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Facilitator Liz Murphy welcomed everyone and meeting participants introduced themselves.   
 
CAG Member & Participants Stories 
Three meeting participants shared the reason they were interested in the Dewey Loeffel 
Community Advisory Group (CAG).  
 
Erica Gundrum, a resident, bought her house twenty-three years ago. At that time, her well was 
not contaminated. In 2003, her well became contaminated and a treatment system was 
installed at her home so her water would be safe, but she still does not drink it or cook with it 
or give it to her dog. The contamination has had a huge impact on her life. She has had many 
issues with her water that continue. It smells bad and the color is different than clean water. 
While testing of her well is done on a quarterly basis, she doesn’t receive the results until three 
months after testing. She has tried to talk to EPA and others about this, but feels that nobody 
takes her concerns seriously. In addition, she has put a lot of money into her house, but her 
property values have gone down because of the contamination. Her neighbor also has been 
unable to sell her house. Additionally, Erica feels bad about the lake and believes that it should 
be cleaned up for everyone. She feels that this whole situation is unfair. 
 

CAG Members in Attendance:  
       
Michelle Baxter, resident 
Richard Elder, Alternate Rens. County DOH EHD 
David Fleming, Town of Nassau Supervisor 
Erica Gundrum, resident 
Bruce Herron, CAG Vice-Chair, resident 
Andy Kahnle, resident 
Amanda Keenan, resident 
Jim Prime, NLPIA Vice President 
Anne Rabe, CAG Secretary, UNCAGED 
Lani Richards, CAG Chair, Town of Nassau 
Deputy Supervisor 
Ann Shaughnessy, Rens. County EMC 
Dan Spilman, UNCAGED 
Kelly Travers-Main, Resident, Co-founder of 
UNCAGED    
Brian Wilson, NLPIA President 

Other Interested Parties: 
George Blair, resident 
Pam Lever, Co-founder of UNCAGED 
Michael Thoma, resident 

Liaisons in Attendance: 

Pete Lopez, EPA Regional Administrator 
Chris Lyon, EPA Chief of Staff 
Larisa Romanowski, EPA CIC 
Joe Battipaglia, EPA RPM 
Pete Mannino, EPA 
Jeff Frederick, WSP, EPA consultant 
Scarlett McLaughlin, Pub Health Spec., NYSDOH 
Eamonn O’Neil, Public Health Spec., NYSDOH 
Kyle Forster, Project Manager, NYSDEC 
 
 
 
Facilitator:  Elizabeth Murphy 
 
 

 
 
 



Hans Hallman, as resident who lives on Central Nassau Rd, backing up to Mead Rd, has loved 
ones who have been affected by tainted water at other sites. He said the site needs to be dealt 
with and that it is important that the concerns related to the site be taken seriously. 
 
Pam Lever, a co-founder of UNCAGED, moved to Morey Park in 1985. Six and a half years later 
she heard about the landfill. She became involved because there were a lot of people with 
cancer on that road and many animals had cancer too. Nobody ever tested the well water 
there. Pam is frustrated that this site has not been given proper attention. She feels sad and 
frustrated that it has gone on for so many years. Pam said there is a need to get rid of all of the 
chemicals from the landfill. 
 
Regional Administrator Pete Lopez Opening Remarks 
Regional Administrator Lopez grew up in Schoharie County. He served 21 years in the New York 
State Legislature, working with many small, rural communities, and also served as a local 
official. He relates to and understands small towns and their need for resources. He wants to 
ensure that people don’t have to live in fear. In his work, he looks for ways to meaningfully 
improve quality of peoples’ lives. He expressed gratitude to the members of the CAG and said 
that he respects members’ engagement. He hopes that moving from the community level up, 
the CAG’s voices will be heard. He wants to hear your concerns and look for ways to resolve 
them and protect homes and families. He expressed hope that Supervisor Fleming feels his 
engagement is sincere. He asked to be contacted if EPA is not responding to or not hearing the 
concerns of the community. 
 
EPA Site Status Overview and Introduction to Candidate Technologies Memo 
Joe Battipaglia presented background information on the site, the current status of the site, and 
the development of the Candidate Technologies Memo (see the attached copy of his slides). He 
also reported that earlier in the day, EPA provided responses separately to UNCAGED and Town 
of Nassau comments on the Candidate Technologies Memo and offered to meet with each 
entity to further discuss comments and responses.  
 
Questions/comments raised during Joe’s presentation:  

• Bruce Herron asked whether air was tested for PCBs during Little Thunder Brook 
(formerly T11A) excavation activities. Joe said yes, and that PCBs have not been 
detected in the air. 

• Joe noted that during the initial excavation at Little Thunder Brook, more contamination 
than expected was discovered. He also said that the depth of excavation varies by 
location; EPA has seen impacts at a depth of up to five feet in one area. GE’s contractor 
has moved into sampling downstream.  They recently discontinued excavation at Little 
Thunder Brook because of weather and they will start up again in the Spring. 

• Anne Rabe pointed out that GE performed a cleanup once before in Little Thunder 
Brook and it failed. 

• The Responsible Parties (RPs – GE and SI Group) prepared the Candidate Technologies 
Memo, which is subject to EPA review and approval. 



• Regarding technologies retained for further consideration for groundwater remediation 
(page 8 of handout), Joe noted that many more technologies than the six technologies 
in UNCAGED’s presentation have been retained.  

 
UNCAGED Presentation – Remedial Technologies Conference Summary 
Dan Spilman presented a summary of the six technologies that were the subject of the 
conference UNCAGED held in January 2017. A copy of his presentation and handouts related to 
the various technologies were distributed to meeting participants. Anne Rabe noted that the 
thermal technologies are impressive. She pointed out that while expensive, if you compare the 
costs of long-term operation and maintenance of the landfill for hundreds of years, the cost of 
thermal options is not expensive because it permanently remediates the landfill, and reduces 
costs long term.   
 
EPA Follow-up Regarding Draft Technologies Memo 
Joe Battipaglia gave a brief presentation (see the attached slides) about the extent to which 
each of the technologies UNCAGED presented were retained for further consideration. 
He also mentioned that when the Candidate Technologies Memo is finalized, EPA will 
determine whether or not treatability studies will be necessary. When asked when the 
Feasibility Study is expected to be completed, Joe said EPA expects it in 2022. One of the CAG 
members expressed interest in having input on the draft Feasibility Study. Pete Mannino said 
that EPA will share the draft Feasibility Study with the Technical Assistance Grant (TAG) group 
and the town. EPA explained that the RPs make recommendations of their preferred 
alternative, but it is EPA’s decision to choose the preferred remedy (Proposed Plan). Unlike 
other documents such as the Remedial Investigation or Feasibility Study reports, which the RPs 
draft for EPA review/approval, EPA drafts the Proposed Plan in consultation with the New York 
State Departments of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and Health (NYS)DOH.  The State 
has the opportunity to concur with the Proposed Plan or not.  Additionally, some Superfund site 
preferred alternatives are reviewed by a National Remedy Review Board which consists of EPA’s 
experts, for an additional internal EPA review process. Basically, a second opinion is provided by 
a panel of EPA experienced Superfund professionals reviewing the Feasibility Study and the 
Proposed Plan.  If the Proposed Plan for this site goes to the National Remedy Review Board, 
the local town and CAG are invited to submit information to the Board. 
 
A question about the status of the risk assessments was also raised. Joe reported that both the 
human health risk assessment and the ecological risk assessment are in the preliminary stages. 
 
Questions and Answers with EPA Regional Administrator 
Lani Richards commented that cost should be at the bottom of the criteria used for selecting a 
remedy. In response, Pete Lopez said that cost is a balancing criteria. He mentioned that 
depending on what EPA finds, the answer might be something people do not want to hear. He 
cited an example from New Jersey where EPA selected a remedy which entombs waste rather 
than removing it (which is what the community wanted) because there is nowhere for the 
waste to be taken if removed. Chris Lyon said that while he has not been at EPA for a long time, 
he has never seen the cheapest remedy selected.  Anne Rabe pointed out that the way cost 



effectiveness is defined is important; 500 years of operation and maintenance drives cost way 
up whereas the cost of a permanent solution goes way down in comparison.  Pete Lopez noted 
that every five years, EPA will analyze whether the remedy is protective and if they find that it is 
not, EPA can go back to the RPs to require additional cleanup. 
 

Bruce Herron asked what is the acceptable cleanup standard.  Joe Battipaglia said the 

Candidate Technologies Memo includes generic cleanup goals, not standards. For example, one 

goal is to restore groundwater to its most beneficial use. The cleanup standards have not yet 

been set. 

Dave Fleming raised concern that we are glossing over Erica’s point, that families are directly 

impacted and water filtration systems are not tested frequently enough, and that when tested, 

the results are not provided quickly enough. He said there are 1300 acres of land that cannot 

have potable wells put in, creating a huge economic burden. He noted that Erica does not have 

confidence in her system and that she gets challenged when she raises issues. He said it is not 

fair for those on the treatment systems and that 2022 is an unacceptable time frame for 

addressing the situation. He urged that public water should be extended to those whose wells 

have been impacted. 

Pete Lopez said that he will have his staff look at Erica’s system. He also invited Supervisor 

Fleming to let EPA know which homes need to be looked at. 

Erica mentioned that her neighbor has discolored water and has no idea what to do about it or 

who to contact. Erica also has a new neighbor who did not know about the Superfund site when 

s/he bought the house. Erica is concerned that wells are not being tested because when she 

bought her house, her well was not contaminated, but later became contaminated. She worries 

that others’ wells may be contaminated. 

Pete Lopez said he will make sure that the neighbors know where to go. He said that if 

individuals are not being helped, he needs to know that. The water people drink must be 

protected until a longer-term remedy is in place. EPA wants to be sure that nobody is at risk. He 

will talk with his staff about this. 

Jim Prime said that it is ridiculous that there are 27 wells that are not good. EPA clarified that 

while there are 27 wells in the vicinity of the site that are routinely monitored, there are five 

wells where constituents have been detected above drinking water criteria. Those five wells 

contain point-of-use treatment systems to remove the constituents.  Anne Rabe followed by 

saying public water supply hook-ups should be fast-tracked for those homes and GE should pay 

for it. Pete Lopez noted there are places where EPA is doing that. 

Andy Kahnle suggested that more outreach needs to be done, especially for those who don’t 

know where to turn. Pete Lopez said EPA will partner with the CAG to expand outreach. 



Dave Fleming said that EPA was responsive when the Town of Nassau asked them to test on 

Curtis Hill Rd. Andy Kahnle shared his view that the EPA group working on the site is fantastic 

and Anne Rabe said that EPA is being very responsive, taking us seriously. 

Pete Lopez was asked, “If we don’t agree with EPA’s Proposed Plan, how much influence will 
this group have?” He responded that EPA is directed by science and the law, with the goal of 
being protective of human health and the environment. He also said that if the CAG’s 
preference is reasonable and would achieve the same goals, “we will listen to you”.  He then 
cited the Quanta Superfund site in Edgewater, NJ, where performance of the remedy was 
exposing nearby businesses and residences to offensive vapors, so EPA found a way to 
complete the remedy under tents, limiting the negative affects reaching the community.  
 
CAG Information 
Liz Murphy informed the CAG that EPA has basic information regarding the CAG on their website.  The 

link is 

https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/SiteProfiles/index.cfm?fuseaction=second.Stayup&id=0201218#Adv

isory. 

Review of October 10, 2019 Meeting Minutes 
Lani Richards asked whether anyone had comments on the final draft minutes from the CAG 
meeting on October 10, 2019. There were none, so the final draft was approved as final. 
 
Topics for Next Meeting 
The next CAG meeting will be on Dec. 3rd, 2019, at a location to be determined. The CAG will 
talk about the information that has been presented in the last two CAG meetings and 
determine next steps.  The CAG will also consider when to invite the RPs for a dialogue and will 
determine what topics to include in that dialogue.  Liz offered to reach out to the RPs to extend 
that invitation, if the CAG would like her to do that.  
 
Part of the next meeting will be a holiday reception! 
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