
June 11,2021

Mr. Joseph Battipaglia
US Environmental Protection Region 2
Hudson River Field Office
187 Wolf Road, Suite 303
Albany, New York 12205

Dear Mr. Battipaglia,

The Dewey Loeffel Community Advisory Group has reviewed the draft April 2021Tribu/rary
T11A Area Remedial Investigation / Feasibility Study Work Plan Addendum for the Dewey
Loeffel Landfill Superfund Site in Nassau, New York. We have the following comments on the
document:

1. Section 3,Data Quality Obiectives. The document states the nature and extent of PCB
contamination has been adequately characterized. This is not a true statement, as

evidenced by the need to further charucterize the extent of contamination.

2. Section 4.2, Surface Sediment Investigation is being conducted to support
characterization of potential human and ecological exposure, and samples will be

collected at 0-6 inches. Regarding human exposure: other agencies believe that a shorter
top interval (ie 0-3 inches) is the most likely interval where exposures would occur, and
consideration should be given to taking some samples at each location for evaluation of
this interval. Regarding ecological exposure, it is hard to believe that wildlife, including
amphibians, exposure to the "surface", would only be exposed at a strict interval of 0-6
inches. There should be some flexibility in sample collection with regard to surface
exposures.

3. Section 4.6, Paired Surface Water/Sediment. Does EPA believe that only the top 2 inches
will indicate surface deposition?

4. 'Section 4.7 .1.1, Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment. State and local standards and
guidance values should also be considered.

5. Section 4.7 .1.2., Exposure Assessment. The document states that ground water is not
used as a potable water source in the vicinity. As you know, there are groundwater users

all along Mead Road. This statement should be clarified.

6. Bullet 1. Evaluation of a current/future adolescent and adult recreator:
a. Why are children not being considered in this scenario?



b. In this instance oosurface soil" and oosurface sediment" are considered 0-1 foot. This is
inconsistent with what is considered elsewhere in the document. and there is no
explanation for the difference.

c. Section 4.7 .1.4 Risk Characterization. Risk levels used by State and local agencies
should also be taken into account.

7. Section 4.7.2, Ecological Risk Assessment. In Section 4.7.2.2. Exposure Assessment, On
Page23,paragraph 5, it states "Wildlife may also drink from the drainage channels and
tributary." On Page 24,lst paragraph, the list of ecological receptors (and specific
species of birds and mammals for food-web modeling) to be selected for evaluation of the
terrestrial community should include turkey as a species of bird and the ecological
receptors selected for the evaluation of the aquatic/riparian community should include
deer as a species of mammals to include.

The Ecological Assessment does not include turkey and deer, both of which are hunted
by local residents and should be evaluated as they are routinely consumed by humans.
The Ecological Assessment only seems to focus on the survival and maintenance and/or
reproduction of ecological receptors but should also include the consumption of
ecological receptors by humans. In looking at Section 4.7 .1. Baseline Human Health
Risk Assessment, it does not address the ingestion of birds/mammals.

8. Section 5, Focused Feasibility Study. What is the difference between a Feasibility Study
and a Focused Feasibility Study, and why is the latter being proposed here? What are the
pros and cons ofeach?

7. Site Photos. The photos documenting the tributary are helpful, as are the locations given.
Ideally, the orientation (looking upstream or downstream) would also be provided.

We look forward to discussing these comments with you. If you have any questions,
please contact Lani Richards at 518-766-3177.

Sincerely,

fuil,)l-^e-
Lani Richards, Chair


