceptable management practice that is 

approved by New York State regulations (6 NYCRR 360-3.S(g)). 

7.2.2 Comment 

How will operations at the Hempstead facility affect the quality of ash delivered to 

Brookhaven? 

"The materials that are being incinerated in the Hempstead facility and the 

ash should be monitored on a daily basis. Needless to say, Brookhaven 

Town should not accept ash that contains hazardous levels of compounds 

such as heavy metals." 

7.2.2 Response 

The commenter offers no scientific basis to support the claim that the ash should be 

monitored on a daily basis, presumably to determine levels of heavy metals. 

The Hempstead facility has implemented, as part of its operating procedures, a Waste 

Control Plan to monitor and control the type of material that is to be processed by the 
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facility. The Waste Control Plan, as approved by the NYSDEC, is utilized to ensure that the 

facility does not process hazardous waste or any other type of unacceptable waste stream. 

The major elements of the Waste Control Plan include: 

• · Use of solicitation letters to potential users of the facility to identify potential 

unacceptable waste streams. 

• Use of local programs in the communities that use the facility to remove from 

the overall waste stream such items as household hazardous waste, bulk 

ferrous, and white goods, as well as programs to remove construction and 

demolition debris. 

• Specific facility controls including availability of information to private haulers 

regarding acceptable waste streams, 24-hour security and access control to 

prevent unauthorized waste deliveries, specific contract language regarding 

unauthorized waste streams with facility users and performance of periodic 

spot checks of incoming waste loads to monitor compliance with the program. 

The results of the periodic spot checks to ensure compliance with the Waste 

Control Plan are recorded and submitted to the NYSDEC as part of the 

Facility's Quarterly Operating Report. 

Town of Brookhaven personnel perform a visual inspection of each ash delivery 

vehicle, checking to ensure that they are properly covered and not leaking. As noted in 

Response 7.2.1, the Town tests ERF Ash once or twice per month, although this testing 

frequency may be reduced in the future. It is worth noting the frequency of ERF Ash testing 

conducted by the Town to date is far in excess of the bi-annual frequency required of the 

ERF operator by NYSDEC regulations. The results of the Town's ERF Ash testing have 

exhibited no significant variability which would warrant the establishment of daily testing. 

Increasing the testing frequency to every. day would represent an unnecessary additional cost 

for the Town. 
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7.2.3 Comment 

How can the quality of the ash coming Into ti;fl iroolchaven facility be checked? 

"What control does the Town of lJrookhaven have over the quality of ash 

entering its facility?" 

7.2.3 Response 

The frequent testing performed by the Town on ERF Ash generally confirms the 

analytical data developed by the Hempstead facility. It is the intention of the Town to 

continue the practice of independently monitoring the quality/composition of the ERF Ash . 

that is disposed of at the landfill. A summary of the results to date is presented in Table 7-1 

and discussed in Response 7.2.1. 

Under the tenns of the IMA, Brookhaven retains the right to reject ERF Ash 

deliveries if it is determined to be hazardous waste, does not meet the specified quality 

standards, or in any other manner fails to comply with the requirements of applicable law 

relating to ash disposal. 

7.3 ASH HANDLING AND DAILY COVER 

7.3.1 Comment 

The DEIS does not discuss in enough detail the stormwater runoff and leachate 

generation Issues associated with ash f/11/ng. 

7.3.1 Response 

Control of stormwater run-off and leachate generation are discussed in the DEIS in 

Section 2.5.4 (Drainage and Erosion Control), and Section 2.5.6 (Operational Controls and 

Monitoring). 

Sloping of the surface that the daily cells are built upon creates a condition where 

the runoff from the covered areas, once filling has reached an elevation higher than the 

surrounding area, is directed to the recharge basins. The maintenance of intermediate cover 

will prevent ash from becoming a part of the runoff sediment. 

The landfill may be required to obtain surface water discharge pennits under the 

N/SPDES program. If such permits are required, the quality of the surface water runoff will 
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be measured and reported in accordance with the terms of the permit. Tiris monitoring will 

provide documentation that the management methods have been successful or that 

operating procedures must be changed. 

Additional information on leachate generation is provided in Responses 8.3.6 

through 8.3.9. 

7.3.2 Comment 

The exemption from daily cover placement should not be allowed, and there should 

be a specHic Identification of the cover material components that should be used 

(see also Comment 8.3.3). 

"The draft document also talks about not putting daily ·cover on top of the 

ash. Again, it doesn't adequately talk about what the leachate implications 

are of not putting that daily cover on, nor does it address what the long 

term implications are or the impacts of weather cycles, such as freeze-thaw 

cycles, ash that isn't covered like that." 

"What will the "cover material" consist of? What will be the ratio of earth to sand 

to loam in the mixture." 

7.3.2 Response 

While the DEIS stated that daily cover would not be applied, this does not mean that 

the ash will not receive cover prior to reaching final grades. Cover will be placed on all 

surfaces of the ash disposal area with the exception of the sloped face of the operational 

face. Tiris operational working face will be limited in size to an area of about 40 feet by 

100 feet. 

With respect to leachate generation, a recent report (Szurgot, 1992) suggests that 

leachate generation could be reduced by not using daily cover. Tiris is due to higher 

permeability of the typical cover soil as compared to the ash matrix, which tends to bind 

and harden over time. 

Seasonal temperature variations and freeze-thaw cycles will not affect the landfilled 

ash, since only the operational working face will be exposed and uncovered on an ongoing 
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basis. No adverse experience has occurred in this regard during the two winter seasons 

during which ERP Ash has been accepted at the Brookhaven Landfill. 

7.3.3 Comment 

How will water be applied to the landflll to keep dust conditions from being created 

In dry weather? 

"Now we have ash, fly ash and bottom ash, toxic ash, lead, all to be put in 

Cell 5. · What will happen on a windy day? How effective will the new 

water truck really be?" 

"What methods will you use to water down the ash during a prolonged dry 

spell?" 

"How will a 230-foot high mountain of ash be wetted down?" 

7.3.3 Response 

These comments suggest that the entire ash landfill will require wetting in order to 

prevent fugitive dust emissions. The area potentially requiring wetting is limited to the 

daily disposal cell, an area less than 40 feet x 100 feet. Areas which will not be covered 

with fresh ash within 24 hours will be covered with daily cover. This 40 foot x 100 foot 

exposed area, along with the operational roads, can easily be managed by the water truck 

that will be part of the operation. 

On windy days, fugitive dust generation will be prevented by the fact that the ash 

is delivered moist. Additional water will be applied, if necessary, to keep the small area of 

exposed ash moist. In the event of excessive winds such as those associated with a major 

storm or hurricane, operation of the Landfill Expansion Area could be suspended, as noted 

in Response 7 .3.5. 

7.3.4 Comment 

Will ash handling at the Brookhaven Landfill be different from ash handling at other 

ash landfills (specffic concerns were raised about impacts occu"ing In Islip)? 
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7.3.4 Response 

Section 2.5.6 of the DEIS presented a discussion of how ash will be handled at the 

Landfill Expansion. 

Ash placement will commence at a location physically separated from other waste 

and residue placement. The separation will be achieved by the use of a berm. Placement 

will begin at the low (or western) end, with an overall cell fill progression from south to 

north. Daily ash placement will be perpendicular to the overall cell fill progression or along 

an approximate west-east alignment. As new cells are constructed under Operational 

Phases I through IV, a similar fill progression will be employed. · 

The ash will be spread and compacted over the prepared landfill base or on a 

preceding lift of ash. Incoming ash will be deposited and compacted in layers of a 

maximum thickness of two feet. The area will be brought to grade by construction of cells, 

each composed of the ash received on a daily basis. Ash will be placed in daily lifts starting 

at the western end of a cell, with the intent of reaching final grades on portions of the 

Expansion Area as quickly as possible. 

An Operations and Maintenance Plan for the Town of Brookhaven Landfill 

Expansion has been developed in response to comments raised concerning the need for a 

management program to insure that the Town is capable of operating the Landfill Expansion 

Area in the manner intended. It should be noted that the plan is one of the required 

documents to be submitted as part of the 6 NYCRR Part 360 (Section 29) permit application 

package. This plan, descnbed in Section 6.0 of the Engineering Design Report which is 

incorporated herein by reference, is intended to meet these requirements and will be subject 

to review and acceptance by the DEC. 

The operation of the proposed Landfill Expansion Area is different from procedures 

used at the Town of Islip facility. Ash from the Islip ERF is processed by equipment located 

outdoors on top of the Islip Landfill, to create a stabilized/pelletized product. The outdoor 

processing of the ash, which involves multiple handling steps, including mixing with 

Portland cement and the outdoor storage of the ash pellets, are believed to be the cause of 

the alleged dust problem at the Islip facility. Since ERF Ash will not be processed, pelletized 

and/ or stored at the proposed Landfill Expansion Area, similar problems will not be 

encountered. 
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7.3.5 Comment 
. ' The DEIS has not considered the Impacts of a major storm event on ash filling 

operations at the new Cell 5. 

7.3.5 Response 

Contingency procedures to be used in connection with a major storm event have 

. been enumerated in the Operations and Maintenance Plan, which is part of the Engineering 

Design Report submitted as part of the permit application documents for the Landfill 

Expansion Area, and which is incorporated by reference in this FEIS. 

During each of the major storms which occurred in the winter of 1992/1993, the 

Existing Landfill continued its scheduled operation uninterrupted. If necessary, the 

operation of the Landfill Expansion Area could be suspended during the occurrence of a 

major storm event, such as ·a hurricane. Stormwater management and leachate facilities 

have been designed to accommodate the 25-year, 24-hour storm event, as required by State 

regulations. 

7.3.6 Comment 

Does the Town have a plan In place to respond to and clean up a major ash spill 

should one occur on local roadways? 

"I recommend inspections to ensure that trucks transporting the ash are 

covered as is required by Part 360 regulations. No uncovered trucks should 

be allowed to leave the Hempstead Resource Recovery facility or enter the 

Brookhaven Landfill site. Operational procedures should include all 

measures necessary to mitigate fugitive dust emissions ... " 

7.3.6 Response 

The Town currently monitors incoming vehicles and waste streams to ensure 

compliance with the above-noted requirements. It is worth noting that since ERF Ash 

deliveries to the Existing Landfill commenced in September 1991, there have been no 

observations of uncovered truck deliveries and no spills of ERF Ash. As noted in 
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Section 2.5.6 of the DEIS, these incoming waste monitoring programs will continue to be 

employed in· connection with the operation of the Landfill Expansion Area. 

In the event of a major ash spill on a roadway in Brookhaven (for example from an 

overturned ash truck), the Town will dispatch police, fire, first-aid and other emergency 

response units, as necessary, to ensure that any injured persons receive proper treatment, 

to ensure that traffic flow is maintained or restored as soon as possible, and that spilled ash 

is cleaned-up as soon as possible. If such a spill were to occur in the Town of Brookhaven, 

the cost of the clean up would be assessed to Hempstead under the IMA. It should be 

noted, however, that the potential adverse consequences of an ash spill are much less severe 

than spills of other more hazardous materials, particularly liquids such as fuel oil or 

gasoline. 

In accordance with the terms of the IMA, ash deliveries must follow a designated 

truck route, or alternate route, in the event of a significant traffic delay on the designated 

route. Ash delivery trucks must ordinarily use the Long Island Expressway, and from Exit 64 

proceed east on the south service road to Horseblock Road, and southeast on Horseblock 

Road to the Facility Site entrance. The alternate route is Sunrise Highway to the Yaphank 

Avenue Exit, northbound to Horseblock Road, to the Facility Site entrance. 

The terms of the IMA also require that the ash hauling containers be equipped with 

waterproof trailer liners to ensure leak-proof delivery, and a waterproof tarp to be fully 

secured at all times when the vehicle is in transit. The IMA also establishes a minimum ash 

moisture content of 18 percent to ensure that fugitive dust emissions will not be created 

when the ash is dumped and filled. 

7.3. 7 Comment 

Additional truck traffic will create a serious impact. 

"The daily impact of additional tractor trailers ... are hazards one community 

need not continually be forced to sustain." 

"We concur that the traffic generated by this project will not affect 

New York State Routes 112, 27, and 1-495." 
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7 .3. 7 Response , 
A detailed traffic impact study conducted a5 part of the DEIS concluded that the 

additional vehicular traffic associated with the construction and operation of the Landfill 
Expansion Area will not significantly impact traffic in the vicinity of the project (see DEIS 
Section 4.5.3). The New York State Department of Transportation has concluded that there 
will be no impact on State Routes 112, 27, and I-495. (See letter from John Falotico, 
referenced as ID#71inAppendix2). 

The unsignalized intersection of the Facility Site driveway at Horseblock Road is 
projected to experience a deterioration in level of service, if no mitigation measures are 
implemented. However, the planned new access and signalization of the Facility Site 
driveway will restore an acceptable level of service to this intersection. 

7.4 ALTERNATIVE USES 

7.4 COMMENT 

Research that.has been performed regarding alternative uses of ash Is questionable. 

"Some officials have stated· and done research to the effect that ash can be 
mixed with concrete and disposed of safely and reused." 

7.4 RESPONSE 

The proposed action does not include provisions for the processing and/ or beneficial 
·re-use of ash residue. The alternative was discussed in Section 7 .3 of the DEIS. 

The SWMP prepared by the Town, and its associated assessment of environmental 
impacts, have been adopted by the Town as the best alternative technologies for managing 
generated solid waste. In reaching this conclusion, the Town examined closely the issue of 
beneficial ERF Ash usage. In 1991, the Town concluded that while beneficial use of ERF 
Ash showed promise, the technologies had not been sufficiently developed to warrant 
further investigation at that time. Since the time of the 1991 Update SWMP/FSGEIS, 
significant commercial/regulatory progress has not been made in this area. 

However, the Town recognizes that the field of solid waste management is 
ever-changing. The Town, as part of its overall planning process, will continue to look at 
alternative technologies to manage its Waste Stream and modify its SWMP, as necessary, 
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as those technologies may develop. The phased development of the Landfill Expansion will 

provide the Town with the flexibility to respond to changing Waste Stream types and/or 

volumes associated with changing technologies and recycling markets. 

The provisions of the IMA and the flexil>ility of the design for the Landfill Expansion 

Area will enable the Town to employ appropriate beneficial re-use technology in the future, 

if such technology becomes viable. 

7.5 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FROM FUGITIVE DUST 

7.5.1 Comment 

Numerous concerns were raised regarding the potential adverse Impacts associated 

with windblown ash from the Landfill Expansion, and suggesting that air monitoring 

sh(Juld be conducted. 

"The local community surrounding the landfill might be seriously impacted 

years from . now by errant ash dust or leachate., Three schools from the 

South Country Central School District lie directly downwind of the proposed 

expansion. n 

"We would like to have more information on the effects of air quality, the 

effect of the landfill and the ash on the air quality in the area." 

"Dangerous ash could blow into the wind that we breathe." 

"We too are concerned with potential odor at Cell 5, but mostly with the 

potential release of hazardous particulate matter in the area, namely ash." 

"In doing away with odors, of course we've greatly enhanced the problem of 

dust, and the dust is not only a health hazard to on-site workers and to 

some nearby neighbors, but it can be a great and major source of 

groundwater pollution." 
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"The most important (issue) is a risk of illness and related diseases caused 
: - ' •. -~·t . ' 

by the presence of millions of tons of ash from the Hempstead incinerator." 

7.5.1 Response 

The DEIS presented an extensive discussion of potential impacts from windblown 

ash which concluded that no significant impacts would occur as a result of fugitive ash 

emissions or dust generation. It is also noted that since the commencement of ERF Ash 

deliveries to the Existing Landfill in September 1991, there have been no complaints filed 

about windblown ash from the Existing Landfill. In response to public comment on the 

· DEIS about potential adverse impacts from wind-blown ash, the Town commissioned a 

supplemental study of potential human health impacts and has also proposed an air 

monitoring program to assess operational ash dust levels ·in the vicinity of the Landfill 

Expansion Area. 

The supplemental study, Potential Human Health Impacts Due to Inhalation of 

Fugitive Dust from Incinerator Ash at the Brookhaven Landfill. prepared by Harlee S. Straus, 

is· presented in its entirety in Appendix 10 of this FEIS. The health impact study addresses 

two specific areas of concern: 

• Potential health impacts of ash-related fugitive dust in the neighboring 

residential areas. 

• Potential health impacts of ash-related fugitive dust to the workers at the 

landfill. 

The question of health impacts in the community is addressed by calculating an 

ash-related fugitive dust concentration at the landfill boundary that will not result in any 

long- or short-term adverse impacts at that boundary. These maximum concentrations are 

presented in Table 7-2. Adverse impacts include all non-cancer effects and lifetime excess 

cancer risks for highly exposed individuals that are less than one in a million for each 

contaminant, and less than one in one hundred thousand for the ash-related fugitive dust 

as a whole. The maximum allowable fugitive dust concentrations determined in this health 

impact study are compared with the measured concentrations of ash-related fugitive dust 

at an MSW Ash Landfill in Haverhill, Massachusetts. Based on this comparison, it appears 
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TABLE 7·2 
TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION AREA 

FINAL EIS 
MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE CONCENTRATIONS OF FUGITIVE DUST 

Pennlsslble Permissible 
Annual Fugitive Short-Term 

Dust Fugitive Dust 
Concentration Concentration 

(ug/m3
) (ug/m3

) Comments 

Antimony 20,000 300,000 

Arsenic 20 4,000 

Barium 2,000 200,000 

Beryllium 800 50,000 

Cadmium 30 3,000 

Chromium Wiii 200 -· 50,000 Assume 3% CrVI 

Cobalt 30,000 1,000,000 

Copper 4,000 100,000 

Lead 1,000 Based on NMQS 

Mercury 50,000 600,000 

Nickel 20 300 

Selenium 1,000,000 40,000,000 

Silver 300,000 Based on RAC 

Thallium 100,000 5,000,000 

Vanadium 20,000 3,000,000 

Zinc 30,000 30,000 

Dioxin TEQ 300 

Source: Harlee Strauss. Potential Human Health Impacts Due to Inhalation of 
Fugitive Dust from Incinerator Ash at the Brookhaven Landfill. 
January 1993. 
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that actual ash dust concentrations at the Brookhaven Landfill boundaries will be 

substantially below the maximum allowable concentration calculated in this report. 

In order to mitigate and avoid any potential impacts from fugitive dust, the Town 

also proposes to establish, as part of the operation of the Landfill Expansion Area, an air 

·monitoring network to monitor both the quantity and quality of fugitive dust generated. 

If exceedances of the maximum concentration limits (descnbed in the health study) occur 

at the perimeter of the facility site, appropriate response action would be initiated. Such 

response actions could include the application of additional water to suppress dust 

generated or the application of daily (or more frequent) cover material. Additional details 

on the proposed monitoring program are presented in Appendix 11. 

7.5.2 Comment 
0Ash that blows off the landfill either on the surrounding ground within the landfill site 

or on the adjacent grounds that will be readily leachable material for most of the 

heavy metals.• 

7.5.2 Response 

Mitigation measures previously descnbed will be employed to prevent wind-blown 

ash at the Landfill Expansion Area. There is no evidence to suggest that metals present in 

the ash will be readily leachable. Recent studies of ash leachate by the NYSDEC (reported 

in Ash Residue Characterization Project. March 1992) found that concentrations of metals 

being leached are comparable to the Primary Drinking Water Standards set forth in 

6 NYCRR Part 5. Ashfill leachates were generally high in sulfate, chloride, sodium, 

potassium, and calcium. Leachates of ERF Ash delivered to the Brookhaven Landfill exhibits 

relatively low levels of metals (see Table 7-1) and higher levels of sulfate, chloride, sodium 

and other dissolved salts. 

Therefore, the leaching potential of any fugitive ash that may escape from the lined 

portion of the Landfill Expansion Area does 'not represent a significant impact. 
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7.5.3 Comment 

How will dust monitoring be performed? Testing should be performed by 

Independent laboratories and the results should be provided to the public. 

"One thing that I think is particularly necessary is a scheme to monitor the 

windblown ash." 

"The DEIS is deficient in not providing for air testing for both gas emissions 

and fugitive dust." 

"The DEIS, again is lacking in not addressing ASH dust and gas emissions. 

Continuous air testing should be provided for at the ashfill/landfill site and 

also strategic sites iri. the adjacent communities." 

"The particle and gas emissions from the landfill as well as the groundwater 

should be tested for pollutants on a daily basis and the results made 

accessible to local civic groups or perhaps the results published each month 

in the Long Island Advance or other newspaper." 

" .. .I think air monitoring should be done at the site, and I think it should 

include study for dioxin, organic components and metals." 

"Will air quality monitoring occur downwind of the working face? I'm 

concerned about emanations of microscopic particulate." 

7.5.3 Response 

The Town intends to implement an air monitoring program in connection with the 

Landfill Expansion Area. The details of this program, which is intended to measure dust, 

odor and other air pollutant levels so as to minimize the occurrence of any adverse impacts 

off site, are still being finalized. 

The Town is currently considering the implementation of a proposal for an air 

monitoring plan submitted by the Waste Management Institute (WMI), Marine Science 
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Research Center, State University of New York at Stony Brook. This proposal, which may 

be subject to modification by the Town, is presented in Appendix 11. As noted in 

Appendix 11, analytical testing will be performed by laboratories of the WMI and the 

New York State Department of Health, both of which have the necessary State and Federal 

certifications to conduct the proposed testing. All test results will be made available upon 

request, but the results will not be routinely published in the newspaper. 

Under the proposed program, samples for total suspended particulates (TSP) will be 

measured at three locations twice each month. Other parameters will be sampled from each 

location four times during the course of the year. These other parameters are expected to 

include: 

• Particulate metals 

• 

• 
• 
• 

Volatile mercury 

Dioxins/Furans 

Selected Organics Compounds 

Hydrogen sulfide 

7.5.4 Comment 

The impact of that dust settling on the ground over a couple of decades at least isn't 

adequately addressed, nor does the DEIS specifically talk about the storm water 

runoff or leachate impact of that 20-year possible dust accumulation. 

7.5.4 Response 

Mitigation measures will be employed to ensure that the potential for fugitive dust 

from windblown ash is minimized (See Responses 7.3.2, 7.3.3 and 7.3.4). Therefore, no 

significant accumulation of fugitive dust is expected to occur and no significant impacts are 

anticipated to result from fugitive dust settlement (See Responses 7.5.1 and 7.5.2). 

7.5.5 Comment 

The new Cell 5 will create an additional source of air pollution in an area already 

accommodating several sources of air pollution. 

7-21 10.8/93.00368.E2 

7-23 10.8/93.00368.E2 



turbulence. The air pollution impact of the source depends on the quantity and drift 

potential of the dust particles emitted into the atmosphere. Large dust particles tend to 

settle out nearer the source, while fine particles may be dispersed by wind over greater 

distances. 

Each type of potential dust source is evaluated separately. The result of an AP-42 

calculation is an emission factor, such as pounds of dust generated per unit of activity. The 

emission factor is multiplied by an activity factor, such as tons of material handled per day, 

to derive a dust emission rate in pounds per unit time for each type of activity. 

Emission factors, not all of which are applicable to the Landfill Expansion Area, were 

utilized in the Hahn study for the following activities: 

• 
• 
• 

• 
• 

Conveyor Transfer Points (not applicable to Landfill Expansion) 

Truck Loading· (not applicable to Landfill Expansion Area) 

Leaks from Trucks Traveling to Ash Monofill 

Trucks Dumping at the Ash Monofill 

Landfill Maintenance Activity 
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8.0 PROPOSED LANDFILL (CELL 5) DESIGN AND 

OPERATIONAL ISSUES 

Numerous comments were made regarding the need for the Landfill Expansion Area, 

the scale of the project, its location, and the proposed operational program. Several 

commentors expressed general opposition to the proposed Landfill Expansion Area. 

8.1 LANDFILL (CELL 5) NEED 
8.1 COMMENT 

Why Is It necessary to develop such a large landfill expansion? Cell 5 Is larger than 

the Town requires, and larger than prudent planning dictates is necessary. 

"Looking into a full 18 years of an inter-municipal agreement with 

Hempstead with an overscoped and apparently undercosted landfill is an 

economic as well as environmental mistake." 

"End the Hempstead deal after 8 years." 

"The major difficulty with Cell 5 lies with its planned disposal capacity which 

our Association feels is well in excess of the Town's foreseeable needs." 

"The size of the proposed expansion provides a disincentive to recycle, 

compost or investigate other environmentally sound approaches to solid 

waste management." 

"My concern is about the future of the Brookhaven Landfill and its effect on 

me and its effect on our community and my school." 

"We are the taxpayers. This is our town. We do not - we do not want this 

expansion. We want safe, state-of-the-art recycling. We want things that 

are not going to continue to hurt this environment." 
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"It smells, ..• it's unsightly .. .my house is losing its value ..• I never liked the 

trash for ash deal, but the news of an expansion by this Town Board 

government made me angry, very, very angry." 

"As future adults of this community we would like to let Brookhaven Town 

know we are totally against having the landfill expansion." 

"You have ruined the Hampton Avenue School, real estate values, and our 

quality of life." 

"We want to live and study in a safe and healthy environment and we ask 

you to leave the land for Cell 5 undeveloped." 

"It's our-community that you are taking away from us. By expanding this 

landfill, it's garbage you are placing in our hands." 

8.1 RESPONSE 

The need for the development of the Landfill Expansion Area is described in specific 

terms in Section 2.3 of the DEIS. The size of the expansion is projected to have a life of 

approximately 18 years; within the range of reasonable planning tolerance needed to meet 

the Town SWMP's identified need of an approximately 20-year landfill. 

The capacity of the Landfill Expansion is based upon the projected waste stream for 

1995 presented in Figure 2-1 of the DEIS. It has been designed to accommodate the ash 

from the Hempstead ERF for the full term of the IMA. Under the IMA, the Town's 

acceptance of ERF Ash is a contractual obligation until January 31, 2000. The IMA also 

obligates the Town to try, at all relevant times, to obtain all necessary approvals for 

sufficient landfill capacity until January 2000. The Town has the option to extend the IMA 

beyond January 2000, which option must be exercised by June 30, 1998. The Town intends 

to evaluate the arrangement in order to determine whether to exercise that option, but it 

is premature to conduct that evaluation now, five years in advance. As discussed in 

Section 7 .3 of the DEIS, the sizing of the Landfill Expansion Area represents prudent 
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planning but in no way requires the Town either to continue to accept the ERF ash or to 

build the entire facility. 

The availability of landfill space will not deter the Town from recycling or waste 

reduction efforts. The Town will continue to pursue such actions aggressively. The 

Long Island Landfill Law and NYSDEC regulations place limits on the types of materials 

which can be landfilled. Waste must be limited to the products of resource recovexy, 

incineration, or composting and downtime waste and untreatable waste. The proposed 

Landfill Expansion Area has been appropriately sized to accommodate this waste stream. 

The availability of environmentally sound and economic landfill space under Town control 

will preclude the Town from being victimized by forces beyond their control, as described 

in Section 1.3 of the DEIS (See Response 8.2.6 on the issue of alleged interaction between 

landfill size and recycling). 

The Landfill ExpansiOn, as currently proposed, is state-of-the-art, designed to protect 

the environment, as well as the health and well-being of the general public, to the 

maximum extent possible. Because it is being designed as a residuals landfill, only wastes 

that cannot be reused, recycled, processed or burned, will be disposed of. Unlike the waste 

that has been disposed of in the Existing Landfill, the expansion portion of the landfill will 

dispose of, almost completely, non-putresable waste. 

8.2 LOCATION/SITING 

8.2.1 Comment 

The alternative sites discussed in the DEIS are all different locations within the same 

area. Other sites within the Town should be considered. 

"The alternative sites are different spots at the same site." 

" ... that (in) the original GEIS, the elected officials of this Town gave 

instruction that alternative sites should be considered in the Town for 

various parts of the solid waste handling, and when it's said and done, 

nothing was proposed for sites other than those in the immediate vicinity of 

the present landfill site." 

8-3 10.8/93.00368.E2 



.. "Of the three spots at the Brookhaven site, namely to the east, to the west 

and to the northeast, of the - the site, the one that's been chosen is - is the 

. least undesirable, mainly because of issues of proximity of groundwater to 

the - to the surface than the other two sites." 

"Consider other possible locations not in or near the present site in the Town 

of Brookhaven for the new cell." 

"Alternative sites are really no alternative sites. They're still adjacent to the 

landfill. The proposed site seems to be considered appropriate because the 

groundwater is already of poor quality." 

"Fundamentally, I would imagine that this problem should at least be 

distnouted somehow among the population of Brookhaven." 

"There is no need to open a landfill so close to people's homes. There are 

thousands and thousands of acres that are miles to the nearest homes that 

you can put this landfill. .. Put it in the Pine Barrens where nobody has to live 

next door to it, if it's so safe. And, if it's no 'so safe' for the Pine Barrens, it's 

certainly not safe for us to live next door to it. We know we need to put 

garbage somewhere, but not within "Nose Shot" of it." 

"I realize that garbage has to go somewhere, put it away from homes on 

Long Island. What about where Shoreham is located?" 

"Our area already suffers under the operation of a medical waste incinerator 

at Brookhaven Memorial Hospital, an animal incinerator, the landfill, 

Gershows metal shredding, as well as the toxic dumping near the water 

tower adjacent from Woodside Estates." 
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"It is unfair to burden the community of Brookhaven Hamlet ( 4 percent of 

the Town population) with all of the waste for our Town and for 

Huntington's ash." 

"The Cell 5 site was not yet owned by the Town when its Site Analysis Plan 

was prepared and therefore never went through the proper review process." 

8.2.1 Response 

As part of the solid waste management planning effort in 1989, a phased multiple 

screening and ranking process was used to evaluate potential waste management facility 

sites within the Town. Section 10.6 and Appendix D (Siting Analysis Document) of the 

1989 Draft SWMP /GEIS descnbe in great detail the siting process that was undertaken. The 

following paragraphs preserit a summaiy of the siting study findings, and are included here 

only as a convenience to the reader. 

The initial screening effort identified a bank of 18 potential areas throughout the 

Town of Brookhaven, each of which was evaluated for its suitability as a possible site for 

use as a waste management facility location. The Shoreham location, mentioned by one 

commentor, was not among the 18 potential areas identified. The Draft SWMP/GEIS 

evaluated all 18 of these areas for their potential development as energy recovery, 

composting, or landfill facilities, through a systematic and detailed process. This assessment 

defined the physical attnbutes and baseline environmental conditions associated with each 

area, so that determinations of the suitability for development of each type of waste 

management component at each site could be made. 

The Siting Analysis Document concluded that, of the bank of 18 areas assessed, only 

7 areas, containing a total of 12 sites, possessed favorable characteristics for potential 

development as a resource recovery facility, compost facility, or landfill facility. Of these 

12 sites, only 2 were identified as having the preferred characteristics necessary for possible 

development as a new landfill facility. 

An area in the Waste Management Facility Site adjacent to the existing solid waste 

landfill was identified as most suitable for development as a landfill. Subsequent to the 

initial 1989 study, the town acquired additional land in the Waste Management Facility Site, 

thus enlarging the original boundaries of that Site. That fact was taken into account when 
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the 1991 SWMP Update/SGEIS was prepared. The 1991 SWMP Update/SGEIS concluded 

that the Town's new landfill facility should be constructed on that additional land to the 

west of the existing solid waste landfill. This choice of location was finalized in the Town's 

May 1991 Supplemental Statement of SEQR Findings and Decision. 

An additional siting update, prepared on behalf of the Town in 1992 by the finn of 

Dvirka and Bartilucci and included in the DEIS as Appendix 15, demonstrates that the 

Landfill Expansion Area conforms with the siting criteria and methodologies presented in 

the 1989 SWMP/GEIS and in 6 NYCRR Part 360, and continues to be the preferred location 

for the Town's future landfilling disposal capacity needs. 

With respect to its proximity to homes, the Landfill Expansion Area far exceeds the 

minimum requirements of State regulations. Section 360-2.13(a) notes that the minimum 

horizontal separation distance between a landfill and property line must be 100 feet. The 

proposed Landfill Expansion Area has a separation distance between 800 to 1,000 feet to 

property lines of the residences along the western boundary of the Waste Management 

Facility Site. 

One commentor suggested that the area suffers under the operation of a hospital 

incinerator, an animal incinerator, and metal shredding facility, but presents no indication 

of what types of impacts these activities are causing. The cited activities or facilities are 

more than one mile from the boundary of the Waste Management Facility Site. The Landfill 

Expansion Area is not anticipated to create any environmental impacts that would be 

cumulative to the impacts of these other facilities. 

With respect to the comment that the Landfill Expansion Area should be located in 

the Pine Barrens, it is noted that the Pine Barrens are an ecologically-sensitive area that 

overlay the deep flow recharge areas (See Figure 3.3-3 and Figure 3.5-4 of the DGEIS). The 

Long Island Landfill Law and NYSDEC regulations prohibits the development of new landfill 

sites within the deep flow recharge area. Various other measures have been undertaken to 

restrict development within the Pine Barrens. The New York State Legislature has recently 

enacted a law to afford special protection to the Pine Barrens. For these reasons, selection 

of an alternative landfill site within the Pine Barrens is not appropriate or feasible. 
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8.2.2 Comment 

The chosen site Is located on property that was to be maintained as open space by 

the Town of Brookhaven. 

"The people were led to believe that this Oocation of the Land.fill Expansion 

Area) was to be open space kept in its natural state as a buffer." 

"In 197 4 and '75, the people buying into this community were told the long 

range plans for the landfill included a recreational facility to be built over 

the landfill upon its closure. We knew that we had purchased homes near 

a land.fill, but we knew for sure that this landfill was going to close." 

"This was going to become a beautiful area with playgrounds and a 

recreational facility." 

"The 78 acres planned on being used was to be preserved as open space for 

a buffer next to the homes, and I don't know what gives the town the right 

to just change things and make it now going to be used for a dump." 

" ... The proposed use of this land goes contrary to the original intent that it 

remain an open and natural buffer area to help ensure the well-being of the 

many people who make their homes in this part of Brookhaven Town." 

s~2.2 Response 

In 1988, the Route 347 Realty Company offered to dedicate to the Town of 

Brookhaven approximately 125 acres of land (including what is now the Landfill Expansion 

Area) known as the "South Property." This property was originally part of the Regency Oaks 

Development which was located on both the north and south sides of Woodside Avenue. 

It was the portion south of Woodside Avenue that was dedicated to the Town. The deed 

tendered to the Town by the Route 347 Realty Corporation contained no restrictions or 

covenants as to the future use of the South Property. The Town accepted the deed for 

8-7 10.8/93.00368.E2 



general municipal pUiposes. The deed contained no restrictions of any kind regarding the 

use of the dedicated property. 

At. the time the property was dedicated, counsel for the Town Board stated that it 

was his belief that the property would be left undeveloped and kept as a natural buffer area. 

It should be noted, however, that he had neither the intention nor the authority to bind the 

Town Board in its acceptance of the dedicated property. Ultimately, the Town accepted the 

South Property free and clear of any covenants. For additional information on this issue, 

see the January 29, 1993 letter from Assistant Town Attorney, Michael Groben, included as 

Appendix 17 of this FEIS. 

It should be noted that the Town intends to develop a nature trail on a portion of 

r' 

the Waste Management Facility Site east of the Materials Recovery Facility. Preliminary \ , 

plans for this nature trail are presented in Appendix 19. 

8.2.3 Comment 

The proposed facility will have adverse visual impact 

"The dump is an eyesore; the proposed additional area is larger and will be 

higher and even more unsightly." 

"The DRAFT EIS does not address the impact of building a second mountain 

of 230 feet, as such geographical modification to the South Shore will 

render, as seen from the Fire Island National Seashore and from the Bay 

areas of the South Shore. The limited visual impact of the study is not 

complete." 

"Consider providing second buffer zone along south side of Sunrise 

Highway." 

"At the Hampton Intermediate School you look out the window and see a 

mountain of garbage .. .It's a shame that Brookhaven's most visible landmark 

is the landfill that's next to our school." 
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8.2.3 Response 

A comprehensive in-field viewshed analysis was performed, and is presented in the 

DEIS (Sections 3.5.10, 4.5.10, and Appendix 13). The results indicated, with only a few 

exceptions, that the view of the proposed Landfill Expansion is obstructed by either terrain 

or vegetation from all directions. Visual impacts associated with the Existing Landfill are 

being minimized by final capping, hydroseeding, · and the establishment of permanent 

vegetation on closed sections of the Existing Landfill. 

Based upon the data gathered during in-field viewshed analysis, the Landfill 

Expansion would not be visible from points on the Great South Bay or from Fire Island until 

the final years (16-18) of landfilling. Even when the landfill reaches this stage, it is not 

expected to be conspicuous from these distant areas (Great South Bay - 3 to 5 miles, and 

Fire Island - 6 to 7 miles). In order to mitigate any potential visual impacts, the Landfill 

Expansion Area will be covered and vegetated. Thus, it will not be discernible as a landfill 

from these distances. 

Foreground views, particularly from vantage points on Sunrise Highway, will be 

adversely affected by the development of the Expansion. To mitigate this impact, a 

vegetative buffer will be planted in the area between the proposed landfill and the highway. 

The Landfill Expansion, because it will dispose of mostly residual waste, will have 

less potential for litter and related visual problems. 

In response to concerns raised during the comment period on the DEIS, the Town 

will implement various mitigation measures in Horizon Village which are intended to limit 

the visibility of the Existing Landfill and the Landfill Expansion Area. These mitigation 

measures are discussed in Response 5.0. 

8.2.4 Comment 

"The DEIS provides no quantification data or analysis to show.the new Cell 5 is not 

in the deep recharge zone." 

8.2.4 Response 

The deep flow recharge area is defined in the Long Island Landfill Law. 

(ECL-27-0704) as consisting of Hydrogeologic Zones I, II and II, which were developed as 

part of the "Long Island Comprehensive Waste Treatment Management Plan" (Long Island 
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208 Study, 1978). According to this definition, and the information contained in the 

208 Study, the Landfill Expansion lies 1.7 miles south, and 3,500 feet east of the deep flow 

recharge boundary, in an area of transition between recharge and discharge. 

This determination, with which NYSDEC concurs, constitutes compliance with the 

Long Island Landfill Law (see Response 6.2.3). 

Although not required under the Long Island Landfill Law, groundwater elevation 

measurements were obtained from two Upper Glacial and Magothy aquifer well clusters in 

the vicinity of the Landfill Expansion Area, one located 2,500 feet east, and 200 feet 

downgradient of the Existing Landfill, and the second located northeast of the Existing 

Landfill. Data from these wells clearly con.firm the conclusions of the Long Island 

208 Study. A more detailed discussion of how hydrogeologic data confirm the fact that the 1 1 

Landfill Expansion Area is not within the Deep Flow recharge area is contained in 

Appendix 13 of this FEIS. 

8.2.5 Comment 

. Size/Incremental Development The New York State Department of Environmental 

Consetvation should consider granting the Town of Brookhaven only limited or 

incremental capacity. 

"And I can just echo what these other people have said about more recycling, 

so perhaps it won't be so necessary for such a large expansion." 

"The Town should reject the expansion proposal. Instead, focus far more on 

recycling as an alternative, and we believe the State Department of 

Environmental Conservation should only consider granting Brookhaven the 

very limited option on an incremental basis of landfilling what's remaining 

after its recycling programs." 

"A critical problem with the Cell 5 expansion proposal is its magnitude, its 

enormous size." 
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"And why an 18-year capacity? Hopefully teclmology will help us to reduce 

our waste stream before 18 years." 

"We strenuously object to the size of the proposed expansion project which 

assumes that the Town of Brookhaven will continue to trade raw garbage for 

ERF ash through the year 2009." 

8.2.5 Response 

As descnbed in Section 2.5.1 of the DEIS, Construction Schedule and Sequencing, 

the landfill will be developed and implemented in phases. The expansion will be divided 

into nine phases, and the development plan will be based upon incremental phase 

construction, fill progression, and closure; commencing from the south and proceeding 

north. 

Each phase, or cell, will be designed independent of the other cells, primarily for the 

purpose of monitorability. However, if the entire Landfill Expansion is required to cease 

operating, it may do so at the close of operation of any one of the cells. In addition, an 

individual cell may operate for a longer period than that which has been estimated in 

Table 2-1 of the DEIS, if more waste is recycled than anticipated. The NYSDEC typically 

issues Solid Waste Management Facility permits for a period of 5 to 10 years. At a 

minimum, the Expansion Landfill will be issued two incremental operating permits. 

Increased waste reduction, reuse, and recycling efforts could further increase the number 

of permit renewals required, as well as extend the useful life of each cell and the Landfill 

Expansion, as a whole. 

By seeking approvals for the Landfill Expansion Area, the Town is not committing 

itself to constructing the entire facility. The incremental development of the Landfill 

Expansion Area will be the subject of future decision-making by both the Town and the 

NYSDEC. Prior to the development of each of the nine phases of the Landfill Expansion 

Area, the Town will decide whether and when to build the next phase. It will make that 

decision based upon the need for and anticipated cost of the next phase, among other 

factors. 

The NYSDEC will also regulate certain aspects of the future development of the 

Landfill Expansion Area. It will regulate ongoing operations under terms of a permit. Prior 
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to commencement of construction and operation of each phase of the Landfill Expansion 

Area, detailed design specifications and construction certification documents must be 

submitted to the NYSDEC for their review and approval. 

nus incremental design, review and approval process is expected to result in the 

Landfill Expansion Area incorporating the most current advances in environmental control 

features, and will ensure that its sequential development over time will be in a cost-effective 

and environmentally-sound manner. 

8.2.6 Comment 

The size of the proposed Landfill Expansion will be a disincentive for the Town to 

pursue an aggressive recycling program. 

"As long as town officials, whether it's here in Brookhaven or elsewhere, can 

rely on large scale disposal capacity, then there's little incentive from a 

disposal perspective to truly maximize the Town's recycling efforts." 

8.2.6 Response 

The Town disagrees that the lack of available disposal capacity would result in 

higher levels of waste reduction and recycling. Instead, the lack of available disposal 

capacity to be provided by the Landfill Expansion Area would increase the cost of disposal 

for residues from Town recycling programs and for non-recyclable waste generated in the 

Town. Furthermore, the lack of available disposal capacity under the control of the Town 

could have a variety of adverse consequences as discussed in the DEIS (see Page 1-7). 

Laws and regulations are becoming increasingly more stringent with regard to the 

siting and permitting of solid waste management facilities, particularly landfills. In addition,· 

the time required to perform the necessary studies and to design these facilities, along with 

their associated costs, becomes a disincentive to developing short- and medium-term 

disposal facilities. The longer a facility can be operated, the more cost-effective it becomes. 

If recycling, waste reduction, and reuse are means which can be employed to extend the 

operating life of a solid waste facility, then incentives to pursue those means should be 

employed. 

8-12 10.8/93.00368.E2 

{ 

I I 

/\ 

( 

I , 



J.~ 

' I 

i··, 

\ I 

The size of the proposed Landfill Exj>ansioh.· Area will not be a disincentive for the 

Town to pursue an aggressive recycling program. To the contrary, there will be an 

economic incentive for the Town to maximize its waste reduction and recycling plan 

because, by doing so, the Town can avoid or postpone capital expenses associated with the 

phased liner extensions which are part of the Landfill Expansion Area. This is possible 

because the baseliner beneath the Landfill Expansion Area will not be constructed all at 

once, but instead, will be developed in phases over time as it is needed. 

NYSDEC Commissioner Jorling recognized this concept in his Interim Decision with 

respect to the Mill Seat Landfill in Momoe County. 

"Landfills are generally constructed in phases and therefore do not 
incur all capital costs as an initial expense but rather build capacity 
on an as needed basis. As a rule, they have a much lower ratio of 
capital costs to operating costs than do resource recovery facilities. 
Therefore, there is less economic incentive to compete for solid 
waste. In fact, there are positive economic incentives to avoid 
accepting more solid waste than necessary because excess solid waste 
increases operating expenses and reduces capacity." (Interim 
Decision, July 2, 1991, p.4) 

There are other reasons, besides the economic incentive associated with extending 

landfill life, why the Town will not be dissuaded from pursuing an aggressive waste 

reduction and recycling program. The Long Island Landfill Law and NYSDEC regulations 

only permit the products of resource recovery, incineration, or composting, downtime waste, 

and untreatable waste to be disposed of in landfills on Long Island. The Town's Solid 

Waste Management Plan and Comprehensive Recycling Analysis and Recycling Plan commit 

the Town to pursue the waste reduction and recycling programs enumerated therein. 

New York State law (GML Section 120-aa) requires the Town to implement mandatory 

recycling programs for those materials for which economic markets exist. It is worthy of 

note that the Town of Brookhaven is currently pursuing recycling programs which cost more 

than disposal, even when the market value of the material is considered. 

For all of these reasons, the proposed Landfill Expansion Area will not be a 

disincentive for recycling in the Town of Brookhaven. 
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8.2. 7 Comment 

Note that redesigning the shape/footprint of the landfill will move the footprint closer 

to the Station Road Wei/field. 

8.2. 7 Response 

Comment noted. The Town is in agreement with this comment, which refers to the 

alternative design for a 13-year landfill descnbed in the DEIS. 

8.3 OPERATIONAL PROGRAM 

8.3.1 Comment 

Odor control and gas management should be addressed in connection with the 

proposed Landfill Expansion. 

"It is possible that sometime in the future, the Hampton Avenue School will 

be severely affected by the odors from the landfill and the Cell 5 expansion." 

"If new flares or combustion gas burners are included in the design, these 

will require NYSDEC Air Permits." 

"Odors, I think it would be nice if the documents addressed a little less 

casually than has been done." 

"How will odor from C&D debris be managed?" 

8.3.1 Response 

Comments addressing odors emanating from the Existing Landfill have been 

responded to in Response 3.1. No additive impacts are expected to occur because the 

Existing Landfill will be substantially closed by the time the Landfill Expansion Area is 

placed into service. Odors from the Landfill Expansion Area will not create the same types 

of problems as have occurred at the Existing Landfill because the waste that will be 

landfilled will be primarily non-putrescible. Putrescible waste will be disposed of in the 

Landfill Expansion Area only during times when the Town's recycling and materials 
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processing facilities, or the Hempstead ERF, efpenence shut downs, whether under 

emergency conditions or for scheduled maintenance. 

However, as a mitigating measure to control any gases that form, and their 

subsequent odors, a system of collection pipes, vents, and monitoring wells, have been 

designed and are discussed in the Engineering Report of the Part 360 Solid Waste 

Mana~ement Facility Permit Application. In addition, the daily cover which will be applied 

. to all waste (including C&D debris) except ERF Ash, will also help mitigate potential odors. 

While none are proposed as part of the Landfill Expansion Area, if new flares or 

combustion gas burners (turbines) are proposed in the future, appropriate authorization for 

their operation will be secured from the All Pollution Control (Resources) Division of the 

NYSDEC. 

In addition, the Town is proposing an air monitoring program (reference 

Response 7 .5.3) that will not only monitor fugitive ash dust, but will also monitor for 

hydrogen sulfide and other odor-causing compounds. 

8.3.2 Comment 

nThe air quality data was obtained from monitoring at Babylon and Eisenhower Park. 

The substances monitored for are patficulates such as nitrogen oxide, carbon 

monoxide, ozone and lead. I really don't know whether these - this data reflects the 

air quality above the landfill, and what about other gases, volatile organic compounds 

and heavy metals not tested for?' 

8.3.2 Response 

The Comment refers to information presented in Section 3.3.2 of the DEIS. Ambient 

air quality data is collected at specific locations throughout Long Island and the Town of 

Brookhaven by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation and the 

Suffolk County Health Department. The locations at Babylon in Suffolk County and 

Eisenhower Park in Nassau County, are the only stations which continuously monitor air 

quality. Other stations in the region manually collect other air quality parameters 

periodically during the calendar year. Monitoring station data is maintained for purposes 

of determining compliance with national and state air quality standards for the following 

criteria pollutants: 
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• Acid Deposition 

• Carbon Monoxide 

• Inhalable Particulates (PM-10) 

• Lead 

• NOX 

• Ozone 

• S02 
• TSP 

These data are believed to be reasonably representative of the quality of the air in 

the vicinity of the Landfill Expansion Area. Other monitoring of existing landfill gas 

emissions is discussed in Response 3.2.1. In order to mitigate and avoid any potential for 

odor or health impacts from "fugitive dust or other air pollutant emissions, the Town is also 

proposing to institute an air pollutant monitoring program. This program is described in 

Response 7.5.4 and in Appendix 11. 

8.3.3 Comment 

The proposed facility should not be exempt from using daily cover on ash. The DEC 

should also stipulate the characteristics of the cover material. Other alternatives to 

daily cover could be explored, such as foam, plastic sheeting, and smaller quantities 

of soil. (see also Comment 7.3.2) 

'You ask for an exception from the Part 360 requirement for placing the 

daily cover on areas to be filled with ash, thereby minimizing use of valuable 

landfill space without significant environmental impact." 

'The DEIS, October '91, 2-2, shows that only sand will be available for the 

daily and interim cover layers. We request the DEC to stipulate exactly what 

materials should comprise the cover materials." 

"Why ... should the residents that live next to the landfill take a chance with 

the town not covering the ash everyday?" 
' . 
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"Why is the Town taking an exemption to the daily cover requirement when 

good landfilling techniques recommend it?" 

"What will the cover material consist of?" 

"What's the impact of increased leaching potential?" 

8.3.3 Response 

The proposed Landfill Expansion will be designed as a residuals landfill, capable of 

disposing not only ash from the Hempstead Energy Recovery Facility, but residual wastes 

from composting, the Town's MRF, and other Town recycling and processing efforts. Daily 

cover is required for the disposal of the solid wastes under 6 NYCRR Part 360, but the 

NYSDEC has granted variances from this requirement in the case of ash disposal (See 

Responses 7.3.2 and 7.3.3). 

Good landfill management practice does not require the application of daily cover 

on ash residue. NYSDEC has granted numerous exemptions from the requirements for daily 

cover on ash, including the Babylon Landfill, Sprout Brook Landfill (Westchester County) 

and the Al Turi Landfill. 

As noted in Response 6.4, the pwpose of daily cover application is to ensure the 

control of vectors, flies, odors, blowing litter, and scavaging. With respect to ash, the 

primacy objective of daily cover is to prevent wind-blown ash. This could be accomplished, 

should the ash become dry, with equal effectiveness by applying water. The active area will 

be kept as small as possible, yet large enough to be effectively managed using heavy 

equipment. As noted in Response 7 .3.2, the operational working face will be limited to 

40 by 100 feet in size. 

The exemption from the daily cover requirement will provide the following benefits: 

• 

• 

• 

Space savings (almost 10 percent of air space) 

Material savings (about 50 percent savings) 

Less equipment and lower operation cost 
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Alternative cover materials, such as foam and hydrophobic fabric, may be evaluated 

for effectiveness in connection with the operation of the Landfill Expansion Area. 

8.3.4 Comment 

How wlll It be determined when dust generation Is a problem, and who will respond 

to public Input to correct problems such as dust and odor? 

8.3.4 Response 

As noted in Response 7.5.1, the Town proposes to conduct fugitive dust monitoring 

around the site. In the event that dust levels exceed the established thresholds, appropriate 

response action will be initiated. 

It -will be the Town of Brookhaven, Department of Waste Management's 

responsibility to report such conditions, and to respond to, as well as correct, activities 

causing these conditions. It will also be the responsibility of the Town to respond to any 

complaints of fugitive dust, should they occur. 

8.3.5 Comment 

Have staffing requirements been considered? 

"How is this going to be managed? Who is going to be responsible? Who's 

going to be responsible at each phase? What kind of staff is necessary? 

What special qualifications and manpower are required? How are the 

project costs, its progress and its environmental test results going to be 

monitored and reported during construction and operation?" 

" ... if the Town is intent on following through with all of (the) safeguards 

delineated in the DEIS, we ask, have operating procedures been drawn up? 

Have staffing requirements been considered? Has every cost been , 

calculated?" 

"The DEIS discusses leachate and drainage problems, soil erosion, 

groundwater and air pollution, as well as odors and gas generation. It fails 
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to state how these problems will be controlled. How does the Town intend 

to manage this undertaking? We would suggest a comprehensive 

management/staffing plan be included in a DEIS supplement." 

"Tite Town's ability and resolve to implement and enforce the procedural 

safeguards that the DEIS proposes will be found to be inadequate." 

8.3.5 Response 

Details of the management and staffing plans for the Landfill Expansion are 

presented in the Operations and Management Plan of the Engineering Report, which is part 

of the Part 360 Solid Waste Management Facility Permit Application submittal, incorporated 

by reference into this FEIS. The Operation and Maintenance Plan (O&M Plan) discusses 

pertinent aspects of the Landfill Expansion Area intended to ensure compliance with 

applicable regulations. It includes a description of personnel, equipment, procedures and 

controls which are required to effect efficient management of waste disposal operations in 

the Landfill Expansion Area. The Town will be required to operate the Landfill Expansion 

Area in accordance with the O&M Plan as a condition of its NYSDEC permit. 

issues: 

The O&M Plan referenced above includes detailed discussion regarding the following 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

Management 

Personnel Requirements 

Key Personnel Responsibility and Duties 

Employee Training Program 

Inspection and Maintenance Procedures 

Emergency Response Procedures 

Facilities and Equipment 

Operational Controls, including access and traffic flow 

Waste Quantity and Characteristics 

Waste Handling Procedures 

Severe Weather Conditions 

• Phased Development Plan for the Site 
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• Cover Material Management 

• Leachate Management 

• Environmental Monitoring 

• Recordkeeping and Reporting 

The staffing requirements for the Landfill Expansion Area have been fully considered 
in the connection with the preparation of the O&M Plan and this FEIS. 

8.3.6 Comment 

How much leachate capacity will be available in the event of excessive rainfall? 

"How much leachate collection capacity will be available when and if a 

major storm should hit this area and deposit an excessive amount of 

rainfall?". 

8.3.6 Response 

The Landfill Expansion Area and its various proposed collection systems have been 
designed to contain and collect an intense precipitation event. The system has been 
designed to retain an 8.7-inch precipitation event, which is in excess of the 100-year, 
24-hour rainfall. The system is also capable of removing all the liquid precipitation 
associated with a 5.2-inch (24-hour) event in less than 7 days. It should be noted that these 
proposed designs exceed the State's requirements, as referenced in 6 NYCRR 

Part 360-2.13(g)(i). 

The leachate tank system, with a maximum storage capacity of 965,000 gallons, will 
be operated to maintain levels at less than one-haH capacity under normal operating 
conditions. In this way, the Landfill Expansion Area will be able to handle significant 
precipitation events without having the potential for a leachate release to the environment. 

In addition, the design and operation of the Landfill Expansion Area will minimize 
the generation of leachate in several important ways. Sequential filling of the Landfill 
Expansion Area will occur, the objective of which is to achieve final grade as soon as 
possible. As final grades are achieved for each phase of the Landfill Expansion Area, 

precipitation falling on those areas will generally not come in contact with the landfilled 
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waste. This non-contact precipitation will be handled as stormwater run-off and not 

leachate. 

Leachate generation is further limited within each phase or subcell of the Landfill 

Expansion Area. As new liner area is constructed, and waste placement commences, run-off 

collected from clean areas of the liner is managed as storm water. This is accomplished by 

including valves on the leachate collection pipes and by the use of operational berms within 

each sub-cell. 

8.3. 7 Comment 

What will happen ff leachate data indicates the possibly of a problem? 

8.3. 7 Response 

Leachate will be moititored on a quarterly basis to determine its constituents, and 

how they vary with time. The proposed Landfill Expansion Area will also be monitored on 

a quarterly basis to determine if the mitigation features designed into the facility are 

operating properly. To determine if leachate is being properly contained and collected, 

monitoring points have been designed in the secondary leachate collection system, as well 

as at specified groundwater locations in the vicinity of the Landfill Expansion Area. 

Leachate data will be compared on a quarterly basis with data collected from the 

secondary leachate collection system and the specified groundwater monitoring locations. 

If leachate is detected in the secondary leachate collection layer, a determination will be 

made as to whether the rate at which leachate is entering this layer exceeds the allowable 

"action leakage rate". If it does, then an effort will be undertaken to determine the area 

where the leak is occurring, and it will be repaired. 

If leachate is detected in groundwater, then measures specified in 6 NYCRR 

Part 360-2-20 will be implemented. These measures include a series of activities involving 

the NYSDEC, starting with more frequent monitoring for specific parameters to determine 

if a problem exists, assessing whether corrective measures will be necessary, selecting the 

appropriate corrective measure, and implementing the selected corrective measure. 

See also Response 6.3.2. 
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8.3.8 Comment 

•How will you repair the leachate collection system If the collection system pipes 

under the landfill become clogged?" 

8.3.8 Response 

Leachate collection system cleanouts will be installed for the purpose of allowing the 

collection piping to be cleaned periodically to prevent clogging from occurring. Cleaning 

will be performed with hydraulic jets, pipe cleaning pigs, or mechanical whips with flushing. 

The design concepts proposed for the Landfill Expansion Area have been implemented 

successfully at numerous other facilities. 

If a leachate collection pipe should collapse, it will still remain intact (i.e., 

unbroken), due to the flexible nature of the pipe. The pipe can be re-opened using a 

vibrating bullet-shaped probe especially designed for this type of work. Access to the pipe 

line will be provided from channels on both ends of the collection piping. 

·Tue leachate collection piping will be designed to operate under the loads that are 

associated with the materials to be landfilled. The pipes that will be used are slotted PVC 

pipes with a substantial wall thickness. These types of pipes, as well as the engineering 

methods of design, have been shown to perform as anticipated for many types of 

installations, including a large number of landfills. Therefore, no crushing of pipes is 

expected. 

8.3.9. Comment 

More details should be provided regarding the leachate pumping system. 

8.3.9 Response 

The pumping system for the Landfill Expansion is designed to pump at a maximum 

rate of 120 gpm per cell. This maximum rate has been determined based on the removal 

of all incident rainfall from a 5.2-inch event within 7 days. This requirement is associated 

with a newly opened cell with a very limited amount of waste placed within, that 

encounters a 10-year, 24-hour rainfall event. such that no runoff occurs. This is an extreme 

condition, with low probability of occurrence. 
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The pumps for the primacy leachate collection in active cells are expected to be 2 hp, 

3-phase, 440 volt units, modified for this application by EPG Companies. Manufacturers' 

literature for these pumps is provided in Appendix 15, for more detailed information. No 

overloads or overheating are anticipated with these pumping units. At least one spare 

replacement pump of each type will be kept on site. 

Standby power is not planned for the leachate collection system because power 

outages at the site have not been a problem to date. In the event of temporaiy power loss, 

leachate will accumulate within the cells. As mentioned in Response 8.3.6, a large amount 

of leacliate storage capacity is available within the cells for emergency use. However, in the 

event of a long-term outage, backup generators could be brought on site. 

Additional details are provided in the Engineering Design Report and Plans, which 

are incorporated by reference in this FEIS. 

8.3.10 Comment 

More details should be provided on operational procedures, especially those that will 

be undertaken to mitigate fugitive dust emissions and odors in these sections of the 

landfill where bypass waste will be disposed. 

8.3.10 Response 

Details on the operational procedures of the Landfill Expansion are presented in the 

Operations and Maintenance Plan in Section 6 of the Engineering Report (incorporated by 

reference to this FEIS) as part of the Part 360 Solid Waste Management Facility Permit 

Application. The Operations and Maintenance Plan discusses pertinent aspects of the 

operation and maintenance program proposed for the Landfill Expansion Area to maintain 

compliance. The major components of the Operations and Maintenance Plan include: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

Personnel 

Facilities and Equipment 

Operational Controls 

Waste Quantities and Characteristics 

Waste Handling Procedures 

Site Development Plan 
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• Cover Material Management 

• Leachate Management 

• Environmental Monitoring Plan 

• Recordkeeping and Reporting 

Some specific iilformation regarding how fugitive dust and odor have been presented 

. earlier in this document, in Sections 7.5 and 8.3.1, respectively. 

8.3.11 Comment 

What If sludge begins to emanate from the liner? What will prevent the landfill from 

becoming a mud slide? 

8.3.11 Response 

The Town is not sure what point the commentor is trying to make. The comment 

seems to imply that the leachate collection system will clog, and that the liner will fill with 

leachate until it is discharged over the containment berms or through slope failure. 

Response 8.3.8 presents discussion of how the clogging of the leachate collection 

will be prevented. The structural integrity of the Landfill Expansion Area has been carefully 

evaluated as part of its engineering design. This analysis is presented in Section 3.6 of the 

Engineering Design Report, which is incorporated herein by reference. Critical conditions 

which were analyzed include: 

Area. 

• 
• 

• 
• 

• 

Stability of 3H:1V excavation slope 

Baseliner stability during construction 

Operational stability 

Overall slope stability, including seismic conditions 

Final cover slope stability 

These stability analyses demonstrate the structural integrity of the Landfill Expansion 

Dewatered sewage sludge is not ordinarily delivered to the Existing Landfill, or 

expected to be regularly delivered to the Landfill Expansion Area. Sludge from the 
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Southwest Sewer District Wastewater Treatment Plant is usually incinerated, with the 

resulting ash delivered to the Existing Landfill. Dewatered sludge is only delivered to the 

Existing Landfill when the sludge incinerator is not operating. NYSDEC regulations require 

that the landfilled sludge be dewatered to a miriimum of 20 percent solids prior to delivery. 

8.3.12 Comment 
Note that design and construction of a leachate storage tank is required pursuant to 

Part 360-2. 7(c)(6). 

8.3.12 Response 
Comment noted. As descnbed in Section 8.3.6 of this document, a 965,000-gallon 

leachate storage tank has been designed for the Expansion Landfill. The tank has been 

designed pursuant to 6 NYCRR Part 360-2.7(c)(6), and draft construction plans and 

specifications have been submitted to NYSDEC for review. 

8.3.13 Comment 
Note that a SPDES permit for stormwater will be required and that the DEC will not 

issue general permit for new stormwater discharges associated with activity from 

facilities that will require solid waste permits. 

8.3.13 Response 
The stormwater discharges from both the construction and operation of the landfill 

will only be to groundwater. The federal government does not regulate discharges to 

groundwater, .and the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 

(NYSDEC) has not yet published any rules or regulations concerning stormwater discharges. 

No NYSDEC program, as currently implemented, requires the NYSDEC to permit stormwater 

discharges to groundwater. NYSDEC does have discretion to permit these discharges on a 

case-by-case basis. In the event NYSDEC requires a permit for the stormwater discharges 

to groundwater, a permit application will be submitted. 
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9.0 ECOLOGICAL ISSUES 

9.1 VEGETATION 

9.1.1 Comment 

The FEIS should provide a comparison of the plant communities on the site with the 

information contained in the book entitled Ecological Communities of New York State, 

by Carol Reschke, published in March 1990 by the New York Natural Heritage 

Program part of the NYSDEC. 

9.1.1 Response 

Three plant communities exist within the Waste Management Facility Site west of 

the Existing Landfill. These include oak-pine, pitch pine, and scrub/shrub communities. 

These three communities can be likened to the pitch pine-oak forest, the pitch 

pine-oak-heath woodland, and the pitch pine-scrub oak barrens communities, respectively, 

as descnbed in Ecological Comm.unities of New York State by Carol Reschke. The pitch 

pine-oak-heath woodland is the prevailing community in the Landfill Expansion Area. 

The pitch pine-oak forest community description matches well with species and 

conditions encountered in the oak-pine cover areas. Pitch pine is the prevalent species, 

along with scarlet and white oak. Generally, pitch pine is spaced amidst the oaks and, 

sometimes, emerges above the oaks as a partial canopy. Shrub species included in the 

community description and encountered in the field include bluebeny and scrub oak. 

Bracken fem is listed by Reschke as occurring in a relatively sparse herbaceous layer; these 

conditions were confirmed during the field survey. 

The pitch pine-oak-heath woodland closely correlates to those areas indicated as 

re-vegetating pitch pine stands. Most of the same species mentioned as occurring in the 

pitch pine-oak forest community also are found in this community. Pitch pine, however, is 

clearly dominant. Regenerating pine stands correspond to those areas mentioned in the 

community description as having a sparse shrub layer. Conversely, the mature pine stands 

have a dense shrub layer because the canopy cover can be sparse as there are many less 

stems-per-acre encountered. 

Along the eastern end of the Waste Management Facility Site, a shrub/shrub or pitch 

pine-scrub oak barrens exists. Again, pitch pine is dominant, but the percent cover varies 
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widely. Throughout this cover type are many small grassy areas. This characteristic is also 

descnbed by Reschke in the pitch pine-scrub oak barrens community description. 

9.1.2 Comment 

Three plant species found on the site are classified as •exploltably vulnerable• under 

6 NYCRR Patt 193.3 Including, American bittersweet, spotted wintergreen, and trailing 

. arbutus. 

9.1.2 Response 

These species are listed in 6 NYCRR 193.3 as exploitably vulnerable. Expfoitably 

vulnerable species are species which are likely to become threatened in the near future 

throughout all or a significant portion of their range within the State, if causal factors 

continue unchecked. Spotted wintergreen and trailing arbutus were commonly found in the 

oak-pine forest area and semi-mature pitch pine forest areas both on and off the Waste 

Management Facility Site. These areas are not included in the current development plans 

for the Landfill Expansion Area and, subsequently, are not expected to be impacted by the 

proposed action. American bittersweet was found in localized situations in the mixed 

hardwood area in the northern part of the Landfill Expansion Area (see Figure 3-27 of the 

DEIS). Typically, the distnbution of this species is impaired by collection of its fruit. 

However, due to the isolation of the areas where this species was found, the exploitation 

of this species by harvesting is not likely. In the event that development in this area is 

required, transplanting of this species could be conducted to allow this species to survive 

on an undisturbed parcel. 

9.1.3 Comment 

Two rare plant species, as defined by the State In 6 NYCRR Patt 193.3(e), were 

described in the DEIS as being either on the facility site or in the surrounding area. 

The location of these two species, Stueve's bush clover (Lespedeza stueve/J and 

Nuttall's lobelia (Lobelia nuttalli), should be provided in the FEIS on a map and in the 

text, and it is recommended every effort should be made to preserve them. It is 

recommended that potential adverse environmental impacts to these species should 

be discussed. Consideration should be given to attempting to transplant these to 
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other areas of the site which wll/ never be disturbed and to providing for the care of 

these plants after transplantation. 

9.1.3 Response 

The two rare plant species noted by the commentor were tentatively identified along 

the western property boundary of the Waste Management Facility Site. Although precise 

. locations were not recorded during the field survey because of Federal and State laws 

preventing specific identification of rare, threatened and endangered species, it is noted that 

the approximate locations of these species are several hundred feet west of the proposed 

Landfill Expansion Area. Therefore, no direct impact to this area is expected as a result of 

-landfill expansion. 

9.1.4 Comment 

Several species were obsetved on the site for which the genus Is Identified but not 

the species. Several of these genera have species which are listed by the State as 

either being endangered, threatened or rare. These are as follows: 

• Milkweed Asclepias spp. 

• White aster Aster spp. 

• Carex Carex spp. 

• Tick-trefoil Desmodium spp • 

• Equisetum Equisetum spp • 

• Smartweed Polygonum spp • 

• Cinquefoll Potent/Ila spp • 

• Goldenrod Solidago spp. 

It is suggested that every effort be made to identify these plants to the species level 

In order to confirm that they are or are not endangered, threatened or rare. ff any 

of these are confirmed as endangered, threatened or rare It is recommended their 

location be provided In the FEIS both on a map and in the text and effort made, H 

possible, to presetve them. It is also suggested that potential impacts to these 

specffic plants be discussed in the FEIS. 
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9.1.4 Response 
Specimens of the above plant species were not retained at the conclusion of 

Wehran's field study; consequently further identification is not possible. However, these 

species were noted outside of the l.andfill Expansion Area. Therefore, implementation of 

this project is not expected to negatively impact these species. 

9.1.5 Comment 

How will vegetation be planted during subfreezing episodes? 

9.1.5 Response 

Vegetation will not be planted during subfreezing episodes. Planting will occur only 

during appropriate weather conditions. A description of the proposed planting periods as 

well as the method of planting, is presented in the Part 360 Solid Waste Management 

Facility Permit Application for the Landfill Expansion, which is incozporated by reference 

in this FEIS. 

9.2 WILDLIFE 

9.2.1 Comment 

It Is recommended that more detail be provided in regard to wildlife Including 

information on the abundance of species observed and distribution of species over 

the site. In addition, it Is recommended that the specific habitat requirements and 

behavioral aspects of the following observed species be provided in the FEIS In 

narrative form to provide for a more comprehensive review: 

A. Red-tailed hawk 

B. Turkey vulture 

c. Killdeer 

D. Northern bobwhite 

E. Prairie warbler 

F. Yellow warbler 

G Black-throated green warbler 

H. Barn swallow 
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I. Wood thrush 

J. Csrolina wren 

K. Brown thrasher 

L canada warbler 

It Is also recommended that a detailed discussion of potential adverse environmental 

impacts to these species be provided. 

9.2.1 Response 

Information in the DEIS on avian species was presented so that the specific habitat 

was identified in Table 3-23. This table is amended in this FEIS to present the relative 

abundance of each species. Since the field survey was conducted during the month of June, 

all species are presumed to be in, or near, suitable breeding habitat. 

Specific behavioral aspects of wildlife species were not recorded during Wehran's 

field survey. However, due to the occurrence of the field work during the breeding season, 

the majority of species would be expected to be engaged in the following activities: 

breeding, mate selection, territory defense, rearing of fledglings, and food 

gathering/foraging. Further definition of specific behavioral activities would require 

additional field investigations. 

Habitat requirements for the list of species presented in the comment are listed in 

Table 9-1. These habitat descriptions are based on a limited literature review and do not 

represent all conditions under which a particular species may be encountered. 

It should also be noted that most of the Landfill Expansion Area is currently barren; 

none of the species listed above were observed in the Landfill Expansion Area. By 

maintaining the existing buffer surrounding the Landfill Expansion Area, no further impact 

to the above-listed species is anticipated. 

9.2.2 Comment 

The American toad Is listed as a species observed on the site. However, our 

Division's own field observations along with information obtained from other agencies 

and private local ecf?logical organizations indicates that the American toad is not 
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Table3-23 
TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION AREA 

FINAL EIS 
WILDLIFE SPECIES OBSERVED ON THE FACILITY SITE AND 

IN THE SURROUNDING AREA 

Habitat Type 
Common Name 

BIRDS 
Red-winged blackbird 
Mallard* 
Canada goose• 
Red-tailed hawk 
Northern cardinal 
American goldfinch 
House finch 
Turkey vulture 
Killdeer 
Northern bobwhite 
American crow 
Fish crow 
Blue jay 
Mute swan• 
Prairie warbler 
Yellow warbler 
Black-throated green warbler 
Gray catbird 
Common yellowthroat 
Barn swallow 
Wood thrush 
Northern oriole 
Herring gull 
Song sparrow 
Northern mockingbird 
Osprey•• 
Black-capped chickadee 

HABITAT TYPES: 

MH - Mixed Hardwoods 
O/P - Oak/Pitch Pine Mix 
PP - Pitch Pine 
SS - Scrub Shrub 

Scientific Name MH O/P pp 

Agelaius phoeniceus 
Anas platyrhynchos 
Branta canadensis 
Buteo jamaicensis 
Cardinalis cardinalis N N 
Carduelis tristis N 
Carpodacus mexicanus N N 
Cathanes aura I 

Charadrius vociferus 
Colinus virginianus N N 
Corvus brachyrhynchos 
Corvus ossifragus 
Cyanocitta cristata c c N 
Cygnusolor 
Dendroica discolor N 
Dendroica petechia . N N 
Dendroica virens N 
Dumetella carolinensis c c 
Geothlypis trichas N N N 
Hirundo rustics 
Hylocichia mustelina N 
lcterus galbula s 
Larus argentatus 
Melospiza melodia N 
Mimus polyglottos N N 
Pandion haliaetus 
Parus anicapillus c c 

RELATIVE ABUNDANCE: 

C-Common 
N - Not common, but more than one sighting 
S - Single observation 

LF - Landfill (i.e. Existing Solid Waste Landfill and Proposed Landfill Expansion Area) 
FLO - Open Field 

• Species observed in Southaven County Park . 
• • Species observed off site 

SS 

N 

c 
N 

N 
N 

LF 

N 

s 
N 

c 
N 

s 

c 

FLO 

N 

N 

SOURCE: Ecological Field Survey, Town of Brookhaven Landfill, Wehran-New york, Inc., June 1992 
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Table 3-23 ,,,~! 

TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION AREA 
FINAL EIS 

WILDLIFE SPECIES OBSERVED ON THE FACILITY SITE AND 
IN THE SURROUNDING AREA 

Habitat Type 
Common Name 

BIRDS 
Downy woodpecker 
Rufous-sided towhee 
Common grackle 
Field sparrow 
European starling 
Carolina wren 
Brown thrasher 
American robin 
Eastern kingbird 
Canada warbler 
Mourning dove 
White-throated sparrow 
REPTILES AND AMPHIBIANS 
Fowler's toad 
Eastern garter snake 
MAMMALS 
Domestic dog 
Domestic cat 
White-tailed deer 
Mole 
Eastern cottontail 
Easten chipmunk 
Red fox 
Gray squirrel 

HABIT AT TYPES: 

MH- Mixed Hardwoods 
O/P - Oak/Pitch Pine Mix 
PP - Pitch Pine 
SS - Scrub Shrub 

Scientific Name MH O/P PP 

Picoide pubescens s 
Pipilo erythrophthalmus c c 
Quiscalus quiscalus 
Spizella pusilla c 
Sturnus vulgaris 
Thryothorus ludovicianus c 
Toxostoma rufum N 
Turdus migatorius c c c 
Tyrannus tyrannus s 
Wilsonia canadensis s 
IZenaidura macroura c c 
iZonotrichia albicol/is s 

Suto Woodhousei var fowleri s 
Thamnophis sirtalis s 

Canis tamiliaris N N 
Fe/is domesticus N N 
Odocoileus virginianus c c 
Sea/opus spp. s 
Slyvi/agus floridanus c c c 
Tamias striatus c c 
Vulpes vulpes s 
Sciurus carolinensis s 

RELATIVE ABUNDANCE: 

C-Common 
N - Not common, but more than one sighting 
S - Single observation 

LF - Landfill (i.e. Existing Solid Waste Landfill and Proposed Landfill Expansion Area) 
FLO - Open Field 

• Species observed in Southaven County Park 
• • Species observed off site 

SS 

c 

LF 

N 

c 

FLO 

c 
c 

N 

c 

SOURCE: Ecological Field Survey, Town of Brookhaven Landfill, Wehran-New york, Inc., June 1992 



TABLE 9-1 

TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION AREA 

FINAL EIS 

Habitat Requirements for Avian Species 

Species 

Red-tailed hawk 
(Buteo jamaicensis) 

Turkey vulture 
(Cathartes aura) 

Killdeer 
(Charadrius vociferus) 

Northern bobwhite 
(Colinus virginianus) 

Prairie waibler 
(Dendroica discolor) 

Habitat Requirements 

Similar habitats required for both breeding and wintering. 
Deciduous and mixed woodlands interspersed with meadows, and 
brushy pastures. Large trees needed for nesting and perching. 

Similar habitats required for both breeding and wintering. Various 
habitats include wet, c:hy, open, and wooded areas. Wooded 
habitat is usually dominated by deciduous or mixed trees. 
Clearings are preferred for easy sighting of carrion. 

Breeding habitat: Heavily grazed meadows, edges of pasture ponds, 
and c:hy uplands. Wintering habitat: Plowed or sparsely vegetated 
moist fields. Coastal flats and beaches, river and lake shores that 
are free of ice. Special habitat requirements: Open fields or waste 
areas with closely cropped or sparse vegetation. 

Breeding habitat: Open pastures, meadows with abundant weedy 
growth, open woodlands. Wintering habitat: Prefers areas with an 
edge of protective vegetative cover; pastures and brushy open 
woodlands. Special habitat requirements: Edges, well-drained 
sandy or loamy soils, adjacent woodlands. Dense cover closely 
located to feeding areas is essential in winter. 

Breeding habitat: Open sandy or gravelly areas with pitch pines, 
scrub oaks, and other plants with similar requirements. Wintering 
habitat: 1broughout the West Indies. Special habitat requirements: 
Favors coniferous cover. 
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TABLE 9-1 
TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION AREA 

FINAL EIS 
Habitat Requirements for Avian Species 

Species 

· Yellow waibler 
(Denclroica petechia) 

Habitat Requirements 

Breeding habitat: Farmlands, orchards, roadsides along lakes and 
streams. Wintering habitat: Central and South America. Special 
habitat requirements: Scattered small trees or dense shrubbery. 

Blade-throated green waibler 
(Denclroica virens) 

Barn swallow 
(Hirundo rustica) 

Wood thrush 
(Hylocichla mustelina) 

Breeding habitat: Usually hemlocks, but may also use other 
northern conifers. Rarely utilizes deciduous species. Wintering 
habitat: Southern North America and Central America. Special 
habitat requirements: Coniferous or mixed woodlands. 

Breeding habitat: Farmlands, rural and populated areas. Wintering 
habitat: South America. Special habitat requirements: Man-made 
structures for nesting. 

Breeding habitat: Mature lowland forests (mainly deciduous or 
mixed). Wintering habitat: Mexico and Central America. Special 
habitat requirements: Deciduous or mixed forests with all trees and 
abundant sapling growth. Cool moist conditions. 

Carolina wren 
CThryothorus ludovicianus) 

Breeding habitat: A variety of places from lowland stream bank 
tangles to brushy upland slopes. Prefers moist areas. Wintering 
habitat: Low, flat ground near tidewater creeks, narrow valleys and 
deep ravines. Special habitat requirements: Low brushy 
vegetation. 
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TABLE 9-1 

TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION AREA 

FINAL EIS 

Habitat Requirements for Avian Species 

Species 

Brown thrasher 
croxostoma rufum) 

C'.anada warl>ler 
CWilsonia canadensis) 

Habitat Requirements 

Breeding habitat: Bushes, low trees, tangle of vines in open 
pastures or woodland edges and clearings in early stages of second 
growth. Wintering habitat: Costal areas where climate is mild with 
sparse snow cover. Special habitat requirements: Low, dense 
woody vegetation for nesting and cover. 

Breeding habitat: Occupies a variety of habitats from lowlands 
to uplands, coniferous to deciduous. Favors shrubby undergrowth 
in cool, moist, mature woodlands, aspen and cheny "burns," 
streamside thickets, cedar bogs, weedy ravines, and, less often, dry 
forest edges with young trees. Wintering habitat: Central and South 
America. 
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found on· Long Island whereas the species obsetved was more likely the Fowler's 

toad. Accordingly, this obsetvation should be confirmed. 

9.2.2 Response 

Comment noted. The toad species that was mistakenly identified as an American 

toad should have been identified as a Fowler's toad. Since the Fowler's toad frequents 

sandy areas, whereas the American toad prefers moist areas, the toad observed at the Waste 

Management Facility· Site was likely a Fowler's toad CBufo Woodhousei m fowleri). 

Table 3-23 of this FEIS has been amended to reflect this correction. 

9.2.3 Comment 

The DEIS states that affected species are capable of relocating to· adjacent 

undisturbed properties. ·However, this conclusion does not consider that most 

ecological studies on Long Island are based on the assumption that all habitat areas 

on Long Island are at carrying capacity tor all ecological niches. Based on this 

factor, even if some Individuals relocated to adjacent area, this would still result in 

a population decline due to the lack of sufficient niches. to accommodate all 

displaced animals. Accordingly, it Is recommended the FEIS discuss this factor. 

9.2.3 Response 

Presently, the Landfill Expansion Area is utilized as a soil borrow area and is mostly 

devoid of vegetation. The extent of the Landfill Expansion Area that will be further cleared 

is limited to about half of its total area (approximately 39 acres out of 78 acres). The 

removal of vegetation and the resultant habitat loss will affect only a small number of 

wildlife species and individuals. 

The fact that most ecological niches on Long Island are filled is not disputed. 

However, many of the wildlife species noted in the Landfill Expansion Area are generalists. 

Generalists are capable of dealing with a wide range of environmental conditions. Further, 

individuals can occupy the same niche, provided they have only slight behavioral 

differences. For instance, two species of birds that feed on similar foodstuffs or even mate 

in similar habitats can co-exist if feeding and breeding times vary. The inclusion of a 

560-foot buffer between the Landfill Expansion Area and the residences to the west will 
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leave much habitat undisturbed. This area of undisturbe.d vegetation is anticipated to be 

able to adequately absorb the few individuals displaced as a result of land ·clearing. 

9.2.4 Comment 

The DEIS states that the revegetated landflll cover will •provide nesting and foraging 

habitat for passerines, waterfowl and small mammals• and will be used by raptors for 

. hunting. It Is recommended that supporting references and documentation be 

provided In the FEIS to conflnn these conclusions. In addition, ff no man-made 

surface water bodies are proposed for the area, It Is unclear how habitat will be 

provided for waterfowl on the site. In addition, the FEIS should Indicate for what 

species the revegetation will be of benefit. 

9~2.4 Response 

The commentor is correct regarding the absence of man-made water bodies. 

The proposed stonnwater recharge basins will not retain water for any significant length 

of time after a stonn event, and will not provide habitat suitable for waterfowl. Previous 

obseivations by Wehran at other landfill sites have indicated that certain species utilize 

specific features of closed landfills. 

Stickups 

Risers for various wells are commonly used as hunting perches by kestrels and 

red-tailed hawks. Artificial perches may also be set up surrounding the landfill to provide 

other suitable perch sites. 

Closed, Vegetated Landflll Areas 

Depending on the density, 'height, and species composition of the final cover, the 

landfill may provide nesting cover for ground nesting passerines and small animals. 

New York State special concern species which may benefit from this type of habitat include 

vesper and savannah sparrows. 
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9.3 WETLANDS 

9.3.1 Comment 

It should be noted that the wetlands discussed in sections of the DEIS are a/so 

regulated by the Town of Brookhaven under Chapter 81 of the Town Code and that 

freshwater wetlands extend further north than Is shown In the Freshwater Wetlands 

figure. Accordingly, it is recommended this be noted in the FE/S. 

9.3.1 Response 

Wetlands occurring within the Town are regulated under Chapter 81 of the Town 

Code. In the spring of 1991, wetlands which extend to a point just south of the Material 

Recovery Facility (further north than shown on Figure 3-23 in the DEIS) were 

field-delineated by the Town's Division of Environmental Protection and were surveyed by 

Louis McLean Associates. These wetlands will not be disturbed or impacted in connection 

with the construction and operation of the Land.fill Expansion Area. This map is on file in 

the Division's office. 

9.3.2 Comment 

Confirm the locations of wetlands shown in Figure 3·23 of the DEIS. 

9.3.2 Response 

The wetland areas presented in Figure 3-23 of the DEIS are NYSDEC-designated 

wetlands. These wetland areas are larger than 12.4 acres. Their location was derived from 

a preliminary map prepared by the NYSDEC on May 8, 1992. In general, the NYSDEC does 

not show wetlands on 1 :24,000-scale maps less than 12.4 acres in size. 

9.3.3 Comment 

The location of the wetlands plotted by McLean during Spring 1992 should be noted. 

9.3.3 Response 

The maps of the wetlands delineated by the Town's Environmental Protection 

Division personnel, and surveyed by McLean Associates, are on file at the Town Division of 
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Environmental Protection's office. It should be noted, however, that these wetlands are not 

located on, or near, the proposed Landfill Expansion Area. 

9.4 SIGNIFICANT HABITATS/RARE, ENDANGERED, THREATENED AND 

SPECIAL CONCERN SPECIES 

9.4.1 Comment 

. In the discussion of •Endangered, Threatened, and Special Concern Species• the 

DEIS references of list of rare plants found in the Town of Brookhaven which were 

included in the Town Natural Resource Inventory. The DEIS states that •no regulatory 

status (i.e., State protection) Is affiliated with the Town designation.• This is a 

misinterpretation of the Information provided In the Natural Resources Inventory. 

This list Is not of species designated by the Town as rare, but is a list of 

New York State-designated endangered, threatened or rare plants which happen to 

occur in the Town of Brookhaven. Therefore, In contrast to the comment in the DEIS, 

these species do have State protection under 6 NYCRR Part 193.3. The DEIS also 

states that a Many of these species, while being considered rare on Long Island, have 

secure populations throughout other areas of their range.• This is Incorrect • 

because these species have been given State designation as either endangered, 

threatened or rare, It means they are endangered, threatened or rare throughout 

New York State, not just on Long Island. Accordingly, these statements should be 

corrected in the FEIS. 

9.4.1 Response 

The comment is noted. Plant species listed in the Town's Natural Resource Inventory 

as rare are also listed by New York State as rare and are protected throughout the State 

under 6 NYCRR 193.3. 

Because it exhibits unique climatological and soil characteristics, Long Island 

contains a large percentage of New York State rare plant species. This phenomena occurs 

because some specific habitats found on Long Island can be found nowhere else in New 

York. Subsequently, some species are found in these rare habitats on Long Island and are 

extremely vulnerable to development. Others are located on the extremes of their biological 

ranges and may occur as secure populations in other states. 
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9.4.2 Comment 

The DEIS states that no endangered, threatened/and rare species have been noted 

on the site. However, the DEIS has noted that rare and/or endangered plant species 

have been found on the site. Accordingly, this statement should be corrected. 

9.4.2 Response 

During the field survey, two tentatively identified rare plants (Stueve's bush clover 

and Nuttall's Lobelia) were identified in areas of the Waste Management Facility Site not 

scheduled for site development. Implementation of the proposed Landfill Expansion will not 

· impact these species. 

9.4.3 Comment 

In the eventual revegetatlon of the site, It is recommended that an emphasis be 

placed on using native plant material and In gearing the revegetatlon to the re­

creation of wildlife habitat which is most favorable to those wild/Ne species found in 

the area which are rare, forest-interior dependent, least tolerant of disturbance and 

area-sensitive. Emphasis should not be geared toward suburbanized, common 

species. 

9.4.3 Response 

The proposed plantings have been selected in response to a number of important 

criteria to ensure both short-term and long-term development of wildlife habitat. These 

criteria include soil stabilization and erosion control; development of nutrients and organic 

matter in the soil; creation of vegetative litter; provision of food, cover, and nesting sites 

for wildlife; revegetation that is compan'ble with the surrounding plant community; and 

providing conditions to encourage the growth of desirable species for continued habitat 

development. 

As documented by the field investigation, the vegetation surrounding the proposed 

Landfill Expansion Area has been identified as oak-pine and pine-dominated forest 

communities. Pitch pine is the dominant species, and it exists in a generally semi-mature 

to mature age class immediately to the north, south, and west of the Landfill Expansion 

Area. Since the existing plant community is a strong indicator of the species which will 
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tolerate the often droughty, infertile soil conditions, plant material that is compatible with 

this vegetation assoaation has been selected. In addition, in order to enhance the wildlife 

habitat quality of the landfill environs, creating a layered canopy and cover of ground layer, 

shrub layer, and understory canopy has been proposed. Appropriate selection of w~ody and 

herbaceous plants suited to conservation uses will provide shelter, as well as food, for a 

variety of wildlife (e.g., selected grasses and fruit-bearing shrubs will encourage birdlife) . 

. A detailed revegetation plan is descnbed in Section 8 of the Engineering Design Report 

(which is incozporated by reference), and is summarized below. 

The planting of specially selected trees, shrubs, wildflowers, and grasses will not only 

stabilize the soils to minimize erosion, but will also greatly improve the Landfill Expansion 

Area as a wildlife habitat and refuge area by offering birds and small mammals food and 

protection. A mass planting of berry-bearing and other shrubs and small trees will be 

planted adjacent to the diversion channels forming a root mat to inlubit erosion while 

providing a seasonal food source and shelter. Wildflowers and grasses planted in 

continuous bands will attract bees, butterflies, and insects for cross-pollination as well as 

provide food and cover for upland birds and small mammals. Legumes, like clover, enrich 

the low fertility soil by "fixing" atmospheric nitrogen in their root nodules and also supply 

winter forage for wildlife. . In addition, larger deciduous trees and evergreen screen 

plantings will be located along the Landfill Expansion Area's perimeter road. In time, these 

trees will provide nesting and perch areas for larger birds. 

The final use plan for the Landfill Expansion Area contnbute to the development of 

an appropriate wildlife habitat and protection area especially for resident or transitory bird 

populations and small mammals. The mammal populations are less conspicuous than the 

birds, but are integral to maintaining the natural character of the area. The eastern 

cottontail rabbit, eastern chipmunk and the red fox, if provided for, will encourage other 

wildlife populations. It is also possible, that by increasing rodent populations, a greater 

number of hawks (for example, the red-tailed hawk) will occur. 

In summary, the final use plan for the Landfill Expansion Area will,upon 

implementation, provide for the development of an improved terrestrial habitat that will be 

able to attract and support a greater diversity of wildlife species. 
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10.0 ADDmONAL PROJECT-RELATED ISSUES 

10.1 SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLANS 

10.1.1 Comment 

The Solid Waste Management Plan for the Town of Brookhaven does not incorporate 

all of the elements necessary to comply with the State's mandate. 

10.1.1 

"The Town of Brookhaven must has a solid waste management plan (Plan) approved 

before a permit can be issued for Cell 5. Since the Plan has not yet been approved, 

testimony on the Plan is relevant in this hearing. We agree that the Town has 

stated accurately the State's intent on how to manage solid waste but we believe 

that the Plan does not incorporate all of the elements necessary to comply with the 

State's mandate." 

Response 

Comprehensive solid waste management planning efforts have been ongoing in the 

Town of Brookhaven since 1986, and have evolved within the framework of the State 

Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). In its continuing capacity as SEQRA Lead 

Agency for solid waste management planning, the Town has utilized a Generic 

Environmental Impact Statement and appropriate supplements in conjunction with the 

development and updating of the Solid Waste Management Plan (SWMP). The GEIS 

documents issued by the Town reflect the commitment to follow the State hierarchy of 

reduction, reuse, and recycling first. As projected in the Plan, approximately 63 percent of 

the solid waste stream will be eliminated through waste reduction and recycling measures 

by 1995. This represents a more ambitious reduction/recycling goal than is expressed in 

the State Plan. 

As discussed in Section 2.1.3 of the DEIS, the SWMP provides, in general, for the 

reduction, recycling, processing, and disposal of all the municipal solid waste generated in 

the Town according to the goals established by New York State and the Town. As such, the 

elements of the Town's comprehensive SWMP include waste reduction at the point of 

generation; materials recycling through mandatory source separation and the use of the 

Town's Materials Recycling Facility (MRF); household toxics control (STOP program); yard 
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waste composting; MSW composting; construction and demolition debris processing and 

recycling; land clearing debris processing and recycling; major household appliance 

handling; tire handling; and a solid waste transfer station. All of these components are in 

various stages of implementation and are descn1>ed in detail in the Town's SWMP, the 

Generic Environmental Impact Statement component documents, and the Town's 

Comprehensive Recycling Analysis. 

It should be noted that the NYSDEC has advised the Town that its SWMP is 

substantively approvable, and that the Town has responded satisfactorily to all substantive 

NYSDEC Comments on the SWMP. The only issue that remains to be addressed by the 

Town prior to receiving NYSDEC approval of its SWMP is to compile the SWMP into the 

'stand-alone document' format preferred by NYSDEC. Although this format is not 

authorized by any currently applicable law, rule or regulation, the NYSDEC is requiring it 

is as a matter of preference; and has revised 6 NYCRR Part 360 to require it in the future ... 

The Town is currently working to provide the NYSDEC with the format that it desires. 

It is also noted that the NYSDEC may deem the Town's Solid Waste Facility Permit 

application incomplete until such time as final NYSDEC approval of the Town SWMP is 

secured. 

10.1.2 Comment 

The Solid Waste Management Plan is Insufficient and is in need of revision. 

10.1.2 Response 

The Town's Solid Waste Management Plan (SWMP) is consistent with the New York 

State Solid Waste Management Plan (NYSSWMP) of 1988, and its subsequent updates. The 

SWMP, originally issued in March 1989, specified that the Town would undertake a number 

of actions calling for waste reduction, recycling, and development of solid waste 

management facilities. The SWMP was accompanied by a Generic Environmental Impact 

Statement (GEIS), identifying not only the potential adverse impacts that could result if the 

Plan was implemented, but its benefits as well. 

The SWMP has undergone a series of revisions and updates since its issuance in 

1989. Each subsequent version of the document has provided an update of the Town's solid 
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waste management status, including changes in solid waste management technology, and 

has followed the guidance of the NYSSWMP, as pres~nted in its annual updates. 

10.1.3 Comment 

•The Town doesn't need the ash to continue using the landfill for what's left over after 

recycling. There's no law or regulation from the state or federal government that 

says that has to be the case, so from our perspective the trash for ash deal makes 

no sense.• 

10.1.3 Response 

The pros and cons of entering into the IMA were explored in detail in the 1991 

SWMP Update. The commentor is referred to that Update for a detailed response. It should 

be noted that, under its Consent Order with the NYSDEC, the Town was required to enter 

into an IMA with Hempstead, generally requiring the Town to deliver processible waste to 

the Hempstead ERF and to accept ERF Ash for disposal. The IMA includes provisions 

allowing the Town to cease accepting ERF Ash from Hempstead on January 31, 2000. The 

Town intends to make a full evaluation of the IMA, and its entire waste management system 

in 1997 and 1998, in order to determine whether to exercise that option. 

10.2 EXISTING LANDFILL STATUS 

The existing sanital}' landfill is classified by the NYSDEC as an inactive hazardous 

waste site. 

10.2 RESPONSE 

The existing Brookhaven Landfill, which had been classified as an inactive hazardous 

waste site, was delisted by the NYSDEC in 1992. 

10.3 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

10.3.1 Comment 

The huge and the highly technical three volumes which comprise the DEIS makes 

it difficult for the average person to make any informed comment. 
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10.3.1 Response 

The DEIS has been prepared pursuant to Article 8 of the Environmental Conservation 

Law (ECL), and Title 6, Part 617 of ~e official compilation of Codes, Rules and Regulations 

of the State of New York (NYCRR) which sets forth the rules promulgated by the NYSDEC 

under SEQRA. These regulations state that an EIS should be analytical and not 

encyclopedic, but should assemble relevant facts upon which the lead agency's decision is 

to be made, identify the essential issues to be decided, and evaluate all reasonable 

alternatives. In fulfilling the requirements of the regulations with respect to the content of 

the DEIS, the Town had to balance the competing objectives of being fully responsive and 

relevant with the need to be concise. 

The DEIS contains information which addresses the topics outlined in the 

Preliminary Scope Outline distnbuted and the comments received at both public hearings 

and during the comment period. The size and somewhat technical nature of the DEIS 

results from the incorporation of information drawn from the engineering and 

hydrogeological aspects of the project, along with specialty study data such as noise and 

traffic discussions. A certain amount of technical information is unavoidable and necessary 

to correctly explain the various aspects of the project and satisfy the requirements of the 

NYSDEC regulations. Sections 1 and 2 of the DEIS provide a Summary and Description of 

the Proposed Action, respectively, which present a discussion of the major project 

components, referencing the reader to more detailed information further along in the 

document. 

10.3.2 Comment 

The DEIS states in broad generalities how leachate generation, drainage problems, 

soil erosion, groundwater pollution, air pollution, noise, gas generation and odors 

would be controlled or mitigated. Thus, It would seem there should be no problem 

with Cell 5, but It is hard to envision that the Town could effectively implement and 

enforce all the procedural safeguards proposed to solve the environmental problems 

of Cell 5. 
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10.3.2 Response 

In addition to the DEIS that has been prepcif~d for this project, a Part 360 Solid 

Waste Management Facility Permit Application (6 NYCRR Part 360-2.3) has been prepared 

in order to obtain the required permit for the proposed Landfill Expansion. The Part 360 

application requirements of the NYSDEC necessitated the preparation of a detailed 

hydrogeologic investigation report and detailed engineering design reports and plans. All 

of the documents which are part of the Part 360 application are incorporated by reference 

in this FEIS. These documents provide additional detail on the design and operational 

features discussed in the DEIS and this FEIS. 

The proposed design will provide environmental safeguards that are in accordance 

with the NYSDEC Part 360 regulations for permitting solid waste and ash/residue landfills. 

The Landfill Expansion Area is being designed utilizing state-of-the-art technology that will 

include the following specific elements which were descnbed in detail in Section 2 of the 

DEIS: 

• Groundwater protection, including the utilization of a double-composite 

baseliner 

• Primazy and secondazy leachate collection system 

• Sequential landfill development 

• Quality Assurance and Quality Control Plan (QNQC Plan) for landfill 

construction 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

ERF Ash and other Waste Stream component screening and management 

Cover material management 

Erosion and sedimentation control 

Surface and groundwater monitoring 

Closure and post-closure plans 

Contingency planning 

Detailed operation and management reporting 

As part of the 6 NYCRR Part 360 application, the results of an extensive 

investigation into the hydrogeology of the Landfill Expansion Area are presented and 

analyzed in a Site Hydrogeological Report; and the design, construction and operational 
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details of the Landfill Expansion Area are presented in an Engineering Design Report 

containing, in addition to the Engineering Design, the following components: 

• 
• 
• 

• 
• 
• 

10.3.3 

Operation and Maintenance Plan 

Contingency Plan 

Quality Assurance and Quality Control Plan 

Technical Specifications 

Engineering Calculations 

Closure Plan 

Comment 
The name of the community Is Horizon Village, not South Sungate, as Incorrectly 

stated in the DEIS. 

10.3.3 

"We are the community along the western boundary of the landfill site. The 

name of our community is Horizon Village, not South Sungate, as it is 

incorrectly stated in the DEIS." 

Response 
Comment noted. 

10.3.4 Comment 
Provide figures for Existing Landfill Area, paved area, building area, natural area/lawn 

landscaped area, and balance and provide figures for proposed paved area, proposed 

natural area, proposed /awn/landscaped area, and balance. 

10.3.4 Response 
Figure 2-3 in the DEIS presents, on small format, the proposed Landfill Expansion 

Area and its appurtenant features, in relation to the Existing Landfill and its appurtenant 

features. A large format sheet has been included in the Engineering Report as part of the 

Part 360 Solid Waste Management Permit Application, for easier recognition of features. 

In addition, a landscape plan, prepared by a licensed landscape architect, is also contained 
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in the Engineering Report. The Engineering Report is incorporated into this FEIS by 

reference. 
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A P P E A R A N C E S : 
3 tlICHAEL GRCBEN, As.:ais tant Town Attorney 
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COM?USSIOHER H~I!.: Good afternoon. 

'nle Town of Brookhaven, to further imple::ient 

its solid waste management plan, proposes to 

develop a a even ty-eiqht acre landfill 

expansion, which will be composed of 

f.ifty-six acres of landfill footprint and 

twenty-two acres of ancillary facilities 

located within the property boundaries of the 

Town of Brookhaven ifaste Manaqement Facility 

Site. 

The proposed landf 111 expansion area, 

identified as Cell Number s, would be 

developed on the western portion of the five 

hundred and thirty-four acre waste management 

facility site located on the south side of 

Horse Block Road at ~'loodside Avenue in the 

Hamlet of Brookhaven. 

The expanoion area will be used to 

dispose of unproces sible waste from the 

tCMn' s wa3te management system, Brookhaven 

doW'ltime waoteo from the sol id waste 

ADEPT COrJRT n i::PORTI?lG 3 ERVI C! 
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25 

processing facilities utilized by the town, 

ash from the He::tpstaad r:;nerqy rtecovery 

Facility, process re~idues from the town's 

material re~/cling facility and from solid 

and ya rd waste cor.posting, construction 

demolition debris process residue, car 

shredder residue and clean fill. 

3 

The expansion area will be lined with 

a double coq>osite liner system in accordance 

with state requl~tions and would be 

conat ructed in nine phases to match waste 

flows. 

The expansion area is projected to be 

used for ei9lteen years based on current 

design waste flows. 

On Noveni>er 20th,· 1991 the Town of 

Brookhaven prepared a full Environmental 

Assessment Forrn, announcing to potentially 

involved agencies and interested parties that 

a Type I project was being propo~ed and 

seeking concurrence of involved agencies in 

having the town serve a::a lead agency. 

On J.:in~ry 21st, 1992, the Town of 

Brookhaven for~ally declared itself lead 
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agency under the State Environmental Quality 

Review Act, adopted a positive declaration 

for the project and issued a notice of 

positive declaration and notice of intent to 

prepare a Draft ~nvironnental Impact 

Statement. 

The notice set forth the town• s 

determination that the proposed project could 

have potentially significant iq:>acts on the 

environment and that a o.e. I .s. would be 

prepared. 

Subsequently, the notice was 

distributed to all involved agencies and 

p ubl inh ed in the Env i ronme ntal ~10 tice 

Bulletin. A public scopin9 meeting was held 

on February 18th, 1992. 

The purpose of this afternoon's 

public hearing is to receive commentn on the 

Dr"ft Environment~! Iapact Statement. 

I am James rteil, the Canmissioner of 

the Department of Waste Hana9ement. The tal'1n 

board has asked me to chair this hearing on 

its be half. 

A written record of the hearing i~ 
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2 being taken by a stenographer and will be 

3 tranm:iitted to the town board. 

4 I will '1cknowlcd9e at this time the 

5 presence of Michael croban to ray left, 

6 1\ssistant Town Attorney, and representatives 

7 of the con3ultin9 f irr.is of ~-lehran-~~ew Yorit 

8 and Olli rka and Bar ti luc ci, and the l<:!9al fire 

9 of Nixon, Harqrave, Devans and Doyle. 

10 We requast that tho3e wanting to make 

11 a public statement complete a card at the 

12 rear of the room. 

13 Persona who do not fill out a ca rd 

14 will not be called to speak. Elected 

15 officials and repreDentatives of agencies 

16 will be cal.led first, followed by those 

17 completing cardo in the order of their 

18 receipt. 

19 The hearinq will remain open this 

20 afternoon until all who subnit cards have 

21 spoken. 

22 We request, for the convenience of 

23 the attendees, that comments be littited to 

24 approxi ma tel y f i •1e :n inutea. 

25 Fe r~on:; ·.1ho de 3ir e to ope ak for 

AD?::PT co~~T ll'::?OnTI!!".'; S!-:P.'!rcr. 
1r:1 t:\ e" n_..,,,, ,.,, .,,".,e-"'~" • 
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2 longer than five minutes can request 

3 additional time aftar all others who desire 

4 to canr.ient have spoken. 

5 Depending on the hour we ~ill try to 

6 be reasonable in accomodatin9 ~uch requests. 

7 If you have a written version of your 

8 statement, please sutmit it to the 

9 s t3no9r aph er. 

10 The purpose of this hearing, once 

11 again, is to receive canments on the Draft 

12 Environmental Impact Statement, not for the 

13 town to respond to questions regarding the 

14 project. 

15 All substantive comments and 

16 questions will be responded to in the final 

17 Environmental Impact Statement that will be 

18 issued following the close of the canment 

19 period. 

20 In addition, writ ten comments on tha 

21 D.E.I.S. will be accepted until December 4th, 

22 199'2. 

23 Comments should be addressed to James 

24 !teil, Ccr.uni..J::;ioner, Town of Brookhaven 

25 Department of W~:l te nanagement, Building 

--- -·-· ·---·---
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2 3233 noute 112, Medford, New York 11763. 

3 Persons who speak at thi3 hearing nay 

4 but need not repca t their comment:; in 

5 writing. Oral and written com~ents will be 

6 accorded equal weight. 

7 The town contemplates preparing a New 

8 York State nepart:nent of ::mrironmental 

9 Conservation Part 360 application for the 

10 project. 

11 The application will contain specific 

12 design information and a detailed 

13 hydr09eolo9ic report. 

14 The permit application may be the 

15 subject of a public hearing conducted by the 

16 State Department of Environmental 

17 conservation. 

18 The town thank~ you for your 

19 interest, and if there are no questions on 

20 the hearing procedure format, I will call the 

21 f i r3 t speaker. 

22 Are there any questions on the 

23 hearing for::ia t? Oltay. The f i r!l t speaker i:; 

24 Eliz~beth Gundlach. 

25 
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concerned citizen and parent, and I would 

like to just ask you not to go ahead with 

th i:i expansion, because I believe that the 

town has not done enough as far as recycling 

and reducing and encouraging that. That's 

really all I have to say. 

COHMISSIO?tER i!EIL I Thank you very 

r.uch. Arny Brock? Please excuse the last 

name. If you could, please perhaps clarify 

that. 

HS. BROCK1 Commissioner Reil, my 

name is Amy Brock. I'm a resident of ~ast 

Patchogue. 

t am a pa rent of children in the 

Hampton Avenue School. 1\nd I am the 

President of the Hampton Avenue P.T.A •• 

I am here today on behalf of the 

students and faculty and meueers of the 

commnity to re:nind that you we were here 

last year concerning issues of the landfill. 

We spoke about the problems of the 

odor from the landfill and our concerns about 

the health i.;;~ues r olatad to the landf 111. 

~·le go:; a r e:::µonse f rem tho town. :1e 

~D~PT COttRT RZPO~Tl:-~r; !';E I?VICE 
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2 got a positive response. Ue believed that 

3 you were concerned and m.:ike an honest and 

4 sincere effort to alleviate the problem, and 

. 5 certainly we got results • 

6 The problem has not disappeared, but 

7 the probleD has been treated and has 

8 improved. 

9 Now we find that we are faced with 

10 this expansion of the landfill, a tremendous 

11 expansion of the landfill. 

12 We feel that this is unnecessary and 

13 it• s detriment .il to our comnuni ty. ~·le foel 

14 that efforts to recycle have not been fully 

15 pursued, and we would like to see the town 

16 hold up on approval of the landfill expansion 

17 and further explore recycling. 

18 We would like to have more 

19 information on the effects of air quality, 

20 the effect of the landf 111 and the ash on the 

21 air quality in the area. 

22 1'.·le co not think that the cost of the 

23 landfill exp~ncion has been fully addres:.ed. 

24 Are i~~ucs ~uch as future capping of th~ 

25 lane.if ill ~nd ~ethane collection ~ystarns 

l\!>EPT COU:tT R E~OR'rIHG s ~I?'n c;: 
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2 included in the proposed cost of this 

3 landfill expan:aion? 

4 hrc po3~ible future compcn~ation to 

5 the comnunity for the effect of the landfill 

6 beinq addressed? 

7 It is possible that someti~e in the 

8 future the !tampton Avenue School will be 

9 severely affected by t~e odors from the 

10 landfill and the Cell 5 expansion. 

11 We vould like to see these issues 

12 addressed and explored fully before the 
. 

13 D.E.I.s. is approved and before this landfill 

14 expansion is pursued. 

15 We a re very concerned about the 

16 health of our children, and we feel that the 

17 town and the too.m board must address the:ie 

18 insues before going ahead with the landfill 

19 expansion. Thank you very much. 

20 CCP.HISSIO?TE!t HEILs Thank you very 

21 much, Ms. Brock. Rhonda Weiss? Good 

22 afternoon. 

23 WEISS: Good afternoon, Commissioner. I 

24 spoke with you a few weeks aqo on the phone. 

25 I don• t kncu if you rocall our conversation. 

ADC:PT COURT R;:roRTrm SERVICE ·- . -. , ,,.. .... ,... . . . . -.. -. ------. 
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Our 
concern at tba t time was about the odor that 
~ao in the Hampton Avenue School. 

The s::iel l 
was inside the school as compared to the odor 
outside, which was -- which is our concern as 
parents and as rasidents of the area nnd 
people who are in the South Country School 
Distr ic:t. 

That ia, our children a re in that school for 
two years with these gases and whatever is in 
the air contained within the buildin9. 

I am in 
complete aC]reement with what Mrs. Brock has 
said, and I would like to add that in 
addition to that we have taken steps as 
parents, as cub scout people, as brownies and 
qirl scouts people, 3S taxpayers in south 
Country School Di3trict and residents in 
Brookhaven Haclet to contact different 
political offices and to contact ~·71\.LK. I was 
on the phone tooay with Dav id Hei:;s. 

We hn~e many ~u99estions, many idea~ 
as to what we ~·JOuld like to go over with you 
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and other town officials on tong Island, not 

ju .'lt Brookhaven. 

we feel this is <ln island-wide 

problem. We would like to suggest to you 

today that we use Brookhaven as a shining 

example for the rest of Long Island. 

We're not pointing fingers at anyone. 

This is our problem, everyone on Long Island. 

E:ve rybody produces ga rba9e. 

we would like to use the opportunity 

with the children to start roinforcing the 

idea of everyone producing less qarba9e on 

Long Island. 

Because of the shortage of time, we 

can't get into all of our ideas, but I would 

like to propose this to you. 

Prior to all of you agreeing that 

this is the alternative, to open this up, so 

we would like some time to meet with y0u and 

to go over our iclcas which have not been 

discussed as of j'et before you reach this, 

.:ind we \/Oulu like to let you know that it's 

sor.1ethin9 that we vould like to get T.V. 

station::> invo!.ved from Manhatt:in to Mont<luk 

I 
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and the radio stations. 

There'~ a book out that's called 

~ifty Simple Thin9~ You Can Do To S3ve ':'he 

Planet ~arth. 

If you would, I would like to use 

that idea that -- all the ideas in that book 

in conjunction with public awareness through 

the T. v. as a media and newpape rs and the 

ch ildr en1 competitions, on and on. 

We can 90 on to let people on Lonq 

Island become aware of simple things that 

they can do so that we don't have to use 

seventy-eight acres of land for landfill, so 

that we can produce less garbage, while at 

the same ti~e, Mr. Reil, these ideas will 

help to create new jobs for people on Long 

Island. 

So we're confident if we all work 

together in a peaceful ~anner we can produce 

more jobs on Long Island. ~·le can 9et: people 

producing less garbage and all be better off 

for it. 

COM!US3!0HER HEIL: Thank you. I'll 

be ~ore than h~PP'f to come and meet ~ith you 
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at any time during the day or evening. Just 

call :ny office when your grou·p is ready. 

MS. ~Z!:!!SS: Thank you for 

your t irne. COM MIS SIOlTER 

HEIL: narilyn HcKeown? Good afternoon. 

MS. 

MCXEONN: Hi, Jim. I •m here this afternoon 

for the ~eague of Wo?Den Voters of Brookhaveni 

The 

League of Women Voters, and it's possible you 

kna.ir, doesn't take a position on any subject 

before a thorough study of it. 

Now, the County League has studied and taken 

a position on the nunic:ipal solid waste 

issue. 

The main thruzt of that· position is the 

familiar three R's, reduction, recycling, 

reuse, and, in addition, we state that the 

preservation of qroundwate r quality in any 

M.s.w. plant is of the greatest i~ortance. 

So under that context I would like to 

~utriiit for the league the following comments 

on the o.~.I.S. for this afternoon. 

In tho f ir3t place we compliment the 
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town for acknowled9in9 the many probler.is 

as~ociatcd with ~uch a large project and 

citing the cffortg that th~y'll make to 

r:t itiga tc the::;e prob! er..::;. 

nut however, the league remains 

unconvinced that this el'1borate liner syste~ 

with 3 network of pipe~ for leachate 

collection and so forth will necessarily 

~rotect the groundwater. 

uowhere do we find a clear statement 

of the procedures to be used if the testin9 

of leachate :Jtarts to indicate the 

possibility of -.,,.ate r pollution. 

InsteaJ, the thouqht is expres~ed 

that since water downqradient of the 

expansion is alrac:ady downgraded, that further· 

pollution i:; of no consequence. 

'!.'his i.l directlyoppo:;ed to our 

concept of oa~ing efforts for -- to protect 

water quality, and aince the effect of any 

pollution \lill continue for year::;, and since 

there is, yo~ know, a ~tream, Deaver nam 

Creak, CJ.rr.mn's Ri•1cr, the t:;rcat !1outh 11.:iy, 

al 1 in the ~nth of gr o~.mdr.1il tar flow, we f e '?l 

."..D~!'~ Ct')trnT ~!:!'!)'1T r:G ~~ ~·nc~ 
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2 that any pollution is bound to reach these 

3 water~ in time, and so we feel that there 

4 r;hould be r:iore ~eriou:; consideration given to 

5 this problem in the D.E.I.5 •• 

6 Our second point is that we arc 

7 firmly committed to the reduction, reC"Jcle 

\ ' 
8 and reuse concept in lu1ndlin9 rrunicipal colid 

9 wante and feel these ideas should be more 

10 seriously explored in this document. I 
11 Nowhere in the document is the town's 

12 excellent proposed don't bag it program 

13 mentioned. 

14 There are several pages devoted to 

15 the concept of a thirteen-year landfill 

16 instead of an eighteen-year one, but the 

17 forr.ier is dismissed as being more costly per 

18 ton, and it is not clear to us that the total 

19 cost would be l~ss. 

20 So it'3 hard to see that a smaller 

21 scaled ~own project will cost more than a 

22 larger, more ar.Di tious one. 

23 It ceems to us that -- as though ilny 

24 new ide;:is in recycling, any advances in 

25 pack.:ige r~uction, uhich the league has been 

·-- -· --- ... ..... . . . ... -·--- ._,.. .... I 
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active in supporting, they haven't really 

been seriou~ly considered. 

These new wa~te reduction procedures 

could have significant impact, a~ !'rn sure 

you know, on the trash for ash de al with 

Hen;>stead and thus on the scope of our 

landfill needs. 

A ohorter, smaller project, we feel, 

should be given more in depth consideration 

than is apparent in the O.E.I.s •• 

Our position on any issue includes, 

if it's relevant, the cost, of course. ?Jow, 

the stated cost per ton for landf illin9 the 

expansion area is given at twenty-four 

dollars a ton, which seems an unrealistic 

figure to us if all of the extensive 

monitoring that's presented in the document 

are carried out as stated, and also since we 

believe that the current tipping fees of 

existing landfills are sixty dollars 4 ton, 

and handling waste at the MRP is estimated at 

forty-nin~ dollars per ton, which oay not b~ 

current, ue fc el the twenty-four dollars pc r 

ton is a very lo~., figure, and we feel th~t .:i 

\DT::PT COT.ntT n!:ron-:n~r; SEn,JIC~ 
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3 
~ore realistic cost, a more detailed cost 

4 
analysi3 ~hould be presented in the o.~.I.s. 
before yau accept it. I 

I 
5 

6 
And then I would like to r.'!ake one 

7 
final comment, which is, as stated, as I naid 

I~ 

a at the beginning, the League of Homen Votcr:J 

9 
operates by studying issues and reaching a 

10 
position on theo through consen:Jus, and \o1e 

11 
felt that the huge and the highly technical 

12 
three volumes which comprise the D.E.r.s. I 

13 
makes it difficult for the average person to 

14 
make any informed comment, and we sort of 

15 
felt since we are interested in public input 

16 
in this system of public input in such an 

17 
inportant project, it seems to have some 

18 
flaws when you really have to as3imilate 

19 
such a mass of data to make effective 

comments. 
20 

/" . 
21 

CO?·UiI!lSIONER !FEIL: Thank you very 

22 
nuch. I'm willing to rneet with the league to 

23 
get them more briefing on the :Jpecific 

24 
issues, if that would be of any assistance. 

25 MS. HC?.:~·m: You have don<! th~t ' I 

befor':!, and ";-IC l«>Uld appreciate that. 
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COt.fMISSimJER HI:IL: Faith Mccutcheon, 

please? Good afternoon. 

HS. r .. CCOTCttEOth r:ood afternoon, 

Commissioner Heil. I li'tre in the !!amlet of 

Brookhaven, and I really appreciate all your 

efforto on recycling, but I am opposed to 

eel 1 5 until we have a reduction of wa:lta by 

having commercial garbage recycled. Th3nk 

you very much. 

COMMISSIOHER REIL: Thank you. At 

this time I would like to acknovledqe the 

presence in the audience of Councilman Jooeph 

Macchia. 

The next speaker is Virqinia Weston. 

Good afternoon. 

MS. tfESTO?h Good afternoon. I'm 

also from the Hamlet of Brookhaven. I live 

in the namlet of Brookhaven, so you know how 

I feel. 

COM!iIS SIO?lER HEIL: Yes. 

MS. WIE:STOrJ: And I can just echo what 

th~se other people have said about more 

recycling, ~o perhap~ it won't be so 

nccessa~J for such a large expansion. 

AOF!PT COU!lT !U:POnTI~!G Si:::RVICE 
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2 And eighteen years 13 a long, long 

3 t·ir.ie, and tJho' s to know what sort of progress 

4 will be made in your area of waste? 

5 ~he one thing I had ~ort of wondarad 

6 about was what about these unfortunate people 

7 who bought homes not too far from the 

8 landfill? 

9 Has -- has anybody thought of 

10 compensating.them in such a way? They did 

11 this in all innocence, and ~e were told at 
I 

12 the time that this was not 9oin9 to be a 

13 regional landfill and it is. 

14 And also perhaps some sort of 

15 compensation for the area that this small 

16 area of Brookhaven, of central -- not central ( 

17 school district, but South Country School 

18 District. Should there be some sort of 

19 compensation for them? .... r~ 
\ 

20 COMP1IS SIOHER HE IL s Okay. Thank you 

21 very nuc:h for your canments. Steven 

22 Romalewski fro:n ?·1YPIRG, <.New York Public 

23 Interest Research Group~ Good afternoon. 

24 MR. ROMALE!·JSICI: Good aft~rnoon. For '· 

25 the record, ~Y name Steve Romalewski. I'm 
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the Long Island coordinator for the New York 

Public Interest Group, NYPIRG, and we, of 

course, appreciate the opportunity to comment 

on the D.E.I.S •• 

We had a 10119 history with local 

civic and emrironmental groups in the town 

addressing the town solid waste problems, and 

we reiterate that we support the town's 

rejection of incineration in Brookhaven and 

to embark on the recycling alternative, but 

nevertheless we remain strongly opposed to 

the trash for ash deal between Brookhaven and 

Hempstead. 

'l'ha deal sbova that incineration 

atill is a large component of the town's 

solid waste plan. 

The landfill has now become a 

regional ashf ill, taking in several thousand 

tons of ash from the Hempstead incinerator 

that ac~epts garbage from nunicipalities, 

private carters throughout the region. 

As more ash is dumped in the 

landfill, the toxic hazards associated with 

ash will simply intensify as more and more of 
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this material is brought in, and, incredible 

enough, the town doesn't need the ash to 

continue using the l~ndf ill for what's left 

over after recycling. 

There's no law or regulation fro~ the 

3tate or federal government that says that 

has to be the case, so from our perspecitve 

the trash for ash deal makes no aense. 

You shouldn't continue and certainly 

shouldn't be the driving force behind this 

massive expansion the town is planning to 

undertake. 

Por that reason we believe the town 

should reject the expansion proposal. 

Instead focus far more on recycling as an 

alternative, and we believe the State 

Separtment of Environmental Conservation 

should only consider granting Brookhaven the 

very limited option on an incremental basis 

of landf illin9 what's remaining after its 

I 
I . 

/ 

I 

/. 

recycling programs. r 

I thought about ash. Incinerator ash 

is contaminated with an array of toxic heavy 

metals and organic .chemicals, and despite a 

ADEPT COURT R~PORTUlG SERVICE 
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2 recent E.P.A. announcement that asb is deemed 

3 exempt from hazardous waste regulations, ash 

4 that's generated close to home often exhH>its 

5 characteristics of hazardous waste. 

6 For example, even a State Department 

,.. .. 7 of Environmental Conservation report released 

8 earlier this year shows that leachate from 
.• . 

9 the Babylon ash fill exceeded the drinking 

.- . 10 water standard for cachium in four of six 

11 samples, and exceeded the !.P.A. action level 

, I 
12 for lead in five of six samples. 

13 In addition, ash, because it comes 

' 14 out of a very hot furnace, is often dry in 

15 nature or drys out over time, and dust is 

16 created, and the D.E.I.S. acknowledges the 

17 dust concern, but we think that the air of 

~; 

' I 
18 confidence that the D.E.I.S. expresses is 

19 totally Ulliarranted. 

20 For ~xample, again right next door, 

21 the ash landfill or the landfill in Islip, in 

22 Hauppauge, has been stockpiling ash, tens of 

23 thousands of tons of ash for the past year or 

24 so. 

25 ~est re~ult3 earlier this year ~howed 
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of the actual present hill of three 

alternatives ~ites in Brookhaven Town. 

!·Jhat annoy!J me is that the original 

G.E.I.S., the elected officials of this town 

qave instruction that alternative sites 

should be considered in the town for various 

parts of the solid waste handling, and when 

it's said and done, nothing was proposed for 

sites other than those in the !~mediate 

vicinity of the present landfill site. 

So I find it fascinating that, as I 

said, a sitebeing a few hundred yards to the 

east, a few hundred yards to the west, is 

called an alternative site in Brookhaven 

Town. It's a little dlaracteristic of what's 

going on. 

In fact, when I was reading this 

document I had a feeling I was reading 

several documents, not just Brookhaven Town. 

While I realize it isn't true, I 

almost envisioned that the consulting 

engineers that wrote the document hadn't 

visited the site. 

They we re dealin9 with some things 
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2 that don't quite seem to bear on reality. 

3 There's a major omission -- by the way, 

4 there•s some excellent things in this report. 

5 I'll try to find time to admit that. 

6 But there•s an interestinq anission 

7 which I might aZ9U• disqualifies the whole 

8 proposal, namely there's no characterization 

9 of what's going to be dumped at that site~ 

10 As far as I'm concerned it c:an be 

11 very easily done, and that's what annoys me, 

12 that it isn't there. 

13 Pirat of all, I believe there has 

14 been some testing done of Beq>atead ash. 

15 Therefore you can characterize the ash that 

16 will be dumped, at least in the context of 

17 what Hempstead currently generates. 

\ I 18 Similarly, one of the consultin9 

19 en9ineers could spend an hour or two standing 

20 at this landfill site and he would -- and 

21 they would have :Jome idea semi-quantitatively 

22 bow nuch putrescible material is going in, 

23 but basically the issue of odors is shrugged 

I \ 24 off on the grounds that there won't be 

25 putrascible materials of any particular 
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extent. 

You've heard allusions to odors. 

Odors have been a serious problem, and odors 

aren't going to 90 avay with this, because 

there is -- although the ash is not 9oin9 to 

generate odors, it is going to -- the 

remainder will produce odors, and we can I . 

could spend five, ten or fifteen minutes of 

tales of people who can't live in their own 

yards, in addition to people vho don't want 

their kids out in the school yards at Hampton 

Avenue thanks to the odors, which by the way 

have been visibly better, and the town has 

worked on that. 

The catch is, in doing away with 

odors, of course we •ve greatly enhanced the 

problem of dust, and the dust is not only a 

health hazard to on site workers and to some 

nearby neighbors, but it can be a great an 

major source of groundwater pollution.· 

I'm not going to argue about the ash 

that stays in the landfill, but I will argue 
I 

about -- that the ash that blows off the 

lancif ill either on the surrounding qround 
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within the landf 111 site or on the adjacent 

grounds, that will be readily leacbable 

material for most of the heavy metals. Maybe 

not awful, but most of the heavy metals in 

it. 

Actually the -- something that I 

could envision that one could readily 

·monitor, but as a number of things in this 

report, iasuea are shrugged off or they say 

odor can be dealt with by making sure one 

foot of fill covers at the end of the day, 

these things aren't addressed. 

So one thing that I think is 

particularly necessary is a scheme to monitor 

tbe wind blown ash, because I think you can 

take as a given all of the metals in that can 

be viewed as ultimately ending up in the 

groundwater. That can be dealt with. 

<:me of the things that pleased me in 

the report is this is the first time we had a 

reputable geological survey in on of the 

town• a environ~ental impact statements. 

I will not -- since I have not 9one 

over 3nd didn't see every boring when it wa3 
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2 taken, and didn't read every 109 there, I 

3 can't say that and I won't verify it, but it 

4 was a pleasure to see it, because that's been 

5 one of our concerns in the past, that there's 

6 not been a geological statement. 

7 There is one thing that sort of 

8 jolted me a bit in that, though, and that is 

9 to make that geological survey they had to do 

10 croinga down to the magothy, and then they 

11 indicated when they got done they filled 

12 those up, and I nearly died. 

13 One of our great problems has been 

14 getting enough information of what the water 

15 conditions are in the magotby, but when it 

16 cmea to suggestions that have to be done, 

17 one of them will be now we have to go back 

18 and put some new magothy wells back in, , I 

19 probably in just the area where they filled 

20 their magothy borings. 

21 now, there a re many things that the 

22 town has done right, and I don't want to take 

23 a tremendous amount of time, other than to 

24 remind the people in the audience that the 

25 t a..rn very of ten has done things right and h~3 
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2 very often been in the forefront of doing 

3 things. 

4 The original lined landf 111 was the 

5 first municipal landfill that was a lined 
-, 

6 landfill in the country. 

-- 7 The contract with u.s.c.s., the u.s. 

a Geological Survey, to monitor the water was 

9 done because the state that wanted the town 

10 to monitor water didn't have a clue in Haides 

11 how to -- what they meant by it, and so the 

12 town contracted with the u.s.c.s.. 

13 The landf ill's the first landfill 

14 that has generated electricity that went into 

15 the municipal electric -- into the electrical 

16 network from methane from the landfill. The 

17 town deserves credit for that. 

\ t 
18 I would -- while over the years I --

19 I've not been all too fond of the monitoring 

20 of the water, I nuat say I think the -- the 

21 most recent report of groundiiater monitoring 

22 that the town has done with their consultant 

23 is really very, very good. They do deserve 

24 credit for that. 

"-' 25 The odors have tilken too long to deal 
I 
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monitor for wind born dust. 

I feel particularly stron9ly, becau:;e 

one thing that angers me ia the fact that fly 

ash is being mixed in with bottom ash, and is 

the ash being delivered to the landfill site, 

and the justification is that it's being 

its adlrerse effects are being reduced by 

dilution. 

If you take that view, then 

everything that the town collects in its top 

household pollutants program could be 

perfectly well dumped on the landfill, on the 

ground. 

It too would be diluted once it• s 

there. That's a ridiculous argument aa far 

as I'm concerned. 

Granted though as a fact of life 

that fly ash is going to be delivered to the 

town along with bottom ash, then I really 

think that puts the· pressure on the 

monitoring. 

In fact, I suspect it's the fly ash 

which is responsible for some of the adverse 

numbers that were being claimed by HYPinG on 
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ash elsewhere. 

I think there should be an appendix 

which uses the present data that the town 

must possess on ash contentsr that at least 

to that extent what you're 9oin9 to put in 

the landfill can be characterized •. 

I want to remind you in one of the 

earlier documents discussing ash, one of the 

ash or dust alleYiation problems was the 

suggestion that when the t rucka dump the ash 

they should dump it dovnvind. 

That might be good for the truck 

driver, but it indicates, I think, this scale 

of the problem. 

There -- there• a, indeed, a dust 

problem. Nov, the town is boxed and the 

and I think you can have two choices. 

Either you can say that the strain 

that has been put on the surround -- on this 

one area which has received all the trash is 

so severe, the adverse ef feet on the two 

school dis tr ict9, on the south Country and 

the Middle Island School Diatricts, 

econcmically an otherwi3e, has been so severe 
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that the solution is do nothing and let the 

roof fall in when the present landf 111 

capability goes. 

That's one solution, and for some 

people it's the logical one. I -- I think 

that's not the appropriate solution. I'm 

afraid I do believe that a Cell 5 is needed. 

Of the three spots at the Brookhaven 

site, namely to the east, to the west and to 

the northeast, of the -- the site, tha one 

that's been chosen is -- is the least 

undesirable, mainly because of issues of 

proximity of groundwater to the -- to the 

surface than the other two sites. 

So by all means go ahead. By all 

means seriously try to act on some of the 

concerns you •ve heard from the other 

speakers, and please spruce up some of the 

slightly casual shortcomings I feel are in 

the document. Thank you. 

COMMISSI0~1ER HEn.: Thank you for 

your comment:1. Joop van der Grinten. 

MR. VA?J DER GRI:TTEN: Good afternoon. 

COMMISSIO!lER HEIL: ~~od afternoon. 
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Good to see you a911in. 

HR. VA~ DER GRI?lTEU: Thank you. As 

you know, I'm a resident of Southaven on 
Yaphank Avenue, and I have the privileqe 
well, the privilege to look out on the dur.ip 
and to smell the dump, but it• s not very 
benef ieial for the resale value of my 
property, so that• s the first place that I 
waa aC)ainst this landf 111 operation to begin 
with. 

But as now, a new cell is proposed. 
I can say I'm definitely against it, because 
as was already explained by better experts 
than I, that the the ash out of Henpatead is 
not s·ort -- is not normal operation of 
everything from the household, so it is not 
beneficial for that area, far from it. 

Then another thing is we -- we 
recycle in Brookh4ven. That is very nice, 
but that's only homeowners' waste. 

If I understand correctly, commercial 
waste is not recycled, so if we would do more 
investi9a tion in that territory that would b~ 
adlriseable, I think. 
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First -- and another thing ia the 
3 

instruction of the homeowner, because if you 
4 

look at the homeowners• garbaqe, what they 
5 

put out, I put garbaqe out too, and I'm not a 
6 

bi9 family. I live by myself, but I coq>ost 
7 

and I sort myself and vhat r can use myself. 
8 

... Many people don •t dump everything on 
9 

the roadside, so a public education vould be 
10 

-- would be very preferable. 
11 

So I can say -- I make it abort. So 
12 

I •m againat this increase of the dump. 
13 

COMMISSIONER B!n.1 Thant you very 
14 

nu ch. Ha ry Jo Parr el 1, South Country School 
15 

District. 

16 
HS. PARR!LL1 Good afternoon, 

17 

Commissioner. On behalf of the South Country 
18 

School District, Board of !ducation and 
19 

SUperintendent Of Schools, Dr. Joseph Valeria 
20 

(phonetic), I wish to respond to the town's 
21 

proposal to open another landfill cell, Cell 
22 

S at the Town of Brookhaven Horseblock Road 
23 site. 

24 
As you know, our schools have been 

25 
severely impacted dur inq the past almost 
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2 three yea rs. 

3 Because of the present landf 111 and 

the recapping process that is presently 

5 underway, a taff and students at the Rampton 

6 Avenue School in particular began 

7 experiencing respiratory and other health 

8 related diacamfort the during the 1990 to 

9 1992 school years. 

10 The intensity of discomfort for the 

11 staff and students last year, school year, 

12 was a deplorable, intolerable act by the Tovn 

13 of Brookhaven. 

14 It vaa only througb the effort• of 

15 the Consumer Protection Agency director, 

16 Richard Kessel, that the town vaa finally 

17 responsive to the residents in the 

18 commnitiea that surround the land! 111. 

19 'ftiese residents include the children 

20 who attend our schools, whose safety, health 

21 and welfare are of paramount concern to us. 

22 We too a re concerned about the 

23 potential adverse effects on the groundwater 

24 with the proposed Cell S. 

25 We too are concerned with potential 
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I· 
2 odor at Cell s, but mostly with the potential I 
3 release of hazardous particulate matter in 

4 the area, namely ash. 

5 We continue to aak you to consider 

6 other possible locations not in or near the 

7 present site in the Town of Brookhaven for 

8 the new cell, since this area in our schools 

9 have borne the entire brunt of the town• s 
I 

10 landf 111 operation for the past twenty years. 

11 If Cell 5 is sited where proposed, we 

12 ask that consideration be given to 

13 compensating the school districts for having 

14 to bear this burden. "111ank you. 

15 COMMISSIOHER BEn.1 Thank you, Ma. 

16 Farrell. Debra Brown? Good afternoon. 

17 MS. BRONR1 Good afternoon. My name 

18 is Debra Brown, and I'm a resident of 

19 Shirley. 

20 As some of the other speakers have 

21 noted, I too saw that alternative sites are 

22 really no alternative sites. They're still 

23 adjacent to the landfill. 

24 The proposed site seems to be 

25 considerod ~ppropriate because the 
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2 groundwater is already of poor quality. 

3 The poor quality is related to the 

4 benzene, the dichlorobenzene, chlorobenzene, 

5 mercury, hexaphenol that were found. 

6 Also noted were nickel, cobalt, 

7 aluminum and vernadium, which there are no 

8 standards for these. 

9 The air quality data was obtained 

10 from monitoring at Babylon and Eisenhower 

11 Park. 

12 Tbe substances monitored for are 

13 particulates such as nitrogen ozide, carbon 

14 monoxide, ozone and lead. 

15 
'• .. I really don't know whether these --

16 this data reflects the air quality above the 

17 landfill, and what about other gases, 

18 volatile organic conpounds and heavy metals 

19 not tested for? 

20 It states in the D.E.I.S. that 

21 si9nif icant fugitive dust impacts have not 

22 been created. How do they know that it there 

23 has not been any testing? 

24 As far as the ash residue, the 

25 environmental defense fund in 1~87 suggested 
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2 that incinerator asb had the properties of 

3 toxic waste. 

4 In 1987 D.E.C.'s test of ash from six 

5 rtew York State incinerators found that more 

6 than half of all samples tested had exceeded 

7 federal lead and camium levels for what 

8 constitutes hazardous waste. 

9 I'm also concerned that the ash may 

10 contain deoxyns (phonetic). Even with 

11 improvements in pollution control equipment, 

12 metals and other contaminenta, the toxicity 

13 of ash increases. 

14 Metals in tbe deozyns (phonetic) pose 

15 known health problems. Even low level 

16 exposure over a long period of time can lead 

17 to significant health problems. We are also 

18 talking about potentially multiple exposures. 

19 If this proposal does 90 tbrouqb, I 

20 feel that the ground and water shoUld be 

21 tested for deoxyns ·(phonetic) and purulent 

22 besides organic compounds and metals as far 

23 as air quality and dust impacts. 

24 Let me quote phrases from the 

25 o.E.I.s •• •Greatly reduced1 not readily 
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acceptable to dust problemsr further 

minimi:ed in sort minimal emissionsr we will 

mitigate these situations1 acceptable health 

risk.• 

You• re speaking about visible dust. 

I'm concerned about emanations of microscopic 

particulate. 

Therefore I think air monitoring 

should be done at the site, and I think it 

should include study for deoxyna (phonetic), 

organic components and metals. Thank you 

very mucb for listening. 

COMMISSIONER REIL 1 Thank you very 

m.ach, Ms. Brown. Lin Marie oaatis? 

MS. DASTIS1 Good afternoon. My name 

is Lin Marie Dastis, and I live in Shirely, 

ju st east of the landfill, and I'm here today 

just to say that I'm opposed to the expansion 

of the landfill because of all the reasons 

that you've heard today, and for a very 

selfish rea3on. I want to live a long, 

healthy life with rrI'/ family. I feel it's 

being jeopardized. Thank you. 

COM?!ISSI0~1:R ~IL: Thank you. 
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-- when we purchased our home in the village 

I assuz:ied that my daughter would be going to 

the nei9hborhood school r 19ht down the block. ... 
~ _, 

I was not aware that during grades 

four and five she would be 9oin9 to the ] 
Hampton Avenue School. I just learned this 

two months ago. 

Thia is of tremendous concern to me. 

I can not express to you the depth of my 

concern. 

It is so severe, if this expansion 

does 90 through and she goes to Rampton 

Avenue School, she will not be going to the 

school because we will move out of thia Town 

of Brookhaven. 
._ 

I am very concerned about her health 

and will not expose her to this risk, and I ] 
ask that you consider the health risks of all 

these small dlildren going to these schools, 

and as I said, this· may cause us to leave J 
this town completely. Thank you for your -
time. 

.' l -
COUMISSIOtJER ltEILz Thank you. Once -· 

again, is there anyone else that would like 
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2 to make a statement for the record? 

3 I thank you for your both patience, 

4 your very lucid and well-thought out 

5 comments. 

6 Once again, your comments will be 

7 addressed in the final Environmental Impact 

8 Statement. 

9 The hearing will -- there will be 

10 another hearing tonight at 7&00 p.m., if you 

11 wish to come back and listen to further 

12 comments. 

13 The written comments vill be accepted 

14 up until December 4th, so if you're heading 

15 home and you suddenly decide that you should 

16 have said something or added something to 

17 your comments, please feel free to write to 

18 me at the town off ices at this location up 

19 until December 4th. 

20 Once again, thank you very much for 

21 your pa~ience and your ccnments. 

22 (Whereupon, at 2&57 p.m., the within 

23 hearing was adjourned) 

24 (Whereupon, at 7:00 p.m., the within 

25 hearing was resumed) 
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2 COMMISSIOHER m!ILs Good evening. 

3 The town of Brookhaven, to further irrplement 

4 its solid waste management plan, proposes to 

5 develop a seventy-eight acre landfill 

6 expansion which will be corrposed of fifty-six 

7 acres of landfill footprint and twenty-two 

8 acres of ancillary facilities located within 

9 the property boundaries of the Town of 

10 Brookhaven Waste Management Facility site. 

11 Tbe proposed landfill expansion area, 

12 identified as Cell Humber s, would be 

13 developed on the western portion of the five 

14 hundred and thirty-four acre waste management 

15 facility site located on the south side of 

16 norseblock Road at Woodside Avenue in the 

17 Hamlet of Brookhaven. 

18 The expansion area will be used to 

19 dispose of unprocessible waste from the 

20 town's waste management system, Brookhaven 

21 do""1time wastes from the solid waste 

22 processing facilities utilized by the town, 

23 ash from the Her.pstead E:nergy Recovery 

24 Facility, processed residues from the tettn's 

25 material recycling facility and from solid 
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2 and yard waste col!postin9, construction and 

3 demolition debris process residue, car 

4 shredder and clean fill. 

5 The expansion area will be lined with 

6 a double co~osite liner system in accordance 

7 with state regulations and would be 

8 constructed in nine phases to match waste 

9 flows. 

10 The expansion area is projected to be 

11 used for eighteen years baaed on current 

12 design waate f lova. 

13 On Nover.t>er 20th, 1991, the Town of 

14 Brookhaven prepared a Full Environmental 

15 Assessment Form, announcing to potentially 

16 involved agencies and interested parties that 

17 a Type 1 project was being proposed, and 

18 seeking concurrence of involved .agencies in 

19 having the town serve as lead agency. 

20 On January 21st, 1992 the Town of 

21 Brookhaven formally declared itself lead 

22 agency under the State Environmental Quality 

23 Revuiev Act, adopted a positive declaration 

24 for the project and issued a notice of 

25 positive decl~ration and notice of intent to 
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2 pcepare a Draft Environmental Impact 

3 Statement. 

4 The notice set forth the town's 

5 determination that the proposed project·could 

6 have potentially significant impacts on the 

7 environment and that a D.E.I.S. would be 

8 prepared. 

9 Subsequently, the notice was 

10 distributed to all involved agencies and 

11 published in the !nv ironmental Notice 

12 Bulletin. A public scoping meeting was held 

13 on Pebruary 18th, 1992. 

14 The purpose of this evening's public 

15 bearing is to receive comments on the Draft 

16 Environmental Impact Statement. 

17 I am James Heil, ·commissioner of the 

18 Department of Waste Management. The town 

19 board has asked me to chair this hearing on 

20 its behalf. 

21 A written tecord of the hearing is 

22 being taken by a stenographer and will be 

23 transmitted to the town board. 

24 I'll acknatledqe at this time the 

25 presence of Councilman Joseph Macchia. 
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Michael Groben to my left, an assistant town 

attorney, and representatives of the 

consulting firms of Wehran-Nev York and 

ovirka and Bartilucci, and the law firm of 

Nixon, !larqrave, oevana and Doyle. 

We request those that -- we request 

that those wanting to make a public statement 

complete a card at the rear of the room. 

Persons vho do not fill out a card 

will not be called to speak. Elected 

off iciala and representative agencies will be 

called first, followed by those completing 

cards in their order of receipt. 

The hearing will remain open this 

evening until all who have autnitted cards 

have spoken. 

I request for the convenience of the 

attendees, that canments be limited to 

approximately five minutes. 

Persons who-desire to speak for 

lonqer than five minutes can request 

additional time after all others who desire 

to comment have spoken. 

Depending on the hour, we'll try to 
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be reasonable in accomodatinq such requests. 
3 

If you have a written ver~lon of your 
4 

statement, please sutnit it to the 

58 

5 
s tenogr apb er. 

6 

7 
The purpose of the hearing, once 

ac;ain, is to receive camnents on the Draft 
8 

Environmental Impact Statement, not for the 
9 

town to respond to questions regarding the 
10 project. 
11 

All substantive comments and 
12 

questions will be responded to in the Final 
13 

Environmental Impact Statement that will be 
14 

issued following the close of the comment 
15 period. 
16 

In addition, written co~ments on the 
17 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement will be 
18 

accepted until December 4th, 1992. 
19 

Camnents should be addressed to James 
20 

Heil, Commissioner, Town of Brookhaven, 
21 

Department of Waste Management, Building 5, 
22 

3233 Route 112, Medfo~d, New York 11763. 
23 

Persons who speak at this hearing may 
24 

but not need repeat their comments in 
25 

writing. Oral and written comments will be 
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accorded equal weight. 

The town contemplates preparing a r:ew 

York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation Pa rt 3 50 applic:a tion for this 

project. 

The application will contain specific 

design information and a detailed 

hydroge ologic report. 

The permit application may be the 

aubject of a public hearing conducted by the 

Nev York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation. 

The town thanks you for your 

interest, and if there are no questions on 

the hearing procedure format, I will call th~ 

firat speaker. 

Are there any questions on the format 

and how we intend to run the hearing? Okay. 

Seeing no questions, we will ask Nanette 

Easel, Lillian DiPaulo and Ralph Wall as the 

first speakers. 

MS. ESSELa Good evening. My name is 

Nanette ?::ssel, and I'm speaking on behalf of 

the Brookhaven Citizens Solid ~·Jaste 
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2 Alternative Coalition. 

3 I'm on the board of di rectors. I •m a 

4 co-chairman. I have two other board of 

5 director menmera with me, Lillian DiPaulo and 

6 Ralph Wall. Good evening. 

7 COMMISSIONER REILa Good evening. 

8 MS. ESSEL1 Our review of the 

9 D.E.I.S. baa arrived at a series of basic 

10 underlying issues about the adequacy of the 

11 town's solid waste management plan, the 

12 location, scope, operation and coat of Cell S 

13 and th• town• a continued heavy reliance on 

14 landfilling well into the future. 

15 I'd first like to discuss the siting 

16 of this plan, and I would like to have a 

17 question cleared up specifically about the 

18 land that the landf 111, Cell 5, is planned to 

19 be constructed on. 

20 The town site analysis plan vaa 

21 initially completed in 1989, prior to the 

22 time much of the acreage on vhic:b Cell 5 is 

23 proposed was owned by the town. 

24 This acreage was gifted or given to 

25 the town by John McNamara in exchange for 
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2 hi9h density developnent granted him for his 

3 proposed Re9ency Oaks subdivision on the 

4 north side of Woodside Avenue. 

5 There was a transfer of development 

6 rights for T.D.R., in which Mr. McNamara 

7 could build additional homes on his piece of 

8 property across the street if he dedicated 

9 this particular piece or Cell 5 was to be 

10 built to the Town of Brookhaven. 

11 The problem that I have is I happened 

12 to be at that planning board meeting where 

13 this was discussed, and from the minutes that 

14 I have received and the decision calendar, 

15 which is actually the voting on it, the 

16 people were led to believe that this was to 

17 be open space kept in its natural state as a 

18 buffer. 

19 And I'd like to read into the minutes 

20 a very short statement that would lead me to 

21 the conclusion, and then maybe when you do an 

22 P.E.I.S. this can be discussed and we can try 

23 to come to terms with what happened, because 

24 a lot of people feel very bad on bow this all 

25 of ·a sudden turned into an ~shfill landfill 
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2 for the Town of Brookhaven for the next 

3 eighteen years. 

4 The meeting was June 13th, 1988. The 

5 attorney for the applicant was Larry Holt, 

6 and at that time Phil Sanderman was the town 

7 attorney, and the first time it is mentioned 

8 as far as this being open space was Kr. 

9 Minella (phonetic) from Land Designs, a 

10 -consultant for Mr. McNamara. 

11 Minutes are, •Yea. Mr. Chairman, 

12 meai>ers of the board, as Mr. Bolt has 

13 indicated, the proposal called for the 

14 development of just the north aide of 

15 woodside Avenue, between Noodside Avenue and 

16 Borseblock Road, a total of one hundred 

17 eighteen acres, approximately seven hundred 

18 and ninety-five units broken down into four 

19 separate and distinct villaqea for 

20 construction and sales purposes.• 

21 •Then he qc)es to point out, •we are 

22 talking -- we are talking in terms of 

23 approxiaately e i9ht point seven developed 

24 units to the acre, which is a fairly dense 

25 develop:nent. 
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2 •rtoweve r ~ when you add up all the 

3 acreage at the southern portion as well as 

4 the green space left on the northern portion, 

5 we are talkinq in terms of two hundred acres 

6 of the entire two hundred forty acres that 

7 would be left in green or natural 3tate.• 

8 There's also a question asked by Mrs. 

9 Linda Petorson, who is a ment>er of the town 

10 planninq board, and it was also from the June 

11 13th, 1988 meeting on RegenC'J Oaks in 

12 Yaphank. 

13 Mrs. Peterson asked of Mr. Holt, 

14 quote, •0ne hundred twenty-five acres you are 

15 giving away. Ia that covenanted to remain 

16 forever natural?•, end of CJJOte. 

17 Mr. Holt, quota, •The tovn -- I can• t 

18 remember. Phil, can you remember?• Mr. Holt 

19 was turning to Mr. Sanderman. 

20 Quote, "We are giving it to the 

21 town.• Hr. Sanderman, quote, •tt is to be 

22 dedicated to the town for general rmnicipal 

23 purposes. 

24 •rt will never be developed, but the 

25 town does not take property for -- by any 
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2 developmental entity in the state that is 

3 subject to a covenant, so when we take it, it 

4 is free and clear of any covenants, but I 

5 believe it is the,intention to leave it open 

6 and natural as a buffer area.• 

7 Now, when he said it will never be 

8 developed, I would say that most people that 

9 live near where this is proposed would sure 

10 as heck rather have it left residential than 

11 as an asbfill. 

12 At the town planning board meeting of 

13 November 13th, 1989, from the decision 

14 calendar, which is actually when they voted 

15 on it, they call it the decision calendar, 

16 the site plan or the site plan application, 

17 Mrs. Linda Peterson a94in said, •t make this 

18 motion resolution on the application known a3 

19 Regency Oaks. We make the fol lowing 

20 f 1ndin9s. • 

21 Now, the f indin9s are part of the 

22 motion. •Number 1, the property in question 

23 has been zoned residential since 1937 and 

24 obtained cluster treatment approval in 1972. 

25 •oenial of this application as 
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2 presented could jeopardize the tovn•a nuch 

3 needed acquisition of substantial acreage, 

4 approximately two tmndred fifty acres in all, 

5 dedicated by the developer owner for landfill 

6 buffer areaa and other parkland and 

7 recreational areas.• 

8 And I don• t know how the Town of 

9 Brookhaven can nov turn around and say this 

10 is where Cell 5 will be constructed, five 

11 hundred feet away from those very people who 

12 attended that hearing, and they put all the 

13 complaints in and they were told don't vorry. 

14 It's going to be left in its natural state. 

15 So I think that there's • real 

16 problem about you're saying, •well, this is 

17 the site now. we switched it from the east 

18 to the vest.• 

19 That has to be discussed and looked 

20 at very carefully, because this is a legal 

21 document. 

22 It's aomething that is in the 

23 minutes, and I think it's important to 

24 reali:e that when you build something like 

25 thin, the impact i~ tremendous, and to have 
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2 had it as part of a swap by a developer and. 

3 have it known to the public that this, indeed 

4 -- that it was supposed to be for totally 

5 different purposes, I think it's -- it really 

6 behooves the town to make good on its word. 

7 Lillian? 

8 -Ms. DIPAtJLOs The town is seeking to 

9 ·,'.,\ expand the landfill. 'l!ie town also needs 

10 approval for its solid waste management plan. 

11 Cell 5 is part of the solid waste 

12 management plan. I believe after reading the 

13 D.!.I.S. that the solid vaste management plan 

14 ia in need of revision. 

15 The D. E. I. s. states on Page 1-3 that 

16 the purpose of Title 7 is to insure that the 

17 solid waste management ia conducted in a 

18 safe, efficient, econanic and environmentally 

19 sound manner. 

20 ·Also, the New York State Solid Waste 

21 Management Act of '88 declares that solid 

22 waste management hierarchy should be to 

23 reduce, reuse, recycle, to recover energy 

24 from incineration and then to dispose it an 

25 appropriate, .lpproved way. 
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2 I feel that the solid waste 

3 management plan does not adhere to this 

4 hierarchy, and it does not because, nu:nbe r 

5 one, it does not incorporate commercial waste 

6 in its recycling program. 

7 A state law went into effect on 

8 Septeut>er 1st, 1992 that required that all 

9 municipalities adopt an ordinance which would 

10 require recycling. 

11 I want to know how the town can 

12 comply with that if it is not recycling 

13 commercial waste. 

14 The way I see the solid waste 

15 management act, it's declaring that ve naast 

16 reuse, reduce and recycle, and incinerate and 

17 landfill last. 

18 we cannot conform to the hierarchy if 

19 ve are not recycling commercial waste, nor 

20 can we follow the ordinance which says that 

21 we are proving to do the most econanical 

22 thing. 

23 We have no figures for what it is 

24 costing us to expand the landfill, true 

25 figures. 
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2 I think wtt need first to beqin to 

3 rec:yclft comm@rci al waste, incorporate a don't 

4 baq it program, in ordl!r to have a true 

5 evaluation of the cost nf our waste treatment 

6 and how we manage it. 

7 To approve Cell S would be adhering 

8 to the terms of th4! trash for ash agreelllf!nt, 

9 the way I can see it, because Mr. Beil in his 

10 own words told me that waste treat11ttnt has 

11 been reduced by thirty percent since January. 

12 I do not see how we can predict what 

13 our needs capacities will be for the next 

14 eighteen to t~n ty yea rs. 

15 so what I -- I am askin9 for is for 

16 the town to follow the hierarchy first, to 

sef> what it costs and to do the le•t 

18 expensive th inq. 

19 The D.E.I.S. states that the landfill 

20 will only be us~d for ash from thf! Renpat .. ad 

21 incinerator as well" as our own biproduct 

22 waste. 

23 I would 1 ikft -t n see saae kind of 

24 confirmation, somP kind of leqislation that 

25 would guarant~~ that that would be the truth. 

J\OEPT COURT RE~RTitiG SERVICE 
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I'd also like to see a true financial 

statP.m~nt of the cost of this ~xpansion, with 

all comparisons consider Pd. 

My final statP.ment. ThP. landfill has -

been impacting on approximat P.l y four ~re@nt 

of the residents of the BrookhavP-n. 

We are bftinq told that we have to do 

the trash for ash deal, that we have to 

P.xpand the lan~ill in ordl!r to save tw~nty 

million dol lara in shipping costs. 

We are not aakinq to have our garbaqe 

shipped off Lonq Island. Al 1 we a re asking 

for is to havtt a landfill that ls used only 

for the Town of Brookhaven and a landf 11 l 

that fits our needs. 

If, indeed, the town is making money, 

the mon.ry that it is makinq should be 

funneled back into the comnunity that has 

taken the la r~s t impact. 

What the t oWn is asking is for four 

percent of th~ residents to take the impact 

on smethinq that impacts -- that is to t hP. 

bein.-f it of a hu n ck Pd Pf!' rc:ttn t of th P-

r tas ide nt s. 
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Howevf!r, t don't feel that they can 

prove they are savinq money until thfl!'/ can 

b~qin ·to f 11" -- fol low the hierarchy. 

Mr. Lamana has said to us at a 

metttinq that host fl!fl'S are our consicP.ration. 

However, I see no mention of them at all in 

this D.E.I.S., and until al 1 tinanctal 

aspects are considered, I think that thfl! 

o.E.I.S. is insufficient, and as I said, thfl! 

solid waste manaqement plan ia insutfic:ient 

and is in need of revision. Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER REILi Thank you. 

. MR. WALLI I want to SpP.ak about 

monitorin9 operations. The D.E.I.S. 

acknowledges thf! adverse ef feet on thf! Cel ~ 5 

expansion. 

It dtscussf!s leadu1te generation, 

drainaqe problems, soil erosion, qrounc:Wat_, r 

pollution, air pollution, nots.,, gas 

genf!rat ion and odors. 

It thfl'n states in broad qe nfl!ral it ies 

how al 1 of th~Sfl' problems wnuld bf! cont rol~d 

or m it iga ted. 

Thus it would Sfl'~m thfl'r~ should be no 
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2 probl~m with Cell S, but it's hard to 

3 envision that the t011n could eftectivfl!ly 

4 implement and f!nforce all the procedural 

5 safequards proposed to solve the 

6 environment al problems of Cel 1 s. 
7 These safequards include wastf! 

8 treatment monitorinq on a truck by truck 

9 basis, surface water drainage, hazardous 

10 waste detfl!c:tion, s~age sludqe standards, 

11 leachate 11onitorin9 and dust control. 

12 On dust control, for f!xample, the 

13 o.E.I.s. states that almost no dust is 

14 expected from the ash as it is received in 

15 wet form. 

16 However, it dofts cause it. It does 

17 cause a dust problem if it will be wettfl!d 

18 down. 

19 Who will decidf! whether dust is a 

20 problem? How wil 1 a two hundred thirty foot 

21 hiqh mountain of ash be wetted down? 

22 Who will takl! public: input to get the 

23 t <Mn to cor n~ct the problftm, as waa the ca::Jfl! 

24 with the odor probl~ms with the f!xistinq 

25 l3ndf 11 l? 
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'nlis is just one example of the 

generalized responses provided to address 

problems rais.-d in thfl! D.E.I.S.. 

They strike us as pie in th4' sky 

platitudes designed to get through th~ 

approval stages of Cell s. 

The -- if thP. town is intent on 

following throuqh with all of saf@9uards 

delineated in the D.E.r.s., we ask, have 

operating procedures been drawn up? 

Have staffinq requirements been 

considered? Very costs been calculated? If 

so, these should be issued aa a supplement to 

the D.E.I.s •• If not, the D.E.r.s. should b~ 

rejected as def ic:if~nt. 

MS. ESSEL1 On water and air testing, 

the D.E.I.s. indicates that groundwater tests 

will be made quarterly. 

That is not adequate, given the 

proximi_ty to the Suffolk County water 

Authority well field. 

We believe that the tests should bf! 

conducted by ind~pendP.nt testing labs, and 

that thP. tf'st rtl!sults bf! readily availabl.-

ADEPT COURT REPORTING SERVICE 
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2 for public:- scrutiny. 

3 The o.E.I.S. is deficient in not 

4 pr OU' iding for air testing for both gas 

5 ~missions and fugitive dust and must -- which 

6 nus t be pr CH ided for. 

7 Ash from the Hempstead incinerator 

8 wil 1 be stockpiled here two hundred thirty 

9 feet high in the air. 

10 Since a presort of trash is not 

11 r- performed at Henpstead prior to incineration, 

12 ash should not be air piled here. 

13 If it is done, th@n str iqent ongoing 

14 air testing at the landfill site and a 

15 strategic loc:at ion in the eomnuni ty is 

16 important to saffltguard loc:al residents. 

17 A supplement to the D.E.r.s. is 

18 required to address air testinq and to 

19 auqnent water testing. 

20 ~lso, on host fees that Lillian 

21 mention .. d ~fore, r wanted to add that it 

22 s~P.nB the Town of Brookhaven really gave away 

23 the whole store in not goinq to Browning 

24 Ferrous (phon~tic) or Hempstead Town, who is 

25 .5avinq a CJJartP.r of a billion dollars ov .. r 
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e icjlteen YP.a rs by hav in9 ua take thf!i r ash. 

We a r,. 9P. tt ing nothinq, nothing 

compsr,.d to thfl! host fe,.s that othfl!r towns 

neqotiatfl!d for their co:nnunities. 

There's -- th is is from Biocycle 

World, front page story. -r'heWall Street 

Journal des er ibed how major disposal 

companies like Waste Management and Browning 

Ferrous (phonetic) Industries agreed to pay 

local communities handsome host fees to site 

landf 11 ls.• 

Here we are. We're sitinq an 

ashf ill, the worst -- the wrst of all 

possibilities. That's what we've 9ot h,.rf!. 

"'nle secr@c:y hP.lpa the companies, but 

sane towns and countiP.s are shrewder at 

negotiating than others, and a ff'!w don't t!~n 

know to ask about fP.fts.• I guess we didn't 

ask about f,.,.s at all. 

Th,.rP- a r~ wide dis paritit!s in host 

fefts by providing a site for a landf il 1. Th~ 

Town of Mobile, Arizona got s,.v .. nteP-n 

thouaand fivP. hundrfl!d dollars, a school air 

conditioner -morP than wfl! got- a two-trail~r 
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2 canrruni ty center -more than w~ 've 90tten-

3 five thousand dollars in camp scholarships 

4 and a Christmas party, mor~ than we've 

5 gottfl!n. 

6 In sharp contrast, for instance, in 

7 Riverside County, California, thfl!y arranged 

8 for more than fifteen mill ion dollars in 

9 annual host fees for the landfill expansion. 

10 The article continues. •Many ta.rns 

11 either lack good information or can't afford 

12 the lawyers and consult ants ne~ded to help 

13 get a good deal.• 

14 Well, what did we lack? We sure 

15 lacke a lot if this is five hundred feet from 

16 someone's home. I think it's a disgrace, a 

17 disgrace. 

18 COMMISSIONER HEILa What issue is 

19 that? 

20 MS. ESSEL: It's the issue that 

21 Brookhaven Town is ln, brag qinq about our 

22 materials rPC'fcling facility. 

23 It's th~ Journal of waste Rfl!C'Jlcinq, 

24 January 1992. Th~ .lrticle is about 

25 Brookhavt-n Town. It• s cal led, "Thtt Talf' of 
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MR. ~L Ls I' 11 make this be h~f 

~eau!3@ we're .ovfllr our time. ~-IP. found th~ 

east information providf!d in th~ D.E.I.s. to 

Two yP.ars aqo, durinq the trash for 

ash delib@rations, WP. ~re told tnat it would 

coat forty-f ivt! dollars a ton to landfill in 

-Cell 4. 

The D.t.I.S. says it'a qoinq to cost 

ua only twenty-four dallara a ton, and this 

include• the construction, Os>@r&tin9 --

operation, cap and past•c:loainq maintenance 

cost of Cel 1 5. 

Now, in Cell 5 ve have a state of the 

art propoeal, double liners, CJ•• Collection 

sys te111, monitor inq vP.l ls, et c:etera. 

Sow h1 th is 9otn9 to coat only half 

of what it tonk to landfill a ton of 9a rba9f! 

in Cell 4? 

We beli~v~ thf! D.£.I.s. is deficiP-nt 

in th is r P.ga rd and, aqain, WP. t1t4'l we should 

hav-. suppl~m~ntal infocmation. 

tJ.lli~n pointttd out the- fact that ...,. 

ADEP":" COURT R ~:?ORTU1G S ERV? C(; 
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2 nust bP. sure that we are pursuinq the most 

3 economical alternatives for waote disposal. 

4 and until we have this data it's impossible 

5 for us or for the town to df!termine whether 

6 we •re. on the right path. 

7 COMMISSIONER HEIL1 Thank you. Due 

8 to the next speaker's aqe we're going to ask. 

9 her to speak out of turn. It's Erin Fehn. 
-·~ .... 

: '°'} \ ,I ......... ~ 

MS.- FEBN1 Good eveninq. 'n'lank you 10 

11 for the opportunity to speak with you tonight 

12 reqardinq my concern about the future of the 

13 Brookhaven landf 111 and its ef feet on me and 

14 its effect on our comnunity and my school. 

15 My name is Erin Fehn, and I'm a fifth 

16 grade student in Mr. Crowley's class in 

17 Hampton Intermediate School. 

18 As you know, my school is the c:losf!st 

19 s c:hool to the landfill. and a lot of my 

20 classmates arf! qreatly affected by our very 

21 bad neighbor. the t·own d1.1np. 

22 Last ~ar I was allowed to speak at a 

23 mf!etinq of this board. and I asked you to 

24 help chanqt! the terrible conditions that my 

25 fr h~nds and I face PVfl!ryday in school bP.c:au::;t'! 
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2 of the landf il 1. 

3 Durinq the past y~ar nothing has 

4 ·,:,,. chanqP.d. "'1e air still smells. Our 

5 schoolyard is still litt~red with the qarbaqe 

6 that blows from thP. dump on -- on our school 

7 property. 

8 More seaqul ls than ever land on our 

9 playground to eat the trash, and children 

10 still complain that they have irritated ey~s, 

11 problems with breathinq and headaches. 

12 Nothinq that has be en done by the t cwn has 

13 changed a nyth inq for very Ill.I ch. 

14 We have ~en told that Brookhaven 

15 plans to expand the landfill by building Cell 

16 S. This will increase the problem that we 

17 already face. 

18 Our air and water will be more 

19 pol luted, and dangerous ash could blow into 

20 the wind that WP. breathe. our bay will be 

21 more at risk from the ~xpanded landfill. 

22 SomP. ch ildr f"n can look out of the 

23 school window and 3P.P. rP.al mountains. At th~ 

24 Hampton tnt~rmediate Schonl you look out thP. 

25 window and sf"ca a r.anuntain of garbage. 
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2 w" now plan to makP. the landfill fl!ven 

3 highf!r than it is now. It's a shame that 

4 BrookhavP.n's most visiblP. landnark is thP. 

5 landfill that• s n~t to our school. 

6 Our principal, Mr. Wimne r (phonetic), 

7 and teachers have made Hampton Avfl'nue 

8 Intermediate School a wonderful place to 

9 lParn, but the landfill has made it a dirty 

10 and dang•uous place to live. 

11 On behalf of my classmatP.s, I ask you 

12 to study different methods of dealing with 

13 our trash problem. 

14 The landfill has been created many 

15 nf!W and danqerous problems. We want to live 

16 -- we -- we want to live and study in a safe 

17 and healthy ~nvironmental, ~nd we ask you to 

18 leave the land for Cel 1 5 undf!Yeloped. Thank 

19 you. 

20 COMMISSIO!JER MEIL: Thank you. 

21 Claire Goad? 

22 MS. GOAO& My namP. is Claire Goad, 

23 and I represent the Southaven Civic 

24 As soci at ion, and I am a t Poacher at. th~ 

25 Hampton Avenue ~cho nl. 
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Anyone who has read the local 

nf!'WBpapers this last yP.ar knows that 

building, maintaining and capping a landfill 

is very costly to all taxpayP.rs. 

Before allowing Cell S to ht! built, I . 

would hope that Brookhaven Town is told to 

recycle all canmerdal waste and to have a 

don• t baq it proqr am. 

With these two proqrama in plac:P., the 

need for Cell 5 would be minimal, unless of 

course we are buildin9 Cell 5 as an ashfill 

for the RempatP.ad in c:inerator. 

And why ,an eiqhtee~year c:apac:ity? 

Hopefully tP.c:hnoloqy will help us to r~uc:e 

our waste stream before eighteen yP.ars go by, 

or -- ·or are we really buildin9 an 

eiqhtee~year ashfill for the Hempstead Town 

inc:inerator? 

Our com111Jnity, children and adults, 

havP. lived with thP.. landf 111 for too many 

years alre-ady. 

This comnunity has more than paid its 

duP.s thesP. last t\llP.nty yP.ars, and -you really 

P.xpect us to w~lcnmP anothP.r Piqht~en mor~? 

AD!=!PT COURT RZ!lORTI~I·:; SERVICE 
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We don't believe you wh@n you tell us 

the odors only afftact us short tf'rm. I teach 

at Hampton Av@nue School and live in 

Southaven. 

WP. still smell the landfill. 

Last Thursday was espedal.ly bad at school. 

No matter what time of day, it seems thP. odor 

is u,sually prP.st!nt someplace in our school 

district or in our community. 

When we had meet the teacher night at 

Rampton Avenue, the pa rent a came to our 

classroom in Cluster B aakin9 what thf! Sntell 

was. Is it always this bad? 

To be perfectly honest, we, the 

teachers, really didn't smell anythin9. You 

see, u nlesa it• s really bad we don• t «!Yen 

notict! it anymore. 

This brings me to another point, the 

health of the students and staff at Hanpton 

Avt!nUt! School. 

If you would, please bear with me for 

a manent. I would like to read P.x~rpts from 

an informal surv~ that was done yestP.rday 

and today among th,. staff of our building. 
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'ft1is is an informal surveya •oo you 

susl>@ct that working next to the landfill has 

started or increased allergies, headaches, et 

cetP.ra? 

Please state your name and indicatP. 

any syq>toma that you have qotten after you 

started working in this building.• 

Staff Member Number la incrP.ased 

~llerqies1 daily prP.scr iption medication to 

include a nasal spray. Eyes are all 

irritated. Before I only took over the 

counter medication a few times a ~ar. 

Number 2: dizziness. Medication to 

control symptoms. Constant visits to ENT 

specialists. 

Number 3: developed chronic nasal 

congestion CWP.r this past year. Hicjler 

frequency of bronchial irritation. Cough, 

last lonqer than it used to. Congestion mor~ 

severe. 

Numb~r 4: I have been hoarse since 

Septemt..r. %lumber 5: congestion. 6: 

headac:h tts. 

7: hPadach~s. 81 chronic all~rqi~s, 

ADEPT COUR'l' R!:PORTP1G SERVICE 
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2 asthma. Chronic: c:oucjlin9. I have lost two 

I 3 months of work. Chronic: cough keeps me up 

4 al 1 night. Th is t@achf! r just came back to 

5 work. Migraine headaches. 

6 ~Jumber 91 so severe that I n<M have 

7 to go to get a prescription. Humber 10: 

8 chronic: sinusitis and f uquent sinus 

9 infections. Bronchitis two to three times a 

10 .year. Difficulty breathing. Sinus 

11 headaches. 

12 Number l la constant headaches. I 

13 have a pres er iption for th is problem. Mumbe r 

14 12 a headaches. 

\ l 15 lla severe sinusitis, bronchitis, 

16 wheezing, shortness of breath, headaches and 

17 pnemonia. 

18 141 headaches. !Sa more frequent 

19 sinus problPms. Constant stuffiness, itchy 

20 f!)'es and blurred vision. 

21 16: dizzin~ss. Sinus problems. 

22 congestion. ~r~quent upper r~spiratory 

23 infections. Symptoms inprove within an hour 

24 or two of lP.avinq the school and arP. minimal 

25 during vacations. 
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17: headaches at least thn~P. timf!s a 

w~P.k. Bronchitis. Constant problP.m with 

la ryn git is. 

18: incr P.as~d sinus hP.adac:hP.s, 

dizziness, itchy eyP.s. Sanetimes blurred 

vision. 

19r I am unavailable to wear my 

contact lenses for more than two days. I 

also have fnquent headaches during the week. 

201 On the first day of school I 

developed a tightnP.ss in my chP.st which 

evolved into a tP.rrible allergy related cold 

that lasted for two and a half weeks. ·I have 

.>.. 
I 

constant headaches and chronic rhinitis wh ic:h \ 1 

did not subside. 

21: Constant stomach aches, 

stuffiness in nosP.. 22: neadac:he. 23: 'l'hat 

stench in the morning, especially with the 

northeast wind, is disgusting. When it's 

present, hP.adach .. and congestion. EvP.n whf!n 

it• s not presP.nt, many days of discomfort, 

t esry eyes, cough in9 and hP.adac:hes t>c:cur. 

2 4: I havP. beP.n hos pit al i.zed sew~n 

timP.s for asthma sincP. she c:amP. to work in 
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the bui ldinq. Burning and i tc:hy eyes. 

2 5: Iner ~ase in headaches, nausea. 
-Also sore throats are increased. 26t 
Increase in headaehes. Have lost my sense of 
smell. 

27 s Headache, ainusi t ia. 281 
tieadadu!!s. As a matter of fac:t I have one 
now. 

291 Constant congestion, sinus 
headaches. On presc:r i~d medication. Ea.ch 
year qeta worse. This is year three in the 
building. 

30: Headaches and burning eyes. 31: 
Increased my allergies greatly. Itchy eyes, 
stuffiness, sore throat. 

3 2: Eye irritation, conqeation,. 
c:ouqh. 331 tlP.adac:hes and aller9itts beqan one 
week after school reopened. 

34: Makf!s my sinus 90 crazy. 35: 
eye i rr it at ion. 3 61 neadach es, nausea, 
burning· e}"P.s and running nose. 

371 neadachf!, conql!stion, sore 
throat, runny nose. 381 Chronic postnasal 
drip. Loss of s~nsP. of smell. Congestion 
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very fr~ently. Eyes water. I'm now on 

m~dicines for allergies. 

39: Constant headachP.s and srxnetimP.s 

dizziness. 40r And this is a ?@rson who 

works in two buildings, not just Hampton. 

Allergies are nuch worse in this building. 

Eyes are irritated and constant sne.-zing. 

411 Frequent headaches, sor~ throats 

and respiratory problems. I have had 

pneunonia twice and missed three weeks of 

school the second time. I feel nauseous on 

the daym when the offensive odors are most 

not ice able. 

4 2: Readachea, nausea, frequent 

allergy attacks. COnstan t postnasal drip. 

431 Headaches, eye irritation, frequent 

allergy attacks. 

441 Con~stion, runny eyPs and 

sneezing. I am prt-sently on Rismanal for 

allergies. I can no lonqe r wear my contact 

lenses. I havP. postnasal drips and 

hPadaches. 

45: ~P.adaches occur at l~ast thrP~ 

or four days out of our five days at school. 
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2 Blurred vision and sinus irritation. I 

3 usually do not experience these symptans 

4 unless I have them at wrk. 

5 46: Developed al lf~rqies. The 

6 al le rqies have caus~ tempera ry hearing loss. 

7 I feel nauseous on days when the dmp smells. 

8 472 The childhood allergies I had 

9 have redeveloped vith a vengP.anc:e. 481 

10 Bronchial asthma has intensif icd. Coughinq. 

11 49: Increased visits to allerqist. 
_ ..... 

12 Asthma medication. 501 Headaches, loss of 

13 voice. 

14 511 Headaches and runny nose. 52: 

15 Headach@s. Constant postnasal drip. 

16 Irritation of throat and loss of voic~ at 

17 times. 53: Frequent headach,.s. Itchy P.yP.s 

18 and postnasal drip. 

19 And this is not all. Parents ar~ 

20 saying their childrP-n have more colds, 

21 al le rgi P.s, h fl'adach es and upset stomachs when 

22 they come to Hampton School. 

23 Last y~ar a staff merri>er and her 

24 dau9'"Jter, who is !Jallllton stuc:Pnt, -werP. on 

25 allergy medic:;itions :111 year. 
I 1 
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They have since moved to Patchoque, 

and the mother no longer works at Hampton. 
\ 

' 
'n'lflly have not had to take any mflldic:ation 

since thP.y left. 
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Many staff members who do not livfl! in 

the distr ic:t find that their synptoms 

disappear during weekends and vacations. 

Those of us who live and work here 

have to 90 away on vacation for this to 

happen. 

I stron9ly urqe the State Health 

Department to invest i91lte these problems 

before Cell 5 is allowed to bP. built. 

And now we have ash, fly ash and 

bottom ash, toxic: ash, lead, all to be put in 

Cell Number s. 

What will happen on a windy day? How 

effective will the""' water truck really ~? 

we•re c:onc:ernfl!d about our health, the hP.alth 

of our children, being able to sell our 

homes, public: water for ev@ryone in the 

c:annuni ty. 

We're concP.rned with Carman•s River, 

the t·lert hP.im (phonP tic:) Wi ldl.i f e RPfUCJfl! ilnd 
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Great South Bay. 

we•r~ concernP-d about the quality of 

our lives in this can111.1nity. I am asking you 

to seriously consider the hPalth of those who 

live and/or work in the comnmnity. 

I am asking you to reduce the wastP. 

stream. I am asking you to qive everyonfll 

public: water. 

I am asking you to agree to end the 

Hempstead aqreement after eight years. Care 

about us. Ca re about out c:h ildr en. we pay 

taxes too. 

COMMISSIONER HEILa Thank you. 

' Thanas Ludlam. 

MR. LtJDLAMa My name is Thomas 

Ludlam. I •m here speaking on behalf of thf! 

Brookhaven Vil laqe As soc:i at ion. 

Those of us who live in the Hamlet of 

Brookhaven are very much concerned about thP. 

expansion of the landfill far bflYOnd its 

original scope. 

we• re concerned about its pr P.sent 

impact on the local environment and by th~ 

evident thrP.at of a much qr@atP.r impact in 

ADEPT COOR T REPORT U?G 3f.: RVI CE 
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Thus we have studied this o.e.r.s. 
with some care and present whoever our most 
urgent comment. 

Let me start by talkin9 about the 
ef feet a on our water resources. The 
contamination of the qroundirater in 
residential areas southeast of the present 
landfill is vell docmaented. 

'l'he leachate plume that is advancing 
into Brookhaven Hamlet ia a direct result of 
the failure of liners of exiatinq cells of 
the landfill. 

There ts a real possibility that 
contaaination in the landf 111 will find its 
way into the ma9othy aquifer, a major aourc:e 
of public drinkin9 water for Lon9 Island, 
also the source for those of us who have 
private vel ls in Brookhaven Hmalet. 

The Suffolk _County Water Authority 
pumpinq station on Station Road, which p~s 
from the maqothy, lies just a few thousand 
feet of the -- west of the proposed_Cell s. 

We hav~ questioned the safety of 
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these wells should the maqothy b@ 

contaminated by the landfill, and further 

whP.ther this pumping can enhance local 

underground flow patterns, which could dirt'!ct 

surface water towards the maqothy. 

Given these concerns, we were pleased 

to see that the town has responded to t~ew 

York State's requirement by initiating an 

extensive hydrogeoloqic study, including thf!! 

instaliation of new monitorinc; wells. 

Nonetheless, we find that the 

D.E.I.s. is insufficient in this area in 

three iq>ortant ways. 

First, the doc\Dent presents no 

(JJantitative data or analysis to show the 

landfill is not in the deep recharge zone. 

second, the pumping tests that were 

carrif!!d out by tagette (phonetic) at the 

Suffolk County well field included only wells 

which pump from the upper glacial aquifer. 

Thus th P.Y do not address the 

consf!C)uence of high volume pumping from the 

magothy in proximity to the landfill. 

And third, the D.E.I.S. did not 
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ad dress the mitigation of the existing plume 

of groundwater contamination in the landfill 

and its continued developnent if leachatP. 

should escape from the new Cell 5. 

We find it unacceptable that the 

D.E.I.S. cites the existing qroundwater 

contamination from the landfill as a 

mitigating factor in weighing the potential 

impacts ot Cell 5 on the scope ot this 

project.-

We agree with many other civic 

· organizations and environment •lists that 

arque that the total capacity for Cell S is 

far larger than our town requires or that a 

prudent plan would cal 1 for. 

The technologies for dealing with 

solid wast~ as well as the very nature of 

solid waste is c:hanqinq in ways that are hard 

to pr N:3ict. 

The coming decades like the past is 

bound to bring siqnif icant advances in the 

way our society deals with rP.duction and 

recycling waste. 

Sp~cific3lly, we think that thP 
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lookinq into a fW.l ~ighteen years of an 

inter-municipal aqr@ftment with Hempstead with 

an overscoped and apparently und!!rcosted 

landfill is an economic as well as 

environmental mistake. 

Finally, I would like to make a 

comment about the management. Th is project 

is a larqe, sophisticated undertaking. 

The D.E.r.s. does not present a plan 

by which the town intends to mana9e in 

undertaking in gaininq control overall of 

many eventualities which can lead to 

el'IV'ironmental and econanic impacts. 

In the past liners have failed. 

Leachate c:ol lec:tion systems have failed. The 

qaa f larin9 system has failed. !nvirorunental 

monitoring has been woefully inadequat~. 

The D.E.I.s. addresses these kinds of 

issues and it presents engineering responses, 

but how are we to take this, as was said 

earlier, just pie in the sky? 

How is this qoing to bf! managed? Who 

is goinq to bf! responsible? Who's going to 

be responsible at each phase? 
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I 
:1 
·1· 'nle people in this canmnity put 

their lives into these homes. Vinyl sidinq 

and other improvements were installed inside 

and outside the home. 

The people invested heavily in their 

hemes. Some refinanced their mort9a99e to 

make the improvements. 

Other• worked tvo joba or even three 

to 11ake ends meet juat to at ay here for the 

future. 

It looked good. The town aaid the 

landfill waa goin9 to close. Could anybody 

dispute the town 1 f they gave their vord? 

On October 15th, 1979 the head of 

operation• of the Town of Brookhaven• a 

sanitation department, Kr. Jamea Beil,. f il~d 

a completed env iromental aaaeament with the 

state of Nev York Department of !nvironnent al 

conservation. This form is called an E.A.F •• 

And on this E.A.P., under 

description, it is written completion of a 

sol ld waste lan df 111 project. 

On the last page of the E.A.r., Mr. 

Heil describes th@ project as a landfill 

,..__,_ 
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project in 19 ~-- be9innin9 in 1973 and 

closing in 1988, with a completed ski 

mount a in and then the beginning conat ruction 

of other park facilities. Everything still 

seemed to be in order. 

In 1985 the state tried to 90 into 

the aahf 111 bu•inesa, but the attempts by New 

York State to build an aahflll failed. 

'nle Town of Brookhaven vaa a 

pr ineipal. player in the attempts to atop the 

st at e •a r e9ion al allbf il 1. Why? 

In the meantime, the town i• buildinCJ 

a sanitary landfill hicjler and higher, 

possibly to the heiqht of a ski mountain. 

If you have ever been to our 

landf 111, you can not miaa the siqht of 

papers plastered aqainat the perimeter fence, 

with plastic bags and anything else that ia 

not nailed down. 

Thf! sight at times is aveacne. As 

you climb the road to the landf 111 area you 

pasa piles of metal stacked for the recylcer. 

You arrive at the current ·landfill 

area, th~ area bP.inq filled with 9arba9~, 
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wo r kinq day as it was suppo•ed to. 'ft! e town 

did.not attempt to control the odor problem 

at called for in the 1970 program. If the 

town had, this landfill would have been 

filled years ago. 

What it did waa extend the life of 

the landfill by not followinq 90od 

enqineerinq practices. It cheated everyone, 

.inc:ludin9 the environment. 

All the town had to do vaa follow the 

proC)f••· The idea of a sanitary landf 111 is 

not ao hard to qr asp. 

It ia a method of disposing of the 

refuse on land without creating nuisances or 

. -
health haards to public: health or safety by 

utillzinq the principle• of encJi,neerin9 to 

confine the refuse to the smallest practtc:al 

area, to reduce it to the •alleat practical 

volume, and to cover it vith a layer of earth 

at the c:oncluaion of each day•a operation or 

at such more frequent intervals as may be 

nec:es sa ry. 

So why didn't you do it this way? 

The o nl y an sw,. r c:a n be money. So nu ch money 

' ' . 
ADEP'l' COUR'l' R EPOR'l'UtG SERVI CE ·---. -- - ---- ·-. -. --. .. ..... 

l.-~,,, 

= 

I 
~ 

:J 
t 

"d 

J 

J 
j 



.• ....... -.. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14' 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

r ... 

109 
beinq put into the operation of our landf 111 
would have caused you and al 1 your 
predecessors your jobs had the public cauqht 
on. 

Landf illinq ia not inexpensive or the 
least costly of all the methoda available to 
get rid of waste. 

You have created an inactive 
. hasardoua waste site of the landfill. If the 
taxpayer• refuse to back you up on. the 
inter-nanicipal aqreement with Rempatead now, 
it will coat the Brookhaven taxpayer coats 
yet to be fiqured out. Mr. Vas. 

· . . . : .. M1t:-'vAz1 Mr. Reil, ladles and 
99ntlemen, good eveninq. Mr. Governali just 
read lots of information on what the tCJi1n 
hasn't done, and you come before ua now with 
a new proposal and expect us to believe it. 

I •ve examined the latest o. E. I. S.. 
On paqe 10 -- on Paqe 2-15 of the daily cover 
requirement, it's spelled out by your 
consult ant ftnqineers. 

You ask for an exception from the 
Part 360 requirttment fnr plac:inq the daily 
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c:cwer on areas to be tilled with ash, thereby 

minimizing use of valuable landfill space 

without siqnif icant environmental impact. 

At the top of the page, 2-15, the 

town is asking for an exception in the daily 

cover of the ash at the bottom of the paqe. 

They have a apparently taken the azc:eption 

for gr anted. 

Accordinq to the environmental impact 

statement for the ·state -- Nev York State 

R@9ional Ashfill of 1985, you have seen that 

the state puts unusual emphaaia on the daily 

cover requirement. 

Page Sill states, •tn addition, good 

landfilling techniques wtl 1 be fol lawed at 

-the ashfill to minimize the potential for 

odor production and Mission.• 

These include, among others, deposit 

of a daily cover over the ash. We require 

you to do no less than the State of Nev York 

had formally asked the Nev York State D.E.C. 

to c:or rect your docments. 

We also have the Nev York State 

o.E.c. to rflquire the c:ovP.r matP.rial to bfl' 
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you to seriously consider }'Our position. 

Are you going to do what is right by 
our people, or are you going to play 
hardball? 

You are dealing with fifty-one whitP. 
families, thirty-eiqht Spanish families and 
twenty-four black families, a mixP.d bunch. 

You are not -- you are creating a 
situation in our development which has our 
people totally incensed aCJllinat you. Nothing 
short of a buy-out or reasonable terms will 
be acceptable to us. 

The town has su9gested to us that 
perhaps a super fund might pay for a buy-out. 
You caentlemen are responsible for this mess. 

At a small surcharge to the qarbaqe 
col lect 10 n t ax, in f 1 ve ye a rs you can have 
enou9h money to buy the developnent out. 

You could float a bond, selling it to 
the biq busin~ss interests that are being 
served by this ashfill in our backyard. 

It is time the local state sP.nators 
and assemblymen got off th~ir butts and 
inv~s t iqat P. thP abuses assnciat P.d wt th this . · 
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landfill. 

It was done with the Multi-town Solid 

Waste! Management Authority, who by thf! way 

arP. dP.alin9 with the same big business 

companies you arP.. 

Gentlemen, the sm@ll of th~ landfill 

has ~en -- has reached your town hall. As 

citizens of the great StatP. of New York and 

residents of the Town of Brookhaven, we ask 

all interested parties to join in requesting 

a full investigation of the Town of 

Brookhaven as to how they have mismanaged thP. 

landfill and to prevent this same -- and to 

prevent this same manaqement from operating a 

toxic ash landfill. Gentlemen, we reject 

your project. It shall not be in our 

backyard. 

In closing, the following arP. 

qu~stions w.-, thP canllllnity and the peoplP of 

Brookhaven, nPed answers to. 

Why is the town ta king an exempt ion 

to the da Uy cover rP.qUi rement when qood 

landfilling techniquPs recanmend it? 

What will thP. cover matP.rial consist 

A~F.PT COURT REPORT!!TG SERVICE 
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of? How mu ch leadlat P. wil 1 pt!nt!trattt tht! 

liner bast!d on the permeability factor 

associated with that liner? 

How mu ch leachate collect ion capacity 

will be available when and if a major 3torm 

should hit this area and deposit an exc~ssive 

amount of rai nf al 1? 

Bow will you repair the leachat~ 

.collection system if the collection system 

pipes under the landfill become clogged? 

What methods will you use to water down the 

ash durin9 a prolon(Jed dry spell? 

You have pol luted the land. You have 

polluted under the land. Now you are 

attempting to pol lute the air above the land. 

When is it qoinq to stop? 

MR. HE IL 1 What's the apeci fies on 

that house that you mentioned about the 

assessm@nt. Do you have the house location? 

MR. VAZa Jim, I don't have the 

specific numbPrs, but I will call you and g~t 

you the number. 

COMMISSIONER H?::n.: Thank you. 

JenniP.fer Gcircia. (",ood ~P.ning. 
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MS. G\RCI A 1 Good eve ni n9. My name 

is Jennifer Garcia. I have been living in 

the shadows of the dump for over twelve 

Yf! ars. 
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I remeni>er whne I was six y~ars old 

and first moved into this cannunity, my 

father had told me that this was CJOing to 

become a beautiful area with playgrounds and 

· a recreational facility. 

As I qot older and saw no 

playgrounds, I asked my dad where it was. 

Well, all he could answer was soon. 'n\at 

soon never ca nae. 

I am nair eiqhteen years old, have 

qraduated from high school and continuing to 

meet my goals in college. 

t havtt come forva rd toniqht to 

represent the younger generation of our 

commni ty. 

I understand the lav of playqrounds 

and realize it's unsanitary to place it over 

a qround that has been penetrated with toxic 

substances. 

Look, t .have never ~en good with 

1\DEPT COURT REPORTING SERVICE 
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2 rP.ading premeditated &pP.edies. You know, I 

3 have thrP~ younger sisters, and what future 

4 am I supposed to expect for them and all thP 

5 little kids around me? 

6 You know, it's our community that you 

7 are taking away from us. You know, by 

8 Pxpandinq this landf 111, it's garbage you are 

9 placinq in our hands. 

10 ThflY say -- B~ookhavP.n' s always 

11 sayinq oh, you know, let's qo and help, you 

12 know, make this a cleaner place to live in a 

13 better environment, when -- yet all we have 

14 is -- soon we' re 9oin9 to be covered in 

15 garbaqe, and it's not fair. 

16 You knCM, when people ask me where do 

17 you 11 ve, what do I have to tel 1 them. t live 

18 right next to the dmp? 

19 You know, soon I'm just qoinq to say 

20 just follow the odor. t11at's where it is. 

21 You knCM, I mean, ·tt• s just unfair. 

22 Put yourself in our shoes and see 

23 what we smPl l, what WE- have to qo through 

24 everyday, you knnw, from having teary eyes, 

25 being congP.st~d. 
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It's just not fair, and bt!cauatt you 

don't live th~re, maybe you don't realize, 

but we do. 

And l started my speech with my -- I 

started my speech and I'll P.nd it with my 

c:losin9 statement. We are far more important 

than to be dumped away 1 ike garbage. Thank 

you. 

MR. GOVERNALI1 In cloainq, we would 

like at this time for all those people in the 

room that oppose this landfill to please 

stand up for a moment. 

Please let the record show that all 

seats that were filled, and the room is 

filled, everyone has stood up. Good night, 

qen tlemen. .. 
MR. REIL: Good night. Walter Bundy? 

Good evening. 

MR. BU~lDYr Good evening. My name is 

Walter Bundy. I •ve beP-n a reaiden.t for about 

tw~nty years now. 

we live down on south Country Road in 

E:ast PatchoguP, and it has -- over the years 

just has 9ottP.n worse and worse with thP. 
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condition of the dump. 

It seP.na frora what I've been hearing 

tonight, it's the Town nf Brookhaven·doing 

businP.ss as usual. 

The sf!Venty-eight acres planned on 

being used was to be prP.serv@d as open space 

for a buffer next to the homf!a, and I don• t 

know what gives the town the right to just 

. change things and make it now going to be 

used for a dump. 

That's al 1 I can cal 1 it, a dump. 

It's not a landfill. It's nothing but a 

dmp. 

All of it qoing next to thP.ae homes 

is totally unacceptable, and it's a very, 

very bad health hazard. and the -- it's just 

as I said. It's just the Town of Brookhaven 

doing business as usual. 

They don't give a damn about thP. 

residP.nts. It appears, according to a 

leaflet that we received, that half of the 

wastP, four million tons of ash, com~s from 

Hempstead. 

~ow, it :lhouldn't have been taken in 
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the first plac:P if the c:apac:ity of our 

P.Xistinq dump could not have handled or 

requirPd suc:h an immediatP. expansion. 

Hempstead, l hopP., has beP.n paying 

for al l ot eve ryt hi ng that is r equi r fl!d t o be 

done at the existing landfill, and I hope 

they're going to pay for the bP.tter part of 

whatever has to be done to c:orrec:t the 

situation that WP. have in th is town. 

This should not come out of our 

taxes. It should c:ome out of the people that 

you are allowing to danp crap into our ta-rn, 

and it should come out of your salaries. 

The town should look at alternatives 

such as mining and rec:ylclinq our existing 

landfill and qettinq rid of what we hav~, and 

stop takinq other town's trash and ash. 

All I c:an say is that the rubbish 

should get no larger than it alrPady is, and 

I think it's about-time that you as the Town 

of Brookhaven start acting responsibly in 

handl inq waste manaqement. 

The dump fees for residP.nt s are 

9ettinq out of hand. Construction debris, 

ADEPT COURT REPORTn!G SERVICE 
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2 you try to qo over with a two by four. They 

3 hit you for construction debris fe~s. 

4 WP.ll, I'm sorry. 'nlat•s totally 

5 unacceptable, and yet you havP. large carters 

6 caning and dumping God knows what in that 

7 landfill. 

8 You know, in retrospect and just in 

9 closing, as I said, the Town of Brookhaven is 

10 doing business as usual, and it's very ironic: 

11 that land for McNamara is being considered 

12 for this use. 

13 The town has trashed our town· by the 

14 c:or ruption that the Town of Brookhaven stands 

15 for, and now they want to continue trashing 

16 us for another eighteen years, and I'm sorry. 

17 Every town resident should oppose 

18 th is expansion, and I a91'ee wtt show 

19 invf!stigate the Town of Brookhaven. 

20 COMMISSIONER BEIL& Charles Stephani? 

21 MR. STEP!tANia Good evening. I 

22 really didn't know which path to take 

23 tonight, and t rPad this statement, oh, about 

24 a month ago, actually ironically,_ and I just 

25 said that the only way to consciously improve 

l\DEPT COURT RE?ORTI?tC SERVICE ·-·-· _ .... _ -··· ·-·-·--- ---· 
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2 the P.rwironment is to come from the heart, 

3 and that's where I'm going to be coming from. 

4 rt may hurt, but sometimes it does. 

5 I've been a teacher at Hampton Avenue 

6 for twenty-three years. OVP.r the past year 

7 plus I've never seen more childrP.n out in th~ 

8 playground involved with asthma attacks, 

9 shortness of breath, et cetera, not to 

10 _mention that just again this morning, just 

11 stepping out of my car, we get either no air, 

12 no breeze or a al iqhtly northeast wind, the 

13 stench that is no more sure the hell is 

14 there. It's dis9ustin9, it really is. 

15 If nothin9 else, the odor, but th~re 

16 are a lot of other ramif ic:ations which you've 

17 heard. 

18 Environmentally, which I don't want 

19 to get into, as has been discussed, as wel 1 

20 as the personal health issues. 

21 Hhat really perturbed me most is the 

22 setup in naturP. of this hearing. I'm really 

23 -- I adnirP, first of all, the strength and 

24 courage of f"leryone who is here,- because thpY 

25 are all concerned citizens, and the only way 

,\O~PT COURT R E?ORTr:G S £:?.VI CE -----·- ·---·-----.... 



r-------------------

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

123 

you're going to keP.p them c:oneerned is to 

start listf!ning to them. 

I'm appalled thou<;h at thP. way that 

th is hP.ar ing has been set up, monologue from 

us to you and nothing from you to us. 

Now, aqain, r·am -- I am not an 

expert at any of this, but I keep fairly well 

involved. 

I've attended hearinqs with Kessel 

and Mr. Heil, yourself, at Hampton Avt!nue, 
and there are tons of questions here that 

people have and want to have answered, and 

you are the most equips>@d to answer them, and 

r don't understand why you don't want to. 

Can you answer that question? 

MR. HE IL z 'nle town has put forth the 

EnvirorL~ental Impact Statement. The purpose 

of this hearing is to hear issues perhaps 

that haven• t been addressed or peoplP. feP.l 

art! inadequately addressed or just to hear 

t hP di alogue back. 

It's not to gf!t into essentially a 

discussion about that on the formal st ructurP 

under thP St~te r.nvironrnental Quality RP.ViPw 
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Ac:t. 

Once a9ain, if a group of residents 

wants to, you know, have a dialogue, I'm 

certainly willing to qo attend a civic: 

meeting or -- and be there in a dialoque. 

MR. STEPHANI 1 We a re town -- we a re 

a t mmsh ip here, and we are represented as a 

town, and we are here all collectively 

together to find out certain things, and I 

don• t think that any one person -- I don't 

want to personally write you a letter and ask 

you my questions. 

I have written letters to Mr. Lamura 

and never qot anything in return. Everybody 

is here now, andd to divide and c:onque r is a 

very, very skillful method, but we're dealing 

with children. 

We' re dealinq with younq adults. 

We're dealing with dlildren not ev~n born yet 
who are to livt! herP. in the futurf!, and if 

you don't start beinq sincer~ with us and 

beinq open with us -- I'm not sayinq you' re 

not being sincere, but you 'rf! not .~inq opPn, 

and.,,~ nef!d to knfM what's going on in your, 

ADEPT counT REPORTI?ro SF.RVIC~ 
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shall we say, scheme and thoughts, rather 

than just hearing from us, and until that 

happens, you know, we can just kiss th is all 

Prom what I understand this is the 

only hearinq1 is this correct? 

MR. HEIL: It will be your hearing 

for the Environmental Impact tatP.ment. 

~R. STEPHANI: Then what follows fro~ 

here? 

MR. HE IL: Permit application to thfl 

State o. E.C., which may -- the state then may 
hold a public hearinq on the speci fie 

technical aspects of the town's proposal. 

MR. STEPHANI: So in othP.r words 

these people will not bP. heard anymore othP.r 

than tonight, and they can't even ask a 

question? 

MR. rn: n.: Thf"Y can r P.spond in 

W'l'iting up until DecembP.r 4th and the -- and 

it will be put forth in the P.nvirorunP.ntal --

MR. STEPHANI: I respondEl!d in writ inq 

and nP.vP.r gottPn any an5Wflr. 

MR. :H~!L: Once .:iqo:iin, if you -- whP.n 
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you -- I don't know specifically what you, 

you kn<M, hav~ written about, but the Cl 11 

the questions and i$sues that are being 

raised tonight and in the commP.nt period will 

be addressed in thP. fin al impact statement i.n 

vr itin9. 

MR. STEPHANI: tn writing? 

MR. HE IL1 YP.s. 

MR. STEPHANI: So this is it for us. 

'nils is our last hurrah. 

A VOIC!1 We' 11 have a demonstration. 

MR. STEPHARt1 'l'hat's what fl!nds up 

happening. If you want us to block Sunrise 

nighvay or do something to that effect that's 

what we' 11 do. 

A VOICE1 We'll do it. 

MR. STEPHANI I People here are 

concerned. They're hurting. They are rPally 

really truthful with you. nu~y'r e not m.3kinq 

up stories hP.rf~. · This is real. 

A VOICE: What is it qninq to takP.? 

1\ VOICE: Thfly don't care. 

MR. HEIL: I understand •. That's why 

wP.'re hPre listPnin9 and hopP.fully able tn 

AL>E?T COURT Rt:PORT I?iG SE RV! CE 
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2 respond. 

3 MR. STE:PHJ\HI: ~ty 9 ugqest ion t 0 

4 ~veryone out there, I don't know who is 

5 willing to -- is som~body right now whn want9 

6 to take control of this ship, because as far 

7 as, you know --

8 MR. HE n.: Mr. Stephani --

9 MR. STEPRANis t'm sorry. we will 

10 MR. HEIL: t-le have a record to 

11 maintain. You can certainly st~p out after 

12 the hearinq and certainly use the -- the 

13 audience to whatever means you want, but I 

14 would like to maintain the record. There are 

15 other people fol lowing. 

16 MR. ST~PBANis I understand that. 

17 I'm using the audience, but I feel th is is 

18 what thf!'Y want. 

19 MR. REILz Okay. Hugo Giannotti, 

20 please? Good evening. 

21 MR •. GI AN?lOTTI: Good evening, Jim. 

22 My name is nuqo Giannotti. I live in East 

23 Patchogue, and my office is on Station Road 

24 in B~l lpor t. 

25 As I was driving to th~ meP.ting this 
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El!Vening over Sunrise Highway, that seems to 

be the strongest point of the odors that werP. 
P.manatinq from thP landfill, and it se~mP.d to 

be -- it seemed to be at least -- on Station 
Road it seemed to be that it was a littl~ 

more than an odor, because you could actually 

t~ste it, and -- which would seem to imply 

that there's a little more involved in just 
the fumes cominq out, that some of the odors 
may be travel in9 on -- on very low micron 

particles which may be ccninq off the 

landfill. 

But the -- the thing that I want to 
address very briefly was that, of course, 

th is is our qa rba9e. 

Somehow it• s not Jim• s qa rba9e. It's 
our garbaqe, and Jim is responsible for 

somehow dealinq with this, but it's still our 
problem. 

But one of.-- one of the problems 

that I have is that the> Town of BrookhavP n iG 

the largest tOliiln in New York State. 

It has four tllndred ten thousand 

people, and thP concPntration, howevP.r, of 

AOF.:PT COURT R~!'O!tTING SERVICE 
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the -- of the ga rbaqe is there, and the 
landf i 11 is in onP. small area. 

And since it is our problem 

fundamentally, I iiiould imaqine that this --
that this problem should at least -- at thP. 

very least be distributed someh~ among thP. 
population of Brookhaven. 

Of cour3e we should do evP.rythinq to 
-- to reduce the odors and the leac:hinq, P.t 
cetera, ftt cf!tera, and Cel 1 number 4 was 

presumably the pilot project, and I don't 
t"ink it's really our mission to open up Cell 
... Jllber S until all the problems of Cell 
Numbf! r 4 have be en r esol vPd. 

And once -- and since that is a pi lnt 
project, if that's been resolved and there 
are no further odors, then we can say with 
assurance that Cell Numbers, whether it's 
locattad ht:UE" or in Port Jefferson- or 
wherPver, th~t it ~ill then be, of coursP, 
rather a good state of thP. art cell. 

So that the ef flu@nt coming from this 
thinq is -- of course it's conCP.ntrated in 
this area, and until WP somtahow learn how tn 
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distribute this, because there will always bP. 

a residual effluent, r P.sid ual problems, and 

until that is distributed democratically, I 

don't think we have really resolved the 

problfl!Jll. 1'1ank you. 

MR. ff!ILa Thank you. Helen Pedigo. 

MS. PEDIG01 My anrne is Helen Pedigo, 

and I' 11 disclose that I am a licensed New 

York State realtor, and I have a very short 

statement. I think we're going to get a lot 

of support from eYeryone behind me. 

I'm really concerned why the town 

wuld evP.n consider enlarging the dump. 

Brookhaven is now becoming a dumping ground 

for other people's ash. 

Granted, there is no easy situation 

to help solving this problem, but there are 

s@veral tactors which must be considered. 

Mumber one is the health of the 

surrounding areas,- primarily Sundial and 

south Village Drive. 

ThP.rP are days when the stt!nch is 

horrible. As a resident of a nearby Sid 

Farber developmPnt which is less than one 
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mile from the dump, you cannot tP.11 me that 

what r·~ smelling daily is good for my 

health. If thP. wind is blowing the right way 

you can smell that stink for miles • 

Number two, some of the econanic 

factors. I think the town board should 

consider how this will affec:t the value of 

homes in all the surrounding areas. 

I ask you, wh~n you are showing a 

house that I have for sale on Sundial Dr i vf!· 

-- excuse me. SUndi al Lane, and a young 

couple and I are breathinq this horrible 

odor, how do you overcome the objection of a 

smell that is so nauseatin9 that you can 

taste it? 

The homes there arP. selling in the 

ei<Jhty thousand dollar pr ice range and even 

lowl!r. I know. I am a realtor, and I am in 

contract for a sal~ on onP. on Sundial LanP.. 

If you we.re a young couple today with 

one child, would you purchase a home nP.xt to 

a dump? Probably not. 

My main complaint is personally ! do 

not li~P. pPOFlP dictating how mch ::lOnP.y will 

ADEPT COURT R EPORTr:c s ERV! c;,: 
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2 

go in and out of my pocket. 

3 
Since I live in the area you are 

4 

takin9 money out of my poc:ket by rflducinq the 
5 

value of my home. 

6 
You are taking money out of my pocke~ 

7 
by bein9 a realtor not beinq ablP. to makP. 

8 
sales in the area which I c:all home. Thank 

9 you. 

10 
MR. HEILs · I have four young ladies, 

11 
Loredana, Renee, Linda and Holli. 

12 
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAK!Rs We are from 

13 
the Girl Scouts, 1404 and 1668. Aa a future 

14 
adult of this c:omJ11Jnity we would like to let 

15 
Brookhaven Town know ve are totally against 

16 
having the landfill expansion. 

17 
Even though we are from the 

18 
Manorville area, there are days when the odor 

19 
from the landf 111 can make u a sick to our 

20 stomachs. 

21 
U~lI!>eNTIFI r;o SPE:AXERs Our. pa rents 

22 
brouqht us to the Town of Brookhaven because 

23 
of the clean open area. 

24 
We a re t auqht in school that -- to 

25 
save our environnP.nt, and here WP. are 
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learninq that you want to destroy it. 

UNIOENTIFIED SPEAKERS1 Save our air, 

save our livP.s. "nlank you. 

MR. HEn.: Dr. Robert Sac:k? 

DR. SACK1 Mr. HP.il, I'm an 

i mmunolo9i st. I study allergic: reactions 

basically of the P.yf!. 

You should know me. I tried to speak 

to you sever al times. Over the paat f P.w 

years I asked you specifically and people in 

your off ice have people reported respiratory 

problems, and the answer has always been no, 

no, no, therP. are no health problems 

assoc:i ated with the dump. 

tfe all know that isn• t true, and I 

think this audience ought to know that there· 

have been scientific studies published in the 

past year in Science and other journals which 

have definitively linked upper respiratory 

problems with ftnes from dumps, and there is 

·legal r~course in the form of a suit. 

And that I think it's only fitting 

that it's ttr. :1c:~tamara that the town 

recognizes, and WP. ought to havP a class 
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134 action suit, with you as the major aim. 
MR. HEILs That completes the pP.ople that havP. asked to speak by sutmitting cards. OncP. again, the rPcord rP.mains open until 

DecembP.r 4th for written comments. If you 
need any additional information you can 
contact my off ice. 

I ~hank you for your interP-st and 
attention this eveninq, and thtt Final 
Environmental Impact Statement will be 
rel eased sometime in Deeembe r. Thank you 
very much. 

MR. BUN:>Yi Excuse me. You're just saying that you're goin9 to think about our comments. 

What is pr~ventinq you as the 
c:anm is stoner of sol id waste man aqemen t of 
qettinq back together and tellinq us how you are addressinq the comments before you issuP. your formal document? 

What is preventing you from doing 
that as a responsible pPrson to the 
c:omnu ni ty? 

MR. REILs I -- my assumption is that 

AOePT COURT R::POnTt?r. SERVICE (51~) 689-0111 (212)926-7804 
--------------. -·-----· 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

135 

dialoque will continue in some form. 

A VOICE: When? same as our other 

dialogues continue. 

MR. HEIL: Thank you VP.ry rnuc:h. 

(Wh er eu po n , a t a : 4 O p. m. , t he with in g 

hearing was concludf!d) 
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CERTIFICATE OF REPORTER 

I, R0f1ALD A. MARX, ht!reby certify that the 

within Hearing was held before me on the 10th 

day of Nov~mber, 1992. 

That the within transcript is a true 

record of the within Hearing. 

That I am not connected by blood or 

marriage with any of the partie~. I am not ·,, 
interested directly or indirectly in thP. matter 

in controversy, nor am I in the employ of any of 

the counsel. 

IH WITNESS WHEREOP, I have hereunto set my 

hand th is 13th day of Novent>er, 199 2. 
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The League Of Women \'oters Of Brookhaven 

Statement by The League o+ Women Voters o+ Brookhaven 
on 

The Proposea Lana+ill t:::xpansion Project 

rne League of women Voters does not take a position on any subject be+ore a thorougn stuay o+ tnat subject. lhe County League has studied and taken a position on tne municipal solid waste issue. l"he main thrust o+ our position is the +amiliar 3 H•s: Reauction, kecycling, keuse. ln aadition, we state tnat tne preservation of groundwater Quality in any MSW plan is of the greatest 1mcortance. ln tnat context,we would like to submit tne following comments on the U~l~ +or the proposea land+ill e~pansion. 

l. We compliment the Town for acknowledging the many problems associatea with such a large project ana citing the efforts tney will make to mitigate tnese problems. However, we remain unconvinced that the elaoorate liner system with the network o+ pipes for leacnate collection will necessarily protect the groundwater. Nownere ao we ~ind a clear statement o~ the croceaures to be used if the testing of the leacnate starts to indicate possibility of water pollution. lnsteaa, the thougnt is expressed that since water "downgradient of the expansion .. is already downgraded, further pollution is cf no conseQuence. fhis is directly opposed to our concept cf making every effort to protect water Quality. Since the effects o+ any pollution will continue for years and since there is a stream, a river, ana the Great South Say in the path cf the groundwater flow, any pollution is bound to reach these waters in time. We feel there should be more serious consideration given to this problem in tne DE!!::i. 

2. We are +irmly committed to the reduction,recycle ~ reuse concept in handling municipal solid waste and feel these ideas should be more seriously e~plored in this document. Nowhere is the Town's exce11ent proposed "don't bag it" program mentioned. ·rhere are several pages devotea to the concept of a 13 year landfill instead of an 18 year one, out the former is dismissed as being. more costly/ton. lt is not clear that the i·orAL cost would be less. Lt is always hard to see that a smaller scaled down project will cost more than a larger more ambitious one. lt is as though any new ideas in recycling, any advances in package reduction which the League has been active in supporting, are jus~ summarily dismissed and not given serious consideration. These new waste reduction procedures could have significant imcact on the life of the trasn-for-asn deal with Hempstead, and thus on the scoce ct our lana~ill needs. A snorter smaller project snould be given more in deptn consideration tnan is apparent in the UEI~. 

3. Uur position on any issue includes, if relevant, the cost o+ a proposal. The stated cost per ton for landfilling in the expansion area is given as S24.00 per ton. This seems an unrealistic figure if all of the extensive monitoring procedures presented in the document are carried out as stated. Also, since we believe current tipping fees at the existing landfill are soo.oo per ton and handling waste at the MRF is estimated at S4Y.oo per ton, the S24.00 per ton is a very low figure. We beli~ve more realistic cost analysis should be presented. 



The League Of\Vomen Voters Of Brookhaven 

4. une final commen~ is in order. As stated in tne beginning. tne 
League OT Women Voters operates by stuav1ng issues and reacn1ng 
a position tnrougn consensus. rne nuge and nignly tecnical tnree 
volumes wnich comprise this U£1= make it very difficult Tor the 
average person to make any informed comments on it. rhis system 
OT public input ta such an important project is flawed wnen sucn 
massive amounts of data must be assimilated in order to make 
e+fective comments. 
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How does one describe the disaooo1ntment of lo:.~ f~i~h7 
When one feels elected corruot official~ just ram-ro~ a one~ be&utifu 
c:cmmunity with lies and bad faitt-1. You owe the commun::.tv o'f Br':Jol~h&vE 
Hamlet and surrounding neighborhoods big time• We have sufte!~ed the 
mismanagement of the "Brookhaven Landfill'' for many years now. You ha 
ruined the Hamilton School, real estste values, and our quality of. li 
How can you ask us, the residents of these communities to live with 
more filth from Cell 5~ when you can't even manage Cell 4 ~ 

I cannot suocort your proposal for the develooment of Cell 5. 
Please record my opposition. 

1 ... 

Ms. Sally Pe=z.:.. 
Mr. Rich SLl2tt 
18 Old Barto Rd. 
Brookhaven. N. Y. 
11719 
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James Heil, Comm;ssioner 
Depanment of Waste Mmapment 
Town ofBroolchPen 
3233 Route 112 
Medford, NY 11763 

Dear MJ:,.KCil: 

November 11~ 1992 

-... ~. 
f"' -~ 

Please ccmsidertbis le=-as a supplcmazt 1D my commem:s ~ yesu:rday on the.Draft.'· ~~-·· 
Envimmnensal Impact S1memcm (DEIS) forme proposed aprw•on ot Celt5-of111e Town of "~ · 
Brooicbaven 1mdfill. I have also madwd a leam sem10 Supnilcr LaMura reprdiqma.wl the::--· 
Town Board's la~ of 1~ at~ heminp (wiih the exc:eptioll of Couocilman Mxdlia). . . 

In particular. I want 1D address aD issue that I oaly briefly mcmicmcd in my Wtilten i•1 ••n1a1t . : 

and oral cooml§"tl; tho iDadcqulte c:cst esrim""' of the propused cxpamian includecl in 11= DEIS. 

Itappem tbatthe costm*' •tmtpia talftlill.theDfJS {pp. S.3 to M, andt=• 16)"t;;·.·· 
·sorely clificicat, at~ ad eoafmiDa aad pallibly nrislewfinr. .• bolt. In parti the cast 

estimatm farCell 5 appml"oaiy to include ccmnc:ricm casllp and ta neglect moairoriag aim.· . 
dmiDg lbe life of 1he proposed Jadfill and dmiDgthe 30-ycarpc:m cl~ monitoring paiod. .:~_.::_ 

lbe_D~ lists some oftbaeldditioml ~ izM:hxlin1~es. ~ lc~dmte . ~;_:~!~ 
transpanauml D Uti1!11- acca.t mad mm111e1wnce, mid m1111'tD1 "CP of mam1Dlmg eqmpmeat ·· ~ .. , 
(p. 8-3). 'Ihe DEJS furtbersmaibat'(t]hetalaldevelapmcatp:icefardle Landfill Ex.pamiar ~-J_...__ · 
Area project rm be esr.itt11'Dd.tmalupca a ~c:omuuca:immst. p nU p JbcpMjtippal sinit: .. · 
forthcandllayfac:ilmes·ami-=Uvities ••. adezitwiabov&" (empbaaia .tded;.p. 8-3) Yct1be-·· 
DEIS never makes elem- if these cxua costs am ec:mally mdvded ill 1be cmi esriml!el ill Seclicm· 8.3 
or m Appeaca 16. . ~ • • .;. ·:I-.- ~ •;:.( ~ - ... , •: 

Nor docs tbc DEIS illclado a cfimmiOll of 1he po-ihla impam of .ctdhicmlJandfilF .EJ.C • 
~ opaatica. met mouiDCiringnplltioaL As I am sure you kmnr, DEC ia aow · _.;: ::: 

redrafting i1S Part 360 aolid ''*';::r;"cllt l"'l"'atioas 1D coafarm 1D ~lendfiH 6} 1; 

requiremems, IDd 1o incmpondD · odlerchar•pne 1 enn1endei by DECsdad.OUl!idel 
c:ommemas. The fiml n:gul.lbmlS have nat baa pccpacd; it ja adilely paaibledmmucb. men--· 
stringent piovisicm could be adopced thlt.waal4suletaari•Dy inc:rc:uc me caas of Cell 5. 'Ibe­
DEIS would not be camplcse orldcqulm without a fall disamWa of1be impectof1heserevisild .:; 
rcgu1at:i.oDL . ~.;..~i:. ·;·~ 

1'; 

In addi1iaD, section 120-a&ofNcw YOik S-.: Gc:acnl.Muairipal Law 1equirm am. . 
m=ic:ip.iitym New Yark 1D adopt a fMNl•b f"J IUUlc:e sqwatiao. ofdin•Mft farm!!rrjatw far- . ~ 
which economic marbts eDL· the DEC bu pqaed pjdc:lilles·fir c:ommm:aicies 1D idc:mi1J sadf 
''ecanomic matDls" that~ enable all muaic:ipllitiel in New Y adt Stale 1D evahmetbe cases.of 
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solid waste management in a snnilar manner."• The full costs of the proposed Cell S must be examined.. in addition to cmrmt landfill open!ion, closure. and monitoring cosa, in order for Brookhaven offic:iais to accumely unden:ake the "economic marilzll" amUysis required by § 12CH& if any changes in the Town's r=ycling prognan arc propased. lhezervre, the DEIS must be 
revised to include such a true. comprehcmive cost accounting for the proposed Cell S. 

Thank you for including these additional commcms in the record. 

Sinczre!y, fi! 
./IC-~--
Stlmll llomalcwski 
Lmg.lslmd Comdinnr 
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"Rl~YTO: 

STATE OF NEW YOAIC 

EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT 

STATE CONSUMER PROTECTION BOARD 

AICHAllD II. ICDSIL 

---~ December 23, 1992 
Ill WASHINGTON AVENUE 

0.-LTTO: 
250~Y. t'nft FLOOR 

NEW TOM. ... 'l'OAK t0007.~ · 
<m C'l7"""2 

ALBANY. NEW YOAIC t221~2DI 

($tll '7'-3S1' 

FAX (5181 '7'-2'7' 

Mark R. Chassin, M.o. 
Commissioner 
Department of Health 
Empire State Plaza 
Corning Tower 
Albany, NY 12237 

Dear Dr. Chassin: 

FAX CZl2) 4t7 .... 

I am enclosing mat~rials submitted to me by 
concerned citizens who live near or attend the Brookhaven 
Town Landfill on Long Island. These citizens conducted 
a survey of students who attend school nearby. . The 
survey tried to discern any negative impacts from Odor? 
problems emanating from the Broakhaven Town Landfill. 

. . . 
When the survey was f i:rst read to me at a meetinq­

last week with Brookhaven residents, I was quite· 
surprised at the findings. As Governor Cuomo' s Ombudsman 
to the Brookhaven Landfill, I would like to request that 
the State Heal th Department deteJ:mine whether or not 
children who attend the Hampton Avenue School are having 
their health negatively affected from odors emanating 
from the Town Landfill. r think we need to give these 
people- some assurances that their children are safe. 

In the meantime I I am working with the Town and the ,. 
Department of Environmental Conservation to ensure that 
the odors are reduced and eventually eliminated. We are 
making progress, but more work must be done. 

Thank you for your 
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cc: Supervisor John LaMura 
Commissioner James Heil 
Ray Cowen 
Tony Cava 
Elizabeth Gundlach 

'· . ~ 

- 2 -



,.(4 ·'- ( ~· ',> I • • 
,_._ ... 

~.«:--~·"1'·.~~- t~'··'"'·~ .. ·":t.'! .~·· 

' ., : _....._, /J 

•,I. 

I 73 . ~.; oi.b /9 s /.,:?_ 
-4---1 ~--·1-·- --- . -·-·+--____._ --- -·-·--· ·-J·-- ··-- .. 

~ ; S / oo?_ / I 
=...z-=-=======t==:====~=-=-==-=======-±==---- ---·- - ... -.. -· I --- -~------·· -· -

,. / 
"7'" . 

~- -- - -

I o 
I 

I I ;,2_ 3 f S' s I .. ., I I 0 o2° ' ~, J 

, ~- I~. . :>J/ '7?~ ~#-~ ;(~ ~~.,,,, ~~L--. 

~ ~~~4-~~ ?77~~~~ ,,a.~. 

.... \.. ... 
:;/of.A.,. 

-:;; 

7 

() 

l 
;-<._ 

\ I 

1 

/', 

\ 



~.~---------------------------. ·-.. . '. .; ,-,., ,.. -·· 
. ';1. - •• -

/./ />1 I'~!./> 

- ... -· . 

I -vt . 
I ,·7 /..t/ll".'~ 

- -/ 
i ·~~· 

a i · t. ·: .• 7 . I - T. • . ._ • ,1 I ~ . ..I .• .J ,,, I_ ~ • 
J ~ ..... n1...n~-·/~f...W:M."*'---'~~-~~:r~J.r..Z::V. ··- _____ -··· -·-- __ _ 

kin,?.,,·;. L..~/:h>au'~~/'~·.7kU.~.. __ -·--· --------· ;)._.;).() ;J.tj'1o 

I ~ 

..L.M.W.:W.:1.,;....l,l.~~""-~.LA.~~~E:2z..~~~i;!,l...,a.,.__,4.~l../,t/.4'.:::l.~~~ll:lli:lo'-1----+--L::.j!..-~-+---. 747.~ . 

..!.r.J,~~~~~~..;._~~~~-l---!U-__J~~.P.Z 
1.S- -UCM£~~czW:Z<LL.:~~~LL~~___;L....-~10~--L-~SS 
I % 

------- ----

:'1;-~ .;2,;J.0 ~, ~-,,,._ /l.I.~~ z.-"""""~~~'1'~ dit~- ~/~{;~~- · 7~7'-uu. vit:Uun;~.t4"·~"-~-~-:/ x;/u., ~~~ ~d; . . £Z 7uu..~~.tu.,.-v'."""~i.t ~~- ~ ~~~v ' I ~r•y r~ d"--1. .;i. ?>_% ~t, t:e_, 71.~~<'-<...,._~ • .3 ,pf!' ~~e -;>{,,_,. - ..:'/ .r,i-~-!d..~t..·. IS~ ~ ~-~~~~ a.,e~,~~-



BROOKHAVEN CITIZENS' 
SOLID WASTE ALTERNATIVES COALITION 

PO BOX 179 
BROOKHAVEN, NEW YORK 11719 

Mr. James Heil, Commissioner 
Department of Waste Management 
Town of Brookhaven 
3233 Rte. 112 
Brookhaven, New York 11763 

Dear Jim: 

November 27, 1992 

C~IFI£> l)J.,.1L.,JI. ~.!1.:1~ -,1/'7 _f; 0 

Re: Cell 5 Public Hearing 

We are pleased to submit the attached written commentary on 
the Cell 5 DEIS as drafted by the Board of Directors of the 
Brookhaven Citizens' Solid Waste Alternatives Coalition. 

Although three directors of SWAC spoke at the Public Hearing 
of November 10, 1992, because of time limitations, they were 
unable to cover all the pertinent points contained in our 
written statement. We therefore request that the attached 
statement be included in the hearing record in its entirety. 

The statement is divided into seven major topics: 

Siting 
Landfill Alternatives 
Cell 5 Capacity 
Monitoring Operations 
Ground Water Protection 
Host Fees 
Costs 

In each of these sections, we discuss what we believe are 
deficiencies in the DEIS which must be addressed. In doing 
so, however, we wish to stress that we are in no way giving 

38 

tacit approval to preceding with Cell 5. SWAC remains convinced 
that the acceptance of incinerator ash at the Brookhaven landfill 
is a short-sighted strategy with severe consequences to the 
physical and financial welfare of the nearby communities and 
with disastrous long-term financial consequences to all taxpaying 
residents of the Town of Brookhaven. 

Encl: Statement and Exhibits 
cc: Ray Cowen, DEC 

Sincerely, 

-n~~ 
Nanette Essel, Co-Chairman 
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BROOKHAVEN CITIZENS' SOLID WASTE ALTERNATIVES COALITION 

Written Commentary on the Cell 5 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Submitted by the Town of Brookhaven 
For Public Comment By December 4,1992 

Our review of the DEIS has raised a series of basic, underlying 
issues about the adequacy of the Town's Solid Waste Management 
Plan (SWMP)i the location, scope, operations and costs of Cell 
5 and the Town's continued heavy reliance on landfilling well 
into the future. 

SITING: The Town's Site Analysis Plan was initially completed 
in 1989, prior to the time much of the acreage on which Cell 
5 is proposed was owned by the Town. This acreage was "gifted" 
to the Town by John MacNamara in exchange for high density 
granted him for his proposed Regency Oaks Subdivision on the 
northside of Woodside Ave. 

On pp. 209-210 of the June 13, 1988, Town Planning Board Meeting 
minutes, Mr. Maniello, Land Design Consultant on the Regency 
Oaks development for the applicant, John McNamara, states: 
As Mr. Holt has indicated, the proposal called for the develop­
ment of just the northern side of Woodside Avenue between 
Woodside and Horseblock Road, a total of 118 acreas approximate­
ly, 795 units broken down into four separate and distinct 
villages ••. We are talking in terms of approximately 8.7 dwelling 
units to the acre, which is a fairly dense development. However, 
when you add up all the acreage on the southern portion as well 
as the green space left on the northern portion, we are talking 
in terms of 200 acres of the entire 240 acres that would be 
left in a green or a natural state." (emphasis added). 

A green or natural state does not mean a 230 ft. high ashfill, 
500 ft. from the Horizen Village residential development. We 
are sure the residents of the development would pref er resident­
ial development to an ashfill. 

On pp. 212-213 of the Planning Board minutes of June 13, 1988 
Mrs. Petersen asked of Mr. Holt, "125 acres you are giving away, 
is that convenanted to remain forever natural?" Mr. Holt: "The 
Town. I can't remember. Phil, can you remember? We are giving 
it to the Town." Mr. Sanderman: "It is to be dedicated to the 
Town for general municipal purposes. It will never be developed 
but the Town does not take property nor buy any developmental 
entity in the State that is subject to a covenant. So when 
we take it, it is free and clear of any covenants, but I believe 
it is the intention to leave it open and natural as a buffer 
area." 
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initiatives and and a Supplement issued to the DEIS to reflect 
these revisions. 

SWAC has advocated such alternatives to landfilling and 
incineration for some time. We are attaching as Exhibit II, 
our position paper of July 30, 1992, containing our ten point 
list of recommendations for amending the Town's SWMP prior to 
approval by the NYS Department of Environmental Conservation. 
The position paper was mailed to Town and NYSDEC regional 
officials at the time of issuance. 

CELL 5 CAPACITY: A 1,250 ton daily capacity over an 18-yr. 
period suggests that the Town is disposed to extend the IMA 
with Hempstead over its full, 18-yr. term. This would be 
unfortunate since maximizing ways of reducing the waste stream 
and other recycling and composting initiatives, we believe, 
could put the Town in a position to terminate the Hempstead 
IMA after its initial 8-yr. term. Reliance on the IMA will 
discourage maximization of the State's solid waste priority 
initiatives and lead to incurring capital costs now 
for an oversized Cell 5 substantially in excess of our 
forseeable needs. 

MONITORING OPERATIONS: The DEIS acknowledges many adverse 
effects of the Cell 5 expansion. It discusses leachate 
generation, drainage problems, soil erosion, groundwater 
pollution, air pollution, noise, gas generation, and odors. 
It then states in broad generalities how all of these problems 
would be controlled or mitigated. Thus, it would seem there 
should be no problems with Cell 5. But it is hard to envision 
that the Town could effectively implement and enforce all the 
procedural safeguards the DEIS proposes, to solve the 
environmental problems of Cell 5. The safeguards include: 

Waste Stream Monitoring: The Deis states that each truck 
load will be examined at the scale house for undesirable 
material. It is obvious that little can be seen at this 
point. At the working face, it continues, the material will 
be examined as it is unloaded, and inspected by the equipment 
operators as it is spread. Considering the amount of waste 
coming in, how effective will this be in keeping harmful 
sub~tances out of landfill? 

~urrace water Drainage: The DEIS indicates proper sloping 
of the landfill, diversion channels and perimeter drainage 
will keep all surface water away from the waste material. 
Considering past problems with the existing landfill requiring 
regrading of most slopes, how will Cell 5 be different? 
Do engineering-based design and operational guidelines exist 
to insure that past problems will not be repeated with Cell 
5? If so, will they be carried out? 

HAZARDOUS WASTE: To quote from the DEIS, "in general 
hazardous and toxic waste is not permited to be burned at 
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assurance that Cell 5 will not affect our sole source aquifer is required before proceding with its construction. 

The DEIS advises that the ground water flow is in a southeasterly direction from Cell S. The Suffolk County Water Authority's ·station Road waterfield, while northwest of Cell S, is nonetheless less than i mile away. The concentrated weight of an ashf ill, covering an expanse of 56 acres and 230 ft. high will surely afect the hydrology of this area, especially when water is being drawn from the waterfield wells. Proposed monitoring and quarterly testing to determine whether Cell 5 is contaminating the aquifer is not reassuring. Again, we are talking about Long Island's sole source aquifer. We cannot risk contaminating the island's sole source of drinking water • 
. WATER AND AIR TESTING: The DEIS indicates that ground water tests will be made quarterly. We question whether this frequency will be adequate, given the proximity to the SCWA waterfield. We believe that the tests shouid be conducted by independent testing labs, and that test results be readily available for public scrutiny. 

The DEIS is deficient in not providing for air testing for both gas emissions and fugitive dust and must be provided for. Ash from Hempstead's incinerator will be stockpiled here some 230 ft. in the air. Since pre-sorting of trash is not performed at Hempstead prior to incineration, ash should not be "air-piled" here. If it is done, then stringent ongoing air testing at the landfill site and at strategic locations in the local communities is important to safeguard local residents. 

~ supplement to the DEIS is required to address air testing Land to augment the water testing proposal. 

HOST FEES: The DEIS cites potential impacts of Cell S, on ground water, air quality, odors, traffic, visual aesthetics, etc., and delineates the various means by which the Town plans to mitigate these impacts. We are told that state of the art double liners, gas collection systems, etc. will preclude any significant impact on the surrounding communities, and that extensive screening and monitoring procedures will be followed to assure this will be the case. But twenty years ago, we were told the original landfill was state-of-the-art too, but today, the ground water under the Hamlet of Brookhaven has been contami­nated, a leachate plume is heading for the Great South Bay, the air has been fouled by landfill gases, and residents have had to endure noxious odors (and still are), and have had to observe the looming 215 ft. existing landfill from their roadways, the bay and their beaches. 

An article in the January, 1992, issue of Bio Cycle Journal of Waste REcycling (see Exhibit 3) describes how major disposal companies like Browning Ferris frequently pay local communities 



-7-

of Cell 5? It surely has not considered the staffing and 

attendant costs of the monitoring activities promised in the 

DEIS. Has it added the capital and operating costs involved 

in the 22 acres of ancillary facilities? Has it allocated to 

Cell s, its portion of the capital and maintenance costs of 

the exising roadways and facilities shared by all operations 

at the landfill site? Has there been any consideration of "host 

fees" in the cost estimate? 

And what will it cost Brokhaven taxpayers if under the new 

White House leadership, the Environmental Protection Agency 

reclassifies incinerator ash as hazardous waste. 

We believe the DEIS is seriously deficient in not providing 

a thorough, detailed analysis of what Cell 5 will cost the 

Town's taxpayers. The Town's Commissioner of Waste Management 

may be able to tell the press with a straight face that Cell 

5 will save $20 million annually, and garner headlines to tha~ 

effect, but it is most unlikely, judging from the DEIS cost 

data, whether he has any straight cost data on Cell 5 which 

allows for a factual comparison to other alternatives. 

Therein, lies the real problem. The Town cannot adhere to the 

State's directive that municipalities assess whether they are 

choosing the most cost-effective means of handing their solid 

waste streams, without first having a comprehensive cost analysis 

of what Cell 5 as presented in this DEIS will really cost. 

Until this is done, and a supplement issued to the DEIS, the 

present DEIS should be put on hold. 

-end-
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JUNE iJ, 1988 209 

It will be strictly a cost to the 

condominium owners. We have met with 

the Brookhaven Fire Department months 

ago. They had serious questions and 

we have answered a~l of these questions. 

I would like, just for edification, 

Mr. Maniello will show what we plan to 

dedicate to the Town. Rob,would you 

show the south side of Woodside, 124 

acres. We have an agreement to tie into 

Twelve Pines Sewer District. We are 

ready, willing and able to answer any 

questions. The professionals are 

behind me and again, I hope I didn't 

inconvenience the board, Mr. Sullivan, 

by my going to dinner with my group. 

Bob, could you explain the concept that 

has been agreed to as to the 795 units. 

MR. MANIELLO: Yes, Mr. Chairman, 

members of the board. As Mr. Holt 

has indicated, the proposal called for 

the development of just the northern side 

of Woodside Avenue between Woodside 

Avenue and Horseblock Road,a total of 118 
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JUNE 13, 1988 -211 

to have any questions from the audience 

or from your board. 

MRS. PETERSEN: Mr. Holt, would 

it be possible with the layout you have 
,.· 

now to increase the buffer on the ,. 
\ 

industrial side? We do have an 

industrial plan that is in now in 

the process. t 
MR. HOLT: Is that on the west 

side? 

MRS. PETERSEN: Yes. 

MR. HOLT: That is on the Walker 

side. Well, it is extremely tight, 

Linda. We would increase whatever we 

could, but I think Mr. Maniello said 

to me a few seconds ago that it is very 

tight. 

MRS. PETERSEN: I know, it looks 

tight . 

MR. HOLT: That is because of 

giving away almost 125 acres. 

MRS. PETERSEN: 125 acres you 

are giving away, is that covenanted to 

remain forever natural? 
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nclosed is a statement by the Brookhaven Village Association 
eqarding the DEIS for the Cell 5 expansion of the landfill. This is 

the written copy of comments I delivered orally at the November 10 
f hearing. 

Y1LnceJ:'i71 
Thomas w~~ 
President 

\ 

_ _J 
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Comments on the 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Town Of Brookhaven Landfill Expansion 

Thomas W. Ludlam 
Brookhaven Village Association 

Nov. 10, 1992 

Residents of Brookhaven Hamlet are very much concerned by the 
expansion of the landfill far beyond its original scope, by its 
present impact on our local environment, and by the evident threat of 
much greater impact in the future. Thus we have studied the DEIS 
with some care, and I present here our most urgent comments. 

I. Contamination of Water Resources 

The contamination of groundwater in residential areas southeast 
of the present landfill is well documented. The leachate plume that 
is advancing into Brookhaven Hamlet is a direct result of leakage 
through the liners in the existing cells of the landfill. There is a 
real possibility that contamination from the landfill will find its 
way into the Magothy aquifer-- a major source of public drinking 
water for Long Island. The Suffolk County Water Authority's Station 
Road well field, which pumps from the Magothy, lies just 3000 feet to 
the west of the proposed Cell 5. We have questioned the safety of 
these wells should the Magothy be contaminated by the landfill and, 
further, whether this pumping can enhance local underground flow 
patterns which direct suface water toward the Magothy. 

We are pleased to see that the Town has responded to N.Y. State 
requirements by commissioning an extensive hydrogeologic study, 
including the installation of a number of new monitoring wells near 
the landfill site. Nonetheless we find the DEIS defficient on three 
important issues1 

1. The document presents no quantitative data or analysis to 
show that the landfill is not in the deepflow recharge zone. for the 
Magothy aquifer. 

2. The pumping tests carried out by Leggette, Brashears & 
Graham, Inc. at the SCWA well field included only wells which pump 
from the upper glacial aquifer. Thus they do not address the 
consequences of high-volume pumping from the Magothy in close 
proximity to the landfill. 

3. The DEIS does not address the mitigation of the existing 
plume of groundwater contamination from the landfill, and its 
continued development if leachate should escape from the.new Cell 5. 
We find it unacceptable that the DEIS cites the existing groundwater 
contamination from the landfill as a mitigating factor in weighing 
the potential impact of Cell 5. 



II. Project Scope 

We agree with many other civic organizations and environmental­
ists who argue that the total capacity planned for Cell 5 is far 
larger than our Town requires, or that prudent planning would call 
for. The technologies for dealing with solid waste, as well as the 
very nature of solid waste is changing in ways that are hard to 
predict. The coming decade, like the past, is bound to bring 
significant advances in the way our society deals with reduction and 
recycling of waste. 

The DEIS states, arguing for an 18 year capacity, that "an 
additional cost and risk with (a smaller Cell 5) is that another 
facility would need to be found five years earlier." We think this 
is just backwards. We believe that the problem with this plan is 
that it postpones until ten years into the next century the point at 
which the Town will be able to respond to the rapidly changing trends 
in waste management .. 

Specifically, we think that locking into a full 18 years of the 
Intermunicipal Agreement with Hempstead, with an overscoped and under­
costed landfill, is an economic as well as an environmental mistake. 

III. Management 

This project is a large, sophisticated undertaking. The DEIS 
does not present a plan by which the Town intends to manage this 
undertaking, and gain control over all the many eventualities which 
can lead to envrionmental and economic impacts. 

In the past, liners have failed, leachate collection systems 
have failed, the gas flaring system has failed, environmental 
monitoring ·has been woefully inadequate. The DEIS addresses these 
kinds of issues, and presents engineering responses. But how is it 
all to be managed? Who is responsible for each phase? What staff is 
necessary? What special qualifications and manpower are required? 
How are the project's costs, progress, and environmental test results 
to be monitored and reported during construction and operation? 

The DEIS itself was not prepared by the Town, but was prepared 
for the Town by a firm of engineering consultants. It is the Town's 
responsibility to follow through on these plans, and we cannot 
properly assess the potential for future environmental impact until 
we have a detailed management and staffing plan from the Town. 
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SUFFOLK COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY 
Edward J. Rosavitch, P.E. 
Chief Engineer 

James H. Heil, P.E. 
Commissioner of Waste Management 
Town of Brookhaven 
3233 Route 112 
Medford, New York 11763 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Mailing Address· P.O. Box 38, Oakdale, NY 11769-0901 
(516) 563-0202 

Fax No.: (516) 589-5277 

December 4, 1992 

for the Town of Brookhaven Landfill Expansion 

Dear Mr. Heil: 

The Suffolk County Water Authority has reviewed the above mentioned 
document and offers the following comments for your consideration. 

In the section on Groundwater (Regional Groundwater Regime-3.2.1.1) 
it should be noted that the recharge is vertical in the regime of the 
groundwater divide. However, rather than flowing horizontally north 
and south of the deep recharge area, it develops a horizontal component 
which increases as it gets further away from the divide. 

On page 3-25 the comments on Groundwater Supplies center on the 
source of water for public water supplies and residential wells. It 
is not correct to say that 11 Groundwater 11 wells are typically screened 
40 feet into the water table. If such a comment is made it should say 
11 Residential 11 wells. 

The first and last sentences of paragraph one on page 4-6 appear 
to be a contradiction and should be reconsidered. 

Lastly, it should be noted in the Alternatives to the Proposed 
Action that redesigning the shape or the height of the landfill would 
not only move the footprint closer to the residences to the west but 
also closer to the Station Road Well Field. 

EJR: l f 

cc: M. A. LoGrande 
J. Hartnett 
S. R .. Dassler 

Ve? ,7~1TYour~ 
. -_ . . --:A-c':2 <>-~{)) 

~- E. J. Rosav1tch, P.E. 
Chief Engineer · 



Yaphank Taxpayers & Civic Association, Inc. 
P.O. Box 41 
Yaphank, New York 11980 

December 3, 1992 

Mr. James Heil, Commissioner 
Dept. of Waste Management 
Town of Brookhaven 
3233 Route 112 
Medford, NY 11763 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION 

Dear Mr. Heil: 

After numerous hours of review and study, the Yaphank Taxpayers & Civic 
Association is submitting this statement regarding the DEIS for the proposed 
expansion of Cell 5 of the Town of Brookhaven Landfill. 

1) Siting: 

The siting of Cell 5 at itE proposed location raises serious concerns: 

a) The Cell 5 site was not yet owned by the Town when its Site Analysis 
Plan was prepared and therefore, never went through the proper review 
process. 

b) The Cell 5 acres were donated to the Town by developer John McNamara 
in return for increased density on his planned Regency Oaks Subdivision, 
north of Woodside Ave. Given the controversy over McNamara land dealings 
in Brookhaven Town, this EIS process should be held pending the outc-Ome 
of the ongoing Federal investigation and court proceedings. 

c) The dedication of Cell S's 125 acre parcel is referred to in the Town 
Planning Board meeting minutes of June 13, 1988 (public hearing for 
Regency Oaks) and of November 3, 1989, (Resolution/Statemtnt of Findings 
on Regency Oaks) as GREEN STATE, NATURAL STATE, FOREVER NATURAL, BUFFER 
AREA, PARKLAND, AND RECREATION AREA) - never as an ASHFILL site. This 
i~plies a misreprentation by the Town and developer and should be 
addressed in a DEIS supplement. 

2) Managing Operations: 

The DEIS discusses leachate and drainage problems, soil erosion, groundwater 
and air pollution, as well as odors and gas generation. It fails to state 
how these problems will be controlled. How does the Town intend to manage. 
this undertaking? We would suggest a comprehensive management/staffing plan 
be included in a DEIS supplement. 

3) Groundwater Protection: 

We are especially concerned about the groundwater protection. The Yaphank 
Taxpayers & Civic Assoc. has always maintained the possibility that the 
Brookhaven Landfill is sited over deep-flow recharage area Hydrogeological 
Zone 3. Referring to: 

a) Discussion of Hydrogeologic Zone Boundaries in the Vicinity of South 
South Yaphank, Long Island, NY by Charles J. Voorhis, Director, Division 
of Environmental Protection Report dated January 30, 1986 · 

' 
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P.O. Box 41 
Yaphank. New York 11980 
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(b) Evaluation of Hyrogeologic Data in the Vicinity of the Proposed 
Regional Ashfill at Yaphank and the Brool.cha~en Landfill, by Geraghty 
& Miller, Report,dated May, 1986. 

(c) Geohydrological Investigation of the Regional Resource Recovery Ashfill 
Site at Yaphank by Dr. Kevin Phillips, Report dated February 1986 , . 

All three reports conclude that s~eeulation on the recharge-discharge zone 
boundaries in the Landfill vicinity further justifies the procurement of 
additional data. Until this contention is proven once and for all, we 
feel this expansion should not go forth. 

4) Air Testing: 

The DEIS, again, is lacking in not addressing ASH dust and gas emissions. 
Continuous air testing should be provided for at the ashfill/landfill site 
and also strategic sites in the adjacent communities. 

5) Capacity: 

The major difficulty with Cell 5 lies with its planned disposal capacity 
which our Association feels is well in excess of the Town's forseable needs. 
The Town should maximize ways of reducing the waste stream through recycling 
and composting instead of locking us into an IMA with Hempstead for an 18 
year period. 

The DEIS should be amended, downsizing the expansion of Cell 5, and should 
consider the landfilling of ONLY Brookhaven's trash (that remains after 
recycling). 

The Yaphank Taxpayers & Civic Association is a member of both Brookhaven Citizens' 
Solid Waste Alternatives Coalition and Longwood Alliance - both of whom have 
submitted detailed written commentary on the Cell5 DEIS. Our delegates have 
participated in all discussion and meetings leading to formation of their state­
ments. Therefore, as core members of both organizations, we direct the Town of 
Brookhaven to address.and respond to all their concerns and proposals before the 
DEIS is accepted. 

In 1986 the YT&CA fought a regional ashfill (with the Town's backing) to be 
located in the near vicinity. Gov. Cuomo gave us his word that he would not force 
t s upon he residents of Yaphank. The Cell 5 landfill expansion is now becoming 
a REGIONAL ashfill with Hempstead burning ash from Hempstead,,Brookhaven, New 

/ 
Yo cf::1, and n~ Oyster Bay. We expect Gov. Cuomo and the DEC to keep their 
promise to us not to place a regional ashfill in our vicinity. Also, we expect 
Supervisor John LaMura and the Town Board to renew their alliance with the 
residents of Yaphailk~~stopp~g the State forcing Brookhaven Town from becoming 
the ASH CAPITAL of New York State. 

We expect this statement to become part of the hearing record of Nov. 10, 1992. 

Very truly yours, 

~~ 
Fran Hurley, 'sw Delegate!""' 
Y~Hik~~~. 

Valtina Ri-""brbfski, ~sident eak 



New York State Department of Environmental Conservation Bulldlng 40-SUNY, Stony Brook, New York 11790-2356 

(Sl6) 751-1389 
FAX (516} 751-3839 

December 4, 1992 
James H. Heil, P.E. 
Town of Brookhaven 
Commissioner ot waste Management 3233 Route 112 
Medford, HY.11763 

RE: Town of Brookhaven Landfill Expansion · DEC #1-4722-00702/00002-0 
·. Dear Mr. Heil: 
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Tham11 C. Jarfln 
Commle1loner 

The Department of Environmental conservation has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Town ot Brookhaven's Cell 5 Landfill' Expansion Project. We have a number ot comments which are organized into qeneral and specific cate;ories below. 

amopw. COMXll!TS 

The DEIS has been prepared and circulated to the Department tor review without the required Solid waste Manaqement Facility (6NYCRR Part 360) permit application on file with us. The DEIS indicates that the Town hopes to !ile the Part 360 application by the end of the year. 

(l) The level of technical detail presented in the DEIS is obviously not sutf icient !or the Department to perform a complete technical review of the landfill expansion from a permittin; perspective. Upon receipt of the complete Part 360 application, with en9ineerinq report, plans, and all the other supportinq documentation required in the regulations, we will review the desiqn and enqineerinq aspects of this proposal in detail. 

(2) As you know, a permit application under the Lonq Island Landtill Law must be accompanied by a comprehensive hydroqeoloqical study pursuant to Part 360•2.11. Althouqh it appears that the permit application with the 360-2.ll hydro study will be ready tor 
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James H. Heil, P.E. 
December 4, 1992 
Paqe 2 

sUbmiasion shortly, the study has yet to ba reviewed or accepted by the Department. Despite this, the DEIS aeem9 to include a siqniticant amount ot information trom the unreviewed 360•2.11 hydro study. We must theretore consider some ot the site specific hydrogeological information included in the impact statement and aoma of the conaluaiona made trom this information as una\ll>atantiatad and inappropriate (at least temporarily). 
Examples of such information includes 
- Fiqurt 3•1S Followinq Paga 3•21. 'l'his f iqure as drawn doe• not retlect the downward head (.56 feet) meaaured between MW•2D and MW-llM and as such is mialeadinq. Thia data appears to be derived tram the 360-2.11 hydro study. A more representative depiction ot tlow through the site can be achieved by drawing tlow sections throuqh KW-5, MW-10, and MW-4 with an ottset tor MW-2 and MW-11, . or to draw other sections which show recharge trom MW-20 (upper qlacial) into MW-llM (Maqothy). 

- section 2.5.6 OJ!trational control• and Kopitoring Paqe 2-24 Groundwater and leachate monitoring plans referenced in the DEIS, which are part ot the 360•2.11 Environmental Monitorinq Plan have not been submitted to or reviewed by the Department. 
- Section 3.l wattr 111ourc•• Paqe 3·11 statements concerninq hydraulic connection of aquifers, perll\aabilitiee at aquifer materials, qroundwater flow patterns, vertical and horizontal hydraulic gradients, existinq qroundwater quality, sita monitorability, contininq units, and the applicability of pump and aluq tests are included in the DEIS yet are not supported with the raw and analyzed data typically ·included in the Part 360-2.11 hydro study. 

P.3 
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James H. Heil, P.E. 
December 4, 1992 
Page 3 

Because the 360·2~11 hydro study has not been evaluated or accepted by the Department yet, statements and conclusions of tact in the DEIS baaed on the study cannot be adequately 

/

reviewed or evaluated. The complete ~ hydroqaoloqical study should be included in A='"" the DEIS (possibly as an appendix) or statements/conclusions based on the 360-2.11 hydro study should be removed. · 
(3) Chapter 3 lpyirona•nt•l 11tting and possibly other sections throughout the document (as appropriate) should be updated to include an accurate, conciae description ot the o'h-9oin9 compoatinq operation in the area ot the propoaad Cell 5. 

~ 121eiriq COJIMIR'1'S 
Section 2.3 Proj1q~ 1114 Pq. 2-6 The final paraqraph in this section mentions that the Cell 5 expansion will be permitted in January 1993 and operational by 1994. The remaining usable life ot the existing Call 4 is estimated at 1 to l.S years. The possibility 

)

exists that Cell 4 will be filled before Cell 5 is operational. A contingency plan to address such a situation should be prepared and included in the DEIS. 
Section 2.4.3 Bt;:upture1 Paqe 2-9 Oesiqn and construction of a leachate storage tank will be required pursuant to Part 360-2.7(c) (6). 

1 
Furthermore, the latest proposed revision to I Part 360 (October 1992) requires a leachate 

I tank tor all new landfills. such a tank must be designed with a three month capacity. 
Section 2.s.3 aaa 11&paq,.1~ Paga 2-12 Althouqh the majority of the waste to be placed in Cell s will be inert, a lar9e portion will be construction and demolition debris. This material can be a severe odor source. The Town should consider daaigninq a I more proactive system tor mitiqatinq 

lpotential odor problems. Possible measures could include ensuring that the existing Cell 4 qas generation and flare system have 
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James H. Heil, P.E. 
December 4, 1992 
Pa9e 4 

1 

sutticient capacity to handle qas produced in Call s. Additionally, the design should include the installation ot a lateral qas 

I 
collection •Y•tem as the cell i• tilled rather than drillinq vertical well• later when the cell 1• close to capacity. 
section 2.7 Perm.ii• ap4 approy1l1 Paqes 2•27 throuqh 2-29 

I 

SPDIS 'l'ha new tacility will require a new individual state Pollutant Disaharqe Elimination System Permit for stormwatar. DEC will not issue qenaral permits tor new stormwater disch•rfJ•• associated with ~ activity trom new tacilitiea which require other DEC permits such as solid waste manaqement. 

Aig Eollutign cqptrpl '!'he document accurately reports that the Air permit tor the cell 4 qas recovery system will have to be modified to include qas recovered trom the proposed cell 5 ._ In addition, it ai ther of the !ollowinq are proposed: 

I
\ (1) new, temporary or permanent flares for burninq qas produced in Cell s, 

I (2) new internal combustion qas burners for Cell s; 
new Air Pollution control permits will be required. 

P.5 

Thank you tor the opportunity to provide comment• on this DEIS. As stated above, we will be reviewinq this proposal in much qreater detail when the Part 360 application is submitted. If you have any questions, please call me at 751-1389. 

GWH/rw 
cc: c. Birr 

R. Cowen 
A. Grikstos 
R. Mitrey 
w. O'Brien; A. Wilson 

Very truly yours, 
Ol - ~ ... ~ _IJ. fl, ... :ii/ 

,,.--'~ 

Georqe w. Hammarth sr. Environmental Analyst 
·\ 
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\'!.;:;.,;.;.-: .~.':"' . .;~;,~Eii'1'•ANY0f"f"ICC ,, 
·.- - . ......,.,,. \ \f~SL.ATIVE. OF'f"ICC BUILDING 

:-c.·:,·~: ·, .. : -1 .: ·.;""\,:~NY, H Y 12247 ' . 

(919) 495'"'2HI 

••"'7 n'.""f' ;1 r-·1 °':.,,.(1H7U .... AUGE orrocr; 

CAE.SAA TRUNZO 

3AD DISTRICT 
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ASSISTANT MAJORITY LEADC:R 

"0" HOUSE o.-c .. ATIONS 0 e1tOO-.HAVEN Tll:•LtNC 

<soe> zee-ee9e 
CHAIRMAN 

CIVIL SERVICE & ,_ENSIONS COMMITTEE 

James H. Heil, P.E. 
Commissioner of Waste Management 
Town of Brookhaven 
3233 Route 112 
Medford, New York 11763 

Dear Mr. Heil: 
. 

December 4, 1992 

I am writing in regard to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Town of Brookhaven Landfill Expansion. I offer the comments below 
for your consideration. 

Unfortunately, the need for landfilling cannot be totally eliminated. I 
look forward to a time when recycling and composting methods and 
markets are optimized, and the amount of raw garbage and ash 
landfilled minimized. Toward this end, I encourage the town to initiate 
programs to reduce the amount of waste generated and increase the 
amount of materials recycled or composted. Specifically, I recommend 
that the town initiate a "Don't Bag It" program for grass clippings such 
as the one adopted by Islip. Islip expects to reduce the amount of 
grass clippings collected by 25, 000 tons and save the taxpayers four 
million dollars each year. In addition, the recycling program should be 
expanded to include institutional and commercial waste. 

I Due to the concern of fugitive dust emissions, I recommend inspections 
to ensure that trucks transporting the ash are covered as is required 
by Part 360 regulations. No uncovered trucks should be allowed to 
leave the Hempstead Resource Recovery facility or enter the 
Brookhaven Landfill site. Operational procedures should include all 
measures necessary to mitigate fugitive dust emissions from the site and 
to minimize odors from the sections of the landfill where bypass. waste 
is disposed. 

Lastly, I do not agree with the Town's proposal to be exempt from daily 
cover of ash. However, in order to save landfill space and taxpayer 
dollars, alternatives could be explored. First, a cover of six inches of 
soil or sand on ash may not be necessary on a daily basis. Secondly, 
the March 1992 issue of Waste Age reported on two methods of cover 
that may save money and landfill space. One cover is a foam and the 
other is a liner that can be used up to thirty times. I have enclosed the 
article for your review. 



Senator caesar TnmZo DecenDer 4, 1992 
Page o..o 

In conclusion, my overriding concern with Cell 5 is that the impact to 
residents and to the environment be minimized. 

Once again, your consideration of my comments would be greatly 
appreciated. Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

CT/bas 

encl. 

Caesar Trunzo 
Senator 
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Double-edge welders join liner panels 
with two seams to help reduce the risk of 
leakage. 

.................... 
BY RANDY WOODS 

UILDING 

YSTEM 
......................................... 

Subtitle D may be an unwelcome financial 
burden for some landfiUs, but there 

are products on the market designed to save 
valuable space and trim costs. 

n October 9, 1991. the U.S. EPA promulgated its 
regulations concerning design. operation. and clo­
sure of municipal solid waste (MSW} landfills. 
After more than five years of tireless debate. reg­
ulations under Subtitle D of the Resource Conser­
vation and Recovery Act (RCRA) have finally 

• • • • • • • • • been developed. calling for states to adopt and 
enforce regulations on liner and leachate collection systems 
design, gas monitoring, and financial assurance upon clo­
sure, among others (see Wasu Age, October 1991). 

The regulation is self-implementing, meaning that land­
fill owners and operators are required to be in compliance 
regardless of swe regulation. States that seek to enforce the 
EPA rule must get Mapproval" from EPA and are given more 
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flexible design and scheduling treatmenL providing their cri­
teria meet the minimum federal requirements. In· a worst­
case scenario. the requirements for liners in unapproved states 
call for at least one 30-mil flexible membrane liner and a 
rwo-foot layer of compacted soil with a perme3bility of no more 
than I x 1Q-7 cm/sec. 

Years ago. states like New Jersey and New York took their 
own initiative. passing much stricter standards such as dou­
ble composite liners: Kentucky. Pennsylvania. and Virginia 
have provisions calling for a composite liner plus an additional 
flexible membrane liner. Since the proposal of Subtitle D in 
August 1988. the number of states with landfill design crite­
ria doubled from 18 to 36 by 1990. according to EPA figures. 
Compared to the regulations of many of these states. the fed­
eral requirements may seem far less demanding. but for the 
remaining states. Subtitle D may finally signal the end of the 
linerless landfill. · 

In terms of the environmenL this regulation appears to be 

a step in the right direction. but what does it mean for the land­
fill operators and state regulatory agencies that must carry it 
out? For many in the indusuy, it means a lot of money. not just 
for design and operation of new. up-to-date landfills. but also 
for lining lateral expansions at existing facilities-money 

Avid Systems. Inc 

that will surely be a boon for the manufacturers and distrib­
utors of landfill liners and geotextiles in the next two years 
when all states must comply. 

Ready to fill a need 
Although data on the current usage of liners/geotextiles 

may vary. it shows there is a potentially large market for 
these materials. especially in municipal landfills. According 
to the 1990 Landfill Tipping Fee Survey compiled by the 
National Solid Wastes Management Association. about 81 % 

of 219 MSW landfills surveyed. the majority of which are pri­
vately owned. had liners-mostly made of clay-already 
installed: 68% had leachate collection systems: and 65% had 
methane monitoring. However. David S. Eakin. president 
and CEO of Gundle Lining Systems <Houston). one of the 
nation ·s largest liner/geotextile manufacturers. says that less 
than 10% of the 6.000 operational landfills in the U.S. have 
liners or leachate systems sophisticated enough to pass Sub­
title D requirements. EPA officials predict that the cost of the 
new rules will run about $330 million per year. 

With a deadline of less than two years to conform to 
Subtitle D design standards, several liner/geotextile compa­
nies are poised to assisL '11te market is currently quite com-
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petitivc," says George Zagors­
ki. vice president. sales and 
marketing. for Auid Systems, 
Inc. (Cincinnati. Ohio). a dis­
tributor of landfill products. 
"It's difficult to predict if there 
will be a large spike in 
demand. but we anticipate 
strong growth in '92 and 
beyond." 

er which will produce a 30-foot-wide sheet. while last 
summer Gundle introduced a 34.5-foot-wide sheet. 
one of the largest in the indusuy. The Gundline* HOPE 
liner ranges from 30 to 140 mils thick and can be 
applied by the company's patented extrusion welding 
machine. says Hal Pastner. Gundle ·s vice president. 
sales. Gundseal*. a composite liner and bentonite clay 
mat that can be easily rolled out in 17.5-foot sheets, is 
equivalent to the Subtitle D liner/din requirements 
while saving space. Pasutcr says. Bcntonite. named after 
Ft. Benton. Mont.. where it was first discovered. is an 
extremely absorbant. porous clay formed by decom­
posed volcanic ash. which holds liquid like a sponge 
and becomes impermeable. ··using these gcosynthet­
ics is very cost-efficient." he says ... Applying them is 
not as time-consuming as bringing in regular clays. 
especially during adverse weather conditions." 

While some landfill oper­
ators seem to be scrambling to 
meet these new reqUirements, 
the aunosphcre is not quite as 
tense in the world of landfill 
construction. "Subtitle D took 
a relatively long time to be 
enacted." Zagorski says. 
"Many states already tight­
ened up their landfill liner reg­
ulations in anticipation of Sub­

In •ddltlon ID t/11 liner 11qa/111111nts, 
Subtitle D also calls tor a mandatory 
leachate control system. 

Maintaining a high coefficient of friction is also 
important in making landfill liners. Zagorski says. 
The added friction allows the liner to be placed on a 

title D and are ready with their own regulations." 

Unersfor the '90s 
So as not to be surprised by federal regulations. some liner 

manufacturers have been preparing for a greater demand 
from landfill operators by simply making bener products. 
"The liners of today may be gening a bit more expensive. but 
their perf onnancc level is higher." says George Dodson. prod­
uct manager for liner and geotextile manufactW"Cr Akzo Indus­
trial Systems Co. (Asheville, N.C.). "Landfill operators can 
now get bener performance at a lower millage. There are 
less problems with cracking and more comformity to irregu­
larities that may be found at the base of a landfill." 

AJA Manufacturing. a Medford. Mass., lincr manufacturer, 
recently announc:cd its introduction of a new flar-die cxtrusion­
calendcring machine to North America. The machine calen­
ders (squeezes between rollers) a 23-foot-widc, triple-ply 
sheet of high-density polyethylene (HOPE) and provides 
more unifonn thickness, less internal stress, and greater crack 
resistance and stability. according to Stanley M. Lewis, A/A's 
president. Another flat-die system made by Egan Machinery 
Division of John Brown. Inc. (Somerville, NJ.), produces a 
liner sheet 23.5 feet wide which can be composed of a greater 
variety of resins than most conventional. blown-film pro­
cesses. 

Because the wide, continuous sheets made by both A/A 
and Egan are larger, it means fewer seams and potential leaks, 
and less time required for installation. Continuing the trend 
toward larger liners, Egan is currently working on an extrud-

?A 

steeper angle. which provides more space for waste in 
a landfill Friction-Seal"'. an HOPE liner made by National Seal 
Co. (Aurora. ID.), is extruded with a rough surface on one or 
both sides to create a higher friction angle. "Take. for exam­
ple, a l 0-acre surface area in a landfill 40 feet deep." he says. 
"Changing the slope from 4: l to 3: I could gain an addition­
al 80,000 yards of usable airspace." 

Along with National Seal's conventional liners. Auid 
Systems also distributes Coex"'. a highly elastic geo-membrane 
laminated with HOPE and VLDPE which lets landfill oper­
ators adapt to the harsh realities of landfill siting in the 1990s. 
Zagorski says ... Because of the tightening of the rules on per­
mining new landfills. some owners are ·piggybacking' new 
cells on top of existing facilities." he says. ··coex maintains 
the chemical resistance of HOPE but is more forgiving to the 
problems of senlement and subsidence of the existing land­
fill underneath." 

Thin geotextlles, thick pro.fits 
The minimum Subtitle D regulations for landfill con­

SU'Uction do not stop at landfill liners: along with the two feet 
of soil required to accompany the flexible membrane liner. an 
additional layer of granular material must be placed within the 
leachate containment system and maintain less than one foot 
of leachate. With the technological advances in synthetic 
geotextilcs. these layers of required pnxection can be safely 
reduced often al a lower price than sand. dirt. or gravel 

Akzo's·E.nkacushion"' gcotextile is one example of how 
high efficiency can save money for landfill operators. Made 
from Akzo 's three-dimensional nylon maning-called Enka-

I 
I 
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mar•-and pressed. pulverized rubber tires. Enkacushion is 
just 0. 75" thick. has bener friction characteristics than soil. and 
can withstand 80 psi-the equivalent pressure from a landfill 
164 feet high with waste weighing 70 lbs/ft2• Dodson says. 
.. Instead of two feet of soil. you· ve got less than an inch of gec>­
rextile. ··he says. "It's definitely a revenue-generating product" 

Gundle also has a wide assorunent of textured geotextiles 
to help protect liners 
on steeper slopes and 
control leachate 
movement. such as 
Gundnet~ and Fabri­
Ner'. which assist in 
better leachate flow 
and drainage charac­
teristics. Pasmer says. 
Venically-installed 
Gundwall. a synthetic 
geomembrane sunken 
outside the liner sys­
tem. also helps to curb 
lateral movement of 
leachate. 

out to develop a system where the daily cover is reusable. The 
result was Fabrisoil«. a non-woven polypropylene geotextile 
introduced in December 1990. Each panel can be used I 0 to 
20 times. costs about $225/yd;. and takes between I 0 and 20 
minutes to install. One of Fabrisoirs first uses was a six­
month trial at the Macon. Ga.. city landfill. According to 
Larry Brown. the city"s director of public works. Macon 

saved approximately 
$5.000 per week in 
landfill and labor costs 
while increasing the 
remaining capacity by 
25 to 30%. Today, the 
product is being used 
at 50 sites in 21 states. 

Late last summer. 

Geotextiles made 
by National Seal 
also help in channel­
ing and containing 
leachate away from 
the waste. Zagorski 
says. Polynet~. an 

An appllcator sprays Chubb'$ TerraFoa,,,. daily cover on a landfill face 
in lieu of 6. of space-consuming dirt. 

Amoco Fibers Corp. 
(Atlanta) came out 
with its own alterna­
tive daily cover called 
Sani-Cover"'. The 
geotextile. made of 
polypropylene or poly­
ester. can be custom­
made to any size and 
installed on the work­
ing face in half an 
hour. compared to the 
full hour needed to 

extruded profiled mesh. and Tex-Ne~. a laminated com­
posite of Polynet. both help to filter and drain leaehate into 
a collection system. "(Polynet] can be used in lieu of the one 
foot of aggregate." he explains. "In addition to the material 
savings-in regions where aggregate is expensive-the 
owner/operator gains a foot of airspace. Tex-Net allows 
[landfill operators] to install leachate collection capability on 
steep slopes where conventional aggregate would be unsta­
ble:· 

Saving six inches a day 
Of course. waste is not the only material that is added to 

a landfill. For many years. operators have been required to 
cover the working face of each cell with at least 6" of soil each 
day to control odor. litter, surface runoff, and pests. When dirt 
is used, it is trapped there forever once the next day's refuse 
is spread. However. if the dirt could be successfully removed 
or more densely compacted. the space Savings would be 
obvious. 

In response. Phillips Fibers Corp. (Greenville. S.C.) set 

spread a din cover 
with heavy equipment. says Greg Scales. sales engineer for 
distributor Auid Systems. Although the cover has a higher ini­
tial cost than soil cover-$ l/yd2 for Sani-Cover vs. SI .50/yd3 

for din-the reusability of the geotextile quickly adds up. 
According to Scales. the material, installation. and space sav­
ings amount to more than $3,000 per day-$750,000 per 
year-assuming a lifecycle of 30 uses per panel. 

Despite the cost benefits of using alternative daily cov­
ers, Phillips and Auid Systems both warn than a removable 
panel is not necessarily a replacement for dirt or other cover 
materials. "[Sani-Cover] is really just an alternate-you real­
ly can't use it every day," Scales says. "Sometimes it's a 
good idea to put down dirt for use as a firebreak should a land­
fill fire occur." 

Another alternative cover produce replaces reusability with 
higher compactibility. Companies such as 3M Environmen­
tal Protection Products (SL Paul, Minn.), Chubb Environ­
mental Security (Exton. Pa.), and Rusmar (West Chester, 
Pa.), have all developed synthetic foams which can be sprayed 
onto a landfill face each day at a thickness of l~"~d-
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ing on state regulations-to provide the equivalent protection 
of 6" of din. When the next day's refuse is dumped on top. the 
foam crushes to a mere fraction of its applied heighL 

Since 1985. 3M has been producing alternative cover in 
the form of Sanifoani"'. a light. air-puffed foam which can be 
manually applied with a hose for landfi.lls with less than 600 
tpd or sprayed on with an articulated boom for larger facili­
ties. The foam. now used in 30 states, takes about 30-40 min­
utes to apply and quickly cross-links in place to form a hard. 
water-resistant surface. says Dale Kent. 3M's product sales 
manager. environmental protection products. 

"The foam iisually runs 12 to 15 cents/ft2 depending on 
the depth of the cover. anywhere between 1-2 inches." Kent 
says. "Typically the cost comparison to din application is a 
wash for labor. The real cost savings come from the added 
airspace. Once waste is placed on top, the foam is crushed 
down to one-tenth to one-fifteenth of its original size. Also, 
when conditions inside the landfill are aerobic, [Sanifoam] 
is biodegradable." 

Temfoam•, an alternative foam cover made by Chubb, 
has been used on landfill faces for more than one year. says 
manager of operations. William G. Swayne. The 1.500-tpd 
Grand Central landfill. in Penn-Argyl, Pa.. has been a customer 

of Temfoam• for nearly one year, Swayne says. Each day, 
landfill worlcers spray one-third to one-half of the working face 
with the foam; the rest is covered by dirt to support landfill vehi­
cles driving over the cell. says Grand Central site manager, 
Nolan Perin. "We estimate that we can save about 200 yards 
a day," he says. "That means that for every IO working days, 
we pick up an extra day in space." 

The foam product is more expensive than dirt~metimes 
four times the price if dirt can be found nearby-but Perin says 
that. over time. the re-selling of extra airspace can reap large 
dividends. The only trouble spot he can find are certain wcalh­
er resaictions, such as heavy rain or extreme cold and wind 
which hampers both the installation and performance of foam 
covers. "We haven't really had a heavy rain, but we know that 
[f erraFoam-J can hold three to four days under a moderate 
rain," he says. "Under normal conditions, we can usually get 
about a full week out of the cover." 

Is two years enough? 
With this litany of new or improved products on the 

market. the landfill product industry appears to be ready for 
the new requirements on landfills imposed by Subtitle D. 
But are these new tools ready to be implemented? With a con­
tinuing recession, massive state budget cuts, and persistent 

opposition to new landfill siting, applying the minimum Sub­
title D rules in planned landfill expansions by October 1993 
may prove to be difficulL 

Gregory Richardson. an associate for the environmen­
tal consulting firm of Hazen & Sawyer (Raleigh, N.C.), 
says the real losers in the Subtitle D scenario are the unap­
proved states. "A lot of states feel they have been left in the 
lurch by the federal government for saddling the burden of 
implementation on them," he says. "If the states cannot 
comply with EPA rules, the environmental ·green groups' will 
begin suing the states, not the EPA. These states are really 
in a pickle." 

Another worry among landfill owners and environmen­
talists alike is the possibility of some landfill managers sac­
rificing superior workmanship for the sake of meeting the 
looming Subtitle D deadline on time. "The nature of the 
[landfill] product and application requires qualified con­
muction." Zagorsky says. "When Subtitle D hits full saide, 
a shortage of qualified installers could develop. This could be 
especially auc in the northern U.S. during the summer months, 

due to the shortened consouction season." 
For the time being, however. landfill product manufac­

turers will be enjoying this regulatory surge while they can. 
Amid countless reports of recessionary sales figures for most 
waste companies during fiscal 1991, Gundle, for example, 
reported a first-half increase of 321 % over last year's com­
parable period; net income rocketed 57.4% over the first half 
of 1990. 

The only threat that the "R"-word may pose to the indus­
try, Zagorsky says. is that some landfill owners may be delay~ 
ing the retrofitting of some built-but-inactive cells. "Sales 
have been creeping up the last couple of years and I don't see 

any sign of them going down." he adds. 

"We expect to have about a six-month lag [from the 
announccmcnt of Subtitle D] until we really feel the eco­

nomic effects." says Akzo 's Dodson. "We do know that many 
design firms have been plaruting for this regulation for a 
while. After sining in on plenty of community meetings and 
talking with mayors and councils, we feel that the public sec­
tor is well-informed. Subtitle D is what they're all talking 
abouL" 

Although the new regulations will mean profits for some 
and headaches for others in the waste indUStry, Subtitle D will. 
at the very least, make each and every one of the states-­

approved or not-aware of the increasing value of landfills, 
says Chubb's Swayne. "Regulatory enforcement has been 
around for quite some time, and we all know that higher tip 
fees go hand-in-hand with it." he says. "I've always thought 

of landfills as being a resource, or a valuable commodity to 
be conserved. I think, with Subtitle D, there will be a greater 

realization across the country that good landfill management 
is going to cost a lot of money, just like any other resource or 
commodity." I 
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. TO 

COUNTY OF SUFFOU( 

O~P&ltt'Ml!NT OF PUa&.IC WOAllC& 

Town of Brookhaven 
Depcrt••nt ot Waste 1anageaent 
3%33 Joute 112 
Medford. 1.t. 11763 

loveaDer 23. 1992 

Attent1on: Jaaes le11. Ca••1•s1aner 

le: c.1. 16, •orse lloc.t lo.a. ·1rootra~ l.aladf111• DIIS. 
Gentleaen: 

-1WUUO•UUll 

99143431946 

48 

.,..,....,. Q. H&¥DUK.P.E. -.... -

le have revteved the aJlove referenced JIIS for the abOTe referenced develapaent. 
fll1s Depart .. Dt bad pl'e"toa.17 eomaent•d on this proposed development oa 1arc:Jl 30t~ of tbSt year to tbe TOYJlS c:onsalt1D9 eng1ae•r. XcL••n Associates. •• have attac:aed a cop~ of these c;oaa911t1 for your use 1n preparing the FZlS for tb11 proJect. le are •110 enc1oa1Jlg 1 copy of • aeaorandua froa th1• Depaztaant'• Tratf1e eontrol aad lll91A••r1ng D1Y111on to oar 1era1t1 D1v1a1aa CM.aoranaua dated 11/ZD/92) regardlng th11 Depart••ntt ao1t recent coaat1Dt1 vttll regard• ta ta. Traff le s19111l t~at ws11 be reta1red to b• 1ast1ll•G at t•• aa1n acce1s to thh site. 

In 1dd1t1on, ~ peraSt froa tl1s Department vlll ,, requtrel pursuant to S.ct1on ll& of tlle 11gllvay Lav for any tapro•eaents tills D1p1rtaent deeas necessary along the CoWlty r1ght-af-Y•Y· 

If you D•ve any questions. tindly conta~t tllis office at 852-4100. 
Thant you for your cooperat1oa ln th11 aatter. 

Very truly yaars. 

fC.Jl./llPC/pc 
cc: McLean Assoc. 

Hatt-..V !. la.tel, sc;pw 
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TO 99143431946 P.C!!5 
. .· .:.·. :-::··'!···· 

COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 
.i··· ... 

.. 1.-.· •.• ~,,,. 

--
J.obH~ J. Ga.Ua..y 

Suf !olk Councy Ezacuc,Ye 

scephma c:;. l1&7duk. P .E. 

Loais 1. HcLaan Associates. P.C. 
~37 South Country load 
arooth.\ven. lev ~ort 11719 

Nar~h 30 . l 992 

Attention: &ayaond D1B111e, P.E. 

le: C.l. 16, !orSeDlOCl load. •1root!laYeft I..uldflll•. 

Gentle•eo: 

C:O.Ussicmu 

We have revleved yaar plans for th• re1ocac1on of the encr1nc:e to t~e ez1st1n9 
landfill and otter th• fo11ov1u9 co .. enta: 

l- The eut1re roadway s'•ll ~e resurfaced froa the •••t end of th• 
raised ••d1ao to tie east end ot th• proJact vita. i• at asp~&lt Citea SlFll. 
Please note the reT1s1ons Vh1c:h ve h&Y• aade to your plans an« typlc:&l sect1ons 
denot1n9 th1S r•qv1re.ent as well as other roadvay aocuuca·UODS aad or 
additions. 

z- !brou9a the ase of '•tch lines. bloct oat tfte eztr .. • r19nt lane in 
th& three l&lllt eastDOIUld sect1an fro• the propoaed rigat t11t'A 11ae on tae ea1t. 
vesterly to tJle end of Chi tllree lllle sect1on. 

3- Add ~ratan vh1te lane llA•• tor a a11taac:e of ZOO"!. eaJt of the new 
dr1vevay, to se~ate tna tvo eastbaun4 lanes. Add th• necessary s1gns for lane 
transition. 

•- tAcrease the vtdth of the westDoaad lanes as saovn on the pa•e•ent 
aarung plan. 

5- la1ocate proposed signal h•adS. 

6· Alter order of 1191111 phasing. 

1- Change loop lead 1D vtres for loops Ola and OlD froa running to the 
south edge of paveaent. to tne nar:a ed9•. 

e- All loops shall ~· v1raG 1n P4J"•llel. except tllOse noted on the 
plans. 

9- A4d new co14u1t rua fro• relocated lOOi lea4-1AS ta pole on the norta 
s1d• ot lorseDlo~I load~ 

est•••·=-

.. 

_____ __. ....... _ ......... .. 
- 41/ _J_ -
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Karch 30 , 1992 

r.au1s It. Nc:Lean 
.•BraotJaa•HQ r.&a4f 11l • cont• d 

lO- Cllan9e faces ai.S,6 anc 7 as shovu an the plans. 

ll· All c&Dle runs. 1Dclad1D9 1nt1rconnect eaDl•. saa11 De undergroUDd 
an4 not ave~bead. 

12· Itea f40 is aDJ1eceJs&17 tor a aev co~trollar. 

13- Instill a nev ca1tro11er Y1th ba1lt 1n coord1nat1on at the c.a. 99/ 
e.a. 16 11gnal. 

l•· !Ile fDYD v111 D• required to oDtaiu a 11gnvay Wort Pera1t fro• thls 
Departae11t" for thU propoHd vort. 

If you have any qQe1t1oa1, tt101y contact this otf1ea at 852-4100. 

Thank yoa for yoar coopwrac1on 1D th1s 1act1r. 

•ery tnly yoar~. 

IJL/llPC/pc 
cc: Hate~· !. laall•. SCDPW 
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TO: 

rllCll: 

J>A~E: 

. .RE: 

ll"Elil\A.\ CORPOR.Hr. 1410081008 ---·---

sm1tu11 ™1 Dn••TM!lr ar me mas 

M. Paul Campa91iola 

Robert J. 8o%Dholdt 

NOTember 20, lJJ2 

Ton cf Broothann tandfill at C.R.. 15 Si;zzal Plan 

99143431946 

We haTe reori.ancl the aboYe-mentioned plan, and. of fe~ the followinf 

1. a.Tise span aliguaat slightly as shown on attac:bed plaA ucl 
;epoaiticn heads accordinq1y. 

2. RaTi•• loop lead-in saw cuts a• lhom on attached plan. 

3. Re'l'iae inte~c:omaect cele to be 10 conductor a s conductozi 
on all pl.ul. . 

4. ltnise =te• a1 at&own en attached pJ.Q regaMin; pb.•i.Dq. 

P.B'? 

·~ 

·. · .. 
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James P. Heil. P.E. 

P.O. Box 410 
lvfiddle Island .. NY 1 "1953 

December lst, 1992 

ComnUssioner of Waste Management 
Town of Brookha11en 

Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Proposed Landfill 
Expansion Project: 

Dear Commissioner Heil: 

· A.s described in the DEIS the Landfill Expansion of Cell 5 will require 56 
acres, and will enable the Town of Brookhaven to accept 1,250 tons per day of ERF 
Ash and other waste stream components. The estimated life of the expansion area 
is estimated to be approximately 18 years. 

This proposal generates several are.as of concern. The Alliance reminds the 
Town that ERF .A.sh is the worst by-product of incineration. ERF ash contains all 
the toxins found in raw garbage in a more concentrated form. But for an exemption 
in the law. ERF ash would be considered a hazardous substance. Thus, the Alliance 
continues to object to the inte.rmunicipal agreement (IMA) which exchanges 200,000 
tons per year (TPY) of Brookhaven's raw garbage for 230,000 TPY of ERF ash 
Consequently, we strenuously object to the size of the proposed expansion proje.ct 
which assumes that the Town of Brookhaven will continue to trade raw garbage for 
ERF ash through the year 2009. The DEIS states on p. 7-7 that this assumption 
represents a major tmce.rtainty. The Alliance agrees .. and therefore, recommends 
that the expansion be. downsized to provide only enough landfill capacity for the first 
phase of the Il\.1A. 

The Alliance further objects to the total disregard of external costs 
associated with the expanded landfill. On pp. 7-8 and 7-9 cost comparisons between 
a 13 year and 18 ye.ar landfill are calculated. The 13 year option represents a 5 
year reduction in costs associated with increased water .. and air contamination. 
Nowhere is this decrease in diseconomies associated with the downsizing of the 
landfill reflected in the cost calculations. We ask that this DEIS be. considered 
incomplete until such calculations are fully considered. 

Although the leachate control measures described in the DEIS are "state of 
the art" they can only minimize the contamination of our aquifers, they can not 
prevent it. We, therefore, assert that the expansion of cell S rather than protect 
the public health, and environment serves instead to threaten their further . 
deterioration. We, hence object to the expansion of cell S oa the grounds that it 
does not fulfill the intent of the 1983 Landfill closure law ie. to protect our aquifers 
from contamination. The Alliance requests that the Town of Brookhaven adopt a 
solid waste management plan which strivu to m.aximi2e protection of the public 
health and environment, and whose primary goal is the protection of our aquifers. 
We believe that such a plan would reduce the need for expanding our landfill 
oe.P-oity. 
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The dis c11s s ion of alternative technologies contained on p. 7-10 is wholly 
inadequ~.te. lvlissing from this discussion is an analvsis of the effects on landfill 
demand which alternati11e te.chnologie.s and possible ·legislation will produce.. The 
Alliance has recommended the inclusion of commercial establishments in the 
recycling program: the adoption of an economic incentive to recycle: the adoption of a 
"Don't Bag ltH program: a deposit law for non-car batteries: an increase. in the 
number of recycling da!tS from one to two, and a concurrent reduction in the number 
of pickup days for mixed trash; the adoption of the Excess Packaging Law, and the 
a.doption of Suffolk Counties Plastic Ban. (I have enclosed the Longwood .AJliance 
Solid Waste policy which includes the above suggestions.) .A.gain .. we would like to 
see included in this DEIS the concomitant effects on demand for landfill capacity 
which each of these alternatives would produce.. 

The potential for airborne. contaminates emanating from the ERF Ash has 
not be.en adequately addressed. We ask that a study of existing ERF Ash sites, 
such as the Islip Landfill in Hauppauge, be conducted to adequately measure the 
potential for airborn comtaminates. Until such a study is completed this DEIS 
should be considered incomplete. 

The Longwood Alliance thanks you for this opportunity to comment on the 
DEIS for the Landfill Expansion of Cell 5, and we look forward to your response.. 

Sincerely 

~K~ 
Connie Ke pert 
President 
The Lor1g wood Alliance. 
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9 To r.ncourage Brool.hever1 to follow IslIJ··s leed. and·mmat' a "Don't Bag 
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. IT JS OUR INTENTlON TO WORK FOR THE ADOPTlON, 
AND IMPLEMENTATION OF THE ABOVE GOALS AS AN 
ALLIANCE, AND TO ENCOURAGE OUR MEMBER 
ORGANIZATIONS TO LEND THEIR FULL SUPPORT TO THEIR 
ADOPTION AND IMPLEMENTATION. 
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ROBERT A. W. HEINS, A.I.A. 
ARCHITECT 

December 4, 1992 

MR. JAMES HEIL 
Commissioner 
Department of Waste Management 
3233 Route 112 
Medford, NY 11763 

v I A FA x T 0 : 4t; L - & ~" I· 
Re: Comments on Draft EIS 

of October 1992 
by WEHRAN-NEW YORK,INC. 

ROBERT HEWS. ;;;.. I. A. 

for the TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN LANOrILL EXPANSION 

Dear Commissioner Heil: 

Please consider these comments with respect to the completed 
and presented ORArT EIS: 

1. The DRAFT EIS does not address by viable appraisals; 
by contacting the practicing real estate brokers in 
the East Patchogue, Bellport, Brookhaven, Yaphank to 
get and ascertain how the built landfill as it exists 
has depreciated property values in the area; further 
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the DRAFT EIS does not address what the landfill 
expansion now proposed will cause in further depreciated 
property values. The approximate loss in value to 
the approximate 35,000 residents in these areas is 
purported to be in excess of $1,500,000,000. 

2. Further, the DRAFT EIS, does not address the impact 
of building a second mountain of 230 feet, as such 
geographical modification to the South Shore will 
render, as seen from the Fire Island National Seashore 
and from the Bay areas of the South Shore. The limited 
visual impact of the study is not complete. 

that the final Impact S'latement will address the above 
rd and public imput· and comment and action 

rr! ~11naT"\f;cn"" 
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December 2, 1992 

J Keith and Karen Rowley 
325 Beaver Dam Rd 

Brookhaven, NY 11719 

Dear Supervisor John L.aMura and the Town Board, 

J 
We urge you to oppose the expansion of the landfill to Cell 5. The landfill now 
is the cause of so many problems that are not being solved, and just the thought 
of such an expansion as is proposed is unjustifiable. When government acts, 
one hopes that It has ·answers before It undertakes new projects. We now have 
health problems for many residents living near the present landfill. They are not 
being addressed. We have horendous odor problems, and When we call, we 
are told they will go away, but they never do. We have unaddressed Issues 
such as the toxicity of the ash that your and my children will live with. 

We have a real opportunity here to deal with our waste stream In a much more 
creative and less costly and less polluting manner. By increasing Brookhaven 
Town's efforts to recycle, reduce, and compost the Town of Brookhaven has a 
golden opportunity to be real leaders both on Long Island and in the State of 
New York. You can do this. You can show us that indeed, government is of the 
people, by the people, and for the people. 

We hope you can go down in history as intelligent and thoughtful government. 
We hope that you will be known in this way, and not as the master builders of 
the biggest garbage heap on Long Island. What sorrow and pity to leave such a 
landmark as your legacy. You can do better! 

Sincerely, 
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James H. Heil, P.E. 
Commissioner of Waste Mgmt. 
Town of Brookhaven 
3233 Route 112 
Medford, New York 11763 

Mr. Heil: 

I 
Bellport High School 
Beaver Dam Road 
Brookhaven, New York 11719 

December 2, 1992 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement put forth by the Town of 
Brookhaven, Department of Waste Mangement1 consistently states that 
control of the waste stream is imperative to any solution of the 
Town's solid waste disposal problem. By accepting ash from the 
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Town of Hempstead's ERF you have lost control. The Town of Hempstead 
is committed to tonnage inputs for its incinerator and therefore . ~. must actively seek solid waste from other sources. As of today = 
the Town of Oyster Bay has signed a commitment to deliver solid waste 
to Hempstead's incinerator. What control does the Town of Brookhaven 
have over the quality of ash entering its facility? 

The second flaw in the DEIS is that you consider this to be a landfill 
expansion and not what it-really is, a regional ashfill construction. 
Years ago the Town of Brookhaven vehemently opposed the siting 
of a regional ashfill in Yaphank. At that time even the Supervisors 
Office opp:JSed the plan. At that time the plans called for sealed 
concrete vaults to prevent any leakage of ash into the environment. 
Your present plans cal~:for plastic liners and leachate collection 
fall short of the previous containment measures. 

A final flaw with the DEIS is that the long ranae environmental 
impacts are!-addressed. The local community sur;ounding the landfill 
might be seriously impacted years from now by errant ash dust or 
leachate. Three schools from the South Country Central School 
District lie directly downwind from the proposed expansion. 
Impact fees should be levied in order to cleanup any environmental 
degradations. 

The Town of Brookhaven is proper in considering waste control and 
reduction as a viable means of solving its waste disposal proble~. 
Ash and bypass from other municipalities only confounds the Towns 
solution. Strong lobbying efforts for the establishment of 
environmentally sound packaging certainly should be on of the Towns 
priorities. Thank you for your consideraton. 

Studer.ts for Environmenta1·ouality 
Bellport High School 
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Medford Taxpayers & Civic Association 
Post Off ice Box 439 

Medford, Long Island, New York 11763 
December 4, 1992 

v 
~ 

Comments concerning the DEIS-Town of Brookhaven Landfill Expansion 
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The Medford Taxpayers & Civic Association is opposed to the·10+ acre 
expansion of the landfill. 

The MTCA finds expansion is currently eliminating the Town's needed 
will to pursue more environmentally sound solid waste management 
techniques. As long as we keep accepting Hempstead's "cash" for ash, 
the "will" to reduce, reuse, and recycle will cease to be the goal of 
Brookhaven Solid waste Management. The inspiring efforts of each man, 
woman and Brookhaven child who has been educated and regularly comply 
with CURBY will also be lost. 

Expansion of the landfill to accommodate garbage from outside of 
Brookhaven may provide quick, fix financing but economically and 
environmentally sells-out our future. Recycling is the long term 
economic and environmental winner. 

The space we are allocating for Hempstead ash (plus that of all the 
other Towns that have contracts with Hempstead) only eliminates future 
landfill space for Brookhaven's garbage and makes prohibitively costly 
future Brookhaven Taxpayer landfill space. 

Opportunities to enter into agreements for additional recyclable 
materials, composting of our major household waste stream will be 
opportunities quickly disposed of because of our agreement with 
Hempstead. 

Additional ash adds only to an unnecessary toxic risk. 
dust and further potential toxic leaching into groundwater 
unnecessary hazzards added to the existing odor, pollution 
contaminant disposal problems. 

Fugitive ash 
become 
and 

Yesterday's, "state of the art" landfill facilities have become 
today's "Superfund Toxic Clean-up Sites." The lack of control, concern, 
and expertise as to the future impacts of what one puts into the waste 
stream cause grave concern. There are no guarantees! 

Let's start on an aggressive recycling solid waste management plan! 

The daily impact of additional tractor trailers whether it be from 
the nuisance, seemingly, uncontrolled, recycling businesses on ~c~tE 
Avenue or the parade of trucks to the landfill are hazards one ~mmiiftity 
need not continually be forced to sustain. The Medford, Yapha!ii'k, ~'::'.' ----; 
Bellport, Brookhaven area should not become a Regional Ashfill <ahd :...~: ~·~ ~~ 
Recycling Center. Who will indemnify the surrounding hamlet re4.J.de~t.S:~< 
against al 1 loss and risk? S ~-::::: -:e c ~ .... _ 

l)~t~ 
Don Seubert 
Pres. MTCA 
475-4783 
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November 30. 1992 

Commissioner James Heil 
ErocKh?ven Town Department ot Waste Hanagement 
:.: :: ::, nC•IH e i 1.:. 
l"l o:- ·:i r o r ., • lfr 1176 3 

r•.;:;;.r Commissioner Hei 1: 

The Executive Eoard ot The 5outh Countrv Alliance has asked 
that 1 write to convey our strongest objection to the addition ot 
;;. fifth eel 1 at our Brookhaven Town landfill site. We are 
con~o:-rned ;;.bout the adequacy of the Town's Solid Waste Management 
Fl?n to live up to the letter and the spirit of the Environmental 
lmp;;.ct St;;.tement recently submittted by the Town. We see also. a 
~ioi?te~ trust that the proposed use of this land goes contr;;.ry 
to the original intent that it remain an open and natural burfer 
;;ore;;. to heip ensure the well-being of the many people who m:oke 
th&ir homes in this part of Brookhaven Town. 

The Town's recoro of not following up on the most b:osic ot 
l?ndfii I ;;.lternatives. namely reduction of the waste stream and 
the priorit~· of reuse and recvcling troubles us. It troubles us 
more th;;.t if this fifth cell comes to pass. the Town's ability 
:ond resolve to implement and enforce the procedural safeguards 
th;;.t the DEIS proposes wil 1 be found to be inadequate. 

EluntlY stated. it seems to be the public perception that 
th& Town has alre;;.dy floundered in giving us pollution-free air. 
It can cni~ be imagined. for now. whether its quarantee of 
po1 lution-tree ground water can be worthy of our trust. Ag:oin. 
~our past record does not speak well for you. 

Another aspect of this whole affair which is new to many of 
us. but seo:-ms of negligible importance to the Town. is the idea 
ot ;;. ~Host Fee". Should the worst come to pass. is it not the 
dvtY or the Town to pursue anv cost saving to us the taxp;;.yersi 
~f?ln. this short-sightedness ~ust adds to our concern about the 
o~er:ol I ~business as usual" approach that just does not address 
the long-term welfare of the people of Brookhaven Town. 

We look to Town officials such ~s you to seek ex~ellence. 
nQ~ ~xpediencv. by doing the right thing - rethinking Cell Five. 

_ sincor_!>•Y· ~·C 

~~ f I -<-eL,-... · 
Thomas F. Kiely 
Chairman. Environmental ~ffairs 

REPRESENTING EAST PATCHOGUE• BELLPORT• BROOKHAVEN HAMLET• SOUTH HAVEN 

INC. 1987 
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Town of 
Brookhaven 
New York 

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING. ENVIRONMENT 
&DMLOPMENT 
CAROLE S. SWICK. R.LA. Commissioner 
DMSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

Dear Jim: 

December 4, 1992 

Jim Heil, Commissioner of Waste Management 

John W. Pavacic, Environmental Planne~ 
DEP Comments on DEIS for Landfill Expansion 

Thank you for providing us with the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Town of Srookhaven Landfill Expansion. We have reviewed the document and offer the following: 

2. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION (pp. 2-1 to 2-29) 

2.2 Location of the Project (pp. 2-4 to 2-5) 

1. 

2.4.l 

1. 

In the last paragraph of this section, it is recommended a figure be provided for the total area of the 534-acre waste management facility which is occupied by the existing landfill. 

Site Configuration (pp. 2-7 to 2-8) 

In order to ascertain how the proposed landfill expansion area will compare with existing 
components of the existing 534-acre waste 
management facility, it is recommended the following information be provided: 

a. total area of existing landfill 
b. total existing paved area (roads, driveways, etc.) 
c. total existing building area 
d. total existing natural area 
e. total existing lawn/landscape area 
f. total existing area not included in a-e 

above 
g. total proposed paved area 
h. total proposed natural area to remain · 
i. total proposed lawn/landscape area 

.. 

j. total proposed area not included in g-i 
above 

3233 ROUTE 112. MEDFORD. NY 11763 (516) 451-6455 
PRINTED ON 1£CYCl.£D PAPER 
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DEP Comments on Cell 5 DEIS -- 2 

2.5.5 Materials Manage~ent (pp. 2-14 tO 2-25) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

On page 2-15 under "Daily Cover" and under "dust 
Control" on page 2-21, theDEIS discusses the 
control of dust with water. However, how will 
this be accomplished during freezing and 
subfreezing temperature conditions? 

In regard to the discussion of dust control on 
page 2-21, will any periodic air quality 
monitoring occur downwind of and adjacent to the 
working face of Cell 5, especially for aerosols 
and microscopic particulates? 

Under the discussion of Noise Control on pages 
2-22 to 223jthe DEIS states that a 500-foot-wide 
buffer of existing natural vegetation shall be 
preserved along the west side of the site. 
Because residentially-zoned property is located on 
the south side of Sunrise Highway as well which 
could be developed in the future, will 
consideration be given to providing a sufficient 
buffer along this side of Cell 5 as well? 

4. In the discussion of "Water Resource 
Contamination" and "Groundwater Monitoring" on 
pages 2-23 to 2-24, it is recommended it be stated 
how often wells will be sampled and at what times 
of the year. 

3 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING (pp. 3-1 to 3-75) 

3.2.1.3 

1. 

3.2.2 

1. 

3.2.3 

1. 

Existing Groundwater Quality 

On pages 3-26 to 3-27, the DEIS discusses 
"Groundwater Supplies" and notes the Part 360 
survey requirements for locating public and 
private wells within one mile downgradient of the 
proposed site. Although on page 3-26 only one 
private well is noted as being within the Part 360 
boundary, according to Figure 3-14 there are a 
number of wells located just outside this boundary 
and which may be downgradient of Cell 5. 
Accordingly, it is recommended that the same 
consideration be given to these additional wells. 

Surface Water (pp. 3-27 to 3-31) 

In the discussion of "Surface Water Quality" on 
pages 3-30 to 3-31, the DEIS references sampling 
point aD-3 and states this point is also shown in 
Figure 3-22. A review of this figure finds that 
ao-3 is not shown, however. 

Wetlands (pp. 3-31 to 3-32) 

It should be noted that the wetlands discussed in 
this section are also regulated by the Town of 



DEP Comments on Cell 5 DEIS -- 3 

3.3.2 

Brookhaven under Chapter 81 of the Town Code. In 
addition, freshwater wetlands extend further north 
than is shown in Figure 3-23. In the spring of 
1991 wetlands which extend to a point just south 
of the MRF were delineated with flags on-site by 
staff of the Town Division of Environmental 
Protection and were apparently plotted on maps by 
Louis McLean Associates under the direction of Jim 
Gladyz. Accordingly, the correct wetlands 
boundary should be shown and the above-referenced 
information also discussed in the text. 

Air Quality (pp. 3-34 to 3-36) 

1. Is any consideration being given to sampling 
ambient air quality at the existing waste 
management site prior to the installation of Cell 
5 in order to establish baseline air quality 
conditions? 

3.4 Ecological Resources (pp. 3-36 to 3-42) 

3.4.1 Vegetation (pp. 3-36 to 3-38) 

1. Although the DEIS discussion of vegetation notes 
that the Town Natural Resources Inventory 
describes two predominant types of vegetational 
communities in the Town, it is recommended that 
the FEIS also provide a comparison of the plant 
communities on the site with those in the book 
entitled Ecological Communities of New York State 
by Carol Reschke which was published in March of 
1990 by the New York Natural Heritage Program part 
of NYSDEC. This publication provides a precise 
breakdown and definition of vegetational 
communities and further categorizes the deciduous 
hardwood forest and oak-pine forest types found on· 
the project site. 

2. It should be noted that a number of plant species 
found on the site are classified as "exploitably 
vulnerable" under 6 NYCRR 193.3. These ~ ---are: 

American bittersweet 
spotted wintergreen 
trailing arbutus 

3. In a review of the plant species observed on the 
site, it is noted that two rare plant species, as 
defined by the State in 6NYCRR 193.3(e), were 
listed in Table 3-17 on page 2 of 3 as being 
either on the facility site or in the surrounding 
area. The location of these two species,.~ Stueve' s 
bush clover (Lespedeza stuevei) and Nuttall's J 

lobelia (Lobelia nuttalli), should be provided in 
the FEIS both on a map and in the text and it is 
recommended every effort should be made to 
preserve them. It is. noted that for the lobelia 
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DEP Comments on Cell 5 DEIS -- 4 

4. 

3.4.2. 

1. 

the species name is not provided although the / 

common name is confirmed. Accordingly, this J 

should be corrected. 

On pages 1 of 3 and 2 of 3 of Table 3-17, several 
species were observed on the site for which the 
genus is identified but not the species. Several 
of these genera have species which are listed by 
the State as either being endangered, threatened 
or rare. These are as follows: 

milkweed 
white aster 
Carex 
tick-trefoil 
Equiseturn 
smartweed 
cinquefoil 
goldenrod 

- Asclepias spp. 
- Aster spp. 
- Carex spp. 
- Desmodiurn spp. 
- Equiseturn spp. 
- Polygonurn spp. 
- Potentilla spp. 
- Solidago spp. 

It is suggested that every effort be made to 
identify these plants to the species level in 
order to confirm that they are or are not 
endangered, threatened or rare. To assist in this 
endeavor, the field biologist who observed these 
plants may either wish to send samples to the New 
York State aotanist for indentification or contact 
the New York Natural Heritage Program. If any of 
these are confirmed as endangered, threatened or 
rare it is recommended their location be provided 
in the FEIS both on a map and in the text and 
effort made, if possible, to preserve them. 

Wildlife (pp. 3-38 to 3-42) 

It is recommended that more detail be provided in 
regard to wildlife including information on the 
abundance of species observed and distribution 
over the site of species. In addition, it is 
recommended that the specific habitat requirements 
and behavioral aspects of the following observed 
species be provided in the FEIS in narrative form 
to provide for a more comprehensive review: 

a. red-tailed hawk 
b. turkey vulture 
c. killdeer 
d. Northern bobwhite 
e. prairie warbler 
f. yellow warbler 
g. black-throated green warbler 
h. barn swallow 
i. wood thrush 
j • Carolina wren 
k. brown thrasher 
1. Canada warbler 



DEP Comments on Cell 5 DEIS -- 5 

2. 

3.4.3 

1. 

On page 2 of 2 of Table 3-23, the American toad is 
listed as a species observed on the site. 
However, our Division's own field observations 
along with information obtained from other 
agencies and private local ecological 
organizations indicates that the American toad is 
not found on Long Island whereas the species 
observed was more likely the Fowler's toad. 
Accordingly, this observation should be confirmed. 

Significant Habitats (pp. 3-38 to 3-42) 

In the discussion of "Endangered, Threatened, and 
Special Concern Species" on pages 3-38 and 3-39, 
the DEIS references of list of rare plants found 
in the Town of Brookhaven which were included in 
the Town Natural Resources Inventory and shown in 
Table 3-24 of the DEIS. The DEIS states that 
" .•• no regulatory status (i.e. state protection) 
is affiliated with the Town designation." This is 
a misinterpretation of the information provided in 
the Natural Resources Inventory. This list is not 
of species designated by the Town as rare, but is 
a list of New York State-designated endangered, 
threatened or rare plants which happen to occur in 
the Town of Brookhaven. Therefore, in contrast to 
the comment in the DEIS, these species do have 
state protection under 6NYCRR 193.3. The DEIS 
also states on page 3-39 that "Many of these 
species, while being considered rare on Long 
Island, have secure populations throughout other 
areas of their range." This is incorrect -
because these species have been given State 
designation as either endangered, threatened or 
rare, it means they are endangered, threatened or 
rare throughout New York State, not just on Long 
Island. Accordingly, these statements should be 
corrected in the FEIS. 

4 POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION (pp. 
4-1 to 4-33) 

4.2.1.2 Groundwater Quality (pp. 4-4 to 4-5) 

1. It is recommended the FEIS discuss the track 
record of the proposed liner and leachate 
collection system in withstanding leaks and 

I 

eventual groundwater contamination. ~, 

2. In the second-to-last paragraph of this section, 
the DEIS states the " ••• potential impact to the 
existing groundwater quality is limited" because 
existing groundwater quality has already been 

·impacted by the existing landfill. This statement 
is questioned because it appears to discount the ~-
seriousness of any groundwater contamination. It 
is recommended this statement be removed from the 
FEIS. 



DEP Comments on Cell 5 DEIS -- 6 

3. 

4. 

s. 

4.2.3 

1. 

4.3.2 

1. 

2. 

3. 

!t is recommended consideration be given to 
providing more detail in regard to potential 
groundwater contamination of groundwater. Eased 
on past experience, this information could include 
rates of leakage, rate of flow of contaminants and 
potential concentrations of contaminants. 

In the last paragraph of this section on page 4-5, 
the DEIS states that groundwater monitoring wells 
will be sampled. It is recommended the FEIS 
indicate how often and at what times of year the 
wells will be sampled. 

On page 4-5 the DEIS states refers to 
" ••• anticipated leakage rates ••• " for the proposed 
containment system. Is it expected there will be 
some leakage from the liner/leachate containment 
system and if so what are the anticipated 
numerical rates? 

Wetlands (p. 4-7) 

As noted under previous comments for Section 
3.2.3, it should be noted that the wetlands 
discussed in this section are also regulated by 
the Town of Brookhaven under Chapter 81 of the 
Town Code and that freshwater wetlands extend 
further north than is shown in Figure 3-23. 
Accordingly, it is recommended this be noted in 
the FEIS. 

Air Quality (pp. 4-8 to 4-15) 

On pages 4-8 to 4-9 the, the DEIS discusses the 
control of dust with water and with the prompt 
planting of new vegetation under the 
"Construction" subsection. However, how will this 
be accomplished during freezing and subfreezing 
temperature conditions and during periods of the 
year when plant growth and establishment cannot 
occur? 

In consideration of the height of the proposed 
Cell 5 and the potential for the development of 
moderate to high winds, will any modeling be done 
to confirm that these factors will not transport 
fugitive dust and other airborne contaminants to 
areas containing sensitive receptors? In 
addition, have any tests been conducted to 
determine if airborne materials released at the 
top of the landfill have been detected downwind in 
areas of sensitive receptors? 

In the discussion of references by MRI and Hahn 
concerning fugitive ash emissions on pages 4-11 to 
4-15, it is suggested that more information from 
these studies be provided in the FEIS to determine 
their relevancy and similarity to conditions at 



DEP Comments on Cell 5 DEIS -- 7 

the proposed Cell 5. It is suggested that a 
synopsis of these studies should note the source 
and type of ash (e.g. municipal, etc.) studied, 
the volumes involved, the climatological 
conditions, operational conditions, methodologies 
used to study potential ash dust release, etc. 

4. In the second paragraph on page 4-14, the DEIS 
states that " .•• many of the assumptions that are 
integral to the MRI model are not applicable to 
the Landfill Expansion Area project." It is 
suggested that the FEIS outline and explain the 
specific aspects of the MRI model which are not 
comparable to the Cell 5 scenario. 

5. In the third paragraph on page 4-14, the DEIS 
refers to "AP-42 emission calculations." It is 
suggested that these calculations and their 
relevance to Cell 5 be explained for the layman. 

6. In the last paragraph of the Air Quality section 
on page 4-15, the DEIS states that the existing 
landfill has been receiving ERF ash for one year 
and that " ••• significant fugitive dust impacts .•• " 
are not created. Have any air quality sampling 
studies been conducted during this time to confirm 
this conclusion or are there other studies on 
which this is based? 

Ecological Resources (pp. 4-15 to 4-4-18) 

4.4.1 

1. 

2. 

Vegetation (pp. 4-15 to 4-16) 

As stated in previous comments on the 
Environmental Setting section, in a review of the 
plant species observed on the site, it is noted 
that two rare plant species, as defined by the 
State in 6NYCRR 193.3(e), were listed as being 
either on the facility site or in the surrounding 
area. The location of these two species, Stueve's 
bush clover (Lespedeza stuevei) and Nuttall's 
lobelia (Lobelia nuttalli), should be provided in 
the FEIS both on a map and in the text. It is 
recommended that potential adverse environmental 
impacts to these species should be discussed. 

As stated previously several species were observed 
on the site for which the genus is identified but 
not the species. Several of these genera have 
species which are listed by the State as either 
being endangered, threatened or rare. It is 
suggested that potential impacts to these specific 
plants be discussed in the FEIS. 
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4.4.2. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4.4.3 

1. 

Wildlife Cpp. 4-16 to 4-17) 

It is recommended that a detailed discussion of 
potential adverse environmental ·m acts to the 
following species rovided in the FE S: 

a. red-tailed hawk 
b. turkey vulture 
c. killdeer 
d. Northern bobwhite 
e. prairie warbler 
f. yellow warbler 
g. black-throated green warbler 
h. barn swallow 
i. wood thrush 
j. Carolina wren 
k. brown thrasher 
1. Canada warbler 

On page 4-17, the DEIS states that affected 
species are capable of relocating to adjacent 
undisturbed properties. However, this conclusion 
does not consider that most ecological studies on 
Long Island are based on the assumption that all 
habitat areas on Long Island are at carrying 
capacity for all ecological niches. ~ased on this 
factor, even if some individuals relocated to 
adjacent areas, this would still result in a 
population decline due to the lack of sufficient 
niches to accommodate all displaced animals. 
Accordingly, it is recommended the FEIS discuss 
this factor. 

In the last paragraph of this section, the DEIS 
states that the revegetated landfill cover will 
" ••• provide nesting and foraging habitat for 
passerines, waterfowl and small mammals •.. " and 
will be used by raptors for hunting. It is 
recommended that supporting references and 
documentation be provided in the FEIS to confirm 
these conclusions. In addition, if no man-made 
surface water bodies are proposed for the area, it 
is unclear how habitat will be provided for 
waterfowl on the site. In addition, the FEIS 
should indicate for what species the revegetation 
will be of benefit. 

Significant Habitats (p. 4-18) 

In the discussion of provided on page 4-18, the 
DEIS states that no endangered, threatened, and 
rare species have been noted on the site. 
However, as was noted previously under discussions 
of vegetation, the DEIS has noted that r~re and/or 
endangered plant species have been found on the 
site. Accordingly, this statement should be 
corrected. 
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5 MITIGATION MEASURES TO MINIMIZE OR AVOID ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS (pp. 5-1 to 5-7) 

5.2 Description of Mitigative Measures (pp. 5-1 to 5-7) 

Change in Topography/Increased Elevation/Visual and 
Aesthetics (p. 5-1) 

1. In consideration of the fact that a 500-foot-wide 
buffer of existing natural vegetation is to be 
preserved on the west side of Cell 5, it is recommended 
that consideration be given to ensuring the 
preservation of another buffer of existing natural 
vegetation on the south side of Cell 5 to help to 
protect views from Sunrise Highway and to help to 
minimize potential visual impacts to future residents 
of the currently vacant residentially-zoned area 
located just south of Sunrise Highway. If possible, a 
buffer width of 100 feet should be maintained in this 
area wherever feasible. 

Air Quality Impacts (pp. 5-4 to 5-5) 

1. -Will any consideration be given to periodic air 
quality monitoring downwind of and adjacent to the _. 
working face of Cell 5, such as for aerosols, 
microscopic particulates and so forth? Perhaps 
this can be considered as an additional mitigation 
measure. 

Ecological/Vegetation Impacts/Wildlife Habitat (p. 5-5) 

1. As noted previously, a number of rare plants have 
been noted on or adjacent to the project site. If 
these plants are located in areas to be disturbed, 
it is recommended that consideration be given to 
attempting to transplant these to other areas of 
the site which will never be disturbed and to 
providing for the care of these plants after 
transplantation. 

2. In the eventual revegetation of the site, it is 
recommended that an emphasis be placed on using 
native plant material and in gearing the 
revegetation to the re-creation of wildlife 
habitat which is most favorable to those wildlife 
species found in the area which are rare, forest­
interior dependent, least tolerant of disturbance 
and area-sensitive. Emphasis should not be geared 
toward suburbanized, common species. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this DEIS. If 
you have any questions or need further information in regard to 
these comments, please feel free to contact me. 
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Rr:·c£1VED 
92 NOY 23 All 

Dear Supervisor LaMura, Of:Fi.~·.:- I/: 5/. 
I am a pp au 1 e d that the Town of Brook ha v en.v~f ffn~tivfsoR 

town meeting to voice opposition to the extension or t EN 
Brookhaven Land Fill in mid November, while work on the project 
had started last summer. Also a 12-4-92 deadline for written 
appeals must be some sort of joke. Why on earth have the 
meeting or accept written appeals, if this project is already 
in the works?!. We people of Brookhaven Township are tired of 
screw up after screw up. Were tired of being Railroaded by our 
elected officials. We don't want another dump! The one we 
have had to live with for all these years was supposed to be 
capped ~nd closed by now!. Where do you get off opening another 
one. And why were you not at that farce of a meeting?. Were 
you afraid to face the people surrounding the landfill thats 
been screwed over so many times?. There· is no need to open a 
Landfill so close to people's names. There are thousands and 
thousands of acres that are miles to the nearest homes that you 
can put this landfill. According to Commissioner Heil, it is 
enviromentally safe. If so--put it in the Pine Barrens where 
nobody has to live next door to it, if its so safe. And, if 
its not "so safe" for the Pine Barrens it's certainly not safe 
for us to live next door to it. 

If you expect to get re-elected next year, you don't have 
a cnance in hell unless you stop this project. We are tired of 
putting up with the towns continued ability to mismanage the 
affairs of tne town and have little or no concern for its people. 

Remember--no one wants or deserves to have a landfill in 
there backyard. We are not saying to put it in someone elses 
backyard. We are saying to put it miles (not 700 feet) away 
from peoples homes. We know we need to put garbage somewhere, 
but not within "Nose Shot" of it. 

Do the Right Thing! 
Sincerely, Joseph Ferraro 

}::J~~,n/~ 

6C 
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·- ~ _. 
- ::::> -· ...... 

E'r:::ic' ~'" ·::r·,. N ... ~ .. -- J ·::;:-

~ .. ~ ~--' j f .::. ; . ~~ .. '·· i 

--~~:-: .. ~- -·· _ .:r:t::::it ·-- lo\ ... 21\' Thar1k:a1 .... ,.ir:':: hc1 1id.?.'./ -.·-. F:a .. 
'·;;;. ::~.,.-,.,..= -·.:.:·:T:C .:.:.no::-~:-.. c·::::.t";t tc.· the hot~rible :te:-i·=h. The ::tE~=h !·•::.=: 

'.::•.::. :i:::·_ .• .::c:· __ • ::::2d 1
' -r~·.:2.· .• it.!.~ T1_1e=:d.:o.v. De·=· ..... 19c:·= .. .snd .... ::;t:.:.l 

~'::t::::.l::: · c"··· ,··:::'~~ .. i.:.·.::-i 1 • ·ri-1=: :::-:en=~• h2s 9otten ~'Jor=::· 1 ~ ~.'h2.t !·::nd ::>t ·.1· 
:::-c.·.::,n:..::2'::::.-.t =·~=f:::i:·.: .::~;-··::: .• 1:-Lt·~· L·Jh2+:: kind of Mon:tc·r C\re ·:cLt tc• :::·~el,-:c . 
....... '~s···-~t::s ::T,c!:·~· .··=.oL: h2-.·2 no ·=ontrol :::f the orobl·=m~ ·-:c:·'-'. ?.re 2.,-: 
·• ... ,, ::·1·:..: • .::o:::··--t-,::;;us: ,__, ··,_!ci: c· ... tbl::.c c.0 -ffic::..:."'.l ?.nd ':'OLl have rL• . .:.neC: m\: 1.·.1-all­
~-:.2.r:: :::·~;-:~ !-,:~.=-c:.~c-~:=.: .. ··-.·=:..;_ ~-·:J.\i·:=- ~--L~::-:ed :-n:·-/ hc•!nelife. ! ~..--Jil·! ne'._,e!·· ;:;•_t~oc-!-"t 

:: -- = : '"' c ~ ~ . To ine. e.re 
!"'. ··-· -:-.·-·.:: : .. a heartles~ callow c ~·2 a t: ... re. 

Unhao~il··.' y:::..w:.:. 

"1s. Sal L' Pe==.:i 
18 Qlj E'2•'tc F.d. 
B1···=c+t-. ::ven. N. ':.. 117: =' 

,. -



I l 

The Town Supervisors office received 405 letters from students at the Hampton 

Avenue School Each of these letters is summarized in the attached listing. The original 

letters are on file and available for inspection at the Department of Waste Management 

offices. 
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TOWN C? S~OOKHA VEN 

1992 NOV 23 AM ID= 1 l 

Mr. James Heil 
Dept. of Waste Mgt. 
Brookhaven Township 
Medford, New York 11763 

Dear Mr. Heil: 

65 

James Rathmann 
115 Phyllis Drive 

Patchogue, New York 11772 

November 19, 1992 

There is no assurance that the new location at the landfill 
will not begin to leak and create further problems with groundwater 
therefore, my family and I oppose the opening of Cell Five at the 
Brookhaven Landfill. 

Thank you. 

James Rathmann 



P~CEIV'::D 
WASTE t-1ANAGEMENT 

TOWN Cr BROOKHAVEN 

1992 NOV 23 AH ~ 12 
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Ronnie Catalano 
28 Gail Drive 

Lake Ronkonkoma, New York 11779 

Mr. James Heil 
Dept. of Waste Mgt. 
Brookhaven Township 
Medford, New York 11763 

Dear Mr. Heil: 

November 19, 1992 

The exisiting landfill is not properly managed and has caused 
the community extensive problems with odors, thertore, my family 
and I oppose the opening of Cell Five at the Brookhaven Landfill. 



Mr. James Heil 
Dept. of Waste Mgt. 
Brookhaven Township 
Medford, N.v.· 11763 

Dear Mr. Heil: 

R~CEIV~D 
WASTE MANAGEMENT 

TOWN O~ 8ROOKHA VEN 

1992 NOV 23 AH D I 0 

Vanessa Alvino 
120 Tarpin Avenue 

Medford, New York 11763 

November 19, 1992 

My family and I oppose the further development and opening of 
Cell Five at the Brookhaven Landfill.· Thank you. 

Vanessa Alvino 

6'1 



Mr. James Heil 

~=CEIVED 
WAST:: MANAGEMENT 
TOW~~ C·i= BROOKHAVEN 

1992 NOV 23 AH JD: I I 

Dept. of Waste Mgt. 
Brookhaven Township 
Medford, New York 11763 

Dear Mr. Heil: 

68 

Darlene Alvino 
218 Buffalo Avenue 

Medford, New York 11763 

November 19, 1992 

The dump is an eyesore; the proposed additional area is larger 
and will be higher and even more unsightly. 

My family and I oppose the opening of Cell Five at the 
Brookhaven Landfill. 

(~ Yc~rs tr/J: , 
·. ' /?,// (/gyt;-

/ ~f<:.4,_/ I 7; /, 
-- Darlj!n~lvino V 



Mr. James Heil 

'.:~CEIVED 
WASIC. MANAGEMENT 

Towr 1 C? BROOKHAVEN 

1992 NOV 24 AK 9: fl6 

Dept. of Waste Mgt. 
Brookhaven Township 
Medford, New York 11763 

Dear Mr. Heil: 

John Armstrong 
180 East Main Streeet 

Patchogue, New York 11772 

November 19, 1992 

The Town should consider implementing a commercial recycling 
program to minimize waste before it opens more landfill area since 
two thirds of the waste is created by businesses. 

My family and I oppose the opening of Cell Five at the 
Brookhaven Landfill. 

Yours truly, 

69 

9,;.,11~1~ 
John Armstrong 



c=c~1\1 =0 ··- c -
WASTE MANAGEMENT 

TOWN C·:: BROOKHAVEN 

rm NOV 23 AH n I I 

Mr. James Heil 
Dept. of Waste Mgt. 
Brookhaven Township 
Medford, New York 11763 

Dear Mr. Heil: 

70 

Clarice Alviino 
120 Tarpin Avenue 

Medford, New York 11763 

November 19, 1992 

It is unfair to burden the community of Brookhaven Hamlet (41. of 
~~pulation) with all of the waste for our Town and tor 
'',,,Huntingt? ash. 

~crmrty ~nd I oppose the opening of Cell Five at the Brookhaven 
Landfill. 

Yours ~ruly, 

~~ 
Clarice Alvino 



JAMES A. KUZLCSKI 

REGIONAL OIAECT'OR 
October JO, 1992 

Honorable Jamea Heil 
Commi.aai.onar 

STATE OF NEW YORK 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

VET~RANS MEMORIAL HIGHWAY 

HAUPPAUGE. N.Y. 1'788 

D•~nt of Waate M.anag ... nt 
Town :of Brook.ba,,.n 
J2JJ Route 112 
Medford, New York 11763 
~: 
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FAANICUN E. WHITE 

COMMISSIONER 

Dear·Mz:. Heil: 
·•t.:.~ 

Propo•ed Landfill !xp!n•ion Project 
Brookhaven, ~ 

After r"'=eipt and review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement prepared by 
Wehran Envirotech, Inc. dated oetober 1992, we concur that the traffic generated 
by this project will not affect Hew York State Route• 112,. 27 and I495. Aa an 
involved agency, we are eanding you thia latter to act aa a foml raepoa.a to 
tlul.Tuaed&y, November 10, 1992 public -ting to be held at the Brookha'98n. Town 
Office ccxaplex, Route 112, Medford, Mew York.. 

If you have any further queetioa. or •-k additional aaaietance, pleaaa contact 
ma directly at (516) 360-6108. 

Very truly youra, 

c-,~/)Cr ~ 
JOBH A. FALOTICO 
Planning & Program Management Directer 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY/AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 



DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 

COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 

ROBERT J. GAFFNEY 

SUFFOLK COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

ARTHUR H. KUNZ 
DIRECTOR OF Pl.ANNING 

October 28, 1992 

Mr. James Heil, CoJmDissioner 
Town of Brookhaven Department of Waste Management 

3233 Route 112 
Medford, N. Y. 11763 

RE: Proposed Landfill Expansion Project - Brookhaven, N. Y. 

Dear CoJmDissioner Heil: 

The staff of this department has reviewed the above project and 

of fer the following coJmDents for your use. 

The proposed landfill expansion is essential to the Town's manage­

ment of its solid waste. 

Regulations governing the design and operation of the facility are 

extremely protective of Long Island's ground and surface waters as well 

as its other environmental resources. 

We do not envision any adverse impacts associated with the landfill 

expansion. 

Furthermore, the DEC consent order requires the Town to implement 

its Solid Waste Manageme!!t Plan 0£ ~hich this is a part. In addition, 

the trash for ash agreement with the Town of Hempstead requires 

Brookhaven to provide sufficient land disposal for the waste-to-energy 

facility residue. The proposed expansion will accoJmDodate ash in 

separate cells as well as non-combustible residue from its MRF, residue 

from composting operations, some C a D waste and car shredding residue. 

Director 

AHK:pd 
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H. I.EE DENNISON BUil.DiNG • VET£RANS MEMORIAi.. HIGHWAY • HAUPPAUGE. NEW YORK 1 1 788 • IS 161 8!53-S 192 
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APPENDIX 3 
INDEX TO COMMENTS 





ID 

' NAME I ORGANIZATION I COMPANY 
SPEAKERS AT PUBLIC HEARING 

1 Elizabeth Gundlach 
2 Amy Brock 
3 RhOnda Wiess 
4 Marilyn McKeown 
5 Fallh Mccutcheon 
6 Virginia Weslon 
7 Steven Romalewski 
8 Dr. R. E. Watson 
9 Joop van der Grinten 

10 Mary Jo Farrell 
11 Debra Brown 
12 Lin Marie Das!ls 
13 Theresa Geismer 
14 Teresa Busardo 
15 Leslie O'Conner 
16 Nanel!e Essel, Brookhaven Solid Waste Allerna!lve Coall!ion 
17 Lillian DiPaula, Brookhaven Solid Waste Alternative Coalition 
18 Ralph Wall, Brookhaven Solid Waste Allernative Coalition 
19 Erin Fehn 
20 Claire Goad 
21 Thomas Ludlum. Brookhaven Village Association 
22 Tom Shannon 
23 Toni Layden-Rodgers 
24 Arthur Governali, South Sungate Homeowners Association 
25 Jim Vaz, South Sungate Homeowners Association 
26 Jennifer Garcia 
27 Walter Bundy 
28 Charles Stephani 
29 Hugo Giannotti 
30 Helen Pedigo ' 
31 Girl Scouts, Troop 1404 & 1668 
32 Dr. Robert Sack 

APPENDIX3 
BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION FEIS 

INDEX OF RESPONSES 

RESPONSE SECTION REFERENCE 2.1.1 2.1.2 2.1.3 2.1.4 2.1.5 2.2.1 2.2.2 2.3.1 2.3.2 2.3.3 2.4 3.1 3.2.1 3.2.2 3.2.3 3.3 3.4 3.5 3.6.1 
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ID 
I NAME I OAGANIZA TION I COMPANY 4.1 4.2.1 

SPEAKERS AT PUBLIC HEARING 

1 Elizabeth Gundlach 

2 Amy Brock x 
3 Rhonda Wiess 

4 Marilyn McKeown x 
5 Faith McCutcheon 

6 Virginia Weston 

7 Steven Aomalewskl 

8 Dr. A. E. Watson 

9 Joop van der Grinten 

10 Mary Jo Farrell 

11 Debra Brown 

12 Lin Marie Dastis 

13 Theresa Gelsmer 
14 Teresa Busardo 

15 Leslte O'Conner 

16 Nanette Esset, Brookhaven Solid Waste Alternative Coalttion 
17 littian DiPaula. Brookhaven Solid Waste Alternative Coalttlon x x 
18 Ralph Walt, Brookhaven Solid Waste Alternative Coatlllon x 
19 Erin Fehn 

20 CtalreGoad 

21 Thomas Ludlum, Brookhaven Village Association 
22 Tom Shannon 

23 Toni Layden-Rodgers 

24 Arthur Governalt, South Sungate Homeowners Association 
25 Jim Vaz, South Sungate Homeowners Association 

26 Jennifer Garcia 

27 Walter Bundy 

28 Charles Stephani 

29 Hugo Giannotti 

30 Helen Pedigo 

31 Girl Scouts, Troop 1404 & 1668 

32 Dr. Robert Sack 

APPENDIX 3 
BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION FEIS 

INDEX OF RESPONSES 

RESPONSE SECTION REFERENCE 
4.2.2 5.0 6.1.1 6.1.2 6.2.1 6.2.2 6.2.3 6.2.4 6.2.5 6.3.1 6.3.2 6.3.3 6.3.4 6.3.5 6.3.6 7.1.1 
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x x x 
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ID 
I NAME I ORGANIZATION I COMPANY 7.3.1 7.3.2 

SPEAKERS AT PUBLIC HEARING 
1 Elizabelh Gundlach 
2 Amy Brock 

3 Rhonda Wiess 
4 Marilyn McKeown 
5 Failh McCulcheon 
6 Virginia Weston 
7 Steven Aomalewski x 
8 Or. A. E. Watson 
9 Joop van der Grinlen 

10 Mary Jo Farrell 

11 Debra Brown 
12 Lin Marie Dastis 
13 Theresa Gelsmer 
14 Teresa Busardo 
15 Leslie O'Conner 
16 Nanette Essel, Brookhaven Solid Waste Alternative Coalition 
17 Lillian DiPaula, Brookhaven Solid Waste Alternallve Coalillon 
18 Ralph Wall, Brookhaven Solid waste Alternative Coalillon 
19 Erin Fehn 

20 Claire Goad 

21 Thomas Ludlum, Brookhaven Village Association 
22 Tom Shannon 

23 Toni Layden-Rodgers 

24 Arlhur Governali, South Sungate Homeowners Association 
25 Jim Vaz, Soulh Sungate Homeowners Association 
26 Jennifer Garcia 

27 Watter Bundy 

28 Charles Stephani 

29 Hugo Giannotti 

30 Helen Pedigo 

31 Girl Scouts, Troop 1404 & 1668 
32 Dr. Aoberl Sack 

APPENDIX3 
BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION FEIS 
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ID , NAME I ORGANIZATION I COMPANY 8.2.5 8.2.6 
SPEAKERS AT PUBLIC HEARING 

1 Elizabelh Gundlach -------------- ··------
2 Amy Brock 

3 Rhonda Wiess 

4 Marilyn McKeown 

5 Faith McCulcheon 

6 Virginia Weston 

7 Steven Romalewski x x 
8 Dr. A. E. Walson 

9 Joop van der Grinlen 

10 Mary Jo Farrell 

11 Debra Brown 

12 Lin Marie Oaslis 
13 Theresa Gelsmer 
14 Teresa Busardo 

15 Leslie O'Conner 
16 Nanene Esser. Brookhaven Solid Waste Allernalive Coalllion 
17 Liiiian OiPaula. Brookhaven Solid Waste Allornatlvo Coallllon 
18 Ralph Wall, Brookhaven Solid Wasre Allornalivo Coalllion 
19 Erin Fohn 

20 ClalroGoad 

21 Thomas Ludlum, Brookhaven Village Association 
22 Tom Shannon 

23 Toni Layden-Rodgers 
24 Arthur Governall, South Sungalo Homeowners Associalion 
25 Jim Vaz, South Sungate Homeowners Assoclallon 
26 Jenniler Garcia 

27 Waller Bundy 

28 Charles Srephani 

29 Hugo Giannolli 

30 Helen Pedigo 

31 Girl Scouts, Troop 1404 & 1668 

32 Or. Robert Sack 

APPENDIX3 
BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION FEIS 

INDEX OF RESPONSES 
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RESPONSE SECTION REFERENCE 
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ID 

' NAME I ORGANIZATION I COMPANY 9.2.1 9.2.2 

SPEAKERS AT PUBLIC HEARING 

1 Ellzabelh Gundlach 

2 Amy Brock 

3 Rhonda Wiess 

4 Marilyn McKeown 

5 Failh McCutcheon 

6 Virginia Weston 

7 Steven Aomalewski 

8 Dr. A. E. Watson 

9 Joop van der Grinlen 

10 Mary Jo Farrell 

11 Debra Brown 

12 Lin Marie Daslis 
13 Theresa Gelsmer 
14 Teresa Busardo 

15 Leslie O'Conner 
16 Nanelle Essa!, Brookhaven Solid Waste Alternallve Coalition 
17 Lillian DiPaula, Brookhaven Solid Waste Alternallve Coalillon 
18 Ralph Wall. Brookhaven Solid waste Alternallve Coalillon 
19 Erin Fehn 

20 Claire Goad 

21 Thomas Ludlum, Brookhaven Village Association 
22 Tom Shannon 

23 Toni Layden-Rodgers 

24 Arthur Governali, South Sungate Homeowners Association 
25 Jim Vaz, South Sungale Homeowners Association 
26 Jenniler Garcia 

27 Waller Bundy 

28 Charles Stephani 

29 Hugo Giannolli 

30 Helen Pedigo 

31 Girl Scouts, Troop 1404 & 1668 

32 Dr. Robert Sack 

APPENDIX3 
BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION PEIS 

INDEX OF RESPONSES 

RESPONSE SECTION REFERENCE 
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ID 

I NAME I ORGANIZATION I COMPANY 

WRITTEN COMMENTS RECBVED 
33 Rulhann Youngman 

34 Adrienne Kanowilz 

35 Sally Peua/Rich Suell 

36 NYPIRG S..111.o/017 

37 Hamplon Ave. School Teachers Heallh Questionnaire 
38 Brookhaven Solid Wasle Allernalives Coalilion. N. Essel and A. Wall S..•1.o/DI"• II. 17<1 II 
39 Environmenlal Defense Fund. Art Cooley 
40 South Sungale Homeowners Assoclalion S..•1.ol01"•Z4<1ZIS 

41 Aila Molloy 
42 Brookhaven Village Associalion. Thomas Ludlam S..111.o/DIZI 
43 Suffolk CounlyWater Aulhorlty, E. Aosavitch 
44 Yaphank Taxpayers & Civic Associalion, F. Hurley, V. Petrofskl 
45 NYS Department ol Environmenlal Conservation, G. Hammarth 
46 Hon. Caesar Trunzo, NYS Senate 
47 Nancy Carlino 
48 Suffolk Counly Dept. of Public Works, R Lavalle 
49 Longwood Alliance, C. Keperl 
50 Sally Corrigdor 

51 Jackie Hartman 

52 Robert A.W. Heins 

53 J. Keilh & Karen Rowley 
54 Sludenls lor Environmental Oualily - Bellport High School 
55 Dava Stravinsky 
56 Medlord Taxpayers & Civic Association, D. Seubert 
57 Brookhaven VIiiage Association, N. Dellttas 11110 
58 Soulh Counlry Alliance, T. Kiely 

59 Town of Brookhaven Dept. ol Planning, Environment & Dvlp., J. Pavacic 
60 Joseph Ferraro 

61 Brookhaven Village Association. N. Delittas 12/10 S..lll.o/0157 
62 Jennifer Clemen! 
63 SallyPeua 

64 Sludenls of Hamplon Avenue School, Bellport 

APPENDIX3 
BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION FEIS 
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APPENDIX3 
BROOK.HA VEN LANDFILL EXPANSION FEIS 

INDEX OF RESPONSES 

'I 

RESPONSE SECTION REFERENCE 
ID 

' NAME I ORGANIZATION I COMPANY 4.1 4.2.1 4.2.2 5.0 6.1.1 6.1.2 6.2.1 6.2.2 6.2.3 6.2.4 6.2.5 6.3.1 6.3.2 6.3.3 6.3.4 6.3.5 6.3.6 7.1.1 7.1.2 7.2.1 7.2.2 7.2.3 
WRTTTEN COMMENTS RECETVED 

33 Ruthann Youngman 

34 Adrienne Kanowitz 

35 Sally Pezza/Rlch Suell 
36 NYPIRG 

37 Hampton Ave. School Teachers Heallh Questionnaire 

SHaleol011 

38 Brookhaven Solid Waste Allernalives Coallllon. N. Essel and R. Wall SH•leo/DI'• re. 11& r• 
39 Environmental Delense Fund, Ari Cooley 
40 South Sungate Homeowners Association SH a/ea ID, •• 24 & 26 

41 RilaMolloy 
42 Brookhaven Village Association, Thomas Ludlam s-.ieot0121 

43 Suffolk County Waler Aulhorlly, E. Rosavilch <;..,_ ~ "" t""' ·- (, -.. . E. 6 z 1 
44 Yaphank Taxpayers & Civic Associallon, F. Hurley, V. Pelrofskl 
45 NYS Department ol Environmental Conservallon, G. Hammarth 
46 Hon. Caesar Trunzo, NYS Senate 
47 Nancy Carlino 

48 Suffolk County Depl. ol Public Works, A. Lavalle "'i., "1 .. ~ ~ ... r.:....-"SQ 6. ". •Y 
49 Longwood Alliance, C. Kepert 
50 Sally Corrlgdor 

51 Jackie Hartman 

52 Robert A.W. Heins 

53 J. Keith & Karen Rowley 
54 Students for Environmental Quality - Bellport High School 
55 Dava Slravlnsky 
56 Medlord Taxpayers & Civic Associallon, D. Seubert 
57 Brookhaven Village Associallon, N. Delillas 11/10 
58 South Country Alliance, T. Kiely 
59 Town of Brookhaven Depl. ol Planning, Environment & Ovlp., J. Pavaclc ...._fl'• 
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1--~60'--'J~o~s~ep~h_Fe~r_ra~r~o-------:.,-:~------------------+--+---t---+--t--+---+---t---+--.J---l'----11---t---l---t---t--1--+---+----+--+--i·-t--61~B~r_oo_k_h_a_v=-e_n_v_111_a=g-e_A_ss_oc_ia_1i_on_._N_._o_e_1i_11a_s_1_21_1_o ________ s-_a1_.,_ID_,_v ___ ---1----1r---t---t--+----1---11---4--+---+---+---+---+----t-- _____ ----+-~--- -----62 Jennifer Clement X 
63 Sall~_P_e_u_a ___________________________ -+----1----lt---~t---+--+----1---11---4--+---+---+---+---+---t---t---t---t---11---4--~---t----1 
64 Students of Hampton Avenue School, Bellport 
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ID 

I NAME I ORGANIZATION I COMPANY 7.3.1 7.3.2 
WRITTEN COMMENT'S RECBVED 

33 Ruthann Youngman 

34 Adrienne Kanowltz 

35 Sally Pezza/Rlch Suen 

36 NYPIRG s..v.,IDI 1 

37 Hampton Ave. School Teachers Health Questionnaire 
38 Brookhaven Solid Waste Alternatives Coalition, N. Essel and R. Wall S.. alro ID I'• '"· I 1 I. " x 
39 Environmental Defense Fund, Art Cooley 
40 South Sungate Homeowners Association S.. al., ID l'a 24 I. 25 x 
41 Rita Molloy 
42 Brookhaven Village Association. Thomas Ludlam S..•1.,/0121 
43 Sulfolk County Water Authority, E. Rosavitch 
44 Yaphank Taxpayers & Civic Association. F. Hurley, V. Petrofskl 
45 NYS Department of Environmental Conservation, G. Hammarth 
46 Hon. Caesar Trunzo, NYS Senate x 
47 Nancy Carlino 

48 Sulfolk County Dept. of Public Works, A. Lavalle 
49 Longwood Atllance, C. Kepert 
50 Sally Corrlgdor 

51 Jackie Hartman 

52 Robert A.W. Heins 
53 J. Keith & Karen Rowley 
54 Students for Environmental Quality - Bellport High School 
55 Dava Stravinsky 
56 Medlord Taxpayers & Civic Association, D. Seubert 
57 Brookhaven VIiiage Association, N. Deliltas 11/10 
58 South Country Alliance, T. Kiely 

59 Town of Brookhaven Dept. of Planning, Environment & Ovlp., J. Pavaclc >< 
60 Joseph Ferraro 

61 Brookhaven Village Association, N. Deliltas 12/10 S..vaolDl51 
62 Jennifer Clement 
63 Sally Pezza 

64 Students ol Hampton Avenue School, Bellport 

APPENDIX3 
BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION FEIS 
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ID , NAME I ORGANIZATION I COMPANY 8.2.5 8.2.6 

WRfTTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED 
33 Ruthann Youngman 

34 Adrienne Kanowltz 

35 Sally Pezza/Rich Suett 

36 NY Pl AG 5Hal10/Dl1 

37 Hampton Ave. School Teachers Health Questionnaire 
38 Brookhaven Solid Waste Alternatives Coalition. N. Esset and A. Walt 5Hal10IOl"1 Ill. 174 II 

39 Environmental Defense Fund, Art Cooley 
40 South Sungate Homeowners Association 5Hal10/Dl"1Z44Z5 
41 Alta Molloy 
42 Brookhaven Village Association. Thomas Ludlam SHallOIDIZI 
43 Suffolk County Water Authority, E. Rosavitch 
44 Yaphank Taxpayers & Civic Association. F. Hurley, V. Petrofskl 
45 NYS Department of Environmental Conservation, G. Hammarth 
46 Hon. Caesar Trunzo. NYS Senate 
47 Nancy Carlino 

48 Suffolk County Dept. ol Public Works, A. Lavalle 
49 Longwood Alliance. C. Kepert 
50 Sally Corrlgdor 

51 Jackie Hartman 

52 Robert A.W. Heins 

53 J. Keith & Karen Rowley 
54 Students for Environmental Quality - Bellport High School 
55 Dava Stravinsky 

56 Medford Taxpayers & Civic Association. D. Seubert x 
57 Brookhaven Village Association, N. Delltlas 11110 
58 South Country Alliance, T. Kiely 

59 Town of Brookhaven Dept. ol Planning, Environment & Dvlp., J. Pavaclc 

60 Joseph Ferraro 

61 Brookhaven Village Association, N. Deli II as 12/10 5Ha110IOl57 
62 Jennifer Clement 

63 SattyPeua 

64 Students or Hampton Avenue School, Bellport 

APPENDIX3 
BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION FEIS 
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ID , NAME I ORGANIZATION I COMPANY 9.2.1 9.2.2 

WRITTEN COMMENTS RECBVED 
33 Ruthann Youngman 
34 Adrienne Kanowltz 

35 Sally Pezza/Rich Suell 
36 NY Pl AG SH al«J ID I 7 

37 Hampton Ave. School Teachers Heailh Oueslionnatre 
38 Brookhaven Solid Wasle Allernalives Coalilion. N. Essel and A. Wall SHal«JIDI'• Ill. 17& ti -
39 Environmenlal Defense Fund, Ari Cooley 
40 Soulh Sungate Homeowners Associalion SH .i., ID I'• 24 & 25 
41 Aila Molloy 
42 Brookhaven Village Associalion. Thomas Ludlam SH al«J ID I 21 
43 Sulloik County Waler Aulhorily, E. Rosavilch 
44 Yaphank Taxpayers & Civic Assoctalion. F. Hurley, V. Petrolski 
45 NYS Deparlmenl ol Environmenlal Conservalion, G. Hammarth 
46 Hon. Caesar Trunzo, NYS Senale 
47 Nancy Carlino 

48 Sullolk County Depl. ol Public Works. A. Lavalle 
49 Longwood Alliance, C. Kepert 
so Sally Corrlgdor 

51 Jackie Hartman 

52 Robert A.W. Heins 

53 J. Keith & Karen Rowley 
54 Sludenls lor Environmental Quality - Bellport High School 
55 Oava Stravinsky 
56 Medlord Taxpayers & Civic Associalion, D. Seubert 
57 Brookhaven Village Association, N. Delillas 11110 
58 South Country Alliance, T. Kiely 
59 Town of Brookhaven Depl. of Planning, Environmenl & Dvlp., J. Pavacic x x 
60 Joseph Ferraro 

61 Brookhaven Village Associalion, N. Delillas 12/10 SH al«J ID I 57 
62 Jennifer Clemen! 
63 Sally Pezza 
64 Sludenls of Hamplon Avenue School, Bellport 

APPENDIX3 
BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION FEIS 

INDEX OF RESPONSES 

'I 

RESPONSE SECTION REFERENCE fo. J ~ •• r.y 
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ID , NAME I ORGANIZATION I COMPANY 

FORM LETTERS 

65 FORM LETTER 1 

(leaking landfill) 

66 FORM LETTER 2 

(nor managed) 

67 FORM LETTER 3 

(lurther developmenl) 

68 FORM LETTER 4 

(eyesore) 

69 FORM LETTER 5 

(commerclal recycling) 

70 FORM LETTER 6 

(Brookhven 4%) 

71 NYS Department of Transportation. J. Falotlco 

72 Suffolk County Department ol Planning, A. Kunz 

-

APPENDIX3 
BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION FEIS 
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ID , NAME I ORGANIZATION I COMPANY 4.1 4.2.1 

FORM LETTERS 

65 FORM LETIER 1 

(leaklng landfill) 

66 FORM LETIER 2 

(not managed) 

67 FORM LETIEA 3 

(fur1her development) 

68 FORM LETIEA 4 

(eyesore) 

69 FORM LETIER 5 

(commercial recycling) 

70 FOAM LETIER 6 
(Brookhven 4%) 

71 NYS Depar1ment of Transpor1alion, J. Falotlco 

72 Suffolk County Department of Planning, A. Kunz 

APPENDIX3 
BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION FEIS 

INDEX OF RESPONSES 

. I 

RESPONSE SECTION REFERENCE 
4.2.2 5.0 6.1.1 6.1.2 6.2.1 6.2.2 6.2.3 6.2.4 6.2.5 6.3.1 6.3.2 6.3.3 6.3.4 6.3.5 6.3.6 7.1.1 
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ID 

' NAME I ORGANIZATION I COMPANY 7.3.1 7.3.2 

FORM LEITERS 

65 FORM LETTER 1 

(leaking landfill) 

66 FORM LETTER 2 

(not managed) 

67 FOAM LETTER 3 

(further development) 

68 FOAM LETTER 4 

(eyesore) 

69 FOAM LETTER 5 

(commercial recycling) 

70 FORM LETTER 6 

(Brookhven 4'14>) 

71 NYS Department ol Transportation. J. Falotlco 

72 Suffolk County Oepartmenl ol Planning, A. Kunz 

APPENDIX3 

BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION PEIS 
INDEX OF RESPONSES 

'I 

1 ·vt 7 ~.~ 7 "·"' 7.~.7 RESPONSE SECTION REFERENCE 

7.3.3 I~ 7':3:5 1:-&:6 ~ J.H 7.4 7.5.1 7.5.2 7.5.3 7.5.4 7.5.5 7.5.6 7.5.7 7.5.8 8.1 
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to 
I NAME I ORGANIZATION I COMPANY 8.2.5 8.2.6 

FORM LETTERS 

65 FORM LETTER t 

(leaking landfill) 

66 FORM LETTER 2 
(not managed) 

67 FORM LETTER 3 
(further developmenl) 

68 FORM LETTER 4 

(eyesore) 

69 FORM LETTER 5 
(commercial recycling) 

70 FORM LETTER 6 
(Brookhven 4%) 

71 NYS Departmen1 of Transportation, J. Falotlco 

72 Sullolk Counly Department of Planning, A. Kunz 

8.2.7 

APPENDIX3 
BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION FEIS 

INDEX OF RESPONSES 

8.3.1 8.3.2 8.3.3 8.3.4 8.3.5 8.3.6 8.3.7 8.3.8 8.3.9 8.3.10 8.3.11 
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ID 
I NAME I ORGANIZATION I COMPANY 9.2.1 9.2.2 

FORM LETTERS 

65 FORMLETIER 1 

(leaking landfill) 

66 FORM LETIER2 

(not managed) 

67 FORMLETIER3 

(funher developmenl) 

68 FORM LETIER4 

(eyesore) 

69 FORMLETIERS 

(commercial recycling) 

70 FORM LETIER6 

(Brookhven 4%) 

71 NYS Depanment of Transportation, J. Falotico 

72 Suffolk County Department of Planning, A. Kunz 

APPENDIX3 

BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION FEIS 
INDEX OF RESPONSES 

:i 
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RESPONSE SECTION REFERENCE 
9.2.3 9.2.4 9.3.1 9.3.2 9.3.3 9.4.1 9.4.2 9.4.3 10.1.1 10.1.2 10.1.3 10.2 10.3.1 10.3.2 1Q9 
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Occupational Health Guldellne for 
Hydrogen Sulfide 

INTRODUCTION 

This guideline is intended as a source of information for 
employees, employers, physicians, industrial hygienists, 
and other occupational health professionals who may 
have a need for such information. It does not attempt to 
present all data; rather, it presents pertinent information 
and data in summary form. 

SUBSTANCE IDENTIFICATION 

• Formula: H.S 
• Synonyms: Sulfuretted hydrogen; hydrolulfuric acid; 
hepatic gas 
• Appearance and odor: Colorless gas with a strong 
odor of rotten eggs. The odor of this gas should not be 
used as a warning, since its presence may deaden the 
sense of smell. Hydrogen sulfide can also emt as a 
liquid at low temperature and high pressure. 

PERMISSIBLE EXPOSURE LIMIT (PEL) 

The current O~,J;IA standard for hydrogen sulfide is a 
ceiling level ofii parts of hydrogen sulfide per million 
parts of air (ppm) or a maximum allowable peak of 50 
ppm for 10 minutes once, if no other measurable expo­
sure occurs. NIOSH bas recommended that the permis­
sible exposure limit be reduced to ts mglm• (10 ppm) 
averaged over a 10-minute period, and that work areas 
in which the concentration of hydrogen sulfide exceeds 
70 mglm• be evacuated. The NIOSH Criteria Docu-' 
ment for Hydrogen Sulfide should be consulted for 
more detailed information. 

HEALTH HAZARD INFORMATION 

• Roata of apoare 
Hydrogen sulfide can affect the body ifit is inhaled or if 
it comes in contact with the eyes, skin, nose or throat. It 
can also affect the body if it is swallowed. 

• Effeetl Of Oftl'apoare 

I. Short-tnm Eqonlrt Inhalation of high concentra­
tions of hydrogen sulfide vapor may cause loss of 
consciousness and death. Inhalation oflower concentra­
tions may cause headache, dizziness, and upset stomach. • 
Exposure to hydrogen sulfide can cause temporary loss 
of the sense of smell, and irritation of the eyes, nose, or 
throat. 
2. Long-ta'rn Ezponn: Not known. 
J. Reporting Sigm and S1"'JllOttl8: A physiCian should be 
contacted if 1nyone develops any signs or symptoms 
and suspects that they are caused by exposure to 
hydrogen sulfide. 
• Recommeadecl medlc:U llll'Yefllnce 
The following medical procedures should be made 
available to each employee who is exposed to hydrogen 
sulfide at potentially hazardous levels: 
I. Initial MllllU:al EmMintltion: 

-A complete history and physical e.,.mination: The 
purpose is to detect pre-emting conditions that might 
place the exposed employee at increased risk, and to 
establish a baseline for future health monitoring. Eumi­
nation of the eyes and lungs should be stressed. 

-Eye disease: Hydrogen sulfide is a severe ey~ 
irritant and may cause tissue damage. Those with prc:­
existing eye problems may be at increased risk from 
exposure. 

-14" x 17'' chest roentgenogram: Hydrogen sulfide 
may cause human lung damage. Surveillance of the 
lungs is indicated. 

-FVC and FEV (1 sec): Hydrogen sulfide is a 
respiratory irritant. Persons with impaired pulmonary 
function may be at increased risk from exposure. Peri­
odic surveillance is indicated. 
2 Periotlic Medical EzaMination: The aforementioned 
medical examjnatic>ns should be repeated on an annual 
basis, except that an x-ray is considered neceuary only 
when indicated by the results of pulmonary function 
testing, or by signs and symptoms of respiratory disease. 

These recommendations reflect goad industrial hygiene and medical surveillance practices and their implementation will 
assist in achieving an effective occupational health program. However. they may not be sufficient to achieve compliance 

with all requirements of OSHA regulations. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEAL TH AND HUMAN SERVICES 
Public Health Service Centers for Disease Control 
NatiOnal lnsbtute for Occupational Safety and Health 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
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• Summary of toxicolOIJ' 
Hydrogen sulfide gas is a rapidly acting systemic poison 
which causes respiratory paralysis with comequent 
asphyxia at high Concentrations. It irritates the eyes and 
respiratory tract at low concentrations. Inhalation of 
high concentrations of hydrogen sulfide, 1000 to 2000 
ppm, may __cause coma after a single breath and may be 
rapidly fatal; convulsions may also occur. Exposure to 
concentrations of hydrogen sulfide above 50 ppm for 
one hour may produce acute conjunctivitis with pain, 
lacrimation, and photophobia; in severe form this may 
progress to keratoconjunctivitis and vesiculation of the 
corneal epithelium. In low concentrations, hydrogen 
sulfide may cause headache, fatigue, irritability, insom­
nia, and gastrointestinal disturbances; in somewhat 
higher concentrations it affects the central nervous 
system, causing excitement and dizziness. Prolonged 
exposure to 250 ppm of hydrogen sulfide may cause 
pulmonary edema. Prolonged exposure to concentra­
tions of hydrogen sulfide as low as 50 ppm may cause 
rhinitis, pharyngitis, bronchitis, and pneumonitis. Re­
peated exposure to hydrogen sulfide results in increased 
susceptibility, so that eye irritation, cough. and systemic 
effects may result from concentrations previously toler­
ated without any effect. Rapid olfactory fatigue can 
occur at high concentrations. 

CHEMICAL AND PHYSICAL PROPERTIES 

• Pb,.al data 
.1. Molecular weight: 34.08 
2. Boiling point (760 mm Hg): - 60 C ( - 76 F) 
3. Specific gravity (water = I): Liquid = l.S4 
4. Vapor density (air = 1 at 15 C (59 F)): 1.189 
5. Melting point: -82.4 C (-116 F) 
6. Vapor pressure at 25 C (77 F): 20 atm 
7. Solubility in water, g/100 g water at 20 C (68 F): 

2.9 (slight} 
8. Evaporation rate (butyl acetate = 1): Not applica­

ble 
• ReactiYlty 

1. Conditions contributing to instability: Elevated 
temperatures may cause containers to burst. 

2. Incompatibilities: Contact with strong oxidizers 
and oxidizing materials may cause fires and explosions. 
Hydrogen sulfide attacks many metals, which results in 
the formation of sulfides. 

3. Hazardous decomposition products: Toxic gases 
and vapon (such as sulfur oxides) may be released in a 
fire involving hydrogen sulfide. 

4. Special precautions: Liquid hydrogen sulfide will 
attack some forms of plastics, rubber, and coatings. 
• Flamm•bWty 

1. Hydrogen sulfide is a flammable gas. 
2. Autoignition temperature: 260 C (500 F) 
3. Flammable limits in air, % by volume: Lower: 4.3; 

Upper:46 
4. Extinguishant: Alcohol foam, carbon dioxide 

2 Hydrogen SuHlde 

• Wandq properde1 
1. Odor Threshold: According to the AlHA Hygien­

ic Guide, hydrogen sulfide can be recognized by the 
"sense of amell at low concentrations. Odor not reliable 
at high concentrations, and olfactory fatigue occurs 
quickly .... Threshold is 0.13 ppm. Faint but readily 
perceptible at 0. 77 ppm. Easily noticeable at 4.6 ppm. 
Strong, unpleasant, but not intolerable at 27 ppm." The 
Hygienic Guide also states that "olfactory fatigue can 
occur with(m) 2 to 15 minutes at 100 ppm." 

2. Eye Irritation Level: Grant states that "effects of 
hydrogen sulfide on the eyes arc notable only at suble­
thal concentrations, most commonly at concentrations 
so low that they have no discernible systemic effect .... 
Typically, workmen exposed to low concentrations of 
hydrogen sulfide gas ... have no sensation of irritation 
or discomfort for at least several hours, or sometimes 
for several days while working in the presence of low 
concentrations. Ocular symptoms generally start after 
several hours of exposure and may not appear until the 
patient has finished his work for the day. There is then 
gradual onset of a scratchy, irritated sensation in the 
eyes, with tearing and burning ...• Experimentally it is 
demonstrable that at a concentration of 100 ppm in air 
an immediate irritation of the eyes and respiratory tract 
is produced, but conditions responsible for the vast 
majority of cases of hydrogen sulfide 
keratoconjunctivitis are those in which the concentra­
tion is too low to cause immediate irritation and has 
toxic effect only after several hours or days of exposure . 
However, in industries where the concentration is regu­
larly kept below 10 ppm in air, it is rare to have any 
irritation of the eyes." 

The Hygienic Guide states that "50 to 100 ppm causes 
slight conjunctivitis and respiratory tract irritation after 
1 hour." 

3. Evaluation of Warning Properties: Since olfactory 
fatigue occurs at high concentrations, and since the 
irritant effects are delayed, hydrogen sulfide is treated 
as a material with poor warning properties. 

MONITORING AND MEASUREMENT 
PROCEDURES 

• Eight-Hoar Exposure Eftluatton 
Measurements to determine employee exposure are best 
taken so that the average eight-hour exposure is based 
on a single eight-hour sample or on two four-hour 
samples. Several short-time interval samples (up to 30 
minutes) may also be used to determine the average 
exposure level. Air samples should be taken in the 
employee's breathing zone (air that would most nearly 
represent that inhaled by the employee). 
• Celling ETaluaUon 
Measurements to determine employee ceiling exposure 
are best taken during periods of maximum expected 
airborne concentrations of hydrogen sulfide. Each mea­
surement should consist of a fifteen (15) minute sample 
or series of consecutive samples totalling fifteen (15) 

September 1171 
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ATLANTIC 
ANALYTICAL 
L A I 0 A A T 0 B y 

Mr. Richard Caloqero 
Wehran Enqineerinq -
Wehran EnviroTech 
666 East Main Street 
Middletown, NY 10940 

Report No. AAL-8220 
Date Requested 12-21-92 
Date Reported 12-30-92 
P.O. No. 54345 

Material Submitted: 'l'wo Tedlar Baq samples and TWO stainless 
Steel cylinders; Project 09999BR 

Information Requested: Mass Spectrometry and Gas Chromatoqraphy 
Analysis 

Notebook: RF088,P62,7l;MS0085,p1J;SSOS9,p66 

Two landfill gas samples, have been analyzed by mass spec­
trometry, and gas chromatography for the constituents requested. 

Results are reported on the attached pages. 

dl230 

FAX: 914-692-7376 

A.Tl.AN'hC AlllA.l.YTICA.L LAllOllA.TQRY, INC:. 
P, o. aox 220. '41..EM l...:lUSTAIAI. PAlllt. !UILDINC ... WHITEHOUSE. N.J. oun 

. PHONE 906-534-6600• Fl>J'. 908-636~017 
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Wehran Engineering 

~nstituents 

Nitrogen 
Oxygen 
carbon dioxide 
Methane 

Ethane 
Ethylene 
Propane 
Propylene 
Isobutane 
n Butane 
Butene 
Hydrogen sulfide 

Repoxt No. AAV-8220 

Paqe 2 ot 4 

R1sults pf Analysis 

concentration % by volume 
(dry basis) 

Sample l 

0.15 
0.05 

43.3 
SG ~ 

sample 2 

0.41 
0.14 

43.7 
SS • 

concentration p~ by volume 

4.4 
5.2 

19 
3.7 
4.2 
2.7 
7.8 

12 

3.0 
5.4 

33 
4.5 
4.7 
4.0 
6.8 

900 

NO ~ None detected, followed by the limit of detection. 

ATl.ANTIC ANAU'TICAl. LAllO .. ATOllY, lt!C. 
P.O. IOX 220 •SALEM INC1.IS11llAL MAK• IUILDING H • WHITE"°US~ M..I. OU9D 

PHONE 90l•l534-5llOO •JAX soe-04·201? 

ATl.ANTIC 
ANALYTICAL 
LAIQA&TOAJ 



Wehran Engineerinq Report No. AAL-8220 

Page 3 of 4 

R9sults of Analysis 

concentration, ppm by volume 

Constituent Sample 1 Sample 2 

Hydrogen sulfide 12 900 
carbonyl sulfide ND 0.1 ND o.s 
sulfur dioxide ND 0.1 ND o.s 
Methyl mercaptan ND 0.1 ND o.s 
Ethyl mercaptan } 
Methyl sulfide } 0.73 4.1 
carbon disUlf iae ND 0.1 ND 0.5 
Isopropyl mercaptan 0.12 13 
Methyl ethyl sulfide } 
n Propyl mercaptan } 0.1 ND 0.5 
t-Butyl mercaptan 0.23 o.s2 
Dimethyl disulfide ND 0.1 ND 0.5 
sec-Butyl mercaptan 0.29 11 
Isobutyl mercaptan ND O.l ND o.s 
n Butyl mercaptan ND 0.1 ND 0.5 

ND ~ None detected, followed by the limit of detection. 

ATl.AHTIC: -Al>'TICAL !MOflATOAY, INC. 
P. 0. llOX 220 • SAl.iM INDUSTRIAi, PAfllC • BUIU>ING I.& •WHITEHOUSE. H.J. 08888 

P>iONG -·5:M·HOO •'AX llOll-~ZQl'I 

ATLANTIC 
ANALYTICAL 
L A 8 Q ft A T Q ft Y 
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Wehran Engineering Report No. AAL-8220 

Page 4 of 4 

Rtsults of Analysis 

Concentration ppm by volume 

Constituents Sample 1 Sample 2 

Chloromethane ND l ND l Bromomethane ND 5 ND 5 
Vinyl chloride ND 1 ND l Chloroethane ND l ND 1 
Methylene chloride ND 1 ND 1 

Acetone ND 5 ND 5 
l,1-Dichloroethene ND 1 ND 1 
l,1-Dichloroethane ND l ND l 
1,2-Dichloroethene ND l ND l 

Chloroform ND l ND 1 
l,2-Dichloroethane ND l ND l 
2-Butanone ND 5 ND 5 
1,1,l-Trichloroethane ND 1 HD 1 
Carbon tetrachloride ND 1 NJ) 1 

Vinyl acetate ND 5 ND 5 
Bromdichloromethane ND 1 ND l 
1,2-Dichloropropane ND 1 ND 1 
cis-1,3-Dichloropropene ND 1 ND l Trichloroethene ND 1 ND 1 

Dibromochloromethane No·1 ND 1 
l,1,2-Trichloroetbane ND 1 ND 1 
Benzene ND l 1.3 
trans-1,J-Dichloroprcpene ND l ND l 
Bromof orm ND 5 ND 5 

4-Methyl-2-pentanone ND 5 ND 5 
2-Hexa.none ND 5 ND 5 
Tetrachloroetbene ND l ND 5 
Toluene ND 1 28 
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane ND 1 ND 1 

Chlorobenzene ND l ND l 
Ethyl benzene 11 15 
styrene + d Xylene 8.2 12 
m+p Xylenes 5.0 a.o 

ND = None detected, followed by the limit of detection. 

A Tl.""NTIC ANAL't'TICAI. 1..11110"-"l'OllT. flilC. 
P.O. IOX 220 • SAL.EM INDUSTRIAL l'AllK • IUILJ)ING 11' • WHITEtiOUSE. N..1. 08818 

l'HONE llOl·SJ4.i8CO •FAX 11)1•&34-2017 
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APPENDIX 6 
STATUS OF GROUNDWATER ASSESSMENT 

FROM EXISTING LANDFILL 

The impacts on groundwater quality resulting from the existing Brookhaven Land.fill 
have been the subject of an ongoing groundwater quality monitoring and assessment 

program conducted by the Environmental Facilities Corporation between 1972 and 1974, 
by the Town of Brookhaven since 1974, and by the Town in conjunction with the United 
States Geological Survey (USGS) in the 1980s. Since 1990, the Town and Dvirka and 
Bartilucci Consulting Engineers have been conducting the groundwater monitoring program 
as reported in the Brookhaven Land.fill Groundwater Assessment Report of March 1990, and 
updated in November 1990, April 1992, and June 1993. As summarized in Section 3.2.1.3 
of the DEIS, the assessment program has basically consisted of annual sampling and analysis 

of groundwater from approximately 60 monitoring wells located upgradient, adjacent to and 
downgradient of the Existing Land.fill, and the sampling and analysis of surface water 
samples from Beaverdam Creek. 

All groundwater and surface water samples collected as part of the land.fill 
monitoring/ assessment program are analyzed for the following select inorganic constituents, 
which generally comprise landfill leachate indicators: alkalinity, bicarbonate, chloride, 
ammonia, nitrogen, nitrate, nitrite, sulfate, total dissolved solids, total Kjeldahl nitrogen and 
eight metals. In addition, a select number of monitoring wells located both upgradient and 
downgradient of the landfill have also been sampled and analyzed for Target Compound 
List (TCL) volatile organic compounds. These wells are located along the southern and 
eastern boundaries of the Existing Landfill, south of Sunrise Highway, and at select 
locations south of the Montauk Highway. 

In general, as a result of monitoring by the USGS and the Town, impacted 
groundwater has been observed extending southeast from the Existing Landfill. Monitoring 

wells installed in 1991 south of Montauk Highway as part of the Town's monitoring 
program have been sampled and analyzed for leachate indicators and TCL volatile organic 
compounds, and have exhibited elevated concentrations of inorganic constituents only. 
However, as described in the 1991 Groundwater Assessment Update Report (April 1992), 
the constituents detected in the groundwater south of Montauk Highway cannot be clearly 
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attn'buted to the Existing Landfill and may indicate groundwater contamination resulting 

from the application of road salt and/ or local residential sanitary systems. 

Tiris monitoring has shown that groundwater in the Upper Glacial Aquifer contains 

elevated concentrations of inorganic constituents extending for a distance of approximately 

3,000 feet downgradient of the Existing Landfill, and an area of volatile organic compound­

contaminated groundwater located immediately contiguous to and downgradient of the 

Existing Landfill. The components of the volatile organic contamination are predominantly 

benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and xylene, all of which are typically associated with 

gasoline and other petroleum-derived fuels. 

Decreasing concentrations of leachate indicator parameters measured at the 

downgradient edge of the landfill over the last 2 years appear to be attributable to increased 

leachate removal and capping of the inactive cells at the Existing Landfill. These results 

indicate that the source of the groundwater contamination is being reduced and 

groundwater quality in the immediate vicinity of the Existing Landfill is improving. As a 

result of the data obtained by the Town as part of the groundwater monitoring and 

assessment program, in 1992, the NYSDEC removed the Existing Landfill from New York 

State's list of possible inactive hazardous waste sites. 

Currently, in addition to the annual groundwater monitoring and assessment 

program, the Town has been examining potential remediation alternatives to address the 

volatile organic contamination of groundwater downgradient of the Existing Landfill. The 

evaluation of alternatives includes the planning and execution of a pumping test on the 

south side of the Existing Landfill to evaluate the potential for design of a groundwater 

extraction and treatment system. Additionally, a closure investigation, planned for 1993, 

if underway for the Existing Landfill which will define both the hydrogeologic regime and 

groundwater quality at the site, and include the development of a long-term monitoring 

plan and contingency plan for groundwater remediation, if required. 

A6-2 10. 7 /93.00368.E2 
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APPENDIX 7 
SUMMARY OF PROPERTY VALUE STUDIES 

Real estate values have always been affected, both positively and negatively, by 

surrounding land uses. While it has always been assumed that buyers would pay less for 

a house in close proximity to a landfill, modem laws, restrictions, and management 

techniques, however, can potentially reduce or prevent adverse impact of a landfill during 

its useful life. Once a landfill is closed, any impact it may have would depend on the land 

use to which it is converted. 

One study, documented in The Appraisal Journal (1991), compared the housing 

prices of a Los Angeles neighborhood located adjacent to a landfill (the target area) with 

two comparable neighborhoods located one to one and one-half miles, and three to 

six miles, from the landfill. ·nie landfill used in the study was designed, and managed, to 

minimize its effect on surrounding neighborhoods. Located on the north slope of a hill, the 

south slope, which abuts neighboring homes, was undeveloped land owned by the County. 

Litter was controlled by on-site personnel, large mesh fences surrounded actual disposal 

sites, and frequent patrols were dispatched to gather any litter that might be carried off site. 

The data used in the analysis consisted of 1,628 sale transactions that occurred 

between January 1978 and early 1988. The comparable neighborhoods were selected by 

carefully matching detailed demographic, socioeconomic, and housing characteristics with 

those of the target area. The results of a regression analysis concluded that a well designed 

and managed landfill can be a "good neighbor and have no statistically measurable negative 

impacts on surrounding property values". 

A second study, conducted by the Institute for Research on Land and Water 

Resources (Pennsylvania State University, 1982), considered whether operating sanitary 

landfills have adverse effects on community development and residential property values. 

Ten sanitary landfills operating under permits from the Pennsylvania Department of 

Environmental Resources (PADER) were selected for the study. Residential property values 

were determined for the community surrounding each landfill. The study concluded that 

there was no evidence to suggest that the landfills had any adverse effects on growth or 

development in the surrounding communities. In addition, multiple regression analysis 

A7-1 10.7/93.00368.E2 
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results showed that there were no discenu'ble effects on residential propeny or lot sale 

(undeveloped land) values. 

A third study conducted by Callaway and Pric, Inc. and presented at the GRCDA 

Annual Symposium in 1988, was commissioned by the Palm Beach County Florida Solid 

Waste Authority. This study sought to examine the potential impact of various types of 

solid waste facilities, including landfills, on surrounding residential neighborhoods. This 

study examined the surrounding propeny values of various landfill facilities in Florida, 

New York, and Manitoba, Canada. The study concluded that in none of the areas examined 

exlu'bited a decline in residential propeny values due to the existence of a solid waste 

management facility. 

A fourth study, performed by Feiss and Atwater and presented at the Canadian 

Waste Management Conference, 1988 examined the significances of propeny value 

guarantees as a means for siting waste disposal facilities. The report surveyed a number of 

studies that have been performed on landfill. developments at various locations in the 

United States and Canada. These studies were performed during a period from 1972 to 

1987. The reported results of this survey indicate that the landfill developments had no 

consistently significant impacts on propeny values. 

A review of the literature discussed above concludes that a sanitary landfill designed 

and operated according to current regulatory standards should not adversely impact 

surrounding propeny values. 

A7-2 10.7/93.00368.E2 
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critiques both the Fanning, Phillips and Molnar '!Jld the Voorhis reports and presents 

additional hydraulic data which support the critique of the other two reports referenced. 

None of the three reports make any statement that the collection of further data is 

justified by speculation on the recharge-discharge boundaries in the vicinity of the Existing 

Landfill or Landfill Expansion Area. All three reports place. the Existing Landfill and 

proposed Landfill Expansion Area south of the deep flow Magothy recharge area boundary, 

in the area of discharge to the Upper Glacial aquifer. 
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ANALYTICAL DATA REPORT 
PACKAGE FOR 

Amer;can Ref-Fuel 

600 Ave. C at Stewart Ave. 

Westl::lury, NY 11590 

ATTN: Ann Mar;e Byrnes 
REF: Ash S~les 

LABORATORY 
NUMBER 

WE CERTIFY THAT THIS REPORT IS A 
TRUE REPORT OF RESULTS OBTAINED 
FROM OUR TESTS OF THIS MATERIAL. 

NYS Lab ID. #10195 

NJ Cert. #73469 
11111r 

SAMPLE 
IDENTIFICATION 

S E E N E X T P A G E 

Project No.: 9219203 
Log ;n No. 13242 
P.O. No. AH12303 
Date Aug. 17, 1992 

TYPE OF 
SAMPLE 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED, 
NYTEST ENVIRONMENTAL INC. 

DOUGLAS SHEELEY 
LABORATORY DIRECTOR 

Repctl on sample(s) furnished by chent applies to sample(s). RePOn on sample(s) obla•ned by us applies only to lot sampled. Information 
conla•ned her.,n is not to be used for rwproductoon except by special perrnossaon. S.mple(s) will be retained tor tl'liny days ma1umum alter Gate of 
report unless spec:1frc:ally requested Oll'lerwtse by chent. In Ille e..enl ll'lat tl'lere are POrtoons or pans. of sample(s) rema1n1ng aher Nytest has 
completed tl'le requrreo tests. Nytest 111a1111ave 111e option of retumtr19 IUCh sample(s) to tl'le cltent at the cltenl's eapense. 

box 151? o 60 seoview blvd., port woshington, ny 11050 o ( 516) 625-5500 

inc. 
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COMPANY OF HEMPSTEAD 

100 AVENUE C •AT STEWART AVENUE • WESTBUAV. NEW 'tOAK 1190 • 51~ 

CHAIN OF CUSTODY 

DATE: 

SAMPLE I.D.: 

7ESTS: 

COMMENTS: 

SAMPLE COLLECTED BY: ~ ~' ~ 
~EllNQUISHED BY RECIE\IED BY DATE TIME REMARK§ 

I Pm 
I 

7- 'J.1{2 I: z.;= 
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AMERICAN REF-FUEL COMPANY• P.O. Box 3151 •HOUSTON, lEXAS 77253 



Laboratory Chron;cle 

Cl;ent Name: Amer;can Ref-Fuel 

Da.~ Received: 7/09/92 
'"S~le JD: As per cover page 

Organ;cs Extract;on: 

Analysis: 

Jnorganics: 

Other Analysis: 

2. Base/Neutrals ___________________ _ 

3. Pesticides/PCBs _________________ _ 

4. Dioxin·--------------------------

1. Volatiles _____________________ _ 

2. Acids----------------------

3. Base/Neutrals. ______________________ _ 

4. Pesticides/PCBs _____________________ _ 

S. Dioxin. ________________________ _ 

Section Supervisor 
Review & Approval ___________________ _ 

TCLP Digestion - 7/20/92 Analysis - 7/28/92 

SW924 Digestion - 7/20/92 Analysis • 7/28/92 
1. Metals. _____________________________________ _ 

2. Cyanides _________________________ _ 

3. Phenols ______________________ _ 

--------------- TCLP Extraction • 7/13/92 

SW924 Extraction • 7/13/92 

Other Tests - 7/09/92, 7/20/92, 7/28/92 

· Section Supervisor 

Review & Approva l ________ _...Q_~-'-------------------

Quality Control Supervisor '1.: 
Review & Approval __________ ~._...-__________ _ 

If fractions are re-extracted and re-analyzed include dates for both. 

Log In No.: 13242 
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nytest environmental re. 

NON-CONFORMANCE SUMMARY 
(Case Narrative) 

Log In No: 13242 

Samples were analyzed as per required protocols, no problems 

were encountered. 
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METHODOLOGY SUMMARY 

J.QUEOUS HETHOOOLbGIES: 

BNA, Pesticides/PCE's Extraction 
~.A/ICP sample Preparation 
Furnace sample Preparation 
Mercury Sample Preparation 
Hexavalent Chromium Sa~ple Preparation 
Clean-Up 

Organochlorine Pesticides and PCB's 
by Gas Chromatography 

F.erbicides by Gas Chromatography 
Purceable Organics by GC/MS 
Bas~/Neutral, ~.cicis b~· GC/MS 
2,3,7,S-TCOO by GC/~S 
BTZ:X 

NON-AQUEOUS HETF.ODOTOG!ES: 

-'" - •i"ci~es/PC~'s -x-~ac•ion ,o.;.,.-., .r'eS... _._ .o .:. .__ .__ • 
'J..J../!C? Sa::.ple Preparation . 
Furnace sa~ple Preparation 
Mercury Sample Preparation 
Clean-Up 

Gas Chromatography/Mass Spectrometry: 

Purgeable organics 
Base/Neutral and Acid Extractables 
orcranoohos~horous Pesticides 
organochlorine Pesticides and PCB's 

by Gas Chromatography 
BTEX 

REF 1 

200.7 
200.0 
243.l 
218.S 

REF 2 

3510 

3610/3640 

3530 
3050 

3020/3030/3050 
7~71 

3610/36~0 

62~0 

6270 
Sl~O 

SOSO 
8020 

600 
362 
€2~ 

625 
613/623 

€02 
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METHODOLOGY S~Y 

INDUCTIVELY COUPLED PLAS~..A CICPl: 

Aluminum 
A.."'ltimony 
Barium 
Beryllii.:::l 
cad~iu:i 
calciu:ra 
Chromiu.:i 
cobalt 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Magnesiu:: 
Mangan es a 
Molvbdenu: 
Nickel 
Potassiu= 
Silver 
SoC:.iu::i 
Tin 
Titanic.:: 
VanaC:.iu:l 
Zinc 

FU?.NACE 'J...J..: 

J..nti::nony 
Arsenic 
Lead 
Seleniu:i 
Thalliu..'"'ll 
Tin 
Vanadiu-..i 
Mercury 

.. 

REFER-~CE 

200.7 
200.7 
200.7 
200.7 
200.7 
200.7 
200.7 
200.7 
200.7 

·200.1 
200.7 
200.7 
200.7 
200.7 
200.7 
200.7 
200.7 
200.7 
200.7 
200.7 
200.7 
200.7 

20~.l 
206.2 
2:39.2 
270.2 
279.2 
282.2 
266.2 
245.l 

1 R=::=:R-'C"NCE 2 

6010 
6010 
6010 
6010 
6010 
6010 
6010 
6010 
6010 
6010 
6010 
6010 
6010 
6010 
6010 
6010 
6010 
6010 
6010 
6·010 
6010 
6010 

70~1 
7060 
7~21 

7740 
7841 

7911 
7470 

0000005 
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METHODOLOGY S~Y 

ADDITIONAL INORG~..NIC PA..~b.METERS: 

Bromide 
Color 
CQ!lauctance 
conductance 
Odor 
pH 
pH 
TDS 
TSS 
TS' 

Tem-oeratu:=e 
Turbidity 
.Acidity 
J..lkal ini ty 
;._-:._-:i.oni a 
Chlo rice 
Chloride 
Residual C~lcrine 
COD 
cyaniC.e 
Oil and Grease 
oil and Grease 
:FluoriC.e 
TNi 
N02/N03 
D.O. 
Petroleun F.ydrocar=ons (Reference 4) 
Phenol 
Phosphorcus 
Silica 
Sulfate 
Sulfide 
Surfactar:.ts 
TOC 
TOX 

MISCELI..A.'1-fEOUS )..N~LYSIS: 

Extraction Procedure Toxicity 
Ignitability 
Corrosivity 
Reactivity 

Toxicity Characteristic Leaching 
Procedure (TCLP) 

'REFERENCE 1 

320.l 
110.2 
120.l 

140.l 
150.l 

160.l 
160.2 
160.3 
130.l 
170.l 
160.l 
305.l 

.. 310. l 
350.2/350.3 

325.3 

330.2 
410.3/410.4 

335.3 
413. l/413. 2 

340.2 
351. 2 
353.2 
360.2 
4lc .1 
420.2 
365.l 
370.l 

375.2/375.4 
376.l 
425.1 
415.1 

'REFERENCE 2 

9050 

9040 

9252 

S070 

9022 

1310 
1010 
1110 

Chapter 6.3 · 

(Ref. 5) 

0000006 



' ·'Y •\......l'v• '-""' • • •• ................ ..._.. ... _ .... ..... 

METHODOLOGY SUMMARY 

REFERENCES: 
-

(1) 

(2) 

{J) 

(4) 
(5) 

USEPA-600/4-79-020, Methods for Chemical Analysis of ~ater and 
waste 

usE?A SW 646, Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Was'te, Third 
Edition 

Federal Register 40 CFR Part 136, Vol. 49, No. 209 Tes~ Far~eters 
for the Analysis of Pollutants 

as zocified by N~D~?-EISE (fer non-aqueous sa:ples) 
Feceral Register Vol. 51, No. 216 Friday, ll/7/66, pp. ~06~3-40652 

·~ 

0000007 



= 

QUi\LI?IE:RS: 

u 

J 

Indicates co~pound \12.S analyzed for but not detected. 
The n~er is the detection lll1it for the sal:lple. 
Indicates an esti~ated value. This flaq is used eit.~er 
whe~ estimating a concentration for tentatively 
identified compouncis where a l:l response is assu::eci or 
when the mass.spectral data indicates the presence cf a 
co:~ounci that ~eets·the identification criteria ~ut t.~e 
result is less than the reported detection lizilit bet 

c=eater than zero. 
T~is flag is used when t~e ~~alyte is tcc.~d in the 
:ethod bla~k as ~ell as in the sa:?le. 

T This flag ice~tifies all ta=;eted c:o:?oc::ds that ~e=e 
fou~d a~ove t~e :ethod cetec:tion li=i~s. 

D 

~lcol ccncansaticn ?rocuct (fo~ed fr=~ Acetone rsacti::g 
•• ;-..-.., M~t;.,V,""'l.,. C'."' 1 0.,..;cie SO'l-V"nts User ;nth.A ex--:ic:-;c:-
"'-'-•• ··- ··---· - ··- -- - -· - -· - ----- -- ·•·. 
cf soil sa:?les, not ass:c:iateci ~ith sa::le 
c::::sti tu.er.ts) 

·~ 

~~1 r.=~-a;:-~ec~s sa:?!es a=e =:~c=~ee en soil fc=:s. T~~s 
inc~~~es sa:ples ~tose =atrix is listed as :iscellanec~s. 

The !~itial a~~ c=~~i~~in; Cali~=aticn eat~s and ti=es f:= 

-t.~a -~·ola-:.ile. f=a=-:.ic::s a=e lis::.:.-: C:i the E!~ s~a=--.:· !:==.s. 

The Initial a~c c~~ti~uing Cali~ration dates ar.~ ti=es f== 
the.se:ivolatile f=acticns are liste~ on t~e O!T?? st:..~a=-f 

fo:-=s. 

51-...Y.:?!.Z SU::FI~S: ?.Z 
DL 

~.:& 
TT 

F 
STD 
iii 

Fraction (V fo= Volatiles, S for Se:ivolatiles} 
Indicates a blank 
A=~it=arily assi;ned-nr-~er for that bla:n..~ 

:raction (V for Volatiles, S for Se:ivolatiles} 
Indicates a standard 
Concentration in ppb of Volatile stancarcis, or 
amount injected in ng for Se~ivolatile standarcis 

0000008 



nytest environmental re 

We find as follows: 

Results in mg/l: 

Parameter(s) 

Alkalinity 
Chloride 
Sulfate 
Aluminum 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium, Hexavalent 
Chromium, Tc;>tal 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 
Silver 
Sodium 
Zinc 
Total Dissolved Solids 

REPORT OF ANALYSIS 

SW924 ANALYSIS 
(Composite of Extracts #l & #2) 

Log In No.: 132-\2 

Sample Identification 

lA 
(1324201) 

706 
1072 

386 
0.345 

<0.010 
0.449 

<0.010 
823 

<O.Ol 
<0.0l 

0.071 
0.065 
0.185 

<0.015 
<0.0002 
<0.040 

124 
<0.010 
<0.010 

146 
0.389 
4690 

0000009 



nytest environmental..., 

We find as follows: 

Results in mg/l: 

Parameter(s) 

Alkalinity 
Chloride 
Sulfate 
Aluminum 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium, Hexavalent 
Chromium, Total 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Potassium 
selenium 
Silver 
Sodium 
Zinc 
Total Dissolved Solids 

REPORT OF ANALYSIS 

SW924 ANALYSIS 
(Composite of Extracts #3 & #4) 

Log In No.: 13242 

Sample Identification 

lA 
(1324201) 

101 
42 
357 
1.2 

<0.010 
0.294 

<0.010 
186 

0.02 
0.02 
0.031 

<0.050 
<0.050 
<0.015 
<0.0002 
<0.040 

6.34 
<0.010 
<0.010 

6.34 
<0.020 

550 

0000010 



nytest environmental 'C 

We find as follows: 

Parameter(s) 

' Moisture 

REPORT OF ANALYSIS 

Bulk Metal Analysis 

Log In No.: 13242 

Sample Identification 

lA 
(1324201) 

17.8 

Results in mg/kg (dry wt. basis): 

Chloride 
Aluminum 
Antimony 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium, Hexavalent 
Chromium, Total 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Selenium 
Silicon 
Silver 
Thallium 
Tin 
Zinc 
Sulfate 
Total Dissolved Solids 

31100 
16100 

<5 
50.7 

388 
<l 

11.4 
7000 
0.13 
85.6 
1190 
38300 

617 
13.4 

164 
<1 
173 
<5 
<l 
<10 

2790 
28800 

NA 

0000011 



nytest envi ronr:nento In: 

2-J 

TCLP Results Sample ID: lA 
Lab ID: 1324201 

EPA Practical 

Hazardous Regulatory Quantitation 

Waste TCLP Contaminant levels Limit Found 

Number (mg/l) (mg/l) (mg/l) 

D004 Arsenic s.o o.s ND 

DOCS Barium 100.0 10 ND 
D006 Cadmium l.O 0.1 0.181 

D007 Chromium s.o o.s ND 

D008 Lead s.o o.s ND 
0009 Mercury 0.2 0.02 ND 
DOlO Selenium l.O 0.1 ND 
DOll Silver s.o o.s ND 

ND = NONE DETECTED 

0000012 



nytest environmental..., 

We find as follows: 

Results in mg/l: 

Parameter(s) 

-----------· 

Alkalinity 
Chloride 
Sulfate 
Aluminum 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium, Hexavalent 
Chromium, Total 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 
Silver 
Sodium 
Zinc 
Total Dissolved Solids 

REPORT OF ANALYSIS 

SW924 ANALYSIS 
(Composite of Extracts #1 & #2) 

Log In No.: 13242 

Sample Identification 

---------------------
2A 

(1324202) 

522 
1107 

453 
0.488 

<0.010 
0.5 

<0.010 
747 

<0.01 
0.01 
0.036 

<0.050 
0.517 

<0.015 
0.00025 

<0.040 
135 

<0.010 
<0.010 

152 
0.156 
4870 

0000013 



nytest environmental,,, 

We find as follows: 

Results in mq/l: 

Parameter(s) 

------------

Alkalinity 
Chloride 
Sulfate 
Aluminum 
Arsenic 
Barium 
cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium, Hexavalent 
Chromium, Total 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 
Silver 
Sodium 
Zinc 
Total Dissolved Solids 

REPORT OF ANALYSIS 

SW924 ANALYSIS 
(Composite of Extracts #3 & #4) 

Log In No.: 13242 

Sample Identification 

---------------------
2A 

(1324202) 

66 
42 
266 

1.71 
<0.010 
0.28 

<0.010 
136 

<0.01 
0.01 

<0.025 
<0.050 
<0.050 
<0.015 
<0.0002 
<0.040 

2.39 
<0.010 
<0.010 

6.84 
<0.020 

389 

0000014 



nytest environmental,c 

We find as follows: 

Parameter(s) 

% Moisture 

REPORT OF ANALYSIS 

Bulk Metal Analysis 

Log In No.: 13242 

Sample Identification 

2A 
(1324202) 

17.3 

Results in mg/kg (dry wt. basis): 

Chloride 
Aluminum 
Antimony 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium, Hexavalent 
Chromium, Total 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Selenium 
Silicon 
Silver 
Thallium 
Tin 
Zinc 
Sulfate 
Total Dissolved Solids 

28700 
14600 

40 
55.4 

356 
<l 

43.7 
83000 
0.06 
62.6 
3490 
22900 
1130 
36.8 

138 
<l 
132 

S.61 
<l 
<10 

3830 
16000 

NA 

0000015 



nytest environmental re 

2-J 

- -~--- TCLP Results Sam~le ID: 2A 
Lab ID: 1324202 

EPA Practical 

Hazardous Regulatory Quantitation 

waste TCLP Contaminant levels Limit Found 

Number (mg/l) (mg/l) (mg/l) 
.. 

D004 Arsenic s.o o.s ND 

DOCS Barium 100.0 10 ND 

D006 Cadmium 1.0 0.1 0.299 

0007 Chromium s.o o.s ND 

DOCS Lead s.o o.s 1.23 

0009 Mercury 0.2 0.02 0.026 

DOlO selenium 1.0 0.1 ND 

DOll Silver s.o o.s ND 

ND = NONE DETECTED 

0000016 



nytest environmental re 

-- ~I'""="' 

=:.::·.,,:.· 

We find as follows: 

Results in mg/l: 

Parameter(s) 

Alkalinity 
Chloride 
Sulfate 
Aluminum 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium, Hexavalent 
Chromium, Total 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 
Silver 
Sodium 
Zinc 
Total Dissolved Solids 

REPORT OF ANALYSIS 

SW924 ANALYSIS 
(Composite of Extracts #1 & #2) 

Log In No.: 13242 

Sample Identification 

3A 
(1324203) 

760 
862 
422 

<0.2 
<0.010 

0.469 
<0.010 

703 
<0.01 
<0.01 

0.098 
<0.050 

0.446 
<0.015 

0.00022 
<0.040 

100 
<0.010 
<0.010 

122 
0.385 
4070 

0000017 



nytest envi ronmento I ric 

We find as follows: 

Results in mg/l: 

Parameter(s) 

------------

Alkalinity 
Chloride 
Sulfate 
Aluminum 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium, Hexavalent 
Chromium, Total 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 
Silver 
Sodium 
Zinc 
Total Dissolved Solids 

REPORT OF ANALYSIS 

SW924 ANALYSIS 
(COmposite of Extracts #3 & #4) 

Log In No.: 13242 

Sample Identification 

---------------------
3A 

(1324203) 

120 
39 
224 

1.41 
<0.010 

0.276 
<0.010 

131 
<0.01 

0.01 
<0.025 
<0.050 
<0.050 
<0.015 

<0.00021 
<0.040 

<l 
<0.010 
<0.010 

5.5 
0.02 

429 

0000018 



nytest environmental~ 

We find as follows: 

Parameter(s) 

\ Moisture 

REPORT OF ANALYSIS 

Bulk Metal Analysis . 

Log In No.: 13242 

Sample Identification 

3A 
(1324203) 

19.1 

Results in mg/kg (dry wt. basis): 

Chloride 
Aluminum 
Antimony 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium, Hexavalent 
Chromium, Total 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Selenium 
Silicon 
Silver 
Thallium 
Tin 
Zinc 
Sulfate 
Total Dissolved Solids 

23100 
24200 

34 
31.3 
1220 
<l 

24.5 
62600 

<0.01 
100 
798 

24400 
927 

14.5 
80.5 
<l 
135 
<5 
<1 
<10 

2220 
36000 

NA 

0000019 



nytest environmental~ 
2-J 

TCLP Results Sample ID: 3A 
Lab ID: 1324203 

EPA Practical 
Hazardous Regulatory Quantitation 

Waste TCLP contaminant levels Limit Found 

Number (mg/l) (mg/l) (mg/l) 

D004 Arsenic s.o o.s ND 

DOCS Barium 100.0 10 ND 

D006 Cadmium l.O 0.1 0.271 
D007 Chromium s.o o.s ND 

DQOB Lead s.o o.s 2 
D009 Mercury 0.2 0.02 0.042 
DOlO Selenium l.O O.l ND 

DOll Silver s.o o.s ND 

ND = NONE DETECTED 

0000020 



nytest environmental"" 

We find as follows: 

Results in mg/l: 

Parameter(s) 

Alkalinity 
Chloride 
Sulfate 
Aluminum 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium, Hexavalent 
Chromium, Total 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 
Silver 
Sodium 
Zinc 
Total Dissolved Solids 

REPORT OF ANALYSIS 

SW924 ANALYSIS 
(Composite of Extracts #1 & #2) 

Log In No.: 13242 

Sample Identification 

4A 
(1324204) 

484 
711 
314 

0.254 
<0.010 

0.522 
<0.010 

483 
<0.01 
<0.01 

0.116 
<0.050 

0.483 
<0.015 

0.00023 
<0.040 

94.8 
<0.010 
<0.010 

114 
0.103 
3250 

0000021 



nytest environmental,,, 

We find as follows: 

Results in mg/l: 

Parameter(s) 

Alkalinity 
Chloride 
Sulfate 
Aluminum 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium, Hexavalent 
Chromium, Total 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 
Silver 
Sodium 
Zinc 
Total Dissolved Solids 

REPORT OF ANALYSIS 

SW924 ANALYSIS 
(Composite of Extracts #3 & #4) 

Log In No.: 13242 

Sample Identification 

4A 
(1324204) 

82 
35 
221 

3.55 
<0.010 

0.299 
<0.010 

108 
<0.01 

0.02 
<0.025 
<0.050 
<0.050 
<0.015 
<0.0002 
<0.040 

1.07 
<0.010 
<0.010 

5.12 
<0.020 

355 

0000022 



nytest environmental"" 

We find as follows: 

Parameter(s) 

!\ Moisture 

REPORT OF ANALYSIS 

Bulk Metal Analysis 

Log In No.: 13242 

Sample Identification 

4A 
(1324204) 

19.3 

Results in mg/kg (dry wt. basis): 

Chloride 
Aluminum 
Antimony 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
calcium 
Chromium, Hexavalent 
Chromium, Total 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Selenium 
Silicon 
Silver 
Thallium 
Tin 
Zinc 
Sulfate 
Total Dissolved Solids 

23700 
19900 
62.6 
34.8 

414 
<l 

45.8 
77600 
0.02 
64.4 

483 
22200 
1160 
ll.8 

61 
<l 
138 

7.93 
<l 
<10 

4690 
21400 

NA 

0000023 



nytest environmental re 

2-J 

TCLP Results Sample ID: 4A 
.-- Lab ID: 1324204 

EPA Practical 

Hazardous Regulatory Quantitation 

Waste TCLP Contaminant levels Limit Found 

Number (mg/l) (mg/l) (mg/l) 

D004 Arsenic s.o o.s ND 

DOOS Barium 100.0 10 ND 

D006 Cadmium 1.0 0.1 0.3 

D007 Chromium s.o o.s ND 

DOCS Lead s.o o.s 3.52 

D009 Mercury 0.2 0.02 ND 

DOlO Selenium 1.0 0.1 ND 

DOll Silver 5.0 0.5 ND 

ND = NONE DETECTED 

0000024 



nytest environmental"° 

We find as follows: 

Results in mg/l: 

Parameter(s) 

Alkalinity 
Chloride 
Sulfate 
Aluminum 
Arsen·ic 
Barium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium, Hexavalent 
Chromium, Total 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 
Silver 
Sodium 
Zinc 
Total Dissolved Solids 

REPORT OF ANALYSIS 

SW924 ANALYSIS 
(Composite of Extracts #1 & #2) 

Log In No.: 13242 

Sample Identification 

SA 
(1324205) 

612 
1507 

545 
<0.2 

<0.010 
0.463 

<0.010 
1010 

<0.01 
0.01 
0.042 

<0.050 
0.763 

<0.015 
0.00054 

<0.040 
163 

<0.010 
<0.010 

180 
0.23 
6000 

0000025 



nytest environmentoln: 

We find as follows: 

Results in mg/l: 

Parameter(s) 

Alkalinity 
Chloride 
Sulfate 
Aluminum 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium, Hexavalent 
Chromium, Total 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 
Silver 
Sodium 
Zinc 
Total Dissolved Solids 

REPORT OF ANALYSIS 

SW924 ANALYSIS 
(Composite of Extracts #3 & #4) 

Log In No.: 13242 

Sample identification 

SA 
(1324205) 

113 
34 
224 

0.711 
<0.010 

0.279 
<0.010 

128 
<0.01 
<0.01 
<0.025 
<0.050 

0.71 
<0.015 

0.0002 
<0.040 

174 
<0.010 
<0.010 

192 
118 
440 

0000026 



nytest environmental re 

We find as follows: 

Parameter(s) 

' Moisture 

REPORT OF ANALYSIS 

Bulk Metal Analysis 

Log In No.: 13242 

Sample Identification 

SA 
(1324205) 

21.3 

Results in mg/kg (dry wt. basis): 

Chloride 
Aluminum 
Antimony 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium, Hexavalent 
Chromium, Total 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Selenium 
Silicon 
Silver 
Thallium 
Tin 
Zinc 
Sulfate 
Total Dissolved Solids 

36500 
20300 
•65 
41.4 

420 
<1 

50.4 
86100 

<0.01 
89.6 

498 
25100 
1470. 

21 
106 
<l 
178 

6.48 
<l 
<10 

3700 
29600 

NA 

0000027 



nytest environmental~ 
2-J 

TCLP Results Sample ID: SA -
Lal:> ID: 1324205 

EPA Practical 

Hazardous Regulatory Quantitation 

Waste TCLP Contaminant levels Limit Found 

Number (mg/l) (mg/l) (mg/l) 
--

0004 Arsenic s.o o.s ND 

DOOS Barium 100.0 10 ND 

0006 Cadmium 1.0 0.1 0.487 

0007 Chromium· s.o o.s ND 

D008 Lead s.o o.s 3.27 

D009 Mercury 0.2 0.02 0.039 

DOlO Selenium 1.0 0.1 ND 

DOll Silver- s.o o.s ND 

ND = NONE DETECTED 

I 0000028 



nytest environmental re 

.·~ 

-· 

We find as fo.llows: 

Results in mg/l: 

Parameter(&) 

Alkalinity 
Chloride 
Sulfate 
Aluminum 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium, Hexavalent 
Chromium, Total 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 
Silver 
Sodium 
Zinc 
Total Dissolved Solids 

REPORT OF ANALYSIS 

SW924 ANALYSIS 

Log In No.: 13242 

Sample Identification 

Method 
Blank 

<l 
<l 
<3 

<0.2 
<0.010 
<0.2 

<0.010 
<l 

<0.01 
<0.01 
<0.025 
<0.050 
<0.050 
<0.015 
<0.0002 
<0.040 

<1 
<0.010 
<0.010 

<l 
<0.020 

<10 

0000029 ~1 
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nytest environmental re 

We find as follows: 

Parameter(s) 

\ Moisture 

REPORT OF ANALYSIS 

Bulk Metal Analysis 

Log In No.: 13242 

Sample Identification 

Method 
Blank 

NA 

Results in mg/kg (dry wt. basis): 

Chloride 
Aluminum 
Antimony 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium, Hexavalent 
Chromium, Total 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Selenium 
Silicon 
Silver 
Thallium 
Tin 
Zinc 
Sulfate 
Total Dissolved Solids 

<10 
<S 
<S 
<2 
<10 
<1 
<l 
<SO 

<0.01 
<S 
<S 
<S 
<S 

<O.l 
<S 
<1 
<S 
<S 
<1 
<10 
<S 
<30 
<10 

00000.)0 



nytest environmental.,, 

TCLP Results 
--

_._ . .-

EPA 
Hazardous 

Waste TCLP Contaminant 
Number 

D004 Arsenic 
DOCS Barium 
D006 Cadmium 
D007 Chromium 
DOOS Lead 
D009 Mercury 
DOlO Selenium 
DOll Silver 

ND = NONE DETECTED 

2-J 

Regulatory 
levels 
(mg/l) 

s.o 
100.0 
1.0 
s.o 
s.o 
0.2 
1.0 
s.o 

Sample ID: METHOD BLANK 
Lab ID: BLANX 

Practical 
Quantitation 

Limit Found 
(mg/l) (mg/l) 

o.s ND 
10 ND 

0.1 ND 
o.s ND 
o.s ND 
0.02 ND 
0.1 ND 
o.s ND 

OOOOOJl. 

I 
/'. 
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APPENDIX 10 
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Potential Human Health Impacts Due to Inhalation of Fugitive Dust 
From Incinerator Ash at the Brookhaven Landfill 

=-Introduction and Summary 

This report responds to questions regarding the potential human health impacts 
due to the inhalation of fugitive dust resulting from the landfilling of incinerator 
ash in Cell 5 of the Brookhaven, NY Landfill. The ash is a combination of 
bottom ash and fly ash from the Hempstead Energy Recovery Facility (ERF) . 
. The report addresses two specific areas of concern: 

• Potential health impacts of ash-related fugitive dust in the neighboring 
residential areas 

• Potential health impacts of ash-related fugitive dust to the workers at 
the landfill. 

The question of health impacts in the community is addressed by calculating an 
ash-related fugitive dust concentration at the landfill boundary that will not result 
in any long or short term adverse impacts. Adverse impacts indude all 
noncancer effects and lifetime excess cancer risks for highly exposed 
individuals that are less than one in a million for each contaminant, and less 
than one in one hundred thousand for the ash-related fugitive dust as a whole. 
The maximum allowable fugitive dust concentrations determined in this report 
are compared with the measured concentrations of ash-related fugitive dust an 
MSW Ash Landfill in Haverhill, Massachusetts. Based on this comparison, it 
appears that actual ash dust concentrations at the Brookhaven Landfill 
boundaries will be substantially below the maximum allowable concentration 
calculated in this report. 

Based on the results of the Haverhill study, it appears that exposure of workers 
at the landfill can be maintained at the levels that are calculated to be protective 
of the surrounding community by existing workplace protection technology. 

Identification of Toxic Contaminants 

Heavy metals and chlorinated dioxins and furans have been identified in ash 
residues of all municipal waste combustors. Because of their toxicity, they are 
the contaminants of concern in these residues. 

Metals 

The combined ash from the Hempstead ERF has been tested for metals, 
including heavy metals, and the results are reported in the Town of Brookhaven 
Solid Waste Management Plan, Final 1991 Update/SGEIS. These results are 
reproduced in Table 1. For each metal, the final two columns of Table 1 
presents the arithmetic mean concentration of the eight individual samples and 
the estimated arithmetic mean of its concentration in soils in the Eastern U.S. 
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All metal concentrations are given in units of mg/kg, which is equivalent to parts 
per million (ppm). 

ConiParison of the mean metal content of the ash and soils in the Eastern U.S. 
shows that the ash has approximately 10-100 times the soil concentration of a 
few metals: antimony, cadmium, calcium, copper, lead, mercury, nickel, tin and 
zinc. The arsenic concentration in the ash is approximately 3 times the mean 
soil concentration, but within the observed range of natural soils. The calcium 
in the ash is probably due to the lime used to quench the fly ash. The remaining 
metals are probably residues of refuse sent to the facility. 

The chromium presents a major uncertainty in this risk evaluation. The total 
chromium concentration in the ash and in soils is similar. However, chromium 
can exist in two ionic fonns: chromium Ill and chromium VI. Chromium Ill is an 
essential human nutrient and represents the majority of the detected chromium 
in soil. However, chromium .VI is somewhat toxic by ingestion, and a probable 
human carcinogen if inhaled. Thus, the fraction of the total chromium in the ash 
that is chromium VI will have an effect on the predicted health impacts 
associated with inhalation of the ash. For the calculations in this report, it is 
assumed that 3% of the total chromium measured in the ash is chromium VI. 
This value is 10 fold higher than the 0.3% chromium VI that the USEPA 
estimated for emissions from municipal waste incinerators and would be 
applicable to fly ash (cited in ATSDR, 1991). Although few data on the 
composition of bottom ash are available, the fraction of respirable particles is 
lower than in fly ash, and the respirable fraction of bottom ash appears to have 
a slightly lower metals content than fly ash (NIOSH, 1990). If the fraction of 
chromium VI in bottom ash is the same as in fly ash (a reasonable assumption, 
although it may be lower in bottom ash), the estimate of 3% chromium VI in the 
ash should provide a 10 fold margin of safety for the protection of human health. 

Chlorinated Dioxins and Furans 

The concentration data for chlorinated dioxins and furans were taken from a 
national study of ash from five municipal waste combustors jointly sponsored by 
the Coalition on Resource Recovery and the Environment (CORRE) and the US 
EPA (CORRE, 1991 ). Although the data are not from ash from the Hempstead 
ERF, the results are from state-of-the-art mass bum facilities, and should be 
applicable to the Hempstead ERF. The concentrations of dioxins and furans 
obtained in the CORRE study are reproduced in Table 2. These values were 
averaged, and then converted to toxic equivalents (TEs) of 2,3,7,8 TCDD using 
the toxic equivalent factors currently used by the USEPA1 (US EPA, 1989). 
These values are reported in Table 2 in the column labeled "avg Te·. The ffnal 
two columns in Table 2 present the maximum and minimum toxic equivalents, 
which were calculated by using the maximum and minimum concentration for 
each congener (in the five samples), and then summing all of the individual 
maximum TEs and minimum TEs, respectively. 

1 The CORRE report used an earlier version of toxic equivalent factors. 
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The results of the revised calculation of dioxin toxic equivalents are shown in 
boxes at the bottom of the table. The average TE is 236 ppt (parts per trillion). 
The TEs ranged from 100 to 532 ppt. These values can be compared with the 
TE estimated in the CORRE report of 131 ppt and the ·acceptable· 

,:ci)ncentration of TCDD in backyard soils of 1000 ppt (equivalently, 1 ppb). In 
--other words, the total dioxin level observed in the ash studies had a toxic 
equivalent of 10-50% of the TCDD level that the US Centers for Disease 
Control detennined to be acceptable for backyard soils, where exposure to 
young children would occur (Kimbrough et al., 1984). 

Fly Ash Toxicity Studies 

Fly ash, one component of the ash at the Brookhaven landfill, has been 
subjected to toxicity tests in animals. Alarie and co-workers (1989) exposed 
male guinea pigs to approximately 300 mg/m3 of fly ash resuspended in the air. 
(This is 1000 to 10,000 times higher than any foreseeable ambient exposure). 
The exposures were conducted for 6 hours/day for five consecutive days. Lung 
function tests of tidal volume were nonnal when the animals breathed nonnal 
levels of carbon dioxide, but were temporarily altered when high levels of 
carbon dioxide were in the air. This effect is observed with many other 
aerosols, and the authors concluded that it was unlikely that ·1ow environmental 
exposure to the ashes would induce acute pulmonary effects.· 

Alarie and co-workers (1989) also observed that, at these high exposure levels, 
the concentrations of cadmium, lead and zinc were significantly elevated in the 
lungs compared to control animals. Mercury concentrations were somewhat 
elevated. Lead and cadmium were also somewhat elevated in the kidney and 
liver. Chromium was not elevated in any tissue examined. No effects of dioxins 
were observed, even though the male guinea pig is extremely sensitive to its 
effects. 

Based on the methodology used by both the USEPA and NYS DEC for 
calculating reference doses (doses below which no adverse impacts are 
anticipated even in sensitive populations), this study would yield a reference 
dose of 300 µg/m3 for short tenn exposures to fly ash. 2 

Calculation of Acceptable Fugitive Dust Concentrations 

The strategy for calculating acceptable fugitive dust concentrations at the landfill 
boundaries is to detennine the amount of fugitive dust from the ash that will not 
cause exceedances of health based ambient air standards or guidelines. 
Standards and/or guidelines for dioxins and most of the metals identified in the 
previous section are listed in Table 3. Metals for which no guidelines have 
been developed are of low toxicity, and are not likely contribute to the health 
impacts of the ash. Ambient air guidelines for dioxins and most metals have 

2The subchronic RfO calculation is based on the following uncertainty factors: 10 for LOAEL to 
NOAE~ 10 for extrapolating from animals to humans: and 10 for interindividual differences among 
humans. 

HSAI page 3 



been developed by New York State. The USEPA has issued a National 
Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for lead, which is also enforced in New 
York. The USEPA has also issued regulations for boilers and industrial 
furnaces that include health based estimates of ambient air concentrations for 
several contaminants (USEPA, 1992). 

New York State has developed short tenn guideline concentrations (SGCs) and 
annual guideline concentrations (AGCs) for toxic contaminants in ambient air 
(NYS DEC, 1991 ). These guidelines were developed to be protective of human 
health. The AGCs are based on cancer and noncancer health risks resulting 
from long tenn exposure to air contaminants. The AGCs for human carcinogens 
are based on ambient air concentrations that correspond to increased lifetime 
cancer risks of 1 x 1 c:t6. The AG Cs for noncancer effects are developed such 
that no adverse effects are expected to result from the exposure, even for 
sensitive populations such as children and asthmatics. The SGCs are intended 
to protect against significant health and environmental effects associated with 
acute (1 hour) exposures to air contaminants. When available, New York State 
guidance concentrations are used as the basis of the fugitive dust calculations. 

Table 4 summarizes the maximum pennissible fugitive dust concentrations for 
annual and short tenn exposures for each contaminant. These values were 
calculated using the following equations: 

where: 

AGC x 106 
[Ann Fug.Dust] = [Cont Ash] • 0.5 

SGC x 106 
[Short Tenn Fug.Dust] [Cont Ash] 

· [Fug. Dust]= concentration of fugitive dust (µg ash/m3 air) 
AGC = annual guidance concentration (avg µg contfm3 air) 
SGC =short tenn guidance concentration (max µg cont/m3 air) 
[Cont Ash] = contaminant concentration in ash (mg cont./kg ash) 
1 ()6 = conversion factor between µg and kg soil; and µg and mg of contaminant 

The permissible annual concentration of fugitive dust is based on the average 
concentration of each contaminant, as summarized in Table 1. The permissible 
short term concentration is based on the highest concentration observed in the 
samples shown in Table 1. In addition, the annual concentration equation 
includes a factor of 0.5 in the denominator to account for the fact that the wind 
blows in different directions. An annual wind rose constructed from 
meteorological data at Brookhaven National Laboratory shows that the wind 
blows a maximum of 20% in any one direction and a maximum of 50% in the 
sum of any three adjacent directions (Figure 1 ). The factor of 0.5 represents this 
latter reduction. The short term equation does not consider wind direction. The 
results of these calculations are presented in Table 4. 
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Arsenic, nickel, and chromium limit the permissible annual fugitive dust 
concentration from ash to 20 µgtm3. Nickel limits the permissible short term 
(one hour) fugitive dust concentration from ash to 300 µg/m3. This value is 

. above the national ambient air quality standard for particulate matter (PM10) 
~. annual average concentration of 50 µg/m3 and the 24 hour average maximum 

concentration of 150 µgtm3. 

The assumption of the chromium species (chromium VI or chromium Ill) in the 
ash can make a difference in the outcome of the fugitive dust calculation. If 
there is less than the 3% chromium VI assumed in the calculation, then the 

··arsenic and nickel concentration would continue to limit the annual permissible 
fugitive dust concentrations to 20 µgtm3. However, it there is more than 3% 
chromium VI in the ash, then the permissible concentration of fugitive dust will 
decrease. As stated previously, the concentration of chromium VI in the ash is 
probably substantially less than 3%, based on comparisons with fly ash from 
other incinerators. · 

Comparison with Fugitive Dust Measurements 

Hahn et al. (1990) measured fugitive dust emissions during several ash-related 
activities at the landfill in Haverhill, Massachusetts that receives bottom and fly 
ash from the nearby Ogden Haverhill Associates Resource Recovery Facility. 
Based on this experimental study, it appears unlikely that 20 µg/m3 of ash­
related fugitive dust will reach the landfill boundary if sufficient levels of ash 
moisture are maintained. 

Among other experiments, Hahn et al. conduded real time measurements using 
monitors with nominal measurement cutoff sizes of 10 µm. Thus, the particle 
sizes of concern with rasped to inhalation were measured. Two monitors were 
placed on 8 foot berms that surrounded the active ash dumping cell on three 
sides in positions intended to maximize the source strength. In addition, one 
monitor was placed 300 feet upwind and another placed 1000 feet downwind of 
the active cell. All four monitors were approximately 3 feet above the ground 
surface. The monitoring was conduded in August, 1989 after a 5 day period 
without rain. For the period of monitoring, the average temperature was 74of. 
and the average windspeed was 6 mph. 

In the absence of ash-related adivities, the background concentration of fugitive 
dust (PM10) was approximately 30 µgtm3 throughout the site with peak 
concentrations of 40-45 µg/m3. Comparison of the elemental profiles of the ash 

. and the background fugitive dust levels showed them to be quite dissimilar, 
suggesting that the background fugitive dust was not due to ash-related 
materials. Neither the average nor the peak concentrations at the upwind and 
downwind monitoring sites appeared to be affeded by any ash-related 
adivities, which included dumping and compacting. 

The following results were obtained during various ash-related activities at the 
two monitoring sites near the active cell: 
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Activity Average Maximum (5 sec interval) 
(µg/m3) (µg/m3) 

~ ...... ':- ash dump 25-36 370 
--· uncovered ash 20-28 238 

tarp covering 38 578 
tarp removal 44 108 
ash compact/cover 35 170 

·Average levels of fugitive dust during ash dumping and compacting activities, 
and of uncovered ash did not differ appreciably from average background 
measurements. The maximum observed concentrations were 2-13 fold higher 
during ash-related activities than during background measurements. The 
highest 5 second peak concentration was observed during tarp covering, with 
the next highest occurring during ash dumping. 

Ashfilling activities at the Haverhill facility differ somewhat from those at the 
Brookhaven facility. In Haverhill, ash is dumped into an area surrounded by 
three 8 foot high berms of cover material. The monitors were placed on top of 
the berm, and thus were 11 feet above the surface of the ash. At Brookhaven, 
ash is dumped directly onto a flat area on top of a hill. Thus, higher ash-related 
concentrations of fugitive dust may be observed during dumping and 
compacting if samples were taken at Brookhaven. In addition, ash at the 
Haverhill facility is completely covered with soil at the end of the work day. 
Daily cover is not practiced on the ash at Brookhaven, and thus higher fugitive 
dust concentrations may be observed. On the other hand, ash is not covered by 
tarps or other materials at Brookhaven, thus the peak concentrations associated 
with these activities would not be observed at Brookhaven. 

The % moisture of the ash is an important parameter governing the generation 
of fugitive dust. The % moisture in the ash in the 3 ash dumping episodes 
measured in Haverhill ranged from 22 to 31%, with the highest maximum 
fugitive dust concentrations observed when the ash with 22% moisture was 
dumped. By contract, the moisture level of the ash received at Brookhaven is 
above 20%. Thus, during the ash dumping and compacting activities, there 
should be comparability between the Haverhill and Brookhaven sites with 
respect to this important parameter. 

The results of the Haverhill landfill study indicate that no ash-related fugitive 
dust goes offsite, and the average concentration of ash-related fugitive dust at 
the active cell is negligible. However, short peaks of high fugitive dust do occur 
during ash-related activities such as dumping and compacting. The fugitive 
dust concentrations that would be observed at 3 feet above ground level near 
the active ash area in Brookhaven may be higher than observed in Haverhill, 
since the area is not bermed. The similarity also assumes that more than 20% 
moisture content is maintained in the ash at Brookhaven. 

HSAI page 6 

I 

I 

\ 



' I 

I I 
... 

Potential Health Effects to Landfill Workers 

Workers at the Brookhaven landfill and truck drivers transporting ash to the 
landfill will be exposed to higher concentrations of ash and its contaminants 

-'_than members of the surrounding community. Workers in four job categories, 
with three different exposure concentration/duration profiles, can be identified: 

• ash truck drivers and ash compactor drivers 
• ash samplers, and 
• other landfill workers. 

Truck drivers and Compactor drivers 

Ash truck drivers may be exposed to the ash while loading and unloading ash. 
Ash compactor drivers may be exposed while driving the compactors. During 
this exposure period, the drivers may come into contact with the ash via 
inhalation of fugitive dust. There may also be lesser exposures via dermal 
contact and inadvertent ingestion of the ash. 

Dermal contact can cause adverse health effects in two ways: 1 ) contact can 
result in absorption through the skin and cause systemic toxicity and 2) contact 
can cause skin irritation. Metals have limited ability to be absorbed through the 
skin, and thus dermal contact with metals is not likely to result in systemic 
toxicity. Dermal exposure is a potential route of concern for dioxins. However, 
regulatory agencies have determined that 1 ppb dioxin in soil will not cause 
adverse effects even in children exposed to the material in their backyards. 
Since there is less than 1 ppb dioxin equivalents in the ash, and dermal contact 
will be considerably less than that of children in backyards, dermal exposures 
should not cause adverse systemic effects. There have been some reports of 
skin irritation among workers at waste-to-energy plants, apparently related to 
airborne ash (Edwin Holstein, M.D., personal communication). Although the 
airborne ash concentrations in these closed facilities are likely to be much 
higher than those encountered in an open air landfill, it is prudent to minimize 
dermal contact. 

Inadvertent ingestion of the ash could occur if there were dermal contact with 
ash followed by hand to mouth activities such as smoking or eating. To reduce 
exposures by this route, work practices could include a ban on smoking and 
eating in the vicinity of the active ash dump area. 

Inhalation of fugitive dust is the primary potential exposure route. If worker 
exposure is limited to the ash-related fugitive dust concentrations calculated to 
be permissible for offsite exposures, then there will be a substantial margin of 
safety for the workers. As discussed previously, for community exposures, 
annual average exposures to ash-related fugitive dust concentrations should be 
less than 20 µglm3 and peak one hour concentrations should not exceed 300 
µg/m3. Based on the Haverhill study, the annual average concentration should 
be readily achievable by maintaining more than 20% moisture content in the 
ash. Peak concentrations may be exceeded for short periods of time during 
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dumping and compacting activities, although the one hour averaging period 
should reduce the exposures to below 300 µg/m3. 

_ These predictions should be confirmed by monitoring the exposures actually 
,~.__ experienced by the drivers. The monitoring should be done through the use of 

personal air samplers. These are commonly used in industrial hygiene, and 
measure the air in the breathing zone of the workers rather than in the general 
vicinity of the activities. 

Ash samplers 

Ash samplers will have close contact with ash, but for short periods (less than 1 
hour) at infrequent (once every 3 weeks) intervals. Ash exposure may occur by 
dermal, inhalation or ingestion routes. As discussed for the drivers, derm"-1 

· exposure is not a source of concern for these materials with respect to systemic 
toxicity, although the ash may be an irritant. Inadvertent ingestion can be 
reduced by good hygiene practices, such as washing hands after sampling and 
not eating or smoking in the immediate vicinity of the ash. Inhalation exposure 
to ash should be lower than the 300 µg/m3 short term (one hour) guidance 
concentration if the sampling activity does not take place when ash dumping 
and compacting are being conducted in the vicinity. 

Other landfill workers 

Landfill workers who do not work near the ashfill may be exposed to fugitive 
dust from the ash while working at other portions of the landfill. In principle, ash 
exposure could occur throughout the work week, although in practice, the hilly 
topology of the landfill will limit dust exposures to a few areas in a few wind 
directions. The permissible fugitive dust levels calculated for fenceline 
exposures will be protective of other landfill workers, and, as discussed 
previously, should be readily achievable. 

Conclusions Regarding Potential Health Impacts 

Based on the calculations conducted here, if the annual average concentrations 
of ash-related fugitive dust are maintained below 20 µglm3, and short term (one 
hour) excursions are kept below 300 µglm3, there are no anticipated health 
impacts to the community or onsite workers. Total offsite fugitive dust 
concentrations must also remain in compliance with the federal particulate 
standards of 150 µg/m3 of respirable dust for a 24 hour period and 50 µglm3 of 
respirable dust as an annual average. 

The 300 µglm3 short term limit was arrived at by two methods: 1) based on a 
comparison of ash contaminants to the appropriate SGC established by New 
York State; and 2) based on an experimental study of fly ash in guinea pigs. 
The availability of two independent methods to derive short term limits 
increases confidence in the results. In addition, the ash in the Brookhaven 
Landfill includes both fly ash and bottom ash. Since bottom ash has a lower 
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fraction of respirable particles and appears to contain lower concentrations of 
toxic contaminants than fly ash (NIOSH, 1990), a concentration that is protective 
against fly ash exposure should also be protective against exposure to 

. combined fly ash and bottom ash. 

The USEPA and other agencies use, as a ·rule of thumb·, a 10 fold decrease in 
reference concentrations to convert from subchronic to chronic exposure 
situations. Consistent with this, the annual average ash-related fugitive dust 
concentration of 20 µg/m3 is approximately 10 fold lower than the short term 
limit of 300 µglm3, although these values were calculated by partially 

· independent methods.' 

Comparison of the 20 µgtm3 annual ash-related fugitive dust limit and 300 
µg/m3 ash-related short term limit with the concentrations measured at the 

·Haverhill, MA facility indicate that ash-related fugitive dust concentrations are 
likely to be well below these concentrations both on at the landfill and offsite if 
sufficient ash moisture is maintained. The only exception is likely to be 
occasional short excursions above the 300 µglm3 concentration during ash 
dumping and compacting at the site of the activity. However, based on the 
available information, worker exposure to concentrations above 300 µglm3 
should be controllable using existing protection technology. 
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Table 1 ii 

Metal and Dioxin Concentrations in Ash From Hempstead ERF \·y 

Mar-90 Nov-90 Nov-90 Nov-90 Nov-90 Nov-90 Arithmetic Mean Est Mean Cone arith mean (3) sample 18 sample2B sample3B sample4B sample58 8samples Soils In Eastern us• mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg 

Aluminum 24567 20250 21070 22900 19300. 18800 22002.6 57000.0 Antimony 67.2 12.5 13 27.7 106 430 98.9 0.8 Arsenic 16.8 20.a 1a.5 13.2 54 16.3 21.7 7.4 Barium 527 440 474 423 466 666 506.3 420.0 Beryllium nd <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 0.85 Cadmium 30.2 57.9 35.9 29.3 70.3 27.9 39.0 
Calcium 70500 76400 70050 70000 122000 a6300 79531.3 6300.0 
Chromium VI/Ill 54.5 77.2 94.3 66.1 a1 92.9 71.9 52.0 Cobalt a.a NT NT NT NT NT a.a 9.2 Copper 744 679 1900 1140 1060 11ao 1098.9 22.0 Iron 23267 39900 47100 47300 39600 73300 39625.1 250000.0 Lead 1457 1440 2320 2530 3950 2200 2101.4 17.0 Magnesium 6600 NT NT NT NT NT 6600.0 4600.0 Manganese 523 NT NT NT NT NT 523.0 640.0 Mercury 16.5 10.a 3.4a 16.1 19.6 0.98 12.6 0.1 Nickel 4745 92.2 75.a 196 83.4 147 1853.7 18.0 Potassium 3723 NT NT NT NT NT 3723.0 12000.0 Selenium 1.2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 0.45 SilicaasSi02 2a73 NT NT NT NT NT 2873.0 340000.0 Silicon NT <10 11.9 21.6 1a.4 21.2 18.3 Sliver 36.5 5.3 6.1 6.4 13 5.4 1a.2 
Sodium 6483 NT NT NT NT NT 64a3.0 7800.0 Thallium ND <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 
Tin 113 128 148 159 646 213 204.1 1.5 Vanadium 20.1 NT NT NT NT NT 20.1 66.0 , Zinc 2633 4220 3390 2710 4480 3110 3226.1 52.0 

Dioxin TEO 
2.36E-04 

Reference: Shacklette and Boerngen, 1984 USGS Professional Paper 1270. 



Table 2 
Chlorinated Dioxins and Furans In Ash from Municipal Waste Combustors ' 1! 

I I·' 

1''\ 
l-TEFs/89 Dioxin in Ash Dioxin in Ash Dioxin in Ash Dioxin in Ash Dioxin in Ash Avg TE Max TE MinTE 

CORRE-ZA CORRE-ZB CORRE-ZC CORRE-ZD COARE-ZE CORRE 
ppt ppt ppt ppt ppt ppt ppt ppt 

2,3,7,8-TCDD 1 10 24 16 35 10 17.0 35 10 
OtherTCDO 0 206 351 281 541 120 0.0 0 0 2,3, 7,8-TCDF 0.1 263 617 236 626 176 33.1 62.6 17.6 OtherTCDF 0 1688 3721 1208 2633 1136 0.0 0 0 1,2,3,7,8-PeCDD 0.5 33 118 71 ND 35 22.4 59 16.5 
Other PeCDD 0 317 759 1051 1910 248 0.0 0 0 
1,2,3,7,8-PeCDF 0.05 61 194 64 151 52 4.6 9.7 2.6 
2,3,4,7,8-PeCDF 0.5 46 162 56 171 43 "43.2 85.5 21.5 
Other PeCDF 0 484 1527 607 1736 448 0.0 0 0 1,2,3,4,7,8-HxCDD 0.1 12 40 66 86 11 4.1 8.6 1.1 
1,2,3,6,7,8-HxCDD 0.1 17 34 90 148 11 5.7 14.8 1.1 
1,2,3,7,8,9- HxCDD 0.1 28 79 120 194 22 8.3 19.4 2.2 
Other HxCDD 0 154 342 925 853 104 0.0 0 0 
1,2,3,4,7,8-HxCDF 0.1 74 336 218 654 95 26.1 65.4 7.4 1,2,3,6,7,8-HxCDF 0.1 131 524 279 660 134 31.9 66 13.1 1,2,3,7,8,9- HxCDF 0.1 36 127 193 479 45 16.9 47.9 3.6 2,3,4,6,7,8-HxCDF 0.1 5 54 70 124 20 5.4 12.4 :0.5 
Other HxCDF 0 281 939 635 1686 280 0.0 0 0 1,2,3,4,6,7,8-HpCDD 0.01 159 319 1849 1555 122 7.7 18.49 1.22 Other Hp COD 0 140 288 1511 1384 0 0.0 0 0 1,2,3,4,6,7,8-HpCDF 0.01 139 539 653 1842 155 6.4 18.42 1.39 1,2,3,4,7,8,9-HpCDF 0.01 8 48 83 119 16 0.5 1.19 0.08 Other Hp CDF 0 51 197 254 384 44 0.0 0 0 
OCDD 0.001 313 544 6906 4519 294 2.5 6.906 0.294 
OCDF 0.001 66 243 563 893 59 0.4 0.893 0.059 

I avg total TE 236.0 532.2 100.2 Source: Coalition on Resource Recovery and The Environment (CORRE). 1990. all maxes allmins 
Characterization of Munlclpal Waste Combustion Ash, Ash Extracts, and Leachates 
EPA 530-SW-90-029A CORRE avg total TE 131.4 



Table3 
Guidelines and Standards for Ambient Air 

NYSSGc• NYSAGc• Other Ambient Air Source 
Stds or Guides 

µg/m3 µg/m3 µg/m3 

Aluminum 
Antimony 120.0 1.2E+OO 0.3 BIF-

Arsenic 0.2 2.3E-04 2.30E-03 BIF-

·Barium 120.0 5.0E-01 50 BIF-

Beryllium 0.05 4.0E-04 0.01 NAAas-;NYSS 

Cadmium 0.2 5.0E-04 
Calcium 
Chromium 0.1/120 2E-5/0.1 
Cobalt 12.0 1.2E-01 
Copper 240.0 2.4E+OO 
Iron 
Lead 1.5 NAAQS .. 

Magnesium 
Manganese 
Mercury 12.0 3.0E-01 
Nickel 1.5 2.0E-02 
Potassium 
Selenium 48 4.8E-01 
SilicaasSi02 
Silicon 
Silver 3 BIF-

Sodium 
Thallium 24 2.4E-01 
Tin 
Vanadium 100.0 2.0E-01 
Zinc 150.0 5.0E+01 

,.,,~ 

Dioxin TEQ 3.0E-08 

• SGC = short term guideline concentration; AGC .. annual guideline concentration 
Source: Draft New York State Air Guide-1, NYS DEC, 1991 edition 

:'" NAAQS .. National Ambient Air Quality Standard; NYSS • New York State Standard 
US EPA 1992. Technical Implementation Document for EPA's Boiler and Industrial 

Furnace Regulations; EPA-530-A-92-011 



Table4 
Fugitive Oust Limits I i: 

' ' 
l II 

Permissible Annual Permissible Short Term Comments 
Fugitive Dust Cone Fugitive Oust Cone 

µg/m3 µg/m3 

Aluminum 
Antimony 2E+04 3E+OS 
Arsenic 2E+01 4E+03 
Barium 2E+03 2E+OS 
Beryllium 8E+02 SE+04 
Cadmium 3E+01 3E+03 
Calcium 
Chromium v1n11 I 2E+01 SE+04 assume 3% CrVI 
Cobalt 3E+04 1E+06 
Copper 4E+03 1E+OS 
Iron 
Lead 1E+03 Based on NAAQS 
Magnesium 
Manganese 
Mercury SE+04 6E+OS 
Nickel 2E+01 3E+02 
Potassium 
Selenium 1E+06 4E+07 
SilicaasSi02 
Siiicon 
Silver 3E+OS Based on RAC 
Sodium 
Thallium 1E+OS SE+06 
Tin 
Vanadium 2E+04 SE+06 
Zinc 3E+04 3E+04 

Dioxin TEO 3E+02 

l 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Town of Brookhaven's Solid Waste Management Facility in 
the hamlet of Brookhaven, Suffolk County, New York, is a 534 acre 
site which contains an 80 acre landfill, among other waste 
management structures. Three cells of the landfill are currently 
undergoing capping and closure; the fourth, Cell 4, is being used 
for the disposal of approximately 800 tons per day (tpd) of 
incineration ash from the Town of Hempstead Waste-To-Energy (WTE) 
plant at one face, and approximately 1400 tpd of construction and 
demolition (C&D) residues from local C&D recyclers, sewage sludge 
incineration ash from the Southwest Sewer District Bergen Point 
Sewage Treatment Plant, car shredder fluff, and that portion of 
the Town's municipal solid waste (MSW) not being transported to 
the Town of Hempstead' s WTE p 1 ant at the other face. Ce 11 4 is 
expected to remain operational for approximately a year and a 
half. 

With the closure of the landfill imminent, the Town has 
embarked upon the permitting\rocess to allow the Town to open 
Cell 5 adjacent to the present landfill on the western portion of 
the Facility site. The Cell 5 landfill would be a 78-acre 
landfill reserved for the disposal of process residues from waste 
disposal facilities utilized by the Town. These are expected to 
include incinerator ash from the Town of Hempstead's WTE plant, 
process residues from the Town's Materials Recovery Facility 
located on the Facility site, car shredder fluff and C&D residues 
from private recyclers, sewage sludge incineration ash from 
Suffolk County, and possibly process residues from a privately­
operated MSW composting facility. Part of the permitting process 
for this new cell is the issuance of a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS), and public commenting upon the DEIS. The DEIS 
for Cell 5 was issued October 20, 1992; the comment period oh the 



DEIS closed on December 4, 1992. 

A major public concern expressed in the comment period for 
Cell 5 was the public health consequences of particulate and 
gaseous emissions from the proposed new cell. Commenters stated 
that the current operations in Cell 4 result in the release of 
materials which have affected the health of the surrounding 
community. 

To address the effect of landfill emissions of gasses and 
particulates on the community, the Waste Management Institute 
(part of the Marine Sciences Research Center at the State 
University of New York at Stony Brook) is proposing the 
establishment of an air monitoring network to the Town of 
Brookhaven Department of Waste Management. The monitoring program 
would consist of three mobile monitoring stations which would be 
used to routinely test for particulates every two weeks, volatile 
gasses associated with landfills, mercury, and doxins and furans 
every quarter, over the period of one year. Two of the units 
would be located on the Facility grounds (one upwind, the other 
downwind of Cell 4), and the other would be at a fixed location 
off the Facility site. At the conclusion of this first year of 
monitoring, at the discretion of the Town, the p~ogram could be 
modified and extended for another year. The Institute is 
suggesting that the results from this air quality monitoring of 
Cell 4 might be applied to predict effects on air quality from the 
proposed Cell 5; the proposed operating plan for Cell 5 might be 
modified to reduce or eliminate emissions detected in the course 
of monitoring Cell 4. 

The Institute is proposing an annual cost of $108,000 for this 
service; $45,000 of that cost would be for analytical services. 
It should be noted that the reduction of tests for dioxins and 
furans from four events to two events would reduce the analytical 
budget by $9,000. The New York State Department of Health and WMI 
would be the analytical laboratories for this testing; both have 

.. ) 



state and federal approvals and licenses to conduct the proposed 
testing. 

SCOPE OF WORK 

Fugitive dust emissions from the Town of Brookhaven landfill 
area will be monitored using upwind-downwind sampling me~hods. 
The upwind-downwind method quantifies emissions from a source or 
sources as the difference between the concentration of pollutants 
measured in the ambient air approaching (i.e., upwind) and leaving 
(i.e., downwind) the source site. 

This approach is influenced by meteorological conditions and 
requires a wind relatively consistent in direction and velocity 
throughout the sampling period as well as conditions of 
temperature, humidity and ground moisture representative of normal 
ambient conditions. Given accurate wind speed and direction data 
at or near the site, particulate concentrations at known sampling 
locations can be used in conjunction with emission dispersion 
equations to back-calculate the source strength of the emission. 

As part of the monitoring effort, three air sampling sites 
will be selected; two within the parameters of the landfill and 
one outside the landfill boundary. At each site, measurements of 
total suspended particles (TSP), the inorganic composition of the 
particles, the concentrations of volatile mercury, volatile 
organics, including dioxins and furans along with conventional 
gaseous emissions such as methane, sulfur dioxide and hydrogen 
sulfide will be undertaken. 

Air Samolinq Techniques 

Researchers at the Wadsworth Center for Laboratories and 
Research at the New York State Department of Health in Albany, New 
York will be conducting the analytical analyses of the samples. 
Four different techniques will be employed in evaluating the 



chemical characteristics of the emissions in the landfill 
environment. 

Collection of total suspended particulates (TSP) for 
evaluation of suspended metals and salts will be evaluated by 
installing a pre-weighted filter to a high volume air sampler. An 
8" x 10" EPM 2000, 0.3 micron filter is used in a standard holder. 
A sampling period of no less than eight (8) hours should insure 
that a minimum of 350 m3 of air will have been sampled. After 
determining the total amount of suspended particles, the 
particulates will be digested and analyzed by atomic absorption 
techniques to evaluate the chemical composition of the particles. 

Volatile mercury will also be determined through the use of 
a potassi~m permanganate () impinger connected to a low volume air 
sampler. This method draws a known volume of air through a 
solution of KMn04 which adsorbs and stabilized Hg. This solution 
is then analyzed by atomic absorption techniques to determine the 
concentration of Hg in the sample. 

The high volume air samplers will be modified to allow the 
collection of dioxins and furans in accordance with New York State 
Department of Health protocols (NYSDOH, 1989). This method 
consist of adding a threaded, cylindrical stainless steel 
extension to the throat of the high volume air sampler. The 8 cm 
diameter extension contains a 12.5 cm long piece of polyurethane 
foam (precleaned with acetone, toluenev and hexane, then vacuum 
dried) which is replaced in place by a stainless steel support 
screen. As air is pulled through the high volume air sampler, 
gaseous dioxins and furans are collected on the polyurethane foam 
while particulates are collected on the filter. After sampling, 
the stainless steel cylinder is removed and capped at both ends 
with threaded stainless steel caps fitted with viton seals. 

Upon receipt of the cylinders in Albany, the dioxins and furans 
associated with the polyurethane foam will be extracted, cleaned-



up, and analyzed using high resolution MS/GC techniques. The 
details of the analytical protocol are detailed in the Department 
of Health publication entitled "Analysis of Ambient Air Using a 
PUF HiVol Sampler". All tetra- through octa- dioxins and furans 
will be monitored. 

Collection and analysis of volatile organic compounds will 
be undertaken using the protocols established by the New York 
State Department of Health (NYSDOH, 1986). This method covers a 
wide range of both aromatic and halogenated volatile organic 
compounds. These constituents are trapped on a Porapak-N 
cartridge by passing a known volume of air through the cartridge. 
Volatiles are absorbed within the cartridge and upon arrival in 
Albany are then eluted from the cartridge with a known volume of 
methanol. Aliquots of the methanolic eluate are injected into a 
gas chromatograph system using electron capture detector (ECO) or 
Hall detector (HECD}, and photoionization detector (PIO). 

Detection limits are 1 µg/m3 for chlorinated aromatics by 
EDC~ 10 µg/m3 for chlorinated organics by HECD, and 10 µg/m3 for 
aromatics by PIO. 

Finally, the United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA) canister procedure (USEPA, 1988) will be undertaken in 
order to collect a full range of volatile organics and 
conventional air emissions for analysis. Compendium method T0-14, 
"The determination of volatile organic compounds (VOC's) in 
ambient air using Summa Passivative canister sampling and gas 
chromatographic analysis" will be employed to verify the results 
of the other collection and analytical procedures, expand the list 
of organic compounds able to be detected and identify the 
concentrations of conventional air emissions. 

Frequency of Sampling Events 

It is suggested that total suspended particulates be 



measured at the three sites twice each month during the period of 
this investigation. Every three months, the entire analytical 

· - program will be executed at all sites. The following table 
outlines the proposed sampling and analytical effort. 

Parameter Number Annua 1 Total 
of Sites Events Analyses 

TSP 3 24 72 
Particulate Metals 3 4 12 
Volatile Mercury 3 4 12 
Dioxins/Furans 3 ·4 12 
Volatile Organic 3 4 12 
Volatile Organic and 
Conventional Emissions 3 4 12 

Pronosed Budget 

A budget of approximately $108,000 is requested to 
accomplish the proposed scope of work. The NYS Dept. of Health 
sub-contract for analytical services amounts to $45,000, 
representing 41% of all expenditures. Salaries and fringe 
benefits represent 29% ($31,675) of the projected costs. 

Most of the equipment necessary to accomplish the air 
monitoring program is currently available at WMI; however, outdoor 
enclosures for the high volume samplers will need to be purchased 
in addition to three low volume pumps. Funds are requested to 
permit a modest upgrade of the computer system needed to evaluate 
the analytical data and perform air modelling evaluations from the 
data. 

The cost of filter papers, chemicals and other expendable 
are reflected by the request of $3,000 for supplies. Travel to 
the project sites and to Albany require the request for $4,000 in 
travel funds. In addition, the cost of one meeting between 



University personnel~ Dept. of Health staff and Brookhaven 
officials to review the results of the investigation are also 
reflected in this budget category. 

Miscellaneous expenses reflect the need to provide tuition 
reimbursement for the graduate student working on this project 
along with appropriate office and publication costs. 

Finally, the Research Foundation requires that indirect 
costs be reflected in all research proposals. Fortunately, the 
majority of this investigation is off campus thereby reducing the 
overall impact of this budget item. 



Proposed Budget 

Personnel 

Principle Investigator (20% effort) 
Graduate Student (100% effort) 

Fringe Benefits 
Principal Investigator (31%) 
Graduate Student (2%) 

Equipment 
Air Monitoring Equipment 
Computer Equipment 

Supplies 

Travel 
Dept of Health Sub-contract 

Miscellaneous 
Tuition Reimbursement for Grad Student 
Phones, Xerox, etc. 
Report Preparation 

Total Direct Costs 

Indirect Costs 
Total Direct Cost, less equipment and 

subcontract 
25% on campus (45.1%) 
75 % off campus(28%) 

Total Requested 

Cost 

$ 12,500 
15,000 

3,875 
300 

4,000 
3,000 

3,000 

4,000 
45,000 

2,500 
500 
750 

94,425 

4,783 
8,909 

$108, 117 
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APPENDIX 12 

FUGITIVE ASH EMISSION STUDIES 

COMPARISON OF STUDIES REFERENCED TO CONDITIONS AT THE 

LANDFILL EXPANSION AREA 

Wehran has evaluated the relevance and similarity of the MRI and Hahn studies to 

the proposed Brookhaven landfill expansion. The following sections compare the major 

elements of concern. 

Source, Type and Volume of Substances Landfilled 

MRI: 

Hahn: 

Brookhaven: 

Data were based on a survey of 139 municipal waste combustion 

facilities, and a follow-up survey of landfill operators receiving waste 

from the facilities identified in the first survey. Characteristics of the 

facilities surveyed span a wide range. For example, the amount of waste 

accepted for landfilling ranged from 600 to 3,744,000 tons per year (2 to 

12,000 tons per day based on 6 days per week operation). Waste types 

included municipal solid waste, ash from municipal waste combustion, 

and industrial solid waste. Some landfills shared their site with a 

combustor, while others did not. 

Study focused on a facility (Ogden, Haverhill, MA) where municipal solid 

waste is combusted and the ash is landfilled on site. Ogden Haverhill 

was designed as a resource recovery facility adjacent to an existing 

landfill. The new landfill component is an ash monofill and is designed 

to process 380 tons per day of ash. 

Various residues from recycling facilities and small amounts of 

unprocessed solid waste (670 tons/day) and ERF Ash (630 tons/day). 

Waste and ash will be landfilled separately. There is· no waste 

combustion facility on site. 

A12-1 10.7/93.00368.E2 



Climatological Conditions 

MRI: Wide variation depending on site location throughout the continental US. 

Hahn: 

Brookhaven: 

Northeastern US climatology. During the monitoring program, 

meteorology was measured on site to ensure proper monitoring locations 

and compatibility with AP-42 modeling assumptions (See Response 7 .5.8 

in the main text of this FEIS). 

Northeastern US climatology with marine influence. 

Operational Conditions at Site 

MRI: The report contains statistical summaries, and does not provide specific 

information on cell layout (monofill or mixed waste) or on the coverage 

techniques used (e.g., daily cover) at each facility. The survey was 

designed to provide wide coverage of the diversity of facilities. Daily 

cover is required at most facilities, although some permitting agencies do 

not require daily cover on monofill sites. On-site roadways and vehicle 

operating practices also vary widely depending on the specific physical 

configuration of the facility. The conditions expected at Brookhaven 

appear to fall within the range of circumstances and variables analyzed 

by MRI. Thus, the MRI conclusions relating to site conditions appear 

applicable to Brookhaven. 

Hahn: The site is to be operated as an ash monofill. It is located adjacent to an 

existing landfill, as at Brookhaven. Also adjacent is a resource recovery 

plant. Ash from the combustor is loaded by conveyors into dump trucks 

inside the ash handling building. The trucks transport the ash to the 

landfill. A bulldozer at the monofill area spreads the ash after it has 

been dumped at the monofill. The facility has an ash management plan 

to minimize particulate emissions. Provisions in the plan include 

maintaining the ash in a moist state, use of trucks with moisture-tight 

beds and tight-fitting metal covers, minimizing the size of the working 
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Brookhaven: 

face, daily cover of the working face, minimization of vehicle traffic over 

uncovered ash already landfilled, and a water spray truck to suppress 

road dust. With the exception of daily cover, these mitigation measures 

are comparable to those proposed at Brookhaven. 

The project contemplates expansion of the Existing Landfill. There is no 

combustion facility located at the landfill site. The expansion will accept 

ash from the Hempstead ERF, and mixed recycling, C&D process residue, 

and small amounts of municipal solid waste from the Town of 

Brookhaven. The ash will arrive in trucks with moisture-tight, covered 

containers and will be deposited in separate sections of the Landfill 

Expansion Area. The ash and other wastestream components will not be 

mixed, and will be disposed of separately. Mitigation measures for 

fugitive emissions will include maintaining the ash in a moist state until 

landfilled, use of moisture-tight ash containers with tight-fitting covers, 

minimization of the size of the working face, daily cover of areas that are 

potential sources of odor, and a use of water spray truck to suppress road 

dust. 

Assumptions and Methodology for Estimating Particulate Emissions 

MRI: Particulate emissions were estimated using the method set forth in the 

USEPA document AP-42. (See Response 7.5.8 in the main body of the 

FEIS). The AP-42 calculations were incorporated into the MRI model, 

along with other algorithms for estimating emissions from the various 

potential sources (e.g., the combustor). 

Hahn: An on-site monitoring program was performed to measure actual 

particulate concentrations produced by ash disposal activities. Four 

sampling locations were selected: two at the active cell within 10 to 

20 feet of the ash disposal zone, one approximately 300 feet upwind to 

assess facility operations not associated with ash disposal, and one 

approximately 1,000 feet downwind to assess any potential off-site 
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Brookhaven: 

migration of emissions. Particulate measurements wer~ made on both a 

time-weighted and "real-time" basis. The time-weighted measurements 

included both Total Suspended Particulates (TSP) and particle size 

distnbutions. The TSP samples were analyzed by X-ray fluorescence for 

elemental content, and the results compared to samples of ash and cover 

material. Meteorology also was measured on site during the monitoring 

program. 

To compare actual impacts to modeled impacts, emissions were predicted 

using AP-42 procedures. The measured values for on-site meteorological and 

operational variables were used in the AP-42 equations. The Hahn study 

concluded: 

In reality, the measured levels of fugitive ash dust actually measured in 
the field program were significantly less than the levels predicted by the 
use of the AP-42 equations. Even assuming that all of the particulate 
measured at the peaks was derived from ash (i.e., that none was ambient 
background and none was disturbed cover or cell sidewall material), the 
levels of fugitive ash emissions observed were significantly less than the 
levels predicted by the AP-42 equation. If ambient background levels are 
factored in the results would be reduced beyond the detection or 
precision limits of the measurement technology, and far less than the 
levels used in the ash health risk assessment, which, even with the much 
higher levels of emissions [predicted by AP-42], was already in the range 
of only one in a million risk 

The assessment in the DEIS was based on the results of the MRI and 

Hahn studies. 

Potential Particulate Emission Characteristics for Ash Disposal 

MRI: Samples of ash and ash-containing materials were analyzed as part of the 

MRI study. Data on ash characteristics from these analyses and from 

other ash studies in the literature were incorporated into the MRI model. 

The results of the modeling suggest that particulate emissions tend to be 

lower at the monofills surveyed than at the MSW facilities. The major 

factors contributing to this result were differences in on-site haul roads, 

vehicles, and traffic volumes for a given ash quantity. Accordingly, the 
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Hahn: 

Brookhaven: 

mitigation measures proposed for the Brookhaven Landfill Expansion 

Area include appropriate controls on vehicle traffic. 

Ash is delivered to the landfill in a moist state that tends not to generate 

dust. Field observations during the monitoring program indicated that 

the measured peak particulate concentrations occurred due to disturbance 

of cell sidewall or cover material, rather than as a result of the ash being 

disposed. Comparison of the elemental profiles of the samples indicated 

that· the content of the measured total suspended particulates was not 

similar to that of ash. This suggests that the contribution of ash 

emissions to total particulate is small. 

The assessment in the DEIS was based on the results of the MRI and 

Hahn studies, and the characteristics of the ERF Ash produced at the 

Hempstead ERF. 

Location and Number of Sensitive Receptors 

MRI: Actual receptors varied depending on facility. 'Worst cases" receptors 

located at the facility property boundary and 100 meters beyond the 

property boundary were used in modeling. 

Hahn: 

Brookhaven: 

The Merrimack River surrounds the facility on three sides. Residential 

land use predominates across the river. An interstate highway abuts the 

fourth side, with commerciaVindustrial land use beyond. The nearest 

land-based location with public access is about 500 feet from the 

property boundary. 

The nearest receptors are residences just beyond the western property 

boundary, but about 800 to 1,000 feet from the perimeter access road 

and working areas. More distant receptors include commercial, 

industrial, and recreational land uses. 
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COMPARISON OF MODELING ASSUMPTIONS IN THE MRI STUDY TO 

CONDITIONS AT LANDFILL EXPANSION AREA 

The first full paragraph on page 4-14 of the DEIS suggested that the MRI model 

overestimates the impacts to be expected for the Brookhaven Landfill Expansion Area, 

because the assumptions in the MRI model are based on conditions which differ from the 

conditions expected to be encountered at the Brookhaven site. The comment asked that the 

FEIS explain the assumptions of the specific aspects of the MRI model which are not 

comparable to the Landfill Expansion Area. 

The MRI report assessed inhalation risk from a wide variety of facilities. The 

distributions of values for numerous variables were accounted for in the modeling. Linear 

regressions were used to specify relationships among distributions of key variables. 

Distribution sampling (Monte Carlo) techniques were then used in the modeling to account 

for the variances in these distributions. 

A hypothetical "average" facility would be modeled with average values of the modeling 

variables, and would produce an average level of risk for the facilities studied. A facility 

with lower values of variables associated with inhalation risk would produce a relatively low 

level of risk in the MRI model. Ainong the modeling variables which affect risk results are 

the presence of a combustion facility, silt content of unpaved road surlaces, traffic volume 

on unpaved haul roads, and the relative proportions of municipal solid waste (MSW) and 

ash transported and deposited at a given location. 

Many of the facilities studied by MRI combined a combustion facility and landfill on the 

same site. The Brookhaven Waste Management Facility Site does not include a waste 

combustion facility. Therefore, the potential risks associated with waste combustion are not 

present at the Brookhaven site. 

The MRI study concluded that a major contributor to inhalation risk at landfills is 

fugitive dust generated by vehicle travel on unpaved haul roads. Emissions are highest at 

facilities where vehicles carrying ash and MSW use the same haul routes and active cell 

areas, and other site traffic is unrestricted, because of the greater combined traffic volume 

over a given road surlace. Emissions decrease to the extent that haul routes for MSW and 

ash are separate. Emissions also are lower for facilities that have a lower ratio of MSW to 

ash disposed, primarily because of differences in traffic volumes. 
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At the Landfill Expansion Area, over half of the waste disposed will be ash (tonnage 

basis). The active cell areas for ash and for other waste will be separate. The access routes 

to each active cell area will be restricted. The MRI study indicates that these features would 

reduce the likelihood of fugitive dust emissions. As a result, conditions at Brookhaven are 

expected to correspond to a relatively low risk scenario in the MRI model. 
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APPENDIX 13 

DEEP FLOW RECHARGE ANALYSIS 

The deep flow recharge area is defined in the Long Island Landfill Law 

(ECL-27-0704) as consisting of Hydrogeologic Zones I, II and III which were developed as 

part of the "Long Island Comprehensive Waste Treatment Management Plan" (LI 208 Study, 

1978). According to this report, Cell 5 lies 1.7 miles south and 3,500 feet east of the deep 

flow recharge boundary in a transitional area between recharge and discharge. This 

determination, with which the NYSOEC concurs (See Appendix 20), constitutes compliance 

with the Long Island Landfill Law. 

Although not required under the Long Island Landfill Law, groundwater elevation 

measurements were obtained from two Upper Glacial and Magothy aquifer well clusters in 

the area of the Landfill Expansion, one located 2,500 feet east, and 200 feet immediately 

downgradient of the Existing Landfill, and the other just northeast of the Existing Landfill. 

The data from those well clusters indicates a fluctuation between slight recharge and slight 

discharge between the two aquifers, depending upon the time of data collection. This 

variation shows that this area, including the Landfill Expansion Area, is located south of the 

deep flow recharge boundary, as stated in the Long Island 208 study, in the 

transition/horizontal flow area between the deep flow zone and the discharge zone. 

Monthly groundwater level measurements are currently being collected as part of 

the hydrogeologic investigation for the Landfill Expansion Area, including measurements 

from the Upper Glacial and Magothy aquifer clusters installed during the proposed landfill 

investigation. A summary of available data and the quantification of vertical flow between 

the Upper Glacial aquifer and upper portion of the Magothy formation at the downgradient 

edge of the Landfill Expansion Area for the months of August, September, October, and 

November, 1992 (MW-2S, MW-20 and MW-llM) are presented below. 

Monitoring Groundwater Elevation (msl) 

Well Location 8117192 9129192 10/16/92 11/23192 

MW-2S 24.56 24.22 24.05 23.78 
MW-20 24.45 24.24 24.07 23.78 
MW-llM 23.89 23.78 23.61 23.38 
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w~ Cluster 8117192 

Shallow and 0.11-
Deep Upper 
Glacial Wells 
MW-2S and 
MW-20* 

Difference in Water Level 
Elevation (feet) 

Vertical Hydraulic 
Gradient (ft/ft) 

9129192 10116192 11123192 8117192 9129192 10/16/92 11/23/92 

0.02+ 0.02+ 0 0.001- 0.0002 + 0.0002 + 0 

Difference in Water Level Vertical Hydraulic 
Elevation (feet) Gradient (ft/ft) 

Well Cluster 8117192 9129192 10/16/92 11/23/92 8/17/92 9129192 10/16/92 11/23/92 

Deep Upper 0.56-
Glacial and 
Magothy Wells 
MW-20 and 
MW-110** 

0.46- 0.46- 0.4- 0.006- 0.005- 0.005- 0.004-

*Vertical gradient calculated by dividing the head difference by the distance from the top 

of the water table to the midpoint of the deep well screen interval. 

**Vertical gradient calculated by dividing the head difference by the distance between the 
midpoint of the two well screens. 

As shown above, the vertical gradient within the Upper Glacial aquifer at monitoring 

well Cluster 2 ranges from a downward gradient of 0.001 to an upward gradient of 

0.0002 feet of head loss per vertical foot for the four months of data collected. Tiris 

compares to a horizontal gradient of 1.68 x 10·3 feet of head loss per horizontal foot as 

presented for the groundwater elevation data collected on 8/17 /92. Using a porosity of 30 

percent for well sorted sands and a hydraulic conductivity, value of 271 ft/day (based upon 

pumping test results), horizontal groundwater velocity in the Upper Glacial aquifer in the 

proximity of Cluster 2 averages 1.5 ft/day or 550 ft/year for the limited data available. 

Based upon an anisotropic ratio of 10:1, available from the literature, the vertical 

groundwater velocity in the Upper Glacial aquifer ranges between 0.09 ft/day (33 ft/year) 

in a downward direction to 0.02 ft/day (7 ft/year) in an upward direction for the months 
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in which data is available. These trends are expected to continue for the remaining months 

of the hydrogeologic investigation. 

The ratio between the horizontal and vertical groundwater velocities in the Upper 

Glacial aquifer in the proximity of monitoring well Cluster 2, is 16:1 with the horizontal 

component of groundwater flow predominating. 

Using a similar approach, the horizontal groundwater velocity in the upper portion 

of the Magothy formation screened by MW-llM downgradient of the Landfill Expansion 

Area has been calculated to be 5.4 x 10·3 ft/day (2 ft/year) based upon a horizontal 

hydraulic conductivity of 1.21 ft/day derived from slug tests in MW-llM and a horizontal 

gradient of 1.34 x 10·3 feet of head loss per horizontal foot calculated from the 8/17 /92 

groundwater elevation measurements. A porosity of 30 percent (clean sand) was utilized 

to develop a conservative velocity even though the clay content of the formation in the 

screened interval of MW-1 lM is in excess of 10 percent. Based upon an anisotropic ratio 

of 35:1 for the Magothy aquifer Island-wide, the vertical hydraulic conductivity of the 

Magothy formation has been calculated at 3.46 x 10·2 ft/day. Using the strongest 

downward vertical gradient calculated at 0.006 feet of head loss per vertical foot measured 

on 8/17 /92, the vertical groundwater velocity in the proximity of the screened interval of 

MW-llM is 6.9 x 10·4 ft/day or 0.25 ft/year. While the presence of a downward vertical 

gradient has been persistent between the Upper Glacial aquifer and the Magothy formation 

at this location for the four months for which data is available, fluctuation in the direction 

of the gradient is expected to occur during the course of the year. 

The ratio between the horizontal and vertical groundwater velocities in the Magothy 

formation in the proximity of Cluster 2 is 8:1, with the horizontal component of 

groundwater flow predominating. 

Based upon data available from four months of groundwater elevation measurements 

at Cluster 2 located directly downgradient of the Landfill Expansion Area, the strong 

predominance of a horizontal component of groundwater flow over the vertical component, 

50:1 in the Upper Glacial aquifer and 8:1 in the upper portion of the Magothy formation, 

indicates that the horizontal groundwater flow component would transport groundwater 

from beneath the expansion area southeasterly past the migrating line of zero recharge to 

the Magothy aquifer to a discharging condition before reaching the base of the Upper 

Glacial aquifer. The predominance of the component of horizontal flow over vertical flow 
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exhibited at Cluster 2 is in direct contrast to conditions in the deep flow recharge area 

where the downward vertical component flow predominates over horizontal groundwater 

flow. 

Further support for the absence of deep groundwater recharge in the area of the 

proposed Landfill Expansion Area exists in the groundwater quality data obtained from the 

deep Upper Glacial aquifer well and Magothy well located 200 feet downgradient of the 

Existing Landfill. These data show that groundwater contamination detected in the deep 

Upper Glacial aquifer well has not been detected in the Magothy aquifer well at the same 

location. This indicates that downward migration of contaminants is not occuning at this 

location and is likely not to occur in the vicinity of the Landfill Expansion Area, in particular 

downgradient where the flow from the Magothy discharges to the Upper Glacial aquifer. 
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APPENDIX 14 

LEACHATE COLLECTION AT THE LANDFILL EXPANSION AREA 

The baseliner system proposed for the Landfill Expansion Area includes provisions 

for collection and removal of leachate generated during operations and after closure of the 

Landfill Expansion Area. In accordance with 6 NYCRR Part 360-2.7(c)(S), the baseliner 

design provides for both primary and secondary collection and removal of leachate. All 

collected leachate will be pumped from either the primary or secondary leachate collection 

and removal system (LCRS) using pumping systems located in the low point of each phase. 

These pumping systems will be housed within HDPE side riser/sump units and equipped 

with automatic on/ off controls. Leachate will be transmitted via dual contained gravity 

pipeline to a pump station and then to the on-site leachate storage facility. 

The on-site storage facility is a 965,000-gallon tank. It is anticipated that the tank 

and associated truck loading and piping facilities will be built during the 1993 construction 

season. The storage facility will consist of a steel tank with glass fused lining set within a 

steel containment structure. Level controls and interlock systems have been included in the 

design to shut off leachate pumps in the event that the levels within the tank approach its 

rated capacity. 

The factors affecting leachate generation, the approach taken to estimate the 

quantity of leachate generated over the course of the Landfill Expansion Area's operational 

life and throughout closure, and the design of the leachate collection and removal system 

are discussed below. 

The leachate collection system has been designed to prevent a release of leachate 

to the environment under the most severe rainfall conditions, as well as to maintain less 

than one foot of head on the liner under worst case operating conditions. 

In order to quantify the amount of leachate to be handled, a water budget analysis 

has been performed to estimate the leachate generation rates at the Landfill Expansion Area. 

The analysis was performed using the Hydrological Evaluation of Landfill Performance 

(HELP) computer program. The results of the analysis are summarized in Table Al 4-1. The 

leachate generation anticipated as a function of the Landfill Expansion Area development 

is included in Table A14-2. 
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Case 
Analysed 

Active Phase 
(Daily Cover) 

Final Grade 
(Intermediate 

. Cover) 

Table A 14-1 
TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION 

LEACHATE GENERATION ESTIMATE 
SUMMARY OF HELP MODEL RESULTS 

Leachate Generation 

Peak Average . Average Annual Peak 
Peak Dally Flow Monthly Flow Flow Dally Head 

(ga./ac.) (gal./ac.) (gal./ac.) (In.) 

1,750 50,640 511,680 11.6 

1,030 21,680 178,260 7.8 

I:·, 

I y 

Remarks 

One Year Average 
(74) 

Waste Thickness 
= 10 ft 

Two Year Average 
(74+75) 

Waste Thickness 
= 84 ft 
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Table A 14-2 
TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION 

LEACHATE GENERATION BASED ON SITE DEVELOPMENT 

Actlve1 Flnal2 Closure Area Post- Cell 5 Existing L.F.6 

Phase Grade (AC) Closure5 Peak Monthly · Peak Monthly 
Operational Area Area Area Flow Flow 
Sequence (AC) (AC) Typel3 Type 114 (AC) (gal) (gal) 

Phase I 8.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 405,120 750,000 

Phase II 5.4 10.6 2.6 0.0 0.0 539,664 384,000 

Phase Ill 5.5 10.7 5.4 2.6 0.0 594,988 113,000 

Phase IV 5.6 10.8 5.5 5.4 2.6 614,756 51,000 

Phase v· 5.8 10.9 5.5 5.5 8.1 630,694 51,000 

Phase VI 5.9 11.0 5.0 5.5 13.6 634,226 51,000 

Phase VII 6.0 11.1 4.4 5.0 18.6 634,348 51,000 

Phase VIII 6.1 12.8 4.0 4.4 23 671,256 51,000 

Phase IX 5.9 14.6 4.0 4.0 27 701, 184 51,000 

Closure 0.0 15.5 5.0 4.0 31 438,320 51,000 

Post-Closure 
1-year 0.0 0.0 15.5 5.0 30 255,100 51,000 
3-years 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.5 40 77,010 51,000 
5-years 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 55.5 33,300 51,000 

Notes 
1 Leachate generation is based on HELP Model Peak Monthly Flow of 52,640 gal/ac. 
2 Leachate generation is based on HELP Model Peak Monthly Flow of 21,680 gal/ac. 
3 Peak monthly leachate generation after one year of closure (14,000 gal/ac/mo). 

'i 

Total Peak 
Monthly Flow to 

Storage Tank 
(gal) 

1,155,120 

923,664 

707,988 

665,756 

681,694 

685,226 

685,348 

722,256 

752,184 

489,320 

306,100 
128,010 
84,300 

4 Peak monthly leachate generation after three years of closure (3,420 gal/ac/mo). 
5 Leachate generation is estimated at 20 gal/ac/day which is the maximum allowable leakage rate for final cover (5 years after closure). 
6 Leachate generation was estimated based on the proposed closure sequence of the existing landfill. 
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The HELP model uses climatological and soil information specific to the site, as well 

as landfill design data to produce estimates of watet movement into and within the Landfill 

Expansion Area. Using the climatological data, the HELP model uses the Soil Conservation 

Service (SCS) Runoff Curve Number method to compute the runoff. Surface slope is 

accounted for by a manual selection of Curve Number. The program uses Darcy's Law to 

model percolation and vertical water movements, and the linearized Boussinesq equation 

to compute lateral drainage. 

The analysis for the Landfill Expansion Area was performed using the climatological 

data included within the model for New York City. The site-specific information included 

a baseliner slope of two percent with leachate collection laterals spaced at 115 feet on 

center, and a drainage layer permeability of 1 x 10·2 cm/sec. One type of waste was 

considered in the analysis. "Ash" and "residue" were modeled using default data for MSW. 

This should represent a conservative analysis since the ERF Ash is expected to be less 

permeable and hold less water in its voids. 

Based on the above assU.mptions, the following two conditions were analyzed: 

ACTIVE PHASE 

This condition represents areas which are undergoing further filling operations and 

have no intermediate cover. The HELP model simulation was performed using the following 

assumptions: 

• Soil cover of 6 inches above the waste to represent placement of daily cover. 

• Applying a potential runoff fraction of 0.05 percent to model conservatively 

filling operations below grade. 

• No leakage through the primary liner. 

• Waste thickness of 20 feet. This represents the worst condition since filling 

activities are below grade where there is no potential for runoff and minimal 

capability for storage. 

• Length of run is one year since filling operations below grade are not expected 

to last for longer than a year. 
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All other input data, such as initial parameters of all layers, are selected based on 

HELP model default data. Detailed presentation of all input data is included in the HELP 

model computer output summary for each run, which is contained in the Engineering Report 

of the Part 360 Solid Waste Management Facility Pennit Application. 

The results of the computer model run estimate a peak daily flow of 1,850 gallons 

per acre (gal/acre) from the primary collection system. Average daily flow was estimated 
to be 850 gal/acre. The results of the simulation are summarized on Table A15-1. 

FINISHED GRADE 

The HELP simulation for this condition was performed similar to that for the initial 

operation with the following changes: 

• A 12-inch layer of soil was added above the waste to represent placement of 

intermediate cover. 

• Runoff was estimated at 9 percent by applying a potential runoff fraction of 1. 

• The landfill cell contains 84 feet of waste which is half the thickness of the 

expected maximum waste height. 

• Length of run is two years since final cover will be placed within this period. 

The results, as summarized in Table A15-2, indicate that peak daily leachate flow 

from the primary collection system upon placement of intermediate cover reduces to 

850 gal/acre, with an average daily flow estimated to be 330 gal/acre. 

The HELP model was not utilized to simulate leachate generation under closure and 

post-closure conditions due to the uncertainty.of applying initial parameters for the waste. 

However, based on in-house and published data, the operational leachate generation rate 

is expected to drop below the maximum allowable leakage rate (USEPA) of 20 gal/acre/day 

after six years. Based on this assumption, an average monthly leachate generation rate of 

4,175 gal/acre was used for the closure scenario. This number was estimated based on 
25 percent of the monthly leachate generation for the "finish grade" condition. However, the 

monthly leachate generation rate for post-closure was assumed to be 600 gal/acre/month 

based on the maximum allowable leakage rate of 20 gal/acre/day. 
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Table A15-2 shows leachate generation based on Landfill Expansion Area 

development. The different areas for each . operational phase were obtained from the 

~ Engineering Design Plans. Maximum monthly leachate generation of 758,350 gal/month 

will be expected during the filling of the first cell of the Landfill Expansion Area. This is 

a very conservative analysis since it is unlikely that the entire cell base area will be 

operational at once. The base grading of each cell is designed so every cell can be 

subdivided during initial filling operations and leachate will be generated in smaller areas 

instead of in the entire cell area. Further, maximum monthly leachate generation will 

decrease to 23,880 gal/month after closure of the Landfill Expansion Area. 

Actual leachate generation will vary in response to field conditions, actual rainfall, 

climate, cover application, and stormwater collection. 

In addition to the normal operational conditions, the Landfill Expansion Area has 

been designed to contain, within the lined area, a considerable amount of rainfall. 

Operational berms will allow for the temporary buildup of 5 feet of liquid prior to 

overtopping. This represents the capacity to retain a 7 .2 inch rainfall event. Such an event 

corresponds approximately to a 24-hour storm with a 100-year recurrence interval. 

MAINTENANCE/CLEAN-OUT/REPAIR 

The leachate collection piping will be designed to operate under the loads that are 

associated with the materials to be landfilled. The pipes that will be used are slotted PVC 

pipes with a substantial wall thickness. These types of pipes, as well as the engineering 

methods of design have been shown to perform as anticipated for many types of 

installations, including a large number of landfills. Therefore, no crushing of pipes is 

expected. 

If a leachate collection pipe should collapse, it will still remain intact, that is 

unbroken, due to the flexible nature of the pipe. The pipe could be re-opened using a · 

vibrating bullet-shaped probe especially designed for this type of work. Access to the pipe 

line is provided from channels of both ends of the all collection piping. 

These cleanouts are also installed for the purpose of allowing the collection piping 

to be cleaned periodically to prevent clogging from occurring. Cleaning is performed with 

hydraulic jets, pipe cleaning pigs, or mechanical wips with flushing. The design proposed 

for Landfill Expansion has been· used successfully at a large number of facilities. 
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- Leachate Storage and Removal 

Leachate will be removed daily from the storage tank, using the truck loading 

facility. The amount of leachate removed will vary depending on the generation rate, but 

is likely to average less than 30,000 gallons per day. A determination as to the rate of 

removal from the tank will depend on the level within the tank and the time of year. The 

· 1eachate management goal will be to maintain at least 15 days of freeboard within the tank. 
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14 Application Three Phase IViotors 
Table 12 Three Phase Motor Specifications (60 Hertzt 

41nch 
2345014 200 60 1.6 2.8 635 3.7 900 6.64-7.3 66.4 59.4 53.3 76:6 64.1 56.5 17.3 IN 10 5 
2345114 230 60 1.6 2.3 635 2.9 900 9.5-10.4 66.4 59.4 53.3 76.6 64.1 56.5 15.0 N 8 4 
2345213 60 1.6 1.2 635 1.6 900 38.4-41.6 66.4 59.4 53.3 76.6 64.1 56.5 7.5 N 4 2 
2345024 200 60 1.5 3.7 920 4.7 1250 4.66-5.12 67.5 63.0 57.7 79.5 69.0 66.0 24.6 N 12 6 
2345124 230 60 1.5 3.3 920 4.1 1250 7.24-7.84 67.5 63.0 57.7 79.5 69.0 66.0 21.4 N 11 5 
2345223 460 60 1.5 1.6 920 2.0 1250 27.8-30.2 67.5 ' 63.0 57.7 79.5 69.0 66.0 10.7 N 5 3 
2345031 200 60 1.4 4.5 1140 5.7 1520 4.1-4.5 69.3 67.0 63.0 79.1 71.0 63.4 31 .o M 14 6 
2345131 230 60 1.4 3.9 1140 4.8 1520 5.2-5.6 69.3 67.0 63.0 79.1 71.0 63.4 27.0 M 12 6 
2345231 460 60 1.4 2.0 1140 2.4 1520 21.2-23.0 69.3 67.0 63.0 79.1 71.0 63.4 13.5 M 6 3 
2345041 200 60 1.3 6.1 1570 7.3 2000 2.4-3.4 75.0 74.0 70.9 80.0 73.0 64.5 39 K 20 9 
2345141 230 60 1.3 5.2 1570 6.3 2000 3,2-4.1 75.0 74.0 70.9 80.0 73.0 64.5 34 K 20 8 
2345241 460 60 1.3 2.6 1570 3.1 2000 11.3-15.0 75.0 74.0 70.9 80.0 73.0 64.5 17 K 15 4 
2345341 575 60 1.3 2.1 1570 2.5 2000 17.6-23.4 75.0 74.0 70.9 80.0 73.0 64.5 14 K 15 3 
2343047 ..!!l 60 1.3 6.1 1570 7.4 2050 2.4-3.4 75.0 74.0 70.9 80.0 73.0 64.5 39 K 20 9 
2343147 230 60 1.3 5.3 1570 6.4 2050 3.2-4.1 75.0 74.0 70.9 80.0 73.0 64.5 34 K 20 8 
2343247 460 60 1.3 2.7 1570 32 2050 11.3-15.0 75.0 74.0 70.9 80.0 73.0 64.5 17 K 15 4 ( 
2343347 575 60 1.3 2.2 1570 2.6 2050 17.6-23.4 75.0 74.0 70.9 80.0 73.0 64.5 14 K 15 3 
2343051 200 60 1.25 7.7 2050 9.3 2580 1.9-2.4 69.5 69.5 67.4 84.4 79.0 71.2 53 l 25 10 
2343151 230 60 1.25 6.7 2050 8.1 2580 2.4-3.0 69.5 69.5 67.4 84.4 79.0 71.2 46 l 20 10 
2343251 460 60 1.25 3.4 2050 4.1 2580 9.7-12.0 69.5 69.5 67.4 84.4 79.0 712 23 l 15 5 
2343057 200 60 1.25 7.7 2150 9.3 2690 1.9-2.4 69.5 69.5 67.4 84.4 79.0 71.2 53 l 25 10 
2343157 230 60 1.25 6.7 2150 8.1 2690 2.4-3.0 69.5 69.5 67.4 84.4 79.0 71.2 46 l 20 10 
2343257 460 60 125 3.4 2150 4.1 2690 9.7-12.0 69.5 69.5 67.4 84.4 79.0 71.2 23 l 15 5 
2343357 575 60 1.25 2.7 2150 32 2690 15.1-18.7 69.5 69.5 67.4 84.4 79.0 71.2 18 l 15 4 
2343067 200 60 1.15 10.9 2980 12.5 3420 1.3-1.7 75.5 75.2 73.2 81.5 n.8 69.5 70 K 35 14 
2343167 230 60 1.15 9.5 2980 10.9 3420 1.8-2.2 75.5 75.2 73.2 81.5 n.8 69.5 61 K 30 15 
2343267 460 60 1.15 4.8 2980 5.5 3420 7.0-S.7 75.5 752 73.2 81.5 n.8 69.5 31 K 15 7 
2343367 575 60 1.15 3.8 2980 4.4 3420 10.9-13.6 75.5 752 73.2 81.5 n.8 69.5 24 K 15 6 23430n 200 60 1.15 18.3 5050 20.5 5810 .70-.94 74.0 74.0 72.2 84.0 81.0 73.0 120 K 50 24 
23431n 230 60 1.15 15.9 5050 17.8 5810 .93-1.2 74.0 74.0 72.2 84.0 81.0 73.0 104 K 45 20 23432n 460 60 1.15 8.0 5050 8.9 5810 3.6-4.4 74.0 74.0 72.2 84.0 81.0 73.0 52 K 25 10 23433n 575 60 1.15 6.4 5050 7.1 5810 5.6-6.9 74.0 74.0 72.2 84.0 81.0 73.0 42 K 20 8 
2343087 200 60 1.15 26.5 7360 30.5 8450 .46-.57 76.2 76.0 74.0 83.2 80.0 72.2 188 K 80 35 
2343187 230 60 1.15 23.0 7360 26.4 8450 .61-.75 76.2 76.0 74.0 83.2 80.0 72.2 164 K 70 30 
2343287 7W 460 60 1.15 11.5 7360 13.2 8450 2.4-3.4 76.2 76.0 74.0 832 80.0 722 82 K 35 15 
2343387 7~ 575 60 1.15 9.2 7360 10.6 8450 3.5-5.1 76.2 76.0 74.0 83.2 80.0 72.2 65 K 30 12 
2343297 10 .. 460 60 1.15 17.0 10100 18.8 11700 1.8-2.3 75.2 74.5 72.0 79.2 75.5 67.1 116 K 50 20 
2343397 i!l6 575 60 1.15 13.6 10100 15.0 11700 2.8-3.5 75.2 74.5 72.0 79.2 75.5 67.1 93 K 40 20 

& Inch 
2366506 g•,;i 

•>. 200 60 1.15 17.5 4700 19.1 5400 .68-.84 79.5 79.1 n.2 82.0 79.5 73.8 98.9 H 50 24 
2366006 ·:$~ 230 60 1.15 15.0 4700 16.6 5400 .88-1.09 79.5 79.1 n.2 82.0 79.5 73.8 86 H 45 20 
2366106 -.s:~ 460 60 1.15 7.5 4700 8.3 5400 3.53-4.37 79.5 79.1 n.2 82.0 79.5 73.8 43 H 25 10 
2366206 ;Sf.• 575 60 1.15 6.0 4700 6.4 5400 5.93-7.16 79.5 79.1 n.2 82.0 79.5 73.8 34.4 H 20 8 2366516 'l'Dl 200 60 1.15 25.1 7000 28.3 8000 .39-.48 79.8 80.0 78.7 83.0 80.5 73.8 149.S H 70 30 2366016 

:~•= 
60 1.15 21.8 7000 24.6 8000 .57-.71 79.8 80.0 78.7 83.0 80.5 73.8 130 H 70 30 2366116 60 1.15 10.9 7000 12.3 8000 2.17-2.68 79.8 80.0 78.7 83.0 80.5 73.8 65.0 H 30 15 2366216 79lJ 575 60 1.15 8.7 7000 9.8 8000 3.65-4.41 79.8 80.0 78.7 83.0 80.5 73.8 52 H 25 12 
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THE SUlIBPuMP'" LEAOIATE REMOVAL 
&'STEM FROM EPG CoMPANIES 

A Sure Way To Control Costs 
Tht' Surd'ump'• Leacha1e Removal SyS1em is a sure way 
10 (ontml your fOSls because ii maintains lhe lnweSI 
possibl< learhal• i<v•ls ol any sy11•m. 

llu• 10 Us advanced iechnology, SurePump can ex-· 
Incl i<achale lrom lhe lowe11 i<veb ol \'Our landlill 
Easier 10 hand!<, insl>U, operaie. and maintain, SurePump 
maximlzes your landlill tllkiencr and produc1M1y, 
mlnimizinR lht chanc• ol cosdy sysltm brnl!downs and 
rrpairs. 
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A Sure Way To Control Risks 
HI' malnlalning lhe Uquid head al lhe lowe11 possibl< 
iol'el, SurePump .. ~ only mJnimJzes Y"" leachate l<vels bul also helps assure compliance wllh envlronmen1>I 
proleellon guidelines and mlnimlzes lhe lhreol ol mem­
brane rupture and groundwater conl>mJnarion lrom 100 
much leach.alt buildup. Hy mal111alnlnR low i<achale 
lovols, you also lessen 1he chances !or obstructing gas 
venting openlions. 

Why SurePump 
Outperforms The Rest 

Fearure !or karure, !iurePuinp Is easier and more econonicaJ 
10 in11all. opertl• and maintain lhan •ny olhtr leachaie 
pumping sy11em. 
• SurePump, whkh roUs on wheels, Is smaller, URhler, 
and more streamlined lhan any other pump. That's 
why II can reach and exlr.lcl leachalt lrom much lower 
!<vols lhan larger, bullller pumps. 
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• U:msUUlltd ol !itainl~ Slttl and TeOon~ our submer· 
sible pumps las1 longer and perform bener under 1he 
most ad\'t'rs.:· t'fmdi1inns. 
• Surc:l'ump ;1:llio uulizes a nrw pr~sun• transducer 
sensor whM:h is more ruKR'd. mrn>Sion resistant bener 
rnns1ructtd and more accurate than Olht"r ltvd-detect.inR 
de1·k ... 

EPG Controls Maximize \'our 
liurePump Performance 

El'G offers a variely of pump controls 10 use "·ilh 
Sureflump, from lhe basic PumpMa.sler'• controUer 10 the 
Telma•'" II compu1er-basl'd con1roller. 

A mn1:,111t·r.fiased sJlt conrrol syslem 1h:11 operares by 
rrmolt rn111rul. lt'lmax II can automaticall~ monilOr and 
mainla.in all rnndi1ions and oper-.alions of your ltachale 
removal syll•m ""' pmcess S\'!lem 11 your landfill. 

Like an on-s.: 0 • 11dd operator. Telmax U wiU 
')Otinuoosl,· nwu;i .. r. rfCUrd. and keep you ln(ormed 
ia lti<phone ol vilal d:l1> on all your i<acha1e removal 

operations. includinR Jeocha1e levels, pump opera1ions, 
llnw rates. l<acha1e chemJSI'! . cycling operations. and 
abnn t.'Undilions 

Telmax II and SurePump 3ire ~ou maximum ~le 
mnrrol. 

" 

,, 
: 

"' 

SurePump. 
Sure Con1rol of Costs. Sure Conlrol of Risks. 
Streamlined design. rugged con!lruction 2nd superior 
i<vel sensing combine 10 mall• SurePump lhe mosl 
tllective leachate removal sy11em available 

Call our 10U-lrtt number. l-llOO+tP4l6, lor more 
inlonnation on SurePump, Ttlmax U, or olhtr EPG 
products !or j1roundwa1er monitoring and remediation. 

•rrjltHtU•l11 1.llojO../'mlllA"P 

Tht SurtPump pro\"ldf91Uprrior ~­
formantt In lloth llde llope rber ond 
nnlcal 1Ump 1ppUc1doru. 
loth modtls 1tt t\·aliUlt In I •ldt 
ran~ of lo.- rain. dbcU,.t hads 
and molor voftqn. 

PP.OT:::SEO BY U.S. P.~.TENT 
I.' 4,SC'.:Jl MID ii ii,S'. 2,030 

-





APPENDIX 16 
SEPTEMBER 18, 1992 MEMORANDUM FROM USEPA ADMINISTRATOR, 

WIWAM K. REILLY, TO ALL REGIONAL ADMINISTRATORS 

----------------------~-------~--------
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9-22-92 • DEN • E-1 

TEXT 

l!PA M!MORANDUM TO REGIONAL ADMINISTRATORS ON EXEMPTION 
FOR MUNICIPAL WASTE COMBUSTION ASH 

UNDER ACRA Sl!C. 3001(1) HAZARDOUS WASTE REGULATION 
(TEXT} 

SEP I 8 S92 

•AOJtUPVK 

~ar All. A•91oaa1 A«'wiaia,ca~r• 

ann=s .... , ..... ior lftmi•if•l •••t• CoMG•'Cioa·bk troa 
•••11ZCt11aa ••••• a..-.ia,~oa vae .. acmi. ••••i•• Joo~c1> 

JVUOll 

fti• a9Darandwa ••ta tort!l ua U1'li.4'ed St:at•• lftvironaen~a1 
Pro~ee~ion a.JeACY'• (~WJtA• or •A9eaey•l '•oi•ioft ua4~ aeot.ion 
l001(1) ot ate Reaauroa eonaerv&~on &nd Re~ Aot (•R.C:ltJ."), 
' ' u.s.c. I '9Zi(i),'. to t2eat &•b ••n~ata~ !roa aie coab\aa~ic:m 
a~ nonba1a1:40wa aaaaooipal ••l.14' "9aee a~ r••CNrO• rac:ovu-y 
tacil~ci•• (b•r•,natter ~MWC aah•) am ex.ap~ troa hazarticnaa vaac• 
r•tfUl.&t1on under Rc:st.A . .S\Wtit.1e c. DA believe• ~~MW~ ••b can 
lN req"1.at:ed 1n a aanner that. vU.l M pratectiva ot buaaa heal.U 

&n4 ~- •nYi.Z'ONl.eft~ Wl4U tlell ·~itle C. fte 4•t•DWC10ft ··~ 

' Aa put ·oi th• Haa&rdaaa an4 soU.d wuu aaenaenca of 
111•, ~ uenc&H -=u. 111 ...UA9 a~oa 2aoJ.(1) , vau.cta 
pl'md .. , ln pan1Mft pvci 

(i) Cl.arif1oa~iml Of hOY..-014 vas~• •XClUliOft 

. & i-eaourca reoovery iac111ey :ecaaV11ri:l9 en•rCJY 
troa Ca •••• bw:n~ ot .iai•ipal aolid va•U shall 
no~ ~· ••-eel to be tr••~inf. •1:ftinq, ti•po•illt oi, or 
otftazvb• un&CJ1n9 ba&~ ~· tos- Ji\JZPO••• ot 
r•~lacion wad.a tSUb~i~l• CJ 1f . . ·• e'\IGh la•il.ity • 
• • r.aeLvw• and ~u only ••• Ao\aaea•l.4 va•~• ••• 
&Del •oi~d ~-~ fz'Ga eomaeroi&i or ~nduatr1al aou.ra•• 
cac doe• noc con,aa haa~ va•'• ..... 

R~ ••oeion 3001(1) (l), ,2 u ••• c. I •111(i) (J.). 1eo-.1oa~JOOJ.(l) 

u cedil1M. in Ill.'• J:9g\l.l&"C1Clna u ~ o• t:I• hw•ebald vuta 
ax•1'118~oa. 'o c.r.a~ a•1·•<•><1>. 

Published by THE .BUAl!AU OP NATIONAL llRAlll&S. INC., Wuhtngion. D.C. 20037 
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9-22-82 • DEN • (No. 184) E - 3 

l'or ~· tor.r•inf ruaou, DJ. Hl.i.•v•• th&~ tla• c~ csi •aatian lOO~(i) 1• oanau~;: vi~ Cb• AAJenor'• de~enaizaa~1GD 
~at KWC •all i• w•••p• ~ b&sasclo1:ia va~• ref\ll&~l••· 

&"f'lt\1\;lyt" li1$A1"'1 

DA•• 4a&aniaad•n Q&~ INC •.U i• exam;~ i~a haaarclor.aa 
va•a ra9111&~on alaa ia·conaia~• "itl\ 1:.!l• 1941-la&iv. hiatory 
oi Metion .JOGl.(1). 1~.c. a~ ai th• sanaea c,,..ttue on 
&nviroml&n UMI PUU,o Work• U.eaa.inf •eoUon lG01 ( 1) 
apeatiic:ally •'at.a ~-~ •raJll va..ca aanateasn~ act1v1t1•• of eu= a (r•.._..• r:aacrvcyJ tao1Uty, inol.UCU~ ill• cumuas;ig, 
~~.icm., =•a~•, •tK&f• &IMl 41•Po•a1 oC vaace abalJ. De 
COVUC ~ t:aa IXl:luioa.•I s. ba. KO. tl•316, tlta COl\V., 1at. 
Beea •• , (1912) <....-•~• add..af:J ... 81.IM:e MMC: &a ud.inal'i.ly ie 
the aair "-~ •9-.rnet• ~a reNUrC• ncovery tacili~, 
Com;z--• ~l.r U-1:1'&'8'1 1U J.ntan~ 't!laC WC: aab nee De 
~•tud.ecl u a ha1u.&ou vaaea. 

IMo..&, ·-.. •wu Raped auta• that •~icm l001 Ci) vu 
eaac:~• •• • ....._... c:omarci&l.1J vi.a!a1• rellOUea reaovaoy . · 
~&•iliCMI• and • • •. l'AM'M 1a,.s a.nu =at Uf b.indc tllair 
cl6V.lGJ1119ftt. an4 operacion." I. RIP• Mo. 91•214, N~ C:o1i9,, la~ 

. ••••· 61 (1ta2). .AA ~ ak»ova, one ot the 1ip.1tic:aa~ Cea~•• 
·~ aecc£an 3001(1) ia ~at. it. appli•• tG ~ .. ourM racrMry 
laail~Ci•• ~- ~ »O't!I. he&&aebvl4 v••~• ~ n~&2d.o~• 
~al an4 t.n41&•Ui•• vaeu. ?1 aaatioa l001(1) ~• 
in•arpnt:ed aa nee aapCinf MWC uJ& Hl"~ved.·taaa ~· 
i.nolnara•d.A oi oo.b1ne4 houa.aao1d van• an4 na-.aa~dou 
ee..azaial &Nl Lnctuauial wa•" frea r1f'11&t.iGA •• A&&&rd.O\a• 
vaa"8, tha _ polic:y 9oel. ~ceca a e2a.e ••na._ ltapa"C clNld. M 
aub•un~iaUy fnftl'ated. A• a pra~ical. utter, c.a =•~ 
HllU~~ t.o a r••CNnSe ncova~ lac:iliQ' in Mi.nrl &DJ.• t:o »uzn 
botll aou.eMal.4 &Zld. unbuU'dou com8"i&l. &n4 ilMma=iai 'W&aca 

a Daiilca ~ l911a1a~i.W1 lliatasy !:mr i.Um lOGJ.(1), 
t.ll• statute Coe• -. apru•i.1 au~•C&~ ~ ••MR•Uon" of 
~• tl)' a ruom-aa •MGYery facl11~ ia il\clwtU vi.~n Ule 
exapUM. Ac 110aC, t:a• &baenc:• of Cha~ ~ ra'f1eou aaa• · 
Co119Z"Ua 4ld not -.naaly a4dz'... the prac:i•• i•Re Cd vneca.r 
Mlle •ab ahaa.14 M axapc !roa baz&rclou vane r89'1l&Ucm, u\4 
doa ncn: ind1caca Qa"& COfttr••• !Mud&d c.ae. MWC asb be 
r94JU1&-.C •• • ha1artlau vaata. :tn auoh a ci.zt:ima~aaaa, 1:.be 
ACJelWl7 ball .Uaa-e~on ta adopt: a 2eaaoft&al.a .U,cupnatia tAaW 
-.e•t ·~·~• c;oal.a -Meli.ad ~ft ••Gt.ion :1001(1). VA ba• 
•xuai•.C ._, diau~ioa il'I aclop•J.Aq fJle interprat:a•~•ft ••-=-

.. f U'Ul a~eill, u 41._ ... -.ore f\&lly belov. · 

· · 
1 n. •ua•• kport u an~1~led to •pec:1a1 v•1-C 

Hes&uae ~ ~arqaa co-i.tta• &dop~acS, vi1:.JlW~ ~·· th• 
Sena•e Yera1on at aac~1oa JQ01(1). K.a. ltep. JIO. tl-1123, ti~ 
cont•• 2' a.ea. 10• c111,,, r•iztn''' in it•' a.t. c..&.a c.., •. a 
Main. ltVa II''· lA pusint th• lanate vcai01' of ••~ion 
l001(1), ~ ... al•• iapliedly Mlop:ed. 1:.be len&t•'• 
iAa..,nt:a~oa o~ that p~o\liaien a•t. tm:1:& in ~ tenau hp~. 

Putlllll'9d by TH~ IWAl!AU OF NATIONAL AFFAIRS, INC .. WMl*11u1. O.C. 20037 

I " 



_, 

.,, .., 
~ ... 

,.. 
ll 

' , ., 
' 

• 
iii 
Q 

• 

~ ... 
I 

UJ 

r-------" I _, 

• 

,\ ' 



u•1 JUI •If. J.J.; JO) 
b.rJ. ~~ 1 ..... ··--· o.(f] 008 

S-22-92 • OEN • TEXT (No. 184) E - 5 

451 criteria i11posa ~94'&iZ'81l•~• en 11NAioipal l&AdCill.a ~at far •xcae4 ~ose pravi=•l.Y ~01ad, LncludiA9 aora •Uin9.m. ... loeac1on raa~1cumw, taa1lity dcsif'I\ ancs operaUnt c:r1~•ria, 
=~- - 9~-vatmr 'a0Bi,..,i119 r..,aaeaenu, eezr~iY• a.=1on - requu-.... u. t1-ziuc~&1 &aavanca :-aquiJ:qen~a, and ol.oal3:'e and 

poa~-cloAZ"• CR• l"eC'Uz'eMA~•· 'fh• A;anc:y beUev.. the 41•Po•al 
Of llWC - 1A INl&i.C1pal. l.&Nlfill• .W.jan to t.h• llrt 251 
"~~eri.a vi.if M p~&ftin of hw.an laAl.= &A4 the 
enviranua~. 

· l~ intGr11adan oaaaa C.O OA~ I ·~~e.~iCD su9gaat.in9 ~~ INC aab 1.a •ia4 9&JW9•d or cS1spoaed af in a 11anna' th&~ i• not: 
pro~1v• ai A\Zll&ll heal~ and ~· enT1ronaan~ under SUbti~l• D. 
~· ACJenav \IUl conaicler acl4i,1aNl ao~ion1, .1.nclWS1nq prov141nq taaAnical •••ia"Cana•, l••~int tuJ,clanca 4A~\lille.n:a, &nG, i1 
appropria~a, pro1n119atin9 &ddi~ional .ragul.aticuua ta aclclr••• taoh aituc1ons. Ia add1~1on, &t 1.ll41vidu&l ai.t••• 1~ Ch• diapoa&l. c:ai MMC uh uy preee~ an iaainu~ and nb1~an1:1al enda.N)u.ent 'o 
hi.UNA h•alt:h er ~· uvironman~, !1~ ur req\lU'• ra.ponei~l.• P&C"•Oftll·CO uncle~ app¥Gpriata &Gt.ion \aDCler 1eo~iGft 7003(&) oi 
ac:JtA, 'a u.s.c. s £t?2(a). 

aaacnaziea recovuy !roa mmicipal aoli4 va•~• ia an ilq)ort~ 40JaPel'&aat o~ EPA•• 1nuqra.~ad vaa~e aan94••en• apprDac:b., which invol.v.. ~· coaplaan-cuy "8• oi a vu1a~y at ;=ac=ic;ea ~o 
••t•lY and •rfeed.Y•lY unar• a\Ulic:~al •olid vaau. • -'U= 
ac:UY1~Y 1clva.nca• tAa aQ~U~GJ'7 o~jec:;Uv• of ae». (Che h1grgo 
COMU"Yat.ioa &l\cl lopeysn AR) "8 raauoe -· voluae ot v••U CA&~ 
~8Cl\&irU d:l.•poaal.. U,A U., a~ H~~Oll 10QZ(~)(I). 42 U ••• c. $ 
&1010•> CIJ. l~ &l.ao adw.nc:e• ~· ata"~!l 0•1eouve el? 
pu:po•• o~ ~ 2•1 i• ~• ~lian •in1aua nacional azoit.ri& tc:w av.nia1Pal ao114 vu~e lanU1lla, 1nalu4in9 [•uctl 1Uldtlllal ue• 
fOZ' • • • 'iapo.al of ncmlla1uclou •unicipal vas~• coabu9t an (XWC) au Cwha"Cbar C• a.all 1a oo-4upos1d os .41apo•ld oe ia aa aaa monaf11l.).• 191 1la9 ~••llQl\S& ~ cnmw·n~ ctocwaaat no•. 155. 1aa, 111, 173, an4 191 ia th• ~11a reeo•d tor ~· Part 251 z:oul.-.klft41 Cct~c n~ r•t1-acu'-l'P'l'~Pl • 

9 =• p=m&J.f•~1on ot ca Pa.i:t zsa =~tacia 1- an 
La~n~ •C•JI in eaawr.1.a4 ~c HWC aaa can ancl vu.i ~. :•,W.•~-' in • unn.r taa.~ vill ~ protaniv• of haan haal~ U4 U• &nvireimea• \Uldq SW.C1~l• ~. Ttl.• pna~lcacion ai tbo•• "1~eria alaa a&• ••"'94 •• an 1•~=- ror C• Aqeaay•a roev•1ua&ioa •f i~• earU" vi•v of ••~:..on iao1cu •• no~ axampcJ.fMJ we aaaa iorca h&£&rllaQA vaa~• ~eg'UJ.&tioa. 5Q.te4 ... ,. 21702, 2a12s-z• cit••>· 

---

• 'DL&• app~•uh .. eabUsh•• & hiararcny t.Aai. prater• so\arca redUc:i:1n (1.e., tna 4&a1;zt. man~ac~~·· puc:ha••• or uaa aC aat.ari&la -. NCluc:a ~ & .. \&nt: or t.ox~icy ot •oU.d vaaie 
!entll'&te4) an• z.ayoU.119 C1. a. , ~· pracua ~ va191a ma~arial• are ••11ecKa4 -ad '\UIM &I raw aa~ria1a ior nav prod.Gab) ovu 
aolid. vaata CoaDl•tioa ( inali.acU.nq eouu't.ion ~ft' ceaourc• 
r~) au lanci:1l.11nq. 80114 vu~• oaUma'Cion, hovcvu-, haa playact and v1J.l oont1nu• to p.1.&~ an i1111•~&n• role in U• Aq.ncy*• in~at.eel vaa~• aanaqne.nc. epproa•A ~ec:auae t.h• a•i.r• 
1011cl "••1:8 •=•aa ~ 'bo z:ecl\Zcecl tli:INCJ'tl •ourc• ~e4uG1:ion anti racyclU.. UA· ancoura1 .. cclal'Wl1t1•• ~ choa• the auai aa11cl vaau •J~iou 'aw.& ue ao.c app~opr~a~• tor~-. c:caaUerin9 l.ocal. ~o-.io, anv11'onaenu1, &nd oCA•~ tacun. 

Publl8n.d by THE BUREAU OF NATIONAL AFFAl.AS. INC.. WutlinQIOn, D.C. 20037 
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CONTACT: FOR IMMEDIATE RELEAS! 
September 22, 1992 Kent Burton (202) 467·624o 

IWSA HAILS EPA'S CONFIRMATION THAT · 
MWC ASH IS NOT A HAZARDOUS WAST! 

Washington, o.c .. Th• lntegratad Waate Servlc:es ASSoclatlon (IWSA) tcday 

praised the U.S. Environmental Agency's (EPA) determination that ash generated from 
municipat waste combustion (MWC - also called waste-to-energy) is not to be 

regulated as a hazardous waste and can be safely managed under the Resource 

Conservation and Recovery Ad (RCRA) SubtitS• 0 regulations. 

-rhia determination is a major breaJ<through far solid waste managers in 

communltin nationwide,• commented Kent Burton, IWSA President. •1t conftrma What 

the 8Cien1ific evidence ha revealed for the p8st decade-namely that MWC uh ill not 

hazardou• and can be ufely manag.cl in MSW tandftlll: 

"MWC ash is exempt from regulation as a hazardous waste under .RCRA 
Subtitle c.· stated William K. Reilly, EPA Administrator, in a September 18, 1992 

memorandum to EPA regional administrators. He said, the 9two statutory goal$ 

embodied in (RCRA) section 3001 (i) ~ protecting the environment and promoting 

resource recovery from nonhauraous solid waste - are best served by exempting 

MWC ash from hazardous waste regulation.• · 

The determination reiterated the aQ•ncy's support for MWC aa an Jmportant 

component in integrated waste management because "the entire sorid waste stream 

cannot be reduced through source redud:lon and recyding. • lh• agency. tunher noted 

that MWC, which •satety and •ffactlvaty manages MSw,• specifically advances two 

key RCRA objectives-redudng the voeume of waste that must be diapos~d of, and 

reccvering significant amounts of energy from MSW. 

·ay recognizing th• safety of MWC and the necessity of this option for 

communities nationwida,· the IWSA Pre.dent noted, •EPA has provided a vital 

element that has been missing in its MSW poUcies." 

Two l.&1!~ Cann• 1133 21st Streat~. Suila 20S • WWii9L»a. OC 20036 •202-467-6240 ·FAX: 202-467~225 
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-

-EPA encourages communities to d'loou the mix of soUd Wasta options that are mcst appropria18 for them. considering lccai economic, envircnmentat. and ether factors.• the agency· said • 

. - Cumtmly there ar. 142 WTe fadliti•• operating in 1he U.S. which recover ·· energy and matertaJa from MSW remaining after recycling. Waste-to-en_ergy plants - manage about 16"A. of the nation's MSW and produce an equivalent amount of energy to supply abcut 1.3 milllon homes. These facilities operating ndonwide offset the need for more. than 31 malicn barrels of fora~n alt each year. 

IWSA Is a naUonaJ trade association that advccatH an integrated approach to · · solid waste management, which includes making optimal use of reduction, reuse. recycUng, municipaj waste ccmcustton. and landfilDng to soiv• the nauon•a garbage dilemma. rror more information, please contact IWSA at (202) "87-6240. The address ia Two Latayeua Centra, 1133 21st Street N.W •• Suite 205, Wa&hington, O.C. 20036. 

### 
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JANUARY 29, 1993 LETIER TO PETER CAREY FROM 
MICHAEL T. GROBEN, ASSISTANT TOWN ATTORNEY, 

TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN 





.1.0; •v 

Town of 
Brookhaven 
New York 

OEPARlMENT OF LAW 
DE.NIU P. MOUA. Town AltOIMV 

VIA FAX AND REGULAR MAIL 

Mr. Pater ca.ray, P .;E. 
Wehran !nviro Tech 
666 E. Main Street 
P.O. Box 2006 
Midciletown, NY 109~0-0858 

RE: FEIS Cell 5 

Dear Mr. Careyi 

January 29, 1993 

1'1.1 uu~1 uu~ 

MICHAE~ I:. WAL.lE~ 
HOWARD M. BmGSOfli 
MICHAEi. 1. GRORN . 
QlADVS N. wENTU 
GAMETT W. SWENSON. JR 
COMIN'.C J. SANTORO 
R~J.AATJE 

JAMES M. SUM 
ANNEMARIE PRUOENTI 

This is intended· as a draft re11pons·e ··to, ·public · 
comments regarding '~h• acceptanc~ ·of .. t:er~ai:n · property on 
the =we11t side ot·•tbe Brookhaven 'l'own· 'Landfill' from .. the 
Route"347·aealty Cqrporation, in·connect~on with the 
"Regency Oaks" development. This i"B intended to address 
comments-dated 12/3/92 of the Yaphank Taxpayers & Civic 
Association Inc. (l{c}), the Brookhaven Citizens Solid 
Waste Alternatives:coalition (11/27/92) at pages l, 2 and 
comments by Nanette Essel at the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement Public Hearing held 11/10/92 (comments starting 
at page 60). · 

According to 'l'own records, the 'l'own Board resolved on 
7/18/72 to authorize clustered development of a property at 
North Bellport, To¥Jl of Brookhaven, which said property 
spanned Woodside Avenue on both its north and south sides 
(hereinafter the "North Property" and the "South 
Property"). A portion of the south Property comprised that 
area now owned by ~he Town of Brookhaven to the west of its 
existing landfill. on May 8, 1986, the Brookhaven Town 
Board amended its prior resolution to permit "all remaining 
dwelling units" scheduled to be developed within the North 
and South Properties (then known as "Map ·of Horizon Ridge") 
to ~~· ~oc:ated .. on the North Property, north side of Woodside 
Avenue .. The stated reason was to allow·the developer to 
dedicate an as ·yet., undeveloped portion~ of:; the South 
Property to· the Town· of Brookhaven.· A site plan:. ~·. · 
application· for de,velopment of the '·North Property was then 

3233ROUTE112. MEDFORD. NEW YORK 11763 (516) 451-6500 
FAX {516) 698-4489 - ungatton papers.ore NOT to t:>e served ov FAX except ov express pnor wr1nen perm1ss1on 

PlllNIEO ON llCC:YCl.!D PAP;:l 



Mr. Peter Carey 
Paqe 2 
January 29, 1993 

RE: DEIS Cell 5 

WEBRAN KAIN llLl?i - TOWER DR laJ 001100; 

filed, entitled "MaP. of Regency Oaks at Yaphank". On June 13, 1988, the Plann~n; Board of the Town of Brookhaven held a public site plan hearing on the "Map of Regency Oaks"; at that time, applicant's attorney noted his clients offered to dedicate approx~tely 124 acres (the remaining undeveloped portion! of the south Property) to the Town of 
Brookhaven~ At that time, the then-counsel to the Planninq Board noted that th• parcel waa to be dedicated to the Town for general muniCil»fll purpoaea. S!:t.hough coUJWel did opine that "I believe it ls the intention to leave it open and natural as a buffer. area", it is clear that he had neither th• intention nor the authority to bind the Town Board in its acceptance of tJte dedication and that the Town would accept the property "tree and clear of any covenant•" (Minutes of the Bropkhaven Town Planning Board June 13, 1988 page 212). A deed· for the approximately 125 acres of the remaining undev,lopad portion of the South Property waa then tendered to th~ Town of Brookhaven by the then-owner of the south Proper~y, Rt. 347 Realty Corp. Said deed contained no restrictions or covenants as to the uae of th• dedicated property. On March 21, 1989, the Brookhaven Town Board formally accepted the dedication of the remaining acreage of the South property "in conjunction with the Map of Regency Oaks". The acceptance was "for general municipal purposes" and contained no restrictions of any kind regarding the uaa of the dedicated premises. The deed was recorded on or about April 3, 1989. 

on November 13, 1989, the Planning Board granted approval of the sit~ plan for "The Map of Regency Oaks at Yaphank". In its resolution of approval, the Planning Board ref erred to an overall dedication of approximately 250 acres of land "for landfill buffer areas and other parkland and recreational areas". It is clear that the Planning Board resolution did not refer to the 125 acres dedicated to the Town as "park" or "recreational" area; there is no indication that these lands were proposed to be dedicated as parkland or recreational areas. It would appear that the Planning Board was ref erring to the 125 acres as a "buffer" area; it is equally clear that the Planning Bo~rd was made aware at the prior site plan 



,/ .... 

/ 
Mr. Peter Carey 
Page 3 
January 29, 1993 

RE: DEIS Cell 5 

public hearing that the 125 acres would be accepted by the 
Town with no covena~ts or restrictions as to its future use 
(Meeting of Brookhaven Town Planning Board June 13, 1988 
paqe 212). 

It would appear. that puJ:)lic comments regarding the 
dedication of the 125 acres west of the Town landfill are 
confusing said property with areas dedicated as parkland or 
recreational areas within the Map of Regency Oaks itself. 
Although the Findings of the Town Planning Board are 
somewhat vague as to the exact nature of the prior 
dedication of the 125 acres to the Town of Brookhaven, it 
is clear that the Planning Board did not have authority to 
bind the Town Board, or to place restrictions on the future 
use of the dedicate~ acreage. With respect to the comment 
of the Brookhaven Citizens Solid Waste Alternative& 
Coalition (page 2) regarding a "transfer development rights 
(TDR} status", there is no form.al dedication of development 
rights apparent fr~ the proceedings before the Planning 
Board, or the Town Board, and thus no restrictions on 
future use of the property. 

MTG:mn 

~~~
l .. ~au:rs 

~ . 
,. 

Michael T. Graban 
Assistant Town Attorney 

i4Joo2100~ 





APPENDIX 18 
PRELIMINARY PLANS FOR INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS 

IN HORIZON VILLAGE 





S!GNAGE AT ENTRY ON WOOQSIPE 1WENUE 
(_, IO tcAl) 

PLANTINGS AT BULLEJ!N BOARD 
(llOf IO Dll.G -I, 'hC - a.&.\. • llDOll'I ....... nc ..,_. ~ Olil hC t.41' 

:-.:..:.~ ............ ~~~'\;~ 
~ l'VMla,,. \llt'IO.AM .ccat ...,. ~. 

a. ......_ nmr nrm. ""'° ru.JMJI .,. ro • UlCAl!D ., "'°'" 
QllCI' l.DCAIDe tMML • ........., .. nc ~ ro MOD CCNUCll 
.... OBftCt '*'ID MID 'Ml COIGTIOHL 

J. AlllDODc:..i1llMtDGl.AIA ....... r...,.,.,"""matnc~T 
ATM&. lo. """"llm. ··. ===:.. ... -=.=.~3.~-== 
"'llflOllDr.....•~f'VIHlt~lt: .._,V'IUIZ. 

,,.,..,..._ """"". MC) llUftWI CUC 

------

~· I 

PLAN VIEW 
(IQll,.l: t" • .., 

_,,_ _ ......... 
,......,... 

. .._ ...... 
•'" tlNET' TIIU f'UHTINO 

100' 150' 200' --------

PL.AN VIEW AT HORIZON GATE 
(tcMI. ,. • IO'l 

SCREEN PLANTINGS ON SUNQ!AL LANE 

i ·-

(llOllOICM.C) 

.COMMUNITY PLANTINGS 
~'-... r 

, ~--- FOR 
HORIZON VILLAGE 

NORTH BELLPORT 

SUFFOLK COUNTY, NEW YORK 

PL.AN VIEW AT ENQ OE SUNBURST LANE 
...... _ 
....-u. ... 
··-'"" (flCML t" •• , 

LOUIS K. McilAH ASSOCIAfCS. PC. -­..,.~ ..... ---
\HORIZ-4't.OWO (12)(0) Jl-+JQI 





··-----··---·------- --

APPENDIX 19 
PROPOSED TRAIL SYSTEM 
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APPENDIX 20 
LETTERS FROM NYSDEC REGARDING 

THE DEEP FLOW RECHARGE ZONE 





New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
Building 40-SUNY, Stony Brook, New York 11790-2356 

Telephone: ( 516) 751-7990 
Facsimile: (516) 751-3839 

~ommissioner James Heil 
Brookhaven Department of Waste Management 
3233 Route 112 _ 
Medford, New York 11763 

Dear Commissioner Heil: 

FEB 5 1992 

This letter is to clarify recent communications between the. 
Department and the Town of Brookhaven regarding the ongoing Part 360 
hydrogeologic investigation for the Town's proposed new landfill. 

Thomas C. Jorling 
Commissioner 

The site of the Town's proposed landfill lies within 
hydrogeologic Zone VI, as defined in the Long Island Comprehensive 
Waste Management Plan (L.I. 208 Study). Environmental Conservation 
Law 27-0704.4 (Long Island Landfill Law) provides for the construction 
of this new landfill in Zone VI because it is outside the deep flow 
r~charge area. ""However, operation, including site preparation, of a 
new landfill outside of the deep flow recharge area is only allowed 
pursuant to conditions set forth in paragraphs {a_) through {g) of 
ECL 27-0704.4. - -

For new landfills, 6 NYCRR Part 360 requires a hydrogeologic 
investigation of sufficient detail to characterize the "critical 
stratigraphic section." Concerns raised by geologists within the 
Division of Solid Waste focus on the need for a complete 
characterization of the subsurface soils and groundwater in the 
vicinity of the proposed landfill. A comprehensive evaluation of the 
site's hydrogeology, keyed to a demonstrably functional groundwater 
monitoring plan, is essential if the Commissioner is to make an 
affirmative determination, in accordance with ECL 27-0704.4(a), that 
the landfill will not pose a threat to groundwater quality. Our 
geologists have been working closely with your consultant, Dvirka and 
Bartilucci, while they (D&B) finalize the March 1990 draft work plan 
to satisfy the requirements of ECL 27-0704.4(a) and 6 NYCRR Part 
360-2.11 {Hydrogeologic Investigation). 

From our discussions with D&B, we anticipate receiving the Final 
Part 360 Hydrogeologic Investigation Work Plan within the next few 
weeks. If you have any further questions on this matter, please 
contact Mr. Robert McNamee, Senior Engineering Geologist, at 
{ 516) 751-2617. 

REC:RJM:rjm 

Sincerely, 

~[(}.____ 
Ray E. Cowen, P.E. 
Regional Director 
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IC•tcUflVC 011'\1;.., ~~•ooHtOHH 

The Honorable Henrietta Acampora 
··supervisor, 11:ow11 of Brookhaven 
Drookhavan Town Hall 
Patchogue, New ?ork 11772 

Dear.Ms~ Aeampora: 

, . ' 
NOV 19 1~~.!t 

This is to inform you that th$ Department.has ~eviewed 
your Petition of May 9, 1990, requesting authorization to 
,..nn+hm11:1 nt'~,..111tinn of. Cell 4 of the Brookhaven Landfill 
(also referred to as th.ca "Ski :Dowl"> pursuant to· th~ Long . 
Island Landfill Law, ECL·27-0704. On Septembers, 1990, the 
Department corresponded with the Town, identifyinq 
def ioiancies in the May g P&tition. In response to that 
latter, the Town augmented its PGtition by latte:r of 
ootober 3, 1990. · · · 

Pursunnt to ECL 27•0704.S, the commiBsioner must 
determine that the To~n of Brookhaven.bas shown compliance 
with certain ·criteria in order to authorize oontinued 
operation ot the landfi11. Accordin9ly, as the 
Commissioner's dGlegatee, I hereby.make the following 
f ind~nc;s,, subject to modif icat~on in response to comment 
received .in response to a public notice and hearin9 to be 
had pursuant to ECL 27-0704.S(f): 

l. ECZ., 27-0704.Sfa>--The Town will pro~ide evidence 
of a fina~cial guarantee, in agoordance with condition . 
(2) (d) below. 

2. ~~L 27-0704.5Cbt--The Town ~ill be required to 
show the effective operation of its liner and leachate 
collection system, in accorda·noe with the condition· (2) (a)· 

below, prior to any disposal of waate •. Also, pursuant to· 
condition (2) (e) ~elow, the Town ~ust exe6ute· an inter­
municipal a9reement with the Suffolk County· Sewar Aqency 
providing for the treatment of leacha~e from the Brookhaven 
Landfill. . . 

t" . 

J. : ECL 27-07Qi.5Ccl-·Th~ Town is ~equired to update 
!.~!stin~ in~et'!lta~ion to cmc~e·· that the miCJrl'lt.i cm of metb0ine 
!Jit8 r.ir uthr.:'r 'Jl!t~&k i ~ \d'i \'1~ \'i\:i.r.-eid, ii,n ~OQO~\i'1noca with th~ . 
con4ition (2) (o) below, prior to any disposal of waste. 



F'. 3 

4. &.C...L-27-0704 ~ti9J..--'l'hare is no evidence ·that the Town it; acceptin9 or will accept hazardous waste at its ·landfill. Additionally, in its letter of October 4, 1990, the Town indicated that it has in place an ordinance which prohibits disposal of hazardous waste at its facility. The ::·: 'l'ow~ cilso has. agreed· to ~dopt additi~nal legislntion in this ·regard and to establish a STOP facility·at the Brookhaven ·Landfill. Finally,·cperatinq descriptions in the Town's . fn.eili·ty applicution iAQ~\\~~ train1ncr for ft\cility poraonnel t;o idencify potentially hazardous wastes which might be delivered to the f~oility for disposal. 
s. E..~-~7-07QJ~.l.--'the landfill is not. located in a freshwater wetland, tidal wetland or floodplain. 
G. ECL 27•0704_,SCtJ 

--The landfill is located outside of the dQep flow. ~~~h~roe RTP~. Q~ dofinod uhde~ Ee~ 2'-01v~.1; 
--No resource recovery facility is available to aceapt the waste to ,be disposed at the landfill pursuant to this approval: . 

--The Town of Brookhaven has made reasonable effort to i~plement resource recovery. ~his effort includes . (i) the execution Of an inter-municipal Memorandum Qf Understandinq leading to ·en aqreement with the Town of Hemp$tead for ener9y resource recovery of part of Brookhaven's waste stream and fer disposal of inoinGratcr. ach residues at the Brookhavan Landfill, .ancl (ii) under 9ondition (l)(b) below, Brookl1aven is required to aoeept for disposal wastGs trom the Towns cf Riverhead and Southold, thereby assisting in achievinq a oefltral objective of the Lonq Island Landfill Law to. discontihue disposal of solid waste 111 un.t.ined J.anar1J.J.S. AC:t:ept.~m.n~ u.c: '-h.l.o vSJl.J.~9-L.1.wu by the Town of Brookhaven also enhances the ability of tlle Towns of Riverhead and' Southold to direct their resources toward implementation or recycl·inq, compQsting and other· resource recovery facilities: and 

--'!'he lnndf illing of waster: at the Srookhav!3n Latlc1fill will pose no sig-nif icant adverse. environmental impacts. Prior to issuance ot authoriiation to diapose of ".fi:tstes in Cell 4 (Ski Bowl) ot the landfilll the Town will have to ensure that measures included in the landfill design and opa~ation will prevent any adverse impact on the environment,· as c;;peQif;i ad i.n the clccign doeum~1~t:. !'il~d wi~h the Department. :~\ · ,,. . . eased upon tha a.bove findings and in contemplation of final approveil· Of the Town's Petition to continue ·landfillinq under the Long Islancl Larldfill Law, the Town of Brookhaven must comply with the f o.llowin9 co'n<li tions: 

. •. . . , ~ . ~··· "'.':it:.-:-.. 1. 

I .•. .. 
;· ... 
: ! 

;·. 
~· ... 

(! . 
;~. 
• .... 
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(1) on of before DecQmber 18, 1990, the Town of 
BrooJthaven must executG a modification of the order on 
Consent, effective May 14, 1987, approved by the Department 

_ · ~- that at a minimwn cpntains the following -requirements i 

(a) 'l'he Town must develop ancl submit to the Department 
~ ' 'by January 1, 1991, a .revision to its Solid Waste 
~f Management. Plan that reflect current proposalra. such 
~v-if- rev±sion must address the requirements of 6 NYC.RR 

360-15,9 (a) through {o), with sp•cial emphasis on 
360-15.9 Ckf through (m). The·various solid waste 
management cystems ~ust be imple~onted in accordance 
with. the sc:hedules identi·fied in the Oepartme.nt- · 
approved final Plan. In the interiln, any identifiable 
mileatoneA (e.9. issu&nce af an RFP for milnicipal solid 
waste and yard waste eompoatinq by January 15, l9gl) 
will be included in the ~onsant Order. 

(b) The Town must accept for disposal from the Towns 
of Riverhead and Southold a total Of 55,000 tons per 
year of mut1idipal colic:l waste, exclusive of ya.rd waste, 
construction and demolition debris (clean fill) and 
recyclables that hav~ been separated from the ¥aste 
strean1. It is expected· that the Town will not ehar9e 
an unreasonable. tippinq fea in relation to charges for 
comparable wastes.generated by and disposed in the ~own 
of Brookhaven. 

(o) Authorization to landfill wastes after Decentber· 
18, 1990, ~r...than the "products bf resource 
recovery,• inc~neration or eo~postinq •.• downtime wastes 
and untreatable wastes", in accordance with·ECL 
27-0704.S(f), second paragraph, is limited to disposal 
of waste only in Cell 4 (Ski Sowl) of the landtill. 
such approval shal~ ·expire on January l, 1993. 

(d) Authorization to operate Cell 4 of the Town's 
landfill for disposal of on1y· clean fill, as defined by 
ECL 27-0704.l and 6 NYCRR 360•1.2(b) (22) and thQ 
"prcducts of resource recovery, incineration or 
·composting ••• downtime wastes and unt::eatable ~astac", 
in accordance with ECL 27-0?04.S(f),· first paragraph, 
will continue to the capacity of ~11 4 (Ski Bowl), 
unless otherwise determined by the Departm,nt. 

{e) · Construction of Cell_4 (Ski Bowl) shall be in 
accordance with the conditions of construction app~oval 
set forth in the Depart~fFt's letter of November is, 
1990. Prior to oommence~ent of waste disposal, the . 
Town must obtain the Department's written authorization 
to epe11!l~e. · tll8 Ca:ll .& (9ki De'll) , artl:i.· e(Jl\\i;tl~1:!01-. ~£ 
construction.and after submis:a:ion and approval of a 
~onstruction certitication document. 



1· l _ 11~·• I 1 L·f···-·-··. 
I ·F.: 

·7 · (f) Tl1e Town must resolvQ all <.>Utstanding violations 
r of E:C.L Article 27, G NYCRR 360 or tho requirements of 

any Departinontal · Order to the extEtnt rec;iuire.d by the 
Regional Director of the Department's Region l. · 

(q) The Town must comply with any other conditions 
resulting from the review of new data submitted. 

- (.:i) vn or bl!torca l'!ovembar .so,· 1990 the Tvw~'I. ::shall 
submit tt? the Oepartroent: 

/ 

(a) A ar.;E;ocsma11t of the e.ctual action leakage rate (in 
qallons ~er acre per day) ct the existing.cell 4 (Ski. 
Bowl) primary liner·, the secondary leachate collection 
and re~oval system leachate flow volume data, its 
metho'd of c:olle.otion, and the time period bf such . 
r.ic:iU Ant 1 nn. T f. th 1 s Ar~t. i.nn · 1 Ai'll kaqA •ate i:i in £:X~t:ee 
of 2S gallons per acre per day on a 30-day average, the 
Town must submit a remediation plan and schedule for 
the Department's review and approval. such plan shall· 
inolude (i) a.n operational plan discussing the routine 
monitoring cf 'the aotion leakage rate so as to maintain 
the approved operational threshold of 25 gallons per 
acra per day· on a 30-day average, ·and. (ii) a· 
contingency operatiope plan to be implemented in the 
even~ that the operational threshold is exceedaa. 

(b) A computation of available cell volume for Cell 4 
(Ski Bo~l), and a projectd..ori of cell life based upon 
the acceptance of ·(i) ash fr01n the Town of Hempstead 

'energy resourc:e recovery facility, (ii) the re:maininq· 
waste fro:m tile 'l'own of Brookhaven :that is not 
incinerated at the.H(!mpstead facility, and (iii) 
approximately 55,000 tons per·year of municipal solid 
w~ste in the ag9re9ate from ~ha Towns of Southold and . 
Riverhe~d. . . 

. 
(c::) A compilation of methane monitoring data, 
includihg lQeation of monitorin9 poin~g and ti~e period 
of its collection, and a discussion of the effective­
ness of tba existinq methane control system in all 
areas of tbe landfill. ' 

(d) Evidence of financial 9uarantee'that zntfsfies the 
requirements of ECL 27-0704. 5 (a). . · 

(e) A11 inter-municipal agreement with the Suffoik 
'county sewer Agency p?:ov;c11.n9 for ~ne 'traa~men~ ot 
leachate from the Broo~~a~en Landfill, and data showinq. 
thci rnmrir.ii: it- ion e1f "1 ttdij4' .,anerat:ad bi' t.hGt f.'t.'1nnty AQW•r 
Agency that is de.Etined for disposal at the Brookhaven 
Landfill. I 



,_/' (f) An updat~ of.the Groundwater Assessment ·Report to 
incorporate recent groundwater data, and a proposed 
future groundwater sampling schedule for the · 
Departnl'~nt • s 1. ~v i.6W 6.t'l.il approval. 

In the event that the Town of Brookhaven £ails to meet 
any of the ,cove conditions, the Town will ba required to 
cease acceptance of wastes at its landfill which are 
otherwise prohibited pursuant to tbe Long Island Lan~f ill 
Law. 

The Department appreciates the willingnese·of the Town 
ot Drookhaven to assist ih addressing the solid waste 
disposal requirements of its neiqhboring Towns that you 
expressed in the October 30, 1990 meetinq with Commissioner 
Jarl in;• :tt. i R nn 1 y thr.ntuJh S110h · nanrinr11t i en that Long 
Islemti .v!ll b~ able. to eftieiantly. and safel}' addJ:1000 ita 
ROlid waRtA m~n~qAmAnt nPA~~. . 

on Marsh 
tive Deputy Commissioner 

'cc: co1\\ll\issioner Jorlin9 

.-

-~i 
~' . ... 

, .. 



APPENDIX 21 
DECEMBER 14, 1992 LETIER FROM R. G. SLAYBACK, PRESIDENT, 
LEGGETTE, BRASHEARS AND GRAHAM TO EDWARD ROSAVICH, 

SUFFOLK COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY 

------··· -·- -·----·---





DEC-15-'92 08:41 !D:SCWA-Et.iG-515-5895277 TEL N0:5lb58S~277 ~101 P02 

.. 
LEGGETI'E, BRASHEARS & GRAHAM, INC. 

l'ROFUS?ON.U. OJtOOND•WA.TP OONSt1LTA1ftS 

Mr. Edward Rosavitch, P.E. 
Chief Enafncor 
Suffolk County Water Authority 
P. 0. Box 38 
Oakdale, NY 11769 

n l>.vGVlY aOAZI 
WILTON. CT Nl'7 

~'162-ID 

llJC :llB-'7'2-«IQ 

December 14, 1992 

lU~: Town of Brookhaven 
Landfill Expansion I>BIS 

JONNHASQ,la. 

JM. YID loon' 
JlllUYI.~ 
MANI I. Ol1QmJ. 
JOI It. IUD.MOP 
DA.YID A. ft.IV 
aONtTH. MAUNS1DI 
IOHNlWAYi 
1IUAHCI p, NINNAN 
Do\ VD> M. IOWITZ 

Station Road Wdlfield Pumplna Test 

Dear Mr. Roaavitch: 

As requested, we are pJwed to resporid to the oral comme.nts by Mr. Ludlam 
durtna the public hearing on the subject SBQRA proceeding held on November 10, 
1992, and found in the hearing transcript beJlnninJ on page 90. These comments 
de.al with the potential impact on the Magothy aquifer and particularly the Magothy 
well at the Station Road Well Field, as well as our deeb!on to limit the recent 
pumpinc test to the Upper Glacial aquifer wells. 

Several considerations led us to focus on the Upper Glacial aquifer. First, we 
were reasonably confident that the present landfill was not within the mne of c.apture 
of the Upper 01AdaJ wells, bast.d on watcr-qualit)' data and, more importantly, the 
usual water-tabl~ coefficient of storage (specific yield) and t.arly stabiliution typical 
of the Upper OlaeiaJ aquifer and wells completed in it. 'tbe key question, u we saw 
it, was whether adding a new cell closer to the well f~d would involve the zone of 
capture. Similarly, using the typical $C111l·at1CSian 1toraae coef'fieienu usociaied with 
the Magothy aquifer, 0.001 or smaller, we concluded that the potential zone of 
capture or Station Road Well 3 (the Magothy well) almost certalniy extended beyond 
the existing landfill, and so the expansion had little new impact. Of courae, for a real 
impact :POtcfltial to exist, vertical flow &radlent1 would have to be downward along 
the entire now path. 

We looked further at the existing head relatJonsblpa between the Magothy and 
the Upper 01~ia1 in this vicinity, which imply that flow gradients are slightly upward 
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to neutral. This indicates ~t most around-water tiow In the Upper Glacial is sub· 
horizont.11 to the southe.ast. With very little v:rtlcal flow potential. 

We aJao looked at the local stratigraphy, based on the aeophysicaJ logs and 
- -core loe of Welt 3. The boundat)' between the Upper Olaclal and Maiothy forma· 

tions occurred at a depth of 1S9 feet, and Well 3 was screened from 455 to SIS feet. 
In the interval below the Upper Glacial contact. the Magothy showed i~ usual inter· 
bedding or sands. situ, silty 1111ds, sandy silts and clays, with siplftcant clays logge.d 
from 308 to 320 feet and 368 to 392 feet. · Durin1 the Upper Glacial pumping test, no 
effect was observed at Well 3, further confirming a lack of intimate hydraulic 
communication. 

Based on these considerations, it was and rema.lns our view that the existing 
landfill and the proposed Cell No. 5 constitute a minimal threat to Stadon Road 
Well 3, and that Cell No. S would not pose a.ny more threat than the wstina facility. 
As the Upper Olacial test and Che resulting extrapolations Indicate, the proposed Cell 
No. S is not within the zono of capture of Wells 1 and 2 in the Upper Glacial aquifer, 
even if operated at their full authorized capacity. 

I hope thla response meets youc needs and wi1l be pl~ to respond to 
questions. 

RGS:dmt 
ltno~92rasl 

Very truly yours. 

LEOOETIE, BRASHf.AR.S & ORAHAM, INC. 

~~~~ 
President 



APPENDIX 22 
LOCATION OF PROPOSED REGIONAL ASHFILL 
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Source: \loornis. Charles J~ Oiscus11on of Hydroqeoioqic Zone 
3ounoar1•• 1n the V'lclnltv of South Yaallan11. Lclnq 1a1ano. New York. January. 1986 
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