
P.O. BOX 552 CONTACT:
HUDSON NY 12534 SAM PRATT, 518.755.6624
HUDSONBAY@MAC.COM PETER JUNG, 518.755.4350

TO: Mr. Donald Alger, Chairman, and Members
of the Town of Greenport Planning Board

RE: O & G Industries, Inc., Site Plan Review Application
and Short Environmental Assessment Form

ON: Tuesday, 24 August 2010

Thank you for this opportunity to submit comments on the above-referenced
application materials, which are the subject of a public hearing being held this evening.
The Valley Alliance is an association of residents and businesspeople located primarily in the
Hudson-Greenport (12534) area. We are represented by attorney Warren Replansky, Esq.,
and submit these comments to supplement to his letter submitted on our behalf today.

As indicated in that letter, it is the position of our organization that the proposed
actions and their likely impacts require a full, long-form Environmental Assessment in order
to properly determine what type of action this constitutes under the State Environmental
Quality Review Act (SEQRA). Such a review would properly require a coordinated review
among a variety of local, County, State and Federal agencies and selection of a lead agency
to avoid illegal segmentation of the process. We urge the Board to take those steps and to
hold open the current comment period for 60 days or until such steps can be completed.

Additionally, our review of materials provided by the Board pursuant to a Freedom
of Information Law (FOIL request) indicate that the application(s) omit many necessary
facts, analyses and required responses, while also substantially misrepresenting the full
extent of the project’s likely impacts. In the remarks and attachments set forth below, we
seek to inventory some of these likely impacts, omissions, and misrepresentation. We note,
however, that comprehensive review of and comment about such issues can only be properly
made once a full, long-form EAF is prepared.

I. APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW

A. Incomplete application: The Application for Site Plan Review submitted by
Patrick J. Prendergast, P.E. on behalf of O & G, dated 9/9/09, is incomplete on its face:

(1) Information required of all applicants before the Board has been omitted from
the Town’s application form. For example:

(a) Page 1 requires that “if the applicant is not the owner, the owner must
complete the following” form. The portions for designating the owner of the property, the
property’s location, the owner’s signature authorizing the applicant to act on the owner’s



behalf, and the date of signing have all been left blank. Clearly, O & G is not the owner of
the property in question. Yet all of the foregoing necessary information is missing, despite
handwritten “Xs” appearing in the margin indicating the need for the foregoing information.
(Nevertheless, a letter sent by the Planning Board’s attorneys to the City of Hudson
Planning Commission in March 2010 (see remarks below) describes the application as
“Holcim US Inc. Proposed Commercial Truck Crossings - Rte. 9 and 9G.”)

(b) Page 3 concludes with forms for indicating the applicant’s name and a date.
These too have been left blank.

(c) Page 4 provides a form for the applicant’s signature and the date of signing.
(A handwritten “X” again indicates that a signature is needed.) These are blank as well.

(2) Regarding the SEQRA process, Page 4 of the Town’s application states in bold:
“Please be advised that submissions for site plan approval will not be considered to be
complete applications until all necessary SEQRA proceedings have been concluded.”
However, all necessary SEQRA proceedings have not been concluded. (Indeed, the section
of the Short EAF attached to the application intended for the Board’s responsses remain
entirely untouched at the time of this submission.)

(3) The minutes of the Planning Board’s July 27, 2007 meeting state, though no
record of a vote is recorded: “Public Hearing was set for August 24, 2010 at 7:30 p.m.”). The
plain omission by the applicant of required information, its failure to follow the application’s
boldfaced requirements regarding the conclusion of SEQRA prior to deeming an application
complete, the need for a full, long-form EAF, and the legal prohibition against segmentation
of SEQRA review all call for the public hearing to be held open and additional review and
requirements to be fulfilled.

(B) Inaccurate/misleading submissions: The Application for Site Plan Review
submitted by O & G fails to provide accurate information necessary for the Board to make
a reasonable and well-considered decision based upon a complete and factual set of data.
The descriptions of activities, impacts and other information are scant and misleading, con-
sidering that the project would introduce hundreds of new daily truck trips along a two-mile-
long corridor crossing three major regional arteries (Route 9, Route 9G, and the
CSX/Amtrak line). Examples of the relatively cursory and misleading nature of the submis-
sion include:

(1) Page 2 requires the applicant to provide a description of the project. The applicant
misleadingly characterizes the action under consideration as “improvements to existing
gravel roads.” However, there is no “existing” active and approved road on the site at this
time. The supposed “road” in question is an abandoned former railbed, which has not been
used for industrial or any other purposes since the closing of the Atlas Cement factory in
the mid-1970s. To our knowledge it has never been actively used or approved as a road
since the property was acquired by the Independent Cement Company (“ICC,” later St.
Lawrence Cement, and now Holcim U.S.); any use of such would be informal and extraor-
dinarily infrequent. Any such use of this long-dormant land as a road would be a major
change in both the nature and intensity of the use of the property. (See the continuation of
these comments on the Short EAF, below.) The status of the route as an abandoned former
railbed (as opposed to an “existing road”) is further demonstrated by the Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement which was submitted in April 2001 by the St. Lawrence Cement
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company, a subsidiary of Holcim. Chapter 12 of that application described the route as an
“inactive railroad bed.” Elsewhere, the route is variously described as a “former railway
alignment,” “the old rail right-of-way,” “the old rail line,” et al.

(2) Page 2 also requires the applicant to describe the “Character of Abutting Parcels.”
The applicant replies vaguely, “Mostly undeveloped.” The list submitted by the applicant
demonstrates the inaccuracy of the reply. For example, abutting neighbors include Harpoon
Holding, Inc., a/k/a Basilica Industria, a large performance and event space in a former in-
dustrial building (sold just this month to a developer with publicly-announced plans to
greatly expand activities at the abutting structure); the Hudson Correctional Facility; a very
large manufacturing space currently housing an architectural woodworking firm, studios,
et al.; an agricultural concern; a veterinarian’s office, and other substantially-developed
properties. In fact, Holcim’s own property includes offices for a Countywide development
agency. In addition to immediately-abutting neighbors, many other businesses and residents
in the Town and the City of Hudson would be potentially impacted by the project, along
with thousands of motorists using Routes 9 and 9G.

II. SHORT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM

A Short Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) is included with O & G’s site plan
application. For all of the following reasons, the answers to Part II of the form to be com-
pleted by the Board regarding “Impact Assessment” should result in a requirement that
the applicant(s) prepare a full, long-form environmental impact statement:

A. Wetlands: The Short EAF fails to make an inventory of known and designated
wetlands which would either abut the propose heavy haul road, or which would be traversed
by that road. The proposed route would traverse portions of the Regulated Freshwater Wet-
land HS-2, abut portions of HS-3 in Greenport near the Town’s water tower, and traverse
or immediately abut another mapped wetland near the outlet/inlet the Becraft Mountain
portion of the proposed road and Route 9. (Please see the attached materials from the NYS-
DEC’s Wetlands Mapping application regarding these three wetland areas, Attachments A-
1 through A-3.) NYS DEC guidance (at http://www.dec.ny.gov/lands/4937.html) states that
"To be protected under the Freshwater Wetlands Act, a wetland must be 12.4 acres (5
hectares or larger). [...] Around every wetland is an 'adjacent area' of 100 feet that is also
protected to provide a buffer for the wetland."

Furthermore, NYS Enviromental Conservation Law §24-0701 regarding wetlands permitting
activities provides that:

“2. Activities subject to regulation shall include any form of draining, dredging, exca-
vation, removal of soil, mud, sand, shells, gravel or other aggregate from any freshwa-
ter wetland, either directly or indirectly; and any form of dumping, filling, or
depositing of any soil, stones, sand, gravel, mud, rubbish or fill of any kind, either di-
rectly or indirectly; erecting any structures, roads, the driving of pilings, or placing of
any other obstructions whether or not changing the ebb and flow of the water; any
form of pollution, including but not limited to, installing a septic tank, running a sewer
outfall, discharging sewage treatment effluent or other liquid wastes into or so as to
drain into a freshwater wetland; and any other activity which substantially impairs
any of the several functions served by freshwater wetlands or the benefits derived
therefrom which are set forth in section 24-0105 of this article. These activities are
subject to regulation whether or not they occur upon the wetland itself, if they impinge
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upon or otherwise substantially effect the wetlands and are located not more than one
hundred feet from the boundary of such wetland. Provided, that a greater distance
from any such wetland may be regulated pursuant to this article by the appropriate
local government or by the department, whichever has jurisdiction over such wetland,
where necessary to protect and preserve the wetland.”

B. Kashaway Creek: The Kashaway Creek is also present in the area, and was de-
scribed as having a “central location within the SLC property” in the April 2001 St.
Lawrence Cement Greenport Project application to EnCon:

“Designated as Hudson River Tributary 198, Kashaway Creek is located in the central
west portion of the project site within NYSDEC wetland HS-2 and drains an area of ap-
proximately 8 square miles south of the City of Hudson. The region is sparsely popu-
lated and covered with fields forests, and orchards. The SLC property represents
roughly 15 percent of the watershed surface area. Kashaway Creek consists of two
main streams: an eastern stream that flows northward from its source on the northern
slope of Blue Hill into NYSDEC regulated wetland HS-2 and a western stream origi-
nating roughly one mile southwest of Blue Hill , which also flows northward, joining
the eastern stream within HS-2. After this confluence Kashaway Creek continues its
northerly flow through HS-2, eventually entering the Hudson River through South Bay.
NYSDEC has designated Kashaway Creek a Class C water body suitable for fish prop-
agation and survival and primary and secondary contact recreation. A well field sup-
plying Greenport Water District No. 1 is located near the eastern stream of Kashaway
creek. These wells may be occasionally recharged, in part by surface drainage from
the east stream watershed.”

C. Incomplete impact analysis: The Short EAF and supporting materials improp-
erly confine their analysis to cursory discussion of the grading of the abandoned railbed and
draining of ditches alongside it necessary to convert that route into a heavy haul road, and
several analyses of new traffic issues created at the proposed Route 9 and 9G crossings. No
mention is made of the other likely long-term significant impacts of the activity itself once
those “improvements” are made. Such impacts would be certain to include, at minimum,
fugitive dust from the passage of dozens of heavily-laden trucks passing both east and west
along an unpaved, two-mile-long road, noise, potential surface water contamination from
fuels and oils leaked by vehicles, alterations to a large amount of acreage from regrading
along two miles of the former railbed, et al. New grading alone of a two-mile would alter a
substantial acreage, potentially causing this to be a Type I Action under SEQRA. Such im-
pacts should be fully explored in a long-form Environmental Assessment so that the Board
can properly assess them, the public can comment, and a valid determination of the type of
action under SEQRA can be determined.

D. Incomplete/misleading responses: Other information contained in the EAF is
incomplete and misleading in several respects, as follows:

(1) Part I Item 5 of the Short EAF asks whether the proposed action is “New,”
“Expansion” or “Modification/alteration.” The applicant incorrectly characterizes the action
as “Modification/alteration.” As noted above regarding the Site Plan Review, the applicant
has misleadingly characterized the action under consideration as “improvements to existing
gravel roads.” Any such use of this long-dormant land as a heavy haul road would be a major
change in both the nature and intensity of the use of the property. Rather than a
“modification/alteration,” the action represents both a major new activity and an expansion
of other existing activities—namely the introduction of hundreds of heavy haul vehicles per
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day into a long-dormant area undisturbed by either rail or truck traffic for over 30 years a
new use which would also enable a major expansion of current mining on Becraft Mountain
by allowing the applicant to greatly increase the volume and frequency of blasting crushing
and other mining-related activities.

(2) Part I Item 9 incorrectly characterizes the “present land use in vicinity of
project” as solely “industrial.” As noted bove, the applicant’s own inventory of neighboring
parcels clearly indicates a wide variety of commercial and residential parcels in the vicinity,
as well as open space and agricultural uses.

(3) Part I Item 10 asks the applicant whether the action involves “a permit
approval or funding, now or ultimately from any other governmental agency.” The appli-
cant’s response is faulty in that it omits mention of the permitting authority of the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, City
of Hudson Planning Commission, Columbia County Planning Department, et al.

III. U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

O & G’s application materials include a one-page correspondence from from Brad
Sherwood, a Project Manager for the Upstate New York Section of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers. The text of the letter strongly suggests that the same defects in the application
materials before the Board which have been noted in our comments above (e.g. regarding
wetland impacts and the exclusion from review of likely long-term impacts from the activity)
also pertain to O & G’s representation of the nature of the project to the Corps. As such, we
recommend that the Board contact the Corps to discuss the action in greater detail, includ-
ing the potential impairment of wetlands HS-2 and HS-3, et al., and to discuss a coordinated
review under SEQRA instead of an improperly segmented one.

IV. CITY OF HUDSON

Town records show that a letter was sent by the Board’s attorney on March 9, 2010,
to Donald Tillson, Jr., Chairman of the City of Hudson Planning Commission, regarding the
“Holcim US Inc. Proposed Commercial Truck Crossings - Rte. 9 and 9G.” Like O & G’s ap-
plication materials themselves, the letter clearly indicates that the actions contemplated are
a single project or proposal which spans two towns.

The letter from Sonya S. Vanbortel of Rapport, Meyers, Whitbeck, Shaw & Roden-
hausen, LLP specifically requests that the Board “is in the process of considering a site plan
application for the proposed Holcim truck Route. We understand that a similar application
is pending before the City of Hudson Planning Commission for the portions of the proposed
route located in the City of Hudson.” The letter notes that the Board “is interested to know
the status of the site plan application pending before your Commission,” and specifically re-
quests a response from the City prior to the March 23, 2010 meeting of the Greenport Plan-
ning Board to discuss any outstanding issues with the applicant.

We support the Board’s request, as it properly began the necessary move toward a
coordinated review among multiple agencies for this project. To our knowledge, no such re-
sponse has been provided by the City. (Indeed, it is unclear whether O & G or Holcim have
yet submitted a formal application to the City at all.) Clearly, the Board was correct in wish-
ing to understand the full status of the project and to coordinate reviews with Hudson prior
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to discussing “any outstanding issues with the applicant,” since the proposal by the appli-
cant’s own admission spans both municipalities. As such, the public hearing should be held
open and steps taken to prevent an improperly-segmented review of the project.

V. CONTAMINATION & SITE VISIT

Longtime residents of Greenport and Hudson have brought to our attention that
when the Atlas Cement facility was closed in the mid-1970s, a great deal of equipment and
material was buried onsite around and behind their Route 9 facility. In particular, there are
many personal reports as well as some photographic evidence of disturbance of large areas
behind the former Atlas plant. (See the attached aerial photography, Attachments B-1
through B-4, taken at 40-degree angles from low-flying aircraft by Pictometry International
of Henrietta, New York, which supplies such images to the Microsoft mapping site
Bing.com.)

Evidence of contamination is also indicated in the records of the NYS DEC. (See the
attached information obtained via an Environmental Site Remediation Database Search,
listed under the Site Name “Independent Cement Corporation,” Site Code 411002, as part
of the State Superfund Program, Attachment C-1.) In July 1986, the report states that “the
discovery of leaking petroleum drums and transformers prompted the NYSDEC to conduct
an environmental investigation at the site,” and actions were taken to remove transformers
and contaminated soil including PCBs. In addition to PCBs, contaminants of concern at the
site include 1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE and xylene. As of 1995, while the DEC reported its
belief that all PCBs had been removed as of 1995, the report notes an ongoing concern
that:

“Improvements in analytical techniques and knowledge gained from site investigations
in New York and other states has led to an increased awareness of soil vapor as a
medium of concern and of the potential for exposures from the soil vapor intrusion
pathway. Based on this additional information, New York is currently re-evaluating pre-
vious assumptions and decisions regarding the potential for soil vapor intrusion expo-
sures at sites. As a result, all past, current, and future contaminated sites will be
evaluated to determine whether these sites have the potential for exposures related to
soil vapor intrusion. An evaluation has begun for the Independent Cement Corp. site.”

The report further states that while NYS DEC did not believe there were further con-
cerns onsite regarding PCBs, “A soil vapor intrusion investigation will be conducted to de-
termine if residual soil contamination with 1,1,1-trichloroethane is impacting soil gas.”
However, no conclusion to either of the above evaluations is included in the report. At min-
imum, we believe the Board should contact NYS DEC to determine the results, if any, re-
garding those remaining contamination issues, and insist upon a site visit to determine the
extent of disturbed areas where material was buried and their proximity to the proposed
heavy haul route, so as to determine whether the action would have any likelihood to disturb
hazardous materials.

VI. TRAFFIC ANALYSIS

The various traffic analyses provided by Creighton Manning Engineering (CME) on
behalf of the applicant strongly indicate, from their length alone, the need for a full draft
Environmental Impact Analysis to be prepared for this action. Traffic analysis is a highly
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technical and difficult process, one which the Valley Alliance’s directors became intimately
familiar with in the course of the review of the SLC Greenport Project. (Extensive adjudi-
catory hearings were held at Greenport Town Hall by Administrative Law Judge Helene
Goldberger in 2003 regarding the traffic impacts of that proposal.) The preparation of a
proper DEIS would allow interested citizens and parties the opportunity to retain experts
to evaluate the CME studies in their proper depth. However, even a cursory review of the
CME materials reveals major problems with the activity itself and potentially with the analy-
sis itself. For example:

A. Peak Hours: Page 6 of the CME report dated January 5, 2010, indicates that “the
project is estimated to generate a maximum of 28 truck trips during the PM peak hour that
will cross both Route 9 and Route 9G.” This would amount to a truck every 2 minutes at
these east-west crossings. At the 9G crossing, the report indicates that during the PM peak
hour, the volume of north-south traffic is 704 vehicles, or nearly 12 per minute. (Currently
the north-south traffic is unimpeded.) This raises a strong possibility of major traffic jams
and hazards at that hour; yet CME concludes that the “level of service” at these approaches
“will operate at acceptable levels,” and no mitigation is necessary. Such a conclusion may
be possible in the abstract, but it strains credulity for anyone familiar with that stretch of
road.

B. Traffic Hazard: Similarly, while the CME reports make some efforts to estimate
actual speeds of motorists on 9 and 9G (conceding that many motorists exceed the speed
limits), residents of the area know that these crossings present especially-difficult chal-
lenges. The reports appear to draw their conclusions from average or best-case conditions
rather than recognizing the extreme problems posed at these locations. In particular at the
9G crossing bordering with Hudson, the proposed crossing is deeply problematic, and pres-
ents a strong likelihood of traffic obstruction and accidents with the addition of a heavily-
trafficked truck crossing. The site of the proposed 9G crossing is located just north of a
long and steep downhill, where the speed limit drops some 20 mph. Motorists familiar with
this long downhill know that it is nearly impossible to meet the speed limit at the bottom of
the hill even if one “rides the brake” all the way down. Less-conscientious often arrive at
the flat portion of the road at speeds exceeding 60 or even 70 mph. If traffic becomes
backed up at the crossing toward the foot of the hill, the sightlines become even shorter, and
the time for a rider coming fast down the hill to slow down would be greatly reduced. There
would be a strong potential for rear-end collisions and “pile-ups,” even with the flashers
suggested by the Board.

C. Flooding/Emergency Preparedness: We also note that the CME studies fail to
note that the section of 9G slated for this truck crossing are frequently the site of flooding,
which can occur in most any season whether due to sustained rains, flash floods, or snow
melt. This is a more common occurrence at this location than most due to the sloped terrain
and the presence of the Kashaway Creek and HS-2 wetlands. This presents a further hazard
to motorists. Furthermore, no emergency preparedness or contingency plans are included
in the application to address accidents and times when this new intersection might require
either crossing guards or detours.

VII. HISTORIC & AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

The aforementioned incompleteness and misleading aspects of the application ma-
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terials also results in a neglect of potential impacts to historic resources on properties abut-
ting or in the vicinity of the project. For example, the Dr. Oliver Bronson House, which was
recently added to the National Register of Historic Places and the recipient of a large Fed-
eral grant for its restoration, is located on the grounds of the Hudson Correctional Facility,
which the applicant recognizes as an abutter to its proposal. However, no mention of the
Bronson House, let alone any discussion of possible impacts to it, have been submitted.
Similarly, the project could introduce new activities and potential impacts to local historic
properties and districts in Hudson and Greenport. The requirement of a full, long-form EAF
and a coordinated review with other involved agencies would be the natural steps to remedy
this omission.

Similarly, the application does not discuss whether the proposed action(s) would im-
pact any agricultural resources or districts, though at least one possible abutting agricul-
tural property owner is indicated in O & G’s inventory of abutters. Such information would
be essential at minimum to determining the threshholds for whether this is a Type I or Un-
listed action under SEQRA.

VIII. MINING

The action(s) contemplated clearly would have the potential to vastly expand the
scope, frequency and intensity of mining on Becraft Mountain. However, no reference is
made to this change of use in the application materials, and no analysis presented of its
impact on neighboring properties, water quality in the Town of Greenport, or other potential
issues which could arise from that change.

In communications with the City of Hudson regarding its draft LWRP, Holcim and O
& G have indicated that the volume of aggregate to be delivered along this route might
reach as high as 500,000 tons (one billion pounds) of aggregate per year, which we estimate
at some 4-5 times the maximum current level of annual activity. (In this context, we note
that during the review of the SLC Greenport Project, intervenor parties argued that the
large increase in mining activity related to that project should cause the mine to be “un-
grandfathered” for the purpose of the review. The Administrative Law Judge assigned to the
review agreed, and her ruling to ungrandfather the mine was upheld by then-NYS DEC
Commissioner Erin Crotty.)

Finally, The Valley Alliance would like to call to the Board’s attention the issue of
whether Holcim or its subcontractors have valid mining permits to extract the aggregate
which is the subject of this application. It is possible that some or all of the mining activity
being conducted under Holcim’s auspices on Becraft are unpermitted, which would render
the entire need for Site Plan Review of this project unnecessary.

During the adjudication of mining issues related to the Greenport project by NYS
DEC Administrative Law Judge Helene Goldberger, evidence came forth during “discovery”
of documents and testimony that called into question SLC’s ability to mine Becraft Moun-
tain. Since this mining activity is at the root of this present application, this unresolved
issue is of particular importance, since the activity in dispute could not otherwise occur. At-
torneys Jeff Baker and Marc Gerstman (for Friends of Hudson and the Hudson Valley Preser-
vation Coalition/Scenic Hudson) assembled a timeline of the history of mining on Becraft,
based on documents from Atlas Cement, St. Lawrence Cement/ICC, NYS DEC, et al. Their
timeline revealed that during the period when SLC was acquiring the property from Atlas,
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mining permits lapsed due to a lack of communication between the companies.

DEC staff later mistakenly reissued a permit to SLC in the 1980s, not realizing that
the lapse had occurred. Intervenor parties argued that the permits were thus invalid. The
lapse identified by Baker and Gerstman was explicitly acknowledged as having occurred in
Judge Goldberger’s issues ruling on mining impacts, but was deferred to other parties to ex-
plore and pursue as she had already ruled against SLC’s mining position on other grounds,
making the issue unnecessary for her to resolve in that particular context, but leaving it
open for future consideration. The lapsed permitting issue remains open and the entire ap-
plication would be moot if the Baker/Gerstman position were validated. By holding open
the public hearing and requiring a full, long-form EAF, the Board and interested parties will
have an opportunity to explore the issue fully.
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Environmental Site Remediation Database Search
Details
Site Record
Administrative Information
Site Name: Independent Cement Corporation
Site Code: 411002
Program: State Superfund Program
Classification: C
EPA ID Number:

Location
DEC Region: 4
Address: Route 9
City:Greenport    Zip: 12534
County:Columbia
Latitude: 42.232441761
Longitude: -73.786820709
Site Type: STRUCTURE LANDFILL
Estimated Size: 10.000 Acres

Site Owner(s) and Operator(s)
Current Owner Name: Independent Cement Corporation
Current Owner(s) Address: PO BOX 31
                                               CATSKILL,NY, 12414
Current Owner Name: U.S. STEEL
Current Owner(s) Address: PO BOX 31
                                               CATSKILL,NY, 12414
Owner(s) during disposal: U.S. STEEL
Owner(s) during disposal:Information not available
Operator during disposal: Independent Cement Corporation
Stated Operator(s) Address: ROUTE 9
                                                GREENPORT,NY 12534

Hazardous Waste Disposal Period
From: unknown  To: unknown

Environmental Site Remediation Database Search http://www.dec.ny.gov/cfmx/extapps/derexternal/haz/de...

1 of 3 5/31/10 4:51 PM



Site Description
This ten acre site is a cement plant in the Town of Greenport, Columbia County that was
operated by U.S. Steel until 1977 when it was purchased by the Independent Cement
Corporation (ICC). It is bounded by the east by Rt 9 and the Hudson River lies to the west. In
July of 1986, the discovery of leaking petroleum drums and transformers prompted the
NYSDEC to conduct an environmental investigation at the site. ICC began a removal action at
this time that resulted in the removal/disposal of all of the transformers and most of the
contaminated soils. Subsequent investigations done by ICC found residual soils with low
levels of PCB contamination at the site. ICC is planning to remove these contaminated soils
under a small IRM project. A ROD was signed in March 1995 calling for No Forther Action
after the remaining PCB contaminated soils have been removed. All PCB contamination has
been removed from the site as documented in the Remedial Action Report (Removal of PCB
Contaminated Soil) issued in July 1995. Improvements in analytical techniques and
knowledge gained from site investigations in New York and other states has led to an
increased awareness of soil vapor as a medium of concern and of the potential for exposures
from the soil vapor intrusion pathway. Based on this additional information, New York is
currently re-evaluating previous assumptions and decisions regarding the potential for soil
vapor intrusion exposures at sites. As a result, all past, current, and future contaminated sites
will be evaluated to determine whether these sites have the potential for exposures related to
soil vapor intrusion. An evaluation has begun for the Independent Cement Corp. Site.

Summary of Project Completion Dates
Projects associated with this site are listed in the Project Completion Dates table and are
grouped by Operable Unit (OU). A site can be divided into a number of operable units
depending on the complexity of the site and the number of issues associated with a site. Sites
are often divided into operable units based on the media to be addressed (such as
groundwater or contaminated soil), geographic area, or other factors.

Contaminants of Concern (Including Materials Disposed)
Type of Waste Quantity of Waste

1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE (F001) UNKNOWN
PCBS UNKNOWN
XYLENE (F003) UNKNOWN

Environmental Site Remediation Database Search http://www.dec.ny.gov/cfmx/extapps/derexternal/haz/de...

2 of 3 5/31/10 4:51 PM



Site Environmental Assessment
Hazardous waste has been removed to the satisfaction of the DEC and DOH.There are no
remaining environmental problems associated with the disposal of hazardous waste at this
site.

Site Health Assessment
It is unlikely that people will drink contaminated groundwater since the area is provided with
public water. Contact with site contaminants in soil is unlikely since PCB contaminated soils
have been removed and the site is in a remote area and is sporadically staffed. A soil vapor
intrusion investigation will be conducted to determine if residual soil contamination with 1,1,1-
trichloroethane is impacting soil gas.

For more Information: E-mail Us

Back to Search Results

Refine Current Search
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