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51 8766-3559
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February 27, 2019

Mr. Joseph Battipaglia
United Slates Environmental Protection Agency
Remedial Project Manager
Hudson River Field Office
187 Wolf Road, Suite 303
Albany, NY 12205

Dear Mr. Battipaglia:

The Nassau Town Board has reviewed the October 26, 2018 Identification of Candidate Technologies
Memorandum released by OBG on behalf of the General Electric company/SI Group, Inc., responsible
parties. We have numerous comments and concerns:

1. Section 1, Site Background. In addition to homes and a bowhunters club surrounding the site, there
is a very active All-Terrain Vehicle club that uses a series of trails surrounding the site.

2. Section 2.1, Land Use. The document references that the section within the site is within “a
permanent environmental easement that was established by the NYSDEC as part of the landfill
remedy...” While this easement indicates that residential use is not permitted, that does not mean
that the site is zoned “industrial” as indicated in the document. It is worth noting that prior to the
disposal of wastes in this landfill, the property was used for agricultural purposes. Its current
condition should not be considered the “baseline” from which remedial actions are determined.
Any discussions of remedial actions should consider the original condition of the site and restoring
the property to its pre-disposal condition. The statement that the site is “industrial” is misleading
at best.

3. Section 2.4.1, Soil, last paragraph. There are several problems with statements in this paragraph:

a. The section states “preliminary RAOs were not developed related to exposure to surface
soil within the landfill.. .due to the presence of the permanent easement and the
containment system”. Remedial action objectives should NOT be predetermined. Any
easement or existing “containment systeni” should not be considered a final remedy. A
“permanent easement” does not mitigate all potential exposures and the “cut-off wall and
cap” do not eliminate the migration of contaminants from the landfill.
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b. We reiterate the site is not industrial but should be considered agricultural, its predisposal
condition. Therefore, applying industrial ARARS is inappropriate.

4. Section 2.4.2, Groundwater. The existence of a permanent easement and the “containment system”
does not negate the need for groundwater restoration within the landfill. Contaminated
groundwater continues to migrate and previous remedial actions are not the final remedy.

5. Section 3. 2d bullet. The statement “the presence of this barrier” (cut-off wall) restricts the flow of
overburden aroundwater” is misleading. As noted in the document, the wall is not keyed into the
bedrock and thus does not completely prevent contaminants from leaving the site.

6. Section 4, Evaluation of Technologies and Process Options. The phrase “representative process
options” seems to be a term designed to confuse and we are not sure what it is being used for, other
than to begin to eliminate potential remedial actions.

7. Recommendations. The recommendation section seems to lack substance, and again seems to be
designed to eliminate potential remedial actions.

8. Tables 2-7.

a. There are several parameters evaluated, but a general sense of the length of time a remedial
action might take isn’t one of them. This crucial information should be included before
certain potential remedial actions are “not retained”.

b. The Remedial Technologies and “Process Options’ give a range of possible actions, from
“No Action” to complex actions. Several of these actions (no action, institutional controls)
do nothing to prevent contaminant migration and potential exposures and as such will be
ineffective remedies. Note that the Town of Nassau vehemently opposes the use of deed
restrictions or environmental easements on private properties as a means to mitigate
potential exposures.

9. Table 3, General Response Action

a. Removal. The GRA describes this remedial technology as “potentially implementable”
and “effective”, yet the technology is not retained for further consideration for soil other
than the area within the landfill but outside of the wall. The Town strongly objects to this
evaluation comment. Removal must be considered going forward, for areas both within
and outside of the landfill and wall.

b. LNAPL Extraction. Remedial technologies that address LNAPL and other contamination
within the cutoff wall must be retained. The case for not retaining these technologies is not
well made.
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c. It is not reasonable to dismiss certain remedial technologies for soil and groundwater due
to “limited effectiveness for treatment of PCBs”. The site contains many chemical
contaminants with a wide range of physical and chemical attributes. Other than complete
removal, of course some technologies will address certain contaminants and other
technologies will address others. In some cases, more than one technology within a
particular medium may be needed to address the range of contaminants. Therefore, those
technologies that do not necessarily treat all contaminants should not be summarily
dismissed, especially those that are otherwise effective at treating VOCs and other
contaminants that have migrated from the site.

10. Table 7 — Bedrock Groundwater.

a. Public Water Supply. It is premature and inappropriate to dismiss this option. A public
water supply is available in the Village of Nassau and the Town of Schodack.

b. Bottled Water. The Town does not consider this to be a final remedy for drinking water
contamination. Bedrock groundwater must be cleaned up and the quality of residential
well water restored for the benefit of those affected, currently and in the future, and for the
entire community.

c. The description of in-situ treatments anaerobic bioremediation and enhanced biotic/abiotic
degradation is interesting — we would like to know more about these potential technologies.

11. Figure 9, ARAR Exceedances in Bedrock Groundwater. This figure and other data show that
bedrock monitoring wells DBH-03 and EPA-4 contain toltiene at levels above groundwater
standards. These wells are the most southerly (DBH-03) and westerly (EPA-4) of all bedrock
monitoring wells. This information clearly indicates that the extent of contamination in these
directions has not been defined. Additional bedrock groundwater wells must be installed to define
the extent of the plume in these directions. Without this, the Remedial Investigation for bedrock
groundwater cannot be considered complete.

We would like the opportunity to discuss these comments with you. Please contact our office to
arrange a conference call at 518.766.3559 ext. 2. Thank you.

Sincerely,

David Fleming, Supe Lani Richards, Deputy Supervisor
Town of Nassau Town of Nassau

CC: Nassau Town Board


