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Uity of Camhbridge

22.

IN CITY COUNCIL
December 14, 1998

COUNCILLOR TOOMEY
COUNCILLOR BORN
COUNCILLOR DAVIS

VICE MAYOR GALLUCCIO
COUNCILLOR REEVES
COUNCILLOR TRIANTAFILLCU

ORDERED: That the Cambr-idge City Council urge the City Manager to instruct the Commissioner
of Inspectional Services Department to take any legally possible action to deny or
withhold any building permit for, or to undertake any informal review of, any
construction proposed for the so-called Com/Energy site until the serious environmental
concerns expressed in the enclosed letter, dated November 24, 1998 from John Felix,
Deputy Regional Director, Department of Environmental Protection, Bureau of
Waste/Site Cleanup (and MEPA Review Coordinator), are completely resolved.

In City Council December 14, 1998.
Adopted by the affirmative vote of nine members.
Attest:- D. Margaret Drury, City Clerk.
A true copy; ‘

ATTEST:- Q. Mw‘fw‘b . mfmﬁ

D. Margaret Drury - 7+ .,
City Clerk
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION Loy
METRQPOLITAN BOSTON « NORTHEAST REG(ONAL OFF(CS

ARGZ0 PAUL CELLUCCH . ) TRCDY COX:
" Governar : Secreury
DAVID 8. $TRUHS
Commictlansr
November 24, 1936
Trudy Coxe, 3ecretary RE: Cambridge/DEIR
Executive Office of Cambridge Research Park
Environmencal Affairs DEYR/EOEA #11657

100 Cambridge Street
Boston, MA 02202

Attn. ME?A Unit

Cear Secretary Coxe:

The Department of Environmental Protection Northeast Regionail
Gzfice has reviewed the Draft BIR submitted by Lyme Properties, LLC
to construct a mixed-use urban development complex :in Cambridge
consigting of life sciences regearch and office gpace; residential
uaits, retail space, and a hotel (EOEA #11657) .

Water Supply:

Section 23.2.2 of tha Draft EIR projects water use at the
proposed complex of approximately 206,18¢ gpd. This is almost a
70t increage in water usage from the estimate in the ENF (140,600
gpc) . In addition, the DEIR states that the Cambridge Water
Departmant is concerned that the 6-inch water main. in Linskey Way
and Second Street can handle the project’'s pressure, flow, and
wacer quality requirements. It is unclear whether their concerns
are baged on the 140,600 gpd or 206,180 god data. If the former,
the projected increaase in ugage to 206,180 gpd will almest
certainly strain the existing system. The project proponent should
explain and justify the increase in usage and what mitigation
measures can be taken to handle or reduce the demand.

Eg;Langs :

The Certificate asks the project proponent to provide a plan
delineating all resource areas and whether or not the local
Conservation Commiseion agrees with the delineation. The proponent
does provide plans with the DEIR but only Bordering Land Subject to
Flooding has been identified (on the PEMA map) . None of the other
resource areas including Land Under Water and Riverfront Area
(there is no BVW) are delineated. The Cartificate also asks for
options to avoid or minimize the wetlands impactg., The DEIR doas

2062 Loweli S+ Wilmington, Massachusetts 01897 FAX (N78) 681-7818 o Taeghone (678) 681-7800 « TDO ¢ (7€) 681-TETV
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parking .garage.” “Tynidally, .;,}Bzi:qvnﬂp.léniés‘é"aave’lbmm::9:.‘,’"as.x;cb
highly contamlnated &iced would ‘.':’.lfct,géés‘ to tinimlze che diirtptish

! ; L orpl to mindnd ze the disriptisn
Of V&gt amounts of hard-to-manage Sortamipared myterial while atill
meeting “Chapter. A1B'8 ‘goal "of “achjeving ™ ‘eondition ‘of ‘“fio
_ngnijg_ichn't_‘riskf‘,‘ PR

. The ) @ constructiofr ‘propgsal is extremely
ambitious due to the pregenve of highly copf \@%cu_.ngl:f‘ad aite 8oils and
groundwdter, not to mention . the presance - of deep lenies of
discrete, oily coal tax régidudls. Off-site ‘disposal” or’ reusa
options for highly contaminated soils are 1imited. ‘The process of
managing the contaminated media at this “sita, particularly
contaminated groundwater, will be vary difficult, not as much due’
to the technology finvolvéd. but more dusé to the vast amounts of
highly;contaminated.matarxal_CQ_bgﬁmgpaged. . The project also has
significant workaer health and safety concerns as well the potential
for localized air quality impacts during construccion and possible
iong terwm fmpacts on indoor air quality of the new development.

. DEP's comments should not to be taken to mean that thae project
should not proceed. The environmental ‘cleanup of this property
required by c¢. 21E (achieving ‘a *Parmanant Solution") will not
likely happen unless it ig linked to site redevelopment. GZA‘e
"Phase IIT - Identification, Bvaluation, and  Selaction of
Comprehensive Remedial Action Alternatives" states jin Section 7.00,
Summary and Conclusions: “Lower bound costs for achieving a
Permanent Solution, which would essentially reduce contaminant
levels on the PIOparty to background concentrations, range from $44
million to 385 million. Implementing a Permanent Solution would
also take sevaral years to complete. Due to the excegsive costs
and time frames, and the potential for significant real and
perceivad rigks, the implamentation of a Permanent Solutjon is
considered infeasible at . this time." *,.. {t is posaible that a
Permanent ‘Solution could prove cost effactive and therafore
feagible in the future for certain sections of the gite 1f tha
required remediation is conducted as part of site redevalopment.
Under such a scenario, remediation efforts would be phaged,
allowing the achievament of Permanent §olutions for specific
portions of the site, which would be implemented as those portions
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The follewing' é’ﬁ??fé'§§§tifib'Qqueﬁta'on;thié proposal:

1. The large amount of contaminated soil to be axcavated is a
concern to 'DEP. “§edtion .5.2,70f "the DEIR - mentiaong “the" gite

qodtgmingntﬁgqnqgéigﬁég ©41 was reported in 14 801l ‘borings in

1982;'aqfagadsbmegt*yghfddng;co:ﬁihQLchQ_sour¢e of "black oily tar-

iike ‘seeps in a'Utilicy vault on Third"Street in 1988; in 1997, tar

and oils were obsarved in test trenches -floatiny oils’ ware

obsgiyadfigﬂgev&f&ifﬁalla, & densé oil layer was observed in cne

irea; later studiea found a deep sand layer in the north area of

the site *often stajined with a dark, - tacky vigcous material with a

atrong odor. This wmaterial increases in concentration with depth."

80il “samples ware found- to be highly  contaminated with coal tar -
residuale, toluene, ethylbeénzene, xylene, and PAHg, High eoil

contaminant levels of ‘benzene have been found, which, if the aoil

is removed from the site, would require that the soil be regulated

as a "hazardous waste". The estimated 8cil volumes to be axcavated

provided to DEP are: :

- 110,200 cubic yards of benzene contaminated soil (Likely
"hazardous wasta® DOL8 if taken off-site);

- 130,900 cy of soil with PAHg >100 /xg;

- 68,400 cy of soil with PAHs <100 mg/kg;

- 22,500 cy of construction debris.

It will take considerable planning to find legally permitted
ourlets for this amount of material. For example, DEP records show
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Remedial Action

d'”_dﬁgnt;gtgdhtféf;ethy;benzdde;;tbluene;1xy1enee, and
< .~ ‘Sectien .6.3.2, ‘gite Déw&tering;=-deacribes the

conatzruction: ggygterinngnaqu-'and; mentions “the dewaterin
diicharge,mgy need to pBe prea;ed;pgrpetqgllyﬂ. In light of the
gggortedﬂptgshnqe'Qﬁmnqﬁfaqucous phase letiges of cont

I , _ ontamination and

. 8ignificant groundwatey contamination, traditional amall-scale

diﬂatéringftteathht systems may be unsguitable for this project.

DEP feels that the 2ite dewatering and NAPL recovery elemente of

thie project will require careful planning and should have heen
addressad in more detail in the DEIR.

3. Section 6.6.1., Air Quality, faila to mantion the
of odor or volatile contaminant impacts from the eéXxcavation effort |
The site ig heavily contaminated with volatile orgardicg and odor
causing chemicals. Contaminated soi] ¢Xcavation, handling,
treatment, if conductad, and general on-g

8ite soij management ig
likely to cause off-gassing of VOCs and odors. Studies should be

quality impacts,
@ " Will be 3 problem, contingencieg for pPreventing such
3 enissions must be developed and implemented. A related and
: {mportant concern* 18 warker health and gafety when

Poasibility

excavating and
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§: . -Teawill ‘require an i-%remy%i&ggrdaqive -veénediat fon affort to
achieve a Clags A* or:B RAQ ‘for-chig-aive,: “The #{tq ‘hag*uignificant
cantamination -of “the ‘typs .and- quUantity that” will bedifffeulf tg
sifply ‘remove. R 1 h’mwﬁ:{? eignificant Post-remsdiation gjte
monitoring will likely be necessary to copfirm that a Class A or 3
RAO has bqen.';ic_h;i.éﬁéd','“b}i‘é;'u,ld'-'hhétf,ﬂfb«:"i'b&.é!'lblﬁi{:_‘ R
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6. Care WISt be .taken to - thoroughly “agsees” ‘tha extent of
contami'n‘ati‘q?% At thia' aite." .The McCp ‘defines a’ "di ’pgisg’l\"fei_ﬁg?"‘,,.,_a;e
located, "B okl and/or hazardoie material han e
doocated, . 1€ APPRars .-that the environmantal site. asgessmenta
conducted’ to datae’ focus: on the footprint of the property to ‘be
developad,  not 'tf.Id"""_dﬁiﬁpos.‘al“si'tf,é?, A8 1B required by 21E. Foy
example, Pigura 831 of GZA’s - Phaga.. IIT titled, Tar and wNAPL
Location Plan, €/30/97, shows the presence of 8-16 feet of NABL in
monitaring. wglle ‘at the. praperty boundary on Third Strest. . -No
investigaticng have Béen condicted to determine the extent of off-
Property migration of NAPL. * The absence of such informaticn
appears -to be a deficie Cy which brings into :question the validity
of the Clags" C RAD currencly f£iled for the - digpogal ‘aite".
Regardless 9f the developmant Proposal, off-proparty Migration to
adjgccgcipropcrtigi. canals, etc., muat be studied for a valid RAO
to be filed, S ' '

In concluaion, pep jg concerned because it appears ‘that (1)
alternatives which do'net involve underground parking have not been
discussad and . (2) & limited amount of study and planning hag gone
into the aspects of thig project, involving the eéxcavation of a
three story parking garage at guch a highly contaminated site. The

go forward, However, it does mean that the garage excavacion
should not be started unt{l the gite conditiong are -completely
defined and cthe 60il and groundwater management (excavation!
handling, reuge and/or dieposal) plans are completely understood,
approved and/oxr Permitted. DEP feels that the DEIR could have
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A
Councillor Toomey (/

ORDERED: That the Cambridge City Council urge the City Manager to instruct the
Commissioner of Inspectional Services Department to take any legally possible action to
deny or withhold any building permit for, or to undertake any informal review of, any
construction proposed for the so-called Com/Energy site until the serious environmental
- concerns expressed in the enclosed letter, dated November 24, 1998 from John Felix,
Deputy Regional Director, Department of Environmental Protection, Bureau of
Waste/Site Cleanup (and MEPA Review Coordinator), are completely resolved.
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS t‘
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
METROPOLITAN BOSTON + NORTHEAST REG(ONAL OFFICS

ARGZ0 PAUL CELLUCCH

TRUDY COX:

. OAVID 8.

Secreury
STRUHS

Commicslonsr

November 24, 193§

Trudy Coxe, Secretary RE: Cambridge/DEIR
Executive Office of A Cambridge Research Park
Environmental Affairs DEYR/EOEA #11657

100 Cambridge Street

Boston, MA 022C2

Attn. ME22A CUnit

Cear Secretary Coxe:

The Departmant of Environmental Protection Northeast Regional
Oifice has reviewed the Craft BIR submitted by Lyme Properties, LLC
to construct a mixed-use urban development complex :n Cambridge
consisting of liZe sciences research and office gpace; residential
units, retail space, and a hotel (EOEA #11657) .

Water Supply:

Section 3.2.2 of tha Draft EIR projects water use at the
proposed complex of approximately 206,18¢ gpd. This is almost a
70% increase in w~ater usage from the estimate in the ENF (140,600
gpa) . In addition, the DEIR states that the Cambridge Water
Departmant is coacerned that the 6-inch water main. in Linskey Way
and Second Strset can handle the project's pressure, flow, and
wacer quality rejuirements. It is unclear whether their concerns
are baged on the 140,600 gpd or 206,180 god data. If the former,
the projected increase in ugage to 206,180 gpd will almest
certainly strain the existing system. The project proponent should
explain and jus:iify the increase in usage and what mitigation
measures can be :zaken to handle or reduce the demand.

Eg;LaQQS:

The Cercificate asks the project proponent to provide a plan
delineating all resource areas and whether or not the local
Conservation Comniseion agrees with the delineation. The proponent
does provide plars with the DEIR but only Bordering Land Subject to
Flooding hag been identified (on the FEMA map) . None of the other
resource areas .ncluding Land Under Water and Riverfront Area
(there is no BVW) are delineated. The Certificate also asks for
options to avoid or minimize the wetlands impacts. The DEIR doass

2082 Lowel| St «  Wilmington, Massachusette 01893 FAX (U78) 681-7818 o

Taiephone (879) 681-7800 ¢ TDO ¢ (9T8) 661-787Y
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arking .garage. “Typically, "Briownfialdad” o dvelopdlent’ “of " slch
ﬁzc‘blxcéﬂtmimcsd%q‘eé ‘Would attempt to ﬂ*ﬂgﬁ@‘ze. the diartptisn
Of V&St amounts of hard-to-manage ontaminated material while atill
meeting Chapter 215's ‘goal 'of “achieving “a "condition of ‘“no
significant rigk", T 0 SUTOTESe B OSTeRTRTRT TR

o _Ibe,ﬁﬁdcrground.garagéﬂcbqs;rggcigﬁf‘ pesal is extremely
ambitious due to the pregente of highly contaminatad site @oils and
groundwdter, not to mention the prasence of desp lenies of
discrete, oily ceal tar ragidusls. - Of -site ‘disposal or’ reuses
éﬁtgonsfférfhigle'qqgtamiha;éd 80ils are limited. The process of
managing the contaminated media at this sita, particularly
contaminated groundwater, will be vary difficult, not as much due
to the technology involvéd, but mors dile to the vast amounts of
highly,contaminated,materlalzto“bgﬂmgnaged. . The_project also has
significant workar health and safety concerns as well the potential
for localized air quality impacts during construccion and possible
iong terim impacts on indoor air quality of the new development.

should not proceed. The environmental .cleanup of this property
required by c¢. 21E (achieving a *Permanant Solution") will not
likely happen unless it ig linked to site redevelopment. G2ZA's
"Phase IIT - Identification, Bvaluation, and Selection of
Comprehensive Remedial Action Alternatives' states in.Section 7.00,
Summary and Conclusions: "Lower bound costs for achieving a
Permanent Solution, which would essentially reduce contaminant
levels on the property to background concentrations, ranges from $44
million to $85 million. Implementing & Permanent Solution would
also take ssveral yaars to complete. Due to the exceasive costs
and time frames, and the potential for significant real and
perceived rigks, the implementation of a Permanent Solution is
considered infeasible at this time." ... it ias possaible that a
Permanent Solution could prove cost affactive and therafore
feagible in the future for certain sections of the gite 1f tha
required remediation is conducted as part of site redevaloopment.
Under such a scenario, remediation efforts would be phaged,
allowing the achiavament of Permanent Solutions for specific
portione of the site, which would be implemented as those porctions

DEP’s comments should not to be taken to mean that the project
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X = the for ‘a gite wheré & Temporary Solution
nag been iwmplehented Mnd 4 Class C, RAO filed ‘must iindsrtake a
ééfladic,”gyglﬂitgqﬁ”_ot. the Temporary Solution. ' “The ‘periedic

evaluation must ‘address, among other things, the feasibility of
implementing ona or more Permanent Solutions for the sita, 1In
ather words, thexe 1s'a continuing obligation for the Quner and the
other PRPS tgvoIvediinfthig“éipﬁ ;c'imﬁlamgqﬁ'ajPerm;ﬁénthqukion
(Class A of B RAQ) even if the siterema ne as i{s. '

The follow@nggafd*ﬁhp*s’q§§c$f1b”cqmmenta on this proposal:
1. The large amount of contaminated soil to be excavated is a
 concern to DEP. ~gedtion 5.3 0of the DEIR" mentions “the  gite
contaminant ‘conditions: ofl was reported in 14 801l ‘borings in
1982;janfagsesbmegt‘gq: dong\coztihdbchqlsource of "black oily tar-
li&@’leépg“in'd’ﬁtility_vaulc on Third Street in 1988; in 1997, tar
and oils were obsarved in test trenches -floating oils ware
observed ‘in’ sevaral ‘wells, a dense oil layer was observed in one
area; later studies found a deep sand layer in the north area of
the site *often stained with a dark, -tacky viscous material with a

sdfl“éamples'W&rg‘fou@df:b‘bé‘hiéhly contaminated with coal tar -
feéidualq,‘toluenek‘ethylbqnzeqe, Xylene, and PAHs. ~ High soil
contaminant levels of ‘benzene have been found, which, {f the soil
is removed from the site, would require that the soil be regulated

as a "hazardous waste". The estimated soil volumes to be axcavated
provided to DEP are:

- 110,200 cubic yards of benzene contaminated soil (likely
"hazardous wasta® DO18 if taken off-sitae);

- 130,900 cy of soil with PAHs >100 /kg;

- 68,400 cy of soil with PAHs <100 mg/kg;

- 22,500 cy of construction debris.

It will take considerable planning to find legally permitted
ourlets for this amount of material . For example, DEP records show
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3 -an. gpt{ A ,,ﬂf,"péggﬁgé"”' ¢ 93 N of the ‘sofl
g@gﬁ;figqup oan ‘ha found {4
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oan be ‘found {n'GZA7s *Bhane 111, Tdentisicat ton,
Bvallation, .and ‘Seléction “of mprehensive ““Rentedial Action
Alcernatives®, June 1857, oy e |

O Adags, DEP “feels that parking “altérnatives which minimize

disruption o Righly con:am;nacgghgitpAaqilg{;pd.grounﬁwater should

bnﬁaddrésaed”“,'It;;hg;updérg;bungf- thking * opt i e
altarnative DA

2. ..-Groundwater: and NAPL (non-aquéqua‘pﬁgaa’tiquia) managsmant is
alsoﬂaicontﬁrn“fof,uﬁpl 'Groundwd;gr]sémples:ehow exceedences of
DEPiﬁUP#@i’Concantratipn Limitv (UcL) f&; nzene and eignificantly

Levated “concentrations: Y nzéne, toluene, xylenae, ang
faphthalena: - Section 6.3.2, 8ite Dewatering, - deacribes the
dqqittgc;;cn; dewatering neads - and méntiong *the ~dewatering
discharge may heed to Be :reatedvpgrpetggllyﬂ. In light of the

thie Project will require carefuyl planning and should have beeﬁ
addressad in more detail in the pgIR.

3. Section 6.6.1., Adr Quality, fails Lo mantion the Posaibility
of odor or volatile contaminant impacts from the eéxcavation affort .
The site ig heavily contaminated with volatile orgarnicg and odor
causing chemicals, ‘Contaminated soil eéXcavation,
treatment, if conductaed, and general on-sj i

canducted to determine the potential for guch af
If there will be 4 problam, contingencieg for pPreventing such




BSILCTOPE OTa0s
NCP: *3 Die eo"ei bgchng
€6, raiddiREToN ANt
d¥l &t onde An orddr 'ty

Lol FAUAET P VUCHISEAVAC 6kt *Thin WHk140
: the Gastihy: eltninaeihEie} & need " totrennebi11e £y
VHAL WL ey qompl 68 tad . CantiMinated: Marad, '} Pamiivial
In-additicn, such removal will become moxe difficult if
portions of the p;'?petty are occupied. S

5. - Itwill‘requirae aniaxtrems: Ly #ggreseive ‘remediat fon affort-to
achieve a Class'X 6r:B RAO ‘for. this “8lte. The ‘site Hag uigni ficant
contamimation -of “the type and’ quantity that” will bédifffeult ko
simply ‘remove. ' Ti: imiédﬁ;? significant post-remadiation gite
monitoring will likely be necessary to conpfirm that a Class A or B

A AT

¥AC A8 bean Achieved, efibuld that. be possibla. |
6. Care must be -taken ‘to thotoughly - “agsess’ ‘tha extent of
contamination st this site. The MCP defines a "digposal aite* ag

any area where .@il and/er “hazardous material -

located. . I€..app@ars that  the environmantal site assessments
; conducted to date’ focus: on the footprint of the property to be
E developad, not the’ *diaposal sitan 8B iB required by 21E. For
example, FPigure K §:1 of GZA‘s - Phasa . IXI titled, Tar and NAPL
Location Plan, €/30/97, shows the presence of 8-16 feet of NAPL in

L monitaring- wgllg at ‘the praoperty boundary on Third Strest. No
. investigaticng have Béen conducted to determine the extent of off-
i property migration of NAPL. = The absence of  sich information
appears to be a. deficiency which brings into question the validity

of the Class ¢ RAO- currencly filed for the - "disposal sita".
Regardless of the ‘developmant proposal, off-property migration to

adjacen;_pmpertig';j. canals, atc., must be gtudied for a valid RAO
to be filed. S '

three story parking garage at such & highly contaminated gite. The
contaminatad media managament issues’ involved in this project are
equivalent to thoae likely found in one of the larger fadaral
Superfund dprojecce; This does not mean that the project should not
go forward. However, it does mean that the garage excavation
should not be started until cthe gite conditiong are completal
defined and the goil and groundwater management (excavation,
handling, reuge and/or dieposal) Plans are completely understood,
approvad and/or Permitted. DEP feels that the DEIR could have

i
(
|
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loging, {t is appropriate to cita 1864"0f the DRD's
t reports to emphasiza tha complexities of the proposed

construction project. The following is froem the Phage III -
Identification, Bvaluation, and 8election of Comprehensive Remedial
Aotion Alternatives,; GZA; June 1997: IR

Section $.21.1, Bxcavatiom: "Excavation acciVities {n the contaminated srea
would be technically lex. The presance of numerous existing active and
inactive gubsurface utilities, as well a8 . Che foundations - of forwer
structures, will preseanc logistical problems "and: x{8K conderns duritg the
excavation activities {€ they are left in place. The axistence of DNAPL ac
deg:hs in excesa of 20 feet potentially proximate to the property lines will
likely require eaxth supporc etrudtures to allow excavation. In additicn,
many goil handling: activicies will likely requira that workexs be fitted with
at least Level C regpiracory.protectiocn. Finally, coastruction dewacering
with creatment will alsq. be required. During on-site devstering, off-sice
groundwater lavels -would have to be monitored to aasese cthe potential for
aettlemenc of adjacant roads, ucilicies and bufldings.

“Excavacion activicies pose several potential short-term environmencal and
buman healch p . 8hort-térm exposure risk during excavation oould be
bigh due to the 1{kelihood of human contact with contaminated solls and coal
tar. In additfon, excavation activicies (parcicularly lataral earth
supporting braocing) poge signiffcant physical bazarde, ‘as does off-sice
transportation of ocmtamirated soils. Rir emizsions wsuld aleo be an issua
45 the contaminated medf{a is brought to che surface, exposing volatile
compounds to the armosphere that are now contained wichin the outer mass of
the weathered tar. The ?anetacion of fugitive duat would 4also be a concern.
In addicion to tha actual on-site and health risks posed by the liberatioa of
contaminants to Che atmosphera, the parceived health risks to the adjacent
communicy would likely bs high due to che generation of significant cdors,
ad che proximity and numbers of abutters.® ’

"The foaaibility of excavation as a remedial action for the site {s low due
to the logiscics mnd risks associsted with soil and coal tar removal. In
addicion, handling diffioulties will be encountared during axcavation of the
coal tar., which will algo be difficult to manage once removed from the
subsurface. Pinally, if cthe contaminant concentracions exceed RCRA limita,
excavation will resulc in the generatfon of a RCRA wagte.®

"GZA anticipates thac it will caxae approximately two to three years ca remove
the concaminated media and complete the excavation wecivities on sice. A
lower bound estimate of excavation coets, not including treatment or off-site

dieposal, e approximacaly §11.¢ willion, assumdng trewaced macerial can be
uged as backfill.=
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CCM-101

Uity of Cambridge

22.

IN CITY COUNCIL

December 14, 1998
COUNCILLOR TOOMEY

ORDERED: That the Cambridge City Council urge the City Manager to instruct the Commissioner
of Inspectional Services Department to take any legally possible action to deny or
withhold any building permit for, or to undertake any informal review of, any
construction proposed for the so-called Com/Energy site until the serious environmental
concerns expressed in the enclosed letter, dated November 24, 1&%&\ from John Felix,
Deputy Regional Director, Department of Environmental Protectiég? Bureau of
Waste/Site Cleanup (and MEPA Review Coordinator), are compié. fly resolved.
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Consent Order #22 5zzy<j/ﬁj7

Coucnillor Toomey re: take legal action

—

to deny or withold any building permit
_ for. the proposed ComEnergy site.

N

In City Council December 14, 1998






