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TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION AREA
FINAL EIS
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design calculations; Volume Il contains the Technical Specifications which detail the

" material, construction, and certification requirements; and Volume IV contains the

Hydrogeologic Investigation Report that was prepared by Divirka and Bartilucci, and dated
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was summarized in the DEIS, and contains the basis upon which certain conclusions were
drawn.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION






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 appliahces 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 incorporated 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 incorporated herein by reference (See List of
Documents Incorporated by Reference).

Appendixﬂ 3 provides a cross reference index which attributes 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 temporary, controlled increase in dust generation from the
proposed Landfill Expansion Area during construction of the landfill baseliner.

. There may be a temporary, 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.
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‘ l *  Approximately 78 acres of property pr_gviously utilized as a soil borrow area

will be permanently altered as ’av result 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.
e There will be a potential increase in the amount of noise generated by trucks
and landfill equipment.
‘o 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 addiﬁon, in response to public comments about the Existing Landfill and the

proposed Landfill Expansion Area, the Town has reassessed residential properties in the
Horizon Village neighborhood, as described 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. This

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.

14 10.8/93.00368.E2



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS






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. ﬁxe comments are summarized by major topical area. The complete
text of the comments madé 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 pléns 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 recovery 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-administered 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.

- Commercial 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 aggres"si{'ely fmrsuing numerous waste re&ucﬁon and
recycling programs which are further described 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."
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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 r"gcycled héarly 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 Bu]ky 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 disposai 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 ran'oA
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 MREF, 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, HDPE 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 Ib/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 shoula 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 Managemehi Act of 1988 places the recycling
alternative above others including energy recovery 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

'fhe 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 reduc_tion 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 thermal 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 described 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 violation 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, nineteen 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 récycllng 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 recovery, 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
flexibility should future waste quantities either fall short of, or exceed, projected quantities.
The Town believes that it is ﬁxore prudent to design for such flexibility than to deliberately

-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.

22 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 recjuites 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 attributed 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 Resp_onse'2.1.5).

Under the Town’s law, arrangement for collection of designated recyclables at
commercial establishments is the responsibility of the persdn 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 faciliies. 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, ixﬁplementation 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
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deliveries exceeded commercial waste deliveries by 30 percent. Data from 1990 shows that
residential waste deliveries exceeded commercial deliveries by over 90 percent. Waste
delivery 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 exhibit 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 éreater overall recycling rate, and to
supplement recycling efforts where private industry does not provide the necess:-iry 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 described 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 stream. 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 potential
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.”

"'I'he 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 Plan (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 indust:d'es" (The
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,” éccordirlg 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 enforced. 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 procurementvpractices 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.

¢ 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 "Don’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 in 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

24 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 other
towns’ trash and ash.” '

2.4 RESPONSE

Landfill mining or landfill reclamation is the process of excavating a solid waste
landfill to recover materials, and, 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 mnung 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 Existing; 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

investment in the final cover system.
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Given these uncertainties, landfill mmmg 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 Landﬁ]l Expansion Area are addressed separately in Sections 7.0 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
Landfill. Odor from the Existing Landfill 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 Landfill and assure
local citizens that the new Cell 5 will not create additional 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 [ 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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3.1

processed C&D debris residue, and the placement of additional cover at the site. State
regulatory agencies, legislative leaders, the Governor's Ombudsman, and representatives of

the local school district and civic associations have all been involved in the Town’s efforts

" 'm becoming more and more concerned as I come to these meetings and
hear these reports and smell the smell in my backyard.”

"The 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..."

"There are days when the odor from the landfill can make us sick to our
stomachs.”

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

house."

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

to address these issues.

The Town’s odor mitigation plan for the Existing Landfill included the following

components:
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Electric Flare Sensors with automatic shut-off and alarm system on the Town's
stick flares

¢ Phase II Overliner Construction

e  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 cdmpleted the capping of all of the inactive areas
of the landfill. Hydroseeding of the last capped section was concluded during Spring 1993.
In addiﬁon, 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 described 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 cont;ol 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 concems 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.”

"I'm 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 publishéaih the past year in science 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 Respornse 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 Department
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 meeﬁng 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
" ... am not negating that these symptoms might have been attributed to the odor or to
the contaminant coming from the landfill. I'm 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 sanitary landfills (Peteranecz, 1992; SWANA, 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 efther 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 ére simple
asphyxiants which pose a hazard in confined spaces at a landfill site. Further, methane
presents an explosion hazard ét certain concent:rLtions. 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 described in Response 3.2.2, below.

Potential impacts aﬁsociated 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 contributes 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 contributing to the incidence of breast cancer on
Lo.ng 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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"l ask that you consider the health risks of all these small children going to
these schools.”

"l would like to read excerpts 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 Response 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 Department of Health as a follow-up to the
Town’s meeting with the County Health Departméiif on Jurie 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 b& 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 brogram with the installation of one test well and two observation wells to
~address the mechanics of remediation 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, fires, 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 peﬁodicaﬂy
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 the 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 orne 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 Expressway) 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 Appendjx 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 history 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 redﬁcn'ons 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 ixnpacts 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 Ex:sung 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
Tepresent improvements to previously approved designs. For example, gas collection and
groundwater monitoring programs were not required by the initiél 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 if 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 exhibited 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 preserve 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 untl 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 unprdcessible 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 Supple.mentéi 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 ADDITIONAL/DETAILED COST ESTIMATE

41 COMMENT

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

of Cell 5. Additional information regarding specifically the costs of capping, landfill
- gas control, and monitoring should be 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 tpping 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.”

"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
reqtﬁrements. )

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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TABLE 4-1
TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION AREA
FINAL EIS
CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
o @ L] “ ®
APPROX. APPROX. 8ITE BASELINER LEACHATE FINAL
BASELINER FINAL AIRSPACE PREPARATION |CONSTRUCTION]| REMOVAL 8YSTEM COVER QaQc CONTINGENCY TOTAL
CONSTRUCTION AREA COVER VOLUME cosT COSsT cost cosT SUBTOTAL COSsT 0 10% cosT
SEQUENCE (AC) (AC) (C.Yyo) ® ® 9 ® ® (L] ® ®

Phase 1 1.0 0.0 0 998,000 4,760,000 66,000 [ 8,010,000 581,000 881,000 6,072,000
Phase 2 4.9 38 732,8% 200,000 1,000,000 85,000 448,000 2,083,000 200,300 208,300 3,196,000
Phase 3 8.0 4.9 628,200 250,000 2,000,000 88,000 627,200 2,832,200 293,220 283,220 3,618,640
Phase 4 8.1 8.0 709,930 300,000 2,040,000 85,000 640,000 3,038,000 303,600 303,800 3,042,000
Phase § 82 [A] 830,170 350,000 2,080,000 68,000 852,800 3,137,800 313,780 313,780 3,768,500
Phase 8 83 8.2 1,050,000 400,000 2,120,000 88,000 008,600 3.246.&0 324,000 324,000 3,080,720
Phase 7 5.8 8.3 1,186,000 600,000 2,180,000 85,000 678,400 3,413,400 341,340 341,340 4,000,080
Phase § 8.6 (X3 1,186,020 600,000 2,240,000 65,000 097,600 3,602,000 ‘ 350,200 350,200 4,311,120
Phase 9 ) 7.1 86 1,150,800 600,000 2,840,000 85,000 716,800 4,211,800 421,180 421,180 8,084,160
Phase 10 0.0 18.0 1,814,800 ] [ o 2,048,000 2,040,000 204,800 204,800 2,487,000
{Phase 0 Closure)

Totat (LX) 68.1 0,042,830 4,108,000 22,220,000 495,000 7,174,400 34,084,400 3,408,440 3,408 440 40,001,280
Notes:

(1) Site preparation cost Includes excavation, clearing and grubbing, and top soil stripping costs. In addition, Phase 1 site preparation cost Includes cost
lor perimeter access road, culverts, pump station and force main, Basin A excavation, and gas transfer line.
(2) Baseliner construction cost Is estimated based on a untt cost of $400,000/acre.
(3) Leachate removal system cost Is a tumped sum cost for the construction of the collection sumps, siderisers, valve chamber, pumps, valves and discharge lines.
(4} Final cover cost Is estimated based on & unit cost of $128,000/acre. -
(5) QA/QC cost which Includes costs for engineering certification, lab testing, and surveying, Is estimated al 109 of subtotal cost.
(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 similar facliities.
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TABLE 4-2
TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION AREA
FINAL EIS
OPERATIONS COST ESTIMATE
Estimated Yearly Cost b
tem ®)
. LABOR
- 2 Foreman 80,740 .
- 1 Master Mechanic 34,584
- 1 Assistant Mechanic li 36,685 o
- 1 Assistant Mechanic | 35,606 \
- 7 Heavy Equipment Operator 256,795 '
- 9 Construction Equipment Operator 380,546 | :
- 7 Laborers 227,382 \
- B Part-Time Labor 52,000 '
. Total Labor $1,104,338
Assume 40% fringes, etc.
(Cost of Labor and Fringes associated with Landfill) $1,546,073
. OTHER COSTS (per year) .
- Air Monitoring 180,000 \
~ Leachate disposal 210,000
- Leachate Transportation 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 25% 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 [ Yewrz |
N.0201200.] 2013 |4

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

Final Cover Repair (4) [ $358,720 | $358,720 | $358,720 | $215,232 | $143,488 | $71,744 | $71,744 | $71 J44 | $T1,744 | 871,744 $0 $1,793,600
Fertilizing (5)| $6.440| $6440| $6440| $6,440| $6440| $6440| $6,440| '$6440| $6440| $6,440 $0 $64,400
Mowing ()| $15,881| $15,881 | $15,881 | $15,881 | $15,881 | $15,881 | $15,881 $15,881 | $15,881 | $15,8081 3.15.881 $476,431
Monitoring Well inspection  (5) Y v |

and Repalr $2,400 | $2400 | $2,400 | $2,400| $2400| $2400| $2,400| $2,400| $2.400| $2.400 $2,400 $72,000
Gas Collection System (6) 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

Maintenance and Repair

Leachate Collection System (5)
Operation,Maintenance,

Inspection and Cleaning $62,700 | $62,700 ( $62,700 | $62,700 | $62,700 | $62,700 | $62,700 $62,700 | $62,700 | $62,700 $62,700 1$1,881,000
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(S) $595,841 | $595,841 | $595,841 | $452,353 | $380,609 | $308,865 | $308,865 | $308,865 $308,865 | $308,865 $230,681 | - $8,778,431

NOTES: (1) All costs are In 1993 dollars.
(2) Costs are constant from year 11 to 30.
(3) Cost provided by Dvirka and Bartiluccl.
(4) Cost based on percent of final cover construction cost.
(5) Cost based on 1992 Means Guide.
(6) Cost based on 1992 Wehran Fee Experlence.
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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 Pfeparation, Baseliner, Leachate
Removal System, and Final Cover Costs
(see Table 4-1)

e  Air Monitoring Start-up
. Operations Costs

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

. Pbst-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
TOTAL

$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:

4-3
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TABLE 44
TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION AREA

FINAL EIS
SITE CAPACITY
Air-Space' Estimated®
Phase Net Volume Life
(CYD) (Years)
1 480,000 1.0
2 663,000 14
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 22
8 1,076,000 2.2
| 9 1,524,000 3.1 {
IL Total 8,650,000 l ~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 Ib/cyd)

*  Residue flow rate - 615 tons/day (density - 1,250 Ib/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

e 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
Cell 5. |
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"Nowhere is this decrease in diseconomiés 5‘£’sociated 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.”

"I'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) $29,200,000
*  Air Monitoring Program Start-up $120,000
. Operations Costs

Includes Cost for Labor, Leachate Removal,
Laboratory Services, Equipment, Consultant
and other Operating Costs (see Table 4-6) $57,200,000

. Post-Closure Costs
Includes Costs for Monitoring, Repairing,

and Inspection for Groundwater, Final Cover,
Leachate Collection System, and Engineering

Certfication (see Table 4-7) : $7.500,000
Subtotal $94,020,000
20% Contingency 18,780,000
TOTAL $112,800,000
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TABLE 4-5

TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION AREA

FOR 13-YEAR LANDFILL EXPANSION

FINAL EIS

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE

) [¢1] ) (L]
APPROX. APPROX. SITE BASELINER LEACHATE FINAL
BASELINER FINAL AIRSPACE PREPARATION |CONSTRUCTION | REMOVAL 8YSTEM COVER anac CONTINGENCY TOTAL
CONSTRUCTION AREA COVER VOLUME cosT cosrt cosrT CosT SUBTOTAL COSsT @ 10% cosT
BEQUENCE {AC) {AC) (C.YD) (L] L] 9 () ® [£]) (L] ()

Phaee 1 14.8 0.0 1,140,000 995,000 5,800,000 86,000 0 6,850,000 688,000 688,000 9,220,000
Phaee 2 8.7 7.0 1,285,000 009,000 3,480,000 58,000 296,000 8,040,000 504,000 504,000 6,048,000
Phase 3 9.0 79 1,330,000 630,000 3,000,000 88,000 1,011,200 8,290,200 520,620 520,620 6,385,440
Phave 4 70 (1] 1,260,000 832,000 3,040,000 88,000 1,139,200 4,700,200 476,620 478,620 8,719,440
Phase 8 0.0 . 182 ] [ 0 58,000 2,320,000 2,304,000 238,400 238,400 2,061,620
(Phase 4 Closure)
Total 30 2.0 8.005,000 2,708,000 18,920,000 278,000 6,376,000 24,337,000 2,433,700 2,433,700 ' 29,204,400
Notes:
(1) She prep cost Includ learing and grubbing, and top soll stripping coste. In addition, Phaee 1 site preparation cost includes cost

for perimeter access road, culverts, pump station and force maln, Basin A

(2) Baoell

cost le

d based on & untt coet of $400,000/acre.
(3) Leachate removal eystem cost is a lumped sum cost for the construction of the collection sumps, siderisers, vaive chamber, pumpes,

(4) Final cover cost Is estimated based on a unit cost of $120,000/acre.
ing certification, lab testing, and surveying, te esti
(8} Total cost for each phase Is based on 1992 dollars.
M unit coilo based on recent construction bide means guide, or price quotes at similar tacilities.

(5) QAXC comt which inctud

costs for

tion, and gas

for line. $70,000/acte used for phases 2, 3, and 4.

d at 10% of eud

! cost.

valves and discharge lines.
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TABLE4-6
TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION AREA

FINAL EIS
OPERATIONS COST ESTIMATE
FOR 13-YEAR LANDFILL EXPANSION
v Estimated Yearly Cost
Item s
. LABOR
-~ 2 Foreman 80,740
- 1 Master Mechanic 34,584
- 1 Assistant Mechanic Ili 36,685
- 1 Assistant Mechanic | i 35,606
-~ 6 Heavy Equipment Operator - 220,110
-~ 8 Construction Equipment Operator 338,263
-~ 6 Laborers 194,899
- 7 Part-Time Labor . 45,500
' . Total Labor $986,387
Assume 40% fringes, etc.
: (Cost of Labor and Fringes associated with Landfill) $1,380,942
. il. OTHER COSTS (per year)
- Leachate disposal : ' , 210,000
- - Leachate Transportation 150,000
-~ NYS Monitor 50,000
- Air Monitoring 180,000
- Laboratory Services 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
J Total at 25% Contingency $4,401,177
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TABLE 4-7
TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION AREA
FINAL EIS
POST-CLOSURE COST ESTIMATE
FOR 13-YEAR LANDFILL EXPANSION

2008 | - 2009

an 2007

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

Final Cover Repair (4)| $268,800 | $268,800 | $268,800 | $161,280 | $107,520 | $53,760 | $53,760 | $53,760 | $53,760 | $53,760 $0 $1,344,000
Fertilizing (5)} $4,830| $4,830 $4,830 | $4,830| $4,830| $4,830| $4,830| $4,830| $4,830| $4,830 © 80| - $48,300

Mowing (G)] $11,911( $11,911 | $11,911 | $11,911 | $11,911| $11,911 | $11,911 | $11,911 ] $11,911 | $11,911 $11.911 $357,323

Monitoring Well Inspection  (5)
and Repair $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $72,000

Gas Collection System (6)| $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
Maintenance and Repalirs '

Leachate Collection System (6)
Operation,Maintenance,

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 ©)
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(S) $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 Dvirka and Bartilucci.
(4) Cost based on percent of final cover construction cost.
(5) Cost based on 1992 Means Guide.
(6) Cost based on 1992 Wehran Experiencs.
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The total cost of $112,800,000 reflécts 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 yeér
. 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 (Janixary 1991). All of these
previously cited documents (DGEIS and DEIS) are incorporated by reference in this FEIS.
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Notes:

TABLE 4-8 _

TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION AREA
‘ FINAL EIS
SITE CAPACITY FOR 13-YEAR LANDFILL EXPANSION

1.  Net volume includes deduction for final cover.
2.  Estimated life based on the following:

Air-Space Estimated
Phase Net Volume Life
Number (CYD) (Years)
1 1,140,000 2.96
2 1,285,000 3.34
3 1,330,000 345
4 1,250,000 3.25 |
Total 5,005,000 | 12.99 I

Ash flow rate - 630 tons/day (density - 2,500 Ib/cyd) -

MSW waste rate - 365 tons/day (density - 1,200 Ib/cyd)

300 operating days per year
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The purpose 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, contrary 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 achieved, and to
improve landfill liner desxgns

As a result of this effort, composne liner systems are now required i in New York
State; such a system has been proposed for the Landfill Expansion Area. The perfoxmance
~ of composite liner systems has been both predlcted based on theorencal consideration, and
| measured in the field.

The landfill liner system proposed for the Landfill Expansion Area incorporates an
improvement to the standard double composite liner provided in 6 NYCRR Part 360. The
substitution of a prefabricated bentomte mat for the upper foot of the primary clay layer,
as depicted in Figure 2-6 of the DEIS will serve to 1mprove the performance of the
composite liner system, and represents an additional measure of. mitigation to avoid
potential adverse impacts. The lower permeability of the 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 Area 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 and Responses 6.2.1 through 6.2.9 for discussion of
pofential impacts to groundwater).

The liner system proposed for the Landfill Expansion Area is a proven and reliable
design that represents a great i;nprovement over past State-of-the-Art liners. This same
conclusion has been repo}ted by Robert Phaneuf, P.E. of the NYSDEC in his p:;per entitled
Part 360 Liner System 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 thé‘open dumps of the past.”

6.1.2 Comment
On Page 4-5 the DEIS states refer 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?

"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 1384
thick
ksv =1x107 cm/sec

2. Single Geomembrane Liner 3,300

1 hole/acre = 1 cm

3. Single Composite Liner 0.8
kS =1x107 cm/sec;
1 hole/acre = 1 cm2

As can be seen, the hner‘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

Systems).

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 gaﬂons-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 poliution 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

6-4 _10.8/95.00368.52

o~



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 Sduth 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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1974. 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 Monitoﬁhg 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 107 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 aqiiifer, 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 grouhdwater 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, i.e., 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 in 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 confirmed 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 Field7 Pumping tests performed at the

Suffolk County Station Road Well Field included only wells which pump from the
upper glacial aquifer, 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 féet 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-co! ing Unit Thickness (feet) v Elevation (msl])
1 16 -238 to -250
2 20 -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 Wellfield.

Results from aquifer tests performed by the Suffolk County Water Authority (SCWA)
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 SCWA’s magothy well,
caused the SCWA 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 incorporated by reference.
A letter from Leggette, Brashears and Graham which directly responds to this comment is
presented in Ai:pendix 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 o
and 2 in the Upper Glacial aquifer, even if operated at their full authorized ' |
capacity.” |

In addition 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 7
component beneath the Landfill Expansion Area and the presence of an upward vertical
flow coniponent 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
SCWA 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 SCWA 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 s’uﬁplies center on the source of water
for the public water supply and residential wells. It is not correct to say that
'groundwafef wells are typically screened 40 feet into the water table. If such
comment is made, it should say “residential" 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 & 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 3uppliés’ and notes the
Part 360 survey requirements for locating public and private wells within one mile
downgradient of the propbsed 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)(5)(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 described in Section 7.0 of the Engineering Design Report,
which is incorporated 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 incorporation 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 described 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

invesﬁgations, 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 describing 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.

-  Ifremedial 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 | 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 scrutiny.

6.3.4 Response
The NYSDEC can require more frequent sampling and analysis at environmentally
sensitive sites, if they deem it necessary (6 NYCRR Part 360-2.11(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 samplﬁg 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 landfill and its continued development if 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 primary 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
sysfem). 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 hydrogeological study in the FEIS.

6.3.6 Response
development of the Landfill Expansion, is being incorporated by ref_grence 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 will 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 H
. 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 commentor, 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 énd 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?

"The Cell 5 landfill expansion is now becoming a REGIONAL ashfill 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 Tesource 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.
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*  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
information 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

7-4 . 10.8/93.00368.E2



justification is that it's being - its adverse effects are being reduced by

dilution.”

"] think there should be an appéndj.x which uses the present data that the

Town must possess on ash contents."

"In 1987, DEC's 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

T——-———————-———ﬁ
o 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
|| TOC/TVS ppm | 32082 | 13900 60800 27
Cadmium |
EP Toxicity | mg/1 0.71 <0.1 1.60 21
- TCLP mg/1 0.45 <0.1 1.21 13
Lead
EP Toxicity | mg/1 3.08 <0.5 13.60 21
TCLP mg/1 0.91 <0.5 3.72 13
Mercury
EP Toxicity | mg/1 0.06 <0.02 0.290 21
TCLP mg/1 0.02 <0.02 0.089 13
Arsenic
EP Toxicity | mg/1 0.25 0.176 0.25 21
TCLP mg/1 0.25 0.232 0.259 13
Barium
EP Toxicity | mg/1 | 4.78 0.443 <10 21
TCLP mg/1 4.35 0.671 <10 13
Chromium
EP Toxicity |{ mg/] 0.25 0.158 <0.5 21
TCLP mg/1 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 tox1c1ty eqmvalent which the US Centers for Disease
Control have determined to be an acceptable concéntration in backyard soil. It should also
be noted that dioxins 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 Hempsteéd 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,
so long as the facility has appropriate waste screening procedures to ensure that
unauthorized hazardous waste is not disposed of at the facility. The Landfill Expahsion
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 exhibits 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 hazardous 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
' requiremelits 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




.

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
assomneht 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 360-3.5(g)). |

How will operations at the Hempstead facility affect the quality of ash delivered to

|

|
7.2.2 Comment
Brookhaven?

"The materials that are being incinerated in the Hempstead facility and the

Town should not accept ash that contains hazardous levels of compounds

such as heavy metals.”

ash should be monitored on a daily basis. Needless to say, Brookhaven
7.2.2 Response

| The commentor 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:

e Use of solicitation letters to potential users of the facility to identify potential
unacceptable waste streams. A

. 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 tésting
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 warrah_t 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 thé Brookhaven facility be checked?

"What control does the Town of Brookhaveh 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 terms 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 fo 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 filling.

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 (Opgrational Controls and
Monitoring). '

Sloping of the surface that the daily cells are built upoh 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 permits 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. This 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 specific 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. This 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. This 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 ERF Ash has been accepted at the Brookhaven Landfill.

7.3.3 Comment
How will water be applied to the landfill 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 (specific concerns were raised about impacts occurring 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, described 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 'ma_jor 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

Désign Report submitted as part of the permit application documents for the Landfill
Expansion Area, and which is incorporated by reference in this FEIS.

Duﬁng 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

7-14 10.8/93.00368.E2



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 roédway in Brookhaven (for example from an
 overturned ash truck), the 'fown will dispatch police, fire, first-aid and other emergency
response units, as necessary, to ensure that any injured persons receive proper treétment,
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 as 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 [-495. (See letter froni John Falotico,

_ referenced as ID#71 in Appendix 2).

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 flexibility 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 concems were raised regarding the potential adverse impacts associated
with windblown ash from the Landfill Expansion, and suggesting that air monitoring
should be conducted. |

"The local community surrounding the landfill might be seriously impacted i
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.”

"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.”



"The most important (issue) is a risk of illness and re_lated diseases caused
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

Permissible Permissible
Annual Fugitive Short-Term
Dust Fugitive Dust
Concentration Concentration
| (ug/m®) (ug/im®) Comments |
,Tn_ti-mony 20,000 300,000 |

Arsenic 20 4,000
Barium 2,000 200,000
Beryllium 800 50,000
Cadmium 30 3,000
Chromium VI/III 200 50,000 Assume 3% CrVI
Cobalt 30,000 1,000,000
Copper 4,000 100,000
Lead 1,000 Based on NAAQS
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 maximium 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 (described 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 pfoposed monitoring program are presented in Appendix 11.

7.5.2 Comment \
"Ash 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."

752 Response

Mitigation measures previously described 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 in 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 presénted 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 iinpacf 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 inim'mized (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
accoinmodating several sources of air poliution.
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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 5is 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 difﬁcuity 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

govemmeht 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
acceptanée 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 hm1ted to the products of resource Tecovery,
_ 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-putrescible 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."
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_"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 stll 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
distributed 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 perceht 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 describe in great detail the siting process that was undertaken. The
following paragraphs present a summary 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 attributes 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 firm of

Dvirka and Bartilucei 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 ’I'oWn’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 incinérator, 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 (location of the Landfill Expansion
Area) was to be open space kept in its natural state as a buffer.”

"In 1974 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 landfill, 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."

8.2.2 Response

In '1988, the Route 347 Realty Company offered to dedicate to the Town of
Brookhaven approximately 125 acres of land (including what 1s 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
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general municipal purposes. 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 Grdben, included as
Appendix 17 of this FEIS.

It should be noted that the Town intends to develop a nature trail on a portion of
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 impacfs associated with the Existing Landfill are
being mim'mizéd by final capping, hydrbseeding,‘ 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 mmganon

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 LongIsland Landfill Law

(ECL-27-0704) as consisting of Hydrogeologic Zones I, Il 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 defermination, with which NYSDEC concurs, constitutes compliance with the
Lorig 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 confirm the conclusions of the Long Island
208 Study. A more detailed discussion of how hydrogedlogic data confirm the fact that the
‘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

Conservation 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 propbsal. 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 whét’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? Hopcﬁlﬁy' "tééiinology will help us to reduce

our waste stream before 18 years."

"We strenuously object to the size of the proposed expansion project which
f ' assumes that the Town of Brookhaven will continue to trade raw garbage for
ERF ash through the year 2009."

8.2.5 Response ,
f As described 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

at north.
t | Each phase, or cell, will be desighed independent of the other cells, primarily for the
i 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 estimate}d 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 5to 10 years. At a
- minimum, the Expansion Landfill will be issued two incremental operating permits.
B 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 Eipansion
Area, detailed design specifications and construction certification documents must be
submitted to the NYSDEC for their review and approval. |

This 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 providedv 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

N



The size of the proposed Landfill Expans:on 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 Monroe 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 resourcé recovery, incineration, or composting, downtime waste,
and untreatable waste to be disposed of in landfills on Long Island.r 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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827 Comment
Note that redesigning the shape/footprint of the landfill will move the footprint closer
to the Station Road Wellfield.

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 described 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.

"Itis poséible 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, eipé'rience 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
Management 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 Air 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

"The air quality data was obtained from monitoring at Babylon and Eisenhower Park.
The substances monitored for are particulates such as nitrogen oxide, carbon
monoxide, ozone and lead. | 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
. lnha_lable Particulates (PM-10)

. Lead

. NOx

. Ozone
L4 802

. 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 Recbvery 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 purpose of daily cover application is to ensure the
control of vectors, flies, odors, blowing litter, and scavaging. With respect to ash, the
primary 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 wiill 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.”

"The 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 regﬁlaﬁons. 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.

The O&M Plan referenced above includes detailed discussion regarding the following

issues:

. ‘Management

. Personnel Requirements

. Key Personnel Responsibility and Duties
. Employee Tfaining Program

. Inspection and Maintenance Procedures
i 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 3
*  Leachate Management
e  Environmental Monitoring 3

*  Recordkeeping and Reporting

The “stafﬁng requirements for the Landfill Exp'ansion 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

/ q

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) ().

The leachate tank system, with a maximum storage capacity of 965,000 gallons, will
be operated to maintain levels at less than one-half capacity under normal operating
conditions. In this way, the Landfill Expansion Area will be able to handle significant
precipitation events without haiving 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. N

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 if leachate data indicates the possibly of a problem?

8.3.7 Response

Leachate will be monitored 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. v

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.

“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. Therefofe, 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 primary 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. B

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 temporary power loss,

leachate will accumulate within the cells. As mentioned in Response 8.3.6, a large amount
of leachate storage capacity is available within the cells for emergency use. However, in the
event of é long-term oﬁtage, 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
O;Serations 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'Monit-on'ng Plan
*  Recordkeeping and Reporting

Some specific information 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:

. 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
Area.

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 Treétment 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 minimuin of 20 percént 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 described 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.

8-25 10.8/93.00368.E2




N




9.0 ECOLOGICAL ISSUES

- - 9.1 VEGETATION
9.1.1 Comment
e " 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,
v as described in Ecological Communities 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
B community description and encountered in the field include blueberry and scrub oak.
) Bracken fern is listed by Reschke as occurring in a relatively sparse herbaceous layer; these
o ' conditions were confirmed during the field survey.
A 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
described 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 "exploitably vulnerable® under
6 NYCRR Part 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. Exploitably
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 locaIized situations in the mixed
hardwood area in the northern part of the Landfill Expansion Area (see Figure 3-27 of the
DEIS). Typically, the distribution 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 Part 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 stuevei) 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 thgse species should

be discussed. Consideration should be given to attempting to transplant these to
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other areas of the site which will 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 t_he 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 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 -  Asclepias spp.
. White aster -  Aster spp.
. Carex -  Carex spp.
»  Tick-trefoil - Desmodium spp.
. Equisetum -  Equisetum spp.
. Smartweed -  Polygonum spp.
. Cinquefoil -  Potentilla 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. 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. It is also suggested that potential impacts to these
specific 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 Landfill 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 incorporated 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:

Red-tailed hawk
Turkey vulture
Killdeer

Northern bobwhite
Prairie warbler
Yellow warbler

Black-throated green warbler

ITOMmMDOWDDSR

Barn swallow
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Wood thrush
Carolina wren

Brown thrasher
Canada warbler

rF xS =

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 ecological organizations indicates that the American toad is not
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Table 3-23 v
TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION AREA

. , FINAL EIS
WILDLIFE SPECIES OBSERVED ON THE FACILITY SITE AND
IN THE SURROUNDING AREA
: Habitat Type
, Common Name Scientific Name MH|O/P| PP | SS | LF |FLD
BIRDS ’
Red-winged blackbird Agelaius phoeniceus N
Mallard* Anas platyrhynchos
Canada goose* . |Branta canadensis
Red-tailed hawk Buteo jamaicensis N | N
Northern cardinal Cardinalis cardinalis N (N
American goldfinch Carduelis tristis N
House finch Carpodacus mexicanus NN
Turkey vulture Cathartes aura ‘ S
Killdeer Charadrius vociferus N
Northern bobwhite Colinus virginianus N | N
American crow Corvus brachyrhynchos C
Fish crow Corvus ossifragus N
Blue jay Cyanocitta cristata C|I|CI|NI|N
Mute swan* Cygnus olor
- |Prairie warbler Dendroica discolor N
Yellow warbier Dendroica petechia N N
Black-throated green warbler Dendroica virens N
Gray catbird Dumetella carolinensis cCl|C]|C
Common yellowthroat Geothlypis trichas N|N|[NIN
Barn swallow Hirundo rustica S
Wood thrush Hylocichia mustelina N
Northern oriole Icterus galbula S
Herring gull Larus argentatus C
Song sparrow Melospiza melodia NI{N
Northern mockingbird Mimus polyglottos N|N|N
Osprey** ' Pandion haliaetus
Black-capped chickadee Parus articapillus cC| C
HABITAT TYPES: RELATIVE ABUNDANCE:
MH - Mixed Hardwoods C - Common
O/P - Oak/Pitch Pine Mix N - Not common, but more than one sighting
PP - Pitch Pine S - Single observation

SS - Scrub Shrub
LF - Landfill (i.e. Existing Solid Waste Landfill and Proposed Landfill Expansion Area)
FLD - Open Field

* Species observed in Southaven County Park .
** Species observed off site

SOURCE: Ecological Field Survey, Town of Brookhaven Landfill, Wehran-New york, Inc., June 1992




~ Table 3-23

e

ey

XPANSION AREA

TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL
FINAL EIS
WILDLIFE SPECIES OBSERVED ON THE FACILITY SITE AND
IN THE SURROUNDING AREA
Habitat Type
Common Name Scientific Name MH|O/P| PP | SS | LF

BIRDS
Downy woodpecker Picoide pubescens S
Rufous-sided towhee Pipilo erythrophthalmus cj|C}|C
Common grackle Quiscalus quiscalus N
Field sparrow Spizella pusilla C
European stariing Sturnus vulgaris c
Carolina wren Thryothorus ludovicianus C
Brown thrasher Toxostoma rufum N
American robin Turdus migatorius cjicC|C
Eastern kingbird Tyrannus tyrannus S
Canada warbler Wilsonia canadensis S
Mourning dove [Zenaidura macroura cCj|C
White-throated sparrow .Zonotrichia albicollis S
REPTILES AND AMPHIBIANS v
Fowler's toad Bufo Woodhousei var fowleri S
Eastern garter snake Thamnophis sirtalis S
MAMMALS
Domestic dog Canis familiaris N | N
Domestic cat Felis domesticus N | N
White-tailed deer Odocoileus virginianus C|C
Mole Scalopus spp. S
Eastern cottontail Slyvilagus floridanus cC|iClC
Easten chipmunk Tamias striatus Cl|C
Red fox Vulpes vulpes S
Gray squirrel Sciurus carolinensis S
HABITAT TYPES: RELATIVE ABUNDANCE:
MH - Mixed Hardwoods C - Common

O/P - Oak/Pitch Pine Mix
PP - Pitch Pine
SS - Scrub Shrub

N - Not common, but more than one sighting

S - Single observation

LF - Landfill (i.e. Existing Solid Waste Landfill and Proposed Landfill Expansion Area)

FLD - Open Field

* Species observed in Southaven County Park

** Species observed off site

SOURCE: Ecological Field Survéy, 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 warbler
(Dendroica discolor)

woodlands.

Habitat Requirements

Similar habitats required for both breeding and wintering. g
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, dry, 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 dry 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 o
edge of protective vegetative cover; pastures and brushy open
Special habitat requirements: Edges, well-drained
sandy or loamy soils, adjacent woodlands. Dense cover closely : |
located to feeding areas is essential in winter. o ‘

Breeding habitat: Open sandy or gravelly areas with pitch pines,

scrub oaks, and other plants with similar requirements. Wintering ,
habitat: Throughout 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 Habitat Requirements

" Yellow warbler

(Dendroica petechia)

Breeding habitat: Farmlands, orchards, roadsides along lakes and
streams. Wintering habitat: Central and South America. Special -
habitat requirements: Scattered small trees or dense shrubbery.

Black-throated green warbler
(Dendroica virens)

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.

Barn swallow

(Hirundo rustica)
Breeding habitat: Farmlands, rural and populated areas. Wintering
habitat: South America. Special habitat requirements: Man-made
structures for nesting.

Wood thrush

(Hylocichla mustelina)

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

(Thryothorus 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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Species

~ Brown thrasher

(Toxostoma rufum)

Canada warbler
(Wilsonia canadensis)

: TABLE 9-1

- TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN LANDFILL EXPANSION AREA
' FINAL EIS

Habitat Requirements for Avian Species

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 cherry "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 observed was more likely the Fowler’s
toad. Accordingly, this observation should be confirmed.

9.2.2 'Response
Comment noted. The toad species that was mistakenly identified as an American

toad shiould 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 (Bufo Woodhousei var fowler).
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 for 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 vegetaton 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 uhdismrbed 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 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 waterfow! 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 stormwater recharge basins will not retain water for any significant length
of time after a storm event, and will not provide habitat suitable for waterfowl. Previous
observations 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 Landfill 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 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 the Freshwater Wetlands
figure. Accordingly, it is recommended this be noted in the FEIS.

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 Landfill 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 prbposgd 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 "“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, t 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 Islanid 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 Nuttaﬂ’é 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 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 dependeht, least tolerant of d_isturbance 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 compatible 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 association 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 wgody 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 described in Section 8 of the Engineering Design Report
| (which is incorporated 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 inhibit 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 clovef, 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 contribute 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 héwks (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 ADDITIONAL 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.

"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.”

10.1.1 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 cbmposting; 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 described 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 facilides. 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 pfééénted» 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 sanitary 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 the 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 'regulaﬁons 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 distributed 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 poliution, 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 Resporise

In addition to the DEIS that has been prepﬁéd 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 described in detail in Section 2 of the

DEIS:

. Groundwater protection, including the utilization of a double-composite
baseliner

. Primary and secondary leachate collection system

. Sequential landfill development

. Quality Assurance and Quality Control Plan (QA/QC 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:

] Operation and Maintenance Plan

. Contingency Plan

. Quality Assurance and Quality Control Plan
. Technical Specifications

. Engineering Calculations

J Closure Plan

10.3.3 Comment
The name of the community is Horizon Village, not South Sungate, as incorrectly
stated in the DEIS.

"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."

10.3.3 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 lawn/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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COMAISSIONER HEIL: Good afternoon.
The Town of Brookhaven, to further implement
its solid waste management plan, proposes to
develop a seventy-eight acre landfill _
expansion, which will be composed of
fifty-six acres of landfill footprint and
twenty-two acres of ancillary facilities
located within the property boundaries of the
Town of Brookhaven Waste Management Facility
Site.

The proposed landfill expansion area,
identified as Cell Number S5, would be
developed on the Qestern portion of the five
hundred and thirty-four acre waste management
facility site located on the south side of
Horse Block Road at "Woodside Avenue in the
Hamlet of Brookhaven. |

The expansion area will be used to
dispose of unprocessible waste from the
tovn's wasta management system, Brookhaven

downtime wastes from the solid waste

ADEPT CONRT RTPORTING SERVICE




18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

processing facilities utilized by the town,
ash from the Hempstzad Energy Recovery
Facility, process residqes from the town's
material recycling facility and from solid
and yvard waste corposting, construction
demolition debris process residue, car
shredder residue and clean fill.

The expansion area will be lined with
a double composite liner system in accordance
with state regqulations and wéuld be
constructed in nine phases to match waste
flovws.

The expansion area is projected to be
used for eighteen years based on cuz:en;
design waste flows.

On November 20th, 1991 the Town of
Brookhaven prepared a full Envirommental
Assessment Form, announcing to potentially
involved agencies and interested parties that
a Type I project was being proposed and
seeking concuzience of involved agencies in
having the town serve as lead agency.

On January 21st, 1992, the Town of

Brookhaven formally declared itself lead
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4
agency under the State Environmental Quallty
Review Act, adopted.a positive declaration
for the project and issued a notice of
positive declaration and notice of intent td
prepare a Draft Envirommental Impact
Statement.

The notice set forth the town's
detérmination that the proposed project could
have potentially significant impacts on the
environment and that a D.E.I.S. would be
prepared.

Subsequently, the notice was
distr ibuted to all involved agencies and
publ ished in the Envirommental Notice
Bulletin. A public scoping meeting was held
on February 18th, 1992,

The purpose of this afternoon's
publ ic hearing is to receive comments on the
Draft Envirommental Impact Statement.

I am James fleil, the Commissioner of

the Department of tWlaste Management. The town

‘board has asked me to chair this hearing on

its behalf.

A written record of the hearing is
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being taken by awﬁtenographe: and will be
transnitted fo the town board.

I will acknowledge at thi; tine the
presence of Michael Croben to my left,
Assistant Town Attorney. and representatives
of the consulting firms of Yehran-New York
and Dvirka and Bartilucci, and the legal firnm
of Nixon, Hargrave, Devans and Doyle.

We request that those wanting to make
a public statement complete & card at the
rear of the roon.

Persons who do not £ill out a cazd
will not be éalled to speak. Elected
of ficials and representatives of agencies
will be called first, followed by those
completing cards in the order of their
receipt.

The hearing will remain open this
afternoon until all who submit cards have
spoken.

We request, for the convenience of
the attendees, that comments be limited to
approximately f£ive minutes.

Fersons who Cesire to speak for
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longer than five minutes can request
additional time after all others who desire
to comment have spoken..

Depending on the hour we will try to
be reasonable in accomodating such requests.
If you have a written version of your
statement, please submit it to the
s tanogr apher.

The purpose of this hearing, once
again, is to receive comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statément. not for the
town to respond to questions regarding the
project.

All substantive comments and
questions will be responded to in the final
Env ironmental Impact Statement that will be
issued following the close of ﬁhe comment
period.

In addition, written comments on the
D.E.I.S. will be accepted until December 4th,
1992.

Conments should be addressed to Janmes
Heil, Coamissioner, Town of Brookhaven

Department of Waste !Management, Building --
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3233 Route 112, Nedford, New York 117§3.
- Persons who speak at this hearing may

but need not repeat their comments in

-writing, Oral and written comments will be

accorded equal weight.

The town contémplates preparing a New
York State Nepartment of Environmental
Conservation Part 360.épp11cation for the
project.

The application will contain speci fic
design info:mation and a detailed
hydrogeologic report.

The permit application may be the
subject of a publ;c hearing conducted by the
State Department of Env ironmental
Conservation.

The town thanks you for your
interest, and if there are no questions on
the hearing procedure format, I will call the
firat speaker.

Are there any questions on the
hearing format? Okay. The first speaker i3
Elizabeth Gundlach.

U8. GTMDLACU: Tes. I'm just a
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concerned citizen and parent, and I would

like to just ask you not to go ahead with
this 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.

COMMISSIONER HEIL: Thank you very
mich. Amy Brock? Please excuse the last
name. If you could, please perhaps clarify
that.

#S. BROCK: Commissioner Heil, my
name is Amy Brock. I'm a resident of East
Patchogue,

I am a parent of children in the
Hampton Avenue School. And I am the
President of the Hampton Avenue P.T.A..

I am here today on behalf of the
students and faculty and members of the
comminity to remind that you we were here
last year concerning issues of the landfill.

de spoke about the problems of the
odor from the landfill and our concerns about
the health issues related to the landfill.

e goc a response from the town. e
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got a positive response. 1le believed that
you Were concerned and make an honest and
sincere effort to alleviate the problem, and
certainly we got iesults. |

The problem has not disappeared, but
the problem has been treated and has
improved.

Now we find that we are faced with
this expansion of the landfill, a tremendous
expansion of the landfill.

e feel that this is unnecessary and
it's detrimental to our coﬁmnnity. e 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.

We would‘like to haQe more
information on the effects of air quality,
the effect of the landfill and the ash on the
air quality in the area.

le do not think that the cost of the
landfill expancion has been fully addressed.
Are issues such as future capping of the

landfill and aethane collection systems
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2 included in the proposed cost of this
3 landfill expansion?
4 Are possible future compensation to
5 the comminity for the effect of the landfill
6 being addressed?
7 It is possible that sometime in the
8 future the Hamptoﬂ Avenue School will be
9 severely affected by the odors from the
10 landfill and the Cell S expansion.
1 . We would 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 le are very concerned about the
16 health of our children, and we feel that the
17 ~town and the town board must address thege
18 icsues before going ahead with the landfill
19 expansion. Thank you very much.
20 COMMISSIONER HEIL: Thank you very
21% much, M3. Brock. Rhondé Weiss? Good
22 afternoon. 1s.
23 WEI3S: Good afternoon, Commissioner. I
24 spoke with you a few weeks ago on the phone.
25 || I don't know if you recall our conversation.
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Our
concern at that time was about the odor that
4as in the Hampton Avenue School.

The snell
was inside the school as compared to the odor
outside, which wasg -- which is our concern as
parents and as residents of the area and
people who are in the South Country School
District,

That i3, our children are in that school for
two years with these gases and vhatever ig in
the air contained within the building,

I am in
complete agreement 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
girl scouts people, as taxpayers in South
Country School District and residents in
Brookhaven Hamlet to contact different
politicai offices and to contact “IALR. I was
on the phone today with David Yeiss,

We have many Suggestions, many ideas

as to what we would like to go over with you
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and other town off icials on Long Island, not
just Brookhaven.

We feel this is an 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.
Sverybody produces garbage.

VWle would like to use the opportunity
with the children to start reinforcing the
idea of everyone producing less garbage 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 i{s the alternative, to open this up, so
we would like some time to meet with you and
to go over our idcas which have not been
discussed as of yet before you reach this,
and we would like to let you know that it's
sonething that we would like to get T.V.

stations involved from Manhattan t£9 Montauk
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and the radio stations.

There's a book out that's called
Fifty Simple Thing3s You Can Do 7o Save The
Planet EBarth.

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 hewspapers and the
children; competitions, on and on.

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
Seventy-eight acres of land for landf {11, so
that we can produce less garbage, while at
the same tine, Mr. Heil, these ideas will
help to create new jobs for people on hong
Island.

So we're confident if we all work
together in a peaceful manner we can produce
more jobs on Long Island. %e can get people
producing less garbage and all be better off
for it.

COMMISSIONZR MEIL: Thank you. I'l1l

be more than happvy o come and meet witn you
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at any time during the day or evening. Just
call my office when your group is ready.

HS.:EiSS: Thank you for

your time. COMMISSIONER

- HEIL: Harilyn McReown? Good afternoon.

MS.

MCKEOWN: Hi, Jim. 1I'm here this afte;noon
for the(@eague of Women Voters of Bfookhaveﬁ§

The
League of Women Voters, and it's possible you
know, doesn't take a position on any subject
before a thorough study of it.
Now, the County League has studied and taken
a position ori the municipal so0lid waste
issue.

The main thrust of that position is the
:amiliat three R's, reduction, recycling,
reuse, and, in addition, we state that the
preservation of groundwater quality in any
M.S.¥W. plant is of thé greatest importance.

So under that context I would like to
submit for the league the following comments
on the D.E.I.S. for this afternoon.

In the first place we compliment the
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town for acknowledging the many problens
associ ated with such a large project and
citing the cfforts tn;t they'll make to
nitigate these problems.

33Ut -~ howevér. the league remains
uncanvinced that this elaborate liner systen
with a network of pipes for leachate
collection and so forth will necessarily
2rotect the groundwater.

Nowhere do we find a clear statement
of the procedures to be used if the testing
of leachate starts to indicate the
possibility of water pollution.

Instead, the thought is expressed
that since water downgradient of the
expansion is alrcady downgr aded, that furthe;-
pPollution is of no consequence.

This i3 directly opposed to our
concept of making efforts for -- to protect
water quality, and since the effect of any
pol lution will continue for years, and since
there is, you know, a stream, Beaver Dan
Creex, Carman's River, the Areat South nay,

all in the path of groundwater flow, we fe2l
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that any pollution is bound to reach these
waters in time, and so we feel that there
should be more serious considération given to
this problem in the D.E.I.S..

Our second point is that we are

"£irmly committed to the reduction, recycle

and reuse conéept in handling municipal solid
waste and feel these ideas should be more
seriously explored in this document.

Nowhere in the document is the town's
excellent proposed don't bag it program
mentioned.

There are several pages devoted to
the concep£ of a thirteen-year landfill
instead of an eighteen-year one, but the
former is dismissed as being more costly per
ton, and it is not clear to us that the total
cost would be less.

So it's hard to see that a smaller
scaled down project will cost more than a
larger, more ambitious one.

It ceems to us that -- as though any
new ideas in recycling, any qdvances in

package raduction, which the league has been
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active in supporting, they haven't really
been seriously considered.

These new waste raduction procedures
could have signif icant impact, as I'm sure
you know, on the trash for ash deal with
Hempséead and thus‘on the scope of our
landfill needs.

A shorter, smaller project, we feel,
should be given more in depth consideration
than is apparent in the D.E.I.S..

Our position on any issue includes,
if it's relevant, the cost, of course. ‘low,
the stated cost per ton for landfilling the
expansion area is given at twenty-four
dollars a tqn. 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 a ton,
and handling waste at the MRP is estimated at
forty-nin2 dollars per ton, which may not bha
current, ve feel the twenty-four dollars gper

ton is a very low figure, and we {eel that a
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nore realistic cost, a more de:ailed cost

~analysis should be pres ented in the D.E.I.s.
before vou accept i+, ' !
And then 1 woulg like to nake one .
final comment, which i3, as Stated, as I s5ajg |
at the beginning, the League of Homen Votorg
operates by Studying issyes and reaching a
Position on thep through consensus, and ye
felt that the huge and the highly technical '
ﬁhree volumes which comprise the D.E, I.S.
makes it difficult for the average person to
make any informed Comment, and we Sort of
felt since we are interested {n public input
in this System of publjc input jin such an
important Project, it seenms to have some /
flaws when YOu really have to assimilate
Such a mass of data to make effectjve
comments, o
COMMISSIONER IEIL: Thank you very

mich., I'm willirg to neet with the league to

get them more br iefing on the specific ‘
issues, if thas would be of any assistance.
‘MS. HCZIZEM:  vou have done that

before, ang we wouid appreciate that.
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COMMISSIONER HEIL: Faith MeCutcheon,

Please? Good afternoon.

HS. ACCUTCHEON: food afternoon,
Commissioner Heil. I live in the flamlet of
Brookhaven, and 1 really appreciate all your
efforts on recycling, but 1 am opposed to
Cell 5 until we have a reduction of waste by
having commercial garbagg recycled. Thank
you very much.

COMMISSIONER AEIL: Thank you. At
this time I would like to acknowledge the
presence in the audieﬁce of Councilman Joseph
Macchia.

The next speaker is Virginia Weston.
Good afternoon,

MS. WESTON: Good afternoon. I'm
also from the Hamleﬁ of Brookhaven. I 1live
in the Namlet of Brookhaven, so you know how
I feel.

COMMISSIONER NHEIL: Yes.

MS. WESTON: And I can just echo what
these other people have said about more
recycling, 350 perhaps it won't be so

necessary for such a large expansion.

ADEPT COURT REPORTING SERVICE

IRIAY ran_ntTr IANYAVAAr maa )




10

1
12

13

14

15
16
17
18
19
20

21

23
24

25

And eighteen years is a long, long
tine, and who's to know whét_sort of progress
will ge made in your area of waste?

The one thing I had sort of wondered
about was what about these unfortunate people
who bought homes not too far from the
landfil11?

Has -=- has anybody thought of
compensating.- them in such a way? They did
this in all innocence, and we were told at
the time that this was not going to be a
regional landfill and it is.

And also perhaps some sort of
compensation for the area that this small
area of Brookhaven, of central -- not central
school distriét, but South Country School
District. Should there be some sort of
compensation for them?

COMMISSIONER HEIL: Okay. Thank you
very much for your comments. Steven:
Romalewski from MYPIRG, (New York Public
Interest Research Group) Good afternoon.
| MR. ROMALEWSKI: Good afternoon. For

the record, my name Steve Romalewski. I'm

ADEPT COURT REPORTTNG SERVICE

v ey con_nv11 INY AVANE TTON A




10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

23

24

25

21
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.XI.S..

We had a long history with local
civic and enwvironmental 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 sﬁrongly cpposed to
the trash for ash deal betwéen Brookhaven ana
Hempstead.

The deal shows that incineration
still is a large component of the town's
solid waste plan.

The landfill has now become a
regional ashfill, taking in several thousand
tons of ash from the Hempstead incinerator
that accepts garbage from municipalities.
private carters throughout the region.

As more ash is dumped in the
landf£ill, 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 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, 30 from our perspecitve
the trash for ash deal makes no sense.

You shouldn't continue and certainly
shouldn't be the driving force behind this
massive expansion the town is planning to
undertake.

For 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 landfilling what's remaining after its
recycling programs.

I thought about ash. Incinerator ash
is contaminated with an array of toxic heavy

metals and organic chemicals, and despite a
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recent E.P.A., announcement that ash is deemed
exempt from hazardous waste requlations, ash
that's generated close to home often exhibits
characteristics of hazardous waste.

For example, even a State Department
of Environmental Cbnse:vation report released
earlier this year shows that leachate from
the Babylon ashfill exceeded the drinking
wvater standard for cadmium in four of six
samples, and exceeded the E.P.A. action level
for lead in five of six samples.

In addition, ash, because it comes
out of a very hot furnace, is often dry in
nature or drys out over time, and dust is
created, and the D.E.I.S. acknowledges the
dust concern, but we think that the air of
conf idence that the D.E.I.S. expresses is
totally umwarranted.

For example, again right next door,
the ash landfill or the landfill in Islip, in
Hauppauge, has been stockpiling ash, tens of
thousands of tons of ash for the past year or
so.

Test results earlier this year showed

ADEPT COURT REPORTIG SERVICE

re N /N FOON AYYY FAVALANS VAN




10 §f
11
12

13

14

16
17
18
19
20

21

23
24

25

32
of the actual present hill of three
alternatives sites in Brookhaven Town.

that annoys me»is that the original
G.E.I.S5., 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 inmediate
vicinity of the present landfill site.

S0 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. 1It's a little characteristic 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 T realize it isn't true, I
almost envisioned that the consulting
engineers that wrote the document hadn't
visited the site.

They were dealing with some things
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that don't quite seem to bear on reality.
There's a major omission == by the way,
there's some excellent things in this report.
I'1]1 try to £ind time to admit that.

But there's ah interesting omission
which I might arque d;aqualifies the whole
proposal, namely there's no characterization
of what's going to be dumped at that site.

As far as I'm concerned it can be
very easily done, and that's what annoys nme,
that it isn’'t there.

| Pirst of all, I beiieve there has
been some testing done of Hempstead ash.
Therefore you can characterize the ash that
will be dumped, at least in the context of
wvhat Rempstead currently generates.

Similarly, one of the consulting
engineers could spend an hour or two standing
at this landfill site and he would -- and
they would have some idea semi-quantitatively
how much putrescible material is going ip.
but basically the issue of odors is shrugged
off on the grounds that there won'; be
putrescible materials of any particular

-n o a-ee - -mtm m e ama -
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You've heard allusions to odors.
Odors’have been a serious problem, and odors
aren't going to go away with this, because

there is --lalthough the ash is not going 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 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
wvorked 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 pol lution.

I'm not going to argue about the ash
that stays in the landfill, but I will argue
about -~ that the ash that blows off the

landfill either on the surrounding ground
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within the landfil1l site or on the adjacent
grounds, that will be readily leachable
material for most of the heavy metals. Maybe
not awful, but most of the heavy metals in
it.

Actually the -= something that 1

could envision that one could readily

‘monitor, but as a number of things in this

report, issues are shrugged off or they say

‘odor can be dealt with by making sure one

foot of £ill covers at the end of the day,
these things aren't addressed.

So one thing that I think is
patticula:ly necessary is a scheme to monitor
the 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.

One of the things that pleased me in
tne report is this is the first time we had a
reputable geological survey in on of the
town's environmental impact statements.

| I will not -- since T have not qoﬁe

over and didn't see every boring when it was
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can't say that and I woq't verify it, but it

was a pleasure to see it, because that's been
one of our concerns in the past, that there's
not been a geological statement.

There is one thing that sort df
jolted me a bit in that, though, and that is
to make that geological survey they had to do
croings down to the magothy, and then they
indicated when they got done they filled
those up, and I nearly died.

One of our great problems has been
getting enough information of what the water
conditions are in the magothy, but when it

comes to suggestions that have to be done,

‘one of them will be now we have to go back

and put some new magothy wells back in,
probably in just the area where they filled
their magothy borings.

Now, there are many things that the

town has done right, and I don't want to take

‘a tremendous amount of time, other than to

remind the people in the audience that the

town very often has done things right and has
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very often been in the forefront of doing
things. |

The original lined landfill was the
first municipal landfill that was a lined
landfill in the country.

The contract with U.S.G.S., the U.S.
Geological Survey, to monitor the water was
done because the state that vanted the town
to monitor water didn't have a clue in Haides
how to -- what they meant by it, and so the
town contracted with the U.S.G.S..

" The landfill's the first landfill
that has generated electricity that went into
the municipal electric ~-~ into the electrical
network from methane from the landfill. The
town deserves credit for that.

I would -- while over the years I --
I've not been all too fond of the monitoring
of the water, I must say I think the -- the
most recent report of groundwater monitoring
that the town has done with their consultant
is really very, very good. They do deserve
cradit for that.

The odors have taken too long to deal
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I feel particularly strongly, because
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 justification is that it's being --

* its adverse effects are being reduced by

dilution.

If you take that view, then
everything thﬁt 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 as far
as I'm concerned.

Granted though as a fact of life
that £1y 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 £1y ash
which is responsible for some of the adverse

numbers that were being claimed by NYPIRG on
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ash elsewvhere.
.I think there should be an appendix
which uses the present data that the town
must possess on as@ contents; that at least

to that extent what you're going to put in

. the landfill can b§ characterized. .

I wvant to remind you in one of the
earlier documents discussing ash, one of the
ash or dust alleviation problems was the
suggestion that when the ﬁrucks dump the ash
they sﬁould dump it downwind.

Th#t might be good for the truck
driver, but it indicates, I think, this scale
of the problen.

There -~ there's, indeed, a dust
problem. Now, 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 effect on the two
school districts, on the South Country and
the Middle Island School Districts,

econamically an otherwise, has been 30 severe
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that the solution is do nothing and let the
roof fall in when the present landfill
capability goes. |

That'; 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 S is needed.

Of the three spots at the Brookhaven
site, namely to the east, to the west and to
the northeast, of thg == 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.

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.
4 COMHISSIOHER HEIL: Thank you for
your comments. Joop van der Grinten.
MR. VAN DER GRINTEN: Good afternoon.

COMIISSIOMER HEIL: Good afternoon,
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Good to see you aqain.

MR. VAN DER GRINTEN: Thank you. As
you know, I'm a resident of Southaven on
Yaphank Avenue, and I have the Privilege --
well, the Privilege to look out on the dunmp
and to smell the dump, but it's not very
beneficial for the resale value of my
property, so that's the first place that I
was against this landfil} operation to begin
Qith.

But as now, a new cell is proposed.

I can say I'm definitely against it, because
a3 was already explained by better experts
than I, that the the ash out of Hempstead is
not sort -- is not normal bpetation of
everything from the household, so it is not
beneficial for that area, far from it.

Then another thing is we -- we
tecycle in Brookhaven. That is very nice,
but that's only homeowners' waste.

If I understanad correctly, commercial
waste is not recycled, so if we would do more
investigation in that territory that would be

adviseable, I think.
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Pirst -~ and another thing is the

instruction of the homeowner, because if yYou

‘look at the homeowners* garbage, what they

put out, I put garbage out too, and r'm not a

big family, 1 live by myself, but 1 compost

and I sort myself and wvhat 1 can use myself.
Many people don't dump evetything on

the roadside, so a public educa:ion would be

- == would be very preferable.

S0 I can Say -- I make it short. So
I'm against thig increase of the dump,

COMMISSIONER HEIL: Thank you very
mch. niry Jo Parrell, South-COuntty School
District,

MS. PARRELL: Good afternoon,
Commissioner. on behalt of the South Countty
School District, Board of Bducation and
Superintendent of Schools, Dr. Joseph Valeria
(Phonetic), 1 wish to respond to the town's
proposal to open another landfi11 cell, Cell
5 at the Town of Brookhaven Horseblock Road
gite,

As you know, ouyr schools have been

severely impacted during the past almost
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Because of the present landfill and

the recapping process that is presently

undervay, staff and students at the Rampton
Avenue School in particular began
experiencing respiratory and other health
related discomfort the during the 1990 to
1992 school years.

The intenaity of discomfort for the
staff and students last year, school year,
vas a deplorable, intolerable act by the Town
of Brookhaven. |

It wvas only through the efforts of
the Consumer Protection Agency director,
Richard Kessel, that the town was finally
responsive to the residents in the
communities that surround the landfill.

These residents include the children
wvho attend our schools, whose safety, health
and welfare are of paramount concern to us.

We too are concerned about the
potential adverse effects on the groundwater
with the proposed Cell 5.

We too are concerned with potential
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~ odor at Cell 5, but mostly with the potential

release of hazardous particulate matter in
the area, namely ash.

ﬁe continue to ask you go consider
other possible locations not in or near the
p:esent site in the Town of Brookhaven for
the new cell, since this area in our schools
have borne the entire brunt of the town's
landf ill operation éor the past twenty years.

If Cell 5 is sited where proposed, we
ask that consideration be given to
compensating the school districts for having
to bear this burden. Thank you.

COMMISSIONER HEIL: Thank you, Ms.
Farrell. Debra Brown? Good afternoon.

'MS. BROWN: Good afternoon. My name
is Debra Brown, and I'm a resident of
Shirley.

As some of the other speakers have
noted, I too saw that alternative sites are
really no alternative sites. They'te still
adjacent to the landfill.

The proposed sigg seems to be

considered appropriate because the
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groundwater is already of poor quality.

The poor quality is related to the
benzene, the dichlorobenzene, chlorobenzene,
megcury, hexaphenol that we:e‘found.

Also noted were nickel, cobalt,
aluminum and vernadium. which there are no
standards for these.

The air quality data was obtained
from monitoring at Babylon and Eisenhower
Park.

The substances monitored for are
particulates such as nitrogen oxide, carbon
monoxide, ozone and lead.

I really don't know whether these --
this data reflects the air quality above the
landf ill, and what about other gases,
volatile organic compounds and heavy metals
not tested for?

It states in the D.E.I.S. that
signif icant fugitive dust impacts have not
been created. How do they know that it there
has not been any testing?

As far as the ash residug, the

environmental defense fund in 1987 suggested
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that incinerator ash had the properties of

toxic wvaste.

In 1987 D.E.C.'s test of ash from six
llew 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 deoxyns (phonetic). Even with
improvements in pollution control equipment,
metals and other cont@minents. the toxicity
of ash increases.

Metals in the deoxyns (phonetic) pose
known health problems. Even low level
exposure over a long period of time can lead
to significant health problems. We are also
talking about potentially multiple exposures.

If this proposal does go through, I
feel that the ground and water should be
tested for deoxyns (phonetic) aﬂd purulent
besides organic compounds and metals as far
as air quality and dust impacts.

Let me quote phrases from the

D.E.I.S.. "Greatly reduced; not readily
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acceptable to dust problems; further
minimized in sort minimal enissions; we will
mitigate these situations; 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 deoxyns (phonetic),
organic components and metals. Thank you
very much for listening.

COMMISSIONER HEIL: Thank you very
mich, Ms. Brown. Lin Marie Dastis?

MS. DASTIS: Good afternoon. My name
is Lin Marie Dastis, and I live in Shirely,
just 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
sel fish reason. I want to live a long,
healthy life with my family. I feel it's
being jeopardized. Thank you.

COMMISSIONZR HEIL: Thank you.

ADEPT COURT REPORTING SCZRVICE

PV Py PAA AN Y IR AVARP, AN

™ VS AR ANSS AR VAL AR, AN




10

1

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

20

21

23

24

25

52

-=- when w§ purchased our home in the village
I assuned that my daughter would be going to
the neighborhood school right down the block.

I was not aware that during grades
four and £ive she would be going to the
Hampton Avenue School. I just learned this
two months ago.

This 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 go through and she goes to Hampton
Avenue School, she will not be going to the
school because we will move out of this Town
of Brookhaven.

I am very concerned about her health
and will not expose her to this risk, and I
agk that you consider the health risks of all
these small children going to these schools,
and as I said, this may cause us to leave
this town completely. Thank you for your
time.

CONMMISSIONER HEIL: Thank you. Once

agqain, is there anyone else that would like

ADEPT COURT REPORTING SZRVICE

s> 9 &N -~ ~e s LB B W W W 4 SN s




10

11

19

20

21

23

24

25

53
to make a statement for the record?

| I thank you for your both patience,
your Very lucid and well-thought out
comments. |

Once again, your comments will be
addressed in the final Environmental Impact
Statement.

The hearing will -- there will be
another hearing tonight at 7:00 p.n., 1f you
wish to comé back and listen to further
comments.

" The written comments will be accepted
up until December 4th, so if you're heading
home and you suddenly decide that you should
have said something or added something to
your comments, please feel free to write to
me at the town off ices at this location up
until December 4th.

Once again, thank you very much for
your patience and your comments.

(Whereupon, at 2:57 p.m., the within
hearing was adjourned)

(Whereupon, at 7:00 p.m., the within

hearing was resumed)

ADEPT COURT REPORTI!G SERVICE

n°e% £  ON AV Y IR AVANRPFE YON 4




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

54

COMMISSIONER HEIL: Good evening.

The town of Brookhaven, to further implement
its solid waste management plan, proposes to
develop a seventy-eight 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 Waste Management Paciliﬁy site.

The proposed landfill expansion area,
identified as Cell Number 5, 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
Horseblock Road at loodside Avenue in the
Hamlet of Brookhaven.

The expansion area will be used to
dispose of unprocessible waste from the
town's waste management system, Brookhaven
downtime wastes from the solid waste
processing facilities utilized by the town,
ash from the Hempstead Energy Recovery |
Pacility, processed residues from the town's

material recycling facility and from solid
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and yard waste conmposting, construction and

demolition debris process residue, car

shredder and clean £4111.

The expansion area vili be lined with
a double composite liner system in accordance
with state reqgulations and would be
constructed in nine phases to match waste
flows.

The expansion atea“is projected to be
used for eighteen years based on current
design wvaste flows.

On November 20th, 1991, the Town of
Brookhaven prepared a Pull Environmental
Assessment Porm, announcing to potentially
involved agencies and interested parties that
a Type 1 project was being proposed, and
seeking concurrence of involved .agencies in
having the town serve as lead agency.

On January 21st, 1992 the Town of
Brookhaven formally declared itself lead
agency under the State Environmental Quality
Revuiew Act, adopted a positive declaration
for the project and issued a notice of

positive declaration and notice of intent to
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pcepare a Draft Environmental Impact

The notice set forth the town's
determination that the proposed project could
have potentially significant impacts on the
environment and that a D.E.I.S. wouid be
prepared.

Subsequently, the notice was
distributed to all involved agencies and
published in the Environmental Notice
Bulletin. A public scoping meeting was held
on Pebruary 18th, 1992.

The purpose of this evening's public
hearing is to receive comments on the Draft
Environnental Impact Statement.

I am James Heil, Commissioner of the
Debattment of Waste Management. The town
board has asked me to chair this hearing on
its behalf. |

A written record of the hearing is
being taken by a stenographer and will be
transmitted to the town board.

I'll acknowledge at this time the

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-New York and
Dvirka and Bartilucci, and the law firm of
Nixon, Hargrave, Devans 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 who do not £ill out a card
will not be called to speak. Elected
officials and representative agencies will be
called titst, fol lowed by those completing
cards in their order of receipt.

The hearing will remain open this
evening until all who have submitted cards
have spoken.

I request for the convenience of the
attendees, that comments be limited to
approximately five minutes.

Persons who desire to speak for
longer than five minutes can request
additional time after all others who desire
to comment have spoken.

NDepending on the hour, we'll try to
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be reasonable ip accomodating sych requests,
If you have a written version of your
statement, please Submit it to the
stenographer.

The purpose of the hearing, once
again, is to receive comments on_the Draft
Environmental Impact statemeﬁt. not for the
town to respond to questions feqarding the
project.

All substantive comments and
questions will be fesponded to in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement that will be
isgued following the close of the comment
period. - |

In addition, written coxments on the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement will be
accepted until December 4th, 1992.

Camments should be addressed to James
Heil, Commissioner, Town of Brookhaven,
Department of Waste Management, Building s,
3233 Route 112, Medford, New York 1i763.

Persons who Speak at this hearing may
but not need repeat their commentg in

writing. Oral and written comments will be
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accorded eqdal weigh:.

The town contemplates preparing a MNew
York State Department of Environmental
Conservation Pa;t 360 application for this
project.

The application will contain specific
design information and a detajiled
hydrogeologic report.

The permit application may be the
subject of a public hearing conducted by the
New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation.

The town thanks you for your
interest, and if there are no gquestions on
the hearing procedure format, I wili call the
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
Essel, Lillian DiPaulo and Ralph Wall as the
first speakers.

MS. ESSEL: Good evening., My name is
Nanette Essel, and I'm speaking on behalf of

the Brookhaven Cltizens 501id aste
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I'm on thé boatq of directors. I'm a
co-chairman. I have two other board of
director members with me, Lillian DiPaulo and
Ralph Wall., Good evening.

COMMISSIONER HEIL: Good evening.

MS. ESSEL: Our review of the
b.B.I.S. has arrived at a series of basic
underlying issues aboﬁt_the adequacy of the
town's solid vaste management plan, the
location, scope, oéetation and cost of Cell S
and the town's continued heavy reliance on
landfilling well into the future.

I'd £irst 1like to discuss the siting
of this plan, and I would like to have a
question cleared up specifically about the
land that the landfill, Cell 5, is planned to
be constructed on.

The town site analysis plan was

_ initially completed in 1989, prior to the

time much of the acreage on which Cell S is
proposed was owned by the town.
This acreage was gifted or given to

the town by John McNamara in exchange for
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high density development granted him for his
proposed Regency Oaks subdivision on the
north side of Woodside Avenue.

There was a transfer of development
rights for T.D.R., in which Mr. McNamara
could build additional homes on his piece of
property across the street if he dedicated
this particular piece or Ceil S was to be
built to the Town of Brookhaven.

The problem that I.have is I happened
to be at that planning board meeting where
this was discussed, and from the minutes that
I have received and the decision calendar,
which is actually the voting on it, the
people were led to believe that this was to
be open space kept in its natq:al state as a
buf fer.

And I'd like to read into the minutes
a very short statement that would lead me to
the conclusion, agd then maybe when you do An
P.E.I.S. this can be discussed and we can try
to come to terms with what happened, because»
a lot of people feel very bad on how this all

of a sudden turned into an ashfill landfill
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‘eighteen years.

The meeting waslaune 13th, 1988. The
attorney for the applicant was Larry Holt,
and at that time Phil Sanderman was the town
attorney, and the first time it is mentioned
as far as this being open space was Mr.
Minello (phonetic) from Land Designs, a
consultant for Mr. McNamara.

Minutes are, "Yes. Mr. Chairman,
members of the board, as Mr. Holt has
indicated, the proposal called for the
development of just the north side of
Woodside Avenue, between Woodside Avenue and
Horseblock Road, a total of one hundred
eighteen éctes. approximately seven hundred
and ninety-five units broken down into four
gseparate and distinct villages for
construction and sales purposes.”

*Then he goes to point out, "We are
talking -- we are talking in terms of
approximately eight point seven developed
units to the acre, which is a fairly dense

developaent.
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"dowever; when you add up all the
acreage at the southern portion as well as
the green space left on the northern portion,
we are talking in terms of two hundred Aé:es
of the entire two hundred forty acres that
would be left in green or natural state.”

There's also a question asked by ﬁrs.
Linda Peterson, who is a member of the town
planning board, and it was also from the June

13th, 1988 meeting on Regency Oaks in

_Yaphank.

Mrs. Peterson asked of Mr. Holt,
quote, "One hund:ed twenty-five acres you are
giving away. 1Is that covenanted to remain
forever natural?”, end of quote.

Mr. Holt, quote, "The town -- I can't
remember. Phil, can you remember?® Mr. Holt
was turning to Mr. Sanderman.

Quote, "We are giving it to the
town." Mr. Sanderman, quote, *It is to be
dedicated to the town for general municipal
purposes.

"It will never be developed, but the

town does not take property for -- by any
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developmentai entity in the state that is

subject to a covenant, 50 when we take it, it

is free and clear of any covenants, but I

believe it is the\intentién to leave it open
and natural as a buffer area.”

Mow, when he said it will never be
developed, I would say that most people that
live near where this is proposed would sure
as heck rather have it left residential than
as an ashfill.

At the town planning board meeting of
November 13th, 1989, from the decision
calendar, which is actually when they voted:

on it, they call it the decision calendar,
the site plan or the site plan application,
Mrs. Linda Peterson again said, “I make this.
motion resolution on the application known as
Regency Oaks. We make the following
findings."

Now, the findings are part of the
motion. “Number 1, thg property in question
has been zoned residential since 13937 and
obtained cluster treatment app:oval in 1972.

"Denial of this application as
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presented could jeopardize the town's much.
needed acquisition of substantial acreage,
approximately two hund:gd fifty acres {n all,
dedicated by th; developer owner for landfill
buffer areas and other pa:kland>and
recreational areas.®

And I don't know how the Town of
Brookhaven can now turn around and say this
is where Cell S5 will be constructed, five
hundred feet awvay from those very people who
attended that hearing, aﬁd they put all the
complaints in and they were told don‘t worry.
It's going to be left in its natural state.

So I think that there's a real
problem about you're saying, ®"Well, this is
the site now. We switched it from the east
to the west.®

That has to be discussed and looked
at very carefully, because this is a legal
docunent. |

It's something that is in the
minutes, and I think it's important to
realize that when you build soﬁething like

this, the impact is tremendous, and to have
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had it as ?art of a swap by a developer and .
have it known to the public that this, indeed
-- that it was supposed to be for totally
di fferent purposes, I think it's -~ it really
behooves the town to make good on its word.

Lillian?
%' ‘MS. DIPAULO: The town is seeking to

expand the landfill. The town also needs

approval for its solid waste management plan.

CQ;I S is part of the s0lid waste
management plan. I believe after reading the
D.E.I.S. that the solid vaste management plan
is in need of revision.

The D.E.I.S. states on Page 1-3 thﬁé

the purpose of Title 7 is to insure that the

solid waste management is conducted in a
safe, efficient, econamic and environmentally
sound manner.

"Also, the New York State Solid Waste
Mahagement Act of '88 declares that solid
waste management hierarchy should be to
reduce, reuse, recycle, to recover energy
from incineration and then to dispose it an

appropriate, approved way.

ADEPT COURT REPORTING SERVICE




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

67

I feel ﬁhat the solid waste
management planldoes not adhere to this
hierarchy, and it does not because, number
one, it does not incorporate commercial waste
in its recycling progtam..

A state law wenﬁ into effect on
September 1lst, 1992 that required that all
municipalities adopt anvordinance vhich would
require recycling.

I want to know how the town can
comply with that if it is not recycling
commerci al waste.

The way I see the solid waste
management act, it's declaring that we must
reuse, reduce and recycle, and incinerate and

landfill last.

We cannot conform to the hierarchy if
we are not recycling commercial waste, nor
can we follow the ordinance which says that
we are proving to do the most econamical
thing.

We have no figures for what it is
costing us to expand the landfill, true

figutés.
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I think we need first to begin to
;ecycle commercial waste, incorporate § don't
b#g it program, in order to have a true
evaluation of the cost of our waste treatment
and how we manage it.

To approve Cell 5 would be adhering
to the terms of the trash for ash agreement,
the way I can see it, because Mr. Heil in his
own words told me that waste treatment has
been reduced by thirty percent since January.

I do not see how we can predict what
our needs capacities will be for the next
eighteen to twenty years.

So what I -- 1 am askinq for is for
the town to fallow the hierarchy first, to
see vhat it costs and to do the least
expensive thing.

The D.E.I.S, states that the landfill
will only be used for ash from the Hempstead
incinerator as well as oﬁr own biproduct
waste, |

I would like to see some kind of
confirmation, some kind of legislation that

would gquarantee that that would be the truth.
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- Y I'd also 1ike to see a true financial

2"

statement of the cost of this expansion, with
rall éompariséns considered;

My final statement. The landfill has -
been impacting on approxiqately four percent
of the residents of the Brookhaven.

We are being told that we have to do
the trash for ash deal, that we have to
expand the land ill in order to save twenty
million dol lars in shipping costs.

We are not asking to have our garbage
shipped of £ Long Island. Ail we are asking
for is to have a landfill that is used only
for the Town of Brookhaven and a landf{ll
that fits our needs.

If, indéed.-the town is making money,
the money that it is making should be ‘
funneled back into the commnnity.that has
taken the largest impact.

What the town is asking is for four
percent of the residents to take the impact
on something that impacts -- that is to the
benefit of a hundred percent of the

residents,
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Bowever, T don't feel that they can
prove they are saving money until they can
begin to file -- fallow the hierarchy.

Mr. Lamura has said to us at a
meating that host fees'are our considnrati;n.
However, I see no mention of them at all in
this D.E.I.S., and until all financial

aspects are considered, I think that the

" D.E.I.S. is insuff icient, and as I said, the

solid waste management plan is inguf ficient
and 15 in need of revision. Thank you.

COMMISSIONER HEIL: Thank you.

MR. WALL: T want to speak about
ménitorinq operations., The D.E.I.S.
acknowledges the adverse effect on the Cell S
expansion.

It discusses leachate genetafion,
drainage problems, soil erosion, groundwater
pol lution, air pollutloh, noise, gas
generation and odors.

'It then states in broad generalities
how all of these problems wnuld be controled
or mitigated,

Thus it would seem there should be no
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problem with Cell 5, but {t's hard to
envision that the town could ef fectively
implement and enforce ali the procedural
safeguards proéosed'to solve the
erwironment al problems of Cell 5.

These safe§uards include wvaste
treatment monitoring on a truck by truck
basis, surface water dr ainage, hazardous
waste detection, sewage sludge standards,
leachate monitoring and dust control.

On dust control, for example, the

D.E.I.S. states that almost no dust is

. expected from the ash as it is received in

wet form,

Rowever, it does cause it. It does
cause a dust problem if it will be wetted
down.

Who will decide whether dust is a
problem? How will a two hundred thirty foot
high mountain of ash be wetted down?

Who will take public input to get the
town to correct the problem, as was the case
with the odor problems with the existing

landf {112
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This is just one example of the
generalized responses provided to address
problems raised in the D.E.I.S..
They strike us as pie in the sky

platitudes designed to get through the

approval stages of Cell 5.

The -~ if the town is intent on
following through with all of safequards
delineated in the D.E.I.S., we ask, have
operating procedures been dr awn up?

Have staffing requirements been
considered? Very costs been calculated? If
80, these should be issued as a supplerent to
the D,E.I.S.. If not, the D.E,I.S. should be
trejected as def icient.

MS. ESSEL:A On water and air testing,
the D.E.I.S. indicates that groundwater tests
will be made quarterly,

That is not adequate, given the
pto:dmi;ty to the suf folk County Water
Authority well field.

We believe that the tests should be
conducted by independent testing labs, and

that the test results be readily available
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for public scrutiny.

The D.E.I.S. is deficient {n not
providing for air testing for both gas
emissions and fugitive dust and must -- which
must be provided for,

Ash from the Hempstead incinerator
will be stockpiled here two hundred thirty
feet high in the air. |

Since a presort of trash is not
performed at Hempstead prior to incineration,
ash should not be air piled here, -

If it is done, then strigent ongoing
air testing at the landfill site and a
strategic location in the community is
important to safequard local residents.

A supplement to the D.E.I.S. is
required to addreés air testing and to
augnent water testing,

Also, on host fees that Lillian
mentioned before, I wanted to add that it
seems the Town of Brookhaven really gave away
the whole store in not going to Browning
Perrous (phonetic) or Hempstead Town, who is

saving a quarter of a billion dollars over
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- eighteen ymars by having us take their ash.

We are getting nothing, nothing
éompared to the host feeg that other towns
negotiated for their communities,

There's ~- this is from Biocycle
World, front page story. “"The Wall Street
Journal described how major disposal
cdmpanies like Waste Management and Btﬁwning
Ferrous (phonetic) Industries agreed to pay
local communities handsome host fees to site
landfills.”

Here we are. We're siting an

ashfill, the worst -- the worst of all

possibilities. That's what we've got here,

| "The secrecy helps the companies, but
some towns and counties are shrewder at
negotiating than others, and a few don't eveﬁ
know to ask about fees." I guess we didn't
ask about fees at all.

There are wide disparities in host
fees by providing a site for a landfill. The
Town of Mobile, Arizona got seventeen
thousand five hundred dollars, a school air

conditioner -more than we got- a two-trailer
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canmunity center -more than we've gotten-
five thousand dollars in camp scholarships
and a Chrisfmas party, more than we've
gotten,

In sharp contrast, for instance, in
Riverside County, California, they arranged
for more than fifteen million dol lars in
annual host fees for the landfill expansion.

The srticle continues, "Many towns
either lack good information or can't afford
the lavyers and consult ants neaded to help
get a good deal.”

Well, what did we lack? We sure
lacke a lot if this is five hundred feet from
someone's home, I think it's a dlsq(ace, a
disgrace..

COMMISSIONER HEIL: What issue is
that?

MS. ESSEL: It's the issue that
Brookhaven Town is in, bragging about our
materials recycling facility.

It's the Journal of Waste Recylceing,
January 1992. The article is abqut

Brookhaven Town. 1It's called, "The Tale of
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MR. WALL: 1I'll make this brief
because we're over our ;ime. e found the
cost information provided in the D.é.I.S. to
be confusing.

Tvo years ago, during the trash for

agh deliberations, we were told tnat it would
| cost forty-five dollars a ton to landfill in
Cell 4.

‘l‘heAD.B.I.S}. says it's going to cost
us only twenty-four dollars a ton, and this
includes the construction, operating --
operation, cap and post-closing maintenance
cost of Cell 5.

Mow, in Cell 5 we have a state of the
art proposal, double liners, gas callection

| system, monitoring wells, et cetera,

Yow i3 this going to cost only half
of what it tonk to landfill a ton of garbage
in Cell 47

We beljeve the D,E.I.S. is deficient
{in this regard and, aqai.rt. we feel we should
have supplemental infocmation.

Lillian pointed out the fact that we
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mist be sure that we are pursuing the most
economical alternatives for wagte disposal,
and until we have thig data it's impossible
for us or for the town to determine whether
we're on the right path.

COMHISSION?R HEIL: Thank you. Due
to the next speaker's age we're going to ask._
her to speak out of turn, It's Erin Fehn.
\XE!/ MS.” FEEN: Good evening. Thank you
for the opportunity to speak with you tonight
treqarding my concern about the future of the
Brookhaven landfill and its effect on me .and
its effect on our comminity and my school.

vuf name is Brin Pehn, and I'm a fifth
grade student in Mr. Crowley's class in
Hampton Intermedi ate School.

As you know, my school is the closest
school to the landf ill, and a lot of ny
classmates are greatly affected by our very
bad neighbor, the town dump. |

Last year I v.laa al lowed to speak at a
meeting of this board, and I asked you to
help change the terr ible conditions that my

friends and I face everyday in school because
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of the landfill,

Dur ing thevpast 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.

More seagulls than ever land on our
playground to eat the trash, and children
still compiain that they have irritated eyes,
problems with breathing and headaches.
Nothing that has been done by the town has
changed anytﬁinq for very mach.

We have been told that Brookhaven
plans to expand the landfill by buildihq Cell
5; Thjs will increase the problem that we
already face,

Our air and water will be more
pol luted, and dangerous ash could blow into
the wind that we bte;the; Our bay will be
more at risk from the expanded landfill.

Some childten can look out of the
school window and see real mountains, At the
Hampton Intermedi ate School you look out the

window and see a mountain of garbage.
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We now plan to make the landfi{l]l even
higher than it is now. It's a shame that
Brookhaven's most viSible landnark is the
landf i1l that's next to our school,

Our principal, Mr. Wimner (phonetic),
and teachers have made Hampton Avenue
Intermediate School a wonderful place to
learn, but the landfill has made it a dirty
and dangerous place to live,

On behalf of my classmates, I ask you
to study different methods of dealing with
our trash problem,

The landfill has been created many
new and dangerous problems., We want to live

-= we ~-- we want to live and study in a safe

and healthy enviromnmental, and we ask you to

leave the land for Cell 5 undeveloped. Thank

you.
COMMISSIONER HEIL: Thank you,

Claire Goad?

- MS., GOAD: My name is Claire Goad,
and I represent the Southaven Civic
Association, and I am a teacher at the

Hampton Avenue School,
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Anyone who~ has read the local
news papers this last year kn;:ws that
building, maintaining and capping a landfill
is very costly to all taxpayers.ﬂ

Before allowing Cell 5 to be built, I

would hope that Brookhaven Town is told to

recycle all commercial waste and to have a
don't bag it program.

With these two programs in place, the
r;eed for Cell 5 would be\minimal, unless of
course we are building Cell S as an ashfill
for the Hempstead incinerator.

And why -an eighteen-year capacity?
Hopefully technology will help us to reduce
our waste stream before eighteen years go by,
or == Oor are we really building an
eightegn—year ashfill for the Hempstead Town
incinerator?

Our comm.inity. children and adults,.
have lived with the landfill for too many
years already. |

This commuinity has more than paid its
dues these last twenty years, and you really

expect us to welcome another eighteen more?
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We don't believe you when you tell uys
the odors only affect us short term. I t each
at Hampton Avenue School and live }n
Southaven,

We still smell the landfill,

Last Thursday was egpecially ba& at school.
No matter what time of day, it seems the odor
is qsdally present someplace in ouyr school
district or in our community,

When we had meet the teacher night at
Hampton Avenue, the parents came to oﬁt
claéaroom in Cluster B asking what the smel}
was. Is it always this bag?

To be perfectly honest, ve, the
teachers, really didn't smel] anything. You
see, unless it's really bad we don't even

notice it anymore.

This br ings me to another point, the

- health of the students and staff at Hampton

Avenue School.

If you would, Please bear with he for
2 mament. I would like to read excerpts from
an informal Survey that was done yesterday

and today among the staff of our building,
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This is an informal survey: "Do you
suspect that working next to the landfill haé
started or increased ail;rgies, headaches, et
cetera?

Please state your name and indicate
any symptoms that you have gotten after you
started working in this building,"

Staff Member Number 1: increased
allergies; daily prescription medication to
include a nasal spray. Eyes are all
frritated. Before I only took over the
counter medication a few times a year.

Number 2: dizziness. Medication to
control symptoms. Constant visits to ENT
speci alists,

Number 3: developed chronic nasal
congestion over this past year. Higher
frequency of bronchial irritation. Cough,
last longer than it used to. Congestion more
severe,

Number 4: I have been hoarse since
September. Number 5: congestion. 6:
headaches,

7: headaches., 8: chronic allergies,
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asthma.} Chronic coughing. I have lost two
montns of work. Chronic cough keeps me up
all diqht. This teacher just came back to
work. Migraine headaches.

Number 9: so severe that I now have

to go to get a prescription. Number 10:

‘chronic sinusitis and frequent sinus

infections. Bronchitis two to three times a’
year. Difficulty breathing, Sinus
headaches.

Number 11: constant headaches. I
have a prescription for this problem. Mumber
12: headaches,

13: severe sinusitis, bronchitis,
wheezing, shortness of breath, headaches and
pneumonia,

14: headaches., 15: more frequent
sinus problems. Constant stuffiness, itchy
eyes and blurred vision.

16: dizziness, Sinus.problems.
Congestion. T[requent upper respiratory
infections. Symptoms improve within an hour
or two of leaving the school and are minimal

during vacations.
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17: headaches at least three times a
week. Bronchitis., Constant problem with
laryngitis.

| 18: increased sinus headaches,
dizziness, itchy eyes, SOmetimeé blurred
vision,

19: I am unavailable to wear my
contact lenses for more than two days. I
also have frequent headaches dufinq the week,

20: On the first day of school I
developed a tightness in mylchest which
evolved into a terrible allergy related cold
that iasted for two and a half weeks. I have
constant headaches and chronic rhinitis which
did not subside.

21l: Constant stomach aches,
stuffiness in nose. 22: feadache. 23: That
stench in the morning, especially with the
northeast wind, is disqusting. When it's
present, headache and congestion. Even when
it's not pfesent, many days of discomfort,
teary eyes, couching and headaches occur.

24: I have been hospitalized seven

times for asthma since she came to work in
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the building, Burning and 1:chy eyes,

25: 1Increase in headaches, nausea,
-Also sore throats are increased, 26:

‘Increase in headaches, HRave lost my sense of

smell,

27 Headache, sinusitis, 28:
Oeadaches, Ag a matter of fact 1 have one

now,

29: Constant congestion, sinus
headaches. on Prescr ibed medication., Each
year gets worse. This ig Year three in the

building,

30: Headaches ang burning eyes. 31;
Increagsed my allergies greatly. Itchy eyes,
stuf finess, sore throat,

32: Eye irritation, congestion,
cough. 33: feadaches and allergies began one
week.after school rebpened.

34: Makes my sinus go crazy. 35:
Eye irritation. 36: Headaches, nausea,

burning "eyes and running nose,

37: Headache, congestion, sore
24 throat, runny nose. 38: Chronic postnasal

l 25 drip. Loss of sense of smell. Congestion
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very frequently. 'Eyes wvater. I'm now on
medicines for allergies.

39: Constant headaches and sometimes
dizziness. 40: And this is a person who
works in two buildings, not just Hampton.
Allergies are much worse in this building.
Eyes are irritated and constant sneezing.

41: Frequent headaches, sore throats
and respiratory problems. I have had
pneunonia twice and missed three weeks of
school the second time., I feel nauseous on
the days when the offensive odors are most
noticeable,

42: Headaches, nausea, frequent
allergy attacks. Constant postnasal drip.
43: Headaches, eye irritation, frequent
allergy attacks. |

44: Congestion, runny eyes and
sneezing. I am presently on Hismanal for
allergies. I can no longer wear my contact
lenses. I have postnasal d& ips and
headaches.

45: Headachés occur at least'th;pe

or four days out of our five days at schoonl.
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Blurred vision and sinus irritation. I
usually do not experience these symptdms
unless I hav; them at work,

463 Developed allergies. The
ailetgies have caused temporary hearing loss,
I feel nauseous on days when the dump smel ls.

47: The childhood allergies I had
have redeveloped with a vengeance. 48;
Bronchial asthma has intensificd, Coughing.

49: Increased visits to allergist.
Asthma medication. 50: Headaches, loss of
voice. |

51:  Headaches and runny nose., 52:
Headaches. Constant postnasal drip.
Irritation of throat and loss of voice at
times. 53: Frequent headaches. Itchy eyes
and postnasal dr ip.

And this is not all. Parents are
saying their children have more colds,
allergies, headaches and upset stomachs when
they come to ampton School.

Last year a staff member and her
daughter, who is Hampton student, were on

allergy medications all year.
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They have since moved to Patchogue,
and the mother no longeg works at Hampton.
Tﬁey have not had to take any medication
since they left.

Many staff members who do not live in
the district find tﬁat their symptoms
disappear during weekends and vacations.

Those of us who live and work here
have to go away on vacation for this to
happen. |

I strongly urge the State Health
Department to investicate these problems
before Cell S is allowed to be built,

And néw we have ash, fiy ash and
bottom ash, toxic ash, lead, all to be put in
Cell Number 5.

What will happen on’a windy day? How
ef fective will the new water truck really be?
We're concerned about our health, the health
of our children, being able to sell our
homes, public water for everyone in the
commuinity.

We're concerned with Carman's River,

the Wertheim (phonetic) Wildlife Refuge and
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Great South Bay.

We're concerned about the quaiity of
our lives in this cammunity. I am asking you
to seriously “consider the health of those who
live and/or work in the community,

I am ask1n§ you to reduce the waste
stream. I am asking you to give everyone
publ ic water,

I am asking you to agree to end the
Hempstead agreement after eight years., Care
about us. Care about out ch 1idten. We pa}

taxes too,

COMMISSIONER HEIL: Thank you.

~Thomas Ludlam.

MR. LUDLAM: My name is Thomas

Lludiam. I'm here speaking on behalf of the

Brookhaven Village Association.

Those of us who live in the Hamlet of
Brookhaven are very much concerned about the
expansion of the landfill far beyond its

/

original scope.

We're concerned about its present

impact on the local environment and by the

evident threat of a much greater impact in
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thé future,

Thus we have sStudied thig D.E.I.S,
with some care and present whoever our most
urgent comment,

| Let me start by talking abouyt the
effects on our water resources, The
contamination of the groundvater in
residential areas southeast of the present
landfill is weil} documented,

The leachate Plume that ig aduancing
into Brookhaven Hamlet is a direct result of
the failure of liners of existing cells of
the landfill.

There is a real possibility that
contamination in the landfi11 wii} f£ind its
way into the magothy aqui fer, a major source
of public d&rinking water for Long Islang,
also the source for those of us who have
Private wellg in Brookhaven Hamlet,

The Suffolk'County Water Authority
pumping station on Station Road, which pumps
from the Mmagothy, lies just a few thousand
feet of the -- west of the Proposed Cell s,

We have questioned the safety of
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these wells should the magothy be

contaminated by the landfill, and further
whether this pumping can enhance local

underground flow patterns, which could direct

" surface water towards the magothy.

Given these concerns, we were pleased
to see that the town has responded to New
York State's_ requirement by initiating an
extensive hydrogeologic study, including the
installation of new monitoring wells.

Nonetheless, we £ind that the
D.E.I.S. is insufficient in this area in
three important ways.

Pirst, the document presents no
quantitative data or analysis to show the
landfill is not in the deep recharge zone.

Second, the pumping tests that were |
carried out by Lagette (phonetic) at the
Suffolk County well field included only wells
which pump from the upper glacial aqui fer.

Thus they do not address the
consequence of high volume pumping from the
magothy in proximity to the landfill.

Angd third, the D.E.I1.S. did not
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address the mitication of the existing plume

of groundwater contamination in the iandfill

‘and its continued development if leachate

should escape from the new Cell 5,
We find it unacceptable that the

D.E.I.S. cites the existinq groundwater

contamination from the landfill as a

mitigating factor in weighing the potential

impacts of Cell S on the scope of this

project,

We agree with miny other civic
orqanizations and enviromment alists that
argue that the total capécity for Cell S is
far larger than our town requires or that a
prudent plan would call for.

The technologies for dealing with
8olid waste as well as the bery nature of
solid waste is changing in ways that are hard
to prediét.

The coming decades like the past is
bound to bring significant advances in the
way our society deals with reduction and
recycling waste,

Specifically, we think that the
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looking into a full eighteen years of an
inter-municipal agreement with Hempstead with
an overscoped and apparently undercosted
landfill is an economic as well as
erwirornmental mist ake.

Pinally, I would like to make a
comment about the management. This préject
is a large, sophisticated undertaking,

_ The D.E.I.S. does not present a plan
by which the town intends to manage in
undertaking in gaining control overall of
many eventualities which can lead to
enwiromment al and econamic impacts.

In the past liners have fajiled,
Leachate cbllection systems have failed. The
gas flaring system has fajled. Environmental
monitoring has been woefully inadequate.

The D.E.1.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 going to be managed? Who
is going to be responsible? Who's going to

be responsible at each phase?
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The people in this community put |
their lives into these homes. Vinyl siding
and other improvements were installed inside
and outside the home,

The people invested heavily in their
homes, Some refinanced their mortgages to
make the improvements.

Others worked two jobs or even three

to make ends meet just to stay here for the

future,

It looked good. The town said the
landfill was qoing to close. Could anybody
disputo the town {f they gave their word?

On October 15th, 1979 the head of
operations of the{Town of Brookhaven's
sanitation department, Mr. James Heil, filed
a conmpleted environmental assessment with the
State of New York Department of Envirommental
conservation. This form is called an E.A.F..

And on this B.A.P.. under
description, it is written completion of a
solid waste landfill project._

On the last page of the E.A.P., Mr.

Heil descr ibes the project as a landfill
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2 project in 19 =< beginning in 1973 and
3 closing in 1988, with a completed ski
4 mountain and then the beginning construction
5 of other park facilities. Everything still
6 seemed to be in order.
7 Iﬁ 1985 thé state tried to go into
8 the ashfill business, but the attempts by New
9 York State to build an ashfill failed.
10 ' The Town of Brookhaven was a
" Principal player in the attempts to stop the
12 state's regional ashfill, wWhy?
13 : In the meantime, the town is building
14 a sanitary landfill higher and higher,
15 possibly to the height of a ski mountain,
16 If you have ever been to our
17 landf 1ll, you can not miss the sight of
18 papers plastered againgt the perimeter fence,
19 with plastic bags and anything else that is
20 not nailed down.
21 | The sight at times is awe'sdue. As

you climb the road to the landfill area you
23 pass piles of metal stacked for the recylcer.
24 You arrive at the current landfill
25 : area, the area being filled with garbage,
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2 : working day as it was supposed to. The town “:

3 . .dld'not attempt to control the odor pfoblem —

4| at called for in the 1970 ptoqri;m. If the

5 town had, this landtill-would_ have been i

6 filled years a.go. -

7  What it did was extend the 1ife of a

8 the landfill by not following good =

9 engineering practices. It cheated everyone, L
10 including the environment, ".
| N All the town had to do was follow the |
12 progran. The idea of a sanitary landfill {s :J
13 } not so hard to grasp, 1
14 It is a method of disposing of the =
15 refuse on lﬁnd wvithout creating nuisances or ‘
16 health hazards to public health or safety by ,“I
17 utilizing the principles of engineering to i:
18 conf ine ihe refuse to the smallest practical \:;f!
19 area, to reduce it to the smallest practical 1
20 volume, and to cover it with a layer of earth k
21 ~at the conclusion of each day's operation or J
22 | " at such more frequent intervals as may be ¥
23 “ necessary. =
24 L So why dldﬁ't you do it this way? :_j
25 The only answer can be money. S0 much money __J
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being put into the Operation of'ourAlandfill
would have éiuéed Yyou and all your j
predecessorsg your jobs had the publie caught

on,

Landfilling ig not inexpensive or the
least costly of all the methods available to
get rid of waste,
| You have created an inactive

-hazardous waste site of the landf{11. ¢ the

t axpayers refuse to back you up on the
inter-municipal agreement vith Hempstead now,
it will cost the Brookhaven taxpayer costs
yet to be figured out.” Mr. vasz.

h; ; MR. VAZ: Mr. Heil, ladies and
qentlemen, good evening., wMr, Governali just
read lots of information on what the town |

| hasn't done, and You come before usvnow with
4 hew proposal and expect us to believe it.

I've examined the latest D.E.I.S..
On page 10 -- on Page 2-15 of the d#ily cover
requirement, {t'sg spelled out by your
consultant engineers,

You ask for an exception from the

Part 360 requirement for Placing the daily
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cover on areas to be filled with ash, ther eby
minimizinq‘use of valuable landfil} épace
without significant environment al impact.

At fhe 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 page,
They have a apparently taken the axception
for granted,

According to the environmental i mpact

statement for the state —- New York State

Regional Ashfill of 198S, you have gseen that
the state puts unusual emphasis on the daily
cover requirement,

Page S:11 states, "In addition, good
landfilling techniques will be fol lowed at
the ashfiil to minimi;e the potential for
odor production and emission.®

Thesé include, among others, deposit
of a daily cover over the ash. We require
you to do no less than theIState of New York
had fo;mally asked the New York State D.E.C.
to correct your documents.

We also have the New York State

D.E.C. to require fhe cover material to be

!G-.
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you to setiously cohsidar ybur pPosition,
Are you going-to do what ig right}by
our people, or are You going to play
hardball? |

You are dealing with fifty-one white

| familijes, thirty-eight Spanish families ang

twenty-four black families, a mixeq bunch,
You are not -~ you are creating a

situation in ouyr development which has our

pPeople totally incensed against you, Nothing

short of a buy-out or teasonable terms wil}
be acceptable to ug,

The town has Suggested to us that
Perhaps a superfund might pay for a buy-out.
You gentlemen are responsible for this mess,

At a small surcharge to the garbage
collection tax, in five years You can have
enough money to buy the development out.

You could float a bond, selling it to
the big business interests that are being
served by this ashfill in our backyard.

It is time the local state senators
and assemblymen got of f their butts and

investigate the abuses associated with this .

ADEPT COURT REPORTING SERVICE
(516) 689-0111 (212)926-7804




1]

10
1"
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

_‘§_—_~_-_

landfill.

It was done with the Multi-town Solid
Wlaste Management Authority, who by the way

are dealing with the same big business

companies you are,

Gentlemen, the smell of the landfill
has been -~ hag reached your town hall, As
citizens of the great State of New York and

residents of the Town of Brookhaven, we ask

.all interested parties to join {n requesting

a full investigation of the Town of
Brookhaven as t§ how they have mismanaged the
landfi{ll and fo prevent this same -- and to
pPrevent this same management from operating a
toxic ash landfilil, Gentlemen, we reject
your project. It shall not be in our
backyard.

In closiné, the following are
questions we, the community and the people of
Brookhaven, need answers to.

Why is the town taking an exeﬁption
to the daily cover requirement when good
landfilling techniquea recommend it?

What will the cover material consist
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of? How much leachate will penetrate the
liner based on the permeability factor
associated with that liner?

How much leachate collection capacity
will be available wheq and if a major storm
should hit this area and deposit an exéessive
amount of rainfall?

How will you repair the leachate

_collection system if the collection system

pipes under the landfill become clogged?
What methods will you use to water down the
ash during a prolonged dry spell?

You have polluted the land. You have

polluted under the land. Now you are.

attempting to pollute the air above the land.
When is it going to stop?

MR. asrﬁ: What's the épecifics on
that house that you mentioned about the
asgsessment. Do you have the house location?

MR. VAZ: UJim, I don't have the
speci fic numbers, but I will call you and get
you the number. |

COMMISSIONER HEIL: Thank.you.

Jenniefer Garcia. Good evening.
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MS. GARCIA: Good evening. My name
is Jennifer Garcia. I have been living in

the shadows of the dump for over twelve

1 remember whne I was six years old
and first moved into this community, my
father had told me that this was going to

Eecome a beautiful area with playgrounds and

As i got older and saw no
playgrounds, I asked my dad wheté it was.
Well, all he could answer was soon. That
soon never came,

I am nos eighteen years old, have

graduated from high school and continuing to

meet my goals in col lege.
1 have come forward tonight to
r epresent the younger generation of our I
comﬁunity. : ‘,
I understand the law of playgrounds L
and realize it's unsanitary to plaée 1£ over \'
a ground that has been penetrated with toxic ,
substances.'

Look, I have never been good Qith
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reading premeditated speeches. You know, I
have three younger sisters, and whatvfutute
am I supposed to expect for them and all the
little kids around me?

You know, it's our community that you
are taking away from us, You know, by
expanding this landf {11, it's garbage you are
placing in our hands.

They say -- Brookhaven's always
saying oh, you know, let's go and help, you
know,_make this a cleaner place to live in a
better enviromment, when -- yet all we have
is -=- soon we're going to be covefed in
garbage, and it's not fair.

You know, Qhen people ask me where do
you live, what do I have to tell them, I live
right next to the dump?

You know, soon I'm just going to say
just follow the odor. That's where it is.
You know, I mean, 'it's just unfair.

Put yourself in our shoes and see

Awhat we smell, what we have to go through

everyday, you know, from having teary eyes,

being congested.
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It's just not fair, and because you
don't live there, maybe you don't realize,
but we do. |

And T started my speech with my -- I
started my speech and I'll end it with m§
closing statemént. Ve are farrmore important
than to be dumped away like carbage. Thank
you.

MR. GOVEBNALI: In closing, we would
like at this time for all those people in the
room that oppose this IAndfill to please
stand up for a moment, |

Pleagse let the record show that all
seats that were filled, and the room is
filled, everyone has stood up. Good night,
gentlenen, *

MR. HEIL: Good night. Walter Bundy?
Good evening.

"MR., BUNDY: Good evening. My name is
Walter Bundy. I've been a resident for about
twenty years now.

We live down on South Country Road in
East Patchogue, and it has -=- over fhe years

just has gotten worse and worse with the
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condition of th§ dump.

It seems from what I've been hearing
tonight, it's the Town of Brodkhaven'doinq
business as usual.

The seventy-eight acres planned on
being used was to be preserved as open space
for a buf fer 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.

That's all I can call it, a dump.
It's not a landfill. 1It's nothing buf a
dump.

All of it going next to these homes
is totally dnacceptable, and it's a very,
very bad health hazard, and the -- it's just
as I safid, 1It's just the Town of Brookhaven
doing business as usual,

They don’t give a damn about the

residents., It appears, according to a

lleaflet that we received, that half of the

waste, four million tons of ash, comes frqm
Hempstead.

Now, it shouldn't have been taken in
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2 the first place if the capacity of our

3 existing dump could not have handled or

4 g | required such an immediate expansion,

5 _ Hempstead, T hope, has been paying

6 for all of everything that is teéui:ed to be

7 done at the existing 1andfill, and 1 hope

8 | they're going to pay for the better part of

9 whatever has to be done to correct fhe

10 .. situation that we have in this town,

1 This should not come out of our

12“ taxes. It should come out of the people that

13 you are allowing to dump crap into our town,

14 ' and it should come out of your salaries,

15 || The town should look at alternatives

16 such as mining and recylcling our existing

17 landf 111 and getting rid of what we have, and

18” stop takinq other town's trash and ash,

19 ' , All I can say is that the rubbish

20 should get no larger than it already is, and

21 ’ I think it's about.time that you as the Town

22 of Brookhaven start acting responsibly in

23 handl ing waste management.

24 The dump fees for residents are

25 | getting out of hand. Construction debr is,
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you try to go over with a two by four. They
hit you for construcﬁion debr is fees,

Well, I'm sorry. That's totally
unacceptable, and yet you have large carters
coming and dumping God knows what in that
landf {11, |

'You know, in retrospect and just in

closing, as I said, the Town of Brookhaven is

.doing business as usual, and it's very ironic

that land for McNamara is being considered
for this use,

The town has trashed our town by the
corruption that the Town of Brookhaven stands
for, and now they want to continue trashing
us for another eighteen years, and I'm sorry.

Every town resident should oppose
this expansion, and I agree we show
investigate the Town of Brookhaven.

COMMISSIONER HEIL: Charles Stephani?

MR. STEPHANI: Good evening. I
really didn't know which path to take
tonight, and T read this statement, oh, about
a month ago, actually ironically, and I just
said that the only way to consciously improve
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the erwironment is to come from the heart,
and that's where I'm going to be coming from.
It may hurt, but sometimes it does,

I've been a teacher at Hampton Avenue
for twenty-three years. Over the past year
plus I've never seen more children out in the
playground involved with asthma attacks,

shortness of breath, et cetera, not to

~mention that just again this morning, just

stepping out of my car; we get either no air,
no breeze or a slightly northeast wind, the
stench that is no more sure the hell is
there, It's disqusting, it really is.

It nothinq else, the odor, but there
are a lot of other ramifications which you've
heard.

Environmentally, which I don't want
to get into, as has been discussed, as well
as the personal health issues.

tthat really pérturbed me most is the
setup in nature of this hearing. I'm really
-=- I admire, first of all, the strength and
courage of everyone who is here, because they

are all concerned citizens, and the only way
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you're going to keep them concerned is to
| start listening to them,

I'm appalled though ét the way that
this hearing has been set up, monologue from
us to you and nothing from You to ué.

Now, again, I'am == I am not an
expert at any of this, but T keep fairly well

involved.

I've attended hearings with Ressel
and Mr. Heil, yourself, at Hampton Avenue,
and there are tons of questions here that
people have and want to have answered, and
you are the most equipped to answer them, and
I don't understand why you don't want to.

Can you answer that question?

MR. HEIL: The town has put forth the
Environmental Impact Statement. The purpose
of this hearing is to hear issues perhaps
that haven't been addressed or people feel
are inadequately addressed or just to hear
the di alogue back.

It's not to get into.essentially a
discussion about that on the formal structure

under the State Environmental Quality Review
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Act.,

Once again, 1£ja group of residents
wants to, you know, havé a dialogue, I'm
certainly willing to go attend a civie
meeting or -- and be there in a di alogue,

MR. STEPHANI: We are town -~ we are
a township here, and we are represented as a

town, and we are here all collectively

together to £find out certain things, and 1

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 Mt, Lamura
and never got anything in return. Everybody
is here now, andd to divide and conquer is a
very, very skillful method, but we're dealing
with children,

We're dealing with young adults,
We're dealing with children not even born yet
who are to live here in the future, and {if
you doﬁ't start being sincere with us and
being open with us -- I'm not saying you're
not being sincere, but you're not being open,

and we need to know what's going on in your,
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than just hearing from Qs. and until that
hapéens, ydu know, we can just kiss this all
goodbye.

From what I understand this is the
only hearing; is this correct?

MR, HEIL: It will be your hearing
for the Snvironmental Impact tatement.

MR. STEPHANI: Then what fol lows from
here?

MR. HEIL: Permit application to the
State D.E.C., which may -~ the state then may
hold a public hearing on the speci fic
technical aspects of the town's proposal.

MR. STEPHANI: So in other words
these people will not be heard anymore other
than tonight, and they can't even ask a
question?

MR. HEIL: They can respond in
writing up until December 4th and the == and
it will be put forth in the environmental --

MR, STEPHANI: 1T responded in writing
and never gotten any answer.

dR. HEIL: Once agin, if you =-=- when
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you -- I don't know specifically what you,
you know, have written about, but the -- all
the questions and issues that are being
raised tonight and in thé comment period will
be addressed in the final impact statement in
wr iting.

MR. STEPHANI: 1In writing?

MR. HEIL: Yes.

MR. STEPHANI: So this is it for us.
This is our last hurrah.

A VOICE: We'll have a demonstrafion.

MR. STEPHANI: That's what ends up
happening. If you want us to block Sunrise
Highway or do something to that effect that's
what we'll'do.

A VOICE: e'll do it.

MR. STEPYANI: People here are f
concerned. They're hurting. They are really
really truthful with you. They're not making
up stories here. - This is real.

A WICE: what is it goning to take?

A VOICE: They don't care.

MR. HEIL: I understand. That's why

wve're here listening and hopefully able to
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respond,

MR. STEPHANI: My suggestion to
everyone out there, I don't know who is
willing to -- is somebody right now who wants
to take control of this ship, because as far
as, you know --

MR. HEIL: Mr. Stephani --

MR. STEPHANI: I'm sorry. We will ~--

MR. HEIL: Ve have a record to
maintain. You can certainly step out after
the hearing and certainly ﬁse the == the
audience to whatever means you want, but I
would like to maintain the record. There are
other people following.

MR. STEPHANI: I understand that.
I'musing the audience, but I feel this is
what they want.

MR, HEIL: Okay. Hugo Giannotti,
please? Good evening.

MR. . GIANNOTTI: Good evening, Jim.

My name {s Hugo Giannotti. I live in East
Patchogue, and my of fice is on St ation Road
in Bellport.

As I was driving to the meeting this
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evening over Sunrise Highway, that seems to
be the strongest pPoint of the odors that were
emanating from the landfill, and it seemed to
be -~ it seemed to be at least - on Station
Road it seemed to be that it was a little
more than an odor, because you could actually
taste it, and -- which would seem to imply
that there's a ligtle more involved in just
the fumes coming out, that some of the odors
hay be traveling on -- on very low micron
particles which may be caming off the
landfill.

| But the =~ the thing that I want to

address very briefly was that, of course,

this is our garbage.

Somehow it's not Jim's garbage, 1It's
our garbage, and Jim is responsible for
somehow dealing with this, but it's still our
problem, -

But one of . -- one of the problems
that I.have is that the Town of.Btookhaven is
the largest town in New York St ate.

It has four hundred ten thousand

people, and the concentration, however, of
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the -~ of the garbage is there, and the
landfill is in one small area,

And since it 1§\our problem
fundamentally, I would imagine that thig --
that this problem should at least -- at the
very least be distributed somehow among the
population of Brookhaven.

 Of course we should do everything to

== to reduce the odors and the leaching, et

cetera, et Cetera, and Cell MNMumber 4 was

presumably the pilot project, and I don't
t*ink it's really our mission to open up Cell
- mber S until all the problems of Cell
Number 4 have been resol ved.

And once ~- and since that is a pilot

pProject, if that's been resolved and there

‘areAno further odors, then we can say with

assurance that'Cell Number 5, whether it's
located here or in Port Jefferson or
wherever, that it will then be, of course,
rather a good state of the art cell,.

So that the effluent coming from this
thing is -- of course it's concentrated in

this area, and until we somehow learn how ton
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2 ' distr ibute this, because there will always be

3 a residual effluent, residual probleﬁs, and

4 until that is disttibufed democratically, I

s don't think we have really resolved the

6 problem. Thank you.

7 MR, HEIL: Thank you. Helen Pedigo. —
8 MS. PEDIGO: My anme is Helen Pedigo,

9 and I'l1 disclose that I am a licensed New

10 York State tealﬁot. and I have a very shorﬁ

" statement. I think we're going to gét a lot

12 of support from everyone behind me.

13 ' : I'm really concerned why the town

14 would even consider enlafging the dump, P
15 - Brookhaven is now becoming a dumping ground

16 for other péople's ash.

17 Granted, there is no easy situation -
18 ' to help solving this problem, but there are

19 several factors which must be conaidered.}

20 Number one is the health of the

21 - 8urrounding areas, primarily Sundial and

22 South Gillage Drive,

23 There are days when the stench is

24 - horrible. As a resident of a nearby sid

25 Farber development which is less than one
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mile from the dump, you cannot tell me that
what I'm smelling daily is good for my
health. If the wind is blowing the‘r;ght way
you can smell that stink for miles ,

Number two, some of the economic
factors. I think the town boaré should
consider how this will affect the value of
homes in all the surrounding areas,

I ask you, when you are showing a
house that I have for sale on Sundial Drive
-= excuse me. Sundial Lane, and a young
couple and I are breathing this horrible
odor, how do you overcome the objection of a
smell that is so nauseating that you can
téste it?

The homes there are selling in the
eighty thousand dollar price range and even
lower. I know. I am a realtor, and I am in
contract for a sale on one on Sundial Lane.

If you were a young couple today with
one child, would you purchase a home next to
a dump? Probably not.

My main complaint is personally T do

not like peoprle dictating how much money will
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go in and out of my pocket,

Since I live in the area you are

. taking money out of My pocket by reducing the

value of my home,

You are taking money out of my pocket
by being 2 realtor not being able to make
sales in the area which I call home. Thank
you, | |

MR. HEIL: ‘I have four young ladijes,

- Lor edana, Renee, Linda and Hblli.

UNIDENTIFPIED SPEAKER: We are from
the Girl Scouts, 1404 and 1668. As a future
adult of this community we would like to let
Brookhaven Town know we are totally aqainst
having the landfil} expansion,

Even though we are from the
Manorville area, there are days when the o