RECORD OF DECISION

K-Nassau Works MGP
Manufactured Gas Plant Program
Brooklyn, Kings County
Site No. 224019B
September 2020

Prepared by
Division of Environmental Remediation
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation



DECLARATION STATEMENT - RECORD OF DECISION

K-Nassau Works MGP
Manufactured Gas Plant Program
Brooklyn, Kings County
Site No. 224019B
September 2020

Statement of Purpose and Basis

This document presents the remedy for the K-Nassau Works MGP inactive
hazardous waste disposal site. The remedial program was chosen in accordance with
the New York State Environmental Conservation Law and Title 6 of the Official
Compilation of Codes, Rules and Regulations of the State of New York (6 NYCRR) Part
375, and 1is not inconsistent with the National Oil and Hazardous  Substances
Pollution Contingency Plan of March 8, 1990 (40CFR300), as amended.

This decision is based on the Administrative Record of the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (the Department) for the K-Nassau Works MGP site and the public's
input to the proposed remedy presented by the Department. A listing of the documents included
as a part of the Administrative Record is included in Appendix B of the Record of Decision (ROD).

Description of Selected Remedy

The elements of the selected remedy are as follows:
1. Remedial Design:

A remedial design program will be implemented to provide the details necessary for the
construction, operation, optimization, maintenance, and monitoring of the remedial program.
Green remediation principles and techniques will be implemented to the extent feasible in the
design, implementation, and site management of the remedy as per DER-31. The major green
remediation components are as follows:

e considering the environmental impacts of treatment technologies and remedy stewardship
over the long term;

reducing direct and indirect greenhouse gases and other emissions;

increasing energy efficiency and minimizing use of non-renewable energy;

conserving and efficiently managing resources and materials;

reducing waste, increasing recycling and increasing reuse of materials which would
otherwise be considered a waste;

¢ maximizing habitat value and creating habitat when possible;
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e fostering green and healthy communities and working landscapes which balance
ecological, economic and social goals;

e integrating the remedy with the end use where possible and encouraging green and
sustainable re-development; and

e additionally, to incorporate green remediation principles and techniques to the extent
feasible in the future development at this site, any future on-site buildings will include, at
a minimum, a 20-mil vapor barrier/waterproofing membrane on the foundation to improve
energy efficiency as an element of construction.

2. Cover System:

A site cover currently exists in the form of former concrete foundations and asphalt pavement.
This site cover shall be maintained to allow for commercial use of the site. Any site redevelopment
will include a site cover. The site cover may include paved surface parking areas, sidewalks or soil
where the upper one foot of exposed surface soil meets the applicable Soil Cleanup Objectives
(SCOs) for commercial use. Any fill material brought to the site will meet the requirements for the
identified site use as set forth in 6NYCRR part 375-6.7(d).

3. Coal Tar Recovery:

Installation and operation of coal tar recovery wells above the Gardiners Clay and above less
permeable units, across zones of dense non-aqueous phase liquid (DNAPL) saturated lenses, and
at locations coordinated with reasonably anticipated future site use, to remove potentially mobile
coal tar from the subsurface. The exact number, depth, type and spacing of the recovery wells will
be determined during the design phase of the remedy. Coal tar will be collected periodically from
each well; however, if wells are determined by the Department to accumulate large quantities of
coal tar over extended time periods, they can be converted to automated collection.

4. Institutional Control:

Imposition of an institutional control in the form of an environmental easement for the controlled
property which will:

e require the remedial party or site owner to complete and submit to the Department a
periodic certification of institutional and engineering controls in accordance with Part 375-
1.8 (h)(3);

e allow the use and development of the controlled property for commercial use as defined by
Part 375-1.8(g), which will also permit industrial use, although land use is subject to local
zoning laws

e restrict the use of groundwater as a source of potable or process water, without necessary
water quality treatment as determined by the New York State Department of Health
(NYSDOH) or New York City Department of Health and Mental Hygiene (NYCDOHMH;
and

e require compliance with the Department approved Site Management Plan.
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5. Site Management Plan:
A Site Management Plan is required, which includes the following:

a. an Institutional and Engineering Control Plan that identifies all use restrictions and
engineering controls for the site and details the steps and media-specific requirements
necessary to ensure the following institutional and/or engineering controls remain in
place and effective:

Institutional Controls: The Environmental Easement discussed in paragraph 4 above.

Engineering Controls: The cover and coal tar recovery systems discussed in paragraphs 2 and
3 above.

This plan includes, but may not be limited to:

e an Excavation Plan which details the provisions for management of future excavations
in areas of remaining contamination;

e descriptions of the provisions of the environmental easement including any land use,
and groundwater use restrictions;

e a provision for evaluation of the potential for soil vapor intrusion for any buildings
developed on the site, including provision for implementing actions recommended to
address exposures related to soil vapor intrusion, and a provision to expand soil vapor
intrusion evaluation off-site if on-site soil vapor is shown to be grossly impacted;

e aprovision that should a building foundation or building slab be removed in the future,
a cover system consistent with that described in Paragraph 2 above will be placed in
any areas where the upper one foot of exposed surface soil exceeds the applicable
SCOs;

e provisions for the management and inspection of the identified engineering controls;

e maintaining site access controls and Department notification; and

e the steps necessary for the periodic reviews and certification of the institutional and/or
engineering controls.

b. a Monitoring Plan to assess the performance and effectiveness of the remedy. The plan
includes, but may not be limited to:

¢ monitoring of groundwater for contaminants of concern to assess the performance and
effectiveness of the remedy;

e monitoring of coal tar collection wells for performance and effectiveness;

e monitoring for vapor intrusion for any new buildings developed on the site, as may be
required by the Institutional and Engineering Control Plan discussed above; and

e aschedule of monitoring and frequency of submittals to the Department.

C. An Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Plan to ensure continued operation,
maintenance, optimization, monitoring, inspection, and reporting of any mechanical or
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physical components of the remedy. The plan includes, but is not limited to:

e procedures for operating and maintaining the remedy;

e compliance monitoring of treatment systems to ensure proper O&M as well as
providing the data for any necessary permit or permit equivalent reporting;

¢ maintaining site access controls and Department notification; and

e providing the Department access to the site and O&M records.

New York State Department of Health Acceptance

The NYSDOH concurs that the remedy for this site is protective of human health.
Declaration

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with State and
Federal requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial action
to the extent practicable, and is cost effective. This remedy utilizes permanent solutions and
alternative treatment or resource recovery technologies, to the maximum extent practicable, and
satisfies the preference for remedies that reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal
element.

September 4, 2020 ’4‘/"",?.4/’

Date Michael J. Ryan, bE., Director
Division of Environmental Remediation
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RECORD OF DECISION

K-Nassau Works MGP
Brooklyn, Kings County
Site No. 224019B
September 2020

SECTION 1: SUMMARY AND PURPOSE

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (the Department), in consultation
with the New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH), has selected a remedy for the above
referenced site. The disposal of hazardous wastes at the site has resulted in threats to public health
and the environment that would be addressed by the remedy. The disposal or release of hazardous
wastes at this site, as more fully described in this document, has contaminated various
environmental media. Contaminants include hazardous waste and/or petroleum.

The New York State Manufactured Gas Plant Program (also known as the MGP Program) is an
enforcement program, the mission of which is to identify and characterize suspected former MGP
sites and to investigate and remediate those sites found to pose a significant threat to public health
and environment.

The Department has issued this document in accordance with the requirements of New York State
Environmental Conservation Law and Title 6 of the Official Compilation of Codes, Rules and
Regulations of the State of New York; (6 NYCRR) Part 375. This document is a summary of the
information that can be found in the site-related reports and documents in the document repository
identified below.

SECTION 2: CITIZEN PARTICIPATION

The Department seeks input from the community on all remedies. A public comment period was
held, during which the public was encouraged to submit comment on the proposed remedy. All
comments on the remedy received during the comment period were considered by the Department
in selecting a remedy for the site. Site-related reports and documents were made available for
review by the public at the following document repository:

Brooklyn Community Board 2
350 Jay St, Ste 8

Brooklyn, NY 11201

Phone: (718) 596-5410
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Key project documents are also included on DEC Info Locator:
https://www.dec.ny.gov/data/DecDocs/224019B/

A public meeting was also planned to present the findings of the remedial investigation (RI) and
the feasibility study (FS) along with a summary of the proposed remedy. However, the COVID-
19 National Health Emergency caused cancellations of all public meetings at that time. To ensure
that the public was properly engaged during this process, the comment period was extended to
May 29, 2020.

Comments on the remedy received during the comment period are summarized and addressed in
the responsiveness summary section of the ROD.

Receive Site Citizen Participation Information By Email

Please note that the Department's Division of Environmental Remediation (DER) is "going
paperless" relative to citizen participation information. The ultimate goal is to distribute citizen
participation information about contaminated sites electronically by way of county email listservs.
Information will be distributed for all sites that are being investigated and cleaned up in a particular
county under the State Superfund Program, Manufactured Gas Plant Program, Environmental
Restoration Program, Brownfield Cleanup Program and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Program. We encourage the public to sign up for one or more county listservs at
http://www.dec.ny.gov/chemical/61092.html

SECTION 3: SITE DESCRIPTION AND HISTORY

Location: The Nassau Gas Works site is 3.71-acres, located in an urban area in Brooklyn. It is
located at the northwest corner of Kent Avenue and Washington Avenue. The original site
footprint ran from Kent Avenue, south and west, under the current Wallabout Channel. The oft-
site area that was formerly part of the 13-acre parcel under the site’s original 1996 Consent Order
(Index No: D2-0001-9403) consists of a 9.29-acre area that extends beneath Wallabout Channel
and the City of New York Department of Sanitation (DSNY) Railroad Siding Area and the
Brooklyn Navy Yard Development Corporation (BNYDC) parcel, south of the site; a portion of
which has been impacted by historical site operations.

Site Features: The site is a flat, paved area with no buildings or structures present.

Current Zoning and Land Use: The site is zoned M3-1 (manufacturing) and is currently vacant.
The surrounding parcels are used for a combination of commercial and multi-unit residential.

Past Use of the Site: The site was originally a manufactured gas plant on the far eastern edge of
the Brooklyn Navy Yard. The site was originally designated as Operable Unit 2 of the
Brooklyn Navy Yard site (224019A). The most recent use of the site was by DSNY for salt
storage purposes.
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Site Geology and Hydrogeology: The site is underlain by a 5- to 10-foot layer of fill beneath
which are intermingled layers of silt and sand down to approximately 100 feet below grade where
a confining unit (the Gardiners Clay) or bedrock is encountered. Groundwater at the site is
approximately 8 feet below grade and flows radially out from the north corner of the site to the
southwest, south, and southeast towards the East River and Wallabout Channel.

A site location map is attached as Figure 1 with historical site features detailed on Figure 2.

SECTION 4: LAND USE AND PHYSICAL SETTING

The Department may consider the current, intended, and reasonably anticipated future land use of
the site and its surroundings when evaluating a remedy for soil remediation. For this site,
alternatives that restrict the use of the site to commercial use (which allows for industrial use) as
described in Part 375-1.8(g) were evaluated in addition to an alternative which would allow for
unrestricted use of the site.

A comparison of the results of the RI to the appropriate standards, criteria and guidance values
(SCGs) for the identified land use and the unrestricted use SCGs for the site contaminants is

included in the Tables in Exhibit A for the media being evaluated.

SECTION 5: ENFORCEMENT STATUS

Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) are those who may be legally liable for contamination at a
site. This may include past or present owners and operators, waste generators, and haulers.

The former MGP Site is situated within the northeast portion of a 13-acre parcel owned by the City
of New York. The City of New York and NYSDEC entered into an Administrative Consent Order
(ACO) (Index No: D2-0001-9403) in 1996 (1996 ACO) for the 13-acre parcel within the Brooklyn
Navy Yard that included the Wallabout Channel Barge Basin, the former MGP Plant, and
property utilized by the City that is designated by NYSDEC as an Inactive Hazardous Waste
Disposal Site (IHWDS No. 224019A). The 1996 ACO required the City to: develop and
implement an Interim Remedial Measure Program ("IRM program") and Supplementary
Site Assessment ("SSA"); and develop and implement a remedial plan to address
petroleum contamination in groundwater.

In 2006, the 1996 ACO was superseded and replaced with two separate ACOs (October 2006
ACOs), one for New York City (Index No. W2-1089-06-06, Site Number 224019A, OU-1, 9.29
acres) and one for New York City and KeySpan Energy Corporation (now National Grid) (Index
No. W2-1090-06-06, Site No. 224019A, OU-2, 3.71 acres), that requires National Grid to
remediate MGP-related contamination at the site, including MGP-related contamination which
may be commingled with hazardous waste or hazardous substances, and the City to remediate non-
MGP-related contamination.

In 2011, the two ACOs were further modified to create separate sites from the operable units, OU-
1 henceforth being referred to as Site Number 224019A and OU-2 henceforth being referred to as
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Site Number 224019B ("the site").

SECTION 6: SITE CONTAMINATION

6.1: Summary of the Remedial Investigation

A Remedial Investigation (RI) has been conducted. The purpose of the RI was to define the nature
and extent of any contamination resulting from previous activities at the site. The field activities
and findings of the investigation are described in the RI Report.

The following general activities are conducted during an RI:

research of historical information;

geophysical survey to determine the lateral extent of wastes;

test pits, soil borings, and monitoring well installations;

sampling of waste, surface and subsurface soils, groundwater, and soil vapor;
sampling of surface water and sediment; and

ecological and Human Health Exposure Assessments.

The analytical data collected on this site includes data for:

- groundwater;

- soil;

- surface water; and
- sediment.

6.1.1: Standards, Criteria, and Guidance (SCGs)

The remedy must conform to promulgated standards and criteria that are directly applicable or that
are relevant and appropriate. The selection of a remedy must also take into consideration guidance,
as appropriate. Standards, Criteria and Guidance are hereafter called SCGs.

To determine whether the contaminants identified in various media are present at levels of concern,
the data from the RI were compared to media-specific SCGs. The Department has developed
SCGs for groundwater, surface water, sediments, and soil. The NYSDOH has developed SCGs
for drinking water and soil vapor intrusion. The tables found in Exhibit A list the applicable SCGs
in the footnotes. For a full listing of all SCGs see: http://www.dec.ny.gov/regulations/61794.html.

6.1.2: RI Results

The data have identified contaminants of concern. A "contaminant of concern" is a hazardous
waste that is sufficiently present in frequency and concentration in the environment to require
evaluation for remedial action. Not all contaminants identified on the property are contaminants
of concern. The nature and extent of contamination and environmental media requiring action are
summarized in Exhibit A. Additionally, the RI Report contains a full discussion of the data. The
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contaminants of concern identified at this site are:

coal tar;

benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and xylenes (BTEX);

cyanide; and

polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), including acenaphthene, benzo(a)anthracene,
benzo(a)pyrene, chrysene, naphthalene and phenanthrene.

As illustrated in Exhibit A, the contaminants of concern exceed the applicable SCGs for:

- groundwater; and/or
- soil.

6.2: Interim Remedial Measures

An interim remedial measure (IRM) is conducted at a site when a source of contamination or
exposure pathway can be effectively addressed before issuance of the Record of Decision.

There were no IRMs performed at this site during the RI.

6.3: Summary of Environmental Assessment

This section summarizes the assessment of existing and potential future environmental impacts
presented by the site. Environmental impacts may include existing and potential future exposure
pathways to fish and wildlife receptors, wetlands, groundwater resources, and surface water.

The Fish and Wildlife Resources Impact Analysis (FWRIA), which is included in the RI report,
presents a detailed discussion of the existing and potential impacts from the site to fish and wildlife
receptors.

Nature and Extent of Contamination: Both on- and off-site soil and groundwater were analyzed
for volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), metals,
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and pesticides. Based upon investigations conducted to date, the
primary contaminant of concern is coal tar and its associated compounds including, but not limited
to, benzene, toluene, ethylbenzenes, and xylenes (BTEX), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
(PAHs), including acenaphthene, benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, chrysene, naphthalene,
phenanthrene and cyanide. The MGP coal tar has been found at depths exceeding 80 feet below
grade and has migrated under the adjacent Wallabout Channel Barge Basin and the eastern end of
the Brooklyn Navy Yard. Coal tar impacts beneath Wallabout Channel were observed at depths
greater than 20 feet below the mudline of the channel.

Soil - The soil contamination is found in the same areas as the coal tar contamination, both on- and
off-site, and includes VOCs (BTEX) and SVOCs (naphthene, acenaphthene, chrysene,
benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene and phenanthrene). Detected maximum concentrations of
BTEX compounds range from 100 to 500 parts per million (ppm) with the highest concentration
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being xylene found at 500 ppm compared to the protection of groundwater standard which is 1.6
ppm. Benzene is the most detected BTEX compound with a maximum concentration of 100 ppm
compared to the protection of groundwater SCO, which is 0.06 ppm. Detected maximum
concentrations of SVOCs range from 230 to 6,800 ppm. The SVOC most prevalent across the site
is benzo(a)pyrene with a maximum concentration of 230 ppm compared to the commercial SCO
of 1 ppm. The SVOC with the highest concentration is naphthalene with a maximum concentration
of 6,800 ppm compared to the protection of groundwater SCO of 12 ppm.

Groundwater - The groundwater is contaminated with VOCs (BTEX), SVOCs (naphthalene and
acenaphthene) and cyanide. Benzene concentrations were detected at a maximum of 1,500 parts
per billion (ppb) compared to the 1 ppb ambient water quality standard. The standard for
ethylbenzene is 5 ppb and concentrations ranged as high as 1,800 ppb. Naphthalene has a standard
of 10 ppb and was detected as high as 7,600 ppb. Cyanide has been detected as high as 2,340 ppb,
exceeding its 200 ppb standard. The groundwater was monitored at two depths, shallow and deep.
The shallow groundwater is connected to the Wallabout Channel. However, contaminant migration
in the shallow groundwater is controlled by the steel sheet pile bulkhead and no site-related
contamination has been found in surface waters of the Wallabout Channel Barge Basin. The deep
groundwater contamination extends almost another 500 feet southwest of the site limit, with
toluene found near the furthest extent at 37 ppb, compared to a standard of 5 ppb.

Soil Vapor - No soil vapor samples were collected because the site is currently a vacant lot.

Sediment - There is no evidence of sediment impacts to the Wallabout Channel Barge Basin or the
adjacent basins of the Brooklyn Navy Yard. While sediment sampling did indicate SVOCs
contaminants in the shallow sediment, these levels were well below those that would indicate an
impact from MGP tar with the highest concentration being 2.48 ppm for flouranthene. The levels
of these SVOCs are similar to other sediment samples from other urban waterways and reflect
contamination from non-point sources. MGP tar impacts beneath the Wallabout Channel Barge
Basin begin approximately 20 feet below the sediment surface.

Special Resources Impacted/Threatened: A Fish and Wildlife Resources Impact Analysis was
performed, and it was determined that no special resources were being threatened or impacted by

site related contamination.

6.4: Summary of Human Exposure Pathways

This human exposure assessment identifies ways in which people may be exposed to site-related
contaminants. Chemicals can enter the body through three major pathways (breathing, touching
or swallowing). This is referred to as exposure.

The site is completely fenced, which restricts public access and is covered by asphalt and concrete.
Therefore, people will not come into contact with contaminated soil or groundwater unless they
dig below the surface. People are not drinking the contaminated groundwater because the area is
served by a public water supply that is not affected by this contamination. Volatile organic
compounds in soil vapor (air spaces within the soil) may move into buildings and affect the indoor
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air quality. This process, which is similar to the movement of radon gas from the subsurface into
the indoor air of buildings, is referred to as soil vapor intrusion. Because the site is vacant, the
inhalation of site related contaminants due to soil vapor intrusion does not represent a current
concern. The potential for soil vapor intrusion will be evaluated for any buildings developed on-
site. If on-site soil vapor is found to be grossly impacted, the soil vapor evaluation will be expanded
off-site.

6.5: Summary of the Remediation Objectives

The objectives for the remedial program have been established through the remedy selection
process stated in 6 NYCRR Part 375. The goal for the remedial program is to restore the site to
pre-disposal conditions to the extent feasible. At a minimum, the remedy shall eliminate or
mitigate all significant threats to public health and the environment presented by the contamination
identified at the site through the proper application of scientific and engineering principles.

The remedial action objectives for this site are:

Groundwater
RAOs for Public Health Protection
. Prevent ingestion of groundwater with contaminant levels exceeding drinking
water standards.
. Prevent contact with, or inhalation of volatiles, from contaminated groundwater.
RAOs for Environmental Protection
. Remove the source of ground or surface water contamination.
. Restore the groundwater aquifer to pre-disposal/pre-release conditions, to the
extent practicable.
Soil
RAOs for Public Health Protection
. Prevent ingestion/direct contact with contaminated soil.
. Prevent inhalation of or exposure from contaminants volatilizing from

contaminants in soil.
RAOs for Environmental Protection
. Prevent migration of contaminants that would result in groundwater, surface
water or sediment contamination.

Soil Vapor
RAOs for Public Health Protection
. Mitigate impacts to public health resulting from existing, or the potential for,

soil vapor intrusion into buildings at a site.

SECTION 7: SUMMARY OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

To be selected the remedy must be protective of human health and the environment, be cost-
effective, comply with other statutory requirements, and utilize permanent solutions, alternative
technologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable. The remedy
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must also attain the remedial action objectives identified for the site, which are presented in Section
6.5. Potential remedial alternatives for the Site were identified, screened and evaluated in the FS
report.

A summary of the remedial alternatives that were considered for this site is presented in Exhibit
B. Cost information is presented in the form of present worth, which represents the amount of
money invested in the current year that would be sufficient to cover all present and future costs
associated with the alternative. This enables the costs of remedial alternatives to be compared on
a common basis. As a convention, a time frame of 30 years is used to evaluate present worth costs
for alternatives with an indefinite duration. This does not imply that operation, maintenance, or
monitoring would cease after 30 years if remediation goals are not achieved. A summary of the
Remedial Alternatives Costs is included as Exhibit C.

The basis for the Department's remedy is set forth at Exhibit D.

The selected remedy is referred to as the Cover System, Institutional Control and Coal Tar
Recovery remedy. Refer to Figure 3 for a depiction of the selected remedy.

The estimated present worth cost to implement the remedy is $2,758,000. The cost to construct
the remedy is estimated to be $631,000 and the estimated average annual cost is $70,900.

The elements of the selected remedy are as follows:
1. Remedial Design:

A remedial design program will be implemented to provide the details necessary for the
construction, operation, optimization, maintenance, and monitoring of the remedial program.
Green remediation principles and techniques will be implemented to the extent feasible in the
design, implementation, and site management of the remedy as per DER-31. The major green
remediation components are as follows:

e considering the environmental impacts of treatment technologies and remedy stewardship

over the long term;

reducing direct and indirect greenhouse gases and other emissions;

increasing energy efficiency and minimizing use of non-renewable energy;

conserving and efficiently managing resources and materials;

reducing waste, increasing recycling and increasing reuse of materials which would

otherwise be considered a waste;

maximizing habitat value and creating habitat when possible;

o fostering green and healthy communities and working landscapes which balance
ecological, economic and social goals;

e integrating the remedy with the end use where possible and encouraging green and
sustainable re-development; and

e additionally, to incorporate green remediation principles and techniques to the extent
feasible in the future development at this site, any future on-site buildings will include, at
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a minimum, a 20-mil vapor barrier/waterproofing membrane on the foundation to improve
energy efficiency as an element of construction.

2. Cover System:

A site cover currently exists in the form of former concrete foundations and asphalt pavement.
This site cover shall be maintained to allow for commercial use of the site. Any site redevelopment
will include a site cover. The site cover may include paved surface parking areas, sidewalks or soil
where the upper one foot of exposed surface soil meets the applicable Soil Cleanup Objectives
(SCOs) for commercial use. Any fill material brought to the site will meet the requirements for the
identified site use as set forth in 6NYCRR part 375-6.7(d).

3. Coal Tar Recovery:

Installation and operation of coal tar recovery wells above the Gardiners Clay and above less
permeable units, across zones of dense non-aqueous phase liquid (DNAPL) saturated lenses, and
at locations coordinated with reasonably anticipated future site use, to remove potentially mobile
coal tar from the subsurface. The exact number, depth, type and spacing of the recovery wells will
be determined during the design phase of the remedy. Coal tar will be collected periodically from
each well; however, if wells are determined by the Department to accumulate large quantities of
coal tar over extended time periods, they can be converted to automated collection.

4. Institutional Control:

Imposition of an institutional control in the form of an environmental easement for the controlled
property which will:

e require the remedial party or site owner to complete and submit to the Department a
periodic certification of institutional and engineering controls in accordance with Part 375-
1.8 (h)(3);

e allow the use and development of the controlled property for commercial use as defined by
Part 375-1.8(g), which will also permit industrial use, although land use is subject to local
zoning laws;

e restrict the use of groundwater as a source of potable or process water, without necessary
water quality treatment as determined by the NYSDOH or New York City Department of
Health and Mental Hygiene (NYCDOHMH); and

e require compliance with the Department approved Site Management Plan.

5. Site Management Plan:

A Site Management Plan is required, which includes the following:

a. an Institutional and Engineering Control Plan that identifies all use restrictions and
b. engineering controls for the site and details the steps and media-specific requirements
RECORD OF DECISION September 2020
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necessary to ensure the following institutional and/or engineering controls remain in
place and effective:

Institutional Controls: The Environmental Easement discussed in paragraph 4 above.

Engineering Controls: The cover and coal tar recovery systems discussed in paragraphs 2 and
3 above.

This plan includes, but may not be limited to:

e an Excavation Plan which details the provisions for management of future excavations
in areas of remaining contamination;

e descriptions of the provisions of the environmental easement including any land use,
and groundwater use restrictions;

e a provision for evaluation of the potential for soil vapor intrusion for any buildings
developed on the site, including provision for implementing actions recommended to
address exposures related to soil vapor intrusion, and a provision to expand soil vapor
intrusion evaluation off-site if on-site soil vapor is shown to be grossly impacted;

e aprovision that should a building foundation or building slab be removed in the future,
a cover system consistent with that described in Paragraph 2 above will be placed in
any areas where the upper one foot of exposed surface soil exceeds the applicable
SCOs;

e provisions for the management and inspection of the identified engineering controls;

e maintaining site access controls and Department notification; and

e the steps necessary for the periodic reviews and certification of the institutional and/or
engineering controls.

C. a Monitoring Plan to assess the performance and effectiveness of the remedy. The plan
includes, but may not be limited to:

¢ monitoring of groundwater for contaminants of concern to assess the performance and
effectiveness of the remedy;

e monitoring of coal tar collection wells for performance and effectiveness;

¢ monitoring for vapor intrusion for any new buildings developed on the site, as may be
required by the Institutional and Engineering Control Plan discussed above; and

e aschedule of monitoring and frequency of submittals to the Department.

d. an Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Plan to ensure continued operation,
maintenance, optimization, monitoring, inspection, and reporting of any mechanical or
physical components of the remedy. The plan includes, but is not limited to:

e procedures for operating and maintaining the remedy;

e compliance monitoring of treatment systems to ensure proper O&M as well as
providing the data for any necessary permit or permit equivalent reporting;

¢ maintaining site access controls and Department notification; and
providing the Department access to the site and O&M records.

RECORD OF DECISION September 2020
K - Nassau Works MGP, Site Number 224019B Page 15



R 2 3 pf‘{:}\ 5 ] iwnl’h“\' : %
3 ~ b PN"" oy :'r S | Firebgat : : SET
: 5. . b 29 v / . al -
e ) om;‘g"n Y o ol Lo
Square, } ; B,wkw“][ = bR .
i o . PS 34 l) L\‘%. = ! ¢ i v
N X "_\ ; . LS Q Lt S, 4
- ¥ S ‘530/’ & S e
- ? = \") 1’| & J""‘ < =
: [ 25 13 v
. Q ',f' pot g ) /4 : q}’ K 20 ; Carren
, o ; S - P
: hGQ:’: Y /%’of_ B ‘."(}
3 g?" =t 3/ 78 s PR ¥ ! g
b 2 Ps [ : r’
. =0 h! :r: ’qf” A”} S ol O
T {_ -4 > Ly J i b - % ey NS
¥ a3 7 < a 3 F; ,)!.‘ by ~ Sl
£ po S o - f5 Ul ; -
._‘} e in] S i] ,; ‘ Sk ; |
ts P‘ K N \ e 1 : o ey =3 s
= = ; = o \ ; ey [ : = i =
- —i5ts r__,Jﬁ‘ : “ 1Q ﬂ’joe ; ) 2 = 1
Sta 3 i T B ; : o
o = / L e “Park 2 et = 5
2off = .= ——=\ (0" . Miphitheater pyp ke 4 =
i e /Corlears . S
'_,_=.= 1 T - =3 L )' Hoﬂk y -
- T et A0 ‘ / = o) o
A5 M ey il 0"‘ \ \ &= FORMER MGP SITE |
~ o8z %7 Bu,y 01%, o . i i
’9% %ﬁ ' A S 54 & % 2NE) 72 : : ‘lu =
; ® % 45 E ST = N e} h 7 kg, PS!
....... 30 32 2! L .
L 0 O I = 50N N EEV S —
= o7’ o % n =7 =h y Yard ol g §
J: i o [ — Bﬂ-&z ‘iﬂ 34 3 \' ~
5 ¥ e = 7 . S : \‘_ % -\‘,_.\ ¥ 7 < /
7 e = f_ T . —.,’ oo e @ AN 3 A %
f . = o « TR N .éq\ i - sr.t s 75
X ) 'E f_F 0 ns: _Q" . g >
. =8 2) e > YIS i : 4
A =Y L) e S
:’:'x ‘ Ty S % \ : 2 i AF
E 1 shf"( S o 1 & 1, all Y / ‘20.‘ I \ g Vi 297
LE ) City! 2 Tt e f
A == TE T : : i i 1
'y 7 ia\ve g‘% ‘;?;f:: = a un| i:':' ey S ‘\ ; Parkukk
L2 U' 3 o L TRAKS v -
res ot = -
L ' = .
v s A /Rl groun £
= i -Graenal |2 | i
~ 2 }rookly w;;)(;% : - g Vo 4 ' AR
& . e y .
22 i = 3L hsfCoeed o 5 i ‘Bt ompkins
h Al B KE = - T
’('j 2 AW ! g ] -
t 2ghls B [ b Ao 5 T &
s pi ﬁ = £ \ ) =, b =
\l [o] 1 k 1 ;. camar
0 2000 4000
SOURCE: Map created with TOPO! ® ©2001 National Geographic
(www.nationalgeographic.com/topo) SCALE, FEET
RECORD OF DECISION
NASSAU GAS WORKS FORMER MGP SITE SITE LOCATION
BROOKLYN, NEW YORK
DIVISION OF REMEDIATION SITE #224019B AUGUST 2020 FIGURE 1




" Opat | LEGEND:
> OB45 I EXTENT OF NASSAU GAS WORKS FORMER
P4 MW-16S OBss C()NED3 MGP SITE / SITE NO. 224019B
o~ B35A/MW16D gON VN e
< 0D EDX P\‘(XO N eEmsssssssm———  BOUNDARY OF SITE NO. 224019A
OK'E NUE SU — \BszmMwiITD
> NSO\' X AE - \ \ ' INFERRED LATERAL EXTENT OF DNAPL
S CO™- N T LT SU BASED UPON PHYSICAL OBSERVATIONS
B35QO_ — B39 O
<~
10 EAST RIVER - O Py CONCRETE BULKHEAD/SEAWALL
= LoD BB \Blpgda® |
\CONGRETE  COR o _age®OT CURRENT STRUCTURE
WALLABOUT CHANNEL \ \. AT ?Or'\
| e GA‘smE B4Q MW8S ™ -2 o\ e FORMER BROOKLYN NAVY YARD FEATURE
OB26 [ \ & [ TANK ) \ \45\. N N
B3O | GASOI O\M LN N FORMER WALLABOUT OIL WORKS/
Faas o) Nk TN — o\ O\ e @\ N o BREWSTER & POVIE SOAP WORKS
TAR TANK ”1 F‘LrJ/Ehp?le \\ TANK / - — P E ~ %\Aﬁ Ss% / STRUCTURE
( A -~ - - - \/ O\\’ \ R\;\
e S o ﬂ TS0 MW-2D SO o\ ao\® j}( ___________ FORMER MANUFACTURED GAS PLANT (MGP)
NAVY YARD BOAT SHOP o o %g\,\%\)‘% N STRUCTURE
L7 ' 390 g .
U 7 A\~ @\e@%@\’\;, <7, /B2 s FORMER RAILROAD TRACKS
———— ASH POCKET 7, N "MW-2SR © &} \ //\ :
o ——== q BN B Ak - e - >%| "HYDROGEN
/6\4) CHAIN-LINK TAR TANK — f\_ B15). CY N rN_ 247 ,/GA%('\?AS HOL '@' MW-3SR EXISTING MONITORING WELL
“ FENCE (TYP) BT AL SN /7;\ | Oy N |
Y House [ \— — —. N~ R ~TAN.K>“ o D MW-8S REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) INSTALLED
| FLHJME“{*""f' B16QO V> - MONITORING WELL LOCATION
PHOENIX MARINE KENT AVENUE [ HQUSEI' SoT\T T \
STAGING LOT I sEwerouTFALL___ I '+ — I ORIP OILIFUEL | OB3 RI INSTALLED SOIL BORING
| f ' | — '\ I
“ I "\ DBt by | —--——-—-—  PARCEL BOUNDARY
QB27 Y S ( | \ : .
O GAS BNYDC PARCEL ~ PARCEL NAME
I SITE NO. 224019A N | - Movee . ! \
. . \ ‘ BNYDC BROOKLYN NAVY YARD
/S;?@ | 5 FORMER DSN\% SALT 1 DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
I B40 !
4((\ STORAGE‘.ARE'\D‘ DSNY CITY OF NEW YORK DEPARTMENT
A%, |, OF SANITATION
S OB12 - |\ _
“, 4 [ =\ -
%) MW-9s ] NOTE:
4& | BENCHMARK : .= = \ ;
S . SITE NO. 224019B . TBM-1 \ X PROPERTY BOUNDARIES AND HISTORIC FEATURE LOCATIONS
Y, MW-13D/B-17 \ ~ ARE APPROXIMATE.
S | COALSHED \ e
A~ Y MW-13S | Yy, RN SOURCE:
N B2 | SURVEY OF SELECTED EXISTING STRUCTURES AND SAMPLE
S : MW-11S ULk ORMER . L, OB13 LOCATIONS WAS CONDUCTED BY GEI CONSULTANTS, INC. ON
POWER " '$" '\ | | Former [ NOVEMBER 15, 2004 AND DECEMBER 21, 2004. SURVEY BY NEW
HOUSE \/ -GP;M\W-”D . |  RETORTS T oo YORK STATE LICENSED LAND SURVEYOR No. 050146.
BUILDING 51 PN ~ | STUETIOUSE HORIZONTAL DATUM: NEW YORK STATE PLANE COORDINATE
g N | \ . A\ L SYSTEM (EAST ZONE, NORTH AMERICAN DATUM (NAD 83).
A : S VERTICAL DATUM: NORTH AMERICAN VERTICAL DATUM (NAVD 88).
/ e e
AN B14
\ -
\ '
N\ AN N
BUILDING 52
OB25
RSN Oezs |
N WALLABOUT CHANNEL
\ CONCRETE O»? BARGE BASIN
BLOCK WALL
OB44 \ OB23
Y BNYDC PARCEL
Ny O
B28
B22
O MW-6SR-1
O B43 %
MW-14S GRAVEL /N ,
PARKING LOT BN MW-6DR-1/B-21
MW-141 . '
@ O N NN
MW-14D/B-33 B30 OB29 SN
N N
N ‘
B32 O hE ABANDONED
7N e > TRACKS _
k4 : & V
/ N <
T o AN B34 O N
/P ~ £ CONCRETE BUILDING 419
RO "IN X
S N QQ PARKING (ABANDONED)
9 ' LoT
S
OB31 7
/
{7
\ .
\ .
\ .

RECORD OF DECISION
NASSAU GAS WORKS FORMER MGP
SITE BROOKLYN, NEW YORK
0 80' 160

_:_— K YORK S¥ W

SITE FEATURES

SCALE: 1" = 80'
DIVISION OF REMEDIATION SITE #224019B AUGUST 2020 FIGURE 2



glwhite
Polygon

glwhite
Polygon


LEGEND:

L AREA OF SURFACE CAP
TO EAST RIVER

I AREA OF POTENTIAL DEEP DNAPL
RECOVERY

_ AREA OF POTENTIAL INTERMEDIATE DNAPL
RECOVERY

EXTENT OF NASSAU GAS WORKS FORMER
MGP SITE / SITE NO. 224019B

'347
c— BOUNDARY OF SITE NO. 224019A
N D”//S/o/v STREET © 77771 INFERRED LATERAL EXTENT OF DNAPL
RN \ \ | ___' BASED UPON PHYSICAL OBSERVATIONS
‘\ L PREVIOUS SAMPLE LOCATIONS
N ASH PIT l )
\ _RemebiTioN __—" @) MW-3SR  EXISTING MONITORING WELL
AREA (2011/2012 -
\ ( ) O M-S REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) INSTALLED
. MONITORING WELL
\ AVENUE STATION (cone T Oss RI INSTALLED SOIL BORING
w \ EDISON PARCEL) _$_ MW-10S SUPPLEMENTARY SITE ASSESSMENT (SSA)
2 C’ ‘\ INSTALLED MONITORING WELL
:'>: B46 \\ O Q@ AB-4 SSA INSTALLED BORING LOCATION
B42
> ‘\ ¥ PB-G1 PREVIOUS (CDF) GEOTECHNICAL BORING
X
‘\ = @DB-5 PRE-IRM SOIL BORING (SHAW 2012)
. ‘7“:\ MONITORING WELL BY SHAW
\ @MW-1IPBL-9 £\\IRONMENTAL, INC. (SHAW, 2007)
A Y
\ ¥ _ SOIL BORING TEMPORARY WELL
'\ S ‘+‘ - (SHAW, 2007)
o = SITE INVESTIGATION SOIL BORING/ TEST
\ . @rBL-1 PIT (SHAW, 2007)
O B41 L NN &
C’B i ~. N & s-08 PHASE Il ESA SOIL BORING (LMS, 2000)
. OBs3s &
WALLABOUT @ P Q (W08 PHASE Il ESA TEMPORARY WELL
CHANNEL MVW16S & - (LMS, 2000)
B35A/MW16D B37/MW17D MW17D o
N\ Q PHYSICAL OBSERVATIONS SUMMARY
SOIL BORING LOCATION WITH NO VISUAL
EVIDENCE OF IMPACTS
SOIL BORING LOCATION WITH VISUAL
EVIDENCE OF DNAPL
) PETROLEUM SHEEN OR STAINING
\ SOURCES:

1. AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH OBTAINED FROM GOOGLE EARTH
PRO (HTTP.//WWW.GOOGLE.COM/EARTH/), IMAGERY
DATE: 6/23/2012, ACCESSED ON: 10/23/2014.

2. FIGURE 2: AREAS OF INVESTIGATION RECORD OF
DECISION, NYSDEC, MARCH 2009.

3. FINAL INVESTIGATION REPORT NASSAU GAS WORKS,
OCTOBER 2007, REVISED 2008.

4. FIGURE NO. 2: SITE PLAN, PHASE | ENVIRONMENTAL SITE

‘\B_z TP-112
‘\O¥8

= TP-201

/ ASSESSMENT REPORT, HOLZMACHER, MCLONDON &
/' 040 MURELL, P.C., SEPTEMBER 10, 1999.
's%’@ 5. FIGURE NO. 2: PHASE Il SITE INVESTIGATION REPORT
”fé\,? / PB-G7 'EI KENT AVENUE SITE, PREPARED BY LAWLER, MATUSKY &
’%‘4 ’ SKELLY ENGINEERS, LLP, FEBRUARY 6, 2000.
/8
< : DEEéRDENAAgE E(E)gg'\\'/g& 6. FIGURE NO. 2: PHASE Il SITE INVESTIGATION REPORT
%\/1/ / ADDENDUM FORMER KENT AVENUE GENERATING
O\ ; STATION FACILITY, PREPARED BY LMS ENGINEERS, LLP,
/ MTP-102  MW-11S FEBRUARY 16, 2000.
n
] 25 MW-11D 7. FIGURE NO. 5: SITE INVESTIGATION SUMMARY REPORT:
| CONSOLIDATED EDISON FORMER KENT AVENUE
! GENERATING STATION, PREPARED BY SHAW
ENVIRONMENTAL, INC., APRIL 2007.
]
| 518 (O 8. FIGURE 9: AREAS OF INSUFFICIENT SVOC DATA,
| CONEDISON FORMER GENERATING STATION, PREPARED
DSNY BY SHAW, APRIL 30, 2010.
RAILROAD
) SIDING AB 9. FIGURE NO. 2: PRE-INTERIM REMEDIAL MEASURE (IRM)
INVESTIGATION SUMMARY REPORT FORMER KENT
' AVENUE GENERATING STATION, PREPARED BY SHAW
e | BNYDC PARCEL 2 ENVIRONMENTAL, INC., AUGUST 2012.
<
8 ] B24 (' @9@ 10. SANBORN FIRE INSURANCE MAPS, 1887 AND 1918.
%% | AREA OF POTENTIAL 4400(/,\
! INTERMEDIATE DNAPL Q&
NAVY YARD 77 4 8,%,
BASIN RECOVERY 4/% S,
' o) & PB-G
O | @) 523
B44 ,' ‘ B20
I H . ¢ o« ¢ oN\N-
& N NN @ 522
%\/y TN MW-6SR MW-63R-1 nTP-108
& @.. LN weas . NN & MW-6DR-1/B-21
N\ @ / ®
' MW1;1|’D/‘B‘3.3”"‘ N e T ('829 ¢/
\‘ ! . N - /'/
., DRYDOCKNO.6 /4'--—-— AR N N "332
{_
\90 B34
<b\(’</ R
o N
N .3 <
& 31 %\%
Q

M TP-106
%, mTP-107 /\
OOO -
e
o10) RECORD OF DECISION
m NASSAU GAS WORKS FORMER MGP SELECTED REMEDY
SITE BROOKLYN, NEW YORK
0 80' 160 <
/\ REMOVABLE _EMT YORKS
HOCKS o DIVISION OF REMEDIATION SITE #224019B | AUGUST 2020 FIGURE 3



glwhite
Polygon

glwhite
Polygonal Line

glwhite
Rectangle

glwhite
Polygonal Line


Exhibit A

Nature and Extent of Contamination

This section describes the findings of the Remedial Investigation (RI) for all environmental media
that were evaluated. As described in Section 6.1, samples were collected from various
environmental media to characterize the nature and extent of contamination.

For each environmental media for which contamination was identified, a table summarizes the
findings of the investigation. The tables present the range of contamination found at the site in the
media and compares the data with the applicable SCGs for the site. The contaminants are arranged
into three categories; volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic compounds
(SVOCs), and inorganics (cyanide). For comparison purposes, the Standards, Criteria and
Guidance values (SCGs) are provided for each medium that allows for unrestricted use. For soil,
the Restricted Commercial Use SCGs identified in Section 4 and Section 6.1.1 are also presented.

Waste/Source Areas

As described in the RI report, waste/source materials were identified at the site and are impacting
groundwater and soil. Wastes are defined in 6 NYCRR Part 375-1.2 and include solid, industrial
and/or hazardous wastes. Source areas are defined in 6 NYCRR Part 375-1.2. Source areas are
areas of concern at a site where substantial quantities of contaminants are found which can migrate
and release significant levels of contaminants to another environmental medium. Wastes and
source areas were identified and include areas immediately adjacent to historic gas production and
tar handling features on the former City of New York Department of Sanitation (DSNY) Salt
Storage Area, the DSNY Railroad Siding Area and Brooklyn Navy Yard Development
Corporation (BNYDC) Parcel, and particularly beneath the footprint of Wallabout Channel. Refer
to Figure 2 for a Site Features map indicating these areas. These features led to coal tar impacts at
the site including: elevated concentrations of VOCs, particularly benzene, toluene, ethyl benzene,
and xylene (commonly and collectively referred to as BTEX); SVOCs, particularly polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs); and metals (cyanide). Coal tar impacts beneath Wallabout
Channel were observed at depths greater than 20 feet below the mudline of the channel. In addition,
extensive fill material (such as glass, nails, brick, trash, and concrete fragments and petroleum
impacted soils) exists on-site and is encountered as deep as 53 feet within the footprint of
Wallabout Channel. The former tar handling and gas production structures likely represent the
point at which the majority of the tar releases occurred during the manufactured gas plant (MGP)
operation. Migration of coal tar in the environment is influenced primarily by the site geology and
lithology. From these locations, tar likely migrated downward through permeable soil deposits (fill
and alluvial/marsh deposits, glacial till, and outwash sands) until it encountered less permeable
soil strata (glacial till and silt-clay lenses). The less permeable soil strata then caused a portion of
the tar volume to migrate laterally along the top of less permeable layers. This migration of tar has
resulted in bands of tar-saturated soils and zones of residual tar saturation (blebs, lenses, etc.)
which coincide with the distribution of BTEX and PAH in soils, and that act as a continuing source
of groundwater contamination. As the groundwater flows through the tar contaminated soil strata,
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it will continue to desorb VOCs and SVOC:s, creating an ongoing source of groundwater impacts.
The selected remedy will address the waste/source areas identified during the RI.

Groundwater

Groundwater samples were collected from the former DSNY Salt Storage Area on-site, as well as
the DSNY Railroad Siding Area and BNYDC parcel off-site. Groundwater samples collected in
the vicinity of former tar handling and storage structures located within the former DSNY Salt
Storage Area contained BTEX constituents and PAHs in excess of the SCGs, which decreased by
orders of magnitude away from the tar handling structures. Total cyanide was detected in
groundwater beneath and down gradient of the tar purifying facilities and tar-impacted soils in
excess of its standard. Total PAHs, BTEX compounds and cyanide were not detected above SCG
values in groundwater samples collected from the DSNY Railroad Siding Area and the BNYDC
parcel. Table 1 below summarizes the groundwater data of representative MGP compounds.

Table 1 - Groundwater

Detected Concentration Range SCG® (ppb) Frequency Exceeding
Constituents Detected (ppb)? SCG
VOCs

Benzene ND - 1,500 1 8/19
Toluene ND - 400 5 7/19
Ethylbenzene ND - 1,800 5 6/19
Xylenes, total ND - 1,600 5 6/19
SVOCs

Acenaphthene ND-110 20 2/19
Naphthalene ND - 7,600 10 6/19
Inorganics

Cyanide ND - 2,340 200 2/19

a - ppb: parts per billion, which is equivalent to micrograms per liter, ug/L, in water.
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b - SCG: Standard Criteria or Guidance - Ambient Water Quality Standards and Guidance Values
(TOGs 1.1.1), 6 NYCRR Part 703, Surface water and Groundwater Quality Standards, and Part 5
of the New York State Sanitary Code (10 NYCRR Part 5).

The primary groundwater contaminants are BTEX compounds, as well as naphthalene, associated
with operation of the former manufactured gas plant. The primary groundwater contamination is
associated with the former gas production and tar handling and storage features.

Based on the findings of the RI, the presence of coal tar has resulted in the contamination of
groundwater. The site contaminants that are considered to be the primary contaminants of concern
which will drive the remediation of groundwater to be addressed by the remedy selection process
are:

benzene;
ethylbenzene;
toluene;

xylenes, total;
acenaphthene;
naphthalene; and
cyanide.

Soil

Subsurface soil samples were collected at the site during the RI. Subsurface soil samples were
collected from depths of 1 - 115 feet below grade to assess soil contamination impacts to
groundwater. The results indicate that soils at the site exceed the Unrestricted Use soil cleanup
objectives (SCOs) for VOCs and SVOCs. Extensive coal tar-impacted soils were encountered
beneath the former gas production and tar handling/storage areas and, to a lesser extent, beneath
the former hydrogen gas holder and gasometer structures and adjacent to the former gas oil tank.
Coal tar impacts include VOC:s, particularly BTEX compounds, and SVOC:s, particularly PAHs.
These tar-impacted soils were encountered as far north as the site boundary, as far south as the
Wallabout Channel, and as far east as the south end of the site boundary. Refer to Figure 3 for a
representation of the lateral extent of observed impacts. Tar saturated soils were primarily
encountered within sand layers located approximately between 28 and 53 feet below ground
surface (bgs) and from 75 feet bgs to the top of the Gardiners Clay on-site within the land surface
area and in fill above a fine-grained glacial silt clay beneath Wallabout Channel and off-site within
the DSNY Railroad Siding Area and BNYDC Parcel. Isolated tar-impacted soils were encountered
in coarse glacial outwash sand and in fine sand layers within the Gardiners Clay on the eastern
boundary of the BNYDC parcel. Table 2 below summarizes the soil data of representative MGP
compounds.
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Table #2 - Soil

Detected Concentration | Unrestricted | Frequency | Restricted Frequency
Constituents Range Use SCG® Exceeding | Use SCG® Exceeding
Detected (ppm) Unrestricted (ppm) Restricted
(ppm)* SCG SCG
VOCs
Benzene ND - 100 0.06 35/124 0.06 35/124
Ethylbenzene ND - 430 1 40/124 1 40/124
Toluene ND - 270 0.7 21/124 0.7 21/124
Xylenes, total ND - 500 0.26 41/124 1.6 40/124
SVOCs
Acenaphthene ND - 1,300 20 28/124 98 18/124
Benzo(a)anthracene ND - 340 1 48/124 5.6 42/124
Benzo(a)pyrene ND - 230 1 46/124 1 46/124
Chrysene ND - 340 1 47/124 56 19/124
Naphthalene ND - 6,800 12 40/124 12 40/124
Phenanthrene ND - 2,300 100 36/124 500 20/124

a - ppm: parts per million, which is equivalent to milligrams per kilogram, mg/kg, in soil;

b - SCG: Part 375-6.8(a), Unrestricted Soil Cleanup Objectives; and

¢ - SCG: Part 375-6.8(b), Restricted Use Soil Cleanup Objectives for the Protection of Public
Health for Commercial Use/Protection of Groundwater (for those compounds also detected in

groundwater).
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The primary soil contaminants are BTEX compounds and SVOCs, namely PAHs, associated with
operation of the former manufactured gas plant. The primary soil contamination is associated with
the former MGP structures including gas production and tar handling and storage features.

While separate phase petroleum and lead contaminated soils were encountered, these impacts are
un-related to the MGP and are generally affiliated with the extensive filling of the Navy Yard Area
and with prior industrial and defense agency uses of the Navy Yard. Forensic analysis of PAHs in
soil samples confirmed that the impacts were not consistent with former MGP operations. In
addition, the elevated concentrations of mercury within shallow fill material is related to the fill
material itself and is not associated with the former MGP. Furthermore, any polychlorinated
biphenyl (PCB) impacts are unrelated to the former MGP. The presence of PCBs are comingled
with elevated metal concentrations and petroleum-impacted soils, further supporting that the
petroleum impacts encountered are un-related to the former MGP operation and are likely related
to historic fill material used in the development of the Navy Yard and Navy Yard operations.
Therefore, the petroleum-related, PCB and metal compounds found in soil are not considered
MGP-related contaminants of concern. These contaminants were addressed during remedial
activities performed in association with the BNYDC property, Site 224019A, and will be further
addressed in the remedial actions specified for Site 224019B.

Based on the findings of the RI, the presence of coal tar has resulted in the contamination of soil.
The site contaminants identified in soil which are considered to be the primary contaminants of
concern, to be addressed by the remedy selection process are:

benzene;
ethylbenzene;
toluene;

xylenes, total,
acenaphthene;
benzo(a)anthracene;
benzo(a)pyrene;
chrysene;
naphthalene; and
phenanthrene.

Surface Water and Sediments

Surface water quality of the Wallabout Channel Barge Basin was assessed in Fall 2000. Surface
water results indicated acute SCG exceedances for a number of metals, however, no MGP-related
compounds were reported above SCGs. Surface water has not been more recently assessed due to
the tidal exchange and combined sewer overflow (CSO) effluent inputs into the Wallabout Channel
and Wallabout Channel Barge Basin, which continue to occur.

Surficial sediments were analyzed along with the surface water quality in Fall 2000. These
sediments contained compounds above SCGs relating to CSO discharges, industrial discharges,
and recent deposition in a stagnant water body and currently represent urban background sediment
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concentrations. Surficial sediments post-date the operation of the MGP, the last maintenance
dredging of the Channel was performed by the United States Navy in 1957 and 1961 and are un-
related to releases from the MGP.

Subsurface sediments were investigated during Summer 2014. These sediments consisted of black
to gray organic silt with varying amounts of sand, organic material (sticks, wood fibers, roots,
shells, leaves, etc.) and urban fill material (e.g. hair-like material, coal fragments, metal fragments,
plastic pieces, etc.) which ranged in thickness from 20 to more than 30 feet. These deposits are a
result of harbor sedimentation, industrial discharges or sediment loading from on-going CSO
discharges since the last maintenance dredging (post-MGP operations, 1961). Site related coal tar
impacts beneath the Wallabout Channel Barge Basin were observed at depths greater than 20 feet
below the mudline of the channel.
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Exhibit B

Description of Remedial Alternatives

The following alternatives were considered based on the remedial action objectives (see Section
6.5) to address the contaminated media identified at the site as described in Exhibit A.

Alternative 1: No Action

The No Action Alternative is evaluated as a procedural requirement and as a basis for comparison.
This alternative leaves the site in its present condition and does not provide any additional
protection to public health and the environment.

Alternative 2: Restoration to Pre-Disposal or Unrestricted Conditions

This alternative, developed by the Department, achieves all the SCGs discussed in Section 6.1.1
and Exhibit A and soil meets the unrestricted soil cleanup objectives listed in Part 375-6.8 (a). This
alternative includes excavation and off-site disposal of soils from impacted pockets and lenses up
to more than 100 feet below ground surface in an area encompassing approximately 12.5 acres.
Performance of this work requires shoring and dewatering efforts, demolition of two off-site
buildings and excavation and off-site disposal of approximately 160,000 cubic yards of soil.

CADTIAL COSL: .ottt et ettt $260,000,000
Alternative 3: Cover System and Institutional Controls

This alternative includes a cover system, including a surface soil cover and impervious caps
effective for controlling exposure to impacted surface and shallow subsurface soils, and an
institutional control to prevent exposures for potential receptors.

Cover System

A site cover currently exists and will be maintained to allow for commercial/industrial use of the
site. Any site redevelopment will include a site cover. The site cover may include paved surface
parking areas, sidewalks or soil where the upper one foot of exposed surface soil meets the
applicable SCOs for commercial/industrial use.

Institutional Controls

An environmental easement would be placed on the site property to ensure commercial use of the
site and restrict groundwater use. A Site Management Plan (SMP) would be developed to provide
for the long-term monitoring, maintenance, operation, inspection and reporting of the components
of the site remedy. The SMP would include a provision for evaluation of the potential for soil
vapor intrusion for any occupied buildings to be erected on-site as well as an Excavation Plan to
detail provisions for management of future excavations in areas of remaining contamination.

PreSent WOorth: ... 3736,000
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CADTIAL COSL: .ot ettt et ettt e et et e e e 3127,000
ARIUAL COSES: ..ottt ettt ettt e e e e saeenbeesaaeesseesaeesseenseeeees $609,000
Alternative 4: Cover System, Institutional Control and Coal Tar Recovery

This alternative includes a cover system, including a surface soil cover and impervious caps
effective for controlling exposure to impacted surface and shallow subsurface soils, an institutional
control, to prevent exposures for potential receptors, and coal tar recovery, to reduce the amount
of source material in the subsurface by removing mass.

Cover System

A site cover currently exists and will be maintained to allow for commercial/industrial use of the
site, as described above under Alternative 3.

Institutional Control

An institutional control in the form of an environmental easement, including a SMP, for the
controlled property will be imposed, as described above under Alternative 3.

Coal Tar Recovery

Installation and operation of coal tar recovery wells within permeable lenses located above less
permeable lenses in the subsurface to remove potentially mobile coal tar from the subsurface. The
exact location, number, depth, type and spacing of the recovery wells will be determined during
the design phase of the remedy but will commence in the area of monitoring wells exhibiting
historical collection of free product. Coal tar will be collected periodically from each well;
however, if wells are determined by the Department to accumulate large quantities of coal tar over
extended time periods, they can be converted to automated collection. The depths and locations
will be determined during the design phase and are anticipated to include both on- and off-site
areas.

PFESCIE WOFII: <ottt 52,758,000
CADTIAL COSL: .ottt ettt et ettt et e et e e 3631,000
ATTUGL COSTES: ettt ettt et e e 82,127,000
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Exhibit C

Remedial Alternative Costs

Remedial Alternative Capital Cost (§) | Annual Costs ($) Total Present
Worth ($)

1. No Action 0 0 0

2. Restoration to Pre- 260,000,000 0 260,000,000
Disposal or
Unrestricted Conditions

3. Cover System and 127,000 609,000 736,000
Institutional Control

4. Cover System, 631,000 2,127,000 2,758,000
Institutional Control
and Coal Tar Recovery
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Exhibit D
SUMMARY OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The Department is selecting Alternative 4, Cover System, Institutional Control and Coal Tar
Recovery as the remedy for this site. Alternative 4 achieves the remediation goals for the site by
controlling exposure to impacted surface and shallow subsurface soils, preventing exposures for
potential receptors, and reducing the amount of source material in the subsurface by removing coal
tar. The elements of this remedy are described in Section 7. The selected remedy is depicted on
Figure 3.

Basis for Selection

The selected remedy is based on the results of the RI and an evaluation of alternatives. The criteria
to which potential remedial alternatives are compared are defined in 6 NYCRR Part 375. A detailed
discussion of the evaluation criteria and comparative analysis is included in the FS report.

The first two evaluation criteria are termed "threshold criteria" and must be satisfied in order for
an alternative to be considered for selection.

1. Protection of Human Health and the Environment. This criterion is an overall evaluation of
each alternative's ability to protect public health and the environment.

Alternative 1 (No Action) does not provide any protection to public health and the environment
and will not be evaluated further. Alternative 2 offers protection of human health and the
environment as it entails the restoration of the site to pre-disposal or unrestricted conditions by
excavating all impacted materials; however, this has the potential to increase risk to public health
and the environment in the short-term due to potential exposure to previously inaccessible,
impacted soils, and impacts to the community to undertake such a large/deep excavation project,
with a high number of truck trips and potential for motor vehicle accidents/spillage, etc.
Alternatives 3 (Cover System and Institutional Control) and 4 (Cover System, Institutional Control
and Coal Tar Recovery) satisfy this criterion by preventing direct exposure to impacted soils and
restricting site use. The environmental easement and site management plan imposed by
Alternatives 3 and 4 restricts the use of groundwater at the site to prevent exposure. They also
contain provisions for evaluation of the potential for soil vapor intrusion for any building
developed on the site which further protects public health and restricts site use to commercial.
Alternative 4 also includes coal tar recovery which provides additional environmental protection
by removing mobile coal tar from the subsurface, preventing further migration and protecting
future subsurface construction workers.

2. Compliance with New York State Standards, Criteria, and Guidance Values. Compliance with
SCGs addresses whether a remedy will meet environmental laws, regulations, and other standards
and criteria. In addition, this criterion includes the consideration of guidance which the Department
has determined to be applicable on a case-specific basis.
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Alternative 2 complies with SCGs through the excavation and off-site disposal of all impacted
soils. Alternatives 3 and 4 comply with SCGs to the extent practicable with the imposition of an
institutional control that restricts the use of groundwater and a cover system that meets regulatory
standards in surface soils for commercial or industrial use. Alternatives 3 and 4 both contain a
provision for evaluation of the potential for soil vapor intrusion for any building developed on the
site to ensure indoor air quality will meet SCGs. In addition, Alternative 4 addresses recoverable
coal tar which furthers assists in restoration of groundwater quality to the extent practicable.

The next six "primary balancing criteria" are used to compare the positive and negative aspects of
each of the remedial strategies.

3. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence. This criterion evaluates the long-term effectiveness
of the remedial alternatives after implementation. If wastes or treated residuals remain on-site after
the selected remedy has been implemented, the following items are evaluated: 1) the magnitude of
the remaining risks, 2) the adequacy of the engineering and/or institutional controls intended to
limit the risk, and 3) the reliability of these controls.

Alternative 2 is effective in the long-term as it entails the excavation and off-site disposal of all
impacted soils. A cover system can be effective long-term at preventing direct exposure to soil
impacts provided long-term maintenance and monitoring programs are specified in an institutional
control and associated SMP. The institutional control is effective in the long-term, through the
implementation of site-use restrictions and the SMP which includes an Excavation Plan and an
evaluation for potential soil vapor intrusion for any future buildings developed on-site. Both
Alternatives 3 and 4 include a cover system and institutional control. Alternative 4 also includes
coal tar recovery which can potentially be effective in the permanent removal of some coal tar
from the subsurface, although residual coal tar will remain.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume. Preference is given to alternatives that permanently
and significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility or volume of the wastes at the site.

Alternative 2’s effectiveness at permanently reducing the volume of wastes at the site entails the
excavation and off-site disposal of all impacted soils. Alternative 3controls potential exposures
with a cover system and an institutional control, but does not reduce the toxicity, mobility or
volume of remaining contaminants. Alternative 4 provides the benefits of Alternative 3 with the
added benefit of coal tar recovery which provides for the reduction of mobility and volume of
contamination. Both Alternatives 3 and 4 include an evaluation for potential soil vapor intrusion
for any future buildings developed on-site and both comply with SCGs as described in Criteria 2.

5. Short-term Impacts and Effectiveness. The potential short-term adverse impacts of the remedial
action upon the community, the workers, and the environment during the construction and/or
implementation are evaluated. The length of time needed to achieve the remedial objectives is
also estimated and compared against the other alternatives.

The excavation of impacted materials to depths of 100 feet or more under Alternative 2 would
cause severe short-term adverse impacts to workers and the community, and potentially to public
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health, by increasing the potential for exposure. The transport of very large volumes of excavated
soil and backfill would cause significant traffic disruptions and create a huge carbon footprint. The
cover system and institutional control of Alternatives 3 and 4 will be effective in the short-term
with no short-term impacts. However, the added coal tar recovery of Alternative 4 will slightly
increase potential for worker exposure to coal tar that can be readily managed with standard
protocols. All three of these alternatives are protective of public health with regard to soil vapor
through either excavation of all impacted soils or the institutional control of Alternatives 3 and 4
which contains a provision for evaluation of the potential for soil vapor intrusion for any building
developed on the site.

6. Implementability. The technical and administrative feasibility of implementing each alternative
are evaluated. Technical feasibility includes the difficulties associated with the construction of the
remedy and the ability to monitor its effectiveness. For administrative feasibility, the availability
of the necessary personnel and materials is evaluated along with potential difficulties in obtaining
specific operating approvals, access for construction, institutional controls, and so forth.

Alternative 2 (Restoration to Pre-Disposal or Unrestricted Conditions) is not implementable
considering the large-scale effort removing soils to greater than 100 feet below ground surface
across an area of more than 12 acres. Both the cover system and institutional control of Alternatives
3 and 4 are implementable. A cover system currently exists at the site and the proposed future site
structures and surface features are compatible with the requirements of a cover system.
Negotiations and access agreements with the property owner are required for implementation of a
land use restriction and application of the SMP. There are potentially greater administrative
implementation issues for the coal tar recovery of Alternative 4 associated with the current site
development plans, the location of the recovery wells and site access for coal tar recovery and
monitoring; however, Alternative 4 is readily implementable technically.

7. Cost-Effectiveness. Capital costs and annual operation, maintenance, and monitoring costs are
estimated for each alternative and compared on a present worth basis. Although cost-effectiveness
is the last balancing criterion evaluated, where two or more alternatives have met the requirements
of the other criteria, it can be used as the basis for the final decision.

The present worth costs of Alternatives 3 and 4 are similar to each other in that they both require
a cover system and institutional control. Alternative 4 has added cost associated with the
implementation of coal tar recovery; however, the additional cost is small in relation to the added
environmental benefit of removing mobile coal tar.

8. Land Use. When cleanup to pre-disposal conditions is determined to be infeasible, the
Department may consider the current, intended, and reasonable anticipated future land use of the
site and its surroundings in the selection of the soil remedy.

The cover system and institutional control of Alternatives 3 and 4 are consistent with the current
and proposed commercial land use both on-site and on adjacent properties. T added coal tar
recovery of Alternative 4 will require that the location of the recovery wells and the duration of
recovery efforts be coordinated with proposed site development. Both alternatives include in the
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institutional control a provision for the evaluation of the potential for soil vapor intrusion for any
building developed on the site.

The final criterion, Community Acceptance, is considered a "modifying criterion" and is taken into
account after evaluating those above. It is evaluated after public comments on the Proposed
Remedial Action Plan have been received.

9. Community Acceptance. Concerns of the community regarding the investigation, the evaluation
of alternatives, and the Proposed Remedial Action Plan are evaluated. A responsiveness summary
has been prepared that describes public comments received and the manner in which the
Department will address the concerns raised. If the selected remedy differs significantly from the
proposed remedy, notices to the public will be issued describing the differences and reasons for
the changes.

Alternative 4 is being selected because, as described above, it satisfies the threshold criteria and
provides the best balance of the balancing criterion.
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APPENDIX A

Responsiveness Summary



RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

K-Nassau Works MGP
Manufactured Gas Plant Program
Kings County, New York
Site No. 224019B

The Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for the K-Nassau Works MGP site was prepared by
the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (the Department) in consultation
with the New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) and was issued to the document
repositories on February 27, 2020. The PRAP outlined the remedial measure proposed for the
contaminated soil and groundwater at the K-Nassau Works MGP site.

The release of the PRAP was announced by sending a notice to the public contact list, informing
the public of the opportunity to comment on the proposed remedy.

To limit the community spread of COVID-19, Governor Cuomo issued Executive Order 202.15
suspending in-person public meetings relating to proposed site remedies. The NYSDEC remains
committed to providing the public with ample opportunity to provide input on proposed remedies
in the community. The public was encouraged to provide comments in writing to the NYSDEC
Project Manager, during the public comment period. The public comment period was to have
ended on March 29, 2020; however, it was extended to May 29, 2020 to allow the public more
time to review and comment on the proposed remedy, ask questions and discuss concerns. These
comments have become part of the Administrative Record for this site.

This responsiveness summary responds to all questions and comments raised during the public
comment period. The following are the comments received, with the Department's responses:

Anthony Buissereth, Executive Director, and Lael K. Goodman, Environmental Justice Program
Manager, North Brooklyn Neighbors submitted a letter (dated May 11, 2020) which included the
following comments:

COMMENT 1: The last time that surface water quality was assessed in the Wallabout Channel
Barge Basin was in the Fall of 2000 — 20 years ago. The report does make mention that the time
gap exists “due to the tidal exchange and combined sewer overflow effluents...which continue to
occur.” However, this is not sufficient reason to fail to do everything possible to accurately assess
water quality. In essence, the report argues that because one environmental and health harm is in
the neighborhood, the responsible party is not culpable for any impact that interacts with that harm
- aridiculous argument. It is imperative that we have accurate, timely information and not rely on
information that is decades old.
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RESPONSE 1: The most recent surface water samples are from 2000 and in many circumstances,
we might view this data as old. However, for this site, deposition of the contamination associated
with site operations occurred between 1873 and 1935. The Wallabout Channel Barge Basin was
initially dredged in 1942. Investigation of the site has determined that the remaining contamination
present at the site is deeper than the surface of the sediment; in most cases greater than 20 feet
below the surface of the sediment in the Wallabout Channel. Soil, groundwater and sediment data
indicate that site contaminants are not impacting the sediment and surface water of the Wallabout
Channel. Discharges of the combined sewer overflow to the Channel, in addition to the tidal
exchange rate, are the primary source of contaminants to the channel. The proposed remedial
actions detailed in the Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) will prevent any future potential
contamination from the site to the surface waters of the Wallabout Channel. In this case, due to
the time frame for deposition of wastes from the MGP operations and the distance from the
contamination to the surface water, the 2000 surface water data provides a sufficient basis to select
the remedy for the site.

COMMENT 2: While it appears that many decisions regarding the coal tar recovery wells are yet
to be determined, it is important to note that North Brooklyn sewers typically operate at or beyond
capacity, resulting in combined sewer overflow (CSO) into the surrounding water bodies on a
regular basis. North Brooklyn Neighbors would therefore recommend that any discharge from coal
tar recovery wells to the sewer system be made at a time and place that is unlikely to risk
contributing to CSO.

RESPONSE 2: Product recovered in wells will not be discharged to the sewer system. Product
collected in the wells is evacuated from the well using a vacuum truck and, the extracted liquids
are taken off-site for proper disposal.

COMMENT 3: This site is located in an area that is very susceptible to floods, indeed it was
inundated in 2012 during Superstorm Sandy. There is no mention in the PRAP of any specific
precautions that will be considered because of its location. While the report states that the cover
on the site prevents human exposure, it needs to be clearly outlined how contaminants will be
prevented from entering the Wallabout Channel and thus the East River should a flood occur
during remediation.

RESPONSE 3: The remedy selected for the site will attain the remedial action objectives
identified for the site to protect public health and the environment. While flood resiliency is not
specifically identified in the ROD, the Site Management Plan (SMP) will detail how the site will
be monitored, operated and maintained to ensure the site remedy remains protective. The SMP
will include a Climate Change Vulnerability Assessment that will address potential flooding
concerns. Furthermore, it should be noted that this site, along with all sites that were flooded from
Superstorm Sandy, was assessed after the storm. It was found that the contaminants had not been
mobilized or otherwise affected by the storm. Given the nature of the contamination at the site, it
is not anticipated that flooding, on its own, would cause any release of contaminants from the site.

COMMENT 4: The report states that, “Site related coal tar impacts beneath the Wallabout
Channel Barge Basin were observed at depths greater than 20 feet below the mudline of the
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channel,” with no further discussion of this topic. Will the coal tar recovery wells be employed for
this contamination? NBN believes that this contamination, likely from the MGP operations, should
also be cleaned up to the extent that it is feasible.

RESPONSE 4: If mobile, recoverable tar is present beneath the Wallabout Channel, it will be
addressed by the recovery system. Upon issuance of the ROD, a Pre-Design Investigation (PDI)
will be performed that will determine the ideal placement of recovery wells.

COMMENT 35: This site is also across the street from a playground and in close proximity to a
ballfield. Nowhere in the analysis is there mention of the close proximity to children nor is there
mention of a Community Air Monitoring Plan. Is there any risk of remediation activities causing
exposure risk through air beyond soil vapor intrusion?

RESPONSE 5: A Community Air Monitoring Plan (CAMP) is included in the Remedial Design
and the SMP for the site. The CAMP will be implemented during all ground intrusive activities
performed as part of the remedial action to ensure that site-related contaminants are not migrating
off-site.

COMMENT 6: Assessment of water quality was done, but to what standard? As the East River
and its offshoots are improving in quality, residents are beginning to discuss the possibility of
using the area as a place for swimming. With an eye on the not-so-distant future, NBN recommends
that any cleanup is done to a standard that would allow for this type of recreational use.

RESPONSE 6: Water quality standards include Ambient Water Quality Standards and Guidance
Values (TOGs 1.1.1), 6 NYCRR Part 703, Surface Water and Groundwater Quality Standards, and
Part 5 of the New York State Sanitary Code (10 NYCRR Part 5). The groundwater standards are
established for use of the groundwater as a drinking water source. The surface water standards are
based on the surface water’s specific classification. The East River and its tributaries in that area
are designated as Class I, which means they are considered suitable for fish, shellfish and wildlife
propagation and for primary recreational contact. For a full listing of all Standards, Criteria and
Guidance (SCQG) see: http://www.dec.ny.gov/regulations/61794.html.

COMMENT 7: National Grid, the responsible party, has asked for a rate hike approval from the
Public Service Commission. One of the reasons for the rate hike is because of the cost of their
environmental remediation efforts. It is unconscionable to ask the community to pay for the
cleanup through rate hikes when the company (or its predecessor) made money off these
environmental harms. While NBN understands the need to ensure that the cleanup is safe,
protective of human and environmental health and is also financially feasible, we point out to show
that National Grid continues to be a bad actor in some respects and the DEC should ensure that as
a responsible party, National Grid does not pass the cost of this cleanup to ratepayers.

RESPONSE 7: The Department has no authority over the funding that National Grid uses for the
remedial work. You may direct those concerns to the New York State Department of Public
Service.
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Joseph R. Lentol, State of New York Assemblyman, 50th District Kings County, submitted a letter
(dated May 19, 2020) which included the following comments:

COMMENT 8: I respectfully ask for full transparency during the remediation of the Nassau
Works Manufactured Gas Plant (MGP) site, located at Kent Avenue. This means that if during the
remedy process environmental or health concerns arise, immediate notification should be given to
the surrounding neighbors, Community Board 1 and local elected officials.

RESPONSE 8: The Department's decision-making process and remedial process are, and will
continue to be, completely open to the public.

COMMENT 9: DEC has stated that there are byproducts of manufactured gas at the site, including
coal tar, volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs).
These are located in the soil and ground water at a depth of 20 feet. Learning this is troublesome
to the constituents who live in the area because they have children and do not know what else will
arise during clean-up. The area also has significant foot-traffic because of the highly utilized
baseball field and playground nearby. I would like special attention focused on monitoring daily
air quality during clean-up and immediately thereafter, containment measures for airborne
particulates and post clean-up testing on any residue left over from the coal tar at the site.

RESPONSE 9: A Community Air Monitoring Plan (CAMP) is included in the Remedial Design
and the Site Management Plan (SMP) for the site. The purpose of the CAMP is to continuously
monitor the downwind perimeter of the site to ensure that contaminants are not migrating off-site.
Action is taken to prevent contaminants from leaving the work area before a health impact occurs.
The CAMP will be implemented during all ground intrusive activities performed as part of the
remedial action. End-point soil sampling, which is used to establish what contamination may
remain at a site, will be performed in accordance with DER-10, and the results will be available in
the Final Engineering Report and the SMP for the site, once the remedial work is completed.

COMMENT 10: I would like for the owners of the property to be transparent in the history of the
site, as well as any new vapors, contaminants, or solvents detected while the site is being remedied,
to be reported. Please keep the PRAP available to the public at all times and report immediately
any significant new information that becomes available.

RESPONSE 10: The public is encouraged to review site-related reports and documents, which
are available at the following repository:

Brooklyn Community Board 2
350 Jay St, Ste 8
Brooklyn, NY 11201
Phone: (718) 596--5410
Note — In-person Repositories may be are temporarily unavailable due to COVID-19 precautions.

Key project documents are also included on DEC Info Locator/on-line repository:
http://www.dec.ny.gov/pubs/109457.html
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Donald P. Campbell, Project Manager, National Grid submitted a letter (dated May 22, 2020)
which included the following comments:

COMMENT 11: Section 3: Site Description and History — The first paragraph of this section
states, “The off-site area impacted by site-related contamination consists of a 9.29-acre area that
extends beneath Wallabout Channel and the City of New York Department of Sanitation (DSNY)
Railroad Siding Area and the Brooklyn Navy Yard Development Corporation (BNYDC) parcel to
the south of the site.”

National Grid requests a revision to clarify that the site-related impacts extend beneath a portion
of the 9.29-acre area and not the entire 9.29-acre area.

RESPONSE 11: The document has been revised to clarify that off-site impacts only extend
beneath a portion of the 9.29-acre parcel to the south of the site.

COMMENT 12: Section 5: Enforcement Status — The third paragraph states, “In 2006, the 1996
ACO was suspended and replaced with two separate ACOs (October 2006 ACOs), one for the City
(Index No. W2-1089-06-06, Site Number 224019A, OU-1, 9.29 acres) and one for KeySpan (now
National Grid) (Index No. W2-1090-06-06, Site No. 224019A, OU-2, 3.71 acres), to develop and
implement a remedial program to address MGP-related contamination within OU-1 and OU-2,
respectively.” This paragraph should be corrected to state, “In 2006, the 1996 ACO was superseded
and replaced with two separate ACOs (October 2006 ACOs), one for New York City (Index No.
W2-1089-06-06, Site Number 224019A, OU 1, 9.29 acres) and one for New York City and
KeySpan Energy Corporation (now National Grid) (Index No. W2-1090-06-06, Site No. 224019A,
OU 2, 3.71 acres) that requires National Grid to remediate MGP contamination and the City to
remediate non-MGP contamination.”

RESPONSE 12: The document has been revised to state, “In 2006, the 1996 ACO was superseded
and replaced with two separate ACOs (October 2006 ACOs), one for New York City (Index No.
W2-1089-06-06, Site Number 224019A, OU 1, 9.29 acres) and one for New York City and
KeySpan Energy Corporation (now National Grid) (Index No. W2-1090-06-06, Site No. 224019A,
OU 2, 3.71 acres) that requires National Grid to remediate MGP-related contamination at the site,
including MGP-related contamination which is commingled with hazardous waste or hazardous
substances, and the City to remediate non-MGP-related contamination.”

COMMENT 13: Section 7: Summary of the Proposed Remedy — The fifth paragraph states, “The
estimated present worth cost to implement the remedy is $2,500,000. The cost to construct the
remedy is estimated to be $1,800,000 and the estimated average annual cost is $120,000.” The cost
to construct the remedy presented in the Draft Feasibility Study (FS) for the Nassau Works MGP
dated November 2019 would be the capital cost of $526,000 ($657,500 including the 25%
contingency) and the estimated average annual cost presented in the Draft FS is $50,277 ($62,847
including the 25% contingency).

However, National Grid would like to revise the costs presented in the FS to include the estimated
annual project management costs and to decrease the estimated contingency from 25% to 20%.
The revised costs for Alternatives 1 and 2 of the FS are provided in attached Tables D-1 and D-2.
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For the selected remedial alternative (Alternative 2 of the FS) the revised estimated present worth
cost is $2,758,000. The raw cost to construct the remedy remains the same at $526,000, though
the cost with contingency is reduced, relatively, to $631,200. The annual cost is increased by
$24,000 for the first ten years and by $4,000 for years 10 to 30 to account for project management
costs, for an average annual cost of $59,085 ($70,902 including the revised 20% contingency).

RESPONSE 13: The document has been revised with the updated cost estimates for Alternatives
3 and 4.

COMMENT 14: Section 7.5b: Summary of the Proposed Remedy: Site Management Plan:
Monitoring Plan — The first bullet listing what will be included in the Monitoring Plan states:
“monitoring of groundwater for contaminants of concern to assess the performance and
effectiveness of the remedy;” this bullet should be removed from the PRAP. The remedy for the
site does not include the treatment or remediation of groundwater. Therefore, monitoring of
groundwater to assess the performance and effectiveness of the remedy is not required. There are
no groundwater supply wells on the Site or in the surrounding area. The Site and vicinity have a
history of industrial use by multiple parties dating back to the mid-1800s, resulting in widespread
groundwater impacts. Monitoring for groundwater impacts would be inconclusive given the
multiple overlapping releases in the vicinity of the Site.

RESPONSE 14: The proposed remedy includes coal tar recovery efforts. The coal tar recovery
wells will be emplaced within the groundwater column and monitoring of these and other wells
may be required to evaluate progress toward the remedial goal of restoring the aquifer to pre-
release conditions, to the extent practicable. Therefore, monitoring groundwater for contaminants
of concern remains in the document.

COMMENT 15: Exhibit A: Nature and Extent of Contamination: Soil — The third paragraph of
this section states, “While separate phase petroleum and lead contaminated soils were encountered,
these impacts are un-related to the MGP and are generally affiliated with the extensive filling of
the Navy Yard Area and with prior industrial and defense agency uses of the Navy Yard. Forensic
analysis of PAHs in soil samples confirmed that the impacts were not consistent with former MGP
operations. In addition, the elevated concentrations of mercury within shallow fill material is
related to the fill material itself and is not associated with the former MGP. Furthermore, any
polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) impacts are unrelated to the former MGP. The PCBs are
comingled with elevated metal concentrations and petroleum-impacted soils, further supporting
that the petroleum impacts encountered are un-related to the former MGP operation and are likely
related to historic fill material used in the development of the Navy Yard and Navy Yard
operations. Therefore, the petroleum-related, PCB and metal compounds found in soil are not
considered MGP-related contaminants of concern. These contaminants were addressed during
remedial activities performed in association with the BNYDC property, Site 224019A.”

The pre- and post-MGP history of Site 224019B is similar to the history of Site 224019A. Non-
MGP related petroleum and metals impacts, likely associated with the pre- and post-MGP Site use,
have been observed on Site 224019B. National Grid recommends revising the last sentence to state
“These contaminants were addressed during remedial activities performed in association with the
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BNYDC property, Site 224019A, and will be addressed in the remedial actions specified for Site
224019B.”

RESPONSE 15: The document has been revised to include “...and will be further addressed in
the remedial actions specified for Site 224019B.”

COMMENT 16: Exhibit B: Description of Remedial Alternatives: Alternative 2: Restoration to
Pre-Disposal or Unrestricted Conditions — A cost of $260,000,000 is assigned to Alternative 2 in
Exhibit B of the PRAP. This cost was not developed by National Grid and is inconsistent with the
Draft FS. In the Draft FS evaluation of restoration to pre-disposal/pre-release conditions is
eliminated in Section 4.1 Remedial Goals, and it is stated that restoration of the Site to pre-
disposal/pre-release conditions will not be evaluated further as part of the FS due to the lack of
feasibility and increased risk to the community and environment for this alternative. Therefore, a
cost for this option is not developed as cost is not a factor in the evaluation of this alternative.
National Grid requests that the Alternative 2 discussion in Exhibit B be modified, preferably by
removing the cost assigned, or at least by acknowledgement that the cost was developed by
NYSDEC, not by National Grid.

RESPONSE 16: An alternative for restoration to pre-disposal or unrestricted conditions is a
requirement of the PRAP. The document has been revised to indicate that the estimated cost was
developed by the Department.

COMMENT 17: Alternative 3: Cover System and Institutional Controls and Alternative 4: Cover
System, Institutional Controls and Coal Tar Recovery — The Present Worth, Capital Cost, and
Annual Cost provided for both Alternative 3 and Alternative 4 are inconsistent with the FS and the
table in Exhibit C of the PRAP. These costs are presented correctly in Exhibit C of the PRAP.

As stated above, National Grid would like to revise the costs presented in the FS, including
estimated annual project management costs and decreasing the estimated contingency from 25%
to 20%. The revised costs for Alternatives 1 and 2 of the FS (Alternatives 3 and 4 of the PRAP)
are provided in the attached Tables D-1 and D-2. The revised costs do not change the Cost
Effectiveness analysis presented in the FS.

RESPONSE 17: The document has been revised with the updated cost estimates for Alternatives
3 and 4.

COMMENT 18: Exhibit C: Remedial Alternative Costs — As stated above, National Grid requests
that no cost be included for PRAP Remedial Alternative 2 and would like to revise the costs for
PRAP Remedial Alternatives 3 and 4 by including annual project management costs and by
reducing the contingency from 25% to 20%. The revised costs are attached. For PRAP Alternative
3, they result in a total Annual Cost of approximately $508,000 ($609,000, including 20%
contingency) and a total Present Worth Cost of $614,000 ($736,000, including 20% contingency).
For PRAP Alternative 4, they result in a total Annual Cost of $1,773,000 ($2,127,000, including
20% contingency) and a total Present Worth Cost of $2,299,000 ($2,758,000, including 20%
contingency). The revised costs do not change the Cost Effectiveness analysis presented in the FS.
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RESPONSE 18: The document has been revised with the updated cost estimates for Alternatives
3 and 4.

Jennifer Coghlan, Sive, Paget & Riesel, P.C., representing the Brooklyn Navy Yard Development
Corporation (“BNYDC”), submitted a letter (dated May 29, 2020) which included the following
comments:

COMMENT 19: Section 2 (page 9) and the description of Alternative 3 (Ex. B, pg. 6) both state
that “Any site redevelopment will maintain the existing site cover.” As the existing site cover will
likely be removed and replaced during any such redevelopment, that statement should be clarified
to read “Any site redevelopment will include a site cover”.

RESPONSE 19: The document has been revised to clarify the site cover requirements.

COMMENT 20: As there are no treatment systems required as part of the remedy, the second
bullet in Section 5(c) should be deleted.

RESPONSE 20: Coal tar recovery is considered a treatment system and, as such, the second bullet
remains.

COMMENT 21: The descriptions of Alternatives 2 and 3 (Ex. B, pg. 6) reference on-site
buildings; however, the site is currently vacant.

RESPONSE 21: The document has been revised to clarify the buildings are located within the
impacted area, outside of the Site boundary.

COMMENT 22: The costs presented in Exhibit B for each alternative appear to be in the incorrect
order and should be revised to reflect the numbers provided in Exhibit C (pg. 8).

RESPONSE 22: The document has been revised with updated estimated costs and those costs will
be put into their proper place within the table in Exhibit C.

COMMENT 23: In the evaluation of Criterion 1 (pg. 9), the PRAP states that both Alternatives 3
and 4 would improve subsurface conditions by removing coal tar, but such removal is proposed
only under Alternative 4.

RESPONSE 23: The document has been revised to clarify that only Alternative 4 includes coal
tar recovery.

RECORD OF DECISION September 2020
K - Nassau Works MGP, Site Number 224019B Page 36



APPENDIX B

Administrative Record



Administrative Record

K-Nassau Works MGP
Manufactured Gas Plant Program
Kings County, New York
Site No. 224019B

1. Proposed Remedial Action Plan for the K-Nassau Works MGP site, dated February 2020,
prepared by the Department.

2. Order on Consent, Index No. D2-0001-9403, between the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation and the City of New York, executed on May 7, 1996.

3. Modified Order on Consent, Index No. W2-1089-06-06, between the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation and the City of New York, and Index No. W2-
1090-06-06, between the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation and
Keyspan Energy Corporation (now National Grid), executed on October 2, 2006.

4.  Modified Order on Consent, Index No. W2-1090-06-06, between the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation and Keyspan Energy Corporation (now National
Grid), executed on September 19, 2011.

5. “Supplemental Site Assessment for a 13-Acre Parcel of the Brooklyn Navy Yard, Final
Report”, June 1998, prepared by Henningson, Durham & Richardson Architecture and
Engineering, P.C.

6.  “Site Investigation Information”, March 12, 2001, prepared by NYSDEC.

7. “Remedial Investigation Work Plan”, September 2004, prepared by GEI Consultants, Inc.

8. “Final Remedial Investigation Report”, October 2007, prepared by GEI Consultants, Inc.

9.  “Supplemental Remedial Investigation Report”, February 2017, prepared by GEI
Consultants, Inc., P.C.

10. “Feasibility Study”, November 2019, prepared by GEI Consultants, Inc.

11. Letter dated May 11, 2020 from Anthony Buissereth, Executive Director, and Lael K.
Goodman, Environmental Justice Program Manager, North Brooklyn Neighbors.
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12.

13.

14.

Letter dated May 19, 2020 from Joseph R. Lentol, State of New York Assemblyman, 50
District Kings County.

Letter dated May 22, 2020 from Donald P. Campbell, Project Manager, National Grid.

Letter dated May 29, 2020 from Jennifer Coghlan, Sive, Paget & Riesel, P.C., representing
the Brooklyn Navy Yard Development Corporation (“BNYDC”).

15. “Citizen Participation Plan”, June 2020, prepared by GEI Consultants, Inc.
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