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DECLARATION STATEMENT - RECORD OF DECISION

C& D Power Systems (C& D Batteries) I nactive Hazar dous Waste
Disposal Site
Town of Deerpark, Orange County, New York
Site No. 3-36-001
Operable Unit No. 1

Statement of Purpose and Basis

The Record of Decision (ROD) presentsthe selected remedy for the C& D Power Systems (C&D
Batteries) Class 2 inactive hazardous waste disposa site which was chosen in accordance with the New
Y ork State Environmenta Conservation Law. The remedid program selected is not incongstent with the
Nationa Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan of March 8, 1990 (40CFR300).

This decison is based on the Adminigirative Record of the New York State Department of
Environmenta Conservation (NY SDEC) for the C& D Power Systems(C& D Batteries) inactivehazardous
waste digposa site and upon public input to the Proposed Remedia Action Plan (PRAP) presented by the
NYSDEC. A liging of the documents presented as a part of the Adminigtrative Record is included in
Appendix B of the ROD.

Assessment of the Site

Actud or threatened release of hazardous waste congtituents from this site, if not addressed by
implementing the response action sdected in thisROD, presentsacurrent or potentid significant threat to
public hedth and the environment.

Description of Selected Remedy

Based on the results of the Remedia Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for the C&D Power
Sysems (C&D Batteries) and the criteria identified for evaluation of dternatives, the NY SDEC has
selected excavation and disposal of the top six to eight feet of the contaminated lagoon soil and ex-situ
gabilization of the remaining contaminated unsaturated lagoonsoil. The componentsof theremedy areas
follows

. The excavation and remova of lagoon soil to adepth of up to 8 feet from the bottom of the lagoon;



Placement of several feet of clean fill in the lagoon excavation to provide a buffer between
the treated waste and the fluctuating groundwater table, replacement of stabilized soils
(treated wastes) back into the lagoon excavation, backfill with clean fill to the existing grade
of the surrounding areas, and placement of a geomembrane liner/asphalt cover;

Semi-annual sampling of on-site monitoring wells will be conducted as part of a long-term
monitoring program to monitor the effectiveness of the on-site stabilization;

Deed restrictions will be recorded in the chain of title of the property to restrict the future use
of the former lagoon area to industrial use only, mandate the maintenance of the
geomembrane liner/asphalt cap, and require notification to the NYSDEC when excavation
of the capped area is planned,

Annual certification by the property owner that the site is in compliance with the institutional
controls outlined in this ROD.

New York State Department of Health Acceptance

The New York State Department of Health concurs with the remedy selected for this site as

being protective of human health.

Declaration

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with State

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

3R27/z002

Date

Michael J. O'Tedle, Jr., Directo
Division of Environmental Rethediation
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Town of Deerpark, Orange County
Site No. 3-36-001
Operable Unit No. 1
March 2002

SECTION 1: SUMMARY OF THE RECORD OF DECISION

TheNew Y ork State Department of Environmental Conservation (NY SDEC) in consultation withthe New
Y ork State Department of Hedlth (NY SDOH) has selected this remedy to address the significant threat
to human health and/or the environment created by the presenceof hazardous waste at the C& D Power
Systems (C& D Batteries) Class 2, inactive hazardous waste disposal Site. The Site has been divided into
two operableunits. ThisRecord of Decison (ROD) addresseson-site soil contaminationin the unsaturated
(vadose) zone that has been designated as Operable Unit No.1 (OU1). A separate ROD for Operable
Unit No. 2 (OU2), which addressesthe on-siteand of f-site groundwater contamination, and off-site stream
sediment and surface water contamination, will be issued at a later date. OU2 has been designated for
further environmentd investigation and study and is more fully described in Section 3.2. As described in
Sections 3 and 4 of this document, past waste management practices resulted in the digposal of anumber
of hazardous wastes, including polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), barium, cadmium, fluoride, and lead a
the Site, some of which have migrated from the Steto surrounding aress, including the private potable water
supply well; contaminants may aso have impacted sediment and surface water of an adjacent stream.
These disposdl activities have resulted in the following significant threats to the public hedlth and/or the
environment:

C a sgnificant threat to human hedth associated with the contamination of the soil at the Ste, and
the potentia risk of exposure to the contaminants by direct contact and ingestion.

C aggnificant environmenta threat associated with the migration of contaminantsto the groundwater
and wildlife exposure to Site sails.

In order to restore the C&D Power Systems (C& D Batteries) inactive hazardous waste disposa Site to
pre-disposal conditions to the extent feasible and authorized by law, but a a minimum to eiminate or
mitigatethe significant threatsto the public hedth and/or the environment that the hazardous waste disposed
at the Ste has caused, the following remedy was sdlected:

C excavation and disposa of the top six to eight feet (21 feet to 23 feet bgs) of the contaminated
lagoon soil and ex-gtu sabilization of the remaining contaminated lagoon soil.
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The selected remedy, discussed in detail in Section 8 of thisdocument, isintended to atain the remediation
gods sdected for OU1, in Section 6 of this Record of Decison (ROD), in conformity with applicable
standards, criteria, and guidance (SCGs).

SECTION 2: SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The C&D Power Systems (C&D Batteries) site (NYSDEC ID No. 3-36-001) is located at C&D
Technologies, Inc., Route 209, Town of Deerpark, Orange County, New Y ork. Thedteisapproximately
4,000 ft north of the junction of US Route 209 and County Route 80 and gpproximately 4 miles northeast
of the City of Port Jervis. The fadility, located in the Neversink River Vdley, is bordered on the west by
Route 209, on the south by the Town of Deerpark Town Hall, and on the north and east by atributary to
the Neversnk River. The dteis gpproximately 10 acres in Size. A location map and a site map are
included as Figures 1 and 2, respectively.

OU1, which isthe subject of this ROD, addresses on-dite soil contamination in the unsaturated zone. An
operable unit represents a portion of the site which, for technica or administrative reasons, is addressed
separately to diminate or mitigate arelease, threat of release, or exposure pathway resulting from the site
contamination. OU2 addresses the on-gite and off-site groundwater contamination and off-gte stream
sediment and surface water contamination. Saturated soil contamination will be addressed as on-site
groundwater contamination under OU2. A separate PRAP and ROD will be prepared for OU2 at alater
date.

SECTION 3: SITE HISTORY

3.1: Operational/Disposal History

From the year 1959 until at least 1968, the Ste was used by Empire Tube Corporation (ETC) for the
manufacture of black and white televison picture tubes. In the manufacturing process, fifteen percent
(15%) hydrofluoric acid was used to remove carbon, potassium silicate, phosphorousand barium from the
picture tubes. Wastewater containing hydrofluoric acid was disposed of by ETC in an on-site lagoon of
approximately 150 ft diameter and a depth of about 15 ft. During 1964, the NY SDOH inspected ETC's
waste disposal system and found elevated levels of fluoride. 1n 1966, acomplaint wasfiled by NY SDOH
regarding discharge of industrial wastes into the waters of the State of New Y ork. C& D, a manufacturer
of indudtrid lead batteries, primarily usedin forklifts, purchased thefacility and began operationsinthemid-
1970s. C&D discharged non-contact cooling water into the lagoon until approximately 1982, which
resulted in the accumulation of one to two feet of water in the lagoon. It should be noted that since the
cessation of thelagoon operations, there has been no standing water in the former lagoon. Over theyears,
C&D has changed its name from C&D Baitteries to C&D Charter Power Systems, Inc., and finaly to
C&D Technologies, Inc.

C & D Power Systems ( C & D Batteries) Inactive Hazardous Waste Site 3/22/02
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3.2 Remedial History

1981 - NY SDEC directed C&D to conduct soil sampling in the lagoon.

1982 - In connection with C& D’ sinterest in expanding the plant building over the former lagoon, C&D
conducted a groundwater study around the lagoon.

1983 - The ste was classfied as 2a in the New York State Registry of Inactive Hazardous Waste
Digposd Sites (the Registry) due to the devated fluoride levels in groundwater downgradient of
the former lagoon and soil in the former lagoon. Class 2ais atemporary classfication assgned
when there is inadequate and/or insufficient data to dlow incluson of the Ste in any of the other
Regidry classfications.

1984 - C&D entered into an Order on Consent with NY SDEC for a groundwater monitoring program.

1988 - A Phasell investigation was conducted and results indicated that the Site was not a threst to the
environment. However, no anayss for fluoride in ether the groundwater or the soil was
performed.

1990 - NY SDEC conducted additiona groundwater monitoring and found fluoride levels more than ten
times above background levels, exceeding the New York Class GA groundwater standard for
fluoride. Subsequently the sitewasreclassfied to Class 2, which isdefined asa gte that presents
aggnificant threat to human hedth and/or the environment and requires action.

1991 - NY SDEC natified C&D that a Remedid Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) was required.

1999 - C& D entered into an Order on Consent with the NY SDEC to conduct a RI/FS.
Field work for the remedid investigation commenced in August of 1999.

A more complete description of the Site history and industrid facilities has been provided in the Remedia
Investigation Report of May 2001.

SECTION 4: SITE CONTAMINATION

To evduate the contamination present at the Ste and to eval uate dternativesto addressthe significant threet
to human hedlth and the environment posed by the presence of hazardous waste, C&D has recently
conducted a Remedid Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS).

4.1. Summary of the Remedial Investigation
The purpose of the RI was to define the nature and extent of any contamination resulting from previous
activities a the gte.
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The OU1 RI was conducted from July 1999 to December 2001. A report titled Remedid Investigation
Report of May 2001 by C&D Technologies, Inc. has been prepared which describes the field activities
and findings of the Rl in detail. Inthe early stages of the RI, there were three andytes of concern: barium,
fluoride and lead. In addition to the anaytes of concern, selected soil samples were analyzed for the full
suite of contaminants. These soil samples reveded devated levels of cadmium and PCBs. Therefore,
additional soil sampling to define the vertica and horizonta extent of these contaminants was performed
aso.

TheRI induded the following activities:

. Collection of two background surface soil samples;

. Performance of Sx subsurface soil borings to amaximum depth of 17 feet (32 feet bgs) within the
former lagoon with andyss of soil samplesfor PCBs and cadmium to further eva uate the vertica
extent of the soil contamination;

. Gamma scintillation counting on the lagoon surface soilsto determinethe level of barium radiation;

. Excavation of ten test pits to a maximium depth of 12 feet (27 feet bgs) within the former lagoon
with analysis of soil samplesto further evauate the vertical extent of the soil contamination;

. Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) andysis of seven selected soil samples to
determine the leachable concentrations of hazardous waste a depth on Site;

. Collectionof ten surface soil sampleswithin theformer lagoonwith analysisfor PCBsand cadmium
to further evauate the horizonta extent of the soil contamination;

. Redeve opment of the saven existing groundwater monitoring wellsfrom the Phase 11 Investigation
and sampling to provide data for an anadys's of groundwater contamination and hydrogeologic
conditions;

. In-situ hydraulic conductivity testing of monitoring wells to provide data for an andyss of

groundwater and hydrogeol ogic conditions,

. Collectionof four sediment samplesfrom the adjacent tributary tothe Neversink River withanadlys's
for barium, fluoride and lead.

To determine which media(soil, groundweter, etc.) are contaminated at levelsof concern, theRI anaytical
data was compared to the NY SDEC' s standards, criteria, and guidance values (SCGs). Groundwater,
drinking water and surface water SCGs identified for the C&D site are based on NY SDEC Ambient
Water Quality Standards and Guidance Vaues and Part 5 of New Y ork State Sanitary Code. For soils,
NY SDEC Technicd and Adminigtrative Guidance Memorandum (TAGM) 4046 provides soil cleanup
guiddinesfor the protection of groundwater, background conditions, and human heal th exposure scenarios.
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In addition, Site specific soil background concentration levels can be considered for certain classes of
contaminants. Guidance vaues for evauating contamination in sediments are provided by the NY SDEC
“Technicd Guidance for Screening Contaminated Sediments’.

TheRI results, when compared to the SCGsand potentia public health and environmenta exposureroutes,
indicate that certain media and areas of the Ste require remediation. These are summarized below.

Detalled information can be found in the Rl Report.

Contaminant concentrations in water are reported in parts per billion (ppb), and in soil and sediment in
parts per million (ppm). For comparison purposes, where available, SCGsare provided for each medium.

4.1.1: Site Geology and Hydrogeology

The C& D facility islocated inthe Vdley and Ridge Physiographic Province. Thisprovinceischaracterized
by the presence of folded Paleozoic sedimentary rocksthat include sandstone, shae, and limestone. The
long axisof thefolds generdly trend northeast-southwest, resulting in digtinct pardld ridgesorientedinthis
direction. The Neverank Vdley is part of alarge trough developed over soluble limestone.

The fadility and surrounding areais underlain by glacidly deposited sand and grave that gets coarser with
depth. Theirregular thickness of the deposit rangesfrom lessthan 10 feet to gpproximately 150 feet. This
unit is an unconsolidated principd aquifer with wells yieding gpproximately 10 to 100 gallons per minute.
Depthto groundwater is gpproximately 29 feet below ground surface (bgs). Groundwater flows southeast
towards the unnamed tributary to the Neversnk River which lies east of the Site.

4.1.2: Natureof Contamination

Asdescribed in the RI report, many soil, groundwater and sediment samples were collected at the Siteto
characterize the nature and extent of contamination. The main categories of contaminants which exceed
SCGs are inorganics (metals), and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). The inorganic contaminants of
concern are barium, cadmium, fluoride, and lead. The organic contaminants of concern are PCBs as
Aroclor 1254.

4.1.3: Extent of Contamination

Table 1 summarizes the extent of contaminants of concerninsoil and groundwater and comparesthe data
with SCGs. The following are the media which were investigated and a summary of the findings of the
invedtigation.

Sail
During the RI, soil samples collected from the former lagoon were taken a the surface and a various

depths down to the groundwater table, which is gpproximately 14 feet below the lagoon soil surface (29
feet bgs). Ten test pits (TP) were dug to a depth of 12 ft (27 feet bgs), from which atotd of 53 soil
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samples were taken, and andyzed for barium, fluoride, andlead. Barium concentrationsin thelagoon sail
ranged from 121 to 7,710 ppm at the 4 feet level, while background samples exhibited concentrations at
16 ppmor less. Barium concentrations did not decrease substantialy with depth, for at TP-8 (12 ft leved),
barium was detected at 3,150 ppm. Huoride levels were comparatively lower, ranging from nondetect
(ND) to 327 ppm at the surface. Lead concentrations increased with depth in test pits TP-1,4,6, and 10
but at others, concentrations were highest at the surface. Overdl, lead contamination ranged from 8.4 to
13,000 ppm, with the highest contamination in TP-4. Background levelsfor lead were determined to be
13 ppm or less. Two samples, TP-4 (10" interva) and TP-9 (O interva), were analyzed for the full suite
of TCL/TAL parameters. Thisandyss reveded cadmium and PCB contamination, specifically Aroclor
1254, dong with devated levels of chromium, copper, mercury, slver and zinc. For more information,
please refer to Table 1.

In order to better define the horizontal extent of the PCB and cadmium contamination, 10 surficid soil
samples were collected from the former lagoon. Anaysis yielded cadmium concentrations from 32.5 to
46,200 ppm and Aroclor 1254 from 34 to 1,100 ppm.

Based on this sampling, 6 sub-surface soil borings, with split-gpoon andys's, were undertaken to better
define the vertical extent of the PCB contamination. The boringswere advanced to approximately 14 feet
(29 feet bgs) to the groundwater table with split-go0on samplestaken every 2 feet. PCBsranged from ND
to 580 ppm, with the highest concentration at the 3-5' interval. At the water table, concentrations of
cadmium ranged from 1.2 to 1,340 ppm while lead concentrations ranged from 11.4 to 377 ppm.  For
more information, please refer to Table 1.

Selected soil samples from depths greater than 6 feet were andyzed for leachable concentrations of
cadmiumand lead viaTCL P, which isaprocessthat determineswhether asoil isacharacterigtic hazardous
waste. Four out of the seven TCLP samples failed for cadmium with the greatest exceedence at 12 feet
in TP-8 with avaue of 4.07 milligrams per liter (mg/L), which is aove the standard of 1 mg/L. One of
the seven failed for lead TCLP at adepth of 10 feet in TP-4 with avaue of 5.46 mg/L, whichisabovethe
gtandard of 5 mg/L.

Sediments

Four stream sediment samples were collected and andyzed for barium, fluoride and lead during the
remedia investigation. Of thethreeanalytes, only lead has established sediment criteria: alowest effect level
(LEL) of 31 ppm and a severe effect level (SEL) of 110 ppm. Three out of four samples exceeded the
lead LEL, and one of which exceeded the SEL at 195 ppm. Bariumwasdetected inall of the sampleswith
the highest detectionin SED-4 at 90.1 ppm whilefluoride was detected in two of thefour sediment samples
with the highest detection in SED-3 at 53.9 ppm. However, analyss for PCBs and cadmium was not
conducted but will be performed under OU2.
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Groundwater

Groundwater samples were taken and andyzed during the remedid investigation. Fluoride was detected
in four of the five downgradient monitoring wells a concentrations that were significantly above the
goplicable SCGs (NYSDEC  groundwater standard). The maximum fluoride concentration found was
10,900 ppb in MW-7 which issignificantly above the SCG of 1,500 ppb. Although PCBswere detected
intwo downgradient monitoring wells, only one well, MW-6, detected a PCB concentration of 0.24 ppb
which is above the SCG of 0.09 ppb. Lead was detected above SCGsin onewell, MW-6, at 29.4 ppb,
in an unfiltered sample. However, the filtered sample did not detect lead at all.

One privatewell downgradient of the site, whichisthe only known downgradient private water supply, was
found to beimpacted with fluorideat 3.85 ppb whichisabovethe NY SDOH drinking standard of 2.2 ppb.
Two subsequent samplings found no contamination above the drinking water sandards. Water qudity in
this private potable well will continue to be monitored by Orange County.

On-site and off-gte groundwater, including the water qudity of this private potable well, will be further
investigated and addressed under OU2.

Surface Water

Surface water samples of the unnamed tributary to the Neverank River adjacent to the site were not taken
during the remedid investigation. However, the results of the remedid investigation indicate the possibility
of surface water contamination, and such sampling will be addressed in asupplementd investigation under
ou2.

4.3  Summary of Human Exposur e Pathways

This section describes the types of human exposures that may present added hedlth risks to persons at or
around thedte. A moredetailed discussion of the hedlth risks can befound in Section 1.5 of the RI report.

An exposure pathway is the means by which an individua may comein contact with acontaminant. The
five el ements of an exposure pathway are 1) the source of contamination; 2) the environmenta mediaand
transport mechanisms; 3) the point of exposure; 4) the route of exposure; and 5) the receptor population.
These dements of an exposure pathway may be based on past, present, or future events.

Pathways which are known to or may exig a the Ste include:

. Inhaation of contaminated dusts

. Direct contact (incidenta ingestion and dermal contact) with contaminated surface and subsurface
soils

C & D Power Systems ( C & D Batteries) Inactive Hazardous Waste Site 3/22/02
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Due to the restricted access of the area through fencing of the C& D property and the lagoon itself, there
is presently little possibility of exposure to contamination by ingestion of soil.  Short-term exposure to
contaminantsin the soilsisaconcern for workersinvolved in congtruction activitiesthat involve disturbance
of gte soils. Dugt inhaation and ingestion of soil particles are the primary routes of potentia exposure for
construction workers.

4.4: Summary of Environmental Exposur e Pathways

This section summarizesthetypesof environmenta exposuresand ecol ogicd riskswhich may be presented
by the site. The potentid pathway for environmenta exposure and/or ecologica risksincludes the impacts
of contaminants to the groundwater and wildlife exposure to surface and subsurface soils in the former

lagoon.

SECTION 5: ENFORCEMENT STATUS

Potentidly Responsible Parties (PRPs) are owners or users of the Ste who may be legdly liable for
contamination & adte. This may include past or present owners and operators, waste generators, and
haulers. C& D Technologies, Inc., and itspredecessors C& D Batteriesand C& D Charter Power Systems,
Inc., aswell as Avnet, Inc., and its predecessor Empire Tube Corp, are currently identified as PRPs for
thisste

The NYSDEC and C&D Technologies Inc. entered into an Order on Consent on July 19, 1999. The

Order obligates C& D TechnologiesInc. toimplement aRI/FS. Upon issuance of the Record of Decision
the NY SDEC will approach PRPsto implement the sl ected remedy under a separate Order on Consent.

SECTION 6: SUMMARY OF THE REMEDIATION GOALS

Godls for the remedia program have been established through the remedy salection process stated in 6
NYCRR Part 375-1.10. Theoverall remedid god isto meet dl SCGsand be protective of human hedlth
and the environment. At a minimum, the remedy sdected must diminate or mitigate al sgnificant thregts
to public health and/or the environment presented by the hazardous waste disposed at the Site through the
proper application of scientific and engineering principles.

The goals selected for thisSte are:

. Eliminate, to the extent practicable, exposures to contaminants present within the soils on ste.

. Eliminate, to the extent practicable, further release of contaminants to the groundwater.

. Eliminate, to the extent practicable, the exposure of wildlifeto levels of inorganic compounds and

PCBs above standards/guidance val ues.
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SECTION 72 SUMMARY OF THE EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

The sdlected remedy must be protective of human hedlth and the environment, be cost effective, comply
with other statutory laws and utilize permanent solutions, aternative technologies or resource recovery
technologies to the maximum extent practicable. Potentid remedia dternatives for the C&D dte were
identified, screened and evaluated in the report entitled Feasibility Study Report Operable Unit-1 of
November 2001 for C& D Technologies, Inc.

This operable unit addresses on-site soil contamination in the unsaturated zone. On-9te soil contamination
inthe saturated zone will be addressed as on-site groundwater. On-sitegroundwater, off-site groundwater
and off-gtestream sediment and surface water havebeen designated for further environmenta investigation,
study, and evauation under OU2.

A summary of the detailed andysis follows. As presented below, the “Time to Implement” reflects only
the time required to construct and operate the remedy, and does not include the time required to design
the remedy, procure contracts for design and construction or to negotiate with responsible parties.

All soil remedid dternatives that include the disposa of PCB contaminated waste will comply with the
Enforcement Directive titled Land Disposd Redtrictions Phase IV Supplementa Rule which temporarily
defers aportion of the LDR rulesthat apply to PCBs.

7.1: Description of Remedial Alter natives

The potentia remedies are intended to address the contaminated soils in the unsaturated zone at the Site
and to prevent theingestion of contaminated groundwater from the downgradient potable supply well. The
present worth costs include the operations and maintenance (O& M) costs. For comparative purposes,
atime frame of 30 years was used to develop the O&M cogts.

No Action

The No Action Alternativeis evauated as aprocedural requirement and asabasisfor comparison. Under
the No Action dternative, the sSteis dlowed to remain in an unremediated Sate. This dternative would
leave the Stein its present condition and would not provide any additiond protection to human hedlth or
the environmertt.

Present Worth: $0
Capital Cost; $0
Annuad O&M: $0
Timeto Implement 0
C & D Power Systems ( C & D Batteries) Inactive Hazardous Waste Site 3/22/02
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Alternative 1: Excavate And Off-Site Transportation And Disposal

To mitigate the source of contamination, lagoon soils would be excavated to a depth of approximately14
feet (29 feet bgs). This would remove the surface and subsurface vadose zone soils contaminated with
PCBs, metals and flouride above the SCGs.

The top five feet of the lagoon soils (approximately 1813 cubic yards (cy)), is expected to have PCB
concentrations greater than 50 ppm and cadmium concentrations sgnificantly above sandards.  This
material would be transported to a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) permitted facility
approved to take Toxic Substances and Control Act (TSCA) hazardous waste. The waste would be
treated for cadmium toxicity hazardous waste characterigics and, ultimately, disposed. Theremaining nine
feet of lagoon soils (gpproximately) isexpected to have PCB concentrationslessthan 50 ppm. These soils
would be excavated, trangported off-site and digposed of at a RCRA permitted facility for trestment and
disposa of cadmium toxicity characteristic hazardous waste.

Excavation would be discontinued a the groundwater table and, therefore, it is anticipated that minimal
dewatering would be necessary. However, any water collected during excavation would be treated as
necessary with either an on-site waste water treatment system or at an off-gte trestment facility.

The excavated areawould then be backfilled with clean fill (gpproximately 11,000 cy) to the existing grade
of the surrounding areas. Monitoring of the groundwater would be performed for an estimated five years
to ensure that no residua source of groundwater contamination in the unsaturated zone would be left on
gte.

Present Worth: $2,936,000
Capitd Cost: $2,918,000
Annuad O&M: $0
Timeto Implement 10 weeks

Alternative 2: Partial Excavation (Top Foot), Disposal, Geomembrane Liner/Asphalt Cap.
I ngtitutional Controls, and Long-Term Monitoring

To removethe most highly contaminated PCB and cadmium contaminated soils, the first foot (16 feet bgs)
of the lagoon soils (approximately 363 cy) would be excavated and disposed of at an off-dte
TSCA/RCRA permitted facility. Excavation would be above the groundwater table and, therefore,
minima dewatering would be necessary. The excavated area would be backfilled with clean fill. A
geomembrane liner/asphat cap would be congtructed to the existing grade to prevent precipitation
infiltration and migration of the contaminants down to the groundwater table. Because contaminated soils
would be left untreated on-dite, ingtitutiona controls would be implemented which would include deed
restrictions to be recorded in the chain of title of the property to restrict the future use of the former lagoon
areato industrid use only, mandate the maintenance of the cap, and require notification to the NY SDEC
whenexcavation of the capped areaisplanned. Because un-treated hazardouswaste would beleft on-site
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under the geomembrane liner/asphalt cap, along-term groundwater monitoring program would necessary.

Present Worth: $ 709,000
Capitd Cost: $ 646,000
Annua O&M: $4,100
Timeto Implement 8 weeks

Alternative 3: Partial Excavation (Top 3to4 Feet), Disposal, GeomembranelL iner/Asphalt Cap,
I ngtitutional Controls, and Long-Term Monitoring

To remove the mgority of the high PCB and cadmium contaminated soils, thefirgt threeto four feet of the
lagoon soils (18 feet to 19 feet bgs) would be excavated and disposed of a an off-ste TSCA/RCRA
permitted facility. Excavation would be discontinued sgnificantly above the groundwater table and,
therefore, minimal dewatering would benecessary. Theexcavated areawould then be backfilled with clean
fill. A geomembrane liner/asphalt cap would be congtructed to the existing grade to prevent precipitation
infiltration and migration of the contaminants down to the groundwater table. Because contaminated soils
would be left untreated on-dite, ingtitutiona controls would be implemented which would include deed
restrictions to be recorded in the chain of title of the property to restrict the future use of the former lagoon
area to indudtriad use only, mandate the maintenance of the asphdt cap, and require notification to the
NY SDEC when excavation of the capped area is planned. Because un-treated hazardous waste would
be |eft on-gte under the geomembrane liner/asphdt cap, a long-term groundwater monitoring program

would be necessary.

Present Worth: $ 1,133,000
Capitd Cost: $ 1,070,000
Annua O&M: $4,100
Timeto Implement 8 weeks

Alternative 4: Excavate (Top 6 to 8 Feet), Disposal, Stabilization, Geomembrane L iner/Asphalt
Cap. Indtitutional Controls, and L ong-Term Monitoring

In thisdternative, the first Sx to eight feet of the lagoon soils (21 to 23 feet bgs) would be excavated and
disposed of a an off-gte TSCA/RCRA permitted facility. The remaining lagoon soils would then be
excavated to a depth of 14 feet (29 feet bgs) or groundwater table, whichever is encountered first, and
dabilized on-gte with trisodium phosphate to transform the meta congtituents into insoluble metal
phosphate compounds. Severa feet of clean fill would be placed in the lagoon excavation to provide a
buffer between the fluctuations in the groundwater table and the treated soil that would subsequently be
placed back into the lagoon. The excavated area would be backfilled with clean fill to the existing grade
of the surrounding areas and ageomembrane liner/asphat cap would be ingtaled over the areato prevent
precipitation infiltration.

Bench scae and pilot scae treatability studies would be required to determine the dosing rate and long-
term effectiveness of the trisodium phosphate technology on the Site specific soils. If trisodium phosphate
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does not prove to be effective, amore conventiona stabilizing agent such asfly ash or lime kiln dust may
be chosen for use.

Ingtitutional controls would be implemented, which would include deed redtrictions to be recorded in the
chan of title of the property to restrict the future use of the former lagoon area to industria use only,
mandate the maintenance of the agphat cap, and require natification of the NY SDEC when excavation of
the capped area is planned to ensure that the ex-gitu stabilized soil sthat were placed below the capremain
undisturbed. In addition, along-term groundwater monitoring program would aso be conducted.

Present Worth: $2,360,000
Capitd Cost: $2,297,000
Annua O&M: $4,100
Timeto Implement 12 weeks

7.2 Evaluation of Remedial Alternatives

The criteriaused to compare the potentid remedid dternatives are defined in the regulaion that directsthe
remediation of inactive hazardous waste sitesin New York State (6 NY CRR Part 375). For each of the
criteria, abrief description is provided, followed by an evauation of the dternatives againg that criterion.
A detalled discussion of the eva uation criteriaand comparative andyssisincluded in the Feasibility Study.

Thefirgt two evduation criteriaare termed threshold criteriaand must be satisfied in order for an dternative
to be consdered for sdection.

1. Compliancewith New Y ork State Standards, Criteria, and Guidance (SCGs). Compliancewith SCGs
addresses whether or not aremedy will meet applicable environmentd laws, regulations, sandards, and
guidance.

The relevant SCGs for soil at the C&D dite are the NY SDEC recommended soil cleanup objectives
(RSCO). Thesevauesaredefinedin TAGM 4046 and are determined based on direct human exposures,
the protection of groundwater and background levels. Groundwater protection is necessary to protect
human hedlth viaconsumption of theaffected agquifer and to protect the surface water qudity of thetributary
to the Neverank River. Other gpplicable criteriaare regulations promulgated under the Clean Water Act,
RCRA and TSCA.

The No Action Alternative would not meet the standards and gui dance valuesfor soil cleanup and therefore
would not be expected to achieve groundwater and surface water quality standards.

Alternative 1 would meet the NY SDEC soil cleanup objectivesand the TSCA cleanup standardsfor PCB
cleanups . Alternative 2 would leave untreated soil on ste which would neither meet the SCGs nor the
TSCA standards for PCB cleanups. Alternative 3 would not meet the gpplicable SCGsbut it would meet
the TSCA dandards for PCB cleanups. These two dternatives, Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 would
remove soil most heavily contaminated with cadmium, fluoride and PCBs, however it would leave
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subsurface soils that are well above the applicable SCGs. Alternative 4, which callsfor the excavation of
the top Sx to eight feet of the lagoons soils and the ex-situ stabilization, as discussed in Section 7.1, of the
remaining unsaturated soils, does not leave any untreated soils left on-ste and therefore would meet the
SCGs.

2. Protection of Human Hedth and the Environment. This criterion is an overdl evduation of each
dternative s ability to protect public hedth and the environment.

The No Action Alternativewould provide no additiona protection of public hedth or theenvironment. The
remaining dternatives would effectively prevent direct human contact with contaminated soils. However,
these dternatives differ in the degree of environmenta protection they provide.

Alternatives 2 and 3 would prevent rain infiltration with the geomembraneliner/asphdt cap but would leave
sgnificant amounts of untrested hazardous waste on Site. Alternative 4, Partid Excavation and Ex-Situ
Stabilization, would ensure that the soil contaminants are sufficiently immobile, providing agrester degree
of environmenta protection. Because excavation and off-ste disposa (Alternative 1) would diminate al
sources of contamination in the vadose zone, Alternative 1 provides the greatest degree of overdll
environmenta protection. However, none of the soil dternatives would address the soil contamination in
the saturated zone, which will be addressed as part of the on-gte groundwater under OU2.

The next five "primary balancing criterid' are used to compare the positive and negative aspects of each
of the remedid drategies.

3. Short-term Effectiveness. The potential short-term adverse impacts of the remedia action upon the
community, theworkers, and the environment during the construction and/or implementation are eva uated.
The length of time needed to achieve the remedid objectives is dso estimated and compared againgt the
other dternatives.

The No Action Alternative would have no short term impact on human hedth and the environment.

Each of the dternativesinvolve some excavation, each varying in depth. The adternatives with the least
amount of short term impacts would be Alternatives 2 and 3, dueto ardatively smdler amount of soil that
would be excavated and the shorter duration of congtruction. Alternatives 1 and 4 would have a greater
amount of short term impact due to the larger amount of soil to be excavated and the longer congtruction
durtion.

4. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence. This criterion evaluates the long-term effectiveness of the
remedia dterndtives after implementation. |f wastes or treated resduas remain on Ste after the selected
remedy has been implemented, the following items are evauated: 1) the magnitude of the remaining risks,
2) the adequacy of the controls intended to limit the risk, and 3) the rdiability of these contrals.

The No Action Alternative would provide no long term effectivenessin providing environmenta or human
hedlth protection.
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Alternatives 1 and 4 provide the most long-term effectiveness by diminating or minimizing long-term
resdua risks since al the overburden soils with concentrations above the SCGs would be either
permanently removed and transported of f sitefor disposal or undergo the stabilization processas described
in Section 7.1. Alternatives 2 and 3 would provide a lesser degree of long-term effectiveness. The
potentia for direct contact would be decreased but apotentia source of groundwater contamination would
be left on Site.

5. Reduction of Toxidty, Mobility or Volume. Preferenceis given to dternatives that permanently and
sgnificantly reduce the toxicity, mohbility or volume of the wastes & the Site.

The No Action Alternative would not reduce the mohility, toxicity, or volume of contaminated soil because
the contaminants would remain in the ground and would continue to leach into the groundwater.

Alterndtive 1, Excavation and Disposd, providesthegreatest reduction in contaminant volume, toxicity and
mobility by excavating contaminated soil for off-gte treestment and disposal. Alternatives2 and 3 would
reduce the toxicity and volume of the contaminated materia, but significant quantities of untreated
contaminant  concentrations would be left on site. However, Alternatives 2 and 3 would reduce the
mohbility by reducing precipitation infiltration with the geomembraneliner/asphdt cap. Alternative4, which
cdls for the off-gte trestment and disposal of the top sSix to eight feet of soils (21 to 23 feet bgs), and
dabilization of soils at eight to fourteen feet depth would effectively reduce the mohility of contamination.

6. Implementability. The technica and adminigrative feashility of implementing each dterndtive are
evaduaed. Technicd feadhility includes the difficulties associated with the congiruction and the ability to
monitor the effectiveness of the remedy. For administrative feasihility, the availability of the necessary
personnd and materid isevauated dong with potentia difficultiesin obtaining specific operating approvals,
access for congtruction, etc.

The No Action Alternative would be the most readily implementable since no congtruction or operation is
necessary.

Each of the other dternatives cdls for and varies in the degree of excavation of contaminated soil.
Alterndtive 2, which cdlsfor the least amount of excavation (only thetop foot of the lagoon), would bethe
mogt implementable. Alternative 3 involves the excavation of the first three to four feet of the lagoon and
would provide a high degree of implementability. Alternative 1 involvesthe excavation and disposd of dl
the contaminated materid and would be implementable. Alternative 4, would require excavation and ex-
Stu gabilization dong with bench scale and pilot scae treatability studiesto determine the effectiveness of
the gtabilizing agent trisodium phosphate. Therefore Alternative 4 would be more difficult to implement.

7. Cost. Capita and operation and maintenance codsts are estimated for each dternative and compared
on a present worth basis. Although cost is the last balancing criterion evaluated, where two or more
dternatives have met the requirements of the remaining criteria, cost effectiveness can be used asthe bass
for thefina decison. The codsfor each dternative are presented in Table 2.
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The No Action Alternative would require no additiona capita cost, or operation and maintenance cost.
Alternative 1, Excavation and Disposd, isthe highest cost dternative under consideration. Alternative 2,
(Excavation of Top Foot) would require ardatively low cost to implement. Alternative 3, (Excavation of
Top Three to Four Feet), has a somewhat higher cost than Alternative 2 associated with the additiond
contaminated soilsto be excavated for off-ste treetment and disposal. Alternative 4, Ex-tu Stabilization,
would have a higher cost than Alternatives 2 or 3 to implement but would be more cost effective than
Alternative 1.

8. Community Acceptance - Concerns of the community regarding the RI/FS reports and the Proposed
Remedid Action Plan have been evduated. The "Respongveness Summary” included in Appendix A
presents the public comments received and the Department’ s responses to the concerns raised.

At the public meeting, severa people asked for clarification onthe proposed remedy. Also, severd written
comments were received, including three letters encouraging the Department to select Alternative 1,
complete excavation and disposal of on-site contaminated soil, over the proposed remedy.

SECTION 8: SUMMARY OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

Based on the results of the RI/FS, and the evaluation presented in Section 7, the NY SDEC is sdlecting
Alterndtive 4 (Partid Excavation and Ex-dtu Stabilization) asthe remedy for OUL of thisste. Alternative
4, Patid Excavation And Ex-Stu Stabilization, includes the excavation and removd of the most highly
contaminated soils of the lagoon soils to a depth of 6 to 8 feet (21 to 23 feet bgs) and ex-situ Sabilization
of the soils from a depth of 6 to 8 feet (21 to 23 feet bgs), down to 14 feet (29 feet bgs) or to the
groundwater table, to address the metd and PCB soil contamination at the source area.

The remedy sdection is based on the greater degree of environmenta protection, permanence, long-term
effectiveness, cost effectiveness and reduction of mobility that partial excavation and ex-stu stabilization
would provide. Although partid excavation and ex-stu stabilization will be more difficult to implement,
require a bench scale and pilot study program and will create increased short-term exposure risks, these
criteria are offset by the greater overdl protection of public hedth and the environment, long-term
effectiveness and cost effectiveness. In summary, Alternative 4 appears to be a protective and cost-
effective dterndive.

The selected remedy isthe preferred remedy for this site and compared favorably to the other aternatives.
The No Action Alternative will provide no environmenta protection and is not expected to attain SCGs.
Alternatives 2 and 3 will provide some environmenta protection, but will not attain SCGs.  Although

Alternative 1, Excavation and Digposd, provides the grestest environmental protection, it isalso the most
coglly dternative.
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The egtimated present worth cost to implement the selected remedy is$2,360,000. The cost to construct
the remedy is estimated to be $2,297,000 and the estimated average annua operation and maintenance
cost for 30 yearsis $4,100.

The dements of the sdected remedy are asfollows:

1 A remedid design program including bench scde and pilot study programs, to provide the details
necessary for the condruction, operation and maintenance, and monitoring of the remedia

program,

2. Excavation of lagoon soil to a depth of six to eight feet (21 to 23 feet bgs), and transported to an
off-gte TSCA/RCRA disposa facility for trestment and disposd. Excavation of remaning
unsaturated lagoon soil to a depth of 14 feet (29 feet bgs) or groundwater table, whichever is
encountered firdt, and on-gte sabilization. Placement of severd feet of clean fill in the lagoon
excavation to provide abuffer from the fluctuationsin the groundwater. Replacement of stabilized
soilsback into thelagoon excavation, backfill with cleenfill to theexigting grade of the surrounding
areas, and geomembrane liner/asphdt cover;

3. Semi-annua sampling of on-site monitoring wells will be conducted as a part of a long-term
monitoring program to monitor the effectiveness of the on-gte sabilization;

4, Indtitutiond controls in the form of deed redtrictions to be recorded in the chain of title of the
property to redtrict the future use of the former lagoon area to indudtrid use only, mandate the
maintenance of the cap, and require natification to the NY SDEC when excavation of the capped
areais planned; and

5. Annud certification by the property owner to the NY SDEC that the Steisin compliance with the
inditutional controls outlined in this PRAP.

SECTION 9: HIGHLIGHTSOF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

As pat of the remedia investigation and feasibility study process, a number of Citizen Participation
activities were undertaken in aneffort to inform and educate the public about conditions at the Ste and the
potentiad remedid dternaives. The following public participation activities were conducted for the Ste:

. A repostory for documents pertaining to the Site was established.

. A ste mailing ligt was established whichincluded nearby property owners, loca politicd officias,
local media, locd environmenta groups and other interested parties.

. Fact sheets were included as part of the public notification mailings.
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. The Proposed Remedid Action Plan (PRAP), which is the basis for this ROD, was discussed at
the March 7, 2002 public meeting.

. In March, 2002 a Responsiveness Summary, included as Appendix A of thisROD, was prepared
to addressthe commentsrecei ved during the public comment period (February 16, 2002 to March
17, 2002) for the PRAP.
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Tablel
Nature and Extent of Contamination

Dates of Sampling: August 1999, September 1999, January 2000 and March 2000

MEDIUM

Soils
(ppm)

Sediment
(ppm)

Groundwater
(ppb)

CATEGORY | CONTAMINANT | CONCENTRATION | FREQUENCY of SCG
OF CONCERN RANGE EXCEEDING
SCGs
Inorganic Barium 12810 7,710 48 of 53 300
Compounds _
Cadmium 1.210 46,200 24 of 24 /10
Chromium 180to 230 20f 2 10/50
Copper 184t0 304 20f 2 25
Lead 8410 13,000 38 of 59 305
Mercury 0.18t0 1.60 20f 2 0.1
Silver 13t014.4 20f 2 0.1
Zinc 3,250 to 106,000 20f 2 20
Polychlorinated | Aroclor 1254 ND (1) to 1,100 26 of 37 1 (surf)
Biphenyls 10 (sub-
‘PCBSE surfacez
Inorganic Barium 15.61090.1 NA NA
Compounds
Fuoride 17.74t0 53.9 NA NA
Lead 10.6t0 195 3of5 31 (LEL)
Lead 10.6t0 195 lof 5 110(SEL)

Inorganic Huoride ND (.001) to 10,800 11 of 17 1,500
Compounds

Lead ND (3.0) to 29.4 1of 18 25
Polychlorinated | Aroclor 1254 ND (.050) to 0.24 10of 10 0.09
Biphenyls
(PCBs)

LEL - Lower Effects Level (NY SDEC Guidance Value)
SEL - Severe Effects Level (NY SDEC Guidance Vaue)
NA - Not Available

ND - Non-detect

* Sediment was sampled on September 1999 only
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Table?2

Remedial Alternative Costs

Remedial Alternative

Capital Cost

Annual O& M

Total Present Worth

No Action

$0

$0

$0

Alternative 1 - Excavation and
Disposal

$2,918,000

$2,936,000

Alternative 2 - Partial Excavation (Top
Foot), Disposal, Geomembrane
Liner/Asphalt Cap, Institutional
Controls, and Long-Term Monitoring

$646,000

$4,100

$709,000

Alternative 3 - Partial Excavation (Top
310 4 Feet), Disposa, Geomembrane
Liner/Asphalt Cap, Ingtitutional
Controls, and Long-Term Monitoring

$1,070,000

$4,100

$1,133,000

Alternative 4 - Excavate (Top 6to 8
Feet), Digposa, Ex-Situ Stabilization,
Geomembrane Liner/Asphalt Cap,
Ingtitutional Controls, and Long-Term
Monitoring

$2,297,000

$4,100

$2,360,000
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

C&D Power Systems (C& D Batteries)
Proposed Remedial Action Plan
Town of Deerpark, Orange County
Site No. 3-36-001
Operable Unit No. 1

The Proposed Remedid Action Plan (PRAP) for the C&D Power Systems (C& D Batteries) Site, was
prepared by the New Y ork State Department of Environmental Conservation (NY SDEC) and issued to the
local document repository on February 14, 2002. This Plan outlined the preferred remedial measure
proposed for the remediation of the contaminated soil at the C&D Power Systems (C& D Batteries) Ste.
The preferred remedy is excavation and disposal of the top six to eight feet of the contaminated lagoon soils
and ex-9tu gabilization of the remaining contaminated lagoon soils.

The rdease of the PRAP was announced via a notice to the mailing ligt, informing the public of the PRAPs
avallability.

A public meeting was held on March 7, 2002 which included a presentation of the Remedia Investigation
(RI) and the Feasihility Study (FS) aswell as adiscussion of the proposed remedy. The meseting provided an
opportunity for citizens to discuss their concerns, ask questions and comment on the proposed remedy.
These comments have become part of the Adminigtrative Record for this 9te. Written comments were also
received during the public comment period. The public comment period for the PRAP ended on March 17,
2002.

This Responsveness Summary responds to al questions and comments raised at the March 7, 2002 public
meeting and to the written comments received.

The following are the comments received at the public meeting, with the NY SDEC's responses.

COMMENT 1:
How deep is the impacted well 500 feet away on Swartwout Road?

RESPONSE 1.

The depth of the well was not determined during the Remedid Investigation. However, when the NY SDEC
representatives visted with the former residents of the home on February 7, 2000, the former owner recaled
that the well was between 180 and 220 feet deep.

COMMENT 2:
Does the water table rise in fluctuation to the bottom of the lagoon?
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RESPONSE 2:
Y es, during the Spring months, the water table rises and comes in contact with the subsurface lagoon soils at
gpproximately 14 feet below the lagoon surface.

COMMENT 3:
Whereisthe clay layer that prevents the groundwater from going deeper?

RESPONSE 3:
During the on-dte investigation, only overburden soils were encountered to a depth of 50 feet below ground
surface. The depth to bedrock or aless permeable layer is undetermined.

COMMENT 4:
How do you know where else to look for contaminated groundwater; why did you stop at 500 feet from the
source area?

RESPONSE 4:

Based on previous Ste investigations, it is known that the direction of groundwater flow isin the southeast
direction, towards the unnamed tributary to the Neverank River and the Neversink River itsdf. During the
investigation it was discovered that there was one private potable well downgradient of the site between the
source and the unnamed tributary to the Neversink River. Thiswell was sampled as part of the Remedia
Investigation. Based on the results of the sampling, it was determined that groundwater, both on-site and off-
site, should be further investigated under Operable Unit No. 2

COMMENT 5:
A person living about 2 miles away from the Ste requested that their well be tested as part of this
invedtigation.

RESPONSE 5:
Representatives from the New Y ork State Department of Health stated at the March 7, 2002 public meeting
that they will have the well sampled.

COMMENT 6:
There isaplayground adjacent to this Ste with awater fountain, has that well been tested?

RESPONSE 6:

No, the playground was recently constructed and the well has not been sampled yet. Representatives from
the New Y ork State Department of Hedlth stated at the March 7, 2002 public meeting that they will have that
well sampled.

COMMENT 7:
There are on-gte showering facilities for the employees a C& D, has that water been tested?
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RESPONSE 7:
No, the C& D facility well was not sampled. Representatives from the New Y ork State Department of Hedlth
dated at the March 7, 2002 public meseting that they will have that well sampled.

COMMENT 8:
What is the amount of fluoride that occurs naturdly in water in this area?

RESPONSE 8:

The background fluoride levels in groundwater was not investigated under Operable Unit No. 1. According
to the Draft Toxicologica Profile for Fluorides by the U.S. Department of Hedlth and Human Services,
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry dated September 2001, “the fluoride content of
groundwater generally ranges from 20 to 1,500 pg/L,” (Ug/L equds parts per billion (ppb)), or 0.02to 1.5

mglL.

COMMENT 9:
What wasthe level of fluoride detected in the one private well; how long ago did it happen; is the water being
trested; does the resident know about the fluoride levelsin hiswell?

RESPONSE 9:

The Remediad Investigation sampling results from the March 2000 sampling event reveded afluoride levd of
3.85 mg/L, which exceeds the New Y ork State Department of Hedlth drinking water standard of 2.2 mg/L.
Since the Remedid Invedtigation, the well has subsequently been sampled twice and each time fluoride levels
did not exceed the drinking water sandards. The water is currently not being trested, but it is being
monitored by Orange County as the owner of the property. The resident of the downgradient home was
contacted by arepresentative of the New Y ork State Department of Health and informed of the sampling
results.

COMMENT 10:
What is the depth of the deepest well tested and what was the depth of the monitoring well when
groundwater was encountered?

RESPONSE 10:
The depth of the degpest monitoring well tested is 50.0 feet and the depth to groundwater in that well is 32.8
fedt.

COMMENT 11:
Doesthe Neverank aguifer extend to undernegth the lagoon contamination and if so, has the aquifer been
impacted by this Ste?

RESPONSE 11:

The C&D Power Systems (C& D Batteries) Steislocated in an area classified by the NYSDEC asa
“principle agquifer area.” While the NY SDEC does not give aforma name to principle aquifer aress, various
commentors have sated that the site may be above an aguifer named locdlly asthe Neversink Aquifer and
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the Ellenville Aquifer. The groundwater beneath the site has been impacted by the contamination &t the Ste
and the extent of groundwater impacts will be further investigated and analyzed under Operable Unit No. 2.

COMMENT 12:
We are gpproaching trout season, are there any hedth concerns about egting trout that have wintered over in
the nearby stream?

RESPONSE 12:

No, according to the Draft Toxicologica Profile for Huorides by the U.S. Department of Hedlth and Human
Services, Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry dated September 2001, food chain
“bicaccumulaion is generdly in skeletd tissue and therefore, it is unlikely that fluoride will biomagnify up the
food chain.”

COMMENT 13:
On the east Sde of C&D, thereis an old railroad bridge, where there is some type of outfal pipe. What is
coming out of it, where doesit go and is it the source of the tributary?

RESPONSE 13:

The outfal isthe C&D facility’s non-contact cooling water discharge pipe. Non-contact cooling weter is
discharged into the unnamed tributary to the Neversink River. There is a State Pollution Discharge
Elimination Sysem (SPDES) permit for this outfdl pipe which requires monthly sampling of the effluent. The
source of the tributary is a spring located further upstream from the outfal pipe.

COMMENT 14:
Is anything being done to police the air qudity of the emissons coming out of the stacks?

RESPONSE 14:

Air qudity is handled through the NY SDEC Division of Air Resources. The commentors expressing
concerns with air quaity were asked to provide their names and phone numbers so that a representative from
the Division of Air Resources could contact them to answer questions regarding air quaity. Severd names
and phone numbers were collected at the March 7, 2002 public meeting. Robert Stanton, the NY SDEC
Regiona Air Pollution Control Engineer, (845) 256-3048, has contacted those commentors to discuss thelr
ar qudity concerns.

COMMENT 15:
Arethey ill producing chemicd waste at the Site, and if S0, how do we know that the contamination isn't
continuing?

RESPONSE 15:

Hazardous waste management is handled through the NY SDEC, Divison of Solid and Hazardous Materids.
The commentor was asked to provide their name and phone number so that a representative from the
Divison of Solid and Hazardous Materias could contact them to answer questions regarding waste
management. One name and phone number was collected at the March 7, 2002 public meeting. Thomas J.
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Killeen, the NY SDEC Regiond Hazardous Materids Engineer, (845) 256-3136, has contacted the
commentor to discuss their hazardous waste management concerns.

COMMENT 16:
Why are you not just excavating dl the contaminated soil for off-ste disposal?

Severd written comments expressed Smilar concerns requesting that Alternative 1 (complete excavation and
disposd) be selected instead of Alternative 4 (partid excavation and ex-situ stabilization). These concerns
wereincluded in: a petition letter containing 14 signatures dated March 13, 2002; aletter dated March 10,
2002 from Frances Hodson; aletter dated March 13, 2002 from Margaret J. Peill; aletter dated March 16,
2002 from Salvatore Russo; and a letter dated March 16, 2002 from Phillip Chase.

A letter dated March 10, 2002 received from Orange County Legidator Wayne A. Decker, expressed
concern about the Remedia Action Plan due to its location on the Neversink Aquifer. Consequently, the
Remedia Action Plan should not cut any corners or compromise the most thorough cleanup that is technicaly
possible.

RESPONSE 16:

While Alternative 1, which cdls for the complete excavation and disposa of contaminated lagoon soil, may
provide for a better long-term effectiveness of the remedy, this increased confidence would come a a
sgnificantly higher cost. The sdlected remedy (Alternative 4) is protective of public health and the
environment, and is cost effective. Proper maintenance and monitoring of Ste conditions after implementing
the sdlected remedy (Alternative 4) will ensure the long-term effectiveness of thisremedid dternative.

COMMENT 17:
How can you do a baance type evauation without knowing the extent of groundwater contamination?

RESPONSE 17:
The lagoon soils are the source of the groundwater contamination. The first step in addressing the groundwater
contamination is to remediate the source area.

COMMENT 18:
How will the chemica stabilizer work?

RESPONSE 18:
Chemicd gabilization, with the use of trisodium phosphate, would transform the meta congtituentsinto insoluble
meta phosphate compounds. This would effectively render the meta contaminants immobile.

COMMENT 19:
How long will it take to implement the remedy?

RESPONSE 19:
Once the Record of Decison isissued, the Department will approach Potentialy Responsible Parties (PRPs) for
this Ste, to enter into an Order on Consent for implementation of the design and construction of the remedy.
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Once the Order is Sgned, the design phase will begin which is estimated to take about sx months. The actud
construction is estimated to take 12 weeks.

COMMENT 20:
What is the cost of the proposed remedy versus removing al of the contaminated soil?

RESPONSE 20:

The cogt of Alternative 1, which is complete excavation and disposd, was estimated a $2.9 million. Alternative
4, the sdlected dternative, was estimated to cost $2.3 million. Therefore the estimated cost difference is
$600,000.

COMMENT 21:
What do you do to clean the soil?

RESPONSE 21
The contaminated soil that will be left on-gte will be treated with a chemica sabilizer that will render the
contaminantsimmobile. The contaminantswill not be“ deaned” but will be trested so that they will not leachinto
the groundwater.

COMMENT 22:
Who absorbs the cost for the remedy and what if they cannot or will not pay?

RESPONSE 22

Once the Record of Decisonisissued, the Department will approach Potentialy Responsible Parties (PRPs) for
this Ste, to enter into an Order on Consent for implementation of the design and congtruction of the remedy. If
the PRPs do not enter into an Order on Consent with the NY SDEC, then the NY SDEC will use Superfund
money to fund the design and congtruction of the remedy. The NY SDEC would refer the Steto the New Y ork
State Attorney Genera to recover the costs expended for the remedy from PRPs.

COMMENT 23:
Has the soil stabilization process been used dsewhere; have any problems been encountered with it; how do we
know it will be effective over along period of time?

RESPONSE 23:

Soil gahilizationis aproven technology that has been used as ahazardous waste remediation treatment at several
gtesin New York State and numerous sites throughout the US. Pilot and treetability studies will be performed
in the design stage to determine the effectiveness of the proposed soil stabilizing agent, trisodium phosphate. I
the proposed stabilizing agent does not prove to be effective on Site specific soils, amore conventiona method
will be chosen, such as fly ash or lime kiln dust. In addition, a long-term monitoring program would be
implemented to monitor the effectiveness of the on-gite stabilization.

COMMENT 24:
Will there be a continued discharge to the lagoon that will just re-contaminate the soil ?
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RESPONSE 24:

No, the former lagoon has been inactive and has not been used to receive wastewater snce 1982. The purpose
of the proposed remedy isto remediatethe soil contamination. Part of the remedy isto backfill theformer lagoon
with clean fill to the existing grades of the surrounding areas, and place an asphat cover on top to prevent
infiltration of precipitation. Therefore, the former lagoon will no longer exist after the remedy is constructed and
the areawhere the former lagoon existed will resemble aflat agphdt parking lot.

COMMENT 25:
Will there be long-term monitoring?

RESPONSE 25:
Y es, part of the remedy includes the implementation of along-term groundwater monitoring program to monitor
the effectiveness of the on-gite stabilization aong withdeed restrictions mandating the maintenance of the asphalt

cap.

COMMENT 26:
Since the state was aware of the discharges in the 1960's, why has it taken 20 years to address this?

RESPONSE 26:

Although there have been documented concerns with the discharge of wasteinto the lagoon since the 1960's, the
state and nationd Superfund programs to address this type of pollution were not developed until the 1980's.
Since that time, sgnificant efforts have been made to develop a list of dl Stes requiring investigation and to
performnecessary remediation. Unfortunately, resourcesarenot availableto addressevery steimmediady, and
efforts to get private parties to implement necessary actions can teketime. Inthetime since C&D Technologies
Inc. agreed to fund athorough investigation of this Ste, every effort has been made to complete the investigation

asrapidly as possble.

COMMENT 27:
The asphdt cap you recommend may stop the rain from percolating down into the treated soil, but what about
the effect of groundwater coming up into the treated soil during the high water events?

RESPONSE 27:
Part of the selected remedy includes placing severd feet of clean fill in the lagoon excavation prior to placing the
treated soils back into the lagoon excavation to provide a buffer from the fluctuations in the groundwater.

COMMENT 28:
Will you communicate to us with whet you find or do in the future?

RESPONSE 28:

Yes, an important aspect of hazardous waste remediation is public participation. In order to keep the public
informed, fact sheets are mailed on a regular basis, especidly when there is a milestone that is reached in the
process, such as at the PRAP and ROD stage. After the remedy is selected and the ROD is signed, the
NY SDEC will place the ROD in theloca document repositories and issue afact sheet mailing titled “Notice of
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ROD Availability”, which briefly describes the sdected remedy and advises the public that the ROD isavailable
for review, to the people on the contact list. Further fact sheets will be mailed for this site during the “design”
phase of OU1 and as OU2 continues to the PRAP stage.

COMMENT 29:
Can town officids find out where the wastes are being taken to?

RESPONSE 29:
The location of the receiving permitted disposd facility for the excavated soils will be determined in the design
phase. The location will be documented and it will become part of the adminigrative record.

COMMENT 30:
A comment was expressed that if the cost to remediate an inactive hazardous waste Site was excessive, then no
one would be willing to pay for the cleanup.

RESPONSE 30:
Cost isone of the seven evauation criteria used to determine the appropriate remedy for an inactive hazardous
waste disposd Site.

COMMENT 31:
Many years ago, C&D was charged with having excess lead going out of an outfal pipe and despite a court
ruling, it took two years to correct the problem.

RESPONSE 31:
Comment noted. Theeffluent discharge of the non-contact cooling water pipeisrequired to be sampled monthly.

A letter dated March 10, 2002 was received from Orange County Legidator Wayne A. Decker which included
the following comment:

COMMENT 32:

Concern was expressed with the plan to have a protective cover that will require maintenance and care
indefinitdy because, despite deed redtrictions and the requirement for maintenance, in the long term it may be
difficult to monitor and enforce. What if the current plant was to close and the property was unused or
abandoned by an owner? Will the DEC be in the position to monitor and enforce the provisions of the planin
twenty, thirty or fifty years?

RESPONSE 32:
There are many waste disposa sites within New Y ork State that require long term operation, maintenance and
monitoring. The NY SDEC would monitor and enforcethe provisons of the deed redtrictions at thissite over the

long term.

A letter dated March 13, 2002 was received from Henry J. Holley which included the following comments:
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COMMENT 33:
Concern was expressed requesting additiona testing of the dte's adjacent drainage area and that immediate
action should be taken to dleviate the contamination of soil and waters.

RESPONSE 33:

Potentid off-gte contamination will befurther investigated under Operable Unit No. 2. Thiswill include sampling
of the off-gte surface waters and sediment of the unnamed tributary to the Neversnk River dong with surface
s0il sampling at the outlet of thelagoon overflow pipe. Inaddition, on-ste and off-site groundwater will befurther
investigated under Operable Unit No. 2. The NY SDEC will gtrive to remediate the contamination associated
with the C&D Power Systems (C& D Batteries) Site as rapidly as possible.

A letter dated March 15, 2002 was received from Seth D. Cooley which included the following comments:

COMMENT 34:

NY SDEC should make no change to the description in Section 1 of the PRAP, regarding Empire Tube
Corporation being the source of the hazardous substances detected in Site samples, as the record supports the
description and does not support any other description.

RESPONSE 34:

There have been two Ste owners who utilized the on-site lagoon during its operationd period (approximately
1964 to 1982). The Department isaware of the on-going litigation regarding liability for the contaminetion at the
ste. Since the court will decide the issue of ligbility, the Department will defer to the court's decision. The
wording of Section 1 of the ROD is modified accordingly.

COMMENT 35:

Section 1 includes conclusory statements that a sgnificant threet to the public hedth and/or the environment is
posed by the contamination of soil and/or ground water at the Site, but no basisis given for these conclusions.
More specificaly, Section 1 describes the aleged sgnificant threet to human hedth as being associated with
“potentid risk of exposure to the contaminants by direct contact and ingestion.” However, this potentid risk has
been and is being effectively addressed by fencing around the former lagoon and restricted access to and
perimeter fencing around the C& D property. Thisfact is acknowledged on p. 9, Section 4.3 of the PRAP.

RESPONSE 35:
Although the dte and the lagoon itsdf is currently fenced, the potentia risk of on-dte hazardous waste
contaminants coming into contact with humans via direct contact or ingestion dill exigts.

COMMENT 36:

Section 1 describes the adleged sgnificant threat to the environment as being “associated with the impacts of
contaminantsto the groundwater and wildlife exposureto Site soils” However, DEC hasfound that “for on-site
groundwater, fluoride was found to be the only significant contaminant of concern” (DEC February 2002 Fact
Sheet), and no explanation has been provided as to how this on-site fluoride contamination poses a sgnificant
threat to the environment.
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RESPONSE 36:

The statement in Section 1 of the PRAP dates that “Past disposd activities have resulted in the following
sgnificant threets to the public hedth and/or the environment ...asgnificant environmentd threet associated with
the impacts of contaminants to the groundwater and wildlife exposure to site soils” On-Site groundwater has
found to beimpacted with fluoride contamination as high as 10.9 ppm in on-gte monitoring wells, which isamost
ten times the NYSDEC groundwater standard of 1.5 ppm for fluoride. This a contravention of NYS
groundwater standards. Also, PCBs were found in excess of groundwater standardsin one on-site monitoring
well and have been detected in another on-site monitoring well. Contravention of groundwater sandards is a
threet to the environment and natural resources.

COMMENT 37:

To the extent that the potentid for offsite migration of the fluoride contamination might be perceived to pose a
sgnificant threet, the record demonstrates that the only off-site receptor is the former Swartwout private well.

Fluoride is the only contaminant that has been found in this well on any occasion of sampling and on only one
occasion did the concentration of fluoride exceed the NYSDOH drinking water standard. On that single
occasion, the concentration of fluoride exceeded the standard by only one and ahalf parts per million (1.5 ppm)

and it did not exceed the federd drinking water sandard. Because the disposal of hydrofluoric acid by Empire
Tube Corporation occurred decades ago, yet over the course of those decades the migration to the nearby
Swartwout well (located downgradient from theformer lagoon) hasbeende minimis, itisempiricaly evident that
ggnificant offgte migration of fluoride contamination is not a concern.

RESPONSE 37:

The private potable water supply located downgradient of the siteisthe only known impacted private wdll at this
time. On-ste and off-gte groundwater has been deemed to require further investigation and will therefore be
investigated and analyzed more fully under OU2. It has been documented that contamination released a the
C&D stehasmigrated off-gte. Aslong asgroundwater levelsof fluoride ashigh as 10.9 ppm exist on-dite, there
isapotentid for sgnificant off-gte migration of fluoride contamination.

COMMENT 38:

To the extent that athreat to the environment is perceived to be associated with wildlife exposure to surface and
subsurface soils, this perceived threat has not been demonstrated or documented. The former lagoon is heavily
vegetated.

RESPONSE 38:

Surface soils of thelagoon were found to be contaminated with PCBs ashigh as 1,200 ppm, whichissignificantly
abovethe NY S standard for surface soils of 1 ppm and contaminated with cadmium as high as 46,200 ppm,
which is sgnificantly above the deanup guidance vaue of 1.0 ppm. Surface soilswerefound to contain fluoride
levels ashigh as 327 ppm. Subsurface soilswere found to be contaminated with lead as high as 13,000 ppm and
bariumashighas 7,710 ppm. Thesedevated levesareknown to present athrest to thewildlife that inhabit these
soils.
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COMMENT 39:

Section 3.1 should be conformed to Section 1 by making reference to barium, cadmium, lead and PCBsasbeing
induded, along with fluoride, among the substances contained in the wastewater disposed by Empire Tube
Corporation in the former lagoon.

RESPONSE 39:
As noted in Response 34, the Department will defer to the court's decision in the on-going litigation with respect
to ligbility. Thereisno inconsstency between Section 3.1 and Section 1 as modified.

COMMENT 40:
The succession of name changesin C& D’ shistory isfrom C& D Batteriesto C& D Charter Power Systems, Inc.
to C&D Technologies, Inc. The successonisincorrectly stated in Section 3.1 of the PRAP.

RESPONSE 40:
Comment noted, the wording is changed in the ROD accordingly.

COMMENT 41:

In Section 5 of the PRAP, NY SDEC mistakenly fails to identify Avnet, Inc. as a potentid responsible party
(PRP). Under theNew Y ork Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal SitesAct, PRPsexpresdy include* any person
responsible for the disposal of hazardous wastes.” (See § 27-1313). Empire Tube Corporation was aformer
owner/operator of the facility directly respongble for the disposal of waste NY SDEC has concluded are
contaminants of concern a the Site. Avnet, Inc. is the successor of merger with Empire Tube Corporation. In
the RI/FS Order on Consent, NY SDEC identified Avnet, Inc. asthe successor of the Empire Tube Corporation.
NY SDEC should do likewise in the PRAP, and expresdy identify Avnet, Inc. asaPRP. The PRAP should so
includein the discussion of enforcement status history the fact the NY SDEC negotiated with Avnet, Inc. aswith
C&D, to enter into the RI/FS Order on Consent, but that Avnet, Inc. declined to sgn. The PRAP should dso
date that NY SDEC will gpproach Avnet, Inc. regarding implementation of the salected remedy.

RESPONSE 41:

The information included in the enforcement Satusin Section 5 isintended to provide abrief outline of significant
activities. Itisnot intended to present acompletelisting of al enforcement efforts undertaken by the Department
with respect to the Site. However, Section 5 ismodified to list all PRPs currently known to the Department.

COMMENT 42:
The description of the deed restriction should be modified to make it clear that the deed restriction will apply only
to the area covered by the cap.

RESPONSE 42:
Comment noted, the wording in the ROD is changed to refine the area subject to restriction.

COMMENT 43:
The description of the requirement to maintain the asphdt cap, and to notify NY SDEC when excavation is
planned, should be modified to makeit clear that disturbance of the stabilized soilswill be permitted in connection
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with congtruction activities on the Ste so long as the disturbance does not chemically dter or affect the stabilized
materids and either the disturbed portion of the cap is restored or abuilding or building extension is constructed
in place of the disturbed portion of the map.

RESPONSE 43:

The natification requirement will allow theN'Y SDEC to ensurethat specific actionstaken near and withinthearea
of the cap and thetreated soil will not negatively impact theremedy in place. Blanket acceptance of certain types
of congruction activities (i.e. building congtruction) at this point is not gppropriate.

COMMENT 44:

The description of Alternative 4 should be expanded to clarify that with respect to the treetment of soilsfor meta
condtituents, the performance criteria for the TCLP extraction of the stabilized soils should be the Toxicity
Characterigtic (TC) regulatory levels. Useof the TCLPto determineif the stabilized soilswould exhibit cadmium,
lead and barium concentrations above the New Y ork State groundwater standards would not be appropriate.

RESPONSE 44:

After review of the wording of Alternative 4, it is not clear what portion of thistext israising concern. Toxicity
Characteristc (TC) regulatory levelsare hazardous waste classificationlevel sand groundwater standardsareused
to determine protectiveness of human hedth and the environment. The god of treating the waste is to prevent
any additional groundwater contamination. Specific performance criteriaof the remedy will be determined in the
design phase.

COMMENT 45:

Subsection 1 (Compliance with New Y ork State Standards, Criteria, and Guidance (SCGs)), Subsection 2
(Protection of Human Hedlth and the Environment), Subsection 4 (Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence)
and Subsection 5 (Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume) of Section 7.2 should be revised so as to be
condstent with the description of Alternative 4 in Section 7.1. Specificaly, the description of Alternative 4 in
Section 7.1 correctly statesthat stabilization will transform the meta condtituentsinto insoluble meta phosphate
compounds. In contrast, Subsections 1,2,4, and 5 of Section 7.2 could mistakenly be read to imply that
dabilizationisintended to treet resdua concentrations of non-metalsaswell asmetas. It should be made clear
that during bench scde sudies, treatability studies, and in-fied stabilization work, there will be no performance
sandards or criteriafor stabilization with regard to non-metals.

RESPONSE 45:
Language in Subsections 1, 2, 4, and 5 of Section 7.2 has been checked and modified as necessary.

A letter dated March 16, 2002 was received from Salvatore Russo which included the following comments:

COMMENT 46:
Additiond testing should be taken immediately and Alternative No. 1 should be sdlected.

RESPONSE 46:
Please refer to Response 16.
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A letter dated March 15, 2002 was received from Marc Godick which included the following comments:

COMMENT 47:

Onpage 1 of the PRAP, sentence beginning on line 22 states " As described in Sections 3 and 4 of thisdocument,
the Empire Tube Corporation's (ETC's) past waste management practices resulted in the disposa of a number
of hazardous wastes, including polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), barium, cadmium, fluoride, and lead at the
gte.." This statement isinaccurate. While there were wastes detected during the Remedia Investigation, neither
the Remedid Invedtigation or Feasibility Study Reports suggest that cadmium, lead, or PCBs are attributable to
ETC'sformer operations. Therefore, we would request that the NY SDEC modify this statement to indicate that
the source of the cadmium, lead, and PCBs has not been identified. Asyou are aware, C& D has been operating
a the Site since 1973. There has not been an investigation into the current or former operators use of hazardous
materids or hazardouswaste disposal practices. Accordingly, wewould suggest that theNY SDEC makeamore
generd statement that the contaminants of concern at the site are PCBs, barium, cadmium,fluoride, and lead, but
not indicate that these contaminants are necessarily attributable to the operations of either C&D or ETC.

RESPONSE 47:
Comment noted, the wording of the ROD is modified accordingly.

COMMENT 48:

In Section 4, the depth of soilswithin the former lagoon is not relative to the surrounding grade, but rather to the
bottom of the lagoon, which is approximately fifteen (15) feet below grade. The NY SDEC should consider
providing dternative depthsin feet below grade (in parentheses), which would help the public better understand
the actua contaminated interval for soilsand that any remedy sdlected by NY SDEC would addresssoilsrelatively
close to the water table and not soils close to the surface.

RESPONSE 48:
Comment noted, to avoid confusion the NY SDEC chose to make the excavation point of reference as the top
of the lagoon or the lagoon surface.

COMMENT 49:

Disagreement was expressed with NY SDEC's sdlection of Alternative 4 as the best dternative for OU-1 and
it wasrequested that the NY SDEC reconsider the selection of Alternative 3 asthe appropriate remedy for OU-I.
Detalled support for the requested change was provided. Alternative 3 isthe cost effective remedy for the site.

RESPONSE 49:

Alternative 3 would |leave consequential amounts of hazardous waste on-site untreated. 1t does not meet New
York State’ s cleanup standards, criteria and guidance and does not appear to achieve the best balance of the
criteria used during comparative andyss of possible remedid dternatives.

COMMENT 50:

Concernwas expressed requesting that only comments received from the public which are rlevant to the PRAP
for OU-1 be considered when making afind determinationfor remedy selection. For example, commentswere
mentioned which were related to compliance issues at the C&D plant. In addition, other comments suggested
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sampling of other areas Sgnificantly beyond the area of the site. These issues should be addressed as part of
OuU-2.

RESPONSE 50:

All comments received during the public comment period, which includes comments received at the public
meeting held at the Deerpark Town Hall on March 7, 2002 are considered and responses to those comments
are provided in this Respongveness Summary.

A letter dated March 15, 2002 was received from Frances Hodson which included the following comments:

COMMENT 51:
Concernwasexpressed regarding that the proposed remedy would requirethe siteto be zoned industria. Would
that affect adjacent properties?

RESPONSE 51:
Not to the NY SDEC' s knowledge. Only the area of the former lagoon will be restricted to indudtrid use asa
result of this remedy.

COMMENT 52:
Who is going to pay for this, especidly since the Superfund remains unfunded?

RESPONSE 52:
Although the NY SDEC expects the current financing issues regarding the Superfund will be resolved, the PRP
will be approached to implement the remedy (refer to Response 22).

A letter dated March 14, 2002 was received from Fred Weissman which indluded the following comments

COMMENT 53:

The proposed cleanup plan seems to be one that would be effective and correct the Stuation. | encourage that
the proposed remedy be approved and implemented. It seemsreasonablethat the cost of this project be shared
by both the former property owners, Empire Tube Corporation and C&D Technologies, Inc.

RESPONSE 53:
Comment noted.
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Administrative Record

C&D Power Systems (C& D Batteries) Site
Site No. 3-36-001
Operable Unit No. 1

Order on Consent |ndex #W?3-0726-97-11
July, 1999

Remedid Investigation/ Feasibility Study Work Plan, C& D Fecility (Site No. 3-36-001)
Earth Tech, April 1999

Remedia Investigation Report, C&D Power Systems (C& D Batteries) Site No. 336001
Delaware Engineering, March 2001

Feasibility Study Report, C&D Power Systems (C& D Baitteries) Site No. 336001
Deaware Engineering, December 2001

Proposed Remedia Action Plan, C&D Power Systems (C& D Batteries)
Operable Unit No. 1, February 2002
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