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The Dalton site has one owner willing to allow development of the property. The Carroll West site had 
one owner willing to allow development of the site as of several years ago. An additional parcel or 
easement is needed to establish access to Route 3. The Carroll East site has two owners, one of whom 
had been known to be willing to consider development of the property, and the second owner has not 
been approached. The two separately owned parcels are needed to create a viable landfill footprint. 
The existing access road to the Shelburne site crosses through three parcels not owned by the landfill 
site owner who has recently listed the property for sale. The three parcels are owned by three separate 
entities. It is not known as to whether all three owners would be willing to sell or provide access 
easements, although a more environmentally intrusive road alignment avoiding these three parcels is 
possible. 

Table 2 Part 2 results indicate the Dalton site ranks first overall with the best access to a state highway, 
no downgradient sensitive receptors, most compatibility with surrounding land use, and a supporting 
landowner. 

4.4.3 Overall Scoring 
The Dalton site was first among the four candidate sites in the Part 1 and Part 2 scoring system by a 
wide margin and is the clear choice among the four candidate sites. 

5.0 ON-SITE MINIMIZATION OF SELECTED ALTERNATIVE 

The Granite State Landfill (GSL) footprint revisions evolved over a five-year span with the goal to minimize 
wetland disturbance while maintaining project justification. The project was a collaboration of permit team 
guidance and regulatory input and is detailed by a five-step process as described below. The seven 
concepts and sub-concepts are shown on Figures 19 through 30. Detailed design drawings of the landfill 
and required infrastructure area along with stormwater features are depicted on the 50-sheet design 
drawing plan set to be submitted with the full application. 

Overall minimization of the selected final footprint also included detailed design consideration of the 
infrastructure area and upgrading the access road and entrance on Route 116. The upgrades to the access 
road include substantial improvement to environmental considerations including wildlife habitat protection 
and functionality along with long term drainage considerations from a highway design perspective. These 
improvements to the site access road (Douglas Drive) and the entrance on Route 116 are shown on Sheets 
22 through 36. Minimization of indirect impacts involved balancing pre- and post-development watershed 
conditions downslope of the landfill, infrastructure area, and access road as presented in the separate 
Alteration of Terrain permit application submitted near concurrently with this Wetland application. 

5.1 Landfill Expansion Footprint 

Concept 1 – Desk Study 

The siting criteria were first applied to the GSL site during the desk study phase of work. The initial 
potentially viable landfill footprint is shown on Figure 19 as Concept 1. The footprint boundary shows 
the limits of excavation and filling associated with the lined landfill area and the perimeter berm and 
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access road. Stormwater ponds needed to manage stormwater runoff, replenish groundwater, and 
treat runoff water quality are shown separately outside of the footprint limits. It was assumed during 
this preliminary period that the infrastructure area could be constructed, and the access road upgraded 
without substantial additional wetland filling or disturbance. The Concept 1 footprint would not result 
in filling or permanent disturbance of NWI wetlands or perennial streams and surface water. The 
footprint complies with all NHDES siting criteria other than separation to field-delineated wetlands. 

The southern limits of Concept 1 were established to provide a 200-foot setback to an NWI designated 
perennial stream. A similar setback to NWI surface water established the western limits of Concept 1. 
The northwestern corner of Concept 1 was set back 200 feet from an intermittent stream and a nearby 
commercial sand and gravel mining operation located beyond the stream. Steep slopes limited the 
landfill footprint to the north, as well as a 100-foot setback to the property line shared with the managed 
forest area of Forest Lake State Park. The eastern limits of the Concept 1 footprint were set back 100 
feet from a ridgeline to situate the landfill within the Alder Brook watershed and outside of the Forest 
Lake watershed. 

Using the subsequently completed field-delineated wetland survey as a base plan layer, the landfill 
footprint of Concept 1 filled and permanently disturbed 40 acres of wetland, with required stormwater 
ponds resulting in an additional 3 acres of wetland filling or disturbance (not allowed by rules). Concept 
1 has a landfill footprint of 238 acres and a capacity of 67 million cubic yards (MCY). 

Concept 2 – Initial Site Visit 

During initial site reconnaissance it became apparent that the extent of perennial surface water and 
significant wetlands extended into the east-central portion of the Concept 1 footprint. As shown on 
Figure 20, the footprint limits were adjusted to avoid those areas resulting in a decline in footprint area 
to 219 acres. Landfill capacity declined to 44 MCY and footprint wetland filling and disturbance declined 
to 32 acres applying the subsequently completed field delineated wetland limits. The stormwater pond 
wetland filling and disturbance declined to about 0.2 acres or less. 

Concept 3 – Screening Level Design 

Subsequent site reconnaissance confirmed the likelihood that the perennial stream and associated 
wetland complex in the east-central portion of the footprint extended east to the existing site road used 
to access the sand and gravel mining operation in the northern portion of the site. The landfill footprint 
was reduced to avoid filling or disturbance in this area. Observations also indicated the existence of 
bogs/beaver ponds along the eastern portion of the southern landfill footprint limits. The landfill 
footprint limits were moved to the north in this area to provide the required NHDES setbacks to surface 
water. As shown on Figure 21, the landfill footprint area declined to 181 acres, wetland filling and 
disturbance declined to 19 acres applying the subsequently completed field delineated wetland limits, 
the stormwater pond wetland filling and disturbance was unchanged at about 0.2 acres or less. Landfill 
capacity declined to 32 MCY. 

Concept 4 – Preliminary Wetland Permit Level Design 
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The landfill footprint was developed to a Wetland Permit Level Design including grading of earthwork, 
and design of perimeter berms, swales, roadways and stormwater ponds and pond access roads as 
described above. The field delineated wetland survey was incorporated into existing conditions during 
these design efforts. The landfill footprint was reduced from Concept 3 to limit wetland filling and 
disturbance and to incorporate other features favorable to direct and indirect impacts: 

The landfill footprint was moved about 100 feet downslope and west from the ridgeline parallel 
to the eastern landfill limits relative to Concept 3. This change had the following results: 

Filling wetlands near the northeast corner of the landfill is avoided. 
The limit of waste is now 350 to 375 feet from the ridgeline, an additional 100 feet of 
separation from Concept 3, and about 190 feet from the Forest Lake Park boundary to 
the north. 
The landfill is situated farther from the Forest Lake watershed. 
The landfill is less visible, particularly from the eastern shore of Forest Lake. 

The southeast boundary of the landfill footprint was moved to the north to avoid a large wetland 
complex. This modification also reduces the landfill visibility from the southeast shore of Forest 
Lake. 
Stormwater ponds were added to the lowest southwest corner of the landfill to reduce indirect 
impacts to downslope wetlands and surface water. This change reduced the lined landfill area 
and extended the distance from the limit of waste to surface water and wetlands beyond what is 
required by NHDES regulation in this key location where leachate drains and be collected within 
the double-lined landfill. 
The limit of waste, or lined area of the landfill was set back at least 200 feet upgradient and 100 
feet downgradient from field-delineated wetlands to conform with NHDES siting criteria. This 
change reduced the landfill footprint from 181 acres to 173 acres and provided a larger buffer 
between the waste and the wetlands. The lined footprint within the overall landfill footprint was 
137 acres. 
The wetland setback criteria were modified to be based on topography rather than the 
groundwater phreatic surface. This change reduced the lined landfill area from 137 acres to 135 
acres and provided a larger buffer between the waste and the wetlands. 
A round of minimization took place during the regulatory feedback process. Low retaining walls 
were added at the toe of slope of perimeter berms in places, a few stormwater ponds were 
moved out of wetlands, and low retaining walls were added to pond access roads to reduce 
wetland filling. 

As shown on Figure 22, the overall landfill footprint was reduced to 173 acres, wetland taking declined to 
18 acres, wetland filling associated with stormwater ponds and pond access roads remained at about 0.2 
acres or less and landfill capacity declined to 23 MCY. 

Concept 5 – Wetland Permit Level Design 

NHDES, and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) regulatory feedback on Concept 4 required re-evaluation 
of the project scope and design from a three-phase project to a single development. The NHDES-WMD 
solid waste permit is by law limited to a 20-year period. In this instance that period would include 2 years 
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of construction and 18 years of operation at an annual disposal rate of 600,000 CY per year for a total 
capacity of 10.8 MCY. The previous Concept 4 plan included a three-phase landfill development to be 
constructed and built over a 38-year period. The USACE and the USEPA communicated in permit meetings 
that the master plan buildout of three phases would need to be understood at the time of application. 
However, the NHDES Wetlands Bureau needed to limit the permitting scope to a single development. 
Therefore, the project team could not reconcile the project schedules and scopes of the various permitting 
processes. 

With the new development, indirect impact to Alder Brook would be decreased, as detailed below. Alder 
Brook contains cold water brook trout habitat which would require that the project limit temperature 
increases among other runoff and groundwater discharge related impacts. Increased setback distances to 
the brook and abutting high value wetlands would mitigate warmer runoff temperature impacts and 
provide for additional treatment of overland flow from the landfill area. 

Concepts 5.1 through 5.3 are alternatives for an 18-year duration project that better aligns the required 
permit applications and durations and incorporates the following design changes to reduce potential 
impacts to Alder Brook. 

The lined landfill footprint is reduced to 70 acres from 135 acres. 
The distance from the lined landfill footprint to Alder Brook increases substantially for 2 of the 3 
alternatives. 
The total project area of disturbance, including landfill, infrastructure, stormwater, and roadway 
improvements is reduced to about 150 acres from 270 acres. 
The landfill operating duration is reduced to 18 years from 38 years. 
Wetland filling is reduced to 10 acres from 18 acres for two of the alternatives. 
Vernal pool filling is reduced to varying degrees for the alternatives evaluated. 
Stormwater pond surface area is reduced from 11 acres to 5 acres. 
Filling of intermittent streams is reduced for 2 of the 3 alternatives. 
A lined stormwater pond is added to the leachate handling portion of the infrastructure area to 
collect and contain any spills or breaches. 

In addition: 
The maximum landfill height is lowered by 20 feet to reduce visibility. 
White liner and tarp geomembranes will be employed during construction and operations rather 
than conventional black materials to cool surface water runoff. 
Trees will be planted around and in ponds and adjacent to swales to shade and cool surface 
water. 
To the extent allowed by the rules, the ponds are designed to infiltrate runoff into the ground to 
aid in cooling the water. 

5.2 Minimization of Selected On-Site Landfill Location 

The objective of Concept 5 was to develop a single-phase project within the 3-phase Concept 4 footprint 
that minimizes environmental impacts. , and 

wetland cover types and principal and 
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suitable wetland . We chose to avoid disturbing the high value wetlands associated 
with Alder Brook and its tributaries located west and south of the borrow pit access road, and to provide 

Three sub-concept alternatives developed for 
project consideration are shown as attached Concepts 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3 on Figures 23 through 25, 
respectively. Each concept would provide at least 10 MCY of capacity. 

On-site alternative selection matrices are provided in Tables 3 and 4. The matrices cover the seven 
concepts and sub-concepts developed. Table 3 contains selection criteria for filling of four wetland cover 
types, two stream types, and vernal pools. Table 4 contains selection criteria in acreage filled for 12 
principal and suitable functions and values. 

Regarding Table 3, Concepts 5.2 and 5.3 have less total wetland filling than Concept 5.1. Concepts 5.2 and 
5.3 fill about the same acreage of wetlands but differ in that Concept 5.2 fills more length of intermittent 
stream and fewer vernal pools than Concept 5.3. Regarding Table 4, again Concepts 5.2 and 5.3 fill 
significantly fewer total wetlands than Concept 5.1. Concept 5.2 fills a little less than Concept 5.3 of 
principal function/value wetland acreage, whereas Concept 5.3 fills a little less than Concept 5.2 in suitable 
function/value wetland acreage. 

Overall, Concepts 5.2 and 5.3 have similar scoring considering the summaries provided in Tables 3 and 4. 
Concept 5.3 was selected as the preferred alternative when considering regulatory requirements other 
than wetlands. Concept 5.3 is set back 700 feet farther than Concept 5.2 from the main branch of Alder 
Brook. The brook has been identified as a cold water habitat trout among other species. This additional 
buffer provides benefits to water quality in the stream by naturally filtering landfill area runoff through 
overland flow and allowing runoff from the landfill to cool over an increased distance through forested 
areas and via a longer path of groundwater flow. Additionally, the increased buffer provided by Concept 
5.3 provides longer groundwater travel times to Alder Brook and thus more time to study and remediate 
any releases detected in the monitoring wells located near the perimeter of the landfill. 

5.3 Infrastructure Area 

The infrastructure area and access road area of disturbance are shown on Figure 27. The infrastructure 
area includes truck scales, queueing, and staging areas; office and maintenance buildings; leachate storage, 
treatment and unloading facilities; a landfill gas to pipeline quality “natural gas” processing facility, and 
stormwater ponds. These infrastructure facilities are sited in upland areas and minimal wetlands are 
directly filled or disturbed by this portion of the project. Stormwater ponds are incorporated into the 
infrastructure site layout to control and treat runoff and to infiltrate groundwater to limit indirect impacts. 
In the recent design revisions, the infrastructure area has been consolidated into a smaller footprint and 
the distance from Alder Brook to the disturbed infrastructure area footprint increases to 1,600 feet from 
650 feet. 

5.4 Site Access Road (Douglas Drive) 

The existing 7,000-foot-long site access road is appropriate for truck traffic associated with the current soil 
and rock mining operations at the site. Modifications to the grade and alignment of the road are required 
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Group Pushes State To Re-Include Full Wetlands Impact Of
Landfill 
DES Public Info Session For Sept. 29 Moved To Online Only 

rblechl@caledonian-record.com Staff Writer 
Sep 24, 2021 

The Conservation Law Foundation, whose attorney, Tom Irwin, is pictured here in Littleton in 2018, was determined last 
week to have standing in its appeal against the state’s decision to allow Stage VI expansion for Casella Waste Systems’ 
landfill in Bethlehem. (File photo by Robert Blechl) 
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An environmental group that has been active in recent years in litigation against the Casella Waste 

Systems landfill in Bethlehem and the company’s proposed landfill in Dalton is pushing the state to 

re-include the full wetlands impact for the Dalton project. 

As a public informational session hosted by the New Hampshire Department of Environmental 
Services nears next week on the full scope of the Casella permitting processes, the Conservation 

Law Foundation is asking the department to clarify why it is suspending its review of Casella’s 

wetlands permit submitted in August 2020 for an “attempt to limit the scope of review to only one 

portion of the larger landfill development” and is arguing that DES is required under federal and 

state law to study the cumulative wetlands impacts of a project. 

On July 14, a public hearing on Casella’s wetlands permit application was hosted by DES in 

Whitefield, with the public comment period scheduled to end on Sept. 13. 

Under state law, DES is required to issue an approval or denial within 45 days following the end of 
the public comment period. 

On Aug. 26, however, the department contacted Casella to request that the company amend its 

application to include only the first phase and not all three phases of the proposed landfill that would 

permanently impact a total of 17 acres of wetlands. 

On Sept. 1, Rene Pelletier, assistant director of DES’s Wetlands Division, told The Caledonian-
Record that it is not uncommon for DES to request that applicants amend their applications as 

allowed under law and an amended Casella application makes it easier to coordinate multiple permit 
applications for a comprehensive review, requires the company to include more information in its 

application, and slows the permitting process, and DES doesn’t know if Casella will submit future 

applications to build phases two and three. 

He also said Casella engineer, Joe Gay was made aware before DES’s Aug. 26 letter that the 

department was not going to approve what the company deemed to be all three phases. 

Opponents of a landfill at the proposed site in Dalton, however, say the amendment shows that DES 

is working behind the scenes with Casella to avoid a permit denial, the department had already 

committed to a decision by the end of October 2021 (instead of an amended decision date in 

December 2022), and by excluding the full wetlands impact it will make it easier for DES to issue an 

approval. 
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Casella’s amended wetlands permit application is now expected to be submitted to DES by Dec. 15, 
2021. 

In its Sept. 10 letter to DES, CLF attorney Peter Blair said in addition to the 17 acres of impacted 

wetlands, a new landfill near Forest Lake State Park would involve the destruction of five vernal 
pools and the clear-cutting of more than 160 acres of forested land. 

Although CLF intended to submit substantive comments opposing the 2020 wetlands application 

detailing its concerns, CLF will not be submitting comments on the original application since it 
appears that DES will not be considering it, said Blair, who requested that DES clarify the procedural 
process and provide it and other members of the public a reasonable extension of time for 
submitting public comments. 

Objecting to DES’s position that it’s unknown if Casella will return for phases two and three, Blair 
said Casella has “articulated a clear intention to develop the project beyond Phase One” and “the 

2020 wetland application repeatedly outlines a well-developed plan for the construction and 

operation of a large landfill developed in three phases.” 

“The department’s approach of dividing up and segmenting the full project review into smaller 
individual parts will ignore the true scope, scale, and severity of the proposed action,” said Blair. 
“Therefore, the department must consider the full scope of impacts from the entire project. This will 
ensure that the department (1) is not illegally segmenting the project in a manner that renders the 

review process inconsistent from that of federal agencies, and (2) is considering all cumulative 

impacts as required by [DES rule] Env-Wt. 302(a)(16).” 

Only focusing on the first phase is prohibited under the National Environmental Policy Act and will 
create a divide between the federal and state permitting process that would be in direct contrast to 

one of the department’s primary reasons for requesting a new application in the first place, and 

would not advance DES’s other stated objective of ensuring a holistic review of the impacts on water 
resources, he said. 

Studying the full impact of the Casella proposal “will also protect the department’s credibility in its 

regulation and permitting of activities affecting wetlands,” said Blair. 

“Simply put, a segmented approach that fails to consider the true, foreseeable impacts of the project 
would create the very real impression that the department is more interested in ‘getting to a yes’ with 

the applicant than providing important regulatory protections for the state’s wetlands resources,” he 
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said. 
It is currently undetermined if CLF will file litigation against DES if the department proceeds with the 

amended application and new timeline. 

In February at Merrimack Superior Court, CLF filed a lawsuit against DES in an effort to stop the 

state from approving any new or expanded landfill until the state updates its solid waste 

management plan, which was last updated in 2003, and abides by a law mandating a 40-percent 
reduction in waste land-filled by the year 2000, a goal that has not been met. 

The superior court litigation was triggered by DES’s approval in October 2020 of another phase of 
expansion at Casella’s landfill in Bethlehem and the company’s application submitted in February for 
a new commercial landfill in Dalton. 

In May, a judge dismissed the lawsuit. 

A lawsuit filed in federal court in 2018 by CLF against Casella for alleged violations of the Clean 

Water Act at the company’s Bethlehem landfill remains pending. 

On Sept. 13, Amy Manzelli, attorney for the North Country Alliance for Balanced Change, which 

opposes the site in Dalton for a landfill, issued a letter to DES’s Wetlands Bureau regarding 

Casella’s wetlands application. 

“This application has run its course with DES and is still not approvable,” she said. “The requested 

amendment in an effort to make it approvable clearly violates the point that the review of 
environmental impacts should have a logical ending point. It appears as if DES has requested this 

amendment because the application is not approvable as-is. If this is the case, then DES should 

simply deny the application rather than coaching the applicant into creating an approvable 

application. That is not the role DES should be playing, nor is it appropriate.” 

Manzelli said NCABC spent the last year working diligently to bring the issues of Casella’s original 
application to the attention of DES, and now that year is wasted because of the amendment. 

“DES should require the applicant to provide information about the entire project, all three phases for 
all permits (air, solid waste, and wetland state permitting, as well as all federal permits),” she said. 
“This would be the most accurate way to evaluate all of the impacts to natural resources so that all 
of the agencies with permitting jurisdiction can understand if the project does or does not meet the 

permitting requirements.” 
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Public Informational Session 

On Wednesday, DES announced that the in-person informational session that had been scheduled 

for 6 p.m. Wednesday at White Mountains Regional High School in Whitefield (with a virtual option 

online) has been moved to online only, because of what department representatives said was 

unforeseen difficulties with the venue, to eliminate COVID-19 exposure risk, and to allow more time 

for questions and answers. 

The agenda that includes an overview of the different state permits Casella will need under DES’s 

jurisdiction remains the same. 

Robert Blechl 
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_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

PRE-APPLICATION MITIGATION MEETING 
GRANITE STATE LANDFILL, LLC 
DALTON, NEW HAMPSHIRE 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Overall Goal of the Project. 

The development of the Granite State Landfill, LLC (GSL) will provide the State of New Hampshire with 
critical long-term waste disposal planning and management need, consistent with the New Hampshire 

-term secure 

environment and the people who live there. The new facility would replace North Country Environmental 
Services (NCES) landfill upon its closure. 

The facilities and work that could impact jurisdictional areas. 

Project Location: The proposed project (see locus plan) is located within Tax Map 406 Lot 2.1 and Tax 
Map 406 Lot 3 in Dalton, New Hampshire. This approximately 713 acre property is accessible via Douglas 
Drive from New Hampshire Route 116 in Bethlehem, New Hampshire and is located in an industrial area 
of Dalton. The Town of Dalton has no zoning ordinance. 

Project Description: The original DES Wetlands Permit application was applied for in August 2020. This 
application (NHWB # 2020-02239) was for a 3 phased landfill (see Overall Conceptual Plan) encompassing 
approximately 135 acres with approximately 270 acres of land disturbance. As designed, the project 
would have affected approximately 16.6 acres of wetland, 150 linear feet of perennial stream, and 1,350 
linear feet of intermittent stream. The facility had an estimated life of approximately 38 years. The total 
property consisted of 4 parcels encompassing approximately 1,280 acres. 

Design Plans: During the application review process, comments from state and federal regulators served 
to shift the emphasis from a 3 phase project to a single phase project with a reduced overall footprint. 
The revised project (see Revised Overall Conceptual Plan) property consists of 2 parcels totaling 
approximately 713 acres. The revised design reduces the project impacts as follows: 

Original 3 Phase Project New Project Net Reduction 

Project Property 1,280 acres 713 acres 567 acres 
Lined Footprint 135 acres 70 acres 65 acres 
Area of Disturbance 270 acres 147 acres 123 acres 
Project Life 38 years 18 years 20 years 
Wetland Impacts +/-17 acres +/-10 acres +/-7 acres 
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Appendix D 
2020 Standard Dredge and Fill Wetlands Permit ApplicationNHDES-W-06-012 NHDES File Number: 2020-02239 "Concept 4" 

STANDARD DREDGE AND FILL 
WETLANDS PERMIT APPLICATION 

Water Division/Land Resources Management 
Wetlands Bureau 

Check the Status of your Application 

RSA/Rule: RSA 482-A/Env-Wt 100-900 

APPLICANT’S NAME: Granite State Landfill, LLC TOWN NAME: Dalton/Bethlehem 

Administrative 
Use 
Only 

Administrative 
Use 
Only 

Administrative 
Use 
Only 

File No.: 

Check No.: 

Amount: 

Initials: 

A person may request a waiver to the requirements in Rules Env-Wt 100-900 to accommodate situations where strict 
adherence to the requirements would not be in the best interest of the public or the environment. A person may also 
request a waiver of the standards for existing dwellings over water pursuant to RSA 482-A:26, III (b). For more 
information, please consult the request form. 

SECTION 1 - REQUIRED PLANNING FOR ALL PROJECTS (Env-Wt 306.05; RSA 482-A:3, I(d)(2)) 
Please use the Wetland Permit Planning Tool (WPPT), the Natural Heritage Bureau (NHB) DataCheck Tool, the Aquatic 
Restoration Mapper, or other sources to assist in identifying key features such as: priority resource areas (PRAs), 
protected species or habitats, coastal areas, designated rivers, or designated prime wetlands. 

Has the required planning been completed? Yes No 

Does the property contain a PRA? If yes, provide the following information: Yes No 

Does the project qualify for an Impact Classification Adjustment (e.g. NH Fish and Game 
Department (NHF&G) and NHB agreement for a classification downgrade) or a Project-Type 
Exception (e.g. Maintenance or Statutory Permit-by-Notification (SPN) project)? See Env-Wt 
407.02 and Env-Wt 407.04). 

Yes No 

Protected species or habitat? 
o If yes, species or habitat name(s): 
o NHB Project ID #: 20-1834 

Yes No 

Bog? Yes No 

Floodplain wetland contiguous to a tier 3 or higher watercourse? Yes No 

Designated prime wetland or duly-established 100-foot buffer? Yes No 

Sand dune, tidal wetland, tidal water, or undeveloped tidal buffer zone? Yes No 

Is the property within a Designated River corridor? If yes, provide the following information: 

Name of Local River Management Advisory Committee (LAC): Ammonoosuc River LAC 

A copy of the application was sent to the LAC on Month: 8 Day: 31 Year: 2020 

Yes No 

lrm@des.nh.gov or (603) 271-2147 
NHDES Wetlands Bureau, 29 Hazen Drive, PO Box 95, Concord, NH 03302-0095 

www.des.nh.gov 
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NHDES-W-06-012 

For dredging projects, is the subject property contaminated? 
If yes, list contaminant: 

Is there potential to impact impaired waters, class A waters, or outstanding resource waters? 

For stream crossing projects, provide watershed size (se Wetland Permit Planning Tool or Stream Stats): 
128 Acres 

Yes No 

No Yes 

SECTION 2 - PROJECT DESCRIPTION (Env-Wt 311.04(i)) 
Provide a brief description of the project and the purpose of the project, outlining the scope of work to be performed 
and whether impacts are temporary or permanent. DO NOT reply “See attached"; please use the space provided 
below. 
Granite State Landfill, LLC (GSL), a subsidiary of New England Waste Services, Inc. (NEWS) proposes to develop a 
modern lined landfill facility off of Route 116 in the Town of Dalton. Access from Route 116 will be via Douglas Drive, a 
privately-owned gravel road. 

NEWS currently operates a landfill facility in the Town of Bethlehem known as North Country Environmental Services, 
Inc. (NCES). The NCES facility will be at capacity in the near future. The landfill is situated within a specific land use 
zone within the town. In 2017 and 2018, NCES proposed expansion at the site. Bethlehem voters did not approve the 
NCES site zoning request. 

In order to continue to serve New Hampshire communities and provide necessary long-term solid waste infrastructure 
for the state, GSL has invested development resources for this new regional site. Landfill capacity is designed for 23 
million cubic yards with a site life estimated to be approximately 38 years. 

As planned, the facility would permanently impact approximately 16.3 acres of largely forested wetland, approximately 
1350 linear feet of intermittent stream and approximately 150 linear feet of perennial stream.These impacts are 
required to upgrade the Route 116/entrance, upgrade Douglas Drive to the landfill infrastructure area, and establish 
the landfill footprint, perimeter road, perimeter berm and stormwater management features. Temporary impacts are 
limited to small areas (see plans) which will be disturbed during construction. 

SECTION 3 - PROJECT LOCATION 
Separate wetland permit applications must be submitted for each municipality within which wetland impacts occur. 

ADDRESS: Douglas Drive 

TOWN/CITY: Dalton/Bethlehem 

TAX MAP/BLOCK/LOT/UNIT: 406-1(M405-33, 406-1, 406-2.1, 406-2.3,2.4,2.5, 406-3) Bethlehem (406-1, 406-2) 

US GEOLOGICAL SURVEY (USGS) TOPO MAP WATERBODY NAME: 
N/A 

(Optional) LATITUDE/LONGITUDE in decimal degrees (to five decimal places): 44 20' ° North 

lrm@des.nh.gov or (603) 271-2147 
NHDES Wetlands Bureau, 29 Hazen Drive, PO Box 95, Concord, NH 03302-0095 
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NHDES-W-06-012 

SECTION 4 - APPLICANT (DESIRED PERMIT HOLDER) INFORMATION (Env-Wt 311.04(a)) 
If the applicant is a trust or a company, then complete with the trust or company information. 

NAME: Granite State Landfill, LLC 

MAILING ADDRESS: 1855 Vermont Route 100 

TOWN/CITY: Hyde Park STATE: VT ZIP CODE: 05655 

EMAIL ADDRESS: John.Gay@casella.com 

FAX: PHONE: 802-651-5454 

ELECTRONIC COMMUNICATION: By initialing here: JG, I hereby authorize NHDES to communicate all matters relative to 
this application electronically. 

SECTION 5 - AUTHORIZED AGENT INFORMATION (Env-Wt 311.04(c)) 
N/A 

LAST NAME, FIRST NAME, M.I.: Keith, Barry H. 

COMPANY NAME: B.H. Keith Associates 

MAILING ADDRESS: PO Box 326 

TOWN/CITY: Freedom STATE: NH ZIP CODE: 03836 

EMAIL ADDRESS: bhkeith1@netzero.net 

FAX: PHONE: 603-539-8343 

ELECTRONIC COMMUNICATION: By initialing here BHK, I hereby authorize NHDES to communicate all matters relative 
to this application electronically. 

SECTION 6 - PROPERTY OWNER INFORMATION (IF DIFFERENT THAN APPLICANT) (Env-Wt 311.04(b)) 
If the owner is a trust or a company, then complete with the trust or company information. 

Same as applicant 

NAME: Douglas Ingerson, Jr. d.b.a J.W. Chipping 

MAILING ADDRESS: 104 Douglas Drive 

TOWN/CITY: Bethlehem STATE: NH ZIP CODE: 03574 

EMAIL ADDRESS: 

FAX: PHONE: 603-444-0676 

ELECTRONIC COMMUNICATION: By initialing here , I hereby authorize NHDES to communicate all matters relative 
to this application electronically. 

lrm@des.nh.gov or (603) 271-2147 
NHDES Wetlands Bureau, 29 Hazen Drive, PO Box 95, Concord, NH 03302-0095 
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SECTION 8 - AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION 

Impacts within wetland jurisdiction must be avoided to the maximum extent practicable (Env-Wt 313.03(a))*. Any 
project with unavoidable jurisdictional impacts must then be minimized as described in the Wetlands Best Management 
Practice Techniques For Avoidance and Minimization and the Wetlands Permitting: Avoidance, Minimization and 
Mitigation Fact Sheet. For minor or major projects, a functional assessment of all wetlands on the project site is 
required (Env-Wt 311.03(b)(10))*. 
Please refer to the application checklist to ensure that you have attached all documents related to avoidance and 
minimization, as well as functional assessment (where applicable). You can use the Avoidance and Minimization 
Checklist, the Avoidance and Minimization Narrative, or your own avoidance and minimization narrative. 

*See Env-Wt 311.03(b)(6) and Env-Wt 311.03(b)(10) for shoreline structure exemptions. 

SECTION 9 - MITIGATION REQUIREMENT (Env-Wt 311.02) 
If unavoidable jurisdictional impacts require mitigation, a mitigation pre-application meeting must occur at least 30 days 
but not more than 90 days prior to submitting this Standard Dredge and Fill Permit Application. 

Mitigation Pre-Application Meeting Date: Month: 5 Day: 30 Year: 2019 

N/A - Mitigation is not required) 

NHDES-W-06-012 

SECTION 7 - RESOURCE-SPECIFIC CRITERIA ESTABLISHED IN Env-Wt 400, Env-Wt 500, Env-Wt 600, Env-Wt 700, OR 
Env-Wt 900 HAVE BEEN MET (Env-Wt 313.01(a)(3)) 

Describe how the resource-specific criteria have been met for each chapter listed above (please attach information 
about stream crossings, coastal resources, prime wetlands, or non-tidal wetlands and surface waters): 
In accordance with Env-Wt 400 (Delineation and Classification of Jurisdictional Area, Classification of Projects), the 
delineation, classification of jurisdictional areas was conducted by Certified Wetland Scientist, Barry H.Keith, pursuant to 
Env-Wt 406.01(a-c). See Wetlands Mapping Plans. Vernal pools were documented and assessed in accordance with 
Env-Wt 406.01(d). See Vernal Pool Assessment report. Water courses were delineation in accordance with Env-Wt 
406.04. The limits of bank and the ordinary high water mark for perennial streams and the ordinary high water mark for 
intermittent streams were determined and delineated on to the Wetlands Mapping Plans. Stream assessment was done 
using the Stream Visual Assessment Method Version 2 and was evaluated pursuant to Env-Wt 900. Wetland 
classifications (Env-Wt 406.06), using the federal classification method, are depicted on the Wetlands Mapping Plans. 
The project is classified as a "Major Impact" project (Env-Wt 407). The project is not within any designated or known 
(Env-Wt 408) Priority Resource Areas, as defined under Part Env-Wt 103.66. 

The project is applicable (Env-W 524.01) under Part Env-Wt 524 rules as an industrial development by meeting the 
design requirements (Env-Wt 524.04(a-f). Specifically, the project provides for stormwater treatment in non-
jurisdictional areas to maintain surface water quality; is not in an area that would impact public or private water 
supplies, source water protection areas or fisheries; restores the hydrologic connectivity associated with Douglas Drive 
and maintains surface water drainage patterns and maintains fish and wildlife habitat. 

( 

SECTION 10 - THE PROJECT MEETS COMPENSATORY MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS (Env-Wt 313.01(a)(1)c) 
Confirm that you have submitted a compensatory mitigation proposal that meets the requirements of Env-Wt 800 for 
all permanent unavoidable impacts that will remain after avoidance and minimization techniques have been exercised 
to the maximum extent practicable: I confirm submittal. 

N/A – Compensatory mitigation is not required) 
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NHDES-W-06-012 

SECTION 11 - IMPACT AREA (Env-Wt 311.04(g)) 
For each jurisdictional area that will be/has been impacted, provide square feet (SF) and, if applicable, linear feet (LF) of 
impact, and note whether the impact is after-the-fact (ATF; i.e., work was started or completed without a permit). 
For intermittent and ephemeral streams, the linear footage of impact is measured along the thread of the channel. Please 
note, installation of a stream crossing in an ephemeral stream may be undertaken without a permit per Rule Env-Wt 
309.02(d), however other dredge or fill impacts should be included below. 
For perennial streams/rivers, the linear footage of impact is calculated by summing the lengths of disturbances to the 
channel and banks. 
Permanent impacts are impacts that will remain after the project is complete (e.g., changes in grade or surface materials). 
Temporary impacts are impacts not intended to remain (and will be restored to pre-construction conditions) after the 
project is completed. 

JURISDICTIONAL AREA 
PERMANENT TEMPORARY 

SF LF ATF SF LF ATF 
Forested Wetland 318,684 4,419 

Scrub-shrub Wetland 342,464 12,615 

W
et

la
nd

s 

Wet Meadow 75,944 1,386 

Vernal Pool 6,612 

Designated Prime Wetland 

Duly-established 100-foot Prime Wetland Buffer 

Su
rf

ac
e 

W
at

er Intermittent / Ephemeral Stream 1,046 1,046 

Perennial Stream or River 1,075 216 935 71 

Lake / Pond 

Emergent Wetland 

Docking - Lake / Pond 

Docking - River 

Ba
nk

s 

Bank - Perennial Stream / River 
Bank - Intermittent Stream 

Bank / Shoreline - Lake / Pond 

Ti
da

l 

Tidal Waters 

Tidal Marsh 

Sand Dune 

Previously-developed TBZ 
Docking - Tidal Water 

 
 

   
             

 
     

     
                   

                  
                  

                   
         

                  
 

                   
                 

  

  

 

   
 

         
   

         
          

           

 
            

       
                   

                    
                 

                    
                

               

 

             
            
         

    
          

         
              

        

       
          

            
          

           

             
             
             

   

Undeveloped Tidal Buffer Zone (TBZ) 

TOTAL 

SECTION 12 - APPLICATION FEE (RSA 482-A:3, I) 

MINIMUM IMPACT FEE: Flat fee of $400. 
NON-ENFORCEMENT RELATED, PUBLICLY-FUNDED AND SUPERVISED RESTORATION PROJECTS, REGARDLESS OF 
IMPACT CLASSIFICATION: Flat fee of $400 (refer to RSA 482-A:3, 1(c) for restrictions). 
MINOR OR MAJOR IMPACT FEE: Calculate using the table below: 

Permanent and temporary (non-docking): 765,180 SF × $0.40 = 
$ 
306,072 

Seasonal docking structure: SF × $2.00 = $ 

Permanent docking structure: SF × $4.00 = $ 

Projects proposing shoreline structures (including docks) add $400 = $ 

Total = 
$ 
306,072 

lrm@des.nh.gov or (603) 271-2147 
NHDES Wetlands Bureau, 29 Hazen Drive, PO Box 95, Concord, NH 03302-0095 
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https://www.caledonianrecord.com/news/local/bethlehem-voters-say-no-to-landfill-expansion/article_d126f260-
05b9-5b41-9f50-08d656582bfc.html 

FEATURED 

Bethlehem Voters Say No To Landfill Expansion 
Moritz Reelected To Selectboard;Voters Also Approve Sale Or Lease Option For Golf Course 

Robert Blechl 
Mar 14, 2018 

Nearly 40 counters - at town hall until after 3 a.m. Wednesday - tallied up town vote in Bethlehem, which saw voters reject 
another proposal for landfill expansion. (Photo by Robert Blechl) 

BETHLEHEM — Casella Waste Systems had the money, the organization and the campaign, but in 

the end it wasn’t enough to overcome the majority of voters who for the second consecutive year 
said no to landfill expansion. 
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Article 4, asking the town to add 100 acres to the current 61-acre landfill district, failed in a 515-605 

vote. 

Article 22, asking the town to direct selectmen to negotiate a new host community agreement (HCA) 
with North Country Environmental Services, the Bethlehem subsidiary of Casella, for a 20-year 
landfill expansion, failed in a 494-601 vote. 

A total of 39 counters tallied up approximately 1,125 ballots Tuesday and into early Wednesday 

morning. 

The count ended about 1:45 a.m. and the vote result was announced about 3:30 a.m. 

The number of voters turning out - and during a snowstorm - was unusually large for a town of about 
2,500. 

“Casella’s defeat shows us that citizens can stand up to big, out-of-state corporations that attempt to 

use our town for multi-million dollar profits without regard for serious impacts on our environment 
and long-term economic success,” Teresa Tupaj Wood, founder of Build a Better Bethlehem, formed 

to fight expansion, said in a statement Wednesday. 

Casella’s campaign for expansion in Bethlehem began in earnest in November, when it backed and 

funded a citizens group called Believe in Bethlehem. 

What followed were several months of mass mailings to residents and signs across town as well 
newspaper and radio advertisements and a letter-writing campaign, all encouraging them to vote for 
expansion. 

Casella spokesman Joe Fusco, NCES landfill manager Kevin Roy, and BiB spokesman James 

Payette have declined to say how much Casella spent on the campaign or provide receipts of 
donations. 

Casella waged a similar and unsuccessful campaign in Southbridge, Mass., whose voters in 2017 

rejected an expansion of the landfill the company operates in that town. 

According to a story in the Telegram and Gazette, Casella spent up to $100,000 through its “Put 
Southbridge First” campaign. 

https://www.caledonianrecord.com/news/local/bethlehem-voters-say-no-to-landfill-expansion/article_d126f260-05b9-5b41-9f50-08d656582bfc.html 2/4 
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The main argument for expansion in Bethlehem has been it would reduce or stabilize the tax rate, 
but the town’s tax rate has continued to increase as the landfill has expanded under 25 years of 
Casella ownership. 

On Feb. 26, Casella filed a tax abatement in Bethlehem that if successful will cut the property taxes 

it pays to the town in half, to about $200,000, according to that filing for tax year 2017. 

Another group opposed to expansion, Growing Without Garbage, believes the abatement in 

Bethlehem is a strategy by Casella to artificially drive up the town’s tax rate so residents vote for 
expansion to reduce the rate. 

In 2012, Bethlehem residents voted to end years of litigation between the town and Casella in 

exchange for the company adding 10 acres to expand the landfill, which is nearing capacity and is 

projected to close in about 2022. 

At that time, company representatives said they had no more land to expand onto and the landfill 
would close once capacity is reached. 

Residents were not informed, however, that Casella had been negotiating with former landfill 
opponent Dan Tucker for 123 landfill-adjacent acres, which the company purchased in 2015. 

According to the equalized valuation summary filed with the town, the landfill generated more than 

$28 million for Casella for tax year 2017, which, based on that figure, means 20 years of expansion 

could result in more than $500 million in revenue for the company. 

Roy last year said the tipping fee per ton and annual revenue figures are not that high, but declined 

to provide the company’s numbers. 

Another push for landfill expansion in Bethlehem is likely. 

“We plan to continue to work with the citizens of Bethlehem on the next steps for the NCES landfill, 
including alternative expansion strategies past the current permitted capacity,” Fusco said 

Wednesday. “The landfill is an important environmental and economic contributor to the community 

and the state of New Hampshire.” 

Fusco and Casella CEO John Casella did not respond to a question asking if the company will 
pursue litigation against the town if a future expansion proposal is again rejected by voters. 

https://www.caledonianrecord.com/news/local/bethlehem-voters-say-no-to-landfill-expansion/article_d126f260-05b9-5b41-9f50-08d656582bfc.html 3/4 
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They also declined an opportunity to say why they believe the 2018 vote for expansion did not 
succeed. 

Elections 

In the race for selectman, incumbent Selectman Mary Moritz, elected to a one-year term last year, 
defeated challengers Catherine MacDevitt and dann (no last name) for the board’s open three-year 
seat. 

Moritz garnered 604 votes, versus 441 for MacDevitt and 20 for dann. 

Elected to the two three-year planning board seats were former planner Chris McGrath, with 495 

votes, and current planner Marie Stevenson, with 439. They defeated Neil Brody, who received 406 

votes, Jim Martin, with 173, and dann, with 60. 

Elected to the two three-year seats on the zoning board of adjustment were Amy Delventhal, with 

510 votes, and Andrea Bryant, with 505. They defeated Alan Jackson, who received 416 votes, 
Butch Lucas, with 387, and dann, with 39. 

Incumbent Town Moderator Mary Lou Krambeer defeated former Selectman Gerald Blanchard 551-
459 in the race for town moderator. 

Bethlehem Country Club 

Flying to victory was Article 10, which asked the town to direct selectmen to explore options for the 

sale or long-term lease of the town-owned Bethlehem Country Club and golf course. 

Also passing, 718-306, was Article 11, which asked voters, in the event the BCC is sold or leased, if 
they want that sale or lease to be contingent on it remaining a golf course. 

https://www.caledonianrecord.com/news/local/bethlehem-voters-say-no-to-landfill-expansion/article_d126f260-05b9-5b41-9f50-08d656582bfc.html 4/4 
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The State of New Hampshire 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

Robert R. Scott, Commissioner 

EMAIL ONLY 

October 23, 2020 

John Gay 
Casella Waste Management, Inc. 
1855 VT Route 100 
Hyde Park, VT 05655 

Subject: Bethlehem – North Country Environmental Services (NCES) Landfill, 
581 Trudeau Road, DES Site #198704033, Project #1737 

July 2020 Tri-Annual/2020 Annual Water Quality Monitoring Results, 
prepared by Sanborn, Head & Associates, Inc. (SHA), dated August 31, 2020 

Dear Mr. Gay: 

The New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services (NHDES) has reviewed the above-
referenced document for the NCES Landfill, as submitted on your behalf by Sanborn, Head & 
Associates, Inc. (SHA). The Annual Summary Report was prepared to comply with the ongoing 
monitoring and reporting requirements of the site Groundwater Management and Release 
Detection Permit GWP-198704033-B-007 (the Permit). Based on our review of the most-recent 
water quality data provided, we note that the monitoring results generally remain consistent with 
recent prior findings, with the exception of the results discussed below. 

Based on our review of the above Report, we developed the comments that follow below. 
Comments requiring a response from Casella and/or SHA are summarized in bold/italicized 
font. 

1. As discussed within the Report, 1,4-dioxane was detected at elevated concentrations at 
monitoring wells B-304UR and B-304DR, which are located within the Groundwater 
Management Zone for the former unlined landfill, during 2020. Resampling of monitoring wells 
B-304UR and B-304DR during the month of September was recommended by SHA in the 
Summary Report. In a September 21, 2020 email1 NHDES concurred with the proposed 
resampling, with results due to NHDES no later than 45 days after the sampling event, 
consistent with Permit requirements. As indicted within the email, the data transmittal shall 
include an evaluation of the results and recommendations for future monitoring and/or 
investigation. 

2. We note within the Report SHA proposed to sample bedrock monitoring wells B-916D during 
the November 2020 Permit round for total (unfiltered) iron and manganese, as the July 2020 
sample from the well was inadvertently analyzed for dissolved (filtered) iron and manganese. 
NHDES concurs with the recommendation to sample B-916D during the November 2020 
round, but recommends sampling for both total and dissolved iron and manganese, to allow 
for a direct comparison of the results, as well as turbidity to further inform the data analysis. 
Release detection monitoring well B-916D shall be sampled during the November 2020 
Permit monitoring round as outlined above. Results shall be submitted to NHDES as 
part of the next Data Transmittal, due in January 2021, and should include an evaluation 
of the results and recommendations for future monitoring or other actions. 

1 NHDES email, dated September 21, 2020: https://www4.des.state.nh.us/IISProxy/IISProxy.dll?ContentId=4875122 

www.des.nh.gov 
PO Box 95, 29 Hazen Drive, Concord, NH 03302-0095 

Telephone: (603) 271-2908 Fax: (603) 271-2181 TDD Access: Relay NH 1-800-735-2964 

https://www4.des.state.nh.us/IISProxy/IISProxy.dll?ContentId=4875122
https://www4.des.state.nh.us/IISProxy/IISProxy.dll?ContentId=4875122
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John Gay 
DES #198704033 
October 23, 2020 
Page 2 of 2 

3. NHDES notes, as discussed within the Report, that ongoing elevated chloride concentrations 
have been detected at several monitoring wells at the Site. Prior instances of increased 
concentrations of chloride at individual monitoring wells at the Site, have been observed to be 
transient in nature and have been attributed to short-term, construction-related excavation 
activities (increasing suspended solids in groundwater) and facility road de-icing and truck 
traffic. Although not being associated with a current leachate release from the liner system, 
the elevated concentrations of chloride must continue be monitored closely as required by the 
Permit and ongoing evaluation of the results and recommendations for future monitoring or 
other actions be provided as part of Permit submittals. 

4. The Report transmits the fourth round of Assessment Monitoring for release detection 
monitoring wells MW-701 and B-918M, as required under NHDES’ Groundwater Release 
Detection Permits rules (NH Code of Administrative Rules Chapter Env-Or 700). We note the 
total PFAS concentrations detected at MW-701 and B-918M have continued to decrease in 
comparison to the November 2019 Permit monitoring round results. We also note PFAS 
assemblages at each well remain generally similar to previous rounds. Assessment 
Monitoring should continue as outlined in NHDES' October 21, 2019 letter2 at this time. The 
next round of Assessment Monitoring is scheduled for November 2020. 

If you have any questions with regard to our comments, please contact me directly at NHDES’ 
Waste Management Division. 

Sincerely, 

James W. O’Rourke, P.G. 
Waste Management Division 
Tel: (603) 271-2909 
Fax: (603) 271-2181 
Email: James.W.ORourke@des.nh.gov 

ec: Jaime Colby, P.E., SWMB/NHDES 
Paul Rydel, P.G., HWRB/NHDES 
Timothy White, P.G., Sanborn, Head & Associates, Inc. 
Board of Selectmen, Town of Bethlehem 
Attention Health Officer, Town of Bethlehem 

2 NHDES letter, dated October 21, 2019: https://www4.des.state.nh.us/IISProxy/IISProxy.dll?ContentId=4813101 

https://www4.des.state.nh.us/IISProxy/IISProxy.dll?ContentId=4813101
mailto:James.W.ORourke@des.nh.gov
https://www4.des.state.nh.us/IISProxy/IISProxy.dll?ContentId=4813101
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The State of New Hampshire 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

Robert R. Scott, Commissioner 

EMAIL ONLY 

February 17, 2021 

John Gay 
Casella Waste Management, Inc. 
1855 VT Route 100 
Hyde Park, VT 05655 

Subject: Bethlehem – North Country Environmental Services (NCES) Landfill, 
581 Trudeau Road, DES Site #198704033, Project #1737 

November 2020 Tri-Annual Water Quality Monitoring Results, prepared by 
Sanborn, Head & Associates, Inc. (SHA), dated December 21, 2020 

December 2020 Supplemental Water Quality Monitoring Results, prepared by 
SHA, dated January 25, 2021 

Dear Mr. Gay: 

The New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services (NHDES) has reviewed the above-
referenced documents for the NCES Landfill, as submitted on your behalf by SHA. The November 
Data Transmittal was prepared to comply with the ongoing monitoring and reporting requirements 
of the site Groundwater Management and Release Detection Permit GWP-198704033-B-007 (the 
Permit). Based on our review of the most-recent water quality data provided, we note that the 
monitoring results generally remain consistent with recent prior findings, with the exception of the 
results discussed below. 

Based on our review of the above submittals, we developed the comments that follow below. 
Comments requiring a response from Casella and/or SHA are summarized in bold/italicized 
font. 

1. As discussed within the November 2020 Data Transmittal1, dated December 21, 2020, 
NHDES notes that concentrations of 1,4-dioxane at monitoring wells B-304UR and B-304DR 
continue to be detected above Ambient Groundwater Quality Standard (AGQS). As 
recommended within the November Data Transmittal and discussed as part of NHDES’ 
December 15, 2020 phone call with NCES and SHA, monthly supplemental sampling of 
B-304UR and B-304DR and surface water sampling locations S-1 (Main Seep), SF-1, S-108, 
and S-109 is being conducted to more closely track 1,4-dioxane concentrations over time. 
NHDES concurred with the recommendation and directed NCES to proceed with the monthly 
sampling. The December 2020 Supplemental Data Transmittal2, dated January 25, 2021, is 
the first round of said sampling which was proposed to run through April 2021. Monthly 
sampling of the above listed-locations shall continue through April 2021, at which time 
the need for continued monthly sampling should be re-evaluated. 

1 https://www4.des.state.nh.us/IISProxy/IISProxy.dll?ContentId=4893156 
2 https://www4.des.state.nh.us/IISProxy/IISProxy.dll?ContentId=4898695 

www.des.nh.gov 
29 Hazen Drive • PO Box 95 • Concord, NH 03302-0095 

(603) 271-2908 • Fax: 271-2181 • TDD Access: Relay NH 1-800-735-2964 

https://www4.des.state.nh.us/IISProxy/IISProxy.dll?ContentId=4893156
https://www4.des.state.nh.us/IISProxy/IISProxy.dll?ContentId=4898695
https://www4.des.state.nh.us/IISProxy/IISProxy.dll?ContentId=4893156
https://www4.des.state.nh.us/IISProxy/IISProxy.dll?ContentId=4898695
http://www.des.nh.gov/
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John Gay 
DES #198704033 
February 17, 2021 
Page 2 of 2 

2. As most recently discussed within the November Data Transmittal, Permit monitoring results 
for sampled locations upgradient of the B-304 monitoring wells point to the excavation work 
completed to modify Storm Water Pond No. 4 as the likely cause of residual 1,4-dioxane 
impacts to groundwater, and not a new impact from landfill operations. This excavation work 
has resulted in a downgradient extension of the 1,4-dioxane groundwater plume, as monitored 
by the B-304 wells. The increase in 1,4-dioxane concentrations at the B-304 wells, along with 
the lowering of the 1,4-dioxane AGQS, has caused the B-304 wells to no longer be entirely 
adequate to monitor the downgradient extent of the 1,4-dioxane impact. We note that 1,4-
dioxane has not been detected at the further-downgradient seep locations since the pond 
work was completed; as such it appears that the observed 1,4-dioxane impact is constrained 
to within the site Groundwater Management Zone (GMZ). However, as originally discussed in 
our March 23, 2020 letter3 (inadvertently dated 2019) and during our December 15, 2020 
phone call, the existing network of monitoring locations is not adequate to characterize the full 
extent of the 1,4-dioxane plume downgradient of the B-304 wells, and one or more similarly-
constructed additional monitoring wells installed downgradient of this area is warranted. A 
Supplemental Site Investigation is required to delineate the downgradient extent of 
groundwater impacts in the area of the B-304 wells. A Work Plan to outline the 
investigation shall be submitted to NHDES within 30 days of the date of this letter. 

3. The November Data Transmittal also transmits Assessment Monitoring results for release 
detection monitoring wells MW-701 and B-918M, as required by NHDES' October 21, 2019 
letter4. We note the total per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) concentrations detected 
at MW-701 have continued to decrease in comparison to the November 2019 Permit 
monitoring round results. We note only three PFAS were detected above method detection 
limits at MW-701 during the November 2020 round. The November 2020 results at B-918M 
indicate increased PFAS concentrations as well as an increased number of PFAS detected 
versus the two previous rounds. We note perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA) was detected at a 
concentration of 25.1 nanograms per liter (ng/L) at B-918M, above the AGQS of 12 ng/L, 
during the November 2020 round. Assessment Monitoring shall continue as outlined in 
NHDES' October 21, 2019 letter at this time. 

If you have any questions with regard to our comments, please contact me directly at NHDES’ 
Waste Management Division. 

Sincerely, 

James W. O’Rourke, P.G. 
Waste Management Division 
Tel: (603) 271-2909 
Fax: (603) 271-2181 
Email: James.W.ORourke@des.nh.gov 

ec: Jaime Colby, P.E., SWMB/NHDES 
Paul Rydel, P.G., HWRB/NHDES 
Timothy White, P.G., Sanborn, Head & Associates, Inc. 
Board of Selectmen, Town of Bethlehem 
Attention Health Officer, Town of Bethlehem 

3 https://www4.des.state.nh.us/IISProxy/IISProxy.dll?ContentId=4832728 
4 https://www4.des.state.nh.us/IISProxy/IISProxy.dll?ContentId=4813101 

https://www4.des.state.nh.us/IISProxy/IISProxy.dll?ContentId=4832728
https://www4.des.state.nh.us/IISProxy/IISProxy.dll?ContentId=4813101
https://www4.des.state.nh.us/IISProxy/IISProxy.dll?ContentId=4813101
mailto:James.W.ORourke@des.nh.gov
https://www4.des.state.nh.us/IISProxy/IISProxy.dll?ContentId=4832728
https://www4.des.state.nh.us/IISProxy/IISProxy.dll?ContentId=4813101
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The State of New Hampshire 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

Robert R. Scott, Commissioner 

EMAIL ONLY 

July 19, 2021 

John Gay 
Casella Waste Management, Inc. 
1855 VT Route 100 
Hyde Park, VT  05655 

Subject: Bethlehem – North Country Environmental Services (NCES) Landfill, 
581 Trudeau Road, DES Site #198704033, Project #1737 

April 2021 Water Quality Monitoring Results, prepared by Sanborn, Head & 
Associates, Inc. (SHA), dated June 2, 2021 

Work Plan for Supplemental Site Investigation Response to February 17, 
2021 Letter, prepared by SHA, dated March 19, 2021 

Dear Mr. Gay: 

The New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services (NHDES) has reviewed the above-
referenced documents for the NCES Landfill, as submitted on your behalf by SHA. The April Data 
Transmittal was prepared to comply with the ongoing monitoring and reporting requirements of 
the site Groundwater Management and Release Detection Permit GWP-198704033-B-007 (the 
Permit). The Work Plan was prepared to comply with those requirements outlined in NHDES’ 
February 17, 2021 letter. 

Based on our review of the above submittals, we developed the comments that follow below. 
Comments requiring a response from Casella and/or SHA are summarized in bold/italicized 
font. 

1. As recommended within the December 21, 2020 November 2020 Data Transmittal1, and 
discussed as part of NHDES’ December 15, 2020 phone call with NCES and SHA, monthly 
supplemental sampling of monitoring wells B-304UR and B-304DR and surface water 
sampling locations S-1 (Main Seep), SF-1, S-108, and S-109 was conducted to more closely 
track 1,4-dioxane concentrations over time. The April 2021 Data Transmittal2 evaluated the 
results of the monitoring which indicated generally decreasing concentrations of 1,4-dioxane 
and did not indicate 1,4-dioxane impacts to surface water sampling locations. As discussed 
previously, most recently in NHDES’ February 17, 2021 letter3, the increase in 1,4-dioxane 
concentrations at the B-304 wells, along with the lowering of the 1,4-dioxane AGQS, has 
caused the B-304 wells to no longer be entirely adequate to monitor the downgradient extent 
of the 1,4-dioxane impact. 

1 https://www4.des.state.nh.us/IISProxy/IISProxy.dll?ContentId=4893156 
2 http://www4.des.state.nh.us/IISProxy/IISProxy.dll?ContentId=4925698 
3 http://www4.des.state.nh.us/IISProxy/IISProxy.dll?ContentId=4902820 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

In response to detections of 1,4-dioxane above AGQS at monitoring wells B-304UR and B-
304DR NHDES required, in our February 17, 2021 letter, a Work Plan for a Supplemental Site 
Investigation to delineate the downgradient extent of groundwater impacts in the area of the 
B-304 wells. The March 19, 2021 Work Plan for Supplemental Site Investigation4, prepared 
by SHA, outlines the proposed installation of a downgradient monitoring well couplet and the 
redevelopment of B-304DR monitoring well. As a result of the ongoing detections of 1,4-
dioxane above AGQS the tasks outlined in the Work Plan are required to be completed at this 
time. Installation of the well couplet and rehabilitation of B-304DR should be completed by 
mid-September with an initial sampling round to follow in late September (analytical 
requirements are discussed below). NHDES understands the drilling contractor’s schedule 
may be a limiting factor in meeting this installation date, as such if an extension is necessary 
please notify NHDES. Subsurface exploration and monitoring well construction logs shall be 
submitted to NHDES along with an updated site plan with the monitoring wells’ surveyed 
location. Please proceed with those steps outlined within the March 19, 2021 Work Plan. 
Documentation of the well installations and updated site plan should be submitted in 
conjunction with the groundwater data transmittal noted below. 

As discussed above, an initial sampling round from the new well couplet and the rehabilitated 
B-304DR are required. Based on its proximity to B-304DR, and the reoccurring 1,4-dioxane 
detections, B-304UR is also required to be sampled in conjunction with this sampling event. 
The monitoring wells shall be sampled and analyzed for specific conductance @25ºC, pH, 
chemical oxygen demand (COD), bromide, chloride, nitrate, total Kjeldahl-nitrogen (TKN), 
antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, cadmium, chromium, copper, iron, lead, manganese, 
mercury, molybdenum, nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, zinc, NHDES Waste 
Management Division Full List of Analytes for Volatile Organics (Full List VOCs) including 1,4-
dioxane (using a 0.25 ug/l reporting limit), per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS), and 
static water level elevation. Consistent with previous monitoring well installations at the site 
the new well couplet, and the work related to the redevelopment of B-304DR, should be 
completed a minimum of two weeks prior to their initial sampling to allow the wells to 
equilibrate. For planning purposes, a second sampling round shall be completed in 
conjunction with the November 2021 Permit monitoring event. Future monitoring of the new 
well couplet and the rehabilitated B-304DR will be reevaluated following review of the results 
of this second round. Sampling of the new well couplet and the B-304 couplet should be 
completed as outlined above. The results of the initial sampling round shall be 
submitted to NHDES within 45 days of sampling, and include an evaluation of the 
results and any associated recommendations. 

The April 2021 Data Transmittal also included Assessment Monitoring results for release 
detection monitoring wells MW-701 and B-918M, as required by NHDES' October 21, 2019 
letter5. The April 2021 results at B-918M indicate increased PFAS concentrations as well as 
an increased number of PFAS detected versus the January 2021 round. We note detected 
concentrations of PFAS at MW-701 and the number of PFAS detected both increased, in 
comparison to recent Assessment Monitoring rounds. As discussed in the Data Transmittal 
perfluorohexanesulfonic acid (PFHxS) and 1H,1H,2H,2H-perfluorooctanesulfonic acid, aka 

4 http://www4.des.state.nh.us/IISProxy/IISProxy.dll?ContentId=4910540 
5 https://www4.des.state.nh.us/IISProxy/IISProxy.dll?ContentId=4813101 
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6:2 fluorotelomer sulfonic acid, (6:2 FTSA) were detected above laboratory reporting limits 
during the April 2021 round for the first time at MW-701. PFHxS was detected at 7.22 
nanograms per liter (ng/L) and 6:2FTSA was detected at a concentration of 8.6 ng/L. 
Assessment Monitoring shall continue as outlined in NHDES' October 21, 2019 letter at 
this time. 

5. Please note that NHDES is currently evaluating the June 18, 2021 Initial Response Action 
Report6 related to the May 2021 leachate spill and a response will be provided under separate 
cover. 

If you have any questions with regard to our comments, please contact me directly at NHDES’ 
Waste Management Division. 

Sincerely, 

James W. O’Rourke, P.G. 
Waste Management Division 
Tel: (603) 271-2909 
Fax: (603) 271-2181 
Email: James.W.ORourke@des.nh.gov 

ec: Karlee Kenison, P.G., HWRB Administrator, WMD/NHDES 
Matthew Taylor, P.G., HWRB/NHDES 
Jaime Colby, P.E., SWMB/NHDES 
Timothy White, P.G., Sanborn, Head & Associates, Inc. 
Board of Selectmen, Town of Bethlehem 
Attention Health Officer, Town of Bethlehem 

6 http://www4.des.state.nh.us/IISProxy/IISProxy.dll?ContentId=4929489 
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