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On April 12, 2022, the Dewey Loeffel Landfill Community Advisory Group (CAG) met via videoconference. See 

Attachment A for a list of meeting attendees. The key topics covered during the meeting included: 

• An EPA presentation on 1) the status of the Little Thunder Brook Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 
(RI/FS); and 2) an update on the treatability studies for the landfill and groundwater. The presentation can 
be found at:  https://projects.erg.com/deweyloeffelcag/docs/presentations/2022-04-12.pdf 

• Consideration of in-person CAG meetings 

Status of Little Thunder Brook RI/FS 
Joe Battipaglia, EPA Project Manager, first provided an overview of events that occurred from the time removal 
work was completed and GE agreed to perform an RI/FS for Little Thunder Brook. GE recently submitted a Revised 
Draft RI/FS Work Plan dated March 2022, which is currently under review by EPA and the CAG. The prior draft 
RI/FS Work Plan was under review when a July 2021 storm eroded many areas of the stream, necessitating a 
revised sampling plan. Joe provided some details about the proposed RI Field Work. 

• The turbidity controls (stone check dams) installed in the fall of 2021 held up well during the fall/winter 
2021 and spring 2022. The new v-shaped design with the heavy stone placed on the downstream end 
worked well. 

• The July 2021 storm event caused loss of information regarding PCB concentrations along the stream. A 
survey performed after the storm indicated a +/- 1 foot elevation change within the channel due to 
erosion/deposition.  This conclusion was also supported by field observations following the storm event..  
Erosion of near-channel banks also occurred in some areas based on the survey and field observations; 
however, deeper bank samples were unaffected by the storm event and the data are still relevant. All 
data collected during previous rounds of sampling in the top one foot of the stream is being disregarded; 
below that, field observations had to be used to support sampling data decisions. A community member 
asked whether the RI/FS Work Plan contains a visual representation of where the channel has changed. 
Joe reported that there is not enough pre-storm survey data to map the channel elevation changes. 
However, Joe has requested GE to expand on the existing Table 5-1 to explain how the samples are 
representative of existing conditions. 

• Proposed Subsurface Bank Soil and Sediment Investigation 
o Joe reviewed the proposed deep bank and deep channel sample locations, which were unchanged 

from the original work plan since these areas experienced limited erosion and remain the focus of 
further investigation given the presence of PCBs greater than 50 parts per million (ppm). One 
change that has been made, at EPA’s request, is that GE has added samples for non-PCB analyses 
for the deep bank investigation. 

• Proposed Surface Sediment and Surface Soil Investigation 
o Joe went through the proposed sample locations in his presentation and noted that the original 

Work Plan proposed zero samples for PCBs and ten for non-PCBs because a lot of data in the top 
foot already existed. The Revised Draft Work Plan proposes approximately 288 samples for PCBs 
and 40 samples for non-PCBs to get a better idea of the contamination in the new surface.  

o No additional sampling in the delta area is proposed because EPA considers samples taken in 
November 2021 to be sufficient; however, EPA and GE have discussed performing additional 

https://projects.erg.com/deweyloeffelcag/docs/presentations/2022-04-12.pdf


sampling in the area west of the delta to confirm that the sediment deposits in this area are 
similar in PCB concentration to the main delta area.  

o A community member asked whether EPA took any of the samples or any sample splits. Joe said 
EPA did not, but that he oversaw all of that field work and is comfortable with the manner in 
which the samples were collected. 

• Proposed Surface Water Sampling and Upstream Sediment Sampling  
o Additional locations and number of events are proposed for surface water sampling 
o Regarding the upstream surface sediment sampling, the objective is to provide post-removal 

action sediment data for the remedial investigation and risk assessment.  

• Groundwater Investigation 
o Groundwater was not affected by the July 2021 storm event, therefore GE was able to get a jump 

start on this work. 
o Based on the transducer data available to-date, Joe reported that the majority of Little Thunder 

Brook is a gaining stream (groundwater is entering the stream). Approximately the last 500 feet of 
Little Thunder Brook is a losing stream (it loses water into the ground). The collection of 
transducer data is scheduled to continue until at least May 2022. 

o There were 8 piezometer locations in Little Thunder Brook and the sampling results are available 
which indicated detections of 1,4-dioxane, chlorobenzene and benzene.  Generally, toward the 
lower part of the stream, less than 1 ppb 1,4-dioxane was detected. Location PZ-02S (on page 15 
of the presentation/slide #16) had 9 ppb of 1,4-dioxane and was closer to the landfill; location PZ-
01N, also nearer the landfill had 57ppb 1,4-dioxane and was the only place where chlorobenzene 
and benzene were detected. Joe noted that the current RI/FS Work Plan does not propose further 
investigation there, but EPA and GE have discussed the need for further investigation which is 
expected to be presented as an addendum to the Work Plan this summer. Prior to conducting 
further investigation, GE is scheduled to perform a 2nd round of groundwater piezometer 
sampling (currently scheduled for May 2022) to confirm the previous results and to help inform 
next steps for further investigation in this area.  

• Proposed RI/FS Deliverables 
o Mostly unchanged from the original Work Plan 
o The Feasibility Study was originally all one document but EPA requested it be separated into two 

documents to see information sooner and to provide input earlier which will result in a better 
feasibility study to evaluate alternatives. 

o The original Work Plan did include a timeline but the new Work Plan has a detailed schedule 
based on EPA comments. 

o Joe, along with Abigail DeBofsky and Chuck Nace of EPA, explained that a Baseline Ecological Risk 
Assessment (BERA) may not be needed for Little Thunder Brook, which could save 1 ½ - 3 years of 
time, but that no decision has yet been made. They said that the Screening Level Ecological Risk 
Assessment (SLERA) may sufficiently demonstrate that the risk warrants a remedial action. A 
community member asked why the BERA takes such a long time. Chuck said that is because it 
requires collection of much more data, which then must be analyzed, and finally documented in 
another report. Chuck further explained that the SLERA is typically more conservative than a 
BERA, so sometimes in a BERA, risk is lower than in a SLERA. Joe said nothing would be lost by not 
doing a BERA, but no decision will be made about foregoing a BERA until completion of the SLERA. 

Landfill-Groundwater Treatability Study Update 

• In-situ Oxidation and Biological Technologies 
These are expected to be viable and worthy of field testing. 

• Extraction Testing for Light, Non-aqueous Phase Liquid (LNAPL) 
o EPA is expecting analysis of the data in the coming months 



• Enhanced and Natural Source Zone Depletion 
o The original treatability testing work plan called for field pilot tests of both natural source zone 

depletion (passive venting to promote degradation) and enhanced source zone depletion (active 
venting). Vadose zone gas sampling performed in late 2021 showed high concentrations of 
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in the vadose zone. In response, GE is considering performing 
a soil vapor extraction (SVE) field test instead of the passive natural source zone depletion field 
test. SVE is a more active treatment technology that was also mentioned at the UNCAGED 
conference on technologies. 

• A community member asked what kind of document would be prepared for these treatability studies. The 
treatability testing work plan (presented at the December 2020 CAG meeting and approved by EPA in 
spring 2021) outlined the general approach for the laboratory and field-scale testing. Prior to the field 
testing for in-situ chemical oxidation and in-situ biological treatment, a work plan will be submitted to 
outline the details of the field testing. Prior to the field testing for enhanced source zone depletion and 
SVE, another work plan will be submitted outlining the details of the field testing. It is anticipated that 
both work plans will be submitted later in 2022. 

Removal Action Corrective Action Areas  

• Joe reported that separate from the RI/FS, work will be done to rebuild areas that were restored under 
the removal action to withstand future storms. Proposed corrective action for the channel banks includes 
boulders and stone ranging in diameter up to 30” to protect further erosion of the banks. Town of Nassau 
Supervisor Fleming raised concerns about the possibility of these areas having become contaminated 
from other areas and deeper into the bank. Joe explained that sampling will be done during the RI to be 
sure those areas were not re-contaminated. There was discussion about the timing of the sampling versus 
the timing of the reconstruction efforts. EPA and Town of Nassau representatives planned to have 
another conversation about this topic following the meeting. 

CAG Interest in In-Person Meetings 
Facilitator Liz Murphy asked for input from the CAG on whether there is interest in meeting to discuss CAG 
operations and if the CAG is interested in meeting in-person. One member suggested a preference for hybrid 
meetings due to lingering concerns about the public health situation. Liz proposed to send out a poll to all CAG 
members to measure the level of interest in meeting sometime before we again meet with the Agencies (which is 
expected to be mid-late summer). 
 
 
  



 

ATTACHMENT A 

Dewey Loeffel CAG Meeting: 4/12/2022 Attendees (indicated by X) 

EPA  NYDEC  CAG MEMBERS/ALTERNATES  
Joe Battipaglia, RPM x Kyle Forester, PM x Lani Richards, Chair x 

Larisa Romanowski, CIC x Sarah Quandt x Bruce Herron, Vice-Chair  
David Rosoff, OSC x    Erica Gundrum, Secretary x 
Rachel Griffiths, 
Geol/Hydrogeologist x    David Fleming, Supervisor, Town of Nassau x 

Marian Olsen, HH Risk 
Assessor/toxicologist x    

Charles Peter, Supervisor, Town of 
Schodack  

Chuck Nace, Tech Support Sect. 
Chief, Risk Assessmets x    Tim Ooms, Supervisor, Town of Kinderhook  
Abigail DeBofsky, Eco Risk Assessor x    Amanda Keenan x 

Pete Mannino, Sect. Chief x    Andy Kahnle  
Jon Byk, OSC  NYDOH  Ann Shaughnessy x 

  Eamonn O'Neil x Anne Rabe x 

  Jacquelyn Nealon x Brian Wilson  

     Dan Langer  
WSP (EPA consultants)     Dan Schaummann x 

Jeff Frederick     Dan Spilman x 

Mahayer Bilimoria     Dawne Kelly  

     Debbie Prime  

     Jim Prime  

     Kelly Travers-Main x 

     Michelle Baxter x 

     Michelle Becker  

     Patsy Leader  

     Rich Elder x 

OTHER INTERESTED PERSONS     Ron Jensis  
Barbara Reina x    Steve Everett x 

Jeff Briggs x    Vanessa Beuschel  
Josh Clague        
Julie Otterbeck x       
Pamela Lever     LIAISONS (other than Agencies)  
Randy Howarth     Bob Loveridge- RENSCO Legislator  
Trent Romer x    Scott Bendett-RENSCO Legislator  

     Tom Choquette- RENSCO Legislator  
 

 

 




