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The purpoi:;.):! o:l:' this i:l .ocument is to list and respond to
recent: concerns voiced 'by the 'Towns of Acushnet and Fairhaven in
regards to the EPA '' s proposed remedy for phase 2 of the. Super fund
oleani;i;p :l:'or New Bedford Harbor,, The. concerns are listed first in
bolded italics, followed by the EPA"s response.

A., Town of itoushnet c:o]:].i:M;!:i"]t]i!;i

1, T'ho .l!"(f=id[i:=!:!"!;i.;i. KPA J:i,!iis ;i.,!S!ii/'s that pra±d.b.i.t the s tonga of
\mnitfo,i\it.&(S li:o;!i'ic: wa^te. to Im a tor&d for no longer thmr.\ one yef.\.r,
What will this moa.n,, that onco i!i:j;|,!:i.iir]! tho E'PM will. <::;l'i i;i.i;i<:)re the Imr
to sv.ite (sic) the'Lr ne*eds f.md mot t:aji:e into caMMideratia.n the±r
own law iii'J:i.]i.c',ll] was [:!«f=!'i*ri!=!l i:)j:)<!;«:if to protect the pu.bl.ic?

The "law1" referrei:! to in this comment is actually not a lave,
but a s upport ing regulation of tne federal Toxic Substance
Control Act fTSCA) , That regulation (40 CFR 761. (55 (a) ) requires
that ,!;!i!;!i!!!|[!!!ili3i;:!;;.iaLJL £[}i£:iJ[JJiijy[:J[L which peed to store PCBs prior to
disposal limit the storage period to one year or less. Another
TSCA regulation (40 CFR 760,. 60 (a) (5) )i more specifically addresses
the disposal of dredi^ed Iiateri.!'!.!!: containing E'CBs. Thii-i
regulation allows-! for the disposal of PCB -contaminated dredged
material, in one of three ways ••• either in an incinerator,, in a
chemical waste landfill,, or with an alternate disposal method,
approved by the EPA's Regional Adiinriilstrator, which provides
adequate protection to health and the environment:, To make this
finding of adequate protection,, the regulation also requires that
other applicable Agency guidelines,, criteria and regulations be
considered, The Record of Decision for this remedy will identify
those guide lines „ cr iter la and regulat ions which are '"appl icable
or relevant and appropriate1" to this remedy and will identify how
they will be met or, if not, the reason :l:o:r not: meeting them.

proposed CDF-based remedy falls under the third
disposal category listed above for the TliJCA dredged material
regulation,, because incineration or a chemical waste landfill is
not reasonable or appropriate for the phase 2 remedy,. EPA has
presented the oasis for its findings that CDFs are protective o:l:
public health and the environment numerous times at the Fori.un,,
and will again present those reasons in the Proposed Plan and
Record of Decision for this remedy. Thus,, EPA by no means has
'"changed the law to suit our needs,"1 as charged in the above
comment..

Aceortf.Lng to the EPA'' a map and explanation CDF IB w.i.'Ll
i[!i.!i:i!: i;i.J. j/ 1700 feet long and 200 to 400 feet wide stretching

:Li:ito i!:.!:iis;( jriure;r .l!ieJ:i.]hri:dr the A&ro\fO'.it' Corp.. This jsiiê i.n.i:: that there is



•EH i=!-tjcong dlftvioB that we the Gi.t:iss&iK? of Aerostatst will l!»e
 
at a wall 8 feet a.bove high tide which will look like smother
 
ihiMxricane dllte,. Ifil'e are also concerned that once thefte CDF's are
 
toullli: that Acftistatel!: will J!ooss> ifsicj a number of important
 
fowtage of our wet lf.md.K- which have been the. homes and breed:Lng
 
grounds of Mmdrsd's of rear feic) water fowl which ham?, returned
 
to OUT ,sJ;io:i"Ei,s j!,n: the ['.Luist) several years.. Could! you please cjrivpe
 
u,s the ,!i;cle.nl!:.;i..i!r.i[c study that shows the d:L^piac&9e.\'At of 'the water
 
level a to the Acushnet banks o.ff "the river? And the overall
 
i'liipac'E: to the wildlife and natwrail beauty that we have been
 
working for dun-ing this clean: up?
 

To take these coitiments in the order given, the conceptual
 
design of CDF IB measures 1630 feet at its longest, and. 345 feet
 
at its widest (although the MOST the CDF would, jut into the river
 
is about 315 feet) . The proposed height is - as stated. - S feet
 
above high tide,, ]:>ut it is inappropriate to compare this to the
 
hurricane dike,. At 1.7.6 feet above high tide, the hurricane dike
 
is over twice as high as the proposed CDF! A comparison to the
 
existing hot spot CDF is somewhat more appropriate in terms of
 
height, but at 1.2,. (3 feet above high tide, even the hot spot CDF
 
is raiore than half-again higher than CDF IB,,
 

Furthermore, the EPA and Corps of Engineers believe that the
 
surface of the slopes of the ""in--water"1 berm above the high tide
 
level could be constructed in a way that nix:ESS vegetation in
 
amongst the protective stone. This would be done to provide a
 
surface which is more aesthetically pleasing and perhaps more
 
valuable as ha.bltat. The surface of the be inn''s slope below the
 
high tide level would in time become covered with marine flora,
 
so that it too would become more natural in appearance. As for
 
the top plateau of the CDF, the digitally-enhanced picture
 
generated for EPA by Ebasco (see Forum posters) gives one a. sense
 
of how natural-look ing this top area, could look as well.
 

In terms of any impact!:: CDF IB might have in changing the
 
water levels in the Acushnet wetla.nds,, two sets of technical
 
calculations exist which illustrate that CDF IB will not disrupt
 
normal water levels in the rivEsr., The first set, which is part
 
of a 1987 Flood! Plain. AssessmEsnt performed by the Corps of
 
Engineers,, concludes that, in the event of a. major stooi large
 
enough to activate the hurricane barrier, CDF IB would cause
 
additional flooding of less than one inch in elevation,. (Mote
 
that this conclusion is biased high since the assessment used a
 
much larger footprint for CDF IB than currently proposed.)
 

The second set of calculations was done just: recently in
 
response to the concerns voiced by Acushnet in this regard,. This
 
prel iraiinary assessment, considered the cross -sect: iona1 arsas of
 
river flow at. two different points along CDF IB (see the attached
 
nap), using conditions of both bEsfore and after CDF construction.,
 
The poster-si ;?:e .11 lustrations of these two cross -se rations
 



developed, for the Forum was used to calculate the various areas
 
within the C:TOSS-sections. The purpose of this effort was to
 
c ouipax e the cross-sect iona.l area or vertical plane (measured in
 
square feet) through which the river water now flows to the
 
OTOSS-sectional area, through which it will flow after the river
 
is dredged and the CDF constructed.
 

The two transect locations were used since the cross-

sectional areas within the river change as the shorelines weave
 
in and out, In. addition, the cross-sect ion<:i1 areas were
 
calculated using both high and low tide conditions,, so that a
 
total of eight C:TOSS™ sectional areas were calculated (two cross-

sections,, high, and low tide,, before and after CDF IB), The
 
underlying premise is that if the cross-sectional areas after the
 
CDF is constructed are greater than or eq[ual to 'the. areas before
 
CDF construction,, then the river flow will not be "'choked off" or
 
diverted,, and the overall tidal levels in the harbor will
 
determine the water level in the wetlands. In other words,, if
 
the CDF were to inhibit the flow of water, it is assumed that the
 
water would tend to '"flood" the low-lying wetlands., This is a
 
conservative approach since even if the cross-'Sectional areas
 
were lower after construct ion ir the water could move at a faster
 
velocity through that area in order to move the sane aniount of
 
water through, (One local example of this process is ait the
 
severe constrictions at the Coggeshall Street and Route 195
 
bridges,)
 

These <::a Iculat ions indll cate that the1 cross -sect iona1 area s
 
after CDF IB construction will typically be GREATER than before
 
construction. This is due to the fact that 2 feet of sediment
 
will be removed during the remedial, dredging operations. Given
 
the under lying pre:mlse of the analysis,, this indicates that the
 
water levels will HOT be impacted by the CDFs . The results are
 
suuraarifted below:
 

Before CDF IB after CDF IB 

Section A-A" at high tide
Section A-A' at low tide

 34CH ft<!

 361 ft2
 3706 
 1326 ft2 

Section B-li!" at. high tide
Section B-B' at low tide

 3225 ft2

 478 ft2
 3011 ft2 

 1237 

The one set of conditions where the area after CDF
 
construction is slightly lower than before construction is for
 
the high tide condition at section l:i-B' . Three issues need to be
 
noted in conjunction with this; to illustrate why impacts are net
 
expected in the wetlands., First,, as brought up at the recent Sea
 
Change expert panel session,, the '"topography"1 of the river bottom
 
will be more elliptical in nature after dredging (see the cross-

section poster), which will allow for greater flow than the flat-

like topography before dredging due to less '"friction loss"1,,
 
Second,, the wide disparity for the low tide numbers for section
 



B-B' (478 f •!::•'• versus 1237 ft* } indicate that only at peak high
 
tide will the before and after areas be similar. Third,, as
 
mentioned above,, the conservative nature of this approach adds
 
additional factors of safety to the analysis (again,, tfalnJc of the
 
Coiggeshall. Street and Route 195 bridges) .
 

The final point to Bake on this issue is that during the
 
detailed design phase of the cleanup effort,, the potential for
 
hydraulic impacts on the river from the CDF !:!:S....<;l!&!!lJ:C[]!;!!lli<;L will be
 
assessed in greater detail than this preliminary analysis., This
 
additional assessment will be performed to ensure that CDF 113
 
will NOT have impacts on the Acushnet wet lands,. The local
 
community will be invited to foe fully involved in this design
 
process.,
 

The last question brought up in Acushnet '';••; comment $2 asked
 
about the overall impact to wildlife and "'natural beauty"1 from
 
the proposed remedy. The bottom line is that the overall impacts
 
to the harbor ecosystem, including the wetlands, would be very
 
beneficial,. The contaminated sediment would be sequestered or
 
isolated, in the various CDFs,, and thus the benthic habitat
 
throughout the river would foe tremendously improved. This in
 
turn would mean that seduient-dlMelling species and the food chain
 
based on these species would not bioaccumulate high levels of
 
PCI:is,, and that PCB inputs from sediment to the water column would
 
foe drastically reduced. Eventually a reduction in area ™w idle fish
 
tissue PCBs is expected to a degree where the fishing ban could
 
foe reversed. In terms of aesthetic effects from the remedy, the
 
proposal calls for a 50 ppm action level in the wetlands,, rather
 
than a 10 ppm action level, t.c minimize destruction of these
 
valuable areas. Furthermore,, those areas of wetlands which would
 
require dredging would be replanted as close as possible to> pre­
dred.ging cond iti cms .,
 

3.. The. Town of :f\cnsh.n&t .is hnprov&ng cmr land and!
 
J:iea>u i: ](' and! we need to .inforwt you.,, (the EPA) that w® are not ,ml.l
 
tmppy with tjae present proposal and .]i.ns.:Lijri: thmt all alternatives
 
no mat tar horn' costly or t:Lme coms'mn±ng they jnayte |['s:i!c'jl ,,, .he
 
looted .i!.ri:i!:ci (so l!:J;i.!i:i!: ,1 when the ^[cmyhnet Rive.r is once again
 
:i:>i!!n!:~u.i:'j!]i<f!idf lE:ic:> its prixt.ine conAitlon we w.ill he a.s,&ured that our
 
.l!ri:i i!: i.i.i:1*!-! ijrî .n̂ i.i-.-nti-ci.i;!;!;: nr.:L.l!..l! .l:ii!=i aJblB to look over the .I:M!v e.r ,:iiiri!:l see
 
naturail hww.ty and not p.i.les of stone or -steel frmmed CDFs,.
 

As explained in previous EPA reisponses to Forum concerns,
 
many other alternatives WEI?!:!:! considered for the phase 2 cleanup
 
plan., Over 100 different approaches and technologies were
 
initially inventoiriedl andl evaluated. The August 1990 Feasibility
 
!•> tudly ('whioh Ciiuni be. found in thi-i NGM Bedford W:i.l);:es Branch
 
library) is 'the. best source for ai detailed discussion of these
 
other alternatives. The CDF-'foased. proposed! re:med.y is preferred
 
by EPA because it offers both protective ness MID cost-

effectiveness., As discussed at the October 2!:>,, 19955 Font
 



meet.! ,ngf other remedl as 1 .nvol :v :i.ingr treatment of the contaml nated
 
sediments would require in the range of $200 to $400 million just
 
for treatment, For perspective,, these costs are about the same
 
a®; EPA's ENTIRE budget for Suj rfund cleanups NATIONWIDE for one
 
to two years,, And even if a. treatment process were employed, the:
 
sane amount (or more) o:l: CDF disposal volume would be required
 
since the: treated sediments would have residual levels of
 
'[::oinit.a:m inat loin, prese nt.,
 

In terns of what people will see when they look across the
 
river,, the discussion above for comment \\-2 describes that CDF IB
 
will actually be much lower than people generally perceive, and
 
that every effort, will be made to keep it as natural, looking as
 
possible,. One would certainly not see steel bulSheading at CDF
 
ill), Again, people concerned about the aesthetics of CDF IB are
 
referred to the photo-anhanced aerisal vLew op it. to get a. batter
 
sense of how it could ultimately look., *
 

:i. ,. Covild we see all cost oa't:L\\\a<t&s a.ssocLSI tori w.ith CDFx and the
 
i;j«!=!.i"is[ii:i.i:iej;[ I;: storage, of PCBs .B.lo.ng the shore,, :Lnc.l 'udjijtitg ,!ji.i;tj[]!i:i 1-1 J
 
monitoring coata,, broken out Ln d&t,mil? The. i!;';!"i;!,[iiJi:i:irc*ii':i:i
 
not'.& iii'j:i(!:i1;:.l̂e.i" i-!'i:icJ:i oo&t Lit-'-ted .'hiv ,K\ on&—t..iine or ,i:i.i:t;[][i:i:i!i J!
 
w±\eth&\- it would oc:'i::'i;i.i:- mll!:J;i i!i.i:ii:;i I;;!'] i;!.i:- all!:e;nri!:itln''e(, ,<.\int:\ when ife.,i;r,.(,
 
;iii<::>][]ii!::.l'!/';j/i==(/=i.]!-(l i==!i:i c:.!:i expense .is e.]i:;|:ii»ic:'i!:i[;!i:if I[M;I occur.,
 

The: attached cost estimate for EPA''s preferred remedy
 
provides the requested level of detail regarding CD I:'
 
construction , dredging , water treatment , OOI (operations and
 
maintenance) and annual monitoring costs. The bottom line, total
 
present, worth cost of this estimate is just over $40 million,.
 
Hcweveit: ,, it. should Ibei noted 'tlti.a.t this cost estimate iiiri:ii=i ][:i:t:'e jp !;L:I"I;M:|
 
in March 1993, and that •••• based on lessons learned from the hot
 
spot dredging - costs would likely be greater than this current
 
estimate,, Costs would! also te greater thain this estimate if a.
 
different arrangement of CDFs were used other them CDF's 1, IB and
 
7,. Once consensus for the phase 2 cleanup plan is developed at:
 
the Forum, I:!PA intends to updated this cost: estimate to more
 

Regarding the difference between one-tiraie and annual costs
 
for the proposed remedy, two line items on the attached cost
 
estimate represent the costs for ainnual activities. These two
 
activities are CDF OlitM and en.viroraiieiri.taI monitoring. These two
 
annual costs TOTALED over :K) yeaxs were estimated to be about
 
$6,7 million ($0, 9m and $5. ,8m, rei-ipectively) ., Total capital
 
costs were estimated to be $33,,4 million (i;i:i::i.4 + $6,7 ~ $40.1
 
mil lion) ,. On an annua.1 basis,, it is currently estimated that CDF
 
OffiM costs would be approximately $79,000 per year (total for all
 
three CDFs,) , and that the enviroranental monitoring costs would be
 
about $37:1,000 per year,. As explained in previous Forum
 

http:en.viroraiieiri.ta


responses,, the state Is responsible for these costs once the CDFs
 
ana deemed to be Wl1 operational and "functional"1.
 

The comment also asks whether these costs would be required
 
with other alternatives. The short answer is yes, unless the
 
11 mon itor ing-'on ly" a Iter native were selected „ .1 n which ca se there
 
would not be CDFs or other remedial components (e.,g, „ underwater
 
caps) to> build or maintain., For exainple, if any of the
 
alternatives involvlng sediment treatment werei selected,, CDFs,,
 
dredging,, water treatment,, CDF Olffl,, and an environmental
 
monitoring program would still foe reguired above and beyond the
 
$200 to $400 million for treatment., For more detailed
 
information about the estimated costs of other alternatives,, the
 
1990 Efoasco Feasibility Study and the January 1992 Proposed Plan
 
should foe consulted (both of. these documents are located in the
 
New Bedford l/!r:i. Ikes lilran oh 1,1 torary ]i .,
 

2, PI ei-i ,se roriH'ari:)' ,a copy of 'the cost mu\.lys.is (,mnd .its
 
assi;ijinj:it:io.n.isj that was oampJEeted to determine that pe
 
starage using CDFs was a JIIIO.OTS cost•••effective method for our PCB
 
j:iro.Dleiin than treating or e.l ijiiLiLntatijcig lircniediate.l!y using a. proven
 
technology (.include, the smne ds>t:s,i.l ax aJbovejl .. The giutestion was
 
as'lt'i-icl at a Forum meet.ingt, and .it was stated1 that treat.ing was not
 
a co,!St"-e;(!jf'ectiwe solution,.
 

When comparing costs of the proposed CHF-based remedy to
 
other alternatives involving some kind of permanent treatment, it
 
is, again,, important to remember that CDFs (and CDF OHM) would
 
still be required., This is because the treated sediments would
 
still have residual levels of contamination present. A disposal
 
'"'home'" would still be required for the ten football fields or
 
Biore (each piled 25 feeit high) of treated p>hase: 2 sediments,,
 

One simplified approach to comparing costs is to add the
 
costs of the treatment '"step"11 to the estimate for the proposed
 
remedy without treatment,. i!i,ssuming that about 608,,GOO cubic
 
yard!-! (cy) would require trearbinent (using the proposed cleanup
 
level;!;),, and that each cubic yard weighs about 1.45 tons, it is a
 

process to estimate treatment costs on a per-ton basis.
 
l!PA''s experience at: other Superfund sites,, the unit costs
 

for treatment could easily foe in the $200 to $500 per ton range,
 
if not greater,, depending on tlhie technology used.. Thus the co>sts
 
JUST for treatment, could range between $176 to $441 million,, if
 
not. greater (e.g.,,, 608,000 cy x 1 ,,45 tons/cy x $200/ton •••-­
$1.76 million). Again,, this amount of funding would require EF'A's
 
ENTIRE budget for Superfund cleanups NATIOWWIDE for one to two
 
years,,
 

question of whether the CDF--based proposed remedy without
 
sediment treatment is fully protective of human health and the
 

http:mu\.lys.is


envj.ronment., Based on extensive analysis of this question,,
 
includi,n.g won-it -case laboratory 1 eaching stuudl es,, the
 
governiiental agencies involved with this site conclude that the
 
CDF-based remedy I!!i protective,, Moreover, this conclusion was
 
echoed by the iridependent expert panel recently convened l:»;s;r Sesi
 
Change,, Inc.. to assist the Porun with these difficult issues.,
 

alternatives available Feasibility Study
 
the Hi Ikes Branch Library. •Estimates
 
other final alternatives,
 

Proposed Flan, is attached,, Using the labeling system fro:m this
 
cost summary,, the currently proposed remedy is a combination of.
 
EST/UIB--3 ($108 million) aind' aw-iil ($33 million),.
 

3» Hi: is any understanding from the. d.L&cuss.ioms ,mt. the. ]!;'O>.IE"I;[JEII
 
;iin!=(ii=!-!;i.i:i<:;fji;: that tho interenyt (('.l!Jt"o;in the harbor swttl&wt&nt) is
 
cre.dit<c:d to the general ii!'i;ip.ŝ î ru.ncif account. I'i'c;* !:!,!:n::i!:i:li:l' .fitl::;!::i;i.i]ipli: to
 
correct this i!!'i.i:ii::i!;( ill: .is the ffam® as not getting any :Lnto.rest at
 
all.,
 

correct in so far as the interest from the
 
iilloca.ted for site cleanup work does not gel.
 

credited specifically to the site. During the appeal stage of
 
the settlement, about $2 million in interest WM> collected for
 
site cleanup work, but agency rules regarding sett.lenient interest
 
prohibit this from continuing once the settlement is finalized.,
 
JWore detailed information on the settlement amounts are contained
 
in a handlo'ut provided to the Forum at the 9/5/95 meeting., Note,
 
however, that that handout incorrectly states that the $20.1
 
million natural resource damage (W'RD) settlement acommt d.oes not
 
receive interest:: all of the H"I;!I> settlement mo>nies, as opposed
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NEW BED FORD HARBOR 

DREDGE ESTUARY © 10 ppm ,!l. LOWER HARBORJBAY ® 50 ppirni
 
SHORELINE SEDIMENT DISPOSAL IN CDIF:!! 1, lilt) <!!t 7
 

ACTIVITY COST , . 

A. Or 
I!!. I/Vail®!-Treatment $3,731,000 
C. GDI"Coiri'slnudioni $14,231,000 

II. INDIRECT COSTS 
A. H ..... iltl-i iic Bakity (@ ^%\ , 

[AcMi ......: A, K & C]
 
B, UKJ.EI!, Aclrniinlslralioni,
 

Piarnnrlting (© &%) 
C, 
0, $2256,000 

Ccinistruction (© 1IO%| 
$3,304,000 

INDIRECT COST $10,378,000 

SUBTOTAL COST $32,937,000 

TOTAL CAFITALCOST :|i39,524,()<)0 

6«M COSTS (CDFa)!,-; ;„ ^  ; % Ĥ| 
•: •' |'p|(J ii«:ii'il. ̂ i/orlih' (iii) !;•'!« loir ::i()' ̂ Ei.iiirs inpofiliiiMnplijiiiliiin) 

a , ••  J 
f t A ^^mKftl^'>> * 

ift'liDMITOFII NG: PFiOGiN AIM (pnS'SjiEiint wn\h (jjii !!i'!i! 
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ll/l'H OF MASSAC HIUSETT!! 

TOWN OF AC USENET 
1122 MAJIN STREET 

OI'IFIC K Of THE 

BOARD OF SELECTMEN 
TlBUKraONE ISH) 99IJ--B20I] 

November 2.8, 1995 

TO: New Bedford Harbor SuperiliiKi. JForinm 

FROM: Board of Sdecimal 

Dear F'orni in Members: 

I t is not witlionl. reservation Una I we write Unis letleir. For the last 18 rao'tnllns OK so, 
our PCB Town Flepicesemlative and ourEloardlbave always take in a sttonig stand agaiinsit 
line Future: of the Acuslnniel. River beiitig dotted with dike like CDF's. After several 
me!:hugs and Siib-CoinmitteeEi tliat our 'town Representative, (Roland £ Pepin) has been 
involved in, he IKB cointimiiedto keep us imp 1o par on what has and is trainspiring in 
regards to tlie CDF issae and the deaiti up ol:tlie river, etc. 

After line Sea Change itneeHrijE" of November 14, 1995, Mr. Pepiin a<siked the Board 
of Selectmen lo wali;!, all televised programs on ow: local ca.bh: channel lliat aired dming 
line week of NoiveiBber 2iO,, 1995. All iirei! Sdeclniari viewed this program ithat was; vay 
educatioiiiiiil. The Eloard of Selectrnein melt wilth IVIir. Pepin on November 2,7,, 1995,, at 
wlb.ic'b time hie .asked oi;n: opinilon of Ilie pro;[!;rai:[]i and hcrw we as a EkKird lelltt relative lo 
CDF's? After a. brief discussion, it wm tines wmscsnsus ol:'thi: Board lib at we wouild 
"Toilerale the: CDF's. Wi'lli the unidcrrstaciiLdJinjE; thai there be wording in tine recoird of 
decision (ROD II.) llia't in llhc fiiture i f a proven tedunol ogy is di sco'v era! that won Id be 
able to treat the large arnoual of dredged malerial and destroy llie PCB "s and oilier toxic 
•material I Inal the Fesdesral Gfo'veintuunent or EPA reopein the: (ROD) and treal this toxic 
was te wi lib out delay.'' 
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Tin:; cilJne r issue at hanid i,s> the AcuisliJiie I Board of Selectmen o n.1yr .agiee to 
Tolerate CDF'si Eislon^ as Uic .ilnore and waters, o f the To wn o f Araslun e t a.n: inot 
consiideral lor any CDF'si. We feel Una I all CDF si should be on Line, New Bedfoni side of 
the Acushiiet Ibver am! liarbor a si (lie river was polluted by induistry localed in 111 i si Ciry. 

ere.v,,iilnnasrej.v

Pelcr W. Kaczera <•'-"' 

PCB Repiea.eiatal.ive 
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