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RCD FACT SHEET

SITE

Nane: Pasl ey Sol vents

Locati on/ St at e: Hempst ead, Nassau Co., New York
EPA Regi on: I

HRS Score (date) : 39. 65 (6/86)

NPL Rank (date) : 510

ROD

Dat e Si gned: April 24, 1992

Sel ect ed Renedy

G oundwat er : Punp and treat (air stripping wth vapor
phase GAC of off-gas followed by GAC
polishing of treated water, if necessary)
ground water with goal of achieving ARARs.
Treated groundwater to be recharged if

necessary.
Capi tal Cost: $ 4,280,000
O&M $ 829, 000
Present Wrth: $ 12,095, 000

Soi | : Soi | vacuum ng; soil flushing with treated

groundwat er if necessary.

Capital Cost: $ 921, 000
O& M $ 407,000
Present Wort h: $ 1, 649, 000
LEAD
Enf or cement, PRP Lead
Primary Contact (phone): Sherrel Henry (212-264-8675)

[4/1/92 thru 10/1/92]>> Mark G anger (212-264-9588)
Secondary Contact (phone): Melvin Hauptman (212-264-7681)

Mai n PRP: Commander G| Co.
PRP Cont act (phone): Gregory Pi kul (908- 685-4762)
WASTE
Type: G oundwat er -- VOCs and Sem - VCCs.
Soi | -- VOCs and Semi - VCCs.
Medi um G oundwat er, soil.
Oigin: Up until 1969 the Site was operated as a

fuel oil distribution facility. The Site
was a chenmical distribution and storage
facility for oils and solvents from
1969- 1982.



DECLARATI ON FOCR THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON
SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

Pasl ey Solvents and Chemicals Site
Town of Henpstead
Nassau County, New York

STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected renedial action for the Pasley Solvents and Chemical Site
(Site), which was chosen in accordance with the requirenents of the Conprehensive Environnental Response,
Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as anended by the Superfund Arendnents and Reauthorization
Act of 1986 (SARA), and the National Ol and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This
deci si on docunent summarizes the factual and | egal basis for selecting the remedy for this Site.

The New York State Department of Environnental Conservation (NYSDEC) concurs with the selected remedy. A
letter of concurrence from NYSDEC i s appended to this document.

The information supporting this remedial action decision is contained in the admnistrative record for this
Site, an index of which is attached as Appendi x 5.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if not addressed by inplenenting the
response action selected in this Record of Decision, nay present an imm nent and substantial endangernent to
public health, welfare, or the environment.

DESCRI PTI ON OF SELECTED REMEDY

The remedy presented in this docunent addresses the treatment of soils and the ground water at the Pasley
Sol vents and Chemicals Site.

The nmaj or conponents of the sel ected renedy include:

Treat ment of approxinmately thirteen thousand (13,000) cubic yards of contam nated soil by soil
vacuum ng and/or by soil flushing;

Di sposal of treatnent residuals at a RCRA Subtitle Cfacility;

Renedi ati on of the ground water by extraction/netals precipitation/air stripping with vapor phase
granul ar activated carbon/ GAC pol i shi ng/ rechar ge;

Purmpi ng of contani nated ground water fromthree extraction wells at conbined flow rate of
approxi mately 450 gpm The actual punmping rate will be determined during the Renedial Design;

| npl enentation of a long-termnonitoring programto track the mgration and concentrati ons of the
contam nants of concern; and

| npl ement ation of a systemnonitoring programthat includes the collection and analysis of the
influent and effluent fromthe treatnent systens and periodic collection of well-head sanpl es.

DECLARATI ON OF STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

This selected remedy is protective of hunan health and the environment, conplies with Federal and State
requirenents that are legally applicable or rel evant and appropriate to the renedial action, and is cost
effective. This remedy utilizes pernmanent solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogies to the maxi num



extent practicable for this Site. Because treatnent is being used to address the principal threats at the
Site, this renedy satisfies the statutory preference for treatnent as a principal elenent of the renedy.

Due to the existence of an upgradi ent source of contam nation, the selected ground water renedy, by itself,
wi Il not neet chemical -specific ARARs nor be capable of restoring the area ground water to applicable ground
water quality standards until these upgradi ent source areas are renoved.

As the renedy will result in hazardous substances renmining on site above health-based levels, a review wll
be conducted within five (5) years after commencenent of the renedial action, and every five years
thereafter, to ensure that the renedy continues to provi de adequate protecti on of hunman health and the

envi ronnent .
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DECI SI ON SUMVARY

PASLEY SCLVENTS AND CHEM CALS SI TE

TOM OF HEMPSTEAD, NEW YORK

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
REG ON I |

NEW YORK

I.  SITE LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Pasl ey Solvents and Chemicals Site (Site) is |ocated at 556 Commercial Avenue, Town of Henpstead, Nassau
County, New York. The Site |lies between the borders of the political subdivisions of the Village of Garden
Cty and Uniondale, in the Town of Henpstead (see Figure 1). The inmmediate area has |ight industrial and
comrercial properties; residential communities are located within 1/4 mle of the Site. The Site neasures
75" by 275', and is fenced on the north, east and south. A building and | oading platformborder the Site to
the west (see Figure 2).

According to the Town of Henpstead's Public Infornmation Division, the population of the Town of Henpstead is
approxi mately 735,000. The predomi nant formof land use in the vicinity is industrial with the nearest
off-site building adjacent to the Site. It is estimated that 75 hones are |located within a 1/4 nile radius
of the Site and 1,800 hormes within one nile of the Site. The only source of drinking water for residences in
the Town of Henpstead is ground water. Al public water supply wells in the Site area draw water fromthe
deeper aquifer, the Magothy Aquifer. Four public water supply well fields are |located within approxinately 2
mles of the Site.

There are no surface water bodies or wetlands within the vicinity of the Site. There is no designated New
York State Significant Habitat, agricultural land, historic or landmark site directly or potentially
affected. There are no endangered species or critical habitats within close proxinmty to the Site.

Il. SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES
A Site Hstory

The Site is a fornmer tank farmused for the storage of oils, solvents and chemcals. From 1969 to 1982 the
Site was occupi ed by Pasley Sol vents and Chenical s Conpany (Pasley) and was used as a chemical distribution
facility. The principal activity at the Site included the delivery of various chemcals to the Site, storage
of chemicals in the tanks located there and eventual transfer of the chenicals to 55-gallon druns for
delivery to custoners. These chemicals reportedly included a wide range of aromatic and hal ogenated aliphatic
hydr ocar bons, various solvents, ketones and al cohols. Pasley al so operated as a "scavenger" that transported
wast e and sl udge, containing hazardous substances that may have been transported to the Site. The Site is
owned by Commander QG| Corporation (Comrander). Prior to 1969, the Site was occupi ed by Conmander, which
distributed fuel oils.

In response to Pasley's request for a New York State Departnment of Environnental Conservation (NYSDEC) permt
to store and renove chenmicals, the Nassau County Department of Health (NCDH) conducted a prelimnary site
inspection in 1980 and coll ected soil sanples fromthe area beneath the above-ground storage tanks at depths
ranging fromsix to 36 inches. The soil collected was contam nated with hal ogenated and non- hal ogenat ed
hydr ocar bons, including trichloroethene (TCE), tetrachl oroethene (PCE),

1,1,1-trichl oroet hane, xylene and tol uene. These chemicals were being stored on-site at the tine. NCDH then
referred the Site to NYSDEC. NCDH and NYSDEC reconmmended that Pasley subnit a plan for a Phase | and Phase
Il renedial investigation and a cleanup pl an.



Lakel and Engi neering of Port Washi ngton (Lakel and), New York was hired by Pasley to performa limted well
drilling and ground water sanpling program In August 1981, Lakel and, through its subcontractor, Slack \Well
Drilling Conmpany installed five (5) on-site nonitoring wells. One additional nmonitoring well was installed
off-site. Gound water sanples were collected and sanples fromwells 2, 5 and 6 were anal yzed by the NCDH
as well as by Lakel and. Contam nants including nethyl ene chloride, PCE, benzene, toluene

and xylene were detected at |evels exceeding State Drinking Water Standards.

A conparison of the two sets of data from NCDH and Lakel and showed wi dely divergent results. In February,
1982 Commander was notified by NCDH that the site investigation would continue. In May 1982, Pasley
operations ceased when the conpany filed for bankruptcy.

NYSDEC and NCDH were unsuccessful in their efforts to persuade Commander and Pasley to do additional work at
the Site. In 1983, NYSDEC i ssued a Notice of Hearing and Conplaint alleging violations of the New York State
Envi ronnent al Conservation Law, Articles 17, 27 and 71.

On June 10, 1986, the Site was placed on the National Priorities List (NPL). NYSDEC was the | ead agency unti l
January 1987. Then, with NYSDEC s concurrence, EPA assuned responsibility for the cleanup of the Site.

B. Hstory of Surrounding Sites

Two nmaj or ground water contam nation sites are adjacent to the Site. One is Roosevelt Field, a forner
airfield that is now a | arge shopping mall. The Roosevelt Field site was extensively studied by the United
States Geol ogi cal Survey (USGS) from 1982 to 1984. As a result of this study, the USGS identified three
vol atil e organic ground water contam nation plunes. Two of the contam nation plunmes exist in the Upper

A acial aquifer, and the third is present in both the Upper d acial aquifer and the Magothy Formation. The
plumes were reported in 1986 to extend at |east 1,000 feet to the southsout hwest of Roosevelt Field, and
within 400 feet of the Pasley Site. The report states that the ground water in the Upper dacial aquifer
flows at approximately 1 ft./day. At that rate, it is likely that the plunme is

responsi bl e for the contami nation detected in the upgradient Pasley well cluster. The Roosevelt Field Site
was |listed as a dass Il site on the New York State Registry in Jul y1991.

The Purex/Mtchell Field Transit Facility site (Purex) is the second najor ground water contami nation site in
the area and is approximately 800 feet east of the Site. An investigation conducted by Canp, Dresser and
McKee in 1984 showed that contam nants in the upper Magothy aquifer associated with the Purex Site include:
PCE;, TCE; 1, 1-dichloroethene; and nethylene chloride. The ground water contamnation fromthis site is
currently being remedi ated by the Purex conpany pursuant to a New York State Consent O der.

C. Enforcenent

EPA identified two potentially responsible parties (PRPs) as owners and/or operators. Special notice
letters informing the PRPs of their potential liabilities were nailed on February 12, 1988 to Comrander and
Pasl ey for conducting a Renedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for the Site. Several

negoti ations were held to discuss technical and legal issues relating to the Adm nistrative Order on Consent
(AQ for the conduct of the RI/FS.

On August 19, 1988, EPA entered into an AO, Index NO |I-CERCLAB0212, with Comrander. The AO required
Commander to performan RI/FS to determne the nature and extent of contanination at the Site and to renove
the 12 above-ground tanks that were located on-site. Pasley declined to participate in the settlenent.

The tank farmrenoval was conpleted i n Novenber of 1988 by ABC Denolition and was supervi sed by EA
Engi neering, a forner consultant of Commander. Metcalf & Eddy, Inc. perforned the RI/FS for Commander. The
Rl Report was approved by EPA in Novenber, 1991. The revised FS Report was submtted to EPA February, 1992.

In February, 1992 EPA sent information request letters regardi ng generation of wastes found at the Site to 20
parties.

111, HGHIGATS GF COWUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON



The RI/FS Reports and the Proposed Plan for the Site were released to the public for corment on February 14,
1992. These two docunments were nade available at two infornmation repositories maintained at the EPA Region
Il Ofice in New York Gty and the Nassau Library System The notice of availability for these docurments was
published in Newsday on February 14, 1992. A public comrent period on the docunents was held from February
14, 1992 through March 15, 1992. In addition, a public neeting was held on March 5, 1992. At this neeting,
representatives from EPA answered questions about problens at the Site and the renedial alternatives under
consi deration. Responses to the comments and questions are included in the Responsiveness Sunmary, which is
attached as Appendi x 4.

I'V. SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTI ON

The objective of this renmedy is to address the source of contam nation at the Site, the contam nation in the
surface soils, and ground water contamnation attributable to the Site. The selected remedy will treat
ground water until the influent contam nant concentrations at the extraction wells equal the upgradi ent
concentrations. For the soil renediation alternative, the contamnated soil will be treated until the
recommended soil cleanup objectives as outlined in Table 13 are net or until no nmore VOCs can be effectively
renoved fromthe unsaturated zone.

Cont ami nation upgradi ent of the Site is suspected to be contributing to the ground water contam nation at the
Site. The Roosevelt Field site, which is one of the najor suspected sources of contam nation detected in the
Pasl ey upgradi ent d acial aquifer ground water well, was listed as a Cass Il site on the New York State
Registry in July 1991. The EPA and NYSDEC wil| ensure that any sources contributing to contanination at the
Site are addressed. |In addition, during the renedi al design process, EPA and NYSDEC wi Il al so ensure that the
effectiveness of the Pasley renediation is not influenced by the ground water recovery systemat the adjacent
Purex Site.

V.  SUMVARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

A Site Ceol ogy and Hydrol ogy

Based on soil borings perforned during the field investigation, borings for the 30 foot nmonitoring wells and
borings for the 60 foot nonitoring wells, reveal ed only unconsolidated sands and gravels with some silty
material at depth. The unconsolidated sediments encountered to a depth of 60 feet belong to the upper

Pl ei stocene undifferentiated gl acial outwash deposits or Upper G acial aquifer. Al of the 90 foot wells were
screened in the upper portion of the Magothy aquifer (Upper Cretaceous). The Magothy fornation

consists of fine sand often containing thin, discontinuous |layers of silt and clay. The thickness of the
Magot hy aquifer is estinmated at 400 to 500 feet in the Pasley study area. The Upper d acial aquifer overlies
the Magothy aquifer and the two nay act as distinct aquifers, or as one, depending upon the degree of

hydraul i ¢ connection between the two. It is also reported that there is a downward ground water flow
direction fromthe G acial aquifer to the Magothy aquifer. This downward fl ow was not al ways evident

t hroughout the Site. However, in the Site area, it is believed that the two are hydraulically connect ed.
Gound water flows in the Upper dacial aquifer in a southwesterly direction. The ground water in the Upper
Magot hy aquifer has a nore southerly flow direction than in the d acial aquifer.

B. Nature and Extent of Contam nation
1. Gound Water

Ei ghteen nonitoring wells were installed to evaluate ground water conditions. The nmonitoring wells were
clustered in six locations (three wells each, screened at depths of 30, 60, and 90 feet). The ground water
quality of the aquifer underlying the Site, downgradi ent and upgradient of the Site was assessed by two
rounds of water quality sanpling in 1990 and a third round of partial sanpling in 1991. The on-site shallow
ground water nonitoring well (MW2S) indicated highest contam nation as conpared to the other seventeen
nonitoring wells. Tables 1 through 3 present the results of the three rounds of ground water sanpling. As
Tables 1 through 3 present the results of the three rounds of ground water sanpling. As shown in these

Tabl es, the nost prevalent Volatile O ganic Conpound (VOC) was trans - 1, 2-dichloroethene at a maxi mum
concentration of 37,000 parts per billion (ppb).



A contam nant plurme could not be defined by plotting the Total Volatile O ganic Conpounds (TVQOC) associ ated
with the Site study area. This was due in part to the fact that contam nation was detected entering the Site
at the upgradient well cluster, MM1 (Figure 3). Therefore, a group of VOCs which were found at the Site but
whi ch were not detected in upgradient well cluster well MM1 were chosen to define the plume associated with
the Site.

The total volatile organic index compounds (TVO C) chosen to define the plunme for the Site are the fol |l ow ng:
chloroform 1,1 dichloroethene, 1,1 dichloroethane, trans - 1,2-dichloroethene, 1,1,1 trichloroethane

et hyl benzene, tol uene, chlorobenzene, and xylene. The TVA C conpounds were found to contribute a nmajor part
(88% of the contam nation found in the nonitoring well cluster located on-site (M¥2). However, the use of
TVA C does not inply that non-index compounds (TCE, PCE) are absent fromthe Site

Through the use of the index conpounds, a well defined contaninant plune could be identified for the Site
Figures 4 through 6 display the plume detected based on the data coll ected.

Figure 4 is a map of the TVOC plune for the 20 to 30 foot depth in the Upper G acial aquifer. It appears
that the contam nant plune extends approxinately 400 feet to the southwest, parallel to the ground water flow
direction and the contam nant plune is approximately 390 feet wide. The nmaxi nrumlevel of TVOC contanination
detected was 37,000 ppb for trans - 1,2, dichloroethene, 370 tines the Federal MCL. TCE, although not part

of the TVA C plune, was al so detected at a maxi mum concentrati on of 320 ppb, 64 tines the federal ML

Figure 5is a map of the TVOC plume for the 50 to 60 foot depth in the Lower dacial aquifer. The area
extent of the plune at this depth was found to be nmuch smaller, and centered on M¥4l, directly downgradi ent
of the Site. The maximumlevel of TVO C contamnation in this portion of the plune was 15 ppb for trans-1,2
di chl oroethene. TCE was al so detected at 15 ppb.

Figure 6 is a map of the TVAO C contam nation plune for the 80 to 90 foot depth in the Upper Mgothy aquifer
directly downgradient of the Site. No TVO C contam nation was found directly downgradi ent or on-site.
However, 13 ppb of a TVOC (trans-1,2, dichloroethene) was found at the eastern edge of the study area at
nmonitoring wells MM3D and MM5D. This contanination did not appear to result fromthe Site and did not
follow the south southwesterly direction of ground water flow fromthe Site.

Sanpl es coll ected fromupgradi ent off-site nonitoring wells showed a nmaxi num | evel of 27 ppb of PCE
(rmonitoring well location MM1S) and 15 ppb for TCE (nonitoring well |ocation M¥1D). Benzene was al so
detected at a naxi mum | evel of 38 ppb (nonitoring well location MM1l). Sem -volatile conpounds were
detected at low levels in the ground water. The only netal detected above the MCL was chrom um at 255 ppb

2. Soils

Fifty (50) surface soil grab sanples were collected and anal yzed for vol atile organic conmpounds. These
sanpl es were collected froman approximate 30 foot grid pattern at a depth of 6 to 12 inches bel ow grade.
Sanpl es were then collected and conposited for nmetals and sem -vol atile organi ¢ anal yses. Each conposite
sanpl e consisted of soil fromfive adjacent discrete sanple locations. Figure 7 illustrates surface soi
sanpling locations. There were eight VOCs that appeared at high concentrations in the surface soil that were
al so detected in the ground water. These were trans-1, 2-dichloroethene, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, TCE

PCE, tol uene, xylenes, ethylbenzene and chl orof orm

Data fromthe surface soil sanples reveal ed el evated | evels of VOCs originating fromthree prinary |ocations.
The concentrations of TVOCs, primarily PCE and trans-1, 2-di chl oroethene, were detected in concentrations of
1,000 ppb up to concentrations of 603,000 ppb. Additionally, total sem-volatile organic compounds were
detected in conposite sanples collected fromten locations. The highest concentrations of tota

sem -vol atiles were detected in conposite sanples 8 and 9 (204, 000 ppb and 126, 500 ppb, respectively)
collected on the eastern edge of the Site. The results of the analyses for the soil sanples collected are
presented in Table 4.

Subsur face sanples were al so collected fromeight |ocations on-site and five locations off-site. On-site
two sanples were collected fromeach of eight borings at depths of 12 to 14 feet and 23 to 25 feet (or the



first two feet below the water table). A total of sixteen sanples were collected. These boring l|ocations are
identified on Figure 8. Boring BH8 was subsequently converted into a 90 foot deep nonitoring well (MVN2D).

Table 5 contains the results of the on-site subsurface soil sanples. Elevated |evels of total VOCs (greater
than 1,000 ppb) were detected in six of the sixteen sanples. Table 6 identifies the boring nunber, depth,
primary contami nant detected and total VOC concentrations.

Anal ytical results for sem-volatile conpounds indicated that two of eight sanples collected at the 12 to 14
foot depth exhibited el evated total seni-volatile concentrations (12,500 ppb at BH 2A, and 18, 000 ppb at

BH 3A). There was only one location (BH 7B) that exhibited a total semvolatile concentration greater than
10, 000 ppb (12,710 ppb) at the 23 to 25 feet depth. This data suggest |limted downward m gration of

seni-vol atil e conmpounds. The ground water data supports this. MWM2S (the 30 foot shallow well) exhibited
380, 000 ppb of total seni-volatile conmpounds but MW 21 (the 60 foot internediate well) and MM2D (the 90 foot
well) did not exhibit any senivolatile contam nation.

The levels of netals in the subsurface on-site sanples were within the common range for soil and were not
significantly different fromthe offsite results.

VI. SUWRRY OF SITE R SKS

EPA conducted a Ri sk Assessnent of the "no-action" alternative to evaluate the potential risk to human health
and the environnent associated with the current conditions. The R sk Assessment began by sel ecting chem cal s
of concern that would be representative of site risks. These chemicals were identified based on factors such
as potential for exposure to receptors, toxicity, concentration and frequency of occurrence. Table 7

summari zes the chem cal of potential concern selected for each sanpled nedia at the Site. The frequency of
detection and concentration range for the contam nants of concern are referenced in Table 8.

EPA's Ri sk Assessnent identified several potential exposure pathways by which the public may be exposed to
contam nants rel eased fromthe Pasley site under current and future |and-use scenarios. The actual and
potential pathways and popul ation potentially affected are shown in Table 9.

Since access is restricted to the public and the Site is covered by gravel, it is not considered |ikely that
direct contact with the contaminated soil would occur. Therefore, the only conpl ete exposure pathway under
current | and use conditions is inhalation exposure to chemcals that volatilize fromthe soil. The reasonabl e

nmaxi mum exposure was eval uated. The foll ow ng pat hways were sel ected for evaluation under the future | and
use conditions

direct contact and incidental ingestion exposure with chemicals present in surface soils

i ngestion exposures to chenicals present in ground water

i ngestion and inhal ati on exposures during home use to chem cals present in ground water, and
i nhal ati on exposures to chenmicals that have volatilized fromsurface soils.

The potentially exposed popul ations in all cases were the residents (adult and children) of the nei ghborhood
surrounding the Site and future workers on -site

Under current EPA guidelines, the likelihood of carcinogenic (cancer causing) and non-carcinogenic effects
due to exposure to site chemcals are considered separately. It was assuned that the toxic effects of the
site related chemcals would be additive. Thus, carcinogenic and non-carci nogenic risks associated with
exposures to individual conpounds of concern were added to indicate the potential risks associated with

m xtures of potential carcinogens and non-carcinogens, respectively.

Non- car ci nogeni ¢ risks were assessed using a hazard index (H') approach, based on a conparison of expected
contanmi nant intakes and safe levels of intake, or Reference Doses (RfDs). RfDs have been devel oped by EPA
for indicating the potential for adverse health effects. RfDs, which are expressed in units of ny/kg-day,



are estimates of daily exposure |levels for humans which are thought to be safe over a lifetine (including
sensitive individuals). Estimated intakes of chemicals fromenvironnental nedia (e.g., the anmount of

achemi cal ingested fromcontam nated drinking water) are conpared with the RfFD to derive the hazard quoti ent
for the contam nant in the particular nedium The H is obtained by addi ng the hazard quotients

for all conpounds across all nedia that inpact a common receptor.

An H greater than 1 indicates that the potential exists for noncarcinogenic health effects to occur as a
result of site-related exposures. The H provides a useful reference point for gauging the potential
significance of multiple contam nant exposures within a single mediumor across nedia. The RfDs for the
chem cals of potential concern at the Pasley site are presented in Table 10.

A summary of the non-carcinogenic risks associated with the chem cals of potential concern across various
exposure pathways is found in Table 11. It can be seen from Table 11 that the greatest non-carcinogenic risk
fromthe Site is associated with ingestion of on-site Upper dacial aquifer water by on-site workers. The
noncar ci nogeni c effects, exceed 1.0 due prinarily to chromiumand TCE. The hazard index for soil was
calculated to be less than 1.0

Potential carcinogenic risks were eval uated using the cancer slope factors (Sfs) devel oped by EPA for the
chem cals of potential concern. Sfs have been devel oped by EPA' s Carci nogeni ¢ R sk Assessnent Verification
Endeavor (CRAVE) for estimating excess lifetime cancer risks associated with exposure to potentially

carci nogeni ¢ chemcals. Sfs, which are expressed in units of (ng/kg-day)[-1], are multiplied by the
estimated i ntake of a potential carcinogen, in ng/kg-day, to generate an upper-bound estimate of the excess
lifetine cancer risk associated with exposure to the conpound at that intake level. The term "upper bound"
reflects the conservative estinmate of the risks calculated fromthe SF. Use of this approach makes the
underestimation of the risk highly unlikely. The SF for each indicator chemcal is presented in Table 8.

For known or suspected carci nogens, EPA considers excess upper bound individual lifetinme cancer risks of
between 10[-4] to 10[-6] to be acceptable. This level indicates that an individual has not greater than a

one in ten thousand to one in a mllion chance of devel oping cancer as a result of site related exposure to a
carci nogen over a 70-year period under specific exposure conditions at the Site. The total cancer risks at
the Pasley Site are outlined in Table 9. The total cancer risk for on-site occupants is 4 x10[-4], based on
ingesting untreated ground water fromthe Upper G acial aquifer in the vicinity of the Site The total cancer
risk for children is 9 x10[-4] in the vicinity of the Site, based on ingesting

untreated ground water fromthe Upper d acial aquifer

The cumul ative upperbound risks at the Site for on-site occupants under a future potential |and use scenario

associated with ground water is 9 x10[4], which exceed EPA's risk criteria. |In addition, MCLs are currently
exceeded for several hazardous substance in ground water. Al though the risk posed by
the soils are within EPA's acceptable risk criteria, contamnants in the soils, if not addressed, will likely

continue to contribute to further contam nation of the ground water at the Site
UNCERTAI NTI ES

The procedures and inputs used to assess risks in this evaluation, as in all such assessments, are subject to
a wWde variety of uncertainties. In general, the main sources of uncertainty include:

- environmental chem stry sanpling and anal ysis
- environmental parameter measurenent

- fate and transport nodeling

- exposure paraneter estimation

- toxicological data

Uncertainty in environmental sanpling arises in part fromthe potentially uneven distribution of chemcals in
the nedia sanpled. Consequently, there is significant uncertainty as to the actual |evels present.

Envi ronnental chenistry analysis error can stemfrom several sources including the errors inherent in the
anal ytical methods and characteristics of the matrix being sanpl ed.



Uncertainties in the exposure assessnent are related to estimates of how often an individual would actually
come in contact with the chemcals of potential concern, the period of tine over which such exposure would
occur, and in the nodels used, to estinate the concentrations of the chenicals of potential concern at the
poi nt of exposure.

Uncertainties in toxicol ogical data occur in extrapolating both fromanimals to humans and from high to | ow
doses of exposure, as well as fromthe difficulties in assessing the toxicity of a mxture of chem cals.
These uncertainties are addressed by nmki ng conservative assunptions concerning risk and exposure paraneters
t hroughout the assessnent. As a result, the R sk Assessnent provi des upper bound estimates of the risk to
popul ations near the site.

A specific uncertainty inherent in the Site risk assessnent is that the methodol ogy used to cal culate the
site risks are site-w de averages, which give a clear overall understanding of site risks. However, as
previously stated, EPA has taken into account the sensitivity of the on-site and nei ghbori ng popul ati ons and
has determned that the target risk for the site should be on the order of 10[-6].

Therefore, actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis site, if not addressed by the
selected alternative or one of the other renedial neasures considered, may present an imm nent and
substantial endangernent to the public health, welfare, and the environnent. Mre specific infornmation
concerning public health risks, including a quantitative evaluation of the degree of risk associated with
various exposure pathways, is presented in the R sk Assessnent which can be found in the Adm nistrative
Recor d.

VII. DESCR PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

Two nedi a-specific renedial actions are required to protect hunan heal th and the environnent because of the
nature of the contamnation at the Site. They are nunbered to correspond with their presentation in the FS
report. On-site soil has been deternmined to be a source of contamination. Contami nants were found to nove
fromthe unsaturated soil to the ground water. Once in the ground water, the contam nants, under the
influence of the ground water gradient, nigrate fromthe Site to potential receptors.

Specific renmedial action objectives for this Site include:

G ound water - Restoration of ground water quality to its intended use (dass Ilb and GA-potential of
drinking water) by reducing contam nant |evels bel ow State and Federal drinking water standards where
possi bl e (see Table 12). |In the case where upgradi ent concentrations prohibit such restoration for a
particul ar conpound, the contam nant level will be reduced to the upgradient |evel.

Soil - In order for the soil not to be a contributor to ground water contami nation, the degree to which the
contami nants have to be reduced is different for each conponent (see Table 13). For VOCs (conponents of
interest, trans-1,2-dichloroethene, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, TCE, PCE, toluene and, xylenes), the contaninated
soil will be treated until the recommended soil cleanup objectives are net or until no nore VOCs can be
effectively renoved fromthe unsaturated zone. For the sem - volatile conpounds of interest, the

contam nants di-n-butyl phthal ate, naphthal ene, bis-(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate and floranthene have to be
reduced bel ow 50 ppm

The time to inplement refers only to the actual construction and remedial action (time to achi eve clean up)
time and excludes the tine needed to design the renedy, procure contracts, and negotiate with the PRPs, all
of which can take 15-30 nonths. The alternatives identified for both soil and ground water are presented
bel ow.

Soi|l Renediation Alternatives:

Alternative 1. No Action

CERCLA requires EPA to consider the "No Action" alternative at every Superfund site to provide a baseline of
conparison anong alternatives. Under this alternative, the contam nated soil would be left in place wthout



treatnent. A long-termnonitoring programwoul d be inplenmented to track the mgration of contam nants from
the soil into the ground water. |n accordance with Section 121 of CERCLA, renedial actions that |eave
hazar dous substances above heal th-based levels at a site are to be reviewed at |east

once every five years to assure that the action is protective of human health and the environnent.
Accordingly, the no action alternative woul d have to be reviewed by EPA at | east once every five years.

Capi tal cost: $0
Annual Qperation
& Mai nt enance: $7, 000
30-year Present
Wrt h: $66, 000
Tinme to | npl enent:
Constructi on: 2 Mont hs
Remedi al Action: 30 years

Alternative 2- Excavation with Of-site D sposal

This alternative involves the excavation and off-site disposal of the contam nated soil fromthe eastern and
western portions of the Site.

The soil excavation would extend to a depth of 2 feet on the eastern section of the Site, and to a depth of
20 feet on the western portion of the Site, where the soils are highly contam nated. Approximtely 10, 083
cubi ¢ yards of soil contaminated with volatile organic and sem -vol atile organi ¢ conpounds woul d be excavat ed
and the excavated soil would then be disposed of off-site at a RCRA-pernitted landfill.

However, the soil will be tested using the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP), to deternine if
treatnent is necessary prior to disposal to insure that RCRA | and di sposal restrictions are met. The Land

Di sposal Restrictions set treatnment standards which are based on the best denonstrated avail abl e technol ogy
(BDAT) for treatnent of a given waste. |In the case of VOCs in soil, the BDAT treatnment method is generally
incineration. |If incineration is necessary to nmeet the Land D sposal Restriction's, a dry ash material would
be produced which may require further RCRA-permitted disposal to protect the environnent. This alternative
woul d then be essentially equivalent to Alternative 3. The actual quantity of soil requiring treatment would
be refined during the renedial design.

Capi tal cost: $8, 675, 000
Annual Qperation

& Mai nt enance: $0

Present Wrt h: $8, 675, 000
Tine to | npl enent: 1-2 Mont hs

Alternative 3- Excavation with Of-site |Incineration

This alternative involves the same excavation of contam nated soil as described in Alternative 2. However,
the excavated soil would be transported to an off-site facility for incineration. This alternative produces
a dry ash material high in metals that would require further RCRA-permtted disposal to protect the

envi ronnent .

Capital cost: $43, 970, 000
Annual Qperation

& Mai nt enance: $0

Present Wrth: $43, 970, 000
Tinme to | npl enent: 1-2 Mont hs

Al ternative 4- Excavation with Solidification/Stabilization



This alternative invol ves the sanme excavation of contaminated soil described in Alternatives 2 and 3.
However, instead of transporting the soil off-site for treatment/disposal, the solidification/ stabilization
process woul d invol ve construction of a treatment facility on-site.

The process woul d involve mxing of the excavated contaminated soils with a solidifying nmatrix to bind
chemcally the contam nants to forma "soil concrete.” A solidifying matrix mght include the use of |ine,
fly ash or cement to bind the contaminants in a solid block of treated soil. After the soils have been nixed
with the solidification matrix, the resulting concrete-like substance woul d be placed back on the Site for
har deni ng and final conpaction.

Before the treatnent technology is applied to the area, a treatability study woul d be perforned on the soil
to determne the effectiveness of different binders and to obtain additional infornation required for the
devel opnent of prelimnary design considerations.

Capi tal cost: $2, 108, 000
Annual Qperation

& Mai nt enance: $0

Present Worth: $2, 108, 000
Time to | npl enent: 6 - 8 Months

Alternative 5- Soil Flushing

This alternative would work in conjunction with the selected ground water renedial alternative. This
alternative entails installation of an infiltration systemto effect soil flushing for renmoving the VOCs and
sem vol atile organics fromthe soil. This process would involve injection of water or an aqueous sol ution
into the area of soil contamnation utilizing infiltration trenches. The injected water would flush the soil
contam nation into the ground water. The contam nated ground water woul d be punped to the surface, treated
and recharged to continue the process.

The infiltration trench systemwoul d consist of 3 excavated trenches approximately 2 feet in depth backfilled
with a coarse stone aggregate. The treated water fromthe ground water treatnent systemwoul d be distributed
through the gravel trenches by a 4 inch PVC perforated pipe. The 3 trenches would transverse the length of
the site and have 20 foot spaci ng between each trench. The aggregate fill nmaterial for the infiltration
trenches woul d be conpletely surrounded with filter fabric to prevent soil novenent into the aggregate. An
observation well would be installed in each infiltration trench.

The organic contamnants in the soil at the Site have high solubilities in water and are therefore expected
to be flushed fromthe soil using treated ground water as the washing agent.

Capital cost: $137, 000
Annual Qperation

& Mai nt enance: $15, 000
Present Worth: $185, 000

Tinme to | npl enent:
Construction: 6 Mont hs
Renedi al Action: 4 Years

Alternative 6- Soil Vacuum ng

Soi | vacuuming woul d involve the installation of vents in the contam nated unsaturated soil zone. A vacuum
woul d be applied through these vents to volatilize and extract organic compounds fromthe soil. The organic
vapors woul d be drawn into a collection systemwhere they woul d be renoved through an activated carbon
off-gas treatment system Circulation of air through the soil also would enhance the bi odegradation of
seni-volatiles in the unsaturated zone.



A smal| anount of |iquid condensate would be generated during the vapor extraction process. Wth an on-site
ground water treatment alternative operating in conjunction with ground water renediation, the condensate may
be treated on-site at miniml cost. Of-site disposal of condensate would be necessary if this alternative
was i npl enented before a ground water treatment systemwas constructed

Under this alternative approxi mately thirteen thousand (13, 000) cubic yards of contami nated soil woul d be
treated until no nmore VOCs can be effectively renmoved fromthe unsaturated vadose zone

Subsurface soil sanpling would be required to nonitor the progress of the soil vapor extraction process.

Capi tal cost: $882, 000
Annual Qperation

& Mai nt enance: $664, 000
Present Wrt h: $1, 562, 000

Tine to | npl enent:
Constructi on: 6 Mont hs
Reredi al Action: 2 Years

Al ternative 7- Soil Vacuuning and Soil Flushing

This alternative conbines Alternatives 5 and 6. The soil flushing technol ogy would renove nost volatile and
seni-vol atil e conmpounds but may not be as effective in renoving a group of volatile conpounds known as
nonocyclic aromatic hydrocarbons. Soil vacuum ng, however, would performwell in renoving nonocylic and

al i phatic hydrocarbons but may not be as effective for semvolatile conpounds. However, it should be noted
that the circulation of air through the soil as part of the vacuum ng procedure woul d enhance the

bi odegradati on of the seni-volatiles in the soil.

Under this alternative, soil vacuum ng would be perforned initially to remove the volatile and sem -vol atile
compounds. A soil sanpling and anal ysis programwoul d then be inplemented to eval uate the success of the
soil vacuum ng. Soil flushing, used to flush any renmaining water-soluble contanminants fromthe soil, would
be performed after soil vacuuming to achieve soil cleanup goals. However, if it is found after the soi
vacuum ng that concentrations of sem-volatile conpounds are decreasing in the soil and are not inpacting
ground water, the soil flushing technique nay be abandoned. Periodic subsurface soil sanpling and anal ysis
woul d be required to nonitor the progress of both processes.

Capital cost: $921, 000
Annual Qperation

& Mai nt enance: $407, 000
Present Worth: $1, 649, 000

Tine to | npl enent:
Constructi on: 1 Year
Reredi al Action: 6 Years

Gound Water Treatnent Alternatives:

Al of the remedial ground water alternatives, except the No Action alternative, involve extraction
treatnment and recharge of the treated water to the ground water. The contam nated ground water is recovered
using extraction wells at the downgradi ent end of the contam nant plume. The extracted ground water is
treated and returned to the aquifer via a series of recharge wells |ocated upgradient of the contam nant
plume and/or infiltration trenches located in the area of soil contanination

Recent studi es have indicated that punping and treatnment technol ogi es may contain uncertainties in achieving
the ppb concentrations required under ARARs over a reasonable period of time. However, these studies also
indicate significant decreases in contam nant concentrations early in the systeminplementation, followed by
a leveling out. For these reasons, the selected ground water treatment alternative stipul ates conti ngency



neasures, whereby the groundwater extraction and treatnent system's performance will be nonitored on a
regul ar basis and adjusted as warranted by the perfornance data collected during operation. Mdifications
may include any or all of the follow ng:

a) at individual wells where cl eanup goal s have been attained, punping nay be di sconti nued;
b) alternating pumping at wells to elimnate stagnation points;

c) pulse punping to allow aquifer equilibration and to all ow adsorbed contami nants to partition into
groundwat er; and

d) installation of additional extraction wells to facilitate or accel erate cl eanup of the contani nant
pl urre.

If it is determned, on the basis of the preceding criteria and the system performance data, that certain
portions of the aquifer cannot be restored to their beneficial use in a reasonable tinme frane, all or sone of
the follow ng neasures involving | ong-term nanagenent may occur, for an indefinite period of tine, as a

nodi fication of the existing system

a) engineering controls such as physical barriers, source control measures, or |long-termgradi ent contro
provi ded by | ow | evel punping, as contai nment neasures;

b) chem cal -specific ARARs may be waived for the cleanup of those portions of the aquifer based on the
technical inpracticability of achieving further contam nant reduction

c) institutional controls, in the formof |ocal zoning ordinances, nay be recomrended to be inpl enented
and naintained to restrict access to those portions of the aquifer which remain above renediation
goal s;

d) continued nonitoring of specified wells; and
e) periodic reevaluation of remedial technologies for groundwater restoration

The decision to invoke any or all of these neasures nay be nade during a periodic review of the renedia
action, which will occur at intervals of no |l ess often than every five years.

Al ternative 1- No Action

CERCLA, as anended, requires that the "no-action" alternative be consideredat every site. Under this
alternative, no remedi ati on measures would be inplemented at this tinme. This alternative allows for natura
attenuation of the contam nants and includes institutional controls and nonitoring. This alternative al so
woul d include restrictions on future ground water use and a pubi c awareness program

Peri odi c ground water sanpling and analysis would be required to nonitor the progress of natural attenuation
In effect, this no action alternative is essentially equivalent to the no action alternative under the soil
remedi ation alternative section of this ROD.

Capi tal cost: $0
Annual Qperation

& Mai nt enance: $7, 000
10-year $43, 000
30-year Present

Wor t h: $66, 000

Tinme to | npl enent:
Construction: 2 Mont hs
Renedi al Action: 30 Years



Alternative 2- Metals Precipitation/ Powdered Activated Carbon Treatnent (PACT)/GAC Poli shing

This alternative utilizes three collection wells for the extraction of contam nated ground water followed by
on-site treatnent. To contain and renove ground water fromthe contanination plume, it is estinated that it
woul d be necessary to punp 450 gallons per mnute (GPM fromthree extraction wells placed at depths of 60
feet. Gound water woul d be punped fromthe extraction well systemto a hol di ng/ equalization tank. The
punped ground water would then enter the treatment plant where it would go through an initial tw stage
precipitation and clarification/filtration unit for the renmoval of all heavy nmetals. The heavy netal s
treatnment would be fol |l owed by powdered activated carbon treatnent (PACT) to renove vol atile organic and
sem vol atil e organi c conpounds.

The granul ar activated carbon (GAC) adsorption systemthat follows the PACT woul d be used, if necessary, as a
final polishing step to remove any renaining organi c conpounds in order to achi eve ARARs. Carbon adsorption

woul d renove organi c conmpounds fromwaste water onto the activated carbon. The exact anount of treated water

that woul d be recharged to the ground water either by the recharge wells or by the infiltration trenches

woul d be determned in the renedial design.

The by-products resulting fromthe treatnent systeminclude netals sludge, filtered solids, and spent
granul ar activated carbon. The sludge would be transported off-site for treatnment and di sposal at a
RCRA-permtted facility.

Periodi c sanpling and anal ysis of the influent and effluent would be required to nmonitor the progress of this
treatnment alternative.

Capital cost: $6, 465, 000
Annual Qperation
& Mai nt enance: $1, 623, 000

10-year Present Worth: $16, 438, 00
30-year Present Worth: $21, 765, 000

Tinme to | npl enent:
Construction: 6 Mont hs
Renedi al Action: 10-40 Years

Alternative 3- Metals Precipitation/Air Stripping with Fune Incineration/Ganular Activated Carbon(GACQ
Pol i shi ng

Under this alternative, the same extraction systemis used to withdraw the contam nated ground water as that
of Alternative 2. This alternative differs in that after nmetals renmoval, the effluent fromthe nmetals system
woul d be punped into an air stripper that would be effective in renoving the VOCs fromthe water. Air
stripping is a mass transfer process in which volatile contamnants in water are transferred to the gaseous
phase.

Fume incineration would be used to treat any gaseous discharge fromthe air stripper. Fume incineration
units are chanbers heated by suppl enental fuel which provide high enough tenperatures and retention tine to
conbust the contamnants in the off-gas. Tenperatures in the conbustion chanber range from 1200 F to 1800 F.

The liquid phase fromthe air stripper would be punped into the granul ar activated carbon (GAC) adsorption
systemthat would be used as a final polishing step to renmove any renmini ng organi c conpounds. Treat nment
resi dual s include spent carbon fromthe funme incinerator and spent carbon fromthe |iquid phase carbon

pol i shi ng.

Periodi c sanpling and anal ysis of the influent and effluent would be required to nmonitor the progress of the
treatment alternative. During the periodic sanpling and anal yses of the influent, if it is determ ned that
netal s concentrations are bel ow standards and | ow enough not to cause mal function of the air stripper, the
netals precipitation portion of the treatment train may be el im nated.



Capital cost: $3, 199, 000
Annual Qperation

& Mi nt enance: $1, 069, 000
10-year Present Worth: $9, 768, 00
30-year Present Worth: $13, 276, 000

Tinme to | npl enent:
Const ructi on: 2 Years
Renedi al Action: 10-40 Years

Alternative 4-Metals Precipitation/Air Stripping with Vapor Phase G anul ar Activated Carbon/ GAC Pol i shi ng

This treatment alternative is the same as Alternative 3 except that the off-gas em ssions fromthe
air-stripper would be treated by passing the air streamthrough vapor phase carbon adsorption col umms,
instead of the funme incinerator. In this alternative, contamnated air flows through the columms or carbon
bed, and organics adsorb onto the carbon. The treated air then | eaves the carbon bed with reduced
concentrations of contami nants until the carbonadsorbent cannot take on additional organics. Renoval
efficiencies utilizing vapor phase activated carbon have been reported at greater than 98 percent.

Addi tional sludges would be generated fromthe carbon adsorption col ums.

Capital cost: $4, 280, 000
Annual Cperation
& Mai nt enance: $829, 000

10-year Present Worth: $9, 374, 000
30-year Present Worth: $ 12,095, 000

Tine to | npl enent:
Const ructi on: 2 Years
Renedi al Acti on: 10-40 Years

Alternative 5- Metals Precipitation/ UV Peroxidation

Under this alternative, the sanme extraction systemis used to withdraw the contam nated ground water as that
of Alternative 2. WV Peroxidation is an innovative technology for cleanup and destructi on of organic
conpounds in ground water. In this process, ultraviolet light reacts with hydrogen peroxide to form hydroxyl
radi cal s. These powerful chemcal oxidants then react with the organic contam nants in water. The end
products of the oxidation process are carbon dioxide (CJ2]), water, and hydrochloric acid. Chemn cal

oxi dation woul d reduce the toxicity and vol une of contam nated ground water at the Site.

Periodi c sanpling and anal ysis of the influent and effluent would be required to nmonitor the progress of this
treatment alternative.

Capital cost: $4, 421, 000
Annual Qperation
& Mai nt enance: $1, 459, 000

10-year Present Worth: $13, 386, 000
30-year Present Worth: $18, 175, 000

Tine to | npl enent:

Constructi on: 1 Year
Renedi al Acti on: 10-40 Years
VIIT. SUMVARY OF COVMPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

In accordance with the NCP, a detailed analysis of each alternative is required. The purpose of the detailed
anal ysis is to assess objectively the alternatives with respect to nine evaluation criteria that enconpass



statutory requirenents and include other gauges of the overall feasibility and acceptability of renedial
alternatives. This analysis is conprised of an individual assessnent of the alternatives against each
criterion and a conparative analysis designed to determine the relative performance of the alternatives and
identify major trade-offs, that is, relative advantages and di sadvant ages, anong them

The nine evaluation criteria against which the alternatives are evaluated are as fol |l ows:

Threshold Oriteria - The first two criteria nmust be satisfied in order for an alternative to be eligible for
sel ection.

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environnent:
This criterion addresses whether or not a remedy provides adequate protection and describes how risks are
elimnated, reduced, or controlled through treatment, engineering controls, or institutional controls.

2. Conpliance with ARARs:
This criterion addresses whether or not a renmedy will nmeet all the ARARs of other federal or State
environnental statutes and/or provide grounds for invoking a waiver.

Primary Balancing Oriteria - The next five "prinmary balancing criteria" are to be used to wei gh najor
trade-of fs anong the different hazardous waste nanagenent strategies.

3. Long-term Effectiveness and Pernanence:
This criterion refers to the ability of the renmedy to maintain reliable protection of hunan health and the
envi ronnent over tinme once cleanup goal s have been net.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Vol une:
This criterion addresses the degree to which a renedy utilizes treatnenttechnol ogies to reduce the toxicity,
mobi l'ity, or volume of contam nants.

5. Short-term Effectiveness:

This criterion considers the period of tine needed to achi eve protection and any adverse inpacts on human
health and the environment that may be posed during the construction and inplementation period until cleanup
goals are net.

6. Inplenentability:
This criterion exam nes the technical and adm nistrative feasibility of a remedy, including availability of
material s and services needed to inplenent the chosen sol ution.

7. Cost:
This criterion includes capital and C&M costs.

Modi fying Griteria - The final two criteria are regarded as "nodifying criteria," and are to be taken into
account after the previous criteria have been evaluated. They are generally to be focused upon after public
comrent is received.

8. State Acceptance:
This criterion indicates whether, based on its review of the FS and Proposed Plan, the State concurs wth,
opposes, or has no comrent on the proposed alternative.

9. Community Acceptance:

This criterion indicates whether, based on its review of the FS and Proposed Plan, the public concurs with,
opposes, or has no commrent on the proposed alternative. Conmments received during this public coment period,
and the EPA s responses to those comments, are summarized in the Responsiveness Summary which is appended to
this ROD.

The following is a sunmary of the conparison of each alternative's strengths and weaknesses with respect to
the nine evaluation criteria.



1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environnent
Soi|l Renedi ation A ternatives

Al the soil renediation alternatives are considered protective of human heal th and the environnent except
Alternative 1. Aternative 1 is not protective of human health and the environment because it does not
elimnate, reduce or control the contamnants at the Site. Since it does not neet this threshold criterion,
Alternative 1 will not be discussed further.

Alternatives 2 and 3 would not require any long term nai ntenance or deed restrictions. However, Alternatives
2 and 3 involve transportation of contaninated soil off-site, and increase the potential risks associated
with dust generated during excavation and/or transportation. Aternative 4 would require |ong-termnonitoring
to ensure the stability of the solidification/stabilization process. Alternatives 5 6, and 7 reduce
potential human health risks by utilizing treatment to renmove contaminants fromthe soil.

G ound Water Treatnent Alternatives

Al the ground water alternatives, except the No Action alternative, are considered protective over the |ong
termand woul d provide overall protection by effectively renoving contam nants so that the ground water coul d
be used for potable purposes, if desired. Al the treatnent alternatives would result in pernanent
protection of human health and the environment through the reduction in toxicity, nobility, and volunme of the
cont ami nants.

However, Alternative 2, by using the PACT system has a disadvantage over Alternatives 3, 4, and 5, nanely,
addi tional sludges woul d be produced with the activated carbon systemthus posing an added minor risk to
wor kers and the environment, especially during the transportation of the sludges for disposal off-site.

Alternatives 3 and 4 pose additional risks associated with air em ssions. However, the vapor phase treatnent
woul d elimnate any risk associated with air emssions. Alternative 5 by using UV peroxidation has certain
advant ages over the other alternatives, since it would provide conplete destructionof VOCs, thus reducing
wast e sl udges that woul d otherwi se require further treatnent and di sposal.

2. Conpliance Wth ARARs
Soil Renediation Alternatives

There are no chemical -specific ARARs for soils. It is anticipated that any action specific ARARs associ at ed
with soil treatrment can be met by each alternative. However, Alternative 4 would require that treated soil
be tested using the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP), before backfilling, to insure that
RCRA | and di sposal restrictions are net. At this point in time, a determ nation cannot be nmade whet her these
levels can be net. |If levels cannot be net, a treatability variance may be required.

G ound Water Treatnent Alternatives

Alternatives 2 through 5 achieve ARARs to a simlar degree. None of the alternative would achieve

chem cal -specific ARARs for ground water as a potential drinking water supply. Achieving chem cal -specific
ARARs for ground water is dependent on remedi ati on of upgradi ent sources. This is due

to the fact that regardless of the Site cleanup, upgradient sources will continue to be a source of

contam nation to the ground water beneath the Pasley Site. EPA believes that the proposed renedial action
will result in attainnent of chem cal specific ground water ARARs providi ng upgradi ent sources are renedi ated
so that they no longer inpact the Upper dacial aquifer.

EPA may invoke a technical waiver of the chenical-specific ARARs if the renedi ati on program i ndi cates that
reaching MCLs in the glacial aquifer is technically inpracticable due to the presence of upgradi ent sources.

Until upgradi ent sources are remedi ated so that they no longer inpact the Site, EPA will attain ground water
cl eanup | evel s which are equal to upgradient concentrations. The renedial action will attain ground water



cl eanup | evel s equal to upgradi ent concentrations for certain contam nants.

Alternatives 2 through 5 would neet action-specific ARARs as outlined in Table 2-1 of the FS Report. Under
these alternatives, treated ground water would neet pertinent federal and state ARARs.

3. Long-term Effectiveness
Soi|l Renediation Alternatives

Alternatives 5, 6 and 7 afford a greater degree of |ong-termeffectiveness and pernmanence than Alternatives 2
or 4. Aternative 4 would require institutional controls for |and use, which would need to be enforced for
conpl ete effectiveness.

Alternative 3 is the only alternative that renoves all contam nants fromthe Site and provides total
destruction of the contam nation sources.

G ound Water Treatnent Alternatives

Long-term effectiveness of the ground water alternatives requires the remediation of upgradi ent

contami nation. Alternatives 2 through 5 provide |ong-termeffectiveness because these alternatives are
desi gned to reduce contani nant concentrations in the treated ground water to |levels that are protective of
human health and the environnent before discharge. Alternative 1 nay present a long-termrisk because it
relies on natural attenuation to reduce contam nant concentrations.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Vol une
Soil Renediation Alternatives

Alternative 2 does not utilize treatment to reduce the toxicity, mobility or volune of the contam nants.
Alternative 3, excavation and off-site incineration, would provide the greatest degree of destruction of
contanmi nants and therefore, the greatest degree of reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volune. However,
Alternative 3 would produce ash that would require disposal. In addition, Alternative 4 would not cause a
reduction in toxicity but would result in a reduction in nmobility. Alternative 4 would increase the soil
volunme by the introduction of a solidifying matrix.

Alternatives 5 and 6 nay not provide as great a degree of contam nant destruction or reduction in contam nant
mobility as Alternatives 3 and 4, respectively. However, they are expected to provi de an adequate degree of

contam nant destruction by gradual reduction of mobility, toxicity and volume. Aternatives 5 and 7 invol ves

soil flushing and nust be done in conjunction with ground water extraction and treatment. These technol ogies
used in conbi nation would provide sufficient reduction of mobility, toxicity and vol une.

Gound Water Treatment Alternatives

Alternatives 2 through 5 would control the nobility of contam nants contributed by the Site. These
alternatives also would significantly reduce or elimnate the toxicity and vol ume of contam nated ground
water by treatment to renove netals, seni-volatile and vol atile organi c compounds.

However, Alternative 5 by utilizing the UV peroxidation is nmore advantageous than A ternatives 2 through 4
because it provides a total chem cal breakdown of the VOCs into | ess toxic conpounds wi thout any accunul ation
of sludges and waste residuals.

5. Short-term Effectiveness

Soil Renedi ation Al ternatives

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, the excavation alternatives, may potentially increase the risk to the community
during their inplementation because they renove contaninants and create new potential exposure routes not



identified in the R sk Assessnent. However, necessary neasures, such as inplenentation of proper safety
procedures and on-site nonitoring would be taken to minimze any significant risk fromexposure to the
contam nants. Alternatives 5 6 and 7 would have the | east short-termeffect on the community during

i npl enent ati on, since they would be conducted in-situ. Al the alternatives have minor short-termeffects on
t he surroundi ng comrunity, including increased vehicular traffic, a slight increase in noise |level from
construction equiprent, and fugitive dust enissions.

G ound Water Treatnent Alternatives

The extraction and treatnent alternatives for ground water involve little disturbance to contam nated
subsurface areas; therefore the potential risks to site workers and the surroundi ng comrunity are mnor and
can be managed. The potential short-termrisks to human health and the environment are also anticipated to be
low for each of these alternatives.

6. Inplementability
Soil Renediation Alternatives

Al the alternatives are technically and admnistratively feasible. O the soil renediation alternatives,
Alternatives 2 and 3 would require the least tinme to inplenment. Aternative 4 would take nmore time to
inplenment since it would require a treatability study and special equipnent to treat the soils.

The potential inpacts that Alternatives 5 and 7 may have on ground water flow regi nes nake these alternatives
nore conplex and difficult to inplenent than Alternative 6. The soil flushing alternatives, Alternatives 5
and 7, require coordination with the ground water treatnent alternative.

G ound Water Treatnent Alternatives

The treatment conponents of Alternatives 2 through 4 are proven effective for all contam nants of concern and
shoul d be easiest to inplement because they rely on well understood and readily avail abl e conmerci al
conmponents. Alternative 5 relies on an innovative technology for treatnent. Treatability studies would be
required to determne the | evel of effectiveness that can be provided by this technol ogy.

7. Cost

I ndi vi dual cost breakdowns are included in the Description of Alternatives section of this ROD. Capital cost
is the value for building the remedial action. Annual operation and mai ntenance (O&\) costs are used to
quantify the yearly expense of & The 30 year present worth cost is then cal cul ated and expressed in
current val ue terms.

Soi | Renediation Al ternatives

The present worth cost of Alternative 7 for soils is approxinately $1,649,000. The estimated cost range of
the alternatives is froma present worth of $66,000 (no action alternative) to $43, 970,000 (excavation and
off-site incineration).

Ground Water Alternatives

The 30-year present worth cost of Alternative 4 for ground water is approxi mately $12, 095, 000. The esti nated
cost range of the alternatives is froma 30-year present worth of $66,000 (no action alternative) to
$21, 765, 000 (PACT).

8. State Acceptance

The State of New York supports the selected remedy presented in this ROD. A copy of their concurrence letter
is appended to this RCD.



9. Comunity Acceptance

The local comunity accepts the selected remedy. Al comrents that were received fromthe public during the
public comment period are addressed in the attached Responsiveness Sunmary.

I X THE SELECTED REMEDY

Based upon consideration of the results of the RI/FS reports and after careful consideration of all
reasonabl e alternatives, EPA recommends the followi ng alternative for cleaning up the contam nated soils and
ground water at the Pasley Solvents and Chemicals Superfund Site

Soil Renediation Alternative 7: Soil Vacuuming and Soil Flushing in conjunction with Gound Water Treat nent
Alternative 4: Extraction/Mtals Precipitation/Air Stripping with Vapor Phase Granul ar Activated Carbon/ GAC
Pol i shi ng/ Rechar ge.

The soil renediation alternative, soil vacuum ng, has been denonstrated to be effective primarily for renoval
of VOCs fromthe unsaturated zone. Grculation of air through the soil during the vacuum ng process al so

woul d enhance the bi odegradation of seni-volatiles in the unsaturated zone. |f sanpling after the concl usion
of soil vacuum ng denonstrates that concentrations of sem -volatile conpounds are decreasing in the soil and
are still not inpacting ground water, the soil flushing portion (for the renmoval of sem-volatiles in soil)

of Alternative 7 may be elim nated.
Specifically, the preferred alternatives will involve the foll ow ng:

1) Treatnent of approximately thirteen thousand (13, 000) cubic yards of contam nated soil by soi
vacuum ng and/or by soil flushing, as necessary, until the recommended soil cl eanup objectives are net
or until no nore VOCs can be effectively renoved fromthe unsaturated (vadose) zone

2) Disposal of treatnment residuals at a RCRA Subtitle C facility;

3) Renediation of the ground water by extraction/metals precipitation/air stripping with vapor phase
granul ar activated carbon/ GAC pol i shing/ and recharge to neet Federal and State drinking water MCLs,
except in those cases where upgradi ent concentrati ons are above such standards;

4) Punping of contam nated ground water fromthree extraction wells at a conbined flow rate of
approxi mately 450 gpm The actual punping rate will be deternined during the Renedial Design

5) Long-termnonitoring to track the mgration and concentrati ons of the contam nants of concern;

6) Inplementation of a systemnonitoring programthat includes the collection and nonthly analysis of the
influent and effluent fromthe treatnent systens and periodic collection of well-head sanpl es.

7) Evaluation of Site conditions at |east once every five years to determine if a nodification to the
selected alternative is necessary; and

8) The option for EPA to invoke a technical waiver of the ground water ARARs if the remediation program
i ndi cates that reaching MCLs in the glacial aquifer is technically inpracticable.

The sel ected ground water alternative also stipulates contingency nmeasures, outlined under G ound \Water
Treatnent Alternatives in the Description of Alternatives section of this ROD, whereby the groundwater
extraction and treatnent systemis performance will be nonitored on a regular basis and adjusted as warranted
by the performance data collected during operation. If it is determned, in spite of any contingency neasures
that may be taken, that portions of the aquifer cannot be restored to its beneficial use, ARARs may be waived
based on technical inpracticability of achieving further contaninant reduction. The decision to invoke a
conti ngency measure nmay be made during periodic review of the renedy, which will occur at intervals of no

|l ess often than every five years.



X, STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

Under its legal authorities, EPA's prinary responsibility at Superfund sites is to undertake renedi al actions
that achi eve adequate protection of human health and the environment. In addition, Section 121 of the CERCLA
establ i shes several other statutory requirenents and preferences. These specify that, when conplete, the

sel ected renedial action for a site nmust conply with applicable or relevant and appropriate environnent al
standards established underfederal and state environnental |aws unless a statutory waiver is justified. The
sel ected renedy al so nust be cost effective and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatnent
technol ogi es to the maxi num extent practicable. Finally, CERCLA includes a preference for renedi es that
enpl oy treatnment that permanently and significantly reduces the volune, toxicity, or nobility of hazardous
substances as their principal elenent. The followi ng sections discuss how the sel ected renedy neets these
statutory requirenents.

1. Protection of Human Health and t he Environnent

The sel ected remedy for ground water is protective of human health and the environment. The sel ected ground
water renedy elimnates all outstanding threats posed by the Site. The selected ground water renedy reduces
contam nation to health based | evels except in those cases where upgradi ent concentrations exceed those
level s. Contamination upgradient of the Site is suspected to be contributing to the ground water

contam nation at the Site. The Roosevelt Field Site, which is one of the najor suspected sources of the
contam nation detected in the Pasley upgradi ent ground water nmonitoring well, was listed as a dass Il site
on the New York State Registry in July 1991. The EPA and NYSDEC wi || ensure that any sources contributing to
contanmination of the Site are addressed

The selected renmedy for soils is also fully protective of human health and the environnment. The soil renedy
renoves a continuing threat to ground water posed by the on-site contam nated soils.

2. Conpliance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenments

At the conpletion of response actions, the selected remedy will have conplied with the foll ow ng ARARs and
consi derati ons

Action-specific ARARs:

Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) Maxi num Contami nant Levels (40 CFR 141.11-141.16) and 6 NYCRR G ound \Water
Quality Regulations (Parts 703.5, 703.6, 703.7) and the NYS Sanitary code (10 NYCRR part 5) provi de standards
for toxic conpounds for public drinking water supply systens. The recharge process for treated ground water
will meet underground injection well regulations under 40 C.F.R 147. The extracted ground water w |l be
treated to neet the above referenced drinking water standards prior to recharge

Spent carbon fromthe ground water treatnment systemfor renmoval of organics will be disposed of off-site, as
well as any treatment residuals, consistent with applicable RCRA | and di sposal restrictions under 40 C F.R
268.

Chemi cal - speci fic ARARs:

Since the ground water at the Site is classified as IIb (GA by NYSDEC), drinking water standards are rel evant
and appropriate. Again, these include SWA MCLs and 6NYCRR Ground Water Quality Regul ations. However

achi eving chenical -specific ARARs for ground water is dependent on renediation of upgradient sources. This
is due to the fact that regardl ess of the Site cleanup, upgradient sources will continue to be a source of
contam nation to the ground water beneath the Site. EPA believes that the proposed remedial action will
result in attainnent of chem cal specific ground water ARARs providi ng upgradi ent sources are renedi ated so
that they no | onger inpact the Upper dacial aquifer

EPA may invoke a technical waiver of the chemical-specific ARARs if the remediation programindicates that
reaching MCLs in the Upper @ acial aquifer is technically inpracticable



Until upgradi ent sources are renmedi ated so that they no longer inpact the Site, the renedial action wll
attain ground water cleanup |evels equal to upgradi ent concentrations for certain contam nants

3. Cost Effectiveness

The selected renmedy is cost effective and provides the greatest overall protectiveness proportionate to
costs. Soil vacuum ng and soil flushing, at a present worth of $1,649,000 is nore cost effective than
excavation with off-site disposal, at a present worth of $8,675,000, and offers an equival ent degree of
protectiveness. The $12,095, 000, 30-year present worth cost associated with the selected ground water
treatnent, is the nost cost effective of all the alternatives. The $12,095, 000 cost associated with ground
water treatnent is cost effective in that the renedy provides the greatest overall protectiveness conpared
with the $66, 000 cost associated with no action, which is not considered to be protective

4. Wilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnent(or Resource Recovery) Technol ogies to the
Maxi mum Extent Practicabl e

The sel ected renedi es represent the nmaxi numextent to which permanent solutions and alternative treatnent
technol ogi es can be utilized in a cost effective nmanner for the Site. This is evident by the selection of
soi |l vacuum ng, clearly an innovative technology. After treatnent is conplete, the soil will no | onger be
contributing contam nants to the underlying aquifer.

The ground water treatnent used in the selected renedy will reduce the contam nants of concern to |evels
protective of human health prior to recharge. In addition, of those alternatives which are protective of
human health and the environnent and conply with ARARs, EPA has determ ned that the selected renedy provides
the best bal ance of trade-offs in terns of the five balancing criteria: long-termeffectiveness and
permanence; reduction of toxicity, nobility, or volune through treatnent; short-termeffectiveness;
inplenentability; and cost. The nodifying considerations of State and comunity acceptance al so played a part
in this deternination

The long-term effecti veness and permanence of the selected soil remedy is very high in that the surface soils
woul d be treated and the contami nated areas restored. Gound water treatment also offers long-term

ef fectiveness and permanence in that the renedial goal is to achieve ARARs except in those cases where

upgr adi ent concentrati ons prohibit such restoration

Reduction of toxicity, nobility, or volume is also evident in the selected renedy. The treatnent of on-site
soil by soil vacuunming and/or soil flushing will effectively reduce the nobility of contam nants in surface
soils. Gound water treatment has the goal of reducing contami nant concentrations in the aquifer to neet
ARARs, effectively dimnishing both toxicity and vol ure.

The short-termeffectiveness and inplenentability of the selected soil remedy is high in that it would be
conducted in-situ. The short-termeffectiveness and inplenentability of the ground water treatnent
alternative is high in that there is no exposure to contam nated ground water during inplenmentation and the
remedy enpl oys standard equi prent and well devel oped technol ogies. As stated above, the cost associated with
the selected remedy is the least costly of each alternative that is protective of human health and the
environnent and provi des for treatnent of the nost hazardous substances

5. Preference for Treatnent as a Principal El enent

By treating the VOC contam nated soils and ground water by means of in- situ soil vacuum ng and/or soi
flushing, and air stripping respectively, the selected renedy addresses the principal threat posed by the
Site through the use of treatnent technol ogies. Therefore, the statutory preference for renedies that enpl oy
treatnent as a principal elenment is satisfied

XI.  DOCUMENTATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

The Proposed Plan for the Pasley Solvents and Chenicals Site was rel eased to the public on February 14, 1992.
The Proposed Plan identified soil remediation Alternative 7 and ground water renediation Alternative 4 as the



preferred alternatives. EPA reviewed all coments subnitted. Upon review of the comments, it was determ ned
that no significant changes to the preferred remedy, as it was originally identified in the Proposed Pl an,
wWer e necessary.
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New York State Department of Environnental Conservation
50 Wl f Road, Al bany, New York 12233 - 7010

Thomas C. Jorling
Conmmi ssi oner

MAR 18 1992

Ms. Carol e Petersen

Chi ef

NY/ Car i bbean Superfund Branch 11

U S. Environnental Protection Agency
Regi on |1

26 Federal Plaza

New York, Ny 10278

Dear Ms. Petersen:
Re: Pasley Solvents & Chenmicals Site ID No. 130016 Draft Record of Decision

The New York State Department of Environnental Conservation (NYSDEC) has reviewed the March 13, 1992 draft
Record of Decision (ROD) for the Pasley Solvents and Chenicals site, as telexed to us on March 16, 1992.

The remedy presented in the draft ROD includes treating contanminated soil via soil vacuunming followed by soil
flushing, if necessary, and treating groundwater via netals precipitation/air stripping with vapor phase
granul ar activated carbon/ GAS pol i shi ng.

As per conversations between our respective staff, this March 13 draft reflects the several changes nade to
the March 5, 1992 draft. Consequently, the NYSDEC concurs with the draft RCD for the Pasley Sol vents and
Chemcal s site.

Si ncerely,

Edward O Sul livan
Deputy Comm ssi oner

cc: M Hauptmann, USEPA-Region |1
S. Henry, USEPA-Region Il



Docunent Nunber: PAI-001-0001 To 0112
Date: 08/30/88

Title: Final Field Qperations Plan for Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study - Pasley Sol vents and
Chem cals Site, Town of Henpstead, Long I|sland NY

Type: PLAN

Aut hor: Blanar, Edward W | CF Technol ogy
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Number: PAI-001-0113 To 0275
Date: 08/30/88

Title: Final Wrrk Plan for Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study - Pasley Solvents and Chenmicals Site,
Town of Henpstead, Long Island NY

Type: PLAN

Aut hor: Blanar, Edward W | CF Technol ogy
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunment Number: PAI-001-0276 To 0341
Date: 09/01/88

Title: Final Wirk Plan for Tank Denolition and Renoval at the Pasley Solvents and Chemicals Site, Town of
Henpst ead, Long |sland NY

Type: PLAN

Author: Russell, WIliam6: EA Engi neering Science & Technol ogy
Reci pient: none: Commander G| Corporation

Docunment Nunber: PAI-001-0342 To 0616

Date: 03/01/89

Title: Soil Vapor Contam nant Assessment for Remedial |nvestigation/Feasibility Study - Pasley Solvents and
Chem cals Site, Town of Henpstead, Long I|sland NY

Type: PLAN

Author: Schultz, Janes A- EA Engineering Science & Technol ogy
Reci pient: none: GCommander G| Corporation

Docunent Number: PAI-001-0617 To 0762

Date: 10/01/91

Title: Remedial Investigation Report - Pasley Solvents & Chemicals Site, Town of Henpstead,
Long Island NY

Type: REPORT
Author: none: Metcalf & Eddy
Reci pient: none: Commander G| Corporation

Docurment Nunber: PAI-001-0763 To 0783

Date: 11/08/90



Title: (Letter forwarding attached EPA comments on the Draft Renedial Investigation Report for the site)
Type: CORRESPONDENCE

Aut hor: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Reci pient: Shapiro, Joseph G Commander Q| Corporation

Docunent Number: PAI-001-0784 To 1009

Date: 03/14/91

Title: (Letter forwarding data, received fromthe Nassau County Departnent of Public Wrks for the Mtchel
Field site, to be incorporated into the Pasl ey Remedial Investigation Report, and transmtting attached
Moni t ori ng Program Sanpling Report)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE

Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Reci pient: Shapiro, Joseph G Commander Q| Corporation

Docunent Number: PAI-001-1010 To 1013

Date: 03/21/91

Title: (Letter forwarding attached anal ytical results of groundwater sanples fromexisting wells at the
former Texaco service station, Garden Gty NY)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE

Aut hor: Brooker, Lauren J: Star Enterprise

Recipient: Mrza, Msbahuddin K Ny Dept of Environnental Conservation
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Docunent Number: PAI-001-1019 To 1031
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Type: CORRESPONDENCE

Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA
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Date: 12/05/91
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Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Number: PAI-001-1327 To 1346
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former Texaco service station, Garden Gty NY)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE

Aut hor: Brooker, Lauren J: Star Enterprise

Reci pient: Mrza, Msbahuddin K NY Dept of Environmental Conservation
Docunment Number: PAI-001-1386 To 1395

Date: 05/01/91

Title: Engineering Bulletin: In Situ Soil Vapor Extraction Treatnent
Type: CORRESPONDENCE

Aut hor: none: US EPA

Reci pient: none: none

Docunment Nunber: PAI-001-1014 To 1017

Date: 05/30/91

Title: (Letter forwarding attached comrents from EPA about Metcalf & Eddy's Renedial |nvestigation Report
for the site)

Type:  CORRESPONDENCE



Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA
Reci pient: Shapiro, Joseph G  Commander Q| Corporation

Docunment Nunber: PAI-001-1363 To 1364
Date: 05/31/91

Title: (Letter stating what has to be done to stop the dissolved product plume fromnoving onto the property
of the Texaco service station)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE

Author: Mrza, Msbahuddin K= NY Dept of Environnmental Conservation
Reci pient: Brooker, Lauren J: Star Enterprise

Docunent Number: PAI-001-1365 To 1366

Date: 06/17/91

Title: (Letter containing response to NYSDEC correspondence regarding the forner Texaco service station at
the site)

Type:  CORRESPCNDENCE

Aut hor: Brooker, Lauren J: Star Enterprise
Reci pient: Mrza, Msbhahuddin K NY Dept of Environnmental Conservation

Docunent Nunber: PAI-001-1385 To 1385
Date: 07/11/91

Title: (Letter regarding the Mtchell Field facility that Purex has constructed pursuant to a consent
j udgrent )

Type: CORRESPONDENCE

Author: Smith, Jeffrey M Purex Industries Inc
Recipient: Henry, Sherrel D US EPA

Docunment Number: PAI-001-1018 To 1018

Date: 07/19/91

Title: (Letter requesting information about any hazardous waste site |ocated near Stewart Avenue which may
be upgradi ent of the Pasley Solvents & Chenicals site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE

Author: Henry, Sherrel D US EPA

Reci pient: Mrza, Msbahuddin K NY Dept of Environmental Conservation
Docunent Number: PAl-001-0617 To 0762

Date: 10/01/91

Title: Renedial Investigation Report - Pasley Solvents & Chemicals Site, Town of Henpstead,
Long Island NY

Type: REPORT
Aut hor: none: Metcalf & Eddy
Reci pient: none: Commander G| Corporation



Docunent Nunber: PAI-001-1019 To 1031
Date: 10/04/91

Title: (Letter forwarding attached EPA conments on the third revision of the June 1991 Renedi al
I nvestigation Report)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE

Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Reci pient: Shapiro, Joseph G  Commander Q| Corporation

Docunment Number: PAI-001-1347 To 1357

Date: 10/24/91

Title: (Letter forwarding attached EPA comments on the Draft Feasibility Study Report for the site)
Type: CORRESPONDENCE

Aut hor: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Reci pient: Shapiro, Joseph G Commander Q| Corporation

Docunment Number: PAI-001-1032 To 1032

Date: 12/05/91

Title: (Letter approving the revised Renedial Investigation Report for the site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE

Aut hor: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Reci pient: Shapiro, Joseph G Commander Q| Corporation

Docunment Number: PAI-001-1358 To 1360

Date: 12/18/91

Title: (Letter forwarding attached comrents on the Feasibility Study Report for the site)
Type: CORRESPONDENCE

Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Reci pient: Shapiro, Joseph G Commander Q| Corporation

Docunent Number: PAl-001-1361 To 1362

Date: 12/27/91

Title: (Letter containing NYSDEC and NYSDOH comments on the EPA Proposed Plan for the site)
Type: CORRESPONDENCE

Author: O Toole, Mchael J Jr: NY Dept of Environnmental Conservation

Reci pient: Hauptman, Mel: US EPA

Docunent Number: PAI-001-1033 To 1326

Date: 02/01/92

Title: Feasibility Study Report - Pasley Solvents and Chemicals Site, Town of Henpstead, Nassau County NY



Type: REPORT
Author: Roth, Robert J: Metcalf & Eddy
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunment Nunber: PAI-001-1327 To 1346
Date: 02/01/92

Title: Superfund Proposed Plan - Pasley Solvents and Chemicals Site, Town of Henpstead NY
Type: PLAN

Author: none: US EPA

Reci pient: none: none

Docunment Number: PAI-001-1396 To 1437

Date: 03/10/92

Title: (Transcript of the 03/05/92 Public Meeting for the Pasley Solvents & Chenicals site)
Type: LEGAL DOCUMENT

Author: Lewis, Virginia E court reporter

Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Number: PAl-001-0617 To 0762

Date: 10/01/91

Title: Rermedial Investigation Report - Pasley Solvents & Chenicals Site,

Type: REPORT

Aut hor: none: Metcalf & Eddy

Reci pient: none: Comrander G| Corporation

Docunent Number: PAI-001-1327 To 1346

Date: 02/01/92

Title: Superfund Proposed Plan - Pasley Solvents and Chemicals Site, Town of Henpstead NY
Type: PLAN

Author: none: US EPA

Reci pient: none: none

Docunent Number: PAI-001-1386 To 1395

Date: 05/01/91

Title: Engineering Bulletin: In Situ Soil Vapor Extraction Treat nment

Type: CORRESPONDENCE

Author: none: US EPA

Reci pient: none: none

Docunment Nunber: PAI-001-0001 To 0112

Date: 08/30/88



Title: Final Field Qperations Plan for Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study - Pasley Sol vents and
Chem cals Site, Town of Henpstead, Long Island NY

Type: PLAN

Aut hor: Blanar, Edward W | CF Technol ogy
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunment Nunber: PAI-001-0113 To 0275
Date: 08/30/88

Title: Final Wrk Plan for Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study - Pasley Solvents and Chemicals Site,
Town of Henpstead, Long Island NY

Type: PLAN

Aut hor: Blanar, Edward W | CF Technol ogy
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunent Number: PAI-001-1010 To 1013
Date: 03/21/91

Title: (Letter forwarding attached anal ytical results of groundwater sanples fromexisting wells at the
former Texaco service station, Garden Gty NY)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE

Aut hor: Brooker, Lauren J: Star Enterprise

Recipient: Mrza, Msbahuddin K Ny Dept of Environnental Conservation
Docurment Number: PAI-001-1365 To 1366

Date: 06/17/91

Title: (Letter containing response to NYSDEC correspondence regarding the forner Texaco service station at
the site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE

Aut hor: Brooker, Lauren J: Star Enterprise

Reci pient: Mrza, Msbahuddin K NY Dept of Environmental Conservation
Docunent Nunber: PAI-001-1018 To 1018

Date: 07/19/91

Title: (Letter requesting infornmation about any hazardous waste site |ocated near Stewart Avenue which may
be upgradi ent of the Pasley Solvents & Chenicals site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE

Aut hor: Henry, Sherrel Do US EPA

Reci pient: Mrza, Msbhahuddin K NY Dept of Environnmental Conservation
Docunent Number: PAl-001-1396 To 1437

Date: 03/10/92

Title: (Transcript of the 03/05/92 Public Meeting for the Pasley Solvents & Chenicals site)

Type: LEGAL DOCUMENT



Author: Lewis, Virginia E court reporter
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunment Nunber: PAI-001-1363 To 1364
Date: 05/31/91

Title: (Letter stating what has to be done to stop the dissolved product plume fromnoving onto the property
of the Texaco service station)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE

Author: Mrza, Msbahuddin K= NY Dept of Environnmental Conservation

Reci pient: Brooker, Lauren J: Star Enterprise

Docunent Number: PAI-001-1367 To 1384

Date: 08/19/88

Title: Admnistrative Order on Consent in the Matter of Commander QG| Corporation
Type: LEGAL DOCUMENT

Aut hor: Miszynski, WIlliamJ: US EPA

Reci pient: Shapiro, Joseph G Commander Q| Corporation

Docunment Nunber: PAI-001-1361 To 1362

Date: 12/27/91

Title: (Letter containing NYSDEC and NYSDOH comments on the EPA Proposed Plan for the site)
Type: CORRESPONDENCE

Author: O Toole, Mchael J Jr: NY Dept of Environmental Conservation

Reci pient: Hauptman, Mel: US EPA

Docunent Number: PAI-001-0763 To 0783

Date: 11/08/90

Title: (Letter forwarding attached EPA comments on the Draft Remedial Investigation Report for the site)
Type: CORRESPONDENCE

Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Reci pient: Shapiro, Joseph G Commander Q| Corporation

Docunent Number: PAl-001-0784 To 1009

Date: 03/14/91

Title: (Letter forwarding data, received fromthe Nassau County Departnent of Public Wrks for the Mtchell
Field site, to be incorporated into the Pasley Renedial Investigation Report, and transmtting attached
Moni t ori ng Program Sanpling Report)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA
Reci pient: Shapiro, Joseph G Commander Q| Corporation

Docunent Nunber: PAI-001-1014 To 1017



Date: 05/30/91

Title: (Letter forwarding attached comrents from EPA about Metcalf & Eddy's Renedial |nvestigati on Report
for the site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE

Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Reci pient: Shapiro, Joseph G Commander Q1| Corporation
Docunent Nunmber: PAI-001-1019 To 1031

Date: 10/04/91

Title: (Letter forwarding attached EPA comments on the third revision of the June 1991 Renedi al
I nvestigation Report)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE

Aut hor: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Reci pient: Shapiro, Joseph G Commander Q| Corporation

Docunent Nunber: PAI-001-1032 To 1032

Date: 12/05/91

Title: (Letter approving the revised Renedial Investigation Report for the site)
Type: CORRESPONDENCE

Aut hor: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Reci pient: Shapiro, Joseph G Commander Q| Corporation

Docunent Nunber: PAI-001-1347 To 1357

Date: 10/24/91

Title: (Letter forwarding attached EPA comments on the Draft Feasibility Study Report for the site)
Type: CORRESPONDENCE

Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Reci pient: Shapiro, Joseph G Commander Q| Corporation

Docunent Number: PAI-001-1358 To 1360

Date: 12/18/91

Title: (Letter forwarding attached comrents on the Feasibility Study Report for the site)
Type: CORRESPONDENCE

Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Reci pient: Shapiro, Joseph G Commander Q1| Corporation

Docunent Number: PAI-001-1033 To 1326

Date: 02/01/92

Title: Feasibility Study Report - Pasley Solvents and Chemicals Site, Town of Henpstead, Nassau County NY

Type: REPORT



Author: Roth, Robert J: Metcalf & Eddy
Reci pient: none: US EPA

Docunment Nunber: PAI-001-0276 To 0341
Date: 09/01/88

Title: Final Wirk Plan for Tank Denolition and Renoval at the Pasley Solvents and Chemicals Site, Town of
Hempst ead, Long Island NY

Type: PLAN

Author: Russell, WIliam G EA Engi neering Science & Technol ogy
Reci pient: none: Commander G| Corporation

Docunment Number: PAI-001-0342 To 0616

Date: 03/01/89

Title: Soil Vapor Contam nant Assessnment for Renedial |nvestigation/Feasibility Study - Pasley Solvents and
Chemicals Site, Town of Henpstead, Long Island NY

Type: PLAN

Aut hor: Schultz, Janes A: EA Engineering Science & Technol ogy
Reci pient: none: GCommander G| Corporation

Docunent Nunber: PAI-001-1385 To 1385
Date: 07/11/91

Title: (Letter regarding the Mtchell Field facility that Purex has constructed pursuant to a consent
j udgrent )

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Smith, Jeffrey M Purex Industries Inc
Recipient: Henry, Sherrel D US EPA
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