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Dear Mr. Kilborn: 

The purpose of this letter is two-fold. First, this letter responds to your letter, 

dated June 22, 2022, addressed to Jeremia Pollard, Esq. Attorney for the Town of Lee, 

Massachusetts regarding a petition of the Housatonic River Initiative (“HRI”) dated June 

3, 2022 to the Lee Board of Health (hereinafter “LBOH”) of Massachusetts (the “Peti-

tion”). The Petition requests that the LBOH hold adjudicatory hearings to determine 

whether an Upland Disposal Facility (“UDF”) to be constructed in the Town of Lee to fa-

cilitate the cleanup of the Housatonic River presents “a health impact to the residents 

of Lee.” (Letter Kilborn to Pollard).  Second, this letter requests EPA’s assistance to 

LBOH on a matter decided by LBOH on September 22, 2022. 



First: Response to Your Letter to Jeremia Pollard, Esq. 

You assert in your response to Attorney Pollard that UDF is safe, effective, and 

protective of human health and the environment and that  “EPA takes no position re-

garding the request for a hearing because…the hearing is a matter of state and munici-

pal law, not federal law.” LBOH agrees with you that the requested hearing is a matter 

of State Law. You erred in concluding that the requested hearing is a matter of munici-

pal law.  

MGL c. 111, §§ 31 and 143 provide that Boards of Health may make reasonable 

health regulations. Section 31 provides that Boards of Health may make reasonable 

health regulations. §143 prohibits the establishment in a city or town of trades which 

may be harmful to the public, "except in such a location as may be assigned by the 

board of health...after a public hearing has been held thereon.” 

Thus, the legal standard that governs whether or not a Board of Health in Massa-

chusetts can bar an activity in a town is simply whether the particular  activity  “may be 

harmful to the public”. Id. 

The legal standard that governs a finding by EPA that a particular activity is “safe, 

effective, and protective of human health and the environment” is governed by a myr-

iad of considerations including mortality risk evaluations, cost-benefit analysis, assigna-

tion of value of a statistical life such as 0.7 to 12.9 million dollars etc. (EPA publication: 

https.//www.epa.gov/environmental-economics/mortality-risk-evaluation#bca).  The 

two standards are not compatible because as admitted by you in your letter to Attor-

ney Pollard, “...the construction of the UDF …will facilitate the River’s cleanup…”Id.   

Whether or not the UDF will facilitate the river clean up, or for that matter whether the 

risk-cost analyses conducted by EPA favors building the UDF are not issues that need to 

be addressed by the LBOH, as its only concern is whether or not the UDF will present a 

risk to the health of the inhabitants of Lee and adjacent communities. 



In your letter to Attorney Pollard you cite  a number of court decisions establish-

ing that EPA in a CERCLA action preempts municipal ordinances, failing to cite a single 

case in which a CERCLA action has preempted a Board of Health decision in Massachu-

setts governed by MGL c. 111, §§ 31 and 143. These CERCLA citations are irrelevant to 

the issue at hand. You ignore in your letter to Attorney Pollard the decision of the Su-

preme Judicial Court of Massachusetts, establishing that neither the State nor Federal 

Agencies have the power to preempt a decision of a BOH in Massachusetts issued un-

der MGL c. 111, §§ 31 and 143.  

The Supreme Judicial Court of Massachusetts in Arthur D. Little v. Commissioner 

of Health of Cambridge 395 Mass. 535; 481 N.E.2d 441; 1985 Mass. LEXIS 

1720(1985) dealt extensively with the lack of preemption powers of State and Federal 

Agencies over decisions of Boards of Health on matters related to health risks to the 

residents of a Town. I quote here the preemption issue analysis of the Supreme Judicial 

Court of Massachusetts in Arthur D. Little, which you ignored. 

 
First, "[p]reemption is not favored, and State laws should be upheld unless 
a conflict with Federal law is clear." Attorney Gen. v. Travelers Ins. Co., 385 
Mass. 598, 602 (1982) (Travelers I), vacated, 463 U.S. 1221 (1983), reaf-
firmed, 391 Mass. 730 (1984), aff’d sub nom.  Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. v. 
Massachusetts, 471 U.S. 724 (1985). See Commonwealth v. McHugh, 326 
Mass. 249, 265-266 (1950); Exxon Corp. v. Governor of Md., 437 U.S. 117, 
132 (1978). State law is not preempted merely by reference to some 
vaguely defined Federal policy, or on the grounds that Congress has en-
acted a statute which is tangentially relevant to the subject at issue. In-
stead, the plaintiff here is obligated to show preemption “with hard evi-
dence of conflict on the basis of the record evidence in this case.” Grocery 
Mfrs. of Am., Inc. v. Department of Pub. Health, 379 Mass. 70, 81-82 
(1979), quoting Kargman v. Sullivan, 552 F.2d 2, 6 (1st Cir. 1977). Generally 
speaking, “a finding of no preemption is regarded as preferable because 
Congress can overrule it by appropriate legislation, while a finding of 
preemption cannot be changed by the states.” Agency Rent-A-Car, Inc. v. 
Connolly, 686 F.2d 1029, 1038 (1st Cir. 1982). See Pacific Gas & Elec. Co. v. 



State Energy Resources Conservation & Dev. Comm’n, 461 U.S. 190, 216 
(1983). 
 
Secondly, the Court argued that the Supreme Judicial Court of the Com-
monwealth and the United States Supreme Court have been particularly 
reluctant to overturn State laws which are “deeply rooted in local feeling 
and responsibility.” Travelers I, supra at 611, quoting San Diego Bldg. 
Trades Council v. Garmon, 359 U.S. 236, 243-244 (1959). Massachusetts 
Elec. Co. v. Massachusetts Comm’n Against Discrimination, 375 Mass. 160, 
174 (1978). This principle applies with special force to laws designed to 
protect the public health and welfare, a subject of “particular, immediate, 
and perpetual concern” to any municipality 6 E. McQuillin, Municipal Cor-
porations § 24.01 (3d ed. Rev. 1980). In fact, according to an early decision 
of the Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court, Vandine, petitioner, 6 Pick. 
187, 191 (1828), “ [t]he great object of the city is to preserve the health of 
the inhabitants.” Accordingly, municipal health and safety regulations, 
such as that at issue here, carry a heavy presumption of validity and are 
only rarely preempted by Federal law. Travelers I, supra at 612. 
See Malone v. White Motor Corp., 435 U.S. 497, 513 n.13 (1978). “The 
States traditionally have had great latitude under their police powers to 
legislate as ‘to the protection of the lives, limbs, health, comfort, and quiet 
of all persons.’” Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. v. Massachusetts, 471 U.S. 724, 
756 (1985), quoting Slaughter-House Cases, 16 Wall. (83 U.S.) 36, 62 
(1873). Huron Portland Cement Co. v. Detroit, 362 U.S. 440, 442-443 
(1960). (emphasis added). 
 
Second: Notification and Request for Assistance 
 
LBOH has accepted the request by citizens of Lee to conduct an adjudicatory 

hearing in the near future to conclude, on the basis of expert testimony, whether or 

not UDH presents a health risk to the residents of Lee and adjacent communities. EPA 

will be notified within the next few weeks of the location of the adjudicatory hearing. 

LBOH will decide after the hearing takes place, under the preponderance of the evi-

dence, whether or not the construction and operation of the UDF presents or does not 

present a risk of health to the residents of Lee and adjacent communities and will ei-

ther ban or allow the construction of the proposed UDF. 



EPA could be of assistance to LBOH in reaching a final decision on the matter 

since it has acquired information that resulted in EPA concluding that the projected lo-

cation for the UDF is safe, effective, and protective of human health and the environ-

ment.” Id.  LBOH would be interested in establishing  whether this finding might be suf-

ficient to satisfy the standard required by MGL c. 111, §§ 31 for a finding that UDF does 

not present a risk of health to the residents of Lee and adjacent communities. EPA can 

contribute scientifically to such a possible eventual finding by supplying EPA experts 

who can testify to the basis used by EPA to reach its decision.   

LBOH is aware that, during the Obama Administration, EPA rejected the location 

of UDF in Lee.  Yet, a few years later, EPA reversed itself under the Trump administra-

tion and reached the current conclusion that UDF is safe. LBOH does not want to be-

lieve that EPA change of position was merely a political decision that ignored the health 

of the residents of Lee. Clarification of the reversal by EPA is needed. LBOH requests 

that EPA provide LBOH the complete risk/benefit ad cost benefit analyses that sup-

ported both EPA contrary conclusions. It is our understanding from published reports 

that HRI and others have asked EPA under a FOIA request to provide this information 

only to be told by EPA that it will cost the petitioners more than $39,000 dollars in cop-

ying costs to provide the requested information. These extraordinary copying costs on 

a critical issue of health to Lee’s residents leads to the suspicion that EPA is hiding the 

reasons as to why it reversed itself on the issue of the UDF from one federal admin-

istration to another.    

There is no issue more important for LBOH to consider at the adjudicatory hear-

ing than the possibility that UDF might not be able to prevent leaks of PCBs from the 

UDF which will contaminate the Housatonic River, the town of Stockbridge’s marble 

aquifer or the homes of residents of Lee and adjacent communities.    



David J. De Simone, Ph.D., a geologist with enormous knowledge and experience 

and co-recipient of the 2020 EPA Region 1, Environmental Merit Award for Scientific 

Research, has made available to LBOH his research and conclusions regarding the pro-

posed UDF.  His report, curriculum vitae, and publications are attached to this letter.  

His unequivocal conclusions are quoted here directly from his Report: 

My primary concern for this site as a landfill is that a leak in the liner and 
leachate collection system will eventually occur; then, leachate will have 
no natural sediment barrier to flow in the subsurface. EPA has stated 
“First, even the best liner and leachate collection systems will ultimately 
fail due to natural deterioration…”(53 Federal Register 33345, August 30, 
1988). The sand and gravel aquifer will become contaminated and leachate 
will easily infiltrate underlying bedrock. This is a poor site for a landfill 
(emphasis here only). 

The bottom line is the geology of the proposed PCB landfill location 
is very likely to result in leachate contamination of surficial and bedrock 
aquifers if leachate penetrates the landfill liners. Based upon site geol-
ogy, PCB disposal in a landfill in this location is a very poor choice that 
may result in PCB contamination of the sand and gravel aquifer and the 
underlying Stockbridge marble aquifer. (Simone’s Report attached)). 

 
LBOH would very much like to learn the factors used by EPA for EPA’s cost/bene-

fit and risk benefit  analyses that led it to conclude that the proposed UDF is safe, in 

spite of Dr. De Simone’s conclusions.   

Please let LBOH know by Friday October 7th at 5 P.M whether EPA will or will not 

acquiesce  to the simple requests of LBOH enumerated in this letter. 

Failure of EPA to provide the information requested in this letter and failure to 

participate at the forthcoming adjudicatory hearing will be taken by the LBOH, and for 

that matter by any court, as a presumption that EPA erred in concluding that the UDF is 

safe.  

Thank you for the attention you will give to this letter. 
 
Sincerely, 



By Attorney for the Lee Board of Health of Massachusetts. 

________________
Cristóbal Bonifaz 
Cc:  
Board of Selectmen of Lee, Massachusetts, with attachment. 
Board of Health of Lenox, Massachusetts, with attachment. 
Board of Health of Stockbridge, Massachusetts, with attachment. 
Board of Health of Sheffield, Massachusetts, with attachment. 
Board of Health of Great Barrington, Massachusetts, with attachment. 
Senator Elizabeth Warren, with attachment. 
Senator Edward Markey, with attachment. 
Congressman Richard Neal, with attachment. 
Board of Selectpersons of Stockbridge, with attachment.   
Senator Adam G. Hinds, with attachment. 
Representative Smitty Pignatelli, with attachment. 
Michael S. Regan Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency, with 
attach-ment. VIA CERTIFIED MAIL/RETURN RECEIPT, and Electronic mail , with 
attachment.  CB/mj  



David J. De Simone, PhD   
957 Babcock Lake Road 
Petersburg, NY 12138 

hawkeye272david@yahoo.com 

518-686-9809 (O) 
518-961-5110 (M) 

Geological Evaluation of the Proposed Woods Pond Landfill Site, Lee, MA 

 Introduction: I reviewed documents and evaluated the surficial and 
bedrock geology for the proposed PCB landfill site north of Willow Hill Road and 
south of Woods Pond, Town of Lee, MA. My work scope was to address these 
parameters the nature and stratigraphy of glacial sediments and how this impacts 
infiltration and lateral movement of ground water beneath the PCB landfill site. 
Does the landfill site have geological characteristics that weigh against using the 
site as a PCB landfill? How likely is it that there is natural sediment overlying 
bedrock beneath the sand and gravel shown on surficial maps that is low in 
permeability - hydraulic conductivity - and can inhibit infiltration of leachate from 
inevitable leaks? Double composite liners and leachate collection systems should 
be expected to fail and I wanted to see what might happen to leachate that 
infiltrated the site below the liners.  

 Surficial geology: My analysis of surficial geologic maps of the East Lee 
1:24,000 quadrangle by Stone and DiGiacamo-Cohen (2018) and  
Holmes (1962) indicates the proposed PCB landfill site lies in an area of ice 
contact stratified drift that is usually not associated with either thick, impermeable 
till sediment or glaciolacustrine silt-clay of any appreciable thickness or lateral 
continuity. Ice contact stratified drift is a variable mixture of sand and gravel, 
sediment that is highly permeable.  
 The Holmes (1962) map identifies the sediment at the proposed PCB 
landfill site as “Qcd” - ice contact stratified drift. Holmes described the sediments 
as kettled, collapsed or eroded glaciofluvial deposits -  deposition from melt water 
and/or meteoric water in contact with melting glacial ice. Such environments may 
have sediments deposited beneath, within and atop glacial ice. More often than 
not, the ice itself may have become stagnant and even detached from the active 
glacial margin. Melting of glacial ice syn-depositionally and post-depositionally 
causes the sediments to collapse and form a hummocky, kettled landform. If the 
depositional environment can be associated with a slowed or paused retreat of a 
glacial margin in a valley, the landform may be identified as a kame moraine, a 
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cross valley accumulation of ice contact sediment associated with a glacial 
margin. The term kame moraine was defined by Frank B. Taylor during his time 
as a glacial geologist with the USGS in the early decades of the 20th century. 
Taylor worked extensively in the western Berkshires and southern Vermont, 
mostly in the Hoosic River drainage basin. He coined the term “kame moraine” to 
describe ice contact landforms composed predominantly of glaciofluvial 
sediments but representing deposition in an environment similar to that of a till 
moraine. My map review indicates the kame and kettle landforms at the 
proposed landfill site do not represent a kame moraine. Rather, it appears to be 
part of a larger area of the valley floor where ice became stagnant and blocks of 
ice were detached from an active ice front. Woods Pond, thus, represents a large 
kettle pond. Kame moraines have a greater chance of having some till within the 
sediment accumulation. Since this is not the case, it is more likely the sediments 
have little or no till beneath the sand and gravel.  
 Holmes’ map identifies exposures of sediment in the landfill areas as 
boulder gravel, cobble gravel, cobble sand and pebble sand. These are all very 
typical of ice contact stratified drift where the sediment texture can vary highly 
over a short lateral or vertical distance. In other words, sediments are rarely 
arranged in neat, horizontal layers but rather form a landform with abrupt and 
sharp sediment texture changes. This makes prediction of hydraulic properties in 
these sediments especially difficult to incorporate into ground water flow models, 
for example. Such models often assume “layer cake” stratigraphy with 
homogeneous sediment textures within layers. Glaciofluvial ice contact 
sediments almost never meet this assumption. Thus, modeled ground water flow 
must be viewed cautiously, at best. Note, these sediments are among the most 
permeable we find in glacial environments. They are the worst natural sediments 
to use for a PCB landfill because they allow easy migration of contaminants in 
the subsurface.    
 Stone & DiGiacamo-Cohen (2018) identify the same deposit as stratified 
coarse glaciofluvial sediments: 
“Coarse deposits consist of gravel deposits, sand and gravel deposits, and sand 
deposits, not differentiated in this report. Gravel deposits are composed of at 
least 50 percent gravel-size clasts; cobbles and boulders predominate; minor 
amounts of sand occur within gravel beds, and sand comprises a few separate 
layers. Gravel layers generally are poorly sorted, and bedding commonly is 
distorted and faulted due to postdepositional collapse related to melting of ice. 
Sand and gravel deposits occur as mixtures of gravel and sand within individual 
layers and as layers of sand alternating with layers of gravel. Sand and gravel 
layers generally range between 25 and 50 percent gravel particles and between 
50 and 75 percent sand particles. Layers are well sorted to poorly sorted; 
bedding may be distorted and faulted due to postdepositional collapse. Sand 
deposits are composed mainly of very coarse to fine sand, commonly in well-
sorted layers. Coarser layers may contain up to 25 percent gravel particles, 
generally granules and pebbles; finer layers may contain some very fine sand, 
silt, and clay.” 



“Sorted and stratified sediments composed of gravel, sand, silt, and clay (as 
defined in the particle-size diagram, figure 12, below), deposited in layers by 
glacial meltwater. These sediments occur as four basic textural units: gravel 
deposits, sand and gravel deposits, sand deposits, and fine deposits. On this 
surficial geologic map, gravel deposits, sand and gravel deposits, and sand 
deposits are not differentiated and are shown as Coarse Deposits where they 
occur at the land surface. Fine Deposits also are shown where they occur at the 
land surface. Textural changes occur both aerially and vertically (fig. 9); however, 
subsurface textural variations are not shown on this map.” 
 This description is basically the same as Holmes older description of the 
deposits. What’s changed is the nature of the map units used by the USGS. The 
current map units focus on the sediment types and origins - ice contact 
glaciofluvial for example - rather than any landforms the sediments may be 
associated with such as kame and kettle. It’s a conservative approach to labelling 
map units and makes for a more accurate and functional map with fewer 
interpretations of the landform origins on the part of the mapper. This is a “safer” 
approach since so many different mappers may contribute to a statewide 
mapping program as was recently completed in MA.  

surficial geology conclusions; The conclusion drawn from the surficial map 
analysis is that the proposed landfill site contains highly permeable sand and 
gravel sediments. These sediments vary texturally over both lateral and vertical 
distances as shown by Holmes descriptors for the sediments just within the 
landfill areas alone. There is no indication of till present beneath the sand and 
gravel in significant thickness or continuity to present a barrier to subsurface flow 
of contaminants. Ice contact stratified drift sediments are very poor locations for 
landfills due to their high permeability. My primary concern for this site as a 
landfill is that a leak in the liner and leachate collection system will eventually 
occur; then, leachate will have no natural sediment barrier to flow in the 
subsurface. EPA has stated “First, even the best liner and leachate collection 
systems will ultimately fail due to natural deterioration…”(53 Federal Register 
33345, August 30, 1988). The sand and gravel aquifer will become contaminated 
and leachate will easily infiltrate underlying bedrock. This is a poor site for a 
landfill.  

 Bedrock geology: Ratcliffe (1985) mapped the bedrock geology of the 
East Lee, MA quadrangle. The proposed PCB landfill area is underlain by 
Stockbridge Formation carbonate rock, chiefly dolomitic marble. This rock 
contains fractures or joint planes that are migration pathways for ground water 
and any contaminants based upon my own experience as a mapper where this 
formation occurs. Further, enlargement of fractures/joints due to dissolution in 
carbonate bedrock provides pathways for very rapid movement of ground water 
in the subsurface. Thus, a PCB landfill sited in the proposed location might allow 
leachate to enter bedrock and flow toward the Housatonic River to the west. 
Once any leak occurs, the natural gravel and sand substrate - highly permeable 
sediment - will have pose no impermeable natural barrier to inhibit flow into the 



underlying marble bedrock. Till is not likely present in a sufficiently thick and 
continuous layer to inhibit downward flow of the leachate.  

bedrock geology conclusion; The Stockbridge marble is a rock that contains 
fractures/joints that may allow very rapid ground water flow along discrete 
pathways. Further, dissolution of rock along these fractures/joints makes this an 
extremely poor choice for bedrock beneath a PCB landfill.  

 Existing landfills: The 2 closed landfills along Willow Hill Road are 
identified (MA DEP, 2017) as unlined and capped in 1997 and 1999. A capped 
landfill minimizes infiltration of meteoric water through the landfill contents into 
the the water table aquifer and bedrock aquifer(s) below. Unlined landfills have 
no protection from leachate entering surficial aquifers and/or bedrock aquifers 
below the landfilled material. Both landfills were situated in the mapped ice 
contact stratified drift sediments. Both landfills likely took advantage of existing 
depressions in the land surface that were a result of historic gravel and sand 
mining. The depth of mining was often limited by the water table in the gravel and 
sand sediments.  
 Geological understanding of these glaciofluvial depositional environments 
is that these sediments are often deposited directly on bedrock with little or no 
low permeability till sediments to act as an aquiclude to protect the underlying 
bedrock aquifers. The overburden sediments are often a thick and highly 
permeable overall package that represent an unconfined aquifer and this 
sediment is likely directly atop fractured and dissolved marble. Such locales were 
often chosen for landfills primarily due to expediency and not based upon 
geology. 
 The 2 neighboring landfills have been capped, and both were landfills for 
non-hazardous waste. Yet, recent ground water monitoring results from both 
landfills reflect that they are leaching hazardous chemicals into the ground water. 
These results make it even more clear that Willow Hill Road is one of the poorest 
geological locations for a new PCB landfill. 

 Summary & suggestions: The surficial and bedrock geology described in 
the above discussion represents what we professors would tell our students in an 
environmental geology course as a textbook example of where not to locate a 
landfill. This location is underlain by highly permeable sediment of sand and 
gravel texture. Infiltration of  PCB leachate through these sediments would not be 
inhibited by any impermeable sediment prior to reaching marble bedrock. The 
marble would allow rapid migration of contaminants. Very rapid migration of 
contaminants along fractures/joints enlarged by dissolution would pose an even 
greater risk of contamination at further distances from the landfill.  
 The surficial geology consists of high permeability sand and gravel 
sediments with unpredictable lateral and vertical stratigraphic continuity. 
Leachate that infiltrates through the designed barriers into this sediment will flow 
downward through the sand and gravel into the bedrock aquifer below.  
 The bedrock consists of Stockbridge carbonate rock that is susceptible to 
dissolution along vertical fractures and along bedding planes. Dissolution causes 



very rapid ground water flow along discrete pathways through fractures and 
along bedding planes. Indeed, ground water flow in conduits - including caverns - 
is possible if they are present in the subsurface.  

 The bottom line is the geology of the proposed PCB landfill location 
is very likely to result in leachate contamination of surficial and bedrock 
aquifers if leachate penetrates the landfill liners. Based upon site geology, 
PCB disposal in a landfill in this location is a very poor choice that may 
result in PCB contamination of the sand and gravel aquifer and the 
underlying Stockbridge marble aquifer. 

Background Information on the Author: 
 I am a geoscientist/environmental scientist engaged in contract, academic 
and applied research in geomorphology, geoarchaeology, hydrogeology and 
environmental geology. Contract work as project geomorphologist for 
archaeology investigations takes me on projects in the Northeast. My surficial 
geologic mapping occurs primarily in New York & Vermont for STATEMAP 
research and for understanding contaminant distribution & migration through 
glacial and post-glacial sediments.  
 Throughout my professional academic career as a lecturer and visiting/
adjunct professor, I’ve taught geoscience and environmental science at Williams 
College, RPI, Bennington College and The College of Saint Rose with a keen 
eye toward the application of these sciences to practical situations. I have 
attained a respected status as an expert in the glacial geologic history of upstate 
NY and adjacent Vermont demonstrated by maps & publications over many 
decades and by lectures given to colleagues and the public. 
 Most recently, I mapped the surficial geology of PFOA contaminated 
regions in Hoosick Falls and Petersburg, NY, and in Bennington and Rutland, VT. 
The Vermont work was performed for the VT Geological Survey. My research 
mapping has covered the Hudson-Champlain lowlands, Adirondack and Catskill 
Mountains, and portions of VT.  
 I have been a Visiting Scientist for the National Park Service, part of the 
GSA-NPS Geoscientists-in-the-Parks program. In 2015, I generated both surficial 
& bedrock geologic maps of 4 quadrangles in the Hudson Valley that encompass 
the Saratoga National Historical Park, a colonial era battlefield. Past mapping in 
the Catskills includes the Phoenicia & Thiells quadrangles completed for the NY 
Geological Survey.  
 Surficial mapping in VT over decades and the evolution of GIS map layers 
I developed has become the model for mapping in VT and elsewhere. I’ve 
conducted geomorphology research in CO, MT, WY & AK in glaciated, formerly 
glaciated and periglacial terrain. Cultural Resource Management experience is a 
growing part of my work along countless rivers, streams and reservoir shores 
and rights-of-ways. 



Recent publications: 
*DeSimone, D. J., 2019, Surficial Geology of the Rutland Airport, VT: VGS Open File report 
and maps. 
*Rayburn, J. A., DeSimone, D. J., and Frappier, A. B., 2018, New insights in Glacial Lakes 
Vermont and Albany: Guidebook to Field Trips, Trip B-4, joint NYSGA-NEIGC conference, Lake 
George, NY. 
*DeSimone, D. J., 2017, Surficial Geology of Petersburg, NY and Hydrogeology 
Implications, A Report to Accompany Surficial Geologic Map: HFCSD 1:12,000 map with 
report and map. 
*DeSimone, D. J., 2017, Surficial Geology and Recharge Potential of the North Bennington 
Area, Vermont: VGS Open File report VG2017-1, (Plates 1 & 2), scale 1:12,000. 
*DeSimone, D. J., 2017, Surficial Geology of Hoosick Falls, NY with Implications for 
Hydrogeology of Village Aquifer, A Report to Accompany Surficial Geologic Map and Cross 
Sections: HFCSD report and online publication. 
*DeSimone, D. J., 2017, Surficial geology of Hoosick Falls, NY: 1:12,000 map and cross 
sections prepared for the HFCSD and online publication. 
*Franzi, D.A., et al, 2016, Post–Valley Heads Deglaciation of the Adirondack Mountains and 
Adjacent Lowlands, Adirondack Journal of Environmental Science. 
*DeSimone, D.J., 2015, Surficial Geologic Map of Saratoga National Historical Park and 
Vicinity, New York: National Park Service publication, map & text. 
*DeSimone, D.J., 2015, Bedrock Geologic Map of Saratoga National Historical Park and 
Vicinity, New York: National Park Service publication, map & text. 
*DeSimone, D.J., 2012 in press, Surficial geologic map of the Thiells quadrangle, NY: NYS 
Museum, Map & Chart series in press.  
*DeSimone, D.J., 2009, The surficial geology and hydrogeology of Londonderry, VT: A 
technical discussion with executive summary; open file report and maps, Vermont Geological 
Survey. 
*DeSimone, D.J., 2009, Surficial geologic map of the Phoenicia quadrangle, NY: USGS map 
completed under STATEMAP, NY Geological Survey.  
*DeSimone, D.J., and Robert G. LaFleur, 2008, Deglacial history of the upper Hudson region: 
NYSGA Guidebook to field trips, 80th annual meeting, Trip 4, p. 35-56. 
*DeSimone, D.J., Wall, G.R., Miller, N.G., Rayburn, J.A., Kozlowski, A.L., 2008, Glacial geology 
of the northern Hudson through southern Champlain lowlands: Guidebook to field trip, 71st 
annual northeastern Friends of the Pleistocene meeting, Queensbury, NY. 

Recent abstracts: 
*DeSimone, D. J., 2018, PFOA Surficial Mapping in Bennington, VT: NE-GSA Abstracts with 
Programs, Burlington, VT, March 2018. 
*DeSimone, D. J., 2018, PFOA Surficial Mapping in Hoosick Falls, NY: NE-GSA Abstracts with 
Programs, Burlington, VT, March 2018. 
*DeSimone, D. J., 2018, PFOA & Surficial Mapping - Contrasts Between VT & NY Cases: NE-
GSA Abstracts with Programs, Burlington, VT, March 2018.  
*Rayburn, J.A., and DeSimone, D.J.,2017, A Revised Correlation of Glacial Lacustrine 
Strandlines Between The Champlain and Hudson Valleys Helps Pinpoint A Missing 
Threshold: NE-GSA Abstracts with Programs, Pittsburgh, PA, March 2017.  
*DeSimone, D.J., 2016, Surficial & Bedrock Maps of the Saratoga National Historical Park 
Generated for Archaeological & Educational Purposes: NE-GSA Abstracts with Programs, Mt. 
Washington, NH. 
*Rayburn, J.A., and DeSimone, D.J., 2016, Ice Flow Indicators and the Behavior of the 
Hudson-Champlain Lobe During A Drawdown Of Glacial Lake Albany: NE-GSA Abstracts 
with Programs, Mt. Washington, NH.  
*DeSimone, D.J., and Miller, T.S., 2015, Geomorphic History Determined from Coring at an 
Archaeologically Sensitive Site along the Wynants Kill, Troy, NY:  
NE-GSA Abstracts with Programs, Mt. Washington, NH. 
*DeSimone, D.J., et al, 2015, Hudson River Terraces Delineated from Archaeological 
Investigations, Van Schaick Island, Cohoes, NY: NE-GSA  Abstracts with Programs, Mt. 
Washington, NH. 



*Rayburn, J.A., et al, 2015, Age of ice advance lake on the lee side of the Catskill Mountains, 
New York, and rough estimates for the rate of ice advance to the LGM: NE-GSA Abstracts 
with Programs, Mt. Washington, NH. 
*DeSimone, D. J., Rayburn, J. A., et al, 2013, Emerging views of Esopus basin glacial 
history: NE-GSA Abstracts with Programs, Mt. Washington, NH. 
*Staley, A. E., Rayburn, J. A., DeSimone, D. J., 2013, 3D Modeling of surficial sediments in 
the Stony Clove basin, Catskill Mountain region of New York: NE-GSA Abstracts with 
Programs, Mt. Washington, NH. 
*DeSimone, D. J., and Rayburn, J. A., 2012, Phoenicia mapping suggests alternative glacial 
history: NE-GSA Abstracts with Programs, Hartford, CT. 
*Sandstrom, R. M., et al, 2012, Reconnaissance mapping of surficial geology in the Catskill 
Mountains of New York: NE-GSA Abstracts with Programs, Hartford, CT. 
*DeSimone, D. J., and Kilkenny, C., 2011, Archaeology and geomorphology – Hudson River 
terraces, Troy North quadrangle, NY: GSA Abstracts with Programs, annual meeting, 
Minneapolis, MN.  
*Kiser, K., et al, 2011, Modeling the glacial history of the Ashokan watershed in the Catskill 
Mountains of New York using GIS: GSA Abstracts with Programs, annual meeting, Minneapolis, 
MN. 
*Carey, C. J.B., et al, 2011, Surficial geology of a critical reach in Warner Creek, Phoenicia, 
NY, and its potential impact on New York City’s drinking water supply: NE-GSA Abstracts 
with Programs, Pittsburgh, PA. 
*Becker, L. R., et al, 2009, The Vermont geo-hazard experience and the NESEC State 
Geologists: NE-GSA Abstracts with Programs, Portland, ME. 
*DeSimone, D.J., 2008, Field evidence for readvances – the Luzerne example:  
NE-GSA Abstracts with Programs, Buffalo, NY. 
*Becker, L.R., et al, 2008, Groundwater resources in the town of Williston, northwestern VT: 
NE-GSA Abstracts with Programs, Buffalo, NY. 

Recent honors and awards: 

Co-recipient, 2020 EPA Region 1 Environmental Merit Award for scientific 
research into the PFOA contamination in North Bennington and 
Bennington, VT. Award presented in a virtual ceremony, September, 2020.


