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DECLARATION STATEMENT - RECORD OF DECISION

F& T Darrigo | nactive Hazar dous Waste Disposal Site
Town of Newburgh, Orange County, New York
Site No. 3-36-002

Statement of Purpose and Basis

The Record of Decision (ROD) presentsthe selected remedy for the F& T Darrigo site, aClass
2 inactive hazardous waste disposal site. The selected remedial program was chosen in
accordance with the New Y ork State Environmental Conservation Law and is not inconsistent
withthe National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan of March 8, 1990
(40CFR300), as amended.

This decision is based on the Administrative Record of the New Y ork State Department of
Environmental Conservation(NY SDEC) for theF& T Darrigoinactivehazardouswastedisposal
site, and the public’s input to the Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) presented by the
NYSDEC. A listing of the documents included as a part of the Administrative Record is
included in Appendix B of the ROD.

Assessment of the Site

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous waste constituents from thissite, if not addressed
by implementing the response action selected in this ROD, presents a current or potential
significant threat to public health and/or the environment.

Description of Selected Remedy

Based on the results of the Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for the F&T
Darrigo siteand thecriteriaidentified for evaluation of alternatives, the NY SDEC has selected
phytoremediation with a soil cover. The components of the remedy are as follows:

. A remedial design program to verify the components of the conceptual design and
provide the details necessary for the construction, operation and maintenance, and
monitoring of the remedial program.

. Excavation and off-site disposal of soilswith concentration of chromium greater than
1000 ppm. Removal of remaining impacted soilsfrom the land spreading area and the
placement of this soil onto the lagoons.



Placement of caution tape followed by two feet of clean soil over the lagoon area.
Planting of poplar treesinthelagoon areafor phytoremediation. Installation of achain
link fence around the perimeter of the lagoons. Collection and composting of leaves
from the trees and sampling of the compost for metals.

Off-site disposal of soil previously excavated from the soil piles and the access road.

A soils management plan to address residual contaminated soilsthat may be excavated
from the site during future redevel opment.

Institutional controlsintheform of deed restrictionslimiting the use and devel opment
of the site.

Sampling of the on site monitoring wells semi-annually. A tree uptake study to aid in
the determination of the effectivenessof thisremedy anditsapplicability to other sites.
Based on the eval uation of the results, the frequency of groundwater and soil sampling
may be modified by the NY SDEC.

Annual inspection and maintenance of thelagoon areaincluding mowing of thelawn and
inspection and maintenance of the soil cover and chain link fence.

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

New York State Department of Health Acceptance

The New Y ork State Department of Health (NY SDOH) concurs that the remedy selected for
this site is protective of human health.

Declar ation

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with State
and Federal requirementsthat arelegally applicable or relevant and appropriateto theremedial
action to the extent practicable, and is cost effective. This remedy utilizes permanent
solutions and alternative treatment or resource recovery technol ogies, to the maximum extent
practicable, and satisfiesthe preferencefor remediesthat reducetoxicity, mobility, or volume
asaprincipal element.

03/14/03 S/

Date

Dale A. Desnoyers, Director
Division of Environmental Remediation
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RECORD OF DECISION

F&T Darrigo Site
Town of Newburgh, Orange County, New Y ork
Site No. 3-36-002
March 2003

e ——
SECTION 1: SUMMARY OF THE RECORD OF DECISION

The New Y ork State Department of Environmental Conservation (NY SDEC) in consultation
withtheNew Y ork State Department of Health (NY SDOH) has sel ected thisremedy to address
the significant threat to human health and/or the environment created by the presence of
hazardous waste at the F& T Darrigo Site, a Class 2 inactive hazardous waste disposal site. As
more fully described in Sections 3 and 4 of this document, sludge and industrial waste
disposal, septage storage, and land spreading activities have resulted in the disposal of a
number of hazardouswastes, including heavy metals, at the site. Thesedisposal activitieshave
resulted in the following significant threat to the public health and/or the environment:

C a significant threat to human health associated with direct contact and ingestion of
contaminants in on-site soils

In order to eliminate or mitigate the significant threats to the public health and/or the
environment that the hazardous wastes disposed at the F& T Darrigo Site have caused, the
following remedy was selected:

. A remedial design program to verify the components of the conceptual design and
provide the details necessary for the construction, operation and maintenance, and
monitoring of the remedial program.

. Excavation and off-site disposal of soilswith concentration of chromium greater than
1000 ppm. Removal of remaining impacted soils from the land spreading areaand the
placement of this soil onto the lagoons.

. Placement of caution tape followed by two feet of clean soil over the lagoon area.
Planting of poplar treesinthelagoon areafor phytoremediation. Installation of achain
link fence around the perimeter of the lagoons. Collection and composting of leaves
from the trees and sampling of the compost for metals.

. Off-site disposal of soil previously excavated from the soil piles and the access road.

. A soils management plan to address residual contaminated soilsthat may be excavated
from the site during future redevel opment.
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. Institutional controlsintheform of deed restrictionslimiting the use and devel opment
of the site.

. Sampling of the on site monitoring wells semi-annually. A tree uptake study toaidin
the determination of the effectivenessof thisremedy anditsapplicability to other sites.

. Annual inspection and maintenance of thelagoon areaincluding mowing of thelawn and
inspection and maintenance of the soil cover and chain link fence.

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

The selected remedy, discussed in detail in Section 8 of this document, isintended to attain
the remediation goals selected for this site in Section 6 of this Record of Decision (ROD),
in conformity with applicable standards, criteria, and guidance (SCGs).

SECTION 2: SITELOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The F&T Darrigo Site, Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Site No. 3-36-002, is located on
Lakeside Road, immediately north of Interstatel-84, inthe Town of Newburgh, Orange County.
The site occupies one portion of the Darrigo property. The Darrigo property is currently
operated as a lumber and landscaping materials yard, although the site itself is not being
utilized.

The site occupies approximately 8 acres of the 59 acres owned by F& T Darrigo. The sitewas
used for septage disposal and consists of two abandoned lagoons, aformer soil pile area, and
aland spreading area. Thesiteislocatedinaresidential areathat issupplied by both municipal
and private water. Residential properties are located to the North, East and West of the site
and Route 84 islocated to the South.

There are no perennial surface waters on the site and the nearest body of water is an unnamed
creek located approximately 875 feet to the west of the site. A location map and site map are
attached as Figures 1 and 2.

The site (Figure 2) is divided into three areas, described as follows:

Lagoons: The East Lagoon (1.33 acres) and the West Lagoon (0.67 acres) comprise a total
area of approximately 2.0 acres. The lagoon areas were previously used for the storage of
septic waste to be land spread in the area south of the West Lagoon. The lagoons are densely
vegetated with shrub and thistle.
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Former Soil Piles: A series of soil piles were previously located adjacent to the dirt access
road, northeast of the lagoons. The soil piles were associated with historic sludge disposal
activities and consisted of soil with blue-green coloring. The soil piles and a contaminated
area of the access road were excavated during the Focused Remedial Investigation (FRI) and
are staged on site waiting for disposal.

Land spreading Area: The land spreading areais located south of the West Lagoon, directly
northof Interstate84. Theareaoccupiesapproximately onehalf acreand washistorically used
for the land spreading of septic waste.

SECTION 3: SITE HISTORY

3.1: Operational/Disposal History

The F&T Darrigo site began operation as a land spreading area for the spreading of sewage
sludge in 1948 and continued until 1985. Previous reports and studies indicate that the site
received an estimated 800,000 gallons per year of liquid wastes. It issuspected that hazardous
wastes, including spent cleaning solution from metal finishing, furniture stripper, and battery
waste containing lead was disposed of in the on site lagoons and land spread with the septage
waste.

The siteis currently operated as alumber and landscaping materials yard.

3.2: Remedial History

In 1983, the NY SDEC placed the F& T Darrigo site on the NY S Inactive Hazardous Waste
Disposal SiteRegistry (Registry) asaClass2asite. Thisisatemporary classification assigned
to sites where there is confirmed disposal of hazardous waste but there is inadequate dataon
hazardous waste impact to the environment and human health to assign them to the five
classifications specified by law.

In March 1984, the NY SDEC collected samples of on site soils that revealed elevated
concentrations of metals. In 1986, a state-funded Phase | Investigation was conducted that
confirmed the presence of elevated concentrations of a variety of metalsin on site soils.

In 1989 and 1990, a state-funded Phase Il Investigation was conducted. A Phase Il
Investigation Report was submitted to the NY SDEC in January 1991 that confirmed the
presence of metalsat hazardouslevels. The Phasell resultsindicated asmall areaof soil piles
highly contaminated with metal sand two lagoons, al so with el evated concentrations of metals,
although to alesser degree. Groundwater samples collected during the Phase Il indicated that
the groundwater had not been affected. The Phase Il Investigation concluded that further
investigation was necessary to determine the extent of the contamination at the site and an
appropriate remedial measure. This led to the necessity of a Focused Remedial
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Investigation/Focused Feasibility Study (FRI/FFS). A FRI/FFS is conducted when the
contamination at the site is known and the investigation can be focused to those areas.

In 1991, as aresult of the Phase Il Investigation, the NY SDEC reclassified the F& T Darrigo
site from a Class 2a to a Class 2 on the Registry. Sites with this classification pose a
significant threat to the public health or environment and action is required.

In March 1999, an Order on Consent requiring a FRI/FFS for the site was executed by F& T
Darrigo and the NY SDEC.

SECTION 4: SITE CONTAMINATION

To evaluate the contamination present at the site and to evaluate remedial alternatives to
address the significant threat to human health and the environment posed by the presence of
hazardous waste, the owner of the F& T Darrigo Site has recently conducted a FRI/FFS.

4.1: Summary of the Focused Remedial | nvestigation

The purpose of the FRI was to define the nature and extent of contamination resulting from
previous activities at the site.

From 1999 through 2001, remedial investigation activitieswere performed. Four monitoring
wellswere installed at the site and groundwater and soil samples were collected to delineate
the extent of the contamination.

The RI was conducted in 3 phases. The first phase was conducted between July 1999 and
October 1999, the second phase in February 2000, and the third phase between June 2001 and
October 2001. A report entitled Focused Remedial I nvestigation Report, dated June 2002, has
been prepared which describes the field activities and findings of the FRI in detail.

The FRI included the following activities:

C Survey of site features, including the lagoons, access road and soil piles;

C Installation of four monitoring wells and the collection of 108 soil samples for
chemical analysis of soils and groundwater as well as physical properties of soil and
hydrogeologic conditions;

C Excavation and on-site staging of the soil piles consisting of sewage and industrial

waste sludge, and an adjacent portion of the access road that had high concentrations
of contaminants.
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To determine which media(soil, groundwater, etc.) are contaminated at level s of concern, the
FRI analytical data was compared to environmental standards, criteria, and guidance values
(SCGs). Groundwater, drinking water and surface water SCGsidentified for the F& T Darrigo
site are based on NY SDEC Ambient Water Quality Standards and Guidance Values and Part 5
of New Y ork State Sanitary Code. For soils, NY SDEC Technical and Administrative Guidance
Memorandum (TAGM) 4046 provides soil cleanup guidelines for the protection of
groundwater, background conditions, and health-based exposure scenarios. In addition, for
soils, site specific background concentration levels can be considered for certain classes of
contaminants.

Based on the FRI results, in comparison to the SCGs and potential public health and
environmental exposureroutes, certain mediaand areas of the siterequireremediation. These
are summarized below. More complete information can be found in the FRI Report.

Chemical concentrations are reported in parts per million (ppm) for soils and sediment and
parts per billion (ppb) for water. For comparison purposes, where applicable, SCGs are
provided for each medium.

4.1.1: Site Geology and Hydr ogeology

The surficial material at the siteis mainly silt to a depth of 5to 7 feet, underlain by 3 to 10
feet of brown till with shale fragments. Under the brown till is5 to 10 feet of gray till with
limestone fragments, underlain by bedrock. The depth to bedrock rangesfrom 17.5feet inthe
land spreading areato 24.5 feet in the lagoons.

The groundwater elevation at the site fluctuates by approximately 5 feet depending on thetime
of year. During the fall and periods of high rain, the groundwater rangesfrom onetofivefeet
below ground surface (bgs). During the summer months, the groundwater depth ranges from
5to9feet bgs. Groundwater flow isto the south/southwest. Groundwater contoursare shown
on Figure 3.

4.1.2: Nature of Contamination

As described in the FRI report, many soil and groundwater samples were collected at the site
to characterize the nature and extent of contamination. The main categories of contaminants
which exceed their SCGs are inorganics (metals). The primary metals of concern are
chromium, copper, lead, nickel and zinc.

4.1.3: Extent of Contamination

Tables 1A and 1B summarize the extent of contamination for the contaminants of concernin
soil and groundwater respectively and compares the data with the SCGs for the site. The
following is a summary of the findings of the investigation of soil and groundwater.
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Soil
Soil investigations were conducted to assess the nature and extent of contamination in the
lagoons, soil piles and land spreading area.

A total of 108 soil samples were collected during the FRI. A total of 56 samples were
collected from the lagoons, with 38 samples collected from 21 locations in the East Lagoon
and 18 samples collected from 9 locations in the West Lagoon. A total of 18 samples were
collected from the former soil pile locations and 30 samples were collected from the land
spreading areaat 12 different locations. Four sampleswere also collected fromtwo locations
north of the lagoons in the woods for background information.

Samplesin the lagoonswere collected mainly from shallow depths, ranging from 4 inches bgs
to 18 inchesbgs. At 3 boring locationsin the East Lagoon and 2 boring locationsin the West
Lagoon, sampleswere collected at 5 foot intervalsdown to bedrock. The boring sampleswere
analyzedfor Target CompoundList (TCL) VOCs/SV OCs, pesticides/PCBs, Target AnalyteList
(TAL) metalsand cyanide. In addition, 2 shallow samplesfrom each lagoon were analyzed for
these parameters. Theremaining samples, with the exception of 4 shallow samplesin the East
Lagoonthat were sampled for PCBs, were analyzed for only the five metals of concern. Each
of thelagoonsexhibitedfairly uniform contaminationthroughout. Theelevated concentrations
of metals were mainly confined to surface soils to a depth of 2 feet below ground surface
(bgs). Inisolated areaswithinthelagoons, the elevated concentrations extended toup to 5 feet
bgs. Maximum concentrations of the five metals of concern within the lagoons were 1520
ppm copper, 2250 ppm chromium, 663 ppm lead, 219 ppm nickel, and 1040 ppm zinc. The
SCGs for these compounds are 50 ppm for copper, 40 ppm for chromium, 61-500 ppm for
lead, 25 ppm for nickel and 50 ppm for zinc. Exceedances of SCGs were also detected in a
limited number of samplesfor other metals, including cadmium, mercury, arsenic and barium.
Levelsof these metals were detected at maximum levels of 14.1 ppm, 2.2 ppm, 29.1 ppm and
777 ppm, respectively. The SCGs for these metals are 1 ppm for cadmium, 0.2 ppm for
mercury (New Y ork State background level), 12 ppmfor arsenic and 600 ppm for barium. Low
levels of PCBs were detected in some of the samples from the East Lagoon, with all results
lessthan 1 ppm. One sample had elevated SV OCs, but no other samples had SV OCs detected.
No pesticides or VOCs were detected in any of the samples.

A total of 13 samples within the lagoons were sampled to determineif the soil was hazardous
viathe EP Toxicity test and the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP). Of the
13 samples, 12 were tested by the EP Toxicity test and one was tested via TCLP. Sample
results are shown in Table 1C. The sample results were below regulatory guidelines and
therefore the soil tested was determined not to be a hazardous waste.

Samplesfrom the soil pileswere collected at 4 inchesand 18 inchesfrom the top of the piles.
Two of the shallow samples were analyzed for TCL VOCs/SV OCs, pesticides/PCBs, TAL
metal s and cyanide, while the remainder of the sampleswere analyzed for only the five metals
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of concern. Sampling fromthe soil pilesindicated that thefive metals of concern at and above
the original ground surface were at concentrationsthat exceeded 100,000 ppm. Sampling also
confirmed that the contamination had not migrated in significant concentration to below
ground surface. Dueto the elevated levels of metals, the two former soil piles and an area of
contaminationalongtheaccessroad |ocated bel ow the West L agoon were excavated and staged
on site.

Approximately 200 tons of contaminated soil was excavated from the three areas. Post-
excavation confirmatory samples were collected from the base and side walls of the
excavations to determine if the contamination had been removed. The results of the
confirmatory samples exhibited elevated levels of metals, which led to additional excavation
inall three areas. The second phase of excavation removed 250 tons of contaminated soil.
Confirmatory samples were again collected from the base and side walls of the excavations.
These confirmatory samples concluded that the contaminated areas had been successfully
removed. Figure5 shows the excavation areas. Table 1D summarizes the concentrations of
metals in the confirmatory samples after the excavation.

Samplesin the land spreading area were collected from the ground surface to approximately
2 feet bgsin 6 locations and from ground surface to 12 inches bgs in 6 other locations. All
samples were analyzed for the five metals of concern. Maximum concentrations of the five
metals of concern in the land spreading area were 1410 ppm copper, 2210 ppm chromium,
1560 ppm lead, 253 ppm nickel, and 983 ppm zinc. The results of the sampling in the land
spreading areareveal ed isolated “ hot spots’ that showed el evated | evel sof contaminantsmainly
in the upper 12 inches of soil, with afew areas extending to 2 feet bgs.

The background samples were taken in awooded area north of the lagoons and were collected
from ground surface and 12 inchesbgs at two separatelocations. The 4 sampleswere analyzed
for the five metals of concern. Only zinc exceeded the SCG of 9-50 ppm with levels at 55.6
ppm and 114 ppm.

Groundwater

A total of four monitoring wells were installed during the FRI. Two monitoring wells were
installed prior to the FRI, one located upgradient of the soil piles (GWFT-1) installed to a
depth of 16 feet and one located in the northeast section of the East Lagoon (GWFT-2)
installed to a depth of 18 feet.

Two shallow groundwater monitoring wellswereinstalled in November 1999. Thewellswere
located downgradient of the two lagoons, with one in the land spreading area (M-3) and one
west of theland spreading area(M-4). Well M-3wasinstalled to adepth of 17.5feet and well
M-4 was installed to a depth of 17 feet. Wells GWFT-2, M-3 and M-4 were sampled in
November 1999. Two additional wellswereinstalledin August 2001 withinthelagoons. Well
M-5 was installed to adepth of 24.5 feet and was|ocated within the West Lagoon. Well M-6
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was installed to a depth of 24 feet and was located within the East Lagoon. The wells were
located in the deepest part of each lagoon. Wells GWFT-2, M-3, M-4, M-5 and M-6 were
sampled in August 2001. The groundwater monitoring wells are shown on Figure 4.

No metals of concern were detected above SCGs in the groundwater samples. Iron and
manganese level s were detected at level s above SCGs, with a maximum iron concentration of
7430 ppb and a maximum manganese concentration of 518 ppb. The SCG for iron and
manganese is 300 ppb for each compound. The SCG for the sum of iron and manganese is 500
ppb. Aluminum was also detected above the SCG value of 100 ppb at a maximum
concentration of 5460 ppb. These results were determined to not be site related, but rather a
common occurrence in groundwater throughout the local area.

4.2: Summary of Human Exposur e Pathways:

This section describes the types of human exposures that may present added health risks to
persons at or around the site. A more detailed discussion of the health risks can be found in
Section 4.0 of the FRI report.

An exposure pathway is the manner by which an individual may come in contact with a
contaminant. The five elements of an exposure pathway are 1) the source of contamination;

2) the environmental media and transport mechanisms; 3) the point of exposure; 4) the route
of exposure; and 5) the receptor population. These elements of an exposure pathway may be

based on past, present, or future events.

Pathways which are known to or may exist at the site include:

. Ingestion of soil,
. Direct contact with soil.

Theresidential properties surrounding the site utilize both municipal water and private wells.
Analysis from three private wellsindicates that contamination from the site has not impacted
these wells.

The site is not secure and access could be gained to the contaminated areas. Since thereis
contaminationin surface soils, exposureviaingestion or direct contact isapotential exposure
pathway.

4.3: Summary of Environmental Exposur e Pathways

Thissection summarizesthetypesof environmental exposuresand ecological riskswhich may
be presented by the site. The Fish and Wildlife Impact Assessment included in the FRI
presents a more detailed discussion of the potential impacts from the site to wildlife
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resources. The following pathways for environmental exposure and/or ecological risks have
been identified:

C Ingestion of soil,
C Direct contact with soil.

The site is not secure and access could be gained to the contaminated areas. Since thereis
contaminationin surface soils, exposure viaingestion or direct contact isapotential exposure
pathway. There are no known occurrences of endangered or threatened wildlife or plant
species or critical habitat within atwo-mile radius of the site, with the exception of the Red
Maple Hardwood Swamp Community, located within a one-half mile radius of the site. Asa
result of delineating the extent of the contamination, on site, thereisno reason to suspect that
the contamination would reach this ecological community.

SECTION 5: ENFORCEMENT STATUS

Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) are those who may belegally liablefor contamination
a asite. Thismay include past or present owners and operators, waste generators, and haulers.

The NY SDEC and F& T Darrigo entered into a Consent Order on March 29, 1999. The Order
obligates the responsible parties to implement a FRI/FFS remedial program. Upon issuance
of the Record of Decision the NY SDEC will approach the PRPs to implement the selected
remedy under an Order on Consent.

SECTION 6: SUMMARY OF THE REMEDIATION GOALS

Goalsfor the remedial program have been established through the remedy sel ection process
stated in 6 NYCRR Part 375-1.10. The overall remedial goal isto meet all SCGs and be
protective of human health and the environment. At a minimum, the remedy selected must
eliminate or mitigate all significant threats 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 this site are:

C Eliminate, to the extent practicable, exposures to the contaminated soil.
C Eliminate, to the extent practicable, the migration of contaminants into the
groundwater.

SECTION 7: SUMMARY OF THE EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES
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The selected remedy must be protective of human health and the environment, be cost
effective, comply with other statutory laws and utilize permanent solutions, alternative
technologiesor resourcerecovery technol ogiesto the maximum extent practicable. Potential
remedial alternatives for the F& T Darrigo site were identified, screened and evaluated in the
report entitled Focused Feasibility Study, F& T Darrigo Site, dated August 2002.

A summary of the detailed analysis follows. As presented below, the time to implement
reflects only the time required to implement 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 for implementation of the remedy.

7.1: Description of Remedial Alternatives

The potential remedies are intended to address the contaminated soils at the site.

Alternative 1: No Action

The No Action alternative is evaluated as a procedural requirement and as a basis for
comparison. This alternative would leave the site in its present condition and would not
provide any additional protection to human health or the environment.

Alternative 2: Institutional Controls

Present Worth: $2,000
Capital Cost: $ 0
Annual O& M: $ 500
Time to Implement 1 month

Alternative 2 would leave the site in its current condition but would provide institutional
controls, such asadeed restriction on affected soil. Annual sitereviewsto certify compliance
with the institutional controls would be implemented as part of this alternative.

Alternative 3: Excavation and Off-Site Disposal of Contaminated Soil in the Lagoons and
Land Spreading Area

Present Worth: $ 1,930,000
Capital Cost: $ 1,930,000
Annual O&M: $ 0
Time to Implement 3 - 6 months

Alternative 3 would include excavation of the lagoon areas (2.0 acres) and excavation of hot
spots identified in the land spreading area (0.09 acres). A total of twelve areas in the land
spreading areawhere sampling indicated el evated | evel s of metalswould be excavated to a 25-
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foot diameter around the original sampling location. The excavations of the lagoon and land
spreading area would generally extend from one foot to two feet bgs, and possibly deeper in
up to 10% of the overall area. Thetotal soil to be excavated would be approximately 6,500
cubic yards.

The excavation would be conducted using conventional earthmoving equipment, such as
backhoes and front end loaders. Clearing and grubbing would be required to remove thick
vegetation that has grown over the lagoons and land spreading area. It is not expected that
shoring would be required due to the limited depth of the excavations.

The excavated soil targeted for disposal would be loaded into trucks and transported to a
licensed Treatment, Storage and Disposal Facility (TSDF) for disposal. Sampling of the soils,
either before or after excavation, would need to be performed to characterize the soils for
disposal purposes before off site disposal. For cost estimating purposes, it is assumed that
one sample per 250 cubic yards would be collected for characterization purposes. The
samples would be analyzed via TCLP to determine if the soil is a hazardous waste. The soil
would be characterized to determine the type of disposal facility.

The soils previously excavated from the soil piles and the access road would be disposed of
off-siteaspart of thisalternative. The soilsare currently staged on site and have been sampled
for characterization purposes and found to be non-hazardous.

Post excavation samples would be collected approximately every 1,000 square feet and
analyzed for the five metals of concern. If sample results do not meet the SCGs for the site,
additional excavation would be performed and new confirmatory samples collected. This
process would be performed until the confirmatory sampling results meet site specific SCGs.

After excavation and confirmatory sampling of each area, clean backfill from elsewhereonthe
site or off site would be placed into the excavation area of the lagoonsand land spreading area
to bring the excavation to grade. On-site soil to be used would be sampled prior to backfilling.
The areas would be re-graded and seeded to prevent erosion.

Alternative 4. Caution Tape and Deed Restriction

Present Worth: $ 235,000
Capital Cost: $ 215,000
Annual O&M: $ 5,000
Time to Implement 2 - 4 months

Alternative 4 would consist of removal of impacted soilsfrom the land spreading areaand the
placement of thissoil onto thelagoons. Caution tape would then beinstalled over the lagoons,
with a deed restriction placed on this portion of the site.
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Excavationof hot spotsidentified in theland spreading areawould be excavated for placement
inthe lagoons. A total of twelve areas in the land spreading area where sampling indicated
elevated levels of metals would be excavated to a 25-foot diameter around the original
sampling location and to adepth ranging from one foot to two feet bgs. The excavationinthis
areawould total approximately 400 cubic yardsof material. Thelocationsto berelocated are
illustrated on Figure 6. Confirmatory sampling would be performed to ensure removal of soil
in the land spreading area with metals concentrations over SCGs.

The caution tapeto be placed over the lagoons after the consolidation of the soil from theland
spreading areawould be overlain by clean soil and topsoil. The soil cover would prevent direct
contact of the contaminated soils. The caution tape would be installed in a grid pattern over
the barrier to warn persons who are inadvertently digging in this areathat contaminated soil is
below. The caution tape would be overlain by at least one and a half feet of clean fill and six
inches of topsoil for vegetation, for a total soil cover of two feet. The area would then be
seeded for vegetation.

The soils previously excavated from the soil piles and the access road would be disposed of
off-siteaspart of thisalternative. The soilsare currently staged on site and have been sampled
for characterization purposes and found to be non-hazardous.

Two monitoring wellswould be installed at the compl etion of thework for future groundwater
monitoring. Monitoring would include annual sampling of the monitoring wells, mowing and
inspection of the integrity of the barrier and soil cover. Maintenance of the barrier and soil
cover would be performed as necessary.

A deed restriction would be placed on the area of the lagoons to limit access and utilization
of this portion of the site. Annual certifications would be performed to ensure compliance
with the deed restriction.

Alternative 5: Phytoremediation

Present Worth: $ 290,000
Capital Cost: $ 235,000
Annual O&M: $ 15,000
Time to Implement 2-6years

Alternative 5 would consist of excavation and off site disposal of areas with high levels of
chromium within the lagoons and land spreading area, and the removal of remaining impacted
soils from the land spreading area and the placement of this soil onto the lagoons, followed
by the implementation of phytoremediation in the lagoons. The area to be excavated in the
lagoon area for off-site disposal are shownonFigure 7A. Theareasintheland spreading area
to be excavated for off-site disposal and to berelocated to thelagoonsareillustrated in Figure
7B.
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Excavationof areasinthelagoonsand land spreading areawith level s of chromium greater than
1000 ppm would be excavated and disposed of off-site at a licensed facility. Excavation of
areas with elevated concentrations of chromium would be removed to expedite remediation.

Approximately 320 cubic yards of material would be disposed of off site. The remaining
contaminated areas identified in the land spreading areawould be excavated for placement in
the lagoons. A total of twelve areas in the land spreading area where sampling indicated
elevated levels of metals would be excavated to a 25-foot diameter around the original
sampling location and to a depth ranging from one foot to two feet bgs. The excavationin this
areawould total approximately 300 cubic yards of material after the removal of the soil with
chromium concentrationsgreater than 1000 ppm. Confirmatory sampling would beperformed
to ensure removal of soil in the land spreading area with metals concentrations over SCGs.

Excavated soil for off site disposal and soil from the land spreading area would be |oaded
directly into trucks for transporting or would be staged on site until transport. Staged soils
would be placed on plastic sheeting and covered with plastic. A berm would be constructed
around the staging area to prevent run off.

Cautiontapefollowed by two feet of clean fill would be placed over the lagoons. Caution tape
would serve as a indicator of the location of the contaminated soil for future sampling and
inspection of the soil cover. Poplar trees would then be planted throughout the lagoons for
phytoremediation. Thesetreeswould bioaccumulate the metals, thereby remediating the soil.

Poplar trees would be chosen since they have been shown to be effective for the site specific
metals of concern. The poplar root system extends down to approximately 15 feet bgs. The
contamination at the siteis confined mostly to the top two feet and would be between two and
four feet bgs after the placement of aclean fill cover. Current data on the phytoremediation
processindicatesthat the magjority of the metals bioaccumulatein the trunks and stems of the
treesrather thanintheleaves. Leaveswould beraked as needed and collected for composting
on site. Composted leaves would be sampled for metals. If concentrations of metalsin the
compost are below TAGM 4046 guidance values, the compost would be spread at the site.
Otherwise, the compost would be disposed of off-site at alicensed disposal facility.

Theremedial process is expected to take at least six years. Every two years, the soil in the
lagoon area, located below the caution tape, would be analyzed for the five metal s of concern
to determinetheeffectivenessof thephytoremediation. Thefateof thetreesafter remediation
would be determined during the remedial design and on the analytical data collected in the
monitoring period.

A chain link fence would be placed around the perimeter of the lagoons to limit access by
people and wildlife.
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The soils previously excavated from the soil piles and the access road would be disposed of
off-site aspart of thisalternative. The soilsare currently staged on site and have been sampled
for characterization purposes and found to be non-hazardous.

The on site monitoring wellswould be sampled semi-annually. Thefrequency of sampling and
the need for continued sampling would be evaluated periodically by the NY SDEC.

Institutional controls would be implemented in the form of existing use and development
restrictions limiting the use of site. Annual certifications would be performed to ensure
compliance with the institutional controls.

Alternative 6: |mpermeable Barrier and Deed Restriction

Present Worth: $ 430,000
Capital Cost: $ 330,000
Annual O& M: $ 14,000
Time to Implement 2 - 4 months

Alternative 6 would consist of removal of impacted soilsfrom the land spreading area and the
placement of thissoil onto thelagoons. Animpermeabl e flexible bituminous pavement would
then be installed over the lagoons, with a deed restriction placed on this portion of the site.

Excavationof hot spotsidentified in theland spreading areawould be excavated for placement
inthe lagoons. A total of twelve areas in the land spreading area where sampling indicated
elevated levels of metals would be excavated to a 25-foot diameter around the original
sampling location and to a depth ranging from one foot to two feet bgs. The excavationinthis
areawould total approximately 400 cubic yards of material. The areasto be relocated are the
same as discussed in Alternative 3, as shown on Figure 6.

A six-inch gravel sub-base would first be placed over the lagoons for support of the pavement
cap. Two inches of a base course of bituminous pavement would be placed over the sub-base.
The impermeablelayer would prevent direct contact of the contaminated soilsand would limit
infiltration of precipitation. Oneinch of awearing course would be placed over the pavement
to provide a seal and to further limit infiltration of precipitation.

The soils previously excavated from the soil piles and the access road would be disposed of
off-siteaspart of thisalternative. The soilsare currently staged on site and have been sampled
for characterization purposes and found to be non-hazardous.

Monitoring would include annual inspection and periodic re-sealing of the pavement. The
pavement cap would need to be replaced after approximately 20 years.
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A deed restriction would be placed on the area of the lagoons to limit access and utilization
of this portion of the site.

7.2: Evaluation of Remedial Alter natives

The criteria used to compare the potential remedial alternatives are defined in the regulation
that directs the remediation of inactive hazardous waste sitesin New Y ork State (6 NYCRR
Part 375). For each of the criteria, a brief description is provided, followed by an evaluation
of the alternatives against that criterion. A detailed discussion of the evaluation criteria and
comparative analysisisincluded in the FFS.

Thefirst two evaluation criteriaaretermed threshold criteriaand must be satisfied in order for
an alternative to be considered for selection.

1. Compliance with New Y ork State Standards, Criteria, and Guidance (SCGs). Compliance
with SCGs addresses whether or not a remedy will meet applicable environmental laws,
regulations, standards, and guidance. The most significant SCGsfor the Darrigo siteinclude
those for metals which are site background levels, or standard background levels for the
northeastern United States.

Alternatives 1, 2, 4 and 6 would not meet site specific SCGs, which are eastern soil
background levels for metals. Alternative 4 would monitor groundwater to ensurethereisno
exceedance of groundwater SCGs. Alternative 3 would achieve compliance with SCGs.
Alternative 5 would achieve SCGs, however it would be over an extended period of time. In
addition, there is the potential for the SCGs for chromium to not be reached.

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

Incomparing theremedial alternatives, Alternatives 1 and 2 would providetheleast protection
of human health and the environment as the contaminated soils may be directly contacted by
personsinthelagoonarea. Theremaining alternativeswould each provide protection of human
health either by removing the contamination for the site, asin Alternative 3, or by creating a
barrier to prevent contact, as in Alternatives 4 and 6. Alternative 5 would accomplish both,
withthe contamination being remediated over an extended period of time, in addition to asoil
cover to prevent direct contact. Alternative 3 would provide the highest protection of the
environment by removal of the source followed by Alternative 5. Alternatives 4 and 6 would
also provide protection, although to a lesser extent, by isolating and monitoring the source.

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

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

No short-term impacts would result from the implementation of Alternative 1 or 2 as this
alternative does not include any active remediation of contaminated soil. Alternatives 1 and
2 would not meet remedial objectives.

Alternative 3 would have greater short term impacts than Alternatives 4, 5 and 6 since alarger
amount of excavation would be required. Dust would be generated from excavation and
trucking of the soil off site. Other short term impacts associated with trucking of soil would
include increased traffic, noise and exhaust vapor. Alternatives4, 5 and 6 would have similar
short term impacts associated with the excavation of the soils in the land spreading area and
placement of the soil onthelagoons. Alternative 6 would have greater short term impactsthan
Alternative 4 sincethree layers of material would be used to cover the lagoon area as opposed
to one layer for Alternative 4. Alternative 5 would have similar short term impacts to
Alternative 4, and would also involve the planting of trees and installation of afence.

Neither Alternative 4 nor 6 would achieve remedial objectives. Alternative 3 would achieve
remedial objectivesinthe most timely manner, within 6 months. Alternative 5 would achieve
remedial objectives, although with an extended time frame of up to 6 years. A Community Air
Monitoring Plan (CAMP) would be prepared for all Alternatives except Alternatives1 and 2.
The CAMP would provide measures to mitigate impacts and prevent potential exposures.

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

Alternatives 1 and 2 would provide the least long-term effectiveness and permanence as
contaminated soil would remain on site and untreated.

Alternatives 4 and 6 would both prevent direct contact with contaminated soils. Alternative
6 would have to be replaced after approximately 20 years.

Alternative 5 would be an effective long term remedy since the contamination would be
removed from the soil by phytoremediation. Alternative 3 would also be effective long term
since the contamination would be permanently removed from the site.

5. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume. Preference is given to alternatives that
permanently and significantly reduce thetoxicity, mobility or volume of the wastes at the site.
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Alternatives 1 and 2 would not achieve reduction in the toxicity, mobility or volume of
contamination present, as contaminants would remain on sitein their current condition.

Alternatives 4 and 6 would not achieve areduction in the toxicity or volume of contamination
present since contaminated soils would remain on site. Alternative 6 would decrease the
mobility by providing an impermeable barrier that would prevent infiltration of precipitation.

Alternative 3 would not decrease the toxicity of the contamination, although it would be
removed from the site so it would no longer be mobile. Alternative 5 would reduce the
toxicity and mobility by removing contaminants from the soil via treatment.

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

Alternatives 1 and 2 would be the easiest alternative to implement as it would maintain the
current conditions at the site and Alternative 2 would add institutional measures.

Alternatives 3, 4, 5 and 6 are equally easy to implement since the materials, equipment and
skilled personnel required are readily available. In addition, since there is no activity on the
site, there would be no disruption of operations.

7. Cost. Capital and operation and maintenance costs are estimated for each alternative and
compared on a present worth basis. Although cost is the last balancing criterion evaluated,
where two or more alternatives have met the requirements of the remaining criteria, cost
effectiveness can be used asthe basisfor thefinal decision. Thecostsfor each alternativeare
presented in Table 2.

Alternative 1, No Action, would have the lowest estimated present worth cost since no action
wouldbetaken. Alternative 2 would havethe next lowest cost ($2,000) associated with annual
reviews of the institutional controls.

Alternative 4 has alower estimated present worth cost ($235,000) than Alternatives 3,5 and
6. Alternative 5 has alower estimated present worth cost ($290,000) than Alternatives 3 and
6. Alternative 6 has a lower estimated present worth cost ($430,000) than Alternative 3
($1,930,000). Alternative 3 isthe most costly of the alternatives dueto the extensive capital
Ccost.
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This final criterion is considered a modifying criterion and is taken into account after
evaluating those above. It is evaluated after public comments on the Proposed Remedial
Action Plan have been received.

8. Community Acceptance - Concerns of the community regarding the RI/FSreports and the
PRAP have been evaluated. The responsiveness summary (Appendix A) presents the public
comments received and the manner in which the NY SDEC addressed the concerns rai sed.

No significant public comments were received regarding the selected remedy.

SECTION 8. SUMMARY OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

Based on the results of the RI/FS, and the evaluation presented in Section 7, the NYSDEC is
selecting Alternative 5 astheremedy for thissite. Alternative5involves removal of impacted
soilswith levels of chromium greater than 1000 ppm to be excavated and disposed of off-site,
removal of remaining impacted soils from the land spreading area and the placement of this
soil onto the lagoons followed by the implementation of phytoremediation in the lagoons.

This selection is based on the evaluation of five alternatives developed for thissite. Withthe
exception of Alternatives 1 and 2, each of the alternatives would comply with the threshold
criteriaof overall protection of human health and the environment. Alternative 1, Alternative
2, Alternative 4 and Alternative 6 do not meet the threshold criteriaof compliance with SCGs.
In addition, with the exception of the No Action alternative and Institutional Controls
alternative, all alternatives are similar with respect to the majority of the balancing criteria.
The major differences between these alternatives are with the reduction of toxicity, mobility
and volume, and cost. Alternatives 4 and 6 leave contamination on site and do not reduce
toxicity or volume. However, sampling has shown that the soil contamination is not mobile
and is not impacting groundwater. Alternative 3 would not reduce the toxicity, but would
remove the contamination from the site. Alternative 5would reduce thetoxicity and mobility
in the soil by removing the contamination. Alternatives 4, 5 and 6 had similar costs, with
Alternative 3 being considerable higher.

Alternative 5will removethe metalsof concernfromthesoil. Alternative5islesscostly than
the other alternatives and is easier to implement than Alternatives 3 and 6. Alternative 5 will
eliminate the threat direct contact of contaminated soil by the placement of a two foot soil
cover over the contaminated soils and the installation of a fence around the perimeter of the
lagoons.

The estimated present worth cost to implement theremedy is$290,000. Thecost to construct
the remedy is estimated to be $235,000 and the estimated average annual operation and
maintenance cost for 6 yearsis $15,000.

The elements of the selected remedy are as follows:
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1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

A remedial design program to verify the components of the conceptual design and
provide the details necessary for the construction, operation and maintenance, and
monitoring of the remedial program. Any uncertainties identified during the RI/FS
would be resolved.

Excavation and off-site disposal of soilswith concentration of chromium greater than
1000 ppm. Removal of remaining impacted soils from the land spreading area and the
placement of this soil onto the lagoons.

Placement of caution tape followed by two feet of clean soil over the lagoon area.
Planting of poplar treesin the lagoon area for phytoremediation. The spacing of the
treeswill be determined during the Remedial Design. Installation of achain link fence
around the perimeter of the lagoons. Collection and composting of leaves from the
trees and sampling of the compost for metals. The compost will be spread on site or
disposed of off-site depending on sample results.

Off-site disposal of soil previously excavated from the soil piles and the access road.

A soils management plan will be developed to addressresidual contaminated soilsthat
may be excavated from the site during future redevelopment. The planwill require soil
characterization and, where applicable, disposal/reuse in accordance with NY SDEC
regulations.

Institutional controlsintheform of deed restrictionslimiting the use and devel opment
of the site.

Since the remedy results in untreated contamination at the site, long-term monitoring
will be implemented at the site. Sampling of the on site monitoring wells semi-
annually. If theresults indicate migration of the contaminants, steps will be taken to
alter the remedy at the site to mitigate the problem. This program, along with the soil
sampling, will allow the effectiveness of the phytoremediation to be monitored and will
be a component of the operation and maintenance for the site. A tree uptake study will
also be completed to aid in the determination of the effectiveness of this remedy and
its applicability to other sites. Based on the evaluation of the results, the frequency of
groundwater and soil sampling may be modified by the NY SDEC.

Annual inspection and maintenance of thelagoon areaincluding mowing of thelawn and
inspection and maintenance of the soil cover and chain link fence. The soil cover will
be inspected for any exposure of the caution tape and will be repaired and maintained
as necessary.

Annua certification by the property owner to the NYSDEC that the site is in
compliance with the institutional controls outlined in this ROD.
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SECTION 9: HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

Aspart of theremedial investigation process, anumber of Citizen Participation activitieswere
undertaken to inform and educate the public about conditions at the site and the potential
remedial alternatives. Thefollowingpublic participationactivitieswereconductedfor thesite:

. Repositories for documents pertaining to the site were established.

. A public contact list, which included nearby property owners, elected officials, local
media and other interested parties, was established.

. In June 2001 a Fact Sheet was mailed describing the investigation.

. In January 2003, a Fact Sheet was mailed announcing availability of the PRAP and the

public meeting.

. A public meeting was held on January 28, 2003 to present and receive comment on the
PRAP.
. A responsiveness summary (Appendix A) was prepared to address the comments

received during the public comment period for the PRAP.
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Table 1A

Nature and Extent of Contamination

Lagoon and L and Spreading Area Soils

1999 - 2001
CATEGOR CONTAMINAN CONCENTRATIO FREQUENCY of SCG/
MEDIUM v T N EXCEEDING Bkgd.
OF CONCERN RANGE m SCGs/Backaround m
Sail Metds Chromium 14.4 t0 2250 27 of 56 40/12*
Lagoons
(Lagoons) Copper 23,5 t0 1520 35 of 56 50/13*
Nickel 14.4t0 219 33 of 56 25/13*
Lead 1.5t0 663 34 of 56 25/17*
25 of 56 60
Zinc 57.91to0 1040 56 of 56 50/48*
Mercury ND to 2.2 4 of 20 0.1/0.2**
Cadmium ND to 14.1 30of 20 1/1**
Barium 41410777 1of 20 300/600**
Arsenic ND to 29.1 13 0of 20 7.5/12%**
Sails Metds Chromium 10.4 to 2210 21 of 30 40
(Land-
spreading Copper 9.8101410 20 of 30 50
Ared) Nickel 10,5 to 349 26 of 30 25
Lead 9.1 to 1560 23 of 30 25
10 of 30 60
Zinc 42410 983 29 of 30 50

T
* Site-specific Background

** Eastern USA Background

*** New Y ork State Background
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Table 1B
Natur e and Extent of Contamination
Groundwater
1999-2001

FREQUENCY of

CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATION SCG
MEDIUM CATEGORY EXCEEDING
OF CONCERN RANGE (ppb) SCGyBackaround (ppb)
Groundwater Metds Aluminum 14.3 t0 5,460 6 of 8 100
Iron 33.3t0 7,430 6 of 8 300
Manganese ND to 518 6 of 8 300
Table 1C
Nature and Extent of Contamination
EP Toxicity (1990) and TCL P (1999)
CONTAMINAN CONCENTRATIO SRECUIENCY @ REGULATORY
CATEGOR EXCEEDING
MEDIUM Y T N REGULATORY GUIDELINES
OF CONCERN RANGE (ppb) GUIDELINES (ppb)
Sail EP Toxicity Chromium ND to 8.0 0of 12 5,000
(Lagoon)
Lead ND to 22.9 Oof 12 5,000
Barium 56.0t0 357.0 Oof 12 100,000
Cadmium ND to 4.7 Oof 12 1,000
—
Sails TCLP Chromium 23.9 Oof 1 5,000
Lagoon
(L-agoon) Copper 618 Oof 1 NA
Nickel 306 Oof 1 NA
Lead 100 Oof 1 5,000
Zinc 3600 Oof 1 NA

NA - Not Applicable
EP Toxicity and TCLP testing are performed to determine if the waste meets the regulatory definition
of ahazardous waste. A waste is considered hazardous by definition if the sample extract contains

levels of contaminants above regulatory guidelines.
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Table 1D
Nature and Extent of Contamination
Former Soil Piles

MEDIUM

Soils

(Post
Excavation
Samples)

CATEGORY

Metas

2001

CONTAMINANT CONCET\ITRATI © FE)E(SEEBIICI:\IYGOf E?ISCZI/

OF CONCERN RANGE (ppm) SCGS/Bjckgroun (pp%n)'
Chromium 14110132 3of 18 40
Copper 13.7 to 161 30of 18 50
Nickel 17.3t0 825 8of 18 25
Lead 6.1t0 38.9 0of 18 60
Zinc 44.6 t0 139 14 of 18 50
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Table?2

Remedial Alternative Costs

Remedial Alternative Capital Cost Annual O&M Total Present Worth
Alternative 1 - No Action $0 $0 $0
Alternative 2 - Ingtitutional Controls $0 $500 $2,000
Alternative 3 - Excavation and off-site disposa $1,930,000 $0 $1,930,000
Alternative 4 - Caution tape and deed restriction $215,000 $5,000 $235,000
Alternative 5 - Phytoremediation $235,000 $15,000 $290,000
Alternative 6 - Impermeable barrier $330,000 $14,000 $430,000
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

F&T Darrigo
Town of Newburgh, Orange County, New Y ork
Site No. 3-36-002

The Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for the F& T Darrigo site, was prepared by the New Y ork
State Department of Environmental Conservation (NY SDEC) in consultation with the New Y ork State
Department of Health (NY SDOH) and wasissued to the document repositories on January 13, 2003. The
PRAP outlined the remedial measure proposed for the contaminated soil at the F& T Darrigo site.

Therelease of the PRAPwasannounced by sending anoticeto the public contact list, informing the public
of the opportunity to comment on the proposed remedly.

A public meeting was held on January 28, 2003, which included a presentation of the Remedial
Investigation (RI) and the Feasibility Study (FS) as well as a discussion of the proposed remedy. The
meeting provided an opportunity for citizensto discusstheir concerns, ask questionsand comment on the
proposed remedy. These comments have become part of the Administrative Record for this site. The
public comment period for the PRAP ended on February 13, 2003.

Thisresponsiveness summary respondsto all questions and comments raised during the public comment
period. Thefollowing are the comments received, with the NY SDEC's responses:

COMMENT 1: Was the portion of the property south of Rt. 84 across from the site investigated?
If so, what were the findings of the investigation?

RESPONSE 1: The portion of the property south of Rt. 84 was investigated during the 1990 state-
funded Phase 2 Investigation and found to have no contamination of concern. That
portionof the property wasremoved from the Registry of Inactive Hazardous Waste
Disposal Sites.

COMMENT 2: Will the metal contaminated soil that will be excavated during the implementation
of the remedy become mobile and cause additional concerns?

RESPONSE 2: Appropriate precautions such as dust suppression measures, implementation of the
community air monitoring plan and compliance with waste hauling regulations will
be taken to ensurethat the contaminationisnot air-borne or spread el sewhereon site
and is disposed of properly at a permitted facility.

COMMENT 3: Would there be increase in the truck traffic and noise during the remedial
construction? What would be the working hours and how long will the project last?
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RESPONSE 3:

COMMENT 4:

RESPONSE 4:

COMMENT 5:

RESPONSE 5:

COMMENT 6:

RESPONSE 6:

COMMENT 7:

RESPONSE 7:

COMMENT 8:

RESPONSE 8:

COMMENT 9:

RESPONSE 9:

The project construction is estimated to last a few months and will be confined to
week-days and daylight hours, unless special circumstancesdictate avariation. The
estimate of truck traffic will be dependent on several factors that will become
clearer during the design stage, but should range between 1 and 10 trucks per day.
Theincrease in noise will depend on the hearing distance.

Will there be a public notice of the commencement of remedial construction?

Yes. A noticewill be mailed after approval of the Remedial Design, and prior to the
initiation of field work.

What level of contamination will be removed off site?

Soil with levels of chromium greater than 1000 ppm will be disposed of off-site at
apermitted facility. Thesoil pilesthat were previously excavated and staged on site
will be disposed of off-site.

Why not move all contaminated soils off site?

The NY SDEC prefers a remedy that treats the contamination rather than one that
relocatesit to alandfill. The proposed remedy will treat the contamination on site.

How much will this remedy cost?

The capital cost of the remedy is estimated to be $235,000. The present worth cost,
which includes annual operation, maintenance and monitoring, is estimated to be
$290,000.

Who will pay for the remedy?

Once a Record of Decision isissued, the NY SDEC will enter into negotiations for
an order on consent with the person(s) responsible for the site contamination. Mr.
Frank Darrigo is a potentially responsible party (PRP) for the site contamination.
If Mr. Darrigo entered into an order on consent, the order on consent would require
that he undertake and bear the costs of the remedial program.

Since Mr. Darrigo can't afford the costsinvolved, and he has said hewasn't aware that
these hazardous substances were in the sludge he was allowed to spread, isit fair to
make him foot the entire bill. Aren't there other PRPs to go after?

Mr. Darrigo is a PRP and has strict, joint and several liability for the release of

hazardous wastes at the site. The NY SDEC has been advised that other PRPs may
have contributed to the contamination. Mr. Darrigo may provide the names,
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COMMENT 10:

RESPONSE 10:

COMMENT 11:

RESPONSE 11:

COMMENT 12:

RESPONSE 12:

addressesand information concerning therel ease of hazardouswastesby other PRPs
tothe NYSDEC. The NY SDEC will use such information.

Mr. Frank Darrigo and hisfamily have been good neighbors and respected members
of the community for a very long time. He deserves not to be bankrupted by this
process. Please et your attorneys in the Division of Environmental Enforcement
(DEE) know that.

This concern will be forwarded to the DEE.

Canthefivemetalsof concern beidentified to determinewherethey were generated
and who transported them for disposal ?

Based on the RI/FS Report, there was no conclusive information regarding the
generator or transporter of the waste. See response to Comment 9.

Will the lagoons be consolidated into one area and fenced or will they stay 2
separate areas with 2 separate fences?

The lagoons will be treated as one area and contained within one fence.

Ernesto Tirado submitted aletter (dated February 2, 2003) which included the following comments:

COMMENT 13:

RESPONSE 13:

COMMENT 14:

RESPONSE 14:

COMMENT 15:

Which alternative offers the best results as far as total/complete clean up with
regards to public health and environmental pollution?

The question impliesthat total cleanup by removal of all the contamination from the
sitewould bethebest alternative. Theselected remedy, phytoremediationwith asoil
cover, provides limited excavation and off-site disposal while treating the majority
of the contamination on-site. The excavation and off site disposal alternative
relocates the contamination to a landfill and does not treat the contamination.
Excavation and off-site disposal is not always the preferred remedy, asin this case,
since the contamination can be treated effectively on-site. Selection of a remedy
for asite requires the evaluation of several criteria as discussed in the PRAP. The
remedy proposed in the PRAP and selected in this ROD was based on such an
evaluation. The elements of the remedy are designed to protect the public health and
the environment.

What are the completion timetables for each alternative?

This is outlined in the Feasibility Study, which is contained in the document
repositories. Itisalso outlined inthe ROD.

What are the cost factors for each alternative and who is paying for them?
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RESPONSE 15:

COMMENT 16:

RESPONSE 16:

This is outlined in the Feasibility Study, which is contained in the document
repositories and is also outlined in the ROD. See response to Comment 8.

What are the plans for this site onceit is cleaned up?

A soils management plan will be developed to address residual contaminated soils
that may be excavated from the site during future redevelopment. The plan will
require soil characterization and, where applicable, disposal/reuse in accordance
withNY SDEC regulations. The future use of the site after the remediation must be
consistent with the institutional and engineering controls outlined in the ROD.

Frank Pilus submitted a letter (dated February 8, 2003) which included the following comments:

COMMENT 17:

RESPONSE 17:

He would like to have his well water sampled, the water that flows through his back
yard sampled and the soil from his garden sampled.

Mr. Pilus' well has already been sampled by the NY SDOH and the results were sent
to him. There was no contamination in hiswater. The surface water flow from the
site, which is on the side of the Darrigo property near Interstate 84, is not towards
Mr. Pilus' property, and therefore there is no reason for concern of contaminated
run off onto his property or his garden. However, the NY SDOH has been requested
to sample Mr. Pilus’ well again to alleviate his anxiety.
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10.

Administrative Record

F&T Darrigo
Site No. 3-36-002

Proposed Remedial Action Plan for the F& T Darrigo site, dated January 2003, prepared by the
NY SDEC.

Order on Consent, Index No. W3-0841-99-01, between NY SDEC and Frank Darrigo, executed on
March 29, 1999.

“Phase 1 Investigation”, August 1986, prepared by EA Science and Technology.
“Phase |l Investigation”, October 1990, prepared by Lawler, Matusky & Skelly Engineers.

“Focused Remedial Investigation (FRI) / Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) Work Plan”, May 1999,
prepared by William L. Going & Associates, Inc.

“Focused Remedial Investigation Report”, June 2002, prepared by William L. Going & Associates,
Inc.

“Revised Focused Feasibility Study”, August 2002, prepared by William L. Going & Associates,
Inc.

“Citizen Participation Plan”, April 2001, prepared by William L. Going & Associates, Inc.
“Fact Sheet”, June 2001, prepared by the NY SDEC.

“Fact Sheet”, January 2003, prepared by the NY SDEC.
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