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ROD FACT SHEET

SITE

Name: Preferred Plating Corporation

Location/ State: Farm ngdal e, Suffolk County, New York

EPA Region: 11

HRS Score (date): 33.76 (Sept. 1984)

RCD

Date Signed: Septenber 28, 1992

Sel ected Renedy: Excavation of Contam nated Subsurface Soils/OfSite Treatnment and Di sposa
Capital Cost: $ 1,423,700

O & M Year: $ - 0-

Present Worth: $ 1,423,700

LEAD

USEPA

Primary Contact: Janet Cappelli (212-264-8679)

Secondary Contact: Doug Garbarini (212-264-0109)

Mai n PRPs: George Paro and Joseph Gazza (property owners) and Del Laboratories Inc. (upgradi ent PRP)

WASTE

Waste Type: inorganic (e.g. cadmum chromum |ead, nickel) and organic (1,1, 1-trichl oroethane
trichl oroethyl ene, 1,2-dichloroethane, 1, 1-dichloroethane; tetrachl oroethyl ene)

Waste Origin: Contamination originated during the operation of the Preferred Plating Corporation. The
processes used resulted in the generation, storage and di sposal of waste water into four concrete waste
storage pits. The pits were cracked and all owed di scharges of to the underlying soils and aquifer.

Esti mated Waste Quantity: 1000 cubic yards

Medi um  Subsurface soils



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

Preferred Plating Corporation
Far mi ngdal e, Suffol k County, New York

STATEMENT CF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docunment presents the selected renmedial action for the Preferred Plating Corporation site
(Site), which was chosen in accordance with the Conprehensive Environmental Response, Conpensation, and
Liability Act, 42 U S.C. 9601-9675, and the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pol | ution Contingency Plan
Thi s deci si on docunment explains the factual and |l egal basis for selecting the renedy for this Site. The
attached i ndex (Appendix I11) identifies the itens that conprise the Adninistrative Record upon which the
sel ection of the renedial action is based

The State of New York concurs with the selected renedy per the attached letter (Appendix IV).
ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

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 inmm nent and substantial endangernent to
public health, welfare, or the environment.

DESCRI PTI ON OF SELECTED REMEDY

This operable unit represents the second of three planned for the Site. The first operable unit addresses
the treatment of groundwater, underlying the Site, which is contamnated prinarily with heavy netals and

vol atile organic contami nants. This second operable unit addresses the treatnent of contam nated subsurface
soils on the Site. The third operable unit is investigating potential upgradi ent groundwater contanination

The maj or conponents of the sel ected renedy include:
I  Excavation of contam nated subsurface soils fromthe Site
I Of-site treatnent and di sposal of excavated naterial at a RCRA Subtitle Cfacility; and,
1 Backfilling excavated areas with cl ean soil

STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnment, conplies with federal and state
requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the renedial action, and is
cost-effective. The selected remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatnment technol ogies to
the maxi mum extent practicable and satisfies the statutory preference for renmedies that enpl oy treatnment that
reduces toxicity, mobility, or volune as a principal elenent.

Because this remedy will not result in hazardous substances remnai ning on-site above health-based | evels, the
five-year revieww |l not apply to this action

DECI SI ON SUMVARY

PREFERRED PLATI NG CORPORATI ON

FARM NGDALE, NEW YORK

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
REG ON |1

NEW YORK
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SI TE NAME, LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Preferred Plating Corporation site (Site) is |located at 32 Allen Boul evard in Farm ngdal e, Town of

Babyl on, Suffolk County, New York. This 0.88-acre Site is in an area zoned for light industrial use, which
is approximately 1 mle east of the Nassau-Suffolk County line. Route 110 passes just west of the Site (see
Figure 1).

Commercial or light industrial properties occupy the land to the east and west of the Site. Inmediately
north of the Site is a |arge wooded area beyond which lie various industrial facilities. To the south are a
residential comunity and a U S. Arny facility. The 1980 census recorded a popul ation of greater than 10, 000
within a 3-nmle radius of the Site. The population density in the area is estinmated to be 3,000 to 6, 000
persons per square mle

The Site is located in the south-central glacial outwash plain of Long Island, which constitutes the Upper
dacial Aquifer, estimated to be 90 feet in thickness under the Site. The naturally occurring surface soi

is a sandy | oam which pronotes rapid infiltration to the groundwater. On the Site proper and throughout much
of the region, soils have been classified as urban. This is prinmarily due to the devel opnment and pavenent

whi ch pronote greater run-off of precipitation. The Upper dacial Aquifer overlies the Magothy Aquifer and
the two may act as distinct aquifers, or as one, dependi ng upon |ocalized geographic features. |In the Site
area, it is believed that the two are not hydraulically connected

Al hores and businesses, in the area surrounding the Site, are supplied by two public water conpanies

G oundwater is the source of water for the entire popul ation of both Nassau and Suffol k Counties. Al public
water supply wells in the Site area draw water fromthe deeper aquifer, the Magothy Aquifer. The nearest
public water supply well fields are located approximately 1 mle east and 1 mle south of the Site.

The nearest body of surface water is an unnaned internmittent tributary of Massapequa Creek which is

approxi mately 6,000 feet west 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 proximty of the Site. The Site is |ocated nore than 2 nmiles from
a 5-acre coastal wetland and nmore than 1 mle froma 5-acre fresh-water wetl and

SI TE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI Tl ES

The Preferred Plating Corporation (PPC) conducted operations beginning in Septenber 1951 through June 1976
The primary activities at the Site were to treat netal parts chemically to increase their corrosion

resi stance and provi de a cohesive base for painting. The plating processes included degreasing, cleaning
and surface finishing of the metal parts. These processes involved the use of various chem cals which
resulted in the generation, storage, and di sposal of hazardous waste. Untreated wastewater was di scharged to
four concrete waste storage pits directly north of the original building. Goundwater contam nated with
heavy netals was detected in the Site area by the Suffol k County Departnent of Health Services (SCDHS) as
early as June 1953. SCDHS indicated that the waste storage pits on the Site were severely cracked and

| eaki ng. Sanples taken fromthe sludge in the pits showed that they were nainly contam nated with heavy
netals. From 1953 to 1976, SCDHS instituted nunerous |egal actions against PPCin an effort to stop

di scharges of wastes into the pits and to install or upgrade the on-site treatment facility. SCHDS al so
wanted to ensure that no inproper discharges to the steam condensate |eaching pool or the sanitary |eaching
pool used by PPC were taking place. PPC prepared an engineering report in May 1974 in order to apply for a
State Pollutant Discharge Eimnation System (SPDES) permt, which was issued in June 1975. PPC chenically
treated the wastewater in the pits and, allegedly, then had the treated wastewater renoved. Wether the
treated wastewater residuals were ever renoved has not been confirmed. The facility was never in ful
conpliance with the terns and conditions outlined in the SPDES permt.

In 1976, PPC decl ared bankruptcy. Since then, several firns have occupied the Site, none conducting simlar
operations to PPC. |n 1982, the original building was extended by 200 feet, which covered the concrete waste
storage pits. Nearly the entire Site is covered either by the one existing building or paved driveways and
par ki ng areas.



In Septenber 1984, Wodward-d yde Consultants, Inc. perforned a Phase |-Prelimnary Investigation of the
Preferred Plating Site for the New York State Departnment of Environnental Conservation (NYSDEC) to conpute a
Hazard Ranki ng System (HRS) score needed to evaluate whether to place the Site on the National Priorities
List (NPL). |In the Phase | report, an HRS score of 33.76 was docurmented, thereby enabling the Site to be
included on the NPL. The Site received a proposed and final listing status on the NPL on Cctober15, 1984 and
June 10, 1986, respectively.

From June 1987 to June 1989, EPA s contractor, Ebasco Services, Inc., conducted the initial remedia
investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS) of the Site. The study detected heavy netal s and chl orinated
organics in the groundwater underlying the Site. A Record of Decision (ROD) for the treatment of the
cont am nated groundwat er was signed on Septenber 22, 1989. The najor conponents of the sel ected renedy
include extraction of the contam nated groundwater, groundwater treatnent for heavy metals and chl ori nated
organics, and reinjection of the treated groundwater. The design for this treatment systemwas conpleted in
March 1992 and construction of the systemis expected to begin in late 1992

The initial RI/FS did not adequately characterize the soils underlying the forner storage pits. Therefore,
EPA undertook a second RI/FS to investigate the subsurface soils within and directly beneath the forner
storage pits and | eaching pools on-site. EPA' s contractor, MalcolmPirnie, Inc., perfornmed the on-site soils
RI/FS fromApril 1990 to July 1992. The alternatives in the Proposed Plan, released to the public on July
18, 1992, are based on this RI/FS. The initial R/FS al so detected the presence of upgradi ent groundwater
contamination. EPA decided to undertake a third study to investigate the potential of an upgradi ent
contributing source of contam nation. An adjoining property owner is performng the third RI/FS on the
upgr adi ent gr oundwat er

The property owners have been notified of their liability for the Site and will be offered an opportunity to
conduct future response actions.

H GHLI GHTS CF COWUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON

A Community Relations Plan for the Preferred Plating Site was finalized in March 1988 for the initiation of
the first operable unit. This document lists contacts and interested parties in governnent and the

| ocal conmmunity. It also establishes communication. pathways to ensure tinely dissem nati on of pertinent
information. Throughout inplenentation of the second operable unit, the mailing list of interested parties
was updated. The RI/FS and the Proposed Plan were released to the public in July 1992. These docunents were
made available in both the administrative record and two infornation repositories maintained at the Babyl on
Town Hall and the West Babylon Library. A public comment period was held fromJuly 18, 1992 to August 17
1992. In addition, a public neeting was held on August 5, 1992, at the WE. Howitt Junior H gh School in
Farm ngdal e, to present the results of the second operable unit onsite soils RI/FS and the preferred
alternative as presented in the Proposed Plan. Al conmments, pertaining to the renedy sel ection, which were
received by EPA prior to the end of the public comrent period, including those expressed verbally at the
public neeting, are addressed in the Responsiveness Summary, which is attached as Appendix V to this ROD

SCOPE AND ROLE OF CPERABLE UNI' T

This is the second of three operable units for the Site. The first operable unit provides for treatnent of
t he contam nated groundwater underlying the Site

The obj ective of the second operable unit is to address the subsurface soil contam nation contributing to the
groundwat er problemattributable to the Site. The renmining operable unit is addressing potential upgradient
groundwat er contam nation and is expected to be conmpleted in mid-1993

SUMVARY CF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

Under the direction of EPA, MalcolmPirnie, Inc. conducted an Rl to characterize the unsaturated subsurface
soils at the Site. The intent of the study was to characterize soil quality at specific |locations at the
Site, nanmely, inside and bel ow the former storage pits, downgradi ent and adjacent to the forner steam
condensat e | eaching pool, adjacent to the forner steam condensate pipeline, and downgradi ent of the forner



sanitary leaching pool. Additionally, soils fromother suspected areas of contami nation were sanpled to
characterize soil quality and to delineate the horizontal and vertical extent of soil contamination

Bet ween January and March 1991, a total of 22 soil borings were drilled and 61 subsurface soil sanples were
coll ected for chem cal and physical analyses. Figure 2 depicts the sanpling |ocations and Table 1 contains a
summary of the analytical results detected at these |ocations

The former concrete storage pit area, now buried under the existing on-site building, is 11 feet deep, 44.5
feet long, and about 15 feet wide. Concrete baffles within the perineter of the overall pit divide the area
into 4 separate units, as detailed on the lower left corner of Figure 2 and on Figure 3. The total volunme of
the pits is 7,200 cubic feet. |In order to characterize the contents of the pits as well as the dispersion of
any contam nants beneath the pits, twenty-nine subsurface soil sanples were collected fromtwel ve borings.
These sanples were collected at two or three different depths (010.5 feet, 10.5-11 feet, and 11-13 feet)
within each boring and anal yzed for inorganic and organi c contam nants. Wdespread heavy metal contamni nation
was detected throughout the pits at all depths. Chrom umwas detected at the hi ghest concentration at 1,890
parts per mllion (ppm, froma depth of 010.5 feet bel ow surface. Cadm umwas detected at a concentration
of 468 ppm froma depth of 11-13 feet bel ow surface. Figure 3 depicts the contam nant concentrations
detected in the borings through the former waste storage pits. As a point of reference, typical chrom um and
cadm um background concentrations in the area range from1.5-40 ppmand 0.1-1.0 ppm respectively. Only one
boring drilled in the pits indicated the presence of volatile organic conpounds, namely, tetrachl oro-ethane,
1,1,1-trichl oroethane, trichloroethylene, trans-1,2-dichloroethane, and 1, 1-di chl oroethane. The organic
contani nant present at the hi ghest concentration was 1,1, 1-trichloroethane at 270 ppm Al chlorinated
organi cs were detected close to the bottomof the pits or directly underneath the pits

A total of nine subsurface sanples were collected fromthree soil borings | ocated adjacent to the |eaching
pool s associated with the forner steam condensate and sanitary lines used by PPC. These sanpl es were taken
fromthree depths, at four-foot intervals down to the water table, which is approximately 12.5 feet bel ow t he
surface. Again, heavy netals were detected in all sanples. The hi ghest concentrations of chrom um and

cadmi um 252 ppm and 45.6 ppm respectively, were detected adjacent to the fornmer sanitary | eachi ng pool

The same | eaching pool also contained 82.6 ppmof |lead. El evated levels of netals were detected at al

depths down to the water table. No volatile organic conpounds were detected in any sanples.

Seven borings were drilled through suspected areas of contam nation. Twenty-three sanples were taken from
three depths, at four-foot intervals down to the water table. The highest concentrati on of chrom um (86 ppm
was detected upgradient of the former storage pits at a depth of 8-12 feet. The highest concentration for
any netal detected was that of magnesium at 4,280 ppmfroma suspected area of contam nati on downgradi ent of
the former storage pits. No volatile organics were detected in any sanpl es.

One of the borings through a suspected area of contamni nation, downgradi ent of the former storage pits, was
used to construct a nonitoring well to determ ne groundwater el evations and study the vertical fluctuations
of the water table. Throughout the sanpling activities, the water table was 12.5 feet bel ow grade

SUMVARY CF SI TE RI SKS

Based upon the results of the R, a baseline risk assessnent was conducted to estimate the risks associ ated
with current and future Site conditions. The baseline risk assessnent estinmates the hunman health and
ecol ogi cal risk which could result fromthe contam nation at the Site, if no remedial action were taken

As part of any baseline risk assessnent, the follow ng four-step process is utilized for assessing
site-related human health risks for a reasonabl e nmaxi num exposure scenario: Hazard
Identification--identifies the contam nants of concern at a site based on several factors such as toxicity,
frequency of occurrence, and concentration. Exposure Assessnent--estinmates the magnitude of actual and/or
potential hunman exposures, the frequency and duration of these exposures, and the pathway (e.g., ingesting
contami nated wel I water) by which humans are potentially exposed. Toxicity Assessnent— determ nes the types
of adverse health effects associated with chem cal exposures, and the relationship between nagnitude of
exposure (dose) and severity of adverse effects (response). R sk Characterization--sunmarizes and conbi nes
outputs of the exposure and toxicity assessnents to provide a quantitative (e.g., one-in-amllion excess



cancer risk) assessnment of site-related risks

The baseline risk assessnent began with sel ecting contam nants of concern which woul d be representative of
Site risks. These contam nants included chrom um cadmium cyanide, |ead, copper, nickel, silver, zinc
arseni c, magnesium 1, 1-dichl oroet hane, trans-1, 2-di chl oroet hane, tetrachl oroethane, 1,1, 1-trichl oroethane,
and trichloroethylene (See Tables 2 and 3, respectively, for listings of inorganic and organic data).

The baseline risk assessnent evaluated the health effects which could result fromexposure to contam nation
as a result of dermal contact and ingestion of subsurface soils. The human health eval uation focused on a
future scenario, i.e., exposure of a construction worker to subsurface soils during excavation (see Table 4
for a sumary of the exposure pathways). Under current conditions, there is no opportunity for a direct
exposure to contam nants in subsurface soils, since these soils are |ocated beneath the existing building

EPA' s acceptabl e cancer risk range is 10[-4] to 10[-6] which can be interpreted to mean that an indivi dual
may have a one in ten thousand to a one in a mllion increased chance of devel oping cancer as a result of a
site-rel ated exposure to a carcinogen over a 70-year lifetine under the specific exposure conditions at a
site. Table 5 lists a summary of the cancer risk estimates. The results of the baseline risk assessnent
indicate that the subsurface soils at the site pose no unacceptable risk to human health. The overal
carcinogenic risk for constructi on workers, through ingestion of these contam nated soils, was estimated to
be 6.08 x 10[-6], which is within EPA's acceptabl e cancer risk range. The primary contributor to this risk
was 1,1, 1trichl oroethane. As noted above, 1,1,1-trichloroethane was only found in one boring out of the 12
which were drilled in the forner |eaching pits.

To assess the overall potential for noncarcinogenic effects posed by the contami nants at the Site, EPA has
devel oped the hazard index (H). An H value of greater than 1 is considered to pose a significant
noncar ci nogenic risk. Table 6 lists a summary of the chronic noncarcinogeni ¢ hazard i ndex estinmates. Both the
cal cul ated H values for the ingestion and dernmal contact pathways are |ess than 1, which EPA has determ ned
to be acceptable. The ingestion pathway contributed to an H value of 0.12 and the dermal contact pathway
contributed to an H value of 0.06. As the total exposure H for construction workers was estimted to be
0.18, there are no unacceptabl e noncarci nogeni ¢ risks associated with the constructi on worker scenario

However, since significant contam nation was detected in the soils underlying the Site down to the water
table, these contam nants can nmigrate into the groundwater via fluctuations of the water table. G oundwater
sanpling for the renedial design, conducted at the sane tinme as the soil sanpling events, detected the sane
heavy netals as those found in the subsurface soils. Concentrations of nmetals in the groundwater are in
excess of the allowabl e drinking water standards and do currently pose an unacceptable risk. Table 7 lists
the contam nants detected in on-site nmonitoring wells. Cross-nedia i npacts resulting fromleaching of

contanmi nants fromthe soil to the groundwater will continue to contribute to exceedi ng heal t h-based dri nki ng
wat er st andar ds.

The ecol ogi cal risk assessnment considered potential exposure routes of Site contamination to terrestria
wildlife. Since the majority of the Site is paved or covered by physical structures, there is little, if
any, potential for wildlife to be exposed to contam nated subsurface soils on-site. The only potential route
of exposure to wildlife inthe Site vicinity is if contam nants were transported through groundwater and

di scharged via groundwater into surface waters, particularly Geat South Bay. The potential effects of
cont am nat ed groundwater on aquatic life were discussed in the ecol ogical risk assessnent performed for the
first operable unit. It was determned that no significant effect on aquatic organisns in the Geat South
Bay or creeks in the vicinity of the Site would occur if contam nants were transported fromthe Site through
groundwat er and di scharged into surface waters

Uncertainties

The procedures used to assess potential human health risks in this evaluation are subject to w de
uncertainties. In general, the main sources of uncertainty in this assessment include

1 environmental chemistry sanpling and analysis



I environnental paraneter neasurenent;
1  fate and transport nodeling;

I exposure paraneter estimation; and

I toxicol ogical data.

Uncertainty in environnental sanpling arises in part fromthe potentially uneven distribution of chemcals in
the nedia sanpl ed. Consequently, there is significant uncertainty as to the actual |evels present.
Environmental chemi stry analysis error can stemfrom several sources including the errors inherent in the
anal ytical methods and characteristics of the matrix being sanpled. Uncertainties in the exposure assessment
are related to estimtes of how often an individual would actually conme into contact with the chem cal s of
concern, the period of tine over which such exposure would occur, and in the nodels used to estimate the
concentrations of the chem cal of concern at the point of exposure. Uncertainties in toxicological data
occur in extrapolating both fromanimals to humans and fromhigh to | ow doses of exposure, as well as from
the difficulties in assessing the toxicity of a mxture of chem cals. These uncertainties are addressed by
nmaki ng very conservative assunptions concerning risk and exposure paraneters throughout the assessnent. As a
result, the risk assessnent provi des upper bound estinates of the risks to popul ations near the Site, and is
highly unlikely to underestinate actual risks related to the Site

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if not addressed by the preferred
alternative or one of the other active neasures considered, may present a current or potential threat to the
envi ronnent through the groundwater pathway.

REMEDI AL ACTI ON OBJECTI VES

Remedi al action objectives are specific goals to protect human health and the environnent. These objectives
are based on available information and standards such as applicable or rel evant and appropriate requirenments
(ARARs) and risk-based | evels established in the risk assessment.

The follow ng remedi al action objectives were established for this operable unit:

I prevent |eaching of contaminants in the subsurface soils to the groundwater; and

1 mnimze length of operation of the groundwater treatnment system by renoving a source of
cont ani nati on

DESCRI PTI ON OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

Fol | owi ng a screening of renedial technologies in accordance with the NCP, three renedial alternatives were
devel oped for contam nated subsurface soils. The alternatives were further screened based on technica
consi derations such as effectiveness, inplenentability, and cost. The "tinme to inplement" considers only the
actual construction tinme and does not include the tinme required to negotiate with potentially responsible
parties, procure design and construction contracts, and design the remedy. The renedial alternatives are:
Alternative 1 - No Action

Alternative 2 - Excavation with Of-Site Treatnent and D sposa

Alternative 3 - Excavation with Of-Site Soil Washing and Of-Site Treatnent and Di sposa

Alternative 1 - No Action

Construction Cost: $ 17,640

Annual O8M Cost s: $ 15,000
Present Worth Cost: $ 150, 587



Tine to | npl enent: 6 nont hs

The Superfund programrequires that the "no action" alternative be considered as a baseline for conparison of
other alternatives. Under this alternative, the contaminated soil would be left in place without treatnent.
A long-termnonitoring programwoul d be inplemented to track the migration of contaminants fromthe soil into
the groundwater utilizing existing monitoring well clusters. This alternative al so includes the

inmpl enentation of institutional controls such as the recomrendation for deed restrictions on the usage of
groundwat er fromthe Upper d acial Aquifer for nonpotable uses only and on subsurface soil excavations.

Alternative 2 - Excavation and Of-Site Treatment and Di sposal

Construction Cost: $ 1,423,700

Annual O8M Cost s: $ 0
Present Wrth Cost: $ 1,423,700
Tinme to | npl enent: 12 nont hs

This alternative consists of the physical renoval of the subsurface soils located within the former storage
pits and the steam condensate and sanitary | eaching pools. Denolition of the existing on-site building woul d
not be required, however, protection of the existing building foundation during excavation would be
necessary. Prior to excavation, structural support, probably through jet grouting, would be used to brace
the foundation. Support activities including relocation of existing utilities by offsetting, rerouting, or
tenporary renoval and replacement woul d occur, in order to facilitate construction.

Approxi mately 700 cubic yards of soil would be excavated fromw thin, beneath, and around the former storage
pits. In addition, 350 cubic yards of soil would be excavated fromthe former steam condensate and sanitary
| eaching pools. The soils fromboth areas woul d be excavated to the water table (approximately 12.5 feet

bel ow grade). The excavated soil would be transported to an off-site pernitted Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) Subtitle C (hazardous waste) facility for treatnent and disposal. Prior to disposal, the
soils would first be treated to reduce the levels of volatile organics, where necessary, and then treated

t hrough stabilization/solidification, or other appropriate techniques, to reduce the nobility of heavy
netals, to meet |and disposal restriction (LDR) levels. Of-site transport would conply with all federal and
state transportation requirenents. The excavated areas on the Site would be backfilled with clean soil and
the Site would be restored to its original condition. Since this alternative would result in no

contami nation renai ning on-site above heal th-based | evels, five-year reviews and |ong-termnonitoring woul d
not be required.

Alternative 3 - Excavation and Of-Site Soil Washing with Of-Site Treatnment and D sposal

Construction Cost: $ 2,761, 150

Annual O8M Cost s: $ 0
Present Wrth Cost: $ 2,761, 150
Tine to | npl enent: 12 nont hs

This alternative would include the same excavati on and structural support activities as those described in
the discussion of Alternative 2. After excavation, the soils would be transported to an off-site RCRA
permtted treatnent facility to undergo an innovative ex-situ soil washing process, in which a

physi cal -chem cal water-based process involving the nechani cal scrubbing of the soils would be enployed to
renove the contam nants. The residue containing the extracted contam nants woul d be solidified/stabilized or
treated by other appropriate nmeans, as necessary, and di sposed of in a RCRA Subtitle C (hazardous waste)
facility. The remaining soils would not contain any contam nants above heal t h-based | evel s, and woul d be

di sposed of in a RCRA Subtitle D (sanitary waste) facility. The excavated areas on the Site woul d be
backfilled with clean soil and the Site would be restored to its original condition. Since this alternative
woul d result in no contanination remaining on-site above heal t h-based | evels, five-year reviews and long-term
noni tori ng woul d not be required.

SUMVARY OF COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES



Al renedial alternatives were evaluated in detail utilizing nine criteria as set forth in the OSVER
Directive 9355.3-01. These criteria were devel oped to address the requirenents of Section 121 of CERCLA to
ensure all inportant considerations are factored into remedy sel ection deci sions.

The followi ng "threshold" criteria are the nost inportant and nust be satisfied by any alternative in order
to be eligible for selection

1. Overall Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnment addresses whether or not a remedy provides
adequat e protection and descri bes how risks posed through each exposure pathway (based on the reasonable

maxi mum exposure scenari o) are elimnated, reduced, or controlled through treatnent, engineering controls, or
institutional controls

2. Conpliance with ARARs addresses whether or not a renedy would meet all applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements of federal and state environnental statutes and requirenments or provide grounds for
i nvoki ng a wai ver.

The following "prinmary bal ancing" criteria are used to nake conparisons and to identify the major trade-offs
bet ween al ternatives:

3. Long-term Effectiveness and Pernanence refers to the ability of a renedy to maintain reliable protection
of human health and the environment over tine, once cleanup |l evels have been nmet. It also addresses the
magni t ude and effectiveness of the nmeasures that may be required to manage the risk posed by treatment
residual s and/or untreated wastes.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume Through Treatnent relates to the anticipated perfornmance of a
renmedi al technol ogy, with respect to these paraneters, that a renedy nay enpl oy.

5. Short-termEffectiveness involves the period of tine each alternative needs to achieve protection and any
adverse inpacts on human health and the environment that may be posed during construction and inplenentation
of the alternative.

6. Inplementability involves the technical and adm nistrative feasibility of a renedy, including the
availability of materials and services needed to inplenent the chosen sol ution

7. Cost includes both capital and operation and nai ntenance (0% costs. Cost conparisons are nmade on the
basis of present worth values. Present worth values are equivalent to the amount of noney which nust be
invested to conplete a certain alternative at the start of construction to provide for both construction
costs and Q&M costs over tine

The follow ng "nodifying" criteria are considered fully after the fornmal public comrent period on the
Proposed Plan is conplete

8. State Acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of the Rl and FS and the Proposed Plan, the State
supports, opposes, and/or has identified any reservations with the preferred alternative

9. Community Acceptance refers to the public's general response to the alternatives described in the
Proposed Plan and the RI/FS reports. Factors of comrunity acceptance to be discussed include support,
reservation, and opposition by the community.

A conparative analysis of the remedial alternatives based upon the evaluation criteria noted above foll ows.
Overall Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

Alternative 1 does not neet the renedial objectives, thus it would not be protective of human health and the
environnent due to the potential for continued mgration of volatile organics and inorganics into the

groundwater. Alternatives 2 and 3 would both neet the renmedi al objective of preventing cross-nedia inpacts to
the groundwater fromthe source of contanmination, ultimtely resulting in a reduced time frame required to



neet groundwater treatnent objectives specified in the Septenber 1989 RCD.
Conpl i ance with ARARs

Al'l technol ogi es proposed for use in Alternatives 2 and 3 woul d be designed and inpl enented to neet al

ARARs. Federal and state regulations dealing with the handling and transportation of hazardous wastes to an
off-site treatnent facility would be foll owed. Wastes would be treated using specific technol ogies or
treated to specific treatnment levels, as appropriate, to conply with LDRs. Alternative 1 would not neet any
ARARs, and potential excursions of groundwater drinking water standards would continue to occur for a | onger
period of time under this alternative, due to cross-nedia inpacts resulting fromcontam nants in the soil

Long-term Ef f ecti veness and Pernanence

Alternative 1 would only nonitor the migration of the contam nants and woul d not provide active treatnment or
contai nnent. Therefore, it would not provide effective or pernmanent |ong-term protection of the groundwater
underlying the Site. Aternatives 2 and 3 would mtigate the potential for the | eaching of contam nants to
t he underlying groundwater by total renmoval of the contam nants. Alternative 3 would, however, provide the
hi gher degree of effectiveness since the contam nated soils would be permanently treated, while the small
vol ume of remaining residual naterials would be solidified/ stabilized

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume Through Treat nent

Alternative 1 would provide no reduction in contamnant nobility, toxicity, or volume. Alternatives 2 and 3
woul d provide a reduction in nobility of subsurface soil contam nants through renoval and off-site
stabilization/solidification or soil washing. The contam nated soil would no | onger act as a source of
groundwat er contam nation. These alternatives also would reduce the toxicity of the contam nants.
Alternative 3 would result in a smaller volume of material requiring disposal in a Subtitle Cfacility than
Alternative 2.

Short-term Ef fecti veness

The inplenmentation of Alternative 1 would result in no additional risk to the community or workers during

i npl enentati on, since subsurface soil would not be disturbed. Aternatives 2 and 3 would include activities
such as contam nated soil excavation and off-site transport that could result in potential exposure of
residents and workers to some volatilized contam nants and contam nated dust. Engineering controls such as
air nonitoring and dust suppression and other neasures (e.g., restricting the Site to authorized personnel
only) would effectively mnimze and control any adverse inpact these activities would have on workers

I npl ementability

Conmponents of all alternatives would utilize relatively common construction equi pnent and material s.

Al t hough i npl enent abl e, sonme construction difficulty would be encountered with Alternatives 2 and 3 due to
the limted space within the on-site building and the shoring required to ensure that the building foundation
is secure. Alternative 1 would be the easiest to inplenent.

A degree of uncertainty exists with the off-site soil-washing process described in Alternative 3, since this
t echnol ogy has only been perforned on a limted basis in this country. A treatability study would be
necessary to determne the exact nature of the extraction fluid to be used for contam nant renoval. Most of
the operating treatnment facilities for soil washing are located in Europe

Cost
Present worth cost estinates are as foll ows:
Al ternative 1: 150, 587

$
Alternative 2. $ 1,423,700
Alternative 3: $ 2,761, 150



According to the present worth cost estinmates for all alternatives evaluated, Alternative 3 ($ 2,761, 150)
woul d be the nost costly alternative to inplement, followed by Alternative 2 ($ 1,423,700). Aternative 1,
no action, would be the least costly to inplenent ($ 150,587). Present worth considers a 5% di scount rate,
and a 12-year nonitoring period (the estimated tinme frane for achi eving groundwater remedi al action
objectives) for Alternative 1. Since Alternatives 2 and 3 do not require any O & Mcosts, their present
worth costs are equivalent to their capital cost.

The capital cost for Alternative 3 is based on the assunption that the treatnment facility necessary for
performing this process would be avail abl e overseas and not in this country by the tine the renedy woul d be
i mpl enented. Therefore the transportation costs associated with this renedy are high. Aternative 2
therefore, would be protective of the groundwater at the |east cost.

St at e Accept ance

The State of New York, through the NYSDEC, has concurred with EPA' s sel ected renedy. The NYSDEC | etter of
concurrence is attached as Appendix |V.

Communi ty Accept ance

No objections fromthe comunity were raised regardi ng the selected remedy. Community comrents can be
reviewed in the public neeting transcript, which has been included in the Adm nistrative Record. A

responsi veness sunmary whi ch addresses all comments, pertaining to the soil remedy selection, received during

the public comment period is attached as Appendi x V.

SELECTED REMEDY

Based upon the requirements of the Conprehensive Environnental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA), the detailed analysis of the alternatives, and public comrents, both EPA and NYSDEC have determ ned
that Alternative 2 (Excavation and Of-site Treatnment and D sposal) is the appropriate renedy for the Site.
The maj or conponents of the selected remedy are as foll ows:

1 Jet grouting to stabilize the building' s foundation during excavation

Excavation of approxi mately 700 cubic yards of contamnated soils fromw thin, around, and beneath the
former waste storage pit area (55 x 25' x 14') down to the water table or 14 feet bel ow grade
whi chever is deeper;

Excavati on of approximately 350 cubic yards of contaminated soils fromw thin, around, and beneath the
former sanitary |eaching pool and the former steam condensate |eaching pool and |ine (approximate
total dinensions 15 x 15 x 14') down to the water table or 14 feet bel ow grade, whichever is deeper

Backfill excavated areas with clean soil

Of-site treatnent of contam nants at a pernitted facility; and

Di sposal of treated soils in a permitted landfill.

Alternative 2 is designed to be protective by elimnating crossnedi a i npacts posed by highly contam nat ed
subsurface soil under the Site to the underlying groundwater. Since the Site is located in a sole source
aqui fer area, restoration of the aquifer quality is crucial. By renoving the contam nated soils underneath
and surrounding the on-site building, Alternative 2 ensures that no | eaching of contaminants to the
underlying aquifer will occur. The elinination of cross-media inpacts will have a positive inpact on the
ef fectiveness of the groundwater restoration program

The sel ected remedy achi eves the remedi al action objectives nore quickly, or as quickly, and at |ess cost
than the other options. Therefore, the selected renedy will provide the best bal ance of trade-offs anobng



alternatives with respect to the evaluating criteria. EPA and NYSDEC believe that the selected renedy wll
be protective of human health and the environment, will conply with ARARs, will be cost-effective, and wll
utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatnment technol ogies or resource recovery technol ogies to the
maxi num extent practicable. The renedy also will meet the statutory preference for the use of treatment as a
princi pal el ement.

STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

EPA bel i eves that the selected remedy will satisfy the statutory requirenments of providing protection of
human health and the environnent, being cost-effective, utilizing permanent solutions and alternative
treatment technol ogi es or resource recovery technol ogi es to the maxi mum extent practicable, and satisfying
the preference for treatnent as a principal elenent.

Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

Alternative 2 is considered to be fully responsive to this criterion and to the identified renedial action
obj ectives. Treatnment, excavation, and di sposal of the contaminated Site soils will prevent cross-nedia
i mpacts by renoval of a continuous source of contam nants to the underlying groundwater.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

The selected remedy (Alternative 2 - excavation of contam nated soils/off-site treatnment and

di sposal / backfill with clean off-site soil) will conply with all related ARARs. The off-site facility wll
be fully RCRA permtted and will be in conpliance with the terns of the permt. Contaminated soil and debris
fromthe Site will be treated using specific technologies to neet specific treatnent |evels, as appropriate,
to conply with LDRs. This alternative will conply with LDRs for the contam nated soil and debris. Based on
concentrations determned by the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) test, the appropriate
concentration range or percent reduction will be determned during design.

At the conpletion of the response action for contam nated soil, the selected renedy will have conplied with
the foll owi ng ARARs:

Action-specific ARARs:

The selected renedy calls for the transport of contaminated soil and treatment residuals to a RCRA facility
for treatment and disposal and will conply with the followi ng ARARs:

I 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 50.12 National Ambient Air Quality Standards

40 CFR Part 254.25 - Excavation and Fugitive Dust Em ssions

40 CFR Part 262.1 - Standards for Generators of Hazardous Waste

40 CFR Part 263 - Standards Applicable to Transport of Hazardous Waste

40 CFR Part 264 - Standards for Oaners and Operators of Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage, and
Di sposal Facilities

6 New York Code of Rules and Regul ations (NYCRR) Part 200.6 - Anbient Air Quality Standards

6 NYCRR Part 372 - Hazardous Waste Manifest System & Rel ated Standards for Generators, Transporters
and Facilities

6 NYCRR Subpart 373 - Final State Standards for Omners and Operators of Hazardous WAste Treatnent,
Storage and Di sposal Facilities

OSHA - 20 CFR Part 1910 - General Industry Standards



OSHA - 20 CFR Part 1926 - Safety and Heal th Standards

OCSHA - 20 CFR Part 1904 - Record Keeping, Reporting, and Rel ated Regul ati ons

DOT - 49 CFR Parts 107, 171.1 - 172.5-58 - Rules for Transportati on of Hazardous Materials

12 NYCRR Subpart 753 - New York Industrial Code Rule # 53 for Notification Requirenments on Buried
Pi pel i ne

Chemi cal -speci fic ARARs:

1 None appl i cabl e.
Locati on-specific ARARs:

1 None applicabl e.
Cost - Ef f ecti veness
The sel ected remedy provides overall effectiveness proportional to its cost. The total capital and present
worth costs for Alternative 2 is estimated to be $1,423,700. Aternative 2 is the | east expensive treatnent
alternative.

A detailed cost estinate of the selected soil alternative is presented on Table 8.

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnent Technol ogi es or Resource Recovery Technol ogi es
to the Maxi num Extent Practicable

The sel ected renmedy utilizes permanent solutions and treatment technol ogies to the maxi mum extent
practicable. The selected renmedy represents the best bal ance of trade-offs anong the alternatives with
respect to the evaluation criteria. The State and comunity al so support the sel ected renedy.

The sel ected renmedy enploys treatnent of the inorganic and organic contam nated soil on the Site through
excavation and off-site treatnent and disposal. The potential for future rel eases of contaminants to the
underlying groundwater will be elimnated. Extraction and treatnent of the contam nated soil will reduce the
toxicity, mobility, and volume of contaminants in the groundwater underlying the Site and prevent further
degradation of area groundwater.

No short-term adverse inpacts and threats to hunman health and the environment are foreseen as the result of
i npl enenting the selected remedy. However, to mnimze and/or prevent worker exposure to contam nants,
personal protection equipnent will be utilized.

Preference for Treatnment as a Principal Elenent

The selected remedy fully satisfies this criterion for the treatment of the subsurface soil contanination
which is considered to be a source for the contami nated groundwater underlying the Site.

DOCUMENTATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT DI FFERENCES

The Proposed Plan for the on-site soils second operable unit for the Site, identifying the selected renedy as
Alternative 2, was released to the public on July 18, 1992. There are no significant changes fromthe
preferred alternative as presented in the Proposed Pl an.
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NYSDEC LETTER OF CONCURRENCE

New York State Department of Environnental Conservation
50 Wl f Road, Al bany, New York 12233 -7010

Thomas C. Jorling
Conmmi ssi oner

Ms. Kathl een Cal | ahan

Director

Emer gency & Renedi al Response Division
U S. Environmental Protection Agency
Regi on |1

26 Federal Pl aza

New York, Ny 10278

Re: Preferred Plating Corp. 1D No. 152030
Record of Decision - Cperable Unit 2

Dear Ms. Call ahan:

The New York State Department of Environnental Conservation (NYSDEC) has reviewed the Draft Record of
Decision and its revised pages 14, 15, 16 and 17, which were telefaxed to us on August 19, 1992, for the
on-site soil contam nation and find the sel ected renedy acceptabl e.

The sel ected remedy, Alternative 2, includes excavation of approximately 1050 cubic yards of contam nated
soil, off-site treatnent and di sposal of excavated material at a RCRA subtitle C facility, backfilling of
excavated areas with clean soil and restoration of the site to its original condition.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Mchael J. O Toole, Jr., at (518) 457-5861.
Si ncerely,

Ann Hi Il DeBarbieri

Deputy Conm ssi oner
O fice of Environnental Renediation
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