COMMENTS RECEIVED RELATIVE TO NOTICE OF
INFORMATIONAL WORKSHOP & PUBLIC COMMENT HEARING
REGARDING MEDRECYCLER-RI INC,

1600 DIVISION ROAD, WEST WARWICK

Notice Date: January 11, 2021
Closure of Public Comment Period: April 14, 2021
Updated 5-6-21

The attached document is a preliminary compilation of written public comments received
relative to the above referenced notice. Although a preliminary elimination of duplicates was
done, given the large volume of comments, there may still be some duplication of comments as
comments were received from so many different sources.

Also, it should be noted that as these comments were generated in a variety of software on a
variety of devices, the Department has tried its best to import them into this document. That
import has resulted in some change in document appearance and minor typographical errors,
particularly with symbols and formats. As these comments continue to be reviewed, those issues
will be addressed.

The comments were arranged in alphabetical order by commenters names as listed in their
emails.

Finally, these comments do not include verbal comments received at the public meeting on
3/25/2021. The transcript and video of that meeting can be found on the Department’s webpage
for this project at:
http://www.dem.ri.gov/programs/wastemanagement/facilities/medrecycler.php

April 23, 2021
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From: (Name) From: (Address)

28cruzin delpozzod@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : Medical recycle location.

| feel having a medical recycling location so near residential areas is not only irresponsible but foolish.
Any waste business that burns probable dangerous content, especially in the multi-ton volumes
proposed, needs to be done in unpopulated areas such as the western deserts. Please defeat this
proposal and any like it in the future.
Sincerely,
David A. DelPozzo



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Abigail K. abigail.mansfield@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : Medcycler

Good morning.

| am writing to express my concern and opposition to the MedCycler medical waste project on Division
St. in W Warwick. | live a mile from the proposed location. | am concerned that toxic heavy metals and
polluted air will pose serious health dangers to people and wildlife in the areas surrounding the plant.
In addition, | understand that the law requires a buffer zone around such a site, and there isn't one in
this location. | do not think the proposed medical incineration is green or clean. It will require
significant fuel to burn the waste. Given that MedCycler doesn't own the property on which it will be

operating, | do not understand how the site will generate tax revenue. Most importantly, | am
concerned that it could pose significant health dangers for people who work at or near the plant, and for
people who live near it. | do not think this is good for Rhode Island, and | am baffled and alarmed that
the project made it this far. There are better ways to create jobs. This is not green energy production.
| will seriously think twice about funding other green energy projects with bonds if this is the kind of
project that receives funding. It's embarrassing and it's dangerous. Please don't grantit a

license or let it proceed.

Best,

Abigail K. Mansfield Marcaccio
East Greenwich Resident



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Adam Yunus adamsyunus@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Department of Environmental Management
-- MedRecycler Program

Hi,

I would like to submit my comment that | believe any company looking to grow and create jobs in an
industry around consuming our waste while producing energy in sustainable ways should be supported.
Change is hard and building support for innovative ideas comes with opposition, but this is an existential
change we must make. If we are not willing to undergo the growing pains and invest in operations such
as MedRecycler then we are likely to go extinct anyway. | believe if the program in Rhode Island is
supported, it will eventually be seen as a pivotal step towards our entire country's adoption of more
sustainable investments. This facility may be the first of its kind with many more to come as we
collectively come to understand we should be employing more jobs focused on reducing our overall
waste and landfill usage.

Thank you,
Adam



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Adria Cicillini adriajain@hotmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : Deny MedRecycler’s medical waste

treatment application

Please do not permit medical recycling to destroy our beautiful state. This type of waste has so many
horrible repercussions for ourselves as well as future generations. |, as many of my neighbors and
friends will be forced to move from our wonderful town of East Greenwich. Which, in turn, will become
a much less desirable area to reside, due to chemical waste being burned in our breathing space. | plead
with you, for our children and their children, to keep MedRecycler out of our state.

Thank you,

Adria J. Cicillini

The Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management should deny MedRecycler’s application
for a medical waste treatment permit. The company’s application and its proposed pyrolysis facility do
not comply with Rhode Island medical waste regulations (250-RICR-140-15-1), Rhode Island solid waste
regulations (250-RICR-140-05-1), or Rhode Island law governing solid waste facility license applications
(R.I.G.L. 23-18.9-9), because:

e MedRecycler has never used this pyrolysis technology on medical waste and has not proven, “on the
basis of thorough tests,” that it is protective of the environment or that it will ensure the health, safety,
and welfare of facility employees and the public;

e MedRecycler’s pyrolysis process is untested on medical waste and the company therefore cannot
prove that the facility will be designed, operated, and maintained in a manner that will protect the
health and safety of personnel and people in close proximity;

e MedRecycler plans to construct and operate its pyrolysis facility in a multi-tenant building without a
“buffer zone” between MedRecycler and neighboring tenants or between MedRecycler and a nearby
daycare center; and

e MedRecycler has not included a final determination from West Warwick that this proposed facility
complies with land use and control ordinances or a “certificate of approval” from the State Planning
Council.

Adria Cicillini,

149 Laurel Hill rd,

East GreenwichRI
adriajain@hotmail.com


mailto:adriajain@hotmail.com

From: (Name) From: (Address)
Alan Palazzo agpalazzo@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Fwd: Proposed MedRecycler Project; Due
Diligence and Attention to Detail

Ms Li,

Below you will find an email and attached letter that was sent to the WW Town Council and Acting
Town Manager on 7 March expressing my concerns relative to the proposed MedRecyler project in our
town.

I'm sure that you are well aware of the issues relative to this project but you probably are not too
familiar with how West Warwick conducts business.... The 20 minute "hearing" before the WW Planning
Board is a prime example.

NB The MedRecycler Sign for this project went up in March of 2019, approximately 3 months before it
was given Master Plan approval on 6 May 2019.

It took over 6 months for the Town to put forth ANY information relative to this project and they did so
only after being publicly castigated on Social Media. In my opinion, that fact alone, speaks volumes as to
the ethics and integrity of our town officials.

Hopefully, the RI DEM and US EPA will act in a deliberative, thoughtful and prudent manner given the
technology involved as well as the scope of this project and its potential impact on the town and
neighboring communities.

There has been a lot of conflicting data thrown out for public consumption, e.g. plants of this type
actually operating in an efficient and profitable manner.

It is the duty and responsibility of your agency to get to the truth and determine the facts.

| would ask that DEM not betray the public trust for political expediency.

The citizens of our town are depending upon you, so | implore the DEM to act on our behalf to ensure
the safety of ALL
Rhode Islanders.



| would be most happy to elaborate on any information put forward here or in my msg to the WW
Town Council

Very respectfully,

A.G. Palazzo
Cdr USN (Ret)
401-996-4985

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Alan Palazzo <agpalazzo@gmail.com <mailto:agpalazzo@gmail.com> >
Date: Sun, Mar 7, 2021 at 11:31 PM



Alan Palazzo agpalazzo@gmail.com

To: David Gosselin, Jr., Council President

John F. D'Amico, Council Vice President
Jason K. Messier, Councilman

Jason E. Licciardi, Sr., Councilman
Maribeth Q. Williamson, Councilwoman

Colonel Mark Knott, WWPD, Interim Town Manager
From: Alan G. Palazzo, Commander, USN (Ret)

West Warwick resident

Date: March 7, 2021

Subj: Proposed MedRecycler (MedR) Project, 1600 Division Road, West Warwick Rl

Good day. I am writing to you as a citizen of West Warwick to express my thoughts and
opinions on the proposed MedR project given the conflicting information out there in the public
domain.

I would respectfully request that ALL Members of the WW Council take a step back and read
the attached article from UpriseRI, dated 22 February 2021, Ref A, as if this project were just
coming before the Councill, i.e., take a fresh look.

The information provided in the article presents the proposed project in a new light and I
believe that the citizens of our town deserve more than the cursory oversight of the WW
Planning Board back in May 2019.

I have no doubt that Mr. Campanella has indeed complied with all requests made of him to
date. That said, what exactly are the qualifications of those involved on the part of the town or
the DEM for that matter, given the nature of this technology?


mailto:agpalazzo@gmail.com

I would also call your attention to an £coRI story, Ref B, that I have also attached
entitled "Dubious Claims Swirl Around Medlical Waste Facility”dated 1 March 2021. This
information, as well as Ref C dated 16 June 2020, which was published by the
Conservation Law Foundation, entitled Burning Medical Waste is a Toxic Business have
piqued my interest relative to this project and its proposed location within our town and
the potential impact on neighboring communities.

Given the conflicting information offered to date, perhaps it would be prudent to ask for US EPA
intervention/oversight given the origin of the waste as well as the potential for crossing
interstate boundaries should an incident occur. (What are the applicable federal
laws/regulations that govern this type of project? Is any federal concurrence/review required as
well?)

Understanding that the WW Town Council usually does not intervene before a decision is made
by the Planning Board, perhaps the Council should actually review all available information and
consider the location relative to the close proximity of a Day Care Center, the NE Institute of
Technology, and residential neighborhoods, albeit not in West Warwick, but residential all the
same. After all, this project is not like any other approved in the Town, State or New England
for that matter. It is my opinion that you would be remiss in your public stewardship if you do
not act in a thoughtful and prudent manner.

I also find it rather interesting that although the property in question, 1600 Division Road sold
for $19.7 million on 12 September 2019. It is currently carrying a value of $12.7 million on the
2020 tax roll. (Reference the WW Property Tax Data Base) Although the MedR website has
some rather interesting facts, e.g. $4million paid in taxes to the Town, the 2020 WW Property
Tax Data Base notes a tax of $1,371 on $30K for “Misc Equip”. It information such as this that
the Council should clarify if they wish to gain our trust.

I have also attached several photos of the generators on the MedR site. When they were first
installed, I believed they were simply back up power for the project if needed. As the UpriseRI
story articulates, they are an integral part of the process and should, in my opinion, raise some
questions on the part of DEM, the Council, the Planning Board and the Town Manager.

It is often said, "We Get the Government We Deserve!” but don't the citizens of our community
deserve accurate, timely and practical information presented in a logical, easy to use format?

Please do not hesitate to contact me, should you need any clarification or additional
information. Thank you for your attention.

Alan. G. Palazzo
CDR USN (Ret)
996-4985


https://www.ecori.org/composting/2021/2/28/px6rp9yomqfvz2tdhtshv720ca6dn1

Ref:

A: RI leaders are falling for the perpetual motion machine scam — Uprise RI

B: Dubious Claims Swirl Around Medical Waste Facility — ecoRI News

C: Burning Medical Waste is a Toxic Business | Conservation Law Foundation

(clf.org)



https://upriseri.com/medrecycler-pyrolysis-shekarchi-magaziner/?fbclid=IwAR14osbsN74l2_MzI659sMSS5ueX7m1Vv93lwtfAGjsdvn5FESt5XDkE8V8
https://www.ecori.org/composting/2021/2/28/px6rp9yomqfvz2tdhtshv720ca6dn1?fbclid=IwAR25m4_FeXcM7kV66bNRa6gNkHshQ6vKG7b98VEope4PG0SEoe7x90ow7Is
https://www.clf.org/blog/burning-medical-waste-dangers/?fbclid=IwAR2J42kGS4vEWW6x5ZpK5aDd77IFtrbB7mQqNRjdaAm-XP652ydA53qkaCc
https://www.clf.org/blog/burning-medical-waste-dangers/?fbclid=IwAR2J42kGS4vEWW6x5ZpK5aDd77IFtrbB7mQqNRjdaAm-XP652ydA53qkaCc

MedRecycler  100% 8

Fa cts of the waste we safely trucks maximum per day
dispose of is highly regulated, arrive to our facility along
arrives in sealed containers, commercial truck routes, not
and is converted to renewable through any residential areas.
energy for the grid.

100%  $4Million

self-contained, closed-loop paid in taxes to West Warwick
system does not release any for schools, infrastructure
toxic fumes or waste water. and the community.

The safety of our community and our employees is our #1 priority. Please visit or contact us at medrecycler.com for information.

Addendum Questions for WW Town Manager / Council review /
Consideration:

e In air permit, the US EPA was supposed to be contacted for a
compliance determination per the DEM, who follows up on that for
the Town of West Warwick?

e Given that much of the equipment is already on site, it has been
reported that the required insurance coverage has expired. Who is
following this within the Town of West Warwick?

e It has been reported that a 10-year lease was signed BEFORE
getting any approvals. How does this Town Council account for
that fact?



The RI DEM stated on their 2/5/2021 - "Also, RIDEM determined
that the currently proposed testing protocols are insufficiently
detailed at this time." Who exactly within the Town is going to
ensure that detailed “safe” protocols are provided to the RI DEM /
US EPA BEFORE any testing begins?

The MedR Project has been touted as a “green project”. Has any
party involved provided documentation specifying how the project
qualifies a "green project"?

At 1:31:40 of the 6 May 2019 WW Planning Board Mtg, Atty
Shekarchi stated "I have never known DEM not to accept public
comment from neighbors, or abutters or anybody, so if they have
concerns....” Or words to that effect. Yet Ref B notes, * 7The March
15 4 p.m. hearing will be a listening session. Questions will not be
answered. Public comments and question can be submitted until
April 14 to Yan Li at yan.Li@dem.ri.gov.” Is the Council aware /
OK with this?

Are Councilmembers going to provide their own “public input” to
the Planning Board given the possible impacts, be they positive or
negative, of the MedR Project on our community, friends and
neighbors?



https://6qsvt3wb3z42m9dpl1rx2521-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/public-notice-Medrecycler-final-revised-1-11-21.pdf
https://6qsvt3wb3z42m9dpl1rx2521-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/public-notice-Medrecycler-final-revised-1-11-21.pdf
mailto:yan.Li@dem.ri.gov

NB: West Warwick Zoning Code Section 5.21.3 reads as follows
- Definitions. 5.21.3.1 Green, renewable or alternative energy installation
and facilities (green project). For purposes of this section 5.21 green,
renewable or alternative energy installation and facilities (green
project) any installation or_facility, excluding wind energy systems, at

which electrical or any other type of energy is produced by a
source other than fossil fuels, is renewable and which is safe for

people and the environment.

For the Record: At 1:32:30 of the 6 May 2019 WW Planning Board Mtg,
Mr. Campanella was asked if this has ever been done with his system and /
or would they be the first? He stated they will not be the first to use this
particular pyrolysis system.

The WW Town Planner, has noted that the 6 May 2019 WW Planning
Board meeting was for consideration of Master Plan Review which is the
initial stage of the review process and is a general conceptual review. This
stage is intended to accept public input and typically results in questions
and concerns being presented about the proposal. These questions /
concerns would be addressed in the later stages of the review process.

Preliminary review/approval is the next stage of consideration by the
Planning Board. The preliminary review stage requires that all regulatory
permits have been obtained, these permits include KCWA, WW Sewer
Authority, RI DEM, R IDOT etc. Also, all stipulations contained in the
Master Plan approval must be satisfied or appropriately addressed and any
questions, concerns and comments must be addressed to the satisfaction
of the Planning Board. There is a possibility that the Planning Board could



/ would impose additional stipulations and restrictions on the proposed use
resulting from continued review of the proposal and as a result of public
input.



: Proposed MedRecycler Project; Due Diligence and Attention to Detail

To: <mknott@westwarwickri.org <mailto:mknott@westwarwickri.org> >, Maribeth Williamson

<mwilliamson@westwarwickri.org <mailto:mwilliamson@westwarwickri.org> >,
<dgosselin@westwarwickri.org

<mailto:dgosselin@westwarwickri.org> >, <jmessier@westwarwickri.org
<mailto:jmessier@westwarwickri.org> >, Jason

Licciardi <jlicciardi@westwarwickri.org <mailto:jlicciardi@westwarwickri.org> >,
<jdamico@westwarwickri.org

<mailto:jdamico@westwarwickri.org> >

Cc: <sen-burke@rilegislature.gov <mailto:sen-burke @rilegislature.gov> >, <rep-serpa@rilegislature.gov
<mailto:rep-

serpa@rilegislature.gov> >, <sen-valverde@rilegislature.gov <mailto:sen-valverde@rilegislature.gov> >

| would respectfully request that the Town Manager and members of the WW Town Council pay
particular attention to the information provided in the attached files, including the references cited.

Now is NOT the time to remain disengaged from what is actually happening to our town, our friends
and neighbors and the surrounding communities.

Very Respectfully,



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Alan Zartarian Az@ZARTARIAN.NET
[EXTERNAL] : MedRecycler

After watching the Zoom session on March 15th regarding MedRecycler and hearing all the scientific
(Kevin Burdis and Jim Mullowney testimony) and legal reasons for not issuing the permit to this
company, | cannot understand how DEM could possibly go forward approving this project. The fact that
MedRecycler has already signed a ten year lease, put their name on the sign and moved equipment into
the facility leads me to wonder if this is an "l know a guy" Rhode Island deal. As a native Rhode Islander,
| have witnessed political corruption over the years. | am hoping that this is not the case of a politician
who cannot keep his hand out of "the cookie jar" and has put his own selfish interests above the health,
safety and welfare of his constituents and the entire state of Rhode Island.

| trust the integrity of your office will prevail by opposing this hazardous experiment.

Alan Zartaria
25 Crickett Circle
East Greenwich, R1 02818



From: (Name) From: (Address)

Alexis Kearney alexis.kearney@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : MedRecycler
Hello,

| am writing to express my concern regarding the possible construction of an experimental medical
waste disposal site on the West Warwick/East Greenwich line. As a home owner in East Greenwich, | am
adamently opposed it its construction.

Not only is this technology largely unknown, but the construction of this plant -- while physically
located in West Warwick -- places undo burden on EG residents with respect to traffic, noise, and
potential hazards. | strongly support denying this company's bid to build here in RI.

Sincerely,

Alexis Kearney

40 Bow Street
East Greenwich, Rl



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Allen Grobin allengrobin@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : DEM Zoom Call 3/15/2021

| was not able to participate in the DEM Zoom Call. The entry page on the Zoom said meeting was full.
This has denied not only my participation, but certainly others citizens as well who had wished to
express their concerns on this matter.

Kind regards
Allen Grobin



From Allison Demetros ademetros@hotmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Opposed to MedRecycler in our Neighborhood

Hello,

| live in the Signal Ridge neighborhood adjacent to the West Warwick business park where
MedRecycler will be operating. | am writing to you to say that our neighborhood and children
will be endangered by this proposed medical waste facility. Previously, | signed the petition
against this waste treatment in such a populated part of our state (or really anywhere in our
state, as it is one of the most densely populated states in the US). Please make sure that my
voice and the voice of our community is heard. | implore you to do whatever is in your power
to prevent this facility from operating where it will surely have a negative impact on the
residents of these thriving communities.

Thank you for your serious consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

Allison S. Demetros


mailto:ademetros@hotmail.com

From: (Name) From: (Address)

Allison Sangster asangsterl@verizon.net
[EXTERNAL] : Medical Waste Facility
Mr. Li

I would like to respectfully let it be know that we are opposed to the Medical waste facility being built
on the East Greenwich line. We have no idea as to the long term effects of any such facility on the
health of the citizens and surrounding areas! Also, the effects on property values in the area! Please,
Please Please vote NO to this proposal!

A very concerned citizen worried about the health and well being of our future generations.
Allison Sangster



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Amber Latronica amberlat@hotmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : No Medical Waste Recycler
Dear DEM Officials:

My husband and | are residents of West Warwick. We are raising two little girls here. This medical
waste facility would be very close to our home and their school. It is unconscionable to allow this to go
forward in our state, let alone the proposed location which is nestled amidst neighborhoods, schools,
and local businesses. My anxiety has raised just by the prospect of this facility moving in right where we
are raising our little ones. | know the sentiment is shared by our friends and neighbors, even those who
live outside of the West Warwick East Greenwich area. We love our neighborhood and our neighbors
have been like family since we moved here 6 years ago from California. | can say with certainty that if
this

moves forward we will seriously consider leaving this state. That might not mean a lot to you since we
are just one small family; however, please consider how serious this is to us being that we have good
jobs and two small children. It would be so difficult to uproot, but more difficult to justify remaining in a
place where something that poses a real threat to our health is allowed to go forward.

| know with certainty many of our neighbors and fellow Rhode Islanders feel just as strongly as we do.
Please support us, as an organization charged with protecting and preserving our environment, by not
allowing this facility to move forward.

Thank you for your consideration.

Kind regards,
Amber Latronica
West Warwick

Sent from my iPhone



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Amr Kader amrakader@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Re: Med-recycle - Signal Ridge -East
Greenwich resident

Respectful DEM officers,

This Amr Kader,

| am a resident of Signal Ridge, East Greenwich . | am also a doctor, an OBGYN physician and an
assistant professor at Brown University. Me, and my wife are very concerned about our health and the
health of our children for the years to come if we will be forced to neighbor a Pyrolysis facility with such
proximity.

The proposed facility at the proposed location raises multiple concerns:

1- I did research to see if any similar facilities have been operational within such a proximity of civilians.
| found none not just in the North-East , Nationwide or worldwide.

2- Little is still known about this technology and its emissions. Medical waste contains high
concentration of plastic which would produce dioxins during the disintegration process. Do we know for
sure if civilians around this facility, kids ,young adults and elderly will be safe ?

3- This facility would be operating using extreme temperatures and requires cooling. Do we know if the
building chosen to host this facility contains fail -safety measures to contain failures that might occur
due to machinery or human errors? | cannot imagine how such a facility that operates under such
extremely dangerous conditions and producing highly flammable gases and liquids would be positioned
next to a kindergarten, a college and a residential area with no buffer zones to contain potential
extremely hazardous failures. This exposes all those civilians to serious risks , weather long

term from daily operation risks or from risks of operation failure to serious risks.

Choosing a location to such a facility is by choice and placing it right next to all those human beings in
near immediate contact is simply dehumanizing to those individuals . It is making us the guinea pigs of
the world to be exposed and live with this new technology.

| would therefore ask in the strongest words that this company should not be permitted by the DEM to
operate out of the proposed facility or any other facility where there is no significant buffer zone from
civilians. Our community is reaching out to the DEM to give our safety and our children's safety the
priority it deserves.Please feel free to contact me at any time for any questions

Respectfully yours,
Amr Kader, MD

25 Watch Hill
East Greenwich,RI 02818
Tel: 216-201-0991



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Amy Martin abmartin021@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Deny MedRecycler’s medical waste
treatment application

How could DEM have even approved an air permit when this is not even an existing technology with no
record of test results? This whole process stinks.

The Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management should deny MedRecycler’s application
for a medical waste treatment permit. The company’s application and its proposed pyrolysis facility do
not comply with Rhode Island medical waste regulations (250-RICR-140-15-1), Rhode Island solid waste
regulations (250-RICR-140-05-1), or Rhode Island law governing solid waste facility license applications
(R.I.G.L. 23-18.9-9), because:

e MedRecycler has never used this pyrolysis technology on medical waste and has not proven, “on the
basis of thorough tests,” that it is protective of the environment or that it will ensure the health, safety,
and welfare of facility employees and the public;

e MedRecycler’s pyrolysis process is untested on medical waste and the company therefore cannot
prove that the facility will be designed, operated, and maintained in a manner that will protect the
health and safety of personnel and people in close proximity;

e MedRecycler plans to construct and operate its pyrolysis facility in a multi-tenant building without a
“buffer zone” between MedRecycler and neighboring tenants or between MedRecycler and a nearby
daycare center; and

e MedRecycler has not included a final determination from West Warwick that this proposed facility
complies with land use and control ordinances or a “certificate of approval” from the State Planning
Council.

Amy Martin,

20 Lynn Cir,

East GreenwichRI
abmartin021@gmail.com



From: (Name) From: (Address)

Amy Martin abmartin021@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : Medrecycler
Hello,

| previously sent an email to state my objection to this proposal. After listening to the entirety of the
zoom call on 3/15 my concerns have grown. It is absolutely unconscionable that the Rl Department of
ENVIRONMENTAL Management would care so little about the citizens of Rl who pay their salary and the
ENVIRONMENT of Rl in even considering approving this project. From the many violations in process
that were raised by the attorneys hired to represent interested parties and from research done by
individuals, it is clear this is corruption at its finest to have progressed this far.

In my previous letter | stated my concerns for the health and safety of residents of Kent County, which
have only increased after hearing the testimony of several experts in this field. Toxic chemicals will likely
affect the water and air, despite claims of safety. It is disgusting that an air permit would be issued on a
business for a process that has never been tested.

There is no evidence that this will be safe and not cause detrimental harm to surrounding communities
and wetlands. In fact all the evidence points to the exact opposite. In addition to untested technology,
Mr Campanella has no experience in pyrolysis or medical waste, and is unable to answer any questions
about safety protocols.

Mr. Dennen has also admitted they do not know how to test the air quality and there will be little to no
oversight. It will be left to the business to police themselves, and this is a proposal by a businessman
who has been portrayed as less than ethical in previous dealings.

The developer also claims this is a good location in an industrial area. This is by no means an industrial
area by definition. This is a highly congested residential area, with many businesses and homes abutting
this property. In addition there are ponds and rivers that contribute to the water supply. Many residents
in this area also rely on private well water, and DEM cannot assure by their own admission that toxic
chemicals will be released.

Additionally, while | agree the landfill issue is valid, Rhode Island is a small state relative to the states
that waste is going to be trucked in from. This is outrageous, as stated previously the central landfill
does not allow interstate waste yet this untested facility in a highly populated neighborhood can accept
tons of toxic waste daily from many large states. This is unconscionable.

| could continue with my concerns which have all been raised numerous times by EXPERTS in medical
waste and green technology. So | ask you to listen to the experts and not the money and deny this
permit.

Thank you,
Amy Martin
Concerned Kent County Resident



From: (Name) From: (Address)
amy putrino mrsorbie@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : Deny MedRecycler’s medical waste treatment application

The process is neither Green nor Clean. The dangers of this process being attempted at this location
would be irresponsible and harmful to all of the citizens of Rhode Island and our environment. You
must stop this from happening and protect Rl from the greed and untruths from MedRecycler. The
process of pyrothesis was not vetted properly and should not be allowed to continue.

The Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management should deny MedRecycler’s application
for a medical waste treatment permit. The company’s application and its proposed pyrolysis facility do
not comply with Rhode Island medical waste regulations (250-RICR-140-15-1), Rhode Island solid waste
regulations (250-RICR-140-05-1), or Rhode Island law governing solid waste facility license applications
(R.I.G.L. 23-18.9-9), because:

e MedRecycler has never used this pyrolysis technology on medical waste and has not proven, “on the
basis of thorough tests,” that it is protective of the environment or that it will ensure the health, safety,
and welfare of facility employees and the public;

e MedRecycler’s pyrolysis process is untested on medical waste and the company therefore cannot
prove that the facility will be designed, operated, and maintained in a manner that will protect the
health and safety of personnel and people in close proximity;

e MedRecycler plans to construct and operate its pyrolysis facility in a multi-tenant building without a
“buffer zone” between MedRecycler and neighboring tenants or between MedRecycler and a nearby
daycare center; and

e MedRecycler has not included a final determination from West Warwick that this proposed facility
complies with land use and control ordinances or a “certificate of approval” from the State Planning
Council.

Amy Putrino,

1578 Division Road,
East GreenwichRI
mrsorbie@gmail.com



From: (Name) From: (Address)
amy putrino mrsorbie@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : No MedRecycler

| am reaching out to voice great concern over the MedRecycle project proposed for 1600 Division Road
in West Warwick.

This project, from the beginning has been very questionable as to the "green and clean energy" it
would provide through the pyrolysis process it would use. As we have all learned in the past 23 months,
since the West Warwick town planning meeting in May, 2019, this process is not clean, green, cost
effective or safe to the community. It will jeopardize our residents, ground water, air quality and our
environment. We will all be put at risk, while "they figure out" this new technology.

Medical waste being hauled in from all over the northeast and burned in Rl is not something DEM is
capable of overseeing. Admittedly, during the Zoom meeting in January, Mr Dennen commented that
DEM does not have the staffing to perform regular testing at this time. That being said, how is this
project even a possibility moving forward? Keeping Rhode Islanders safe is everyone's goal. Except of
course, MedRecycler's.

Sincerely,

Amy Putrino
1578 Division Road
East Greenwich



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Andrew andrew_chernick@yahoo.com
[EXTERNAL] : MedRecycler Objections

Dear Yan Li,

| am writing to voice my objection to the possibility of MedRecycler beginning operations at 1600
Division St.

The fact that pyrolysis will be used and polluting the air is of grave concern. | am unclear how they
were able to receive a minor source permit when all research shows that pyrolysis is dangerous. They
are claiming that their process is green, however, no environmentalist agrees that this process is green.

As a state, we need to ensure that these processes are safe. Before it's too late and damaging
something needs to be done. Their methods do NOT meet Rl Regulatory Standards. In order to meet
the standards, we need to make sure that MedRecycler does NOT start using pyrolysis in our state.
Doing so would create damage that would potentially be irreversible.

Please, we implore you to do everything you can to stop this very dangerous company from coming to
using our beautiful state and destroying it.

Thank you for listening,

Melissa & Andrew Chernick



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Angela Timmann  Speedtalka@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Deny MedRecycler’s medical waste
treatment application

The health and well being of our neighbors is at stake with an untested environment. | read that even if
it proves toxic after its running it would take an act of God to put a stop to it.

The Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management should deny MedRecycler’s application
for a medical waste treatment permit. The company’s application and its proposed pyrolysis facility do
not comply with Rhode Island medical waste regulations (250-RICR-140-15-1), Rhode Island solid waste
regulations (250-RICR-140-05-1), or Rhode Island law governing solid waste facility license applications
(R.I.G.L. 23-18.9-9), because:

e MedRecycler has never used this pyrolysis technology on medical waste and has not proven, “on the
basis of thorough tests,” that it is protective of the environment or that it will ensure the health, safety,
and welfare of facility employees and the public;

e MedRecycler’s pyrolysis process is untested on medical waste and the company therefore cannot
prove that the facility will be designed, operated, and maintained in a manner that will protect the
health and safety of personnel and people in close proximity;

e MedRecycler plans to construct and operate its pyrolysis facility in a multi-tenant building without a
“buffer zone” between MedRecycler and neighboring tenants or between MedRecycler and a nearby
daycare center; and

e MedRecycler has not included a final determination from West Warwick that this proposed facility
complies with land use and control ordinances or a “certificate of approval” from the State Planning
Council.

Angela Timmann,

24 Ashton street,

West WarwickRl
speedtalka@gmail.com



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Ann & Tom Stock  atstock@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : DEM public forum 3/15 MedRecycler

A public forum for such an important meeting should have been available to more than 300
participants. My husband and | tried to get into this meeting but were unable to as it had reached 300
and we were told it was full. You need to open this up again so that all interested parties can
participate. Isn’t that what it means to have a public forum?

Thank you.

Cameron and Ann Stock
115 Sanctuary Drive

East Greenwich, RI 02818
atstock@gmail.com

From: (Name) From: (Address)
Ann & Tom Stock  atstock@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : MedRecycler Rl

We are strongly opposing the approval of the MedRecycler facility on Division Road in West Warwick
and bordering East Greenwich. The DEM has the immense responsibility of protecting all Rhode
Islanders against harmful emissions from businesses in our state. How can you even consider
approving this application which uses a process never before tried on  medical wastes?

The facility is in close proximity to residential areas, a day care and NEIT. These medical wastes of

incredible depth will generate toxic by products including air particles and how will you explain
yourselves once people in the area have been exposed to these dangerous chemicals and have resultant
medical problems including deaths? We moved here two years ago from lllinois. We lived close to a
plant which sterilized medical equipment and promised no hazardous materials from their process. The
cancer rates were found, after years of the operation, to be significantly higher within a mile
radius of the facility.

We urge you to do your job to protect us and err on the side of caution for all residents of Rhode
Island. We urge you to deny this petition.

Thank you.

Cameron and Ann Stock
115 Sanctuary Drive

East Greenwich, RI 02818
atstock@gmail.com
401-471-7289



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Ann & Tom Stock  atstock@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : MedRecycler-RI hearing 3/15

We have 3 questions for the public hearing:

1) Inregard to the request for a major source permit for water discharge, what will happen to this
water and where will it be discharged? What will the condition of this water be in and how will it be
evaluated?

2) Why are there such significant differences in the public statements Mr. Campanella has made
regarding the kind of medical wastes being processed (simple household wastes including bandaids) and
those stated on the application (pathological and anatomical waste, human waste, blood products,
needles, animal waste, hazardous waste, chemical waste, cultures and stocks)?

3) How will the citizens of Rl be protected if Mr. Campanella is mistaken in his claims of perfect safety?
This is wrong for RIl. Please protect your residents!

Cameron and Ann Stock
115 Sanctuary Drive

East Greenwich, RI 02818
atstock@gmail.com



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Ann & Tom Stock  atstock@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : MedRecycler application public hearing

| have one more question for the hearing:

What is the plan for disposal of the remaining matter after the process of pyrolysis is

completed? We understand there will be ash and tar left over that weighs approximately 1/4 of the
original product matter.

Cameron and Ann Stock

115 Sanctuary Drive

East Greenwich, RI 02818

atstock@gmail.com <mailto:atstock@gmail.com>



Ann & Tom Stock atstock@gmail.com

Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management

Attention: Yan Li

Office of Land Revitalization and Sustainable Materials Management
235 Promenade Street, Providence, Rl 02908

Re: Deny Permits for MedRecycler Facility

Dear Ms. Li:

As residents of West Warwick, East Greenwich and nearby towns, we
are writing to oppose any permits for MedRecycler to build a medical
waste pyrolysis facility in West Warwick.

Pyrolysis, which has been called a “high risk, low yield processes for
waste management,” (GAIA 2017) is a potentially hazardous technology
that is inappropriate for a residential neighborhood. The nearby residents
of West Warwick and East Greenwich -- who bear all of the risks of this
dangerous technology, both for human health and the environment --
would have no control nor even knowledge of the hazardous waste
imported to our towns every day.

Medical waste is known to contain persistent, bioaccumulative toxics
like mercury, harmful plastics and other toxics that cannot be eliminated
by pyrolysis. We are concerned about potentially harmful air and water
pollution from MedRecycler damaging our health and environment,
including substances known to result from pyrolysis: carbon dioxide,
lead, mercury, dioxins, furans, sulphur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, ash, and
char. Given the two daycare centers and a college in close proximity to
the proposed site, it is shocking that a facility emitting lead alone would
be allowed to operate nearby. Additionally, with residential
neighborhoods surrounding the site, we are especially concerned about
the health effects of dioxins -- known to cause cancer, liver and
endocrine damage, infertility, birth defects , and environmental harm --
and the potential for radioactive waste to come to the facility
(www.epa.gov/dioxin).
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During DEM’s January 25, 2021, Public Informational Workshop on
Facility’s License Application, project developer Nicholas Campanella
admitted that he intends to expand the facility to accept medical waste
from throughout the northeast; he said that he chose this site partly due
to its proximity to 1-95. West Warwick and East Greenwich are not a
highway off-ramp for hazardous waste. We are communities of kids,
parents, and elders -- including childcare centers, higher education, local
businesses and residential neighborhoods in close proximity to the
MedRecycler proposed site.

As residents who are deeply rooted in our hometowns -- personally,
professionally, financially, and historically -- our voices of opposition
should be heard in contrast to the developer, who wants to come to
Rhode Island from New Jersey to bring technology from South Africa
that is previously untested on medical waste. Those of us who live in
East Greenwich, including several neighborhoods that would be directly
impacted by emissions from this facility, feel particularly
disenfranchised by this ostensibly democratic process. Given that the
facility’s driveway and access roads are actually in East Greenwich, a s
Rep. Justine Caldwell has stated, East Greenwich “will have the
emissions ... and the questionable material being brought into the area
without anyone on the receiving end ensuring that it is safe and that its
contents are what it purports to be. It is unconscionable that our town
leaders would have no standing in this matter when the abutting
properties are in East Greenwich.”

We encourage DEM to apply the Precautionary Principle, an established
tenet of environmental law, to this decision. Since pyrolysis has never
been used to treat medical waste, the true risks are currently unknown.
The residents of West Warwick and East Greenwich do not consent to
our children, our families, and our neighborhoods being used as guinea
pigs for an untested technology, which could cause unknown harm.
What happens if there is a malfunction, an accident, a fire, or
unpredictably harmful emissions from this plant? How do you reverse
that damage? Once the children at the two nearby daycares are exposed



to lead from the MedRecycler facility, how do you undo that harm? The
answer is: it is impossible. Therefore, DEM should err on the side of
caution to protect human health and the environment,

“When an activity raises threats of harm to human health or the
environment, precautionary measures should be taken even if some
cause and effect relationships are not fully established scientifically. In
this context the proponent of an activity, rather than the public, should
bear the burden of proof. The process of applying the precautionary
principle must be open, informed and democratic and must include
potentially affected parties. It must also involve an examination of the
full range of alternatives, including no action.”

— Wingspread Statement on the Precautionary Principle, 1998

The fact is, there is nothing “green” or “recycled” about MedRecycler.
Pyrolysis is barely distinguishable from a medical waste incinerator with
a greenwashed name, and medical waste incinerators are notoriously
toxic, polluting facilities that are inconsistent with residential
communities. This is the definition of regulated medical waste:

e Pathological waste . Tissues, organs, body parts, and body
fluids removed during surgery and autopsy.

e Human blood and blood products . Waste blood, serum, plasma
and blood products.

e Cultures and stocks of infectious agents (microbiological
waste). Specimens from medical and pathology laboratories.
Includes culture dishes and devices used to transfer, inoculate, and
miXx. Also includes discarded live and attenuated vaccines.

e Contaminated sharps . Contaminated hypodermic needles,
syringes, scalpel blades, Pasteur pipettes, and broken glass.

e Isolation waste . Generated by hospitalized patients isolated to
protect others from communicable disease.



e Contaminated animal carcasses, body parts and bedding . From
animals intentionally exposed to pathogens in research, biologicals
production, or in vivo pharmaceuticals testing.

Especially now, in the age of super-infectious COVID-19, these
are not appropriate materials to import to this site. On the same
January 25 call, Mr. Campanella admitted that he plans to start by
processing 70 tons of medical waste/ day, but he chose this site
partly because he can expand in the same building to accept up to
140 tons/ day. Industrial facilities are as imperfect and fallible as
the humans who manage them. They malfunction, have accidents
and do not always perform as planned. With the predicted volumes
of hazardous waste, even small accidents can have a big impact on
the surrounding community. We are concerned about machine
malfunctions, accidents, spills, fires, toxic emissions, worker
safety, first responder safety, environmental harm (air, water,
wildlife and ecosystems), and the health of all of the people who
live and work near or downwind of this site.

Rhode Island’s medical waste regulations germane to pyrolysis
(specifically sections 250-RICR-140-15-1.F.5.a(3) and (4)
concerning the approval of “Alternative Technologies”) require
that for DEM to approve any alternative technology to treat
medical waste, the technology must be “proven, on the basis of
thorough tests to: . . . (3) Be protective with respect to total impact
on the environment; and, (4) Ensure the health, safety and welfare
of both facility employees and the general public.” MedRecycler --
with so many unknowns about the technology itself, combined
with the unquestionably hazardous nature of the materials being
treated -- clearly does not come close to reaching that bar.
Furthermore, we want to stress that our opposition to this facility
does not rest on the “Not In My Back Yard” theory of local
protectionism. Rather, this facility does not belong in anyone’s
backyard. Zooming out from the local perspective to a statewide,
national, and even global view, the facts are clear that our state,



nation and world are experiencing a climate crisis. It is long past
time to reject the polluting technologies of the past, such as
burning plastics and other wastes that contribute to climate change,
and look to a truly greener future. In fact, Rhode Island is in the
midst of debating whether to strengthen our greenhouse gas
emission limits with the new Act on Climate bill, currently
pending in the legislature. In her recent State of the State address,
Governor Raimondo said, “Rhode Islanders can be proud that we
are the state leading the nation in the fight against climate change.”

Rhode Islanders are justifiably proud of our beautiful coastal
environment, and in this small state, we care deeply about the
wellbeing of our neighbors. Therefore, we ask DEM to prioritize
the health and environment of Rhode Island families over the
profits of this speculative developer, and deny any permits for
MedRecycler.

Thank you for considering our comments. We look forward to the
March 15 public hearing on this matter.

Sincerely,

Contact:
Cameron and Ann Stock

115 Sanctuary Drive
East Greenwich, Rl 02818

atstock@qgmail.com
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anne kellerman akellerman@toast.net
[EXTERNAL] : Proposed West Warwick Facility

| urge you to deny permission to go forward to the proposed medical waste facility.

There are too many unanswered questions and apparent contradictions in the proposal for this to be
granted permission. The contradictions in the company's presentation raise several red

flags. Protecting the quality of life for the people of Rhode Island is a primary task of DEM, and this
proposal flies in the face of that goal.

It definitely does not belong in any area in proximity to residential areas, schools, or places where
people spend time.

| urge you to send this proposal back to the petitioners for further oversight.
Thank you.

Anne Kellerman
217 Hope ST., #8
Bristol, R1 02809

Anne Kellerman
Re/Max River's Edge
423 Hope St., Unit M1
Bristol, RI 02809
401-524-8433

anne kellerman akellerman@toast.net
[EXTERNAL] : Proposed West Warwick Facility

This facility does not belong in proximity to any residential area. It does not appear, as well, that the
facility and the process have been tested adequately to operate it at all, or certainly not in Rhode Island.

It is of some concern that there is political interference here. Also, the contradictory assertions of the
company and its proponents raises too many red flags to grant this facility permission to proceed.

| urge you to deny permission to this facility to go forward.
Thank you.

Anne Kellerman

217 Hope ST, #8

Bristol, RI 02809
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Arlene ArleneLKS@aol.com
[EXTERNAL] : Medical waste disposal facility

April 4, 2021
Dear Ms Li,

On Tuesday, March 30 we closed on the purchase of a house at 27 Rector Street in East Greenwich. We
intend for it to be our summer residence and look forward to enjoying it for many years to come.

Just before closing, however, we heard of the plans to put a medical waste disposal facility in West
Warwick near the border with East Greenwich. We were shocked to hear of the proposal.

We decided to purchase in charming East Greenwich because it had an elegant, historic, hometown
atmosphere where we would enjoy spending time and having our children and grandchildren visit.
Knowing the strength of the school system and hence the abundance of young families makes this
proposal even more shocking. It is a potentially dangerous situation for all, but particularly for young
children.

We have been told that there is significant objection by members of the local community and we would
like to add our names to the list. We cannot understand why the state would consider placing a
treatment plant for medical waste with the potential for accidents in a neighborhood so close to homes,
schools and businesses.

Please help us keep this from happening.

Thank you.

Arlene Lidsky Salomon & Chester B Salomon


mailto:ArleneLKS@aol.com

arnazu arnazu@verizon.net

[EXTERNAL] : No medical waste!

| am opposed to the plan to build a medical waste facility in or near East Greenwich!

ARNA ZUCKER

215 Blair Drive

East Greenwich, R1 02818
hm 401-884-0808

cell 401-474-4044

arnazu@verizon.net
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From: (Name) From: (Address)
Anne Marie zentrackerll@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : Medrecycler

Hi Mr. Dennen,

| was unable to enter the Zoom meeting yesterday, | think because it was full, but want to be "
counted" as both interested and opposed to the facility.

Thanks very much,

Anne Marie Meegan
East Greenwich, Rhode Island



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Anne Marie amteixeira0721@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Objection to MedRecycle-RI location

My name is Anne Marie Teixeira and | am a resident of Greenwich Estates Condominiums in West
Warwick. | am writing this email to express my objection to the 1600 Division Rd. West Warwick, Rl
location of the proposed MedRecycle-RI facility. | realize that the location is zoned commercial and that
you already have a building structure large enough to proceed with your plans. The values of residential
property in West Warwick and East Greenwich surrounding your proposed location will be severely
impacted. There is no appropriate buffer zone to separate it from residential areas, | am a college
educated woman who fully realizes the economics behind what you are trying to do but look at this
from a HOMEOWNERS perspective. Would you want this facility in your backyard? | understand the
jobs that will be created and the filter technologies intended to reduce emissions but you have been
unable to prove that you will completely eliminate pollutants. There is a history of failures that come
with gasification and pyrolysis. Unchecked, untreated medical waste being burned is going to go into
the air and ultimately ground water. Trucks importing TONS of waste from other states and the
contents of the medical waste will be unknown and potentially hazardous. The bottom line is that this is
abad idea due to all of the residential property that surrounds it. | question the impact that your
facility will have on our local ~ water supply.

Sincerely,

Anne Marie Teixeira
565 Quaker Lane #88
West Warwick, Rl 02893



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Arthur Gossmann  artgd01l@verizon.net
[EXTERNAL] : MED RECYLER

Dear Mr. Li,

I am a 42 year resident of East Greenwich and wish to register my deep objection to the facility
planned by MED RECYCLER in West Warwick. | am familiar with the location having worked there with
Met Life Insurance. Although the address is in West Warwick it is only across the street from my
community.

My understanding is that this proposed process as it pertains to medical waste is not in wide use
anywhere else. Some of the gases that will be emitted are most likely not good for anyone's health. A
day care center is within a few hundred yards on the same side of Division Road as MED RECYCLER.
There is a college campus right across the street in a southerly direction and immediately beyond that, a
number of medical office buildings drawing many patients daily, including me. Beyond that are many
residences. With a prevailing wind current from the north, these areas will be in a direct line of wind
born effluent from the MED RECYCLER process, affecting many people on a daily basis.

For this reason, | feel that MED RECYCLER should not be granted approval to conduct their operation at
the West Warwick
location.

Sincerely,
Arthur C Gossmann
artgd01@verizon.net



From: (Name) From: (Address)

Arthur Gossmann  artgd01l@verizon.net Re:
[EXTERNAL] : MED RECYLER
Dear Mr. Li,

This is an addendum to my letter of March 9 regarding my objection to permitting MED RECYCLER to
open its facility in
West Warwick.

| checked a map and have determined that three of four East Greenwich schools, two elementary and
one high school, are approximately two miles to the south of the proposed West Warwick location. In
addition to that, a very large outside athletic complex is located at the high school. This facility is used by
the entire town, not just high school students. These facilities are all in line with any wind born effluent
carried by a wind from the north and could affect many students and staff at the schools, another
reason to reject MED RECYCLER's proposal.

Please include this with my previous letter.
Thank You,

Arthur C Gossmann
artg401@verizon.net



From: (Name) From: (Address)

Ashley DiNitto adinit7@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : MedRecycler-RlI
OUTRAGE

Hello Mark,

| have recently learned about this proposed medical waste facility on Division RD on the WWY/EG line. As
an EG resident |, along with our community, am concerned and outraged by the thought of this possibly
entering our backyard. There does not seem to be enough evidence supporting this type of facility
proving that it is safe to have such a densely populated area surrounding neighborhoods, daycares,
businesses, restaurants, and the list goes on. In fact, from the research | have found it seems as though
the one that has been opened in this country has been quickly shut down (Florida for example). | can
assure you taxes being lowered, or the minimal jobs it will provide, does not supersede the looming
danger it will impose on our families. | could truly go on forever but | assume you have plenty of other
concerned resident emails to tend to. The surrounding neighborhoods would like to be involved in the
decision making process as it directly impacts us the most.

| thank you for your time and consideration and look forward to hearing from you.
Thank you,

Ashley Bruni
401-527-0772

Ashley DiNitto adinit7 @gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : MedRecycler

Hi Yan, Mark, Janet,

| am writing to you today, strongly opposing the MedRecycler facility. As a close by resident | am
concerned how this technology will directly impact my family. | have a few questions;

-Since this technology is new, how do we know there will be no negative health implications?
-Has it been tested that there will be zero emissions into our air?

-There is ALWAYS a possibility for accidents. If something were to happen and the building caught on
fire, or exploded (which doesn't seem out of the realm of possibility with a high heat facility that will be
running 247) what does that mean for the community? Does it make sense to risk the wellbeing of such
a densely populated area?

-How was Mr. Campanella able to start building this facility without full approval? Seems like expensive
technology and equipment to implement without fully knowing his business had a green light. Quite a
risk to take.. along with signing a 10 year lease. Which leads me to believe there's some hand painting or
political pull going on behind closed doors.

-Is it true former Governor Ramondo is an investor? If so, would that not be a conflict of interest? Along
with Shekarchi as being the attorney to start (I believe he had to step down, is that correct?)
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- How does this fit into Rls climate bill? We have no proof this technology is renewable and 21,000 tons
of carbon dioxide doesn't seem to fit the bill...

-How often will this facility be tested if approved? Will tests be at random or will they be given notice? If
given notice don't you think the facility would make sure it passes on the given day?

-Second hand chemo is known to be very harmful to those around it. Assuming this will be part of the 70
tons of waste a day (to start) how can we say this is safe?

-What happens if a truck carrying the waste gets into an accident or spills over onto our roadways, what
hazmat teams would cover it up?

-How do we know it will not secrete into our water, that we drink and bathe in? -How do we know it
won't affect the bodies of water that habitat plants and animals?

-Mr. Campanella keeps promoting the 30 jobs it will create, but those 30 jobs that it will bring in will
negate the jobs of the people that work in the daycare next door because | assure you as a mother, no
one will want to send their child to a care center next to such a dangerous facility. | would be willing to
bet it will be forced to shut down.

-Is there not a policy that this type of facility can not share a wall with another business? Wouldn't it
share a wall with another business in this parkway?

-Why Rhode Island? Why such a densely populated state, less than a mile away from homes and
businesses? Out of anywhere in the world, what brought Mr. Campanella to RI?

If any of you lived within close proximity of this dangerous, unproven, untested, facility, would you be
able to let you kids pay outside and breathe the emissions, or drink the water? Would you approve it if
your loved ones lived close by? Please put yourselves in the shoes of all of us in the West Warwick,
Coventry, East Greenwich, Warwick, and surrounding communities. We all want the same thing, we
want to live with peace of mind and in a healthy environment, and with MedRecycler as our neighbor
there is NO WAY we will be able to do that. PLEASE do the right thing, this is NOT right or NECESSARY for
RI.

Thank you for your time and | look forward to hearing back from you,

Ashley



From: (Name) From: (Address)

Ashley DiNitto adinit7@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : Medrecycler-RI
Hi Mark,

| please ask you, imagine if you and your family, and children had this facility in your backyard.. would
you be comfortable letting them breathe this air, drink this water? There are so many negatives that
outweigh the positives of this type of operation. | could rationalize it if there were many others in the
country that have been proven to be safe, but WHY choose a densely populated state like RI, WHY
choose an area that is full of neighborhoods and businesses. Please put yourself in our shoes.

Thank you,

Ashley



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Ashley Fleury ashleyfleuryl@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Deny MedRecycler’s medical waste
treatment application

This is not safe
The Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management should deny MedRecycler’s application
for a medical waste treatment permit. The company’s application and its proposed pyrolysis facility do
not comply with Rhode Island medical waste regulations (250-RICR-140-15-1), Rhode Island solid waste
regulations (250-RICR-140-05-1), or Rhode Island law governing solid waste facility license applications
(R.I.G.L. 23-18.9-9), because:

e MedRecycler has never used this pyrolysis technology on medical waste and has not proven, “on the
basis of thorough tests,” that it is protective of the environment or that it will ensure the health, safety,
and welfare of facility employees and the public;

e MedRecycler’s pyrolysis process is untested on medical waste and the company therefore cannot
prove that the facility will be designed, operated, and maintained in a manner that will protect the
health and safety of personnel and people in close proximity;

e MedRecycler plans to construct and operate its pyrolysis facility in a multi-tenant building without a
“buffer zone” between MedRecycler and neighboring tenants or between MedRecycler and a nearby
daycare center; and

e MedRecycler has not included a final determination from West Warwick that this proposed facility
complies with land use and control ordinances or a “certificate of approval” from the State Planning
Council.

Ashley Fleury,

35 Highview Drive,

West WarwickRl
ashleyfleuryl@gmail.com



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Ashley Reilly ashleyrreilly@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : MedRecycler medical waste treatment permit Yan Li, Mark Dennen, Janet Coit, and
other DEM officials,

We are writing to express our strong objections to the proposed MedRecycler facility at 1600 Division
Road in West Warwick. It is alarming that a company which wants to use technology that is unproven
and untested in treating mixed medical waste has even made it this far in the permitting process,
especially given the densely-populated location of this proposed facility. MedRecycler should not be
allowed to open a facility given, a) buffer zone requirements were not addressed in the DEM
application, b) the technology is untested in medical waste applications and therefore emissions are not
well understood, and c) there is no process established to monitor the types of mixed waste that would
be processed at the facility.

As a resident of the Stone Ridge neighborhood in East Greenwich, which is less than a mile from the
facility, we are extremely concerned for the health of our family and neighbors, as well as wildlife and
impact on the environment.

We very much hope that the lack of evidence regarding the safety of this technology, the lack of
required buffer zone around the plant, and the risks that come with tons of hazardous medical waste
being hauled through the surrounding roads, will convince DEM to reject MedRecycler’s application for a
medical waste treatment permit.

Thank you for taking the time to listen to and consider these concerns.

Ashley and Kevin Reilly
145 Fernwood Drive, East Greenwich



From: (Name) From: (Address)
B HEALEY perceptionl@hotmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : Hello

Hello. No one wants a medical waste incinerator in West Warwick? Why is this even on the table? You
mustn't live in East Greenwich or West Warwick.

Please don't bring this near our children.
Thank you!!

Sent from my Galaxy



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Barbara Brownaturtle4d7@hotmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Medical Recycle oppositionl am writing to express my opposition to the proposed medical
recycle plant on Division Rd. in W. Warwick.

| believe this was pushed through without community acceptance or involvement, yet will potentially
adversely affect W .Warwick and nearby communities. There needs to be much more proof that such
facilities are not harmful. Please slow down this process and involve the communities in the
conversation. Barbara Brown, 538 Middle Rd., E.G. R 02818



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Barbara Chernow  barbara.chernow@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : MedRecycler Permits for Oppose Facility

Department of Environmental Management

Office of Land Revitalization and Sustainable Materials Management

235 Promenade Street, Providence, RI 02908

Attention: Yan Li, vie email: yan.li@dem.ri.gov <mailto:yan.li@dem.ri.gov>

February 13, 2021
Re: Oppose Permits for MedRecycler Facility
Dear Ms. Li:

As a resident of East Greenwich, | am writing to oppose any permits for MedRecycler to build a medical
waste pyrolysis facility in neighboring West Warwick.

Pyrolysis, which has been called a “high risk, low yield processes for waste management,” is an
untested, hazardous technology that is entirely inappropriate for a residential neighborhood. The
citizens of West Warwick and East Greenwich -- while bearing all of the risk of this dangerous
technology, both for human health and the environment -- would have no control nor even knowledge
of the hazardous waste which would travel through our towns every day. Medical waste is known to
contain mercury, harmful plastics and other toxins even before COVID-19: we do not want infectious
COVID-19 waste traveling through our towns.

| attended the information session in January, in which the developer of the project admitted that he
fully intends to expand the facility to accept medical waste from throughout the northeast, from New
York to New England, and he chose this site due to its proximity to 1-95. West Warwick and East
Greenwich are not a highway off-ramp for hazardous waste. We are communities of kids, parents, and
elders -- including a childcare center and a college in close proximity to the MedRecycler proposed site --
and our voices should count in this decision.

As Rep. Justine Caldwell has stated, East Greenwich “will have the emissions, the trucks in our
neighborhood, the potential for accidents, and the questionable material being brought into the area
without anyone on the receiving end ensuring that it is safe and that its contents are what it purports to
be. It is unconscionable that our town leaders would have no standing in this matter when the abutting
properties are in East Greenwich,”

| encourage DEM to apply the Precautionary Principle, an established tenet of environmental law, to this
decision. Since the true risks of using pyrolysis to burn medical waste are currently unknown, DEM
should err on the side of caution to protect human health and the environment.

“When an activity raises threats of harm to human health or the environment, precautionary measures
should be taken even if some cause and effect relationships are not fully established scientifically. In this
context the proponent of an activity, rather than the public, should bear the burden of proof. The



process of applying the precautionary principle must be open, informed and democratic and must
include potentially affected parties. It must also involve an examination of the full range of alternatives,
including no action.”

— Wingspread Statement on the Precautionary Principle, Jan. 1998

Please prioritize the health of Rhode Island families over the profits of this speculative developer, and
deny any permits for MedRecycler.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Barbara Chernow
55 Hidden Lane
East Greenwich, Rl

(barbara.chernow@gmail.com <mailto:barbara.chernow@gmail.com> )



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Barbara Crane bc@bccrane.com

[EXTERNAL] : Deny MedRecycler’s medical waste
treatment application

Dear Sirs,

| urge you not grant a permit to MedRecycler. Doubtless there will be a negative environmental effect
on the air quality from burning medical waste. MedRecycler’s pyrolysis process is untested on medical
waste. More studies are needed to determine whether or not there will be unwanted pollution as the
result of this process. MedRecycler has never used this pyrolysis technology on medical waste and has
not proven, “on the basis of thorough tests,” that it is protective of the environment or that it will
ensure the health, safety, and welfare of facility employees and the public;l am against such a facility in
a highly populated area.

The Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management should deny MedRecycler’s application
for a medical waste treatment permit. The company’s application and its proposed pyrolysis facility do
not comply with Rhode Island medical waste regulations (250-RICR-140-15-1), Rhode Island solid waste
regulations (250-RICR-140-05-1), or Rhode Island law governing solid waste facility license applications
(R.I.G.L. 23-18.9-9), because:

e MedRecycler has never used this pyrolysis technology on medical waste and has not proven, “on the
basis of thorough tests,” that it is protective of the environment or that it will ensure the health, safety,
and welfare of facility employees and the public;

e MedRecycler’s pyrolysis process is untested on medical waste and the company therefore cannot
prove that the facility will be designed, operated, and maintained in a manner that will protect the
health and safety of personnel and people in close proximity;

e MedRecycler plans to construct and operate its pyrolysis facility in a multi-tenant building without a
“buffer zone” between MedRecycler and neighboring tenants or between MedRecycler and a nearby
daycare center; and

e MedRecycler has not included a final determination from West Warwick that this proposed facility
complies with land use and control ordinances or a “certificate of approval” from the State Planning
Council.

Barbara Crane,

52 Sundance Trail,
WakefieldRI
bc@bccrane.com



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Barbara Rickert barbara_rickert@cox.net
[EXTERNAL] : Oppose MedRecycler-RI

92 Laurel Hill Rd. [x-apple-data-detectors] <https://urldefense.com/v3/__http://x-apple-data-
detectors:/*0__;Lw!!KKphUJtCzQ!dyRdknltPv-IC8fvCuCcx6tIXyJXUFaAh-
DvnjRVWS8MBES8310bvmhkgRvDgqW2TwQEYKvS>
East Greenwich, Rl 02818 [x-apple-data-detectors] <https://urldefense.com/v3/ __http://x-apple-data-
detectors:/*0__;Lw!!KKphUJtCzQ!dyRdknltPv-IC8fvCuCcx6tIXyJXUFaAh-
DvnjRVWSMBES8310bvmhkgRvDqW2TwQEYKvS>

April 11, 2021

Janet Coit, Mark Deneen, Yan Li
Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management

Dear RI DEM Representatives,

I am writing in reference to the medical waste license application for the proposed MedRecycler-RI Inc.
facility at 1600 Division Rd. in West Warwick, RI. [x-apple-data-detectors]
<https://urldefense.com/v3/__http://x-apple-data-
detectors:/*3__;Lw!!KKphUJtCzQ!dyRdknltPv-IC8fvCuCcx6tIXyJXUFaAh-
DvnjRVWSMBES8310bvmhkqRvDqW2Qbh6yjMS>

As an East Greenwich homeowner living three miles from the site | have GRAVE concerns about the
environmental impact as well as the health, safety and welfare of ALL Rhode Island residents should this
business be allowed to operate.

For the following reasons | implore the Department of Environmental Management to DENY the
application from

MedRecycler:

-Pyrolysis is an untested process on medical waste.

-There is no comparable facility in the United States to evaluate emissions.

-The location does not provide the state statute regulation of a buffer zone of “undeveloped, vegetative
land retained in its natural, undisturbed condition or created to resemble a natural occurring vegetative
area”.

-The location is in extreme close proximity to a child daycare, a residential neighborhood, a college
dorm, a golf course, a restaurant, and other businesses located in and near 1600 Division Rd. [x-apple-
data-detectors] <https://urldefense.com/v3/__http://x-apple-data-
detectors:/*4__;Lw!IKKphUJtCzQ!dyRdknltPv-IC8fvCuCcx6tIXyJXUFaAh-
DvnjRVWS8MBES8310bvmhkgRvDqW2fVbIGCOS>

-The applicant did not submit the required certificate of approval from the State Planning Council.

-The applicant did not submit the “certificate for final determination that the site conforms with local
land use laws from West Warwick” as required by the solid waste statute.

The Rhode Island DEM does not have the resources to monitor a facility of this nature for safety



concerns such as:

-syngas emissions containing carbon dioxide, heavy metals, dioxins, etc.

-spot checking waste coming in for cancer causing chemo therapy chemicals

-a disposal plan for tars, oils and ash under normal operating conditions and especially in the event of a
fire or accident

- contamination of well water in the area

-contamination of nearby wetlands and ponds served by Fry Brook

-a contingency plan for medical waste trucks arriving or waiting for disposal during an unexpected shut
down.

Incineration, gasification, pyrolysis, call it what you want, but do not call it green. Per the Rhode Island
DEM website, “Our mission put simply is to protect, restore and promote our environment to ensure
Rhode Island remains a wonderful place to live, visit and raise a family.” | beg you to chose the health
and environment of Rhode Island families over the profits of a developer who has ZERO experience in
waste management by DENYING the medical waste license for MedRecycler-RI Inc.

Thank you for your consideration.

Barbara P. Rickert



Sent from my iPad Sent from my iPad

From: (Name) From: (Address)
Barbara Shapiro bshapiro23@cox.net

[EXTERNAL] : Deny MedRecycler’s medical waste

treatment application
Yan Lu Mark Dennen | am writing to express my unhappiness with the issue of MedRecycler possibly
coming to West Warwick. | am all for new businesses coming into town, however, a company such a this
is not what we had in mind. A company that burns medical waste does not necessarily generate clean
renewable energy. It can produce harmful toxins that can be hazardous to our health. My family and
neighbors do not want to be treated like guinea pigs with an untested and unproven technology. This
facility (if allowed to be built) should be out in the middle of nowhere, not in the middle of a community.
Since no testing has been done, no one knows enough about the process to see how it will affect the
environment. Please deny this application. Thank you. Barbara Shapiro

The Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management should deny MedRecycler’s application
for a medical waste treatment permit. The company’s application and its proposed pyrolysis facility do
not comply with Rhode Island medical waste regulations (250-RICR-140-15-1), Rhode Island solid waste
regulations (250-RICR-140-05-1), or Rhode Island law governing solid waste facility license applications
(R.I.G.L. 23-18.9-9), because:

e MedRecycler has never used this pyrolysis technology on medical waste and
has not proven, “on the basis of thorough tests,” that it is protective of the environment or that it will
ensure the health, safety, and welfare of facility employees and the public;

e MedRecycler’s pyrolysis process is untested on medical waste and the company therefore cannot
prove that the facility will be designed, operated, and maintained in a manner that will protect the
health and safety of personnel and people in close proximity;

e MedRecycler plans to construct and operate its pyrolysis facility in a multi-tenant building without a
“buffer zone” between MedRecycler and neighboring tenants or between MedRecycler and a nearby
daycare center; and

e MedRecycler has not included a final determination from West Warwick that this proposed facility
complies with land use and control ordinances or a “certificate of approval” from the State Planning

Council.

Barbara Shapiro, 104 Monterey Drive, West WarwickRI bshapiro23@cox.net



mailto:bshapiro23@cox.net

From: (Name) From: (Address)
Barbara Tabakstashbat@cox.net

[EXTERNAL] : Medcycler Project
| totally say NO to the Medrecycler project proposed in West Warwick. | live in West Warwick but
considerthe project a terrible risk for our state and immediate communities.

With no responsible track record of positive testing results and the chance of toxins getting into the air
along with so many questionable contradictions to the project, | say NO moving forward.

There should never be a question about licensing a business like Medcycler in a residential area .
not only residents, but a Child Care facility along with a school across the street.

Please renew our faith and positively say NO to this pending project.
Barbara Tabak

West Warwick, Rl 02893



[EXTERNAL] : Deny MedRecycler’s medical waste treatment application
From: Barbara Walsh <bw6262 @gmail.com>

Please deny the MedRecycler's permit.

The Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management should deny MedRecycler’s application
for a medical waste treatment permit. The company’s application and its proposed pyrolysis facility do
not comply with Rhode Island medical waste regulations (250-RICR-140-15-1), Rhode Island solid waste
regulations (250-RICR-140-05-1), or Rhode Island law governing solid waste facility license applications
(R.I.G.L. 23-18.9-9), because:

¢ MedRecycler has never used this pyrolysis technology on medical waste and has not proven, “on the
basis of thorough tests,” that it is protective of the environment or that it will ensure the health, safety,
and welfare of facility employees and the public;

¢ MedRecycler’s pyrolysis process is untested on medical waste and the company therefore cannot
prove that the facility will be designed, operated, and maintained in a manner that will protect the
health and safety of personnel and people in close proximity;

¢ MedRecycler plans to construct and operate its pyrolysis facility in a multi-tenant building without a
“buffer zone” between MedRecycler and neighboring tenants or between MedRecycler and a nearby
daycare center; and

¢ MedRecycler has not included a final determination from West Warwick that this proposed facility
complies with land use and control ordinances or a “certificate of approval” from the State Planning
Council.

Barbara Walsh,

62 Frederick Street,
WARWICKRI
bw6262@gmail.com



mailto:bw6262@gmail.com

From: (Name) From: (Address)
Beauchaine,
wbeauchaine@CranstonRl.org
[EXTERNAL] : Letter of opposition of establishing MedRecycler new business

Hi, | am a West Warwick resident and would like it to be on record that | am opposed to MedRecycler
proposed business.

This company has not been truthful with the amount and type of medical waste that it is wants to treat.
This technology is unprecedented and we don’t have any concrete measure of its safety for our
community.

Where is the guaranty if this facility fails and we are financially unable to support its cleanup or worse?
Will we be placing our first responder in peril if they have to report to this facility?

There are so many unknowns and | would like to encourage you to deny its permit.

Wendy Beauchaine

67 North Pleasant St
West Warwick, Rl 02893
401.588.9304



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Beth Cliff lily77bb11@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : MedRecycler Opposition

Dear Ms. Li and Mr. Dennen,

As a 15-year resident of East Greenwich, | am writing to express my deep concerns about the proposed
MedRecycler pyrolysis facility in the State of RI.

After attending the public Zoom meeting on 3/15/21, and doing my own research, this facility has no
place in our state, let alone bordering my town. There is no evidence that points to this process as being
"green" or safe for medical waste. Additionally, the idea that our local roadways will be used to carry the
medical toxins to the facility and further expose us to potential hazards in the event of an accident is
unacceptable.

| find it insulting that Mr. Campanella said that he plans to be "a good neighbor" considering he lives 200
miles away in NJ. He also has ZERO experience with waste management of any kind. | certainly hope that
the desires of the residents of Rl will be honored over the shareholders of the Sun Pacific Holding Corp.
If they are not residents of the State of RI, their opinions should be sidelined.

| also find it appalling that the elected officials in West Warwick have not been more transparent
throughout this process. How is it that so many steps in the process that should have been done along
the way for approval were skipped or ignored? Their inaction and disregard for the people they
represent is criminal, and | will push for a thorough investigation to be conducted.

This project is reminiscent of the 38 Studios gaming company fiasco. The state of Rl made a very costly
investment to the tune of $S75 million to a company that went bankrupt, and left Rl with huge fiscal
losses. It seems that the West Warwick officials pushing the MedRecycler agenda through are only
concerned with dollar signs. The difference in this scenario is the health and safety of our citizens as well
as our fragile environment are at stake!

| am pleading for RI DEM to do the right thing and deny the medical waste license for MedRecycler-Rl,
Inc.

Respectfully,

Beth Cliff

54 Grasslands Rd.

East Greenwich, RI 02818



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Beth Ferguson eoferg@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : MedRecycler

My name is Elizabeth Ferguson and | am a resident of East Greenwich, a registered nurse and most
importantly, a mother of four young children. | am writing to you to oppose the granting of any license
to MedRecycler, the pyrolysis facility already being built less than 1/2 mile from my home.

High-heat waste processing facilities have no place in Rhode Island. We have a long-standing policy
against incineration, and this supposedly "new" technology being pushed as "clean", "green", and
"renewable", is just a slightly altered, 2-step version of an incinerator with the same toxic byproducts.
Proponents of pyrolysis as a means of waste disposal, namely, Nicholas Campanella, CEO of
MedRecycler, attempt to distinguish their process from incineration by highlighting the lack of oxygen
during burning. The reality is that there is still combustion with pyrolysis. MedRecycler will burn the
synthetic natural gas or "syngas" captured through pyrolysis, but often, that step in the process is

completely omitted in the explanation of the technology.

The oxymoronic "syngas" should not be called "clean" because it is scrubbed. The state doesn't classify
gas from processing unsorted solid waste as "renewable", so MedRecycler should not incorrectly use
that description either. Mr. Campanella has also falsely stated that his medical waste facility will
produce emissions equivalent to that of only 4 cars per year. According to information from the
MedRecycler application, that number is more like 4,000 cars. A company claiming to be "green"
probably shouldn't lie about its emissions. Unfortunately, a lot of misleading statements have been
made when Mr. Campanella is giving interviews, boasting on social media and holding meetings with the
public as well as Rhode Island officials. | recognize that DEM does not have the jurisdiction to hold Mr.
Campenella personally accountable for all of his untruths, but what about at the informational zoom
from 1/25/21? Mark Dennen said during that zoom, "what we are charged with is getting the
information out for this application". Shouldn't that information from the CEO be accurate?
Furthermore, why is it acceptable for Mr. Campanella, on several occasions, to make statements such
as, "we've been working closely with DEM for over 2 years in order to open the facility"? Even going as
far as to say that DEM "loves the technology". | would also like to point out that the scheduled public
comment zoom on 3/15/21 did not allow for enough people to participate. To announce a time and
provide a zoom link, but then concerned residents, myself included, could not participate because the
meeting was full is frankly, unacceptable. Although these complaints do not relate directly to the
application, | am bringing them to your attention in order to be part of the record. It must be known
that because of the reasons stated above, as well as the granting of a minor source air permit without
due diligence or public participation, the community's confidence in the DEM's ability to handle this
particular application has dramatically declined.

I am appalled that this pyrolysis facility is even being considered. Introducing a MedRecycler facility to
any part of Rhode Island would be detrimental to that community. People would move, businesses
would close, home values then property taxes would plummet and schools would fail. No one would
choose to live anywhere near an odorous and dangerous facility. "Little Rhody" is so small, even one
facility would impact us all. Renaming technology and using environmentally-friendly buzzwords do not
protect us. The science is not there. Peer-reviewed studies on pyrolysis and medical waste simply do not
exist. | have researched this thoroughly and my findings are keeping me up at night. Here is the growing
list of my concerns:



- What considerations are being made for medical waste being heterogenous? If MedRecylcer doesn't
know exactly what is being fed into the machine, how will they be able to account for different
operating conditions needed? Specifically when it comes to different kinds of plastic?

- Untreated medical waste is going to be shredded. How can we be sure nothing escapes that process?

- What about the things that cannot be "killed"? As an oncology nurse, | know medical waste includes
loads of items with trace amounts of chemo agents. What happens to chemicals and other
pharmaceuticals during pyrolysis?

- What is the emergency response plan? How will nearby residents be notified of an emergency?

- What would the inspection schedule look like? How involved is DEM in assessing MedRecycler's
compliance with regulations?



- There's a conveyer, shredder, dryer...lots of "other" machinery that requires fuel to operate. How can
you be certain that the amount of energy this system is supposedly creating is more than what it will
consume? This does not seem possible let alone sustainable.

- What about the noise?
- What about the smell? Rotten egg odors, burning odors?
- What about the necessary buffer that does not exist?

- MedRecycler application asks for 10 deliveries a day and up to 25 truckloads of waste can be stored.
What happens to the waste sitting in trucks on hot days? What about the potential for truck accidents?
What is the plan for hazmat cleanup?

- Applicant has zero experience, the machinery is from South Africa, what happens when it needs to be
serviced? If the system has to be shut down for maintenance, what happens to all of the waste being
trucked in?

- Will an air quality impact study be done?

- There will not be any continuous emissions monitoring at MedRecylcer. What about dioxins, VOCs,
NOx and particulate emissions? When the pyrolysis engineer says "volatiles will be taken off and taken
care of", what does that mean??

- What happens to the ash? The bio oil? The hydrochloric acid that is apparently collected as a
commodity? Are those all going on separate trucks that the community needs to be concerned about?

- This is a wildly inappropriate location. It is understood that DEM cannot tell MedRecycler to change
locations, but shouldn't the proximity to schools, businesses and residential neighborhoods be
considered when thinking about the potential for irreversible damage to the environment and human
health??

- What is the plan for the equipment should the company default?

The DEM website states, "Our mission put simply is to protect, restore, and promote our environment to
ensure Rhode Island remains a wonderful place to live, visit, and raise a family". Please, PLEASE heed
your own mission statement and do not allow this untested pyrolysis facility brought to us by an out-of-
state insolvent company go any further.

As someone who has spent an inordinate amount of time researching and worrying, | thank you for
yours.



From: (Name)From: (Address)Has attachmentSubject
Bethany E. BraggBBragg88@msn.com
[EXTERNAL] : Opposition to MedRecycle-RI

Hello: I am an owner of a unit at 565 Quaker lane unit #105. | have a strong objection to RIDEM allowing
a potentially dangerous and possibly deadly facility within 2 miles of my property. | am strongly opposed
to this facility in Rl at all-but certainly so close to my property. This type of facility has an unproven
history in the US. Using extremely high heat to destroy medical waste is a risky proposition regarding
potential mishaps that could be devastating to the surrounding community, as well as have a significant
potential for environmental impact in the area. The size of the industrial building surrounded by
residential property is an additional concern of mine. DEM's responsibility to the citizens and property
owners in Rl is to ensure a clean environment for public enjoyment, as well as protection from potential
environmental hazards. | implore you to do your job for the citizens of Rl and not big industry, and
protect our air, land, and communities.

Thank you for your time and worthy consideration.
Regards,
Bethany E. Bragg



From: (Name)From: (Address)Has attachmentSubject
Bethany Fainfainbethany@yahoo.com

[EXTERNAL] : Pyrolysis plant proposed for Division Road
in West Warwick/East Greenwich

| am writing to let you know | am against the proposed pyrolysis plant which would be located off
Division Road. While | am concerned for many reasons, | am most worried about the surrounding
community being exposed to the dioxides that will be given off during the burning process and emitted
into the air of the surrounding residential communities. This particular area is highly populated with
residences and businesses such as a golf course, daycare, college, shopping plaza.

There is no research showing these dioxides are safe for people to breathe and | am extremely
concerned about the proposed amount of medical waste that will be burned daily and continually
putting dioxides into our air. This is not a facility that should be anywhere near a populated area. Please
protect our environment and our community. Allowing this business to operate here will have
detrimental effects to our community. Please do your research and protect the people
of RI.

Thank you,
Bethany Fain
East Greenwich resident

Sent from my iPhone



From: (Name)From: (Address)Has attachmentSubject
Bill Zech bobilll4@yahoo.com
[EXTERNAL] : Medrecycler

Sir.....1am a 77 yr old resident of East Greenwich and am greatly concerned about the potential toxic
effects of the Medrecycler plant proposed near NEIT. My understanding is this technology is NOT proven
in the real world .l sincerely dont want to be a guinea pig or lab rat. Who will monitor the effluent from
the incineration? Does the stack have scrubbers ? This strikes me as Rusian roulette with the nearby
residents.

| hope you find the courage to deny this petition. Sincerely,
Dr. William H Zech
119 Prospect St
EG RI 02818



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Bob Z rzartar@aol.com

[EXTERNAL] : MedRecycler, 1600 Division Road, West
Warwick, Rl

Dear Mr. Dennen:

As a concerned citizen of RI, | am writing concerning the proposed controversial processing plant
planned for 1600 Division Road, West Warwick. This processing plant, hyped as a "green" project, would
pose serious environmental threats to many Rhode Islanders' air quality, drinking water, and safety due
to increased traffic congestion in what is primarily a residential neighborhood of homes, a school of 400
students, a daycare center, and a restaurant/golf course, all located directly across the street from the
proposed plant location. The plant intends to burn human, animal, and contaminated medical waste
such as syringes and bedding using an untested process, pyrolysis, that is found nowhere else in current
use in America. |, along with many other residents in East Greenwich, Warwick, and West Warwick, are
outraged that this project has proceeded so far with very few residents having any idea of its potential
danger. It's astonishing that the first two stages have already been quietly approved by West Warwick's
Town Council. Fortunately, the all-important Preliminary Planning meeting has yet to take place.

How could the Rhode Island DEM approve an air quality test, albeit a "minor source", when the exact
details of the process are still unknown? Why is the MedRecycler corporate logo already displayed on
the marquee at 1600 Division Road if the site has yet to be approved? Is this matter a "done deal" based
on any verbal commitment that MedRecycler has received from the State which would make the future
Town Council hearings a moot exercise? While | can understand our State Legislators wanting to
remedy the state's waste management problem, shouldn't their first priority be to protect

the citizens? Lastly, why is a company from New Jersey locating to Rhode Island to set up an unknown
process when there are other states in closer proximity to their headquarters? Could it be the other
States have wisely turned them down? Shouldn't the EPA be involved in the license approval process as
well? Many more questions on the pyrolysis process itself have gone unanswered.

I will plan to participate on the RI DEM Zoom informational workshop at 4:00PM this afternoon (January
25) to learn more.
Zoom ID #87132811510

In the meantime, | would appreciate hearing your thoughts on this matter. If you are not the
appropriate person at RI DEM involved in this license, please advise who | should direct future
comments to at RI DEM concerning the MedRecyler

plant.

Thank you for your time.

Respectfully,



Robert J Zartarian
East Greenwich, RI
401-471-7132

From: (Name) From: (Address)
Bob Z rzartar@aol.com
[EXTERNAL] : MedRecycler processing plant proposed site
Dear Ms Li:

| am writing to express my vehement opposition to the above subject processing plant which RI DEM has
incredulously issued a minor source permit to MedRecycler to operate.

The question that I, and many other citizens in West Warwick, East Greenwich, and Warwick, have
concerning this proposed site is how your office could approve, albeit preliminarily, a permit when the
exact details of pyrolysis and its lasting effects on the environment are unknown? Was an extensive
environmental impact study completed prior to issuing a minor source permit? If not, will one be
completed before a final decision is made? Is such a study required by the EPA? And if so, how would
that study be deemed credible when there is no track record anywhere in the USA of the pyrolysis
process? The MedRecycler plant should not be approved on promises made by Mr. Campanella.
According to his own words their operation in New Mexico does not incinerate medical waste therefore
the West Warwick site would be the only operation to do so in the entire country. This fact alone begs
the question why would RI DEM be willing to risk the lives of Rhode Islanders by approving what could
be described as a test site?

Did your office rush to judgement and be influenced by State politicians' eagerness to develop
sustainable energy sources? We are told that MedRecycler's pyrolysis process does not meet the
requirements to even qualify under Rl State guidelines as a "green' project. Is this true?

RI DEM's first priority should be to ensure that Rhode Island's air, water, and land are managed with the
utmost assurances that citizens and their families will be safe and secure with decisions that you make. |
hope your office will have the courage and integrity to ultimately make the honest call in this matter.

| would appreciate your answers to my above questions and concerns.

Thank you so much.

Respectfully,

Robert J Zartarian

90 Crickett Circle
East Greenwich, R 02818



From: (Name)From: (Address)Has attachment Subject
Brem, Andrewandrew_brem@brown.edu
[EXTERNAL] : medical waste proposal

March 16, 2021

My wife, Susan Oberbeck, and | logged on to the Zoom DEM meeting regarding the proposed medical
waste treatment facility located in West Warwick held yesterday evening. We are residents of East
Greenwich and I'm a retired physician.

The meeting was very informative and helpful in focusing our thoughts. From articles previously
published in the Providence Journal and other sites, we felt that the entire enterprise was led by
individuals with little background in civil engineering and medical waste management and there was no
clear indication the technology involved would be environmentally sound and appropriate. We came to
find out at the meeting that the proposed site didn't even meet DEM specifications and have the
required town approvals. Taken together, we join the others at yesterday's meeting in calling

for DEM to reject this poorly conceived and poorly executed project.

Andrew S. Brem, MD
Susan Oberbeck

11 Reynolds Street

East Greenwich R1 02818
401-886-7886



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Brendan iambrendanmc@my.uri.edu

[EXTERNAL] : Bio waste facility concern from a URI
graduate Student

Hello,
| was unable to attend the public session yesterday, but | am very concerned about the facility.

The location in question is right next to a golf course and watershed, thay will have extremely negative
impacts on the waterways starting in East Greenwich all the way to the coast.

Even if the method is "safe for the environment", all it takes is ONE accident to cause irreparable
damage. Nothing is 100% safe, and in this case it would only take a miscalculation, mechanical error, or
natural disaster to severely harm the environment.

Coventry where | live and grew up is home to the site of one of the countries WORST pollution disaster
in the Picillo Pig Farm. | don't want our town to be known as the place where two hazardous waste
disasters occur.

| am intrigued by the untested/unproven methods, however | am deeply concerned for the location of
operations. That being said, | am firmly against this project.

I am a hydrogeology masters degree student, with a B.S in animal science, a B.A in biology, and a minor
in marine and coastal affairs, all taken at the University of Rhode Island. | am also OSHA HAZWOPER 40
hour certified for the third consecutive year.

-Brendan McCarron



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Bret Jedele bjedele@crfllp.com

[EXTERNAL] : MedRecycler-RI License Application - Public
Comment Submission

Ms. Li and Mr. Dennen —

Please find attached a public comment submission on behalf of my client, Mr. Strauss, in regards to the
proposed Medical Waste Management Facility license for MedRecycler-Rl, Inc., at 1600 Division Road,
West Warwick, Rhode Island. Please let me know if you have any questions.

Bret

Bret W. Jedele
Partner - Providence

[crfllp.com] <https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://crfllp.com/directory/Andre-S-
Digou__;!IKKphUJtCzQ!aVu5rpdysDzlz2zVIFK6A tMv_aiSGWXY6lYgDmeqQdscvyCS5uZROhSalvEwCjrul
AtS>

One Park Row, Suite 300 Providence, Rl 02903

t: (401) 453-6400
15 Franklin Street
Westerly, Rl 02891
t: (401) 315-2702

www.crfllp.com [crfllp.com]
<https://urldefense.com/v3/__http://www.crfllp.com/__;!!KKphUJtCzQ!aVu5rp4ysDzlz2zVIOFK6A_tMv_
aiSGWXY6lYgDmeqgQ

dscvyCS5uZROhSalvEwlvoHWdpS>

The information contained in this e-mail message and in any accompanying documents constitutes
confidential and/or privileged information that belongs to Chace Ruttenberg & Freedman, LLP. This
information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to whom it is directed. If you are not
the intended recipient of this information, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying,
distribution, or the taking of any action in reliance on this information is strictly prohibited. If you have



received this e-mail message in error, please immediately notify us by telephone at (401) 453-6400
and permanently delete this message from your computer. Thank you.



Bret Jedele <bjedele@crfllp.com>

Nathan W. Chace
Andre S. Digou*
Douglas J. Emanuel*®
Robert D. Fine*

Carl I. Freedman
Macrina G. Hjerpe**
Bret W. Jedele

Drew P. Kaplan
Richard J. Land*
Matthew L. Mercer*
Allan M. Shine*

Don E. Wineberg*

Andrew W. Sbordone*
Zachary H. Valentine*

Bruce R. Ruttenberg, retired

* Also admitted in Massachusetts
¥ Also admitted in Connecticut
® Also admitted in New York
Also admitted in Washington, D.C

April 14, 2021

Department of Environmental Management

Office of Land Revitalization and Sustainable Materials Management
235 Promenade Street

Providence, RI 02908

Attention: Ms. Yan Li (yan.li@dem.ri.gov)
Mr. Mark Dennen (mark.dennen@dem.ri.gov)

RE: Proposed MEDRECYCLER-RI, Inc., License — 1600 Division Rd., West Warwick, RI

Dear Ms. Li and Mr. Dennen:

On behalf of my client, Mr. David Strauss, a resident of an East Greenwich, Rhode Island,

neighborhood that is close in proximity to the proposed facility identified above, | am
submitting this public comment correspondence and written objection to the proposed solid
waste license (“License”) for MedRecycler-Rl, Inc. (the “Applicant”), to operate a proposed



facility at 1600 Division Road in West Warwick, Rhode Island (the “Facility”). The public
information available for this proposed License easily establishes that this is neither the time,
nor the place, for the Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management (“RIDEM”) to
issue said License. It is not the time because any approval at this juncture would be based on
insufficient information and an inadequate public review process. It is not the place because
the proposed technology, which is untested and unproven, would be housed in a facility that
borders residential neighborhoods. Simply put, this location, for this Facility, makes no sense.
For the following reasons, my client respectfully demands that RIDEM deny the License.

CR&F

One Park Row = Suite 300 = Providence = Rhode Island = 02903 = Tel. 401.453.6400 = Fax 401.453.6411
15 Franklin Street = Westerly = Rhode Island = 02891 = Tel. 401.315.2702 = Fax 401.315.2703
= crfllp.com =

I. Not The Time For Approving This License.

A review of the public documents reveals that RIDEM has not satisfied its mandates
in reviewing and

considering this application. Moreover, the Applicant has failed to secure the proper local and
state approvals that would even allow RIDEM to consider approving the License. Given all the

shortcomings in this Application, it is not the time for this Application, and RIDEM cannot grant
the License.

a. RIDEM Has Not Satisfied Its Obligation In Reviewing This Application.

RIDEM is not in a position to issue the License here. Under state law, RIDEM is
obligated to address

the siting concerns of the surrounding community for such a facility. R.I.G.L. §23-18.9-8(a)(1)
was revised in 2018 to require the following: “...the Director shall make rules and regulations
establishing standards to be met for the issuance of licenses with those standards affording
great weight to the detrimental impact that placement of such a facility shall have on its
surrounding communities (emphasis added).” Since that 2018 amendment, RIDEM has yet to
promulgate standards or criteria for how “affording great weight to the detrimental impact
that placement of such a facility may have on the surrounding community” will be



accomplished by RIDEM. Without clearly established standards, the substantive review of any
such consideration of the impacts on surrounding communities is missing. If RIDEM’s
substantive review is missing, then so too is the public’s opportunity to understand and
scrutinize those considerations.

This Application cannot be considered until RIDEM has developed clear standards
and criteria for how

it will consider and assess detrimental impacts of placement of such a facility on surrounding
communities and, most importantly, proven that it has applied those standards and criteria in
considering impacts to surrounding communities.

b. The Applicant Must Receive Review And Approval From The State Planning Council
And Local Zoning And Planning Boards.

In accordance with R.I.G.L. §23-18.3-9(a)(i), this Facility is subject to review and
approval by the State Planning Council (“SPC”). State law dictates that the SPC can approve a
site only after great weight has been afforded to the detrimental impact that the placement of
such a facility has on the surrounding community and after an evaluation of alternative site.
The record is absent any evidence that the SPC has made such an analysis or determination
here. In fact, it appears that the SPC has yet to go through a public notice and comment
process. As such, RIDEM is precluded from considering this application further until the SPC
process is completed. Any decision by RIDEM in the absence of the full SPC process prejudices
my client, the residents of East Greenwich, and the residents of West Warwick from fully
participating in the public planning process.

In addition, for RIDEM to be in a position to grant the License, certifications of legal
compliance and

other approvals are required at the local level. According to R.I.G.L. §23-18.3-9(a)(i), one such
requirement is a final determination from the municipality that the site conforms with all
applicable land use and control ordinances. Here, the Applicant is only at the beginning of the
local permitting process. The Applicant has yet to apply for Preliminary Plan or Final Plan
approval from the West Warwick Planning Board. In the absence of a certificate of final
determination from the town of West Warwick, RIDEM cannot consider granting the License.



c. The License Cannot Be Granted - The Application for License is Incomplete.

In accordance with R.I.G.L. §23-18.3-9(a)(2)(ii), all supporting documentation must be
made available for public comment. The draft RIDEM license says certain documentation has
“yet to be produced.” That information includes important information that should be open to
public review and scrutiny including, for instance, a town of West Warwick contingency plan, a
pre-operating test of the system, and evidence of financial assurance. The public documents
and public comments establish that the pyrolysis technology is an untested, unproven
technology. As such, a review of all of the documentation relative to the operation of this
technology is critical to informing the public before any license is approved. Any approvalin
the absence of a thorough review of said documentation would be an abuse of the public
participation requirements.

1. Not The Place For Approving This License.

Common sense dictates that there must be more suitable locations to site a medical waste
pyrolysis

facility. The proposed location is very close in proximity to residential neighborhoods. My
client is justifiably concerned with the potential human health impacts from this unproven and
potentially dangerous technology along with the irritating onslaught of industrial traffic that
will inevitably occupy the area.

State law requires this proposed technology to be proven on the basis of thorough testing.
Since

pyrolysis is not included in the list of technologies in Rule 1.15(F)(3) (250-RICR-140-15-
1.15(F)(3)), it requires approval under Rule 1.15(F)(4), which requires all technologies to be
approved in writing by the Director of RIDEM. But according to Rule 1.15(F)(5)(A), the Director
cannot grant approval unless and until such technologies are proven on the basis of thorough
testing. Here, RIDEM has not received, reviewed, or approved sufficient testing plans or
protocols or, importantly, test results, to justify an approval of the License. As such, an
approval of the License here would assuredly subject my client and his neighborhood, along
with other proximate neighborhoods, to being the “guinea pigs” for the application of this
technology. | submit that granting a License to an out of state applicant, for an unproven
technology, under an incomplete application, is an outcome that is unjustified and unfair, and
would amount to a slap in the face to hard-working Rhode Island taxpayers who have no
appetite to be the pyrolysis test-case.

[Remainder left blank intentionally]



Conclusion
It is clear that many important elements of the Application and public review process are
lacking. Any

approval in the absence of addressing all of the issues and considerations identified above flies
in the face of the law and is an assault on the regulatory review process. It is worth noting that
the Applicant’s primary justification for approval is a reference to, and comparison of, the
Monarch Waste facility in New Mexico (“Monarch”). It should be noted here that according to
the Federal Register just prior to the March 2021 public hearing, Monarch was denied approval
for pyrolysis by EPA.

Finally, rumors are circulating that the Applicant has brought in equipment and has
started some

form of operations. | cannot confirm or deny any such rumor here but, if true, this agency’s
decision should not and cannot be swayed by pleas for tolerance or forbearance. The Applicant
should not be allowed to profit by subverting the statutorily proscribed regulatory process.

On behalf of my client, | want to thank you for considering these comments and
this objection. To

the extent necessary for preserving issues for appeal under R.I.G.L. §23-18.9-9(a)(7), my client
hereby incorporates by reference and raises all substantive comments raised in opposition to
MedRecycler that were submitted as part of the public comment period.

Sincerely,

/s/ Bret W. Jedele

Bret W. Jedele, Esq.

cc: Mr. David Strauss






From: (Name) From: (Address)
Brian Butman Bbutman0l@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Deny MedRecycler’s medical waste
treatment application

Medical waste does not belong in our waters.

The Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management should deny MedRecycler’s application
for a medical waste treatment permit. The company’s application and its proposed pyrolysis facility do
not comply with Rhode Island medical waste regulations (250-RICR-140-15-1), Rhode Island solid waste
regulations (250-RICR-140-05-1), or Rhode Island law governing solid waste facility license applications
(R.I.G.L. 23-18.9-9), because:

e MedRecycler has never used this pyrolysis technology on medical waste and has not proven, “on the
basis of thorough tests,” that it is protective of the environment or that it will ensure the health, safety,
and welfare of facility employees and the public;

e MedRecycler’s pyrolysis process is untested on medical waste and the company therefore cannot
prove that the facility will be designed, operated, and maintained in a manner that will protect the
health and safety of personnel and people in close proximity;

e MedRecycler plans to construct and operate its pyrolysis facility in a multi-tenant building without a
“buffer zone” between MedRecycler and neighboring tenants or between MedRecycler and a nearby
daycare center; and

e MedRecycler has not included a final determination from West Warwick that this proposed facility
complies with land use and control ordinances or a “certificate of approval” from the State Planning
Council.

Brian Butman,

607 knollwood dr,
WoonsocketRI
bbutman01@gmail.com



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Brian Wilder bwilderz7@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Deny MedRecycler’s medical waste
treatment application

DEM should DENY the application of MedRecycler to burn medical waste. They have no experience
doing this and the site
is very close to existing businesses and residences.
The Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management should deny MedRecycler’s application
for a medical waste
treatment permit. The company’s application and its proposed pyrolysis facility do not comply with
Rhode Island medical
waste regulations (250-RICR-140-15-1), Rhode Island solid waste regulations (250-RICR-140-05-1), or
Rhode Island law
governing solid waste facility license applications (R.I.G.L. 23-18.9-9), because:

e MedRecycler has never used this pyrolysis technology on medical waste and has not proven, “on the
basis of thorough

tests,” that it is protective of the environment or that it will ensure the health, safety, and welfare of
facility employees

and the public;

e MedRecycler’s pyrolysis process is untested on medical waste and the company therefore cannot
prove that the facility

will be designed, operated, and maintained in a manner that will protect the health and safety of
personnel and people in

close proximity;

e MedRecycler plans to construct and operate its pyrolysis facility in a multi-tenant building without a
“buffer zone”

between MedRecycler and neighboring tenants or between MedRecycler and a nearby daycare center;
and

e MedRecycler has not included a final determination from West Warwick that this proposed facility
complies with land
use and control ordinances or a “certificate of approva

Ill

from the State Planning Council.

Brian Wilder,

185 Bluff Ave. Unit 3,
CranstonRlI
bwilderz7@gmail.com



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Bridget GERRINAUGHTON@HOTMAIL.C

[EXTERNAL] : Deny MedRecycler’s medical waste

treatment application
| am gravely concerned about placing a facility such as this in West Warwick which is not an affluent part
of the city and then allow them to use this facility to burn waste-derived fuel that could produce
hazardous toxics that are harmful to human health. Please think about the people that live in this area
and the potential long-term health problems this facility will expose them to not to mention the medical
costs associated with these folks getting sick. This wouldn't even get off the ground in a wealthy part of
town, please think of people's health and the environment before dollars.

The Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management should deny MedRecycler’s application
for a medical waste treatment permit. The company’s application and its proposed pyrolysis facility do
not comply with Rhode Island medical waste regulations (250-RICR-140-15-1), Rhode Island solid waste
regulations (250-RICR-140-05-1), or Rhode Island law governing solid waste facility license applications
(R.I.G.L. 23-18.9-9), because:

e MedRecycler has never used this pyrolysis technology on medical waste and has not proven, “on the
basis of thorough tests,” that it is protective of the environment or that it will ensure the health, safety,
and welfare of facility employees and the public;

e MedRecycler’s pyrolysis process is untested on medical waste and the company therefore cannot
prove that the facility will be designed, operated, and maintained in a manner that will protect the
health and safety of personnel and people in close proximity;

e MedRecycler plans to construct and operate its pyrolysis facility in a multi-tenant building without a
“buffer zone” between MedRecycler and neighboring tenants or between MedRecycler and a nearby
daycare center; and

e MedRecycler has not included a final determination from West Warwick that this proposed facility
complies with land use and control ordinances or a “certificate of approval” from the State Planning
Council.

Bridget Naughton,

11 Gail Ave,
CRANSTONRI
gerrinaughton@hotmail.com



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Bridget Shapiro bridgetshapiro@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : No to MedRecycler
Dear Rhode Island DEM,

There are too many unknowns surrounding the proposed MedRecycler that | implore you to deny this
company the ability to do business here in Rhode Island.

The DEM factsheet itself states this company's proposed process to remove waste is "similar to
incineration", so there will obviously be emissions. Of course - the very word starts with pyro which
means fire and fire burns things, which creates emissions. They claim it will be creating "Renewable
energy" when it's actually processing plastics? No. The process is not proven and Rhode Islanders do
not want to be guinea pigs. Just three years ago, a different effort involving biomass failed because
there was too much probability of the process creating significant air pollution.

MedRecycler is looking for tax-free status because it claims it will be a "disposal facility generating
renewable energy"- there is ZERO evidence their proposed process will do this, and they have not clearly
been able to outline the safety of the process. According to International Power Ecology Company
(iPEC), "the hazards associated with process of pyrolysis arise from the releases of toxic gases and
explosions. Hydrocarbons exempted from the pyrolysis reaction are highly flammable. Under the
enough heat and oxygen, an explosion may occur." This is a cash grab at the expense of Rhode
Islanders.

The fact that medical waste will be driven into this facility also leads to a lot of concern. The company
has not provided enough of a plan to govern the transit process and outline clear safety protocols, or a
remediation plan when something should go wrong.

The concerns about the safety of this process should be enough to terminate any consideration of
having this company in our state, not to mention in a part of the state that is densely populated.
However, adding to the fact that MedRecycler is vying for space in an office park where many other
companies already do business, including a DAYCARE, and not far from many residences and a
dormitory, should bring anyone over to the side of concluding that this proposal should be shut
down immediately. There is way too much at risk here.

If this company is allowed to move in and start using this unproven pyrolysis method, there will be
major backlash in the community. This will cause a lot of outrage. Many people are mobilizing in
opposition of this proposal, as I'm sure you're starting to see, and they are vocal, and in my opinion,
their opposition is justified as there are many reasons to be concerned.

This is a bad idea. Please listen to the growing number of residents who vehemently oppose this
company's proposal.

Thanks,
Bridget Shapiro
East Greenwich resident



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Bruce LeBlanc bleblancteacher@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : yes

Dear Ms. Li,
Many, many of the people | talk with are supporting the construction of the medical waste pyrolysis
facility in West Warwick because,

1. It will create non-government jobs.

2. Itis a ecofriendly business, i.e., generates power and is the discharge/byproducts are
environmentally acceptable.

3. ltis a good location for ease of access and in an existing business area.

4. It demonstrates to the community that Rhode Island is a business friendly and progressive state.
Sincerely,
Bruce LeBlanc
33 Red Oak Road

East Greenwich, R1 02818
401-885-4379



From: (Name) From: (Address)
C. A. Denisevich cdenisevich@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Written testimony in opposition to
MedRecycler-RI

To the Office of Land Revitalization and Sustainable Materials Management,

| am writing in opposition to the proposed MedRecycler-RI facility in West Warwick. This is not a green
energy project and portraying it as such is dangerous to the future of renewable energy. First of all,
according to the state of Rhode Island,

producing gas from burning medical waste is not considered renewable energy
(https://rules.sos.ri.gov/regulations/part/810-40-05-2). " Using literature review and case study
methods, along with civil permit applications and experimental results, it shows that a pyrolysis plant for
self-sustaining Energy from Waste is thermodynamically unproven, practically implausible, and
environmentally unsound. A linkage between widespread commercial failures and a lack of focus on
thermodynamic fundamentals is also identified, along with an environment of indifference or ignorance
towards energy balances and sustainability when these technologies are presented, assessed and
financed. Though proposals to build machines which violate physical laws is not new, in a modern
context this phenomenon is found to be stimulated by competitive financial rewards. The situation
presents a high risk to investors and has the potential to adversely impact on societal transitions to a
more sustainable future" (Rollinson and Oladejo 2019). It is impossible for this facility to create more
fuel than is being used. This facility is a complete waste of money and resources and does not belong in
Rhode Island or anywhere else.

-Alex Denisevich



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Carey ) carey486@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : Med Recycler

My name is Carey Jeffrey and | live at 9 Brayton Meadow East Greenwich.

| urge you to deny the permit application for the Med Recycler facility as proposed to be located in the
West Warwick/East Greenwich area. This application should be rejected by Rl Department of
Environment Management for the following reasons:

1. Lack of experience: The pyrolysis technique has not been used before for medical waste in the United
States. Nick Campanella, not only does not have any experience operating a pyrolysis plant, he has
cancelled at the last minute to attend meetings to answer questions about this proposed project. If he
can't answer questions now, what will he do if there is an accident at the Med Recycler plant?
https://www.ecori.org/composting/2020/5/28/medical-waste-developer-implicated-in-price-gouging-
accusation [ecori.org]
<https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.ecori.org/composting/2020/5/28/medical-waste-
developer-implicated-in-price-gouging-
accusation__;!!KKphUJtCzQ!crui_Y6my23LggruijS_ThGJpYrR_BWeXCOGTKQ5bZc8Pw6jX_uOlpbgDAiH3PP
HcdxhS$> has not operated this technology before.

2. Lack of funding: The proposed plant would start from inception with deficit financing so if there were
negative environmental impacts, Med Recycler would not have funds to adequately monitor and/or
clean up any harmful emissions, dispose of residual waste safely or accidents.

3. Poor timing: We have just spent a year in lockdown with 500,000 plus dying from covid in the United
States. So how does it make sense to potentially introduce more to toxins to our environment with an
unproven technology with no ability to detect dangerous microbes emitted? At least with covid, we
have effective covid testing.

4. Lack of supervision: Who is the qualified, independent third party professional with the technological
expertise to monitor transportation, air emissions, disinfection, safe storage, maintaining adequate
temperature and proper disposal of residual waste? Did you know that if any of these factors are not
executed properly, the pyrolysis plant can double carbon emissions instead of helping the environment?
Did you know that any metal mixed in the medical waste can cause an environmental disaster? See this
informative article written by an expert in pyrolysis:
https://www.linkedin.com/pulse/pyrolysis-harmful-environment-melissa-leung/ [linkedin.com]
<https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.linkedin.com/pulse/pyrolysis-harmful-environment-
melissa-
leung/__;!IKKphUJtCzQ!crui_Yémy23LggruijS_ThGJpYrR_BWeXCOGTKQ5bZc8Pw6jX_ullpbgDAIH3BB36_
rFS>

Approval of this plant will be a gross injustice to the towns of West Warwick and East Greenwich due to
the lack of experience, funding and supervision. But it is not only these towns that will bear the impact.
The Rhode Island taxpayers will also be forced to pay for any potential mistakes by an inexperienced



operator. We have already experienced a health disaster with covid. Please do not add to our pain.

Thank you for your consideration.

Carey Jeffrey



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Carol carol063@verizon.net

[EXTERNAL] : Rejection of Medical Waste Incinerator
Proposal

| reject the building of the Medical Waste Incinerator Project on the proposed site off of Division Street
in West warwick and East Greenwich Rhode Island for the following reasons :

1. The environmental impact could be devastating to the area.

2. The impact on the air quality, subsoil land contamination and contaminating the water and aquifer
resources can be
irreversible if radioactive materials are incinerated at this proposed site.

3. The potential site is very close to residential homes and steps away from a children's day care center.

4. The damage to the infrastructure i.e roads and bridges will be considerable and the associated noise
and congestion
of large trucks bringing in materials from out of state day and night is unacceptable.

In summary, | reject the building of this Medical Waste Incinerator because | believe it will take away
from the quality of life in both towns, bring down the value of the properties in the surrounding
neighborhoods and most importantly the long term health issues caused by the reasons mentioned
above.

Please consider these reasons to reject this Medical Waste Incinerator Project.
Sincerely,

Carol DiNitto
East Greenwich Preserve



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Carol Ayala carol.ayala@cox.net

[EXTERNAL] : Deny MedRecycler’s medical waste
treatment application

This is a terrible location for such a business! Not to mention the daily shipping and unloading of large
quantities of medical/biological contaminated waste through this community.

This is an unproven technology, and may cause an unhealthy exposure to nearby residents and
businesses.

The appropriate vetting process for the proper location for such an operation has not been done.
Environmental impacts must be evaluated.

Please deny this application.

Thank you for your consideration of this important matter.
Carol Ayala

The Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management should deny MedRecycler’s application
for a medical waste treatment permit. The company’s application and its proposed pyrolysis facility do
not comply with Rhode Island medical waste regulations (250-RICR-140-15-1), Rhode Island solid waste
regulations (250-RICR-140-05-1), or Rhode Island law governing solid waste facility license applications
(R.I.G.L. 23-18.9-9), because:

e MedRecycler has never used this pyrolysis technology on medical waste and has not proven, “on the
basis of thorough tests,” that it is protective of the environment or that it will ensure the health, safety,
and welfare of facility employees and the public;

e MedRecycler’s pyrolysis process is untested on medical waste and the company therefore cannot
prove that the facility will be designed, operated, and maintained in a manner that will protect the
health and safety of personnel and people in close proximity;

e MedRecycler plans to construct and operate its pyrolysis facility in a multi-tenant building without a
“buffer zone” between MedRecycler and neighboring tenants or between MedRecycler and a nearby
daycare center; and

e MedRecycler has not included a final determination from West Warwick that this proposed facility
complies with land use and control ordinances or a “certificate of approval” from the State Planning
Council.

Carol Ayala,
110 Log Rd,
HarrisvilleRlI
carol.ayala@cox.net



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Carol Baumgupta  carol.baum.ri@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : DEM Hearing on MedRecycler

Dear officials Yan Li and Mark Dennen

I am writing this letter to protest the possibility of granting a permit to the MedRecycler plant that has
been proposed on Division Road.

| truly believe that this is a bad idea, and that it puts residents like me in the surrounding area at
increased risk of unknown health exposures . As a breast cancer survivor of 10 years | have been
working hard to limit my exposure to toxins. As you know, the MedRecylcer company has not proven
that treatment of medical waste with pyrolysis is safe for human health and the environment.

| ask that you consider this matter closely, and that you decline the installation of this facility so close to
a heavily opulated community without a clear understanding of its impact on the health of nearby
residents.

Sincerely yours,

Carol Baumgupta
10 Signal Ridge Way
East Greenwich,RI.



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Carol Cavanagh carolgcav9@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Med recycler proposed plant

As a longtime resident of Warwick Rl , | am appalled that DEM is considering licensing the proposed
medical recycling facility.

| have read as much as possible about this process, and can see that there is no way that the process has
been certified as safe for our environment and for our citizens.

Why would Rl allow a NJ resident to pick the most densely-populated state as a place for such a facility?
Telling that the only other location is in a much less densely-populated state in the West.

| urge DEM to do their job to protect our state and all of us loyal citizens from this facility.

Thank you,

Carol Cavanagh

25 Nathaniel Greene Drive
Warwick RI 02818



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Carol Lampeter keskd@aol.com
[EXTERNAL] : Medical waste plant

Do not support the proposed Medical Waste facility. Rl residents should not be experimented on. This
plant would be within a few hundred yards of a daycare!

https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.no-burn.org/wp-content/uploads/Waste-Gasification-and-
Pyrolysis-high-risk-

low-yield-processes-march-2017.pdf?fbclid=IwAR1sCAUaGJlh-
UhdP7Fd9AAgepjgUognrUopCGFH5Y3pgl7alNZWPFVIS_fE__;!IKKphUJtCzQ!a8Cnu70krHE8N7XPgDOIHA
cQjfgcuyHgdlJviDLsF

Y_XOnbKXB3Tc5b4IXmOtfmKNIVovS [no-burn[.]org]

Carol Lampeter

Sent from my iPad

From: (Name) From: (Address)
Carol Lampeter kcsk4@aol.com
[EXTERNAL] : Proposed Medical Waste Facility

Good Afternoon,

It has been brought to my attention that a proposal has been made for build a Medical Waste
Processing Plant at 1600 Division Road.

This cannot be allowed to happen. That area abuts my neighborhood. There are also environmentally
protected areas adjacent to NE Tech and the EG Golf Club. Home prices will be diminished and health
and safety will be severely impacted.

"According to a recent article, this plant is the first of its kind proposed in the United States with many
untested technologies, can emit foul odors and can produce air pollution which could contain cancer
causing compounds into the air or into waterways (among many other negatives). | don't think we want
our neighborhoods to be the testing grounds for this type of a facility.”

Several citizens and residents are now aware of this proposal and intend to fight this with all legal
avenues.

| would ask any of you if you would be comfortable living next to a medical waste facility.

Sincerely,
Carol A. Ciolino-Lampeter



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Carol Tobian ctobian@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Deny MedRecycler’s medical waste
treatment application

Waste to energy is wrong direction especially for tax payer investments. Absolutely deny this project.
The Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management should deny MedRecycler’s application
for a medical waste treatment permit. The company’s application and its proposed pyrolysis facility do
not comply with Rhode Island medical waste regulations (250-RICR-140-15-1), Rhode Island solid waste
regulations (250-RICR-140-05-1), or Rhode Island law governing solid waste facility license applications
(R.I.G.L. 23-18.9-9), because:

e MedRecycler has never used this pyrolysis technology on medical waste and has not proven, “on the
basis of thorough tests,” that it is protective of the environment or that it will ensure the health, safety,
and welfare of facility employees and the public;

e MedRecycler’s pyrolysis process is untested on medical waste and the company therefore cannot
prove that the facility will be designed, operated, and maintained in a manner that will protect the
health and safety of personnel and people in close proximity;

e MedRecycler

plans to construct and operate its pyrolysis facility in a multi-tenant building without a “buffer zone”
between MedRecycler and neighboring tenants or between MedRecycler and a nearby daycare center;
and

e MedRecycler has not included a final determination from West Warwick that this proposed facility
complies with land use and control ordinances or a “certificate of approval” from the State Planning
Council. Carol Tobian, 85 Tillinghast Road, East



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Carol Viccione carolviccione@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : Re: MedRecycler

| am writing to voice disapproval of putting MedRecycler on Division Rd. in East Greenwich. Treating
medical waste with
pyrolysis is an unproven procedure that may cause very harmful carcinogenics to be released in the air.
Please vote NO for this proposal.
Sincerely,
Carol Viccione
20 Field Stone Drive
East Greenwich, R. 1. 02818



From: (Name) From: (Address)
catherine catherine_costantino@brown.edu

[EXTERNAL] : Deny MedRecycler’s medical waste
treatment application

| continue to remain opposed to this facility.

The solid waste permit should not be approved, This facility has no required buffer zone between itself
and other personnel and companies in the building complex and thus, those companies can not protect
their employees from any contamination or chemical exposure that can and will likely occur at
Medrecycler's plant. This buffer area Is required for All employees at Medrecycler and All organizations
and companies directly connected to this facility, and this is Not the case at 1600 Division road.

Also, the DEM permitting does not address the details of how this facility will filter the waste and slag
and other outputs in a extremely detailed way as it is needed and required. No filtration system or
manual is noted in the application. No clear cleaning system name or manual is explained or described
in the application. Broad references are made - UNACCEPTABLE! There is no clearly explained (And
Required) guide regarding how Medrecycler will clean it's pyrolysis system of slag/ash through the
removal sites. What systems will be used, What filters and scrubbers and makers of these items will be
used. We need to be able to research if the items Have been used for this type of process before and if
they are appropriate for this use and will thus work? So, | ask...Where are the names and manuals for
these filters and cleaning systems? How can an application for something this dangerous be missing
these kinds of details. | work in research and the level of detail | must give Even for things as simple as
an e-cigarettes or nicotine patches, which are FDA APPROVED devices and medicines is insane. | have to
give product descriptions and manuals for use EVERY time | apply for a project oversite permit.

How can DEM not require simple details like this for something THIS hazardous. Come on guys!

This is simply unacceptable and inexcusable and it is time to pull-the-plug on this and say NO to
Medrecycler. This company and it's owner, Mr. Campanella are NOT knowledgeable enough or skilled
enough to being doing this kind of work or building this kind of plant in our state. This is YOUR job
RIDEM, to prevent sneaky, shady companies like this from coming into our state and using us a their
"test site".

It is time for you all to now say NO. It is the smart, right and most appropriate answer.

The Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management should deny MedRecycler’s application
for a medical waste treatment permit. The company’s application and its proposed pyrolysis facility do
not comply with Rhode Island medical waste regulations (250-RICR-140-15-1), Rhode Island solid waste
regulations (250-RICR-140-05-1), or Rhode Island law governing solid waste facility license applications
(R.I.G.L. 23-18.9-9), because:

e MedRecycler has never used this pyrolysis technology on medical waste and has not proven, “on the
basis of thorough tests,” that it is protective of the environment or that it will ensure the health, safety,
and welfare of facility employees and the public;

e MedRecycler’s pyrolysis process is untested on medical waste and the company therefore cannot
prove that the facility will be designed, operated, and maintained in a manner that will protect the
health and safety of personnel and people in close proximity;

e MedRecycler plans to construct and operate its pyrolysis facility in a multi-tenant building without a



“buffer zone” between MedRecycler and neighboring tenants or between MedRecycler and a nearby
daycare center; and

e MedRecycler has not included a final determination from West Warwick that this proposed facility
complies with land use and control ordinances or a “certificate of approval” from the State Planning
Council.

catherine costantino,

25 Narrow Ln,

East GreenwichRl
catherine_costantino@brown.edu



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Catherine catherine.scipioni@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : MedRecycler Facility

Dear Mark Dennen,

My name is Catherine Malgieri and | am a resident of East Greenwich. I'm writing to RIDEM to voice my
concerns about the proposed medical waste facility in West Warwick. | feel strongly that RIDEM should
deny the facility license application for the MedRecycler Facility.

MedRecycler uses pyrolysis to burn medical waste, an untested technology that could have significant
impacts on our state environment, as well as direct impacts on the town of East Greenwich. Residents of
East Greenwich have expressed concerns about increased truck traffic on town roads, noise and reduced
air quality, as well as potential odor from the facility. Another major concern is the proposed site
location, which is next to the Playground Prep childcare center.

| urge RIDEM to prioritize the health and safety of Rhode Island residents and deny the facility license
application for the MedRecycler Facility.

Sincerely,
Catherine Malgieri

Catherine Malgieri, DVM
32 Phillips Road

East Greenwich, Rl
401-601-5004



From: (Name) From: (Address)

Catherine cscapell@hotmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : Medical Waste "Recycle Plant"
To DEM,

I have lived in West Warwick all my life. | have raised my children here.

| was a Registered Nurse for over 45 years. In those years | have handled a lot of Medical Waste. | can

but it is safe to burn Covid and God knows what other contagious materials into the air. This is not a
tested process!!!

Remember the Station Fire in West Warwick in 2003. When the egg cartons burned, it turned to

MUSTARD GAS which killed most of the victims!! (100 of them)

DEM is supposed to PROTECT the environment, not POLLUTE it. Shame on the people that work for
DEM. This plant is only an INCINERATOR. If you think that burning leaves will pollute the air, what do

Oh, that's right, you don't know. It hasn't been TESTED!!!

This appears to be a money making scheme. After all, just look at all that waste. Money! Money!
Money! This plant belongs in the middle of no where. Especially not in Rl where we are too crowded
together and there is too much pollution to begin with.

This decision to approve this waste facility was done without any research, planning or care for the
people of Kent County. This West Warwick Town Council is absolutley the worst!!! | wonder who they
know or are related to that is trying to build this plant? Politics as usual.

Cathy Petrarca



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Catherine Webb Lynch cwebblynch@me.com
[EXTERNAL] : Oppose MedReCycle

Ms Li - attached is a letter that we shared with our neighbors based on research my husband did to this
solution.

We are very concerned about this proposed system and the untested nature of what is being proposed.

Please read this detail and research to consider the risks on this proposed use. The quantities and
proposed risks are disturbing.

| would ask you to thoughtfully consider the med recycler proposal and ask yourself if you would put
your children in the daycare that touches the parking lot of this facility.

Thank you in advance for your time.



Catherine Webb Lynch cwebblynch@me.com
Dear Neighbors,

| am dismayed and deeply concerned that MedRecycleRI may be allowed to go through with a
planned “pyrolysis” based medical waste facility in our community. Why? The technology is
untested for medical waste and until it is fully determined to be safe; it is reckless and dangerous
to dismiss what independent experts argue will cause harm to our environment, health, and
property value.

To be fair the high heat pyrolysis method is different than incineration but to be equally clear, the
claimed environmental and safety benefits of such a system are unknown and untested. Based on
the lack of research we as a community should assume until proven that the proposed “pyrolysis”
system by MedRecycle is NO cleaner than the incineration methods whose harmful effects have
been well documented and studied. Research shows that few government agencies have the
resources and or the knowledge of the new system necessary to ensure safety and environmental
standards are being met.

In short: We the Signal Ridge community will be test subjects of a new technology that could
have the same effects that are similar to medical and plastic waste incineration - increased cases
and severity of asthma, cancer, and birth defects. In addition, our property values and community
wellbeing could take a dramatic hit .

What led me to this conclusion and my level of concern

There is simply not enough research on the pyrolysis technology to support the claim from
MedRecycleRI’s CEO “that high heat pyrolysis will in effect burn medical waste without the
pollution usually caused by incineration and create renewable energy in the process” .
Cleanliness and safety cannot be assured without regulation and monitoring of the type and
amount of feedstock (the medical waste material) going into the technology itself. Feedstock
monitoring is critical as recent research finds in a 2020 article from the Journal of Analytic and
Applied Pyrolysis -- the leading scientific journal for the field of pyrolysis. The feedstock (the
waste) especially medical that contains plastics needs to better understood, regulated and sorted
before any claim of safety of technology can be assured. MedRecycle has claimed it is safe but
this is not based on research or examples from a similar use because there is none. It is based on
industry based technical “experts” . The State of Rhode Island should, until actual independent
research and testing is done, proceed with caution and heed the warning of the Alliance for
Incinerator Alternatives that stress pyrolysis is no cleaner than incineration method:

“Studies that have comprehensively reviewed gasification, pyrolysis and plasma in-cinerators
have found that they provide little to no benefit when compared to mass burn incinerators.”

Another concern of the pyrolysis treatment of medical waste is that it can produce C4H4 or
Vinyl Acetylene which has hazard certification that should at the very least required highly
certified workers to handle. According to “hazard certification” it is extremely dangerous


mailto:cwebblynch@me.com

because in high enough concentration and it can auto-detonate (explode without air being
present).

Why would anyone risk allowing a new operator to test a medical waste pyrolysis system near a
University, child care facility and densely populated community?

In Minimum We Should Demand:

|. Until further research of the “pyrolysis” based high heat medical waste system that we
consider the risks equivalent to Hospital and Medical Waste Incinerators.

I1.Until proven safe - that the MedRecycleRI facility only be allowed to process the equivalent
amount of waste under the Clean Air Act (CAA) of that of an incinerator within a community (or
Standard Metropolitan Area). Currently Mr. Campanella’s plan is to start by processing 70 tons
of medical waste a day, but he chose this site partly because he can expand in the same building
to accept up to 140 tons a day. 140 a day is 980 times more than the CAA standard for an
incineration unit if placed in community.

1. There are also safety, inspection and reporting standards that apply to Medical Waste
Incinerators that as a new and unproven technology this system should be in compliance with.
We should demand this level of oversight until it is proven to be safe.

IV.  The MOST important safety measure is the sorting, monitoring and regulation of waste
feedstock. We should require a detailed pre-sorting and reporting of all feedstock waste to ensure
the waste does not include potential hazardous materials as recommended by the Journal of
Analytical and Applied Pyrolysis 152 (2020): 104804. It should not be too much a burden
considering the risks to the densely populated community and nearby Wet Lands.

| am not an expert in this area BUT we as a neighborhood should insist West Warwick, East
Greenwich, and/or the state of Rhode Island hire independent (not industry) experts. We can and
should protest any heated medical waste “recycler” being placed near any community until the
safety of a system is tested and can be assured safe. We should at least want the same oversight
and protection we would receive if it were an incinerator being placed near a daycare.

In the immediate, you may be less concerned about your health, safety and the environment but
please also consider - the research study on negative effects of high heat medical waste systems
can have on property value . How certain can we be that the same neighborhood effects won’t
befall us with an unregulated pyrolysis system? The recent increases in values will significantly
drop.

What can | do? We need your help before the March 15th hearing:

« Call and email your contacts, friends, clients, or patients in West Warwick, Rhode Island State,
and East Greenwich leadership positions and share your concerns



« Sign the online petition objecting

+ Attend the virtual zoom March 15th hearing at 4pm Eastern Time
0 Zoom Meeting

0 Meeting ID: 521 138 3116

0 Or by phone: 929-205-6099

What we are asking for? We do not want to stifle innovation or jobs. We want a careful
measured approach.

« Sort the feedstock material that is coming into Med Recycle
« Limit the processing to 1 ton a week for adequate monitoring and testing to be done

« Provide daily and weekly reporting on the feedstock for test monitoring and regulation by the
appropriate independent agencies to provide oversight and ensure plastics do not end up in our
water supply or poison the schools nearby

How can we not follow the advice of leading scientist in the field of pyrolysis- that more
research is needed? If more research is needed before safety of the solution can be ensured why
should WE be testing it with such large quantities? The last year has clearly taught us what
when we ignore science people die.

References Please Review:

! Tangri, N., Wilson, M. (2017). Global Alliance for Incinerator Alternatives.

https://www.no-burn.org/wp-content/uploads/Waste-Gasification-and-Pyrolysis-high-risk-low-yield-processes-
march-2017.pdf

“As a technology still under development, gasification relies upon a strong regulatory environment, including real
time environmental emissions monitoring, to ensure operational safety and compliance. Few governments today
have the capacity, technical knowledge, or regulatory framework in place to ensure safe operation of gasification
facilities, but due to the environmental and health risks inherent with these technologies, investors should anticipate
an evolving, and increasingly stringent future regulatory environment.” Tangri & Wilson pg 8 2017.

! https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK233619/ Understanding Health Effects of Incineration.

Jose L. Domingo, Montse Marques, Montse Mari, Marta Schuhmacher, Adverse health effects for populations living
near waste incinerators with special attention to hazardous waste incinerators. A review of the scientific literature,
Environmental Research, 10.1016/j.envres.2020.109631, (109631), (2020).
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https://www.no-burn.org/wp-content/uploads/Waste-Gasification-and-Pyrolysis-high-risk-low-yield-processes-march-2017.pdf
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK233619/

! https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK233626/ . Social Issues and Community Interactions-including possible

social, economic, and psychological effects of incineration and how these might influence community interactions
and estimates of health effects.

! Dangers of Hospital, Medical Waste Incineration

This article - shares the history and issues surrounding Hospital, Medical and infections Waste Incinerators
(HMIWI). https://www.pbs.org/newshour/world/agents-for-change/how-u-s-hospitals-cleaned-up-their-toxic-trash

“In 1994, the Environmental Protection Agency released a report that found that incinerators used
by many hospitals throughout the United States were a top of emitter of harmful air pollutants,
including mercury and dioxin.”

The incinerators are now regulated emission guidelines under the 1994 clean air act. These standards were amended
in 2013. See fact sheet below:

https://www.epa.gov/stationary-sources-air-pollution/hospital-medical-and-infectious-waste-incinerators-hmiwi-fact

This article shares research article discussing the potential for pollutants with HMIWIs

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK233633/

The above article reviews the possible harmful effects of HMIWIs and provide recommendation to keep
communities safe.

! https://eastgreenwichnews.com/w-warwick-medical-recycling-plant-would-use-high-heat-technology/

! Qureshi, Muhammad Saad, et al. "Pyrolysis of plastic waste: opportunities and challenges." Journal of Analytical
and Applied Pyrolysis 152 (2020): 104804.

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0165237019308241

! How should you weigh this evidence: Please consider that Qin, L., Han, J., Zhao, B., Chen, W., & Xing, F. written
research was publishing in a tier 1 refereed research journal not based on assessment of invested industry
representative whose publication on technology was for trade conferences.

! An industry Blowing Smoke. 1990 by David CipletGlobal Alliance for Incinerator Alternative. Berkeley, CA.

https://www.no-burn.org/wp-content/uploads/BlowingSmokeReport.pdf
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https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyNET.exe/00002XEP.TXT?ZyActionD=ZyDocument&Client=EPA&Index=1991+Thru+1994&Docs=&Query=&Time=&EndTime=&SearchMethod=1&TocRestrict=n&Toc=&TocEntry=&QField=&QFieldYear=&QFieldMonth=&QFieldDay=&IntQFieldOp=0&ExtQFieldOp=0&XmlQuery=&File=D%3A%5Czyfiles%5CIndex%20Data%5C91thru94%5CTxt%5C00000010%5C00002XEP.txt&User=ANONYMOUS&Password=anonymous&SortMethod=h%7C-&MaximumDocuments=1&FuzzyDegree=0&ImageQuality=r75g8/r75g8/x150y150g16/i425&Display=hpfr&DefSeekPage=x&SearchBack=ZyActionL&Back=ZyActionS&BackDesc=Results%20page&MaximumPages=1&ZyEntry=1&SeekPage=x&ZyPURL
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/14491447_Hospitals_and_plastics_Dioxin_prevention_and_medical_waste_incinerators
https://www.epa.gov/stationary-sources-air-pollution/hospital-medical-and-infectious-waste-incinerators-hmiwi-fact
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK233633/
https://eastgreenwichnews.com/w-warwick-medical-recycling-plant-would-use-high-heat-technology/
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0165237019308241
https://www.no-burn.org/wp-content/uploads/BlowingSmokeReport.pdf

' Qin, L., Han, J., Zhao, B., Chen, W., & Xing, F. (2018). The kinetics of typical medical waste pyrolysis based on
gaseous evolution behaviour in a micro-fluidised bed reactor. Waste Management & Research, 36(11), 1073-1082.

!in That All standards established pursuant to CAA [Clean Air Act] Section 129(a)(2) must reflect maximum
achievable control technology (MACT). The MACT "floor," or minimum level of stringency set forth differing
levels of minimum stringency that EPA’s standards must achieve, depending on whether they regulate new or
existing sources. See report on combustible compliance: https://www.combustionportal.org/hmiwi.php

! Property value and negative effects: https:/link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10640-011-9467-9
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From: (Name) From: (Address)
cbudshome@ao cbudshome@aol.com
[EXTERNAL] : Medical Waste Facility

Good Afternoon,

| would like to express concern for the proposal of a medical waste facility in West Warwick at 1600
Division.

| live in East Greenwich not far from this site.

My concerns are for the posibility of contaminating the ground water, the air quality etc

Forgive me if | do not believe their claims of being safely run, because | am from California, I can still
remember in the 90's PG&E claiming what they were doing was safe and yet children and adults got
gravely ill and some dies because of contamination of the water supply in San Bernardino County.

It can happen! And by the time it's discovered, people have become sick.

Claudia lannotti

From: cbudshome@aol.com <cbudshome@aol.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] : Medical Waste Facility

Good Morning,
I am sending this email regarding the proposal of a medical waste facility at 1600 Division Rd

My concern with this being allowed is the high risk for the surrounding area. We have residential areas
there, a daycare facility next door and also 2 ponds very close to the property.

What happens if a hauler bringing in medical waste that carries infectious disease waste and that hauler
has an accident which allows this infectious waste to escape into the air? | am an East Greenwich
resident and | pass by 1600 Division three times a day. There's a lot of wild life in that area as well who
can then spread that waste.

| do not understand why such a facility would be allowed in this particular location and want to express my
concern to you.

| appreciate your attention in this matter

Claudia lannotti
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From: (Name) From: (Address)
cbudshome@ao cbudshome@aol.com
[EXTERNAL] : Medical Waste proposal for 1600 Division

Good Afternoon,

| would like to express concern for the proposal of a medical waste facility in West Warwick at 1600
Division.

| live in East Greenwich not far from this site.

My concerns are for the posibility of contaminating the ground water, the air quality etc

Forgive me if | do not believe their claims of being safely run, because | am from California, | can still
remember in the 90's PG&E claiming what they were doing was safe and yet children and adults
got gravely ill and some dies because of contamination of the water supply in San Bernardino County.

It can happen!

Claudia lannotti

From: cbudshome@aol.com <cbudshome@aol.com>
[EXTERNAL] : Medical Waste Facility

Good Morning,

I am sending this email out of concern for the high risk of allowing a medical waste facility at 1600
Division Rd

My concern is that in the event of a hauler bringing in medical waste that includes infectious disease
waste has an accident and that infectious waste escapes.

That building in next door to a daycare, across the street from a college, 2 ponds very close by not to
mention the residential neighborhoods.

This also will be using untested technology.

| just believe that such a facility does not belong in that area due to the risks involved

Thank you,

Claudia lannotti
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From: (Name) From: (Address)
Charles Moreau charles.moreau@providencesch
[EXTERNAL] : Objection to waste treatment plant

| adamantly oppose this treatment plant in our neighborhood. | live at 565 Quaker Lane #83, in West
Warwick Rl near the EG border and a am an opponent of this high-heat technology--pyrolysis, to come
into and around our neighborhood.

Medical waste is dangerous and | support denying this company to set up shot around here. | hope the
Department of Environmental Management denies this permit.

Sincerely,

Charles Moreau
401 241-6339

*****This information may be confidential and/or privileged. Use of this information by anyone other
than the intended

recipient is prohibited. If you received this in error, please inform the sender and remove any record of
this

message.*¥***



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Charles Xynellis cxynellis@aerogel.com

[EXTERNAL] : Deny MedRecycler’s medical waste
treatment application

| want to stop this unproven and dangerous proposal that can poison our children and neighborhoods
with overwhelming citizen pushbacklt’s a disgrace how this was covered up to sneak this past Rl citizens
M

The Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management should deny MedRecycler’s application
for a medical waste treatment permit. The company’s application and its proposed pyrolysis facility do
not comply with Rhode Island medical waste regulations (250-RICR-140-15-1), Rhode Island solid waste
regulations (250-RICR-140-05-1), or Rhode Island law governing solid waste facility license applications
(R.I.G.L. 23-18.9-9), because:

e MedRecycler has never used this pyrolysis technology on medical waste and has not proven, “on the
basis of thorough tests,” that it is protective of the environment or that it will ensure the health, safety,
and welfare of facility employees and the public;

e MedRecycler’s pyrolysis process is untested on medical waste and the company therefore cannot
prove that the facility will be designed, operated, and maintained in a manner that will protect the
health and safety of personnel and people in close proximity;

e MedRecycler plans to construct and operate its pyrolysis facility in a multi-tenant building without a
“buffer zone” between MedRecycler and neighboring tenants or between MedRecycler and a nearby
daycare center; and

e MedRecycler has not included a final determination from West Warwick that this proposed facility
complies with land use and control ordinances or a “certificate of approval” from the State Planning
Council.

Charles Xynellis,

60 Archdale Dr,
WarwickRl
cxynellis@aerogel.com



From: (Name) From: (Address)

Cheryl Sachs css1015@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : 3/15/21 hearing
Mr. Dennen,

Thank you for the great job you did moderating the hearing today.
Although | did not speak, | did attend, and listened carefully.

I would like to go on record asking DEM to deny the Med Recycling plant from moving ahead. There is
so much unknown about the recycling of medical waste that could easily cause great damage to the
environment of Rl and its people.

Please do what you are entrusted to do. Protect our environment.
Sincerely,

Cheryl Sachs
15 Ann Dr.; East Greenwich, RI 02818



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Christian Roos christianroos9@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Med recycler West Warwick / East
Greenwich

Dear Yan, dear Mark,

please consider this another concerned resident disapproving the proposed med recycler facility at
Division Street ( West Warwick/ East Greenwich ).
- Where is evidence that their proposed technology works:

1 with medical waste?
2 without air or water pollution?
3 where are the safety protocols?

- Where was the possibility for residents to have a say before March 15th, before DEM was going to
approve it?

- Why is it one of the dense population areas ( right in front you have a daycare center ... they might as
well close right now ! And you have hundreds of students at NE TECH across the street !)

How can there be more disregard for your neighbors and their health?

And the answer is it was too costly to build a new building somewhere else? Laughable!

The list goes on. | disapprove of this project !
Sincerely,

Christian Roos
6 Brayton Meadow, East Greenwich, RI 02818
708 228 8239 ¢



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Christina nina.endicott13@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Deny MedRecycler’s medical waste
treatment application

To whom it may concern:
PLEASE DO NOT bring Medrecycler to our community.

The danger to our health and the health of our community far outweighs ANY financial gain, including
creating jobs.

What’s the benefit to creating jobs if the net result is compromising the worker’s health and could lead
to death! As was clearly stated during the local hearing, bringing Medrecycler to Rhode Island is certain
to have negative ramifications to our health in and around the community. Additionally, the health of
the community will deteriorate which will negate any financial gain from bringing Medrecycler to Rhode
Island. For example, the value of our real estate will drop significantly because most people do not want
to live anywhere near such a facility!

The Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management should deny MedRecycler’s application
for a medical waste treatment permit. The company’s application and its proposed pyrolysis facility do
not comply with Rhode Island medical waste regulations (250-RICR-140-15-1), Rhode Island solid waste
regulations (250-RICR-140-05-1), or Rhode Island law governing solid waste facility license applications
(R.I.G.L. 23-18.9-9), because:

e MedRecycler has never used this pyrolysis technology on medical waste and has not proven, “on the
basis of thorough tests,” that it is protective of the environment or that it will ensure the health, safety,
and welfare of facility employees and the public;

e MedRecycler’s pyrolysis process is untested on medical waste and the company therefore cannot
prove that the facility will be designed, operated, and maintained in a manner that will protect the
health and safety of personnel and people in close proximity;

e MedRecycler plans to construct and operate its pyrolysis facility in a multi-tenant building without a
“buffer zone” between MedRecycler and neighboring tenants or between MedRecycler and a nearby
daycare center; and

e MedRecycler has not included a final determination from West Warwick that this proposed facility
complies with land use and control ordinances or a “certificate of approval” from the State Planning
Council.

Christina Endicott,

112 Grand View Road,

East GreenwichRI
nina.endicott13@gmail.com



mailto:nina.endicott13@gmail.com

From: (Name) From: (Address)
Christina nina.endicott13@gmail.com

To whom it may concern:

PLEASE DO NOT bring Medrecycler to our community.

The danger to our health and the health of our community far outweighs ANY financial gain,
including creating jobs. What's the benefit to creating jobs if the net result is compromising the
worker’s health and could lead to death! As was clearly stated, bringing Medrecycler to Rhode
Island is certain to have negative ramifications to our health in and around the community.
Additionally, the health of the community will deteriorate which will negate any financial gain from
bringing Medrecycler to Rhode Island. For example, the value of our real estate will drop
significantly because most people do not want to live anywhere near such a facility!

Further as a member of our community states:

If pyrolysis isn't that much different than incineration, why don't we have the same standards?
The article below "Central Landfill Keeps R.I. Incinerator Debate Alive" from March 4,2015 gives
us some history on RI's waste problem . Mr. Campanella constantly boasts his process will
"help" our landfill . Some highlights from the article.... « "Currently, state law prohibits RIRRC
from owning and operating an incinerator and from even considering it for its comprehensive
plan. " « "Kite admitted that incinerators, also called a waste-to-energy facilities , are money
losers and require extensive environmental scrutiny." « "Any incinerator, she presumed, would
likely be a small facility that burns a modest volume of the trash- material that can't be resused ,
recycled, repaired or composted.” Yet here we are looking at a facility being proposed to
essentially burn medical waste , 70 tons a day, 24 hours a day , 7 days a week from all over
New England . WHY bring more waste into Rl when we currently have an issue handling what
we have???

We urge you NOT to bring Medrecycler to our community or anywhere in our little state of Rhode
Island. The risks are simply NOT worth it.

Thank you in advance for NOT compromising our health and the health of our community!

Sincerely,

VERY CONCERNED citizen



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Christine Berger cvberger5@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Comments on MedRecycler facility and the
solid waste permit

I am Christine Berger, | live in East Greenwich, my Rep is Justine Caldwell, and | oppose the MedRecycler
proposed plant in West Warwick and request that DEM not extend the solid waste permit to
MedRecycler.

On the solid waste permit: There is no guarantee that the medical waste in that plant will be free of
contaminants. WHAT exactly is in the SEALED containers that will be brought in by the truckload (up to
70 tons a day) then SHREDDED and HEATED on site. There could be contaminants in the containers.
Pyrolysis plants are harmful for the environment if they are not properly designed for the feedstock.
Pyrolysis is better suited to homogeneous fuel stock than heterogeneous waste like medical waste and
other items that may contaminate the feedstock. There is no guarantee that the waste will be free of
contaminants.

Thus, Rhode Island will have no control nor even knowledge of the hazardous waste imported to our
towns every day. Why should our Ocean State be a test site for such a potentially dangerous, polluting,
untested technology. Also, there is a lack of a buffer zone.

There is no evidence that treating medical waste with pyrolysis is safe for human health and the
environment. It is untested. Emissions will leach to the surface water or to the water table, or

bioaccumulate in plants and then in animals. Not to mention the dangers posed to those who live work
and go to school in properties immediately abutting the proposed facility in West Warwick.

We do not want this type of plant in Rl. Please deny the permit.

Christine Berger



[EXTERNAL] : Formal Objection to Proposed MedRecycler Facility

clarice@desautelesq.com
Good Afternoon Ms. Li,

Attached please find a copy of Rl Communities for Environmental Awareness’ Formal Objection to the
Proposed MedRecycler Facility for review and submission. A copy has also been mailed to the Office of
Land Revitalization and Sustainable Materials Management Attn: Yan Li.

Thank you for your attention to this filing.

Best,
Clarice Parsons
Office Manager/ Paralegal

Phone: 401.477.0023

N\

DESAUTEL LAW

MAIN OFFICE & MAILING ADDRESS PROVIDENCE OFFICE ONLINE
38 Bellevue Ave., Unit H 55 Pine 5t., 4th Floor www.desautelesg.com
Newport, Rl 02840 Providence, Rl 02903

This email and any attachments thereto contain confidential and/or legally privileged information. It is intended only for the use of the named addressee(s). If you are not the
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the contents of this emailed information is strictly prohibited and unauthorized. If
you receive this email in error, please immediately notify the sender by email, telephone and permanently delete all copies of this email and any attachments.

[desautelesq.com]
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DESAUTEL LAW

Marisa A. Desautel marisa@desautelesq.com 401.477.0023

April 14, 2021

VIA USPS MAIL AND ELECTRONIC MAIL:

RIDEM

Office of Land Revitalization and Sustainable Materials
Management 235 Promenade St. Providence, RI 02908

ATTN: Yan Li

Yan.li@dem.ri.gov

RE: Formal Objections to Proposed MedRecycler Facility

West Warwick, Rl

To Whom it May Concern,

This office represents the non-profit organization known as the RI Communities for
Environmental Awareness ("CEA") and hereby formally submits its objection to the
abovereferenced project. CEA is comprised of property owners who will be negatively impacted

if the proposed project is approved by RIDEM in its current condition.

The MedRecycler Facility ("MedRecycler") poses a great risk to the health and safety of
those in its surrounding area. MedRecycler's proposed function is to incinerate used medical
waste and other hazardous medical materials. Some materials proposed to be transferred to this

facility include hazardous and extremely hazardous materials, including equipment used in the



distribution of chemotherapy medications. These materials and the resulting fumes released into

the

PROVIDENCE OFFICE NEWPORT OFFICE ONLINE

55 Pine St. - 4th Floor Providence, RI 02903 38 Bellevue Ave - Unit H Newport, RI 02840 desautelesg.com
surrounding area have the potential to cause severe health risks and other not-yet studied dangers

to the environment and CEA communities.

Before discussing the great risk that this facility possesses to the health of the community,

there are several procedural concerns that must be first addressed. The Town of East Greenwich
and the New England Institute of Technology have also submitted their objections to this

proposed project. We adopt their objections in part. Specifically, CEA asserts that:

® RIDEM cannot consider this application until MedRecycler receives a
"final determination” from the City of West Warwick in relation to their
compliance with "local land use and control ordinances"” under RIGL *23-
18.9-9(a)(1).

® The State Planning Council has not issued a "certification of approval" for
the project. Approval is required under RIGL *23-18.9-9(a)(1).

® MedRecycler failed to comply with the "alternative technology" standards
under >30-RICR-140-15.1.15(F)(4)& (5) for conditional approval. The use
of pyrolysis is unproven and conditional approval does not cure this defect.
Protection against unknown effects of an untried method of medical waste
disposal cannot be provided by conditional approval.

Insufficient Public Comment

The information related to MedRecycler's future "detailed testing protocols" for numerous

critical tests necessary for approval is not available for public review during the public comment

period. This fact is fatal under the Rhode Island Waste Disposal Act. RIGL *23-18.9-9 (the

"Act"). Section (a)(2)(ii) of that Act mandates that "[t]he draft license and/or tentative denial,



including all supporting documentation, shall be made available for public comment.” RIGL 523-

18.99(a)(2)(ii) (emphasis added).

A primary issue with the Applicant's permit application is the inability for meaningful
public review and comment. Since medical waste regulation is left to the state's oversight, the
state's decision here should be made only after careful evaluation of all the consequences of such
a decision and after adequate procedural opportunities for informed public participation in the
decision-making process.

The application process in this case resulted in the absence of adequate procedural
opportunities for the CEA to participate in the decision-making process. The draft approval
application process here was lengthy, yet several of the Applicant's methodologies were not
subject to public review and comment. These methodologies, if made public in a timely manner,

would have provided for informed participation by the CEA.

Requiring technical information as a condition after a permit is granted violates the terms
of the Act. Any supporting documentation must be supplied during the public comment period. Id.
MedRecycler's withholding these documents prevents adequate meaningful public comment. The
intent of public notice and comment is to provide information to the general public on a particular
issue in such a manner as to provide the public an opportunity for informed public participation in
the decision-making process, and to allow for community engagement in discussion with
government. The intent behind public review and comment is being eviscerated in this case.
MedRecycler's withholding of documents defeats the intent of the public comment period as it
limits or completely bars what the public can comment on. Not allowing for public review
prevents any meaningful discussion with the community and does not allow for the communities'
needs and concerns to be adequately addressed. As a result, RIDEM cannot render a decision on

the draft application as adequate public comment is not being provided.



Environmental Harm associated with the Incineration of Medical Waste
The EPA has previously spoken on the incineration of medical waste in the 1988 Medical

Waste Tracking Act (expired in 1991). There is particular concern regarding the medical waste
associated with chemotherapy drugs. These drugs are handled with a greater standard of care in
medical facilities and in packing and transport, than most other drugs, due to their potent nature.
Medical waste relating to and in contact with these chemotherapy drugs will be included in the
waste intended for incineration. It is expected that all hospitals within 500 miles of the

MedRecycler facility will utilize it.

In a March 16, 2020 letter, RIDEM addressed several concerns shared by CEA. RIDEM
acknowledged that the subject technology has not been previously permitted or utilized in Rhode
Island. Yet, RIDEM is willing to conditionally approve the Pyrolysis Technology if several
conditions are met. Major concerns highlighted by the RIDEM in its Notice of Intent to Approve
are "the ability of the system to maintain, at all times, negative pressure and containment such that
particles generated by the macerator cannot escape into the environment and do not present a risk
of exposure to workers and Emissions and safety protocols are compliant with other RIDEM and
West Warwick Fire Department requirements."

It is paramount that these concerns be addressed in a meaningful way prior to issuance of
an approval. The issuance of an approval with conditions to address the above elements is not

appropriate.

Sincerely,

/

Marisa A. Desautel, Esqg.



From: (Name) From: (Address)

Colleen Peters colleenpeters@uri.edu
[EXTERNAL] : MedRecycle-RI concerns
Hello,

| would like to express concerns about a medical waste facility being located 2 miles from my home. If
such a facility needs to be located in Rhode Island at all, | would think it should be located in an
industrial area, such as Quonset, rather than a busy residential area. Not only may this cause traffic
issues, but if there is any kind of accident, it will have a huge impact on the surrounding area.

| encourage you to please reconsider the location of such a facility to a less populated, less residential
area of Rhode
Island.

Thank you,
Colleen

Colleen Peters, MBA

Operations Manager

Inner Space Center

University of Rhode Island
Graduate School of Oceanography
Mobile: +1-203-209-3825

Email: colleenpeters@uri.edu <mailto:colleenpeters@my.uri.edu>

Explore With Us: innerspacecenter.org [innerspacecenter.org]
<https://urldefense.com/v3/__http://innerspacecenter.org/__;!!KKphUJtCzQ!Yhkn91tcqCk81Wf-
dWOFdCV9HUFVSAASEQgfISKZI-FzujYOxQJjxyvoXD6DacsCS>

[innerspacecenter.org]
<https://urldefense.com/v3/__http://innerspacecenter.org/__;!!KKphUJtCzQ!Yhkn91tcqCk81Wf-
dWOFdCV9HUFVSAASEQgfISKZI-FzujYOxQJjxyvoXD6DacsCS>



From: (Name) From: (Address)

conniemarsocci conniemarsocci@aol.com
[EXTERNAL] : MED-RECYCLER LICENSE
Hello Mark,

Of great concern to me and my neighbors is the hearing today for a license application by Med-Recycler,
a medical waste treatment plant. | would say that emissions from such a facility would undoubtedly
pose a major health issue to all of the homes and businesses located in this area. Which | might add
includes a child care center.

As nearby residents at Taylor Pointe Condominiums | and our neighbors are concerned as to the release
of toxic chemicals into the air which is certain to have a negative affect on the air quality and ultimately
result in respiratory problems for all in proximity to this facility. Residents close by are already
experiencing foul odors not to mention the negative impact to our respiratory system. This is a health
nightmare !

Public health should be the main concern for DENYING this license and the responsibility of DEM to
protect us.Thank you for your attention to this matter and please confirm receipt of this email.

Connie Marsocci
Taylor Pointe Condominiums



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Corie coriemaloney@hotmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : Public Comment on MedRecycler

Hello,

DEM is charged with protecting the natural resources and people of Rhode Island. In the matter of the
proposed MedRecycler facility in West Warwick the duty of DEM couldn't be more clear.

Science based analysis requires data. There is little to no data on pyrolysis and medical waste, especially
at the potential scale MedRecycler is proposing. We cannot be confident that the facility will work the
way the applicant states. Therefore it is appropriate to apply more caution, not less.

Scientists also recognize no system is perfect: human error occurs, equipment breaks down, and natural
disasters do damage. All of these risk factors demand redundant safety measures to reduce the impact
of such a failure that invariably will occur - it is a not a matter of if, but when. The most important safety
measure the proposed MedRecycler facility lacks is space; an appropriate buffer from other people.
History has shown time and time again that procedures and backup systems will fail. The only failsafe
would be more space.

While the proposed technology may be an innovative solution to a difficult problem, it should not be
tested in a location that puts at risk so many people, including dozens of children at a nearby daycare
facility. An honest assessment of risk and probability would require this facility to be located somewhere
with a much larger buffer between it and other residential and commercial space.

Sadly, the "l know a guy" culture of Rhode Island has allowed this project to reach such a late stage
without applying this common sense. The residents of East Greenwich and West Warwick now rely on
the career scientists at DEM to stand up to political pressure and do the job we-the-people have hired
them to do - protect us from environmental hazards.

Thank you for your consideration,

Corie Jacaruso
15 Bassett Circle, East Greenwich RI

Sent from my iPhone



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Costantino, catherine_costantino@brown.edu

[EXTERNAL] : Concerns regarding the West Warwick
Medrecycler, Inc. Facility
Dear Ms. Li -

| would like to express my concerns regarding the proposed Medrecycler, Inc. medical waste
incineration site in West
Warwick RI.

These types of facilities should not be allowed to establish themselves in residential communities.
The industrial park that Medrecycler is being proposed for is Very residential.

| respectfully request that the RIDEM deny the request by Medrecycler, Inc. to establish a business like
this in West Warwick, as well as all of Rhode Island.

This energy has been consistently found to Not be a clean energy source.

The developer claims it is but this technology has been criticized as being inefficient, because it takes so
much energy to superheat the waste.

But even more critically, it’s unsafe and should not be introduced anywhere in Rhode Island.

Pyrolysis is used to burn other types of waste in other locations in the US, but medical waste would be a
new use and one that should not be tested on Any Rl residence.

Deliveries will not be inspected daily at this facility, with medical waste bags going directly into the
incinerator unopened.

Thus, there is no way for the community to know what is being sent and incinerated there in order to
ensure it’s not radioactive or otherwise harmful.

This is not the kind of development Rhode Island needs, and the people of West Warwick and East
Greenwich specifically, are not interested in being guinea pigs for this technology.

Please do not approve this facility in our towns.

| thank you for your attention to this matter and look forward to discussing it further at the Open
Comments meeting on March 15th, 2021.

Sincerely - Catherine Costantino

East Greenwich, Rl



Catherine Costantino, M.A. | Brown University

Project Coordinator - Brown University Center for Alcohol and Addiction Studies
BOX G-S121-3 | Prov, RI 02912 — Regular Mail

121 South Main St | FIr 3 | Prov, RI 02903 — Deliveries



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Daisy Bassen dgbassen@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : In opposition to MedCycler

Dear Mark Dennen and Yan Li,

| am a board-certified child and adolescent psychiatrist who trained at Brown, currently working in the
community, as well as a resident of East Greenwich and mother of three East Greenwich students and |
am firmly in opposition to the MedCycler proposal. | am all in favor of safe, green energy in our state,
but MedCycler is not conclusively either safe or green. The scientific evidence supporting pyrolysis is
completely insufficient. As a specialist in pediatric neurologic and psychiatric development, | feel the
MedCycler plant poses a grave risk to the health and well-being of the children in the adjacent daycare
as well as the larger neighborhood. Allowing the MedCycler plant to emit unspecified chemicals during
regular functioning, as well as the risk should there be a malfunction, could lead to brain damage,
endocrine disruption and even cancer in our youngest and most vulnerable children. It is not acceptable
to put children’s lives and health at risk in pursuit of profit or ostensible “green energy” endeavors. This
would be true in any neighborhood in Rhode Island. | urge you to keep MedCycler from our local and
state community.

Sincerely,

Daisy Bassen, MD DFAACAP
East Greenwich, RI 02818



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Daphne Sherman  daphnedawn123@icloud.com

[EXTERNAL] : Medical waste burning on east Greenwich

line
Hello my name is Daphne Sherman. | am a registered voter and resident of East Greenwich. | was
shocked to read the article that was posted about this medical waste burning near a child care facility on
division Street across from new England tech. If we are to move towards energy efficiency , by this
means makes no sense to me and | completely oppose it, as does everyone in my household. I'll
definitely do not want such a facility near where | live and breathe.

SincerelyDaphne Sherman

Sent from my iPad



From: (Name) From: (Address)
DAVID theants@cox.net

[EXTERNAL] : Opposition to MedRecycler proposed for
West Warwick RI

Dear Yan Li:

I’'m writing to express my opposition to the MedRecycler medical waste plant proposed for West
Warwick, RI. The reasons for my opposition:

1. MedRecycler’s proprietary pyrolysis system has not been tested with medical waste. Why would the
state of Rl put residents of East Greenwich, West Warwick and nearby towns at risk on an unproven
technology? We look to state government to protect communities against risky business propositions.

2. Originally, MedRecycler stated that there would be no odor from the plant. Now, they admit there
may be some odor and they want to be a good neighbor and provide a system of odor mitigation. This
raises concerns as to other issues that will arise if this plant is approved.

3. Based on the scientific literature, there is no proof that this is “green” technology. It appears that
term is being used to reap incentives associated with “green” technology.

4. Legally, a facility like this plant requires a buffer zone. This site has no buffer and MedRecycler will
share a wall with the business next door. Also at risk is the daycare, school and businesses nearby.
Thank you for your consideration.

Cindy Antonelli
East Greenwich, Rl



From: (Name) From: (Address)
David Dias davidxdiasjr@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Deny MedRecycler’s medical waste treatment application

As a resident of East Greenwich for over 32 years and looking at the possibility of living 1.6 miles from
the MedRecycler-RI, proposed site stickiness me! (Literally). The permit in front of DEM needs to be
unconditionally rejected. Numerous objections have been submitted, one of the most egregious one is
that Lncpyrolysis is a simple type of incineration, with potentially dangerous emissions. Why on Gods
earth would DEM, West Warwick and East Greenwich even consider such a horrific business to locate at
a location that is obviously not appropriate for our neighborhood, in fact any neighborhood! As a former
commissioner of. RI. State Fire Board of Appeals and Review, speaking for myself | have grave concern of
the possibility of fire at the site. Possible smoke from a fire containing harmful emissions is not
acceptable to the families in this danger zone. If this is such a great opportunity, then why the owner of
MedRecycler who lives in NJ want it in RI.D.E.M. | implore you please do what is right reject this now.The
Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management should deny MedRecycler’s application for a
medical waste treatment permit.

The company’s application and its proposed pyrolysis facility do not comply with Rhode Island medical
waste regulations (250-RICR-140-15-1), Rhode Island solid waste regulations (250-RICR-140-05-1), or
Rhode Island law governing solid waste facility license applications (R.l.G.L. 23-18.9-9), because:

e MedRecycler has never used this pyrolysis technology on medical waste and has not proven, “on the
basis of thorough tests,” that it is protective of the environment or that it will ensure the health, safety,
and welfare of facility employees and the public;

e MedRecycler’s pyrolysis process is untested on medical waste and the company therefore cannot
prove that the facility will be designed, operated, and maintained in a manner that will protect the
health and safety of personnel and people in close proximity;

e MedRecycler plans to construct and operate its pyrolysis facility in a multi-tenant building without a
“buffer zone” between MedRecycler and neighboring tenants or between MedRecycler and a nearby
daycare center; and

e MedRecycler has not included a final determination from West Warwick that this proposed facility
complies with land use and control ordinances or a “certificate of approval” from the State Planning
Council.

David Dias,

170 Lynn Cir,

east greenwichRl
davidxdiasjr@gmail.com



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Davina davinavill@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Opposition to Proposed Medrecycler
Medical Waste Site

Dear Ms. Li:

We would like to express our deep concerns regarding the proposed Medrecycler, Inc. medical waste
incineration site in West Warwick RI.

These types of facilities should not be allowed to establish themselves in residential communities or in
close proximity to other establishments, such as schools, doctors offices, grocery stores, pharmacies,
and other businesses.

The industrial park that Medrecycler is being proposed for is both very residential and very close to
many other retail businesses and establishments as listed above.

We respectfully request that the RIDEM deny the request by Medrecycler, Inc. to establish a business
like this in West Warwick, as well as all of Rhode Island.

This energy has been consistently found to NOT be a clean energy source.

The developer claims it is but this technology has been criticized as being inefficient, because it takes so
much energy to superheat the waste.

But even more critically, it’s unsafe and should not be introduced anywhere in Rhode Island.

Pyrolysis is used to burn other types of waste in other locations in the US, but medical waste would be
a new use and one that should not be tested on any Rl residence.

Deliveries will not be inspected daily at this facility, with medical waste bags going directly into the
incinerator unopened.

Thus, there is no way for the community to know what is being sent and incinerated there in order to
ensure it’s not radioactive or otherwise harmful.

This is not the kind of development Rhode Island needs, and the people of West Warwick and East
Greenwich specifically, are not interested in being guinea pigs for this technology.

In addition, increased traffic and potential accidents with trucks containing these materials may occur,
as well as extremely undesirable odors.

Please do not approve this facility in our towns.

We thank you for your attention to this matter and look forward to discussing it further at the Open
Comments meeting on

March 15th, 2021.

Sincerely - Davina & Kevin Villeneuve

East Greenwich, Rl



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Dawn Munroe dmunroel974@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : Fwd: Delivery Status Notification (Failure)

My please see original email below. Thank you.

---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Mail Delivery Subsystem <mailer-daemon@googlemail.com <mailto:mailer-
daemon@googlemail.com> >

Date: Mon, Apr 12, 2021, 11:01
: Delivery Status Notification (Failure)

To: <dmunroel974@gmail.com <mailto:dmunroel974@gmail.com> >

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Dawn Munroe <dmunroel974@gmail.com <mailto:dmunroe1974@gmail.com> >

To: yan.li@dem.ri.gov <mailto:yan.li@dem.ri.gov>, mark.dennen@dem.ri, "pserpa2004@cox.net
<mailto:pserpa2004@cox.net> " <pserpa2004@cox.net <mailto:pserpa2004 @cox.net> >

Cc: John Troutman <jtroutman69@gmail.com <mailto:jtroutman69@gmail.com> >

Bcc:

Date: Mon, 12 Apr 2021 11:01:04 -0400
: Med recycle to plans

Good Morning,

My name is Dawn Munroe. My fiancee John Troutman and | are owners of our condominium who
reside in Greenwich
Estates in West Warwick.

We understand there is discussion about bringing a medical waste facility within a few miles of our
residence. | am writing to express my concerns and against this proposal.

There are potential hazards of the current use of our water supply specifically because the location
does not have an appropriate buffer zone to separate it from neighboring residential areas. That is
inadvertently dangerous to the health residents of the area. Trucks transporting tons of hazardous
waste from other states with the contents of medical waste to our area is cause for concern for
unknown hazardous potential to all of us. Rhode Island should not be utilized as the guinea pig for this
type of facility as a 1st within the United States. As my research has shown there is no comparable
facility within the USA.

Please take my objection into account and with all seriousness as Rl residents who are at the most
effected by the outcome.

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter.



Respectfully Submitted
Dawn Munroe and John Troutman

From: (Name) From: (Address)
Deanna sheridan  sheridan.deanna@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : Medical Waste Center

Dear Ms. Li,

| ask you to please hear the public and their unanimous plea to not approve a medical waste center in a
place that is not a completely industrial area. There are neighborhoods of children as well as a daycare
in close proximity to this proposed facility. In addition this method of ridding medical waste has not
been tested and proven to be completely safe.

| would not want to be on the committee to make such decisions but | will say that it will be a heavy
weight to bear if this procedure is EVER found to be harmful especially after 2 communities came
together to plea for a rejection. | sincerely hope that you spent the time reading every single email with
the resident’s many concerns. Thank you for your time.

Deanna Sheridan
Sent from my iPhone



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Debra Goldman Debra_goldman@hotmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Deny MedRecycler’s medical waste
treatment application

As a physician in the community | am very concerned about the health impacts of using “pyrolysis” to
effectively incinerate medical waste so close to so many residential locations and businesses. The
technology is new and largely untested for this purpose and certainly at this magnitude. The health and
safety impacts of this are potentially disastrous and unspeakable, and it Is inappropriate for this
company to be building a facility like this with no buffer zone where It can put so many people at risk.
Please, protect the health and welfare of our community.

The Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management should deny MedRecycler’s application
for a medical waste treatment permit. The company’s application and its proposed pyrolysis facility do
not comply with Rhode Island medical waste regulations (250-RICR-140-15-1), Rhode Island solid waste
regulations (250-RICR-140-05-1), or Rhode Island law governing solid waste facility license applications
(R.I.G.L. 23-18.9-9), because:

e MedRecycler has never used this pyrolysis technology on medical waste and has not proven, “on the
basis of thorough tests,” that it is protective of the environment or that it will ensure the health, safety,
and welfare of facility employees and the public;

e MedRecycler’s pyrolysis process is untested on medical waste and the company therefore cannot
prove that the facility will be designed, operated, and maintained in a manner that will protect the
health and safety of personnel and people in close proximity;

e MedRecycler plans to construct and operate its pyrolysis facility in a multi-tenant building without a
“buffer zone” between MedRecycler and neighboring tenants or between MedRecycler and a nearby
daycare center; and

e MedRecycler has not included a final determination from West Warwick that this proposed facility
complies with land use and control ordinances or a “certificate of approval” from the State Planning
Council.

Debra Goldman,

65 Watch Hill Dr,

East GreenwichRl
debra_goldman@hotmail.com



From: (Name) From: (Address)

Denise Lopez denisealopez35@gmail.com Re:

Good Afternoon ,

"A relatively untested technology that cooks medical waste to generate electricity is proposed
for a local office and warehouse building." As an East Greenwich resident this is NOT
something | want close to my home .

I'm writing in advance of today's informational session to share our community's growing
concern regarding the Medrecycler facility being proposed for 1600 Division Road. There is a
petition with over 1,400 signatures from East Greenwich, West Warwick residents and beyond
as awareness continues to grow....

https://www.change.org/p/west-warwick-town-council-stop-proposed-med-recycler-site-for-1600-
division-rd-

approval?recruiter=903119373&utm_source=share petition&utm medium=facebook&utm cam
paign=share petition&utm term=1141049b3cbe49d784934ddc2fe66844&recruited by id=b582
f9f0-c63b-11e8-9eeb-6bbbc66ab747&utm content=starter fb _share content _en-us%3Avl

[change.org]

WHY make the residents of East Greenwich and West Warwick be part of this

experiment? This facility is near our homes not to mention a day care facility , NE Tech, East
Greenwich Golf Course and ANY spill could have a major impact on traffic on Division

Road. Medrecycler's flow chart is oversimplified and as stated by Kevin Budris, attorney

at from CLF, Zero Waste Project, "There is a well-documented history of gasifiers and
pyrolyzers generating dioxins. Same with thermal oxidizers. There is no safe way to burn
waste. And turning waste into fuel, then burning that fuel = burning waste. "

From another article.... “Despite claims of low health risks, local environmentalists have
aggressively fought waste-to-energy facilities, such as incinerators or gasification plants. In
2018, a large coalition of opponents defeated a biomass incinerator proposed for Johnston. Last
year, they killed a bill that would have allowed the state to build a gasification plant in

Johnston.” A bill was already stopped to build a gasification plant in Johnston .. why is this
suddenly considered safe to set up here?

"10+ trucks a day carrying medical waste full of unknowns." There is no way to test the local
impact of this. | as well as many others will be listening in .
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Thanks in advance for your consideration of our concerns,

Denise Lopez

[EXTERNAL] : Medrecycler - DEM Process questions
Denise Lopez <denisealopez35@gmail.com>

Good morning,

| have left voicemails but haven't heard back..... | had a few questions regarding the approval process for
Medrecyler .....

e Testing - in your 2/5/21 info doc it was mentioned that "RIDEM determined that the currently
proposed testing protocols are insufficiently detailed at this time." Have you received any
additional testing documents to date?

e 11/13/19 - "The most recent submitted package failed to that in a number of instances."

e 6/16/2020 - "There are significant issues that either have not been addressed or were not
provided in the previous submittals."

o for11/13/19 & 6/16/2020 - please provide Medrecyler's response in the public docs.

e Inyour3/16/2020 letter you mention "remaining concerns that need to be addressed ,
specifically , that shredding untreated medical waste may aerosolize pathogens that could
negatively impact the health of the workers and the community at large." Why allow conditional
testing to be performed in this location if you are unsure of environmental impact as well as the
health and safety of those around the facility? This is NOT a stand alone building . There are 70
employees alone in the business next door.

Thanks in advance for your assistance as I'd appreciate a quick reply on the above this week.
Best Regards,

Denise Lopez

[EXTERNAL] : Medrecycler - DEM Process questions

Denise Lopez <denisealopez35@gmail.com>

Thank you, | will check .



One other piece we discussed this morning is in the Medrecycler application on page 47, next to 7.
WASTE STORAGE it clearly states... "No medical waste is stored at the Medrecycler- Rl Inc Division Road
Rl facility ." The RIDEM Notice of Intent to Approve Doc has on page 3, point 8. "At any time, no more
than 20 containers of regulated medical waste shall be stored inside the facility ; no more than 25
trailers of regulated medical waste shall be onsite."

Can you explain this?

Thanks in advance,
Denise
[EXTERNAL] : Medrecycler - DEM Process questions

Denise Lopez denisealopez35@gmail.com

Mark/ Yan,

Has any consideration been given to an Air Toxics Permit for the Medrecycler project based on the
following (page 15 of DEM Air Toxics doc below) ...

V. Prioritization of Sources for Requiring Air Toxics Operating Permits

2. Consideration of other factors may shift a source to a higher priority position. Such
factors include, but are not limited to:

e Neighborhood concern about odors and/or health impacts

« Proximity of the source to other sources emitting air toxics

« Proximity of the source to residential areas, schools, or other sensitive receptors
« Uncertainty about emissions calculations

« Elevated short-term emissions of a substance with a one-hour or 24-hour AAL
http://www.dem.ri.gov/programs/benviron/air/pdf/airtoxgl.pdf

Thanks in advance,

Denise Lopez


mailto:denisealopez35@gmail.com
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[EXTERNAL] : Medrecycler - DEM Process questions

Denise Lopez denisealopez35@gmail.com

Mark/Yan,

Have you gotten a more comprehensive employee manual to date?

https://www.dropbox.com/sh/nnypb6cbhygvOwa/AAAwW4AXD8vhbEDgqFOtJOTEoJa/Application%20Attac
hments%20A%20-

%20H/Attachment%20B?dI=0&preview=Employee+Manual.pdf&subfolder nav tracking=1
[dropbox.com

This is the only information | could find about Environmental Health Concepts on the internet which the
company name listed on the employee manual ......

https://www.scrapmonster.com/company/environmental-health-concepts-inc/29816
[scrapmonster.com]

| was just curious how this company represents itself as an Employee Manual for Medrecycler, is it a
sample of a business they're working with or just provided in the absence of them not having one
themselves ?

Thanks in advance,

Denise Lopez

Re: [EXTERNAL] : Air Toxic Permit — Medrecycler
Denise Lopez <denisealopez35@gmail.com>

V. Prioritization of Sources for Requiring Air Toxics Operating Permits
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2. Consideration of other factors may shift a source to a higher priority position. Such
factors include, but are not limited to:

e Neighborhood concern about odors and/or health impacts

« Proximity of the source to other sources emitting air toxics

« Proximity of the source to residential areas, schools, or other sensitive
receptors

o Uncertainty about emissions calculations

o Elevated short-term emissions of a substance with a one-hour or 24-hour
AAL

http://www.dem.ri.gov/programs/benviron/air/pdf/airtoxgl.pdf

NEIT and a daycare / school are right next to the property as well as residential and
commercial area. They clearly state in solid waste application there will be an odor as well as unknown
health impacts. It's basically in the middle of Kent County.

Thanks in advance,

Denise Lopez

Re: [EXTERNAL] : Air Toxic Permit — Medrecycler

Denise Lopez <denisealopez35@gmail.com>

Thank you for your response. Being that there was no public comment allowed for the air permit,

how can you really trust ANY of the emission limits in even the air permit application when their
process has NEVER BEEN TESTED REAL TIME WITH MEDICAL WASTE. If just even one person had done
their due diligence with this project you wouldn't be in this position. You can never truly know or test all
the possible combinations of medical waste that are coming in and being processed together to even
know what emission limits would be for certain combinations. With regards to the solid waste permit,
DEM says they STILL don't have all the proper testing protocols in place so how can anyone know with
any certainty or say this is "safe" or how this would impact this highly congested area.

| know you will not be able to respond further but would like to leave you with this piece below on
pyrolysis. The science is there if you choose to see it, pyrolysis is "unproven, practically implausible , and
environmentally unsound" . Every medical professional | have shown their documentation to cannot
believe it has gotten this far. | expect you'll be hearing from several in the days ahead.

Thanks for any additional oversight you can provide.


http://www.dem.ri.gov/programs/benviron/air/pdf/airtoxgl.pdf

Best Regards,

Denise Lopez

"Historically, pyrolysis [sciencedirect.com] technologies occupied a niche,
producing materials with useful chemical functionality from wood, by the
continuous application of heat. In the 21st century pyrolysis is promoted as an
"advanced" technology for the extractionof heat from municipal refuse, at the
same time as claiming "sustainable" and "efficient" credentials. This paper
examines the concept of pyrolysis, and the potential for a phenomenon which
demands energy to be considered as something which can be engineered to
provide energy. Using literature review and case study methods, along with
civil permit applications and experimental results, it shows that a pyrolysis
plant for self-sustaining Energy from Waste is thermodynamically unproven,
practically implausible, and environmentally unsound. A linkage between
widespread commercial failures and a lack of focus on thermodynamic
fundamentals is also identified, along with an environment of indifference or
ignorance towards energy balances and sustainability when these technologies
are presented, assessed and financed. Though proposals to build machines
which violate physical laws is not new, in a modern context this phenomenon
is found to be stimulated by competitive financial rewards. The situation
presents a high risk to investors and has the potential to adversely impact on
societal transitions to a more sustainable future."”

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0921344918304117?fbclid=IwAR3doJ-zHk-
EFRuaFXxMOoibHasgXXQxvk9jjVExSILf6Z4Z YHgpcZWUGI [sciencedirect.com]

[EXTERNAL] : Medrecycler - Rl / Solid Waste Permit - Pyrolysis Testing
Denise Lopez <denisealopez35@gmail.com>

Hi Yan/ Mark,

Here is a flyer on Gasification, Pyrolysis and Plasma Incineration [no-burn.org]
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A key statement was made.......

"Releasing Toxics: The same toxic byproducts can be released from these incinerators as from
other incinerators, including dioxins and furans, mercury and other heavy metals, particulate
matter, carbon monoxide, hydrogen chloride, sulfur dioxide, and more, as well as toxic
contaminants in the char or ash residues, and contaminated waste water. Many of these
pollutants are carcinogenic and threaten public health even at very low levels. Recent tests
from municipal solid waste (MSW) in a test pyrolysis facility in southern California found more
dioxin, VOCs, NOx, and particulate emissions than existing mass burn incinerators in the
region.”

Did anyone at DEM do any research on pyrolysis before issuing an intent to approve? The
science and studies are clear, this is NOT the answer and the concerns you have regarding
public health and environmental safety are valid.

Best Regards,

Denise Lopez

[EXTERNAL] : Medrecycler - Emergency / Disaster Recovery Plans
Denise Lopez <denisealopez35@gmail.com>

Yan/ Mark,

Have you received any emergency/ disaster recovery plans from Medrecycler other than the fact that
they will notify RIDEM within 24 hours of an incident? When would local police / fire be notified of an
emergency , how about the surrounding neighborhoods , businesses ? What measures would be needed
to contain the waste and ensure no environmental / health impact?

| spoke with someone in Santa Fe regarding Monarch, one thing they noted is when equipment needed
repair, the waste would still keep coming and be stored onsite creating an odor. If Medrecyler's plant
needed to be shut down for repair, would the waste be stored on site? How long is the contingency
plan for that type of scenario? Again this is not a stand alone building and there is NO buffer zone to the
business next door.

This was found in the documentation but no specifics Environmental , Safety and Health Manual (ESH)

dropbox.com].
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[EXTERNAL] : Medrecycler - Emergency / Disaster Recovery Plans

Denise Lopez <denisealopez35@gmail.com>

Thanks in advance,

Denise Lopez

Hi Mark,

Thanks for your reply. | guess that's my point. This seems very high level generic as to how to sound an
alarm in EG and West Warwick not necessarily how to deal with the disaster recovery for this type of
plant. I'm also concerned that the Manufacturer is in South Africa. Who will be overseeing
maintenance and repairs in the US ? Has a transition team been set up as clearly no one here in the US
knows how to operate the equipment.

Best,

Denise

[EXTERNAL] : Medrecycler - Monarch Plant Closed

Denise Lopez denisealopez35@gmail.com

Dear Mark and Yan,

| wanted to reach out to let you know | received confirmation today from the Lt Governor of the Nambe
Pueblo in Santa Fe that Monarch Waste Facilities has closed (see below). They came in the same way
Medrecycler is trying to , under the radar. How many more pyrolysis facilities are going to be allowed
to try and fail before we take a stance that burning medical waste is not the answer. 1600 Division is
not a stand alone building. Kent County should not bear the burden of being the guinea pigs for this
poorly planned facility.

Best Regards,
Denise
From: Phillip Perez

Sent: Monday, March 29, 2021 11:14 AM
To: George Toya <gtoya@nambepueblo.org>
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Cc: Nathaniel Porter <ltgovernor@nambepueblo.org>
Subject: RE: Monarch

Hello George. My understanding is the operations have ended. | believe they may be working
on disassembling their equipment and restoring the building.

[EXTERNAL] : Medrecycler - DOT and Hunt River Aquafor
Denise Lopez <denisealopez35@gmail.com>

Good Afternoon Mark and Yan,

I'm not sure if these questions pertain to the Solid Waste permit public comment or are general
guestions you can respond to :

e RIDOT - has anyone at RIDEM consulted with RI DOT about this project regarding the
additional hazardous waste that could potentially be coming into RI ?

e Hunt River Aquafor - Has any analysis been done on potential impact to the Hunt River
Aquafor ? The Hunt River is formed by multiple tributaries originating in East Greenwich,
RI. These tributaries, including Scrabbletown Brook, Frenchtown Brook, and Fry Brook,
join to form the Hunt River along the northern border of North Kingstown on the eastern
side of Route 4.
Thanks for any information you can provide and if you can't provide feedback, please include in
public comment.

Regards,

Denise

[EXTERNAL] : NHSM Determination
Denise Lopez denisealopez35@gmail.com

Mark ,

| asked the EPA whether Medrecycler- Rl had requested an exemption or an

applicability determination on formal medical waste incinerators NSPS-Part 60. | know Rl DEM
at some point made the classification of their system from plasma gasification to

pyrolysis because part one of their process does not use oxygen. With regards to part two and
the combustion units, was a determination made and shared with the public regarding whether
NHSM is a waste or non-waste or is that evaluation still ongoing?
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Also , have any testing protocols been finalized to date that can be shared as part of the public comment
process. | know as of the RIDEM 2/5/21 fact sheet, they had not been defined.

Let me know.
Regards,
Denise

[EXTERNAL] : 3/15 Comment Summary and One Last (hopefully) Public Comment
Denise Lopez <denisealopez35@gmail.com>

Mark/Yan,

Attached please find a summary of my public comment on 3/15. | jumped around a bit to meet the time
allotment as many of my concerns had already been addressed by others or the attorney's comments.

Why would Rhode Island add MedRecycler’s yearly 20,881 tons of carbon dioxide to the
planet's greenhouse gas threat when it just passed the 2021 Act on Climate
[webserver.rilin.state.ri.us] which sets specific greenhouse gas reduction goals? CO2 makes up
81% of the greenhouse gas/global warming problem, per the US EPA.

The Act’s purpose is to safeguard our economy, public health, and natural environment. “The
bill establishes guidelines for more aggressive emission reduction policies and calls for a net-
zero Ocean State by 2050. It also amends the 2014 Resilient Rhode Island Act by providing
updated and enforceable timelines for emissions standards, as well as emphasizing
transparency and accountability.”

Multiple reasons have been given to deny a solid waste permit for Medrecycler-RI .....

¢ no buffer zone - 70 employees on one side, 195 on the other
e missing State approvals

e incomplete testing protocols (Note : as part of due process shouldn't they have been
available for public review as part of the public comment process?)

e inconsistent information from Medrecycler application to DEM approval notice (no
storage vs storage)

e bringing additional medical waste via 195 and in an accident prone area
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e inconsistent with The Act on Climate goals

o insufficient RIDEM resources to provide necessary oversight

In addition, concerns regarding DEM's public comment hearing continue to be raised. Over 50
people , we know of , tried to get in and were not permitted or bumped out and could not regain
access .

I'm also hoping that the high heat bill that was recently heard by the Environmental House
Committee and soon to be heard in the Senate moves forward to prevent any community in RI
from going through what we're dealing with now.

We have a beautiful state, please deny this permit to help protect the health and environment of
the surrounding communities .

Thank you,

Denise Lopez

[l.facebook.com]
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DEM Public Comment on Solid Waste Permit
March 15, 2021

Medrecycler - Rl 1600 Division

Denise Lopez

Good afternoon, my name is Denise Lopez and | am an East Greenwich resident , but
today | come to speak as a resident of Kent County and the voice of those who are
unable to come and speak today but have shared their concerns with me day in and day
out. | have spent the past year following the Medrecycler project and objectively
learning more in order to provide facts to the community on what is being proposed .
Quite frankly , the more | have learned, the more concerned | have become that the
project has gotten this far for such a congested area in the middle of Kent County.

As stated in a Science Direct article, “ a pyrolysis plant for self sustaining energy from
waste is thermodynamically unproven, practically implausible and even environmentally
unsound.” Yet, Medrecycler claims their process is safe ,even green , but it has never
tested the system with medical waste to date , only in simulation.

Pyrolysis is not that different from incineration, both methods use high heat and produce
ash, char and air pollutants including mercury and lead. | have heard from many
families impacted by Cancer thanking me for my efforts as the last thing RI needs is
additional dioxins that will increase our risks statewide.

While | could go on for hours, the focus tonight is on the solid waste permit, so | will
concentrate my comments on the issues | found when reading the solid waste permit
application.

First, when reviewing Section 1.14 of the medical waste regulations under Title 250 of
the RI Code of Regulations , Chapter 140, Subchapter 15 part 1

Section 5 regarding Approval of Alternative Technologies specifically states under a.
The Director shall not grant approval for the use of any other combination of treatment ,
destruction, and/or disposal technologies , unless and until such technologies are
proven on the basis of thorough test to several terms including

(3) be protective with respect to total impact on the environment
(4) Ensure the health , safety and welfare of both facility employees and the general
public



In DEM’s letter from March 16, 2020 states , “with respect to 3 and 4, The Office of
Waste Management has remaining concerns that need to be addressed, specifically
that shredding untreated medical waste may aeorosolize pathogens that could
negatively impact the health of the workers and the community at large. “

They also go on to say that “this technology has not previously been permitted or
utilized in Rl “. This is a key piece of information for this location that | will address later.

Secondly , it is alarming the number of flags that appear when | did a general oversight
of the Rules and Regulations for Solid Waste Management and Organic Waste
Management Facilities under Title 250 of the Rl Code of Regulations, Chapter 140 ,
Subchapter 5 Part 1

While this is alternative technology , | would guess it would still need to be in the
guidelines for general safety of a solid waste permit including...

Section 1.6 Prohibitions

D. Odors: A Solid Waste Management Facility or Organic Waste Recycling Facility,
whether licensed or unlicensed, shall not emit or cause to be emitted into the
atmosphere any air contaminant or combination of air contaminants which creates
an objectionable odor beyond the property line of said facility. Odor evaluations shall
be conducted by Department personnel to determine if an odor is objectionable by
taking into account its nature, concentration, location, duration, and source.

Specifically in

e Section 18 . Odor Control Problem
o What off site alternate medical waste treatment facility has been
determined for processing trucks with offensive odors?
o If such a facility has not been identified, how is it permissible to be
as stated in the application “processed immediately “ on site.

(Note , my feedback is in red for the next few items)

E. Low Level Radioactive Waste: The disposal of low level radioactive waste at an
Organic Waste Recycling Facility or Solid Waste Management Facility is prohibited.
All low level radioactive waste must be managed in accordance with 216-RICR-40-


https://rules.sos.ri.gov/regulations/part/216-40-20-1

20-1, General Provisions and Standards for Protection Against Radiation. | believe
they will take this in and it is stated in the application . Page 47 of the application
states that “should radioactive material be detected, the container is labeled as
radioactive and temporarily placed away from employees. In most cases it will decay
to an acceptable background limit and may be processed as regulated medical
waste.”

1.9 General Operating Standards

M. Safety Provisions

1. General: The facility shall be designed, operated and maintained in
such a manner as to protect the health and safety of users of the facility
and personnel associated with the operation of the facility, and persons in
close proximity to the facility. If you don't know something is safe, it should
NOT be tested close to operating businesses or residential areas .

P. Buffer Zones: The facility shall be required to maintain a buffer zone
area that serves to mitigate nuisance impacts such as dust, litter, odor,
and noise from the facility to human activities. The buffer zone must be an
area of undeveloped vegetated land retained in its natural undisturbed
condition, or created to resemble a naturally occurring vegetated area, or
approved equal, that is not used for any facility operations. The buffer
zone may be utilized for vegetated drainage controls such as swales or
storage ponds. There is NO buffer between Medrecyler and business next
door. The loading dock for neighboring business (M-F Athletic) receives
6-8 truckloads daily.

Moving on to general comments about the application and documents submitted by
Medrecycler.....

e 1In 2/5/2021 DEM Fact Sheet it is stated, “RIDEM determined that the currently
proposed testing protocols are insufficiently detailed at this time. Therefore,
permit conditions have been included to require additional details of the testing
protocol, department approval and oversight prior to testing.”

It's a bit surprising that over 2 years into this process they are STILL not able to provide
DEM with sufficient info , yet the public is expected to be the guinea pigs for the
environmental impact of their process.

Specific discrepancies in the DEM application ,dated July 28, 2020 include :


https://rules.sos.ri.gov/regulations/part/216-40-20-1

Volume and Storage Questions :

e Why does the DEM Notice of Intent to Approve say that Medrecycler - Rl can
STORE medical waste when the application states that waste will NOT be stored
on site?

e Why does the DEM Notice of Intent to Approve say that Medrecycler - Rl "no
more than 20 containers of regulated medical waste shall be stored inside the facility; no
more than 25 trailers of regulated medical waste shall be onsite” ? This is quite a
disparity from what the public is being told.

e The original intent , based on planning board minutes, was for 4 delivery trucks a
day "generally in the morning " or as stated in DEM info session "scheduled by
appointment”. The application states this facility will operate 24 hours a day ,
seven days a week . Will trucks be delivering materials all day or is there a set
window? Will someone be on site to have 24 hour monitoring?

Location :

e The application is clearly still referencing the original Johnston site as noted in
Population and Service Area. Shouldn't this be updated in the application ?

Employee Manual :

e Has DEM gotten a more comprehensive employee manual to date? The one
provided is from a company called Environmental Health Concepts. | was just
curious how this company represents itself as an Employee Manual for
Medrecycler, is it a sample of a business they’re working with or just one
provided in the absence of them not having one themselves?

MONARCH WASTE - COMPARISON SITE IN NEW MEXICO

Per a conversation | had with someone in San Fe regarding the Monarch site :

“1 am sorry you are still fighting this fight and | hope that you are able to get what you need to
protect the people and land in your community. In our area residents who lived nearby
complained of the smell being so bad they avoided walking their dogs or going for jogs outside. |
am also adding some notes | took from public meetings that | shared with my community that
may be helpful to follow up with or share with the advocacy group you are working with. Hope
this helps, keep up the good fight! “

“ Monarch recently moved operations out of my homelands due to restrictions we
placed on not processing human or non human body parts last year and it no longer
being financially lucrative. The facility was near a residential area and neighbors said



the smell was horrible and couldn’t even walk their pets outside anymore. | lived far
enough away to where | didn’t smell it. My concerns were around what the EPA
deemed safe amounts of things like arsenic. They also didn’t do a full environmental
impact assessment, so no information on how it would impact ground water only air
emissions. | would advocate for a full environmental impact assessment.

I's completely gone over here, no longer in operation thankfully. While | think it's
important that we find ways to dispose of waste safely I'm not understanding why these
facilities need to be near homes and communities and near areas that are deemed
“disposable”-largely near communities of color/Indian reservations. | don’t know what
the demographics look like in your area but in my case it was environmental racism and
there is a long history of ‘sacrifice zones’ where nuclear waste was dumped uranium
mining occurred. I'd definitely be concerned with the “let’s try it and then test it”
method.”

Note : | sent correspondence on 3/29 confirming that Monarch had closed.

In Closing , going back to the DEM Alternative Technologies Regulations stated above,

b. Notwithstanding the provisions of 8 1.15(F)(5)(a) of this Part, the Director may
deny any application for just cause within the scope and intent of these
regulations.

Especially in this age of COVID, considering the relatively new and unique use of
Pyrolysis for the disposal of Medical Waste, | would question whether or not RI DEM
even has the ability / expertise to thoroughly and safely evaluate the proposed project. It
is certainly new territory for DEM and an alternative use of this technology that will set
precedent for the State.

This company and I’'m sure many others will come to Rl as many are looking for states
that offer industrial bond funding for self identified green initiatives. WE ARE URGING
DEM TO DO THEIR JOB AND PROVIDE THE SCRUTINY AND OVERSIGHT OF THIS
APPLICATION AND PROTECT THE ONES YOU SERVE.



Denise Lopez <denisealopez35@gmail.com>

From: (Name) From: (Address)
Denise Lopez denisealopez35@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Greenaction comments on Medrecycler
Solid Waste Application

Mark/ Yan,

Down to the wire... another community member and | reached out to Greenaction as they are a high
level grassroots organization fighting for health and environmental justice. Bradley Angel, the Executive
Director got back to us with his feedback on the Medrecyler-Rl application tonight. Please see the
attached document to be included as part of public comment.

Thank you,
Denise



Denise Lopez denisealopez35@gmail.com

EENACTION

for Health & Environmental Justice

April 14, 2021

Greenaction for Health and Environmental Justice Comments on permit application of
MedRecycler-Rl, Inc., 1600 Division Road West Warwick, Rhode Island

Greenaction for Health and Environmental Justice submits these comments at the request of local
residents living near the proposed medical waste pyrolysis facility. We urge denial of a permit for a
facility to treat regulated medical waste up to 70 tons/day by using pyrolysis.

After reviewing the claims of the company, and based on our experience investigating and monitoring
similar facilities and proposed facilities worldwide, we have serious concerns about potential emissions
and the potential harmful impact on public health and the environment. At best, pyrolysis is an
unproven technology and there is insufficient information to prove it is safe and acceptable for this
location and permit application.

Rhode Island DEM “Fact Sheet” Concerns:

The “Fact Sheet” produced by the Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management Office of

Land Revitalization and Sustainable Materials Management” (Rhode Island DEPARTMENT OF

ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT, OFFICE OF LAND REVITALIZATION & SUSTAINABLE MATERIALS
MANAGEMENT, February 5, 2021) has some accurate, and some inaccurate information that must be
corrected before the public comment period expires.

* DEM “Fact Sheet” incorrectly claims that pyrolysis “...differs from incineration in that the
heating is done in an anoxic (without oxygen) environment.

The reason this DEM claim is not correct is that oxygen is present in some of the waste materials fed
into the pyrolysis chamber. This is very relevant to the issue of the types of emissions that will occur.
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* DEM “Fact Sheet” confirms facility and technology would use burning in the waste treatment
process:

The DEM “Fact Sheet” says: “Pyrolysis is similar to incineration in that they both use high heat to break
down organic materials such as cloth and plastic. It differs from incineration in that the heating is done
in an anoxic (without oxygen) environment. The process produces a flammable gas that is then burned
in the presence of oxygen to produce electricity.”

Despite the claims that pyrolysis is not incineration, DEM’s own “fact sheet” admits the process involves
burning = also known as incineration. Many environmental health advocates and experts on incineration
technologies (including Greenaction and the Global Alliance on Incinerator Alternatives) refer to
pyrolysis and similar gasification technologies as two-staged incinerators. As DEM points out, in the first
stage the waste is heated, and then the resulting gases are then burned. This is clearly incineration, no
matter how much the proponents attempt to disguise it as something different.

* Concern about DEM “Fact Sheet” section entitled: “What waste products will be produced?”

The DEM “Fact Sheet” states the following:
“The application is for a process that produces the following wastes:

1. Flammable gas (syngas) that will be burned to generate electricity.
2. Solid ash-like material will need to be disposed of in accordance with RI Regulations.
3. A flammable tar to be used to heat the vitrification system.”

Here again, above, DEM admits the process includes “burning” yet claims elsewhere in the fact sheet
that this is not incineration — which it is.

The application should describe more clearly the content and toxicity of the “solid ash-like material” and
what would be the potential impacts from its disposal on the community and environment near the
disposal site (which is not mentioned).

DEM'’s #3 refers to a “flammable tar to be used to heat the vitrification system.”

The above sentence referring to a flammable tar is again indication that the process includes flames
(burning/incineration).

* Testing Protocols and Premature Proposed Permit Issuance Concerns:



The DEM “Fact Sheet” states: “Also, RIDEM determined that the currently proposed testing protocols
are insufficiently detailed at this time. Therefore, permit conditions have been included to require
additional details of the testing protocol, Department approval, and oversight prior to testing.”

The above statement is a tremendous concern as it is improper to plan to issue a permit for this type of
facility without knowing the testing protocols and evaluating them. In fact, the public has the right to
evaluate them during this public comment period, but if they do not exist, there can be no DEM or
public review.

* Waste Storage Concerns:

We encourage scrutiny of the plans for storage of the medical waste, as there will be potential issues of
noxious odors, exposure to pathogens and other infectious materials.

DEM'’s “Fact Sheet” states that no more than 25 trailers of waste could be stored on site. That is an
enormous amount of trailers and waste to store at this location, and poses risk of leaks, serious odors,
break-ins, and contamination. Many medical waste facilities are known to have had odor issues, and
allowing large scale storage onsite is a problem and concern.

*  Truck Traffic and Emissions Concerns:

A full and realistic assessment of truck traffic is very important, not only for analyzing truck traffic going
to and from the facility. Diesel trucks emit harmful toxic and particulate emissions that can cause
asthma, cancer and other health problems.

Location Concerns:

A key concern is the proximity of the facility to homes. As we believe this facility would potentially emit
hazardous and criteria pollutants into the air, it should not be located anywhere near homes, schools,
day care, health care institutions or similar sensitive receptors.

Comments on “Application for Pyrolysis and Energy Production Medical Solid Waste Treatment
Facility”



The company’s application cover letter states in part: “On January 29, 2019 Medrecycler-Rl, Inc., seeks a
permit to construct and temporarily operate a Pyrolysis and Energy Production System utilizing Medical
Waste as the primary source of feed stock.” pn-medrecycler-rev.pdf (ri.gov)

* Concern about “feed stock.”

As can be seen from this description, the company refers to Medical Waste as the primary source of
feed stock but does not clearly divulge the other feed stock they intend to use. If something is described
as primary, clearly that means there will be other types of feed stock. What are they?

* Concern about the facilities referred to as models/similar plants are not similar:

The permit application states: The following are a list of waste to energy projects completed and in
progress using Technotherm Technology: 1. Country Meats-Knoostad, South Africa a) Waste form:
Animal slaughterhouse 2. Ecorevert-Wadeville, South Africa a) Waste form: All types of waste, design for
plastic 3. Huntington, United Kingdom a) Waste form: Biomass (wood).

As is clearly obvious, none of these are medical waste facilities. A slaughterhouse feedstock is
completely different from medical waste, as is wood.

* Concern about Permit Applicant’s Lack of Experience:

The permit application states: “This will be the first waste to energy project for Medrecycler-RI.

Medrecycler-Rl relevant project experience is mainly related to alternative energy especially Solar
Energy.”

As this company has no apparent experience in the field of medical waste to energy, additional scrutiny
needs to be conducted with an extended public comment period which we request.

*  Permit application admits this is a thermal process, contradicting claims that this is not
incineration which is precisely a two-stage thermal process

The application states: “Overall process takes medical waste (MW), received by a transporting company,
and thermally processes it in a pyrolysis system operating at 800°C - 900°C (1,472°F - 2,1652°F). Organic
matter from the MW is evaporated forming a syngas that can directly be used as a fuel source for
electrical generating engines... All gasses are sent to a Thermal Oxidizer where they are conditioned for
release to atmosphere via a stack at a temperature....”
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The application goes on to state: “Once a syngas was established within the variations described, the
next step was to combust those available compounds through the Engine, Vitrifier and Thermal
Oxidizer...”

Once again, the application itself contradicts DEM’s claim that this is not incineration. The application
says the technology will “combust” —i.e. incineration.

As can be seen from the application itself, this is a combustion, incineration process. Stage 1 involves
thermal processing of medical waste, and Stage 2 involves Thermal Oxidation which is an incineration
process. Once again, this contradicts claims that this process and facility would not use incineration, as it
clearly would.

Request for extension of public comment period:

Due to the complexities of the technology, the fact that the project proponent has no experience in the
field, and the seriously misleading claims that this facility would not use incineration when it clearly
would use what they admit is “combustion” and “burning” and “thermal processes,” DEM should
reopen the public comment period and do so only after the inaccuracies and misleading statements are
corrected so the project can be properly evaluated by all concerned parties.

Thank you for considering our comments. Please provide a response to comments.

Respectfully submitted,

TRl Ayl

Bradley Angel, Executive Director



Sent: Wednesday, February 24, 2021 12:36 PM
To: Dennen, Mark (DEM) <mark.dennen@dem.ri.gov <mailto:mark.dennen@dem.ri.gov> >
Cc: Li, Yan (DEM) <yan.li@dem.ri.gov <mailto:yan.li@dem.ri.gov> >; Coit, Janet (DEM)
<janet.coit@dem.ri.gov
<mailto:janet.coit@dem.ri.gov> >
Subject: Re:
[EXTERNAL] : Medrecycler - DEM Process questions

Thank you Mark . Just to confirm, this is not the final testing protocol, just what they initially gave you
, correct ?

And thank you for looking into the other docs as the public would like to review prior to public
comment .

As | mentioned there are MANY conditions that are not being met with regards to safety for a solid
waste permit but | can certainly save those for public comment . | know you don’t have authorization for
the location but as DEM is charged with looking out for the welfare of the environment and community,
it is very concerning that you would even consider testing a new technology in a building that is not
stand alone and is in a congested area .

Regards,
Denise

Sent from my iPhone



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Dennis Tosoni dt4d8@hotmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Med-recycling plant at 1600 Division Road.

To whom it may concern:

| am a resident in the area this plant is going to be placed. | know it is new technology and | have
educated myself on pyrolysis. Even though it burns at extremely high temperatures and is deemed to be
safe, | question its use. Anything that is burned has by-products, gas, smoke and possibly dioxins that are
released into the atmosphere. This is predominately a residential area. We have schools, a college and
daycare all abutting this property. | feel that this is a detriment to every resident in the area. | find it
hard to believe that another area, better suited to the intended use cannot be found. | would like you to
know that we are very much against this recycling plant being allowed to locate in this area. The risk is
far too high. You cannot guarantee the safety of all involved and the project should be located
elsewhere. | hope you will see the wisdom of this request and deny this plant its approval.

Sincerely,
Dennis J. Tosoni JD
East Greenwich Resident

Sent from Mail [go.microsoft.com]

<https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?Linkld=550986__;!!KKphUJtCzQ!aQVh
syxj63NbOdEITfHzw

853ZArlDqZJSIs38SAFDcOiuwf5gh913063PPX9vICqS> for Windows 10



From: (Name) From: (Address)

Devorah devorah.brumberger@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : Med-Recycler - PLEASE SAY NO!
Yan Li,

Please make note that as a resident of East Greenwich, | am vehemently opposed to this untested
behemoth moving next to a residential neighborhood in our town. It shouldn't even be in our STATE.
Don't make us the guinea pigs!

Devorah Brumberger
97 2nd St, East Greenwich, R1 02818

From: (Name) From: (Address)
Devorah devorah.brumberger@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : | oppose the Medical Waste Plant
To Whom it May Concern,

| am a resident of East Greenwich and | am writing to voice my utter opposition to the medical waste
plant planned for West Warwick. | don't believe there is enough research and evidence to prove the
safety of the material that is planned to be burned. | have no interest in Rhode Islanders being the
guinea pigs for this technology. It is painfully obvious that these are unchartered waters and | do not
want this operating anywhere near our community.

Sincerely,

Devorah Brumberger
97 2nd Street

EG, RI.



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Diane Daigle benevides_di@yahoo.com

[EXTERNAL] : Objection to Med Recycler Rl requested
permits being approved

Dear Ms. Li

| am writing to voice my opposition of any permits being granted to Med recycler — RI. As you are aware
Med recycler plans to use pyrolysis to dispose of medical waste. Pyrolysis is a process which uses
extreme heat, in this case to disintegrate medical waste (blood, prescription drugs etc.). This process is
virtually untested with medical waste. The residential community which surrounds this industrial
permitted area should not be the guinea pigs to such new untested technology. The Conservative Law
Foundation noted “emissions for pyrolysis contain cancer causing compounds. The ash consists of
dioxins, mercury and heavy metals pollutants that can make their way into waterways and drinking
water supplies.” See EcoRIl News “Proposed West Warwick medical waste processing plant would serve
New England” by Tim Faulkner 2/24/20.

In New Mexico, where a similar but smaller scale facility exists, or perhaps existed as we are learning
they may no longer be in existence, complaints describe how the “sniff” test tells us the stuff is in the
air. We smell it all the time.” This is in spite the facility meeting regulations regarding emissions. See
Los Alamos Reporter (12/8/2019) “Nambe Tribal member raises concerns about monarch’s medical
waste facility” by Marie O’Neill. How can DEM even consider approving a permit without proper testing
being done. My understanding is DEM has indicated that since this is the first facility of its kind using
this process it is difficult if not impossible to test. Thorough testing is required by law and should not be
overlooked simply because it is difficult or even because it is impossible. Without actual tests
performed so that DEM knows exactly the impact it will have such permit should not be approved.

| heard on the public comments that the project will create jobs and tax revenue. While jobs and tax
revenue are important, they pale in comparison to the health and welfare of the citizens who live and
work in the area. Personally, | do not believe that this technology should be placed anywhere in R,
however, if DEM chooses to gamble on this technology it should be in an area far away from residences
and commercial businesses where, when all the problems being forecast about this project become a
reality, the damages can be mitigated. Please do not gamble with the health and well-being of RI’s
current and future citizens and deny the requested permits.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Diane Daigle



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Diane Scott ibcdds@cox.net

[EXTERNAL] : Deny Permits for Medical Recycling Facility
Diane Scott <ibcdds@cox.net>

March 14, 2021

Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management
Attention: Yan Li
Office of Land Revitalization and Sustainable Materials Management 235 Promenade Street, Providence, Rl 02908

Re: Deny Permits for MedRecycler Facility

Dear Ms. Li:

As residents of East Greenwich, we are writing to oppose any permits for MedRecycler to build a medical waste
pyrolysis facility in West Warwick.

Pyrolysis, which has been called a “high risk, low yield processes for waste management,” (GAIA 2017) is a
potentially hazardous technology that is inappropriate for a residential neighborhood. The nearby residents of West
Warwick and East Greenwich -- who bear all of the risks of this dangerous technology, both for human health and
the environment -- would have no control nor even knowledge of the hazardous waste imported to our towns every
day.

Medical waste is known to contain persistent, bioaccumulative toxics like mercury, harmful plastics and other toxics
that cannot be eliminated by pyrolysis. We are concerned about potentially harmful air and water pollution from
MedRecycler damaging our health and environment, including substances known to result from pyrolysis: carbon
dioxide, lead, mercury, dioxins, furans, sulphur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, ash, and char. Given the two daycare
centers and a college in close proximity to the proposed site, it is shocking that a facility emitting lead alone would
be allowed to operate nearby. Additionally, with residential neighborhoods surrounding the site, we are especially
concerned about the health effects of dioxins -- known to cause cancer, liver and endocrine damage, infertility, birth
defects, and environmental harm -- and the potential for radioactive waste to come to the facility
(www.epa.gov/dioxin).

During DEM’s January 25, 2021, Public Informational Workshop on Facility’s License Application, project
developer Nicholas Campanella admitted that he intends to expand the facility to accept medical waste from
throughout the northeast; he said that he chose this site partly due to its proximity to 1-95. West Warwick and East
Greenwich are not a highway off-ramp for hazardous waste. We are communities of kids, parents, and elders --
including childcare centers, higher education, local businesses and residential neighborhoods in close proximity to
the MedRecycler proposed site.

As residents who are deeply rooted in our hometowns -- personally, professionally, financially, and historically --
our voices of opposition should be heard in contrast to the developer, who wants to come to Rhode Island from New
Jersey to bring technology from South Africa that is previously untested on medical waste. Those of us who live in
East Greenwich, including several neighborhoods that would be directly impacted by emissions from this facility,
feel particularly disenfranchised by this ostensibly democratic process. Given that the facility’s driveway and access
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roads are actually in East Greenwich, as Rep. Justine Caldwell has stated, East Greenwich “will have the emissions
... and the questionable material being brought into the area without anyone on the receiving end ensuring that it is
safe and that its contents are what it purports to be. It is unconscionable that our town leaders would have no
standing in this matter when the abutting properties are in East Greenwich.”

We encourage DEM to apply the Precautionary Principle, an established tenet of environmental law, to this decision.
Since pyrolysis has never been used to treat medical waste, the true risks are currently unknown. The residents of
West Warwick and East Greenwich do not consent to our children, our families, and our neighborhoods being used
as guinea pigs for an untested technology, which could cause unknown harm. What happens if there is a
malfunction, an accident, a fire, or unpredictably harmful emissions from this plant? How do you reverse that
damage? Once the children at the two nearby daycares are exposed to lead from the MedRecycler facility, how do
you undo that harm? The answer is: it is impossible. Therefore, DEM should err on the side of caution to protect
human health and the environment.

“When an activity raises threats of harm to human health or the environment, precautionary measures should be
taken even if some cause and effect relationships are not fully established scientifically. In this context the
proponent of an activity, rather than the public, should bear the burden of proof. The process of applying the
precautionary principle must be open, informed and democratic and must include potentially affected parties. It must
also involve an examination of the full range of alternatives, including no action.”

— Wingspread Statement on the Precautionary Principle, 1998

The fact is, there is nothing “green” or “recycled” about MedRecycler. Pyrolysis is barely distinguishable from a
medical waste incinerator with a greenwashed name, and medical waste incinerators are notoriously toxic, polluting
facilities that are inconsistent with residential communities. This is the definition of regulated medical waste:

e o Pathological waste. Tissues, organs, body parts, and body fluids removed during surgery and autopsy.

e e Human blood and blood products. Waste blood, serum, plasma and blood products. Resident letter
opposing MedRecycler, page 2

e e Cultures and stocks of infectious agents (microbiological waste). Specimens from medical and
pathology laboratories. Includes culture dishes and devices used to transfer, inoculate, and mix. Also
includes discarded live and attenuated vaccines.

e e Contaminated sharps. Contaminated hypodermic needles, syringes, scalpel blades, Pasteur pipettes, and
broken glass.

e e Isolation waste. Generated by hospitalized patients isolated to protect others from communicable
disease.

o e Contaminated animal carcasses, body parts and bedding. From animals intentionally exposed to
pathogens in research, biologicals production, or in vivo pharmaceuticals testing.

Especially now, in the age of super-infectious COVID-19, these are not appropriate materials to import to
this site. On the same January 25 call, Mr. Campanella admitted that he plans to start by processing 70 tons
of medical waste/ day, but he chose this site partly because he can expand in the same building to accept up
to 140 tons/ day. Industrial facilities are as imperfect and fallible as the humans who manage them. They



malfunction, have accidents and do not always perform as planned. With the predicted volumes of
hazardous waste, even small accidents can have a big impact on the surrounding community. We are
concerned about machine malfunctions, accidents, spills, fires, toxic emissions, worker safety, first
responder safety, environmental harm (air, water, wildlife and ecosystems), and the health of all of the
people who live and work near or downwind of this site.

Rhode Island’s medical waste regulations germane to pyrolysis (specifically sections 250-RICR-140-15-
1.F.5.a(3) and (4) concerning the approval of “Alternative Technologies”) require that for DEM to approve
any alternative technology to treat medical waste, the technology must be “proven, on the basis of thorough
tests to: . . . (3) Be protective with respect to total impact on the environment; and, (4) Ensure the health,
safety and welfare of both facility employees and the general public.” MedRecycler -- with so many
unknowns about the technology itself, combined with the unquestionably hazardous nature of the materials
being treated -- clearly does not come close to reaching that bar.

Furthermore, we want to stress that our opposition to this facility does not rest on the “Not In My Back
Yard” theory of local protectionism. Rather, this facility does not belong in anyone’s backyard. Zooming
out from the local perspective to a statewide, national, and even global view, the facts are clear that our
state, nation and world are experiencing a climate crisis. It is long past time to reject the polluting
technologies of the past, such as burning plastics and other wastes that contribute to climate change, and
look to a truly greener future. In fact, Rhode Island is in the midst of debating whether to strengthen our
greenhouse gas emission limits with the new Act on Climate bill, currently pending in the legislature. In her
recent State of the State address, Governor Raimondo said, “Rhode Islanders can be proud that we are the
state leading the nation in the fight against climate change.”

Rhode Islanders are justifiably proud of our beautiful coastal environment, and in this small state, we care deeply
about the wellbeing of our neighbors. Therefore, we ask DEM to prioritize the health and environment of Rhode
Island families over the profits of this speculative developer, and deny any permits for MedRecycler.

Thank you for considering our comments. We look forward to the March 15 public hearing on this matter.

Sincerely,

Mark F. Scott, MD and Diane D. Scott
110 Sanctuary Drive

East Greenwich, Rl



Diane Vendetti dcvendetti@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Comments for the record RE: Medical Waste Facility
Hello -

| am writing to register my concern and opposition to the proposed medical waste facility on
Division Rd in West Warwick.

It is my understanding that the technology to be used, pyrolysis, is both untested and potentially
unsafe. Pyrolysis is in fact incineration in disguise and will emit harmful toxins into the air and
water. The machinery to be used will also create noise that will be disruptive to nearby residents
and childcare facilities. Furthermore, it is unclear how the RI Department of Environmental
Management could issue a permit for a facility of this nature without a public hearing.

Please reconsider allowing this facility to operate in Rhode Island. There are far too many
unknowns concerning the use of this technology and no clear benefits to the State in having it
here.

Sincerely,

Diane C. Vendetti

West Warwick, RI
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From: (Name) From: (Address)
Dickenson, Ana M  ADickenson@Lifespan.org

[EXTERNAL] : Comments for the record RE: Medical Waste
Facility

Ana M Dickenson, RN
340 Old Forge Rd
East Greenwich, RI 02818

| am writing as a resident of East Greenwich, a registered nurse, a mother, daughter, sister and overall
advocate for humans. | am opposed to the accepting and approving the application by Medrecyclers
Inc. onto 1600 Division St, West Warwick. Besides the fact that we have not been ensured about
emergency/disaster plans, testing plans or other safety measures surrounding our neighborhoods, the
toxins produced by the gases are outright deadly. According to an article written regarding pyrolysis
products, in the journal of Mutation Research/Genetic Toxicology and Environmental Mutagenesis, April
26, 1999 pages 29-41. “In general, the effects were most pronounced with liver pyrolysate. In all test
systems, a clear dose relationship could be established. In conclusion, we were able to prove that the
particulate fraction of laser pyrolysis aerosols originating from biologic tissue undoubtedly have to be
classified as cytogenic, genotoxic, clastogenic, and mutagenic. Therefore, they could be potential health
hazards for humans”. In all, resulting in CANCER. This alternate technology has not been proven to be
safe and we already know that byproducts like heavy metals when ingested or inhaled cause severe
medical problems. Just take a look at Flint, Michigan and they were drinking water. While the
technology may appear like a game changer in keeping medical waste out of landfills and incinerators,
we would be creating another health implication problem in years to come. | propose we do our
homework and look at the data regarding the health effects of this technology in the UK, Santa Fe,
Mexico (Monarch technologies), and army bases where pyrolysis has been used. Until then, NO to the
medical waste facility!

Best regards,

Ana M Dickenson BSN, RN
Nursing Care Management, C.G.S.

Pronouns: she/her/hers (what’s this? [assets2.hrc.org]

<https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://assets2.hrc.org/files/assets/resources/TalkingAboutPronouns_o
nesheet_FINAL.pdf?

_8a=2.49352484.382595304.1522664345-1423839217.1522664345__;!IKKphUJtCzQ!eRmCU-
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Program Manager Care Coordination, Center for Primary Care & Specialties

245 Chapman St, Suite 300, Providence, Rl 02905
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From: (Name) From: (Address)
Didem Kokturk didemkokturk20@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : MedRecycle-RlI
Hello

| wanted to write to you regarding the MedRecycle-RI that is planning on moving within 2 miles of the
condominiums at Greenwich Estates in West Warwick.

At first look this company seems to be a great solution to managing waste but I’'m very concerned
about the potential hazard that it will pose to our community due to its proximity to our homes,
businesses, and schools.

A facility like this which has never been used to process medical waste of this magnitude does not
belong in our community. We don’t know the impact that it will have on the air that we breathe and the
water we drink, not to mention the noise pollution that a facility of this magnitude will create.

| urge you to reconsider allowing this company to use our town and our state as their test site.

Thank you for your time
Sincerely
Didem Kokturk

Didem Kokturk Fine Art

didemkokturk.com [didemkokturk.com]
<https://urldefense.com/v3/__http://didemkokturk.com__;!!IKKphUJtCzQ!auOKU6HOjJ4ivc_2bsWA_YZ
5vQ1zZwR6tL6QtB2

02hq4LrigP9eadTvQyyOnlKmf7BI9S>



[EXTERNAL] : MedRecycler Objection
Doris Poisson dapwhisper@yahoo.com

Good Evening,

As a resident of Kent County, where the MedRecycler pyrolysis (gasification) plant is being considered
for plastic medical waste, | would like to voice my objection. The reasons why this facility should not be
considered are as follows:

1. We should be encouraging a movement away from plastics-reduction/elimination of plastics is the
goal.

2. The result of this plant will be harmful emissions from the combusted fuel it generates.

3. Waste products generated will be filled with the worst toxins.

4. The emissions profile from the synthetic fuels generated is worse than emissions from fracked gas,
diesel and gasoline.

5. Gasification costs more than twice the capital costs of wind and solar.

6. Our focus should be on composting and recycling.

Thank you for considering my views! It is my hope that Rhode Islanders can count on you to make the
safest and most environmentally sound choice for all living beings by preventing MedRecycler from
operating in West Warwick or any other part of our state.

Doris Poisson

131 Capron Farm Drive

Warwick, Rl
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ess)

DKC dorakatie@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : RE: Medrecycler public comment
Hello Mr. Li-

| am writing to you as an extremely concerned resident of East Greenwich with regards to the
upcoming proposal for the Medrecycler medical waste processing plant. According to the NIH, pyrolysis
has strong environmental disadvangtes: "Combustible gases raise major security concerns and require
reliable control equipment."

Pollutants like NOx, SO2, char, tar, ash, etc. need to be removed ."

In addition, per the NIH there are "rare studies directly investigate the effect of thermal plasma on
pathogen destruction."

None of this untested potentially harmful technology has been tested and allowing such a facility to
operate in a crowded residential area is irresponsible. There is also little regulation and screening of the
actual waste being delivered to the facility, causing the potential for more harm to the surrounding
environment and people who live here. If this technology were that efficient and "green" then there
would be facilities being built all across the country and that is just not the case. If it is that safe why
isn't the parent company who is located in New Jersey building their facility in their own state.

With so much unknown about using pyrolysis for medical waste and so much potential to cause the
surrounding area and people in it to have potential toxic exposures seems beyond unnecessary to take
these risks. And while | understand that traffic does not pertain to DEM matters, increased large tractor
trailers delivering to the facility will increase air pollution.

I would like it to be known as a resident of East Greenwich who lives near the proposed facility site |
adamantly oppose it due to the potential harm to the environment and my health.
Sincerely,

Dora Clark, Meadowbrook Rd., East Greenwich



[EXTERNAL] : proposed West Warwick Medical Waste Incinerator
Douglas Tingle dtingle@outlook.com

Please deny the permit for the proposed MedRecycler Facility on Division Street in West Warwick. This
location is in the midst of a fairly concentrated residential area close to the Big River Reservoir and just
upwind of the more concentrated residential neighborhoods of Warwick, Cranston, and Providence. The
prevailing winds will take the unknown and untested emissions towards that densely populated area.
Medical Waste often contains chemicals used for chemo which makes for really nasty emissions. Do
everybody a favor and reject this please. Thanks for reading my very concerned rant. Doug Tingle

Sent from Mail [go.microsoft.com] for Windows 10
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From: (Name) From: (Address)
Don Yeoman donaldryeoman@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Opposition to MedRecyclerRI Plan, System,
and Facility

3-22-21

Dear Mr. Dennen,

I am opposed to the MedRecyclerRI plan, system, and facility for the following reasons:
1. U.S. regulations prohibit pharmaceuticals from entering a medical waste incinerator.

2. In 2019 a regulatory body of the FDA prevented human exposure from human body waste
chemicals, including those used for chemotherapy.

3. These chemicals can cause birth defects and miscarriages.

4. If the proposed facility and plan are approved pharmaceuticals, including human bodily waste
secretion chemicals, will be exploding into our air infecting the air we breathe, our soil, our drinking
water, our rivers, and our bay.

5. RIDEM already recognizes and regulates hazardous waste including chemotherapy drugs and
bodily secretions of these dangerous chemicals.

6. The proposed system does not eliminate these hazardous chemicals.

The proposed plan, system, and facility are unsafe and approval should be denied.

Sincerely,

Donald Yeoman



From: (Name) From: (Address)

Donna Evans donna.evans@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : URGENT Med Recycler Project
Dear RI DEM,

After listening to the public forum for West Warwick/East Greenwich and the proposed MedRecycler
project, we felt compelled to reach out to your office. We were disappointed to learn that DEM would
consider granting approval to a project that will, so obviously, damage the health and safety of our
community. We moved to East Greenwich to start a family in a place with healthy air qualities and clean
groundwater. The MedRecycler project would destroy both overnight.Should this sound alarmist, | urge
you to speak with the many experts opposed to this project. Kevin Budris, with the Conservation Law
Foundation, has science to support the fact that burning medical waste is not a source of green energy.

Our own State House is also making strides towards striking medical waste burning as an option for the
Ocean State,

Bridget Valverde is an excellent source for these details. Looking into the details proposed by
MedRecycler to DEM- they have NO SPILL PLAN, meaning they have no idea how or plan to clean up a
problem. They state that they will burn 70 tons of medical waste a day, 24 hours a day. The fact that
MedRecycler has rebranded "incinerator" to "pyrolysis" is semantics.

Gases and vapors will be expelled into our air and these noxious fumes will be contaminated with
known carcinogens that we will first breathe, then consume in our drinking water and through the
plants we eat that are watered by this pollution.

Wastewater generated from their process will be diverted into our systems where it will contaminate
our coastlines, beaches, and their delicate ecosystems. This is a huge health and environmental step
backward in a time where we have the capabilities and ethical compass to move our local environment
in a clean and efficient direction. This is the exact opposite of being the 'good neighbor" that
MedRecycler proposes to be.

We understand that Rhode Island places an important emphasis on business and economic health.
Through this lens of creating 40 jobs, it may be tempting to view the MeRecycler project as a positive
thing for the state. Keeping in mind that the parent company Sun Pacific Holding Corp, LLC, has never
been solvent, and is reliant upon $17.5m in bonds from Commerce R, let's also look at the long term
impact of the pollution that this plant will create:

-1600 Division Road (the address for MedRecycler) is a shared office park. The existing tenants
currently employ over 100 Rhode Islanders. They will all be forced to relocate (possibly out of the state)
to a location where their employees are safe from the hazardous air and water pollution of their
neighbors.

-Groundwater will become polluted in East Greenwich, and flow south to the rest of the state and into
the Bay. The majority of drinking water in East Greenwich homes is through well water systems.

-Now the air and water quality becomes so undesirable in East Greenwich, that people move away.

-This exodus floods the real estate market, driving prices down, then the town struggles to find people



willing to live in a polluted environment and tax assessments nose dive. The school's tank. Small
businesses flee.

-Where East Greenwich was once a jewel in the Rhode Island ecosystem of skilled workers, residents,
small business, thriving Main St economy, and a great school system; we now have a polluted
backwater where you can't give away homes and wouldn't eat a thing grown in the soil.

Please think this through and give the situation the gravity it deserves. Please DENY solid waste permits
and any further permits to your office from MedRecycler (or SunTrust Holdings, LLC). It is really a life-
and-death decision for our town.

Sincerely,
Donna & Joel Evans



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Donna fairwindsri@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Deny MedRecycler’s medical waste
treatment application

Come on. Would you let your mother, your wife or your best friend live next to this place? If no, than
look for alternatives.

We've just begun to fight!!!
The Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management should deny MedRecycler’s application
for a medical waste treatment permit. The company’s application and its proposed pyrolysis facility do
not comply with Rhode Island medical waste regulations (250-RICR-140-15-1), Rhode Island solid waste
regulations (250-RICR-140-05-1), or Rhode Island law governing solid waste facility license applications
(R.I.G.L. 23-18.9-9), because:

e MedRecycler has never used this pyrolysis technology on medical waste and has not proven, “on the
basis of thorough tests,” that it is protective of the environment or that it will ensure the health, safety,
and welfare of facility employees and the public;

e MedRecycler’s pyrolysis process is untested on medical waste and the company therefore cannot
prove that the facility will be designed, operated, and maintained in a manner that will protect the
health and safety of personnel and people in close proximity;

e MedRecycler plans to construct and operate its pyrolysis facility in a multi-tenant building without a
“buffer zone” between MedRecycler and neighboring tenants or between MedRecycler and a nearby
daycare center; and

e MedRecycler has not included a final determination from West Warwick that this proposed facility
complies with land use and control ordinances or a “certificate of approval” from the State Planning
Council.

Donna Hutchinson,
12 Enfield Avenue,
North KingstownRI
fairwindsri@gmail.com



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Donna Lucier dmlucierl2@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : OPPOSE MED RECYCLER PLANT IN WEST
WARWICK

Dear Sir/Madam:
| am writing to register my concern regarding the proposed Med Recycler site for 1600 Division Rd.
This facility is very close to the residential area where many live and the homes here are on well water.

Not to mention that there is a daycare directly across from the building. Are these children not
important enough to the “Town” which is to keep its residents safe!!

| believe that West Warwick has a VERY important responsibility here to safeguard not only its
residents but the surrounding communities as well. | certainly hope that the town council takes this
responsibility seriously in light of the recent viral outbreak.

This should never have been taken this far without notifying all Local residents!! Just like the Casino
Deal — residents were notified by mail, and the Water Park, notification was sent to the People.

WHERE were the notifications on a potential health danger of allowing a medical waste facility!! To
learn of this through Facebook is appalling to say the least.

WE ARE PLEADING WITH THE DEM.......
PLEASE DO NOT ALLOW THIS IN OUR NEIGHBORHOOD!!

WOULD YOU LIKE THIS IN YOUR BACKYARD???

Sincerely,

The Lucier Family



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Donna Lucier dmlucierl2@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Deny MedRecycler’s medical waste
treatment application

This permit should be denied for the simple fact that there is no buffer zone at all. They are sharing a
building with 70 employees on the other side of the wall. Second point of denial should be no previous
proof of business activity in order to determine the safety of the process.

The Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management should deny MedRecycler’s application
for a medical waste treatment permit. The company’s application and its proposed pyrolysis facility do
not comply with Rhode Island medical waste regulations (250-RICR-140-15-1), Rhode Island solid waste
regulations (250-RICR-140-05-1), or Rhode Island law governing solid waste facility license applications
(R.I.G.L. 23-18.9-9), because:

e MedRecycler has never used this pyrolysis technology on medical waste and has not proven, “on the
basis of thorough tests,” that it is protective of the environment or that it will ensure the health, safety,
and welfare of facility employees and the public;

e MedRecycler’s pyrolysis process is untested on medical waste and the company therefore cannot
prove that the facility will be designed, operated, and maintained in a manner that will protect the
health and safety of personnel and people in close proximity;

e MedRecycler plans to construct and operate its pyrolysis facility in a multi-tenant building without a
“buffer zone” between MedRecycler and neighboring tenants or between MedRecycler and a nearby
daycare center; and

e MedRecycler has not included a final determination from West Warwick that this proposed facility
complies with land use and control ordinances or a “certificate of approval” from the State Planning
Council.

Donna Lucier,

28 Drawbridge Drive,
West WarwickRl
dmlucierl2@gmail.com



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Douglas Victor doug.crimewatch@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Deny MedRecycler’s medical waste
treatment application

We must protect our beloved Rhode Island from accepting waste from other states to be treated here.
It is imperative that we build a solid, environmental-friendly and equitable solutions. Frist West
Warwick, Next the Port of Providence. No more! The Rhode Island Department of Environmental
Management should deny MedRecycler’s application for a medical waste treatment permit. The
company’s application and its proposed pyrolysis facility do not comply with Rhode Island medical waste
regulations (250-RICR-140-15-1), Rhode Island solid waste regulations (250-RICR-140-05-1), or Rhode
Island law governing solid waste facility license applications (R.I.G.L. 23-18.9-9), because:

e MedRecycler has never used this pyrolysis technology on medical waste and has not proven, “on the
basis of thorough tests,” that it is protective of the environment or that it will ensure the health, safety,
and welfare of facility employees and the public;

e MedRecycler’s pyrolysis process is untested on medical waste and the company therefore cannot
prove that the facility will be designed, operated, and maintained in a manner that will protect the
health and safety of personnel and people in close proximity;

e MedRecycler plans to construct and operate its pyrolysis facility in a multi-tenant building without a
“buffer zone” between MedRecycler and neighboring tenants or between MedRecycler and a nearby
daycare center; and

e MedRecycler has not included a final determination from West Warwick that this proposed facility
complies with land use and control ordinances or a “certificate of approval” from the State Planning
Council.

Douglas Victor,

103 Princeton Avenue,
ProvidenceRI
doug.crimewatch@gmail.com
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[EXTERNAL] : Proposed medical waste facility
DUDLEY BENNETT bennettl5@verizon.net

Dear Ms. Li,

As a retired Rhode Island school nurse teacher and a resident of North Kingstown, | am requesting that
DEM not issue a permit allowing a medical recycling facility in West Warwick. As well as having
inconsistencies in its application, MedRecycler is using untested technology to incinerate biohazards
and plastics. Pyrolysis releases air pollutants detrimental to the health of Rhode Island citizens. Our
children and future generations of Rhode Islanders should not have to suffer the health consequences
of us trucking hazardous medical waste into our environment for a questionable means of disposal.
Thank you for your attention to this urgent matter.

Kathleen Bennett,RN

96 Seawynds Drive

North Kingstown, RI.

Sent from my iPad
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From: (Name) From: (Address)
dymek308@co dymek308@comcast.net

[EXTERNAL] : Medrecycler

As residents of East Greenwich we want to go on record that we are absolutely opposed to the
approval of the MedRecycler project proposed to be located at 1600 Division Road. For a variety of
reasons, we believe this type of business has no place in a residential community located in close
proximity to homes, restaurants, daycare centers and other local businesses. Thanks for your
consideration.

Joseph and Lisa Dymek



From Ellen McGill
Dear Mr/Ms Li:

| am writing to you and DEM to protest the construction of this pyrolysis plant in W. Warwick. Given the
hazards of this process | have no idea why DEM would give the project even preliminary approval.

Pyrolysis is an unproven process for recycling hazardous medical waste and there are far too many
unknowns. The potentially toxic emissions could affect Rhode Island’s air, soil, and water and prove
hazardous to human health.

My other concerns are the noise and heavy truck traffic that would further clog the roads in this already
high-trafficked area.

Finally, the man promoting this project is simply a business person interested in profit. He has zero
experience with pyrolysis or with the operation of such a plant.

The potential for 20 jobs is not worth the risks involved. RI DEM should fulfill its responsibility to protect
the people and the environment of this State and decline to approve the MedRecycler plant.

Yours truly,

Ellen McGill

354 Old Boston Neck Rd. Apt. 3
Saunderstown, Rl 02874



Please see attached comment letter.

Ellen Ullucci

Legal Assistant, Civil Division

The State of Rhode Island | Office of the Attorney General
150 South Main Street | Providence, RI — 02903

Office: +1 401 274 4400 | Ext:2252

eullucci@riag.ri.gov | www.riag.ri.gov
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STATE OF RHODE ISLAND

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY (FENERAL

150 South Main Street * Providence, RI 02903
(401) 274-4400 « www.rlag.ri.gov

Peter F. Neronha
Attorney General

April 14, 2021

Via Electronic Mail

Rl Department of Environmental Management

Office of Land Revitalization and Sustainable Materials Management
Attention: Yan Li

235 Promenade Street Providence,

RI 02908

yvan.li@dem.ri.gov

RE: Medical Waste Management Facility License Application
Medrecycler-RI, Inc — 1600 Division Road, West Warwick

Dear Yan Li,

Please accept this letter addressing the numerous procedural and substantive concerns regarding
Medrecycler-Rl, Inc.’s (“MRI”) application to operate a medical waste pyrolysis facility in West Warwick,
RI. Given the novelty of the technology proposed by the above-referenced applicant, strict adherence to
all applicable statutory and regulatory requirements and robust public participation in the entire
decision-making process is required. For the reasons stated below, the Office of the Attorney General
respectfully requests the Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management (“RIDEM”) to stay its
review of MRI’s application until the proper technology analysis is conducted and all required
certifications are obtained pursuant to the Refuse Disposal Act and its implementing Medical Waste
regulations. R.I.G.L. § 23-18.9-1 et seq; 250RICR-140-15-1 et seq.

The regulatory process required to build this first-of-its-kind medical waste facility is intended to be
robust due to the inherent health and safety risks involved in processing and disposing of potentially
infectious waste, especially when adjacent to residential communities. Further, while the applicant has
proffered that pyrolysis involves different technology than traditional incineration, there are still many
unknowns. Unmitigated, pyrolysis has the potential to emit many of the same toxic and noxious
pollutants that necessitated the phase out of medical waste incinerators nationwide. Accordingly, in
order to protect the health and safety of Rhode Island and its citizens, it is imperative that the State’s



regulatory review hold MRI’s application to the most stringent applicable standards. To date, they have
not been held to those standards.

The Technology has not been Thoroughly Tested

The Medical Waste Regulations expressly provide that certain technologies are allowed under state law
to process medical waste - mainly incineration, chemical disinfection, and steam sterilization. See 250-
RICR-140-15-1.15. However, as pyrolysis is not included in these allowable technologies, the proposed
use of a pyrolysis process triggers the “Alternative Technologies” regulatory analysis, which provides in
pertinent part:

5.Approval of Alternative Technologies:

a. The Director shall not grant approval for the use of any other
combination of treatment, destruction and/or disposal technologies,
unless and until such technologies are proven, on the basis of
thorough tests to:

1) Completely and reliably inactivate Geobacillus
stearothermophilus spores or Bacillus atrophaeus spores at a 4
Logio reduction or greater; and

2 Completely and reliably inactivate vegetative bacteria,
fungi, viruses, parasites, and mycobacteria at a 6 Logio reduction or
greater [this requirement is applicable to technologies not based
on thermal and chemical treatment];

and,

3) Be protective with respect to total impact on the
environment; and,

4) Ensure the health, safety and welfare of both facility
employees and the general public; and,

(5) Ensure that the total weight and/or volume of the end
product of the alternative technology does not exceed the total
weight and/or volume of the regulated medical waste prior to
treatment and/or destruction. Testing must also demonstrate that
inactivation is uniform and within containers reasonably likely to be
treated in the system.

250-RICR-140-15-1.15(F) (emphasis added). These regulations intend to ensure that alternative
technologies be proven safe and effective by thorough testing before RIDEM can approve a medical
waste facility. Here, the technology has never been utilized or tested for the kind and amount of waste
proposed. Instead, the purported destruction efficiencies, emissions, and overall safety of the Facility
has been based on modeling and estimations. These are not equivalents of, nor substitutes for, the
thorough testing required for Alternative Technologies.



The Application Lacks Necessary State Planning and Municipal Zoning
Approvals

Further, the Refuse Disposal statute provides that the application for a Medical Waste Facility permit
must be submitted simultaneously with a “certificate of final determination from the municipality in
which it is proposed to site the facility that the site conforms with all applicable local land use and
control ordinances or on appeal a final judgment of a court that the proposed site for the facility
conforms with all applicable land use and control ordinances of the municipality” and a “certificate of
approval of the proposed site issued by the state planning council.” R.I.G.L. § 23-18.9-9(a)(1); see also
R.I.G.L. § 23-18.9-8 (providing that “[t]he director shall have full power to make all rules and regulations
establishing standards to be met for the issuance of [solid waste management facility licenses] with
those standards affording great weight to the detrimental impact that the placement of such a facility
shall have on its surrounding communities.” The statute also requires that “[t]he council shall only
approve a site after evaluation of alternative sites and assessment of comparative environmental
impact at the sites in accordance with law and state planning council rules, and in the absence of these,
the council shall promulgate rules for the evaluation and/or assessment, and distribution of location of
sites for waste facilities among the regions of this state.” Id.

No such municipality nor state planning council certification has been sought, let alone approved, for
this proposed Facility. Importantly, had MRI sought these necessary certifications, it would have
provided other opportunities for public input and may have impacted the substance of MRI’s
application or even the location of the site. The failure to adhere to these requirements, which are
intended to ensure adequate oversight and consideration of potential environmental and health
impacts, blatantly disregards the Refuse Disposal Act and its implementing Medical Waste Regulations,
circumvents key aspects of the public review process, and frustrates review of this application.

The Minor Source Permit should have included Public Notice and
Comment and Made Publicly Available

Last/Finally, the Attorney General wants to take this opportunity to comment on the minor source air
permit issued to MRI by RIDEM on May 7, 2020, recognizing it is outside the scope of the medical waste
facility license at issue. While minor source permits do not require public notice and comment, RIDEM
has clear discretion to do so if the circumstances so require. However, despite the novelty of the
technology, the absence of testing data, and the potential risks the emissions pose to the surrounding
communities, RIDEM has unfortunately refrained from exercising that discretion here. The Attorney
General encourages RIDEM to, at the very least, make the approved minor source air permit for this
facility available on RIDEM’s website, provide the public with more information about the air control
technology approved by RIDEM for use by this applicant and explain how and why RIDEM was able to
conclude that this technology is adequate and appropriate given the lack of stack testing. The Attorney
general also recommends that when reviewing air permit applications for such untested and unproven
technologies in the future, RIDEM consider utilizing its discretion to involve the public more
dynamically.

While the unknowns of the proposed Facility should not necessarily preclude a project solely because it
is first-of-its-kind, the novelty of this proposal merits close scrutiny and strict adherence to relevant



regulations. Further, the public should have been provided ample and meaningful opportunities to
comment and question RIDEM'’s consideration of the technology at each stage, including the minor
source permitting process, to ensure that all of the unknowns are being adequately considered, planned
for, and addressed in a manner that satisfies the expressed concerns. This transparency is key to holding
the State accountable for how air quality is protected and how potentially infectious waste is managed
in our state.

Accordingly, the Attorney General respectfully requests that RIDEM instruct MRI to resubmit its
application for the medical waste facility after it has received the requisite certifications and then
proceed to review MRI’s revised application under the Alternative Technologies analysis. Only then, and
after thorough testing, should this application be submitted for public comment.

This Attorney General appreciates RIDEM’s attention to this matter.

Respectfully submitted,

Attorney General
Peter F. Neronha

By his attorney,

/s/ Alison B. Hoffman

Alison B. Hoffman
SAAG, Environment & Energy Unit

cc: Susan Forcier, Senior Legal Counsel, RIDEM



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Emily Fleury emily.fleury715@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Deny MedRecycler’s medical waste
treatment application

To place a project with an unproven process of incinerating medical waste in the middle of a densely
populated area and have residents become test subjects is morally corrupt. This proposal should be
denied and the health of Rhode Island and it's residents prioritized.The Rhode Island Department of
Environmental Management should deny MedRecycler’s application for a medical waste treatment
permit. The company’s application and its proposed pyrolysis facility do not comply with Rhode Island
medical waste regulations (250-RICR-140-15-1), Rhode Island solid waste regulations (250-RICR-140-05-
1), or Rhode Island law governing solid waste facility license applications (R.I.G.L. 23-18.9-9), because:

e MedRecycler has never used this pyrolysis technology on medical waste and has not proven, “on the
basis of thorough tests,” that it is protective of the environment or that it will ensure the health, safety,
and welfare of facility employees and the public;

e MedRecycler’s pyrolysis process is untested on medical waste and the company therefore cannot
prove that the facility will be designed, operated, and maintained in a manner that will protect the
health and safety of personnel and people in close proximity;

e MedRecycler plans to construct and operate its pyrolysis facility in a multi-tenant building without a
“buffer zone” between MedRecycler and neighboring tenants or between MedRecycler and a nearby
daycare center; and

e MedRecycler has not included a final determination from West Warwick that this proposed facility
complies with land use and control ordinances or a “certificate of approval” from the State Planning
Council.

Emily Fleury,

35 Highview Drive,

West WarwickRl
emily.fleury715@gmail.com



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Environment environmentcouncil@earthlink.n

[EXTERNAL] : ECRI letter on Medrecycler application

This is the official letter from the Environment C9ounc8il of Rhode Island opposing the granting of a
permit for the proposed facility in West Warwick. Please see the attached letter. Greg Gerritt
Administrator Environment Council of Rhode Island

Environment Council RI <environmentcouncil@earthlink.net>

To: Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management
Public comments on proposed pyrolysis facility in West Warwick

The Environment Council of Rhode Island, a coalition of more than 60 environmental
organizations in Rhode Island, strongly opposes the permitting of MedRecycler's plans
for a pyrolysis facility in West Warwick, which would gasify plastics and medical waste
and burn the gases produced to generate electricity.

Pyrolysis is another name for waste incineration, even with the minor change of using
heat to gasify the plastic and burn the gas rather than burn the waste plastic

directly. Like incineration, a practice that is harmful to the environment, pyrolysis has
flue gas emissions of toxic and carcinogenic compounds and greenhouse gases.
Additionally, Pyrolysis leaves behind toxic residues that are hazardous in nature and
must be disposed of according as hazardous waste. Pyrolysis therefore contributes to
local and regional air pollution. The plant would produce dioxins, lead, mercury, and
furans. These substances are known carcinogens and nerve toxins and have no known
safe level of exposure. This facility would be a hazard to the people who live and work
"downwind" depending on the prevailing weather. It is within a 10-15mile radius to the
Scituate Reservoir, Town of East Greenwich, Goddard Park, Cranston, Warwick and
Jamestown.

Pyrolysis and other incineration plants often claim they are renewable energy in order to
seem less harmful to the environment or to leverage state incentive programs directed
at supporting renewable

energy development. But there is nothing clean or renewable about pyrolysis: just like
any fossil fuel power plant, pyrolysis plants generate electricity from petrochemicals.
They emit greenhouse gases that damage the climate and would hurt Rhode Island’s
chances at meeting state climate goals.

ECRI has long supported the ban on incineration of waste in Rhode Island and opposed
all previous efforts to bring pyrolysis to the state. The technologies have proven to be
overly expensive and continue to pollute. As a form of incineration, once they are in
production they require a continuous feeding of these materials and release toxins all
day every day, as well as increasing the amount of waste imported to Rhode

Island. Therefore, the Environment Council of Rhode Island opposes the permitting of
the proposed MedRecycler facility in West Warwick Rhode Island.



Respectfully
Greg Gerritt
Administrator Environment Council of Rhode Island



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Eric Listenfelt eric.list84@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Deny MedRecycler’s medical waste
treatment application

Using unproven technology to reintroduce a disposal practice that was discontinued over 20 years is
not a good idea.

Don't let Rl be a guinea pig for this supposedly clean technology. They should be able to reliably show
that this process will be safe, effective, and not release harmful toxins like dioxin into our atmosphere.
Please deny their current application, because it's better to require them to be rigorously factual and
provide a proven safe technology, than it is to let them move forward and have to worry about cleaning
up and reversing damage if it occurs.

The Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management should deny MedRecycler’s application
for a medical waste treatment permit. The company’s application and its proposed pyrolysis facility do
not comply with Rhode Island medical waste regulations (250-RICR-140-15-1), Rhode Island solid waste
regulations (250-RICR-140-05-1), or Rhode Island law governing solid waste facility license applications
(R.I.G.L. 23-18.9-9), because:

e MedRecycler has never used this pyrolysis technology on medical waste and has not proven, “on the
basis of thorough tests,” that it is protective of the environment or that it will ensure the health, safety,
and welfare of facility employees and the public;

e MedRecycler’s pyrolysis process is untested on medical waste and the company therefore cannot
prove that the facility will be designed, operated, and maintained in a manner that will protect the
health and safety of personnel and people in close proximity;

e MedRecycler plans to construct and operate its pyrolysis facility in a multi-tenant building without a
“buffer zone” between MedRecycler and neighboring tenants or between MedRecycler and a nearby
daycare center; and

e MedRecycler has not included a final determination from West Warwick that this proposed facility
complies with land use and control ordinances or a “certificate of approval” from the State Planning
Council.

Eric Listenfelt,

388 Vose St Unit 3,
WoonsocketRI
eric.list84@gmail.com



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Erica Chung erica.chung.lewis@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : MedRecycler: Toxic byproducts and
longterm impact on Rhode Islanders'
health

Dear Mark Dennen,

As a pediatrician and Rhode Island resident, | am writing to express my concern and opposition to
MedRecycler’s proposal for a medical waste facility in West Warwick, RI. A treatment plant that uses
extreme heat to decompose medical waste while releasing toxins does not belong in close proximity to
commercial and residential neighborhoods. The long-term impacts of its toxic byproducts on the health
of employees and surrounding communities are unknown and alarming.

Despite safety claims, in my own research, | have come across reports of toxic emissions from pyrolysis.
In a report by Health Care Without Harm (HCWH)[1], using heat to break down medical waste “releases
into the air a wide variety of pollutants including dioxins and furans, metals (such as lead, mercury,
cadmium), particulate matter, acid gases (hydrogen chloride and sulfur dioxide), carbon monoxide, and
nitrogen oxides. These emissions have serious adverse consequences on worker safety, public health
and the environment. Dioxins, for example, have been linked to cancer, immune system disorders,
diabetes, birth defects, and other health effects.” Pyrolysis may have less emission than conventional
medical-waste incinerators, however based on the HCWH report, it still emits dioxins which has been
linked to serious health issues including cancer. In a study by Czajczynska et al, the pyrolysis of a variety
of waste from plastics to food products produced many pollutants, such as sulphurous compounds,
heavy metals, nitrogen compounds.... highly toxic HCI (hydrogen chloride)... some chlorinated
hydrocarbons that can be precursors of toxic compounds, etc.” The authors in this study specifically
note that the pyrolysis of polyvinyl chloride (PVC) can “pose a threat to the environment and humans,
because highly toxic HCl is released. ... Moreover, some chlorinated hydrocarbons can also be generated
during pyrolysis, and they can be precursors of toxic compounds such as polychlorinated dibenzodioxins
(PCDD), dibenzofurans (PCDF) and polychlorobiphenyls (PCB), when combusted.” [2] Medical waste
contains a significantly higher plastic content than typical solid waste, and PVC plastic accounts for a
large proportion as it is found in common medical waste such as transfusion bags and tubing and urine
sample collectors.

Some may argue that the amount of toxins released in pyrolysis is “minimal”. However, constant
exposure to environmental toxins, even at low levels, can lead to irreversible damage to the health and
development of individuals. There are many well-known examples of this, including the impact of
chronic low-level lead exposure on a child’s cognitive development; asbestos on malignant
mesothelioma; air pollutants on cardiovascular disease; and more.[3] MedRecycler wants to bring 70
tons of medical waste daily and potentially operate day and night, releasing its toxins to a daycare,
student dormitories, and neighborhoods of families and children less than a mile away. No levelis a
safe level especially when the toxic exposure is constant!

Although | am a proponent of finding alternate fuel sources and slowing climate change, a medical-
waste treatment plant



like this does not belong near any residential community. Its true impacts on the health of workers and
community members are unknown.

Please reject MedRecycler’s application for a waste treatment plant at 1600 Division Road in West
Warwick.



Respectfully,

Erica Chung, MD

[1] “Non-Incineration Medical Waste Treatment Technologies: A Resource for Hospital Administrators,
Facility Managers,

Health Care Professionals, Environmental Advocates, and Community Members” Health Care Without
Harm, Washington

D.C., 2001. www.noharm.org [noharm.org]
<https://urldefense.com/v3/__http://www.noharm.org__;!!KKphUJtCzQ!eRvdU2zDjjnUzhlyXL40GzMtJV

5BhFYKoKEJkbwayHG9dyXqZ3zQh_yrZptcGV83IsEzS>

[2] Czajczynska D, Anguilano L, Ghazal H et al. Potential of pyrolysis processes in the waste
management sector. Thermal Science and Engineering Progress, Sept 2017, p. 171-197



From: (Name) From: (Address)

Erica Lawton lawtonerica@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : DEM Hearing Yesterday re: Medrecycler
Hi Mark,

| tried to log onto the DEM hearing yesterday but got an error message that the meeting was full. |
would have appreciated the opportunity to hear all of the arguments made, and to support those
opposing Medrecycler, which | firmly believe should not be allowed to open due to the overwhelming
scientific evidence against it. Will there be another meeting scheduled or some other follow-up for the
public?

Best,
Erica Weinschenk

Erica Lawton Weinschenk
lawtonerica@gmail.com <mailto:lawtonerica@gmail.com>
508-962-7310

From: (Name) From: (Address)
Erica Lawton lawtonerica@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : Please Deny MedRecycler's Application

Yan, Mark, and Janet,

Thank you for taking the time to read my message. | wanted to share my strong opposition to
MedRecycler's medical waste treatment application, and hope that you act in time to stop MedRecycler
from becoming a reality in our community. As an East Greenwich resident and a mother of a 1-year-old
with a family history of allergies and asthma, | am especially concerned about the resulting air quality in
the West Warwick/East Greenwich area should the plant go live.

There are a number of holes in MedRecycler's application. For instance, Monarch Waste Technologies
was cited as a comparable use by MedRecycler, but they were NOT approved for pyrolysis and medical
waste in a February 2020 decision by the EPA, which said their petition did not "provide specific
information about the control equipment installed, nor [did it] provide sufficient other information
required for a petition under 40 CFR 60.56¢(j)." It is not sound for MedRecycler to test its unproven
technology in our community, while it points to a failed plant as its shining example.

MedRecycler has never used this pyrolysis technology on medical waste and has not proven, “on the
basis of thorough tests,” that it is protective of the environment or that it will ensure the health, safety,
and welfare of facility employees and the public. Their pyrolysis process is untested on medical waste
and the company therefore cannot prove that the facility will be designed, operated, and maintained in
a manner that will protect the health and safety of personnel and people in close proximity. Is that the
kind of gamble you're looking to approve in our community?

Please deny their application before any damage can be inflicted and it becomes too late.



Best,
Erica Weinschenk

Erica Lawton Weinschenk
lawtonerica@gmail.com <mailto:lawtonerica@gmail.com>
508-962-7310



From: (Name) From: (Address)

Erica Lawton lawtonerica@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : Med Recycler
Hello,

| am very concerned regarding the proposed Med Recycler site at 1600 Division Road in West Warwick.

| live just a few miles down the road from this site, and I'm extremely concerned about the
environmental impact on the community's air and water. This proposed facility plans to take in
"anatomical waste, animal waste, contaminated animal carcasses, body parts and bedding, cultures and
stocks, human blood and blood products, pathological waste, prescription drugs, spill cleanup material
mixtures, and syringes." A facility such as this with a limited track record should not be in such close
proximity to residential areas, particularly those that rely on well water and would be deeply impacted
by any potential catastrophes in how that waste is managed.

Please decline Med Recycler's petition and keep that land contaminant-free.

Best,
Erica Weinschenk



From: (Name) From: (Address)
ERICA lawtonerica@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Deny MedRecycler’s medical waste
treatment application
| am strongly opposed to MedRecycler's medical waste treatment application, and hope that you act in
time to stop MedRecycler from becoming a reality in our community. As a mother of a 1-year-old with a
family history of allergies and asthma, | am especially concerned about the resulting air quality in the
West Warwick/East Greenwich area should the plant go live.

Monarch Waste Technologies was cited as a comparable use by MedRecycler, but they were NOT
approved for pyrolysis and medical waste in a February 2020 decision by the EPA, which said their
petition did not "provide specific information about the control equipment installed, nor [did it] provide
sufficient other information required for a petition under 40 CFR 60.56c¢(j)."

It is not sound for MedRecycler to test its unproven technology in our community, while it points to a
failed plant as its shining example.The Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management should
deny MedRecycler’s application for a medical waste treatment permit. The company’s application and
its proposed pyrolysis facility do not comply with Rhode Island medical waste regulations (250-RICR-140-
15-1), Rhode Island solid waste regulations (250-RICR-140-05-1), or Rhode Island law governing solid
waste facility license applications (R.l.G.L. 23-18.9-9), because:

e MedRecycler has never used this pyrolysis technology on medical waste and has not proven, “on the
basis of thorough tests,” that it is protective of the environment or that it will ensure the health, safety,
and welfare of facility employees and the public;

e MedRecycler’s pyrolysis process is untested on medical waste and the company therefore cannot
prove that the facility will be designed, operated, and maintained in a manner that will protect the
health and safety of personnel and people in close proximity;

e MedRecycler plans to construct and operate its pyrolysis facility in a multi-tenant building without a
“buffer zone” between MedRecycler and neighboring tenants or between MedRecycler and a nearby
daycare center; and

e MedRecycler has not included a final determination from West Warwick that this proposed facility
complies with land use and control ordinances or a “certificate of approval” from the State Planning
Council.

ERICA WEINSCHENK,

25 LARCH RD,

E GreenwichRI
lawtonerica@gmail.com



mailto:lawtonerica@gmail.com

From: ezemdw@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] : Comment on proposed medical waste management facility

Dear Yan Li,

I am David Wang, a resident of East Greenwich, Rhode Island. Even though I
currently work and study in Massachusetts, I lived 15 years in East Greenwich and
regularly visit family living there.

I would like to thank the Department of Environmental Management for providing
this period for comments on the proposed MedRecycler site at 1600 Division Road
in West Warwick.

I have reviewed, to the best of my abilities, the materials provided by DEM,
including the MedRecycler-RI, Inc. Factsheet, the Pyrolysis and Energy Production
Medical Solid Waste Treatment Facility/Application, and the recorded comments
during the public hearing held online on March 18, 2021. While I acknowledge that
I do not personally have experience in the fields of neither medical waste disposal
nor waste-to-energy plants, I have reviewed materials in those areas to the best of
my abilities and have conversed with those whom I am acquainted with who have
expertise in these areas.

I do not have a fundamental objection to the idea of a medical waste facility;
rather, just the opposite. The current pandemic has shown us the scale of the
medical waste problem and the need for effective ways to deal with it. The
argument that Medrecycler makes in terms of sanitizing and reducing solid waste
volume to reduce the burden on landfills. However, I have serious concerns about
this proposal as it currently stands.

My comment is concerned with the following four areas. First, the transport of
medical waste to and storage of said waste in the proposed facility. Second, the
lack of elaboration regarding the combustion of the intermediate product syngas
with the ostensible purpose of electrical production. Third, the impacts on
surrounding communities. Fourth, concerns over the inconsistent numbers
MedRecycler has advertised for the project's outcomes.

Concern 1: Transport and storage of medical waste


mailto:ezemdw@gmail.com

My first concern is the handling of medical waste in and to the proposed facility.
The first part is the transportation of the waste to the site. As far as I can tell from
the application materials, there is no plans for communication between producers of
medical waste and MedRecycler as to the content of the waste. This is concerning
for two reasons. First, without prior notification as to the contents of each trailer's
content, it may be impossible to determine that containers do not contain
"unacceptable wastes" as defined by the document "Medrecycler-RI, Inc. Division
Road Pyrolisis and Energy Production, Medical Waste Treatment Facility Operating
Plan" [sic] section 5, since the "waste will... be placed into the hopper whole and
unopened" ("Facility Operating Plan", section 33) (emphasis mine). There is also
no mechanism described to monitor the performance and compliance of such
hauliers. I would like Medrecycler to formulate plans to monitor the content of
deliveries to their facilities, as well as developing mechanisms to audit their
transportation partners.

The second part of this concern is the disposal of the slag resulting from the
processes some of which may be "on the floor" of the building site ("Facility
Operating Plan" section 19). There is no plan that I can find as to how to discard
this slag. The section that would contain this plan, section 26 of the "Facility
Operating Plan", is scant. In full, the description is "Medrecycler-RI, Inc sends the
treated waste products to facilities permitted to accept such waste." This is woefully
insufficient for a plan. Medrecycler needs to identify and make arrangements in
advance with such facilities. Additionally, Medrecycler asserts that this slag is inert.
I find this hard to believe. There will doubtless be chemicals or heavy metals in the
slag from medical products. Without proper disposal practices, these chemicals and
heavy metals can and will leach into groundwater and waterways. This is especially
concerning since the facility abuts one of the tributaries to Fry Brook and many of
the residential properties near the facility on Division Road rely on well water. I
would like to see Medrecycler submit plans to handle and dispose of slag and other
solid wastes.

The third part of this concern is the storage and use of natural gas or liquid
petroleum gas (LPG) to boost thermal drying. There is ho mention of how natural
gas or LPG will be stored in the facility. There is also no indication in Section 8 of
"Expedited Permit Information", "Monitoring Devices", to monitor and control the
flow of natural gas/LPG, and shut off supply when not required. There is also no
contingency plan in the event of a fire, neither internally nor filed with neither the
West Warwick Fire Department nor the East Greenwich Fire Department. I would
like Medrecycler to document their practices and file appropriate contingency plans
with fire authorities.



Concern 2: Syngas electricity production

My second concern is the combustion of the flue gas from pyrolysis to generate
electricity. The first part of this concern is the assertion by Medrecycler that the
electricity will produce "clean energy" "in an environmentally friendly way"
("Medrecycler Overview Flyer"). While Medrecycler details that pyrolysis emits very
little in harmful emissions (Table 5), there is still no way to support the Medrecycler
representatives' assertion that the plant does not incinerate medical waste. While I
agree with the representatives that pyrolysis itself is not incineration, pyrolysis
and then combustion of flue gases is incineration, just with extra

steps. The proposed process using medical waste is analogous to coking of coal
and burning of the resulting coal gas, which is incineration. This is a fundamental

flaw within this proposal and cannot be remedied.

The second part of this concern is the, in my opinion, inadequate assessment and
tabulation of stack emissions. As described in the "Expedited Permit Information",
while there is a cascade of 3 scrubbers between the pyrolysis chamber and the
engine, there is apparently no scrubber between the engine, "thermal oxidizer"
(combustion chamber), and the stack. Medrecycler claims that there would be only
around one part per billion of nitric oxide (NO) and a similar amount of nitrogen
dioxide (NOy). Since the combustion chamber will apparently be performing
complete combustion, as Medrecycler has indicated that there will be no methane
(CH4) emitted from the stack, it is inconceivable that there would be no additional
nitrogen oxides (NOy) created during combustion. We learned in our high school
environmental science class that all combustion creates NOx, and that more
complete combustion increases the amount of NOx produced. As there is no
scrubber within the stack, these NOx will be emitted directly to the atmosphere. NOx
contributes to ground-level smog or "Los Angeles smog". The presence of NOx in
the atmosphere results in a brownish haze that exacerbates respiratory problems.
In addition, nitrogen oxides react with water in the atmosphere to create nitric and
nitrous acid, which are components of acid rain. I would like to see Medrecycler add
scrubbers within their stack to reduce the concentration of NOy into the
atmosphere.

The third part of this concern is more of a comment, and more technical. This plant
will be producing electricity equivalent to a large wind turbine. However, one
difference with this plant is that humans can control when the syngas generators
run, but humans cannot yet control when the wind blows. It seems that
Medrecycler plans to run the plant at a continuous, constant load throughout the
day. However, the supply and demand for electricity is not constant. Demand for
electricity peaks in the late afternoon or early evening, while electricity production
from renewable sources currently peaks at midday due to solar. This means that
load-balancing "ramp plants” need to compensate for the increasingly larger gap



between baseline supply and demand at dusk. Ramping power plants are
problematic because they are often fed by fossil fuels to keep up with demand, and
tend to be more polluting than baseline plants as they cannot run at full efficiency.
As it currently stands, Medrecycler would be increasing the baseline supply of
electricity, which would result in "wasted" electricity at night when demand is low,
and would not mitigate the need for such ramp plants. My proposal is this: could
Medrecycler limit their production of electricity at night, reducing the amount of
excess energy pumped onto the grid, and instead shift that capacity to the
afternoon and evening hours when it is more in demand? This would mitigate the
need for ramping plants and reduce noise effects on surrounding communities. In
addition, it should reduce greenhouse gas emissions. My back-of-the-envelope
calculation suggests that this plant should emit only 20% of an equivalent natural
gas plant, which would be a significant reduction even if not running at optimal
efficiency.

Concern 3: The surrounding community

The site at 1600 Division Road is already occupied by a building. A current occupant
of that building is M-F Athletic, a sports equipment company. M-F Athletic is a
beloved institution. Their products were used on a daily basis by me and my
teammates on the East Greenwich cross country and track teams. Without their
equipment, I surely would not have developed my love of running and exercise.

Sentimentally, it is hard for me to accept that MF Athletic will be next door to the
facility we are discussing in this comment period. The solicitor for the company,
Jerry Petros, commented in the public hearing that the workers at M-F Athletic will
be separated from the pyrolysis facility by only 1/2 inch of wallboard. This is
woefully inadequate protection from the noise pollution and potential leaks that
come with such a plant. I would hate to see M-F Athletic forced from their current
location and budding athletes losing access to their wonderful resources because of
the operation of Medrecycler's facility.

This brings me to my larger point. The applicants and DEM appear to believe that,
since this building will be housed in an existing structure, some parts of the
environmental review process can be skipped. I argue that this is the wrong
conclusion to make. The fact that this building exists is a sign that the plant will be
operating in a built-up area, with many households living nearby. They will suffer
the impacts of this facility, which in my opinion has not been adequately assessed
by the minimal amount of review presented so far. In addition, a new structure can
be built to the state-of-the-art, mitigating many of the impacts I described above.
On the other hand, it may be impossible to remedy such problems in an existing
structure. To this end, I call on the DEM to conduct a full environmental review.



Additionally, I would like to see a plan to retrofit the building with soundproof
materials to attenuate the noise pollution from the generators, and ventilation
systems to evacuate the building of any leaks, should they occur.

Concern 4: Inconsistencies in application

My fourth concern, though less substantive with the proposal itself, is indicative of
the carelessness with which this application was prepared. They are the numerous
inconsistencies in claims and grammatical errors in the submitted materials. I shall
proceed to list some of the more egregious inconsistencies.

e In the "Medrecycler Overview", on the web page, Medrecycler claims that
"the facility will create approximately 20-30 permanent jobs for local
residents once complete," while the PDF flyer linked to on the same page
claims "The facility will create approximately 40 permanent jobs for local
residents once complete."

e The "Medrecycler Overview" states that "MedRecycler will receive no more
than four full truckloads of waste daily, or eight trucks in total," while Section
29 of the "Facility Operating Plan" states that the facility may receive up to
ten trucks daily.

e The "Medrecycler Overview" claims that the process of pyrolysis results in
waste being "evaporated". This is misleading. Evaporation is a phase change
that does not alter the chemical configuration of the molecules in a
substance. On the other hand, pyrolysis breaks down larger chemical
structures, such as the polymers in plastics, into smaller molecules. This is
not a physical process, so it is not evaporation.

e Section 5 of the "Facility Operating Plan" refers to the proposed site as
"Industrial Lane". Section 46 of the same tab claims that Medrecycler-RI,
Inc. services the "Jonston area market" [sic].

e The inconsistent application of fonts throughout the application materials. For
example, on page 46 of the "Pyrolysis and Energy Production Medical Solid
Waste Treatment Facility/Application”, the heading for section 3 is in Times
New Roman, while the heading for section 4 is in Arial. The heading for
section 5 can't seem to make up its mind, so its numeral is in Times New
Roman, while its script is in Arial. The font color shifts from black #000000 to
a medium grey #505050. The kerning widens at seemingly random words,
for example at "unacceptable" and "originating", possibly because the text is
sometimes split into dozens of text boxes per line. The segmentation of text
would make it difficult for those who rely on accessibility software, such as
text-to-speech programs, to review the application for themselves.

o In the title of the "Facility Operating Plan", the word "pyrolysis" is misspelled
as "pyrolisis".

Conclusion



As the application currently stands, the proposed facility is inadequate. The
proposal inadequately addresses my concerns in safely securing transport and
handling of medical waste inside the facility. The copyediting done (or not done) by
Medrecycler before their submission was inadequate and left numerous errors and
inconsistencies. As such, I urge the director of the Rhode Island Department of
Environmental Management to exercise their discretion under RIGL §23-19.12-13
to defer for further review Medrecycler's application for a license at the facility at
1600 Division Road in West Warwick due to their unfitness to engage in the
business -- as demonstrated by their carelessness in planning and proofreading --
and their misleading statements regarding the environmental-friendliness of their
"waste-to-energy facility".

Thank you again for opening this comment period and for considering my
comments.

Sincerely,
David Wang

90 Hamilton Drive

East Greenwich, RI 02818
ezemdw@gmail.com
(401) 391-3871
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From: (Name) From: (Address)
Forrest, Bob Bob.Forrest@CotoRelay.com
[EXTERNAL] : Say NO to Medrecycler

[nextdoor.com] Bob Forrest Forecast & Planning Analyst Coto Technology, Inc. 66 Whitecap Drive

North Kingstown, RI
02852 USA Main:+1 (401) 943-2686 Direct:+1 (401) 583-7215 Bob.Forrest@CotoRelay.com
[66.media.tumblr.com]

No Medical Waste Facility

This message is confidential. It may also be privileged or otherwise protected by work product immunity
or other legal rules. If you have received it by mistake, please let us know by e-mail reply and delete it
from your system; you may not copy this message or disclose its contents to anyone. Please send us by
fax any message containing deadlines as incoming e-mails are not screened for response deadlines. The
integrity and security of this message cannot be



From: (Name) From: (Address)

Fran Armstrong franmarmstrong@yahoo.com
[EXTERNAL] : MedRecycler
To Whom it May Concern:

As a long-time resident and tapayer of West Warwick, Rl, | wish to submit my objection to the
proposed project -- MedRecycler . As such, | want to state specifically these points:

The technology they're proposing, pyrolysis, is previously untested on medical waste. We do not want
to be guinea pigs for an untested technology.

The company, MedRecycler, is unable to prove that treating medical waste with pyrolysis is safe for
human health and the environment.

Legally, for a facility like this, a buffer zone is required around the plant. This site has no buffer zone -
in fact, MedRecycler would literally share a wall with the business next door, and there are daycares,
schools and businesses very nearby.

Rhode Island is a small state, and | believe the residential and business areas within the radius of this
proposed project will be detrimental with the environmental impact that will result, as well as to the
whole of our state. Please reject the passage of this proposed project.

Frances M. Armstrong
8 Carlson Circle, West Warwick, Ri 02893
(401) 826-3275



From: (Name) From: (Address)
Frances Mancini mancini.frances@gmail.com

[EXTERNAL] : Proposed medical waste management

facility on 1600 Division in West
Warwick

Dear Sir,

| vehemently oppose the plan for this waste management facility on 1600 Division St t<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>