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I.	 PURPOSE 

The purpose of this Decision Document is to request authorization to implement a non-time 
critical removal action at the Shenandoah Road Groundwater Contamination Superfund Site 
(Site), Town of East Fishkill, Dutchess County, New York pursuant to the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended (CERCLA), 42 
U.S.C. Sections 9601-9675. This non-time critical removal action includes the installation of an 
alternate public water supply system. The primary contaminants of concern at the Site are 
tetrachloroethene (PCE) and trichloroethene (TCE). The Site poses a threat to public health and 
the environment due to the presence ofPCE and TCE in numerous private residential drinking 
water wells. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has determined that supplying the 
area residents with public water is necessary. 

With this decision, EPA selects the preferred alternative identified in the November 2003 
Proposed Response Action Document (PRAD), namely, Alternative No.1 - The Town of Fishkill 
Municipal Water Supply. 

It is anticipated that International Business Machines Corp. (IBM), a potentially responsible party 
(PRP) for the Site, will conduct this non-time critical removal action, pursuant to the EPA May 
2001 Administrative Order on Consent for Removal (AOC-R), Index No. CERCLA-02-2001
2020. As part of this effort, IBM prepared an Alternate Water Supply Evaluation Report 
(AWSER) which presented a detailed analysis of all the proposed water supply alternatives. The 
AWSER, together with the PRAD (which provides detailed discussions of the proposed water 
supply alternatives as well as EPA's preferred alternative), represent the Engineering 
Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA), as required by 40 C.F.R. Section 300.415(b)(4)(i). 

The objectives of this non-time critical removal action are as follows: 1) to implement an 
alternate water supply action within the Shenandoah Road Service Territory (SRST), which is 
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affected by groundwater contaminated with volatile organic compounds (VOCs), including PCE 
and TCE and 2) to prevent the threat of direct contact with hazardous substances, namely those 
contained in contaminated residential drinking water wells within the SRST. 

The AWSER and the PRAD were made available for public comment from November 19,2003 
through December 20, 2003. On November 20,2003, EPA conducted a public availability 
session and a public meeting in Hopewell Junction, Town of East Fishkill, New York to discuss 
the proposed response action and to receive public comments on the AWSER and the PRAD. 

Conditions at the Site meet the criteria for a removal action under CERCLA and Section 
300.415(b)(2) of the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). 

It is estimated that activities under this removal action will be completed within two-and-a-half 
years of the commencement of the action. It is anticipated that this removal action, as described 
in this Decision Document, will be performed by IBM, as per the May 2001 AOC-R. 

The overall present worth cost for completing the removal action is estimated to be 
approximately $10 million. The total estimated capital cost is $8,792,965 (see Table 1). The 
estimated capital cost for the installation of the SRST water distribution system is $4,632,845 
(see Table 2). The estimated total of system service and repair is $68,685 per year with a present 
worth over 30 years of$I,187,701 (see Table 3).1 The tables are presented in Appendix II. 

The Site was listed on the National Priorities List (NPL) in June 2001. There are no nationally 
significant or precedent-setting issues associated with this removal action. 

All figures are contained in· Appendix I. 

The Administrative Record (AR) index is contained in Appendix III. The AR Index identifies 
the documents that comprise the AR upon which the selection of the removal action is based. 

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) was consulted on 
the planned removal action and concurred with the selected response action (see Appendix IV). 

The Responsiveness Summary, identifying comments received during the public comment period 
and EPA's response to those comments, is contained in Appendix V. 

The PRAD, identifying the various alternate water supply alternatives, as well as the preferred 
alternative, is contained in Appendix A of the Responsiveness Summary. 

1 It is anticipated that the system will be operated by the Town of East Fishkill and that IBM will 
participate in system service and repair activities. 
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II. SITE CONDITIONS AND BACKGROUND
 

This Decision Document memorializes the proposed non-time critical action for the Site. The 
CERCLA Information System ID number for the Site is NYSFN0204269. 

A. Site Description 

1. Removal site evaluation 

The Site is considered a facility as defined by Section 101(9) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. Section 
9601(9). Past industrial operations at the Site have resulted in the release of hazardous 
substances, as defined by CERCLA, into the fractured bedrock aquifer below the Site. A VOC 
plume, emanating from a parcel of property (Facility) located at 7 East Hook Cross Road in 
Hopewell Junction, has migrated approximately one mile downgradient to the north, resulting in 
a substantial threat to both the public health and the environment. Residential wells 
downgradient of the Facility have been contaminated with VOCs above both the Federal 
Removal Action Levels (RALs) and Federal and State Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). 
Based on the available information, a CERCLA removal action was warranted at the Site to 
provide treatment systems on residential wells and to identify and to remove sources of 
contamination. 

The Site is located in a rural area, consisting of residential subdivisions and extensive farmland 
and woodlands, within the Town of East Fishkill, approximately one mile southwest of the 
intersection oflnterstate 84 and the Taconic State Parkway (see Figure 1). Shenandoah Road is 
the central thoroughfare which runs through the SRST. 

The affected properties at the Site use private wells for potable water supply and septic systems 
for sanitary wastewater disposal. Some of these private wells are contaminated with elevated 
levels of PCE and TCE. 

Information obtained by EPA and NYSDEC indicates that the Facility was used between 1965 
and 1975 by Jack Manne, Inc. to clean and repair microchip holders or "racks." Available 
information indicates that during these operations, waste solvents, including PCE, and metals, 
including lead, were disposed of in a septic tank and an in-ground pit, located outside the 
building at the Facility. Additionally, nitric and sulfuric acid wastes were reportedly disposed of 
in the pit at the Facility. 

On June 2, 2000, EPA received a request from NYSDEC to "perform an appropriate CERCLA 
emergency response action" at the Site. On June 7, 2000, EPA began to supply bottled water to 
those residences with private wells with PCE and TCE contamination above maximum 
contaminant levels (MCLs). Subsequently, on June 19,2000, EPA initiated the installation of 
point-of-entry treatment (POET) systems, which consist of a pre-treatment particulate filter for 
sediment control, a granular activated carbon (GAC) filtering system and a post-treatment UV 
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light to ensure removal of any potential biological contamination. At that time, of the 60 
residences with wells that exceeded MCLs, 57 were initially provided POET systems. The other 
three residents installed GAC water treatment systems at their own expense, prior to EPA's 
involvement in the Site. One of these 57 homes was also fitted with a residential air stripper, 
because of particularly high levels of PCE found in the well. Subsequently, PCE levels were 
reduced to the point that the air stripper was no longer necessary, but the home remains fitted 
with a POET system. IBM installed additional POET systems at the Site and currently performs 
the maintenance on 103 POET systems and samples them on a quarterly basis to ensure their 
continued effectiveness. 

On September 22, 2000, EPA issued an action memorandum documenting verbal authorization 
to initiate the removal action. In October 2000, EPA and NYSDEC conducted investigatory 
work at the Facility. A 1,200-gallon metal septic tank was discovered containing materials 
exhibiting extremely high concentrations ofPCE. A buried waste pit, also on the property, had 
been used for nitric and sulfuric acid waste disposal. EPA and NYSDEC determined that the 
probable source of the VOC contamination in the nearby residential wells was linked to these 
historical operations at the Facility, particularly from the septic tank. 

On October 27, 2000, EPA issued an action memorandum to continue removal activities at the 
Site. During November/December 2000, EPA 1) excavated the septic tank, removed its contents 
for transportation and off-site treatment and disposal and 2) further excavated and disposed of 
approximately 1,600 tons of contaminated soils around the tank and the associated piping 
materials. 

In April 2001, EPA demolished the processing building at the Facility and excavated and 
stockpiled contaminated soils underlying it. In May 2001, IBM took over the Site removal action 
work, pursuant to the AOC-R, which included the removal of the remaining excavated soils, 
backfilling with clean soil, revegetation and disposal of excavated soils off-Site. Restoration was 
completed on April 26,2002. The removal work, conducted at the Facility, is documented in the 
Final Report for Removal Action at 7 East Hook Cross Road Facility, dated July 18,2002. 

2. Physical location 

The Site is located within the Town of East Fishkill, Dutchess County in an area known as 
Shenandoah. The affected residences at the Site are located on portions of Shenandoah Road, 
Old Shenandoah Road, Seymour Lane, Burbank Road, Jackson Road, Townsend Road, Old 
Townsend Road, Jaycox Lane, Stone Ridge Lane and East Hook Cross Road. The area impacted 
by the groundwater contamination is approximately one mile southwest of the intersection of 

Interstate 84 and the Taconic State Parkway and one-and-one-half mile southeast of the Hudson 
Valley Research Park (see Figure 1). 
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3.	 Site characteristics 

The Site is in a rural area consisting of residential subdivisions intermingled with extensive 
farmland and patches of woodlands. The topography is dominated by a northeast/southwest 
trending valley and ridge complex. The homes in the area use private wells for potable water 
supply and septic systems for sanitary waste water disposal. At this time, the SRST is not 
serviced by a public water supply nor are there water mains nearby. 

The Site is underlain by unconsolidated Pleistocene glacial deposits that overlie complexly 
folded, highly fractured and weathered dolostone of the Lower Paleozoic Wappinger Group 
(valleys) and up thrusted fault blocks of the Precambrian gneissic basement rock (ridges). The 
heterogeneous glacial overburden deposits range from 0 to 100 feet thick and include tills, glacial 
fluvial deposits and glacial lacustrine deposits. The overburden and the bedrock aquifers 
represent two distinct aquifer systems in the East Fishkill area. On-going pumping of 
approximately one million gallons of water per day from the bedrock aquifer is occurring at the 
Hudson Valley Research Park to supply IBM's East Fishkill facility process needs and to contain 
groundwater contaminant plumes on that property. As a result of this pumping, natural 
groundwater flow patterns in the area have been drastically altered with the IBM facility pumping 
center serving as a local groundwater sink. 

4.	 Release or threatened release into the environment of a hazardous substance, or 
pollutant, or contaminant 

Sampling conducted between April 2000 and January 2001 by the New York State Department 
of Health (NYSDOH) and EPA identified 60 private wells contaminated with VOCs, primarily 
PCE, up to 1,600 parts per billion (\-lg/l), above the Federal and New York State MCLs of 5 \-lg/l. 
Twenty of these wells were contaminated above EPA's RAL for PCE of70 \-lg/l. 

Laboratory analyses of samples ofliquids and sludges from the septic tank at the Facility, 
collected by EPA on November 30, 2000, revealed high concentrations of VOCs and metals, 
including PCE at 40,940 parts per million (ppm), TCE at 1,067 ppm and lead at 6,740 ppm in the 
tank sludges. The poor condition of the tank and obvious contamination of the soils around the 
tank contributed to PCE and its breakdown products leaking from the tank into the surrounding 
soils. Once in the soils, the PCE migrated via percolation of rainwater into the underlying 
bedrock aquifer. 

5. National Priorities List (NPL) status 

The Site was listed on the National Priorities List (NPL) in June 2001. 

6.	 Maps, pictures and other graphic representations 

See Appendix I. 
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B. Other Actions To Date 

1. Previous actions 

EPA initiated removal activities at the Site in June 2000. Actions have included the delivery of 
bottled water to those affected residences and the installation of POET systems to remove the 
VOC contaminants of concern from the household water. Bottled water delivery for each 
affected residence began on June 7, 2000 and continued until the completion of POET system 
installation. GAC systems have been effectively reducing Site-related VOC concentrations to 
levels below MCLs. The GAC unit is supplemented with a pre-treatment particulate filter for 
sediment control and a post-treatment ultraviolet light to ensure the removal of any biological 
contamination. As additional contaminated wells were discovered, bottled water delivery and 
POET system installation was continued. IBM took over operating and maintaining the POET 
systems under EPA's May 2001 AOC-R. IBM also installed additional POET systems on homes 
deemed threatened by the migration of the contaminated groundwater plume. To date, 103 
POET systems are in place and operating. 

The septic system containing very high levels of PCE, discovered at the Facility, is believed to 
have been the main source of groundwater VOC contamination. In addition, the leaking of the 
septic tank caused extensive soil contamination at the Facility. In October 2000, the scope of the 
removal action was expanded to address the leaking tank and associated contaminated soil. In 
November 2000, removal activities to remove the septic system and contaminated soils were 
initiated. 

On November 30, 2000, prior to pumping out the 1200-gallon septic tank at the Facility, EPA 
collected samples of the sludge, oil and water. Originally installed in 1959, the tank had badly 
deteriorated and had an open bung hole in its bottom, indicating that its structural integrity had 
been compromised. As a result, extensive soil contamination around the tank was evident. In 
addition, the pipe leading from the building to the tank was cracked in a number ofplaces. At 
these locations, field instruments detected high levels ofVOC vapors in the soils adjacent to the 
Site building. 

On December 1, 2000, approximately 800 gallons of tank liquids were sent via tanker truck for 
treatment and disposal and approximately 250 gallons of grossly contaminated sludge from the 
tank was secured in drums. The tank was subsequently removed from the ground. On December 
4, 2000, the tank was cleaned, dismantled and shipped for disposal. On January 24, 2001, the 
drums of hazardous waste were transported from the Site for incineration. 

In an effort to remove contaminated soils, EPA's excavation activities continued through 
December 15, 2000, at which time approximately 1,600 tons of contaminated soils were removed 
from the area around the tank and piping and stockpiled on the southern portion of the property. 
These stockpiled soils were sampled for Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (ReRA) 
disposal characteristics and the results indicate the soil could be transported and disposed of as 
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nonhazardous waste. During the week of February 12,2001, the soils were transported to an off
site RCRA Subtitle D facility. 

During its excavation work, EPA determined that the piping from the tank to the leach field was 
plugged with soil. As a result, the leach field never received either septic or solvent waste. Field 
screening of the soils in the leach field and around the pipes indicated no VOCs present nor was 
any septic or solvent odor detected. The leach field was fully uncovered and then backfilled 
following the discovery of the nature of its construction. 

The area of excavation was 30 feet deep and 35 feet wide, extending from the edge of the 
building to the edge of a driveway leading to East Hook Cross Road. Field screening during the 
December 14,2000 excavation and post-excavation sampling in the pit adjacent to the Site 
building indicated that the soils on the western sidewall and in the bottom of the pit continued to 
be contaminated with high levels ofPCE (above NYSDEC TAGM cleanup level of 1.4 ppm). In 
December 2000, a six-foot chain link fence was erected around the excavation preventing 
unauthorized access. 

In May 2001, when EPA demobilized its operations at the Site, IBM took over removal 
activities. These included soil excavation, backfilling the various excavated area with clean fill, 
disposal of excavated soils and restoration work at the Facility. EPA approved a final report on 
these activities, on December 23, 2002. The source removal activities conducted at the Facility 
are believed to have eliminated any further source of groundwater contamination and should 
reduce the time necessary for remediation of the aquifer. 

On August 6, 2001, EPA approved a scope of work, proposed by IBM, to evaluate and 
implement a permanent water supply for the affected residents under the existing AOC-R. On 
December 17, 2001, EPA approved IBM's Alternate Water Supply Response Action Work Plan. 
In November 2003, IBM presented to EPA the final report (AWSER), in accordance with the 
May 2001 AOC-R. 

The AWSER and the PRAD were made available for public comment from November 19,2003 
through December 20, 2003. On November 20,2003, EPA conducted a public availability 
session and a public meeting in at the Fire District Administration Building in Hopewell 
Junction, Town of East Fishkill, New York to discuss the proposed response action and to 
receive public comments on the AWSER and the PRAD. 

2. Current action 

Point-of-Entry Treatment (POET) Systems 

A regular sampling and maintenance schedule has been arranged for each of the 103 residential 
POET systems. IBM performs ongoing quarterly sampling at three different stages of each 
POET system: 1) raw water, 2) between carbon vessels and 3) at the kitchen tap in each home. 
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In order to continue to protect public health during the implementation phases of the alternate 
water supply system, the POET systems will remain operational and be maintained until the 
alternate water supply is installed and operational. At that time, the POET systems will be 
dismantled and removed upon home hook-up to the public water supply system. 

C. State and Local Authorities' Roles 

1. State and local actions to date 

Early in the process, NYSDOH took an active role at the Site, sampling over 150 private wells in 
the area at the request of the residents. This activity has lead to the previous removal activities 
described herein. In addition, NYSDOH serves as the lead agency in addressing health-related 
issues on the Site, including public outreach and education, health consultation for residents and 
the activation of the VOC Registry for potentially exposed residents. 

NYSDEC has worked with EPA to investigate the source of the groundwater contamination 
through researching local industrial facilities and rumored disposal areas in the vicinity of the 
Site. 

2. Potential for continued State/local response 

New York State performs an oversight role in this current action and future remedial activities to 
be conducted at the Site. 

III. THREATS TO PUBLIC HEALTH, OR WELFARE, OR THE ENVIRONMENT 
AND STATUTORY AND REGULATORY AUTHORITIES 

A. Threats to Public Health or Welfare 

Conditions at the Site meet the criteria for a removal action under Section 40 C.F.R. 
300AI5(b)(2) of the NCP. Qualifying criteria under the NCP for the threats to the public health 
and welfare include the following: 

i) Actual or potential exposure to nearby human populations, animals, or the food 
chain from hazardous substances, or pollutants, or contaminants; and 

ii) Actual or potential contamination of drinking water supplies or sensitive 
ecosystems. 

Between April and January 2001, the analytical results generated by the NYSDOH and EPA 
sampling identified 60 residential wells contaminated by PCE (or its breakdown product TCE) in 
excess of the Federal and State MCLs of 5 ~g/l. EPA's RAL of70 ~g/l for PCE was exceeded in 
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20 of these wells. The affected residences are significantly impacted by contaminated 
groundwater, and are currently utilizing the POET systems to ensure a safe water supply. 
However, these POET systems are only an interim measure and are subject to potential failures 
such as: filter clogging and/or subsequent failure of the GAC filtering system. Since 
groundwater, a natural resource, has been determined to be contaminated with VOCs, the 
potential for further migration of groundwater contamination from the Site continues and may 
affect future residential development and associated future residents. In addition, the plume is 
not fully characterized and may migrate, impacting other residents in this area. However, 
numerous residents were exposed to PCE and other VOCs in their drinking water supplies for an 
undetermined period of time before EPA initiated the removal action at the Site. 

The VOCs identified at the Site may present health risks to humans through ingestion, inhalation 
or dermal contact. According to available data, when inhaled in air at high concentrations, single 
exposures to PCE can affect the central nervous system leading to dizziness, headache, 
sleepiness, confusion, nausea, difficulty in speaking or walking and can possibly lead to 
unconsciousness and/or death. PCE is also considered a possible human carcinogen by the 
United States Department of Health and Human Services. Human exposure can occur from 
ingestion of contaminated water, from food prepared with the water or from showering, bathing 
or washing. Exposure by inhalation alone during showering may exceed the exposure by direct 
ingestion. 

VOC vapors of the contaminated groundwater can also enter residential air from other home 
activities through humidifiers, dishwashers, clothes washers and household cleaning apparatuses. 
These tend to increase the VOC concentration in the air inside the home and may result in 
exposure of the residents as significant as that from direct ingestion. 

The associated health effects from exposure to elevated concentrations of PCE can include eye, 
skin, respiratory irritation, potential liver and/or kidney damage, toxic effect through inhalation, 
ingestion or dermal contact, carcinogenic and mutagenic effects and effect on the central nervous 
system. 

(vii)	 The availability of other appropriate federal or state response mechanisms to 
respond to the release. 

EPA uses its authority to issue orders to PRPs to perform response actions. IBM; has assumed 
responsibility for a significant portion of the necessary work to be conducted at the Site and is 
expected to undertake the alternate water supply work. State and local authorities are not able to 
undertake timely response actions to eliminate the threats posed by the Site. 
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B. Threats to the Environment 

Groundwater, a natural resource, has been determined to be contaminated with VOCs. The 
potential for further migration of groundwater contamination from the Site continues and may 
affect future residential development. 

A remedial investigation and feasibility study (RIfFS) is being conducted by IBM under an 
Administrative Order on Consent (AOC-RIfFS) Index No. CERCLA-02-2002-2025 which was 
entered into between EPA and IBM in September 2002. The RIfFS will determine the full nature 
and extent of groundwater contamination. 

IV. ENDANGERMENT DETERMINATION 

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this Site, if not addressed by 
implementing the removal action, selected in this Decision Document, may present an imminent 
and substantial endangerment to public health and the environment. 

V. EXEMPTION FROM STATUTORY LIMITS 

12 Monthf$2 Million Exemption 

CERCLA and 40 C.F.R. § 300AI5(b)(5) limit Federal removal responses to 12 months and $2 
million in expenditures for Federal fund-financed removal actions unless the lead agency, here 
EPA, makes certain determinations regarding the risks posed by the site, the need for response 
actions and the unavailability of other response actions to address the risks. While the risks 
posed by the Site rise to the level required by 40 C.F.R. § 300AI5(b)(5), this section does not 
apply because we anticipate that IBM will conduct the proposed removal action. In its letters of 
July 20 and 27, 200 I, IBM proposed to perform the alternate water supply response action under 
the terms ofthe AOC-R, paragraph 4I(f). 

VI. PROPOSED ACTIONS AND ESTIMATED COSTS 

The water supply alternatives that were evaluated in the AWSER are as follows: 

Alternative No. I: The selected alternative described in Section A below. 

Alternative No.2: The Town and City of Poughkeepsie Hudson River IntakelDutchess County 
Pipeline: This alternative included the purchase of water from the Town and City of 
Poughkeepsie to be transmitted through a I3-mile pipeline from Poughkeepsie to IBM's East 
Fishkill Plant. The water supply is drawn by the City and Town of Poughkeepsie primarily from 
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the Hudson River for the areas in southern Dutchess County. Two million gallons per day 
(MOD) of capacity would be initially purchased by IBM, with an option to purchase an 
additional two MOD. The water that would be supplied to the SRST would be a portion of an 
initial two-million gallon allocation to IBM from this pipeline. 

Alternative No.3: Route 376 Parcel A Property: This alternative is located on Route 376, north 
ofNYS Roue 52, in Hopewell Junction and is adjacent to and south of the Alternative No.4 
Parcel B property. In order to develop the property into a functional municipal well field, this 
alternative included the installation of two new production wells ort Parcel A. Each of the two 
production wells would readily produce a sufficient yield to supply the needs of the SRST. 

Alternative No.4: Route 376 Parcel B Property: This alternative is located on Route 376, north 
ofNYS Route 52, and is adjacent to and north of the Alternative No.3 property. In order to 
develop the property into a functional municipal well field, this alternative included the 
installation of two new production wells on Parcel B. Each of the two production wells would 
readily produce a sufficient yield to supply the needs of the SRST. 

A. Proposed Action 

1. Description 

There are two phases for the construction of this water supply project. The first phase involves 
the responsibility of the Town of Fishkill to finalize the water supply source implementation, 
namely the Snook Road Well Field and transmission line to NYS Route 52. The second phase of 
the project involves IBM's responsibility for the implementation of this non-time critical removal 
action, namely supplying public water to the SRST. 

In the first phase, the Town of Fishkill and Toll Brothers, Inc., a private real estate developer and 
contractor, are undertaking a number of capital improvements in connection with the Snook 
Road Well Field, which is the water supply source for the SRST. These actions include the 
following: 

•	 the development of the Snook Road Well Field, including the installation of a second 
supply well, which will be the primary source of water supply for the SRST; 

•	 the creation of the Snook Road Water Improvement Area No.1; and, 
•	 the installation of a 12" water transmission line from the Snook Road Well Field to a 

location on NYS Route 52 where IBM will assume responsibility for the project and 
connect the transmission line to the SRST. 

In the second phase of this project identified under this removal action, IBM will design, 
construct and install a public water supply system for the SRST. As stated above, the source of 
the potable water will be the Town of Fishkill Water Supply system. Figure 2 shows the 





13
 

5.	 Applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) 

The ARARs are identified in Section 4 of the AWSER, i. e., related to the provision of an 
alternate water supply and within the scope of this Decision Document, will be met to the extent 
practicable. 

6.	 Project schedule 

The overall project implementation schedule for the activities in this Decision Document is 
included in Table 4 in Appendix II. 

B.	 Estimated Costs 

The estimated present worth cost for completing the design, construction and installation of the 
alternate water supply system, including system service and repair activities, is approximately 
$10 million. 

Costs that will be incurred by the Town of Fishkill and others related to the development of the 
Snook Road Well Field are not included here. These costs will be incurred irrespective of the 
action proposed herein. 

VII.	 EXPECTED CHANGE IN THE SITUATION SHOULD ACTION BE DELAYED 
OR NOT TAKEN 

While the POET systems remain in operation, they are considered temporary and are subject to 
potential failures, such as filter clogging and/or subsequent failure of the GAC filtering system. 
Their operation is significantly more costly in the long term than conversion to a permanent 
water supply system. Since groundwater, a natural resource, has been determined to be 
contaminated with VOCs, the potential for further migration of groundwater contamination from 
the Site continues and may affect future residential development and associated future residents. 
In addition, the plume is not fully characterized and may migrate, impacting other residents in 
this area. The proposed action will protect the residents from exposure to contaminated 
groundwater until MCLs are achieved. 

VIII.	 OUTSTANDING POLICY ISSUES 

None. 
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IX. ENFORCENIENT
 

As set forth in the Site history section above, EPA has issued two AOCs to IBM, i. e., the May 
2001 AOC-R and the September 2002 AOC-RI/FS. IBM is expected to fund the entire design, 
construction and installation of the water supply system, including the respective transmission 
and distribution pipelines. IBM is also expected to participate in system service and repair 
activities. 

IBM, pursuant to the AOC-RI/FS, is investigating the nature and extent of the groundwater 
contamination, concurrently with the implementation of the alternate water supply project. 

X. RECOMMENDATIONS 

This Decision Document represents the selected removal action for the Site, which is located 
within the Town of East Fishkill, Dutchess County, New York. This document was developed in 
accordance with CERCLA and is not inconsistent with the NCP. This decision is based on the 
Administrative Record which was created specifically for this removal action for the Site. 

Please indicate your approval of the selected alternative for the non-time critical removal action, 
by signing below. 

Approved: Date: ?--d3-C! 
~-"---=-----"""J.L.l<""'-=-'--------L-'----------'-"--"'-'"",--____ I 

George Pavlou
 
\Division Director
 

Disapproved: Date: _ 
George Pavlou 
Division Director 
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Table 1 Total Capital Cost - Town of Fishkill Alternative 

Item Description Pay Unit Unit Price Est Qty Total 

S 459,660.00 

S 13,200.00 

S 669,600.00 

S 13,750.00 

S 21,000.00 

S 157,100.00 

S 180,000.00 

S 87,000.00 

S 150,000.00 

S 150,000.00 

S 184,800.00 

S 120,000.00 

S 0 

S 14,000.00 

S 125,000.00 

S 210,000.00 

S 85,000.00 

S 110,000.00 

S 210,000.00 

S 425,600.00 

S -
S -
S 3,385,710.00 

S 170,000.00 

S 3,555,710.00 

S 604,410.00 
. 

S 4,160,120.00 

S 4,632,845.00 

$ 8,792,965.00 

I 8" Ductile Iron Pipe in Town or County Rd. LF S 47.00 

S 1,100.00 

S 62.00 

S 1,250.00 

S 3,000.00 

S 20.00 

S 25.00 

S 2.900.00 

S 60.00 

S 20.00 

S 84.00 

S 60,000.00 

S 90,000.00 

S 7,000.00 

S 125,000.00 

S 70,000.00 

S 85,000.00 

S 210,000.00 

S 5.32 

9,780.00 

2 8" Gate Valve in Town or County Rd. Each 12.00 

3 8" Ductile Iron Pipe in NYS Highway LF 10,800.00 

4 8" Gate Valve in NYS Highway Each 11.00 

5 Ductile Iron Specials Ton 7.00 

6 Pavement Restoration in Town or COUDty Hwy. SY 7,855.00 

7 Pavement Restoration in NYS Highway SY 7,200.00 

8 Hydrant & Valve Assembly Each 30.00 

9 Rock Excavation CY 2.500.00 

10 Select Backfill CY 7,500.00 

II Flowable Backfill CY 2,200.00 

12 NYS Highway Crossing in 24" Casing Each 2.00 

13 1-84 Highway Crossing in 24" Casing Each 

14 Air Release Valve & Chamber Each 2.00 

15 Major Creek Crossing Each 1.00 

16 Minor Creek or Stream Crossing Each 3.00 

17 Master Meter Chamber Each 1.00 

18 Maintenance & Protection ofTraffic Lump Sum 

19 Water Booster Station Each 1.00 

20 Capital Contr to Water System (1) GPD 80,000.00 

21 Water Supply Development 

22 Land and Rights-of-Way 

23 Sub-Total Construction 

24 Contingencies 5% 

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION 

All Indirect Com -alloWllDCC: 17"10 

Total Cost for Source & Transmission to SST 

Water Disuict Disuibution - Table 2 

TOTAL PROJECT COST 

(1) Reflects Contribution to Town of Fishkill for purchase of 80,000 gpd of capacity of Snook Road Well Supply 



~ 

Table 2 
Total Capital Cost 

Water Distribution System - SRST 

Item Payment 

Unit 

Unit Price Estimated 

Quantity 

20000 

Total 

8 inch Ductile Iron Pipe lin ft $47.00 S940,000.00 

8 inch Gate Valve each SI,100.00 24 

6 

40 

150 

13500 

S26,400.00 

D.1. Specials tons $3,000.00 SI8,000.00 

Hydrant & Valve Assbly each S2,900.00 SI16,000.00 

3/4 inch copper service each . SI,400.00 S210,OOO,00 

Pavement Restoration sq. yds. S20.00 S270,000:00 

Rock Excavation Cll. yds. $60.00 2500 $150,000.00 

Select Backfill Cll. yds. $20.00 7500 S150,OOO.00 

1-84 Crossing in Casing Pipe each $90,000.00 I 

I 

137 

5% 

8% 

4% 

2% 

$90,000.00 

150,000 gillIon standpipe each $280,000.00 S280,000.00 

Maintenance & Prot of Traffic lump sum SIIO,OOO.OO 

Individual Household Connections each $10,500.00 $1,438,500.00 

Easements and Land allowance S80,000.00 

Sub-Total Construction $3,878,900.00 

Contingencies $193,945.00 

Total Construction $4,072,845.00 

Technical Services-Survey, Design allowance $320,000.00 

Construction Inspection allowance $160,000.00 

Permits and Admin allowance $80,000.00 

Total Cost $4,632,845.00 



Table 3 

Operation and Maintenance Costs - Town of Fishkill Alternative 

Item Description Costs 

1 Bulk Water Purchase - 12 million gallons/year $28,185.00 

2 Electricity 

Insurance 

Part-Time Operator 

Benefits & Payroll Taxes 

Maintenance and Repair 

Analytical Testing 

Bookkeeping & Administration 

$3,000.00 

3 $4,000.00 

4 $16,000.00 

5 $8,000.00 

6 $4,000.00 

7 1,500.00 

8 $4,000.00 

TOTAL ANNUAL COSTS 

TOTAL PRESENT WORTH (30 years - O&M) 

$68,685.00 

$1,187,701.00 
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 

Shenandoah Road Groundwater Contamination Superfund Site
 
Alternate Water Supply Preferred Alternative
 

Town of East Fishkill, Dutchess County, New York
 

INTRODUCTION 

This responsiveness summary includes public comments and questions received during the 
public comment period (November 18,2003 - December 18, 2003) for the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA's) proposed non-time critical removal action at the 
Shenandoah Road Groundwater Contamination Superfund Site (Site), as well as EPA's 
responses to those comments and questions. Comments summarized in this document have been 
considered in EPA's final selection of the removal action at the Site. 

As required under an Administrative Order, IBM, a potentially responsible party (PRP) for the 
Site, completed an Alternate Water Supply Evaluation Report (AWSER) for the Site. The 
AWSER discussed the various water supply alternatives that were considered. EPA, in 
conjunction with the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), 
subsequently issued a Proposed Response Action Document (PRAD) which identified its 
preferred alternative. The AWSER and the PRAD together are classified as the Engineering 
Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) for this non-time critical removal action. 

SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES 

Community involvement at the Site has been high. The key issues of concern centered around 
the contamination of private wells in the Shenandoah Road area. 

On June 5, 2000, EPA received a request from the New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation (NYSDEC) to perform an appropriate emergency response action at the Site under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980, as 
amended (CERCLA), 42 U.S.C. Sections 9601-9675. EPA determined that a sufficient planning 
period existed before Site activities for this portion of the response, i.e., an alternate water supply 
source had to be initiated. Accordingly, as stated above, this action is being conducted as an non
time critical removal action. 

On November 18, 2003, a public notice was published in the Poughkeepsie Journal. The public 
notice announced the release and availability of the AWSER and EPA's PRAD, as well as the 
holding of a public availability session and a public meeting. 
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On November 20, 2003, EPA participated in the public availability session in the afternoon. At 
this session, EPA, IBM and its technical consultants answered questions about the various water 
supply alternatives. In the evening, EPA conducted a public meeting with NYSDEC to further 
discuss the AWSER and the PRAD, which identified EPA's preferred water supply alternative. 
At this meeting, EPA also explained that the Agency would prepare a final response action 
document setting forth EPA's final water supply response action. 

The repository for Site-related documents is established at the East Fishkill Community Library, 
348 Route 376, Hopewell Junction, New York. 

This responsiveness summary documents EPA's response to those comments and questions 
raised during the public comment period. 

Attached to the Responsiveness Summary are the following Appendices: 

Appendix A - Proposed Response Action Document 
AppendixB - Public Notice, published in the Poughkeepsie Journal on November 18, 2003 
Appendix C - November 20, 2003 Public Availability Session and Public Meeting 

Attendance Sheets 
Appendix D - Letters and E-mails Submitted During the Public Comment Period 

OVERVIEW OF PUBLIC'S REACTION TO EPA'S PREFERRED REMEDY 

EPA received numerous comments on the PRAD and the AWSER during the public comment 
period. Public comments received generally supported the Agency's preferred alternative of the 
Town of Fishkill Water Supply although some concern was raised about the continued quality of 
the proposed supply. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS AND EPA RESPONSES 

Comments were expressed at the public meeting, and written comments were received during the 
public comment period. 

The comments have been categorized as follows: 

A. Response Action Issues (Water Supply and Water Consumption) 
B. Technical Issues 
C. Water Quality Issues 

A summary of the comments and EPA's responses to the comments is provided below: 
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Response Action Issues 

Comment #1:
 

Response #1:
 

Comment #2:
 

Response #2:
 

Comment #3: 

Response #3: 

Comment #4: 

Response #4: 

How much water is currently being consumed by the Shenandoah Road area 
residents? 

Based on the latest quarterly water consumption information gathered from 
quarterly monitoring and sampling conducted by IBM at those affected 
Shenandoah Road Service Territory (SRST) residences that are served by 
point-of-entry treatment (POET) systems, approximately 15,800 gallons of 
water are used per quarter per family. Adapting this figure to the existing 
SRST community of roughly 150 properties, the anticipated SRST water usage 
will be approximately 26,000 gallons per day. 

Also, the AWSER presented that the average daily demand required for the 
SRST is approximately 80,000 gallons per day, which is the water quantity 
allocated to the Town of Fishkill for the SRST under the three-party 
agreement. The three-party agreement is further discussed in 
Comments/Responses #15, #22 and #28. The average per capita water usage 
can vary considerably from residence to residence. The national average per 
capita water usage rate is 80 gallons per day. 

What will be the monthly cost of water? 

Using the anticipated water usage for the SRST of26,000 gallons per day and 
the estimated water costs for the selected alternative of $5.70 per 1000 gallons 
used, the monthly water bill for the SRST residents can be approximated to be 
about $30 per residence. The average water costs for some of the water 
districts managed by the Town of East Fishkill range from approximately $1.80 
to $4.45 per 1000 gallons used. Under the current water usage rates, the yearly 
water bills range from $150 to $370 per year. As further discussed below in 
Comments/Responses #4 and #8, it is likely that the actual cost of water to the 
SRST residents will be lower than estimated. 

Who will set the water rates? 

The Town of East Fishkill will set the water rates for the SRST customers. 

Why will the residents pay water bills? 

EPA does not pay residents' water bills. Also, EPA does not order PRPs to 
pay residents' water bills. EPA expects IBM to perform or provide for any 
necessary operations and maintenance (O&M) of the physical infrastructure 
associated with the provision of drinking water to the homes in the SRST until 
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Comment #5:
 

Response #5:
 

Comment #6:
 

Response #6:
 

Comment #7:
 

Response #7:
 

Comment #8:
 

the groundwater is safe to drink again. IBM's action with respect to the O&M 
of the project will not, however, eliminate the need for water bills. Water bills 
will still be issued to the residents. 

The residents will receive certain other benefits from being on a public water 
supply system, including not having to pay for the testing and maintenance of 
their wells, the replacement of pumps and other appurtenances and the 
electricity usage associated with the operation of the pump. Also, water 
hydrants for fire protection will be installed at key locations throughout the 
SRST area. 

What is the annual cost for the water supply system? What is the nature of the 
items in those costs? 

The detailed cost analysis for the selected alternative is contained in the 
AWSER. The estimated overall capital cost for the project is approximately 
$8.8 million; the O&M cost is approximately $69,000 per year; and the total 
present worth cost is approximately $10 million. The capital cost includes, but 
is not limited to, those costs associated with installing transmission and 
distributions lines, including rights-of-way for excavation. Various related 
expenditures are associated with the following: piping, valves, easements, 
excavation, paving, etc. The O&M costs include bulk water purchase, 
electricity, insurance, operators' salaries, maintenance and repair, testing, etc. 

Why will the East Fishkill residents of the SRST have a higher water bill than 
the Town of Fishkill residents? 

Water rates in the various towns vary considerably, since each town may have 
different administrative and capital expenditures associated with the supply of 
public water. The Town of East Fishkill will determine the water rates to the 
residents of the SRST. 

What is the cost of water to the residents of the Village of Fishkill and the 
Town of Fishkill? 

According to the information provided by the communities, water rates are 
determined by usage. In some instances, flat rates may be charged on a case
by-case basis. After reviewing some of the water rates in communities within 
Dutchess County, including the Village of Fishkill and the Town of Fishkill, 
water rates can vary from $20 to $50 per quarter per residence. 

Who will pay for the O&M of the water supply system? 
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Response #8:	 EPA expects IBM to perform or provide for the O&M of the water supply 
system until the groundwater cleanup goals have been achieved. The exact 
arrangement of what O&M activities IBM will be responsible for has yet to be 
determined; these could include pump or valve repair or replacement or 
pipeline repair or replacement. EPA expects that this arrangement will be 
finalized before the water supply system installation has been completed. With 
the potential reduction in the O&M costs for the Town of East Fishkill, there 
may be some reduction in the overall cost of water supplied to the SRST 
consumer. 

Technical Issues 

Comment #9:	 Why was the Four Seasons water supply alterative eliminated? 

Response #9:	 After further investigation of this alternative, it was determined that the 
existing capacity of the system would not have served the necessary water 
supply requirements of the SRST. Also, no future water well development 
information from the Four Seasons Corporation was available for further 
consideration as a viable water supply. 

Comment #10:	 What will be the back-up source of water for the selected alternative? 

Response #10:	 The Town of Fishkill selected alternative will include two separate drinking 
water wells, as part of its operations. Under municipal requirements, 
municipal water supplies are required to have two supply wells to ensure that a 
safe water will be distributed uninterrupted to the SRST community in case 
one well has to be taken out of service. 

Comment # 11 :	 Will the residents be able to use their existing wells? Are there any restrictions 
or regulations through local ordinances to prevent the use of multiple water 
supplies at residences? 

Response #11:	 The Town of East Fishkill does not require mandatory connection to an 
available public water supply system. 

However, according to Section 186-21 of the Municipal Code of the Town of 
East Fishkill: 

"A. If an owner has any source of water other than from the municipal public 
water system, such source will be considered nonpotable. Before making any 
service connection between the municipal public water supply and a 
consumer's premises, it is required that all connections between individual 
wells or other outside sources of water supply physically be disconnected from 
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the consumer's plumbing fixtures, which are connected to the municipal 
potable water supply." 

"B. All owners of property within the confines of a municipal water district 
shall not use nonpotable water as a source of water supply for any purpose. 
Nonpotable water is defined as any source of water other than from a 
municipally owned water system." 

Disconnecting the private residential wells within the SRST will be addressed 
during the development of the SRST water district by the Town of East Fishkill 
and the Dutchess County Department of Health. 

Comment #12: What is the proposed conceptual route to bring water from New York State 
Route 52 to the SRST? 

Response #12: As per the transmission route identified in the AWSER for the Town of 
Fishkill alternative, the transmission line would extend east from the Town of 
Fishkill border along the Route 52 right-of-way to a location where it would 
connect with Shenandoah Road. The line would then travel along the 
Shenandoah Road right-of-way to the SRST community. The distribution lines 
would then follow the various streets and roads within the SRST community, 
including Burbank Road, Seymour Lane and others. IBM will be responsible 
for the design and construction ofthe transmission pipeline along Route 52 
from the location where it picks up the Town of Fishkill Snook Road Well 
Field water supply. 

Comment # 13: When will soil sampling occur? 

Response # 13: The original removal action, conducted at the former operating facility at 7 
East Hook Cross Road, included confirmatory soil sampling which indicated 
that contaminated soils were remediated and removed off-site. Since the 
former operations building was removed and clean soils were used as fill in the 
excavated areas, there is no indication that further soil contamination has 
occurred at the East Hook Cross Road location. 

During the remedial investigation/feasibility study (RIfFS) phase of the project 
(to be conducted over the next two years or so), there will be some soil 
sampling conducted during the drilling and installation of new monitoring 
wells in order to characterize the geologic formations in the area. 

Comment #14: Will some of the compounds, i.e., manganese and iron, that were shown to be 
in some of the water supply sources presented in the AWSER cause damage or 
leaching to galvanized piping? 
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Response #14: The preferred alternative does not show any issue with the compounds 
identified and, as such, should not affect piping and residential water piping in 
the SRST. If, at some time in the future, these compounds become an issue, 
appropriate actions would be taken by the water district to alleviate them. 

Comment #15: Will we receive uninterrupted water during a blackout? 

Response #15: The Town of Fishkill's production wells are serviced by emergency generators 
which would start up at any power shortage. Also, the storage holding tank has 
enough capacity to handle a limited period of daily demand. To date, the Town 
of Fishkill residents have not been without water during some of the recent 
blackouts. 

Please note that a three-party agreement among the Town of East Fishkill, 
Town of Fishkill and IBM has been recently executed to ensure that sufficient 
capacity will be available to the SRST residents. This agreement contains a 
section on Water Emergency Procedures. 

Comment #16: Can the SRST residents have multiple supplies in their homes? 

Response #16: Each household is permitted only one connection to the new water supply 
system. As indicated in Response #11 above (Section 186-21 of East Fishkill's 
municipal code), before any service connection between the municipal public 
water supply and a consumer's premises can be made, it is required that all 
connections between individual wells or other outside sources of water supply 
physically be disconnected from the consumer's plumbing fixtures. 

Comment #17: Are there any assurances to SRST homeowners that future properties will be 
prevented fropl using the public water supply? 

Response #17: As water purveyors, the Town of East Fishkill is responsible for ensuring that 
sufficient water capacity is available for the SRST. Any additional capacity 
that it may need for future development must be above and beyond that 
dedicated to the SRST. 

The SRST water supply capacity, as reserved by IBM from the Town of 
Fishkill, is to be used solely for the SRST residents. This reserved capacity 
cannot be used for future development outside of the affected SRST area 
unless those properties are found to be affected by Site-related contaminants. 

Comment #18: What are the two alternative water supply sites located on Route 376? Who 
owns the property there? How were these locations selected? 
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Response #18:	 The two water supply alternatives on the large parcel of property on Route 376 
are two separate and distinct potential production well fields. During the 
alternate water supply source investigation process, the Route 376 property was 
divided into two separate areas (one at the north end of the property and one at 
the south end). The two sites represent two unique water supply alternatives, 
as presented in the AWSER. The entire property is currently owned by the 
Proust family. These potential well development areas were identified, 
investigated and developed by IBM's contractor, Groundwater Sciences 
Corporation, in order to expand the AWSER water supply alternative list for 
the SRST area, as required in EPA's Administrative Order on Consent for 
Removal Action (CERCLA-022001-2020). 

Comment #19:	 Can the community reject the four alternatives and demand a community water 
system from Honness Mountain Road? 

Response #19:	 If the community, as a whole, provided a technical rationale as to why the 
preferred alternative was not suitable as a water supply, then there may be 
cause to pursue other potential water supply alternatives. The Honness 
Mountain area has not been investigated as a water source, hence, EPA does 
not have information about its viability as a water source. 

The four alternatives presented in the AWSER represent the most feasible and 
available sources of safe public water supply for the SRST area. Also, a 
number of other alternatives were given a very thorough investigation. The 
final four, as presented in the AWSER, represent the best available alternate 
water sources, with respect to quality and quantity, for the SRST. These 
represent the only alternatives that were found to be viable as clean water 
sources for the SRST community. Since a preferred alternative was found to 
be suitable by EPA and NYSDEC for the SRST, there is no reason to pursue 

. other water supply venues. 

EPA has neither qualitative nor quantitative information that a water supply 
from the Honness Mountain region would be suitable as a water supply for the 
SRST. 

Please note that, after EPA and New York State reviewed the water supply 
alternatives, the Town of Fishkill water supply source, i.e., the Snook Road 
Well Field, is the most cost-effective for the SRST. As stated above, the 
quality of the water to be supplied by the Snook Road Well Field complies 
with Federal and State drinking water standards. 

Comment #20:	 Why was the Dutchess County Pipeline Alternative not selected as the 
preferred alternative? 
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Response #20: While this project is in the engineering design phase, EPA did not choose this 
alternative, since it requires the construction of a 13-mile water transmission 
line before any water would be able to reach the Town of East Fishkill and the 
SRST community. Since this transmission line is a major component of this 
alternative, the sheer scope of the project may create additional uncertainty 
regarding the estimated time for completion of its construction, as compared to 
the selected alternative. 

Comment #21: Would the Meadow Creek Corporate Park be able to connect into the SRST 
water supply? 

Response #21: Under the 3-party agreement, the Town of East Fishkill must use the capacity 
reserved"by IBM for the water supply needs of the SRST. The Town of East 
Fishkill may secure additional quantities of water, above and beyond the 
reserved capacity, to service other users such as the proposed the Meadow 
Creek Corporate Park or any other future development. 

Comment #22: Do the existing well fields used by the IBM East Fishkill Facility have any 
effect on the Town of Fishkill alternative? 

Response #22: The three existing production well fields (the Main Plant Well Field, the 
Railroad Spur Well Field and the Wiccopee Well Field) used by the IBM East 
Fishkill facility are separate and distinct from the Snook Road Well Field, the 
Town of Fishkill water supply alternative. These well fields are approximately 
two to three miles away and are located in two different towns. The water 
transmission line for the Town of Fishkill alternative will travel directly past 
these well fields but will not be connected to them. 

There was also some public concern that water from these well fields may be 
commingled with the water that would be supplied to the SRST from the Town 
of Fishkill. This action is not included in the three-party agreement and will 
not occur. As stated in the AWSER, since the IBM well fields have 
insufficient capacity to handle the future needs of the IBM facility itself, they 
were ruled out as a potential alternate water supply source for the SRST. The 
Dutchess County Pipeline alternative is being developed specifically to handle 
the increased usage requirements for the IBM Facility. 

Comment #23: Please expand on the risk assessment discussion. 

Response #23: A baseline risk assessment, which will evaluate carcinogenic and 
noncarcinogenic risks of the various volatile organic compounds (VOCs) found 
in the soils and groundwater, will be performed during the remedial 
investigation phase of the project. This effort would include evaluating the 
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various exposure pathways considered during a risk assessment, including 
inhalation, ingestion and dermal exposure, for the VOC contaminants of 
concern at the Site. 

Comment #24: Who pays for the 150,000-gallon water storage tank? Where will it be built? 
What will it look like? 

Response #24: The water storage tank is a necessary part of the water supply system in that it 
will provide the water supply reserve during peak usage. 

IBM will construct the water storage tank and connect it to the various 
transmission lines. The exact location of the tank remains to be determined. It 
will be a standard configuration, with estimated dimensions of 40 feet in height 
and 25 feet in diameter. The exact location of this tank will be determined 
during the design phase of the project. EPA will consider the SRST 
community's input to ensure that the tank is built in an acceptable location 
within the SRST. 

Comment #25: Why is IBM not pursuing further investigation of the Shenandoah Road area? 

Response #25: As stated above, IBM will continue to perform the RI/FS phase of the project, 
which will determine the full nature and extent of groundwater contamination 
at the Site. This process will include installing new monitoring wells, as well 
as sampling the soil gas, air, surface water and groundwater. 

Comment #26: Will there be property tax increases? 

Response #26: Since IBM is funding the entire construction and installation of the water 
supply system for the SRST, EPA does not believe that there would be any 
impacts to existing tax structures related to the installation of this water supply 
project. 

Any property tax increase that may be directly related to the increase in value 
of a property after it is connected to a public water supply service would be 
better addressed by the Town of East Fishkill. 

Comment #27: Will IBM maintain the POET systems that are currently installed at the 
affected SRST residences if any resident does not hook up to the new water 
supply system? 

Response #27: Once the permanent water service is in place and supplying each home, the 
POET system for that home would be dismantled and removed. IBM would 
not be required to continue maintaining any remaining POET systems for those 
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homeowners who decide not to connect to the public water supply system. 
Any continued maintenance of remaining POET systems would be the 
responsibility of the homeowner. However, as stated in Response #11 above, 
the Town of East Fishkill Municipal Code states that if an owner has any 
source of water other than from the municipal public water system, such source 
will be considered nonpotable. Before making any service connection between 
the municipal public water supply and a consumer's premises, it is required that 
all connections between individual wells or other outside sources of water 
supply physically be disconnected from the consumer's plumbing fixtures, 
which are connected to the municipal potable water supply. 

Comment #28: How long will the three-party agreement be in effect? Does this agreement 
require New York State approval? 

Response #28: The Town of East Fishkill, the Town of Fishkill and IBM prepared the three
party agreement to remain in place for a period of forty years. According to the 
agreement, "the Town of East Fishkill shall have the right and option to extend 
the Agreement for successive 10-year terms..." This agreement does not 
require New York State approval prior to its implementation. The agreement 
has been executed and is in place. A copy of the agreement is included in the 
Administrative Record for the alternate water supply. 

Comment #29: Who will pay for the installation ofthe water lines and the restoration ofthe 
streets and roads? 

Response #29: IBM will be financially responsible for the completion of the water supply 
project, which would include the installation of water transmission lines from 
the boundary of the Town of Fishkill and the Town of East Fishkill and the 
distribution lines within the SRST, as well as the restoration to original or 
improved conditions of those rights-of-way, i.e., street and roads, which will be 
used as the routes for the installation of the piping. EPA will ensure that IBM 
and its contractors comply with any local ordinances and communicate with 
local agencies to make sure that the construction and installation activities are 
conducted in a safe and reliable manner. 

Water Quality Issues 

Comment #30:	 Why is there no mention made about the expansion of the Southern Duchess 
Sand and Gravel Mining operations and the effect it would have on the 
underlying aquifer? 

Response #30:	 The Town of Fishkill provided EPA with its technical evaluation of the effect 
that the mining operations may have on the Snook Road Well Field which is 
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located more than one-and-one-halfmiles from the mining operations. Data 
from extensive pumping tests of the proposed water supply wells at the Snook 
Road Well Field indicate that the zone of influence or recharge area to those 
proposed wells does not include the sand and gravel aquifer underlying Clove 
Creek in the vicinity of the mining operations. The Snook Road Well Field 
lies in the Sprout Creek-Fishkill Creek aquifer. Data also indicate that the 
discharge of storm water at the mining operations will not impact the quality of 
the proposed Snook Road Well Field. Based on a review of the information 
supplied by the Town of Fishkill, EPA concurs with this assessment and 
believes that the operation of the mining site would not have an effect on the 
Snook Road Well Field. 

Comment #31: Is there any concern over high levels of manganese in the proposed water 
supply? 

Response #31: No, the water quality of the Town of Fishkill alternative shows non-detectable 
levels of manganese. The Federal and State secondary standards for 
manganese are intended to prevent potential aesthetic problems, such as poor 
taste, odor and staining of plumbing fixtures, rather than adverse health 
impacts. 

Comment #32: Will the Clove Creek Aquifer be protected? 

Response #32: As stated above in Response #30 above, data from extensive pumping tests of 
the proposed water supply wells at the Snook Road Well Field indicate that the 
zone of influence or recharge area to those proposed wells does not include the 
sand and gravel aquifer underlying Clove Creek. The local water supply 
authorities drawing potable water from the Clove Creek aquifer would be 
responsible for ensuring that the source of that drinking water is protected. 

Comment #33: Will the historical nature of the Snook Road Well Field area be preserved? 

Response #33: Appropriate steps will be taken to ensure that actions taken during the 
construction of the water supply system comply with any historical 
preservation requirements, as identified in the National Historical Preservation 
Act. 

Comment #34: What provisions have been established for compensation or treatment for 
future healthcare issues that may arise as a result ofdrinking contaminated 
water prior to the installation of the POET systems? 

Response #34: At the present time, no health studies are proposed for the SRST. Any health 
concerns should be directed to the Duchess County Health Department, the 
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New York State Department of Health or the Federal Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry. There are no provisions under the Superfund 
law to provide for any compensation resulting from potential past exposure to 
groundwater contamination. 

Comment #35: Where are the results of the 1987 residential well testing? 

Response #35: This residential well testing was performed in relation to IBM's East Fishkill 
facility and is not associated with the Site. Since these data were not Site
related, EPA did not use these data in its pre-remedial investigation and 
evaluation of the Site to develop the hazard ranking for proposed listing on the 
Superfund National Priorities List (NPL). The Site was listed on the NPL on 
June 14, 2001. EPA suggests contacting IBM for these historical data. 

Comment #36: When the groundwater is fully restored, the public should be given a choice 
between a public supply and a private supply. 

Response #36: The restoration of the groundwater to below Federal and State maximum 
contaminant levels will probably be a lengthy process. As such, it may take up 
to 30 or 40 years before any private well in the SRST area may produce safe 
drinking water without treatment. If and when that occurs, any connection to 
private wells or the installation of new private wells would have to be 
addressed at the local level with the Town ofEast Fishkill. 

In order to provide the SRST residents with a safe drinking water supply, it is 
necessary to install a public water supply system now to ensure the protection 
of public health. 

Comment #37: What is the quality of the water that will be supplied to the SRST residents? In 
particular, there are concerns about how chlorine may affect aquarium life. 

Response #37: The water quality supplied to the SRST will comply with Federal and State 
drinking water standards. Chlorination is a necessary part of the public water 
supply process in order to ensure that bacterial contamination does not reach 
the consumer. With respect to the residual chlorine content ofthe water, EPA 
recommends that the homeowner secure technical advice from aquarium-life 
specialists on the best way to maintain a healthy aquatic environment for the 
various plant and animal species associated with an aquarium. 

Comment #38: There was some public concern expressed about the commingling of drinking 
water from different well fields or other water supplies within the transmission 
lines that would supply water to the SRST. 

Page 13 of 14 



Response #38:	 According to the Town of Fishkill, the water supply area associated with the 
Snook Road Well Field will be known as the Snook Road Water Improvement 
Area #1. The transmission line from this well field will be a newly constructed 
12" water main. This line will be installed by the Toll Brothers, a private 
developer and contractor and will run along Merritt Boulevard to a location on 
NYS Route 52. At this location on NYS Route 52, IBM will pick up the 
construction work to install a transmission line from that point to the SRST. 
As stated previously, an allocation of 80,000 gal/day from this water supply 
has been assigned to the Town of East Fishkill to service the SRST. 

With respect to additional potential water sources, the Town of Fishkill 
currently has no agreement nor any definitive plans to obtain water from the 
Village of Fishkill (within the Town of Fishkill) water supplies which draws 
water from the Clove-Creek Aquifer. The new Snook Road Well Field water 
supply facilities are being constructed in such a manner as to facilitate a 
potential connection at such time as an acceptable agreement may be reached 
between the two communities. 

The Town of Fishkill does have definitive plans to ultimately interconnect the 
facilities of the Snook Road Water Improvement Area #1 with the facilities of 
the Town of Fishkill Brinkerhoff Water District. This interconnection would, 
thereby, allow a commingling of water from the Snook Road Well Field with 
that of the Brinkerhoff Well Field. This operation would permit better well 
field management, increase overall system efficiency and capacity and continue 
to provide a safe and sufficient water supply to the SRST. 

All public water supplied to the SRST community would meet Federal and 
State drinking water standards. 
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I.	 PURPOSE 

The purpose of this Decision Document is to request authorization to implement a non-time 
critical removal action at the Shenandoah Road Groundwater Contamination Superfund Site 
(Site), Town of East Fishkill, Dutchess County, New York pursuant to the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended (CERCLA), 42 
U.S.C. Sections 9601-9675. This non-time critical removal action includes the installation of an 
alternate public water supply system. The primary contaminants of concern at the Site are 
tetrachloroethene (PCE) and trichloroethene (TCE). The Site poses a threat to public health and 
the environment due to the presence ofPCE and TCE in numerous private residential drinking 
water wells. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has determined that supplying the 
area residents with public water is necessary. 

With this decision, EPA selects the preferred alternative identified in the November 2003 
Proposed Response Action Document (PRAD), namely, Alternative No.1 - The Town of Fishkill 
Municipal Water Supply. 

It is anticipated that International Business Machines Corp. (IBM), a potentially responsible party 
(PRP) for the Site, will conduct this non-time critical removal action, pursuant to the EPA May 
2001 Administrative Order on Consent for Removal (AOC-R), Index No. CERCLA-02-2001
2020. As part of this effort, IBM prepared an Alternate Water Supply Evaluation Report 
(AWSER) which presented a detailed analysis of all the proposed water supply alternatives. The 
AWSER, together with the PRAD (which provides detailed discussions of the proposed water 
supply alternatives as well as EPA's preferred alternative), represent the Engineering 
Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA), as required by 40 C.F.R. Section 300.415(b)(4)(i). 

The objectives of this non-time critical removal action are as follows: 1) to implement an 
alternate water supply action within the Shenandoah Road Service Territory (SRST), which is 
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affected by groundwater contaminated with volatile organic compounds (VOCs), including PCE 
and TCE and 2) to prevent the threat of direct contact with hazardous substances, namely those 
contained in contaminated residential drinking water wells within the SRST. 

The AWSER and the PRAD were made available for public comment from November 19,2003 
through December 20, 2003. On November 20,2003, EPA conducted a public availability 
session and a public meeting in Hopewell Junction, Town of East Fishkill, New York to discuss 
the proposed response action and to receive public comments on the AWSER and the PRAD. 

Conditions at the Site meet the criteria for a removal action under CERCLA and Section 
300.415(b)(2) of the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). 

It is estimated that activities under this removal action will be completed within two-and-a-half 
years of the commencement of the action. It is anticipated that this removal action, as described 
in this Decision Document, will be performed by IBM, as per the May 2001 AOC-R. 

The overall present worth cost for completing the removal action is estimated to be 
approximately $10 million. The total estimated capital cost is $8,792,965 (see Table 1). The 
estimated capital cost for the installation of the SRST water distribution system is $4,632,845 
(see Table 2). The estimated total of system service and repair is $68,685 per year with a present 
worth over 30 years of$I,187,701 (see Table 3).1 The tables are presented in Appendix II. 

The Site was listed on the National Priorities List (NPL) in June 2001. There are no nationally 
significant or precedent-setting issues associated with this removal action. 

All figures are contained in· Appendix I. 

The Administrative Record (AR) index is contained in Appendix III. The AR Index identifies 
the documents that comprise the AR upon which the selection of the removal action is based. 

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) was consulted on 
the planned removal action and concurred with the selected response action (see Appendix IV). 

The Responsiveness Summary, identifying comments received during the public comment period 
and EPA's response to those comments, is contained in Appendix V. 

The PRAD, identifying the various alternate water supply alternatives, as well as the preferred 
alternative, is contained in Appendix A of the Responsiveness Summary. 

1 It is anticipated that the system will be operated by the Town of East Fishkill and that IBM will 
participate in system service and repair activities. 
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II. SITE CONDITIONS AND BACKGROUND
 

This Decision Document memorializes the proposed non-time critical action for the Site. The 
CERCLA Information System ID number for the Site is NYSFN0204269. 

A. Site Description 

1. Removal site evaluation 

The Site is considered a facility as defined by Section 101(9) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. Section 
9601(9). Past industrial operations at the Site have resulted in the release of hazardous 
substances, as defined by CERCLA, into the fractured bedrock aquifer below the Site. A VOC 
plume, emanating from a parcel of property (Facility) located at 7 East Hook Cross Road in 
Hopewell Junction, has migrated approximately one mile downgradient to the north, resulting in 
a substantial threat to both the public health and the environment. Residential wells 
downgradient of the Facility have been contaminated with VOCs above both the Federal 
Removal Action Levels (RALs) and Federal and State Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). 
Based on the available information, a CERCLA removal action was warranted at the Site to 
provide treatment systems on residential wells and to identify and to remove sources of 
contamination. 

The Site is located in a rural area, consisting of residential subdivisions and extensive farmland 
and woodlands, within the Town of East Fishkill, approximately one mile southwest of the 
intersection oflnterstate 84 and the Taconic State Parkway (see Figure 1). Shenandoah Road is 
the central thoroughfare which runs through the SRST. 

The affected properties at the Site use private wells for potable water supply and septic systems 
for sanitary wastewater disposal. Some of these private wells are contaminated with elevated 
levels of PCE and TCE. 

Information obtained by EPA and NYSDEC indicates that the Facility was used between 1965 
and 1975 by Jack Manne, Inc. to clean and repair microchip holders or "racks." Available 
information indicates that during these operations, waste solvents, including PCE, and metals, 
including lead, were disposed of in a septic tank and an in-ground pit, located outside the 
building at the Facility. Additionally, nitric and sulfuric acid wastes were reportedly disposed of 
in the pit at the Facility. 

On June 2, 2000, EPA received a request from NYSDEC to "perform an appropriate CERCLA 
emergency response action" at the Site. On June 7, 2000, EPA began to supply bottled water to 
those residences with private wells with PCE and TCE contamination above maximum 
contaminant levels (MCLs). Subsequently, on June 19,2000, EPA initiated the installation of 
point-of-entry treatment (POET) systems, which consist of a pre-treatment particulate filter for 
sediment control, a granular activated carbon (GAC) filtering system and a post-treatment UV 
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light to ensure removal of any potential biological contamination. At that time, of the 60 
residences with wells that exceeded MCLs, 57 were initially provided POET systems. The other 
three residents installed GAC water treatment systems at their own expense, prior to EPA's 
involvement in the Site. One of these 57 homes was also fitted with a residential air stripper, 
because of particularly high levels of PCE found in the well. Subsequently, PCE levels were 
reduced to the point that the air stripper was no longer necessary, but the home remains fitted 
with a POET system. IBM installed additional POET systems at the Site and currently performs 
the maintenance on 103 POET systems and samples them on a quarterly basis to ensure their 
continued effectiveness. 

On September 22, 2000, EPA issued an action memorandum documenting verbal authorization 
to initiate the removal action. In October 2000, EPA and NYSDEC conducted investigatory 
work at the Facility. A 1,200-gallon metal septic tank was discovered containing materials 
exhibiting extremely high concentrations ofPCE. A buried waste pit, also on the property, had 
been used for nitric and sulfuric acid waste disposal. EPA and NYSDEC determined that the 
probable source of the VOC contamination in the nearby residential wells was linked to these 
historical operations at the Facility, particularly from the septic tank. 

On October 27, 2000, EPA issued an action memorandum to continue removal activities at the 
Site. During November/December 2000, EPA 1) excavated the septic tank, removed its contents 
for transportation and off-site treatment and disposal and 2) further excavated and disposed of 
approximately 1,600 tons of contaminated soils around the tank and the associated piping 
materials. 

In April 2001, EPA demolished the processing building at the Facility and excavated and 
stockpiled contaminated soils underlying it. In May 2001, IBM took over the Site removal action 
work, pursuant to the AOC-R, which included the removal of the remaining excavated soils, 
backfilling with clean soil, revegetation and disposal of excavated soils off-Site. Restoration was 
completed on April 26,2002. The removal work, conducted at the Facility, is documented in the 
Final Report for Removal Action at 7 East Hook Cross Road Facility, dated July 18,2002. 

2. Physical location 

The Site is located within the Town of East Fishkill, Dutchess County in an area known as 
Shenandoah. The affected residences at the Site are located on portions of Shenandoah Road, 
Old Shenandoah Road, Seymour Lane, Burbank Road, Jackson Road, Townsend Road, Old 
Townsend Road, Jaycox Lane, Stone Ridge Lane and East Hook Cross Road. The area impacted 
by the groundwater contamination is approximately one mile southwest of the intersection of 

Interstate 84 and the Taconic State Parkway and one-and-one-half mile southeast of the Hudson 
Valley Research Park (see Figure 1). 
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3.	 Site characteristics 

The Site is in a rural area consisting of residential subdivisions intermingled with extensive 
farmland and patches of woodlands. The topography is dominated by a northeast/southwest 
trending valley and ridge complex. The homes in the area use private wells for potable water 
supply and septic systems for sanitary waste water disposal. At this time, the SRST is not 
serviced by a public water supply nor are there water mains nearby. 

The Site is underlain by unconsolidated Pleistocene glacial deposits that overlie complexly 
folded, highly fractured and weathered dolostone of the Lower Paleozoic Wappinger Group 
(valleys) and up thrusted fault blocks of the Precambrian gneissic basement rock (ridges). The 
heterogeneous glacial overburden deposits range from 0 to 100 feet thick and include tills, glacial 
fluvial deposits and glacial lacustrine deposits. The overburden and the bedrock aquifers 
represent two distinct aquifer systems in the East Fishkill area. On-going pumping of 
approximately one million gallons of water per day from the bedrock aquifer is occurring at the 
Hudson Valley Research Park to supply IBM's East Fishkill facility process needs and to contain 
groundwater contaminant plumes on that property. As a result of this pumping, natural 
groundwater flow patterns in the area have been drastically altered with the IBM facility pumping 
center serving as a local groundwater sink. 

4.	 Release or threatened release into the environment of a hazardous substance, or 
pollutant, or contaminant 

Sampling conducted between April 2000 and January 2001 by the New York State Department 
of Health (NYSDOH) and EPA identified 60 private wells contaminated with VOCs, primarily 
PCE, up to 1,600 parts per billion (\-lg/l), above the Federal and New York State MCLs of 5 \-lg/l. 
Twenty of these wells were contaminated above EPA's RAL for PCE of70 \-lg/l. 

Laboratory analyses of samples ofliquids and sludges from the septic tank at the Facility, 
collected by EPA on November 30, 2000, revealed high concentrations of VOCs and metals, 
including PCE at 40,940 parts per million (ppm), TCE at 1,067 ppm and lead at 6,740 ppm in the 
tank sludges. The poor condition of the tank and obvious contamination of the soils around the 
tank contributed to PCE and its breakdown products leaking from the tank into the surrounding 
soils. Once in the soils, the PCE migrated via percolation of rainwater into the underlying 
bedrock aquifer. 

5. National Priorities List (NPL) status 

The Site was listed on the National Priorities List (NPL) in June 2001. 

6.	 Maps, pictures and other graphic representations 

See Appendix I. 
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B. Other Actions To Date 

1. Previous actions 

EPA initiated removal activities at the Site in June 2000. Actions have included the delivery of 
bottled water to those affected residences and the installation of POET systems to remove the 
VOC contaminants of concern from the household water. Bottled water delivery for each 
affected residence began on June 7, 2000 and continued until the completion of POET system 
installation. GAC systems have been effectively reducing Site-related VOC concentrations to 
levels below MCLs. The GAC unit is supplemented with a pre-treatment particulate filter for 
sediment control and a post-treatment ultraviolet light to ensure the removal of any biological 
contamination. As additional contaminated wells were discovered, bottled water delivery and 
POET system installation was continued. IBM took over operating and maintaining the POET 
systems under EPA's May 2001 AOC-R. IBM also installed additional POET systems on homes 
deemed threatened by the migration of the contaminated groundwater plume. To date, 103 
POET systems are in place and operating. 

The septic system containing very high levels of PCE, discovered at the Facility, is believed to 
have been the main source of groundwater VOC contamination. In addition, the leaking of the 
septic tank caused extensive soil contamination at the Facility. In October 2000, the scope of the 
removal action was expanded to address the leaking tank and associated contaminated soil. In 
November 2000, removal activities to remove the septic system and contaminated soils were 
initiated. 

On November 30, 2000, prior to pumping out the 1200-gallon septic tank at the Facility, EPA 
collected samples of the sludge, oil and water. Originally installed in 1959, the tank had badly 
deteriorated and had an open bung hole in its bottom, indicating that its structural integrity had 
been compromised. As a result, extensive soil contamination around the tank was evident. In 
addition, the pipe leading from the building to the tank was cracked in a number ofplaces. At 
these locations, field instruments detected high levels ofVOC vapors in the soils adjacent to the 
Site building. 

On December 1, 2000, approximately 800 gallons of tank liquids were sent via tanker truck for 
treatment and disposal and approximately 250 gallons of grossly contaminated sludge from the 
tank was secured in drums. The tank was subsequently removed from the ground. On December 
4, 2000, the tank was cleaned, dismantled and shipped for disposal. On January 24, 2001, the 
drums of hazardous waste were transported from the Site for incineration. 

In an effort to remove contaminated soils, EPA's excavation activities continued through 
December 15, 2000, at which time approximately 1,600 tons of contaminated soils were removed 
from the area around the tank and piping and stockpiled on the southern portion of the property. 
These stockpiled soils were sampled for Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (ReRA) 
disposal characteristics and the results indicate the soil could be transported and disposed of as 
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nonhazardous waste. During the week of February 12,2001, the soils were transported to an off
site RCRA Subtitle D facility. 

During its excavation work, EPA determined that the piping from the tank to the leach field was 
plugged with soil. As a result, the leach field never received either septic or solvent waste. Field 
screening of the soils in the leach field and around the pipes indicated no VOCs present nor was 
any septic or solvent odor detected. The leach field was fully uncovered and then backfilled 
following the discovery of the nature of its construction. 

The area of excavation was 30 feet deep and 35 feet wide, extending from the edge of the 
building to the edge of a driveway leading to East Hook Cross Road. Field screening during the 
December 14,2000 excavation and post-excavation sampling in the pit adjacent to the Site 
building indicated that the soils on the western sidewall and in the bottom of the pit continued to 
be contaminated with high levels ofPCE (above NYSDEC TAGM cleanup level of 1.4 ppm). In 
December 2000, a six-foot chain link fence was erected around the excavation preventing 
unauthorized access. 

In May 2001, when EPA demobilized its operations at the Site, IBM took over removal 
activities. These included soil excavation, backfilling the various excavated area with clean fill, 
disposal of excavated soils and restoration work at the Facility. EPA approved a final report on 
these activities, on December 23, 2002. The source removal activities conducted at the Facility 
are believed to have eliminated any further source of groundwater contamination and should 
reduce the time necessary for remediation of the aquifer. 

On August 6, 2001, EPA approved a scope of work, proposed by IBM, to evaluate and 
implement a permanent water supply for the affected residents under the existing AOC-R. On 
December 17, 2001, EPA approved IBM's Alternate Water Supply Response Action Work Plan. 
In November 2003, IBM presented to EPA the final report (AWSER), in accordance with the 
May 2001 AOC-R. 

The AWSER and the PRAD were made available for public comment from November 19,2003 
through December 20, 2003. On November 20,2003, EPA conducted a public availability 
session and a public meeting in at the Fire District Administration Building in Hopewell 
Junction, Town of East Fishkill, New York to discuss the proposed response action and to 
receive public comments on the AWSER and the PRAD. 

2. Current action 

Point-of-Entry Treatment (POET) Systems 

A regular sampling and maintenance schedule has been arranged for each of the 103 residential 
POET systems. IBM performs ongoing quarterly sampling at three different stages of each 
POET system: 1) raw water, 2) between carbon vessels and 3) at the kitchen tap in each home. 
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In order to continue to protect public health during the implementation phases of the alternate 
water supply system, the POET systems will remain operational and be maintained until the 
alternate water supply is installed and operational. At that time, the POET systems will be 
dismantled and removed upon home hook-up to the public water supply system. 

C. State and Local Authorities' Roles 

1. State and local actions to date 

Early in the process, NYSDOH took an active role at the Site, sampling over 150 private wells in 
the area at the request of the residents. This activity has lead to the previous removal activities 
described herein. In addition, NYSDOH serves as the lead agency in addressing health-related 
issues on the Site, including public outreach and education, health consultation for residents and 
the activation of the VOC Registry for potentially exposed residents. 

NYSDEC has worked with EPA to investigate the source of the groundwater contamination 
through researching local industrial facilities and rumored disposal areas in the vicinity of the 
Site. 

2. Potential for continued State/local response 

New York State performs an oversight role in this current action and future remedial activities to 
be conducted at the Site. 

III. THREATS TO PUBLIC HEALTH, OR WELFARE, OR THE ENVIRONMENT 
AND STATUTORY AND REGULATORY AUTHORITIES 

A. Threats to Public Health or Welfare 

Conditions at the Site meet the criteria for a removal action under Section 40 C.F.R. 
300AI5(b)(2) of the NCP. Qualifying criteria under the NCP for the threats to the public health 
and welfare include the following: 

i) Actual or potential exposure to nearby human populations, animals, or the food 
chain from hazardous substances, or pollutants, or contaminants; and 

ii) Actual or potential contamination of drinking water supplies or sensitive 
ecosystems. 

Between April and January 2001, the analytical results generated by the NYSDOH and EPA 
sampling identified 60 residential wells contaminated by PCE (or its breakdown product TCE) in 
excess of the Federal and State MCLs of 5 ~g/l. EPA's RAL of70 ~g/l for PCE was exceeded in 
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20 of these wells. The affected residences are significantly impacted by contaminated 
groundwater, and are currently utilizing the POET systems to ensure a safe water supply. 
However, these POET systems are only an interim measure and are subject to potential failures 
such as: filter clogging and/or subsequent failure of the GAC filtering system. Since 
groundwater, a natural resource, has been determined to be contaminated with VOCs, the 
potential for further migration of groundwater contamination from the Site continues and may 
affect future residential development and associated future residents. In addition, the plume is 
not fully characterized and may migrate, impacting other residents in this area. However, 
numerous residents were exposed to PCE and other VOCs in their drinking water supplies for an 
undetermined period of time before EPA initiated the removal action at the Site. 

The VOCs identified at the Site may present health risks to humans through ingestion, inhalation 
or dermal contact. According to available data, when inhaled in air at high concentrations, single 
exposures to PCE can affect the central nervous system leading to dizziness, headache, 
sleepiness, confusion, nausea, difficulty in speaking or walking and can possibly lead to 
unconsciousness and/or death. PCE is also considered a possible human carcinogen by the 
United States Department of Health and Human Services. Human exposure can occur from 
ingestion of contaminated water, from food prepared with the water or from showering, bathing 
or washing. Exposure by inhalation alone during showering may exceed the exposure by direct 
ingestion. 

VOC vapors of the contaminated groundwater can also enter residential air from other home 
activities through humidifiers, dishwashers, clothes washers and household cleaning apparatuses. 
These tend to increase the VOC concentration in the air inside the home and may result in 
exposure of the residents as significant as that from direct ingestion. 

The associated health effects from exposure to elevated concentrations of PCE can include eye, 
skin, respiratory irritation, potential liver and/or kidney damage, toxic effect through inhalation, 
ingestion or dermal contact, carcinogenic and mutagenic effects and effect on the central nervous 
system. 

(vii)	 The availability of other appropriate federal or state response mechanisms to 
respond to the release. 

EPA uses its authority to issue orders to PRPs to perform response actions. IBM; has assumed 
responsibility for a significant portion of the necessary work to be conducted at the Site and is 
expected to undertake the alternate water supply work. State and local authorities are not able to 
undertake timely response actions to eliminate the threats posed by the Site. 
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B. Threats to the Environment 

Groundwater, a natural resource, has been determined to be contaminated with VOCs. The 
potential for further migration of groundwater contamination from the Site continues and may 
affect future residential development. 

A remedial investigation and feasibility study (RIfFS) is being conducted by IBM under an 
Administrative Order on Consent (AOC-RIfFS) Index No. CERCLA-02-2002-2025 which was 
entered into between EPA and IBM in September 2002. The RIfFS will determine the full nature 
and extent of groundwater contamination. 

IV. ENDANGERMENT DETERMINATION 

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this Site, if not addressed by 
implementing the removal action, selected in this Decision Document, may present an imminent 
and substantial endangerment to public health and the environment. 

V. EXEMPTION FROM STATUTORY LIMITS 

12 Monthf$2 Million Exemption 

CERCLA and 40 C.F.R. § 300AI5(b)(5) limit Federal removal responses to 12 months and $2 
million in expenditures for Federal fund-financed removal actions unless the lead agency, here 
EPA, makes certain determinations regarding the risks posed by the site, the need for response 
actions and the unavailability of other response actions to address the risks. While the risks 
posed by the Site rise to the level required by 40 C.F.R. § 300AI5(b)(5), this section does not 
apply because we anticipate that IBM will conduct the proposed removal action. In its letters of 
July 20 and 27, 200 I, IBM proposed to perform the alternate water supply response action under 
the terms ofthe AOC-R, paragraph 4I(f). 

VI. PROPOSED ACTIONS AND ESTIMATED COSTS 

The water supply alternatives that were evaluated in the AWSER are as follows: 

Alternative No. I: The selected alternative described in Section A below. 

Alternative No.2: The Town and City of Poughkeepsie Hudson River IntakelDutchess County 
Pipeline: This alternative included the purchase of water from the Town and City of 
Poughkeepsie to be transmitted through a I3-mile pipeline from Poughkeepsie to IBM's East 
Fishkill Plant. The water supply is drawn by the City and Town of Poughkeepsie primarily from 
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the Hudson River for the areas in southern Dutchess County. Two million gallons per day 
(MOD) of capacity would be initially purchased by IBM, with an option to purchase an 
additional two MOD. The water that would be supplied to the SRST would be a portion of an 
initial two-million gallon allocation to IBM from this pipeline. 

Alternative No.3: Route 376 Parcel A Property: This alternative is located on Route 376, north 
ofNYS Roue 52, in Hopewell Junction and is adjacent to and south of the Alternative No.4 
Parcel B property. In order to develop the property into a functional municipal well field, this 
alternative included the installation of two new production wells ort Parcel A. Each of the two 
production wells would readily produce a sufficient yield to supply the needs of the SRST. 

Alternative No.4: Route 376 Parcel B Property: This alternative is located on Route 376, north 
ofNYS Route 52, and is adjacent to and north of the Alternative No.3 property. In order to 
develop the property into a functional municipal well field, this alternative included the 
installation of two new production wells on Parcel B. Each of the two production wells would 
readily produce a sufficient yield to supply the needs of the SRST. 

A. Proposed Action 

1. Description 

There are two phases for the construction of this water supply project. The first phase involves 
the responsibility of the Town of Fishkill to finalize the water supply source implementation, 
namely the Snook Road Well Field and transmission line to NYS Route 52. The second phase of 
the project involves IBM's responsibility for the implementation of this non-time critical removal 
action, namely supplying public water to the SRST. 

In the first phase, the Town of Fishkill and Toll Brothers, Inc., a private real estate developer and 
contractor, are undertaking a number of capital improvements in connection with the Snook 
Road Well Field, which is the water supply source for the SRST. These actions include the 
following: 

•	 the development of the Snook Road Well Field, including the installation of a second 
supply well, which will be the primary source of water supply for the SRST; 

•	 the creation of the Snook Road Water Improvement Area No.1; and, 
•	 the installation of a 12" water transmission line from the Snook Road Well Field to a 

location on NYS Route 52 where IBM will assume responsibility for the project and 
connect the transmission line to the SRST. 

In the second phase of this project identified under this removal action, IBM will design, 
construct and install a public water supply system for the SRST. As stated above, the source of 
the potable water will be the Town of Fishkill Water Supply system. Figure 2 shows the 





13
 

5.	 Applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) 

The ARARs are identified in Section 4 of the AWSER, i. e., related to the provision of an 
alternate water supply and within the scope of this Decision Document, will be met to the extent 
practicable. 

6.	 Project schedule 

The overall project implementation schedule for the activities in this Decision Document is 
included in Table 4 in Appendix II. 

B.	 Estimated Costs 

The estimated present worth cost for completing the design, construction and installation of the 
alternate water supply system, including system service and repair activities, is approximately 
$10 million. 

Costs that will be incurred by the Town of Fishkill and others related to the development of the 
Snook Road Well Field are not included here. These costs will be incurred irrespective of the 
action proposed herein. 

VII.	 EXPECTED CHANGE IN THE SITUATION SHOULD ACTION BE DELAYED 
OR NOT TAKEN 

While the POET systems remain in operation, they are considered temporary and are subject to 
potential failures, such as filter clogging and/or subsequent failure of the GAC filtering system. 
Their operation is significantly more costly in the long term than conversion to a permanent 
water supply system. Since groundwater, a natural resource, has been determined to be 
contaminated with VOCs, the potential for further migration of groundwater contamination from 
the Site continues and may affect future residential development and associated future residents. 
In addition, the plume is not fully characterized and may migrate, impacting other residents in 
this area. The proposed action will protect the residents from exposure to contaminated 
groundwater until MCLs are achieved. 

VIII.	 OUTSTANDING POLICY ISSUES 

None. 
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IX. ENFORCENIENT
 

As set forth in the Site history section above, EPA has issued two AOCs to IBM, i. e., the May 
2001 AOC-R and the September 2002 AOC-RI/FS. IBM is expected to fund the entire design, 
construction and installation of the water supply system, including the respective transmission 
and distribution pipelines. IBM is also expected to participate in system service and repair 
activities. 

IBM, pursuant to the AOC-RI/FS, is investigating the nature and extent of the groundwater 
contamination, concurrently with the implementation of the alternate water supply project. 

X. RECOMMENDATIONS 

This Decision Document represents the selected removal action for the Site, which is located 
within the Town of East Fishkill, Dutchess County, New York. This document was developed in 
accordance with CERCLA and is not inconsistent with the NCP. This decision is based on the 
Administrative Record which was created specifically for this removal action for the Site. 

Please indicate your approval of the selected alternative for the non-time critical removal action, 
by signing below. 

Approved: Date: ?--d3-C! 
~-"---=-----"""J.L.l<""'-=-'--------L-'----------'-"--"'-'"",--____ I 

George Pavlou
 
\Division Director
 

Disapproved: Date: _ 
George Pavlou 
Division Director 
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Table 1 Total Capital Cost - Town of Fishkill Alternative 

Item Description Pay Unit Unit Price Est Qty Total 

S 459,660.00 

S 13,200.00 

S 669,600.00 

S 13,750.00 

S 21,000.00 

S 157,100.00 

S 180,000.00 

S 87,000.00 

S 150,000.00 

S 150,000.00 

S 184,800.00 

S 120,000.00 

S 0 

S 14,000.00 

S 125,000.00 

S 210,000.00 

S 85,000.00 

S 110,000.00 

S 210,000.00 

S 425,600.00 

S -
S -
S 3,385,710.00 

S 170,000.00 

S 3,555,710.00 

S 604,410.00 
. 

S 4,160,120.00 

S 4,632,845.00 

$ 8,792,965.00 

I 8" Ductile Iron Pipe in Town or County Rd. LF S 47.00 

S 1,100.00 

S 62.00 

S 1,250.00 

S 3,000.00 

S 20.00 

S 25.00 

S 2.900.00 

S 60.00 

S 20.00 

S 84.00 

S 60,000.00 

S 90,000.00 

S 7,000.00 

S 125,000.00 

S 70,000.00 

S 85,000.00 

S 210,000.00 

S 5.32 

9,780.00 

2 8" Gate Valve in Town or County Rd. Each 12.00 

3 8" Ductile Iron Pipe in NYS Highway LF 10,800.00 

4 8" Gate Valve in NYS Highway Each 11.00 

5 Ductile Iron Specials Ton 7.00 

6 Pavement Restoration in Town or COUDty Hwy. SY 7,855.00 

7 Pavement Restoration in NYS Highway SY 7,200.00 

8 Hydrant & Valve Assembly Each 30.00 

9 Rock Excavation CY 2.500.00 

10 Select Backfill CY 7,500.00 

II Flowable Backfill CY 2,200.00 

12 NYS Highway Crossing in 24" Casing Each 2.00 

13 1-84 Highway Crossing in 24" Casing Each 

14 Air Release Valve & Chamber Each 2.00 

15 Major Creek Crossing Each 1.00 

16 Minor Creek or Stream Crossing Each 3.00 

17 Master Meter Chamber Each 1.00 

18 Maintenance & Protection ofTraffic Lump Sum 

19 Water Booster Station Each 1.00 

20 Capital Contr to Water System (1) GPD 80,000.00 

21 Water Supply Development 

22 Land and Rights-of-Way 

23 Sub-Total Construction 

24 Contingencies 5% 

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION 

All Indirect Com -alloWllDCC: 17"10 

Total Cost for Source & Transmission to SST 

Water Disuict Disuibution - Table 2 

TOTAL PROJECT COST 

(1) Reflects Contribution to Town of Fishkill for purchase of 80,000 gpd of capacity of Snook Road Well Supply 
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Table 2 
Total Capital Cost 

Water Distribution System - SRST 

Item Payment 

Unit 

Unit Price Estimated 

Quantity 

20000 

Total 

8 inch Ductile Iron Pipe lin ft $47.00 S940,000.00 

8 inch Gate Valve each SI,100.00 24 

6 

40 

150 

13500 

S26,400.00 

D.1. Specials tons $3,000.00 SI8,000.00 

Hydrant & Valve Assbly each S2,900.00 SI16,000.00 

3/4 inch copper service each . SI,400.00 S210,OOO,00 

Pavement Restoration sq. yds. S20.00 S270,000:00 

Rock Excavation Cll. yds. $60.00 2500 $150,000.00 

Select Backfill Cll. yds. $20.00 7500 S150,OOO.00 

1-84 Crossing in Casing Pipe each $90,000.00 I 

I 

137 

5% 

8% 

4% 

2% 

$90,000.00 

150,000 gillIon standpipe each $280,000.00 S280,000.00 

Maintenance & Prot of Traffic lump sum SIIO,OOO.OO 

Individual Household Connections each $10,500.00 $1,438,500.00 

Easements and Land allowance S80,000.00 

Sub-Total Construction $3,878,900.00 

Contingencies $193,945.00 

Total Construction $4,072,845.00 

Technical Services-Survey, Design allowance $320,000.00 

Construction Inspection allowance $160,000.00 

Permits and Admin allowance $80,000.00 

Total Cost $4,632,845.00 



Table 3 

Operation and Maintenance Costs - Town of Fishkill Alternative 

Item Description Costs 

1 Bulk Water Purchase - 12 million gallons/year $28,185.00 

2 Electricity 

Insurance 

Part-Time Operator 

Benefits & Payroll Taxes 

Maintenance and Repair 

Analytical Testing 

Bookkeeping & Administration 

$3,000.00 

3 $4,000.00 

4 $16,000.00 

5 $8,000.00 

6 $4,000.00 

7 1,500.00 

8 $4,000.00 

TOTAL ANNUAL COSTS 

TOTAL PRESENT WORTH (30 years - O&M) 

$68,685.00 

$1,187,701.00 
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 

Shenandoah Road Groundwater Contamination Superfund Site
 
Alternate Water Supply Preferred Alternative
 

Town of East Fishkill, Dutchess County, New York
 

INTRODUCTION 

This responsiveness summary includes public comments and questions received during the 
public comment period (November 18,2003 - December 18, 2003) for the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA's) proposed non-time critical removal action at the 
Shenandoah Road Groundwater Contamination Superfund Site (Site), as well as EPA's 
responses to those comments and questions. Comments summarized in this document have been 
considered in EPA's final selection of the removal action at the Site. 

As required under an Administrative Order, IBM, a potentially responsible party (PRP) for the 
Site, completed an Alternate Water Supply Evaluation Report (AWSER) for the Site. The 
AWSER discussed the various water supply alternatives that were considered. EPA, in 
conjunction with the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), 
subsequently issued a Proposed Response Action Document (PRAD) which identified its 
preferred alternative. The AWSER and the PRAD together are classified as the Engineering 
Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) for this non-time critical removal action. 

SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES 

Community involvement at the Site has been high. The key issues of concern centered around 
the contamination of private wells in the Shenandoah Road area. 

On June 5, 2000, EPA received a request from the New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation (NYSDEC) to perform an appropriate emergency response action at the Site under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980, as 
amended (CERCLA), 42 U.S.C. Sections 9601-9675. EPA determined that a sufficient planning 
period existed before Site activities for this portion of the response, i.e., an alternate water supply 
source had to be initiated. Accordingly, as stated above, this action is being conducted as an non
time critical removal action. 

On November 18, 2003, a public notice was published in the Poughkeepsie Journal. The public 
notice announced the release and availability of the AWSER and EPA's PRAD, as well as the 
holding of a public availability session and a public meeting. 
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On November 20, 2003, EPA participated in the public availability session in the afternoon. At 
this session, EPA, IBM and its technical consultants answered questions about the various water 
supply alternatives. In the evening, EPA conducted a public meeting with NYSDEC to further 
discuss the AWSER and the PRAD, which identified EPA's preferred water supply alternative. 
At this meeting, EPA also explained that the Agency would prepare a final response action 
document setting forth EPA's final water supply response action. 

The repository for Site-related documents is established at the East Fishkill Community Library, 
348 Route 376, Hopewell Junction, New York. 

This responsiveness summary documents EPA's response to those comments and questions 
raised during the public comment period. 

Attached to the Responsiveness Summary are the following Appendices: 

Appendix A - Proposed Response Action Document 
AppendixB - Public Notice, published in the Poughkeepsie Journal on November 18, 2003 
Appendix C - November 20, 2003 Public Availability Session and Public Meeting 

Attendance Sheets 
Appendix D - Letters and E-mails Submitted During the Public Comment Period 

OVERVIEW OF PUBLIC'S REACTION TO EPA'S PREFERRED REMEDY 

EPA received numerous comments on the PRAD and the AWSER during the public comment 
period. Public comments received generally supported the Agency's preferred alternative of the 
Town of Fishkill Water Supply although some concern was raised about the continued quality of 
the proposed supply. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS AND EPA RESPONSES 

Comments were expressed at the public meeting, and written comments were received during the 
public comment period. 

The comments have been categorized as follows: 

A. Response Action Issues (Water Supply and Water Consumption) 
B. Technical Issues 
C. Water Quality Issues 

A summary of the comments and EPA's responses to the comments is provided below: 
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Response Action Issues 

Comment #1:
 

Response #1:
 

Comment #2:
 

Response #2:
 

Comment #3: 

Response #3: 

Comment #4: 

Response #4: 

How much water is currently being consumed by the Shenandoah Road area 
residents? 

Based on the latest quarterly water consumption information gathered from 
quarterly monitoring and sampling conducted by IBM at those affected 
Shenandoah Road Service Territory (SRST) residences that are served by 
point-of-entry treatment (POET) systems, approximately 15,800 gallons of 
water are used per quarter per family. Adapting this figure to the existing 
SRST community of roughly 150 properties, the anticipated SRST water usage 
will be approximately 26,000 gallons per day. 

Also, the AWSER presented that the average daily demand required for the 
SRST is approximately 80,000 gallons per day, which is the water quantity 
allocated to the Town of Fishkill for the SRST under the three-party 
agreement. The three-party agreement is further discussed in 
Comments/Responses #15, #22 and #28. The average per capita water usage 
can vary considerably from residence to residence. The national average per 
capita water usage rate is 80 gallons per day. 

What will be the monthly cost of water? 

Using the anticipated water usage for the SRST of26,000 gallons per day and 
the estimated water costs for the selected alternative of $5.70 per 1000 gallons 
used, the monthly water bill for the SRST residents can be approximated to be 
about $30 per residence. The average water costs for some of the water 
districts managed by the Town of East Fishkill range from approximately $1.80 
to $4.45 per 1000 gallons used. Under the current water usage rates, the yearly 
water bills range from $150 to $370 per year. As further discussed below in 
Comments/Responses #4 and #8, it is likely that the actual cost of water to the 
SRST residents will be lower than estimated. 

Who will set the water rates? 

The Town of East Fishkill will set the water rates for the SRST customers. 

Why will the residents pay water bills? 

EPA does not pay residents' water bills. Also, EPA does not order PRPs to 
pay residents' water bills. EPA expects IBM to perform or provide for any 
necessary operations and maintenance (O&M) of the physical infrastructure 
associated with the provision of drinking water to the homes in the SRST until 
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Comment #5:
 

Response #5:
 

Comment #6:
 

Response #6:
 

Comment #7:
 

Response #7:
 

Comment #8:
 

the groundwater is safe to drink again. IBM's action with respect to the O&M 
of the project will not, however, eliminate the need for water bills. Water bills 
will still be issued to the residents. 

The residents will receive certain other benefits from being on a public water 
supply system, including not having to pay for the testing and maintenance of 
their wells, the replacement of pumps and other appurtenances and the 
electricity usage associated with the operation of the pump. Also, water 
hydrants for fire protection will be installed at key locations throughout the 
SRST area. 

What is the annual cost for the water supply system? What is the nature of the 
items in those costs? 

The detailed cost analysis for the selected alternative is contained in the 
AWSER. The estimated overall capital cost for the project is approximately 
$8.8 million; the O&M cost is approximately $69,000 per year; and the total 
present worth cost is approximately $10 million. The capital cost includes, but 
is not limited to, those costs associated with installing transmission and 
distributions lines, including rights-of-way for excavation. Various related 
expenditures are associated with the following: piping, valves, easements, 
excavation, paving, etc. The O&M costs include bulk water purchase, 
electricity, insurance, operators' salaries, maintenance and repair, testing, etc. 

Why will the East Fishkill residents of the SRST have a higher water bill than 
the Town of Fishkill residents? 

Water rates in the various towns vary considerably, since each town may have 
different administrative and capital expenditures associated with the supply of 
public water. The Town of East Fishkill will determine the water rates to the 
residents of the SRST. 

What is the cost of water to the residents of the Village of Fishkill and the 
Town of Fishkill? 

According to the information provided by the communities, water rates are 
determined by usage. In some instances, flat rates may be charged on a case
by-case basis. After reviewing some of the water rates in communities within 
Dutchess County, including the Village of Fishkill and the Town of Fishkill, 
water rates can vary from $20 to $50 per quarter per residence. 

Who will pay for the O&M of the water supply system? 
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Response #8:	 EPA expects IBM to perform or provide for the O&M of the water supply 
system until the groundwater cleanup goals have been achieved. The exact 
arrangement of what O&M activities IBM will be responsible for has yet to be 
determined; these could include pump or valve repair or replacement or 
pipeline repair or replacement. EPA expects that this arrangement will be 
finalized before the water supply system installation has been completed. With 
the potential reduction in the O&M costs for the Town of East Fishkill, there 
may be some reduction in the overall cost of water supplied to the SRST 
consumer. 

Technical Issues 

Comment #9:	 Why was the Four Seasons water supply alterative eliminated? 

Response #9:	 After further investigation of this alternative, it was determined that the 
existing capacity of the system would not have served the necessary water 
supply requirements of the SRST. Also, no future water well development 
information from the Four Seasons Corporation was available for further 
consideration as a viable water supply. 

Comment #10:	 What will be the back-up source of water for the selected alternative? 

Response #10:	 The Town of Fishkill selected alternative will include two separate drinking 
water wells, as part of its operations. Under municipal requirements, 
municipal water supplies are required to have two supply wells to ensure that a 
safe water will be distributed uninterrupted to the SRST community in case 
one well has to be taken out of service. 

Comment # 11 :	 Will the residents be able to use their existing wells? Are there any restrictions 
or regulations through local ordinances to prevent the use of multiple water 
supplies at residences? 

Response #11:	 The Town of East Fishkill does not require mandatory connection to an 
available public water supply system. 

However, according to Section 186-21 of the Municipal Code of the Town of 
East Fishkill: 

"A. If an owner has any source of water other than from the municipal public 
water system, such source will be considered nonpotable. Before making any 
service connection between the municipal public water supply and a 
consumer's premises, it is required that all connections between individual 
wells or other outside sources of water supply physically be disconnected from 
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the consumer's plumbing fixtures, which are connected to the municipal 
potable water supply." 

"B. All owners of property within the confines of a municipal water district 
shall not use nonpotable water as a source of water supply for any purpose. 
Nonpotable water is defined as any source of water other than from a 
municipally owned water system." 

Disconnecting the private residential wells within the SRST will be addressed 
during the development of the SRST water district by the Town of East Fishkill 
and the Dutchess County Department of Health. 

Comment #12: What is the proposed conceptual route to bring water from New York State 
Route 52 to the SRST? 

Response #12: As per the transmission route identified in the AWSER for the Town of 
Fishkill alternative, the transmission line would extend east from the Town of 
Fishkill border along the Route 52 right-of-way to a location where it would 
connect with Shenandoah Road. The line would then travel along the 
Shenandoah Road right-of-way to the SRST community. The distribution lines 
would then follow the various streets and roads within the SRST community, 
including Burbank Road, Seymour Lane and others. IBM will be responsible 
for the design and construction ofthe transmission pipeline along Route 52 
from the location where it picks up the Town of Fishkill Snook Road Well 
Field water supply. 

Comment # 13: When will soil sampling occur? 

Response # 13: The original removal action, conducted at the former operating facility at 7 
East Hook Cross Road, included confirmatory soil sampling which indicated 
that contaminated soils were remediated and removed off-site. Since the 
former operations building was removed and clean soils were used as fill in the 
excavated areas, there is no indication that further soil contamination has 
occurred at the East Hook Cross Road location. 

During the remedial investigation/feasibility study (RIfFS) phase of the project 
(to be conducted over the next two years or so), there will be some soil 
sampling conducted during the drilling and installation of new monitoring 
wells in order to characterize the geologic formations in the area. 

Comment #14: Will some of the compounds, i.e., manganese and iron, that were shown to be 
in some of the water supply sources presented in the AWSER cause damage or 
leaching to galvanized piping? 
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Response #14: The preferred alternative does not show any issue with the compounds 
identified and, as such, should not affect piping and residential water piping in 
the SRST. If, at some time in the future, these compounds become an issue, 
appropriate actions would be taken by the water district to alleviate them. 

Comment #15: Will we receive uninterrupted water during a blackout? 

Response #15: The Town of Fishkill's production wells are serviced by emergency generators 
which would start up at any power shortage. Also, the storage holding tank has 
enough capacity to handle a limited period of daily demand. To date, the Town 
of Fishkill residents have not been without water during some of the recent 
blackouts. 

Please note that a three-party agreement among the Town of East Fishkill, 
Town of Fishkill and IBM has been recently executed to ensure that sufficient 
capacity will be available to the SRST residents. This agreement contains a 
section on Water Emergency Procedures. 

Comment #16: Can the SRST residents have multiple supplies in their homes? 

Response #16: Each household is permitted only one connection to the new water supply 
system. As indicated in Response #11 above (Section 186-21 of East Fishkill's 
municipal code), before any service connection between the municipal public 
water supply and a consumer's premises can be made, it is required that all 
connections between individual wells or other outside sources of water supply 
physically be disconnected from the consumer's plumbing fixtures. 

Comment #17: Are there any assurances to SRST homeowners that future properties will be 
prevented fropl using the public water supply? 

Response #17: As water purveyors, the Town of East Fishkill is responsible for ensuring that 
sufficient water capacity is available for the SRST. Any additional capacity 
that it may need for future development must be above and beyond that 
dedicated to the SRST. 

The SRST water supply capacity, as reserved by IBM from the Town of 
Fishkill, is to be used solely for the SRST residents. This reserved capacity 
cannot be used for future development outside of the affected SRST area 
unless those properties are found to be affected by Site-related contaminants. 

Comment #18: What are the two alternative water supply sites located on Route 376? Who 
owns the property there? How were these locations selected? 
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Response #18:	 The two water supply alternatives on the large parcel of property on Route 376 
are two separate and distinct potential production well fields. During the 
alternate water supply source investigation process, the Route 376 property was 
divided into two separate areas (one at the north end of the property and one at 
the south end). The two sites represent two unique water supply alternatives, 
as presented in the AWSER. The entire property is currently owned by the 
Proust family. These potential well development areas were identified, 
investigated and developed by IBM's contractor, Groundwater Sciences 
Corporation, in order to expand the AWSER water supply alternative list for 
the SRST area, as required in EPA's Administrative Order on Consent for 
Removal Action (CERCLA-022001-2020). 

Comment #19:	 Can the community reject the four alternatives and demand a community water 
system from Honness Mountain Road? 

Response #19:	 If the community, as a whole, provided a technical rationale as to why the 
preferred alternative was not suitable as a water supply, then there may be 
cause to pursue other potential water supply alternatives. The Honness 
Mountain area has not been investigated as a water source, hence, EPA does 
not have information about its viability as a water source. 

The four alternatives presented in the AWSER represent the most feasible and 
available sources of safe public water supply for the SRST area. Also, a 
number of other alternatives were given a very thorough investigation. The 
final four, as presented in the AWSER, represent the best available alternate 
water sources, with respect to quality and quantity, for the SRST. These 
represent the only alternatives that were found to be viable as clean water 
sources for the SRST community. Since a preferred alternative was found to 
be suitable by EPA and NYSDEC for the SRST, there is no reason to pursue 

. other water supply venues. 

EPA has neither qualitative nor quantitative information that a water supply 
from the Honness Mountain region would be suitable as a water supply for the 
SRST. 

Please note that, after EPA and New York State reviewed the water supply 
alternatives, the Town of Fishkill water supply source, i.e., the Snook Road 
Well Field, is the most cost-effective for the SRST. As stated above, the 
quality of the water to be supplied by the Snook Road Well Field complies 
with Federal and State drinking water standards. 

Comment #20:	 Why was the Dutchess County Pipeline Alternative not selected as the 
preferred alternative? 
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Response #20: While this project is in the engineering design phase, EPA did not choose this 
alternative, since it requires the construction of a 13-mile water transmission 
line before any water would be able to reach the Town of East Fishkill and the 
SRST community. Since this transmission line is a major component of this 
alternative, the sheer scope of the project may create additional uncertainty 
regarding the estimated time for completion of its construction, as compared to 
the selected alternative. 

Comment #21: Would the Meadow Creek Corporate Park be able to connect into the SRST 
water supply? 

Response #21: Under the 3-party agreement, the Town of East Fishkill must use the capacity 
reserved"by IBM for the water supply needs of the SRST. The Town of East 
Fishkill may secure additional quantities of water, above and beyond the 
reserved capacity, to service other users such as the proposed the Meadow 
Creek Corporate Park or any other future development. 

Comment #22: Do the existing well fields used by the IBM East Fishkill Facility have any 
effect on the Town of Fishkill alternative? 

Response #22: The three existing production well fields (the Main Plant Well Field, the 
Railroad Spur Well Field and the Wiccopee Well Field) used by the IBM East 
Fishkill facility are separate and distinct from the Snook Road Well Field, the 
Town of Fishkill water supply alternative. These well fields are approximately 
two to three miles away and are located in two different towns. The water 
transmission line for the Town of Fishkill alternative will travel directly past 
these well fields but will not be connected to them. 

There was also some public concern that water from these well fields may be 
commingled with the water that would be supplied to the SRST from the Town 
of Fishkill. This action is not included in the three-party agreement and will 
not occur. As stated in the AWSER, since the IBM well fields have 
insufficient capacity to handle the future needs of the IBM facility itself, they 
were ruled out as a potential alternate water supply source for the SRST. The 
Dutchess County Pipeline alternative is being developed specifically to handle 
the increased usage requirements for the IBM Facility. 

Comment #23: Please expand on the risk assessment discussion. 

Response #23: A baseline risk assessment, which will evaluate carcinogenic and 
noncarcinogenic risks of the various volatile organic compounds (VOCs) found 
in the soils and groundwater, will be performed during the remedial 
investigation phase of the project. This effort would include evaluating the 
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various exposure pathways considered during a risk assessment, including 
inhalation, ingestion and dermal exposure, for the VOC contaminants of 
concern at the Site. 

Comment #24: Who pays for the 150,000-gallon water storage tank? Where will it be built? 
What will it look like? 

Response #24: The water storage tank is a necessary part of the water supply system in that it 
will provide the water supply reserve during peak usage. 

IBM will construct the water storage tank and connect it to the various 
transmission lines. The exact location of the tank remains to be determined. It 
will be a standard configuration, with estimated dimensions of 40 feet in height 
and 25 feet in diameter. The exact location of this tank will be determined 
during the design phase of the project. EPA will consider the SRST 
community's input to ensure that the tank is built in an acceptable location 
within the SRST. 

Comment #25: Why is IBM not pursuing further investigation of the Shenandoah Road area? 

Response #25: As stated above, IBM will continue to perform the RI/FS phase of the project, 
which will determine the full nature and extent of groundwater contamination 
at the Site. This process will include installing new monitoring wells, as well 
as sampling the soil gas, air, surface water and groundwater. 

Comment #26: Will there be property tax increases? 

Response #26: Since IBM is funding the entire construction and installation of the water 
supply system for the SRST, EPA does not believe that there would be any 
impacts to existing tax structures related to the installation of this water supply 
project. 

Any property tax increase that may be directly related to the increase in value 
of a property after it is connected to a public water supply service would be 
better addressed by the Town of East Fishkill. 

Comment #27: Will IBM maintain the POET systems that are currently installed at the 
affected SRST residences if any resident does not hook up to the new water 
supply system? 

Response #27: Once the permanent water service is in place and supplying each home, the 
POET system for that home would be dismantled and removed. IBM would 
not be required to continue maintaining any remaining POET systems for those 
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homeowners who decide not to connect to the public water supply system. 
Any continued maintenance of remaining POET systems would be the 
responsibility of the homeowner. However, as stated in Response #11 above, 
the Town of East Fishkill Municipal Code states that if an owner has any 
source of water other than from the municipal public water system, such source 
will be considered nonpotable. Before making any service connection between 
the municipal public water supply and a consumer's premises, it is required that 
all connections between individual wells or other outside sources of water 
supply physically be disconnected from the consumer's plumbing fixtures, 
which are connected to the municipal potable water supply. 

Comment #28: How long will the three-party agreement be in effect? Does this agreement 
require New York State approval? 

Response #28: The Town of East Fishkill, the Town of Fishkill and IBM prepared the three
party agreement to remain in place for a period of forty years. According to the 
agreement, "the Town of East Fishkill shall have the right and option to extend 
the Agreement for successive 10-year terms..." This agreement does not 
require New York State approval prior to its implementation. The agreement 
has been executed and is in place. A copy of the agreement is included in the 
Administrative Record for the alternate water supply. 

Comment #29: Who will pay for the installation ofthe water lines and the restoration ofthe 
streets and roads? 

Response #29: IBM will be financially responsible for the completion of the water supply 
project, which would include the installation of water transmission lines from 
the boundary of the Town of Fishkill and the Town of East Fishkill and the 
distribution lines within the SRST, as well as the restoration to original or 
improved conditions of those rights-of-way, i.e., street and roads, which will be 
used as the routes for the installation of the piping. EPA will ensure that IBM 
and its contractors comply with any local ordinances and communicate with 
local agencies to make sure that the construction and installation activities are 
conducted in a safe and reliable manner. 

Water Quality Issues 

Comment #30:	 Why is there no mention made about the expansion of the Southern Duchess 
Sand and Gravel Mining operations and the effect it would have on the 
underlying aquifer? 

Response #30:	 The Town of Fishkill provided EPA with its technical evaluation of the effect 
that the mining operations may have on the Snook Road Well Field which is 
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located more than one-and-one-halfmiles from the mining operations. Data 
from extensive pumping tests of the proposed water supply wells at the Snook 
Road Well Field indicate that the zone of influence or recharge area to those 
proposed wells does not include the sand and gravel aquifer underlying Clove 
Creek in the vicinity of the mining operations. The Snook Road Well Field 
lies in the Sprout Creek-Fishkill Creek aquifer. Data also indicate that the 
discharge of storm water at the mining operations will not impact the quality of 
the proposed Snook Road Well Field. Based on a review of the information 
supplied by the Town of Fishkill, EPA concurs with this assessment and 
believes that the operation of the mining site would not have an effect on the 
Snook Road Well Field. 

Comment #31: Is there any concern over high levels of manganese in the proposed water 
supply? 

Response #31: No, the water quality of the Town of Fishkill alternative shows non-detectable 
levels of manganese. The Federal and State secondary standards for 
manganese are intended to prevent potential aesthetic problems, such as poor 
taste, odor and staining of plumbing fixtures, rather than adverse health 
impacts. 

Comment #32: Will the Clove Creek Aquifer be protected? 

Response #32: As stated above in Response #30 above, data from extensive pumping tests of 
the proposed water supply wells at the Snook Road Well Field indicate that the 
zone of influence or recharge area to those proposed wells does not include the 
sand and gravel aquifer underlying Clove Creek. The local water supply 
authorities drawing potable water from the Clove Creek aquifer would be 
responsible for ensuring that the source of that drinking water is protected. 

Comment #33: Will the historical nature of the Snook Road Well Field area be preserved? 

Response #33: Appropriate steps will be taken to ensure that actions taken during the 
construction of the water supply system comply with any historical 
preservation requirements, as identified in the National Historical Preservation 
Act. 

Comment #34: What provisions have been established for compensation or treatment for 
future healthcare issues that may arise as a result ofdrinking contaminated 
water prior to the installation of the POET systems? 

Response #34: At the present time, no health studies are proposed for the SRST. Any health 
concerns should be directed to the Duchess County Health Department, the 

Page 12 of 14 



New York State Department of Health or the Federal Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry. There are no provisions under the Superfund 
law to provide for any compensation resulting from potential past exposure to 
groundwater contamination. 

Comment #35: Where are the results of the 1987 residential well testing? 

Response #35: This residential well testing was performed in relation to IBM's East Fishkill 
facility and is not associated with the Site. Since these data were not Site
related, EPA did not use these data in its pre-remedial investigation and 
evaluation of the Site to develop the hazard ranking for proposed listing on the 
Superfund National Priorities List (NPL). The Site was listed on the NPL on 
June 14, 2001. EPA suggests contacting IBM for these historical data. 

Comment #36: When the groundwater is fully restored, the public should be given a choice 
between a public supply and a private supply. 

Response #36: The restoration of the groundwater to below Federal and State maximum 
contaminant levels will probably be a lengthy process. As such, it may take up 
to 30 or 40 years before any private well in the SRST area may produce safe 
drinking water without treatment. If and when that occurs, any connection to 
private wells or the installation of new private wells would have to be 
addressed at the local level with the Town ofEast Fishkill. 

In order to provide the SRST residents with a safe drinking water supply, it is 
necessary to install a public water supply system now to ensure the protection 
of public health. 

Comment #37: What is the quality of the water that will be supplied to the SRST residents? In 
particular, there are concerns about how chlorine may affect aquarium life. 

Response #37: The water quality supplied to the SRST will comply with Federal and State 
drinking water standards. Chlorination is a necessary part of the public water 
supply process in order to ensure that bacterial contamination does not reach 
the consumer. With respect to the residual chlorine content ofthe water, EPA 
recommends that the homeowner secure technical advice from aquarium-life 
specialists on the best way to maintain a healthy aquatic environment for the 
various plant and animal species associated with an aquarium. 

Comment #38: There was some public concern expressed about the commingling of drinking 
water from different well fields or other water supplies within the transmission 
lines that would supply water to the SRST. 
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Response #38:	 According to the Town of Fishkill, the water supply area associated with the 
Snook Road Well Field will be known as the Snook Road Water Improvement 
Area #1. The transmission line from this well field will be a newly constructed 
12" water main. This line will be installed by the Toll Brothers, a private 
developer and contractor and will run along Merritt Boulevard to a location on 
NYS Route 52. At this location on NYS Route 52, IBM will pick up the 
construction work to install a transmission line from that point to the SRST. 
As stated previously, an allocation of 80,000 gal/day from this water supply 
has been assigned to the Town of East Fishkill to service the SRST. 

With respect to additional potential water sources, the Town of Fishkill 
currently has no agreement nor any definitive plans to obtain water from the 
Village of Fishkill (within the Town of Fishkill) water supplies which draws 
water from the Clove-Creek Aquifer. The new Snook Road Well Field water 
supply facilities are being constructed in such a manner as to facilitate a 
potential connection at such time as an acceptable agreement may be reached 
between the two communities. 

The Town of Fishkill does have definitive plans to ultimately interconnect the 
facilities of the Snook Road Water Improvement Area #1 with the facilities of 
the Town of Fishkill Brinkerhoff Water District. This interconnection would, 
thereby, allow a commingling of water from the Snook Road Well Field with 
that of the Brinkerhoff Well Field. This operation would permit better well 
field management, increase overall system efficiency and capacity and continue 
to provide a safe and sufficient water supply to the SRST. 

All public water supplied to the SRST community would meet Federal and 
State drinking water standards. 
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I.	 PURPOSE 

The purpose of this Decision Document is to request authorization to implement a non-time 
critical removal action at the Shenandoah Road Groundwater Contamination Superfund Site 
(Site), Town of East Fishkill, Dutchess County, New York pursuant to the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended (CERCLA), 42 
U.S.C. Sections 9601-9675. This non-time critical removal action includes the installation of an 
alternate public water supply system. The primary contaminants of concern at the Site are 
tetrachloroethene (PCE) and trichloroethene (TCE). The Site poses a threat to public health and 
the environment due to the presence ofPCE and TCE in numerous private residential drinking 
water wells. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has determined that supplying the 
area residents with public water is necessary. 

With this decision, EPA selects the preferred alternative identified in the November 2003 
Proposed Response Action Document (PRAD), namely, Alternative No.1 - The Town of Fishkill 
Municipal Water Supply. 

It is anticipated that International Business Machines Corp. (IBM), a potentially responsible party 
(PRP) for the Site, will conduct this non-time critical removal action, pursuant to the EPA May 
2001 Administrative Order on Consent for Removal (AOC-R), Index No. CERCLA-02-2001
2020. As part of this effort, IBM prepared an Alternate Water Supply Evaluation Report 
(AWSER) which presented a detailed analysis of all the proposed water supply alternatives. The 
AWSER, together with the PRAD (which provides detailed discussions of the proposed water 
supply alternatives as well as EPA's preferred alternative), represent the Engineering 
Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA), as required by 40 C.F.R. Section 300.415(b)(4)(i). 

The objectives of this non-time critical removal action are as follows: 1) to implement an 
alternate water supply action within the Shenandoah Road Service Territory (SRST), which is 
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affected by groundwater contaminated with volatile organic compounds (VOCs), including PCE 
and TCE and 2) to prevent the threat of direct contact with hazardous substances, namely those 
contained in contaminated residential drinking water wells within the SRST. 

The AWSER and the PRAD were made available for public comment from November 19,2003 
through December 20, 2003. On November 20,2003, EPA conducted a public availability 
session and a public meeting in Hopewell Junction, Town of East Fishkill, New York to discuss 
the proposed response action and to receive public comments on the AWSER and the PRAD. 

Conditions at the Site meet the criteria for a removal action under CERCLA and Section 
300.415(b)(2) of the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). 

It is estimated that activities under this removal action will be completed within two-and-a-half 
years of the commencement of the action. It is anticipated that this removal action, as described 
in this Decision Document, will be performed by IBM, as per the May 2001 AOC-R. 

The overall present worth cost for completing the removal action is estimated to be 
approximately $10 million. The total estimated capital cost is $8,792,965 (see Table 1). The 
estimated capital cost for the installation of the SRST water distribution system is $4,632,845 
(see Table 2). The estimated total of system service and repair is $68,685 per year with a present 
worth over 30 years of$I,187,701 (see Table 3).1 The tables are presented in Appendix II. 

The Site was listed on the National Priorities List (NPL) in June 2001. There are no nationally 
significant or precedent-setting issues associated with this removal action. 

All figures are contained in· Appendix I. 

The Administrative Record (AR) index is contained in Appendix III. The AR Index identifies 
the documents that comprise the AR upon which the selection of the removal action is based. 

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) was consulted on 
the planned removal action and concurred with the selected response action (see Appendix IV). 

The Responsiveness Summary, identifying comments received during the public comment period 
and EPA's response to those comments, is contained in Appendix V. 

The PRAD, identifying the various alternate water supply alternatives, as well as the preferred 
alternative, is contained in Appendix A of the Responsiveness Summary. 

1 It is anticipated that the system will be operated by the Town of East Fishkill and that IBM will 
participate in system service and repair activities. 
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II. SITE CONDITIONS AND BACKGROUND
 

This Decision Document memorializes the proposed non-time critical action for the Site. The 
CERCLA Information System ID number for the Site is NYSFN0204269. 

A. Site Description 

1. Removal site evaluation 

The Site is considered a facility as defined by Section 101(9) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. Section 
9601(9). Past industrial operations at the Site have resulted in the release of hazardous 
substances, as defined by CERCLA, into the fractured bedrock aquifer below the Site. A VOC 
plume, emanating from a parcel of property (Facility) located at 7 East Hook Cross Road in 
Hopewell Junction, has migrated approximately one mile downgradient to the north, resulting in 
a substantial threat to both the public health and the environment. Residential wells 
downgradient of the Facility have been contaminated with VOCs above both the Federal 
Removal Action Levels (RALs) and Federal and State Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). 
Based on the available information, a CERCLA removal action was warranted at the Site to 
provide treatment systems on residential wells and to identify and to remove sources of 
contamination. 

The Site is located in a rural area, consisting of residential subdivisions and extensive farmland 
and woodlands, within the Town of East Fishkill, approximately one mile southwest of the 
intersection oflnterstate 84 and the Taconic State Parkway (see Figure 1). Shenandoah Road is 
the central thoroughfare which runs through the SRST. 

The affected properties at the Site use private wells for potable water supply and septic systems 
for sanitary wastewater disposal. Some of these private wells are contaminated with elevated 
levels of PCE and TCE. 

Information obtained by EPA and NYSDEC indicates that the Facility was used between 1965 
and 1975 by Jack Manne, Inc. to clean and repair microchip holders or "racks." Available 
information indicates that during these operations, waste solvents, including PCE, and metals, 
including lead, were disposed of in a septic tank and an in-ground pit, located outside the 
building at the Facility. Additionally, nitric and sulfuric acid wastes were reportedly disposed of 
in the pit at the Facility. 

On June 2, 2000, EPA received a request from NYSDEC to "perform an appropriate CERCLA 
emergency response action" at the Site. On June 7, 2000, EPA began to supply bottled water to 
those residences with private wells with PCE and TCE contamination above maximum 
contaminant levels (MCLs). Subsequently, on June 19,2000, EPA initiated the installation of 
point-of-entry treatment (POET) systems, which consist of a pre-treatment particulate filter for 
sediment control, a granular activated carbon (GAC) filtering system and a post-treatment UV 
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light to ensure removal of any potential biological contamination. At that time, of the 60 
residences with wells that exceeded MCLs, 57 were initially provided POET systems. The other 
three residents installed GAC water treatment systems at their own expense, prior to EPA's 
involvement in the Site. One of these 57 homes was also fitted with a residential air stripper, 
because of particularly high levels of PCE found in the well. Subsequently, PCE levels were 
reduced to the point that the air stripper was no longer necessary, but the home remains fitted 
with a POET system. IBM installed additional POET systems at the Site and currently performs 
the maintenance on 103 POET systems and samples them on a quarterly basis to ensure their 
continued effectiveness. 

On September 22, 2000, EPA issued an action memorandum documenting verbal authorization 
to initiate the removal action. In October 2000, EPA and NYSDEC conducted investigatory 
work at the Facility. A 1,200-gallon metal septic tank was discovered containing materials 
exhibiting extremely high concentrations ofPCE. A buried waste pit, also on the property, had 
been used for nitric and sulfuric acid waste disposal. EPA and NYSDEC determined that the 
probable source of the VOC contamination in the nearby residential wells was linked to these 
historical operations at the Facility, particularly from the septic tank. 

On October 27, 2000, EPA issued an action memorandum to continue removal activities at the 
Site. During November/December 2000, EPA 1) excavated the septic tank, removed its contents 
for transportation and off-site treatment and disposal and 2) further excavated and disposed of 
approximately 1,600 tons of contaminated soils around the tank and the associated piping 
materials. 

In April 2001, EPA demolished the processing building at the Facility and excavated and 
stockpiled contaminated soils underlying it. In May 2001, IBM took over the Site removal action 
work, pursuant to the AOC-R, which included the removal of the remaining excavated soils, 
backfilling with clean soil, revegetation and disposal of excavated soils off-Site. Restoration was 
completed on April 26,2002. The removal work, conducted at the Facility, is documented in the 
Final Report for Removal Action at 7 East Hook Cross Road Facility, dated July 18,2002. 

2. Physical location 

The Site is located within the Town of East Fishkill, Dutchess County in an area known as 
Shenandoah. The affected residences at the Site are located on portions of Shenandoah Road, 
Old Shenandoah Road, Seymour Lane, Burbank Road, Jackson Road, Townsend Road, Old 
Townsend Road, Jaycox Lane, Stone Ridge Lane and East Hook Cross Road. The area impacted 
by the groundwater contamination is approximately one mile southwest of the intersection of 

Interstate 84 and the Taconic State Parkway and one-and-one-half mile southeast of the Hudson 
Valley Research Park (see Figure 1). 
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3.	 Site characteristics 

The Site is in a rural area consisting of residential subdivisions intermingled with extensive 
farmland and patches of woodlands. The topography is dominated by a northeast/southwest 
trending valley and ridge complex. The homes in the area use private wells for potable water 
supply and septic systems for sanitary waste water disposal. At this time, the SRST is not 
serviced by a public water supply nor are there water mains nearby. 

The Site is underlain by unconsolidated Pleistocene glacial deposits that overlie complexly 
folded, highly fractured and weathered dolostone of the Lower Paleozoic Wappinger Group 
(valleys) and up thrusted fault blocks of the Precambrian gneissic basement rock (ridges). The 
heterogeneous glacial overburden deposits range from 0 to 100 feet thick and include tills, glacial 
fluvial deposits and glacial lacustrine deposits. The overburden and the bedrock aquifers 
represent two distinct aquifer systems in the East Fishkill area. On-going pumping of 
approximately one million gallons of water per day from the bedrock aquifer is occurring at the 
Hudson Valley Research Park to supply IBM's East Fishkill facility process needs and to contain 
groundwater contaminant plumes on that property. As a result of this pumping, natural 
groundwater flow patterns in the area have been drastically altered with the IBM facility pumping 
center serving as a local groundwater sink. 

4.	 Release or threatened release into the environment of a hazardous substance, or 
pollutant, or contaminant 

Sampling conducted between April 2000 and January 2001 by the New York State Department 
of Health (NYSDOH) and EPA identified 60 private wells contaminated with VOCs, primarily 
PCE, up to 1,600 parts per billion (\-lg/l), above the Federal and New York State MCLs of 5 \-lg/l. 
Twenty of these wells were contaminated above EPA's RAL for PCE of70 \-lg/l. 

Laboratory analyses of samples ofliquids and sludges from the septic tank at the Facility, 
collected by EPA on November 30, 2000, revealed high concentrations of VOCs and metals, 
including PCE at 40,940 parts per million (ppm), TCE at 1,067 ppm and lead at 6,740 ppm in the 
tank sludges. The poor condition of the tank and obvious contamination of the soils around the 
tank contributed to PCE and its breakdown products leaking from the tank into the surrounding 
soils. Once in the soils, the PCE migrated via percolation of rainwater into the underlying 
bedrock aquifer. 

5. National Priorities List (NPL) status 

The Site was listed on the National Priorities List (NPL) in June 2001. 

6.	 Maps, pictures and other graphic representations 

See Appendix I. 
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B. Other Actions To Date 

1. Previous actions 

EPA initiated removal activities at the Site in June 2000. Actions have included the delivery of 
bottled water to those affected residences and the installation of POET systems to remove the 
VOC contaminants of concern from the household water. Bottled water delivery for each 
affected residence began on June 7, 2000 and continued until the completion of POET system 
installation. GAC systems have been effectively reducing Site-related VOC concentrations to 
levels below MCLs. The GAC unit is supplemented with a pre-treatment particulate filter for 
sediment control and a post-treatment ultraviolet light to ensure the removal of any biological 
contamination. As additional contaminated wells were discovered, bottled water delivery and 
POET system installation was continued. IBM took over operating and maintaining the POET 
systems under EPA's May 2001 AOC-R. IBM also installed additional POET systems on homes 
deemed threatened by the migration of the contaminated groundwater plume. To date, 103 
POET systems are in place and operating. 

The septic system containing very high levels of PCE, discovered at the Facility, is believed to 
have been the main source of groundwater VOC contamination. In addition, the leaking of the 
septic tank caused extensive soil contamination at the Facility. In October 2000, the scope of the 
removal action was expanded to address the leaking tank and associated contaminated soil. In 
November 2000, removal activities to remove the septic system and contaminated soils were 
initiated. 

On November 30, 2000, prior to pumping out the 1200-gallon septic tank at the Facility, EPA 
collected samples of the sludge, oil and water. Originally installed in 1959, the tank had badly 
deteriorated and had an open bung hole in its bottom, indicating that its structural integrity had 
been compromised. As a result, extensive soil contamination around the tank was evident. In 
addition, the pipe leading from the building to the tank was cracked in a number ofplaces. At 
these locations, field instruments detected high levels ofVOC vapors in the soils adjacent to the 
Site building. 

On December 1, 2000, approximately 800 gallons of tank liquids were sent via tanker truck for 
treatment and disposal and approximately 250 gallons of grossly contaminated sludge from the 
tank was secured in drums. The tank was subsequently removed from the ground. On December 
4, 2000, the tank was cleaned, dismantled and shipped for disposal. On January 24, 2001, the 
drums of hazardous waste were transported from the Site for incineration. 

In an effort to remove contaminated soils, EPA's excavation activities continued through 
December 15, 2000, at which time approximately 1,600 tons of contaminated soils were removed 
from the area around the tank and piping and stockpiled on the southern portion of the property. 
These stockpiled soils were sampled for Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (ReRA) 
disposal characteristics and the results indicate the soil could be transported and disposed of as 
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nonhazardous waste. During the week of February 12,2001, the soils were transported to an off
site RCRA Subtitle D facility. 

During its excavation work, EPA determined that the piping from the tank to the leach field was 
plugged with soil. As a result, the leach field never received either septic or solvent waste. Field 
screening of the soils in the leach field and around the pipes indicated no VOCs present nor was 
any septic or solvent odor detected. The leach field was fully uncovered and then backfilled 
following the discovery of the nature of its construction. 

The area of excavation was 30 feet deep and 35 feet wide, extending from the edge of the 
building to the edge of a driveway leading to East Hook Cross Road. Field screening during the 
December 14,2000 excavation and post-excavation sampling in the pit adjacent to the Site 
building indicated that the soils on the western sidewall and in the bottom of the pit continued to 
be contaminated with high levels ofPCE (above NYSDEC TAGM cleanup level of 1.4 ppm). In 
December 2000, a six-foot chain link fence was erected around the excavation preventing 
unauthorized access. 

In May 2001, when EPA demobilized its operations at the Site, IBM took over removal 
activities. These included soil excavation, backfilling the various excavated area with clean fill, 
disposal of excavated soils and restoration work at the Facility. EPA approved a final report on 
these activities, on December 23, 2002. The source removal activities conducted at the Facility 
are believed to have eliminated any further source of groundwater contamination and should 
reduce the time necessary for remediation of the aquifer. 

On August 6, 2001, EPA approved a scope of work, proposed by IBM, to evaluate and 
implement a permanent water supply for the affected residents under the existing AOC-R. On 
December 17, 2001, EPA approved IBM's Alternate Water Supply Response Action Work Plan. 
In November 2003, IBM presented to EPA the final report (AWSER), in accordance with the 
May 2001 AOC-R. 

The AWSER and the PRAD were made available for public comment from November 19,2003 
through December 20, 2003. On November 20,2003, EPA conducted a public availability 
session and a public meeting in at the Fire District Administration Building in Hopewell 
Junction, Town of East Fishkill, New York to discuss the proposed response action and to 
receive public comments on the AWSER and the PRAD. 

2. Current action 

Point-of-Entry Treatment (POET) Systems 

A regular sampling and maintenance schedule has been arranged for each of the 103 residential 
POET systems. IBM performs ongoing quarterly sampling at three different stages of each 
POET system: 1) raw water, 2) between carbon vessels and 3) at the kitchen tap in each home. 
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In order to continue to protect public health during the implementation phases of the alternate 
water supply system, the POET systems will remain operational and be maintained until the 
alternate water supply is installed and operational. At that time, the POET systems will be 
dismantled and removed upon home hook-up to the public water supply system. 

C. State and Local Authorities' Roles 

1. State and local actions to date 

Early in the process, NYSDOH took an active role at the Site, sampling over 150 private wells in 
the area at the request of the residents. This activity has lead to the previous removal activities 
described herein. In addition, NYSDOH serves as the lead agency in addressing health-related 
issues on the Site, including public outreach and education, health consultation for residents and 
the activation of the VOC Registry for potentially exposed residents. 

NYSDEC has worked with EPA to investigate the source of the groundwater contamination 
through researching local industrial facilities and rumored disposal areas in the vicinity of the 
Site. 

2. Potential for continued State/local response 

New York State performs an oversight role in this current action and future remedial activities to 
be conducted at the Site. 

III. THREATS TO PUBLIC HEALTH, OR WELFARE, OR THE ENVIRONMENT 
AND STATUTORY AND REGULATORY AUTHORITIES 

A. Threats to Public Health or Welfare 

Conditions at the Site meet the criteria for a removal action under Section 40 C.F.R. 
300AI5(b)(2) of the NCP. Qualifying criteria under the NCP for the threats to the public health 
and welfare include the following: 

i) Actual or potential exposure to nearby human populations, animals, or the food 
chain from hazardous substances, or pollutants, or contaminants; and 

ii) Actual or potential contamination of drinking water supplies or sensitive 
ecosystems. 

Between April and January 2001, the analytical results generated by the NYSDOH and EPA 
sampling identified 60 residential wells contaminated by PCE (or its breakdown product TCE) in 
excess of the Federal and State MCLs of 5 ~g/l. EPA's RAL of70 ~g/l for PCE was exceeded in 
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20 of these wells. The affected residences are significantly impacted by contaminated 
groundwater, and are currently utilizing the POET systems to ensure a safe water supply. 
However, these POET systems are only an interim measure and are subject to potential failures 
such as: filter clogging and/or subsequent failure of the GAC filtering system. Since 
groundwater, a natural resource, has been determined to be contaminated with VOCs, the 
potential for further migration of groundwater contamination from the Site continues and may 
affect future residential development and associated future residents. In addition, the plume is 
not fully characterized and may migrate, impacting other residents in this area. However, 
numerous residents were exposed to PCE and other VOCs in their drinking water supplies for an 
undetermined period of time before EPA initiated the removal action at the Site. 

The VOCs identified at the Site may present health risks to humans through ingestion, inhalation 
or dermal contact. According to available data, when inhaled in air at high concentrations, single 
exposures to PCE can affect the central nervous system leading to dizziness, headache, 
sleepiness, confusion, nausea, difficulty in speaking or walking and can possibly lead to 
unconsciousness and/or death. PCE is also considered a possible human carcinogen by the 
United States Department of Health and Human Services. Human exposure can occur from 
ingestion of contaminated water, from food prepared with the water or from showering, bathing 
or washing. Exposure by inhalation alone during showering may exceed the exposure by direct 
ingestion. 

VOC vapors of the contaminated groundwater can also enter residential air from other home 
activities through humidifiers, dishwashers, clothes washers and household cleaning apparatuses. 
These tend to increase the VOC concentration in the air inside the home and may result in 
exposure of the residents as significant as that from direct ingestion. 

The associated health effects from exposure to elevated concentrations of PCE can include eye, 
skin, respiratory irritation, potential liver and/or kidney damage, toxic effect through inhalation, 
ingestion or dermal contact, carcinogenic and mutagenic effects and effect on the central nervous 
system. 

(vii)	 The availability of other appropriate federal or state response mechanisms to 
respond to the release. 

EPA uses its authority to issue orders to PRPs to perform response actions. IBM; has assumed 
responsibility for a significant portion of the necessary work to be conducted at the Site and is 
expected to undertake the alternate water supply work. State and local authorities are not able to 
undertake timely response actions to eliminate the threats posed by the Site. 
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B. Threats to the Environment 

Groundwater, a natural resource, has been determined to be contaminated with VOCs. The 
potential for further migration of groundwater contamination from the Site continues and may 
affect future residential development. 

A remedial investigation and feasibility study (RIfFS) is being conducted by IBM under an 
Administrative Order on Consent (AOC-RIfFS) Index No. CERCLA-02-2002-2025 which was 
entered into between EPA and IBM in September 2002. The RIfFS will determine the full nature 
and extent of groundwater contamination. 

IV. ENDANGERMENT DETERMINATION 

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this Site, if not addressed by 
implementing the removal action, selected in this Decision Document, may present an imminent 
and substantial endangerment to public health and the environment. 

V. EXEMPTION FROM STATUTORY LIMITS 

12 Monthf$2 Million Exemption 

CERCLA and 40 C.F.R. § 300AI5(b)(5) limit Federal removal responses to 12 months and $2 
million in expenditures for Federal fund-financed removal actions unless the lead agency, here 
EPA, makes certain determinations regarding the risks posed by the site, the need for response 
actions and the unavailability of other response actions to address the risks. While the risks 
posed by the Site rise to the level required by 40 C.F.R. § 300AI5(b)(5), this section does not 
apply because we anticipate that IBM will conduct the proposed removal action. In its letters of 
July 20 and 27, 200 I, IBM proposed to perform the alternate water supply response action under 
the terms ofthe AOC-R, paragraph 4I(f). 

VI. PROPOSED ACTIONS AND ESTIMATED COSTS 

The water supply alternatives that were evaluated in the AWSER are as follows: 

Alternative No. I: The selected alternative described in Section A below. 

Alternative No.2: The Town and City of Poughkeepsie Hudson River IntakelDutchess County 
Pipeline: This alternative included the purchase of water from the Town and City of 
Poughkeepsie to be transmitted through a I3-mile pipeline from Poughkeepsie to IBM's East 
Fishkill Plant. The water supply is drawn by the City and Town of Poughkeepsie primarily from 
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the Hudson River for the areas in southern Dutchess County. Two million gallons per day 
(MOD) of capacity would be initially purchased by IBM, with an option to purchase an 
additional two MOD. The water that would be supplied to the SRST would be a portion of an 
initial two-million gallon allocation to IBM from this pipeline. 

Alternative No.3: Route 376 Parcel A Property: This alternative is located on Route 376, north 
ofNYS Roue 52, in Hopewell Junction and is adjacent to and south of the Alternative No.4 
Parcel B property. In order to develop the property into a functional municipal well field, this 
alternative included the installation of two new production wells ort Parcel A. Each of the two 
production wells would readily produce a sufficient yield to supply the needs of the SRST. 

Alternative No.4: Route 376 Parcel B Property: This alternative is located on Route 376, north 
ofNYS Route 52, and is adjacent to and north of the Alternative No.3 property. In order to 
develop the property into a functional municipal well field, this alternative included the 
installation of two new production wells on Parcel B. Each of the two production wells would 
readily produce a sufficient yield to supply the needs of the SRST. 

A. Proposed Action 

1. Description 

There are two phases for the construction of this water supply project. The first phase involves 
the responsibility of the Town of Fishkill to finalize the water supply source implementation, 
namely the Snook Road Well Field and transmission line to NYS Route 52. The second phase of 
the project involves IBM's responsibility for the implementation of this non-time critical removal 
action, namely supplying public water to the SRST. 

In the first phase, the Town of Fishkill and Toll Brothers, Inc., a private real estate developer and 
contractor, are undertaking a number of capital improvements in connection with the Snook 
Road Well Field, which is the water supply source for the SRST. These actions include the 
following: 

•	 the development of the Snook Road Well Field, including the installation of a second 
supply well, which will be the primary source of water supply for the SRST; 

•	 the creation of the Snook Road Water Improvement Area No.1; and, 
•	 the installation of a 12" water transmission line from the Snook Road Well Field to a 

location on NYS Route 52 where IBM will assume responsibility for the project and 
connect the transmission line to the SRST. 

In the second phase of this project identified under this removal action, IBM will design, 
construct and install a public water supply system for the SRST. As stated above, the source of 
the potable water will be the Town of Fishkill Water Supply system. Figure 2 shows the 
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5.	 Applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) 

The ARARs are identified in Section 4 of the AWSER, i. e., related to the provision of an 
alternate water supply and within the scope of this Decision Document, will be met to the extent 
practicable. 

6.	 Project schedule 

The overall project implementation schedule for the activities in this Decision Document is 
included in Table 4 in Appendix II. 

B.	 Estimated Costs 

The estimated present worth cost for completing the design, construction and installation of the 
alternate water supply system, including system service and repair activities, is approximately 
$10 million. 

Costs that will be incurred by the Town of Fishkill and others related to the development of the 
Snook Road Well Field are not included here. These costs will be incurred irrespective of the 
action proposed herein. 

VII.	 EXPECTED CHANGE IN THE SITUATION SHOULD ACTION BE DELAYED 
OR NOT TAKEN 

While the POET systems remain in operation, they are considered temporary and are subject to 
potential failures, such as filter clogging and/or subsequent failure of the GAC filtering system. 
Their operation is significantly more costly in the long term than conversion to a permanent 
water supply system. Since groundwater, a natural resource, has been determined to be 
contaminated with VOCs, the potential for further migration of groundwater contamination from 
the Site continues and may affect future residential development and associated future residents. 
In addition, the plume is not fully characterized and may migrate, impacting other residents in 
this area. The proposed action will protect the residents from exposure to contaminated 
groundwater until MCLs are achieved. 

VIII.	 OUTSTANDING POLICY ISSUES 

None. 
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IX. ENFORCENIENT
 

As set forth in the Site history section above, EPA has issued two AOCs to IBM, i. e., the May 
2001 AOC-R and the September 2002 AOC-RI/FS. IBM is expected to fund the entire design, 
construction and installation of the water supply system, including the respective transmission 
and distribution pipelines. IBM is also expected to participate in system service and repair 
activities. 

IBM, pursuant to the AOC-RI/FS, is investigating the nature and extent of the groundwater 
contamination, concurrently with the implementation of the alternate water supply project. 

X. RECOMMENDATIONS 

This Decision Document represents the selected removal action for the Site, which is located 
within the Town of East Fishkill, Dutchess County, New York. This document was developed in 
accordance with CERCLA and is not inconsistent with the NCP. This decision is based on the 
Administrative Record which was created specifically for this removal action for the Site. 

Please indicate your approval of the selected alternative for the non-time critical removal action, 
by signing below. 

Approved: Date: ?--d3-C! 
~-"---=-----"""J.L.l<""'-=-'--------L-'----------'-"--"'-'"",--____ I 

George Pavlou
 
\Division Director
 

Disapproved: Date: _ 
George Pavlou 
Division Director 
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Table 1 Total Capital Cost - Town of Fishkill Alternative 

Item Description Pay Unit Unit Price Est Qty Total 

S 459,660.00 

S 13,200.00 

S 669,600.00 

S 13,750.00 

S 21,000.00 

S 157,100.00 

S 180,000.00 

S 87,000.00 

S 150,000.00 

S 150,000.00 

S 184,800.00 

S 120,000.00 

S 0 

S 14,000.00 

S 125,000.00 

S 210,000.00 

S 85,000.00 

S 110,000.00 

S 210,000.00 

S 425,600.00 

S -
S -
S 3,385,710.00 

S 170,000.00 

S 3,555,710.00 

S 604,410.00 
. 

S 4,160,120.00 

S 4,632,845.00 

$ 8,792,965.00 

I 8" Ductile Iron Pipe in Town or County Rd. LF S 47.00 

S 1,100.00 

S 62.00 

S 1,250.00 

S 3,000.00 

S 20.00 

S 25.00 

S 2.900.00 

S 60.00 

S 20.00 

S 84.00 

S 60,000.00 

S 90,000.00 

S 7,000.00 

S 125,000.00 

S 70,000.00 

S 85,000.00 

S 210,000.00 

S 5.32 

9,780.00 

2 8" Gate Valve in Town or County Rd. Each 12.00 

3 8" Ductile Iron Pipe in NYS Highway LF 10,800.00 

4 8" Gate Valve in NYS Highway Each 11.00 

5 Ductile Iron Specials Ton 7.00 

6 Pavement Restoration in Town or COUDty Hwy. SY 7,855.00 

7 Pavement Restoration in NYS Highway SY 7,200.00 

8 Hydrant & Valve Assembly Each 30.00 

9 Rock Excavation CY 2.500.00 

10 Select Backfill CY 7,500.00 

II Flowable Backfill CY 2,200.00 

12 NYS Highway Crossing in 24" Casing Each 2.00 

13 1-84 Highway Crossing in 24" Casing Each 

14 Air Release Valve & Chamber Each 2.00 

15 Major Creek Crossing Each 1.00 

16 Minor Creek or Stream Crossing Each 3.00 

17 Master Meter Chamber Each 1.00 

18 Maintenance & Protection ofTraffic Lump Sum 

19 Water Booster Station Each 1.00 

20 Capital Contr to Water System (1) GPD 80,000.00 

21 Water Supply Development 

22 Land and Rights-of-Way 

23 Sub-Total Construction 

24 Contingencies 5% 

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION 

All Indirect Com -alloWllDCC: 17"10 

Total Cost for Source & Transmission to SST 

Water Disuict Disuibution - Table 2 

TOTAL PROJECT COST 

(1) Reflects Contribution to Town of Fishkill for purchase of 80,000 gpd of capacity of Snook Road Well Supply 
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Table 2 
Total Capital Cost 

Water Distribution System - SRST 

Item Payment 

Unit 

Unit Price Estimated 

Quantity 

20000 

Total 

8 inch Ductile Iron Pipe lin ft $47.00 S940,000.00 

8 inch Gate Valve each SI,100.00 24 

6 

40 

150 

13500 

S26,400.00 

D.1. Specials tons $3,000.00 SI8,000.00 

Hydrant & Valve Assbly each S2,900.00 SI16,000.00 

3/4 inch copper service each . SI,400.00 S210,OOO,00 

Pavement Restoration sq. yds. S20.00 S270,000:00 

Rock Excavation Cll. yds. $60.00 2500 $150,000.00 

Select Backfill Cll. yds. $20.00 7500 S150,OOO.00 

1-84 Crossing in Casing Pipe each $90,000.00 I 

I 

137 

5% 

8% 

4% 

2% 

$90,000.00 

150,000 gillIon standpipe each $280,000.00 S280,000.00 

Maintenance & Prot of Traffic lump sum SIIO,OOO.OO 

Individual Household Connections each $10,500.00 $1,438,500.00 

Easements and Land allowance S80,000.00 

Sub-Total Construction $3,878,900.00 

Contingencies $193,945.00 

Total Construction $4,072,845.00 

Technical Services-Survey, Design allowance $320,000.00 

Construction Inspection allowance $160,000.00 

Permits and Admin allowance $80,000.00 

Total Cost $4,632,845.00 



Table 3 

Operation and Maintenance Costs - Town of Fishkill Alternative 

Item Description Costs 

1 Bulk Water Purchase - 12 million gallons/year $28,185.00 

2 Electricity 

Insurance 

Part-Time Operator 

Benefits & Payroll Taxes 

Maintenance and Repair 

Analytical Testing 

Bookkeeping & Administration 

$3,000.00 

3 $4,000.00 

4 $16,000.00 

5 $8,000.00 

6 $4,000.00 

7 1,500.00 

8 $4,000.00 

TOTAL ANNUAL COSTS 

TOTAL PRESENT WORTH (30 years - O&M) 

$68,685.00 

$1,187,701.00 
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 

Shenandoah Road Groundwater Contamination Superfund Site
 
Alternate Water Supply Preferred Alternative
 

Town of East Fishkill, Dutchess County, New York
 

INTRODUCTION 

This responsiveness summary includes public comments and questions received during the 
public comment period (November 18,2003 - December 18, 2003) for the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA's) proposed non-time critical removal action at the 
Shenandoah Road Groundwater Contamination Superfund Site (Site), as well as EPA's 
responses to those comments and questions. Comments summarized in this document have been 
considered in EPA's final selection of the removal action at the Site. 

As required under an Administrative Order, IBM, a potentially responsible party (PRP) for the 
Site, completed an Alternate Water Supply Evaluation Report (AWSER) for the Site. The 
AWSER discussed the various water supply alternatives that were considered. EPA, in 
conjunction with the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), 
subsequently issued a Proposed Response Action Document (PRAD) which identified its 
preferred alternative. The AWSER and the PRAD together are classified as the Engineering 
Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) for this non-time critical removal action. 

SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES 

Community involvement at the Site has been high. The key issues of concern centered around 
the contamination of private wells in the Shenandoah Road area. 

On June 5, 2000, EPA received a request from the New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation (NYSDEC) to perform an appropriate emergency response action at the Site under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980, as 
amended (CERCLA), 42 U.S.C. Sections 9601-9675. EPA determined that a sufficient planning 
period existed before Site activities for this portion of the response, i.e., an alternate water supply 
source had to be initiated. Accordingly, as stated above, this action is being conducted as an non
time critical removal action. 

On November 18, 2003, a public notice was published in the Poughkeepsie Journal. The public 
notice announced the release and availability of the AWSER and EPA's PRAD, as well as the 
holding of a public availability session and a public meeting. 
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On November 20, 2003, EPA participated in the public availability session in the afternoon. At 
this session, EPA, IBM and its technical consultants answered questions about the various water 
supply alternatives. In the evening, EPA conducted a public meeting with NYSDEC to further 
discuss the AWSER and the PRAD, which identified EPA's preferred water supply alternative. 
At this meeting, EPA also explained that the Agency would prepare a final response action 
document setting forth EPA's final water supply response action. 

The repository for Site-related documents is established at the East Fishkill Community Library, 
348 Route 376, Hopewell Junction, New York. 

This responsiveness summary documents EPA's response to those comments and questions 
raised during the public comment period. 

Attached to the Responsiveness Summary are the following Appendices: 

Appendix A - Proposed Response Action Document 
AppendixB - Public Notice, published in the Poughkeepsie Journal on November 18, 2003 
Appendix C - November 20, 2003 Public Availability Session and Public Meeting 

Attendance Sheets 
Appendix D - Letters and E-mails Submitted During the Public Comment Period 

OVERVIEW OF PUBLIC'S REACTION TO EPA'S PREFERRED REMEDY 

EPA received numerous comments on the PRAD and the AWSER during the public comment 
period. Public comments received generally supported the Agency's preferred alternative of the 
Town of Fishkill Water Supply although some concern was raised about the continued quality of 
the proposed supply. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS AND EPA RESPONSES 

Comments were expressed at the public meeting, and written comments were received during the 
public comment period. 

The comments have been categorized as follows: 

A. Response Action Issues (Water Supply and Water Consumption) 
B. Technical Issues 
C. Water Quality Issues 

A summary of the comments and EPA's responses to the comments is provided below: 
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Response Action Issues 

Comment #1:
 

Response #1:
 

Comment #2:
 

Response #2:
 

Comment #3: 

Response #3: 

Comment #4: 

Response #4: 

How much water is currently being consumed by the Shenandoah Road area 
residents? 

Based on the latest quarterly water consumption information gathered from 
quarterly monitoring and sampling conducted by IBM at those affected 
Shenandoah Road Service Territory (SRST) residences that are served by 
point-of-entry treatment (POET) systems, approximately 15,800 gallons of 
water are used per quarter per family. Adapting this figure to the existing 
SRST community of roughly 150 properties, the anticipated SRST water usage 
will be approximately 26,000 gallons per day. 

Also, the AWSER presented that the average daily demand required for the 
SRST is approximately 80,000 gallons per day, which is the water quantity 
allocated to the Town of Fishkill for the SRST under the three-party 
agreement. The three-party agreement is further discussed in 
Comments/Responses #15, #22 and #28. The average per capita water usage 
can vary considerably from residence to residence. The national average per 
capita water usage rate is 80 gallons per day. 

What will be the monthly cost of water? 

Using the anticipated water usage for the SRST of26,000 gallons per day and 
the estimated water costs for the selected alternative of $5.70 per 1000 gallons 
used, the monthly water bill for the SRST residents can be approximated to be 
about $30 per residence. The average water costs for some of the water 
districts managed by the Town of East Fishkill range from approximately $1.80 
to $4.45 per 1000 gallons used. Under the current water usage rates, the yearly 
water bills range from $150 to $370 per year. As further discussed below in 
Comments/Responses #4 and #8, it is likely that the actual cost of water to the 
SRST residents will be lower than estimated. 

Who will set the water rates? 

The Town of East Fishkill will set the water rates for the SRST customers. 

Why will the residents pay water bills? 

EPA does not pay residents' water bills. Also, EPA does not order PRPs to 
pay residents' water bills. EPA expects IBM to perform or provide for any 
necessary operations and maintenance (O&M) of the physical infrastructure 
associated with the provision of drinking water to the homes in the SRST until 
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Comment #5:
 

Response #5:
 

Comment #6:
 

Response #6:
 

Comment #7:
 

Response #7:
 

Comment #8:
 

the groundwater is safe to drink again. IBM's action with respect to the O&M 
of the project will not, however, eliminate the need for water bills. Water bills 
will still be issued to the residents. 

The residents will receive certain other benefits from being on a public water 
supply system, including not having to pay for the testing and maintenance of 
their wells, the replacement of pumps and other appurtenances and the 
electricity usage associated with the operation of the pump. Also, water 
hydrants for fire protection will be installed at key locations throughout the 
SRST area. 

What is the annual cost for the water supply system? What is the nature of the 
items in those costs? 

The detailed cost analysis for the selected alternative is contained in the 
AWSER. The estimated overall capital cost for the project is approximately 
$8.8 million; the O&M cost is approximately $69,000 per year; and the total 
present worth cost is approximately $10 million. The capital cost includes, but 
is not limited to, those costs associated with installing transmission and 
distributions lines, including rights-of-way for excavation. Various related 
expenditures are associated with the following: piping, valves, easements, 
excavation, paving, etc. The O&M costs include bulk water purchase, 
electricity, insurance, operators' salaries, maintenance and repair, testing, etc. 

Why will the East Fishkill residents of the SRST have a higher water bill than 
the Town of Fishkill residents? 

Water rates in the various towns vary considerably, since each town may have 
different administrative and capital expenditures associated with the supply of 
public water. The Town of East Fishkill will determine the water rates to the 
residents of the SRST. 

What is the cost of water to the residents of the Village of Fishkill and the 
Town of Fishkill? 

According to the information provided by the communities, water rates are 
determined by usage. In some instances, flat rates may be charged on a case
by-case basis. After reviewing some of the water rates in communities within 
Dutchess County, including the Village of Fishkill and the Town of Fishkill, 
water rates can vary from $20 to $50 per quarter per residence. 

Who will pay for the O&M of the water supply system? 
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Response #8:	 EPA expects IBM to perform or provide for the O&M of the water supply 
system until the groundwater cleanup goals have been achieved. The exact 
arrangement of what O&M activities IBM will be responsible for has yet to be 
determined; these could include pump or valve repair or replacement or 
pipeline repair or replacement. EPA expects that this arrangement will be 
finalized before the water supply system installation has been completed. With 
the potential reduction in the O&M costs for the Town of East Fishkill, there 
may be some reduction in the overall cost of water supplied to the SRST 
consumer. 

Technical Issues 

Comment #9:	 Why was the Four Seasons water supply alterative eliminated? 

Response #9:	 After further investigation of this alternative, it was determined that the 
existing capacity of the system would not have served the necessary water 
supply requirements of the SRST. Also, no future water well development 
information from the Four Seasons Corporation was available for further 
consideration as a viable water supply. 

Comment #10:	 What will be the back-up source of water for the selected alternative? 

Response #10:	 The Town of Fishkill selected alternative will include two separate drinking 
water wells, as part of its operations. Under municipal requirements, 
municipal water supplies are required to have two supply wells to ensure that a 
safe water will be distributed uninterrupted to the SRST community in case 
one well has to be taken out of service. 

Comment # 11 :	 Will the residents be able to use their existing wells? Are there any restrictions 
or regulations through local ordinances to prevent the use of multiple water 
supplies at residences? 

Response #11:	 The Town of East Fishkill does not require mandatory connection to an 
available public water supply system. 

However, according to Section 186-21 of the Municipal Code of the Town of 
East Fishkill: 

"A. If an owner has any source of water other than from the municipal public 
water system, such source will be considered nonpotable. Before making any 
service connection between the municipal public water supply and a 
consumer's premises, it is required that all connections between individual 
wells or other outside sources of water supply physically be disconnected from 

Page 5 of 14 



the consumer's plumbing fixtures, which are connected to the municipal 
potable water supply." 

"B. All owners of property within the confines of a municipal water district 
shall not use nonpotable water as a source of water supply for any purpose. 
Nonpotable water is defined as any source of water other than from a 
municipally owned water system." 

Disconnecting the private residential wells within the SRST will be addressed 
during the development of the SRST water district by the Town of East Fishkill 
and the Dutchess County Department of Health. 

Comment #12: What is the proposed conceptual route to bring water from New York State 
Route 52 to the SRST? 

Response #12: As per the transmission route identified in the AWSER for the Town of 
Fishkill alternative, the transmission line would extend east from the Town of 
Fishkill border along the Route 52 right-of-way to a location where it would 
connect with Shenandoah Road. The line would then travel along the 
Shenandoah Road right-of-way to the SRST community. The distribution lines 
would then follow the various streets and roads within the SRST community, 
including Burbank Road, Seymour Lane and others. IBM will be responsible 
for the design and construction ofthe transmission pipeline along Route 52 
from the location where it picks up the Town of Fishkill Snook Road Well 
Field water supply. 

Comment # 13: When will soil sampling occur? 

Response # 13: The original removal action, conducted at the former operating facility at 7 
East Hook Cross Road, included confirmatory soil sampling which indicated 
that contaminated soils were remediated and removed off-site. Since the 
former operations building was removed and clean soils were used as fill in the 
excavated areas, there is no indication that further soil contamination has 
occurred at the East Hook Cross Road location. 

During the remedial investigation/feasibility study (RIfFS) phase of the project 
(to be conducted over the next two years or so), there will be some soil 
sampling conducted during the drilling and installation of new monitoring 
wells in order to characterize the geologic formations in the area. 

Comment #14: Will some of the compounds, i.e., manganese and iron, that were shown to be 
in some of the water supply sources presented in the AWSER cause damage or 
leaching to galvanized piping? 
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Response #14: The preferred alternative does not show any issue with the compounds 
identified and, as such, should not affect piping and residential water piping in 
the SRST. If, at some time in the future, these compounds become an issue, 
appropriate actions would be taken by the water district to alleviate them. 

Comment #15: Will we receive uninterrupted water during a blackout? 

Response #15: The Town of Fishkill's production wells are serviced by emergency generators 
which would start up at any power shortage. Also, the storage holding tank has 
enough capacity to handle a limited period of daily demand. To date, the Town 
of Fishkill residents have not been without water during some of the recent 
blackouts. 

Please note that a three-party agreement among the Town of East Fishkill, 
Town of Fishkill and IBM has been recently executed to ensure that sufficient 
capacity will be available to the SRST residents. This agreement contains a 
section on Water Emergency Procedures. 

Comment #16: Can the SRST residents have multiple supplies in their homes? 

Response #16: Each household is permitted only one connection to the new water supply 
system. As indicated in Response #11 above (Section 186-21 of East Fishkill's 
municipal code), before any service connection between the municipal public 
water supply and a consumer's premises can be made, it is required that all 
connections between individual wells or other outside sources of water supply 
physically be disconnected from the consumer's plumbing fixtures. 

Comment #17: Are there any assurances to SRST homeowners that future properties will be 
prevented fropl using the public water supply? 

Response #17: As water purveyors, the Town of East Fishkill is responsible for ensuring that 
sufficient water capacity is available for the SRST. Any additional capacity 
that it may need for future development must be above and beyond that 
dedicated to the SRST. 

The SRST water supply capacity, as reserved by IBM from the Town of 
Fishkill, is to be used solely for the SRST residents. This reserved capacity 
cannot be used for future development outside of the affected SRST area 
unless those properties are found to be affected by Site-related contaminants. 

Comment #18: What are the two alternative water supply sites located on Route 376? Who 
owns the property there? How were these locations selected? 
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Response #18:	 The two water supply alternatives on the large parcel of property on Route 376 
are two separate and distinct potential production well fields. During the 
alternate water supply source investigation process, the Route 376 property was 
divided into two separate areas (one at the north end of the property and one at 
the south end). The two sites represent two unique water supply alternatives, 
as presented in the AWSER. The entire property is currently owned by the 
Proust family. These potential well development areas were identified, 
investigated and developed by IBM's contractor, Groundwater Sciences 
Corporation, in order to expand the AWSER water supply alternative list for 
the SRST area, as required in EPA's Administrative Order on Consent for 
Removal Action (CERCLA-022001-2020). 

Comment #19:	 Can the community reject the four alternatives and demand a community water 
system from Honness Mountain Road? 

Response #19:	 If the community, as a whole, provided a technical rationale as to why the 
preferred alternative was not suitable as a water supply, then there may be 
cause to pursue other potential water supply alternatives. The Honness 
Mountain area has not been investigated as a water source, hence, EPA does 
not have information about its viability as a water source. 

The four alternatives presented in the AWSER represent the most feasible and 
available sources of safe public water supply for the SRST area. Also, a 
number of other alternatives were given a very thorough investigation. The 
final four, as presented in the AWSER, represent the best available alternate 
water sources, with respect to quality and quantity, for the SRST. These 
represent the only alternatives that were found to be viable as clean water 
sources for the SRST community. Since a preferred alternative was found to 
be suitable by EPA and NYSDEC for the SRST, there is no reason to pursue 

. other water supply venues. 

EPA has neither qualitative nor quantitative information that a water supply 
from the Honness Mountain region would be suitable as a water supply for the 
SRST. 

Please note that, after EPA and New York State reviewed the water supply 
alternatives, the Town of Fishkill water supply source, i.e., the Snook Road 
Well Field, is the most cost-effective for the SRST. As stated above, the 
quality of the water to be supplied by the Snook Road Well Field complies 
with Federal and State drinking water standards. 

Comment #20:	 Why was the Dutchess County Pipeline Alternative not selected as the 
preferred alternative? 
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Response #20: While this project is in the engineering design phase, EPA did not choose this 
alternative, since it requires the construction of a 13-mile water transmission 
line before any water would be able to reach the Town of East Fishkill and the 
SRST community. Since this transmission line is a major component of this 
alternative, the sheer scope of the project may create additional uncertainty 
regarding the estimated time for completion of its construction, as compared to 
the selected alternative. 

Comment #21: Would the Meadow Creek Corporate Park be able to connect into the SRST 
water supply? 

Response #21: Under the 3-party agreement, the Town of East Fishkill must use the capacity 
reserved"by IBM for the water supply needs of the SRST. The Town of East 
Fishkill may secure additional quantities of water, above and beyond the 
reserved capacity, to service other users such as the proposed the Meadow 
Creek Corporate Park or any other future development. 

Comment #22: Do the existing well fields used by the IBM East Fishkill Facility have any 
effect on the Town of Fishkill alternative? 

Response #22: The three existing production well fields (the Main Plant Well Field, the 
Railroad Spur Well Field and the Wiccopee Well Field) used by the IBM East 
Fishkill facility are separate and distinct from the Snook Road Well Field, the 
Town of Fishkill water supply alternative. These well fields are approximately 
two to three miles away and are located in two different towns. The water 
transmission line for the Town of Fishkill alternative will travel directly past 
these well fields but will not be connected to them. 

There was also some public concern that water from these well fields may be 
commingled with the water that would be supplied to the SRST from the Town 
of Fishkill. This action is not included in the three-party agreement and will 
not occur. As stated in the AWSER, since the IBM well fields have 
insufficient capacity to handle the future needs of the IBM facility itself, they 
were ruled out as a potential alternate water supply source for the SRST. The 
Dutchess County Pipeline alternative is being developed specifically to handle 
the increased usage requirements for the IBM Facility. 

Comment #23: Please expand on the risk assessment discussion. 

Response #23: A baseline risk assessment, which will evaluate carcinogenic and 
noncarcinogenic risks of the various volatile organic compounds (VOCs) found 
in the soils and groundwater, will be performed during the remedial 
investigation phase of the project. This effort would include evaluating the 
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various exposure pathways considered during a risk assessment, including 
inhalation, ingestion and dermal exposure, for the VOC contaminants of 
concern at the Site. 

Comment #24: Who pays for the 150,000-gallon water storage tank? Where will it be built? 
What will it look like? 

Response #24: The water storage tank is a necessary part of the water supply system in that it 
will provide the water supply reserve during peak usage. 

IBM will construct the water storage tank and connect it to the various 
transmission lines. The exact location of the tank remains to be determined. It 
will be a standard configuration, with estimated dimensions of 40 feet in height 
and 25 feet in diameter. The exact location of this tank will be determined 
during the design phase of the project. EPA will consider the SRST 
community's input to ensure that the tank is built in an acceptable location 
within the SRST. 

Comment #25: Why is IBM not pursuing further investigation of the Shenandoah Road area? 

Response #25: As stated above, IBM will continue to perform the RI/FS phase of the project, 
which will determine the full nature and extent of groundwater contamination 
at the Site. This process will include installing new monitoring wells, as well 
as sampling the soil gas, air, surface water and groundwater. 

Comment #26: Will there be property tax increases? 

Response #26: Since IBM is funding the entire construction and installation of the water 
supply system for the SRST, EPA does not believe that there would be any 
impacts to existing tax structures related to the installation of this water supply 
project. 

Any property tax increase that may be directly related to the increase in value 
of a property after it is connected to a public water supply service would be 
better addressed by the Town of East Fishkill. 

Comment #27: Will IBM maintain the POET systems that are currently installed at the 
affected SRST residences if any resident does not hook up to the new water 
supply system? 

Response #27: Once the permanent water service is in place and supplying each home, the 
POET system for that home would be dismantled and removed. IBM would 
not be required to continue maintaining any remaining POET systems for those 
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homeowners who decide not to connect to the public water supply system. 
Any continued maintenance of remaining POET systems would be the 
responsibility of the homeowner. However, as stated in Response #11 above, 
the Town of East Fishkill Municipal Code states that if an owner has any 
source of water other than from the municipal public water system, such source 
will be considered nonpotable. Before making any service connection between 
the municipal public water supply and a consumer's premises, it is required that 
all connections between individual wells or other outside sources of water 
supply physically be disconnected from the consumer's plumbing fixtures, 
which are connected to the municipal potable water supply. 

Comment #28: How long will the three-party agreement be in effect? Does this agreement 
require New York State approval? 

Response #28: The Town of East Fishkill, the Town of Fishkill and IBM prepared the three
party agreement to remain in place for a period of forty years. According to the 
agreement, "the Town of East Fishkill shall have the right and option to extend 
the Agreement for successive 10-year terms..." This agreement does not 
require New York State approval prior to its implementation. The agreement 
has been executed and is in place. A copy of the agreement is included in the 
Administrative Record for the alternate water supply. 

Comment #29: Who will pay for the installation ofthe water lines and the restoration ofthe 
streets and roads? 

Response #29: IBM will be financially responsible for the completion of the water supply 
project, which would include the installation of water transmission lines from 
the boundary of the Town of Fishkill and the Town of East Fishkill and the 
distribution lines within the SRST, as well as the restoration to original or 
improved conditions of those rights-of-way, i.e., street and roads, which will be 
used as the routes for the installation of the piping. EPA will ensure that IBM 
and its contractors comply with any local ordinances and communicate with 
local agencies to make sure that the construction and installation activities are 
conducted in a safe and reliable manner. 

Water Quality Issues 

Comment #30:	 Why is there no mention made about the expansion of the Southern Duchess 
Sand and Gravel Mining operations and the effect it would have on the 
underlying aquifer? 

Response #30:	 The Town of Fishkill provided EPA with its technical evaluation of the effect 
that the mining operations may have on the Snook Road Well Field which is 
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located more than one-and-one-halfmiles from the mining operations. Data 
from extensive pumping tests of the proposed water supply wells at the Snook 
Road Well Field indicate that the zone of influence or recharge area to those 
proposed wells does not include the sand and gravel aquifer underlying Clove 
Creek in the vicinity of the mining operations. The Snook Road Well Field 
lies in the Sprout Creek-Fishkill Creek aquifer. Data also indicate that the 
discharge of storm water at the mining operations will not impact the quality of 
the proposed Snook Road Well Field. Based on a review of the information 
supplied by the Town of Fishkill, EPA concurs with this assessment and 
believes that the operation of the mining site would not have an effect on the 
Snook Road Well Field. 

Comment #31: Is there any concern over high levels of manganese in the proposed water 
supply? 

Response #31: No, the water quality of the Town of Fishkill alternative shows non-detectable 
levels of manganese. The Federal and State secondary standards for 
manganese are intended to prevent potential aesthetic problems, such as poor 
taste, odor and staining of plumbing fixtures, rather than adverse health 
impacts. 

Comment #32: Will the Clove Creek Aquifer be protected? 

Response #32: As stated above in Response #30 above, data from extensive pumping tests of 
the proposed water supply wells at the Snook Road Well Field indicate that the 
zone of influence or recharge area to those proposed wells does not include the 
sand and gravel aquifer underlying Clove Creek. The local water supply 
authorities drawing potable water from the Clove Creek aquifer would be 
responsible for ensuring that the source of that drinking water is protected. 

Comment #33: Will the historical nature of the Snook Road Well Field area be preserved? 

Response #33: Appropriate steps will be taken to ensure that actions taken during the 
construction of the water supply system comply with any historical 
preservation requirements, as identified in the National Historical Preservation 
Act. 

Comment #34: What provisions have been established for compensation or treatment for 
future healthcare issues that may arise as a result ofdrinking contaminated 
water prior to the installation of the POET systems? 

Response #34: At the present time, no health studies are proposed for the SRST. Any health 
concerns should be directed to the Duchess County Health Department, the 
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New York State Department of Health or the Federal Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry. There are no provisions under the Superfund 
law to provide for any compensation resulting from potential past exposure to 
groundwater contamination. 

Comment #35: Where are the results of the 1987 residential well testing? 

Response #35: This residential well testing was performed in relation to IBM's East Fishkill 
facility and is not associated with the Site. Since these data were not Site
related, EPA did not use these data in its pre-remedial investigation and 
evaluation of the Site to develop the hazard ranking for proposed listing on the 
Superfund National Priorities List (NPL). The Site was listed on the NPL on 
June 14, 2001. EPA suggests contacting IBM for these historical data. 

Comment #36: When the groundwater is fully restored, the public should be given a choice 
between a public supply and a private supply. 

Response #36: The restoration of the groundwater to below Federal and State maximum 
contaminant levels will probably be a lengthy process. As such, it may take up 
to 30 or 40 years before any private well in the SRST area may produce safe 
drinking water without treatment. If and when that occurs, any connection to 
private wells or the installation of new private wells would have to be 
addressed at the local level with the Town ofEast Fishkill. 

In order to provide the SRST residents with a safe drinking water supply, it is 
necessary to install a public water supply system now to ensure the protection 
of public health. 

Comment #37: What is the quality of the water that will be supplied to the SRST residents? In 
particular, there are concerns about how chlorine may affect aquarium life. 

Response #37: The water quality supplied to the SRST will comply with Federal and State 
drinking water standards. Chlorination is a necessary part of the public water 
supply process in order to ensure that bacterial contamination does not reach 
the consumer. With respect to the residual chlorine content ofthe water, EPA 
recommends that the homeowner secure technical advice from aquarium-life 
specialists on the best way to maintain a healthy aquatic environment for the 
various plant and animal species associated with an aquarium. 

Comment #38: There was some public concern expressed about the commingling of drinking 
water from different well fields or other water supplies within the transmission 
lines that would supply water to the SRST. 
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Response #38:	 According to the Town of Fishkill, the water supply area associated with the 
Snook Road Well Field will be known as the Snook Road Water Improvement 
Area #1. The transmission line from this well field will be a newly constructed 
12" water main. This line will be installed by the Toll Brothers, a private 
developer and contractor and will run along Merritt Boulevard to a location on 
NYS Route 52. At this location on NYS Route 52, IBM will pick up the 
construction work to install a transmission line from that point to the SRST. 
As stated previously, an allocation of 80,000 gal/day from this water supply 
has been assigned to the Town of East Fishkill to service the SRST. 

With respect to additional potential water sources, the Town of Fishkill 
currently has no agreement nor any definitive plans to obtain water from the 
Village of Fishkill (within the Town of Fishkill) water supplies which draws 
water from the Clove-Creek Aquifer. The new Snook Road Well Field water 
supply facilities are being constructed in such a manner as to facilitate a 
potential connection at such time as an acceptable agreement may be reached 
between the two communities. 

The Town of Fishkill does have definitive plans to ultimately interconnect the 
facilities of the Snook Road Water Improvement Area #1 with the facilities of 
the Town of Fishkill Brinkerhoff Water District. This interconnection would, 
thereby, allow a commingling of water from the Snook Road Well Field with 
that of the Brinkerhoff Well Field. This operation would permit better well 
field management, increase overall system efficiency and capacity and continue 
to provide a safe and sufficient water supply to the SRST. 

All public water supplied to the SRST community would meet Federal and 
State drinking water standards. 
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Proposed Response Action Document
 














































































































