t.te Name and ILocation
Claremont Polychemical, 0ld Pethpage, Nassau County, New York

Statem asis
This decision document presﬁnts the selected remedial action for
the Claremont Polychemical sjite, in 0ld Bethpage, Nassau County,

. New York, developed in accordance with the Comprehensive

| Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980,

- as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of
1986, and, to the extent practicable, the National Contingency
Flan. The attached index (Appendix C) identifies the items that
comprise the administrative record upon which the selection of
the remedial action is based.

The State of New York has c&ncurred with the selected remedy.

Assessment o Sit

Actual or threatened releasis of hazardous substances from this
site, if not addressed by implementing the response action
selected in this Record of Decision, may present an imminent and

substantial endangerment of public health, welfare, or the
environment.

Description of the Selgg;ggiggmegx

The remedy addresses the principal threat posed by the Site
through a combination of source control alternatives including
treatment of contaminated sqgils (SC-4), tank removal and
treatment (T~-2), active restoration of the groundwater (GW-3B),
and building decontamination (BD-2).

This action complements the |previous work conducted as part of
the second operable unit developed to address wastes contained in

several holding units (i.e., drums, aboveground tanks, basins,
and a sump).

The major components of theiselected remedy include:

* Excavation and on-site treatment of approximately 1,600
cubic yards of contaminated soils via low temperature
enhanced volatilization and redeposition of treated soils
into the excavated areas.
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DECISION SUMMARY
CLAREMONT POLYCHEMICAL SITE

OLD BETHPAGE
NASSAU COUNTY, NEW YORK
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SITE KAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Claremont Polychemical site is an abandoned production
facility located in central Long Island, in the community of 0ld
Bethpage, Town of Oyster Bay, Nassau County, New York (see Figure
1j. The facility is located in an area comprised of light
industrial, commercial and institutional properties (0ld Bethpage
Landfill, SUNY Agricultural |and Technical College at Farmingdale,
and Bethpage State Park). The Suffolk County line is approxim-
ately 800 feet east of the Site.

In 1985, 0ld Bethpage had a population of 5,881 persons and
Oyster Bay had a population of 305,750 persons, acceording to the
Current Population Report (U.S. Bureau of Census, 1987). The
closest residences are approximately half a mile away on the west
side of the 0ld Bethpage Landfill ("Landfill"). The closest
public supply well is located 3,500 feet northwest of the Site.
SBITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

A chronological summary of activities associated with the
Claremont Polychemical site |is presented in Table 1. The Site
occupies approximately 9.5 acres on which a 35,000 square foot,
one story, concrete building is located (see Figure 2). Other
features include: treatment basins, aboveground tanks,

underground tanks, leaching basins, dry wells, and water supply
wells.

From 1968 until its closure
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flakes, and vinyl stabilizer
were organic solvents, resin

in
ts
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1980, Claremont Polychemical

for plastics, coated metallic

The principal wastes generated
and wash wastes (mineral spirits).

Concern for contamination was linked to a discovery in 1979 by
the Nassau County Department of Health (NCDOH) of 2,000 to 3,000
drums scattered throughout the Site, some uncovered and others
leaking. By September 1980 most of the drums were

sorted and either removed from the Site or reused in the plant.
Some of the material was burned in the plant's boiler. NCDOH
inspectors noted at the timeg that an area east of the building

(spill area) was contaminat
of accidental and/or inciden
subsequent removal action by
excavated the upper ten feet
five foot area. The excavate
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SUMMARY OF BITE CHARACTERIB;ICB

--«. walples for chemical ch

Claremont Polychemical site
scils and subsurface soils.
from the upper six inches of
were obtained from two foot

aracterization collected at the

consisted of two types: surface
Surface so0il samples were cbtained
soil whereas subsurface scoil samples
intervals at various depths below

graice up to a depth of 82 feet beneath the Site.

Surface Soil

Surface soil samples collect

Scil sample results were comn

and are summarized in Table
cadmium (33.1 ppm), copper {
(29,200 ppm), and zinc (3,20
s0il background levels at a
lzcotions, primarily in the

ed on-site were analyzed for metals.
pared with typical background levels
2. Of the metals detected, only
230 ppm), lead (327 ppm), magnesium
0 ppm) exceeded typical eastern U.S,.
few of the surface socil sampling
soils adjacent to the treatment

basins (see Figure 3). The
surface soil due to overflo
current site use (i.e., veh
construction debris).

+

Subsurface Sojil

Volatile organic compounds
samples included tetrachlor

e metals are most probably found in
from the treatment basins and
cular traffic, storage of

etected in the subsurface soil
ethene (26,000 ppb), 1,2~

dichloroethene (71 ppb), trichloroethene (17 ppb), acetone

(14,000 ppb), toluene (82 p
(150 ppb) and 4-methyl-2-pe

). 2-butanone (3,300 ppb), xylenes
anone (360 ppb). In general, total

volatile organic concentrations were greatest to the east of the
process building in proximity to the former spill area at boring

locations SB-19 and SB-21 which are shown in Figure 4.

Overall,

the volatile organic concentrations decrease rapidly with depth.

A summary of the results is

resented in Table 3.

Several base/neutral acid extractable organic compounds (BNA)
were detected within soil boring samples, a majority of which
were polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH's) that are

constituents of fuel, oil and grease.

(270,000 ppb), benzoic acid

In addition, phthalates

(120 ppbk), 2-chloronaphthalene

(33,000 ppb) and pentachlorophenocl (360 ppb) also were found in

scme samples. The greatest
prevalent phthalates; bis(2-
ug/kg, di-n-butylphthalate a
at 8,200 ug/kg were found at

Relatively low levels of fiv
ppb}, heptachlor (18 ppb),

oncentrations of the three most
thylhexyl)phthalate (BEHP) at 70,000
L 3,900 ug/kg and butylbenzyphthalate
0~2 ft at SB-19 in the spill area.

e pesticides, i.e., dieldrin (26

DDT (88 ppb), DDD (180 ppb), and DDE




(110 ppb) were detected, predominantly in the western and
northern portions of the Site. PCBs were detected only at soil
boring locations SB-02, 08, and 25 with a maximum concentration
of 1,100 ppb. Surficial cil spillage in these areas appears to
be the most likely source of these PCBs since elevated PNAs,
typlcally assoc1ated with oil, were also present at these
locations.

Metals detected in soil boring samples which exceeded typical
eastern U.S. soil background levels included arsenic (3% ppm),
cadmium (14.1 ppm), copper (152 ppm}, lead (90.8 ppm), magnesium
(29,100), and selenium (2.0 ppm). Selenium, lead and magnesium
exceeded background at several locations, generally at the 0-4
feet depth, but with no apparent spatial distribution. The
elevated levels of these metals could be associated with the
presence of fill material, vehicular emissions and surficial
spills of fuel-related products.

Velume of Contaminated Soil

Tetrachloroethene (PCE) is identified as the only chemical of
concern in soil due to the leaching of PCE from the soil to the
underlying groundwater. The estimated volume of contaminated
soil that requires remediation is based on the extent of PCE
contamination in the so0il. |Soil-to-groundwater models have
indicated the potential for | PCE to contaminate the agquifer above
potable water standards. In order to minimize the impact of the
PCE on the groundwater and enhance the groundwater treatment
remedy, the first two feet of soil in the spill area will be
treated. Treatment to a depth of two feet will remove the
significant contamination from the soil, including the location
where the highest level of dontamination, 26 ppm of PCE, was
found. Based on soil boring information collected from the Site,
this will reduce the average PCE contamination in the soil to
much less than 200 ppb. A 21,000 ft’ area of soil, generally

located in the spill area, as shown in Figure 5, is identified as.

requiring remediation. The prellmlnary velume of contaminated
soil from this area which requires remediation is estimated to be
1,600 cubic yards.

GROUNDWATER

Two rounds of groundwater sampling were conducted, the first was
conducted in April 1989 and the second in June 1989. The wells
were distributed upgradient, in the immediate vicinity, and
downgradient of the Site in |order to define the nature and extent
©f contamination originating at the Site. In addition, three
wells were located to the west of the Site to define the
contaminant plume emanating from the 0ld Bethpage Landfill.
Figure 6 shows the location lof these wells and the approximate
extent of the contaminated groundwater plume. The groundwater
flow in the region was generally from the north-northwest to the




e~nth=-southeast.

u,.c>m-adwva1ter samples were analyzed for veolatile organlcs, semi-
~.iile organics, pesticides and PCBs, inorganics and several
r*?nrard water quality parameters. A summary of the results is

s-caented in Table 4.
Pesults

Tetrachloroethene had the gr

eatest spatial extent and highest

rroundwater concentrations of any contaminant found in site
groundwater. Figure 7 shows the maximum groundwater
concentrations for tetrachloroethene in all wells analyzed for

duriny this investigation.

The maximum detected concentration

occurs near the property's boundary and the concentration

gradually attenuates to the
of tetrachloroethene (1,300

southeast. Maximum detected levels
ppb), trans-1,2-dichloroethene (830

ppb), trichloroethene (260 ppb), 1,1,1-trichlorcethane (100 ppb),

ethylbenzene (160 ppb), acet

dichlorocethane (17 ppb), met
wlerms (40 ppb) and vinyl ¢
exceeded federal and/or New
("MCLs"). Maximum detected

shallow portion of the aquif

The frequency and levels of

one (540 ppb), benzene (60 ppb), 1,1-
hylene chloride (14 ppb}, total
hloride (7 ppb) were found which
York State Maximum Contaminant Levels
values were generally found in the

er (0-45 ft).

semivolatiles and pesticides detected

were much lower than those generally found for volatile organics.
The highest concentration found was 92 ug/l for bis(2-

ethylhexyl)phthalate (BEHP)
that found (88 ug/l) in an y

Several metals were detected
and state standards includin
ppm), lead (464 ppm) and man

however, this level was comparable to
pgradient well. No PCBs were found.

in concentrations exceeding federal
g arsenic (56.5 ppm), chromium (159
ganese (3,130 ppm). However, of

these metals chromium and lead also occurred above MCLs in

upgradient wells.
AIR

The ambient air samples coll
volatile contaminants namely
trichlorcethane (0.7 ppb), c
trichioroethene (1.14 ppb),
(2.1 ppb), and styrene (0.37
were generally comparable, a
upwind concentrations (i.e.,
1,1,1 trichloroethane, tolu
summary of the analytical r

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS

An underground tank farm con

ected show low concentrations of
chloroform (0.07 ppb), 1,1,1-

arbon tetrachloride (0.12 ppb),
tetrachloroethene (3.42 ppb), toluene
ppb). However, these concentrations
nd in several cases lower, than
chloroform, carbon tetrachloride,

ne and styrene). Table 5 presents a
sults.

sisting of fourteen tanks was




uncovered and sampled. Of
steel and four were made of
sufficient materials to obt
amount of material containe
gallons) varied from a few
were analyzed for one or mo
volatiles, semivolatiles, i
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the fourteen tanks, ten were made of
fiberglass. Eleven contained

in liquid and/or sludge samples. The
in the tanks (approximately 16,000
inches to several feet deep. Samples
re of the following parameters: TCL
norganics and pesticide/PCB compounds,

total recoverable petroleun

flash point, reactive cyani

In general, results show th
detected in any given sampl
compounds with a maximum of
of water immiscible organic
steel tank EST-04. The con
dominated by: 2-butanone (9
toluene (2.6%) and xylenes

in eastern steel tank EST-0
(BEHP) (23%) in eastern ste
were detected in any tank i
these compounds.

For most of the tanks, the
for western steel tank WST-

hydrocarbons (TRPH), corrosivity,
de and reactive sulfide.

at the number of organic compounds

g was usually less than three

eight compounds. The maximum number
compounds was found in the eastern
tents in three of the tanks were

2%) in western steel tank WST-03;
(3.6%) in the water immiscible phase

; and bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate

1 tank EST~06. No pesticides or PCBs
nvestigation samples analyzed for

TRPH was less than 40 mg/l. However,
03 and eastern steel tank EST-06, the

levels were 1.4% (14,000 mg/l) and 14.5% (145,000 mg/l},

respectively. These tanks
BEHP, respectively. Most o

contain high levels of 2~butanone and
f the corrosivity results fell in the

range of 3 to 5.8 mm/yr. The flash points of most of the tank
fluids fell above 100°C. Western steel tank WST-03 and eastern

steel tank EST-04 contained

fluids having flash peints below

15°C. Fiberglass tank FG-04 contains fluid with a flash point of

30°.

Four organic compounds were
the tanks, however, three o
and di-n-butylphthalate, oc
ppb). The fourth compound,
occurred at substantially h
3,000,000 ppb (i.e. up to 0

BUILDING

Within the Claremont proces
characterize any contaminat

found in the soil directly next to

f them, tetrachloroethene, chloroform
curred at trace levels (less than 26
bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (BEHP),
igher levels, in the range of 50 to
.3%), in all samples.

building, samples were collected to
on associated with accumulated dust,

standing water (in floor drains and previously operating

condensers), and insulation
Table 6.

Building Dust Wipes

materials. Results are summarized in

Apalysis of wipe samples taken from floors and walls show the
widespread presence of metals within the building. Inorganics
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vere detected at consistently high concentrations - aluminum at
1,696 ug/ft® to 45,013 ug/ftf and copper from 142 ug/ft’® to 2,091
ug/ft’. BNA and pesticide analysis showed bis(2-
ethyhexyl)phthalate as the principal contaminant at
concentrations of 107 to 3,200 ug/ft’.

Condensers and Flooxr Drains

Water samples were collecte
drains within the building.
one condenser. All samples
Principal contaminants incl
zinc (up to 12,200 ug/l in
the condenser).

A Pipes

Analyses of 17 samples of i
pipes within the building s
greater than 5% asbestos.
building materials analyzed
asbestos,

SUMMARY OF BITE RISKS

EPA conducted an Endangermer
alternative to evaluate the
the environment associated ¥
in its current state.

from two condensers and two floor

A wipe sample was also taken from
showed elevated levels of inorganics.
de copper (17.9 - 43,900 ug/l1l) and
ater samples, and 77,653 ug/ft® in

sulating material collected from the
owed that 14 out of 17 samples had
sbestos concentrations in the

ranged from non detect to 25%

it Assessment (EA) of the "no action"
potential risks to human health and
ith the Claremont Polychemical site

The EA focused on the contaminants in the

air, building dust, soil, and ground water which are likely to
pose the most significant risks to human health and the

environment (indicator chem
chemicals" in sampled matri

EPA's EA identified several
the public may be exposed t
Potential pathways were dev
industrial) and future land
scenarios at the Site. Sev
inhalation and ingestion) w
Under the present land use,

cals). The summary of "indicator
es is listed in Table 7.

potential exposure pathways by which
contaminant releases at the Site.
loped based on current (residential,

use (residential, industrial)

ral pathways (direct contact,

re evaluated for each scenario.
ingestion of ground water, inhalation

of fugitive dust, and contaninated air were considered complete

exposure pathways. Ground w
used for present and future
whereas site ground water wa
scenario.

scenarios, as applicable.

populations include on-site
and construction workers.

Site air and soil
T
potentially affected are sho

T
corresponding to the average

rater downgradient of the Site was

off-site land use exposure scenarios,

s used for on-site future land use
concentrations, were used for both

'hese pathways and the populations

wn in Table 8. Potentially exposed
and off-site residents, farm workers,

wo risks were calculated,

and maximum plausible case.




Under current EPA guideline
{cancer causing) and non-ca
site chemicals are consider
the toxic effects of the si
additive., Thus, carcinogen
associated with exposures t

summed to indicate the pote
of potential carcinogens an

Non-carcinogenic risks were
approach, based on a compar
and safe levels of intake (
(RfDs} have been developed
for adverse health effects.
of mg/kg-day, are estimates
which are thought to be saf
individuals).
media (e.g., the amount of
drinking water) are compared
guotient for the contaminant
index is obtained by adding
compounds across all media.
indicates that potential exi
effects to occur as a result
provides a useful reference
significance of multiple cor
medium or across media.

a

}

The

9

, the likelihood of carcinogenic

cinogenic effects due to exposure to

d separately. It was assumed that

e related chemicals would be

c and non-carcinogenic risks
individual indicator compounds were

tial risks associated with mixtures
non-carcinogens, respectively.

assessed using a hazard index (HI)
son of expected contaminant intakes
eference Doses). Reference doses

y EPA for indicating the potential
RfDs, which are expressed in units
of daily exposure levels for humans
over a lifetime (including sensitive

Estimated intakes of chemicals from environmental

chemical ingested from contaminated

i with the RfD to derive the hazard

in the particular media. The hazard
the hazard quotients for all
A hazard index greater than 1

sts for non-carcinogenic health

of site-related exposures. The HI
point for gauging the potential
taminant exposures within a single

reference doses for the indicator

chemicals at the Claremont Polychemical site are presented in

Table 9.

The hazard indices for non-g¢
listed in Table 10. Aall tot
future off-site and on-site
suggesting that non-cancer

arcinogenic effects from the Site are
al HIs listed under current and

land uses are greater than 1,

ffects may occur.

Potentlal carcinogenic risks were evaluated using the cancer
potency factors developed by the EPA for the indicator compounds;
Cancer potency factors (CPFs) have been developed by EPA's
Carcinogenic Risk Assessment| Verification Endeavor for estimating
excess lifetime cancer risks assocxated with exposure to

potentlally carc1nogen1c ch

icals. CPFs, which are expressed in

units of (mg/kg-day) , are multiplied by the estimated intake of

a potential carcinogen, in m
estimate of the excess lifet|
exposure to the compound at

bound" reflects the conserva
from the CPF. Use of this a
the risk highly unlikely. T
are presented in Table 11.

For known or suspected carci
upper bound individual lifet

g/kg-day, to generate an upper-bound
ime cancer risk associated with

that intake level. The term “upper
tive estimate of the risks calculated
pproach makes the underestimation of
he CPFs for the indicator chemicals

nogens, the USEPA considers excess
ime cancer risks of between 10” to
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LA o

level indicates that an individual
in ten thousand to one in a million
as a result of exposure to site

acceptable., This
has not greater than a one i
cnance of developing cancer
N N < o 1.~

..e putential risks due to carcinogens at the Site are listed in

Table 12. The estimated risk for the current use of the
recreational areas located own?radient of the Site ranged
between 1.88 x 10° and 1.4 x 10°. Under future off-site land use

conditions, inhalation of the site air and ingestion of
uniiltered downgradient ground water posed a total risk varying
between 1.2 x 10° and 5.0 x [10®°. Higher risks were estimated for
future on-site land use. The risks from all pathways range fron
1.84 %X 10 to 6.61 x 10*. The primary risk to workers was due to
inhalation of resuspended dust inside the building (2.37 x 10* to
5.09 % 10%). The risk for inhalation of building resuspended
dust is above the risk range for carcinogens at the Site and the

remaining risks fall within |EPA's acceptable risk range.

Uncertainties

The procedures and inputs used to assess risks in this

evaluation, as in all such
variety of uncertainties.
uncertainty include:

environmental parameter m
fate and transport modelin
exposure parameter estimat
toxicological data

Uncertainty in environmental
potentially uneven distribut
sampled. Consequently, ther
the actual levels present.
so0il were not included in th
site land use because of the
Environmental chemistry anal
sources including the erroc
and characteristics of the

E
Uncertainties in the exposur
of how often an individual w

ssessments, are subject to a wide
n general, the main sources of

environmental chemistry sampling and analysis

asurement

g
ion

sampling arises in part from the
ion of chemicals in the media

e is significant uncertainty as to
Dermal adsorption and ingestion of
e exposure pathways for future off-
lack of off-site soil data.

ysis error can stem from several
inherent in the analytical methods
atrix being sampled.

e assessment are related to estimates
ould actually come in contact with

the chemicals of concern, the period of time over which such

exposure would occur, and in
concentrations of the chemic
exposure.

Uncertainties in toxicologic
from animals to humans and f

the models used to estimate the
als of concern at the point of

al data occur in extrapolating both
rom high to low doses of exposure, as




well as from the difficulti
mixture of chemicals. Thes
making conservative assumpt
parameters throughout the a
provides upper bound estima
the Landfill, and is highly
risks related to the Site.

More specific information ¢
including quantitative eval
associated with various exp
Report.

Actual or threatened releas
site, if not addressed by i
selected in this ROD, may p
endangerment to public heal

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

- Following a screening of re
the NCP, ten remedial alter
contaminated groundwater; f
developed for treatment of

developed to remediate the

respectively.

These alternatives were scr
effectiveness, and cost. Th
alternatives upon which a &
remedial alternatives not r
were: capping (SC-2): and,

solely on carbon adsorption
adsorption/enhanced activat

Those alternatives consider
time to implement as used h
preparation and for actual ¢
activities and cleanup exceg
do not include actual remedi
‘design phase which typically
starts from the signing of ¢
are organized according to t
they address: soil (8C), grc
underground tanks (T).

:

i1

s in assessing the toxicity of a
uncertainties are addressed by

ons concerning risk and exposure
sessment. As a result, the EA

es of the risks to populations near
unlikely to underestimate actual

ncerning public health risks,
ation of the degree of risk
sure pathways is presented in the RI

s of hazardous substances from this
plementing the response action
esent an imminent and substantial
h, welfare, or the environment.

edial technologies in accordance with
atives were developed for

ve remedial alternatives were

0oil; and two alternatives were
nuilding and underground tank areas,

ened based on implementability,
screening resulted in remedial

tailed analysis was performed.
tained for a detailed evaluation

roundwater alternatives which relayed
(GW-4A and 4B) and carbon

d sludge treatment (GW-6A and 6B).

The

d in detail are discussed bhelow. The
rein means the time required for site
yn-site construction, start-up

t for groundwater alternatives which
lation time. It includes the remedial
r takes 2-3 years to complete and

the ROD. The remedial alternatives
the media or specific structures which
undwater (GW), building (BD) and
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eNTLS
~eternative 8C-1: No Further Action

capital Cost: none
0 & M Cost: $34,900 per year
rresent Worth Cost: $564,300
Time to Implement: 1 month

ihe No Action alternative provides the baseline case for
comparison with other soil Flternatives. Under this alternative,
the contaminated soil is left in place without treatment. A
long-term groundwater monitoring program would be implemented to
track the migration of contaminants from the soil into the
groundwater. Existing monitoring wells would be used for
monitoring. Five year reviews would be performed to assess the
need for further actions.

Roll-off containers and drums containing soils and drilling mud
Jenerated during the remedial investigation would have to be .
transported off-site for treatment and disposal in accordance
with state and federal regulations.

Alternative 8C-3: Excavatipn/Off-Site Incineration/Backfill with
Clean Boil

Capital Cost: $5,000,000

C & M Cost: none

Present Worth Cost: $5,000,E00
Time to Implement: 3.5 year

Site preparation for the re
parking area, egquipment sta
facilities (e.g. offices) a
Site. An estimated total o©
be excavated. Excavation w
conditions by spraying wate
fugitive dust and volatile
be stockpiled prior to tran
The excavated soil would be
permitted incineration faci
roll-off containers and dr
investigation also would be
containers and transported
the excavated soil. Clean
excavated area. Site resto
of topsoil and seeding.

edial implementation would include a
ing area and stockpile area. Support
so would also be installed on the

1,600 cubic yards (cy) of soil would
uld be conducted under moistened

over the surface to minimize
ontaminant emissions. The soil would
portation to an off-site facility.
transported to an off-site, EPA-
ity for treatment and disposal. The
s containing soil from the remedial
re-packed into the same type of
or off-site incineration along with
cil would be used to backfill the
ration would include the application
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Alternative 8C-4: Excavation/On-gite Low Témperaturo Enhanced
Volatilization/On-Site Redeposition

Capital Cost: $700,000
O & M Cost: none

Present Worth Cost: $700,000

Time to Implement: 3.5 year

Site preparation and soil e
Alternative SC~3. An estim
would be treated in a mobil
temperature thermal extract
temperature thermal extract
processor, afterburner, and
soil is placed in the feed

then conveyed from the hopp
from an air heater is injec
normal operating temperatur
the boiling points of most

The volatilized compounds a

cavation would be performed as in

ted 1,600 cy of contaminated soil
enhanced volatilization (low

on) unit brought on site. Low

on consists of a feed system, thermal
scrubber. The excavated contaminated
opper with a backhoe. The soil is

r to the thermal processor. Hot air
ed into the thermal processors at a
of 260°C (500°F) which is well above
olatile organic compounds (VOCs).

d moisture in the contaminated soil

is then burned at 1,090°C (2,000°F) in an afterburner operated to

ensure conplete destruction
recirculated as combustion

A portion of the off-gas is
ir to minimize fuel usage. The

off-gas is then treated at the scrubber for particulate removal
and acid gas adsorption. The off~gas leaves the system at a
temperature of less than 93°C (200°F).

The volatilized contaminant
activated carbon adsorption
PCE removal. A bag filter

from the gas before it ente
treated scil would be free

stored for sampling and the
areas. Site restoration wo
SC-3. The roll-off contain
would be treated with the e

Alternative S8C=-5: In-8itu

Capital Cost: $385,600
O & M Cost: none

Present Worth Cost: $385,600

Time to Implement: 4 years

Site preparation would be p
However, the soil is left i

laden gas also can be treated by an
unit instead of an afterburner for
ould be used to remove particulates
s the carbon adsorption unit. The

f volatile organics and would be
used as backfill in the excavated
1d be performed as in Alternative

rs and drums containing RI soil also
cavated soil.

acuum Extraction

rformed as in Alternative SC-3.
place undisturbed, therefore no

excavation would be required. This alternative involves the
installation of vacuum extraction wells over the contaminated

soils. EFach well would hav
vacuum wells would be conned
skid-mounted high volume vac

a maximum depth of 10 feet. The
ted via a pipe system to a
ruum pump. The vacuum would pull air




through the contaminated so

20 feet from the wells, depending on soil composition and
nt. The air containing the stripped

volatility of the contamina
vocs from the soil would be
the free product and moistu

‘control system, i.e., a vap

condensed product would be
treatment and disposal faci
The reoll-offs and drums con
on-site via this technology
drum connected to a vacuum
on-site for backfilling and

GROUNDWATER
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ils, within a radius of approximately

fed through a condenser to recover
re, and then through an emissions

or phase carbon adsorption system. The
drummed and transported to an off-site
lity (most likely an inciherator).
taining soil would also be treated

by using a one-pipe system within the
pump. The treated soils would be used
regrading.

Alternative GW~1l: No Furth

Capital Cost: none

O & M Cost: $28,400
Present Worth Cost: $464,40
Time to Implement: 1 year

This alternative includes t

long-term groundwater sampling program which would monitor the

migration of contaminants o
ten wells, including existi
downgradient wells, would b
groundwater from the shallo
and to track contaminant mi
reviews would be performed

remedial actions.
years to achieve groundwate

Alternative GW-2: Pumping/
Adsorption/Reinijection; Pum

Capital Cost: $214,800

O & M Cost: $378,700
Present Worth Cost: $3,350,
Time to Implement: 3 years

This alternative includes t
wells downgradient of the S
gallons per day (mgd) of gr
plume. This groundwater wo
Landfill groundwater treatm
The Landfill groundwater tr

gonstruction and scheduled to be completed in 1991.
is the maximum allowable input from the Claremont site to the

Landfill pump and treatment
the Landfill systenmn.

Under this alternative, it would take 100

: The treated effluent would be reinjected
into the aquifer through a recharge basin being constructed as

rr Action

e use of existing wells to conduct a

concern in the aquifer.
g upgradient, on-site and
utilized in order to sample the

to deeper portions of the agquifer
ration off-site. Regular five-year
o assess the need for additional

A total of

remediation.

retreatment/Air Stripping/Carbon
ing at the B8ite Boundary (0.2 mgd)

00

e installation of three extraction
te in order to extract 0.2 million
undwater from the site contaminant
1d be piped to the 0ld Bethpage

nt system for treatment and disposal.
atment system is currently under

The 0.2 mgd

system due to design limitations of




basin being constructed as
flow rate is below the mod
estimated for removal and
plume. (The original esti
groundwater to be treated
estimate.) 1In addition,
planned to operate for 10
remediation to be complete
Long-term monitoring using
wells would be performed f
continued migration of rem
groundwater, both during a
treatment system.

Alternative GW-3A: Pumpin
Adsorption/Reinjection;
(1.9 mgd)

Capital Cost: $4,044,700
O & M Cost: $1,622,900

Present Worth Cost: $28,978
Time to Implement: 3 years

In this alternative, three
downgradient of the site on
order to capture the entir

15

part of the Landfill system. This

led maximum pumping rate of 1.9 mgd
reatment of the Claremont contaminant

ate of the volume of contaminated

as much less than the current

e landfill treatment system is only

ears based upon the time estimated for
for the 0ld Bethpage plume.

the new extraction wells and existing

r 30 years in order to monitor any

ining contamination in the

d dafter the operation of the landfill

/Pretreatment/Air Stripping/Carbon
ping at the Leading Edge of the Plume
, 000

extraction wells would be installed
the Bethpage State Park property in
site contaminant plume. -

Approximately 1.9 mgd would be pumped to an on-site treatment

facility.

The treated groundwater would be pumped to a discharge

system for reinjection to the aquifer via three reinjection

wells.

The siting of the extraction wells would be completed

during the design phase based. on technical criteria.

The groundwater treatment f
processes: pretreatment to
arsenic, and thallium) and

adsorption system to remove

The pretreatment system wou
the metal concentrations in
New York State Groundwater
would consist of a metals p
pressure filter. The resul|
treatment and disposal.

Two air strippers in series

adsorption would be used to

contamination below the sta

Approximately 95 to 99 perc

removed by air stripping.
pumped to a two-stage liqui

the remaining volatiles and BEHP, and phenol.

organic emissions from the

acility would consist of two major
remove metals (iron, manganese,

air strippers followed by a carbon
volatile and semivolatile organics.
1d be designed to effectively reduce
the groundwater below the federal and
Standards. This pretreatment system
recipitation system and dual media
ting sludge would require off-site

followed by liquid phase carbon

lower the levels of organic
te groundwater standards.
ent of the volatile organics would be
The stripped groundwater would be

d phase carbon adsorber for removal of
The volatile
air stripping would be adsorbed on a

vapor phase activated carbon system in order to meet air quality
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~+=eA~=2a. Spent carbon would be removed for cff-site

regeneration or incineration, thus destroying all organic

concaninants. Two treatment trains (parallel systems for
-.----.3 the groundwater) rated at 660 gallons per minute (gpm)
g vould be reguired.

Environmental monitoring would be regquired during the life of the
treatment plant operation (i.e., 30 years). Air emissions would
be mcnitored to confirm compliance with the air discharge limit.
Groundwater samples would be taken every six months to monitor
groundwatler contamination migration and the effectiveness of
remediation. Under this alternative it is estimated to take 62
years to achieve remediation of the groundwater plume.

Alternative GW-3B: Pumping/Pretreatment/Air stripping/Carbon
Adsorption/Reinjection; Pumping at the Site Boundary and
Downgradient (1.0 mgd)

Capital Cost: $4,936,000

0 & M Cost: $1,100,400 (first,ten years)
$701,900 (next six years)

Present Worth Cost: $15,620,400

Time to Implement: 3 years

In this Alternative, two extraction wells would be installed at
the boundary of the Site to jcapture the most contaminated
groundwater. Additional extraction wells would be located
downgradient from the Site to capture the off-site migrating
plume. Sufficient information exists at this time to locate the
on-site wells which would pump the concentrated contaminant plume
for treatment, however additional information would be required
before the downgradlent extraptlon wells could be sited. These
information needs include information regarding the actual extent
of the downgradient plume, as well as potential impacts the 0ld
Bethpage Landfill may have qn this plume once it begins
operation. Additional sampling would be conducted to obtain this
information. For these reasons it is likely that the on-site
extraction wells would be installed (0-2 years) prior to the off-
site and downgradient wells.

During the first phase extraction wells would be installed at the
site boundary, requiring two treatment trains each rated at 250
gpd to treat the concentrated groundwater plume. During the
second phase the downgradleﬁt groundwater plume would be
extracted, requiring the installation of two additional treatment
trains also rated at 250 gpd! The treatment trains would be
located on-site and operated in parallel The extracted
groundwater would be treated as in Alternative 3A. The on-site
and off-site extraction wells would treat 1 mgd for approximately
10 years. After 10 years it is anticipated that the downgradient




plume would be significantl;
extraction and treatment of
aproximately six additional

Implementing this remedy in
overall efficiency and flex
and treatment system design

remediation of the Claremon]

Alternative GW-5A:
(1.9 mgd)

~Capital Cost: $4,088,900

O & M Cost: $1,108,000
Present Worth Cost: $21,121
Time to Implement: 3 years

This remedial alternative i
that a chemical oxidation p
stripping/adsorption proces
and semivolatile organics i
light-hydrogen peroxide oxi
representative process to t
This oxidation system would
peroxide (H,0;}) and ultravio
the organic contaminants in
water and chlorides. Multi
treated groundwater would h
and federal standards. The
‘would be 62 years.

Alternative GW-5B:
Oxidation/Reinjection; Pump
Downgradient (1.0 mgd)

Capital Cost: $4,069,800

O & M Cost: $1,008,600 (fir
$656,000 {(next

Present Worth Cost: $13,902

Time to Implement: 3 years

Groundwater extraction, pre
accomplished as in Alternat

operate as in Alternative Gl

units would be used. The t
remediation would be 16 yea

Pumping,
Ooxidation/Reinjection; Pump:

Pumping,
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y treated. Thereafter, on-site
0.5 mgd would continue for
years.

two phases would provide increased
ibility. This optimized extraction
would be better able to address the
t site plume.

/Pretreatment/Uv~-Chemical
ing at the lLeading Edge of the Plume

» 100

similar to Alternative GW-3A except
ocess rather than air

would be used to remove the volatile
the groundwater. An ultraviolet
atdon system is selected as the

eat the contaminated groundwater.
employ a combination of hydrogen
et (UV) light to chemically oxidize
the groundwater to carbon dioxide,

le units would be required. The
ve organic concentrations below state
time necessary to achieve remediation

/Pretreatment/Uv-Chemical
ing at the Site Boundary and

it ten years)
ix years)
;300

treatment, and reinjection would be
ive GW~3B. The UV-H,0, system would
N-5A except that smaller treatment
ime necessary to achieve groundwater
rss
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BUILDING
..-wwinative BD=1: No Further Action

vapital Cost: $8,800
O & M Cost: $2,100 per year
Present Worth Cost: $41,100
Time to Implement: 1 month

Theé Ko Action alternative provides the baseline against which
other alternatives can be compared. It would result in leaving
the contaminated dust, asbestos insulation, and contaminated
water in floor drains and condensers intact in the building. The
only additicnal security measure implemented to completely seal
the building would be waterproofing of the building ceiling.

A long-term maintenance program, including site inspections,
would be implemented in order to ensure that the building is
completely sealed and is not accessible to the public in the
future. |

|
Alternative BD-2: Buildini Decontamination

Capital cost: $186,200
O & M Cost: none

Present Worth Cost: $186,200
Time to Implement: 6 months

The inside contaminated surfaces of the building (i.e., walls,
floors, and hoods) would be decontaminated using dusting,
vacuuming and wiping procedures. 1In addition three dust
collectors on the roof would be emptied. The collected dust
would be transported to an off-site EPA-permitted treatment and
disposal facility. The contaminated water in the floor drains
and condensers also would be removed and disposed of off-site.

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS ;

.
Alternative T-1: No Furth#r Action
\

Capital Cost: $2,600

O & M Cost: $2,200 per vea
Present Worth Cost: $64,30
Time to Implement: 1 month |

Under this alternative the underground tanks and contents would
be left in place. The large amounts of hazardous materials
contained in the tanks would continue te constitute a potential
source of soil and groundwater contamination. A monitoring
program using the existing monitoring wells would be established
to detect the movement of these compounds into the groundwater.
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Alternative T-2: Removal ch off-8ite Treatment/Disposal

capital Cost: $336,300 |
0O & M Cost: none

Present Worth Cost: $336,300
Time to Implement: 6 months

avation of overburden soils, pumping
ing, removal of tanks and associated
/treatment of tanks, equipment and
g with clean soil. A portion of the
be reused if practical.

This alternative entails ex
of tank contents, tank clea
equipment, off-site disposa
liquid waste, and backfilli
wastes (tank content) could

sociated piping would be drained and

ge. Tanks would be hoisted and

s and hauled off-site for disposal.
farm, such as pumps, concrete pads,

demolished and transported off-site
al facility, the steel tanks would be
contents. Nonhazardous tanks would

landfilled, depending on the extent

taminated. Hazardous tanks and tank
* at an off-site EPA-approved

d disposal facility.

The underground tanks and a
cleaned of any residual slu
subsequently loaded on truc
Other components of the tan
and the pumphouse, would be
for disposal. At the dispo
retested for hazardous wast
either be sold for scrap or
to which they could be deco
contents would be disposed
hazardous waste treatment a

Contaminated soils discover
stockpiled in roll-off cont
an off-site EPA-permitted t
Alternately, the contaminat
using the low temperature t
treatment, the soils would
RCRA hazardous constituents
below health-based levels a
the treatment standards re
Restrictions (LDRs). Becau
any listed RCRA hazardous ¢
they would not be subject t
and may be used to backfill

d during tank excavation would be
iners and subsequently transported to
eatment and disposal facility.

d soils could be treated on-site
ermal treatment unit. After

o longer be deemed to contain listed
because the soils would be treated to
@ would be treated in accordance with
ipéd by RCRA Land Disposal

e the soils would no longer contain
nstituents above health-based levels,
regulation under Subtitle C of RCRA
the excavated areas on~site.

.yIng the tank fafm would be conducted
to further delineate the nature and
within this area and to assess

Sampling of the soils under
as part of this alternative
extent of soil contaminatio
effectiveness of the remedy

A description of the remedial alternatives retained and evaluated
in detail is provided below|

SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES
EPA has developed nine criteria in "The Feasibility Study:

Detailed Analysis of Remedial Action Alternatives" (OSWER
Directive 9355.3-01) to evaluate potential alternatives to ensure




all important considerations are factored into remedy selection
decisions. The major objective of this section is to evaluate
the relative performance of| the alternatives with respect to the
criteria so that the advantages and disadvantages associated with
each c¢leanup option are clearly understood.

The evaluation criteria are ﬂéted and explained below.

o

| a0 - L

Overal prote on_of human health and the environment
addresses whether or not a remedy provides adequate
protection and describes how risks posed through each
exposure pathway (based on a reasonable maximum exposure
scenario) are eliminated, reduced, or controlled through
treatment, engineering| controls, or institutional controls.

Compliance with applicable o© elevant and appropriate
requirements (ARAR's) addresses whether or not a remedy

would meet all of the applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements of other federal and state environmental
statutes and requirements or provide grounds for invoking a
waiver.

ong-te effectiveness and permanenge refers to the ability
of a remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health
and the environment over time, once cleanup goals have been
met. It also addresses the magnitude and effectiveness of
the measures that may be required to manage the risk posed
by treatment residuals|and/or untreated wastes.

Reduction of tox] obi or volume through treatment
is the anticipated performance of the treatment
technologies, with respgct to these parameters, a remedy may
employ.

Short-term effectjveness addresses the period of time needed
to achieve protection and any adverse impacts on human
health and the environment that may be posed during the
construction and implementation periods until cleanup goals
are achieved.

Inplementability is the technical and administrative
feasibility of a remedy, including the availability of
materials and services| needed to implement a particular
option. )

Cost includes estimated capital and operation and
maintenance costs, and net present worth costs.

State acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of
the RI/FS and Proposed|Plan, the State concurs with,
opposes, or has no comment on the selected remedy at the
present time.
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o community acceptance refers to the public's general response
to the alternatives described in the Proposed Plan and the

RI/FS reports.

ANALYSIS

Comparison Among 8o0il (8C) Alternatives
o. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environmen

Alternative SC-1 does not meet the remedial objectives, thus it
is not protective of human health and the environment. As a
result of this alternative, the groundwater would continue to be
contaminated directly or indirectly by the scil (groundwater
perceclating through scil inte the groundwater) for some unknown
period. Alternatives SC-3,| SC-4 and to some extent SC-5 would
meet the remedial objective| of protecting the groundwater from
the soil source by achieving the cleanup levels in soils.
Therefore, alternatives SC-3, SC-4 and SC~5 (to a lesser extent)
are protective of human health and the environment.

o Compliance with ARARS

All technologies proposed for yse in Alternative SC-3 through
SC-5 would be designed and implemented to satisfy all ARARs.
federal and state regulations dealing with the handling and
transportation of hazardous wastes to a fully EPA~-approved off-
site treatment facility would be followed. Under Alternative SC-
4, treated soils would not longer constitute a potential source
of groundwater contamination and could therefore, be redeposited
on-site in compliance with all RCRA standards.

o ong-Te Effectiveness and Permanence

Alternative SC-1 would only monitor the migration of the
contaminants and would not provide treatment or containment.
Therefore, it would not provide effective or permanent long-term-
protection of groundwater at the Site.

Alternatives SC-3, SC-4 and 5C-5 have similar abilities to
mitigate the risks through the removal and treatment of site
contaminants to meet the required cleanup levels. Alternatives
SC-3 and SC-4 are highly effective, since they effectively can
remove the contaminants from the soil. Alternative SC-5 is
intended to have a similar ability to mitigate soil
contamination, however due to the technical limitations of the
in-situ process, SC-5 may npt ¥nsure complete remediation of
soils. The technical limitations inherent in this technology
include decreased efficiency for very shallow contamination, and
because of the possible need for supplementation with other
treatment methods.




treatment to reduce the mob]
contamination in a reasonab
reduction in contaminant mo

Alternatives SC-3, SC-4, and
result in significant reduc
volume of the treated mater
toxicity would be reduced bj
in Alternatives $C-3 and SC
condensed organic product ii
provide the greatest degree|
contaminants followed by SC

The implementation of Alter
additional risk to the commu
action would be taken. Alte:
activities such as contamin
transport or on-site treatme
residents to volatilized co
Engineering controls and ot
to the Site to authorized pe
eliminate any significant i
nearby residents. Alternat
contaminated soils, so expo
excavation is much less of

lity, toxicity or volume of
e timeframe. It would provide no
ility or volume.

‘8SC-5 are similar in that each would
ions in the toxicity, mobility, and
al through treatment. Material
thermal destruction of contaminants
4 and by off-site treatment of the
SC-5. Alternative SC-3 would
ofwreduction in toxicity of the

4 and SC-5.

ative 8C-1 would not result in
nity during implementation, since no
natives SC-3, SC-4, and SC-5 include

ated soil excavation and off-site

nt that could potentially expose
thminants and contaminated dust.

er measures (e.g. restricting access
rsonnel only) would effectively

pact these activities would have on
ve SC-5 includes in-situ treatment of

sure risks to residents from
a concern for this alternative than

SC-3 and SC-4. Under alternatives SC-4 and SC-5, proper air
emission control units would be installed to minimize the

potential for public health

emissions from the on-site t

Alternative SC-1 would resul
than other alternatives, sin
Alternatives SC-4 and SC-5 p
reducing potential risks to
routes., BAlternatives SC-3,
potential for worker exposur
.waste excavation and/or hand
such exposures, use of persoc
necessary.

SC~1 would be implemented in
Alternatives SC-3, SC-4 and
3.5, 3.5 and 4 years, respec

exposures because of low-level
reatment units.

t in a lower overall risks to workers
ce,subsurface soil is not disturbed.
rovide treatment on-site, thereby
residents along transportation

SC-4, and SC-5 would present a

e to volatilized contaminants during
ling. To minimize and/or prevent

nal protection eguipment would be

approximately one month.
SC-5 would be implemented in about
tively.
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Implementability

Components of Alternatives

utilize relatively common c
Little construction difficu
the alternatives. However,
to implement.

The technologies proposed £
and reliable in achieving t
performance goals. Low tem
volatilization and in-situ
successfully tested at othe
a greater degree of uncerta
cleanup levels using in-sit
technology only has been ut
at similar contaminant conc
o Cost
The total present worth cos
range from $385,600 (in-sit
(off-site treatment and dis
uses a 5% discount rate, an
case of SC-1. All other so
require any operation and m
worth for these alternative
same as the capital cost.
Alternative S8C-3 at a fract
$5,000,000). Although Alte
expensive than SC-3 and SC-
of protection.

State Acceptance

o

c-1, SC-3, SC-4 and SC-5 would
nstruction equipment and materials.
ty would be encountered with any cf
Alternative SC-1 would be the easiest

r use in the alternatives are proven
e specified process efficiencies and
erature thermal enhanced

acuum extraction have been

Superfund sites. However, there is
nty regarding the achieving of
vacuum extraction, since this

lized on a limited full-scale basis
ntration levels.

s *for the alternatives evaluated
vacuum extraction) to $5,000,000
osal). The present worth calculation
a 30-year operational period in the
rce control alternatives would not
intenance cost. Therefore, present
{8C-3, SC-4 and SC-5) would be the
C-4 provides the same protection as
on of the cost ($700,000 versus
native SC-5 is significantly less
, it may not provide the same level

NYSDEC concurred with the selection of Alternative SC-4.

o Community Acceptance
The community have expressed
for the remediation of the

Comparison of the Groundwat

o Overa P ection of

The no-action alternative wo
environment. Existing conta
the aguifer and migrate off-

T

| swpport for the alternative selected
oils.

r (GW) Alternatives
uman Health and the Environment
uld not protect human health and the

mination would continue to degrade
site.




Alternative GW-2 would not
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ensure protection of the health of

~wwure users of the aquifer| nor would it improve the overall

Ity of the aquifer or p
~~nt+amination.

revent the continued migration of

Each of the alternatives GW~3A, GW-3B, GW-5A and GW-5B would be

significantly more protecti
reduce the toxicity, mobili

rrotect human health and th

ve than GW-1 or GW=-2, since they would
ty, and volume of contaminants in the

environment; however, the amount of

aquifers. €Each treatment aEternative considered would egually

time required to achieve th

alternatives.

o Compliance with ARARS
Alternatives GW-1 and GW-2

ARARs varies greatly among

would result in contaminant

concentrations remaining abpve ARARs (for drinking water or
protection of the groundwater resources) for a long period of
time (estimated at 100 years).

Alternatives GW-3A, GW-3B,
achieve all drinking water
for groundwater protection
to be reinjected. Each of

W-5A and GW-5B would be designed to
tandards as well as those required
n the treated water stream which is
hege alternatives would be capable of

providing the required contaminant removal levels. Because
experience with UV-chemical| systems is limited, its effectiveness
is slightly less certain but considered achievable, Each of the
alternatives would comply with federal and state air emission
standards as well as regulations for the handling and disposal of
pent carbon).

the generated wastes (e.g.

Alternative GW-1 does not provide treatment but would attempt to

restrict usage of contamina

ed groundwater. - Alternative GW-2

provides short-term treatment, but would not restore the
contaninated aquifer for its best beneficial future use.

Alternatives GW=-32a, GW-3B,
potential risks associated

W-5A, and GW-5B all reduce the
ith groundwater ingestion by

extracting, treating, and recharging the treated groundwater to
remove contaminants from the aquifer. The time required to
achieve these risk reductions depends on the effective extraction

rates from the aquifer and
placement due to the large
Long-term effectiveness of
and maintenance of the trea

Alternatives GW-1 and GW-2

imitations on extraction system

rea of the contaminant plume.

ach system is dependent on monitoring
ment system.

ould take approximately 100 years to

achieve the remedial action ob¥Yectives. Alternatives GW-3A and

5A would theoretically achi

ve the remedial action objectives in




€2 years, whereas GW-3B and
objectives in approximately

-1
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5B would achieve the remedial action
16 years.

Proper air pollution contro]l measures would be established under

alternatives GW-3A and GW-3]

B to offset potential risks from the

air stripper(s), while no alir pollution control measures are

deemed necessary for alternatives GW-5B and 5A.

GW-3A and GW-3B require the

Alternatives
disposal of more spent carbon than

- GW=5A and GW-5B, since carbon adsorption is used.

o E d ! [ » Io L) l!
Alternative GW-1 would'very

Mo it v

slowly and gradually reduce the

toxicity of contaminants through dilution but there would be no

treatment to reduce toxicity

v, mobility or volume.

Alternative

GW-2 would reduce the toxicity and volume of contaminants more

rapidly than GW-1. Neither

permanently reduce the mobility of the contaminants.

Alternative GW-1 nor GwW-2 would
For

alternative GW-2, the off-site portion of the contaminated
groundwater plume would continue to migrate downgradient, and

reduction of toxicity, mobil
by natural attenuation,

lity and volume would be achieved only

Alternatives GW-3A, GW-3B, GW-5A and GW-5B would reduce the
toxicity, mobility, and volume of contaminants in the aquifers to

a greater extent than GW-1
would reduce the toxicity,
extent and at a much faster
Alternatives GW-3A and GW-3
adsorption to remove the co
would oxidize most of the o

Implementation of Alternati
risk to the community durin
treatment would occur. Aalt
risks to the community resu
extraction wells and pipeli
groundwater. Alternatives G
excavation activities, inst
reinjection system, and con
could result in potentially
~contaminants and contaminat
constructed on-site. Proper

that the impact of such acti
alternatives except Alternat
process residual requiring p

Alternative GW-1 would resul
and GW-2 would result in a 1
alternatives because of the

nd GW-2. Alternatives GW-3B and 5B
obility, and volume to a greater
rate than the other alternatives.
would use air stripping and carbon
taminants, while GW~5A and GW-5B
gapic compounds.

Sq
e GW-1 would result in no additional
remedial activities, since no
rnative GW~2 could present additional
ting from the installation of the
es for transportation of contaminated
-3A, GW-3B, GW-5A and GW-5B include
lletion of the collection and
truction of the treatment plant which
exposing residents to volatilized
d dust. The treatment plant would be
engineering controls would ensure
vities would be insignificant. All
ives GW-1 and GW-2 would provide a
roper handling and disposal.

t in no additional risk to workers,
ower overall worker risk than other
limited soil disturbance activities.




Personal protection equipmJ
GW-3A, GW-3B, GW-5A and GW-
exposure to volatilized con
colliection, treatment, and

GW-1 would be implemented i
remaining alternatives woul

© JImplementabjlity

Alternative GW-1 would be J

would require institutional

-___---------------------.I-I-----.-..I-HHH-'--H--ﬂ
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nt would be used under alternatives
5B to minimize the worker's potential
taminants during installation of the
recharge systems.

n épproximately one year. Each of the
d be implemented in about 3 years.

&
asily implemented. Alternative GW-2
management to maintain and operate

the pumping system and to coordinate with the 014 Bethpage

Landfill treatment system.

GW-5B would utilize relative

materials. Little constru
of the alternatives.

The air stripping and carbo
use in Alternatives GW-32A a
achieving specified process
While there has been limite
oxidation, it has been suc
treatment facilities.

All proposed technologies a
sources, with the exception

Alternatives GW-3A, GW-3B,
institutional management of
treated groundwater reinjec
facility would not present
available on-site. Locatio
(e.g. piping, pumps, extrac
would be more complex as bo
would be considered.

Off-site disposal facilitie
the pretreatment sludge and
Alternatives GW-3A, GW-3B,
o Cost

The present worth costs of
$464,400 (GW-1) to $28,987
be least expensive followed
GW-3A, Of the alternatives
groundwater contamination,

present worth cost, $15,620

¢

Alternatives GW-3A, GW-3B, GW-5A and
ly common construction equipment and
ion difficulty would occur with any

n adsorption technologies proposed for
nd GW-3B are proven and reliable in
efficiencies and performance goals.

d experience with UV-chemical

cessful in several groundwater

re readily available from a number of
of UVv-chemical oxidation.

GW-5A, and GW-5B would require

the operation and maintenance of the
tion systems. Siting the treatment
any problems as there is enough space
n of associated off-site facilities
tion wells and reinjection wells)

th technical and land use factors

are available for the disposal of
spent carbon generated from

I

_GW—SA and GW-5B.

all GW alternatives ranged from

D00 (GW-3A). Alternative GW-1 would
by GW-2, GW-5B, GW-3B, GW-5A and
providing complete remediation of the
lternative GW-3B provides the lowest
400,

’
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0 State Acceptance

NYSDEC concurs with the selection of Alternative GW-3A for
groundwater treatment.

o Communjty Acceptance

The community have expresst suppert for the alternative selected
for the remediation of the groundwater.

Comparison of Building Alternatives (BD)

In Alternative BD-1, hazardous material would be left in the
building. Human health and the environment remain protected only
as long as building security could be effectively enforced and
building integrity maintained. Alternative BD-2 would remove all
hazardous material from the building, so it would be fully
protective of human health and the environment. 1In addition,
Alternative BD-2 allows for future reuse of the building.

o Compliance with ARARS

Alternative BD-1 would not contravene any ARARs, since no action
would be taken. Alternative BD-2 would comply with the ARARs

including RCRA land disposal restrictions as well as those {
regulations related to the transport of the wastes to an off- *
site facility. The off-site treatment facility would be fully ]
EPA-permitted and therefore| meet applicable regulations.

Alternative BD-1 would not

hazardous materials would r
protection would rely on ma
might be difficult to enfor
for any purpose. Alternati
materials from the building
so that long-term exposure

eliminated. Painting and s
would provide additional pr
unrestricted use of the bui

lter conditions within the building;
main in the building. Public
ntaining building security which

e. The building could not be used

e BD~-2 would remove all hazardous
for off-site treatment and disposal
isks from the building would be
aling the building (Alternative BD-2)
tection and would allow for

ding in the future.

© Reduction in Toxicit
Alternative BD-1 would provide no reduction in toxicity or volume
of contaminants; mobility is not an issue since the building is
self-contained. Alternative BD-2 would provide for complete

reduction in toxicity and volume, since all contaminated material
would be removed from the building.
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o

supiementation of BD-1 would result in no additional risks to the
—wa.=nity or the environment as long as building security and
integrity could be maintained. Alternative BD-2 involves removal
and transport of the contaminants from the building, so there
would be some minimal public exposure risks as well as
environmental impacts from potential waste spills resulting from
poszible transport accidents during remedial activities. Worker
exposure risks would be minimized through the use of personal
protection equipment. Longrterm maintenance would continue
indefinitely for Alternative BD-1. Building decontamination,
Alternative BD-2, could be accomplished in approximately 3
months.

o Implementability

Beth alternatives are readily jmplementable; neither involves any
major construction activities. Methods and services for building
aecontamination are technically feasible and readily available.
Alternative BD-1 would require institutional management i.e., a
long~term building maintenance program, whereas Alternative BD-2
would not require any long-term management.

o gost

The present worth costs for Alternatives BD-1 and BD-2 are
$41,100 and $186,200, respectively.

o State Acceptance
NYSDEC concurs with the preferred building alternative selected.
© Community Acceptance

The community have expressed support for the alternative selected
for the remediation of the building.

Comparison of the Undergroqu Tank (T) Alternatives

0o Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

tect human health and the

soil and groundwater contamination
cavation and removal of contaminated
tanks and their contents from the Site (T-2) would significantly
reduce the potential human hea#th and environmental risks
associated with potential leaking of contaminants from tanks into
the soil and groundwater.

Alternative T-1 would not pr
environment as the threat of
would not be reduced. The e




o cCompliance With ARARsS

Alternative T-1 would not f

ARARs, as a continual sourc
removed. The disposal of t
eliminate the source of con
federal ARARs. The tanks
and disposed of in accordaﬁ
soils would be disposed off
state and federal ARARs. §
site EPA-permitted treatmen
alternative, the so0ils coul
temperature thermal treatne
would not longer be deemed
constituents because it wou
levels and would be treated
standards required by RCRA

ilitate compliance with groundwater
of contamination would not be

he underground tanks (T-2) would
tamination and would satisfy state and
astes would be removed, transported,
ce with all regulations. Contaminated
in accordance with all applicable
oils would be transported to an off-

t and disposal facility:; or ‘in the

d be treated on-site using the low

nt unit. After treatment, the soils
to contain listed RCRA hazardous

1d be treated tec below health-based

in accordance with the treatment

Land Disposal Restrictions.

o Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Under Alternative T-1, the
wastes would remain as a po
contamination. 2Alternative
underground storage tanks,
soil from the Site, would r
environmental risks associa
leaking contaminants into t

o]

No significant reduction of
result from the implementat
Alternative T-2, excavation
in a permanent reduction of
wastes would be completely
treatment facility or reuse

o]

The potential public health

associated with the impleme:

direct contact of workers w
contaminated soils; inhalat

and emissions generated dur;
activities; and improper hai
Several steps would be take:
Site access would be restrit

Reduction of Toxicity,

Short-Term Effectivene

Alternative T-1 would resul!
community during implementa!

tanks and their associated hazardous
ential source of soil and groundwater
T-2, excavation and removal of the
tany¢ debris, and highly contaminated
educe the potential human health and
ted with the tanks' potential for

he soil and groundwater in the future.

Mobility or Volume

toxicity, mobility or volume would
ion of the no-action alternative.

and off-site treatment, would result
toxicity, mobility and volume. The
removed and either destroyed at the

d if practical.

56

* in no additional risk to the
tion.

threats to workers and area residents
ntation of Alternative T-2 include:
ith tank contents and potentially

ion of fugitive dust, organic vapors,
ing construction and excavation

ndling of soil and hazardous liquids.
1 to minimize these threats including:
sted to authorized personnel only;

and, dust control measures such as wind screens and water sprays




|
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wotld be used to minimize fugitive dust emissions.

The rick to workers during excavation would be minimized by the

nee nf adequate personal pr
contact with potentially co
imnaiation of fugitive dust

Other potential short-term
would be an increase in tra
from hauling soils (as nhece
to an off-site treatment fa
associated with transportin
Transportation of excavated
short~-term risks with the p
transport route and potenti
material. A spill continge
and minimize the likelihood
occurrence. The actual rem
is estimated to be 8 weeks.

Implementabjlity

Alternative T-1 is easily i
taken. All the components
and commercially available.
wastes would have to underg
to acceptance for treatment
facility. Sufficient land

o

tection equipment to prevent direct
taminated scil, liquids, and
and veolatile organic compounds.

mpacts contemplated as part of T-2
fic and noise pollution resulting
sary), hazardous liquids, and tanks
ility, as well as the traffic

new soil for backfill to the Site.
hazardous liquids might introduce
ssibility of spillage along the

1 exposure of the public to hazardous
cy plan would be developed to address
and potential impact of this

diation period for this alternative

plgmentable, since no action would be
f Alternative T-2 are well developed
The contained tanks and related
a series of analyses prior
at the EPA-permitted off-site
s available at the Site for

mobilization and temporary storage of the excavated soil and

materials awaiting pre-tran
treatment tank decommissioni
treatment facility, solid ar
restoration of the Site can
difficulties.

¢ Cost

The total present worth cost
total present worth cost of
estimated construction cost
program, is estimated at $33
costs have not been included
duration of the remediation

State Acceptance

NYSDEC concurs with the sel
T-2.

o

o]

Community Acceptance

The community has expressed

port decontamination. Excavation,
ng, transportation to an off-site
d liquid waste disposal, and

be performed without any major

F

of Alternative T-1 is $64,300. The
Alternative T-2, which represents the
for the eight week remediation

6,300, Operation and maintenance

in the cost estimate since the
program is less than one year.

Tction of underground tank alternative

support for the alternative selected




for the remediation of the
BELECTED REMEDY

The preferred alternative w
through a combination of so
temperature enhanced volati
2 (tank removal and off-sit
of the groundwater (GW-3B),

The preferred alternative a
guickly and at substantiall
Therefore, the preferred al
balance of trade-offs among
evaluating criteria. Based
time, EPA and the NYSDEC be
will be protective of human
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underground tanks.

ill achieve substantial risk reduction
urce control alternatives SC-4 (low
lization of soil contaminants)} and T-
e treatment), with active restoration
and building decontamination (BD-2).

chieves this risk reduction more

Y less cost than the other options.
ternative will provide the best
alternatives with respect to the

on the information available at this
lieve that the preferred alternative
health and the environment, will

comply with ARARs, will be
permanent solutions and alt

resource recovery techneologi

The remedy also will meet t
treatment as a principal el

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

1.

rotection of Human Heal

The selected remedy is consi

health and the environment.
soils through the low tempe
will remove the organic con
combined with the removal o
result in the elimination o
groundwater contamination.

contaminated groundwater us
adsorption will provide exc
and the environment. Decon
that public health is prote

2. Compliance with ARARs

The soil portion of the rem
treatment of the contaminat
specific ARAR's., Contamina
based levels. Since the tr
a source of groundwater con
on-site in compliance with

portion of the selected rem
of the contaminant plume) w

including NY Groundwater Quality Standards and Federal Maximum

Contaminant Levels.

cost effective, and will utilize
rnative treatment technologies or

es to the maximum extent practicable.
e statutory preference for the use of

dered fully protective of human

he treatment of the contaminated

ure enhanced volatilization process
dminants from the scil. When

the underground tanks, it will

both long-term sources of
The extraction and treatment of the
ng air stripping and carbon
llent protection of both human health
amination of the building will ensure
ted.

dy (SC-4: excavation and on-site

d soils) will comply with all action-
ed soils will be treated to health-
ated soils no longer will constitute
amination, they will be redeposited
11 RCRA standards. The groundwater
dy (GW-3B: extraction and treatment
ill comply with all related ARARS




The building decontaminatit
(T-2} will comply with all
facility will be fully RC
all applicable regulations
specific technologies or s
will comply with regulatio
to Owners and Operators of
Applicable to Transport of
Standards, NY Hazardous Wa
Hazardous Waste Treatment
Permitting Requirements.

A summary of ARARs associat
presented in Table 13.

Cost ectivene

The selected remedy is cost
effectiveness proportional
present worth costs of the
respectively. In proportij
cent is attributed to the
groundwater portion; and th
and underground tank peortic
higher than the in-situ vacu
temperature treatment provi
efficiency, at a fraction o
site treatment option.

anent
aximum

jzation of Pe
ies to the

4, i
Technol

Likewise, although the cost of the air
stripping/carbon adsorption
stripping/carbon adsorption
that all groundwater contamn
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on (BD-2) and underground tank removal
ARAR's.

The off-site treatment
permitted and, therefore, will meet
Wastes will be treated using

ecific treatment levels. The remedy

s including RCRA Standards Applicable

TSD Facilities, RCRA Standards

Hazardous Wastes, NY Air Quality

te Manifest System Rules, and NY

torage and Dlsposal Facility

ed with the selected remedy is

effective in that it provides overall
to its cost. The total capital and
remedy are $6,200,000 and $16,800,000,
n to the total capital cost, 11 per
oil portion; 80 per cent to the
e remaining 9 per cent to the building
n. The cost of the soil component is
m’extractlon optlon. however, low
des’ complete certainty with regard to
f the cost associated with the off--

is higher than the UV/oxidation, air

provides a higher degree of certainty
inants will be removed.

Scolutions and Alternative Treatment

The selected
technologies
alternatives
environment,
balances the

remedy utilize

and comply wit
goals of long-
reduction of toxicity, mobi
treatment, short-term effec
also achieves the statutory
principal element and has s

After the soil is treated a
the potential for future re
will be eliminated.
soil and tanks as a continu
will be eliminated. This a
groundwater extraction and
aquifer to its most benefic

to the maximum
which are prot

The in

Extent Practicable

‘permanent solutions and treatment
extent practicable. O©f those

ctive of human health and the

ARARs, the selected remedy best

erm effectiveness and permanence,
ity or volume achieved through
iveness, implementability, cost, and
preference for treatment as a

ate and community acceptance.

-

d the underground tanks are removed,
eases of waste to the environment
irect and direct risks posed by the

d source of groundwater contamination
¢tion, in conjunction with the
tre2tment component, will restore the
ial use and will meet all federal and
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state standards. .

No short-term adverse impacts and threats to human health and the
environment are foreseen as [the result of implementing the
selected remedy. However, to minimize and/or prevent worker
exposure to contaminants, personal protection equipment will be
used.

The selected remedy will require construction of on-site soil and
groundwater treatment facilities. No technological problems
should arise as all the treatment technologies are well

established, readily available and possess a proven track record.

5. ' i ement

The selected remedy fully satisfies this criterion for the source
of contamination (soil and underground tanks), groundwater, and
building contamination which are considered the principal threats
at the Site. Therefore, the statutory preference for remedies
that employ treatment as a principal element is satisfied.

DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES o

The Proposed Plan for the Claremont Polychemical site was
released to the public on August 24, 1990. The Proposed Plan
identified Alternative SC-4 [combined with Alternatives GW-3B,
ED-2 and T-2 as the preferred alternative. EPA reviewed all
written and verbal comments [submitted during the public comment
period. Upon review of these comments, EPA determined that no
significant changes toc the selected remedy, as it was originally
identified in the Proposed Plan, are necessary.
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APPENDIX B.

TABLES




Table 1
Site Hﬁstcry summary

CONSTRUCTION OF THE CLAREMONT POLYCHEMICAL FACILITY BEGAN IN
1966
PLANT OPERATION BEGAN Iﬁ 1968

|
MORE THAN A THOUSAND DRUMS WERE DISCOVERED IN 1975 BY THE
NASSAU COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH (NCDOH)

MUST OF THE DRUMS WERE ‘ONE AND AREA OF CONTAMINATED SOIL
{(SPILL AREAR) WAS DISCOVERED IN 1980 BY NCDOH

SOILS WERE EXCAVATED ANQ PIACED ON PLASTIC LINERS IN 1980 BY
THE COMPANY

COMPANY ENTERED INTO CH#PTER 11 PROCEEDINGS IN 1980

NEW YORK DEPARTMENT OF LAW ASSUMES THE LEAD ON THE SITE AND
ATTEMPTS TO NEIGOTIATE AGREEMENT WITH RESPONSIBLE PARTY

SITE RECOMMENDED FOR PLACEMENT IN NATIONAL PRIORITY LIST IN
OCTOBER 1984

SITE WAS FINALLY INCLUDHD IN NATIONAL PRIORITY LIST IN JUNE
1986 (RANKED 614)

EPA ASSUMES THE LEAD IN 1986 AND SENDS OUT NOTIFICATION
LETTER TO POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTY (PRP) IN NOVEMBER
1s87 ‘

KO RESPONSE WAS RECEIVED AND FUNDS FOR REMEDIAL
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) ARE ALLOCATED IN
MARCH 1988

IBASCO SERVICES 18 CONTﬁACTED BY EPA TO CONDUCT RI/FS (1"
OPERABLE UNIT) IN MARCH 1988

EPA CONDUCTS REMOVAL ACTHON IN OCTOBER 1588 TO STABILIZE
KASTES |

|
SECOND PI/FS (2™ OPERABLE UNIT) IS OPEN IN APRIL 1985 TO
ADTKESS THE DISPOSAL OF WASTES CONTAIN IN HOLDING UNITS
(DRUMS, BASINS, ETC)

IMPLEMENTATION OF REFEDY‘FOR 2™ OPERABLE UNIT STARTS IN
SLFTEMBER 198%

R1/FS FOR 1" OPERABLE UN;T IS FINALIZED AND REPORTS ARE
RELEASED FOR PUBLIC COMMENT IN AUGUST 1990




TABUE 2

SURFACE SOIL TO TYPICAL

COMPARIGON OF CONCENTR)TI‘ION RANGES OF METALS 1H

Concentration Range in

REG1ONAIL BACKGROUND LEVELDL

Concenlration Range

Typical Eastern U.§. Surlface Soil
Element Background _Soil (ppm*) .- {ppw)
Al 10000-300000 1220-5830
Sb <1-s00 (1) ND-60
As 5-15(1) 2.2-9.3
Ba 100-3500 G.H--258
Be (1-7¢1) ND=1 .2
Cd 0.01-7 ND=33. )
Ca 100-400000 78.7-49700
cr 10-80 ¢ 3.0-75.4
Co 3-70(1) ND-3.1
Cu 2-100 G.4-230
Fe 7000-550000 2460-13900
Pb 3-3p%1! 2.2-327
Mg 600-6000 364-29200
Mn 100-4000 10.06-203
Hg 0.2-0.6%) ND-0.22
Ni 4-30(1) NIi-14.1
K 400-30000 HIl-33Y%
Se 0.1-2.0 ND-1.3
Na 750-7500 NI-263
v 20-500 9.2-26.0
in 10-300 6.7-3280
(*) - Dragun, 1988. |
(1) - Conner, J.J. and I1.T. Shacklctte, 1975.
{(ND} - Not detected ‘

in
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Safa Drinking

CONCENTRATION RANGES OF TOTAL HETALS
IN GROUNDWATER BY ARFA
Rounds 1 & 2 Combined

NYS Ambient Water

Site Vicinity and

LandfFill1/0Ff..Site

) Hater Act Quality Criteria - Upgradient Downgradient Plume ¥alts
Element ML {vasl) o Class GA Groundwater {ug/1) _  HWells (ug/l} Wells (yg/1} {vasli
Aluninum (A1) - - ND-41,700 ND-50, 800 NO-8, 400
Antimony {Sb) - 307} ND ND-82.2 ND-36.4
Arsenic (As) 50 25 ND-21.3 ND-29.7 ND-54.7
Barium (Da) 1000 100 46.2-305 NO-310 27.2-15.2
Beryllium (Be) - 3 NO-6.6 ND-10.1 ND-2.4
Cadmum (Cd) 10 10 HD-4.9 ND-10.1 ND-4.2
Calcium (Ca) - - 37.600-72,100 ND-95, 300 2,110-66,600
Chromium {Cr) 50 50 MD-112 ND-159 ND-28.6
Cobait (Co) - - ND-45.8 ND-76.4 ND-15.3
Coppar (Cy) - 1000 ND-165 #0-214 NU-43.5
tron (Fe) - 300 204-99,700 NO-374,000 79.1-83,200
Lead {Pb) 50 25 ND-SS . 1 ND-464 ND-346.
Magn.sium (Mg) - 3s000! "} 6,930-15,800 838-16, 100 8,580-32,000
Manganese (Mn) - 300 218-549 12.6-2,900 80.2-3,10
Mercury (Hg) 2 2 ND ND-2.4 ND-1
Mick-1 {Ni} - - ND-86.7 ND-92.7 ND-29
Pota-sium (K) - - 10,500-28,200 604-21,300 924-13,5000
Selr. um (Se) 10 20 ND-1.2 ND-7 NO
Sodiva {Na) - - 9,900-148, 000 ND-93, 400 3.900-274,000
Thal ium (T1) - al”) ND-8.5 ND-17.3 ND
Vana -um {V} - - NU-465 ND-595 HD-23.7
Zing {Zn) - 5000 30.2-650 NO-838 ND-140
{") - Guidance value.

(NO) - Note detected.

{=) -~ Nome currently available.

2449




SAMPLE 1.D.
LOCATION

vinyl chloride
1.1-dichlorgethene
methylene chlaride
acrylonitrile
chlgroform

1,1, 1=trichloroethane
carbon tetrachloride

benzene

toluenes
1,2-dichtoroethane
trichlorefluaromethane

1,1,2-trichloro-1,2 2~
trifluvoroethane

trichloroethene
tetrachiorgethene
ethylbenzene

m- L p-xylene
o-xylene
hycloﬁe:lnone

propylbenzene

‘estimated

rejected

CREw

2225K

T i

CLAREMEONT POLYCHEMICAL SITE

TABLE 5

AIR QUALIYY SAMPLING {CHARCOAL) RESULTS FOR VOLATILE ORGANICS (ppe) !

tentative fdentification

non-detect due to presence in btank

CM5154 CHS19] CH5158 cHsS 190 CHs5070 CHS5 156
Spill Area Treatment Downwind Upwind Hainten- Mainten-
Basins enance Room enance Roowm
0.1 0.t <«0.1 0.1 «0.1 <0 .1
<0.1 0.1 <«0.1 0. 0. <0.1
1.2v kK O 1] 2.6u 9.0 4.8u 6.4u
0.1 0.1 0.1 <0.1 0.1 <0.1
0.1 0.1 <0.1 «8.1 0.1 0.1
0.7 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.2u 0.2
.1 0.1 .1 0.1 0.1 <0.1
0.6u 8.8 0.5u 0.7u 0.2v 0. 3u
1.8 2.4 1.7 2.1 1.6 s
0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 <0.1 <0.1

3.0 2.4R 2.4% 7.2R 7.6R 3.4R
0.3N) 0.3N) 0.3M) 0.30) . «0.1N)
2.102 2.1N) 2.1 1.0M) 0.2NJ 0.3M)
4.6N) 3.1 2.6M) 2.1 0.8N) 0.8M)
0.50) 0.0N) 0.4 0.6N) 0.48) 0.4N]
1.48) 2.34) 1.34) 1.8N3 1.6N) 1.2M)
0.7N) 1.0M3 0.6M) 0.9M) 0.9M) 0.5N)
0.783 0.5N3 0.8N7 0.9%J 1.4N3 0.6N3
0.10) 0.1 .1 0.2 0.14) 0.1
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TABLE ¢
CLAREMONT POLYCHEMICAL SITE

ANALYTICAL RESULTS FROM WIPE SAMPLES IN THE PROCESS BUILDING - GRGANIC lug/uipe“

CONCENTRATION
cPs crs crs cPS (13 cPs crs crs cPS crs crs (423
Sample WP09-1 WPD9-2 WP0G-3 WrQB-4 WPOZ-5 WPO 7-_6 WPO6-7 WP0G-8 WPD6-9 WPOG-10  WPOS-11  WPOS-12
Location Wall Floor Wall floor Wall floor Hood Hood floor Hood wall Floor
ND NO ND ND
BNA
Benzaic Acid 52
Pheranthreve 2]
Oi-a-Butyiphthalate 2)
Fluaranthene 2]
Pyreae . 13
is " 2-Fth te 230 22 2400 1400 210 420 100 3000

Di-1-Octy. Phthalale 1500

BESY .CI1DE/PCB

v wpproximately 63 inZ wiped per sample

ND ‘ot detacted
J - Fstimzied concentration




TARLE 6 (Cunt'd.)

CLAREMONT POLYCHEMICAL STIS
ANALYTIZAL RESULTS FROM WIPE SAMPLES IN THC PROCESS BUILDING - ORGANIC (ug/uipe)‘

CONCENTRATION
cPs cPs crs crPs CcPsS cPs cps Ps s crs
Samg .e WPQ4-11 WPQ4-14  WPDZ-15 WPD2-16 WPO2-17 WPQI-13 WP01-20 WPO3-2)  WPO3-22 WPQ2-Z)

Locati..n wWall Floor Wall Wall Floor Wall Floor Floor Floor wWall
' NO
BNA
Phenel 173 43)
Benzoic Acid 59} 24)
Di-n-Hutylphthalate 75)
bis(Z—(thy‘heuyl)Phthl]ltt 110 5200) 90 1103 6100 Rl 4200 6600 723

: 1300 1300 . 1300 _

PESTIC.DE/PCD

Undetected

1 apjroxieutely 63 in2 wiped per sample

ND Nut detected
J - Estimated concentration




ANALYTICAL RESULTS_FROM WIPE SAMPLES IN _THE_PROCESS PUILDING -

TABLE 6

CLAREMONT _POLYCHEMICAL _SITE

G_-_INORGANIC_(ug/wipe)!

—— _ _CONCENTRATION —

s oS crs 7S Ps rs LpS cps P crs P Ps Ps
Sample wrQ9-1 wrO9-2 wrs-3 wrg-4 wPo2-5 wPo1-6 wrPo6-7 wroG6-8 WPo6-9 WPO6-10) weos5-11 WP05-12  wPD4-13
Location walt Flgor vall Floor watl Floor Hood * Hond Floor Hood vall Floor wall
Aluninum 114.0 2850.0 3410 8980.0J 1180.07 224.0 1080.0 42,200.0 75.9 327.0 3280.0 117.0
Antimony 24.1) 59.6 35.8) 19.3) 59.4 .0 183.0 12.0J
Arsenic .98 4.5 a1 7.0 8.5 1.3
Barium 79.03 549,02 2380.03 V180.0 7.38 11.08 39.68) 7471.02 5.58 104.0) 807.00 28.58)
Beryllium b.688 0.74)
Cadmium 117.0 406.0 590.0 5.0 4.0 2.9 186.0 1.5 2.9 585.0 4.6
Catcium 2500.0 7340.0 4900.0 18,300.0 3290.0 16,200.0 5130.0 9380.0
Chromium 172.0 15.3 566.0 4.6 9.7 25.2 486.01 20.4 $34.0 5940.0 22.5
Cobalt o . - 6 1.9
Copsier 28.6 1840.0 519.0 1040.0 1290 438.0 1760.0 1960.0 200.0 253.0 37nwo.0 18C.0
Iron 9200.0 1010.0 65,600.0 395.0 182.0 980.0 135,000 611.0 67,400.0 194.0
Lead 4.2) 1600.0 99.6 3030.03 186.0) 717.3 121.0 181¢.0 99.1 2410.0 29,900.0 112.0
Magnesium 28.08 1600.0 293.08 4130.02 216.08 133.08 764.08 2970.0 191.08 246.08 1200.0 188.0
Manganese 4.4) 95.2 5.8 443.0) 5.9) 3.08 1.3 709.0 2.48 8.2 432.0 4.5)
Mercury 0.62 0.68
Nickel 15.4) 72.4 6.78 91.3 _ 49.0
Potassium 271.08 1290.0 474.0B 3080.0 656.08 248.08 384.08 2630.0 203.08 294.08 1340.0 338.08
Selcnium 0.688
Silver
Sodiem 38,400.0
Tha:livm
Vancaiuvm 13,0 28.4 21.6
Zinc 929.0 816.0 38,400.0 17,700.0 3610.0 9.0 23,000.0 1230.0 217.0 1430.0
2269
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Table 7
. Summary of Indicator Chemicals in
Sarpled Matrices at Claremont Polychemical Site
Duilding
Al —Dust__ Seil GCroundwater
Antimony - X X X
Arsenic - X -- X
Barium - x -- x
Eenzene - -- - X
Benzoic Acid - - X X
Beryllium - X -- b4
Bis(2-ethylhexyi)phthalate =- X X X
Butyl benzyl phthalate - -- X -
Cadmium - X X X
Chlorobenzene - - - X
Chloroethaned -- - - x
Chloroform - - -- X
Chromium - X -- X
Cobalt(d) - X - -
Copper - X X X
1,2-Dichicrobenzene(2) - -- -- X
i,4-Dichlorobenzepe(2) - -- - X
1,1-Dichlcroethan - - -- X —
1,1-pDichleroethen - -- - X
1,2-Dichloroethan - -- - X
Diethvlphthalate - -- -- X
Di-n-outyiphthalate -- -- X -
Di-n-octyl-ghthalpte(d) - X -—- -
Cthylbenzene - - - X
Iron - X - X
Iscgherone - - -- X
Lead - X X X
Manganese - X - X
Mercury - X - X
Nickel - X - X
PAEs - Nasgphthalene - - X X
- Denzoia)pyrene - - X X

Peatachlercphenol - -~ X X
Pesticides - 4,4°'+DD7T - - X c-——

4,4'1DDD - - X -

4,4 4ppe(a) - - X --

Alpha~-BHC -- -- -- X
Phencl - -- - s
Selecium - - X -
Tetrachiorcethene X - X X
Thalium -_— - -— X
Teluene - - X X
Trans-1,2-Dichlcroethene(d) —- - X X
Trichleroethene X - X X
Vanzdium - X - Ky
tine - X - x
Szlscted chemical ©f pcteatial conctern
Net selecsed a3 a [chemical of potentisl econcern

Ng Texiciey data '
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Summary of H
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mont Polychemical Site
iman Nonjéancer Risk Estimates

Table i0

Hazard Index far
Noncarrinogenic Effects

dust

manginesy. cadmiym,

Max iy
l Average Plausible Predaminant
Expezyrs Fathway fage Case Chemicals
rren n n i
Inhalation of air 0.8 3.24 PCE
Innatation of soil — — —
Ingestion of Groundwater 0.9 A —
1.7 4.1
inhalation of gir 0.« 1.62 PLE
Inhalation of Fugitive Dyst — — —
Ingestior of groundwatar 8.77 M/A Fh
Oermal adscrption of groundwater s — —
Inkalation of Groundwater Vojatiles (.4 tsa —_—
Tota i0 it
InAalation of air | g.8 3.24 PCE
Ingestion af gail ! 0.15 0.50 —_—
Dermal adsorption of soil \ 0.0} 0.16 -—
I"hiTitiOﬂ Of Fugitiv' Oust —— —— —
Ingestion af groundwater E 15.2 M/A 5p, TL, PCE
|
Germa® 3dsz=ption of groundwalsr — a.m —
irpaiation af Groundwatar Yolatiles 2.83 H/a PCS
| .
Tatal l 19 22
Fytur ildina | l
[ahalation of resyspended buil%ing VITE)E £.17E.02 8srium, iron,

iy cmemicalg with
Ayt anal red
rar the M2 waluss, Lhe dqee

[

M, 4

vapper, BERP

[ above ! 3ad/or vargi risk nr Wl g belnm Larger 1l

ragE Case wd3 usid

L -
i




Table 11
Toxicity Data For Carcinogenic Effects
Dose Response Evaluation (a)
Carcinogens: Cancer Potercy Factors .
Oral CPF Weight of Inhalation CPF Veight of
Chemical Mame (mg/kg-day) -1 _ Evidence (mg/kg-day) -1 Evidenut
volatites:
Senzene 2.90€-02 A 2.908-02 A
chiorcbenzene . - - 3
chioroform 4.10E-03 82 8.108-02 | I
1,1-dichloroethane 9.10E-02 [ T4 w wo
1,2-Dichloroethane 9.10E-02 B2 9.10¢-02 82
1,1-Dichloroethene 6.00E-01 c 1.20€+00 ¢
Ethylbenzene - - . .
Toluene - y . : )
Tetrachioroethens $.10E-02 82 . 3.30e-03 8
1,1,1-Trichlorcethang - - ) )
Trichloroethene 1.10E-02 .  H 1.30!-02' . 82
vinyl Chioride 2.30€+00 A 2.95E-01 A
Semivolatiles: . ) _ - )
Benzoic Acid - . . R
Isophorone 4.10E-03 c ")) ¢
Pentachiorophenol - 0 - )
Phenol - - .
Senzo(alpyrene (b) 1. 15401 82 6.10E+00 12
Kaphthalene - . - -
Bis(Z-ethylhexyl)phthalate 1.40E-02 82 NO | F
Sutyl benzyl phthalate Ly ¢ O .
Di-n-butylphthalate ND D o V]
Diethylphthalate LY b WD [
Pesticides:
Alphs BHC 1. 70E+00 82 1.70€+00 82
‘.‘|_°°r 3.‘05'01 .2 3.‘*'01 '2
Inorganics:
Ant imony - - - .
Arsenic 1.50E+00 (b) A S.00¢+01 A
Sarium - . . .
Beryliium w 32 8.40E-00 | ¥
Cacmium L] - 4, 1QE~00 | 3]
Chromium (¥V]) ND - &, 10E-01 A
Copper - - - -
Lend ND B2 ] 82
Manganese . . - .
Kercury . - - -
Nickel (¢) w0 - 1.70E+00 A
Selenuam - - - -
hai lium - - . .
Yenedium - - - -
linc - - - -
EPA Weight of Evidence Classifications are as follows!
:::.:‘:c;ru.-n Carcirogen. Sufficient evidence friom epidemiologic studies to support » cousal association between exposure
Grouw B1 - Probable Nuran Carcinogen. Limited evidence of carcinogenicity in humans from epidemiological studies.

Group B2 - Probwble Humen {arcinogen, Sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity in animais. [nadequate evidence of
carcirogenizi- ¢ in hurses, '
Group L - Postible Huran Carcinogen. Limited eviderze of circincgenicity in animals,

Group 0 - Not Clensified. lnodequate cvnden:e of ¢ rctnou:'ncitv in amimats.

U OREXT Uit L Asgesimeni - omeern Toms P Cee w2IA, 1989,

{a;" Calculated from the current drinking uur standard af |.3 mg/l assuming an ingestion of 2.0 i/day for & 70 kg person.

{b) Integrated nn lnforn::m Systm, 1967

A ml PA . mR* _

et 1 o= ongens



Table 12

Claremont Polychemical Site
Summary of Cancer Risk Estimates

e fzcpss Lifetime Cancer Rigk

Average . Maxioum Predominant :
Exposure Pythway Case Playsible Case Chemicaly
reen n ndili 7 * :
Inhalation of air 1.84E-05 1.38-06 TCE, PCE .
{nhalation of seil 1.05E-09 9.48E-08 — ;
Ingestion of Groundwater 4.23€-08 1, 49807 —
Total 1.88E-06 1.40€-05 ‘ {
Fytyre Off=Sit2 Lan ditign
Iahalation of air : 1,84E=06 1.38E-05 TCE, PCE
[nhalation of Fugitive Dust 2.07E-10 7.07E-09 _—
[ngestion of groundwater 9.59E~06 1.20E-05 PCE, BERP
Dermal adsorplion of groundwater 4.57E-09 2.24E-08 —
Inhalation of Groundwaler Volatiles [, 11€-06 1. 70E-15 PCE
Total 1.20E-05 5.0E~05
Fyturs Qn-Sit n nditign
Inhalation of air 3.93E-06 §.83E-05 TCE, PCE
Ingestion of soil 1.73E-07 1.20E-06 PAH -
Germal adsorption of soil 1.236-08 4.02€-07 _—
Inhaiation of Fugitive Dust 2.07E=10 7.07€-09 —_—
Ingestion of groundwater 1.36E-04 4.83E-04 As, PCE,

Vinyl Chloride, 1,1-0CE,
, TCE, 1,1-0CA

Derma! adserotion of groundwatar 7.34E-)7 31.605-06 Senzane

Inratation of Groundwatar Yolatiles d.36E-0S 1,85¢a04d 1,1=8CE, Vinylchloride
PLE, TLE, 1,1-0CA
8enzene, 1,2,-DCA,

Chigraform
Tata) 1.B4E-04_  6.£1E-04 . tl

Fytyras Byildin

inkalation af resuspended building 2.37E-04d €. 09€-03 Cadmium, arsanic, nickel,

dust BEHP, beryllium
)

{——1: My chenicals with cancsr risk abues | o 1070

Mead oyl anal g

Yofar (ke Md caluds, the 2/2r1ce case was used |
[}
:
i

e ey g %

-



Table 13. List of Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARSs) for the Selected

Remady.

SOILS
Regulatory Level

Federal

State

GROUNDWATER
Federal

State

OTHERS

ational Ambient Air Quality Standards for Hazardous Air
ollutants (NAAQS)
0 CFR 52

CRA - Land Disposal Restrictions (40 CFR 268)

CRA - Standards Applicable to Transport of Hazardous
aste (CFR 263.11, 263.20-21

nd 263.30-31)

CRA - Standards for Owners/Operators of Permitted
azardous Waste Facilities (40 CFR 264.10-264.18)

CRA - Preparadness and Prevention (40 CFR 264.10-
64.18)

CRA - Contingency Plan and Emergency Procedures (40
FR 264.50-264.56) '

OT - Rules for Transponation of Hazardous Materials (49
FR Parts 107, 171.1-172.558)

ew York Hazardous Waste Manifest System Rules (6
YCRR 372)

ew York Hazardous Waste Treatment Storage and Disposal

Facility Permitting Requirements
(6 NYCRR 370 and 373)

SDWA Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs)

roundwater Quality Regulations (6 NYCRR Part 703.5)

- Drinking Water Standards (10 NYCRR Part 5)

OBHA - Safety and Health Standards {29 CFR 1826)

OSHA - Record Keeping, Reporting and Related Regulations
(28 CFR 1804)

e .

"
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CEP-ZS-1958 ©8:B4 FROM  NYS,ENUIR|CONSERUATION TO B-S52RET21 22546807 P.pz

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation

50 Wolf Road, Aibany, New York 12233 -7010 “

_Thomas C. Jorling
Commissioner

Mr. Richard L. Caspe, P.E.
Director

Emergency & Remedial Response Division .

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency SEP 2 4 1300
Region 11

26 Federal Plaza
New York, NY 10278

T

Dear Mr, Caspe:

Re: Claremont Polychemical Site - ID. No. 130015
01d Bethpage, Nassau County, New York

The New York State Department of Envirommental Conservation (NYSDEC) has
reviewed the draft Operable Unit One Declaration for the Record of Decision
(ROD) for the above-referenced site. The NYSDEC concurs with the selected
remedies which incliude:

1. Alternative SC-4, Contaminated Soils - Excavation of approximately
1600 cubic yards of contaminated soil, on- s1te Low Temperature Enhanced
Volatilization and on-sit redepos1t1on

2. Alternative GW-3B, Groundwater ~ Extraction of 1.0 mgd of contaminated
groundwater, foliowed by treatment (meta) precipitation, air stripping
and carbon adsorption) and reinjection of the treated water into the
aquifer.

3. Alternative BD-2 - Building decontamination and off-site treatment/
disposal of collected dust, asbestos insulation, and contaminated water
from the floor drains and| condensers.

4. Alternative T-2, Underground Storage Tanks: Removal and 0ff-Site
Treatment/Disposal - This| alternative includes excavation of overburden
soil, pumping of the tank contents, tank cleaning, removal of tanks and
appurtenant equipment, off~site disposal/treatment of tanks, equipment
and liquid waste, and backfilling with clean soil.

If you have any gquestions, please call Mr. Kamal Gupta, of my staff, at
(518) 457-3976.

Sincerely,

Edw 0. Ivan |
Deputy Commissioner . !

sl

cc: €. Ramos, USEPA, Region 1
R. Tramontano, NYSDOH
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RESPONSIVENEESB BUMMARY

Claremont Polychemical Site
0ld Bethpage, Nassau County
Hew York

\

The U.S5. Environmental Pr
comment period from Augus
receive comments from int
Investigation and Feasibi
Plan for the Claremont Po

tection Agency (EPA} held a public

25, 1990 through September 25, 19%0 to
rested parties on the final Remedial
ity study (RI/FS) reports and Proposed
ychemical Superfund Site (Site).

A public participation me
September 5, 1990 at the
Bethpage, New York to dis
present EPA's preferred a
site, and to provide an o
present oral comments and

ting was conducted by EPA on

1d Bethpage Village Restoration, 01d
uss the remedial alternatives, to
ternative for the remediation of the

portunity for the interested parties to
questions to EPA.

This responsiveness summary provides a synopsis of citizen's

comments and concerns about the Site as raised during the public
comment period, and EPA's [responses to those comments. All
comments summarized in this document were factored into EPA's
final decision for selection of the remedial activities for
cleanup of the Claremont Pelychemical Site.

This responsiveness summa

is divided into the following
sections: .

I. Overview. This section briefly
describes the background of the Claremont Polychemical
Site and outlines the proposed alternatives.

1I. Background on Community Involvement and Concerns. This

section provides

a brief history of community interests
and concerns reg

rding the Claremont Polychemical Site.

III. Summary of Major Questions and Commentg Received During
the Public Comment Period and EPA's Responses. This
section summarizes comments submitted to EPA at the
public meeting and during the comment period and
provides EPA's responses to these comments.

Iv. Appendices. This section includes a copy of the agenda
for the public meeting (Appendix A), Proposed Plan
(Appendix B), public meeting sign-in sheet (Appendix
C), and the overhead transparencies used at the public
meeting (Appendix D).




I. RESPONSIVENESS B

Site Backgroung

The Claremont Polychemica
facility located in centr
Bethpage, Town of Oyster
facility is situated in a
commercial and institutio
Disposal Complex, SUNY Ag
mingdale, and Bethpage St
approximately 800 feet ea

Y OVERVIEW

Site is an abandoned production

1 Long Island, in the community of ©lad
ay, Nassau County, New York. The

area comprised of light industrial,

al properties (Oyster Bay Solid Waste
icultural and Technical College at Far-
te Park). The Suffolk County line is
t of the Site.

In 1985, 0ld Bethpage had
Oyster Bay had a populati
Current Population Report
closest residences are ap
side of the landfill. Th
3,500 feet northwest of t

a population of 5,881 persons and

n of 305,750 persons, according to the
(U.S. Bureau of Census, 1987). The
roximately half a mile away on the west
closest public supply well is located
e Site.

tely 9.5 acres on which a 35,000

crete building is located. Other - —
basins, aboveground tanks,

basins, dry wells, and water supply

The Site occupies approxim
square foot, one story, co
features include: treatmen
underground tanks, leachin
wells,

in 1980, Claremont Polychemical
nts for plastics, coated metallic
rs. The principal wastes generated
ns, and wash wastes (mineral spirits).

From 1968 until its closur
manufactured inks and pigm
flakes, and vinyl stabiliz
were organic solvents, resi

Concern for contamination

the Nassau County Departme
drums scattered throughout
leaking. By September 198
either removed from the Si
material was burned in the
noted at the time that an

was contaminated with orga
and/or incidental spills a
action by the property own
feet of a seventy-five foo
excavated material was pla
this liner degraded and no
Groundwater samples from a
indicated the presence of

under the Site.

as linked to a discovery in 1979 by

t of Health (NCDOH) of 2,000 to 3,000
the Site, some uncovered and others
most of the drums were sorted and

e or reused in the plant. Some of the
plant's boiler. NCDOH inspectors

rea east of the building (spill area)
ic solvents as a result of accidental
d discharges. A subsequent removal
rs, in 1980, excavated the upper ten
by seventy-five foot area. The

ed on a plastic liner. Over the years,
|llonger is an impermeable layer.
onitoring well installed at the time
roundwater contamination directly

Claremont Polychemical and lits affiliated companies entered into
receivership in 1980. In 1983, Woodward-Clyde Consultants, under
the direction of the New York State Department of Environmental

Conservation, conducted a preliminary investigation of the Site.




™ :?”1, Velzy Associates
#~- *': property owners.

Rich Ceonsultants. For the
rusinesses have been oOpera
... <.aremont Polychemical
«ii wae National Priorities
received a final listing s
1587, EPA issued a special
(Ciaremont Polychemical Of
undertake or finance the r
stuay. No response was re
company. In March 1988 EP.
comprehensive RI/FS for th

A preliminary evaluation b
presence of hazardous wast
other holding units (treat
sump). In September 1988,

overpacking and/or stabili
holding units. A second o
tiie uitimate disposal of t
completed by EPA in July 1
was issued in September 19

being implemented and consi

bulking/consolidation, and
off-site, EPA-approved, tr

onducted a limited study of the Site
dditional work was performed by C.A.
last four to five years two tenant
ing at the Site.

Site was first proposed for inclusion
List (NPL) in October 1984 and
atus in June 1986. On December 4,
notice letter to Mr. Walter Neitlich
icer) requesting a good faith offer to
medial investigation and feasibility
eived from Mr., Neitlich or from the
obligated funds and started a
first operable unit.

EPA in July 1988 revealed the

held in containers (e.g. drums) and
ent basins, aboveground tanks, and a
PA performed work consisting of the
ation of deteriorated containers and
erable unit RI/FS (0OU-II) dealing with
e above mentioned hazardous wastes was
8g9. The Record of Decision for OU-II
9. The selected remedy is currently
sts of compatibility testing,
treatment/disposal of the wastes at
atment facilities.

tive

The remedial alternatives
Polychemical Site are desc

for this operable unit (reflerred to as operable unit one).

ocnsidered for the Claremont
ibed in the RI/FS and Proposed Plan
Those

alternatives considered are detailed below:

Remedial Alternatives for Cpntaminated Boils (8C)

©0 SC-1 No Further Action

© SC-3 Excavation/off-~-Sit Inc1nerat10n/Backf111 with Clean

Soil

© SC-4 Excavation/Low Temperature Enhanced Veolatilization/On-

Site Redeposition

¢ SC-5 In-8itu Vacuum Extraction

Remedial Alternatives for Contaminated Groundwater (GW)

© GW-1 No Further Acticn

© GW=-2 Pumping/Air Stripping/Reinjection; Site Boundary (0.2

mgd)

© GW-3A Pumping/Air Stripping/Reinjection; Leading Edge of

Plume (1.9 mgd)
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© GW-3B Pumping/Air Stripping/Reinjection; Site Boundary and

Downgradient (1.0 mgd)

© GW-3A Pumping/UV-Chemical Oxidation/Reinjection; Leading Edge

of Plume (1.9 mgd)

© GW-5B Pumping/UV-Chemical Oxidation/Reinjection; Site
Boundary and Downgradient (1.0 mgd) _

Remedial Alternatives for Building (BD)

© BD-1 No Further Action

o BD-2 Building Decontamination/Waste Treatment and Disposal

Remedial Alternatives for Underground Storage Tanks (T)

'© T-1 No Further Action

o T-2 Removal and Off-Site Disposal

EPA, with concurrence from the New York State Department of

Environmental Conservation,

chose a remedy which addresses the

principal threats posed by |the Site through a combination of

source control alternative

- treatment of contaminated soils

(sc-4) and tank removal and treatment (T-2), with active
restoration of the groundwater (GW-3B), and building

decontamination (BD-2).

Based on the current information, these

alternatives provide the best protection of human health and the

environment.
II. BEACKGROUND OF COMMUNI

Community interest in the C
moderate throughout the RI/
Locally, the community has
to various environmental pr
Bethpage Landfill Site (OBL
and the Nassau County Fire

activities are currently bef

including extraction and tr
The community has been awar
through newspaper articles,

notices, and public information meetlngs.

Y INVOLVEMENT

aremont Polychemical Site has been
S process and removal actions.

een active at public meetings related
blems associated with the 014

, Liberty Industrial Finishing Site,
ervice Academy. Several remedial
ng conducted at the landfill,

atment of groundwater contamination.
of the Claremont Polychemical Site
fact sheets, press releases, public
Organized groups

include the Citizens for Pure Water in South Farmingdale.

The major concern expressed
contamlnants through grounds
in general have focused the
groundvwater contamination aj
supply wells located in the

by the community is migration of

vater. Local officials and the public
ir concern on the potential for

nd the impact on the drinking water
area.




131, EUMMARY OF MAJOR QUEBTIONS AND COMMENTEZ RECEIVED DURING
THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND EPA'S8 RESPONSES

~-mmznts raised during th
Claremont Polychemical Si

public comment period for the
e are summarized below.

COMMENT: Local officials
foresees any problems rei
treated as part of the gr

ingquired about whether or not EPA
jecting the volume of groundwater to be
ndwater remedy.

RESPONSE: EPA does not foresee any technical problems related to
the reinjection of the trepted groundwater into the agquifer. Our
current hydrogeological model indicates that the aquifer should
bo akle to assimilate this| volume of water (1.0 million gallons
per day). Construction and operation of the proposed groundwater
reinjection wells is technlically feasible at the Site. Normal
potential problems such as|clogging of the well screens due to
suspended matter will be taken into account in the facility
design.

COMMENT: A resident asked | whether a risk assessment has been
prepared which calculates the overall risk teo the population
exposed to contaminated groundwater, not only from the Claremont
Polychemical Site, but from the combination of all Superfund
sites in the vicinity.

RESPONSE: The risk assessment developed by EPA for the Claremont
site addresses potential risk to human health and the environment
from exposure to the Claremont Polychemical Site-related
contamination only. Calculation of a "global or regional" risk
figure would be difficult to accomplish since relationships
between sources and exposed population would need to be
determined for a variety of sources. However, due to the
proximity of Claremont Polychemical with the 0ld Bethpage
Landfill (0BL), and the potential for overlapping plumes, the
risk calculated by EPA for exposure to groundwater at Claremont
Polychemical may be influenced by contamination from the
Landfill. Remediation of the Claremont Polychemical contaminant
plume takes into consideration the potential impact of remedial
activities taking place at OBL (i.e., groundwater extraction and

treatment) in order to restore the aguifer to its best potential
use.

COMMENT: A resident asked
the company's owners in 198
placement on plastic liner)
constitutes a good remedial

hether the remedial action taken by
(i.e., excavation of soils and

and the use of liners in general,
action.

RESPONSE: It is difficult
1980 action, since air and
conducted concurrently with
effective in reducing the p

o assess the effectiveness of the
roundwater monitoring was not

the action. Although liners are
tential for soil contaminants to
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leach into 'the groundwater, they do not control the spread of
leachate unless a collection system is in place. They also allow
for the volatilization of |contaminants into the air phase without
treatment. Such releases are generally not acceptable to EPA or
Kew York State. Generally speaking, liners without proper
controls are not standard EPA response techniques.

COMMENT: Concern was expressed about other sources of
groundwater contamination ((e.g., the high number of Superfund
sites in the area), and how all these affect the groundwater
remediation.

RESPONSE: When EPA takes action at éuperfund sites, it takes
into account potential upgradient or off-site contributions to
the site groundwater contamination.

In other cases, EPA selected a remedy to address site
contamination which is followed by a second operable unit to
address remediation of an upgradient source, if one has been
identified. If a source has not been identified, EPA may conduct
a second operable unit investigation to assist in the
identification of an off-site source.

‘When EPA takes action at Superfund sites, it takes into account
potential upgradient or off-site contributions to the site
groundwater contamination. | In the case of the Claremont
Polychemical Site, a great |amount of communication and
coordination has taken plage between EPA and the Town of Oyster
Bay (which is in charge of |[remedial activities at OBL). The
groundwater remedy selected at Claremont Polychemical foresees a
close coordination between the remedial activities taking place
at both the OBL and Claremont Polychemical Sites.
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UNITED STATES ENV

IRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 11

ot 26 FEDERAL PLAZA

NEW YORK. NEW YORK 10278

Claremont »
0ld4 Beth;

AGENDA

Public Meeting

lychemical sSuperfund 8ite

age Village Restoration

0ld Bethpage, New York

I. Welcome & Introduction

II. Overview of Superfund

ITI. Remedial Investigatio
Feasibility Study and
Preferred Alternative

VI. Questions and Answers

V. Closing

geptember 5, 1990

7:00 P.M.

‘Cecilia Echols
Community Relations
Coordinator

U.S. EPA, Region 2

Douglas Garbarini

Chief, Eastern New York &
Caribbean Remedial Action
Section

U.S. EPA, Region 2

n/ Carlos R. Ramos
Remedial Project Manager
Claremont Polychemical
Superfund Site
U.S. EPA, Region 2
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\Claremont Polychemical Site

ANNOUNCEMENT OF PROPOSED PLAN

The Proposed Plan describes the remedial altemgtives

considered for the Claremont Polychemical Superfund
site and identifies the preferred remedia! aternative
with the rationale for this preference. The Proposed
Plan was developed by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA} with support from the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC). EPA is issuing the Proposed Plan as| pan
of #is public panicipation responsibilities under Sdction
117{(a}) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as
amended and Section 300.430(f) of the National
Contingency Pian (NCP). The alternatives summarized
here are described in the remedial investigation and
teasibility study (RI/FS) for this operable unit (referred
1o as operable unit one in the RI/FS), which should be
consulted for a more detailed description of all th
alternatives. L
This Proposed Plan is being distributed to solickt public
comments pertaining to all the remedial atternatives
evaluated, as well as the preferred alternative.

COMMUNITY ROLE IN SELECTION PROCESS

EPA ang NYSDEC rely on public input to ensure that
the concerns of the community are considered in
selecting an effective remedy for each Superiund

includes a public meating at which EPA will prese
RIFS Report and the Proposed Plan, answer
questions, and accept both o2l and wiittes commeits.

wwii il

Oid Bethpage Viizge Restoration, Round Swamp Road,
Oid Bethpage, New York on September 5, 1890 at| 7:00
p.m. to allow EPA to present the conclusions of th
RIFS, to further elzborate on the preferred remedi
SlEMmaive, &0 0 130eive LJIC LL.NMents,

Old Bethpage, Nassau County, New York

Documentation of the final remedy seiection will be
presented in the ROD alter consideration of all the
public comments. Commeants will be summarized in
the Responsiveness Summary Section of the Record of
Decision,

The administrative record file, which contains the
information upon which the selection of the
response action will be based, is avaiable & the
following location:

Plainview-Old Bethpage

Public Library

999 Country Road

Plainview, New York

Tel (516) 938-0077 ,

Hours: Mon-Fri., 2:00 a.m to 9:00 p.m.
Sat, 9:30 a.m. 0 5:30 p.m,
Sun., 1:.00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.

Dates to remember:
MARK YOUR CALENDAR

August 25 to September 25, 1990
Public comment period on remedies

September 5, 1990

Public meeting at the Oid Bethpage
Restoration Auditorium, Old Bethpage, New
York at 7:.00 p.m.
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SITE BACKGROUND

The Claremont Polychemical site is an abandone
producticn iacility located in central Long Isfand, in the
community of Oid Bethpage, Town of Oyster Bay,
Nassau County, New York. The facility is situated in
an area comprised of light industrial, commercial and
institutional properties (Oyster Bay Solid Waste
Disposal Complex, SUNY Agricutural and Technical
Coliege at Farmingdzle. and Bethpaje State Park). The
Suffolk Count, ine is approximately 80D feet east of
the site. !

The Site occupies approximately 9.5 acres on whi:h a
35,000 sguare foot, one story, concrete building |

located (see Figure 1). Other features include:
treatment basins, aboveground tanks, underground

tanks, leaching basins, dry welis, and water supply
wells. %

From 1988 unii ©is closure in 1880, Claremont Po}ch-
emical mandfactured inks and pigments for plasti

coated meiais flakes, and viny! stabilizers. The |
principal wastes generated were organic solvents,
resins, and wash wastes (mineral spirits). ‘

S,

Concern for contamination was linked 10 a discov}ary

in 1979 by the Nassau County Department of Health
(NCDH) of 2,000 to 3,000 drums were scattered
throughout the Site; some uncovered and others
leaking. By September 1980 most of the drums were
sorted and either removed from the site, or reused in
the plant. Some of the material was burned in the
plant’s boiler. NCDH inspectors noted at the time that
an area east of the building (spill area) was
contaminated with organic solvents as a result of
accidental and/or incidental spills and discharges. A
subsequent remnoval action, in 1980, excavaied the
upper ten feet of a seventy-five foot by seventy-five foot
area. The extavaied material was placed on a plastic
liner. Over the years, this liner has degraded and no
longer is an impermeable layer. Groundwaler samples
from a monitoring well instalied at the time indicated
the presence of groundwater contamination directly
under the site.

Claremont Polychemical and its affiliated companies
entered into receivership in 1980. In 1983, Woodward-
Clyge Consultants, under the direction of the New York
State Depaniment of Environmental Conservation,
conducted a preliminary investigation of the site. In
1984, Velzy Associates conducted a limited study of
the site for the property owners. Additional work was
performed by C.A. Rich Consultants in response 10 a




ror ine last four to five years two tenant businesses
have been operating at the site under the superyision
of the Bankruptcy court,

request for information by the ULS. Bankruptey ibm

A preliminary evaluation by EPA on July 1988 revealed
the presence of hazardous waste held in containers
{&.y. grums) and other holding units (treatment basins,
aboveground tanks, and a sump}. In September 1988,
EPA performed work consisting of the overpacking
and/or stabilization of deteriorated containers an
holiding units. A second operable unit RI/FS (OU-l)
dealing with the ulimate disposal of the above
mentioned hazardous wastes was completed by EPA in
July 1888. The Record of Decision for OU-Il w.

issued on September 1988, The selected remedy is
currently being implemented and consists of |
compatibility testing, bulking/consolidation, and |
treatment/disposal of the wasles at off-site, EPA-‘
approved, treatment facilities. .

SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT

EPA divided the remedial work being conducted &t the
Claremont Polychemical site into two operable units.
The first operable unil addresses the overall site
remediation (groundwater and soif) and is the focus of
this document. This RI/FS contains the detailed |
information and data used in determining the natire
and extent of the problem, and the development of
remedial ahernatives to address the problem.

As discussed above, the second operable unit deals
only with the wastes haid in comainers and holding
units. In Seplember 1989, EPA decided 1o remov
these wastes ang treat/dispose of the materials off-site.
This action, which includes the containers found inside
the building (e.g. drums) and the wastes containe
inside the ho'ding units (e.g. treatment basins, "
aboveground tanks), is currently ongoing. !

The overall objective of the remediation is to reduce
the concenira!.ons of comaminants 10 levels which are
protective of humar: health and the environment. The
remedy selected will achieve this objective by: |

(o] Soil Treatment. Treatment of the soil 1o rerwe
the mobile organic conamination will resull in
the elimination of & long-term source of |
contamination of the groundwater. :

©  Groundwaler Treatment. Extraction and |
treatment of the contaminaied grOundwateeri!f

contain the migration of the plume and in time
will achieve Federal and State standards fof the
volatite organiz contaminante.

o Butding pecomamination. Removal of all
hazardous materials from the building witt

eliminate any potential risk to huraan heatth
_and the environment, and will aliow for
unrestricted use of the building in the future.

0 Removal/Treatment of Underground Tanks,
Liquid Wastes, and Associated Soils.
Removal and treatment of these wastas will
result in the elimination of the threat 1o human
health and the environment from possible
contact with the wastes. Also will resutt in the
eradication of a long-term source of
groundwater contamination.

SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

A baseline risk assessment was developed as part of
the remedial investigation for Claremont Polychemical.
The risk assessment evaluates the potential impacts on
human health and the environment ¥ the contamination
at the site is not remediated. This information is used
by EPA to make a determination as to whether
remediation of the site may be required.

Two basic scenarios were developed based on present
(industrial) and possible future (residential) land use at
the Site. Under both scenarios several pathways
{direct contact, inhalation and ingestion) were
evaluated for exposure to surface and subsurface soils,
air, resuspended building dust, and ground water used
for drinking and domestic purposes. The populations
evaluated included on-site residents; off-site residents
(including students and recreational users); and
workers. Two estimates were developed,
corresponding to the maximum concentration detectad
or 'worst case scenario® and a representative expasure
or *most reasonable case’. EPA considers risks in the
range of 10 to 10° to be acceptable, This risk range
can be interpreted to mean than an individual may
have a one in ten thousand to a one in a million
increased chance of developing cancer as result of
site-related exposure 1o a carcinogen over & 70-year
lifetime under the specific exposure conditions at the
Site.

Based on the RI report some of the contaminants of
concern are: tetrachloroethene (PCE) and bis(2-
ethylhexyliphthalate (BEHP) in soil; 1,1,1-
vichioroethane, tetracthloroethene and bis(2-
ethylhexyl)phthalate in groundwater, cadmium,
chromium and copper in the building; and 2-butanone,
toluene and bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate in the
underground storage tanks.

r's baseling :adangerment assessment indicates
th=t the most significanmt public heath risk resufts from




| Maximum Concentration ol Salested
] vormaminams Delected in Soil,
Groundwater, Building and Underground
Tank Content ‘
- CONCEN-
MATRIX COMPOUND TRATION
(Jall bis (2-sthylhexy]) 270
{mgXg) phihalate
ietrachloroathene 28
lead 98
GROUND 151 100 .
WATER ttichloroethane
(ug/Kg)
trichlorosthens 260
1etrachlorosthena 1,300
ethylbanzene 160
bis (2-ethylhexy!) 50
phthalate
chromium 159
BULDING bis(2-ethylhexy]) 70
{ug'wipe) phthalste
cadmium 313
chremium 1,103
copper 24 600
lead ' 7974
TANKS 2-butenone 92,000
{mg’Kg)
foluens 2.500
xylene 3,600
bis{Z-ethylhexyl) ‘23,000
phihalate

the ingestion of grountwater. inhalation of groundwater
volaiiies (e.g. wh's showe:ing), and the inhalation of
resuspended dust inside the building under the future
use scenario. Under the representative and worst-
case scenario, the lifetime excess cancer risk of
drinking the on-site groundwater are 1.36 x 10~ and
4.53 x 10™, respectively. This indicates that an
individua! has a one in ten thousand and, a five in ten
thousand chanice of dzveloping tancet as a result of
drinking this water. Similarly, the representative and
worst-Case risk for people inhaling the on-site
groundwater voiatiles are 4.36 x 10°® and 1.45 x 107,
respectively. Under the representative-case scenario
the potential excess cancer risk associated with
£xpesure 1o resuspended building dust is 2.37 x 40
and 5.09 x 10% under the worse-case scenario. For

ingection of nl.sks graunsdnaler the repressritative-
case risk is 9.59 x 10%; the worst-case risk is
3.20 x 10

The risk assessment contains the conclusion that direct
exposure 10 site soils does not represent a significant
risk to human health and the environment. However,
they do pose a significant indirect risk by being a
continuous source of groundwater contamination.
Contaminants in excess of Federal and State standards
were detected in the site groundwater plume. EPA
policies and regulations allow remedial actions to be
taken whenever cross-media impacts result in the
exceedance of one or more Maximum Contaminant
Levels. Consequently, soll remediation is warranted to
remove this continuous source of contamination into
the groundwater and expedite compliance with Federal
and State groundwater standards,

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances
from this site, if not addressed by the preferred
alternative or one of the other active measures
considered, may present a current or potential threat to
the environment through the groundwater pathway.

SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

The remedial alternatives are organized according to
the media areas which they address: soil (SC),
groundwater (GW), building (BD) and underground
tanks (T). These alternatives were screened based on
implementability, eflectiveness, and cost. The screening
resulted in remedial alternatives upon which a detailed
analysis was performed. Those alternatives considered
in detail are discussed below. *Time to implement’ is
defined as the period of time needed for the alternative
to be started (e.g. amount of time needed for the
construction of a treatment facility). it does include the
time required for remedial design activities which Is
assumed to take 2 years.

SOILS
m .
Remedial Atematives for Contaminated Soils {SC)

0 SC-1 No Further Action '

o SC-3 Excavation/Off-site
Wicineration/Backiilt with Clean Sofl

© SC4  Excavation/low Temperature
Enhanced Volatilization/On-Site
Redeposition S '

0 SC-5 In-Situ Vacuum Extraction

S S A S Y




Aramative SC-1: No Further Action

Ceapital Cost. none

O & M Cost: $34,900 per year
Presert Worth Cost: $564,300
Time 10 implament: 1 month

The No Action alternative provides the baseline case
for comparison with other soil alternatives. Under this
aliernative, the contaminated soil is lelt in place without
treatment. A long-term groundwater monitoring
program would be implemented to track the migration
of contaminants from the soil into the groundwater,
Existing monitoring wells would be used for monitoring.
Five year reviews would be performed to assess the
need for further actions.

Remedial investigation-related roll-off containers and
drums containing soils and drilling mud would have to
be transported off-site for treatment and disposal.

Allemative SC-3: Excavation/Off-Site
incineration/Backfill with Clean Soil

Capital Cost: $18,535,100

O & M Cost: none

Present Worth Cost: $18,535,100
Time 1o Implement: 3.5 years

Site preparation for the remedial implementation would
inciude a parking area, equipment staging area and
stockpile area. Suppon facilities (e.g. offices) would
also be installed on the site. An estimated total of
6,240 cubic yards {cy) of soil would be excavated.
Excavation would be conducted under moistened
conditions by spraying water over the surface to
minimize fugitive dust and volatile contaminant
emissions. The scil would be stockpiled prior to
transportation to an off-site facility. The excavated| soil
would be transporied 1o an off-site, EPA-permitted
incineration facility for treatment and disposal. Th
roli-oft coriainers and drums containing soil can also
be re-packed into the same type of comainers a
transported for of’-site incineration along with the soil.
Clean soil vou'd be used 10 backiill the excavated

area, Sie restoration would include the application of
topsoil and seeding.

~ Mlemative SC4: ExcavationvOn-Site Low Ternper#\re
Enhanced Volatilzation/On-Sie Radeposition

Capital Cost: $2,262,500

© & M Cost: none

Present Worth Cost: $2,262,500
Time to Implement: 3.5 years

Site preparzdon end soii excavation would be

M

performed &S in Atemative SC3. An amimaias 8248
¢y of contaminated soil would be treated in a mobile
enhanced volatilization (low temperature thermal
extraction) unit brought on site. Low temperature
thermnal extraction consists of a feed system, thermal
processot, afterburner, and scrubber. The excavated
contaminated soil is placed in the feed hopper with a
backhoe. The soil is then conveyed trom the hopper
to the thermal processor. Mot air from an air heater is
injected into the thermal processors at a normai
operating temperature of 260°C (500°F) which is well
above the boiling points of most volatile organic
compounds (VOCs). The volatilized compounds and
moisture in the contaminated soil is then burned at
1090°C (2000°F) in an aherburner operated to ensure
complete destruction. A porion of the off-gas is
recirculated as combustion air to minimize fuel usage.
The off-gas is then treated at the scrubbar for
particulate removal and acid gas adsorption. The
off-gas leaves the system at a temperature of less than
83°C (200°F).

The volatilized contaminant-laden gas also can be
treated by an activated carbon adsorption unit instead
of an afterburner for PCE removal. A bag fitter would
be used to remove particulates from the gas-before it
enters the carbon adsorption unit. The treated soil
would be free of volatile organics and would be stored
for sampling and then used as backfill in the excavated
areas, Site restoration would be performed as in
Alernative SC-3. The roli-off containers and drums
containing RI soil can also be treated with the soil,

Alemative SC-5: In-Situ Vacuum Extraction

Capital Cost: $385,600

O & M Cost: none

Present Worth Cost: $385,600
Time to Impiement: 4 years

Site preparation would be performed as in Alternative
SC-3. However, the soil.is left in place undisturbed,
therefore no excavatlion would be required. This
alternative involves the installation of vacuum extraction
welis over the contaminated soils. Each well would
have a maximum depth of 10 feet. The vacuum wells
would be connected via a pipe system to a
skid-mounted high volume vacuum pump. The vactuum
would pull air through the contaminated soils, within &
radius of approximately 20 fest rom the wells,
depending on soil composition and volatility of the
contaminant. The air containing the stripped VOCs

. would be fed through a condenser to recover the free

product and moisture, and then through an emissions
control system, i.e., a vapor phase carbon adsorption
system. Tha condenscs procduy wou's be drummed
and transponied 10 an off-site treatment and disposal
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Femadial Alernatives
. Groundwater (GW)

for Contaminated ..

o GW-1 No Furher Action : 1

o GW-Z Fumping/Air SmppmglFiem;ecno .
Southem Site Boundary {0.2 mgd)

© o GW-CA Pumping/Air Stnpptngjﬂenn{ecuon
-~ “leading Edge of Plume (1.9 mgd)
© GW-38 Pumping/Air Stnpprnngeln;ectnon

o GW-5A Pumping/UV-Chemica
Oxidarion/Reinjection; Leading Edge -
Plume (1.9 mgd)

o GW-5B Pumping/UV.-Chemica

Orxication/Reinjection;  Southern  Site

Boundary and Downgradient (1.0 mpd)

Alternative GW-1: No Further Action
Capital Cost: none

O & M Cost; 828,400

Present Worth Cost: $484,400

Time to implement: 1 year

This atternative includes the use of existing welis 1
conduct a long-term groundwater sampling progra
which would monitor the migration of contaminants |of
concern in the aguifer. A 1otal of ten wells, including
existing upg 2ciert, on-ske and downgradient wells,

would be utilzed in order to sample the groundwater
from the shallow 10 Gesper portions of the aguifer
to track corr‘sm nant megraion off-site.  Reguilar

five-year revieus wouid be performed 1o assess the
need for exdiicnal remedial actions.

Aemative GW-2:  PumpitkyPreireatment/Alr

Stripping’Carbon Adsor puonRainjection, Pumping
the Souther Ste Boundary (0.2 mgd)

Capital Cost: $214,800

O & M Cost: $378,700

Present Worth Cost: $3,350,500
Time to Implement: 1.5 vears

This ahernative includes the installation of three
extraction wells downgradient of the site in order to
extract 0.2 million galions per day (mgd) of
groundwater from the sike contaminant plume. This
groundwater would be piped 1o the Old Bethpage
Landfill groundwater treatment system for treatment
and disposal. The Landfill groundwater treatment
system is currently under construction and scheduled
to be completed in 1991. The 0.2 mgd is the
maximum allowable input from the Claremont Site to
the Landfill pump and treatment systemn due to design
limitations of that system. The treated effluent would
be reinjected into the aquifer through a recharge basin
being constructed as pan of the Landfill system. This
flow rate is below the modeled maximum pumping rate
of 1.9 mgd estimated for removal and treatment of the
site contaminant plume, (The original estimate of the
volume of contaminated groundwater to be treated was
much less than the current estimate). In addition, the
landfill treatment system is only planned to operate for
10 years based upon the time estimated for
remediation to the completed for the Old Bethpage
plume. Long-term monitoring using the new extraction
and existing welis would be performed for 30 years in
order to monitor any continuad migration of remaining
contamination in the groundwater, both during and
after the operation of the fandfill treatment system.

Ahemative GW-SA: Pumping/Pretreatment/Air
Stripping/Carbon Adsorption/Reinjection; Pumping at
the Leading Edge of the Plume (1.8 mgd)

Capita! Cost: $4,044,700

O & M Cost: $1,622,900

Present Worth Cost: $28,978,000
Time to implement: 3 years

In this alternative, three extraction wells would be
installed downgradient of the site on the Bethpage
State Park property in order 1o capture the entire site
contaminant plume. Approximately 1.9 mgd would be
pumped to an on-site treatment facility, The treated
groundwater would be pumped to a discharge system
tor reinjection to the aquifer via three reinjection wells,
The siting of the extraction wells would be completed
during the design phase based on technical criteria.

The groundwater treatment facility would consist of two
major processes: pretreatment to remeve metais (iron,
manganese, arsenic, and thallium) and air strippers
followed by a carbon adsorption system 10 remove
volatile and semivolatiie organics. The pretreatment
system is designed to effectively reduce the metal
concentrations in the groundwater below the Federal
and New York State Groundwater Standards. This
pretreatrent sysiem would consist o < oetzis
precipitation system and dual media pressure fitter.




Tne resulting sludpe would require off.cite treatmant
&nu Gisposal. .

Two air strippers in series followed by liquid phase
carbon adsorption would be used to lower the levels of
organic contamination below the state requirement for
groundwater standards. Approximately 95 to 99
percent of the volatile organics would be removed by
air stripping. The stripped groundwater would be
pumped to a two-stage liquid phase carbon adsorber
for removal of the remaining volatiles and BEMP, and
pheniol. The volatile organic emissions from the ai
stripping would be adsorbed on a vapor phase
activated carbon system in order to meet air qual
standards. Once the vapor phase and liquid phas
carbon is exhausted, it would be removed for off-stte
regeneration or incineration, thus destroying all organic
contaminants. Two treatment trains (parallel systems
for treating the groundwater) rated at 660 galions per
minute {gpm) each would be required,

Environmental monitoring would be required during the
iife of the treatment plant operation (i.e., 30 years). Air
emissions would be monitored to confirm compliance
of the air discharge limit. Groundwater samples would
be taken every six months 10 monitor groundwater
contamination migration and effectiveness of
remediation. Under this alternative it is estimated to
take €2 years 10 achieve remediation of the
groundwater piume.

Allemative GW-3B: Pumping/Pretreatment/Air
Stripping/Carbon Adsorption/Reinjection; Pumping at
the Southem Site Boundary and Downgradient (1.0
mgd)

Capital Cost: 4,936,000

O & M Cost: $1,100,400 (first ten years)
$701,900 (next six years)

Present Worth Cost: $15.620,400

Time tc Implemant: 3 years

in this Alternative, two extraction wells would be
insialled slichtly downgradient of the southern

boundary of v site {0 capture the most contaminated
groundwater. Two additional extraction wells would be
located downgradient from the site 10 capture the off-
site (diluted) migrating plume. Groundwater would|be
pumped at a raie of 1 mgd and treated on-site as in
Aternative GW-3~ in tnis allernative four weatment
lrains ratec a 175 gpm would be used. Treated
groundwater would be reinjected inio the aquifer.

This alternative would be implemented m wwo phases.
puring the first phase extraction wells would be
Installed at the souwtharn hounds 4 reguiring two
trealmen trains to treat the concentrated groundwater

plume. Durinp the conans phats the siliss
groundwater plume would be extracted, requiring the
installation of two additional treatment trains. In
between these phases (approximately 1-2 years),
critical information would be developed concerning the
impact of neighboring pump and treaiment systemns
(e.0. Old Bethpage Landfill} on the Claremont
Polychemical plume. Additional sampling would be
conducted to further delineate the extent of the
Claremont plume. Implementing this remedy in two
phases would provide increased overall efficiency and
fiexibility. This optimized extraction and treatment
system design would be better abie to address the
remediation of the Claremont sie plume. It is
estimated that 16 years of pumping and treatment
would be required to complete the groundwater
remediation.

Allemative GW-5A: Pumping/Pretreaimen/UV-Chemical
Oxidation/Reinjection; Pumping at the Leading Edge of
the Plume (1.9 mgd)

Capital Cost: $4,088,900

© & M Cost: $108,000

Present Worth Cost: $21,121,100
Time to implement: 3 years

This remedial alternative is similar to Alternative GW-3A
except that a chemical oxidation process rather than air
stripping/adsorption process would be used 1o remove
the volatile and semivolatile organics in the
groundwater. An ultraviolet light-hydrogen peroxide
oxidation system is selected as the representative
process to treat the contaminated groundwater. This
oxidation system would employ a combinaticn of
hydrogen peroxide (H,0,;)} and ultraviclet (UV) light to
chemically oxidize the organic contaminants in the
groundwater 1o carbon dioxide, water and chlorides.
Multiple units would be required. The treated
groundwater would have organic concentrations below
Siate and Federal standards. :

Altemative GW-5B: Pumping/Pretreaimert/UV-Chemical
Oxidation/Reinjection; Pumping at the Southem Site
Boundary and Downgradient {1.0 mgd)

Capttal Cost: $4,069,800 !
O & M Cost: $1,008,600 (first ten years) 5

656,000 (next six years)
Fresent Worth Cost: $13,902,300
Time to knplement: 3 years

Groundwater extraction, pretreatment, and reinjection
would be accomplished as in Aternative GW-38. The
UV-H,0, system would operate as in Alternative GW-5A
except that smaller trz=:ment units weuld be used.
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Reinedial Ahernatives for Buildmg (BD)

« b1 No Furlher Attion A
~ B2 Building Decontamination/Waste
T-z2tmant and Disposal

Tt it

sxornztive BD-1: No Further Action

Capitai Cost: $8,800
O & M Cost: $2,100 per year
Fiesem ¥ronh Cost: $41,100

Time to Implement: 1 month

‘Tne No Action alternative provides the baseline against
which other akernatives can be compared. It would
result in leaving the contaminated dust, asbestos
insulation, and contaminated waier in fioor drains and
condensers imact in the building. The only additional
sepurity measure implemented to compistely seal the
building would be waterproofing of the building ceiling.

A jong-term maintenance program, including site
inspections, would be implemented in order 10 ensure
that the building is compietely sealed and is not
accessible 10 the public in the future,

Altemnative BD-20  Building Decontamination

Capital Cost: $186,200

O & M Cost: none

Presert Worth Cost: $186,200
Time to implement: 1 month

The inside contaminated surfaces of the building (ie.,
walls, fioors, and hoods) would be decontaminated
using dusting, vecuuming and wiping procedures.| In
addition three Just cotiectors on the roof would be
emptied. The collected dus! would be transported to
an ofi-siie treatment a1 disposal faciity. The
contaminated water in the fiwor drains and congderisers
also would be remaved and cisposed of off-site,

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS

~ o TR B S T

Remedial Atemauves for Underground Storage
Tanks (T)

0 T-1 No Further Action
0 T-2 Removal ang Off-Site Disposal

lnaiol . R P D

Mhermathe 1. no Further Action

Caphal Cost: $2,600

O & M Cost: $2,200 per year
Presert Worth Cost: $64,300
Time to Implernent: 4 months

under this alternative the underground tanks and
contents would be left in place. The large amounts of
hazardous materials contained in the tanks would
continue to constitute a potential source of soil and
groundwater contamination. A monitoring program
using the existing monitoring wells would be
established to detact the movement of these
compounds into the groundwater.

Alternative T-22 Removal and Offi-She
Treatment/Disposal

Captital Cost: $336,300

OC & M Cost: none

Present Worth Cost: $336,300
Time to implement: 4§ months

This alternative entails excavation of overburden soils,
pumping of tank contents, tank cleaning, removal of
tanks and appurtenamt equipment, off-site
disposalfireatment of tanks, equipment and liquid
waste, and backfiling with clean soll.

The underground tanks and appurtenant piping would
be drained and cleaned of any residual sludge. Tanks
would be hoisted and subsequently loaded on trucks

and hauled for ofi-site disposal. Other components of
the tank farm, such as pumps, concrete pads, and the

- pumphouse, would be demolished and transported off-

site for disposal. At the disposal facility, the steel
tanks would be retested for hazardous waste contents.
Nonhazardous tanks would either be sold for scrap or
landfiled, depending on the extent to which they can
be decontaminated. Hazardous tanks and tank
contents would be disposed of at an off-site EPA-
approved hazardous waste ireatment and disposal
facility.

Highly contaminated soils discovered during tank
excavation would be stockpiled in roll-off containers
and subsequently transported to an off-site EPA-
kcensed treatment and disposal facility,. Sampling of
the spiis undedying the 1ank farm would be conducted
as pan of this alternative to further delineale the nature
and exient of soil contamination within this area and to
assess effectiveness of the remedy.




22l UATION OF THE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE:

Tha prefered alternstive for the remediation of the site
combinas source control alternatives with active
sestoration of the groundwater. Alternative SC4,
eacavaiuon of the contaminated solls, on-site low
temeerature thermal treatment, and on-site redeppsition
i the preferred ahernative to clean up the soils. |The
preferred akernative for remediation of the groundwater
comamination is alternative GW-3B, extraction of the
groundwater at the site perimeter and downgradient,
tollowed by treatment (metal precipitation, air siripping
and carbon adsorption) and reinjection of the treated
water into the aquifer. Alernative BD-2 and T-2 are the
preferred atternatives for the building and underground
tank areas. Alternative BD-2 entails removal of
contaminated dust from the building by vacuuming and
wiping, and removal of the liquid wastes from drains
and condensers. Under alternative 7-2, the
underground storage tanks, tank contents, and the soil
around it would be excavated and disposed of at an
off-site treatment facifity.

Based on current information, this combination of
atternatives provides the best balance among the nine
criteria that EPA uses to evaluate alternatives and|to
ensure that all imponant considerations are factored
into remedy seiection decisions. The Analysis segtion
profiles the performance of the preferred alternati
against the ning criteria, noting how it compares t
other oplions under consideration.

The evaluation criteria is noted below and expiained
below.

o Overall protection of human heath and th
envitonment addresses whether or not a
remedy provides adequate protection and
describes how risks posed through each
exposure pathway (based on a reasonable
maximum exposure scenario) are eliminated,
reduced, or controfied through treatment,
engineering controls, or institutional controls.

©  Compliance with applicable or relevant and
appropriate reguirements (ARAR'S) addresses
whether or not a remedy would meet all of the
applicable or relevant and apptopriate
requirements of other Federal and Siate
environmental stz!uies and requirements or
provide grounds for invoking a waiver,

o Longterm efectiveness and permanence refers
to the ability of a remedy to maintain reliab
pretection of human health and the
environmsnt over time, once cleanup goals
have been met. 1t also addresses the

magnitude and oEsmiusndd o e measures
that may be required to manage the risk
posed by treatment residuals and/or untreated
wastes.

o Reduction of toxicity, mobility. or volurme
through treatment is the anticipated
performance of the treatment technologies,
with respect to these parameters, a remedy

may employ.

o Shornt-term effectiveness addresses the period
of time needed to achieve protection and any
adverse impacts on human health and the
environment that may be posed during the
construction and implementation period until
cleanup goals are achieved.

1] Iimplementability is the technical and
administrative feasibility of & ramedy, including
the availability of materials and services
needed to implement a particular option,

o Cost includes estimated capital and operation
and maintenance costs, and net present
worth costs.

o State acceptance indicates whether, based on
its review of the RI/FE and Proposed Plan, the
State concurs with, opposes, or has no
comment on the selected remedy &t the
present time.

o Community acceptance will be assessed in
the Record of Decision (ROD) and refers to
the public’s general response to the alterna-
tives described in the Proposed Plan and the
RIFS reports.

ANALYSIS
Comparison Among Soil (SC) Aternatives
The following discussion compares the relative

performance of each soil alternative using the spectfic
evaluation criteria listed previously,

© Overall Protection of Human Health and the
. Environment

Alternative SC-1 does not meet the remedial objectives,
thus it is not protective of human health and the
environment, As a result of this alternative, the
groundwater would continue to be conlaminated by the
soil source for some unknown period. Afternatives
SC-3, SC-4 and to some extent SC-& would megt the
remedial objective of protecting the groundwater from
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i 50l source by achieving the cleanup levs! in gells.
Thinesig, siematives SC-3, SC4 and SC-5 {to a
lesser extent) are protective of human heatth and the
environmert.

o Compliance with ARARS

through SC-5 would be designed and implemented to
satisty all ARARs. Federal and State regulations
dealing with the handling and transportation of
hazardous wastes to an off-site treatment facility would
be followed. The ofi-site treatment facility would be
fully EPA.approved. RCRA wastes would be treated
using specific technologies or specific treatment levels,
as appropriate, to comply with land disposal
restrictions.

Ll technologies proposed for use in Aternative S‘F-S

0 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Alternative SC-1 would only monitor the migration pf
the contaminants and does not provide treatment pr
containment. Therefore, it does not provide effective or
permanent fong-lerm protection of groundwater at the

site.

Alternatives SC-3, SC-4 and SC-& are similar in their
ability to mitigate the risks through the removat an
treatment of site contaminants 1o meet the require
cleanup levels. Alternatives $C-3 and SC-4 provide a
high degree of effactiveness since they can efiectively
remove the contaminants from the soil. Atthough
Atternative SC-5 is intended to have a simitar ability to
mitigate soil contamination, due to the technical
limitations of in-situ process, $C-5 may not ensure
removal of contaminants to the cleanup level.

<] Reduction in Toxicity. Mobility, or Volume

Alternative SC-1 would provide a very slow and gradual
reduction in toxicity through rainfall percolation.
would provide no reduction in contaminam mobility

Altternatives 8C-3, 5C-4, and SC-5 again are similar, in
that each would result in significant reductions in the
foxicity, mobilty, and volume of the treated material. .
Material toxicity would be reduced by thermal
destruction of contaminants in Alternatives SC-3 and
5C-4 and by off-site trealmern: of Yhe condensed
organic product in 8C.5, Alernative SC-3 would
provide the greztest degree of reduction in toxicity pf
the contaminars foliowed by SC-4 and SC-5.

(o] Shon-Term Effectiveness

The implementation of Alternative SC-1 would not resutt
in additional nsk 1o the community during

10

Implemenia!lon. Alernatives 8&-3, 8G-4, ang SG-5
include activities such as contaminated soil excavation
and off-site transport or on-site treatrnent that could
potentially expose residents to volatilized contaminants
and contaminated dust. Engineering controis and
other measures (e.g. restricting access to the site to
authorized personnel only) would effectively eliminate
any impact these activities would have on nearby
residents. Alternative SC-§ inciudes in-situ treatment of
contaminated soils, s0 exposure risks to residents from
excavation is much less of a concern for this alternative
than SC-3 and $SC4. Under alternatives SC-4 and
SC-5, proper air emission control units would be
instalied to minimize the potential for public health
exposures because of low-level emissions from the
on-site treatment units.

Alternative SC-1 would result in a lower overall risk to
workers than other alternatives since subsurface soil is
not disturbed. Ahernatives SC<4 and SC-5 provide
treatment on-site, thereby reducing potential risk to
residents along transpontation routes. Alternatives SC-
3, S$C-4, and SC-5 would present a potential for worker
exposure 10 volatilized contaminants during waste
excavation and/or handling. To minimize and/or
prevent such exposures, use of personal protection
equipment would be necessary.

8C-1 would be implemented in approximately one
month, Alternatives SC-3, SC-4 and SC-5 would be
implemented in about 3.5, 3.5 and 4 years,
respectively.

] Imglementabil'ﬂ

Components of Aternatives SC-1, SC-3, SC4 and SC-5
would utilize relatively common construction equipment
and materials. Little construction difficulty would be
encountered with any of the alternatives. However,
Ahrernative SC-1 would be the easiest to implement.

The technologies proposed for use in the alternatives
are proven and reliable in achieving the specified
process efficiencies and performance goals. Low
temperature thermal enhanced volatilization and in-situ
vacuum extraction have been successfully tested at
other Superfund sites. However, there is a greater
degree of uncertainy regarding the achieving of
cleanup levels using in-situ vacuum extraction since
this technology has only been performed on a limited
full-scale basis at similar contaminant concentration
levels.

(s} Cost

The tntal nrecant worth costs for the alternatives
evaluated ranged from $385,600 (in-sity vacuum




exiasiion) 10 $16,535,100 (of-site treatment and
Zopnial. Fresent worth considers a 5% discount rate,
and a 30-year operational period in the case of 5C-1.
All other source control alternatives would not refjuire
any operation and maintenance cost. Therefore,
present worth for these aiternatives {SC-3, 5C-4 and
82.5; would be the same as the capital cost. SC4
provides the same protection as akernative 8C-3|at a
fraztion of the cost (82,262,500 versus $18,535,100),
Athough alternative SC-5 is significantly less expensive
than SC-3 and SC-4, t may not provide the samg level
of protection.

0 State Acceptance

NYSDEC concurs with the preferred alternative
selected.

Comparison of the Groundwater (GW) Altemaﬁv%

The following section compares the relative
performance of each groundwater alternative.

o] Overall Protection of Human Health and the
Environment

The no-action ahernative would not protect human
| bealth and the environment. Existing contamination
| wouid continue to degrade the aquifer and migrate
off-site.

Alternative G\W-2 would not ensure protection of the
health of future users of the aquifer nor would it
improve the overall quality of the aguiter or prevent the
continued migration of contamination.

Each of the aliernatives GW-3A, GW-3B, GW-54A and
GW-5B would be significantly more protective than GW-
1 or GW.2 since they would reduce the toxicity,
mobility, and volume of contaminants in the aquifers.
£ach treatment alternative considered would equally
protect human heatth and the environment however,
the amount of time required 10 achieve the ARAR
varies greatly among alternatives.

o  Compliance with ARARS

Alternatives GW-1 and GW-2 would resuh in
contaminant concentrations remaining above ARARS
{tor dnnking water or protection of the groundwat
resources) for a long period of time (100 years).

Alternatives GW-3A, GW-3E, GW-5A and GW-58 would
be designed 10 achieve all drinking water standards as
well as those required for groundwater protection in the
tated water stream which is 10 be reinjected. E%ch of
hese allernatives would be capable of providing the
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roquirad pamaminamt samava) Javels. Bocause
experience with UV-chemical systems is iimited, its-
effectiveness is slightly less certain but considered
achigvable. Each of the altternatives would comply with
air emission standards as well as regulations for the
handling and disposal of the generated wastes (e.g.
spent carbon).

o Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Alternative GW-1 does not provide treatment but would
attempt to restrict usage of contaminated groundwater.
Alternative GW-2 provides short-term treatment, but
would not restore the contaminated aquifer for its best
beneficial future use.

Alternatives GW-3A, GW-3B, GW-5A, and GW-5B all
reduce the potential risks associated with groundwater
ingestion by extracting, treating, and recharging the
treated groundwater to remove contaminants from the
aquifer. The time required to achieve these risk
reductions depends on the effective extraction rates
from the aquifer and limitations on extraction system
placement due to the large area on the contaminant
plume. Long-term efiectiveness of each system is
dependent on monitoring and maintenance of the
treatment system.

Alernatives GW-1 and GW-2 would take approximately
100 years to achieve the remedial action objectives.
Alternatives GW-3A and 5A would theoretically achieve
the remedial action objectives in 62 years, whereas
GW.3B and 5B would achieve the remedial action
objectives in approximately 16 years.

Proper air pollution control measures would be
established under altternatives GW-3A and GW-3B 1o
offset potential risks from the air stripper(s), while no
poliution control measures are deemed necessary for
akernatives GW-5B and 5A. Alternatives GW-3A and
GW-38 require the disposal of more spent carbon than
GW-5A and GW-5B since vapor phase carbon
adsorption is used.

o) Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume

Alternative GW-1 would very slowly and gradually
reduce the toxicity of contaminants through dilution.
Aternative GW-2 would reduce the toxicity and voiume
of comaminants more rapidly than GW-1. Neither
Alternative GW-1 nor GW-2 would permanentiy retuce
the mobility of the contaminants. For alternative GW-2,
the off-site portion of the contaminated groundwater
plume would continue to migrate downgradient and
reduction of toxicity, mobility and volume would be
achieved only by nrirai 2tt=nuation,
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AW.AB, GW.5A and Gw-5B would
¢ o e minhility, and volume of
wonadost 5 e tne aguifers 1o a greater extent than
oo oan LV Akernatives GW-3B and 5B wouid

: ., modbllity, and volure to a greater
extant and at a much faster rate than the other
anernalives, Alternatives GW-3A and GW-38 would use
o sugp iy e Carbon adsorption to remove th
viiig GW-5A and GW-5B would oxjdize
sl L e QIGENIC compounds.

we oo e ey

O Shon.Tern Effectiveness
Imnlementation of Ajternative GW-1 would result in no
addiiuna iisk 10 1he community during rernedial
activities. Alternative GW-2 could present additional
risks to the community resulting from the installation of
the extraction wells and pipelines for transportation of
contaminated groundwater. Ahernatives GW-3A, 3B,
and GW-5A and 5B include excavation activities,
installation of the collection and reinjection system, and
construction of the treatment plant which could result
in potentially exposing residents to volatilized
contaminants and contaminated dust. The treatment
~tamtesl'T te construcied on-site. Proper
engineering controls would ensure that the impact of
such activities would be insignificant. Al alternatives
except Aternative GW-1 and GW-2 would provide|a
process residual requiring proper handling and
disposal.

Alternative GW-1 would result in no additional risk
workers, and GW-2 would resuit in a lower overall
worker risk than other alternatives because of the
limited soil disturbanze activities. Personal protect
equipment would be used under alternatives GW-3A,
GW-3B, GW-5A and GW-5B 10 minimize the worker's
potential exposure 1o volatilized contaminants during
installation of the collection, treatment, and recharge
systems,

1o

ion

o Implemertabiiry

Afternative GW-1 would be easily implemerted,
Altternative GW-2 would require institutional
Mmanapemert 10 maintain and operate the pumpin
system and to coordinate with the Landfill treatment
system, Ahlernatives GW-34, GW.3B, GW-5A and
GW-5B would wtilize relatively common constructio
equipment anc r2enals. Littie construction difficu Yy
would occur v any of the atternatives.

The air strinping and carbon adsorption technologies
proposed for use in Alternatives GW-3A and GW-3

are proven and reliable in achieving specified process
efficiencies an:' performance goals. While there has
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been limiteC experience with UV-chemical oxidation, It
has been successful in several groundwater treatment
faciities.

All proposed technologies are readily avallable from a
number of sources, with the exception of UV-chemical |
oxidation. It is expected that additional UV-chemical
equipment manufacturers would be available once this
technology becomes more mature.

Alternatives GW-3A, GW-3B, GW.5A, and GW-58 would
require institutional management of the operation and
maintenance of the treated groundwater reinjection
systern. Siting the treatment facility would not present
any problems as there is enough space available on-
site. Assotiated off-site facilities (e.g. piping, pumps,
extraction wells and reinjection welis) would be
potentially more complex to locate as both technical
and land use factors would be considered.

Off-site disposal facilities are available for the disposal
of the pretreatment sludge and spent carbon
generated from Alternatives GW-3A, GW-3B, GW-5A
and GW-5B.

o Cost
The present worth costs of all G\W alternatives ranged
from $464,400 {GW-1) 10 $28,987,000 (GW-3A).
Alternative GW-1 would be least expensive followed by
GW-2, GW-5B, GW-3B, GW-5A and GW-3A. Of the
alternatives providing complete remediation of the
groundwater contamination, Alternative GW-38 provides
the lowest presemt worth cost, $15,620,400.

0 State Acceptance

NYSDEC concurs with the preferred alternative
selected.

Comparison of Building Atematives (BD)

Only two bullding alternatives: No-Action and Building
Decontamination were evaluated.

o] Overall Protection of Human Heath and the
Environment

In Alternative BD-1, hazardous material is left in the
buiiding. Human heakh and the environment remain
protected only as long as building security can be
effectively enforced and building integrity maintained.
Alternative BD-2 removes all hazardous material from
the building so it is fully protective of human heath
and the environment. In addition, Afternative BD-2
aliows for future reuse of the building,




o} Compliance with ARARs

Alernative BD-1 would not contravene any ARARS
since no action would be taken. Alternative BD:2
would comply with the ARARs relevant {0 the transport
of the wastes to an ofi-site facility. The off-site
treatment facility wouid be fully EPA-permitted and
therefore meet applicable regulations.

o Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanen

Alternative BD-1 would not after conditions within the
building; hazardous materfials would remain in the
building. Public protection would rely on maintaining
building security which may be difiicut to enforce. The
building could not be used for any purpose.
Alternative BD-2 removes all hazardous materials from
the building for off-site treatment and disposal so that
long-term exposure risks from the building would be
eliminated. Painting and sealing the building
(aternative BD-2) would provide additional protection
and would allow for unrestricted use of the building in
the future.

o Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility or Volume

Allernative BD-1 provides no reduction in toxicity |or
volume of contaminants; mobility is not an issue
the building is seff-contained. Alternative BD-2
provides for complete reduction in toxicity and volume
since all cortaminated material is removed from
building.

o Shorterm Effectiveness

Implementation of BD-1 shouid result in no additional
risks 10 the community or the environment as long as
building security and integrity can be maintained.
Alternative BD-2 involves removal and transpon of the
contaminants from the building so there are som
minimal public exposure risks as well as environmental
impact from potential waste spills resulting from a
possible franspor accidents during remedial activities.

Worker exposure risks would be minimized through the
use of personal protection equipment. Long-term
maintenance wouid continue indefinitely for Alternative
BD-1. Building decontamination, Alternative BD-2,
could be accomplished in approximately 3 months.

o lmglemen:abmry

Both ahernatives are readily implementable; neithe
mvo[ves any major construction activities, Methods and
services for building decontamination are technically
feasible and readily available. Aternative BD-1 would
require instititional manage™-nt i.e., a longterm
building maintenance program, whereas Aliernativ
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are $41,100 and $186,200, respactivaly.

BD-2 ¢o6s NOt TEQMire any IONOMAM MANAnImAM
° Cost

The present worth costs for alternatives BD-1 and BD-2

(4] State Acceptan

NYSDEC concurs with the preferred atternative
selected.

Comparison of the Underground Tank (T} Altematives

(] Overall Protection of MHuman Heakh and ihe
Environment

Alternative T-1 would not protect human health and the
environment as the threat of soil and groundwater
contamination would not be reduced. The excavation
and removal of contaminated tanks and their contents
from the site (T-2) would significantly reduce the
potential human health and environmental risks
associated with potential leaking of contaminants from
tanks into the soil and groundwater,

o Compliance With ARARs

Alternative T-1 would not comply with groundwater
ARARs, as continual source of contamination would not
be removed, The disposal of the underground tanks
{T-2) would eliminate the source of comamination and
would satisty applicable State and Federal ARARs, as
the tanks and related wastes would be removed,
transporied, and disposed of in accordance with all
regulations.

0 Long-Term Effectiveness

Under alternative T-1, the tanks and their associated
hazardous wastes would remain as a potential source
of soil and groundwater contamination. Ahernative T-
2, excavation and removal of the underground storage
tanks, tank debris, and highly contaminated soil from .
the site, would reduce the potential human health and
environmental risks associated with the tanks' potential
for leaking contaminants into the soil and groundwater
in the future,

(o] Reduction of Toxicity, Mobiliity or Volume

No significant reduction of toxicity, mobility or voiume
wouid result from the implementation of the no-action
akernative. Alernative T-2, excavation and ofi-site
treatment, would result in a permanent reduction of
toxicity, mobility and voluma, The wastes woi' he
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~ -~mary of Altemative Analysis.

et e e =

$C4

[l
et

GROUNDWATER
GW-1

GW-2

GW-34

CW-3B

paeg

BGW-.58
BUILDING

g0t

Bw-2
UNDERGROUND TANKS
T-1

T2

CAPITAL COST

°
18,535,100
2,262,500
385,600

214,800
4,044,700
4,936,000
4,083,900
4,069,800

8,800
186,200

338,300

PRESENT
WORTH COST

564,300
18,535,100
2,262,500
385,600

464,400
3,350,500
28878100
15,620,400
21,121,100
13,902,300

41,100
185,200

64,300
335,300

TIME TO ACHIEVE
REMEDY (years)

3
35
A5
-]

100
103
-]
19
€5
16




completely removed and elther destroyed at the
treatment facility or reused if practical. -

¢ Short Term Effectiveness

Aternative T-1 would resuk in no additional risk 10 the
community guring implementation,

The potential public heatth threats to workers and area
residents associated with the implementation of
atternative T-2 include: direct contact of workers with
tank contents and potentially contaminated soils;
inhalation of fugitive dust, organic vapors, and
emissions generated during construction and
excavation activities; and improper handling of soil and
hazardous liquids. Several steps would be taken to
minimize these threats including: site access would be
restricted to authorized personnel only, and dust
control measures such as wind screens and water
sprays would be used to minimize fugitive dust
emissions.

The risk to workers during excavation would be
minimized by the use of adequate persona! protection
equipment to prevert direct contact with potentially
contaminated soll, liquids, and inhalation of fugiti

dust and volatile organic compounds.

Other potential short-term impacts contemplated as
part of T-2 would be an increzse in trafiic and noise
pollution resulting from hauling soils (as necessary),
hazardous liquids, and tanks to an off-site treatment
facility, as well as the traffic associated with
transporting nev. soit for backinl 10 the Site.
Transpontation of excavated hazardous liquids ma
introduce short-term risks with the possibility of spjllage
along the transport route and potential exposure of the
public to hazardous material. A spill contingency plan
would be developed 10 address and minimize the
likelihood and polential impact of this occurrence. | The
actual remediation period for this alternative is
estimated 1o be & weeks.

o implememabllity

All the components of both remedial atternatives a
well developed and commercially available. The
contained tanks and related wastes would have to
undergo a series of analyses priot to acceptance for
treatment at the off-site faciity, Sufficient land is
available at the site for mobilzation and temporary
storage of the excavated soil and materials awaitin
pretransport decontamination. Excavation, treatment
tank decommissioning, transportation to an off-site
treatment facility, solid and liquid waste disposal, and

restoration of the site can be performed without an
major dificulty.

0O Cost

The total present worth cost of alternative 7-1 is
$64,300. The total present worth cost of akernative T-
2, which represents the estimated construction cost for
the eight week remediation program, is estimated at
$336,300. ' Operation and maintenance costs have not
been included in the cost estimate since the duration
of the remediation program is less than one year.

o] State Acceptance

NYSDEC concurs with the preferred altemative
selacted.

SUMMARY OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

In summary, the preferred alternative will achisve
substantial risk reduction through a combination of

. source control alternatives SC4 (low temperature

enhanced volatilization of soil contaminants) and T-2
(tank removal and off-site treatment), with active
restoration of the groundwater (GW-3B), and building
decontamination {BD-2).

The preferred alternative achieves this risk reduction
more quickly and at substantially iess cost than the
other options. Therefore, the preferred alternative will
provide the best balance of trade-offs among
alternatives with respect to the evaluating criteria.
Based on the information available at this time, EPA
and the NYSDEC believe that the preferred alternative
will be protective of human health and the environment,
will comply with ARARS, will be cost effective, and will
utilize permanent soiutions and alternative treatment
technologies or resource recovery technologies to the
maximum extent practicable. The remedy also will
meet the statutory preference for the use of a remedy
that involves treatment as a principal element.
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APPENDIX D. |OVERHEAD TRANSPARENCIES




" Public Meeting

Claremont

Polychemical

Superfund Site

United States
Environmental
Protection Agency

September 5, 1990




Site History

CONSTRUCTION OF THE CLAREMONT
POLYCHEMICAL FACILITY BEGAN IN 1966

PLANT OPERATION BEGAN IN 1968

. MORE THAN A THOUSAND DRUMS WERE

DISCOVERED IN 1979 BY THE NASSAU COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH (NCDOH)

. MUST OF THE DRUMS WERE GONE AND AREA OF
CONTAMINATED SOIL (SPILL AREA) WAS
DISCOVERED IN 1980 BY NCDOH

. SOILS WERE EXCAVATED AND PLACED ON

PLASTIC LINERS IN 1980 BY THE COMPANY

. COMPANY ENTERED INTO CHAPTER 11
PROCEEDINGS IN 1980

. NEW YORK DEPARTMENT OF LAW ASSUMES THE
LEAD ON THE SITE AND ATTEMPTS TO

NEGOTIATE AN AGREEMENT WITH RESPONSIBLE
PARTY |




|

Site History
(Cont’'n 2 of 3)

SITE RECOMMENDED FOR PLACEMENT IN
NATIONAL PRIORITY LIST IN OCTOBER 1984

SITE WAS FINALLY INCLUDED IN NATIONAL
PRIORITY LIST IN JUNE 1986 (RANKED 614)

EPA ASSUMES THE LEAD IN 1986 AND SENDS
OUT NOTIFICATION LETTER TO POTENTIALLY
RESPONSIBLE PARTY (PRP) IN NOVEMBER 1987

NO RESPONSE WAS RECEIVED AND FUNDS FOR
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY
(RI/FS) ARE ALLOCATED IN MARCH 1988

EBASCO SERVICES IS CONTRACTED BY EPA TO
CONDUCT RI/FS (1* OPERABLE UNIT) IN MARCH
1988

EPA CONDUCTS REMOVAL ACTION IN OCTOBER
1888 TO STABILIZE WASTES

SECOND RI/FS (2 OPERABLE UNIT) IS OPEN IN
APRIL 1989 TO ADDRESS THE DISPOSAL OF

WASTES CONTAIN IN HOLDING UNITS (DRUMS,
BASINS, ETC)




Sit% History
(Cont’'n 3 of 3)

~ IMPLEMENTATION OF REMEDY FOR 2™ OPERABLE
UNIT STARTS IN SERTEMBER 1989

~ RI/FS FOR 1* OPERABLE UNIT IS FINALIZED AND
REPORTS ARE RELEASED FOR PUBLIC COMMENT
IN AUGUST 1990




REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION




Summary of Field
Investigation

. SOIL-GAS SURVEY
. GEOPHYSICAL INVESTIGATION
« AIR MONITORING
- SURFACE SOIL SAMPLING

. SUBSURFACE SOIL SAMPLING

« MONITORING WELL INSTALLATION

- HYDRAULIC CONDUCTIVITY TESTING
- WATER LEVEL MEASUREMENTS

. GROUNDWATER SAMPLING

- BUILDING SAMPLING

~ UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK SAMPLING




Summary of Samples
Collected by EPA

- SOIL GAS SURVEY - 102 samples

- SOIL - 325 subsurface samples (25 locations)
32 surface samples

- GROUNDWATER - 72 samples

- OFFSITE WELLS - 27 locations
- SITE WELLS - 5 locations
» AIR - 10 locations
- BUILDING - 57 samples
- UlVDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS - 23 samples
.- PRIOR EPA WORK
- BASINS

- CONTAINERS (DRUMS, ETC)
- SUMP

- ABOVE GROUND TANKS




Maximum Concentration of Selected
Contaminants Detected in Soil,
Groundwater, Building and Underground
Tank Content

CONCEN-
MATRIX UND TRATION
SOIL bis(2-ethylhexyl) 270
{(mg/Kg) phthalate
tetrachloroethene 26

lead 98




Maximum Concentration of Selected
Contaminants Detected in Soil,
Groundwater, Building and Underground
Tank Content

- CONCEN-
MATRIX COMPOUND TRATION
GROUND ~ 1,1,1-trichloroethane 100
WATER
(ug/Kg)
trichloroethene 260
tetrachloroethene 1,300
ethylbenzene 160
bis(2-ethylhexyl) 50

phthalate

chromium 159




Maximum Concentration of Selected
Contaminants Detected in Soil,
Groundwater, Building and Underground

Tank Content

CONCEN-
MATRIX TRATION
BUILDING 70
(ug/wipe) .
| 313
1,103 - -
24,600
7,974
TANKS 92,000
(mg/Kg)

2,600
3,600

23,000




RISK ;T\SSESSMENT




____________—_—-————————‘

Exposure Routes

< SOIL

- INGESTION

- DIRECT CONT%CT
- INHALATION
~ GROUNDWATER

- INGESTION

- DIRECT CON'jCT

- INHALATION OF VOLATILE EMISSIONS

| -~ BUILDING

- INGESTION OF RESUSPENDED DUST

« EXISTING ROUTES VS. POTENTIAL FUTURE
ROUTES




Public Health Evaluatior,
Current Land Use Conditions

ON
LARCINOGENIC  CARCINOGENIC
EXPOSURE ROUTES  RISK RISK
« SOIL | ACCEPTABLE ACCEPTABLE

- SITE GROUNDWATER ACCEPTABLE ACCEPTABLE

- AR ACCEPTABLE ACCEPTABLE




Public Health Evaluation
Future Off-Site Land Use Conditions

kON

CARCINOGENIC CARCINOGENIC |
EXPOSURE ROUTES  RISK RISK
-*SOIL ACCEPTABLE ACCEPTABLE

-*GROUNDWATER UNACCEPTABLE ACCEPTABLE

-*AlIR ACCEPTABLE ACCEPTABLE




W

Public Health Evaluation
Future On-Site Land Use Conditions

NON :
CARCINOGENIC CARCINOGENIC
EXPOSURE ROUTES  RISK RISK
- SOIL ACCEPTABLE ACCEPTABLE

- GROUNDWATER UNACCEPTABLE ACCEPTABLE
- AIR ACCEPTABLE ACCEPTABLE -

- BUILDING UNACCEPTABLE UNACCEPTABLE




FEASIBILITY STUDY




I INNNNNNNNN————— Y
Remed;iial Alternatives

CONTAMINATED SOILS
i

o SC-1 No Further Action

o SC-3 Excavation/Off-site Incineration/Backfill with
Clean Saoil ' :

o SC-4 Excavation/Low Temperature Enhanced
Volatilization/Oni{Site Redeposition

o SC-5 In-Situ Vacuum Extraction




____—_——-“——-_‘—‘

Remedial Alternatives

_C_QNTAMmfI_ATED GROUNDWATER '

0 GW-1 No Further Action

o GW-2 Pumping/Air Stripping/Reinjection;
-Southern Site Boundary (0.2 mgd)

o] GW-3A Pumping/Air Stripping/Reinjection;
Leading Edge of Plume (1.9 mgd)

o GW-3B Pumping/Air Stripping/Reinjection;
Southern Site Boundary and Downgradient (1.0
mgd)

0 GW-5A Pumping/UV-Chemical
Oxidation/Reinjection; Leading Edge of Plume
(1.9 mgd) |

Oxidation/Reinjection; Southern Site Boundary
t (1.0 mgd)

and Downgradie

0 GW-5B Pumping{UV—Chemical

|
|




_____.——-——-—-————-——-——h-—-‘

Remehial Alternatives

. BUILDING

o BD-1 No Further Action

0 BD-2 Building Decontamination/Waste Treatment
and Disposal

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS

o0 T-1 No Further Action

|
o T-2 Removal ancF Off-Site Disposal
!

\
|
|
i




o
Detailed Analysis of
Alternatives

1. OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN
HEALTH AWD THE ENVIRONMENT

2. COMPLIANEE WITH ARARs

3. LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND
PERMANENCE

4. REDUCTION IN TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR
VOLUME

5. SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS
6. IMPLEMENTABILITY

7. - COST
8. STATE ACCEPTANCE

9. COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE

TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES AND RESOURCE
RECOVERY




Summary of Alternative Analys.is.

REMEDY
SC-1
SC-3
SC4

SC-5

SOIL

- PRESENT
CAPITAW WORTH
COST | COST

|

‘? 564,300
18,535.1#)0 18,535,100
2,262,5$ 2,262,500

0
385,6[#0 385,600

"TIME TO

ACHIEVE
REMEDY
(years)
30
35
3.5

5




Summary of Alternative Analysis.

REMEDY

GW-1
GW-2
GW-3A
GW-3B
GW-5A

GW-5B

GROUNDWATER
PRESENT

CAPITAL WORTH

COST COST

0 464,400
214800 3,350,500
4,044,70 28,978,100
4,936,00 15,620,400
4,088,90 21,121,100
4,069,80 13,902,300

TIME TO
ACHIEVE
REMEDY
(years)

100

103

" 85

19

65

19-




~ummary of ,

REMEDY

BD-1

BD-2

BUILDING
PRESENT
CAPITAL WORTH
COST COST
8,800 41,100
186,200 186,200

Alternative Analysis

TIME TO
ACHIEVE
REMEDY
(years)

30

3.3




Summary of Alternative Analysis.

UNDERGROUND TANKS

PRESENT TIME TO
CAPITAL WORTH ACHIEVE
REMEDY COST COST REMEDY
| (years)
T1 | 0 64300 30

T2 336,300 336,300 3.1




EPA’s Preferred Alternative

. SC-4

. GW-3B

. BD-2

.

Excavation/Low
Temperature Enhanced
Volatilization/On-Site
Redeposition

Pumping/Air
Stripping/Reinjection;
Southern Site Boundary
and Downgradient (1.0
mgd)

Building |
Decontamination/Waste
Treatment and Disposal

Removal and Off-Sit
Disposal |




EMEDY
+SC-4
+GW-3B
+BD-2

o2

PREFERRED REMEDY

CAPITAL
cOoSst

23

49
0.2

0.3

7.7

Costs are expressed

TIME TO

PRESENT
WORTH ACHIEVE
COST REMEDY
(years)
23 35
15.6 19
0.2 33
0.3 31
18.3

in million dollars
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