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DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION

SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Genzale Plating Company
Franklin Square, Town of Hempstead, Nassau County, New York

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document presents the selection of the remedial
action the by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for
the second operable unit of the Genzale Plating Company Superfund
site (Site) in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), 42 U.S8.C. §§
9601-9675, and the National 0il and Hazardous Substances
Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision document
explains the factual and legal basis for selecting the remedy for
this Site. The attached index (Appendix III) identifies the
items that comprise the Administrative Record upon which the
selection of the remedial action is based.

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC} concurs with the selected remedy (see Appendix IV}.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY = NO FURTHER ACTION

This operable unit represents the second of two operable units
for the Site. It addresses the fate and transport of potential

- groundwater contamination that has been detected downgradient of
the Genzale Property. The EPA, in consultation with the NYSDEC,
has determined that this downgradient groundwater contamination
is limited and does not pose a significant threat to human health
or the environment, and therefore remediation is not appropriate.
This determination is based on the results of the Remedial
Investigation for the second operable unit and the fact that the
remedy for Operable Unit 1, treatment of soils and groundwater at
the Genzale property, will be completed. Thus, a "No Further
Action" remedy is the selected remedy for the second operable
unit of the Site.




DECLARATION

In accordance with the requirements of CERCLA, as amended, and
the NCP, it has been determined that no remedial action is
necessary for the second operable unit to protect human health
and the environment at the Site. Past, current, and future
cleanup activities conducted at Genzale Plating Company property
will remediate the significant contamination present at this
Site, will contribute to the cleanup by natural attenuation of
the downgradient groundwater, and will result in eventual
compliance with Federal and State applicable or relevant
standards. Groundwater monitoring of all monitoring wells and
five-year reviews will be conducted as part of the long term
response action for the first operable unit of Site remediation.

Lot IH 2 / 2/35/4r

Jeanne M. FoX /7 Date
Regional Agﬁlnlstra r
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SITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Genzale Plating Company site (Site) is located at 288 New
Hyde Park Road in Franklin Sguare, Nassau County, New York (see
Figure 1). The Site lies immediately adjacent to New Hyde Park
Road and Kalb Road to the west and east, respectively (see Figure
1). The Genzale Plating Company property (property) occupies an
area of approximately 27,000 square feet. The western portion of
the property is occupied by a two-story building which houses the
company office, plating operations, and chemical storage area.
The eastern portion of the Site is undeveloped and serves as an
outdoor storage yard and parking lot. Subsurface structures
include four leach pits and related piping. The Genzale Plating

Company has operated an electroplating business on the property
since 1915.

Census data indicate that the population density in the vicinity
of the Site is estimated to be on the order of 3,000 to 6,000
persons per square mile. The Site is located in a primarily
residential area. Although small businesses do exist, they are
generally restricted to New Hyde Park Road, both to the north and
south of the Site.

Regionally, the naturally-occurring surface soils are a sandy
loam which generally promote rapid infiltration of precipitation
to the groundwater. Site specific soils and those of the
surrounding area are, however, classified as urban soils.
Greater surface runoff of precipitation is characteristic of
developed areas (i.e., buildings and pavement). The ground
surface in the eastern portion of the property is entirely
unpaved and therefore exposed.

Directly underlying the Site is the Upper Glacial agquifer, which
is designated with the federal classification II for a drinking
water source. Although the aguifer in the vicinity of the
property is not generally used as a potable water supply, three
Jamaica Water Supply Company wells located within 1 to 1.5 miles
of the Site do utilize this aguifer. Most water supply wells in
the vicinity of the Site are screened within the deeper Magothy
agquifer. The Magothy agquifer, underlying the glacial sediments,
is the thickest hydrcgeological unit on Long Island. In the
vicinity of the Site, it is estimated to be approximately 350 to
400 feet thick. Although this agquifer is confined in southern
Long Island, it is believed to be unconfined or under senmi-
confined conditions in the vicinity of the Site. 1In the Site
area, groundwater flow is in a south-southwesterly direction.

The nearest downgradient surface water bodies to the Site are
located approximately 3.2 miles southwest and 3.0 miles
southeast, at Valley Stream State Park and Hempstead Lake State
Park, respectively. The slope ¢of the ground surface between the
Site and these surface water bodies is less than 1 percent. The
nearest ‘wetland area is located approximately 3.0 miles to the




southeast of the Site in Hempstead Lake State Park. There are no
designated New York State significant habitat, agricultural land,
nor historic or landmark sites directly or potentially affected
by conditions at the Site. There are no endangered species or
critical habitats within close proximity of the Fite.

SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

The earliest record of operations at the Genzale facility dates
back to 1952. At that time, processing was reported to have
involved anodizing, as well as cadmium, zinc, and brass plating.
In 1954, electroplating operations are on record as utilizing the
following chemical compounds: copper cyanide, silver cyanide,
zinc cyanide, cadmium oxide, chromic acid, nickel sulfate,
sulfuric acid, nitric acid, and alkali cleaners. The relative
quantities of chemicals used at the Site during this periocd are
unknown as per the Nassau County Department of Health (NCDH),
1988.

In April 1981, the NCDH conducted an inspection of the Genzale
facility. During this inspection, the NCDH noted that industrial
wastewater from the plating facility was being discharged to at
least three of four subsurface leaching pits located in the yarad
of the facility. NCDH representatives instructed Genzale
personnel to discontinue discharge to the leaching pits at that
time. In addition, wastewater samples were obtained from the
leaching pits by NCDH and submitted for laboratory analysis for
inorganic compounds only. The analytical results obtained from
wastewater samples indicated heavy=-metal concentrations of
chromium, copper, nickel and zinc in excess of New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) discharge
standards.

In March 1982, the Genzale property owners contracted Gamma TEC
Consulting Engineers of Commack, NY to excavate potentially
contaminated materials from the leaching pits. &n estimated
total of 36 cubic yards of material were removed from three of
the leaching pits. Because of a lack of financial resources
available to the Genzale Plating Company (Company), leaching pit
excavation was not completed.

Woodward-Clyde Consultants, Inc. (Woodward-Clyde) performed a
site survey in April 1983, under contract to NYSDEC. Based on
the results of this investigation, in June 1986 the Genzale site
was added to the National Priorities List.

EPA sent a special notice letter to the Company on December 31,
1987. Based on the response to this letter, EPA determined that
the Company was financially unable to conduct the investigative
activities at the Site. Accordingly, EPA proceeded with the
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS). A work
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plan for the RI/FS was completed in October 1988, however, field
work could not be initiated because of problems obtaining access.
In August 1989, EPA issued an Access Order to the Company so that
field work could commence. As a result of the Company’'s failure
to comply, EPA sought and was granted a court order in October
1989 which directed the Company to grant EPA access. Fileld work
for the RI/FS began in November 1989 and was completed in
February 1990.

Data collected during the field investigation were used to
characterize the hydrogeological conditions in the vicinity of
the Site; to evaluate the nature and extent of potential soil and
groundwater contamination; to evaluate the fate and transport of
such contamination; and to conduct a risk assessment associated
with the existence of contaminants found at the Site.
Additionally, a Feasibility Study was prepared to evaluate
alternatives for cleaning up the Site.

A Record of Decision (ROD) was signed in March 1991. The
selected remedy included a combination of treatment techniques to
remediate soils and groundwater contaminated with volatile
organic compounds (VOCs) and metals at the property. A soil
vapor extraction system (SVE) has been installed at the facility
to treat VOC contamination. This treatment will be followed by
the excavation of soils to remove heavy metals contamination.
Subseguent to the treatment of soils, a groundwater extraction
and treatment system will be utilized to remove organic compounds
and metals from the groundwater at the facility.

The ROD also called for a supplemental investigation to delineate
more completely the extent of groundwater contamination beyond
the property. This investigation was designated as the second
cperable unit of site remediation.

SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT

EPA has segmented the remedial work necessary to evaluate and
mitigate contamination at the Site into operable units. The
groundwater downgradient of the Genzale property has been
designated as Operable Unit 2 (0U2) and is the subject of this
Record of Decision. The 0U2 investigation area extends
approximately 600 feet east, 600 feet west, 500 feet north and
1,000 feet south of the Genzale property (see Figure 2).

The first operable unit (0OUl) includes the treatment of on-site
soils and groundwater in the immediate vicinity of the property,
both of which are contaminated primarily with heavy metals and
VOCs. The Remedial Design for treatment of facility soils has
been completed and construction has been initiated. The design of
the facility groundwater treatment system is expected to be
completed by the Spring of 1996.




HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PRARTICIPATION

The RI and the Proposed Plan for the 0U2 were released to the
public on August 12, 1995. These docurents were mode avallable
in both the administrative record file at the EPA Docket Room in
Region II, New York and the information repository maintained at
the Franklin Square Public Library. The notice of the public
meeting and availability of the above-referenced documents
appeared in Newsday on August 25, 1995 and August 12, 1995,
respectively. A 30-day public comment period was held from
August 12, 1995 to September 10, 1995.

On August 31, 1995, EPA conducted a public meeting at the
Franklin Sguare Public Library, in Franklin Square, New York, to
inform local officials and interested citizens about the
Superfund process, present the results of the second operable
unit RI/FS and EPA's preferred "No Further Action" remedy, and
respond to any questions from area residents and other attendees.

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION SUMMARY

The RI field program for 0U2 was conducted from February through
December 1994. Six menitoring wells at the facility and two
downgradient wells had been previously installed during the OUl
pre-remedial design investigation. The 0U2 RI included the
installation of nine additional wells including seven
downgradient monitoring wells and two upgradient (background)
wells to delineate further the extent of the site-related
groundwater contamination. 1In addition, a Nassau County
monitoring well was sampled during both RIs. Groundwater
monitoring wells were drilled on-site in both the shallow Upper
Glacial aguifer, at a depth of approximately forty to sixty feet,
and in the deep Upper Glacial aguifer at a depth of approximately
seventy to ninety feet. Downgradient and background wells were
drilled in only the shallow Upper Glacial aguifer at depths of
forty to fifty feet.

Three rounds of groundwater sampling were conducted as part of
the 0OU2 investigation. Samples were analyzed for VOCs and metals
in Rounds 1 and II and metals only in Round III. Analytical data
collected were used to characterize the hydrogeological
conditions in the vicinity of the Site, evaluate the nature and
extent of potential site-related groundwater contamination, and
conduct an assessment of risk associated with contaminants in the
groundwater upgradient and downgradient of the property.

Round I sampling, conducted in March 1994, was performed with a
manual bailer. As is sometimes the case, this method of sample
collection resulted in samples with high levels of turbidity. As
a result, data indicated high metals concentrations, which were
attributed to the suspended particles associated with the
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turbidity, and were not considered to be representative of the
metals concentrations in the aguifer. Due to the high sample
turbidity, metals data from Round T were not used in the Risk
Assessment or the groundwater acdeliing. In an effort to minimize
sample turkidity, Rounds II and III {June 1994 and December 1994)
samples were collected using low-flow pumps.

Analytical data (see Table 1) suggest that VOC contamination in
the groundwater is limited to the groundwater at the Genzale
property, which is being addressed under OUI. The primary on-
site VOCs of concern include 1,1,1l-trichloroethane (1,1,1-TCAa),
trichloroethene (TCE), and tetrachlorethane (PCE). The highest
levels ©f these contaminants were found in the on-site shallow
agquifer during Round I and were detected at the following maximum
concentrations: 870 micrograms per liter (ug/l) for 1,1,1-TCa,
540 ug/l for TCE, and 180 ug/l for PCE. The maximum
concentrations for these contaminants detected in on-site
groundwater during Round II were significantly lower at 290 ug/1l
for 1,1,1-TCA, 200 ug/l for TCE, and 72 ug/l for PCE.

Velatile constituents were also present at low concentrations
within the deep groundwater beneath the Site. During Round I,
1,1,1-TCA was the only VOC detected in a deep well at a
concentration above its maximum contaminant level (MCL) of 5
ug/l. 1,1,1-TCA was measured at 11 ug/l in MW-2D, which is
located directly downgradient of two of the leach pits where high
levels of VOC contamination were measured in the soils. Other
VOCs were found in the deep on-site wells at very low
concentrations, all below their respective MCLs. No VOCs were
detected in the deep on-site wells during the Round II
investigation. In addition, the highest levels of V0Cs found in
the shallow wells downgradient of the Site were all below their
respective New York State MCLs for drinking water of 5 ug/l.

Although sampling of the deep Upper Glacial aquifer downgradient
of the Site was not conducted, the RI data for the shallow Upper
Glacial aguifer suggest that significant attenuation of
contaminants has occurred. Round I VOC contaminant levels
measured in the on-site deep wells were approximately an order of
magnitude lower than the on-site shallow well contamination, with
only one VOC in one deep well having exceeded its MCL. In
addition, no Round IT samples from deep wells and no shallow
downgradient or upgradient well samples from Round I or II
exceeded the MCL for any VOC. Further, contaminant levels
measured in 1994 sampling events generally decreased in
comparison to the levels measured during the 1990 RI of OUl.

This reduction in contamination can be attributed to the
attenuation which occurs as groundwater is transported vertically
(from the shallow groundwater to deep groundwater at the Site)
and laterally (from the shallow groundwater at the Site to
shallow groundwater downgradient of the Site) through the
aguifer.




Analytical data (see Table 2) indicated that although metals were
detected in the monitoring wells installed beyond the Genzale
property boundary, only chromium was present above its primary
MCL of 50 ug/l. Levels of chromium in excess of 50 ug/l were
detected in MW-45 (73 ug/l, Round II), MW-6S (54 ug/l, Round II),
MW~75 (72 ug/l, Round II), MW-8S5 (82 ug/l, Round II), MW-98 {130
ug/l, Round III)}, MW-13S (132 ug/l, Round I11), and MW-145 (107
ug/l, Round III). Chromium was not found above MCLs in any
filtered samples taken from any upgradient or downgradient wells.
In addition, samples containing chromium in excess of the MCL
were sporadic, with no individual well samples exceeding the MCL
in two consecutive rounds of sampling. The levels of
contamination in the off-site wells were significantly lower than
the wells on the Genzale property where chromium was detected at
2,360 ug/l and 1,460 ug/l in MW-25 (Rounds II and III,
respectively), 380 ug/l in MW-1S (Round II); and 206 ug/l in Mw-
38 (Roun@ II).

Analysis of field, trip and deionized water blanks during the
three rounds of sampling indicated detectable levels of both
metals and VOCs. It can be assumed that because of the levels
detected in the blanks, the levels measured in the groundwater
samples, if impacted, would yield values that are biased high.
Therefore, the data was considered to be appropriate for use in
the preparation of a conservative assessment of risk and plume
delineation.

Sampling also indicated that iron and manganese are present in
some wells at levels above their respective secondary drinking
water standards. However, the secondary MCLs for iron and
manganese are based on aesthetic properties and are intended to
prevent potential problems, such as poor taste, odor and staining

of plumbing fixtures and do not specifically present a health
risk.

BUMMARY OF BITE RISKS

In conjunction with the RI, a baseline risk assessment was
conducted to estimate the risks associated with current and
future conditions related to the off-property groundwater. The
baseline risk assessment estimates the human health and
ecological risk which could result from the downgradient
groundwater, if no remedial action were taken.

A four-step process was utilized for assessing human health risks
resulting from the downgradient groundwater contamination to
determine a reasonable maximum exposure scenario. Hagzard

- Identification identifies the contaminants of concern in the
downgradient groundwater based on several factors such as
frequency of occurrence, toxicity, and concentration. Exposure
Assessment estimates the magnitude of actual and/or potential
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human exposures, the freguency and duration of these exposures,
and the pathway (e.g., ingesting contaminated well-water) by
which humans are potentially exposed. Toxicity Assessment
determines the types of adverse health effects associated with
chemical exposures, and the relationship between magnitude of
exposure (dose) and severity of adverse effects (response). Risk
Characterization summarizes and combines outputs of the exposure
and toxicity assessments to provide quantitative assessment of
risks related to the downgradient groundwater.

The baseline risk assessment began with selecting contaminants of
concern which would be representative of risks associated with
the groundwater beyond the Genzale property boundary. These
contaminants included acetone, benzene, bromoform, PCE, toluene,
1,1-dichloroethane, 1,1,1-TCA, TCE, aluminum, trivalent chromium,
hexavalent chromium, manganese, nickel, lead, and zinc.

Two exposure scenarios were examined for potential future and
current residents. These were inhalation of volatile organic
chemicals while showering (see Table 3) and ingestion of
contaminated drinking water (see Table 4) from the shallow Upper
Glacial agquifer. The ingestion scenario was selected for the
purposes of determining the most conservative risk
characterization even though it is assumed that no residents are
currently consuming the groundwater via private shallow wells.
(The verity of this assumption will be confirmed during a private
well survey to be performed in conjunction with the No Further
Action remedy.) The populations evaluated included current nearby
residents and future nearby residents. An exposure assessment
was conducted to estimate the magnitude, fregquency, and duration
of actual and/or potential exposures to the chemicals of concern
via all pathways by which humans are potentially exposed. The
assumptions used in the risk assessment were very conservative
which would overestimate risks for these pathways.

EPA's acceptable cancer risk range is 10* to 10° which can be

interpreted to mean that an individual may have between a one in
ten thousand to a one in a million increased chance of developing
cancer as a result of site-related exposure to a carcinogen over
a 70-year lifetime under the specific exposure conditions a site.

The combined risk levels for ingestion and inhalation from
potential exposure to the downgradient groundwater resulted in a
cancer risk level of 9.2 x 10°. The results of the baseline risk
assessment indicate that the downgradient groundwater poses no
unacceptable carcinogenic risks to human health.

To assess overall potential for noncarcinogenic effects posed by
the contaminants a site, EPA has developed the hazard index (HI).
The HI measures the assumed simultaneous subthreshold exposures
to several chemicals which could result in an adverse health
effect. An HI value of greater than one may pose a
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noncarcinogenic risk. A noncancer hazard index of 0.35 was
calculated for the downgradient groundwater, considering both
inhalation and ingestion as potential pathways. -

An assessment of ecological risk considered potential exposure
routes of contamination emanating from the Site to terrestrial
wildlife. The only potential route of exposure to wildlife is by
contaminant transport through the groundwater and discharge via
groundwater into surface waters. The nearest surface water
bodies to the Site are 3.2 miles southwest and 3 miles southeast
at Valley Stream State Park and Hempstead Lake State Park,
respectively. Based on the results of the RI, impacts to
ecological receptors from contamination associated with the Site
are unlikely.

Uncertainties

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

environmental chemistry sampling and analysis
environmental parameter measurement

exposure parameter estimation

toxicological data.

Uncertainty in environmental sampling arises in part from the
potentially uneven distribution of chemicals in the media
sampled. Conseguently, there is significant uncertainty as to
the actual levels present. Environmental chenmistry analysis
errors can stem from several sources including the errors
inherent in the analytical methods and characteristics of the
matrix being sampled.

Uncertainties in the exposure assessment are related to estimates
of how often an individual would actually come in contact with
the chemicals of concern, the period of time over which such
exposure would occur, and the models used to estimate the
concentrations of the chemicals of concern at the point of
exposure.

Uncertainties in toxicological data occur in extrapolating both
from animals to humans and from high to low doses of exposure, as
well as from the difficulties in assessing the toxicity of a
mixture of chemicals. These uncertainties are addressed by
making conservative assumptions concerning risk and exposure
parameters throughout the assessment. As a result, the Risk
Assessment provides upper-bound estimates of the risks to
populations near the Site, and it is highly unlikely to
underestimate actual risks related to the Site.
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Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this
Site, if not addressed by implementing the OUl response action
selected in the OUl ROD, may present an imminent danger to public
health, welfare or the environment.

DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVES

CERCLA reguires that each selected remedy be protective of human
health and the environment, be cost-effective, comply with other
statutory laws, and utilize permanent solutions and alternative
technologies and resource recovery alternatives to the maximum
extent practicable. In addition, the statute includes a
preference for the use of treatment as a principal element for
the reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume of the hazardous
substances.

Two remedial alternatives were considered in the FS. These were:

4 GW-1: No Action
A GW-2: Pumping/Filtration/Reinjection

"rime to implement" is defined as the period of time needed to
implement the remedy (i.e., the amount of time needed for the
construction of a treatment facility); it does not include the
time required to design the remedy, procure contracts for design
and construction, negotiate with responsible parties for
implementation of the remedy, conduct operation and maintenance,
or conduct long-term monitoring.

It should be noted that the remedial alternatives assume that the
remedy for the groundwater and soils at the Genzale property is
currently being implemented. The groundwater remedy calls for
the removal of VOCs from the groundwater via air stripping and
the removal of metals via chemical precipitation and filtration.
The soil treatment remedy calls for the removal of VOCs via soil
vapor extraction (SVE) and subsequent excavation and treatment
for metals contamination.

Alternative GW-1: No Further Action

Capital Cost: S 0
Annual O & M Cost: $ 0
Present Worth: £ 0
Time to Implement: N/A

The Superfund program requires that the no action alternative be
considered as a baseline for comparison with other alternatives.
The No Further Action alternative would rely on natural
attenuation to reduce contaminants in the downgradient
groundwater to below State and Federal drinking and groundwater
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standards. The aquifer's inherent ability to dilute and adsorb
the contaminants would result in natural flushing of the aquifer.
The soil and groundwater remediation which will be implemented
under 0Ul would minimize any additional contribution to the
contaminants in the downgradient groundwater. It is anticipated,
based on groundwater modeling performed during the OUl Remedial
Design, that natural attenuation of groundwater, in addition to
the remediation provided under OUl, would result in the reduction
of contaminants in the downgradient groundwater to levels below
State and Federal drinking and groundwater standards in about 18
to 1% years depending on pumping rates and the location of the
reinjection wells. The No Further Action alternative would rely
on a long-term monitoring program to confirm that the
contaminants of concern are attenuating. Approximately twelve
monitoring wells would be utilized in order to sample the
groundwater from the shallow aguifer to track contaminant
migration. This monitoring would be conducted as part of the 0OUl
groundwater remediation, and as a result, no monitoring costs
would be incurred as part of Alternative GW-1.

In addition to the monitoring program, EPA intends to conduct a

private well survey to determine if any residential wells are
currently in use in the vicinity of the Site.

Alternative GW-2: Pumping/Filtration/Reinjection

Capital Cost: $ 1,634,200
Annual O & M Cost: S 375,500
Present Worth: $ 5,351,100
Time to Implement: Three years

The major features of this alternative would include groundwater
collection, treatment, and reinjection.

The collection system would consist of two extraction wells
installed in the downgradient portion of the plume in the Upper
Glacial aquifer to a depth of approximately 70 feet. The
groundwater would be pumped at a rate of approximately 100
gallons per minute (gpm) and piped to a treatment facility where
metals would be removed by a dual-media (sand/anthracite)
pressure filtration process. The treatment system would be
designed to effectively reduce the chromium in the extracted
groundwater to levels below the Federal and New York State
drinking and groundwater standards. Any sludge generated during
the metal-removal process would be disposed of in a RCRA Subtitle
C landfill in accordance with Land Disposal Restrictions. The
treated groundwater would then be returned to the aguifer through
four reinjection wells. The exact location of the extraction and
reinjection wells would be determined during the design phase.

It can be expected, however, that because the downgradient plume
is not on the Genzale property, public or private lands would
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need to be acquired to construct and operate the groundwater
treatment system. Groundwater modeling has indicated that
groundwater extraction, filtration, and reinjection would result
in the reduction of contaminants in the downgradient groundwater
to levels below State and Federal drinking and groundwater
standards in approximately 14 years.

EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

During the detailed evaluation of remedial alternatives, each
alternative is assessed against nine evaluation criteria, namely,
overall protection of human health and the environment;
compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements (ARARs); short-term effectiveness; long-term
effectiveness and permanence; reduction of toxicity, mobility, or
volume; implementability; cost; and community and state
acceptance.

The evaluation criteria are described below:

A Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
addresses whether or not a remedy provides adequate

protection and describes how risks are eliminated, reduced,
or controlled through treatment, engineering controls, or
institutional controls.

A Compliance with ARARs addresses whether or not a remedy will
meet all of the applicable or relevant and appropriate -
reguirements and/or provide grounds for invoking a waiver.

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

A Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment

refers to the anticipated performance of the treatment
technologies, with respect to these parameters, that a
remedy may employ.

A Short-term Effectiveness addresses the period of time needed
to achieve protection from any adverse impacts on human
health and the environment that may be posed during the
construction and implementation period of the alternative.

A Implementability involves the technical and administrative
feasibility of a remedy, including the availability of
materials and services needed to implement the chosen
solution.
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A Cost includes both capital and operation and maintenance
costs. Cost comparisons are made on the basis of present
worth values. Present worth values are equivalent to the
amount of money which must be invested to implement a
certain alternative at the start of construction to provide
for both construction costs and 0&M costs over time.

A _State Acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of
the RI/FS report and Proposed Plan, the State concurs with,
opposes, or has no comment on the preferred alternative.

A Community Acceptance is assessed in the attached
Responsiveness Summary and refers to the public's general
response to the alternatives described in the RI/FS report
and the Proposed Plan.

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

A Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Modeling predicts that the groundwater extraction and treatment
proposed in Alternative GW-2 would result in the reduction of
downgradient chromium contamination to State and Federal
groundwater and drinking water standards in 14 years. Modeling
of the No Further Action alternative, which would rely on natural
attenuation and the implementation of the OUl remedy, predicts
that these standards would be met in approximately 18 years.

As noted earlier, the risk assessment indicated that the levels
of contaminants in the downgradient groundwater present no
significant human health risk under current or future uses, if
left unremediated. The contaminants would, however, continue to
migrate under the No Further Action alternative until attenuated.
In addition, because groundwater is not known to discharge to any
surface water bodies or wetlands in the vicinity of the site,
impacts to ecological receptors from the implementation of the No
Further Action alternative is unlikely.

4 Compliance with ARARS

Both alternatives would eventually comply with ARARs. Modeling
predicts that the treatment of the groundwater would result in
the reduction of downgradient chromium contamination to State and
Federal groundwater and drinking water standards in approximately
18 years for Alternative GW-1 and 14 years for Alternative GW-2,
In addition, for Alternative GW-2, any sludge generated during
the metals removal process would be disposed of in a RCRA
Subtitle C landfill in accordance with Land Disposal
Restrictions.
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A Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

Both scenarios are essentially equivalent in their long-term
effectiveness and permanence; they only vary in the number of
years it would take to achieve Federal and State drinking water
and groundwater standards in the aguifer, that is, approximately

14 years for Alternative GW-1 and approximately 18 years for
Alternative GW-2.

Alternative GW-2 would result in greater long-term exposure to
workers who would come into contact with the contaminated sludges
from the treatment system. However, proper health and safety
procedures would be implemented to prevent or minimize exposure
to these materials. No treatment sludge would be generated, if
the No Further Action scenario were implemented.

A Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment

Under both alternatives, the downgradient chromium contamination
eventually decreases to levels below State and Federal drinking
water and groundwater standards, thereby ultimately reducing the
volume and toxicity of the contamination. Only Alternative GW-2,
however, employs treatment to achieve such reduction. Extraction
and treatment of the downgradient chromium contamination
(Alternative GW-2) to levels below Federal and State drinking
water and groundwater standards are estimated to take 14 years,
while natural attenuation is estimated to take approximately 18
years under Alternative GW-1. Therefore, Alternative GW-2 would
provide the benefits of reduction of volume and toxicity of the
downgradient chromium contamination in a slightly shorter time
frame. By capturing a significant portion of the off-site
groundwater contamination, Alternative GW-2 would result in the
greater reduction in mobility of the chromium contamination,
whereas Alternative GW-1 would allow for migration of the
contamination. This migration, however, will be associated with
decreasing levels of the contaminant as a result of the effects
of natural attenuation and on-site treatment of secils and
groundwater.

A Short-term Effectiveness

The implementation of Alternative GW-1 would result in no
additional risk to the community or Site workers, because nho
major construction activities would be conducted.

The implementation of Alternative GW-2 (i.e., extraction and
reinjection wells, piping, etc.) would have minor negative
impacts on residents in the study area. These impacts would be
associated with the disruption of traffic, excavation on public
and private land, and noise and fugitive dust emissions.
Appropriate measures, however, would be implemented to minimize
these impacts. In addition, any potential health and safety
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risks to on~site workers during the construction phase of
Alternative GW-2 would be minimized by strict adherence to all

applicable occupational health and safety procedures and
standards.

A Implementability

The technology proposed for Alternative GW-2 is proven and
reliable in attaining cleanup goals, however, Alternative GW-2
would be significantly more complicated to implement than
Alternative GW-1, the No Further Action alternative. The design
of the groundwater extraction system would take approximately 1.5
Years to complete. Another 1.5 years would be required to
complete construction of that system. 1In addition, public or
private land would have to be acquired in order to place the
extraction and/or reinjection wells, and access and/or easements
would be required prior to the installation of the piping and
pumps needed to convey treated and untreated groundwater to and
from the groundwater treatment system. This could potentially
result in some delays associated with the implementation of
Alternative GW-2.

A Cost

According to the present worth cost estimates for the
alternatives evaluated, Alternative GW-2 ($5,351,100) would be
significantly more costly to implement than Alternative GW-1. The
annual cost of operating and maintaining the groundwater
extraction/treatment system is estimated to be $375,500.

Although Alternative 1 would include long-term monitoring of the
groundwater, there are no costs associated with this alternative
as the groundwater monitoring wells are already in place and the

monitoring would be conducted as part of the OUl groundwater f
remediation.

A Community Acceptance

In general, the community concurs with the selected remedy.
Responses to comments raised during the comment period are
included in the attached Responsiveness Summary.

A State Acceptance

NYSDEC concurs with the selected remedy.
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SUMMARY OF SELECTED REMEDY

EPA and DEC have determined that Alternative GW-1, No- Further
Action, is the appropriate remedy for ths seccnd operable unit of
site remediation. Based on the findings of the 0U2 RI performed
at the Site, downgradient groundwater contamination was
determined to be very limited in extent and not to pose any
significant risk to human health and the environment.

Additionally, remedial actions called for in the QU1 ROD,
specifically the source treatment via soil vapor extraction and
excavation and off-site disposal of contaminated soils followed
by the groundwater remediation, will result in further reduction
of contaminant concentrations in the downgradient groundwater.
Modelling has predicted that the time necessary to achieve MCLs
in the downgradient groundwater is only slightly less for
Alternative GW-2 (14 years with pumping and treating) than for
Alternative GW-1 (18 years with no active remediation). Hence,
there would be little benefit derived and a significant cost
incurred by selecting Alternative GW-2 over Alternative GW-1.

DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

There are no significant changes from the preferred alternative,
as presented in the Proposed Plan.
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TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF VOLATILE ORGANIC GROUNDWATER ANALYTICAL RESULTS
GENZALE PLATING QU-2

BENCHMARK ON-SITLE WELLS OFF-SITE WELLS BACKGROUND WELLS

L%;{;L ROUND | ROUND It {OUND | ROUND Il ROUND 1 ROuUND N

ANALYTE COMPARISON SHALLOW DEEP SHALLOW DEL SHALLOW | SHALLOW SHALLOW SHALLOW
foromethane 5 - -- M-, - -- ND-§ - -
fethylene chloride 5 NI-0.8, ND-0.1, - - - - - -
1-Dichlorocthenc 5 ND-4 - - - -- - - -
A-Dichlorocthane 5 NE-4 = - - - - - -
is-1,2-Dichlorocthene 5 Ni)-9 MND-3 - - - .- - -
rans-1,2-Dichlorocthanc 5 NI-0.1, ND-0.2, - - - - - -
“hloroform 7 ND-0.3; ND-0.2, - - - - - -
~Butarionc 50 - - - - ND)-4, - - -
I, I-Trichloroethane 5 12,-87C ND-11 ND-290, - NID-2, ND-2 - -
lrichlorocthene 5 12-540 ND-A NI-200, - NB-0.6, - - -
fetrachloroethene 5 4-180 0.04,-0.7, ND-72, -- ND-1, ND-1, 0.1,-0.3, -
Felucne 5 - . - " ND-0.9, - - -
fota) Yolaliles 100 38.07-1608.1 0.08-i8.89 1-562 -- " Ni>-3.2 ND-2 0.1,-0.3; -

/alatile TICs NC 12,180y, ND-2.t,, 390, K ND-50.4,, ND-3107,, - 1241

JOTES:

1. All analyte tcsulls are shown in ugA (ppb).
1, Denchmark tevels for compstison are taken from Dii
ew Yark State MCLs, Mew York State )¢

Water, December 1993);

nkisg Waler Maximuy Contaminant Levels (MCLs), USEPA Drinking Water Regulations snd 1lealth Advisaries [Officc of
pastment of Healih (NYSDON), |Burcau of Fubilic Waicr Supply, Chapler § - State Sanitary Code (as of Febroary

1992]]; or Mew York State Arbicot Water Quality Standards and Guidance Values, New Yoik Slae Depaniment of Envisunmental Conservation (NYSDEC), |Division of Water, Oclober 1991, The fowest,

mosl conscryative value of the three sets of criterin was chosen fur com

\. Moniloting wells ssc divided 25 follows:
= MWIS, MW2S and M]3,
= MWID, MW2D and MW3D.
= MW4S, MWVSS, MWVGS, MWTS, MWWES, MWES, MWIOS, MIVIIS, MWILS, aad NCDPW-9984,

On-sile wells (shallow)
On-site wells (deep)

OfT-site wells
Background wells

= MWIIS and MW [25,

parntive analysis,

i. Doldlace entries equai or exceed their respective benehmark level jn at feast the maximum amount per concentration range.

i. Qualifiers are:
ND or -
}

N
' NC

= Not detected sl anatytical mediod delection limits,
= Estimated value,

{8 =~ Rejected vrlue,
= Presumplively present,
= No criterin svailable,

. Yolalile organics were not sampled for during the Round HI1 sampling cvent,
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