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Statenlent of Purpose and  Basis 

The Record of Decision (ROD) presents the selected remedy for the Operable Unit 2 of the 
Dewey Loeffel class 2 inactive hazardous waste disposal site which was chosen in accordance with 
the New York State Environmental Conservation Law. The remedial program selected is not 
inconsistent with the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan of March 
S, 1990 (40CFR300). 

This decision is based on the Administrative Record of the New York State Depanment of 
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) for Opcrable Unit 2 of  the Dewey Loeffel inactive 
hazardous waste site and upon public input to the Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) presented 
by the NYSDEC. A listing of  tlie documents included as n pan of  the Administrative Record is 

- - included in Appe~idis B of the ROD. 
- - 

.~\ssessnicnt of the Site 

Actual or threatened release of liazardous waste constituents from this site, if not addressed 
by implementing the response action selected in this ROD, presents a current or potential significant 

ronlnent. rhreat to public health and the eni  i 

I)c$cription of Selected Rcnicclv 

Based on the results of t l ~ e  Remedial InvestigationdFeasibility Study (RYFS) for Operable 
C n ~ t  2 of tlie Dewey Loeffel site and the criteria identified for evaluation of alternatives, the 
51-SDEC has szlected Alternative 9, Disposal Site Hydraulic Containment with Downgradient 
Croi~ndwater Recovery and Treatment. The elements of the selected rcmedy are: 

-instclllation ivithin the landfill of an upgradcd Ieachnte collection system, intended to 
: l ; :~l~natc the disposal site as an ongoins source of goundtvater contamination by achieving 
i;.. .!:nulic containment of the leachate and groundwater associated with the disposal site; 

-installation of groundwater extraction wells between the landfill and the residential wells 
ro the south of the site. These recovery wells are intended to accelerate the restoration o f  the bedrock 
sroundwater quality to achieve applicable standards, and to przvent the contamination of other 
::cnrby residential wells. 
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DECLARATION STATEMENT - RECORD OF DECISION 

Dewey Loeffel Inactive Hazardous Waste Site 
Operable Unit 2 

Town of Nassau, Rensselaer County, New York 
Site No. 442006 

Statement of Purpose and Basis 

The Record of Decision (ROD) presents the selected remedy for the Operable Unit 2 of the 
Dewey Loeffel class 2 inactive hazardous waste disposal site which was chosen in accordance with 
the New York State Environmental Conservation Law. The remedial program selected is not 
inconsistent with the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan ofMarch 
8, 1990 (40CFR300). 

This decision is based on the Administrative Record of the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) for Operable Unit 2 o f  the Dewey Loeffel inactive 
hazardous waste site and upon public input to the Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) presented 
by the NYSDEC. A listing of  the d o c ~ ~ l l ~ e n t s  included as a pan of  the Administrative Record is 

- - included in Appendix B of  the ROD. 
- - 

:\ssessment of the  Site 

Actual or  threatened release of hazardous waste constituents froni this site, if not addressed 
by implementing the response action selected in this ROD, presents a cilrrent or potential significant 
threat to public health and tlle environment. 

I ) c s c r i ~ t i ~ n  of Selected Renicclv 

Based on the results of the Remedial hvestigatioll/Feasibility Study (RVFS) for Operable 
C n ~ r  2 of the Dewey Loeffel site and the criteria identified for evaluation of alternatives, the 
3 ) -SDEC has selected Alternative 9, Disposal Site Hydraulic Containment wit11 Downsradicnt 
Ground~vater Recovery and Treatment. The elements of the selected remedy are: 

-installation within the landfill of  an upgraded Ieachatc collection system, intended to 
:l::ti~nntc the disposal site as an ongoing source of  groundwater contamination by achieving 
5.. .!:nulic containment of the leachate and groundwater associated with the disposal site; 

-installation of groundwater extraction wells between the landfill and the residential wells 
to the south ofthe site. These recovery wells are intended to accelerate the restoration of  the bedrock 
groundwater quality to achieve applicable standards, and to prevent the contamination of other 
::cnrby residential wells. 



-construction and operation at t;he site of a water treatment facility to manage waste waters 
generated by the leachate management at the disposal site, and by the groundwater extractionsysten~. 

-maintenance of all exi..iting resipential well monitoring and treatment, to prevent exposures 
ofpeople using water from the residential wells to the contaminants within the bedrock groundwater 
contaminant plume above applicable stpndards; 

-design and implementation ofaponitoring program to evaluate groundwater elevations and 
groundwater quality over the duration c~f the remedy; 

-design and implementz~tion of a monitoring and maintenance program for the disposal site 
to evaluate performance of the water artd leachate management system. 

-continuation of institu~rional controls at the site. 

Xelv York State Department ~f Healtlr Acceptance 

The New York State Departmen': of Health concurs with the remedy selected for this site as 
being protective of human hea1,th. 

Declaration 

The sclccted remedy is protective ofhun~an liealth and the environment, con~plies with State 
- --=and Federal rsquirsments that arc legallly applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial 

acrion to tllc estsnt practicable, and is cost effectiLpe. This remedy utilizes permanent solutions and 
;ilrcrnativc trt'atnlent or resource recovqry technologies, to tlie maximum estent practicable, and 
jaristies tlie prsfcrence for retnciies t11at ;.educe tosicity, mobility, or volulne as a principal element. 

*,- 

D:\ci. bliclikel J. ~ ' ~ d o l c ,  Jr., ~ i r g t o r  
Division of Environrnenta emediation P 
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RECORD OF DECISION 

Dewey Locffcl Site 
Opcrablc Unit 2 

Town of Nassau, Rcr~ssclaef County 
Site No.4-42-006 
December, 2000 

SECTIOX 1: SUMGARY O F  T H E  RECORD O F  DECISION 

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) in consultation 
with the New York State Department of Health has selected this remedy to address the 
significant threat to human health andlor the environnlent created by the presence of hazardous 
waste associated with Operable Unit 2 of the Dewey Loeffsl class 2, inactive hazardous waste 
disposal site. As more fully described in Sections 3 and 4 of this document, the Dewey Loeffel 
site was reportedly used from 1952 to 196s by the Loeffel Waste Oil Removal and Service 
Company as a private scavenger service and disposal facility for waste materials and later as a 
waste oil transfer station. These activities have resulted in the disposal of a number of hazardous 
ivastes, including solvents, waste oils, PCBs, scrap materials, sludges, and solids at the site, some 
of \\.hich were released or have migrated from the site to surrounding arcas, includins into the 
bedrock aquifer which underlies the vicinity of the site. 

. - .  - - - - .As more fully described in Scctiorls 3 and 4 of this docunlcnt (set: pasts 4 to l3), hazardous 
ii.~src's \\,ere disposed at the Dc~vcy Loeffcl Site, S 442006. Hazardous wastes disposed include a 
\\.id? 1.3riety of volatile organic conlpou~lds (VOCs), and polyclllorinated biphenyls (PCBs), 
so111l: of \vt~ich has migrated from the site to the overburden and bedrock ground~vater giving rise 
ro significant threats to the public hcaltll and the environment, vi:., 

- sisnificant environmental damage associated \\.it11 impacts of contaminants (PCBs Ss 
VOCs) on both the shallow ovsrburderl and bedrock aquifers beneath the site which has 
been used for human water consumption and is now unusable due to the presence of 
PCBs and VOCs above applicable standards. 

Irl ordcr ro address the Dewey Loeffel disposal site, to eliminate or mitigate all significant threats 
ro human health andlor the en\.ironment, the Department is proposing Alternative 9, Disposal 
Sir;. Hydraulic Containulent with Do\vllgradie~~t Ground\vater Recovery and Treatment. The 
:.l;.111ents of the proposed rerlledy are: 

: I ( , .  c !  L ~ i i c l  Inaa ix  c Hazardous \Vast< Site 
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-installation within the landfill ;of an upgraded leachate collection system, intended to 
eliminate the disposal site as e.n ongoirl,g source of groundwater contamination by achievins 
hydraulic containment of the lleachate :,,nd groundwater associated with the disposal site; 

-installation of groundwater extraction wells between the landfill and the residential wells 
to the south of the site. 'These recover) wells are intended to accelerate the restoration of the 
bedrock groundwater quality tlo achievc! applicable standards, and to prevent the contamination of 
other nearby residential wells. 

-construction and operaltion at tbe site of a water treatment facility to manage waste 
waters generated by the- leacha~te management at the disposal site, and by the groundwater 
extraction system. 

-maintenance of all exi::;ting res$ential well monitoring and treatment, to prevent 
exposures of people using water from the residential wells to the contaminants within the 
bedrock groundwater contamicant plumbe above applicable standards; 

-design and implementa~tion of a monitoring program to evaluate groundwater elevations 
and groundwater quality over tihe duratign of the remedy; 

-desisn and implen~entction of a monitoring and maintenance program for the disposal 
site to evaluate perfomlance of the  watqr and leachate management system. 

-continuation of institut:ional cor trols at the site. 

- .  - ----Tht. selected rt.mcdy, discussed in detail1 in Section S of this document, is intended to attain the 
rcmcdiatiorl goals ~e l e i t ed  for this site, iin Sectior~ 6 of this Record of Decision (ROD), in 
idi~t'onl~it! \\it11 applicable standards, crliteria, and suidance (SCGs). 

SECTTOS 2 SITE LOCATICbS AND:DESCRIPTIOS 

Thr. Loeffcl Site is an inactive I~lazardou:; waste disposal site located within a 19.6 acre 
il;.:lnnrlcnt easement obtained by the NY:SDEC in southern Rensselaer County, New York 
1 1-~garc I ). The Villase of iVas;saii, Ne\r* York is approsimately four miles to the southwejt. 

Tiit Loeffel site is located in a [low area 7etivet.n two wooded hills wit11 peak elevations of 876 
2nd 77s feet above mean sea level (bISL,). Topo~raphy in the area ,oenerally slopes downivard 
r'rorn east to \vest. Elevatiorls i r ; ~  the irlln,iediate vicinity of the Site ranze from approsimately 610 
:o G60 feet above MSL. 



Current surface drainage on the Loeffel Site is controlled by a series of drainage swales built into 
the vegetated landfill cap and side drainage around the edge of the landfill cap, which was 
constructed in 19S4. From the disposal site, surface water flows into tributaries and streams 
which are part of the Nassau Lake drainage basin, a subset of the Valatie Kill drainage basin. 

The majority of surface water drains from the Loeffel site to the northwest (the "Northwest 
Drainage System") toward Mead Road Pond (see Figure I). Water exiting Mead Road Pond 
flows via a small stream, the T1 1A tributary, which in turn flows into the Valatie Kill. The 
Valatie Kill flows in a south westerly direction to Nassau Lake, approximately 2 miles 
downstream. Surface water flowing to the southeast (the "Southeast Drainage System") from the 
Loeffel Site flows toea !ow-lying area and to a small unnamed tributary (undesignated by New 
York State) and then inti Valley Stream. Valley Stream flows through Smith Pond and 
discharges to Nassau Lake. Surface waters are described in detail in the "Loeffel Site Environs 
Feasibility Study Report: Surface Water, Sediment, and Biota" (BBL 1997a) and previously 
completed Loeffel Site environs RI documents (BBL, 1993, 1995, and 1997b). The issues 
related to the surface water and sediment PCB contamination will be addressed in a separate 
Proposed Remedial Action Plan. 

Groundwater flow in the overburden soils in the vicinity of the site are generally to the west; in 
the bedrock, flows are both to the west and to the south. Groundwater flows to the south are 
influenced by the presence of a fracture zone associated with a previously unmapped fault 
beneath the site area. 

SECTIOX 3 SITE HISTORY 

. - .  . - ---3.1 Operation~I/Dispos:ll History 

Thc Loeft'el site \vas reportedly used from 1952 to 196s by the Locffel Waste Oil Ren~oval and 
S tn i ce  Con~pany as a private scavenger senrice and disposal facility for waste materials and later 
as a waste oil transfer station. The disposal and oil transfer site facilities consisted of a lower (I 
acre) and upper (5 acres) lagoon in the western and central portion of the site, a 25- by 150- foot, 
6 foot deep oil pit in the east central part of the site, four above-ground oil storage tanks (30,000 
gallons each), and a drum disposal area located in the southern and eastern portions of the Site 
(O'Bricn Ss Gere), 198 1) (see Figure 2). iLIiscellaneous drums, construction debris, and junk 
~~:roniobiles ivere also present along the southeastern end of the site (O'Brien & Gere, 1951). 

Durins disposal operations, hazardous waste materials were reportedly collected in 55 gallon 
drums and transported to the Site (USEPA. 19S1). The contents of reusable drums were dumped 
either into the oil pit or into the upper lasoon. Ut~i~sable drunls were dumped either on the 
perimeter of the upper lagoon or in the dnlnl burial area. Drums were later covered with soil. 
.!'!I;. pit was used to store and separate recyclable oily wastes. The non-recyclable contents were 



pumped into the lagoon or on:o the grqund surface (USEPA, 19s I). Waste materials were 
reportedly also burned during facility ciperations. 

NYSDEC has estimated that 2 total ofj37,530 tons of waste materials were transported from 
General Electric (GE) manufacturing :'[acilities to the Loeffel Waste Oil Removal and Service 
Company facility (NYSDEC, 1980). WYSDEC has estimated that 8,790 tons of waste materials 
were deposited at the site from other iqdustrial sources, including Bendix Corporation (now a 
part of Allied Signal, hc.)  an r  Scheneytady Chemicals, Inc. (now Schenectady International) 
(O'Brien & Gere, 198 1). The waste materials disposed at the site included solvents, waste oils, 
PCBs, scrap materials, sludge$;, and sohids. 

.. 
In 1966, the State of N;; Yor,c initiate$ legal action against the Loeffel Waste Oil Removal and 
Service Company, leading to a 1965 Nsw York State Supreme Court Order and Jud,oment against 
the company to stop discharge.:, from the disposal facility and to perfonn remedial activities. In 
October 1970, the Loeffel Waste Oil R~moval  and Service Company retained an engineering 
finn, C.T. Male and Associate:,;, to devylop remedial measures for the Loeffel waste disposal 
facility (O'Brien & Gere, 198 11). Remejdial actions consisted of covering and grading the drum 
disposal area, oil pit, and lagoc~n with sgil, and construction of a system of drainage channels 
around the facility to control surface w:,ter runoff entering the disposal facility area. These 
remedial measures were compueted in 1974. Fill material was reportedly excavated from a 
borrow pit southwest of the disposal facility (see Figure 2). The Loeffel Waste Oil Removal and 
Service Company reportedly camtinued $0 use the Site from 1974 to i9SO as a transfer station for 
waste oils utilizing the four 30,,000 gallqn above-ground storage tanks. According to Mr. Dewey 
Loeffel, these waste oils were ~ransportvd to the facility from operations owned by a number of 
industrial companies and other,entities t:BBL, 1992). 

- - - - 
On September 23, 19S0, GE ertered int2 an agreement with the NYSDEC, known as the Seven 
Sites Ayeenlent (Agreement). The Agveement required GE to perform field investigations to 
dcternline the conditions at the Loeffel ;Site and the nature and extent of hazardous wastes. 
Following these field investiga:ions, GE: submitted an engineering report, which included the 
data collected during the field iinvestigal;ions, identified alternative remedial programs, and 
rccomrnended a remedial program fro111 these alternatives. The report also included provisions 
for ( I )  maintenance and rnonit3ring of ,he remediated site, (2) collection, treatment and disposal 
~1:'an); lrachate generated at the remediated site, where appropriate, and, (3) the physical security 
ot ' t l l t .  rrmediated site (NYSDEC, 19SO),. Following approval of the final site remediation plan 
b!. SYSDEC, GE was requiredl to pay h:YSDEC S2.3; million, representing its estimated share 
ofthe costs of implenlenting thl: constn.!ction elements of the remedial program and the costs of 
opcratins, maintaining, and 111~nitoring :he Site. 

Tllc engineering report preparecti by O1&rien S: Gere Engineers, Inc. (O'Brien Br Gere) on behalf 
o: 'GE recommended an in-plac:e contair.ment alternative consisting of a low permeability cap 
-.: I[!) vezetative cover, surface water dranage swales, and a perimeter cutoff wall constructed to 

: k - c ,  Lw!'fcl I ~ J C I L . ~  H~zardous W s r s  Sits! 
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t i l l  or bedrock (O'Brien & Gere, 198 I). During the design phase, i t  was determined that the cut- 
off wall should be extended to the bedrock and that a leachate collection system should be 
installed. The final remedial plans and specifications were submitted to NYSDEC in January 
1983 for its subsequent use (O'Brien 22 Gere, 1983). 

Approximately 500 surface drums were removed from the eastern end of the Site in preparation 
for the remedial program. The four 30,000 gallon above-ground storage tanks were also removed 
that year (CDM, 1985). 

The NYSDEC approved remedy, installation of a clay cap and soilhentonite clay slurry wall, 
was constructed from-September 1983 to November 1981. In October 1985, a final site 
inspection was conducted. Since the final inspection, operation, maintenance, and monitoring 
activities have been performed periodically by NYSDEC. 

In 19S9, the State of New York brought suit against GE in the U.S. District Court for the 
Northern District of New York seeking to hold GE liable for cleanup costs and natural resource 
damages relating to impacts of hazardous waste present outside of the disposal site after cap 
completion to the environs of the Loeffel site. Subsequently, an RI Work Plan, a Sampling and 
Analysis Plan, and a Health and Safety Plan were developed on GE's behalf by BBL and 
submitted for NYSDEC review (BBL, 1992). These documents were approved by NYSDEC in 
July 1992. On September 23, 1992, GE and the State ofNew York entered into a Judicial 
Stipulation, under which GE agreed to conduct an RI in accordance with the approved work plan. 
GE also agreed to conduct an FS to assess potential remedial alternatives. 

In April 1991, an interim hydrogeologic investigation repon was submitted describing initial RI 
- .  . - --- -hydrogeologic studies con~pleted between fall 1993 through spring 1991 (GeoTrans, 1996b). 

Phase I 1  hydrogeologic studies included: revielying and verifyins the well construction of 31 
rtjidential \yells; conducting geophysical sunreys south of the site to characterize bedrock 
structure; gathering additional groundwater data through installation, packer testing, and 
sampling of new nlonitoring wells; evaluating landfill hydraulic parameters and leachate 
collection system hydraulics; and obtaining data to evaluate natural attenuation and degadation 
o f  contaminants in groundwater. Phase I1 hydrogeologic field activities were completed February 
1997 (HSI Geotrans, 1997). 

ticjidsntial well monitoring in the vicinity of the Loeffel site has been performed by the New 
)'ark State Department of Health (NYSDOH) periodically since November 1979. During the 
early phases of this monitoring program, only those ivells inlnlediately to the northivest of the 
jltc were sampled. In the early 1980s. wells to the s o i ~ t l ~  and farther from the site were also 
snn~pled. Currently, 22 residential wells are sampled 011 an annual basis and as of October 1997. 
:.I ;hr of those \yells will also be sampled on a semi-annual basis. BBL Environmental Services, 
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Inc. (BBLES), on behalf of GE, assur~ed responsibility for residential well sampling from 
NYSDOH on an interim basis in Noviember 1997. 

In 1993, BBLES was retained by GE design install, maintain, and monitor residential well 
treatment systems on an intepim basis for nvo residential properties south of the disposal site 
along Central Nassau Road where wa,:er quality standards have been exceeded. 

3.2 Remedial History 

1974 - Remedial actions consisting ~ f~cove r ing  and grading the drum disposal area, oil pit and 
lagoon and construction of a system o'rdrainage ditches were completed. 

1982 - CECOS International, Inc. remiwed approximately 500 surface drums from the eastern 
portion of the site. The four :10,000 g;~~llon above-ground tanks were also removed. 

1983 - Construction of the co~tainmer..t system at the site is completed. The containment system 
consists of a slurry wall, a clay cap, a@ a leachate collection system. 

The slurry wall is a trench, excavated ',?om land surface down into unweathered bedrock, \vhich 
was backfilled wit11 a mixture of the eycavated soil and bentonite clay. The slurry wall has a 
hydraulic conductivity which is signifi:cantly lower than the surrounding soils, which impedes 
,oround\vatzr flow into and ou~t of the dlisposal site. 

The clay cap was constructed over t hep t i r e  disposal site, and r a n ~ e s  from 4.5 to 6 feet in 
- - =  - rliickrless. The cap is designej to in~ps!dz the recharge o f  rainfall and sno\vn~clt into the disposal 

S l t t ' .  

Ttlc Icachntc collection systetlr consist;; of a series o f  drainage pipes which were installed in the 
\vestem third of the disposal site befor:: the site was graded and capped. The pipes drain to a 
collection tank. Periodically, leachateiis removed fro111 the tank by a state contractor for 
appropriate off-site disposal. 

0:llcr areas o f  this site currenrly being~tudied (by G E  with State oversight) are the Loeffel 
!I!l\.~rons. tlic subject of  the 1992 Judicial Stipulation. The Environs consist of various drainage 
11 a\-s: ( I ) lo\\. lying areas wesl of the s~lte; ( 2 )  Mead Road Pond and spoil banks; (3) Tributary 
T-  i I A; (1) Valatie Kil l ;  and ( 5 )  Nas:,au Lake. The principal contan~inant for this pan of the 
jltc is PCBs. 
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SECTION 4 CURRENT STATUS 

In response to a determination that t11e disposal of hazardous waste at the site presents a 
significant threat to human health and the environment, GE has completed a Remedial 
Investigation and Feasibility Study (RVFS). This latest RVFS is a continuing investigation of the 
containment cell and groundwater, and supplements the RVFS done in 1982-S3. The need for a 
groundwater investigation arose from a 1992 finding that private wells were contaminated with 
site related chemicals. 

A separate RI/FS program is ongoing for surface water drainage from the site to Nassau Lake, 
some four miles away.- This aspect of the remedial program for this site will be addressed in a 
separate proposed remedial action plan. 

The Commissioner may find that hazardous waste disposed at the site constitutes a significant 
threat to the environment if, after reviewing the available evidence and considering the factors 
the Commissioner deems relevant set forth in 6 NYCRR 375-1.4(b), the Commissioner 
determines that the hazardous waste disposed at the site or coming from the site results in, or is 
reasonably forseeable to result in, any of the following: 

(a) a determination by NYSDOH or by the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 
Registry, where the site is near private residences, recreational facilities, public buildings or 
property, school facilities, places of work or worship, or other areas where individuals or water 
supplies may be present, that the presence of hazardous wwfaste on a site poses a significantly 
increased risk to the public health. 

(b) siy~ificant enwrironn~ental datnn_re (6 NYCRR 375-1.4[a][2]). 

111 rnakinz a finding as to wl~ether a significant threat to the environn~etlt exists, anlong others, 
the Con~tnissioner nlay take into account any or all of the followwring matters, as may be 
appropriate under the circiln~stances of the particular situation: 

the duration, areal extent, or magnitude of severity of the environnlental damage that may 
result from a release of hazardous wwraste (6 NYCRR 375- 1.4[b][l.I); 

t>pe, mobility, toxicity, quantity, bioaccun~ulation, and persistence of hazardous waste 
present at the site (6 NYCRR 375-1.4[b][2]); 

manner of  disposal of the hazardous waste (6 NYCRR 375- 1.4[b][j]); 

nature of soils and bedrock at and near the site ( G  NYCRR 375-1.4[b][4]); 

groundwater l~ydrology at and near the site (6 NYCRR 375-1.4[b][j]); 



location, nature, and siize of su$ice waters at and near the site (6 NYCRR 375-1.4[b][6]); 

levels of contaminants in grounjdwater, surface water, air, and soils at and near the site 
and areas known to be directly affected or contaminated by waste from the site, including, 
but not limited to, contraventiolll of: anibient surface water standards set forth in Part 701 
or 702 of this Title; ambient grcundwater standards set forth in Part 703 of this Title; 
drinking water standarals set forfh in Subpart 5-1 and Part 170 ofTitle 10 of the Official 
Compilation of  Codes, Rules ar@d Regulations of the State of New York (6 NYCRR 375- 
1.4[b1[71); 

a. 

proximity of the iite to private gsidences, recreational facilities, public buildings or 
propeny, school facilities, places of work or worship, and other areas where individuals 
may be present (6 NYCRR 375- 1.4[bJ[S]); 

. the extent to which haz:ardous yaste andlor hazardous waste constituents have migated 
or are reasonably anticipated to migrate from the site (6 NYCRR 375-1.4[b][9]); 

. the proximity of the site: to areas, of critical environmental concern (as, wetlands or 
aquifers) (6 NYCRR 375-1.4[b]'[10]); 

the potential for wildlif;;: or aqu~t ic  life exposure that could cause an increase in morbidity 
or monality of same (6 NYCRR 375-1.4[b][l 11); 

the integrity of the niecillanism, if any, that may be containing the hazardous waste to 
. - .  - - - - assess thc probability o f a  rcleas:: of the hazardous ivastt: into the environnient (6 

NYCRR 375- 1.3[b][12'); and 

thc climatic arid uveatt~e:r conditigns at arid in the \vicinity of the site (6 NYCRR 375- 
1.4[b][l3]). 

(For a more detailed discussion respecti,ig NYSDEC's "significant threat" determinations and 
[tic rationale for NYSDEC's us;e of the :;hove, and other, factors, in its decisionmaking, see the 
I l r ~ l i  Regulatory Impact Statement for (: NYCRR Pan 375, dated April 1991, at pages 19 to 25; 
.I::J rllc Hearing Repon, Respo~~~sivenes:, Sutnmary, and Revision to the Draft Regulatory Impact 
S ~ : ~ [ c ~ n c n [  for 6 NYCRR Pan 3i75, datec  march 1992, at pages 11-7 to 11-19.) 

l'lit. bnsss for [he deterrninatior- that thepitt: poses a significant threat to hunian health and the 
i . i l ~ i r ~ i i ~ ~ i t r ~ t  are founded on thu: fol,lowi.~g: 

-. 
: !Ic linzardous wastes present contribute: to or result in: 
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contravention of ground water standards for PCBs and VOCs (for concentrations of 
contaminants in groundwater at the site, see Table 1 below; for Water Quality Standards, 
see 6 NYCRR Pans 70 1 and 702, attached) 

contraventions of drinking water standards for PCBs and VOCs (for concentrations of 
contaminants in groundwater at the site, see Table 1 below; for drinking water standards, 
see 10 NYCRR Subpart 5-1 and Pan 170, attached) 

The determination of significant threat associated with Operable Unit 2 of the Dewey Loeffel site 
is therefore based primarily on the significant environmental damage associated with impacts of 
contaminants (PCBsand VOCs) on both the shallow and deep bedrock aquifers beneath the site, 
which were usable for hbman water consumption in the past and are now unusable due to the 
presence of the PCBs and VOCs above applicable standards. 

4.1 Summary of the Remedial Investigation 

The purpose of the RI was to define the nature and extent of any contanlination resulting from 
previous activities at the site. The results of the remedial investigations for the Dewey Loeffel 
site are described below. 

The RI to address the disposal site and the associated goundwater contaniination was conducted 
in two phases. The first phase was conducted behveen July 1995 and March 1996 and the second 
phase (which was done to fill in data gaps identified in the first phase) behvcen April 1996 and 
January 1997. Repons have been prepared describin: the ficld activities and findings of the RI 

. - .  ----in detail. 

The RI includcd the following activities: 

Conducted a geophysical survey (Ground Penetrating Radar) to identify the exact location 
of portions of  the previously installed 1953 slurry wall. 
Drilled soil borings to better interpret the soil stratigraphy at the site. 
Installed monitoring wells for collection of soil and groundlvater samples, both on and 
offsite. 
Sampled and analyzed soil and groundwater, both on and off site. 
Evaluated deep bedrock groundwater conditions. 
Investigated for the presence of DNAPL at this site. 
Investigated the slurry wall for leakage. 
Prepared and submitted reports. 

-1'0 dt.tt.m~inc ivhich media (soil, groundwater, etc.) contain contamination at levels of concern, 
: I \ <  R l  analytical data were compared to environmental Standards, Criteria, and Guidance 
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(SCGs). Groundwater and driinking wr,.ter SCGs identified for the Dewey Loeffel containment 
cell site were based on NYSDEC ~ m b ; , e n t  Water Quality Standards and Guidance Values and 
Part V of New York State San,itary Cock. NYSDEC soil cleanup guidelines for the protection of 
groundwater (TAGM 4016), a ~ d  background conditions were used as SCGs for soil. 

Based on the results of the ren:,edial inc,estigation in relation to the SCGs and potential public 
health and environmental exposure roules, additional remediation work is required to supplement 
the previous remedial actions @ken at t ~ e  site . More complete information can be found in the 
Remedial Investigation (RI) re:?orts forfhe site, which can be found at the document 
repositories.. 

*. 

For results of chemical analyses of soil end water, see Table 1 (attached). Soil chemical 
concentrations are reported in &-I milligc~ms per kilogram (mgkg, equivalent to parts per 
million, ppm). Concentrations in water pre reported in parts per billion (ppb). For comparison 
purposes, SCGs are given for each medpm as appropriate. 

4.1.1 Nature of Contamination 

De\\.ey Loeffel Disposal Area 

The Dewey Loeffel site is contcminated.ivith several tj-pes of chemical compounds, includins 
PCBs, and volatile organic conlpounds '[VOCs), which are typically industrial solvents and 
lubricants used during various rnanufact  ring processes. Serni-volatile organic compounds and 
heavy metals were also found a :  the dis~osal site. 

- - - - - 
.-Is dcscribcd in the RI Report, nunlerou: soil and groundwater sa~nples lvere collected at the sits 
;o cll~rnctcr~zc the nanlre and extent of cpntamination. VOCs and PCBs were selected as 
~rlci~cstor parameters for thc latest set of nvestigations; VOCs due to their mobility, and PCBs 
due to tht  potential concern for subsurfase transport of PCBs anlay from the site, impacting the 
already contaminated surface wlter systel~l~s leading away from the site. 

So11 s a ~ ~ ~ p l e s  collected from borings in the vicinity of the disposal site contained VOCs and 
I'CUs. Some of the samples were collec,ed from borings drilled at the site, and others as far to 
. I , . *  ..,. s o ~ ~ t l i c ~ s t  as Central Nassau Road. 

Groundwater salnples \\.ere coll :cted fr0.n on-site and off-site monitoring wells. Groundwater 
~ ~ ~ i i p l c ' s  from the overburden aquifer wet;c found to contain VOCs and PCBs. The bedrock 
2roundwatt.r in the vicinity of tl.,s site, ar,d to the south, had nunlerous contraventions of 
;:oundwater standards. The bedrock ,arquudwatcr contaminant plume south of the site is 
; ~ : ~ : i i ~ r i  Iy associated with a previously i~r~rnapped geologic fault in the bedrock, which extends 
::L~:II  riortli of the site, beneath t l~c  site, ayd south beyond Central Nassau Road. The bedrock in 
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the immediate vicinity of the fault has a higher degree of fracturing, which allows for a geater 
hydraulic conductivity along the fault axis. However, near the disposal site, bedrock 
groundwater contamination has been identified beyond the immediate vicinity of the bult. 

The migration of contaminants from the disposal site has apparently continued, even after 
construction of the cap, slurry wall, and leachate collection system. The water levels in the 
bedrock to the east of the site are higher than the water levels within the landfill, so groundwater 
can enter the eastern portion of the site from the underlying bedrock. In the central portion of the 
site, water levels in the bedrock are lower thap within the disposal site, and water bearing 
contaminants can migate out of the disposal site into the underlying bedrock. 

=. 
The off-site VOC has been traced (through the installation of monitoring wells, use of 
geophysics, and analysis of groundwater samples) to extend south of the disposal site to the 
vicinity of Central Nassau Road, a distance of approximately one-half mile. In the vicinity of 
Central Nassau Road, two properties were identified which had domestic wells impacted by 
contaminants from the site. (See Attachment 3, page 44) 

3.1.2 Estent  of Contamination 

Table 1, page 39, summarizes the extent of contamination for the contaminants of concern in the 
soil and groundwater and compares the data with the applicable Standards, Criteria, and 
Guidelines (SCGs). The following are the media which were investigated and a summary of the 
findings of the investigation. 

Soil 
- - - - 

Soil samples were collected from borings drilled through the contair~ment cell, adjacent to the 
slurry wall, in various locations and doivn sradient from the site. Virtually all of the samples 
\\.ere analyzed for IrOCs and PCBs. See Table 1 for data summary. 

Overburden Groundwater 

I I I  the vicinity of the containment cell, shallow groundwater is contaminated above Class GA 
ground\vater standards for numerous chsmicals, including benzene, toluene, xylene, 
:r~chloroethene, and PCB (Aroclor- 1260). Generally, the ground~vater standards for each of these 
ihcrnicals is 5 ppb; PCBs have a standard of 0.09 ppb. See Attachment 3 ,  page 44, for a map 
jtioiving the extent of contanlination in ths overburden and bedrock ground\vater under and 
adjacent to the site and in the plume emanating from the site to~vard Central Nassau Road. See 
Table 1 for a data summary. 
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Bled rock Groundwater -,. 

Shallow (generally 45 to 75 feet below grade) bedrock ground~vater is significantly 
contaminated. The highest dsttection ! ~ f  total volatile organic compounds (TVOCs) was 137,900 
ppbat MW 201. 

Off-site, to the south, well OEdW-20 1 ,exhibited TVOCs at 77,350 ppb, while north of the site a 
value of 34 ppb was found in resident~~al well 191-05-15. blonitorin,o wells OMW-221,222, and 
223, located south of the site along Cqntral Nassau Road did not to show any concentrations of 
VOCs. However, three residential wells on two properties north of Central Nassau Road have 
been impacted by VOCs since: 1992. Water from these wells is treated by carbon absorption and 
routinely monitored. (ske Attt,lchment;3, page 44) 

4.2 Interim Re~iiedial bItfasures 

Interim Remedial Measures (IIRtts) art,: discrete sets of activities to address both emergency and 
non-emergency site condition:;, which $an be undertaken without extensive investigation or 
evaluation, to prevent, mitigape, or rerr,edy environmental darnass attributable to a site. One 
I h t  has been completed at the site, which was the installation of the filters on the domestic 
water supplies at the nvo prop~erties on'central Nassau Road in 1993, and their subsequent 
operation and maintenance. 

This section dr'scribcs the ~)T)CS of hunpn esposurcs that mny present added health risks to 
persons at or nroiltld the sitc. X more detailed discussio~~ of the health risks related to the 
disposal site and associated ~roundwatc.,:r contan~ination can be found in Section 7 of the RI 
Report. 

.-\n exposure pathway is how an indivicual may come into contact with a contaminant. The five 
:lt.ments of an exposure pathn,ay are 1; the source of contamination; 2) the environmental media 
:!ld trnnspon mecha~~isms; 3) uhe pointpf esposure; 4) the route of exposure; and 5 )  the receptor 
pdpulation. These elements ofi an exposure patllway may be based on past, present, or future 
:ycr1ts. 

Completed pathways \vhicl~ ex:ist at thepite includz: 



Incidental Ingestion, Inhalation, and Dermal Contact: On-site workers could be exposed 
to contaminants in the soil and shallow ,oroundwater while conducting intrusive operation 
and maintenance activities within the disposal site (i.e. under the cap) 

Direct Ingestion, Inhalation and Dermal Contact. Off-site groundwater is being used by 
downgradient homeowners (with treatment), for drinking, cooking, and bathing. Other 
common uses, as car washing and gardening, provide contact with the groundwater. 
Additional exposure occurs as on and off-site wells are sampled for data collection and 
assessment. Currently, exposures are managed by the operation and maintenance of the 
filters on the private wells. 

3.4 Sunlnlary of Environnlental Exposure Pathways 

This section summarizes the types of environmental exposures presented by the site. There are 
no known pathways which result in exposure to environmental receptors associated with the 
groundwater contaminant plume. Environmental exposures related to past releases from the 
disposal site (related to the PCB contamination in the site drainage ways and the Nassau 
Lakemalatie Kill surface water system) will be addressed in a separate proposed remedial action 
plan. 

The following is a chronology of the enforcement actions related to the Loeffel site. 

. - .  . - --- .In an azrecment between GE and NYSDEC s i ~ n e d  on September 21, 19S0, and covering sevcn 
iriactii*~ hazardous \vasts disposal sites in nonheastern New York State ("Seven Site 
.-\~reement"), among other thinzs, GE committed to: (I)  perfornl a field investigation at and 
around the Loeffel Site to determine the areal and venical estcnt of contamination; (2) prepare an 
engineering report summarizillg all data developed in the course of the field investigation and 
then reconlmending a remedial program; and (3) present a preliminary plan and schedule for 
irnplernentation of the remedial pro,oram, and provide an estimate of the cost of such 
irnplernentation. 

C;E subsequently hired a consulting engineering firnl to conduct an investigation and prepare the 
1 :trious reports required by the Seven Site Agreement. After NYSDEC approved GE's final plan 
tbr implementation of a renledial program, GE paid NYSDEC 52.33 million towards remedial 
construction, monitoring and maintenance of the site, and obtained a qualified release from 
turrher legal liability. The State collected approsimately Sjj0,000 from two other entities ivhoss 
\\.astes were disposed of at the site: Bcndix Corporation, and Schenectady Cl~emicals, Inc. 
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In exchange for preparing the required,reports and paying NYSDEC, GE nras provided a release 
from any "claim, demand, remedy, or :,,ction whatsoever" against GE which NYSDEC may have 
"relating to or arising from GE's dispo!;al of waste at the Loeffel site". However, the consent 
order included a "reservation a)f rights', clause wllich preserved NYSDEC's rights to sue GE with 
regard off-site impacts, as follows: 

Nothing herein shall be constm:d as barring, diminishing, adjudicating, and in any way 
affecting ... [NYSDEC"e] right tr) bring any action of any kind with respect to areas or 
resources that may have been affected as a result of the release or migration of hazardous 
waste from such sites. 

-. 
In 1989, relying on the above-referencqd reservation of rights, the State filed suit against GE 
under the Comprehensive Env ~ronmenpl Response, Compensation and Liability Act, 42 U.S. C. 
9601 ef seq., as amended (the federal S ~ p e r h n d  law), and State common law, based on the 
State's determination that PCBs and other wastes had migrated from the Loeffel Site prior to its 
encapsulation. In 1992, the parties enteired into a stipulation approved in Federal Court 
obligating GE to: (1) conduct En expan:;ive investigation of the extent of contamination in the 
drainage ways leading away fre,m the Lpeffel Landfill; and then (2) recommend a remedial 
proram. 

S E C T 1 0 8  6 SUiVIilWRY OE' T H E  RWEilLEDIATIOK GOALS 

Goals for the remedial progran-1 have bwn established throuzh the remedy selection process 
stated in 6 NYCRR 375-1.10. The ovqrall remedial zoal is to restore the site to pre-disposal 
conditions, to the extent feasibl1e and aujhorized by la\\,. At a minin~uni, the selected remedy 

. - .  . - -= -niujt eliminate, or niitizatc to t.ie estenl practicable through the proper application of scientific 
arid cngineerinz principles, all :significahlt threats to the public liealth arid to the environment 
prcjc.nted by the liazardous wa?te dispo:red at tlic sitc. The goals selectcd for this site, in 
sonlbrniity \vitli applicable Sta~ldards, (:riteria, and Guidance (SCGs), are: 

rn Eliminate, to tlie extent practicatyle, ingestion of groundwater affected by the site that 
does not attain NYSDE,Z Class (>A Arnbieut \Vater Quality Criteria. 

Eliminate, to tlie extent practicable, off-site miration of ground\\.ater that does not attain 
YYSDEC Class GA Ambient Wiater Quality Criteria. 

8 Eliminate, to the extent practicat~le, exceedanccs of applicable en\-ironmental quality 
standards related to re1e:~ses of cgntaniinants to the waters of the state. 

8 Eliminate, to tlie estent practicatlle, hunlan exposures to groundivater containing 
contar~~inants in excess of applic.able drinking water standards 



SECTION 7 SUbliLlARY O F  T H E  EVALUATIOX O F  ALTERNATIVES 

The selected remedy must be protective of human health and the environment, be cost effective, 
comply with other statutory laws and utilize permanent solutions, alternative technologies or 
resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable. Potential remedial 
alternatives for the Loeffel Containment cell were identified, screened, and evaluated in a 
Feasibility Study and addendum. These evaluations are presented in the report entitled "Loeffel 
Site Environs Groundwater Feasibility Study" (6/3/98), and "Loeffel Site Environs Groundwater 
Feasibility Study" (1 1/24/98). 

7.1 Description ofi A!ternatives 

Alternative 1 

No Further  Action 

This alternative r e c o ~ i z e s  remediation of the site conducted under previously completed 
remedial actions. Only continued monitoring is necessary to evaluate the effectiveness of the 
existing remedial program. 

This alternative would leave the site in its present condition and would not provide any 
additional protection to humau health or the environment. 

Present Worth: 
Capital Cost: 

. - .  . - -=  ..Annual OSsM: 
T i r ~ ~ e  to Implement 

S 1,096,000 
SO 

S7 1,300 
Complete 

.Alternati\,c 2 
Hvdraulic Control 

Ttie esisting leachate collection system would be used to manage mizration of contaminated 
;roundwater in the aquifer. Groundwater collected would continue to be treated offsite. 

..\ citi. \i.ide Ions-term sroundwater monitoring system wil l  be designed and implemented. XI1 
ort1c.r aspects of alternative 1 will be retained. 

The only benefit of this alternative over Alternative 1 is an expanded monitoring program. .As 
~ ~ I C I I  i t  does not address human health and environmental esposures nor provide for any 
h~zardous  waste cleanup. 



Capital Cost 
Annual 0&M:  
Time to Implement 

S 0 
- S 182,700 

I year 

Alternative 3A: 
Enhanced Hydraulic Control with Off-site Leachate Disposal 

Alternative 3A is comprised of  compoyents described in Alternative 2 combined with use of the 
existing leachate collection sy::;tem at i\s maximum yield of approximately 800,000 gallons per 
year. This alternative involve:; the con:inued transportation of  the extracted leachate to an off- 
site treatment and disp&al faoility. 

The existing leachate collection system within the landfill would be pumped to maximum yield. 
Based on testing conducted du,ring the 131, this rate is estimated to be about 800,000 gallons per 
year. For Alternative 3A, the c:ollected leachate would be transported off-site for proper 
treatment and disposal. The existing leachate collection system is not deep or extensive enough 
to provide hydraulic contaiun~cnt over $e area of the landfill, even with leachate collection at the 
maximum yield. Increasing th: leachat:: collection rate would, however, decrease the flux of 
contaminants from the disposal site. 

Present Worth: 
Capital Cost: 
Annual 0&M: 
Time to Implement 

S3,jS 1,800 
-0- 

S296,lOO 
1 year 

.-\lternntive 3B: 
E ~ ~ h a r ~ c e d l  Hvdrnullic Control wit11 Onsite Treatment 

Siliiilar to Alternative 3A, Alternative 29 would achieve enhanced hydraulic control by the same 
:.\irnstion method. However, i I this case, groundwater would be treated onsite to achieve 
i!~i.-liarge standards. 

7-il;. leachate treatment system in Alterniltive 3B \vould address the contaminants of concern in 
rii;. Locffel Site leachate. Figure 4 is a process flow diagram depicting the anticipated treatment 
iiic.rhods. The treatment procesis include* oili\vatt.r separation, \vith treatment of the aqueous 
;.:2ction \,ia coagulation/floccul  tio on; ch3n1ical precipitation, filtration, dewatering of  sludges 
;'r,)t.ii~ced by the treatment, and air s t r ip~ing of the remaining aqueous fraction followed by 
:.::j,~i adsorprion and dischargll:. The lepchate treatment systenl would be sized to treat 10 
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gallons per minute (gpm) which is the rninimun~ size at which niost treatment components are 
available. 

Present Worth: 
Capital Cost: 
Annual O&M: 
Time to Implement 

$3,933,000 
$1,009,493 

6190,182 
1 year 

Alternative 4: 
Enhanced Hvdraulic Control with Expanded Collection and  On-Site Treatment and 

Disposal 

The existing leachate collection system within the landfill would be expanded and an on-site 
leachate treatment system would be constructed and operated with discharge of the treated 
leachate to surface water. The existing leachate collection system is not deep or extensive 
enough to provide hydraulic containment over the area of the landfill regardless of the pumping 
rate. The expanded system would create a laterally inward gadient in those areas of the landfill 
where ounvard gadients currently exist, and would control some migration of leachate from the 
containment system. The expanded leachate collection system may not, however, be able to 
create upward gradients over the entire landfill area, and some leachate migration away fiom the 
disposal site would l i  kely continue to occur. 

A conceptual plan of the espanded leachate collection system would involve the installatiori of 
two or three drains positioned inside the cut-off upall estending an average of 25 feet below 

, - .  . - ----zround surface (BGS) to a level \vhich ~vill create an in~vard and, in the areas in the immediate 
1.icinity of the drains, upward gradient \\.hen the drains are continuously evacuated. Preliminary 
calculations suggest a co~rlbitled pumping rate of approsimately 5 gpm would be needed. 

The leachate treatnlent system would address the contarninants of concern in the Loeffel site 
leachate (e.g., in PCBs, VOCs, metals). The treatment process includes oil/water separation, 
~vith treatment of the aqueous fraction via coagulation/flocculation, chemical precipitation, 
tiltration, dewatering of sludges produced by the treatment, and air stripping of the remaining 
clilucous fraction followed by carbon adsorption and discharse to surface water. The leachate 
rrcnttnent system would be sized to treat I0 g n l  in order to handle peak flows. 

.-\I1 ~vells in the Loeffel Site environs and the leachate col1ection tanks at the Site would be 
cnclosed and locked to prevent unauthorized access. The leachate treatment building would be 
locked and secured and, depending on location, may also be fenced. A Health and Safety Plan 
\\.auld be prepared for the rerrledial activities. In conformance with OSHA regulations, site 
\\.orkt.rs would be trained, required to wear appropriate protective equipment, and, as applicable, 
:\auld be enrolled in a medical monitoring program. Groundwater monitoring wells would be 
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sampled to determine changes in the VOC plume. Residential wells would also be monitored, 
with contingencies for implenlenting point-of-use treatment systems for wells demonstrated to be 
impacted by VOCs from the $its. 

Present Worth: 
Capital Cost: 
Annual O&M: 
Time to Implement 

$6,558,905 
$1,725,622 

S3 14,411 
1 year 

Alternative 5: 
.. Near Sihc Pumr, and Treat Svsteni 

The components of Alternativlt 5 include all components of Alternative 2. These include: (1) 
long-term groundwater monit~ring in tkle Loeffel Site environs; (2) long-term residential well 
monitoring; (3) well head trea8ment forl those residential wells impacted by VOCs from the 
Loeffel Site; and (4) five-year reviews ilo ensure continued protectiveness. 

Additionally, a groundwater pump-and-treat system would be installed and operated immediately 
adjacent to the site to interceptcontamipated goundwater and prevent further off-site migation 
of contaminants away from the immediiate vicinity of the disposal site. Twenty bedrock recovery 
tvells would be installed into bedrock h,ydraulically doivngadient of the landfill to the south and 
\vest. Extracted groundwater would be'treated onsite to meet the discharge standards. 

Groundwater recovery wells \would use:submersible or pneumatic pumps to create hydraulic 
caprure south and west of the 1;;lndfill. Ptecovered water would be sent to a treatment systenl 
locsted on or near the Locffel site through beloiir-gradc pipinz. 

Croundivater treatment ivould ~ddress the contaminants of concern in the bedrock goundwater. 
The prin~ary treatment operaticn will be air stripping for the removal by carbon adsorption and 
filtration. Air stripping iirith GiAC polishing ivas deemed the most cost-effective, proven . 

treatment train for this alternative. 

f 'ri ' j~nt \\'ortIl: 
C.~p~rnl Cost: 
.\1!:1!13l 0'931: 
i1:11;. to Implement 

S4,403,200 
5976,100 
5223,000 

1 year 

.-\I ternativc 6: 
lc~crcnsed Leachntc Collection iv i t \ l  S e a r  Site Ground\vnter Reco\*er\~ and Treatment 



Alternative 6 is comprised of all the components of Alternative 2 combined with the pump and 
treat of Alternative 5, and the increased leachate collection as identified in Alternative 3B. 

Alternative six would include 1) long-term groundwater monitoring; 2) long term residential 
monitoring; 3) wellhead treatment for residential wells impacted by VOCs from the Loeffel site, 
and five year reviews to ensure continual protectiveness. In addition, as in Alternative 5, 
groundwater recovery wells would be installed into the bedrock south and west of, and 
immediately adjacent to, the disposal site. All extracted leachate and groundwater would be 
treated as identified in Alternative 3B. 

Present Worth: . 
Capitol Costs: 
Annual 0 & M: 
Time to Implement: 

$5,690,300 
$1,695,700 

S260,OOO 
One Year 

Alternative 7: 
Disposal Site Hvdrat~lic Containment 

Alternative 7 is comprised of components detailed in Alternative 2 as described earlier in this 
document combined with an expanded and deepened leachate collection system. This approach 
would maintain an inward and upward flow of ground\vater from the overburden and bedrock 
adjacent to and underneath the landfill site. Collected leachate is treated on site with subsequent 
surface water discharge as identified in Alternative 3B. 

The existing leachate collection system within the landfill would be expanded and deepened (to a 
. - .  . - ----yeater extent that Alternative 4) and an on-site leachate and groundwater treatment system 

it-ould be constructed and operated as in Alternative 3B). Neither the existing leachate collection 
system nor the system envisioned under Alternative 4 is not deep or extensive enough to 
provided hydraulic containment over the area of the landfill no matter how n~uch  pumping is 
done. A more laterally extensive and deeper leachate collection system would be necessary to 
establish an inlvard and upward gradient within the landfill boundaries. The expanded system 
\\:auld create an inward and upward gradient in those areas of the landfill where outward and 
do~vnward gradients currently exist, and would control the migration of contaminants from the 
containment system. 

Unsed on nirn~erical sinlulations of groundwater flow in the vicinity of the Loeffel Site, this 
nltemative involves the installation of four drains positioned inside the cutoff wall extending an 
average of 30 feet BGS to a level that will create an inward and upward sradient when the drains 
art. cor~tiniiously evacuated. Groundwater modeling rssi~lts suggest a leachate extraction rate of  
npprosimately 10 gpnl would result (Appendix A). This would dmw donpn the water level to an 
:!c\.ntion below the existing collection system. 



Each drain would be comprised of  slomgd high density polyethylene (HDPE) pipe embedded in 
gravel and connected to a leachate collerction sump equipped with a pump and associated 
controls. The drains could be installed by conventional o r  one-pass trenching technology. 
Deeper portions of the drains vrould berequired to be excavated with a clam shell excavator. 
Leachate would be extracted from the ssrnps and transferred via subsurface piping to a building 
for subsequent treatment. 

The leachate treatment system ivould acldress the contaminants of  concern in the Loeffel Site 
leachate (e.g., in PCBs, VOCs, metals). Figure 3.2 is a process flow diagram displaying the 
anticipated treatment methods. The tre: tment process includes oiVwater separation, with 
treatment of aqueousfraction via coaguiation/flocculation, chemical precipitation, filtration, 
dewatering of  sludges p~oducecl by the treatment, and air stripping of  the remaining aqueous 
fraction followed by carbon ada,orption ynd discharge surface water. T o  provide a factor of 
safety, the leachate treatment system wcyuld be sized to treat a flow rate of  20 gpm. 

Present Worth: 
Capitol Costs: 
Annual O&M: 
Time to Implement: 

$8,092,000 
S3,002,000 

S33 1,000 
I year 

.-Ilternntive 8 
Lenchate Extraction and Down:.rndient Groundwater  Recoven* and Treatment  

Alternative S is comprised of all1 cornpowents described in the FS for Alternative 5 combined 
with a groundwater pump-and-meat systt;m in the downgradient portion of  the bedrock 

- ----contaminant plume. Extraction wells so,uth and west of, and immediately adjacent to, the 
d~sposal  site will intercept the c~ntarnini~nts  in the bedrock groundwater as they leave the 
dlsposnl site. Groundnlater recovery \re1 s in the bedrock to the south of  the site would address 
L'OC contamination in bedrock grounduater downgradient of the site. These wells would not 
capture all VOC contaminants klut will iytercept significant volun~es of  contaminants previously 
moving with the plume. This \bill evenr,~ally allow for a reduction in contaminant concentration 
of the fonvard edge of the plum?. 

Thc. components of Alternative S includi all components of  Alternative 5 described previously. 
1~Iic.s~ include: ( I )  routine operation, ma ntenance, and monitoring activities conducted by 
S) 'SDEC at the Loeffel Site; (2) l o n g - t e p  zroundwater nlonitoring in the Loeffel Site environs; 
I 3 )  long-tern1 residential well m,onitorin: ; (4) \vellhead treatment for those residential wells 
~rnpacted by VOCs from the Lortffel site and (5) five-year revieivs to ensure continual 
protectiveness and (6) installatiam and operation of groundwater pump-and-treat system 
~rtirnediately adjacent to the disposal site to intercept contaminated bedrock groundwater and 
Frcvcnt further off-site rnigratiol? of contaminants away from the immediate vicinity of the 
L!~hpoj.nl site. Pumping wells would be iblstalled into bedrock hydraulically downgradient of  the 



landfill to the south and west within 200 feet of the landfill. Extraction may be optimized via use 
of blasted bedrock trenches. Extracted groundwater would be treated on site. 

Well locations and yields were based on RI information and experience with installation of 
similar systems. A network of 20 wells pumping at a total yield of 22.5 gpm was estimated on 
the basis of current information. However, pump tests and other pre-design investigation 
activities should be performed prior to system design. Pumping from artificially-created fracture 
zones might also be considered during d e s i s  and may be more cost effective. Vacuum- 
enhanced pumping might also be considered. Both would reduce the number of wells needed to 
effect containment. 

Groundwater recovery wells would use submersible or pneumatic pumps to create hydraulic 
capture south and west of the landfill. Recovered water would be sent to a treatment system 
located on or near the disposal site through below-grade piping. 

To address VOC contamination in groundwater downgradient of the proposed near site pump- 
and-treat system, downgradient extraction wells will be installed along the plume axis south of 
the disposal site. 

Residential wells impacted by VOCs from the Loeffel Site would still require wellhead 
treatment. 

Four recovery wells would be installed along the plume axis. Groundwater recovery wells would 
use submersible or pneumatic pumps to create hydraulic capture. Recovered water would be sent 
to a treatment system located on or near the Loeffel Site through below-grade pipins. 

Present Worth: 
Capital Cost: 

Time to Implement: 

S4,S9 1,175 
S 1,305,539 

S253,250 
1 year 

:\lternative 9: 
Disposal Site Hvdraulic Containment with Do\vnoradient Groundwater Recoverv and 

Treatment 

.Altenlative 9 n.ould consist of the disposal site hydraulic containment component of Alternative 
7 .  along with thz downgradient groundwatrr recovery and treatment component of Alternative S 
.1:1d rhc monitoring and maintenance (including the residential monitoring and maintenance) 
;~)riiponcnts of Alternative 2. 
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A monitoring program would be develpped and implemented to monitor groundwater elevations 
and groundwater quality in the vicinit)., of the disposal site, and in the area of the bedrock 
contaminant plume. The monitoring a,?d maintenance of the residential treatment units tvould 
continue until the groundwater quality$mproves to allow for unrestricted use of groundwater 
from the residential wells. 

The existing leachate collectican system within the landfill would be expanded and deepened (to a 
greater extent that Alternative 4) and allk on-site leachate treatment system would be constructed 
and operated with discharge o f the  trea,:ed leachate to surface water, (as in Alternative 3B). The 
existing leachate collection system is n9t deep or extensive enoush to provided hydraulic 
containment over thearea of tale landfi1,l no matter how much pumping is done. A more laterally 
extensive and deeper leachate :ollectio,~ system would be necessary to establish an inward and 
upward gradient within the landfill boqndaries. The expanded system would create an inward 
and upward gradient in those areas of the landfill where outward and downward gradients 
currently exist, and would control the pigration of leachate from the containment system. 

To address VOC contaminatio I in groqndwater downgradient of the disposal site, downgradient 
extraction wells will be installed along the p lun~e  axis south of the disposal site. 

Residential wells impacted by VOCs frvm the Loeffel Site would still require wellhead 
treatment. 

Four recovery wells would be installed along the plums axis. Groundtvater recovery wells tvould 
use submersible or pneumatic pumps tomcreate hydraulic capture. Recovered water would be sent 
to a treatment system located oln or near, the Loeffel Site through below-grade piping. 

- - - - 
Prcssnt Wonh: 
Capital Cost: 
.Annual 0 6 h 1 :  
Time to In~plenlent: 

SS,609,5S3 
S3,33 1,049 

s;43,43 1 
1 year 

- . > E\.:~luation of Remedial Alterrl:~tives 

Tlic criteria used to compare thc: potentib~l relnedial alternatives are defined in the regulation that 
d~rccts the remediation of it~actave hazarflous waste sites in New York State (G NYCRR Pan 
375) .  For each of the criteria, ,y brief de:;cription is provided followed by an evaluation of the 
. \ I  i;.rnatives against that criterioln. A det,liled discussion of the evaluation criteria and 
:,j.~lpnrari\.c analysis is presentctd below. 
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7.2.1. Compliance with New York State Standards, Criteria, and  Guidance (SCGs). 

Compliance with SCGs addresses whether or not a remedy will meet applicable environmental 
laws, regulations, standards, and guidance. 

Alternative I 
This alternative would not comply with SCGs, as the area currently not in compliance with 
groundwater standards would not be remediated. 

Alternative 2 
This alternative would not provide any measure of benefit over Alternative 1 (No Further 
Action), and would not comply with SCGs 

Alternative 3A 
This alternative would not comply with SCGs, as the disposal site would continue to act as a 
source of contamination to the groundwater, which would not be addressed and continue to 
violate applicable standards. All SCGs related to operation and discharge from the water 
treatment units at the site would be met. 

Alternative 3B 
This alternative would not comply with SCGs, as the disposal site would continue to act as a 
source of contamination to the groundwater, which would not be addressed and continue to 
violate applicable standards. 

- .  - ---.Alternative 4 
This alternative tvould not comply with SCGs, as the disposal site would continue to act as a 
source of contarninntion to tlie groundwater, which would not be addressed and continue to 
i.iolate applicable standards. All SCGs related to operation and discharge from the water 
treatment units at the site would be met. 

.Alternative 5 
This alternative would comply with SCGs after a long period of time. The disposal site would 
continue to act as a source of contaminants to the groundwater, which would only be addressed 
!n [lie immediate vicinity of the disposal site. The portion of the bedrock groundwater 
contaminant plume to the south of the disposal site would be expected to achieve groundwater 
standards over a long period of time after implementation of this alternative, as the near site 
recovery system would not allow contarninants to migrate south within the bedrock. All SCGs 
related to operation and discharge from the water treatment units at the site would be met. 
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This alternative would comply with S(2Gs after a long period of time. The disposal site would 
continue to act as a source o f  contamill~ants to the groundwater, which would only be addressed 
in the immediate vicinity of the disposal site. The portion of the bedrock groundwater 
contaminant plume to the south of theldisposal site would be expected to achieve groundwater 
standards over a long period of time a ' k r  implementation of this alternative, as the near site 
bedrock groundwater recovery system would not allow contaminants to miagate south within the 
bedrock. All SCGs related to operatiqn and discharge from the water treatment units at the site 
would be met. 

Alternative 7 
This alternative would-compl:, with SC;Gs after a long period of time. The disposal site would no 
longer act as a source of ~onta~minantsrto the groundwater. The portion of the bedrock 
groundwater contaminant plume to the south of the disposal site would be expected to achieve 
groundwater standards over a long per'od of time after implementation of this alternative, as the 
disposal site hydraulic contair.ment sy:,,tem would not allow contaminants to migrate out of the 
disposal site. All SCGs related to ope~ption and discharge from the water treatment units at the 
site would be met. 

Alternative S 
This alternative would comply with SCGs after a long period of time. The portion of the 
bedrock groundwater contanli nant plutne to the south of the disposal site would be expected to 
achieve groundwater standard; over a tong period of time after implcnlentation of this 
alternative, as the near site bedrock rec+overy wells would likely not allow contaminants to 
migrate away from the disposal site. T@e disposal site would continue to act as a source of 
contaminants to the groundwater, whidJ1 would be addressed in the immediate vicinity of the 

- .  --- . disposal site, and by bedrock s;round~\:;iter recovery and treatment south of the disposal site. All 
SCGs related to operation and discharg,~ from the water treatnlent units at the site would be met. 

.Altemati\-c 9 
This alternative would complg with SC GS after a long period of time. It is anticipated that this 
alternative, which combines source cor trol with active ren~ediatiorl of the bedrock groundwater 
contaminant plume, ~ ~ ~ o u l d  take the shc.rtest time to meet SCGs of the alternatives evaluated. 
Tht disposal site \vould no lorger act a:s a source of contaminants to the groundwater. The 
ponion of the bedrock groundwater coytaminant plume to the south of the disposal site would be 
;~.~!drcsses by the downgradienr bedrock groundwater recovery and treatment system. All SCGs 
:;.Inred to operation and dischuge from the water treatment units at the site would be met. 

7 . 1 . 2 .  Protectiorl of Human Health ail~d the Environment. 

T h ~ s  criterion is an overall evrlluatiorl c'f the health and environmental itnpacts to assess whether 
c.1~11 nltcrnari\*e is protective. 
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Alternative 1 
This alternative would not be protective of human health and the environment, as releases from 
the disposal site would continue, the bedrock groundwater contaminant plume would persist, and 
the potential for unacceptable human health exposures associated with the bedrock groundwater 
contaminant plume would continue. 

Alternative 2 
This alternative would not be protective of the environment, as releases from the disposal site 
would continue, and the bedrock groundwater contaminant plume would not be abated. The 
potential for unacceptable human health exposures associated with the bedrock groundwater 
contaminant plume would be addressed by monitoring and treatment as needed. 

Alternative 3A 
This alternative would not be protective of the environment, as releases from the disposal site 
would continue, and the bedrock groundwater contaminant plume would not be abated. The 
potential for unacceptable human health exposures associated with the bedrock groundwater 
contaminant plume would be addressed by monitoring and treatment as needed. 

Alternative 3B 
This alternative would not be protective of the environment, as releases from the disposal site 
would continue, and the bedrock goundwater contaminant plume would not be abated. The 
potential for unacceptable human health exposures associated with the bedrock groundwater 
contaminant plume would be addressed by monitoring and treatment as needed. 

. - .  - - = ..-\lternative 4 

This alternative would not be protective of the environment, as releases from the disposal site 
ivould continue. and the bedrock groundivater contaminant plume would not be abated. The 
potential for ut~acceptable human health esposurrs associated wit11 thc bedrock groundwater 
contaminant plume would be addressed by monitoring and treatment as needed. 

Alternative 5 
This alternative would be protective of human health and the environment. The bedrock 
~roundwater contaminant plume south of the site ~vould persist over a long period of time, and 
[tic' potential for unacceptable human health exposures associated with the bedrock groundwater 
contaminant plume would continue over a long period of time, but would eventually abate. 
l'otential human health exposures to the contaminated  roundw water in the interim would be 
avoided by water treatment and monitoring. 

.-\ltemative G 
This alternative would be protective of human health and the environment over the long teml. 
..\Ithousl~ the bedrock groundwater contaminant plume south of the site would persist over a long 
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period of time, it  would eventually abatte. Potential human healthesposures to the contaminated 
groundwater in the interim would be avoidpd by water treatment and nionitoring. 

Alternative 7 
This alternative would be protective of  .numan health and the environment over the long term. 
Although the bedrock groundwater contaminant plume south of the site would persist over a long 
period of time, it would eventu,ally abat!:. Potential human health exposures to the contaminated 
groundwater in the interim would be av3ided by water treatment and monitoring. 

Alternative 8 
This alternative would be protective of human health and the environment over the long term. 
Although the bedrock &ound\vater cont~minant  plume south of the site would persist over a long 
period of time, it would eventu;llly abatt:. Potential human health exposures to the contaminated 
groundwater in the interim would be avqided by water treatment and monitoring. 

Alternative 9 
This alternative would be protell:tive of  t,uman health and the environment over the long term. 
Although the bedrock groundw;;lter contqminant plume south of the site would persist over a long 
period of  time, it would eventua~lly abate,. Potential human health exposures to the contaminated 
groundwater in the interim would be avclided by water treatment and monitoring. 

7.2.3. Short-tcrni E f f e c t i v e n e s ~  The potential short-teml adverse inlpacts of  the remedial 
action upon the community, the: workers, and the environment during the construction andlor 

. - . - ---jn~plementation are evaluated. 'Tile Ieng':h of time needed to acliitve the remedial objectives is 
also estiniated and compared a3qinst thecother altenlatives. 

.Al[cn~ati\.c I 
Inlplenlentation of this alternati,ve would have no short-teml adverse impacts. Leachate 
rnanagenlent would be ongoing for the forseeable future. This alternative could be implemented 
i~nlnediately. 

..\Ircrnative Z 
I:i~plcn~cnrcltion of this alternative would have no short-tenn adverse impacts. Leachate 
tn.lliagement, as well as residenl~ial well monitoring and maintenance would be ongoing for the 
r'orseenblt: future. This alternatiive could,be implenlented in~n~cdintely.  



Implementation of this alternative would have no short-term adverse impacts. Leachate 
management, as well as residential well monitoring and maintenance would be ongoing for the 
forseeable future. This alternative could be implemented immediately. 

Alternative 3B 
Implementation of this alternative would have no short-term adverse impacts. Leachate 
management, as well as residential well monitoring and maintenance would be ongoing for the 
forseeable future. This alternative could be implemented immediately. 

Alternative 4 
Normal construction~hazards would be associated with the construction of the treatment plant; a 
higher degree of risk w&ld be present to construction workers during excavation within the 
disposal site. Controls are available to minimize risks associated with on-site worker exposures. 
Monitoring would be performed to determine if unacceptable exposures would be generated by 
site work, and controls are available to minimize off-site impacts. The duration of construction 
is estimated to be less than one year; the leachate management, groundwater monitoring, and 
residential well monitoring and maintenance would be ongoing for the foneeable future. 

Alternative 5 
Normal construction hazards would be associated with the construction of the treatment plant, 
and installation of the nearsite bedrock groundwater recovery wells. Controls are available to 
minimize risks associated with on-site worker exposures. Monitoring would be performed to 
determine if unacceptable exposures would be generated by site work, and controls are available 
to minimize off-site impacts. The duration of construction is estimated to be less than one year; 
the leachate management, groundwater monitoring, and residential well monitoring and 

. - . - .  -=maintenance tt-ould be ongoing for the forseeable future. 

.Alternative 6 
Normal construction hazards would be associated with the construction of the treatment plant, 
and installation of the nearsite bedrock groundtvater recovery wells. Controls are available to 
minimize risks associated with on-site worker exposures. Monitoring would be performed to 
determine if unacceptable exposures tvould be senerated by site work, and controls are available 
to rninirnize off-site impacts. The duration of construction is estimated to be less than one year; 
the leachate management, groundwater monitoring, and residential well monitoring and 
:nnintctnance 11.ou1d be ongoing for the forsectable future. 

.Alternative 7 
Normal construction hazards would be associated with the construction of the treatment plant; a 
higher degree of  risk ~vould be present to constn~ction workers during excavation within the 
disposal site. Controls are available to minimize risks associated with on-site worker exposures. 
?lonitoring would be perfonned to determine if unacceptable exposures tvould be generated by 
i ~ t :  n.ork, and controls are available to minimize off-site impacts. The duration of construction 
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is estimated to be less than ons: year; tfae leachate management, groundwater monitoring, and 
residential well monitoring anld maintemnce would be ongoing for the forseeable future. 

Alternative 8 
Normal construction hazards vrould bepssociated with the construction of the treatment plant, 
and installation of the bedrock.groundt~/ater recovery wells. Controls are available to minimize 
risks associated with on-site worker exposures. Monitoring would be performed to determine if 
unacceptable exposures would, be geneqated by site work, and controls are available to minimize 
off-site impacts. The duration of consttvction is estimated to be less than one year; the leachate 

. , management, groundwater moaitoring, pnd residential well monitoring and maintenance would 
be ongoing for the forseeable flture. 

Alternative 9 
Normal construction hazards would be gssociated with the construction of the treatment plant; a 
higher degree of risk would be present tio construction workers during excavation within the 
disposal site. Controls are available to minimize risks associated with on-site worker exposures. 
Monitoring would be performe:d to de tep ine  if unacceptable exposures would be generated by 
site work, and controls are available to pinimize off-site impacts. The duration of construction 
is estimated to be less than one year; thc leachate management, groundwater monitoring, and 
residential well monitoring and mainteynce would be ongoing for the forseeable future. 

7.2.4. Lon?-tern1 Effectiveness and Pt;rmanence. This criterion evaluates the long-term 
effectiveness of the remedial alternativf,:~ after implementation. If wastes or treated residuals 
remain on site after the selectec remedyihas been implemented, the following items are 
evaluated: 1) the magnitude of ,he rema,nin,o risks, 2) the adequacy of the controls intended to 

- .  ----litnit the risk, and 5) the relinbi ity of tha:se controls. 

.4lternativc I 
This alternative ivould have poor long-ti":nn effectiveness. The remaining risks would be 
sisnificant, as the potential exposures to.contaminants within the bedrock goundwater plume 
would persist. The only controii on thesc: risks would be the removal of leachate from the 
disposal site. 

-\Itcmative 2 
17115 nltemntive would have poor Ions-tr,m effectiveness. The remaining risks would be 
,~gtllticant, as the potential expa)sures totcontaminants within the bedrock groundwater plume 
\ \  ould persist. The controls on these ris):s \vould be increased rcrno\~als of leachate from the 
d~sposal site, monitoring of the: bedrock groundwater containinant plurne and the n-ronitoring and 
maintenance of the residential v:tell systmls. These controls are only partially effective. 
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This alternative would have poor long-term effectiveness. The ren~aining risks would be 
significant, as the potential exposures to contaminants within the bedrock groundwater plume 
would persist. The controls on these risks would be increased removals of leachate from the 
disposal site, monitoring of the bedrock groundwater contaminant plume and the monitoring and 
maintenance of the residential well systems. These controls are only partially effective. 

Alternative 3B 
This alternative would have poor long-term effectiveness. The remaining risks would be 
significant, as the potential exposures to contaminants within the bedrock groundwater plume 
would persist. The controls on these risks would be increased removals of leachate from the 
disposal site, monitorins of the bedrock groundwater contaminant plume and the monitoring and 
maintenance of the residential well systems. These controls are only partially effective. 

Alternative 4 
This alternative would have poor long-term effectiveness. The remaining risks would be 
significant, as the potential exposures to contaminants within the bedrock groundwater plume 
would persist. The controls on these risks would be increased removals of leachate from the 
disposal site, monitoring of the bedrock groundwater contaminant plume and the monitoring and 
maintenance of the residential well systems. These controls are only partially effective. 

Alternative 5 
'This alternative would have moderate long-term effectiveness. The remaining risks would be 
significant, as the potential exposures to contaminants within the bedrock groundwater plume 
would persist over a long period of time. The controls on these risks would be increased 
removals of leachate from the disposal site, recovery of bedrock ,oroundu-ater in the vicinity of 

- .  . - ----the site (which would allow for declines in contarninant levels in the plunle to the south of the 
site), monitoring of the bedrock groundwater contaminant plume and the monitoring and 
rii3intenance of the residential well systerns. These controls are somewhat effective. 

Alternative 6 
This alternative would have moderate long-term effectiveness. The remaining risks would be 
significant, as the potential exposures to contaminants within the bedrock groundwater plume 
\vould persist over a long period of time. The controls on these risks would be increased 
rcn~ovals of leachate from the disposal site, recovery of bedrock groundwater in the vicinity of 
rlic site (which u*ould allow for declines in contari~inant levels in the plume to the south of the 
s ~ r c ) .  monitoring of the bedrock groundwater contaminant plun~e and the monitoring and 
~iiclintenance of the residential well systenls. These controls are somewhat effective. 

Alternative 7 
This alternative would have moderate long-tern1 effecriveness. The rentaining risks would be 
c~;riiticant, as the potential exposures to contaminants wirhin the bedrock groundwater plume 
nou ld  persist over a long period of time. The controls on these risks would be the elimination of 
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contaminant releases from the: disposal site (which tvould allow for declines in contaminant 
levels in the plume to the south of the site), monitoring of  the bedrock goundwater contaminant 
plume and the monitoring and maintenance of the residential well systems. The controls on 
migation of contaminants fro n the disrposal site are the most effective, as the disposal site would 
no longer act as a source of  cantaniinayts to the sroundwater; overall, the controls are somewhat 
effective. 

Alternative 8 
This alternative would have moderate 1;ong-term effectiveness. The remaining risks would be 
significant, as the potential exp)osures t,> contaminants within the bedrock groundwater 
contaminant plume would persist over 13. long period of time. The controls on these risks would 
be the removals of leach& frcm the difposal site, bedrock groundwater recovery and treatment 
to the south of the site (which ,vould p r p e n t  further migation of the plume to additional 
residential wells), monitoring of the beyrock groundwater contaminant plume, and the 
monitorins and maintenance of  the resijential well systems. These controls are somewhat 
effective. 

Alternative 9 
This alternative would have g ~ o d  long-,:ern effectiveness. The remaining risks would be 
significant, as the potential exrosures tc, contaminants within the bedrock groundwater 
contarninant plunie wou!d persist over :I period of  time. However, the period of time necessary 
for the risks to be abated woulcl be less for this alternative than for any of the above alternatives. 
The controls on these risks would be the elimination of contaniinant releases from the disposal 
site, bedrock groundwater reco~very and treatment to the south of the site, monitoring of  the 
bedrock groundwater contaminant plurrle, and the monitorins and maintenance of the residential 

- ---.\\ell systems. The controls on migrati0.1 of contaniinmts froni the disposal site are the most 
cifcctivc, as the disposal site would no ironger act as a source of contaminants to the groundwater; 
o\.crnll. tlic controls arc some\!hat effe~tive.  

7.2.5. Reduction of Tosicits. S.Iobilit\, o r  Volume. Preference is given to alternatives that 
peniianently and significantly rrduce th!; tosicity, mobility or volume o f  the wastes at the site. 

.AItemati\fe I 
P,i.J~iction o f  toxicity, mobility or volurpne of wastes at the site would be through utilization of 
:ilc soritninment system at tlie site, which would impede the niovement of contaminants from the 
(! 1spos31 site, and by the treatrn~tnt of tht leachate removed from the site. 

.-\Itemati\.e 2 
Reduction of toxicity, mobility,, or  voIul,ne of lvastes at the site would be through utilization of 
. ..,. I. .. containnient systenl at tlie site, whic.3 would impede tlie movement of contaminants from the 

,!: ;posnl site, and by tlie treatme:nt of the leachate removed from the site. 



Alternative 3A 
Reduction of  toxicity, mobility, or  volume of wastes at the site would be through utilization of 
the containment system at the site, which would impede the movement of  contaminants from the 
disposal site, and by the treatment of  the leachate removed from the site. 

Alternative 3B 
Reduction of  toxicity, mobility, or  volume of  wastes at the site would be through utilization of 
the containment system at the site, which would impede the movement of  contaminants from the 
disposal site, and by the treatment of  the leachate removed from the site. 

Alternative 4 a. 

Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or  volume of  wastes at the site would be through utilization of 
the enhanced containment system at the site, which would impede the movement o f  
contaminants from the disposal site, and by the treatment o f  the leachate removed from the site. 

Alternative 5 
Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume of  wastes at the site would be through utilization of 
the containment system at the site, and the nearsite groundwater recovery wells , which would 
impede the movement of  contaminants from the disposal site, and by the treatment of  the 
leachate removed from the site. 

Alternative 6 
Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume of wastes at the site would be through maximum 
utilization of the containment system at the site, and the nearsite groundwater recovery wells, 
which would impede the movement of contaminants from the disposal site, and by the treatment 

- .  . - .  ----of the leachate removed from the site. 

.Alternative 7 
Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volunle of wastes at the site would be through utilization of 
the hydraulic containment system at the site, which would prevent the movement of  
contaminants from within the disposal site, and by the treatment o f  the leachate removed from 
the site. 

.Alternative S 
Reduction of tosicity, mobility, or  volume of wastes at the site would be through utilization of 
r h t  containment system at the site, which would impede the movement of contaminants from the 
disposal site, and by the treatment of the leachate removed from the site as well as treatment of 
the bedrock ,oroundwater recovered south of the disposal site. 

.Alternative 9 
I<:.duction of toxicity, mobility, or  volume of wastes at the site would be through utilization of 
:!I;. hydraulic containment system at the site, which would prevent the movement o f  

Dr.*<) Locifcl Inacrive Haz3rdous W s r e  Sire 
RECORD OF D E C I S I O S  



contaminants from the disp0sa.l site, an(tl by the treatment of the leachate removed from the site, 
as well as treatment of the bedrock gro~ndwater recovered south of the disposal site. 

7.2.6. Ini~lementabil iW. The: technicall and administrative feasibility of implementing each 
alternative are evaluated. Technical fea5ibilit-y includes the difficulties associated with the 
construction and the ability to rnonitor t l e  effectiveness of the remedy. For administrative 
feasibility, the availability of the necessyry personnel and material is evaluated along with 
potential difficulties in obtainirg specifbc operating approvals, access for construction, etc.. 

. .  Alternative 1 
This alternative is implementable, as n~~addi t ional  work would be done. 

Alternative 2 
This alternative is implementatale, no co~nstmction work would be done, the remedy would be 
monitorable, and persomeVma~erials art: readily available. 

Alternative 3A 
This alternative is implementab'le. Stantlard construction techniques and water treatment 
processes would be used. The remedy \\rould be monitorable, and persomeVmaterials are readily 
available. Authorization for discharge oiF treated waters would not be difficult to obtain. 

Alternative 3B 
This alternative is implementab::e, no co~dstmction work would be done, the remedy would be 
monitorable, and personnel/matltrials are readily available. 

. - .  . - .  =-..-\ltemative 4 

This alternative is implementable. Stan+rd construction techniques and water treatment 
processes ivould be used in the water tre:.tment facility. Specialized techniques urould be 
rcquired for construction of the cnhanced leachate collection system. Personnel and materials 
bvould be readily available, and ihe remedy would be monitorable. Authorization for discharge 
of treated waters would not be d:ifficult tc'~ obtain. 

.Alternative 5 
This alternative is implementabl,~. Standard construction techniques and water treatment 
processes tvould be used. The remedy wquld be nionitorable, and personnel/niaterials are readily 
n\.n~lable. Authorization for discharge of treated waters would not be difficult to obtain. 

.Alternative 6 
This alternative is implenientabl;:. Standvlrd constn~ction techniques and water treatment 
processes would be used. The remedy would be nionitorable, and personnel/materials are readily 
.I*. 21 lable. Authorization for disu.harge of treated waters would not be difficult to obtain. 
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Alternative 7 
This alternative is implementable. Standard construction techniques and water treatment 
processes would be used in the water treatment facility. Specialized techniques would be 
required for construction of the enhanced leachate collection system. Personnel and materials 
would be readily available, and the remedy would be monitorable. Authorization for discharge 
of treated waters would not be difficult to obtain. 

Alternative 8 
This alternative is implementable. Standard construction techniques and water treatment 
processes would be used. The remedy would be monitorable, and personneumaterials are readily 
available. Authorization for discharge of treated waters would not be difficult to obtain. Access 
agreements for implementation of the bedrock groundwater recovery system would be required. 

Alternative 9 
This alternative is implementable. Standard construction techniques and water treatment 
processes would be used. Specialized techniques would be required for construction of the 
enhanced leachate coIlection system. The remedy would be monitorable, and perso~eUmaterials 
are readily available. Authorization for discharge of treated waters would not be difficult to 
obtain. Access agreements for implementation of the bedrock groundwater recovery system 
would be required. 

7.2.7. Cost. Capital and operation and maintenance costs are estimated for each alternative and 
compared on a present worth basis. Althoush cost is the last balancing criterion evaluated, where 
nvo or more alternatives have met the requiren~ents of the remainins criteria, cost effectiveness 
can be used as the basis for the final decision. The costs for each alternative are presented in 

- .  . - .  ---.Table 2. 

7. 2. 8 Communitv Accentance - Concerns of the comn~unity regarding the RL/FS repons and 
rhc Proposed Remedial Action Plan have been evaluated. The "Responsiveness Summary" 
included as Appendix A presents the public comments received and the Department's response to 
the concerns raised. The comnlents received on the proposed plan were related to the relative 
impacts and benefits of the different ren~edial alternatives, an alleged alternative source of 
contaminants, the potential impacts and benefits of complete removal of the disposal site, and 
orhcr issues. Please see the attached Responsiveness Summary for the detailed discussion of the 
iomtnents received, and responses. 

SECTION S: SUFIMARY 01: THE SELECTED REhlEDY 

Rnscd upon the results of the RLrFS, and the evaluation presented in Section 7, the NYSDEC is 
sclccting Alternative 9, Disposal Site Hydraulic Containment with Downgradient Groundwater 
R L ' C O L . ~ ~  and Treatment, as the remedy for this site. 
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This selection is based upon t:he Depa~rtment's findings that Alternative 9 will be most protective 
of human health and the envi~onment,~will comply with SCGs more quickly, has good short-term 
effectiveness, has the highest long-term effectiveness, and is implementable. 

Alternatives 1,2,3A, 3B, and14 are no;[ protective of human health and the environment, as the 
disposal site would continue t~o act as a continuing source of contamination to the groundwater 
beneath the site, and the bedrcck grour,dwater contaminant plume would not be addressed. 

Alternatives 5, 6 and 8 have a lesser lo:~g-term effectiveness and permanence. 

Alternative 7 would result in t l e  dispo2,al site no longer acting as a source of contaminants to the 
groundwater; however, no additional cyntrols would be implemented to address the contaminants 
within the plume in the bedrock to the :,iouth of the site. 

Alternative 9 will allow for t11c shortes~: time period to achieve SCGs (groundwater and drinking 
water standards). 

Alternative 9 also has the highll:st degreit of reduction in toxicity, mobility and volume of 
contaminants. This results in alternatiye 9 being the most likely to prevent additional 
homeowner wells from being i npactedlby the bedrock goundtvater contaminant plume. 

The estimated present worth cast to im~llen~cnt the remedy is SS.6 million. The cost to construct 
the remedy is estimated to be S3.33 milion, and the estimated average annual operation and 
maintenance cost is S344,OOO. 

- .  ---.Ttle elen~ents of the selected re,:nedy are as follows: 

I .A rcnledial dcsigrl prog-am to vc rify the components of the conceptual design and 
provide the details necessary for the construction, operation and maintenance, and 
monitoring of the remedial prog1,am. Any uncertainties identified during the RYFS would 
be resolved. 

-I . Installation and operaticn of a new leachate collection system within the disposal site to 
aIlo\v for hydraulic containment df tiraters within the disposal site. 

. Cor~struction and operat:ion of a lllew tvasteyater treatment facility at the site to manage 
leacl~ate and ,oroundwatu:r gei~erafed as part of the site remedy. 

4. Installation and operati~n of a bgrock groundwater recovery well system south of the site 
to control misration of the conta~~ninant plume and to accelerate the time needed to meet 
groundivater and drinkirrlg water i;tandards in the bedrock groundwater. 



5 .  Monitoring and maintenance of the residential well treatment systems until the 
groundwater in the vicinity of the residences consistently meets groundwater and drinking 
water standards. 

6. Maintenance of the disposa! site, including mowing of  the cap, fence inspection and 
repairs as  needed, cap inspection and repairs as needed, and drainageway inspection and 
repairs a s  needed. 

7. Since the remedy results in untreated hazardous waste remaining at the disposa! site, a 
long term monitoring program would be continued. There would be several elements to 
the monitoring prosram. They are: 

I monitoring of water levels within and in the vicinity o f  the disposal site to 
evaluate the effectiveness of the new leachate collection system in achieving 
hydraulic containment of the disposal site; 

monitoring o f  the groundwater quality in the vicinity of the disposal site and in the 
vicinity of the bedrock groundwater contaminant plume, to allow for evaluations 
of the effectiveness of the remedial program; 

I monitoring of nearby residential wells in the vicinity of the bedrock groundwater 
contaminant plume, to allow for identification of potential exposures to the 
contarninants within the bedrock contaminant plume. 

This program will allow the effectiveness of the remedy to be monitored and would be a 
component of the operation and maintenance for the site. 

As pan of the remedial investigation process, a number of Citizen Participation activities were 
undertaken in an effort to inform and educate the public about conditions at the site and the 
potential remedial alternatives. The following public participation activities were conducted for 
t h r '  site: 

m A repository for docun~ents pertaining to the site was established. 

rn A site mailing list was established which included nearby property owners, local political 
officials, local media and other interested parties 

m X Fact Sheet was mailed to the panics on the mailins list in Novzmber 1999 which 
described the results of  the RUFS for the site, described the remedial alternatives and the 
el.aluation of the altzmatives, preszntzd thz prct'errzd remedial alternative identified in 
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the Proposed Remediol ActionlPlan, and announced the availability session and public 
meet ins. 

An availabilitysessior~ was hel$ from 3 pm to 5 pm on December I, 1999 to answer 
questions from the pu0lic in an, informal setting. 

A public meeting was held frorn 7 pm to I0 pm on December 1, 1999 to present the 
results of the RI/FS fo - the site to describe the remedial alternatives and the evaluation of 
the alternatives, to present the preferred remedial alternative identified in the Proposed 
Remedial Action Plan,, and to pnswer questions from the public. 

-. 
In January 200i,'a Resp~nsiver~~ess Summary was prepared and made available to the 
public, to address the comments received durins the public comment period for the 
PRAP. 
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Figure 1 
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Figure 2 

Site Layout 
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APPENDIX A 

Responsiveness Summary 



RIESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 

Dewey Loeffel Site 
Operable Unit 2 

Town of Nassau, Rensselaer County 
Site No. 442006 

The Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for the Dewey Loeffel Site was prepared by the 
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation VYSDEC) and issued to the local 
document r e p o s i t o j 6 n ~ o v e m b e r  8, 1999. This Plan outlined the preferred remedial measure 
proposed for the remediation of the contaminated soil and sediment at the Dewey Loeffel site. 
The preferred remedy is Alternative 9, Disposal Site Hydraulic Containment with Downgradient 
Groundwater Recovery and Treatment. 

The release of the PRAP was announced via a notice to the mailins list, informing the public of 
the PRAP's availability. 

A pubic meeting was held on November 30, 1999 which included a presentation of the Remedial 
Investigation (FU) and the Feasibility Study (FS) as well as a discussion of the proposed remedy. 
The meeting provided an opportunity for citizens to discuss their concerns, ask questions and 
comment on the proposed remedy. These comments have becon~e pan of the Administrative 
Record for this site. Written conlnlsuts were received from General Electric Company, Town of 
Nassau, Nassau Lake Park Improvement Association, Rensselaer County Environmental 

. - - - - - &lanagc.mcnt Council and ttvo local residents (Lever, Tolcser). The public conlnlent period for 
thc PR4P ended on February 7, 2000 following a 60-day extension to the 30 day public comment 
period. 

This Responsiveness Summary responds to all questions and comments raised at the 
So t~en~be r  30, 1999 public meeting and to the written conlnlents received. 

Cornn~ents f r o n ~  GE on Loeffcl OUZ PR>iP 

Coriinlent GE-1: 
I )  2 - j :  '.Construction and operation of an expanded and deepened leachate collection system 
111jidc tht current containment wall of the landfill would cause significant lowering of the \vater 
below its current levels. This dewatering has the potential to mobilize. X.-\PL, possibly allowing 
jonle of tile NAPL to escape from the landfill into the Site environs". 

!Zcsponse GE- I : 
1:) [I\:. Feasibility Study Addendun1 (June 3, 199s) for this site, prepared for GE by HSI 
(;co-l'rans, the statenlent was made on p. 18 describing the impacts of the installation of the 
;::oposcd leachate collection drains within the disposal site, "...the potential exists for 
rcmobilization of tvastes due to de\tratering and the physical installation of the drains." Honfever, 
on p. 19-20, the statement is also made, in referring to the reduction in toxicity, mobility and 



volume of the wastes at the si:te whichtiifould be achieved by installation of the proposed leachate 
collection drains, "This remedial alterr:ative would reduce the mobility and volume of leachate at 
the Loeffel Site through increased leac.?ate collection rates. The toxicity of the extracted leachate 
would be reduced through on-site treatment prior to discharge." 

The Department believes that the insta1,lation of the proposed leachate drains is an effective 
means to control the migratioa~ of contz,.minants from within the disposal site to the underlying 
bedrock. As stated in the FS, cven t h o ~ g h  some of  the wastes at the site may be induced to move 
by the operation of the propos1:d leachire collection drains, the mobility of the leachate would be 
reduced by operation of the drains, andwould be collected for treatment. 

Comment  GE-2: 
P. 3: ''In addition, water qualit:y data from wells within the landfill show that several compounds 
have been detected at relative1.f high copcentrations. It is also likely that the metal debris 
remaining in the landfill would contribute to high concentrations of inorganic compounds in the 
collection system leachate. During the ;pperation of  the expanded and deepened leachate 
collection system, it is likely that there ,,bvould be sigificant temporal variability in the 
concentration of several comp~)uuds, bcth organic and inorganic. This temporal variability is 
likely to affect the effectiveness and eff~ciency of the leachate treatment system." 

Response GE-2: 
In the Feasibility Study Addenclunl, on 1). 23, in the discussion of the reliability of the technolo~y 
to be used to treat tlie leachate,, GE's co,?sultant HSI GeoTrans stated that "Leachate extraction is 
a frequently used alternative th,at has proven effsctive in mestins certain objectives. OiVtvater 
separation, filtration, chemical precipita;tion, coagulation and tlocculation, sludge dewaterins, air 

. - .  - ----stripping, and activated carbon I~ave frequently bsen used arid proifcn effective in otlier 
~ppl icat io~~s. ' '  Based on that dcpcument ;,nd Departlilelit experience at other sites, the Depannient 
bclicvcs that the proposed leaclhate collc,ction and treatnlent systeni will br: inipleuicntable and 
effective in n~anaging the Ieaclnnte reco~~ered froni within tlis disposal site. 

Comnient GE-3: 
P. 3: "Has the Department congidered the possibility of NAPL niobilization during construction 
and operation of the expanded ;;11id deep.:ned leachate collection systeni and its effect on off-site 
groundwater? If so, what are it's conclu.sions?" 

Response GE-3: 
The potential for NAPL (n~u-al~~ueous p a s e  liquid) nlobilization fro111 ivithin the Loeffel 
disposal site is a function of several fact:~rs includinz: 

( 1 )  \\ 'hether the S A P L  is liglilter t l~a l t~wnter  (n LN.L\PL) o r  dcrlscr than water (a DSAPL). 

( 1 )  The  location within the lardfill \vIwl-e the NAPL is likely to bc locatcci in significant 
:~lllollnts. 

(3) Changes to current  conditions whi::li would cause thc S.APL to bc nlol)ilizcd. 



(3) T h e  fate of any  mobilized N..\PL. 

Nearly all of the liquid wastes disposed at the site are light non aqeous phase liquids (LNAPLs). 
LNAPLs which could be nlobilized by construction o r  operation o f  the new leachate collection 
drains could be collected in the drains themselves, as the LNAPLs would follow the gradient 
along the water table, which would be lowest at the drains. The LNAPLs could then be collected 
for treatment. 

Changes to current conditions which could mobilize NAPLs include physical disturbance of  the 
soils or containers containing the NAPLs. During construction of the leachate collection system, 
no excavation work will be done in or near the area within the disposal site which is more likely 
to contain significant amounts o f  NAPLs (the easternmost portion of  the site; see response to 
comment GE-4, below). It is, then, unlikely that the construction of  the leachate collection drains 
will mobilize NAPLs. However, if some NAPLs are encountered in the excavations, then they 
could be collected for treatment. 

A second change to current conditions which could mobilize NAPLs is the operation of  the new 
leachate collection system, which will result in dewatering of a significant portion of  the disposal 
site volume which is currently saturated. However, as ( I )  the drains will not be installed in the 
portion of the site likely to contain siyif icant  amounts of NAPLs; and (2) the leachate collection 
system will likely not dewater a significant portion of the easternmost area o f  the site (the drains 
~vi l l  not be in that area, and the eastern most portion of the site is \vliere there is significant 
inivard tlow of groundwater from the bedrock into tlie disposal site), i t  is unlikely that NAPLs 
would be mobilized. Also, the operation of the system (how much and \\.here the desired 
pun~pin,o of leachate would occur) can be tailored during design and startup to minimize the 

. - . - ---potential for NAPL mobilization. 

.-\riother scenario ttint must be accourited for is the possibility that there are dense non-aqeous 
phase liquids (DXXPLs) in the easternmost portion of the disposal site ivhich could be 
mobilized. DNAPLs \vould not floiv easily toward the leacliate collection system as would 
LNAPLs, as DNAPLs would sink through the water within the disposal site rather than float 
upon it. In order to avoid the possibility that a nlobilization of DhrAPLs could occur, the 
Dfpartrnent ivill ensure that there is no physical disturbance of the easternmost portion of the 
dlsposnl site, as ivell as to design and operate the new leachate collection system such that there 
.:r: no signi ticant changes to the ivater levels within the eastenlniost portion of the disposal site. 
.-\s [here is a large upward hydraulic gradient in this portion of the site from the underlying 
bcdrock into the disposal site, no reductions in water level are necessary in this portion of the 
disposal site. 

Corliment GE-4: 
:' -:: .'Has the Depanment evaluated the areas within the landtill most likely to contain 
;~L~:cntially mobile XAPL? If so, what are ttie conclusions?" 

Response GE-I :  
The Department believes that the area within ttie disposal site whicti is most likely to contain 



mobile NAPL is the easternmost portipn of the disposal site, which is where the waste was 
actually disposed as bulk liquids to pits, and in drums. No excavation activities are to take place 
in this portion of the site to install the ,.sachate collection drains, so  no physical disturbance will 
occur which could mobilize NAPLs. 

Commerlt GE-5: 
P. 3: "What contingencies did the Depqrtment consider that could be implemented in the event of 
NAPL mobilization and migration frorn the containment system?" 

Response GE-5: 
In the unlikely event that NAF'Ls are n,obilized, and actually migrate away from the containment 
system, any impacts on the be h o c k  groundwater would be detected in the numerous monitoring 
wells immediately south of  the disposal1 site. The Department could then alter the operation of 
the leachate collection system to abate $he releases from the site. Varying the pumping rates and 
pulse pumping are examples ~f how th:: leachate collection system operation could be altered to 
abate any releases from the sit:. The dyvngradient bedrock groundwater extraction wells would 
also act as a banier to contaminant migration south to the vicinity of  the homeowner wells. 

Comment  GE-6: 
P. 3: Has the Department considered tlqe possibility that leachate concentrations could show 
considerable variability, and r , i g t ~ t  affqct the efkctiveuess and efticier~cy of the proposed 
treatment system? If so, what are its cc~nclusions? 

Response GE-6: 
As stated above in response to comrnelrt GE-2, the Dcpantncnt bclievcs that the proposed 
Ieact~ate collection and trentmcnt syster.~ will be i~iiplenicntable and efkctive in mnna~in_c the 
leachate recovered from witllin the disposal site. The Feasibility Study Addsndun~, subnlitted by 
GE's consultant, generally sup~pons thir view. 

Conlnlen t GE-7: 
P. 4: "What contingencies did the Depajrtrnent consider to respond to significant variability in 
leachate concentrations, including NAPl,L en~ulsions and inorganic compounds such as iron, and 
ro prevent escesdin,o leachate Qreatment, system discharge criteria'?" 

!<;.sponsc GE-7: 
.-!s stated above in response to commen:t GE-2, the Department believes that the proposed 
lenchatc collection system will, be impl~~n~entable  and effective in nlnnnging the leacl~ate 
recovered from within the disp~osal site. The Feasibility Stucly, sub t~~i t t cd  by GE's consultant, 
suppons this view. 

Coriirricnt GE-S: 
i' 1: "If the data show there is an additi;~nal source(s) of  VOC contnminatio~i located south of the 
I.lndtilI, then the PRAP-propoqed estrac tion wells would not bc au effective rcu~edial action to 
r:~~rignte the contaminant con cant ration^ in the residential wclls located south of the landfill." 



Response GE-S: 
The locations of the proposed extraction wells, which are south of the landfill, would address any 
hypothetical additional sources of VOCs in the area discussed in the comment. If GE knows of 
any additional sources of VOCs in this area, they should have been identified over the course of 
the investigations of this site. 

Comment GE-9: 
P. 4: "The PRAP has disregarded the evidence that natural attenuation is a viable remedial 
alternative for the landfill derived VOC contamination in the bedrock south of the landfill." 

Response GE-9: a -  - 
The Department has noidisregarded natural attenuation as a potentially viable remedial 
alternative; however, the reliance upon natural attenuation alone to prevent migration of 
contaminants to nearby homeowner wells would be unreliable, given the uncertainties associated 
with migration of contaminants through a faulted and fractured bedrock sys tem. 
The selected remedy is appropriate to protect nearby threatened homeowner wells fiom potential 
funher migration of  the contaminant plume. 

Comment GE-10: 
P. 5: "The data down in Table 1 indicate that the contamination in wells 191-05-2 1A & B comes 
from a separate source(s), one that is distinct from the landfill and unrelated to wastes attributed 
to GE. The reasons for these conclusions are as follows:" 

1. The TCE concentration of 730 uoJl measured in 19 1-05-1 1 B (shallow) well was higher 
than the TCE concentration measured in any other nlonitoring well sampled at the site in 
1999. This has been the case historically. The next highest TCE concentration measilred 
in 1999 was 670 ugl ,  measured i n  OWV-204. which is nearest the landfill. TCE values 
in the other monitoring wells doii~ngradient of the landfill did not esceed 6 ugl .  I t  is not 
reasonable to see TCE concentrations 3400 feet doivn~radient from the landfill that are 
higher than measured concentrations in the landfill itself, unless a separate source exists. 
GE believes that the Department has not given adequate attention to the issue of 
additional sources and should address this issue thoroughly in its responsiveness 
summary. 

In particular, 
I .  Has the area surroi~nding 191-05-1IA & B been evaluated and physically 

inspected by DEC for additional sources? 
3 . What is the basis for the assumption that the contaminants sampled in 19 1-05-2 1 B 

are coming from the landfill and not a separate source(s). 
3. I f  the Department does not agree that a separate source (s) exists, what altemtive 

explanation is there for the contaminant distribution and increase in 
concentrations in Well 19 1-05-21 B? 

3. TCE i n  the landfill is acconlpanied by the presence of reductive dechlorination daughter 
products, such as VC and cis-dichloroethylene ("c-DCE"). In particular, c-DCE levels in 



01WV-303 and OMCVl-211 are,an order of magnitude higher than TCE in those wells, 
indicating that the TC'E in the \andfill is undergoing significant biodegradation. C-DCE 
was not widely manufactured ~ ( n d  is considered a clear signature of intrinsic 
biodegradation. Similar levelstof c-DCE are not present with the TCE in wells 191-05- 
21A & B. In fact , the ratios ol'c-DCE andTCE in these wells are among the lowest 
found anywhere on thr: site, su$gesting these contaminants are distinct from those in the 
landfill and have not yet undergone significant reductive dehalogenation. The 
Department should provide a c,ear explanation of its analysis of these data. 

3. The contaminant mix in the 19,j-05-2lA 8r B wells contains other compounds that 
biodegrade very rapidly and wc~uld not be expected to travel far in the subsurface. These 
include c h l o r o f ~ h ~  and dichlor:xnethane ("DCM") or methylene chloride. Although 
these are also present iin the lan$fill, with one exception, DClM in OMW-216, which was 
also noted in the trip b:ank, inda t ing  laboratory contamination), they are not present in 
the downgradient well:; shown iin Table I. It is improbable that these highly 
biodegradable compounds coullj travel 2400 feet in the subsurface without undergoing 
extensive attenuation due to biqdegradation. Once again, the presence of these parent 
compounds in the residential wc.,lls strongly suggests an additional contamination source. 
The Deparrment shoulal provide a clear e.~planation of its analysis of these data as well. 

4. Contaminant concentrztions (reyesented by TCE values) are increasing substantially 
with time in well 191-05-21B (:fhallow). Statistical analysis of the regression data 
indicates that this increase in TCSE concentration is statistically sisnificant at the 9 5 8  
confidence level. Simi,lar incre;~ses are not seen in other wells listed in Table I. Once 
again, i t  is highly unlikly that .cluch an increase would appear in \\ell 191-05-2lB and not 
in the landfill or in wells locatecl between the landfill and Centrill Kassau Road, unless 
there is an additional source(s) ef con tamination. Again, thc Depanmcnt should provide 
n clear explanation of i s  analys~~s of this d ~ t a .  

Response G E- 10: 
The history of releases of cont;lnlinated,ground\vatt.r from the Locffel disposal site is not \\.ell 
documented. The pattern of c~ntan~ina:,lts found in \veils througl~out the area impacted by 
releases from the Loeffel site iz; highly \;ariable, both temporally and spatially. Simply because 
[hc  mix of contaminants is not exactly t,ne same as what is presently obsened about the landfill 
3 r d  31 \veils 191-05-31 A S: B near Central Nassau Road, does not indicate that a separate source 
1s responsible for the contamination in \he wells identified in the comment abovc. Also, as the 
bedrock in the vicinity of the siite and thte private is highly fractured and faulted, the 
transport of contaminants in thl,: bedroc?: will likely not be as regular and predictable as in a 
homoginsous and isotropic aqhifer. 111 short, i t  is to be cspectcd in  a11 aquifer of this nature that 
[llc distribution of the contamirnants coitld be rclativclg unprectictablc aud irregular. 

!'i-sponding to specific questiolls i n  reasons 1-4 above: 

I .  On the issue of relative TCE cor,,centrations bctwccn thc vicinity of thc landfill and the 
impacted private wells:As discqssed in thc paragraph above, due to the unknown history 



of releases from the disposal site, and the nature of the bedrock (highly fractured and 
faulted) it is not unreasonable to see an irregular distribution of contaminants in the 
contaminant plume. 

The area surrounding the private wells in question has been evaluated by the Depanment. 
In fact, the pond on the property, and the septic tanks on the property, have been sampled 
and found not to contain the contaminants found in the contaminant plume. 

The basis for the Department's understanding of the distribution of contaminants in the 
subsurface in the vicinity of the Dewey Loeffel site includes: 

-the nature of the disposal site (a large disposal site with long-term use, and an unknown 
history of subsurface releases from the site to the bedrock); 
-the nature of the soils and bedrock underlying the site area (the specific groundwvtaer 
flow paths are difficult to predict due to the fractures and fault in the bedrock); 
-the spatial orientation of  the bedrock fault, which is oriented roughly north-south; 
-the finding of the common contaminants in the disposal site, in monitoring wells, and the 
private wells; 

A more reasonable explanation for the increase in concentrations in well 191-05-2 IB is 
that the operation of the private wells on that property has changed over time; the shallow 
well is now pumped more than in the past. 

2. The relative absence of the products of TCE degredation (c-DCE, for example) in rhe 
. private wells is likely due to the relatively low levels of other hydrocarbons in the vicinity 

- .  . - - - - - of the private wells, \vhict~ aid in the reductive decl~lorination of TCE. As stated above, 
the variation in contaminant distribution is to be expected at this site. 

J .  Lo\\ levels of chloroform and n~ethylene chloride are very comn~only found as lab 
contaminants in samples analyzed for VOCs. Their presence or absence at low levels 
should not be used as significant factors in determining contaminant plume 
characteristics. 

The suggestion that the con~pounds in question would have biodegraded before reaching 
rhc private \\.ells in question does not take into account that the flow path, and time of 
travel, along the contaminant plume, is not well constrained. In other words, i t  is not 
knoivn i f  these con~pounds iifould hare degraded or not, based upon existing information. 

4. As stated above, a likely esplanatio~~ for the trend in TCE concentrations found in the 
pri\.are well in question is related to increased pumping fro111 the well in recent years. 

P.  S: "The Department should provide a clear explanation of its analysis of these data and a clear 
aniculation of its vie\vs on natural attenuation. Given the hydrogeological uncertainties present 



at the site, what evidence does the Dep~rtnlent have that a downgradient extraction system would 
be more effective at containing the plubne than natural attenuation, particularly if the landfill 
source is intercepted?" 

Response GE- 1 1 : 
The length o f  time between thc: start ofithe disposal site source control measures and the resulting 
effect on plume migration is u~ndefined~and unknown. As the Department stated in the PRAP, 
the downgadient extraction ssstem is t;he most reliable remedial measure to prevent additional 
homeowner wells from being impacted,by the bedrock groundwater contaminant plume, by 
limiting plume migration through activ:: plume nlana,oement. 

. 
Reliance on natural attenuation alone hould threaten the consumers of  water from the 
homeowner wells with potenti;;ll expostires for an undetermined period of  time after startup of the 
disposal site remedial efforts. 

Comrncnt GE-12: 
P. 9: Prior to installation of  a dlowngrac$ent extraction system, a near landfill containment system 
should be installed and e v a l u a ~ d  to avclid construction of  an unnecessary and ineffective 
downgadient extraction system. 

Response G E- 12: 
-The downgradient extraction system is hleither unnecessary nor ineffective. As stated in the 
Response to GE-9 above, the n:liance upon natural attenuation alone to prevent migration of 
contaminants to nearby homeowner wehls ivould be unreliable, siven the uncertainties associated 
with migration of contaminant2 through a faulted and fractured bedrock system. The selected 

. - .  ----remedy is appropriate to protect nearbyihreatened homeowner ~vells  from potential further 
rnisration of the contaminant plume. 

Cornnicnts from tlic T o \ w  of'Nassau: 

Comrncnt TN-1: 
T h e  Town is pleased that the k p a n m e ~ ~ t ' s  proposed Remedial Plan and Alternative 9 addresses 
m3ny of the comments presented in the :Town's letter dated November 12, 1998. We believe that 
r his Remedial Plan is "going in, the righ~, direction". However, as indicated in our November 12, 
1 39s letter i t  remains our stron:? view that the Department should consider, review, and address 

an alternative, the escavatiopl, removpl, disposal and treatment of the hazardous material that 
Ilas been placed within the landfill. 

Response T S -  1: 

Based on comments at ahe public: nleeting the Department has perfomled preliminary 
~.::~luations of the costs associaited with ;removal, treatment and disposal of the waste in the 
L ! I ~ / ) o s ~ ~  site. In summary, thre:: scenarips were developed as follows: 



Alternative l0A: Off-site disposal (incinerate) - excavate, transport and incinerate all 
contaminated soil at a capital cost of $770,672,000. 

Alternative 10B: Off-site disposal (incineratellandfill) excavate, transport and incinerate 
or landfill as appropriate all contaminated soil at a capital cost of $269,101,000. 

Alternative 11: Exsitu on-site high temperature thermal desorption; excavate and treat all 
contaminated soil and replace cleaned soil at a capital cost of S116,494,000. 

The preliminary cost estimates were developed with the level of detail required for 
remedial alternative selection. In fact, many of the cost factors from GE's own report were used, 
in addition to other dataavailable to the Department. In addition to being cost prohibitive, 
potential worker exposure and environmental risk associated with the physical removal of the 
soil, would negatively impact the implementability of these alternatives. 

A capital cost analysis of alternatives 10A, 10B and 11 can be found in Attachment 1. 

Comment TN-2: 
The Department's further review and assessment of Alternative 9 should give special 
consideration to the impact of leachate removal on the water level of downgradient wells. The 
Town is concerned that leachate ren~oval may lower the water level in downgradient wells. If 
necessary the Department's plans should provide for groundivater injection of treated leachate to 
provide for recovery of down gradient wells. 

Response TN-2: 
- - ---.The Department will ensure that the remedial design, and operation of the remedial systems, will 

not adversely impact the availability of sufficient groundwater for domestic purposes in the areas 
n.hich could be impacted by the remedial systems. Groundwater modeling andlor pumping tests 
o i n e ~ v  or existin: wells during the design phase would be the likely means of ensuring that 
domestic supplies are not impacted by the operation of the systenl. 

Comment  TN-3: 
Tht: Department's further review should also assess the impact of the proposed "stripping" 
::;.Jrrnent technolosy of air en~issions. 

l:r.sponse TN-2: 
The Department will ensure that the remedial desizn, and operation of the remedial systems, will 
nor adversely impact air quality. All laws and regulations perraining to air quality will bc 
cdnlplicd n.ith. 

Co rnnlcn t TK-4: 
I'i!c Final Action Plan should provide detail to describe how on-soing monitoring will be 
.:oi.ided to demonstrate the performance of contractors responsible for long tern1 "Operation and 
\ls~ntenance" of the leachate pumping and treatment system. 



Response TN-I: 
Although the final Operation and Mair tenance Plan rvill not be developed until the Remedial 
Design is performed, the elenuents of tbe plan can be found on p. 34-35 of the Record of Decision 
text. 

Comment TN-5: 
The Town recommends that the New k,'ork State Health Department provide a commitment, at 
the request of any property owner, to cynduct new or additional testing of private residential 
wells as necessary to answer a:ny quest+ns or concerns raised by property owners. 

Response TN-5: . 
DOH periodically receiGes reqluests from homeorvners outside the area where private drinking 
water supplies are routinely monitored. Each request is given careful consideration and the value 
of sampling is discussed with qhe home;wner. A determination is then made as to the need for a 
sample at that location. This process will continue as long as necessary. 

Comment TS-6: 
Will the Torrm be provided winh monitc,ring results as proposed in the Final Action Plan? 

Response TN-6: 
If the Town desires to be on thr: distribution list for monitoring reports, this can be done. 

Conlmen t TS-7: 
What will the effects of the Prcposed Rdmedial Action 'Plan have on the structure of the site? 

- ---.Response TX-7: 
The selected remedy, once constn~cted, irvill result in the installati011 of tlie new below ground 
ji~rface le3chate collection drai IS. To a~cornplish this, the cap will have to be opened in the area 
\vt~crc the drains will be located. Once \,he drains are installed, tlie cap in  that area will be 
reinstalled and that area will be: reveget: ted. That is the only structural disn~ption anticipated. 

Conimen t TS-S: 
Thc Town rvishes to restate its :rignifica~t interest i n  the Department's continuing review of the 
'.l-ocffel Site Environs Feasibil ty Study! Report: Nassau Lake Drainage Basin", prepared by 
I I U L .  2nd dated May 13, 1999. The Town requests an opportunity to discuss tlie Department's 
proposed Action Plan on this report as s;2on as such infom~ation is available. 

Response m-S: 
Ti~c  Town rvill be informed rvh,~n the Pr,oposed Renledinl Action is prepared for tliis portioii of 
:!I:. rcmcdial program for the Dcwey Loc'tfkl site. 

C'or~~rtlents of the Nassau Lake Park  1:mprovenlent ~\ssociatio~i,  Inc: 

Conlnlent KLPIA-1: 
I t  tvas requested at the public meeting that the Department of Environmental Conservation 



(DEC) consider a total clean-up remedial action, i.e. removal and proper disposal of all 
hazardous wastes contained within the landfill and at all "hotspots" outside the landfill. A total 
clean-up of the wastes would be more protective of human health tlian any option evaluated 
(including DEC's proposed remedy) as presented in the August 1999 Proposed Remedial Action 
Plan (which was distributed at the 11/30/99 public meeting). The total clean-up option is 
technically practicable and would be most effective in preventing any additional h tu re  impact. 
Anything less places near-by residences at risk from groundwater contamination and other 
residences at risk from groundwater and surface water (e.g., Valley Stream) contamination. 

Response NLPIA- 1: 
. 

Please see response TN11. 

Cornmen t NLPIA-2: 
At the meeting, it was stated that fundins from the responsible party will be pursued for the 
remedy selected. Although we concur that the responsible party should pay for the clean-up, 
there should be no Further delay in implementing a remedial action because of Further 
negotiations with the responsible party. It was stated at the meeting that Superfund monies are 
available for clean-up and they should be used if the responsible party balks at providing Funds 
for the selected remedy. The State can then pursue an action against the responsible party for 
replenishins tlie Superfund for the project cost. 

Response NLPIA-2: 
The Departnient will go fonvard with tlie reniedial program for this site after satisfying the 
requirements it1 the Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Site Law related to accessirig the State 

. - . - .  ---.Superfund. 

Rcccntly. the Honorable Tl~onias J. McAvoy, United States District Judge hearing tlie case 
bctiveen New York State and General Electric posed a siniilar question to which the State 
responded via a letter dated hroveniber 22, 2000 (see Attachment 4) frorn Assistarit Attorney 
General blunro. 

Comment NLPIA-3: 
'>{'c Iiave a concern regarding the focus on only PCBs and VOCs without an explanation as to 
\:!I:. o t l~er  priority pollutants are not considered. For example, Table 1 of the Augi~st 1999 
t'roposed Rer~iedial Action Plan shows that measurable levels of sen~ivolatilc organic compounds 
(SVOCs) exist in the zroundivater but these contaminants are not discussed in  the test of tile 
Plan. Also, the 19s I O'Brien and Gere report shows that nieasurable levels of Priority Pollutant 
riictals esist in both groundwater and surface water saliiples tested. \Vliy have thcsc 
coritaniinants been dismissed as being pollutants of couceni? An explanation niust be providcd 
::< to ivhy contaminants (including SVOCs and metals) other tlian PCBs and VOCs are not a 
<~u:ccnl. 



Response NLPIA-3: 

The text in the Record of Deciision has ;been revised to address this comment which reads: "The 
Dewey Loeffel site is contamiaiated with several types of chemical compounds, including PCBs 
and volatile organic compounds (VOC;), which are typically industrial solvents and lubricants 
used during various manufacturing proc,:esses. Semi-volatile organic compounds and heavy 
metals were also found at the disposal $te. 

As described in the RI report, munlerou!8 soil and groundwater samples were collected at the site 
to characterize the nature and extent of ;ontamination. VOCs and PCBs were selected as 
indicator parameters-for the lattst set of investigations; VOCs due to their mobility, and PCBs 
due to the potential con';em for subsurf+~ce transport of PCBs away from the site, impacting the 
already contaminated surface water systgms leading away from the site" See Section 4.1.1 page 
10. (Indicator parameters - contaminanp that are highlighted from among those present at a 
hazardous waste site, that beca lse of factors such as concentration, volun~e, mobility, health or 
environmental risk and the faca that waqtes are generally co-mingled, can be selected for the 
purpose of evaluating extent of contami,nation). 

Comment NLPIA-4: 
A comprehensive monitoring program q~ust be developed to ensure that the extent of any future 
contamination (if i t  occurs) is detected qs it occurs. Although the proposed remedy includes a 
monitoring component, we are concemqd that i t  is not as extensive as i t  needs to bc to protect the 
public from potential future p r ~ b l e n ~ s .  "The monitoring program should include extensive testing 
of residential wells including those locai,ed away from the immediate vicinity of the landfill. 
Areas not affected by the pollutants shoh~ld then be publicly identified to avoid needlessly 

--. ---alarmins homeo\vners not in1p:cted by the contamination. This has been a problem in the past 
because some residents near Ncssau Lake bclicved that their ~vell u.ater \\.as contanlinated from 
pollution emanatins from tht. Ce\\-ey Loisfkl site as a result of ambiguous reporting by the media. 

Response N LPI.4-4: 

I t  is too early to state ~vhat the ~perntion,and maintenance plan ~vill be. Many of the variables of 
concern (gallons of leachate per day, coricentration of contaminants, specific contaminants, 
~ppropriate treatment units, etc: will not,be fully identified until completion of the entire design. 
Durins remedy constn~ction the State's c:onsultant will be tasked to develop the Operation and 
llaintenance Plan. It is obviou::; howevqr, that given the problems occurrinz with private water 
silpply ~vt l l s  already impacted clr at risk, that these will be a special focus of the O&bI Plan. 

On the ~SSLIL '  o f a ~ i l b i g i ~ o ~ s  repqrting, the public is allvays advised to contact DOH or DEC 
rclntive to the appropriateness cf  press c:)mmcnts. Mr. Sheellan or Mr. Ludlanl are available for 
consultation. 



Comments  f rom local residents: 

Local resident 1 

Comment  LR1-1: 
I would certainly think that in the long run the proposed remediation will be more costly, then if 
they were to incinerate the dump right on the site to rid us of the problems once and for all. 

Response L R l -  1: 

Please refer to response TN- 1. 

Comnient LR1-2: 
Will the public be reg la r ly  receiving results of the monitoring and the progress of, if any, the 
project and if indeed it is truly helping the situation? 

Response LR 1-2: 
Monitoring results will be made available to the public. Routinely this data will be fonvarded to 
the repository, the Town of  Nassau Library. 

Local Resident 2 

Comnient LRZ-1: 
Is the leachate collection system and water treatment plant 100 percent effective on a site that is 
sitting on fractured bedrock? Can the DEC be sure that there will be no leakage of toxins that 

. - .  ----may escape i~ndemeath the site? Removal of what is left of 40 tolls of tosins is far safer than 
leaving them. Leaving the toxins there just leaves the door open for future problems, and no 
person \\ants to agree on a flawed, 19SO type of solution again. 

Response LRZ- I : 
The remedial program selected for this site contains sufficient redundancies to address potential 
releases from the site. The pemleability of the subsurface materials beneath the site cannot allow 
lcachate to flow out of the site if the hydraulic gradient is inward; the issue becomes one of 
~ . ~ ~ s u r i n g  that the inward hydraulic gradient can be maintained over time. This issue will be 
:;..;c,l\.cd by proper design and operation of the remedial systems at the site. 

.-is a point of clarification, the Department's current estimate is that the landfill contains 
npproxin~ately 43,000 tons of wastes as opposed to the 40 ron figure presented within Comment 
LRZ- I .  

C:ortlrnen t LRZ-2: 
.\:wrflcr concern we have is that if this proposal is implemented, can we count on yearly 
r;l:ltrltt.nance, monitoring, leachate collection, and water treatment to be properly done? Over 
ilmc ~ v i l l  this become neglected? 



Response LR2-2: 
It is the intent of the Department that svfficient resources will be allocated to the remedial 
program for this site for as long as neccissary. 

Comment LR2-3: 
The best solution is to remove the contqminated soils and containers, and have them incinerated. 

Response LR2-3: 

Please refer to response TN- I .  
. 

Comment L W 3 :  
A source-down approach to clr:aning U F I  the rest of the contaminants in the watershed should be 
implemented. 

Response LR23: 
The disposal site is no longer acting as la source of contaminants to the watershed, and has not 
since the mid-19SO's. However, the approach proposed by the commenter is appropriate, and 
will likely be applied to the remedial pr,2gram for the watershed PCB contamination. 

Comnient LW-5: 
One solution could be to renloqmre the existing contaminants and place them into containers and 
seal the bedrock surface from future leakage. Then store the containered contaminants at the 
same site and re-encapsulate tlren~. Anc~ther similar approach is to re-encapsulate just the 
contaminated soil itself and seal the bot,:orn of the site. These approaches are more costly but 

--- tvould leave the environment n~ucll safqr for the future. Leachate collection and monitorins 
should be in place as a safegualrd, with ~hese  solutions. 

Response LR2-5: 

Please refer to response TN- 1 which relates to three treat~nentloffsite disposal scenarios 
developed based on comment 3.t the put lic meeting. The approaches described in this comment 
~vould be considered to be mort difficult and more costly than alternatives 10.4, LOB and I I and 
in the long tern1 would be less 3rotectiv:z. 

Corllrnent LRZ-6: 
.A local resident described an a;ea probl9m of depressed property values aroilnd Nassau Lake and 
qilestioned whose liability i t  wos to corpensate resident's losses. 

1'11;. jtltcted remedy for the Lqeffel coqtainment cell should enable the Department to reclassify 
I ! ~ C  sile back to a classification of four (;;ite relnediated.) This reclassification should provide an 
c~lt~ancement of property valuss. If, aftc.:r the remedial action is implemented, property values 
remain depressed, any properth owner \.rho has sustained loss because of the presence of thc site 



may be entitled to seek compensation from the parties which are responsible for the 
contamination at the site. 

Cornmen t LRt-7: 
A local resident questioned chronic effects of low levels of contaminants from consumption of 
fish and wildlife in the area of the Dewey Losffel site. 

Response LR2-7: 
Consumption of contaminated fish and wildlife is one way in which people can get PCBs into 
their bodies. The NYS DOH first evaluated this in the late 1970s, which lead to the advisory 
regarding eating fish-from Nassau Lake and the Valatie Kill. PCBs can build up in your body 
over time and i t  may takk months or years of regularly eating contaminated fish to build up 
amounts that are a health concern. Health problems that mav result from PCBs range from small 
changes in health that are hard to detect to more serious health effects. Mothers who eat large 
amounts of fish with high PCB levels before becoming pregnant may have children who are 
slower to develop and learn. Women beyond their childbearing years and men face fewer health 
risks from consuming fish contaminated with PCBs than children do. PCBs cause cancer in 
animals. We cannot predict with certainty an individuals risk of developing cancer from eating 
fish contaminated with PCBs. Cancer currently affects about one in every three people, 
primarily due to smoking, diet and hereditary risk factors. Continuing to follow the NYS DOH 
fish advisories for Nassau Lake (all species, EAT NONE) will minimize your exposure and 
whatever cancer risk is associated with eating these fish. 

The terrestrial wildlife that was mentioned i n  the question (turkey. rabbits, venison) are all 
terrestrial upland feeders, and are generally not affected by contaminated stream sediment. In 

. - .  . - .  - - - - 19SO some ten-cstrial animals froni the Valatiz Kill area were analyzed for PCBs and did not 
show elevated levels. We have not identified any significant route of exposure to contaminants 
r'rorn the LocffcI site other t h n n  consumption of contaminated fish and an isolated area of 
:roundwater contamination south.of the site. There are low concentrations of PCBs in the 
sediment in Nassau Lake and the Valatie Kill. A reassessment was recently done by NYS DOH 
regarding recreational use of these water bodies. The outcome of that assessment did not 
indicate a need to restrict use of the lake and the stream except for fish consumption. This is 
more fully described in the response to commznt #3S and supported by Attachment 2. 

Co~lirncnts from the Rensselncr C o u n h  En\-ironnientnl illanngenlent Council (RCEhIC): 

Comnicnt RCEhIC-1: 
.A renth alternative which discusses the feasibility of removing the wastes from the Dewey 
Loet't'el Landtill should be included. 

i'i;.~sc rcft'r to response TN- I .  



Comment RCEMC-2: 
Investigation into intercepting:ground\\;.ater before it  reaches the landtill should be perfornled and 
discussed. 

Response RCEMC-2: 
The Department believes that nterceptlrng the bedrock goundwater to the east of the site (where 
water levels in the bedrock are: higher thian inside the disposal site, resulting in flow into the 
disposal site) is not appropriate for the 'rollowing reasons: 

( I )  The pumping of  bedrock g roundwa~r  immediately adjacent to, and outside of, the disposal 
site would result in theneed to in~rease~drawdown in water levels within the disposal site, to 
continue to maintain an'inward hydraul c gradient; 

(2) Additional drawdown of w,3ter levekes in the eastern portion of the disposal site could cause 
mobilization of contaminants &on1 the portion of the site which contains the highest 
concentration of wastes. (See lrhe respo,nse to comments GE-3 and GE-4, above.) 

Comment RCEbIC-3: 
The Department should includr: a discu!;sion of the provisions for Ion,- term 
monitorin~maintenance/remeciation nlTasures, and require that this long-term commitment be 
put in place in any final PRAP. 

Response RCEMC-3: 
Although the final Operation and blaintpance Plan will not be developed until the Remedial 
Design is perfomled, the elements of tlv: :Plan can be found on p. 31-5 of the Record of Decision 

- - ---.test. 

Cornmen t IICEhIC-I: 
The Department should expanc on its di!scussion of the analysis that will be done on the 
groundwater both before and after treatment and discuss the treatment methods that will be used 
to remove all contaminants thal may res.~lt in  a contravention of drinking water standards. 

Response RCEMC-4: 

During tlle design phase, all aspects of t;le remedy, including treatment of leachate and recovered 
;roundwater will be addressed.. Sample;; of both sources will be obtained and analyzed for the 
fu l l  range of contaminants. Onlce contarninants and their respective concentrations are identified, 
lab scale/pilot testing will be cvnducted t o  deternline the most appropriate treatnlent methods to 
address the t.arious problems. 'These re>ults ivill be applied to the design of the full sca\e layout 
/'or the treatment plant. 

.A renewed attempt at posting tYie site sh?uld be an integral part of the  maintenance of the 
disposal site as outlined in the airaft PfVcP. 



Response RCEMC-5: 
The Operation and Maintenance plan for the site will include reposting of the site, and periodic 
inspection and replacement as appropriate. 

Comment RCEMC-6: 
The existing and potential zone of influence of contamination from the Dewey Loeffel landfill 
should be characterized and made public. 

Response RCEIMC-6: 
. This information is available in the RI/FS reports at the document repositories. Two figures 

depicting the potential zone of influence have been added. See Attachment 3. 

Comment RCEMC-7: 
Remedial work on this project should commence as soon as possible. No further delays should 
occur while the department or the State negotiates the terns or conditions of reimbursement or 
financial responsibility. 

. - 

Response RCEMC-7: 
The Department will go fonvard with the remedial program for this site after satisfying the 
requirements in the Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Site Law related to accessing the State 
Superfund. Please refer to the response for NLPW-2. 

Comnlen t RCEMC-S: 
In order to assess whether downgradient residential wells are being uegatively affected by 
dewatering from the proposed remediation, i t  is necessary to characterize the existing conditions 

---.in each of  these potentially-affected ~vells. Residential ivell cllaractcrization and sn~dy  should be 
a n  intesral conlponeut ot' the final PRAP. 

licsponsc RCEh'IC-S: 
The Department will evaluate the impact of operation ot'the remedial systems on the entire 
aquifer and the nearby private wells, and design the remedial systenls to aivoid dewatering the 
private ivells. The remedial design effort will very likely use pump tests to determine the aquifer 
properties in the vicinity of the proposed recovery well locations, and in the vicinity of the 
p ; ~ \ . ~ t o  wells. 

Coninlent RCEFIC-9: 
Tile RCEblC requests that a Well Arbitration A~reenlent or provisions be made part of the final 
PR.L\P, and directs your attention to tl~c Matter of Dales, Lanz and E~tlpire Bricks for exanlplcs of 
rliis rjpe of provision. 

I<csponse RCENIC-9: 
The rcfcrences in tl~is comment pertain to mining pernlit conditions that \yere either considered 
I): nddcd ro private mining permit applications put before the State. They \vould in effect protect 
?rl\.atz tvell supplies from adverse affects due to mining activities (blasting); requiring mine 
operators to replace affected systems. 



Such an administrative action, is unneqessary in the case of the Loeffel site, as the State is in 
charge of the landfill project. If adverse conditions arise in the future, the State is responsible in 
the first instance to take care o f  any prpblems. The State might seek out the responsible pany to 
finance any needs (as with the current ;arbon treatment systems) or fund itself and seek cost 
recovery at a later date. 

Public Meeting questions and  answws: 

1) Why was the remedial,alternatiive of complete removal not evaluated? 
. 

Complete removal was not eva uated due to the very high costs and the potential for 
releases of contaminants associated wi,:h such a proposal. However, the Department will review 
this issue before conlpleting remedy se$ection. Please refer to response TN-1. 

2) How do you know there aren't .more cracks in the bedrock beneath the site? 

The exact number of fractures beneath the site is not as important as our now realizing 
that there is a zone of high pecmeabilit:,f beneath the site. There is sufficient permeability in the 
bedrock to allow for migration of cont:rminants if the site containment is not upgraded. Once the 
upgrade as provided for in the ~elected~remedy is completed, the resultant inward gradient would 
cause groundwater to flow frolm the bcdrock into thc site, and inhibit migration of contaminants 
out of the site. 

3) Whose ivells are contxninatedf Do they sho\v health effects? 
. - . - - - - - 

The location o f  the irng~acted private \vclls \\fas slnoivn on the map at the meeting. The 
hc3lth of the residents is a private matter; tlnc State docs not reveal this intbmlation to respect the 
privacy of the residetnts. 

4) Are the wells near Nas;sau Lake. contatninated? 

The private wells in t111,: vicinit) of  Nassau Lakc are not impacted by thc groundwater 
iotir3rninant plun~e from thc dlisposal s,te. 

5 Which lvells are sannplled, and 180w often'? 

There are ci~rrently 26 private \b~l l s  aroi~ud tllc Loct't'cl sitc tllrlt arc being monitored. 
Four of these arc tittcdl with cnr;bou tiltcr systcuns that art. 11louitort.d on a quarterly basis; 
eight others adjacent tcr~ thc plulnt. arc rnouitorcd scmi-antiually and auotlncr fourteen are 
in frinse locations wlii :I1 arc mqnitorcd allnually. 

Data from these evcnts are listc:d in the all~lilal rcsidcntial monitoring report found at tile 
public document repositories. 



6 )  Are there more contaminants within the landfill than are shown on the table in the PRAP? 

Yes. The table in the PRAP was intended to show the contaminants within the 
groundwater contaminant plume. Other contaminants will also be controlled by the remedial 
sys tems. 

7) CViIl the pumping of  groundwater cause the nearby private wells to go dry? 

The groundwater recovery and treatment system will be designed and operated in a 
manner which will not adversely impact the quantity ofgroundwater available for the private 
wells. a. 

8) How deep in the rock is the contamination; could it be passing over my well? 

(A description of the extent of  the plume was given, using maps and cross-sections 
available at the meeting.) 

9) How expensive would it be to do a complete removal? 

Please see response to TN- I .  

10) Why doesn't the State divert the clean groundwater before i t  enters the site? 

The Depanment will evaluate the utility o f  intercepting this water before it enters the site. 
Please see response to RCEIMC-2. 

. - .  . - - - - - 

I I )  Is there money left in the State Superfund to do the cleanup? 

Ttlc Depanment believes that there \\.ill be moncy available to psrfornl thc proposed 
remedial action. (The answer given at the November 1999 public meetins was correct at that 
time. However, given progress in the State Superhnd Program, monies have continued to be 
obligated as projects are approved. Currently, we anticipate that there are sufficient funds for the 
dcsign of the selected remedy. Funding for the actual construction, if not undertaken by a 
rcjporlsible party, \\:ill be contingent upon reauthorization of the State Sups rhnd  Program). 

I 2 I \Vhy is the issue of "who will pay for the cleanup" not addressed in the PRAP? 

The issue of  "who will pay" is not relevant to the selection of rcmcdy in the rsunedial 
prosram. (The remedy selection criteria were discussed.) 

! ' r Ho\v long until the remedy is constructed? 

I t  is estimated that remedial design could take a year or so. I~np leme~~ta t ion  of  the remedy 
\\.auld likely begin in 2001 or 2002. 



14) Ho\v long \\-il l  the pumping go~on for? 

The Ieachate collectio~i and trerltrnent ivould be required for the forseeable future. The 
duration of ground\vater recovery and ,,reatment south of the disposal site is very difficult to 
predict; i t  could be for several! years. 

15) Would the State sample the spr.ing on County Route l j ?  

The roadside spring in question ~ v a s  sampled in the past and no site related contaminants 
~vere detected. The hNSDOW does no:t recommend road side springs for sources o f  public 
drinking water unlestj ley are maintair,ed by the controlling municipality and routinely sampled 
for bacterial quality. 

16) \\'hat contnctor does t.he rnonit;oring at the site? 

The Snte's contractor does a portion of the monitoring, and GE's contractor does the rest. 

17) Ho\v much Ieachate is ~urnped 3ut o f  the site curnently:' 

The leachate collectiot~ s)stem b,s currently pun~ped "to yield" (until all Leachate is 
pumped from the s)s ten~ and t'le ston2e tank is dry): se\fcral hundred tl~ousand gallons have 
b ~ e n  punlpcd in each of tllc palst fe\v yqars. 

1 S)  \\'hat \\-ill happcu at 1111~: site be!;ore the renlcdy is in place? 

. -- . - - - .  TIIC current I~acllatc colllcctio~~ : ; ~ s ~ ~ I I I  \\.ill C O I I ~ ~ I I L I C  to bt' pu~l~ped  to yield, and the 
i\rlsoi~lg opention and tll;litlte~~n~~cc u-il~l be co~ l t i~ l~~r ' d .  SOII I~ '  i~lvest i~at io~l  work will be done to 
~ . ~ i h c r  inccmllution for ~01111)1euiotl of tll:: rc111cdia1 dcsis~l. 

1-Ile Icachatc is tnnspo tcd to prropcrljp pennittcd corll~llcrcial disposal facilities. 

0 [IiJ GE pay people to [.or speaktout nt the public rncctiug? 

1: 1 \\'I\!.  lid DOH do [llc lh t : r I t l \  SLI~,L.C~'! 

l)Ol I clid not do n I\c:lld~ siincy ilt'rlr t l ~c  Dc\\'cy Loclf;'I Landfill. 111 arcas where there 



was some known exposure (i.e. contaminated tvells), medical consultation was provided to 
concerned individuals. As altvays, the DOH medical staff are available to answer questions or 
discuss concerns on an individual basis. Such consultation may be arranged through John 
Sheehan, the DOH project manager for the Dewey Loeffel Site at 51s-402-7890. 

Health studies are done by statistically comparing disease rates of an exposed population 
to that of  the general population. In order for the results to be related to a particular source of 
contamination, there would need to be significant widespread exposure to site contaminants. 
This is not the case at the Loeffel site. For this reason, DOH did not feel that a survey was 

, warranted. It is our understanding that an effort is being made by the Town of Nassau to collect 
data on medical sympto-ms of people living in the vicinity of the site. Plans for this effort were 
first brought to the atteniion of the State's representative at a meeting of the Nassau Toxic Waste 
Committee in November 1997. Although DOH did not initiate this effort, the DOH did offer to 
provide some guidance in collecting and interpreting data. 

[ Subsequent to the pubIic meeting, the Town of Nassau requested assistance from the 
DOH with anaIyses of data on medical symptoms of people living in the vicinity of the site. 
DOH has agreed to assist the Town with this.] 

23) Why would the proposed remedy work better than the last remedy? 

The science and technology related to containment of contaminated sites and the 
Department's knowledge and expertise of how to operate and maintain encapsulated sites has 
advanced considerably since 1980. The issue of hydraulic mana_cement of encapsulated sites is 
now well documented and understood. Once an inward hydraulic gradient is established, 

. - .  ---1cachate ~nisration out of the disposal site will no longer occur. 

14) Hoiv much contaminated soil is there south of the site? 

Contaminated soils have not been identified south of the site. Contaminated soil 
;sediment is found in the Valatie Kill drainass tirays and is the subject of a separate study 
includin_g Nassau Lake. 

15) How much pumping out has been done at the site? 

The esisting leachate collection system is pun~ped to yield; several hundred thousand 
;:~llons of leachate have been collected in recent years. 

Several questions were also asked by the public on issues not related to the P U P  for the 
L!;sposal site. The discussions focused upon potential hsalth irnpacts relatsd to possible 
z\posures to PCB in the vicinity of Wassau Lake: (See Xttachnlent 2). A summary of the 
.;::esrions is listed bslow for the public's infonnation and use. 



26)  What air monitoring hals been d;me for PCBs in the vicinity of Nassau Lake? 

Air monitoring was do le  along$he shoreline of Sassau Lake in early September of 1997 
in response to concerns that PCBs will readily volatilize from drying sediment. Sampling was 
done by a G.E. consultant in accordant!: with an approved work plan which was reviewed by 
NY SDEC, NYSDOH, the Nassau Lake, Assoc., the Rensselaer Co. EbIC and the Citizens 
Environmental Coalition. Thit; work wps done during summer months when the warm weather 
would promote volatility. Theresults qf the sampling showed no detection of PCBs at a 
detection limit of 4 nanograms;fcubic msters which is roughly equivalent to 4 parts per trillion. 
This is consistent with our experience oear other PCB contaminated watenvays in that we have 
not seen significant elevation c f  air levc Is of PCBs above background. This suggests that 
although volatilization from drying sediment is one way in which PCBs can get into air it does 
not happen at a rate that measurably incfeases the ambient air level in that area. 

27) Members of the public are conqerned that when the lake water levels are drawn down in 
the winter that the cont~iminated sediments dry out and are transported by wind, causing 
possible human exposulres to PC,B. 

The winter drawdown qf N a s s a ~  Lake is done to protect private properties from ice 
damage. Depending on rainfall, the watt,:r level is drawn down by later November to mid 
December to the point where sulme lake'bottom is exposed. Due to the low angle of the sun, the 
short daylight hours and the winter wealher conditions at that tinle of the year, the sediment 
remains wet and ultin~ately beconles frozen and snow covered. These conditions do not allow 
the sediment to become wind blown. TP) funher evaluate this, DOH staffvisited the lake 
numerous times during December 1999((at least twice per ivcek). During that time, the lake 

- .  ----bottoni remained \vet arid did not becon.,e subject to air transpon. 

Cornnient ZS: Is exposure to Nassau Liike scdinlent throush recreational use of the Lake a 
h~zard?  

Recently, the New York. State Dcpanrnent of Health has undertaken a reevaluation of the 
~jui .~( ion o t. recreational use of Nassau cake. This evaluat ion considered some recent studies 
i!~j~lc' in arcas ~vhere potential e:sposure i!s sirnilnr to that of people tvho may bc exposed to PCBs 
:!r Sassau Lake. People may ta,.ce in PCi3s if they are exposed to low levels in scdirnent or soil. 
Hon.evcr, ups do not believe tt1c.t the po3sible exposures or auy associated health risks at Nassau 
Lake are at levels to warrant a cecomme.~dation that people s h o ~ ~ l d  bc preventcd from 
recreational contact with the InU:e sedirncnt or shot-cli~ic soil. (set. .-\ttacliment $2 for basis). hlucli 
I2is t ' r  exposures to PCBs are pessible ifpeople eat fish tiotli tile Lakc. Thus, wc continue to 
r.:.-dl~iniend that no one eat atiylfish t ? o [ ~  the Lake. 

One method of evalilati lg  expos,.lres arid healtli risks is to usc infornlation about PCB 
Ici.r.1~ in the sediment, soil, wauer, and a.ir around Nassau Lakc and intbrrnation about how people 
nny be exposed to these medial This mitthod suggests that PCB exposures (cxcept for cating 



fish) at Nassau Lake are likely to be small and unlikely to cause detectable health effects. 
Supporting documentation for this can be found in the attachment. 

Another way of evaluating possible exposures, and by inference health risks, .from PCBs 
at Nassau Lake is to review studies of people who could have been exposed to PCBs in situations 
similar to those at Nassau Lake. Studies that measured both PCB levels in people's blood serum 
and PCB levels in sediment or soil are particularly useful. People in these studies were compared 
with people not similarly exposed to see if PCBs from the sediment or soil got into their bodies. 
These studies (see Attachment 2, particularly Tables 1 and 2) did not consistently detect elevated 
serum PCB levels. The PCB levels in soil and sediment in these studies were generally higher 
than levels near Nassu  Lake. Thus, these findings suggest that i t  may be difficult to detect an 
increase in PCB serum iivels due to exposure to PCBs from Nassau Lake sediment and soil. 

Both methods of evaluation suggest that exposure to PCBs in soil or sediment at Nassau 
Lake is likely to be small and people are unlikely to experience any detectable health effects that 
can be associated with the exposures. However, we can not rule out that people may have some, 
although difficult to detect, increase in PCB body burdens. For some time, we have been 
evaluating possible exposures to PCBs from the sediment and soil around Nassau Lake. Our 
current analysis incorporates much of the new information gathered since we began our 
evaluation, and we will continue to update our analysis as new information becomes available. 
Consistent with past statements, our evaluations and the environmental data do not warrant a 
recomn~endation that people be prevented from using the Lake for recreational purposes. 
However, if people continue to feel uncomfortable with the conditions at Xassau Lake and want 
to minimize their potential esposure to PCBs in sediment, lye have suggestions for them to 
consider. Examples of some possible steps to take are rinsing off mud after contact with 

- - ---sedinlent or soil that may have low levels of PCBs or rinsing offchildren's toys that may have 
scdiment or soil on them. We continue to remind everyone thnt no one s h o ~ ~ l d  eat any fish from 
I!IC Lake. X morc derailed docurnsnt is attached. (See Attachment 2)  



Attachment 1 

A Preliminary Evaluation of the Complete Removal, Treatrtient and Disposal of the Loeffel 
Disposal Site 

In order to address comments from the public on tlie remedy selection for this site, 
NYSDEC has performed a preliminary evaluation of the complete removal, treatment, and 
disposal of wastes which were disposed at the site. 

This evaluation includes the following: 

- A descriptio? of the work elements which would need to be performed; 

- Estimates of the unit costs for the work elements, along with the estimated amount of 
work to be done for each work element; 

- Comparison of the overall effectiveness of the complete removal of the disposal site. 

Work Elements 

The removal, treatment, and disposal of the entire disposal site would consist of: 

- nlobilization 
-treatability pilot test; 
-a large excavation within the disposal site; 
-water manazen~ent during construction; 
-shoring to allow for the excavation; 
-materials handling (loading and trucking); 
-confirnlatory sampling; 
-operation of a treatment process to render the disposal site contents non-hazardous; 
-placement of the treated soils back in the forn~er disposal site location; 
-seeding and mulching of the disposal site. 

The capital costs of the downgradient bedrock pump and treat system would also be 
2ddr.d to address the plume of contaminants in the vicinity of the hon~eowner wells to the south. 

Additional capital costs to implement the project include: 

-construction oversight; 
-engineering design; 
-contingency. 

Lon: tern1 costs would also be incurred to perfonn long-term monitoring of the 
sround~vater in the vicinity of the site to confirm the effectiveness of the remedial action, and to 
opcraic and maintain the water treatment system. 



Responsiveness Summary 

Dewey Loeffel Site 
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Additional Cost Evaluations 
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Attachment I 

.A Preliminary Evaluation of the Conlplete Renloval, Treatment and  Disposal of the Loeffel 
Disposal Site 

In order to address comnlents from the public on the remedy selection for this site, 
W S D E C  has performed a preliminary evaluation of the complete removal, treatment, and 
disposal of Lvastes which were disposed at the site. 

This evaluatiop includes the following: 

- A description of the work elements which would need to be performed; 

- Estimates of the unit costs for the \vork elements, along with the estimated amount of 
\\.ark to be done for each work element; 

- Comp3rison of the oven11 effectiveness of the complete removal of the disposal site. 

\\'ark Elements 

The rcmov3l, treatment, and disposal of thc entire disposal site would consist of: 

- mobilizatio~~ 
-trt.atability pilot tr'st; 
-a Inrst: t.sca\.ation \vithin t t ~ t  disposal sitt; 
-\\.ntcr uln~~agtulcnt during constn~itiotl; 
-sllorillg to allot\ t'or tht. tsca\.ation: 
-1r1atcrinls I~andling ( load i~~g and tn~ck iu~) :  
-co~~fimlaton. satllplitlg: 
-opcmtiotl of a trr'attllc'~lt procr'ss to rtndcr thc disposal site contents non-hazardous; 
-placcu~cnt of the treated soils back i n  tilt. fortller disposal site location; 
-sct.ding and mulchiug of the disposal sitt.. 

7'11~ capital costs of tllc do\vnyndit.nt bedrock puulp and treat system would also be 
.I,.!,~~J to ;\~ldrcss tllc ~ I I I I I I C  o f c ~ t ~ t n ~ l ~ i ~ ~ a l l t s  i n  the \.icitlity of tllc ho~neo\vner wells to the south. 

L.utr~ tcrtll costs \vo111t1 also bc i t ~ c i ~ ~ ~ c l l  to perfor111 Iot~g-tcr111 111011itori1lg of the 
;1\1111r~l\\.;\tct. i l l  tllc \.icitlity oftllc site 1 0  cotlfi1711 tllc et't;\ctivc~~css of tllc rctllcdial action, and to 
O I ~ ~ I ~ : I I C  :11rcI I I I ; I ~ I ~ I ; \ ~ I ~  tllc \v;~tc~. t r c :~ t~ne~~ t  s).stc111. 



Dewey Loeffel Disposal Site - Operable Unit 2 

Sheet Pile at Wall 

Lnstall Dewater 

Excavate TopsoilA $4.2..j/cy 

Contaminated soilC 

Transport Soil On- 2 x %4.35/cy 

- -  - 

1 Replace TZ~ S4 .-. 7i/cy I 106,jOOcy 1 S 453,000 
-- -- 

RevegitateG SO.j:i/sy S2,2OOsy S 29,000 

Capital Cost Sub- S570,S6S,OOO 
total 

Project hlana, oenlent 10% S 57,087,000 
and Engineering 
Dcsi~n 

Contingency 25% S 142,7 17,000 

Capital Cost Total !--t S 770,672,000 

.\ Use 6 vertical feet and 1 1 acres 
13. Stage area slab 40 x GO) feet 
C. Use 15 vertical feet, 11.1 acres aqd Level B multiplier of 2x 
D. Use all soil no landban,, incinercte in Texas (costs include transportation) 
E. One sample per I00 to111 
F. Clean fill-bank run, 1 .$ T/cy 
G. Use 17 acres 



Dewey Loeffel Disposal Site - Operable Unit 2 
Capital Cost Calculation - Alternative IOB Off Site Disposal(hcinerate/Landfi2I) 

Work Element 

biobi'lization 

Sheet Pile at \Val1 

I Excavate Topsoil* I S-l.?j/cy I 106,500cy 1 S 453,000 1 

I 
Install Detvater 
System 

Unit Cost 

SZ50,OOO 

S25NSF 

S250,OOO 

Tnnspon Top Soil 
On-siteA 

Concrete Pada 

Amount 

LS 

130,000 VSF 

Escatvate 
Contaminated SoilC 

Tnnspon Soil On- 
site 

Capital Cost 

S 250,000 

S 3,500,000 

LS 

Sl.35/cy 

SZOOIcy 

Dispos3l CostD 
Incinentl: 
Landfill 

Confimntor). 
S3mplinSE 

S 250,000 

2s  S4.ZjIcy 

2 s S 1 . 3 5 1 ~ ~  

Rcplnsc Topsoil 

1 C:~pital Cost Tot:iI I 

106,jOOcy 

3 Ocy 

S l200TT 
S l3 lA '  

SS I O!snmple 

~ c \ . r . ~ i t n t r . ~  

Capital Cost Sub- 
10t;ll 

\ L:sc 6 vcrtic;il t'cc.1 n ~ i ~ l  I l ncrc's 
1 ;  Sr:t~c nrcn sl;tb 40 s 60 kct 
c. Cjsc I j vcrtic:il kc[, I I ;icrcs ;il\il Lc'vc.1 U ~ill~ltiplic~. of. 2s 
I ) .  :\ssu~ilc. 2 j l l .C  is In111lb;11i soil, rc'i1~1irc.s i~icilicratio~i il i  Tcsns. 75% is to bc landfillcd in 

hlorl~l City. NY (costs ilicll~dc' tra~ispon:itiou) 
I.: 011c s:11iipIc per 100 to11 
I ' Clc;111 lill-l1:11ik r l ~ ~ ,  I .j Tlcy 
( I L!SC 17 :1L-I.cs 

S 463,000 

S 6,000 ' 

2 6 6 , 2 0 0 ~ ~  

2 6 6 , 2 0 0 ~ ~  

S-1.2Slcy 

S 2,263,000 

S 2,3 16,000 

~- - 

I 16,500T 
349,500T 

466 snmples 

S0.3jlsy 

S 139,SOO,OOO 
46,333,000 

S 37S,OOO 

106,500cy S (153,000 

S2,3OOsy S 29,000 

S 199,60 1,000 



Dewey Lozffgl Disposal Sitz - Operablz Unit 2 

Sheet Pile at Wall S25PVSF 140,000 VSF S 3,500,000 

install Dewater S2j0,OOO LS S 250,000 
System 

Capital Cost ~ a l c l ~ l a ~ i o n  - ~ltgrnati;.e 1 1  - Es  Sit;. On-Site Thermal Desorption 

I Concrete padB - - - 1 S?OC/CY 

Work Element 1 ~ n i c  cost 

Excavate 2x $.1.25/cy 
Contaminated soilC 

Amount 1 Capital Cost 

1 C o n  1 ss l a m p l e  466 sample 1 S i7S,OOO 1 
Sampling 

Replace Cleaned Soil S4.2,i/yd 266.200 cy S l,l31,000 

Transport Soil On- 
site 

- - Compact Fill R: .Add S0.90/cy - \\'ater 

2 x S1.25/cy 

1 s o .  1 s2,:oOsy 1 S 29,000 1 ~ z v e g i  t2tzC 

Capital Cost Sub- S 86,292,000 
rota1 

Conr ~ngcncy I S ?I ,575,000 

S l 1 G,494,000 

US? 6 vcr~ical feet and 1 1  acres 
:! S r ~ g ?  area slab 40 s GO1 fiet 
i' L 'se  l 5 vertical feet, 1 I ,  acres an:d Lci-tl B multiplier of 2s 
D.  Desorption costs vary 535-30O/ton 
E. One sample per I00 ton1 
F. Clean fill-bank run ,  1 .$ T/cy 
G. L'sz17acres 



~ . - \ S S A U  LAKE EXPOSURE .ASSESSJIEIYT 
AND HEALTH RISK INFORMA'I'ION 

This exposure assessment identifies completed exposure pathways associated with Nassau Lake. 
An exposure pathway is the process by which an individual may be exposed to contaminants 
originating from a site. An exposure pathway has five elements: (I)  a contaminant source; 
(2) environmental media and transport mechanisms; (j) a point of exposure; (4) a route of 
exposure; and (5) a receptor population. Environmental media and transport mechanisms 
"carry" contaminants from the source to points where people are or may be exposed. The route 

. of exposure is the manner in which a contaminant actually enters or contacts the body (e.g., 
ingestion, inha1ation;dc~al absorption). The receptor population is the pcison or people who 
are, or may be, exposed. 

1. Estimating Possible PCB Exposures at  Nassau Lake 

Exposure Routes 

People could be exposed to PCBs around Nassau Lake in several ways. People could eat PCB- 
contaminated fish. People, especially children, might incidentally ingest sediment or soii 
containing PCBs through hand-to-mouth contact. PCBs could bz absorbed through skin that is in 
contact with PCB-containing sediment or soil \vhiie wading or playing. PCBs from the sediment 
or soil could possibly evaporate into the air and people could breathe them in as a vapor. If the 
scdirnent or soil becomes airborne, people could possibly breathe in small particles containing 
PCBs. If PCBs were in the water, people could take in somc PCBs by swallo\~ing some lake 
\vz!cr during playing or sn-imming or absorbing somc PCBs through the skin. Although all of 

- - 
- these esposures could occur in theory, somc aic more likely than others. 

Exoosures  from Sediment and  Soil 

Smples  of the sediment and soil at Hassau L ~ k e  have b=en analyzed for PCBs. The levels of 
PCBs in sediment range from less than 0.05 parts per million (pprn) to 9 ppm. The average PCB 
\?\.el in these samples of the lake's sediment is 2.3 ppm. The average for the sediment in the 
ronhem end of the lake is higher (3.1 ppm) thm for the southern end (1.6 pprn). Soil samples 
..,.:.:? taken from five propcnies, at flood-prone areas at the edge of the lake, and the PCB levels 
:.:::s<d from 125s than 0.01 S pprn to 2.2 ppm. The higkst average in any one property was 
. . 
I . -  ppm. For the other properties, PCB levels averaged 0.2; ppm, 0.05 ppm, 0.04 pprn and non- 
dcrxt.  The PCB levels in the sediment are fzirly consisicnt throughout the lake and the soil 
I?v:ls are, for the mojt pan, lower. We've uszd the avfiage sediment le\.el of 2 pprn to evzluxc 
sz?osures and risks. Using this value is likely to ovcrtjtimate, rather than underestimate, 
: . \xsurcs and risks. 

:'::?if can be espojed to PCBs in contaminated sediment or soil by incidentally eating some soil 
,,: <:dinlent or by absorbing PCBs through thz skin. iVc estimated the average daily amount of 
PCBs that a six-year-old child would take into the body if hc or she were exposed to sediment or 
soil containing 3 pprn of PCBs. Using procedures outlined by the U. S. Environmental 



Protection Agency (EPA) anid the exposure assumptions sho~vn in Table 3, the amounts would be 
about 0.008 micrograms of FCBs perlkilogram of body weight (mcgkg) through incidentai 
ingestion and 0.003 rncflg bhrough t.le skin. We also evaluated the health risks associated with 
these amounts. These intake,; are abost 500 times less than those that have caused health effects 
in animals (see figure). 

One factor that is important is1 this evz luation is that the amount of soil-bound PCBs absorbed 
through the skin and into the ~ o d y  is r9latively low, particularly compared to absorption after 
ingestion. Studies in animals,and hurr,ans consistently show that about 90% or more of ingested 
PCBs (not bound to soil) are absorbed,into the body (ATSDR, 1998). A study with rats suggests 
that the percent absofptipn of soil-bouqd PCBs when ingested is 70 - 90% (Fries et al., 1989). In 
contrast, an estimate of the pemrcent absl,orption of soil-bound PCBs (as Aroclor 1242 or Aroclor 
1254) applied to monkey skin,is about 14% (Wester et al., 1993). 

Ex~osures from Air 

People could breathe in PCBs that evaporate into the air or that are on small airborne sediment or 
soil particles. General Electric (GE) rn~asured air for PCBs at Nassau Lake at three locations on 
the shore during the summer oC 1997. Jjy taking the samples in the summer, GE increased the 
likelihood of finding PCBs in nhe air. No PCBs were detected in the air (detection limit of 0.003 
micrograms per cubic meter oft air). Th:tse results are not surprising because PCBs, especially the 
.4roclor 1260 at Nassau Lake, do not repdily evaporate. Also, we would not expect people to 
breathe in many small soil part:icles bec+use the sediment/soil is likely to be damp and small 
panicles are not likely to be produced. :Ziven these data and conditions at Nassau Lake, 
inhalation exposure is unlikely to be im7ortant. 

. - - - - - 

1 Exoosures from Water 

iviih one exception, PCBs have not beell] detected in the water at Nassau Lake. The detection 
limit for PCBs was 0.022 micrqgrams ps:r liter (mcfl). One sample of lake water taken on 
No\.ember 18, 1993, durins h e q ~ y  runoff contained 0.053 rnczgL. This is below the drinking 
lvater standard of 0. j mc@. Given the:,e data, Lve believe that exposure to PCBs ~vhilz 
zl~imrning in the wzter is unlikely to be ,.mponant. 

Tk!s assessment evzlu~tes data tlo detemjne the potential for PCBs to cause health effects in 
?eople living at Kassau Lake. Vnczrtain:ies zre inherent in any esposilrc. or risk assessment. In 
:!I!s ?ssessment, unccnainties are: associa;ted nith the data on PCB levels in sediment, soil, air 
::j v.?tzr; some of the assurnptllons used to estimatz esposure; the tosicolo~ical data on PCBs; 

3 -  4 : 'A>  - ...- human esposure studies In przppring this asssssment, lve uszd ~vhat we consider to bz 
. -d  ... '- -a- -,t available scizntific data and 1ikel:y overestimated, rather than underestimated, e.uposures. 



2. PCB Levels  in P e o p l e  Living Near  PCB-Contaminated S e d i m e n t  or Soil 

Many studies have measured PCB levels in the blood serum of peopls potentially exposed to 
PCBs. Some studies were of people who were exposed because of specific activities, such as 
their occupation. Other studies looked at people living near contaminated areas. The studies 
show that certain types of activities increase PCB levels in serum above serum PCB levels in 
the general population. These activities include working wvith PCBs, eating contaminated 
food (e.g., fish), playing with contaminated electrical parts, living on a farm with 
contaminated silos, or living with someone who was exposed at work (ATSDR, 1998). A 

. few studies examined PCB levels in serum of people who lived near sites with sediment or 
soil containing PCBs.(see Tables I &d 2). The soil or sediment PCB levels at these sites are, 
for the most part, much higher than the PCB levels at Nassau Lake. At all sites, the PCB 
levels in the people's serum were not above levels in the general population, except for those 
people who engaged in the activities listed previously (e.g., eating PCB-contaminated fish). 
At one site (Housatonic River Area in Table 2). serum PCBs levels in people engaged in 
activities associated with soiWsedirnent exposure (yard work, gardening, canoeing) were 
similar to those of people who did not engage in such activities. 

These studies have limitations and cannot be considered definitive. Only a small number of 
people Lvere in the studies and only two studizs included children (Yaffe and Reeder, 2989, and 
one study in Stehr-Green et al., 1988). 



Table 1. Summary  of Biomonitoring D3t3 on Popu13tions Living S e a r  PCB-Contaminated Sites 
(Adapted from Stehr-Green et a]., 19SS). 

I 1 I Blood Serum PCB Levels in People 1 

People \\-ith h e  g e l t e s t  reponcd kequcncy 22d dur3tioa oi3cti\i;ics t h t  might lead to cont3ct \tith 
cont3;r?im;;.d ~ c ~ s ;  d3ts f ~ i  non-:\.orkerj o;?!? escept i s r  S e h j t i m ,  Pickens, 2nd hIxion.  

- .  - - - - 
" 

.-\i th;. t i x e  o i  tkc j ~ d i c j ,  nlojt p topl t  tvifnos: oicup~rion31 cspojure h2d serum PCB I e ~ c l s  in rhc lo\\. ppb 
-,-,... \\..i -... . . .... ,... d1.5 It\.clj brn\.crn 5 - 7 ppb ,:d 95% of tkr l ~ \ . e l j  \\.ere belo\\. 30  ppb (5% tvcre 30 pub o r  
, -! , '.. -1 L L .  ) .  

+ 

"' Sites lvhcrc .-\TSDR (Stch-Grcea c: :I., 1955) did not Piad 3 ~ t ~ t i j t i ~ 3 1 1 y  s i g i t i c l n t  increased p i ~ p ~ r r i ~ n  of  
non-ocr iup~ t ion~ l ly  esposcd people \vith s c x x  PCB I c ~ c l j  subjt2nti3lly 3bovc bxkground  levels (i.e., the 
? ;opo i t i~n  o i p c c p l c  with serum PCB Is\.rls 1 0  ppb or :bovc \ V ~ S  not signific3ntly different fiom the expectcd 
7:oporiIo:I o f  34',). 

I " 

\ . 5i'K \S:ri::-Green r t  3!.. I9S6) cocld 110; Z2i5 r l r v ~ : e d  Ic\.t!j in people to any specific environmcnt~l 
..~\::-i\;;:::~t:or1.I[) routr oirsgosur:  ji;lilcii?g contsct \virh conr.min3tcd soil'scdimcnts) \vith the possiblc 

;.\crli;:o;l of  pcopls \vho rc:~ortcdl!. jzlvscrc! ::ct3\ i r o n  disc~i i ied  rlccrricsl equipment; 10% o i  the peoplc 
kt,! Ic\.cls 70 pph or ~ b o v c  \\.hich i j  ns t  ji~!i5.~.1ntly (p = 0.12) difi;.rcnt tiom the proponion cspcctcd (555) ;  
.-\TSOS i;.;o;~:ri~;.ndrd ai!.iitio;~~l sr\:di;.j td :':d out ss:rc;.s o f r saosurc .  

Site 

?:~i;)lc \\.!lo 3ic I x ~ c  snlount.; ot'locally-c2qi1: scaiool? h ~ d  higt~ci  PCB I C V C I ~  than pcoplc who did not cat 
. 1?1us. thc prinl:ir). soursc of  cr~viro:.z~i.i~t.?I cs?osur: \\.3j dsrcrrnir~cd to bc the consumption o f  

. s.::.l::::::~ttci scaidod (Trllrs, I9S2: scc T~bl; .  2 for follo\v-up study); 21% o i t h c  pcoplc had lcvcls 1 0  ppb or 
c \\;h~c'll 1s s i p i  tic3ntly (p < 0.05) diifcrtnt iron1 the rspcstcd proponion o i j % ) .  

illaximum On- 
Site Soil (ppm) 

Sires tvirlr IVO Erkience of lir creased H~ttnan Serum PCB Levels*** 

ilIasimum Off- 
Site Soil (pprn) 

Sebastian, -4R 
\i:ayne, G.4 
Norfork, hL4 
Ashtabula, OH 
.Illegheny PA 
Chester, P.4 
Pickens, SC  
hla-ion, IPV 
hlonroe, N (3 
sitrs)g 

with Highest Esposure Potential* 

no data 
- -  - 3,436 

220,000 
no data 
32.000 
36,000 
no data 
22.226 

333,000 

&umber of 
People 

Sires ~t-irlr Evidence o f  Increased Hunran Serunr PC8 Levels 

133,000 
119 
3 

0.1 

Geometric 
mean 

(ppb)** 

s e t \ .  Bedford 
f i t t tpon) ALAS: 

Percent 
Below 

20 ppb** 

20 
4 
S9 
57 

99,000 no d3t3 

5.8 
5.1 
4.1 
4.1 

1,106 I 9 

4 2 

100 
100 
100 
100 

2.7 
5.3 
2.6 
5.0 

9.0: 

6.100 
130 
205 

3,500 

100 
95 
96 
96 

9% 

- 7 7 - 
27 
24 

5 1 

1~~ -u 79# 



Table 2. Conclusions R e p r d i n g  E';urnan Blood Serum PCB Levels in Populations Living Xear 
PCB-Contaminated Sites in irvlassachusetts and Canada. 

Study Enviro~nrnen tal' Con tarnination Stud:. Conclusion 

Housatonic 
River Area 
PCB Exposure 
Assessment 
O P H ,  1997) 

Sediment C1OS sam7les; 0-0.5 inches in 
depth; over4 miles pf the most heavily 
c~qtaminatled river weas): Five areas 
(rnems) = 20,20, 3Ci, 15, 3.1 pprn 
Soil (957 samples; qll depths, floodplain 
soil sampling of sarr'e river areas as 
above): Fivlt areas (means) = 12,22,22, 

Serum levels of individuals with 
highest potential for exposure to 
PCBs born daily activities in and 

Greater New 
Bedford PCB 
Health Effects 
@lDPH, 1957; 
hviiller et al., 
1991) 

I 
I S o w o o d  - _. 

7 - 
Public 
Esposurz 
.-\jj?ssment 

: Program 
i OLDPH. 199 

Ho t-spo t sediment contamination levels 
were >200,000 pprn. Mean seafood 
levels = 13 11 pprn. Ertls were as high as 
730 ppm, ard lobstelis were as hizh as 
6 s  PPm 

Initial surfac:c soil sa.nples (before 
remfdiation:'~ were a s  high as 1 10,000 
220,000 p p i ~ .  Off-si;te soil samples 
nzar 3 residences were 0.1 ppm, 
0.1 ppm, and 1.6 ppql 

around area were generally within 
the background range for non- 
occupationally exposed US 
populations; occupational 
exposures increased sigificantIy 
serum levels; other activities 
(including eating fish, gardening, 
other yard work, canoeing) did not 
increase sigificantly serum levels 
The proponion of elevated serum 
PCBs in the sample of residents 
was found to be typical of non- 
occupationally exposed urban 
populations in the US; eating 
locally-caught seafood increued 
serum levels 

Serum levels found in the Nor\vood 
population iverz well within the 
normal range o i  the typical non- 
occupationally exposed US 
population 

I 
Soil 
Contamination 
:? Toronto . . .. 
: : A I i z  and 
X?:dzr, 19S9); 

, j t ~ d v  arza 
\i.iihin 500 
c~:t-.:s of a 
I x r  that had 
::;:2 PCBs 

Stu$y Control 
Soil Levels Xre:a Area 
So .  szmplej; 2:; 2 0 
KO. < 0.1 pp~rn - 1 15 
No. > 0.25 ptpm ;i 2 
Mas 2.:' ppm 0.35 ppm 

30 children from study area and 
3 1 children hom uncontaminated 
area similar in zge and sex 
distribution and similar in exposure 
potentials (including via breastinilk, 
fish consumption, soil contact, and 
parental occupation) shoived 
similar serum levzls of PCBs, m d  
all levels were coinparablz to those 
of other children with no knoun 
PCB csposurc cscept the .her ican  



Table 3. Assumptions for Estimating Exposure to PCBs in Kassau Lake Soil and Sediment. 

I Parameter Value 

- 

Exposure fiequency 

k e a  of exposed skin 

( Average body weight of 6-year old child 1 22.6 kilograms 

Dermal Erposure Ass~rn~ptions 

5 days per week; 4 months per year (mid-May 
through mid-September) 
lower legs, feet, forearms and hands (281 1 
square centimeters) 

Soil-to-skin adhereride-factor 

Fraction of PCBs dermally absorbed fiom 
soiVsedirnent 

1 Ingestion Exposure Assunlptions 

0.2 milligrams of soil or sediment per square 
centimeter of skin 

0.14 (14 percent) 

I .-ount of outdoor soilisediment ingested ( 60 milligrams per day 

Exposure fiequency for ingestion of outdoor 
soi Vsediment 
Exposure frequency for ingestion of outdoor 
soilisediment tracked indoors 

1 .i;nount of indoor soilissdiment ingested 

5 days per week; 4 months per year (mid-May 
throuph mid-September) 

365 days per year 

1 0  milligarn; per dsy 
- _ I  I 

i Fzction of PCBs absorbed fiom ingested 
5~iL;ssdirnent 1 (100 percent) 

I 
.Average body weight oi6-year old child 1 22.6 kilogram; 



Comparison of  PCB Intakes Causing Heath Effects in Animals to Estimated PCB Human 
Intakes. 

Lon;g-term Exposure 
(gr5ater than 14 days) 

Effects in Daily Intake Human 
Animals ' (mcg/kg/day)" Exposure 

liver cancer in rats - .- 

1000 

effects on brain chemistry -.- 

liver toxicity; skin and - .- 100 
organ toxicity in offspring; 
neonatal mortality 

reduced birthweight - - I 
of offspring; efiec:s 
on offspring behavior 

1 0  

I 

There is some evidence of  
a link between a mothets 
intake of  PCBs and a slight 
effect on her children's birth- 
weight and behavior, but 
quantitative data on daily 
intakes are not available and fhe 
effects of  exposure to other 
chemicals on the children is not 
fully understood. 

reproductive and skin - 
toxicity; efiects on behaviol: 

. - . - . .  - - - - and immune system; 
efects on oEs?iing skin 1 child intake from fish at FDA limit of 5 ppm' 
and immune system I 

adl~lt intake from fish at FDA limit of 5 ppml 

child intake at N Y S  DOH drinking water 
standard of 0.5 mcg/LZ 

0.01 zdult intake at N Y S  DOH drinking 
water standard of 0.5 mcglL2; child 
intake from ingestion of and dermal 
contact with soil/sediment at 3 ppm3 

. - 
- - s ?  ?-4c:s are listed at the lowest lev& at which ),hey wsre first observed. They may also be seen at higher levels. 

... . _ _ ^  .m.-.,~:zms.of PCBs per kilogram body weight per gay (ccglkglday). 
' =?:.I is  parts per million. Intake based 018 70-kg adplt ez5r.g 0.5 pound of fish per month and 22.6-kg child eating 0.3 pound 

z i  5sk ?sr month. The PC3 concentration in fish (:i ppm) is based on data for largemouth bass collected from Nassau Lake 
- :;;7. 

2 . 5  :ased on 7049 adult drinking 2 litars of wate,r pcr dzy and 22.6-kg child drinking 1 liter of water per day at 0.5 
- :.: 1-2.7s ?C3s per liter of water (0.2 mccjlL). 

L,--!.--lL--!--L!A..4. -A. 
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Responsiveness Summary 

Dewey Loeffel Site 

Operable Unit 2 

Attachment 3 

Contaminated Groundwater 

Zone of Influence 
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Euot SRIZER 
Ananey Ccnenl 

STATE OF NEW YORK 
O ~ C E  OF THE A ~ K V E Y  GENERAL 

November 22,2000 

Hon. ?bornas 3. McAvoy 
United States District Judge 
Northem District of New York 
Federal Building 
15 Henry Street 
Binghamton, NY 13901 

Re: !%ate of New York. ct A. v. General Electric Corn~anv 
89-CV-1135 

Dear Judge McAvoy 

. .v - - - - - This letter responds to the questions posed by the Court in its November 8,2000 Order. 
We fint briefly discuss background events that have a bearing on how remedial efforts will 
;:oceed in this litigation. 

In the 1950s a d  1960s. Dewey Loeffel and m m b m  of his.family disposed of about 
36,OOCI tons of chemical wastes at a site they owned in the Town of Nassau, Rensselaer County, 
.-.ow known u the "Loeffel landfill". Loeffel obtained the majority of the w v t e  fiom General 
EIccmc ("GE")- approximately 37,530 tons of chlorinzted solvents, waste oils, PCBs, acids and 
b s c s ,  and heavy metal sludges. Loeffel also accepted wastes f?om Schenectady Chemicals, Inc 
(now known as Schenectady International), Bendix Corporation m d  a number of other sources. 
Contaminants kom the landfill entered the groundwater and surface water because of improper 
disposal. In the late 1970s, the State discovered the prcstnce of PCBs and other contaminants in 
surface water runoff born the site as well as in sediments, fish m d  other zquatic life d o m e a m  
in  50th the Valatie Kill and Nassau Lake. 

The 1980 Aereement Between GE and DEC 

In an agreement between GE and the New York State D e p m e n t  of Environmental 
Conservation ("DEC") s i y e d  on September 21, 1980,uld covering seven hazardous waste sites - -- - 
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in northeastern New York Staue ("Seve,n Site Agreement"), GE committed, inter alia. to: (1) 
perform a field investigation a: and a rogd  the Loeffel Site to determine the areal and vertical - 

extent of contamination; (2) pnepare an,cngineering report summarizing all data developed in the 
course of the field investiptio;~ and thin recommending a remedial p r o w ;  and (3) present a 
preliminary plan and schedule for implpentation of the remedial program, and provide a .  . 

estimate of the cost of such implcmcnta$ion.' 

GE subsequently-hired v consulthg engineering firm to conduct an investigation and - 
prepare the various reports reqr;ircd by t,be Seven Site Agreement. Ma DEC approved GE's 
final plan for hplcmcntation o~f a remecjal program, GE paid DEC $2.33 million towards 

. remedial construction, monitoring andqaintenance of the site, and obtained a qd i f i ed  release 
from further legal liability (desmbed bejow). The State also pursued Schcnectady Chemicals 
and Bendix, 'and collected appmxirnateljl S550,000 h m  those two entities. 

. . 
DEC then hired a contm,ctor to ixyplcnicnt the remedial program. A 53 million 

construction program was comp~leted in t:he fall of 1984 which sealed off the dump site f%m the 
surrounding environment. To stop the qigration of hazardous chemicals, S tate contractors . . : 
capped the site ahd cnclosed~'15 acres with a 3,200 foot long trench dug as far down as 75 feet 
Thc trknch was filled with a clah and soi1.mixture designed to insulate source contaminants h m .  
surrounding groundwater. A cla,y cap w+s built that keeps out rainwater and prtvaits toxic 
chemicals fiorn evaporating into the air 0.7 washing away in the surface runoff. A system 
desiged to collect contaminatedl water (lyachate) fiom within the containment system was also 

. - .  . - -  ---installed, as were groundwater wells to m;mitor containment effectiveness over time. 

In exchange for preparins the req@ed reports and paying DEC, GE was provided a 
release £rom any " claim, demand, remedj,:, or action whatsoever" against GE which DEC may 
have "relating to or arising fiom GE's diqosal of waste at the Loeffel site". However, the 
consent order included a "reserva,:ion of ri:&ts" clause which preserved DEC1s rights to sue GE 
with regard off-site impacts, as f~llows: 

"Nothing herein shall be construed as barring, diminishing, 
adjudicating, and ~I ; I  any waiy affecting "...(3) PEC's] ri&t to bring 
any action of any kjnd withrrespect to areas or resources that may 
have been affected as a result of the release or migration of 
hazardous waste fism such isites."' 

I GE's plan was also required tc include~provisions for: (1) long-term maintenance and 
;nonitoring of the site, including procedure;; to determine the success or failure of the remedial 
p r o w ;  (2) collection, treatment md dispsszl of any leachate generated at the site; and (3) the . 

phrjical security of the site. 

'Many of these background facqs are set tforth in the 1992 Stipulation and Order of Partial . . . . . 
Settlement, discussed &. 



This Action 

In 1989, relying on the above-referenced reservation of rights, the State filed suit against 
GE under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act, 42 
U.S.C. 9601, et sea., as amended (CERCLA, or the federal Superfund law), and State common 
law, based on the State's d e t d n a t i o n  that PCBs and other wastes had migrated h m  the 
Loeffel Site prior to its encapsulation. In 1992, the parties entered into a stipulation approved by 
.the court obligating GE to: (1) conduct an expansive investigation of the extent of contamination 
in the drainageways fhdiog away f b m  the Loeffel Landfill; and then (2) rscommcnd a remedial 
program. With the state's approval, GE prepared and submitted separate Remedial Investigation 
and Feasibility Study reports for (a) groundwater adjacent to the landfill and @) surface water, 
sediment and biota GE has also proposed remedial activities for both (a) and @). We have 
reported these activities in detail in our quarterly status reports to the Court. 

With this background in mind, the State provides the following answm to the Court's 
questions. 

1. Provide an estimate to the Cour! with 1 reasonable degree of cehainty when . 

a final ROD willbe prepared with respect to the groundwater and, based - 
upon such estimate, p;ovide an estimate when the work under such plan 
would commence; 

. - .  - - DEC has advised me that i t  \tn:Il issue 2 Record of Decision for the Imdfill and 
. - .  

-3oundwater - by January 31,2001. 

When the work under the ROD will commence is dependent upon a number of factors, 
~ncluding whether the State or GE implements the remedial p r o m  (discussed below). 
Whichever party does the work, prior to actual constmction a Remedial Design ("RD13 must be 
prepared. The RD establishes the size, scope md character of the remediation planned for a site. 
Tne level of detail and form of the remedial design depends upon the mandates of the ROD, and 
h e  complexity of the remedial project to be implemented. In this case, the remedy will likely 
:zvolve intrusive work into a hazardous waste landfill which requires careful consideration of 
c ~ z s n c t i o n  means and methods as well as contingency plans. The RD includes preparation of a 
Dcsig Report and the Plans and Specifications. The Design Report establishes all of the basic 
pxmeters (including supponing engineering evaluations and calculations) related to each 
p'ny~ical component of the remedy such as thz size of a i y  beanent  units, depth of collection 
s)stcm piping, etc. The Plans and Specifications are documents which describe and depict 
?:ccisely what must be built. The Plans and Spzcifications enable DEC to solicit competitive 
5!cs for construction; bids are then solicited and a consmction contract is awarded. The RD will 
i j o  include project schedules and project costs, appliczble community and worker health and 
s2:c;)i plans, confirmation sampling plans, and site restorztion plans. Given the complexity of the 
remedial program, i t  will likely be several years between the date of the ROD and the date that 
acruz! construction of the remedy commences. 



As noted above, GE conducted the remedial investigation pertaining to the landfill 
containment system and adjacent groqdwater, and proposed a remedial program to the State in 
June 1998. However, pointing to the rslease born liability contained in the Seven Site 
Agreement described above, GE has repeatedly disclaimed liability for implementing any remedy 
to be contained in the forthcoming ROB. It is possible that GE may agree to implement the ROD 
in the context of a largcr, "global" s e n l + ~ ~ ~ t  of all claims in the litigation. Alternatively, GE - 
could file a motion in this a c t i ~ n  or a pi,oceeding under Article 78 of the New York Civil Practice 
Law and Rules (CPL,R) after issuance qf the ROD claiming that the remedial program in the 
ROD is arbitmy and *pricious, not bqcd on substantial evidence, a id  the like, per CPLR 7803 .' 
(3) or (4). Similarly, the State zould filt: a motion in this action seeking a ruling that the Seven . 
Site Agncmcnt does not excus,: GE 6rog implementing the remedy containd in ihe ROD; the 
State may also decide to name Schcncctpdy International as an additional defendant in this 
action.' The State will be discussing t h e e  issues with GE over the next few months. If t h m  is 
no a p e m e n &  the State will s p a d  public funds to initiate the RD process, to the extent such 

- 

funds an: available. 

2. Provide a repo~f  as to t3e status of the P W  regarding the surface water, 
" sediment, and bliotrc. 

The State contin~es to wqrk on the PRAP, and DEC advises that it will issue a 
PRQ by &larch 30,2001. 

- - - - - 

3. Show Csusc why the Stsite cannot prepare 3 P R U  prior to next spring. 

Plexe see response to que~tion number 2. 

4. Provide a date upon whic,b the State will respond to GE's IRM. 

As stated in our October 2:;,2000 update to the Court, GE submitted a revised 
.i 2:k plan for Interim Remedial hicasures,on October 17, 2000. DEC has dcteimined that the 
..\ark plan is acceptable, and will issue a It.:ner to so advising GE by December 1,2000. As we 
dso st~ted in our October 25 Icttqr, oncc GE obtains the State's approval as well as the necessary 
~jprovds from the U. S. . m y  C u p s  of Eq*inecn, GE tcill prepare a request for proposal, sclect 
2 coritnctor, and initiatc the Rbi .  The tirying of thcsc activities w i l l  be somcwhat dcpcndent 
--.cn ~ ~ c s t h c r  conditions. Wc c s ~ c c t  thst >E w ~ i l l  more specifically respond to this question in 
. ;  r tTonsc to the Court's Order. 



J 

Of course, representatives of the State are prepared to meet with the Court to answer any 
further questions. 

Respecfilly submitted, 

. David A Munro 
-. .@istant Attorney General 

Bar Roll No.'] 02968 .. 

(5 18) 474-848 1 '. 
dan'd.munro@oag.stateny.us 

cc: Michael Elder, Esq.: GE 
Judith Brindle, Esq. - Counsel, Nassau Lake Homodwnm' Assn. 
Robert Smith, Esq. - Rcnsselaer County Attorney 
Philip L. Danaher, Esq:- Counsel, Town of Nassau 
Kenneth Dufty - Rensselaer Co. Environmental Managment Council 
Tom Tobia- President, Nassau Lake Assn, Inc. 
Eilecn Natoli - Supervisor, Town of Schodack 
Carol Sanford- Supervisor, T o w  of Nassau - .  - .  - - - .  
William Knight, Supemisor- Nassau Toxic Waste Cornminee 
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O'Brien & Gere Engineers, I:nc., 1981. Loeffel Site Engineering Report, prepared for the 
General Electric Company, October 188 1. 

O'Brien & Gere Engineers, Inc., 1953.. Contract Documents, Loeffel Site-Remedial Program, 
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