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April 6, 2005 

Robert R. Vanderslice 
Rhode Island Department of Public Health 
Environmental Health Risk Assessment 
Three Capitol Hill - Room 208 
Providence,RI 02908 

Dear Dr. Vanderslice, 

Please find enclosed the report that has been prepared and submitted to EPA by Marion Cox of 
Resource Associates summarizing the phone interviews she conducted regarding the Centredale 
Manor Site. Thank you for taking the time to speak with Marion. 

We want to take some time to review the report in greater detail, but it is already apparent to us that 
it provides valuable feedback that deserves our attention. We are currently considering the 
conclusions and recommendations that have been drawn from the interview process and look 
forward to discussing our next steps with you. 

Should you have any questions or comments about the report, please feel free to contact Elissa 
Tonkin of our ADR program at 617-918-1726 or Angela Bonarrigo at 617-918-1034. 

Sincerely, 

Angela Bonarrigo 
Community Involvement Coordinator 

Anna Krasko 
Project Manager 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
NEW ENGLAND 

1 CONGRESS STREET, BOSTON, MA 02114 

April 6, 2005 

Louis R. Maccarone IT 
Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management 
Office of Waste Management 
235 Promenade Street - Suite 380 
Providence,Rl 02908 

Dear Mr. Maccarone, 

Please find enclosed the report that has been prepared and submitted to EPA by Marion Cox of 
Resource Associates summarizing the phone interviews she conducted regarding the Centredale 
Manor Site. Thank you for taking the time to speak with Marion. 

We want to take some time to review the report in greater detail, but it is already apparent to us that 
it provides valuable feedback that deserves our attention. We are currently considering the 
conclusions and recommendations that have been drawn from the interview process and look 
forward to discussing our next steps with you. 

Should you have any questions or comments about the report, please feel free to contact Elissa 
Tonkin of our ADR program at 617-918-1726 or Angela Bonarrigo at 617-918-1034. 

Sincerely, 

Angela Bonarrigo 
Community Involvement Coordinator 

Anna Krasko 
Proj ect Manager 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
NEW ENGLAND 

1 CONGRESS STREET, BOSTON, MA 02114 

April 6, 2005 

Roland Mergener 
North Providence Conservation Commission 
24 Oak Grove Blvd. 
North Providence, RI 02911 

Dear Mr. Mergener, 

Please find enclosed the report that has been prepared and submitted to EPA by Marion Cox of 
Resource Associates summarizing the phone interviews she conducted regarding the Centredale 
Manor Site. Thank you for taking the time to speak with Marion. 

We want to take some time to review the report in greater detail, but it is already apparent to us that 
it provides valuable feedback that deserves our attention. We are currently considering the 
conclusions and recommendations that have been drawn from the interview process and look 
forward to discussing our next steps with you. 

Should you have any questions or comments about the report, please feel free to contact Elissa 
Tonkin of our ADR'program at 617-918-1726 or Angela Bonarrigo at 617-918-1034. 

Sincerely, 

Angela Bonarrigo 
Community Involvement Coordinator 

Anna Krasko 
Project Manager 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
NEW ENGLAND 

1 CONGRESS STREET, BOSTON, MA 02114 

April 6, 2005 

Jenny Pereira 
WRWC 
532 Kinsley Ave. 
Providence, RI 02909 

Dear Ms. Pereira, 

Please find enclosed the report that has been prepared and submitted to EPA by Marion Cox of 
Resource Associates summarizing the phone interviews she conducted regarding the Centredale 
Manor Site. Thank you for taking the time to speak with Marion. 

We want to take some time to review the report in greater detail, but it is already apparent to us that 
it provides valuable feedback that deserves our attention. We are currently considering the 
conclusions and recommendations that have been drawn from the interview process and look 
forward to discussing our next steps with you. 

Should you have any questions or comments about the report, please feel free to contact Elissa 
Tonkin of our ADR program at 617-918-1726 or Angela Bonarrigo at 617-918-1034. 

Sincerely, 

Angela Bonarrigo 
Community Involvement Coordinator 

Anna Krasko 
Project Manager 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
NEW ENGLAND 

1 CONGRESS STREET, BOSTON, MA 02114 

April 6, 2005 

Jane Shennan 
Providence Plan 
532 Kinsley Ave. 
Providence, RI 02909 

Dear Ms. Shennan, 

Please find enclosed the report that has been prepared and sub,mitted to EPA by Marion Cox of 
Resource Associates summarizing the phone interviews she conducted regarding the Centredale 
Manor Site. Thank you for taking the time to speak with Marion. 

We want to take some time to review the report in greater detail, but it is already apparent to us that 
it provides valuable feedback that deserves our attention. We are currently considering the 
conclusions and recommendations that have been drawn from the interview process and look 
forward to discussing our next steps with you. 

Should you have any questions or comments about the report, please feel free to contact Elissa 
Tonkin of our ADR program at 617-918-1726 or Angela Bonarrigo at 617-918-1034. 

Sincerely, 

Angela Bonarrigo 
Community Involvement Coordinator 

Anna Krasko 
Project Manager 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
NEW ENGLAND 

1 CONGRESS STREET, BOSTON, MA 02114 

April 6, 2005 

Johanna Hunter 
WRWC 
532 Kinsley Ave. 
Providence,R1 02909 

Dear Ms. Hunter, 

Please find enclosed the report that has been prepared and submitted to EPA by Marion Cox of 
Resource Associates summarizing the phone interviews she conducted regarding the Centredale 
Manor Site. Thank: you for taking the time to speak with Marion. 

We want to take some time to review the report in greater detail, but it is already apparent to us that 
it provides valuable feedback that deserves our attention. Weare currently considering the 
conclusions and recommendations that have been drawn from the interview process and look 
forward to discussing our next steps with you. 

Should you have any questions or comments about the report, please feel free to contact Elissa 
Tonkin of our ADR program at 617-918-1726 or Angela Bonarrigo at 617-918-1034. 

Sincerely, 

Angela Bonarrigo 
Community Involvement Coordinator 

Anna Krasko 
Project Manager 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
NEW ENGLAND 

1 CONGRESS STREET, BOSTON, MA 02114 

April 6, 2005 

Eugenia Marks 
Audubon Society of RI 
12 Sanderson Rd. 
Smithfield, RI 02917 

Dear Ms. Marks, 

Please find enclosed the report that has been prepared and submitted to EPA by Marion Cox of 
Resource Associates summarizing the phone interviews she conducted regarding the Centredale 
Manor Site. Thank you for taking the time to speak with Marion. 

We want to take some time to review the report in greater detail, but it is already apparent to us that 
it provides valuable feedback that deserves our attention. We are currently considering the 
conclusions and recommendations that have been drawn from the interview process and look 
forward to discussing our next steps with you. 

Should you have any questions or comments about the report, please feel free to contact Elissa 
Tonkin of our ADR program at 617-918-1726 or Angela Bonarrigo at 617-918-1034. 

Sincerely, 

Angela Bonarrigo 
Community Involvement Coordinator 

Anna Krasko 
Project Manager 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
NEW ENGLAND 

1 CONGRESS STREET, BOSTON, MA 02114 

April 6, 2005 

Michael Milito 
RI Housing and Mortgage Finance Corporation 
44 Washington Street 
Providence, RI 02903-1721 

Dear Mr. Milito, 

Please find enclosed the report that has been prepared and submitted to EPA by Marion Cox of 
Resource Associates summarizing the phone interviews she conducted regarding the Centredale 
Manor Site. Thank you for taking the time to speak with Marion. 

We want to take some time to review the report in greater detail, but it is already apparent to us that 
it provides valuable feedback that deserves our attention. We are currently considering the 
conclusions and recommendations that have been drawn from the interview process and look 
forward to discussing our next steps with you. 

Should you have any questions or comments about the report, please feel free to contact Elissa 
Tonkin of our ADR program at 617-918-1726 or Angela Bonarrigo at 617-918-1034. 

Sincerely, 

Angela Bonarrigo 
Community Involvement Coordinator 

Anna Krasko 
Project Manager 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
NEW ENGLAND 

1 CONGRESS STREET, BOSTON, MA 02114 

April 6, 2005 

Michale Merrill 
NRCS 
60 Quaker Lane - Suite 46 
Warwick, RI 02886 

Dear Mr. Merrill, 

Please find enclosed the report that has been prepared and submitted to EPA by Marion Cox of 
Resource Associates summarizing the phone interviews she conducted regarding the Centredale 
Manor Site. Thank you for taking the time to speak with Marion. 

We want to take some time to review the report in greater detail, but it is already apparent to us that 
it provides valuable feedback that deserves our attention. We are currently considering the 
conclusions and recommendations that have been drawn from the interview process and look 
forward to discussing our next steps with you. 

Should you have any questions or comments about the report, please feel free to contact Elissa 
Tonkin of our ADR program at 617-918-1726 or Angela Bonarrigo at 617-918-1034. 

Sincerely, 

Angela Bonarrigo 
Community Involvement Coordinator 

Anna Krasko 
Project Manager 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
NEW ENGLAND 

1 CONGRESS STREET, BOSTON, MA 02114 

April 6, 2005 

A. Ralph Mollis, Mayor 
Town of North Providence 
2000 Smith Street 
North Providence, RI 02911 

Dear Mayor Mollis, 

Please find enclosed the report that has been prepared and submitted to EPA by Marion Cox of 
Resource Associates summarizing the phone interviews she conducted regarding the Centredale 
Manor Site. Thank you for taking the time to speak with Marion. 

We want to take some time to review the report in greater detail, but it is already apparent to us that 
it provides valuable feedback that deserves our attention. We are currently considering the 
conclusions and recommendations that have been drawn from the interview process and look 
forward to discussing our next steps with you. 

Should you have any questions or comments about the report, please feel free to contact Elissa 
Tonkin of our ADR program at 617-918-1726 or Angela Bonarrigo at 617-918-1034. 

Sincerely, 

Angela Bonarrigo 
Community Involvement Coordinator 

Anna Krasko 
Project Manager 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
NEW ENGLAND 

1 CONGRESS STREET, BOSTON, MA 02114 

April 6, 2005 

BilI Sweet 
ATSDR 
One Congress Street, Suite 1100 
Boston MA 02114 

Dear Mr. Sweet, 

Please find enclosed the report that has been prepared and submitted to EPA by Marion Cox of 
Resource Associates summarizing the phone interviews she conducted regarding the Centredale 
Manor Site. Thank you for taking the time to speak with Marion. 

We want to take some time to review the report in greater detail, but it is already apparent to us that 
it provides valuable feedback that deserves our attention. We are currently considering the 
conclusions and recommendations that have been drawn from the interview process and look 
forward to discussing our next steps with you. 

Should you have any questions or comments about the report, please feel free to contact Elissa 
Tonkin of our ADR program at 617-918-1726 or Angela Bonarrigo at 617-918-1034. 

Sincerely, 

Angela Bonarrigo 
Community Involvement Coordinator 

Anna Krasko 
Project Manager 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
NEW ENGLAND 

1 CONGRESS STREET, BOSTON, MA 02114 

April 6, 2005 

Kenneth Finkelstein 
NOAA 
One Congress Street, Suite 1100 
Boston, MA 02114 

Dear Mr. Finkelstein, 

Please find enclosed the report that has been prepared and submitted to EPA by Marion Cox of 
Resource Associates summarizing the phone interviews she conducted regarding the Centredale 
Manor Site. Thank you for taking the time to speak with Marion. 

We want to take some time to review the report in greater detail, but it is already apparent to us that 
it provides valuable feedback that deserves our attention. We are currently considering the 
conclusions and recommendations that have been drawn from the interview process and look 
forward to discussing our next steps with you. 

Should you have any questions or comments about the report, ple~e feel free to contact Elissa 
Tonkin of our ADR program at 617-918-1726 or Angela Bonarrigo at 617-918-1034. 

Sincerely, 

Angela Bonarrigo 
Community Involvement Coordinator 

Anna Krasko 
Project Manager 



FINAL 

CENTREDALE MANOR 


Phone Interviews Summary 

March 23, 2005 


This document presents a summary of information gathered during telephone interviews with 
key parties regarding a proposed "dialogue" on remedy selection for the Centredale Manor 
Superfund site. The information presented in this document is organized as follows: 

• Background on the proposed dialogue 
• Overview of the interview process 
• Summary of information gathered during the phone interviews 
• Recommendations for next steps 

BACKGROUND 

In the Fall of 2004, EPA's Centredale Manor Superfund project staff hired a neutral facilitator to 
talk with key parties who have been actively participating in activities associated with the 
Centredale Manor Superfund site [Centredale Manor site]. EPA wanted to know if these parties 
are interested in participating in a dialogue regarding possible remedies for this site. 

EPA is considering a dialogue regarding remedy selection for the Centredale Manor site 
because the Agency feels there are a range of possible remedies that could be implemented at 
this site. As a result EPA's project team is interested in hearing directly from parties who have 
been actively involved with the Agency at this site to hear their views on matters related to the 
selection of a remedy at this site. 

OVERVIEW OF THE INTERVIEW PROCESS 

In January 2005, EPA and the neutral facilitator began working together to identify the issues 
and questions EPA wanted to learn more about in order to determine if the proposed dialogue 
might be relevant prior to the Agency finalizing the feasibility study [FS] for this site. EPA 
provided the facilitator with a list of key participating parties. The facilitator interviewed a total 
of 31 people between January 20 and February 28,2005 including: 

• All the known potentially responsible parties [PRPs] or their representatives 
• Organized interest groups who have been involved at this site 
• Local elected and appOinted officials in jurisdictions associated with the Centredale site 
• Local, state, and federal agency representatives with an interest in or responsibilities 

associated with this site. 

Each interview lasted between 30-60 minutes. All individual interviews are confidential. 

SUMMARY OF INFORMATION GATHERED 

The facilitator posed three questions to those interviewed. This section presents a summary of 
the information gathered during the interviews. The recommendations presented in the final 
section of this report are the conclusions and recommendations of the facilitator alone. 
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Question #1 Is the proposed dialogue a good idea? 

• The majority of people interviewed think the idea of a dialogue regarding possible 
remedies at the Centredale Manor site is a good one. 

• Several respondents note that it will be very useful to gather diverse parties together to 
talk about the river because these parties may be able to identify a wider range of 
"resources" [funds and otherwise] that can be used to address some of the needs and 
interests of parties regarding both remediation and the future of this river. 

• Many people believe the proposed dialogue represents an opportunity for key parties to 
work together in a collaborative effort, and has the possibility of generating new ideas 
and thinking about a remedy for this site. 

• A notable exception to the generally positive reaction to the idea of a dialogue are 
questions raised by some of the PRPs. PRP respondents had a number of questions 
related to "timing" of the proposed dialogue including the following: 

• Is this type of dialogue premature due to the fact that EPA has not yet presented its 
"feasibility study" [FS] identifying the range of remedial alternatives under 
consideration by the Agency? 

• Some PRPs question whether they can contribute effectively, at this point in time, 
because the currently-identified PRPs have not reached agreement among 
themselves regarding important liability and cost allocation issues. 

Threshold questions raised by respondents: 

Respondents raised a variety of questions about the specifics of how EPA envisions the 
proposed dialogue. Some of these questions appear to be central to the ability of some parties 
to participate effectively in the dialogue. A representative sample of these questions follows: 

• How does this dialogue fit into the formal RifFS process? How does this effort. relate to 
the "record of decision" [ROD] decision process? Will these discussions be part of EPA's 
formal administrative record for this site? 

• What speCific outcome or product is EPA looking for from the dialogue? How will the 
results of this "dialogue" be used when EPA selects a remedy for this site? 

• Why does EPA think the proposed dialogue is a better way to proceed than the more 
familiar process where the Agency first finalizes its "feasibility study" for the site and lays 
out the alternative remedies the Agency is considering? 

• How does this dialogue fit together with Superfund "public involvement" requirements for 
public input into the ROD decision process? Can anyone who wants to partiCipate in this 
dialogue, join? 

• Can EPA provide the parties with a clear idea of the Agency's goals for cleanup at this 
site and how' these goals relate to the site investigation findings and the risk assessment 
findings? 
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Key questions and comments raised by PRPs: 

In addition to the points listed above, the PRPs offered a wide range of comments and 
questions associated with EPA's enforcement case and future settlement negotiations for this 
site. These matters fall outside the concept of the proposed dialogue; therefore, EPA has 
requested that these comments and questions not be summarized in this document. 

Question #2 	 If a dialogue occurs, what are the issues and topics that should be 
discussed? 

Respondents offered a wide range of ideas in response to this question. However, for some 
respondents, this question was difficult to answer. These people were not sure if they had 
enough technical knowledge or background to answer the question. Despite this initial 
hesitation, everyone did offer suggestions after further discussion with the facilitator. The ideas 
and topics listed below are not presented in order of priority; however, similar topics and 
questions have been grouped together under umbrella headings so that similar items appear 
together. 
Technical issues and related policy questions: 

• Many respondents state they need more information from EPA to be effective dialogue 
participants. Some of the specific information needs cited include: 

• What are the specific facts and conclusions that EPA has made about this site? 
• What are EPA's remediation and human health and safety goals for this site? 
• How do EPA's risk assessment findings relate to EPA's overall goals for this site? 
• How do the risk assessments fit into the overall context of the river environment 

based upon the history of industrial use throughout this area? 

• What are the major contaminants EPA is proposing to remediate? 

• What is the geographic extent of the contamination that EPA is proposing to remediate? 
Are contaminants continuing to migrate downstream? If so, how will contamination 
downstream be dealt with in this dialogue? 

• What is EPA doing, at this point in time, to remediate this site? 

• What are the costs and benefits of "dredging" the entire site? 

• 	Is the Centredale Manor site the only contributor to the river contamination that EPA is 
proposing to remediate? 

• What specifically are the alternatives EPA is considering to remediate this site? 

• Can EPA present a "cost-benefit" analysis of the alternatives it is considering? 

• Can EPA present real-life examples where particular alternatives have been used 
successfully at other sites? Some parties feel this type of information would be helpful to 
participants as they discuss the pros and cons of various remedial alternatives. 

Broader "policy" questions and topics associated with discussion of a remedy: 
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• What are EPA's constraints in selecting a remedy for this site? Technical, policy, and 
funding constraints? 

• 	Who will pay for this remediation? How much funding does EPA have to undertake a 
remedy? Several respondents feel the need to know the answer to this question before 
they can contribute meaningfully to a discussion of specific remedies. 

• What is the Agency's approach to dealing with potential contamination downstream [ie, 
nearer Providence] ? 

• 	How much of the river does EPA think the Agency will eventually remediate? Some 
people feel the need to know this before they can contribute to a discussion of 
specific remedies. 

• "Future use(s)" of the river: Many people have views on whether and how the subject of 
future uses should be discussed as part of a dialogue. A representative sample of the 
comments received on this topic include: 

• Would participants in such a dialogue be the appropriate group of individuals to 
discuss or agree on "future uses" for the river? How does EPA see broader public 
input fitting into a discussion of future uses of the river? 

• Some respondents believe that future use scenarios should be discussed prior to 
remedy selection so that EPA can focus its efforts on a cleanup compatible with 
how the adjacent communities [and the region] want to use the river and its 
resources in the future. 

• Other respondents believe any discussion of "future uses" will raise expectations 
about how this site should be cleaned up. For example, some feel contamination 
in and around the river could extend far beyond the areas currently being 
investigated by EPA; some note that many industries have historically 
contributed to area-wide contamination and most of these operations have long 
since disappeared; and some feel it is unfair to expect currently identified PRPs 
to shoulder the burden [and costs] of remediating this site to meet the standards 
associated with [future] uses that may be inconsistent with the way this area has 
been used during the recent past [ie, industrial uses - not recreational uses). 

• What is EPA thinking about "beneficial uses" or "restoration potentials" for the 
river [e.g., migratory fish passage, recreational access to the river, etc.]? How will 
EPA's remedial decision deal with fish and related water resources? 

Safety and security issues associated with remediation: 

• How does EPA plan to address "impacts" from remedial activities on the three 

communities of: North Providence, Johnston, and Providence? 
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• How does EPA plan to address "long-term security" issues at this site as part of its 
remedy [ie, making sure that further chemical contamination is interrupted before it 
enters pathways of exposure that could affect animals or humans]. 

• How does EPA propose to ensure the "safety" of surrounding communities and the river 
resource when moving contaminated soils in and around this site? 

Question #3 What are your ideas and suggestions related to the structure and process 
used for the dialogue? 

In addition to addressing the threshold questions identified earlier in this summary, respondents 
offered a variety of ideas and suggestions regarding the structure and format for a dialogue 
including: 

• Product and process for the dialogue: A majority of respondents requested that EPA 
make clear what type of product or result the Agency envisions from this effort including 
clarification from EPA on whether or not the Agency is seeking some sort of "consensus" 
out of the proposed dialogue. 

• Location: 	Most people think the meetings themselves should be based in Rhode Island 
unless there is a compelling reason to have a meeting in Boston due to the needs of 
EPA. 

• Suggestions regarding meeting format and structure: 

• Several of those interviewed note that any dialogue needs to be structured to 
ensure that parties do not simply come prepared to "advocate" for their current 
positions. Rather, these respondents believe that for this dialogue to be truly 
useful, all parties must understand this is a different type of discussion - not just 
another forum to partiCipate as "advocates" for their own interests. 

• Many people feel it will be important for meetings to be carefully focused with a 
moderator or facilitator who can keep people focused on topics being discussed. 

• Those people who had specific ideas about "process" design for a dialogue are 
uniform in their thinking that if a dialogue occurs, it should be limited to only 2-3 
meetings. Several people note that a dialogue needs to be structured so that it is 
not too labor or time intensive as some people would not be able to contribute 
fully if the dialogue takes up too much of their time. 

• Many respondents state that EPA needs to be prepared to provide easily 
understandable background materials to participants prior to each meeting to 
ensure that everyone is working with the same information. 

• Several respondents feel it is important for EPA to clarify the overall parameters 
of the dialogue. Current information about the proposed dialogue is too vague for 
some respondents. 

• Several people think the best way to focus the dialogue on what is realistic and 
practical is for EPA to present the range of remedies the Agency feels are 
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acceptable at this site and ask participants one of two questions: 1) Discuss 
these alternatives and provide us your comments? or 2) Present the range of 
alternatives and ask participants" what is missing? or which alternative do you 
like best and why. 

• Another idea put forward is for EPA to hold a series of meetings where EPA first 
lays out information about this site along with alternatives under consideration; 
next, the parties discuss EPA's alternatives and invent new ones if appropriate 
and present these ideas to EPA; following participant input, the Agency responds 
to the questions, ideas, and suggestions posed, and presents and discusses its 
preferred alternative . 

• Suggestions regarding presentation of information: 

• Several parties suggest that graphics, photos, and computer simulation 
technology could be particularly useful tools to help parties visualize some of the 
options being discussed. These respondents note that many times parties are 
more willing and able to talk about ideas different from their own if they can 
actually "see" what is being proposed by others. 

• As noted earlier, most respondents are uniform in their belief that clear and user 
friendly background materials will be an important component to a dialogue. 
Respondents feel that such materials need to be developed and distributed prior 
to meetings so parties have adequate time to review important data and 
conclusions before discussion begins . 

• Participation in the proposed dialogue: Many respondents offered ideas, comments, and 
some concerns about "participation" in the proposed dialogue even though no speCific 
questions were posed regarding "participation." 

• Respondents were divided in their thoughts about how broadly defined participation 
should be in this dialogue. Some feel any dialogue needs to be as "inclusive" as possible 
involving key parties that might not have been involved with or active in this site prior to 
the dialogue. Others felt just as strongly that a dialogue can only be successful if 
participation is limited to knowledgeable parties who have been active participants in 
Centredale activities to date. 

Comments related to Agency [state and federal) staff participation in this dialogue: 

• Will EPA project staff and other technical staff be active participants in the dialogue, 
or will they serve primarily as resource people; exactly what role will EPA play in the 
dialogue; what role will State agency staff play? 

• How will other Federal agencies with responsibilities at this site participate? Several 
agency representatives, interviewed during the assessment, feel they do not need to 
be involved with this discussion. Rather, they state they can negotiate directly with 
EPA about what their Agency needs to see as part of the remedy for this site once 
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EPA has made its decision on a remedy. They do not feel their needs are open to 
public discussion or negotiation. 

Comments related to PRP participation in this dialogue: 

• If the PRPs participate, how will EPA ensure that they don't have more resources 
and representation in the dialogue than organized interest groups? 

Comments related to broader public participation in this dialogue [ie. remedy 
selectionl: 

• 	How will the broader public be represented in a dialogue? How does the proposed 
dialogue fit into ongoing public involvement activities at this site [ie, the Management 
Advisory Committee]? 

• Will elected officials be active partiCipants in a dialogue? 

• 	Can EPA discuss future uses of the river without broader public involvement in a 
dialogue - in particular greater involvement by area residents and property owners? 

• Several respondents suggest the City of Providence needs to be represented in the 
proposed dialogue espeCially if EPA believes contamination is likely to migrate further 
downstream. 

• Several respondents state that the Town of Johnston needs to be encouraged to get 
more actively involved in this site and should be at the table in a dialogue. 

What other comments or thoughts do you have regarding the proposed dialogue that we 
have not discussed? 

Most respondents had no additional comments. However, several respondents took this 
opportunity to reiterate their earlier comments including. 

• Several respondents again asked that EPA clarify what final product is intended for this 
effort. 

• Several respondents restated their belief that the proposed dialogue is a good idea, they 
look forward to partiCipating, but they are also looking for more clarity from EPA 
regarding key threshold questions raised during the interviews. 

• Several respondents again asked that EPA clarify the Agency's thinking about how the 
broader public fits into the proposed dialogue. 

• As noted earlier, there were a number of comments and questions related to PRP
specific issues raised in response to this question. At the request of EPA these 
comments are not contained in this summary document. 

CONCLUSIONS and RECOMMENDATIONS 
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The recommendations presented in this final section are the conclusions and recommendations 
of the facilitator alone. 

Is a dialogue, involving a wide range of interested parties, regarding remedy selection for 
the Centredale Manor site, a good idea? 

Based upon the information gained through the interviews, it appears that most parties feel the 
proposed dialogue is a good idea and state they would participate in such a dialogue. It is also 
apparent from the interviews that many respondents need more information in order to be 
prepared to fully participate. 

Some respondents, while very interested in the idea of the dialogue, were not exactly sure "why" 
EPA thinks a dialogue at this particular time [ie, prior to issuing the feasibility study for this site] 
is a good idea. These respondents feel the dialogue may be premature if parties do not have 
enough infonnation about possible remedial alternatives to properly focus their input and 
suggestions to EPA. 

Therefore, it would be useful for EPA to consider providing more information on the following 
items either prior to a dialogue beginning or as part of an initial meeting: 

• Why does EPA think it is useful to have the proposed dialogue prior to issuance of the 
feasibility study for this site? 

• EPA needs to consider doing more to 'frame the discussion' or more clearly define the 
overall parameters of the dialogue. This is important in order for all parties to come to a 
dialogue with appropriately focused expectations. In the absence of clear and well
defined parameters, there is a chance the dialogue will lack the necessary focus for a 
positive and productive discussion. 

• EPA should share more of the Agency's thinking about the purpose and benefits of the 
proposed dialogue including the Agency's perspective on the benefits and incentives for 
parties to contribute their individual ideas and perspectives, regarding remedy selection 
for this site, before the feasibility study is issued. 

Regarding "timing" for a dialogue. The overall tone of the interviews suggests that if EPA can 
address these items, parties will want to participate in a dialogue regarding potential remedies 
for the Centredale site. If the Agency is prepared to address these items, it will be useful to 
move forward soon in order to build upon the parties' current interest in the dialogue, and to 
illustrate why the Agency has suggested that a dialogue occur prior to issuance of the FS. 

What issues should be discussed at a dialogue regarding potential remedies for the 
Centredale Manor site? 

Respondents offered a wide range of carefully considered technical and policy-related issues for 
EPA's consideration in this dialogue. These issues, as presented in this summary, can serve as 
a useful guide for moving forward with planning if the Agency pursues the proposed dialogue. 

To the extent possible, parties need to have a common understanding of what the technical 
data mean or at least know where questions remain if some of the technical data do not lead to 
clear conclusions. The parties desire for this type of "factual" information indicates how seriously 
parties view their responsibility as participants in the proposed dialogue. 
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Gathering together and presenting the type of information requested by respondents will likely 
require a significant effort by EPA project staff. If EPA does not feel this type of detailed 
technical information, with accompanying analysis and conclusions, is appropriate to the 
dialogue, it would be helpful to explain why. For example, if the Agency envisions more of a 
"values based" discussion rather than a discussion of technical facts and conclusions, as a 
basis for discussing potential remedies, then the Agency would want to clearly communicate 
this to participating parties. The most productive dialogue will require appropriate planning to 
ensure all parties have an appropriate set of expectations, and that all parties are able to come 
to the table well equipped to participate effectively. 

What format or structure [ie, process design] would be most appropriate for this 
dialogue? 

People are eager to partiGipate in a well-structured and focused dialogue but many will quickly 
leave the dialogue if they do not understand how the dialogue fits into the Agency's overall ROD 
decision process. Most respondents believe that a short series of meetings is what is required 
for the type of dialogue being proposed by EPA. Those interviewed do not want to partiCipate in 
a series of monthly meetings that last for an indeterminate length of time. They prefer to be 
engaged intensively over a reasonably short period of time. The interviews suggest that most 
people are prepared to participate for up to 1-1/2 days at each meeting because shorter 
meetings may not provide the quality of discussion that EPA and participants are looking for in a 
dialogue. 

EPA will want to consider innovative ways to engage the parties in a dialogue. Standard 
presentations or a meeting process that does not challenge people to think a bit outside of the 
box is likely to result in parties assuming more traditional "advocacy" roles during the 
discussions. This will likely not result in any new or different thinking about remedy selection for 
this site. 

Those interviewed are creative and thoughtful people with many good ideas about what will 
make a dialogue successful. Many of the parties have prior experience with Superfund actions. 
EPA would want to use this experience to help develop the specific process design for a 
dialogue. Several interesting ideas emerged from the interviews that suggest EPA might want to 
consider designing meeting(s) in such a way that parties who do not normally interact have a 
chance to work side-by-side on smaller parts of the larger discussion [ie, a remedy for this Site] 
in order to learn more about other parties' perspectives and ideas. 

More detailed ideas and suggestions could be offered in followup discussions with EPA project 
staff, and partiCipating parties, if EPA decides to move forward with this proposed dialogue. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

#1: 	 EPA should initiate followup conversations with organized interest groups and 
PRPs to determine if preliminary meetings with each group Oe. prior to a 
dialoguel might be useful 

The conversations and meetings suggested here provide an opportunity for EPA to address a 
variety of questions raised during the interviews that are unique to different constituent groups. 
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• EPA should consider a meeting with organized interest groups and elected officials prior 
to a dialogue to solicit ideas about how the Agency can ensure a full and robust public 
outreach effort once EPA has issued a feasibility study for this site. This meeting could 
also focus attention on how EPA plans to involve the public in the ROD process 
following the conclusion of the proposed dialogue. 

• EPA should consider a meeting [or conference call] with state and federal agency 
representatives in advance of a dialogue to talk about how each agency wants to 
participate. Agencies were not uniform in their thinking as to the role they want to play 
and how they might participate in the proposed dialogue. 

• EPA should consider contacting the PRPs to see if EPA can provide assistance in 
organizing a PRP meeting to address the several issues raised in the phone interviews 
that fall outside the concept of the proposed dialogue. 

#2: 	 EPA should decide whether or not to proceed to plan for a dialogue and 
communicate its decision to all those who were interviewed. 

After EPA has a chance to review this summary document, the project team and the facilitator 
should meet to discuss the conclusions and recommendations, and to discuss how EPA wants 
to proceed. If EPA feels the summary provides the information necessary to make a decision 
about proceeding with a dialogue, then EPA should notify parties what next steps will occur. 

If the project team feels they need more information from those interviewed, then EPA might 
want to contact the parties directly to hear more about the key questions raised during the 
interviews. Another option is for the Agency to move forward with the "preliminary" meetings 
suggested in #1 above and use these meetings as an opportunity to clarify and/or address 
some of the questions raised during the interviews, and to gauge the level of interest by those 
who might be asked to participate in a dialogue. 

#3 	 EPA should consider structuring a dialogue as a series ofmeetings 

If EPA decides to move forward with a dialogue, several ideas are outlined below to provide a 
general concept of how a dialogue might be structured. During meeting planning activities, 
these ideas would be described in more detail with input from EPA and the participating parties. 

• Meeting #1: An initial gathering might take the form of a meeting or informal workshop. 
The initial meeting could be designed to accomplish the following: 

• Agreement among participants on the goals, anticipated outcome, groundrules 
and procedures that might be useful for the dialogue 

• A shared set of expectations about what types of remedies are possible, and an 
understanding of how the results of the dialogue will be used by EPA 

• Establishment, by EPA, of the basic factual information [technical and policy 
related] regarding what is currently known about contamination at this site, etc. 

• Meeting #2: A second meeting should provide the opportunity for in-depth discussion, 
among all parties, regarding possible remedies for this site. The meeting could be 
designed to accomplish the following: 
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• Provide an opportunity for a full discussion of possible remedies with all parties 
able to freely discuss how each option might meet their needs and interests 

• Provide an opportunity for participants to "invent" or develop alternatives not 
currently under consideration by EPA - but within the overall parameters of what 
EPA says is required and possible at this site 

• Provide an opportunity for participants to identify key questions or items they feel 
EPA needs to address prior to selecting a preferred alternative 

• Meeting #3: 	 This meeting should provide all parties with a clear sense of what 
direction the Agency is moving regarding remedy selection for this site. Additionally, this 
meeting should confirm for participants how EPA will use their ideas and input from the 
dialogue. This final meeting might also focus attention on how the broader public could 
be engaged in decisions regarding a remedy for this site. 

Potential resource constraints and challenges related to the proposed dialogue 

EPA may want to consider several items that present potential challenges to planning and 
conducting a successful dialogue: 

• Resource constraints: It may take significant staff time to prepare for a dialogue meeting 
with time spent on developing information and background materials likely to take the 
greatest amount of time. EPA needs to consider if project staff are available to support 
these activities in addition to their ongoing project responsibilities. 

• Establishing a common base of information and understanding of this information: EPA 
needs to consider how best to confront the challenges of helping all participants come to 
a dialogue with a sufficient understanding of technical data and conclusions in order to 
meaningfully participate. EPA needs to consider how many of the questions raised 
during the interviews have sufficiently clear and specific answers that they can be 
addressed for the parties either before or during the dialogue. This includes setting 
appropriate expectations for participants about what is possible at this site by focusing 
on what is important to address and what is possible technically and financially. 

• 	 Ensuring adequate resources are available for all parties to participate effectively. Some 
parties are concerned they may not be able to "compete" with the technical knowledge 
and sophistication of other participating parties. This concern needs to be addressed so 
that all parties feel they can be effective participants. 
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Elected officials 

US Senator Jack Reed 
One Exchange Terrace - Room 408 
Providence, RI 02903 
Attn: Nancy Langrall 
Ph: 401 528-5200 

US Senator Lincoln Chafee 
170 Westmiflister Street - Suite 1100 
Providence, RI 02903 
Attn: Tim Mooney 
Ph: 401 453-5294 

State Senator Polisena 
52 Lakeshore Dr. 
Johnston, RI 02919 
Ph: 401 949-3119 

A. Ralph Mollis, Mayor 
Town of North Providence 
2000 Smith Street 
North Providence, RI 02911 
Ph: 401 232-0900 

William R. Macera, Mayor 
City of Johnston 
Johnston Town Hall 
1385 Hartford Ave. 
Johnston, RI 02919 
Ph: 401 351-6618 



Government agency representatives 

Robert R. Vanderslice 
RI Dept. of Public Health 
Environmental Health Risk Assessment 
Three Capitol Hill - Room 208 
Providence, RI 02908 
Ph: 401 222-4948 EXT - 2103 

Louis R. Maccarone II, Engineer 
RI Dept. of Environmental Management 
Office of Waste Management 
235 Promenade SAtreet - Suite 380 
Providence, RI 02908 
Ph: 401 222-2797 EXT 7142 

Kenneth Finkelstein 
NOAA Resource Trust Delegate 
clo EPA Region 1 
1 Congress Street HIO 
Boston, MA 02114 
Ph: 617 918-1499 

Ken Munney 
US Fish and Wildlife Resource Trust Delegate 
New England Field Office - USFWS 
US DOl 
70 Commercial Street - Suite 300 
Concord, NH 03301-5087 
Ph: 603 223-2541 EXT 19 

Andrew Raddant 
Natural Resource Damage Trustee 
US DOl 
408 Atlantic Ave. - Room 142 
Boston, MA 02210 
Ph: 617-223-8565 

Bill Sweet 
ATSDR 
via email 
Ph: 617 918-1490 

Organized interest groups 

Roland Mergener 
North Providence Conservation Commission 
24 Oak Grove Blvd. 
North Providence, RI 02911 
Ph: 401 353-3640 



Jenny Pereira 
WRWC 
532 Kinsley Ave. 
Providence, RI 02909 
Ph: 401 861-9046 

Jane Sherman 
Providence Plan 
532 Kinsley Ave. 
Providence RI 02909 
Ph: 401 861-3313 

Johanna Hunter 
River Navigator 
via email 
Ph: 617918-1041 or 617331-9050 EXT. 13 

Eugenia Marks 
Audubon Society of RI 
12 Sanderson Rd. 
Smithfield, RI 02917 
Ph: 401 949-5454 

Michael Milito 
RI Housing and Mortgage Finance Corp. 
44 Washington Street 
Providence, RI 02903-1721 
phone: 401 457-1173 
FAX: 401 457-1136 

Michael Merrill 
NRCS [Dept. of Agriculture] 
60 Quaker Lane - Suite 46 
Warwick, RI 02886 
Ph: 401 822-8841 

Paul McElroy 
Save the Bay 
188 Urban Ave. 
N. Providence, RI 02904 
Ph: 401 723-0504 



Potentially responsible Parties Mailing List: 

• 	 Laurie Burt, Esq. [Centredale Manor Associates] 
Foley Hoag LLP 
155 Seaport Blvd. 
Boston, MA 02210-2600 
Ph: 617832-1000 
FAX: 832-7000 

• 	 David N. Scotti, PG [contractor for the 4 major PRPs] 
Loureiro Engineering Associates 
100 Northwest Drive 
Plainville, CT 06062 
Ph: 860 410-2976 

• 	 Jill A Tracy, Assistant Counsel [American Mineral Spirits Company] 
Unocal 
376 South Valencia Ave. 
Brea, CA 92823 
Ph: 714577-3542 
FAX 985-7542 

• 	 Colburn [Coke] T. Cherney [Brook Village Assoc. LLP] 
Ropes and Gray 
One Metro Center 
700 12th Street, NW - Suite 900 
Washington, DC 20005-3948 
Ph: 202508-4614 
FAX 508-4650 

• 	 Howard Castleman [Brook Village Associates ] 
Murtha Culina Roche Carens and DeGiacomo 
99 High Street 
Boston, MA 02110 
Ph: 617457-4000 
FAX: 482-3868 

• 	 Jean Warshaw [Ciba Specialty Chemicals Corp.] 
177 East 87th Street, Suite 201 C 
New York, NY 10128 
Ph: 212 722-2240 
FAX: 722-2284 

• 	 David Graham [CNA Holdings] 
Kauffman and Canoles, PC 
4801 Courthouse St. - Suite 300 
Williamsburg, VA 23188 
Ph: 757 259-3855 



FAX: 259-3838 


• 	 Ms. Willette A. DuBose, Sr. Legal Assistant [Conoco-Phillips Co.] 

ConocoPhillips Co. Legal - ML 1116 

600 North Dairy Ashford 

Houston, TX 77079 

Ph: 281 293-6952 


• 	 Steven L. Slagel, Esq. ConocoPhillips 
Legal Dept. - BOB/S258 
1400 Park Ave. 
Linden, NJ 07036 

• 	 Steven M. Mcinnis, Esq. Cranston Print Works Co. 

38 Bellevue Ave. 

Newport, RI 02840 

Ph: 401 841-8480 

FAX: 841-8555 


• 	 Knox L. Haynsworth, III, Esq. [Crown-Metro Inc.] 

Brown, Masses, Evans McLeod and Haynsworth, LLC 

PO Box 2464 

Greenville, SC 29602 

Ph: 864271-7424 

FAX: 242-6469 


• 	 Barry S. Shepard, President Eastern Color and Chemical Co. 

35 Livingston Street 

Providence, RI 02904 

Ph: 401 331-9000 

FAX: 331-2155 


• 	 Jerome I. Maynard, Esq [Eli Lilly and Co,] 

Dykema Gossett Rocks Pitts PLLC 

10 S, Wacker Street - Suite 2300 

Chicago,IL 60606 

Ph: 312627-2185 

FAX: 627-2302 


• 	 Jerome C. Muys, Jr., Esq. [Emhart Industries, Inc.] 

Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman LLP 

3000 K Street, NW - Suite 300 

Washington, DC 20007-5116 

Ph: 202424-7547 

FAX: 424-7643 


• 	 Warren Anthony Fitch, Esq. [Emhart Industries] 

Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman LLP 

Ph. 202 424-7695 




• 	 Stuart R. Deans, Esq. 
Robinson and Cole LLP 
Financial Centre 
695 East Main Street 
PO Box 10305 
Stamford, CT 06904-2304 
Ph: 203462-7500 
FAX: 203462-7599 

• 	 Michael Donegan, Esq 
Donegan and Associates 

[New England Container Co.] 

[Organic Dyestuffs Corp.] 

940 Quaker Lane - Suite 2009 

Warwick, RI 02818 

Ph: 401 641-2800 


• 	 Mark Kalpin, Esq. [Refinity Corp.] 
Hale and Dorr 
60 State Street 
Boston, MA 02109 
Ph: 617526-6176 

• 	 Gregory L. Benik, Esq. [Sequa Corp.] 
Holland and Knight LLP 
One Financial Plaza - Suite 1800 
Providence, RI 02903 
Ph: 401 751-8500 
FAX: 553-6850 

• 	 Richard A. Sherman, Esq. [The Original Bradford Soap Works, Inc] 
Edwards and Angell, LLP 
2800 Financial Plaza 
Providence, RI 02903 
Ph: 401 276-6513 
FAX: 276-6611 

• 	 Mr. David F. Yopak Director of Environmental Health and Safety 
Teknor Apex Co. 
505 Central Ave. 
Pawtucket, RI 02861-1900 
Ph: 401 725-8000 
FAX: 725-8095 


	RETURN TO ROD AR INDEX

