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          Dewey Loeffel CAG Meeting 
Meeting Summary* 

11/09/2022 
 
On November 9, 2022, the Dewey Loeffel Landfill Community Advisory Group (CAG) met in-person and via 

videoconference. See Attachment A for a list of meeting attendees. The key topics covered during the meeting 

included: 

• An EPA presentation on: 1) Little Thunder Brook (LTB) overview and updates, including of the Remedial 
Investigation Field Work, Corrective Action Repair Work, and Draft Documents; Supplemental 
Groundwater Investigation Work Plan; and the Draft Memorandum on Exposure Scenarios and 
Assumptions (MESA); 2) wetland areas sampling; and 3) an overview and update on Landfill and 
Groundwater Treatability Studies. The presentation can be found at:  
https://projects.erg.com/deweyloeffelcag/docs/presentations/2022-04-12.pdf. 

• Following the EPA presentation, CAG community members met to discuss CAG business including: 1) 
document reviews; 2) community outreach; and 3) CAG engagement/communications. 

Status of Little Thunder Brook (LTB) Remedial Investigation Feasibility Study (RI/FS) 

• Remedial investigation got sidetracked due to a storm event in July 2021. 

• Soil Investigations: Joe Battipaglia, EPA Project Manager, reported that over 300 surface soil samples were 
collected at over 100 locations, in addition to soil samples collected at multiple depths at 12 deep bank 
locations.  

• Surface Water Sampling: Joe reported that the surface water sampling of the upper part of LTB, close to 
the landfill, was hampered by dry conditions. Although 6 sampling events were planned, only 3 were 
performed and the remaining surface water samples will be collected when wetter conditions are 
present. 

• Corrective Action Repair Work:  Joe stated the long-term repairs are scheduled for the Spring 2023 
because they don’t have the data yet to perform the repairs and the current weather is not conducive to 
install the plantings.  

• Phase 1A Cultural Resources Survey: Joe described this as a desktop exercise which assesses the potential 
for finding historical or archaeological artifacts at the site. 

• Supplemental Groundwater Investigation Work Plan: Joe reported that groundwater samples collected 
from piezometers (i.e., shallow wells that typically intersect the groundwater table) that were previously 
installed in LTB indicated detections of volatile organic compounds (VOCS), 1,4-dioxane, and PCBs. To 
identify the source of the groundwater impacts, General Electric (GE) proposed installing nine additional 
piezometers in the direction of the landfill and the Former Mead Road Pond Area, as they are the most 
likely sources of the contaminants detected. EPA’s goal is to have GE start this work in late November. 

o A CAG member asked whether testing for perfluorinated compounds (PFCs, such as PFAS, which 
refers to perfluoroalkyl and polyfluoroalkyl substances) should also be performed. Joe stated that 
the results of prior samples taken from the extraction wells in the plume indicated some PFAS  
compounds were present, but at very low concentrations (the highest detection was of PFOA at 
approximately 2.6 parts per trillion (ppt)). Eamonn O’Neil, NYSDOH, said the drinking water 
standard for public water supplies in New York is 10 ppt. 

o A community member asked if there are new surface water samples proposed for this Fall 2022. 
Joe stated that 6 surface events were planned but only 3 events have been conducted to-date 
because of very low flow due to dry conditions. He stated that when it has rained, it has dried up 
quickly and they don’t want to just collect and sample rainwater. Regarding the detections in the 
piezometers, the main contaminant is PCBs which are in the tributary sediment, and to a lesser 

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


extent, in the surface water. (PCBs were detected in LTB in the part-per-trillion range, less than 
the part per million range for soil.) They want to wait for wetter conditions to complete the 
remaining surface water samples. Joe stated that for the surface water samples taken to date, the 
contaminant levels are much lower than the samples from the piezometers.  

o In response to another community member’s question, Joe said they are trying to sample during a 
range of flow conditions and to not collect samples of groundwater runoff every event.  

• MESA: Joe explained that the Memo on Exposure Scenarios and Assumptions (MESA) is part of the Human 
Health Risk Assessment (it does not include the ecological component). He added that under CERCLA, a 
specific threshold of unacceptable risk is what triggers a response action. Joe indicated that on Figure 3: 
Human Health Conceptual Site Model, that EPA plans to provide a comment requesting that terrestrial 
biota be identified as a complete pathway (rather than “Incomplete Exposure Pathway”) in the 
Current/Future column because there are hunters that currently hunt in the area. EPA plans to request 
that this pathway be addressed consistent with the OU01 Landfill/Groundwater MESA, which would be to 
identify game consumption as a de minimus pathway given the large home ranges of wild game. 

o A community member asked why, on Figure 3 of the MESA presentation, groundwater drinking 
water ingestion shows an Incomplete Exposure Pathway for the Current condition. Joe responded 
that Figure 3 is only for LTB and nobody is currently residing or recreating in that area; however, 
the Figure identifies groundwater ingestion as a complete pathway for the future scenario since a 
resident could live in the area in the future. 

o Another commented that hunting does occur in that area. Joe noted that wild game animals (e.g., 
deer) do not accumulate significant concentrations of contaminants because they typically live 
across a large area and only spend a fraction of their lives in the exposure area.  

o Another commented that there is a lot of all-terrain vehicle (ATV) activity in the area. Joe said that 
they may drive in the area but probably not in the stream given the terrain. If an ATV rider were 
to dismount and visit LTB, they would be covered under the recreator scenario.  He also noted 
that inhalation of dust is a major exposure route for the ATV rider since the ATV has the potential 
to kick up dust. He noted that LTB itself (where the contamination is) is a wet area, with the 
exception of the upper portion.  

Wetland Sampling Area 

• Joe stated that historically, the landfill discharged to the drainageways from the NW corner. There are 
wetland areas located to the north, SW and SE of the landfill. To-date, sampling has been completed in all 
3 wetland areas, but results are only available for the wetland to the SW, which was mostly non-detect 
except for one sample which detected low levels. The results for the other two wetland areas are 
forthcoming. He added that all samples are in the wetlands and submerged in water.  

 
Landfill/Groundwater Treatability Studies 

• Joe commented that all of the screened-in technologies in the Candidate Tech Memo, not just the five 
technologies in the treatability studies, will be considered in the next stage of the feasibility study. 

• The technologies included in the treatability studies are grouped together based on the media or in which 
they are performed. The technologies are dependent on site-specific conditions. Other technologies are 
also under consideration.  

o In-Situ Chemical Oxidation (ISCO) and Enhanced In- Situ Bioremediation (EISB) are applied in the 
saturated soil portion of the landfill.  ISCO is in-ground chemical treatment and EISB involves 
enhancing the biological activity in place. 

o Bioventing and Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE) are applied in the vadose zone (i.e., the dry zone under 
the landfill cap and above the saturated zone). Bioventing involves introducing air into the ground 
to stimulate activity and SVE involves extracting vapor above the water table.  

o Light Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid (LNAPL) floats on top of the saturated zone. LNAPL Extractability 
involves extracting NAPL liquid from the top of the groundwater where it exists. 



• All treatability studies are done in very small areas (i.e., 20ft x 20ft or 50ft x 50ft) of the landfill. 

• Jeff Fredrick, WSP, explained that for the lab testing, one matrix of transmissive material (i.e., 
sand/gravel) and another of non-transmissive material (i.e., clay) were used. Joe noted that the landfill is 
approximately 80% sand/gravel, 20% clay by area, and that while the clay areas are more challenging than 
the sand/gravel areas, they make up a much smaller portion of the landfill. 

• Jeff stated that for the ISCO pilot study, samples from the landfill were taken to the laboratory and tested.  
ISCO involves adding an oxidant to change certain chemicals from toxic to non-toxic. Jeff explained that 
for EISB, bacteria (bugs) are used to change the toxic substance into a non-hazardous substance.   

• A community member asked if treatment with EISB preceded by treatment with ISCO was considered. Jeff 
said it was not, because in that order, oxidizing post-bug treatment would kill all of the bugs and then new 
bugs would then have to be added. Time is also a factor – bugs take longer to remediate an area. Based 
on the studies, Jeff said that post-ISCO, bugs can still work to enhance the work done by oxidation. 

• A community member asked how, with all of the chlorinated compounds present, does the chlorine get 
stripped off.  Joe stated that he did not know enough about the compounds to answer the question.  

• A community member asked whether these technologies have been used at other Superfund sites, 
wondering whether they work at scale. Jeff said there are many sites like this one where these 
technologies have been used successfully and that these are fairly standard approaches.  He added that 
this is the first of several steps taken to determine the best approach to remediation. He indicated that 
there are nuances when the studies are done to scale (in field application); strategies have to be adjusted 
based on site/soil conditions, especially when there are various soil layers that may be harder to get to.  

• Joe mentioned that a combination of treatment technologies will likely be used. 

• In reference to the field-scale pilot testing for ISCO and EISB, a community member asked if, in 2024, EPA 
will have an idea whether the technologies will work. Joe stated that yes, on a pilot scale, and it will be in 
the Treatability Work Plan in 2024. 

• A community member asked if, in the laboratory treatability study, did EPA perform EISB prior to ISCO.  
Jeff stated no, not in the lab studies. He added that, in the real world, ISCO works better before adding 
bugs so it wasn’t tested in that order for the lab studies.  

• Jeff indicated that sometimes it takes more than one round of injections. 

• A community member asked whether there is a reason why iosparging is not being considered. Joe stated 
that it is not off the table and that it has been retained as part of the Candidate Technologies Screening 
Memo. Subsequent to the meeting, Joe clarified that the use of biosparging in the landfill was not 
retained for further consideration in the Candidate Tech Memo on the basis that its effectiveness will be 
limited due to the aquifer heterogeneity (i.e., distributing air to the degree necessary for biosparging 
would be very challenging). In addition, biosparging has limited utility in addressing chlorobenzene, 
phenolics, 1,4-diaxane and PCBs. 

• The report summarizing the results of the field studies will be the next deliverable in the FS process. 
Shortly after that report, the next FS deliverable  will look at assembling technologies that can be 
combined together to evaluate the different options.    
 

CAG Business 

• Document Review: comments on the Supplemental Groundwater Investigation Work Plan are due to Lani 
by noon on Friday November 11, 2022.  

• CAG members discussed ideas for re-engaging member participation. There was a general consensus that 
going back to regular, quarterly meetings may be helpful. It was noted that the meetings should be 
scheduled beginning 2023 to get them on the calendar. Lani indicated that she would send individual 
emails to members that have not been responsive to solicit their interest to continue being a member of 
the CAG. 

• Lani noted that she is looking for support on document review and several of the members who were 
present indicated interest and willingness to contribute. 



• The idea of placing flyers in some of the popular shops/areas in Nassau prior to upcoming CAG meetings 
was raised and tabled for further discussion. One member suggested posting information on the ‘Nassau 
the 12123 community” Facebook group since they have 4,000 members. Lani indicated that she recently 
posted the meeting information on that page. 

 
  



ATTACHMENT A 

Dewey Loeffel CAG Meeting: 11/09/2022 Attendees (indicated by X) 

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

Larisa Romanowski, CIC x Sarah Quandt  Bruce Herron, Vice-Chair x 

David Rosoff, OSC     Erica Gundrum, Secretary x 
Rachel Griffiths, 
Geol/Hydrogeologist     David Fleming, Supervisor, Town of Nassau x 

Marian Olsen, HH Risk 
Assessor/toxicologist     

Charles Peter, Supervisor, Town of 
Schodack  

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

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

  Eamonn O'Neil x Anne Rabe  

  Jacquelyn Nealon x Brian Wilson  

     Dan Langer  
WSP (EPA consultants)     Dan Schaummann x 

Jeff Frederick x   Dan Spilman x 
Mahayer Bilimoria 
Paul Trudell x    Dawne Kelly  

     Debbie Prime  

     Jim Prime  

     Kelly Travers-Main x 

     Michelle Baxter x 

     Michelle Becker  

     Patsy Leader  

     Rich Elder  
OTHER INTERESTED PERSONS     Ron Jensis  

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

     Tom Choquette- RENSCO Legislator  
 

 

 


