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" DECLARATION FOR THE RECOX® OF DECISION

SITE NAME AND LOCATION

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

R R

This decision document represents the selected remedial ac
for the treatment and disposal of a drywell, sediments and
that are contaminated with volatile halogenated organic co

: - Brewster Well Field, Village ofuéggﬁsfér, Putnam éouﬁéy: New York

tion
soils
pounds

(VHO's) and that are the source of contamination of the Brewster

Well Field.

The selected remedial action was developed in| accord-

ance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compenpation
and Liability Act of 1980, 42 USC §9601, et seq., as amended
by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 198g,

and to the extent practicable, the National Oil and Hazardous
Substance Pollution Contingency Plan, 40 CFR Part 300.

STATEMENT OF BASIS |

This decision is based on the administrative record for thL
Brewster Well Field site. The attached index identifies the

items that comprise the administrative record, upon which fthe
selection of a remedial action is based. ‘

DESCRIPTION OF SELECTED REMEDY

Thi§ Record of Decision for the Brewster Well Field site addresses

the treatment/disposal of a drywell, sediments, sludge, and soils

centaminated with VHO's.  This portion of the site has bee

e

jidentified as the source of groundwater contamination that is

being addressed under a separate operable unit.

®* The drywell sediments, sludge, and soils will be excavat
containerized and transported to a permitted hazardous
facility where the waste will be incinerated and treate
residuals will be disposed of. ‘

® The concrete drywell structure and debris will similarly
removed, decontaminated, transported to a permitted haza
waste facility and disposed of.
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DECIARATIONS L DoLIESTOL | =TS
|

Consistent with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, -}
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 as amended by the
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986, and the ~
National 0il and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan,
40 CFR Part 300, I have determined that the selected remed

is protective of human health and the environment, will

attain Federal and State requirements that are applicable,|or
relevant and appropriate for this remedial action, and is
cost-effective. Furthermore, this remedy satisfies the statutory
preference for treatment that reduces the toxicity, mobility

or volume of hazardous substances as a principal element.
Finally, this remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative
treatment technologies to the maximum extent practicable.

Because this remedy will not result in hazardous substances
remaining on site above health based levels, the five Yyea
review will not apply to this action. '

approved remedy.

\
The State of New York has been consulted and agrees with 4he
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_ SITE LOZATION AND DESCRIPTION -2 --7_ . -

Figure 1).

2,100 people.
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The Brewster Well Field is located on the northern bank (of the
East Branch Croton River, 3/4 of a mile east of the Village of
Brewster, Town of Southeast in Putnam County, New York. | The
site is approximately 3 miles west of the Connecticut/New

York border and approximately 47 miles north of New Yor

City. Interstate 84 passes just to the west of the site (see

The land to the north of the study area, containing the
community of Brewster Hill, is largely residential with|some
agricultural use. Most of the land south of the study trea
is occupied by commercial or light industrial facilities. To
the west is the residential community of the Village of
Brewster. : '

-The 1980 Census records the population of Putnam County as

77,193. Estimated population for the Town of Socutheast and

the Village of Brewster are 15,500 and 1,700 respectively.

The municipal water system serves the Village and severpl

areas in the Town of Southeast, a number of business establish-
ments and the Consolidated Rail Corporation's Putnam Junction
Rail Yard. Residential users alone account for an estimated

f?ﬁaditjonal potential receptors are downstreém users of the

East Branch Croton River which contributes to the Croton
Falls Reservoir approximately 3.5 miles downstream. The East
Branch Croton River flows adjacent to and south of the Well
Field. Three thousand feet to the east of the site (upstream)
the River is impounded to form the East Branch Reservoir,

part of New York City's Croton watershed reservoir system.
Three thousand feet from the site to the northeast, Bog Brook,
a tributary to the East Branch Croton River, is impounded to
form Bog Brock Reservoir, also owned by New York City as
shown on Figure 2.

SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

Beginning in 1954, when Well Field No. 1 was developed, the
Village of Brewster has used the aquifers beneath the Village-
owned land, in the Town of Southeast, as a source of water for

its water supply system. In 1967 Well Field No. 2 was brought on

line. The two well fields consist of-a total of 18 shallow wells.

-
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_subsequently added to the water supply system, including & @

‘8G~2) located as shown on Figure 3. As a result of low yiel

system.

Since 1979, the Village has had several studies conducted t
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+ion first appeared in 1978, and alternative water sources were
bedrock well (DW-2) and two separate shallow wells (SG-1 and

DW~1 was not connected to the supply system. Two new Wells

:and SG-4 were added to the system in 1984. Prior to drought

conditions arising in 19B1, East Branch Croton River surfac
water was also used at times to supplement the water supply

- gvidence of volatilé Haiogens.cn v.gabis wompoulic {VAG) con:}mﬁn.~
. W

identify potential alternative groundwater sources and to test
spray aeration as a potential treatment method for VHO removal.
It has since been concluded that treatment of existing sources is
the most promising of the alternatives for solving existing
contamination problems in the Well Field. Under a cooperative
agreement with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Office
of Research and Development, the Village has constructed, tested
and in 1984, placed on line, a full scale packed column spray
aeration system for treatment of the entire Village supply.

The Brewster Well Field was placed on the National Priorities List
(NPL) in December 1982. Superfund work at the Brewster Well
Field has been divided into two phases or units, referred to as
operable units (OU's). The two operable units at Brewster are:

® OU One: Management of the migration of contamination through
the groundwater. :
Bz '
® oUTTwo: Control of the contamination source.

Under OU One, in 1985, a study {Focused Feasibility Study) was
conducted by the New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation (NYSDEC), to investigate the feasibility of on-site
treatment alternatives for removal of volatile halogenated prganic
compounds from the Village's water supply. Considering cosft,
reliability, off-site releases and flexibility, the packed /column
was adjudged superior to other alternatives.

Concurrent with the Focused Feasibility Study a Remedial Investi-
gation (RI) was initiated by NYSDEC, under OU One, to determine
the nature and extent of contamination at and in the vicinity of
the site. Volatile halogenated organic compounds have been the .
primary contaminants detected in the groundwater from the Well
Field and in the vicinity of the site. The OU One RI defined a
plume of groundwater contaminated with tetrachloroethylene| (PCE),
trichloroethylene (TCE) and 1,2 dichloroethylene (DCE).(339
Figure 4). ,
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. in humans.._ I - e D Lo

PCE, TCE and DCE are suspecfed warcinogens and known causes of
liver and kidney damage and central nervous system depression

" The OU One Feasibility Study (FS), which was completed by NYSDEC

in 1986, evaluated alternatives for remediating the contaminated
groundwater plume and provided the basis for approval of the
first Record of Decision (ROD) for the site, which was gigned by
EPA on September 30, 1986.

The f£irst ROD called for the design and construction of la ground-
water management system {GMS) to extract, treat (by air | stripping
via a packed tower) and reinject groundwater to expedite the
removal of VHO contaminants from the groundwater (see Figure 5).

.1t also cited the need for a supplemental study (OU Two) to

identify and recommend remediation measures for the source of the

- ‘groundwater contamination. It is estimated that the groundwater

management system will reduce groundwater cleanup time from 30

years (if left to naturally attenuate) to 10 years (if treated).
-Groundwater will be treated to meet Federal drinking water

standards {(Maximum Contaminant Levels or MCL's).

|
Design of the GMS proceeded under EPA lead and was completed in
September 1987. Construction will commence shortly.

OU One essentially addresses contamination in the saturated soil

‘zone. OU Two has therefore been designed to address the unsaturated

zone. OU Two is intended to identify and remediate any continuing
source for groundwater contamination and eliminate any direct
contact health threats.

‘no The OU Two Remedial Investigation (conducted under EPA lead) was

anycompleted in March 1988 and has identified a drywell adjacent

~--¢0 Alben Cleaners as the source of the groundwater contamination.

e

~zndis-discussed in subsequent sections of this ROD.

LEReae Lower . . P

1t is estimated that 100 cubic yards of material (drywell liquids,
sediment, and soil) is contaminated with VHO's to the extent that
requires remediation. Based on interviews with the cleaning
operator, dry cleaning wastes were disposed of in the drywell,

via a floor drain, up until 1983. fThe principal VHO's, PCE and
TCE, are No. F002 listed wastes under 40 CFR 261.31, regulations
promulgated under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).

The OU Two Feasibility Study (also under EPA lead) was| completed

. in July 1988. The FS looked at alternatives for dealing with the
- -source of contamination. The evaluation of those alternatives

g 4
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The supplémentzl RI/FE has iderntified the T.2t2n Cleaners rywell
"as the source of contamination. Information regquest letters ang
subsequent general notice letters have been sent to the property
. owners and cleaning operator. Remedial design and remedial
“action will proceed under Superfund. Enforcement activities are
continuing in an attempt to identify and locate addltiona
" potentially responsible parties (PRP's]).

COMMUNITY RELATIONS

|

~ An extensive community relations plan was developed under OU One

" and updated under OU Two. Community relations activities have
included fact sheets, interviews with local citizens and officials,

and public meetings.

A public meeting was held on August 21,1986

to discuss the findings and alternatives for remediating fthe

groundwater contamination studied under OU One. Subseque

t fact_;

sheets have announced progress on design and construction under

OU One as well the RI/FS under OU Two.

Additional interviews

with local citizens and officials were conducted and a public
meeting was held on August 31, 1988 to discuss the findings and

alternatives for remediating the source identified under
A copy of the responsiveness summary is attached.

SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT TWO WITHIN SITE STRATEGY

The objective of OU Two is to identify and, as necessary,
the source of the well field contamination. The identifi
of the source will aid enforcement and cost recovery acti
Remediation of the source will remove any health risks du
diféet contact and will ensure the viability of the groun
cléan-up efforts under OU One by eliminating any continui
. contribution of contaminants to the aquifer. OU Two is t
operable unit of the overall remediation strategy for thi

SITE CHARACTERISTICS

The”fesults of the OU One RI can be broken down into six

1) gfoundwater, 2) water in drainlines in the vicinity of
3) surface water, 4) private water wells, 5) soil and, 6)

The results of the investigation are discussed in detail

oOU Two.

remediate
cation
vities.

e to
dwater
ng
he final

8 site.

areas:
the SitE:
air.

in the

OU One RI/FS which includes a discussion of the nature and extent
of contamination and potential risks from contaminated deia.
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The prinicipal findings of the OU One ;tu&y'éfé that:

-There is a plume of groundwater contaminated with VHO's
{maximum concentrations of up to 6000 parts per bil
(ppb)) extending from the vicinity of the Alben -Cleaners
parking lot to the Brewster Well Field. - e

R P

-The Alben Cleaners drywell is the source of
site contamination.

No. F002 RCRA listed.wastes under 40 CFR 261.31.

The analytical results from the OU Two RI, the objective

- ——

lion

" The primary contaminants of concern are PCE and TCE which are

of

which were to confirm the source of site contamination and investi-

gate so0il contamination in the unsaturated zone, can be

the OU Two RI report dated March 1988, and Risk Assessme
report dated July 1988. The OU Two site investigation i
over 100 soil gas probes in the vicinity of Alben Cleane
other possible source areas; 16 soil borings at suspecte
locations, soil gas "hot spots” and the Alben Cleaners d
and an additioral round of groundwater samples. The RI

reports indicate elevated levels of organics in the Albe
drywell sediments and sludges (at up to 620,000 parts pe
million (ppm) PCE). Additionally, mildly elevated conce
(up to 4ppm PCE) of organics were found in soil samples

ound in

t (RA)
cluded

s and
source

y well;
nd RA
Cleaners

trations
rom two

other isolated locations in the Alben Cleaners parking lot (see

Figure 6 and Table 1).

“than '1x1Q-6.
alternatives evaluation phase.

- .SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

A risk baseline assessment has determined
"that the incremental cancer risk posed by soils at 4ppm is less
These areas were therefore not considered in the

y
|

The primary contaminant used in the baseline risk assessLent is

PCE as the principal contaminant found at the site. The
health threat posed by contaminated site soils is from a4
contact by ingestion of soils or inhalation of dust. Al
site is currently used for light commerce, anticigating
site might be rezoned for residential use in the future,
risk assessment conservatively calculated that soils con

primary

irect
though the
that the

a baseliﬂe‘

taining up

to 4ppm of PCE would present excess carcinogenic risks of no more

than 1x10~6 (or one person in a million) for a 17 kg c¢hi
consuming 50 mg of soil per day over 70 years.

14

Contaminated soils present a secondary threat as contaminants.

leach into the groundwater.

A groundwater management system

threat by treating the groundwater to safe drinking water standards

(MCL's) under the Safe Drinking Water Act.

~ which is being constructed under OU One will address th#s secondary
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The major objecﬁive_qf the OU Two FS was to evaluate alternatives
for addressing the source of groundwater contamination at the
site. -Alternatives were formulated ‘to achieve the following
goalsz ) . — . - o e e ——

—— N

- Ensure the viability of the grbundwater managemeﬁi system to be
constructed under OU One by removing any continuing source of
contamination.

- Minimize any potential risks associated with direct contact
with contaminated residual site soils by removing any soils
posing unacceptable health risks. '

‘A comprehensive list of appropriate remedial technologies was
-identified for source control. These technologies were Ecreened
based on the characteristics of the site and the characteristics
of the contaminants. The technologies which survived the initial
screening were further screened based on effectiveness, implement-
ability and cost. - Cost was only used to differentiate between
alternative technologies providing similar degrees of overall
protectiveness. ' '

Technologies which satisfied the screening requirements were
combined to form remedial action alternatives. Containment

alternatives were dropped from consideration at this point of
ithe evaluation process. Given the relatively minor volume of
treadily treatable, highly concentrated waste, the treatment

=alternatives are clearly more practicable than the non~
treatment alternatives. The remaining alternatives included no

-".action and treatment. The alternatives developed are detailed

below and are numbered to correspond with the FS report.

Alternative 1 - No Action

The no-action alternative is required by the National Cgntingency
Plan (NCP) to be considered through the detailed analysis. It
provides a baseline for comparison of other alternatives. Under
the no-action alternative, no source control remedial measures
would be undertaken at the Brewster site at the present|time-
Although no action would entail no operation or maintengnce (0&M)
and require no time to implement, unremediated scils would
continue to release contaminants into this Class IIA aquifer,
thereby extending the period of time over which the drinking and
groundwater treatment systems will be required to operate.

-~
-3




Alternative .3 - On-Sice Ennanced Voiatilization

'fhe major features of this alternative include pumping the
of liquid waste- (sediment and sludge) from the drywell, ‘re
.of the concrete drywell structure and removal of contiguou

pool
moval
s solls

#ith volatile organic concentrations of greater than 4ppm
It is estimated that approximately 100 cubic yards (ey) o
and debris requires remediation.

PCE.”
waste

waste and soils would be treated

bn-site in accordance with RCRA by a thermal process to vaporize

contaminants from the waste and soils, after which the va

rized

contaminants would be destroyed by incineration in an afterburner.

‘The treated soils would be used as backfill.

The concrete drywell

structure would be decontaminated by steam blasting and disposed

of off site at a RCRA Subtitle C facility.

Estimated capital costs for this alternative are $244,420,
alternative will result in the remediation of site soils t
health based levels. This remedy could be implemented in
matter of months from the start of remedial action.

Inasmuch as the PCE and TCE wastes were discharged to the
by the dry cleaner, reportedly until 1983, the drywell, it
contents and contiguous contaminated soils are RCRA wasteg

40 CFR 261. The following standards are applicable to th
removal, transport, treatment and disposition of those wa
and closure of the site. ,
read: :
z.-:® 40 CFR 262 ~ Standards Applicable to Generators
IR of Hazardous Waste

Standards Applicable to Transporters
of Hazardous Waste

®* 40 CFR 263 ~

Standards of Owners/Operators of Haza

® 40 CFR 264 -
' Treatment, Storage and Disposal Facil

i

® 40 CFR 268 - Land Disposal Restrictions

At the completion of remedial action, direct contact heal
posed by residual gite soils (at less than 4ppm PCE) woul
greater than 1x10~©. -RCRA regulations, 40 CFR Subpart N |((
Subgiart ‘G (Closure and Post Closure Care), and Subpart F |(
are ‘applicable to the closure and post closure care of res
soils contiguous to the drywell excavation. The details
proposed remedial actions for complying with RCRA closur
post closure regulations would be developed as part of rq
design activities. '

of

This
o
a
drywell
|
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rdous Waste
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th risks
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Landfills),
Releases)
idual site
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The rem>val and aber‘onme“gz':*':Epiz*::g“* a:::pe:::t*ing =f *he
drywell, if necessary, is subject to UIC Program standards under
40 CFR 144 regulations for_ underground inJectlon wells.w
Standards for dust, partxculatcs and other emissions from response
actions are to be considered relative to federal and-state air
gquality regulations (e.g. NYS Air Guide 1, 40 CFR 50).

{
Alternative 4 - Off-gsite Incineration ;

Under this alternative the pool of liquid waste (sediment and
sludge) would be removed from the drywell, the concrete drywell
structure would be removed, and contiguous soils with vplatile
organic concentrations of greater than 4ppm PCE would be removed
'(approximately 100cy) Waste and soils would be taken to a RCRA

- sibtitie C disposal facility, incinerated and disposed f under

_ appropriate air and land disposal regulations. The site would

be backfilled with clean soil from off-site sources. e concrete
drywell structure would be decontaminated by steam blasting and

“ disposed of off site at a RCRA Subtitle C facility.

Estimated capital costs for this alternative are $241,940. This
alternative will result in the remediation of site soils to health

based levels. - This remedy could be implemented in a matter of
weeks from the start of remedial action. |

“‘Inasmuch as the PCE and TCE wastes were discharged to the drywell by
the dry cleaner, reportedly until 1983, the drywell, its contents
and contiguous contaminated soils are RCRA wastes under 40 CFR
26l. The following standards are applicable to the removal,
transport, treatment and dzsposition of those wastes, and closure
of the site. .

Standards Applicable to Generators |
of Hazardous Waste

®* 40 CFR 262

Standards Applioable to Transporters
of Hazardous Waste

® 40 CFR 263

|
|
|
|
‘1
® 40 CFR 264 - Standards for Owners/Operators of jazardous

Waste Treatment, Storage and DisPO al
_ _ Facilities
ara o ® 40'CFR‘268 - Land Disposal Restrictions . |
& . |-

zoils




At the completion of .cifdial aciion, direct contact uLealth risks
posed by residual site soils (at less than 4ppm PCE) would be no
greater than 1x10-6. RCRA requlations, 40 CFR Subpart N {Landfills),
Subpart G {Closure and Post Closure Care), and Subpart F (Releases)

are applicable to the closure and post closure care of re
s0ils contiguous to the drywell excavation. The details
proposed remedial actions for complying with RCRA closure
post closure regulations would be developed as part of re
design activities.

The removal and abandonment, or replacement and permittin

of the
drywell, if necessary, is subject to UIC Program standards under
40 CFR 144 regulations for underground injection wells.
Standards for dust, particulaﬁes and other emissions from response
actions are to be considered relative to federal and state air
gquality regulations (e.g. NYS Air Guide 1, 40 CFR 50).
- SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES
. The retained alternatives were evaluated based on the fol owing
nine criteria:;
- Overall protection of human health and the environment:;
- Compliance with all federal and state applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs):
- Reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume;
e - Short term effectiveness;
“r sy e, £, o = Long term effectiveness;
e TITApN - Implementability;
. - - Cost;
"= Community Acceptance; and
- State Acceptance.
A summary of the relative perforﬁance of the alternatives with
respect to each of the nine criteria is provided in this section.
Protection of Human Health and the Environment
Protection of human health and the environment is the central
mandate of CERCLA as amended by SARA. Protection is achieved
primarily by reducing health and environmental threats t
acceptable levels and taking appropriate action to ensure that
there will be no unacceptable risks to human health and the .
environment through any exposure pathways. Without remediation,
contaminated soils would present unacceptable direct contact
health risks and continue to act as a source for groundwater

idual site




" ° to underground injection wells.

—

-10-

Both Alternatives 3 and 4 would eliminate these risks.
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pericod.

Alternatives

3 and 4 are protective of human health and the environment under
the standards mandated by CERCIA as amended by SARA., - -|

Appropriate measures would need to be taken during exca
handling and transportation, and treatment of waste and
protect workers and the community. In addition, prior

implementing treatment, measures would have to be taken

that implementation does not pose a threat to human hea!

environment. A few of the potential problems are outli

Workers and the residents would be protected through me
outlined in project specific health and safety plans an
contractor adherence to Occupational Safety and Health
regulations. h

Dust and particulate matter could be generated during m
handling and pretreatment. The potential for air relea
products of incomplete combustion also exists. Adjustm
handling and treatment would be made to ensure that all
potential hazards are controlled.

Compliance with ARARS

The drywell and surrounding soils contain PCE and TCE,
RCRA listed wastes. The wastes were discharged via a £
to the drywell until 1983. (They are now recovered by
hauler.,) Without remedial action the wastes deposited
drywell violate RCRA standards applicable to the dispos
hazardous wastes and the drywell violates UIC standards
Without source control
remediation of contaminated groundwater under OU One to
with Federal and State ARARs would be prolonged.

The primary ARARs for source control under OU Two are t
regulations relating to the management of hazardous wa

ation,
soils to
o

to assure
th or the
ed below.

sures
through
ct (OSHA)
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hich are
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licensed
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e RCRA
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Under Alternative 3 treated soils would be disposed of on site

_treatment and disposition (land disposal) of hazardous

~.

under. 40 CFR 262,

T

as backfill. Under Alternative 4 soils would be remov
Subtitle C facility, incinerated and the residue landf
Both options would be required to comply with RCRA regu
263, 264, and 268 for the removal, tr

closure of ;he.site.

d to a
lled.
lations
ansport,

wastes, and
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The drywell would be removed and akzndonid, or if necessa

ry . 7

replaced and permitted under UIC standards under 40 CFR 144

(regulations covering underground injection wells). The d
would be replaced and permitted only if necessary to serv
the building occupied by the dry cleaner and only if the

replacement were paid for by the building owner/PRP's. A

decision on whether to abandon or replace the drywell wil
made at the time of remedial design after speaking with t
building owner/PRP's.

Fugitives (i.e. dust) and emissions from remedial actions
to be considered relative to federal and state air qualit
regulations (e.g. NYS Air Guide 1). Both the wvolatilizat

rywell
ice

1 be
he

are

y
10n

alternative and incineration alternative are expected to meet

these air quality standards.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume

This evaluation criterion relates to the performance of a
alternative in terms of eliminating or controlling risks
the toxicity, mobility or volume of hazardous substances.

remedial
posed by

de-

Alternative 3 would accomplish all of these objectives by
stroying the volatile organic contaminants by on-site vol
tion.

tiliza-

Alternative 4 would accomplish this by off-site incineration.

Both alternatives would in turn reduce the volume of contaminants

leaching into the aquifer to be treated under the OU One
remedy.

[N . )
Short Term Effectiveness

‘Wo action requires no time to implement, nor does it resu

- short term impacts, but it provides no effectiveness
meeting cleanup goals.

Alternatives 3 and 4 provide a high degree of effectivene
the short term by achieving prompt protection of human he
with little significant adverse impact resulting from the
implementation of the remedy. Under both alternatives th

roundwater

lt in

in

Bs in
alth

re is

some risk of exposure during excavation of soils and decontamination

of the drywell. Under Alternative 3 risks are posed whil
are stockpiled and treated on site and also by exposure t
emissions from afterburning of soils vapors.
restricting site access and adjusting the treatment proce
would be taken to ensure that these potential hazards are
controlled. Under Alternative 4 only mimor additional on
risks are presented during transportation of contaminated
Ooff site. Alternative 3 could be implemented in months.
Alternative 4 could be implemented in weeks.

soils
air

Measures (such as

s)

-site
materials
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Both Alternatives 3 and 4 are effect1ve in prov;dzng lonc
protection of human health. -
drywell (and contents) that is the source of site ccntami
This will assure the viability of the groundwater manage
system to be constructed under OU One by protectlng the

from further contamination. The amount of contamination

Both alternatives will remove the -

4 ——

term ..

nation.

nt
roundwater
removed

directly affects the length of time the OU One groundwater

remedy will take to meet clean-up standards. Both alter
will also remove and treat, thereby permanently destroyi
contaminants, those most heavily contaminated soils that
unacceptable health risks.

Implementability

The implementability of alternatives is based on the tech
feasibility, administrative feasibility and the availabil
services and materials for the alternative. Alternative
somewhat less implementable and technlcally feasible than
Alternative 4 in that Alternative 3 requires on-site mobji
of innovative specialized equipment. The implementation
Alternative 3 could be restricted by the availability of
and lack of adequate site space. Incineration, as propoF
Alternative 4, is a common technology with a demonstrated
performance record, and it is expected that an off-site f
with adequate capacity for the relative minor guantity of
that will be generated, should be available.

a .
Cost A

is $241,940 (see Table 2). Site operation and maintenanc
are covered under the OU One groundwater response action.

Community Acceptance

atives

g
pose

nical
ity of
3 1is

lization
of

equipment
ed under

acilty,
waste

" ‘The capital cost for Alternative 3 is $244,420 and Alternative 4

e costs

The community supports Alternative 4 as the preferred alternative.

Community comments can be reviewed in the public meeting

transcript

which is included in the Administrative Record. A responsiveness
summary which summarizes all comments received during the public

comment period is attached.

State Acceptance

The State of New York, through the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), has been actively involved

in remedial activities at the Brewster Well Field site.
concurs with EPA's selected alternative.
letter of concurrence is attached.

NYSDEC

A copy of NYSDEC's
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Based upon available data and analyses conducted to Bate, EPA has
selected Alternative 4 as the moet appropriate soiution for meet-
ing the goals of Operable Unit Two at the Brewster Well Field

- site. Alternative 4 was chosen as being more effective in the
short term and as being more readily implementable than Alternative 3.
The primary elements of Alternative 4 are:

- The alternative removes the drywell (and contents) that is

the source of site contamination.

- The alternative removes and treats site soils that

.. -iérunacceptable health risks. Site soils and sedimen
cluding those contiguous to the drywell and site d
systems, will be tested during response actions, a
materials containing more than 4ppm PCE will be re

By eliminating the source of groundwater contamination, t
selected alternative ensures the viability of the groundw
management system to be installed under Operable Unit One
Groundwater remediation under OU One can be expected in 1
as opposed to 30 years or more if contaminant migration w
not controlled and the source not removed. It is estimat
approximately 100 cubic yards of contaminated debris and
will be excavated, decontaminated or incinerated, and dis
at:a RCRA Subtitle C facility. This action will reduce h
risks due to direct contact with contaminated site soils
and comply with RCRA regulations for the closure and post
closure care of residual site soils.

STATUTORY.DETERMINATIONS

EPA believes that this remedy will satisfy the statutory
ments of providing protection of human health and the env
will be cost-effective, will utilize permanent solutions
alternative treatment technologies or resource recovery t
to the maximum extent practicable, and will satisfy the p
for treatment as a principal element.

eguire-
ronment,
nd
chnologies
eference

.

Protection of Huﬁén Héalth and the Environment

The.iselected remedy eliminates all outstanding threats posed by
the site. It reduces contamination of site materials down to .
health based levels. It removes a continuing threat to groundwater
thereby ensuring the achievement of groundwater remediation under
OU One in approximately 10 years as opposed to 30 years or more

if migration and source controls were not instituted.




At the completion of response actions the selected remedy will
-have complied with all of the following ARARS and considerations, =

La ut

Cost Effectiveness

®* 40 CFR 263 - Standards Applicable to Transporters of

® 40 CFR 264 - Standards for Owners/Operators of Hazar

® 40 CFR 144 Underground Injection Control Program, £¢

° Neﬁ York State Air Guide 1 Cohtrol of Ambient Air

'* 40 CFR 262 - Standards Appllcable to Generators of Hazardous .

Waste, Subparts A through D, for the management of RCRA

hazardous waste, are applicable.

Hazardous Waste, Subpart A (General), Subpart B (Manifests

and Recordkeeping), and Subpart C (Hazardous Waste

Discharges), for handllng of RCRA hazardous waste off-

gite, are appllcable. -

dous

Waste Treatment, Storage and Disposal Facilities, Subpart

I (Containers) and Subpart L (Waste Piles), for stor
treatment of hazardous waste; Subpart O (Incinerator

for off-site incineration; Subpart F (Releases), for

age/
s8),

groundwater monitoring; and Subpart G (Closure and Post-

Closure Care),
N (Landfills); are all applicable.

for closure and post closure care; Subpart

® 40 CFR 268 -~ Land Disposal Restrictions, for treatment
apvres. standards for land disposal of hazardous wiste, are
=applicable.

DT

removal and abandonment, or replacement and permitting,

of the drywell, are applicable.

Contaminants, 40 CFR 50 Ambient Air Quality Standards, 40

CFR 264 Standards for Owners/Operators of Hazardous

Waste

Treatment, Storage and Disposal Facilities, for control of
fugitives from excavation and emissions from incineration,

are to be considered.

Selected Alternative 4 provides overall effectiveness proportionate

to its cost.
it offers comparable performance, is more implementable an
more effective in the short-term.

"It is slightly less costly than Alternative

3 yet
d is
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Utilization of Permanent Solutions ‘and Alternativé Treatment

Technologies or Resource Recovery Technologies to the Maxi

muam

Extent Possible. ) . o -

Incineration under'Altérnativé-Z_will'ééﬂﬁieteiy destroy the

contaminants of concern found in the source s0ils and debr

Alternative 4 is comparable to Alternative 3 with respect
term effectiveness and the degree of permanence afforded,
in toxicity, mobility and volume achieved, but poses fewel
short-term impacts, is more implementable, slightly less ¢
and preferred by the community.

Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element

ris.

to long-
reduction
r on-site
rostly

The incineration remedy satisfies the statutory preference for

treatment as a principal element in that it addresses, to

based levels, the principal threat posed by the site, i.e,

drywell that is the source of site contamination.

Vo Res ke
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health
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_ ~ TABLE 2 "l ‘ ;
CAPITAL COST ESTIMATES (1988 Dollars) - S
RNATIVE 3 - 1E_ENHANCED VOLATILIZATION o
I Hateria! ‘ Installation Direct :
*-iEstimated Unit Unit : Construction i -
Fagility/Construction Quantities Brice Cost Price Cost E
1. Si r i o .
a. Site Preparation $ 6,000 l
b. Field Portable GS {Lease) 1 1,000/wk 4,000 © 500/day 15,000 $ 19,000 5 |
2. Removal of Asphalt Pavement & 42 cy 3.4 ¢y ‘ $ 1,400 o
Excavation Argund Ory Well . i i
t
| : : P |
. P L
3. h Pi . :| Tl
a. Lease of Sheet Piles - 32 ton 200/ton 6,400 $ 6,400 E . I;'
. _ i
b. Installation of Sheet Piles 1,200 sf 8.83/5f 10,600 $ 10,600 A
PR
, [t
4. Rempval of Dey Well _ . .
a. Saw Cut 2,270 $ 2,270 N !'il
R | . '
b. Removal 15 ¢y : 1,520 $ 1,520 | | “ L
| | S R AT
5. Decontamination of Dry Well . , | .
L ™
a. Steamblasting 800 sf | 740 $ 740 o _ Ii , :I |
6. Qff-Site RCRA Disposa) of Decontaminated ' oo i
Concrete Debris L [
. ! i ‘i N
a. Hauling & Transportation 15 cy 4,300 $ 4,300 o . | i
2 by RCRA‘LIMA\"‘Q,‘SPOSI""P_'.. RS+ 3 e . L R e e o 350/ton e - 3e7,880 o0 - - : §. .-7.880._.--';--'.a‘i R R L
[] ’ *
: R
7507b . l ;
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TABLE 2 (Cont'd) , ‘ e
. ]
CAPITAL COST ESTIMATES (1998 Dollars) T
MW o P ’
_ﬁam:!.al:__ —Installation Direct o l I
Estimated Unit Unit Construction ~ | . i .
facility/Coastruction iti Price , GLost Price Cost i N IR
il ! Vs
7. Removal of Liguid Yaste and Sludoe S
) ] L | !
a. Settling Tank (Lease 2 weeks) 3,000 ga! $ 3,000 : S
b. Pumping 1,000 1,000 o I
c. Settled Wastewater Hauling 3,000 gal 3,200 3,200 ’ .
Tanker Truck (Lease 1 Week) 1 '
¥ | v
8. Excavats bamind 63 cy 29.60 cy 1,870 $ 1,870 o
. ' 1 1
9. On-Site Eoh 1ats : b || Iy
a. Mobilization & Demobilization _ 4% 60,000 1 P .
b. Low Temperature Thermal Stripping 135 ton 300/ton 40,500 $ 40,500 . b,
10. Site Restoration ey
a. Backfill & Compaction of 90 cy 10/cy 900 $ %00 & '
Treated Soil . _
b. Borrowed Fill & Compaction 15 ¢y 15/cy 225 5/cy 75 $ 300 ; ] :
. |
¢. Asphalt Pavement * 250 sf 2/sf 500 3/sf 750 $ 1,250 - ! |
Total Construction Cost (TDCC) $ 172,130 e
Contingency @ 25% of TOCC $ 43,030 o
Engineering @ 15% of TDCC $ 25,820 | |
Legal & Administrative @ 2% of TOCC 3,440
Total Construction Cost § 244,420

[1321 N

(1 12
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TABLE. 2 e !

' -k
CAPITAL COST ESTIMATES'(1988 Dollars) ,
RNAT 4 ~ GTF-SITE INCINERATION :

.~ Materials . ' Installation . Direct

F_ i . : Estin?tgd lé;;;g . Cost & Cost Construction i
1. Sits Praparation & Samele Monitoriag -
a. Site Preparation $ 3,000 :; ' .
b. Field Portable GS {Lease) ° 1 1,000/wk 2,000 500/day 5,000 $ 7,000 v i
1. Removal of Asphall Pavement § ' $ 1,400 S l
Excavation Around Dry Well (See Table B-1) :
2. Sheet Piles |
a. Lease of Sheet Piles (See Table B-1) | $ 6,400 o
b. Installation of Sheet Piles (See Table B-1) § 10,600 I
. . K
3. Removal of Dry Vel . L !"'
a. Saw Cut {See Table B-1) : $ 2,270 . 1 '
b. Removal (See Table B-1) o $ 1,520 ; ' |
. : |- o
4. Decontamination of Dry Well b l 5
a. Steamblasting (See Table B-1) oo , $ 740 .
S. Q!&}ﬂﬂumuuﬂmm ‘
Concrete Debrig L
a. Haulting & Transportation (See Table B-1) $ 4,300 ; ! ‘ l
b Municipal "’Lamlih] Disposal (See Table B-1) - e er e e c et e $e7,880 e il l ..
o : : : t
=
!
‘ :

" 7507
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TABLE 2 iGont'd)

PITAL COST ESTIMATES 1 P g
ALTERNATIVE & - QFF~S[TE INCINERATION .

. L. .. ) —Materials : nstallati . Direct

. Estimated Unit - Unit Construction ot | |
i3 n i Quantities Brice Cost Price Cost —tost : .
6. Removal of Liquid Waste and Sludge : :! ‘ i;
o
a. Settling Tank (See Yable B-1) $ 3,000 : II
‘ ]
b, Pumping (See Table B-1)} : ) : $ 1,000 t '}l [I'
€. Settled Wastewater Havling (See Table B-1) $ 3.200 , i '
. ;. | ’ . e i ,‘! i
7. f4cavation of Contaminated Soil (See Table B-1) $ 1,870 : i ,
L i i 4
5. Cantami i i |l ;!,an
1i ran : ! 1
oo H O
a. Drymming and Hauling 3 - 135 tons 30/drum 11,300 33.5/ton 4,520 $ 15,820 TN .1 o l_(‘.‘
. . i . A .
b. Transportation . 7 load 3.5/mile/1oad 12,250 $ 12,250 , S I ||‘-' Ay
‘ ) 500 mile h by TL.
’ ; . : , ')'. ' : \
9. Off-Site Incineration 130 ton 700/ton 130,000 $ 91,000 ' L
. . C N |
10. Site R n . , ' |
a. Borrowed Fill & Compaction 105 cy 15/cy 1,580 5 cy 525 $ 2,100 . i' ooy
[ ’ i "
b. Asphalt Pavement 250 Sf 2/5§ 500 I/sf 750 $ 1.250 : L g
' ’ Total Direct Construction Cost (TOCC) $ 176,600 i I ‘ ’ l
Contingency @ 20% of TOCC(*) $ 38,320 ., I . L
Engineering @ 15% of TOCC $ 26,490 o i : A B ERL
; Legal & Adminsitration @ 2% of TDCC S o
y Total Construction Cost $ 24},940 o . l ; "l
' P -ie :u L R IR LY e, Qn.. P ) -2 “ e s s . Ta e et . . Y X PO L T T ! ‘ I‘. !"“. “‘.l \ - '.{
(") A 20% eontmgenc‘y factor is assumed for this ¢ = i

ase as compared to Z5% For the on-site mobiTe enhanced vatatitization Wi
operation because of the higher potential for operation problems and down time associated with a mobile unit as compared to - !
a stationary unit.

o bt g e o e o

7507
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New York State Depariment of Environmental Conservation |

T Thomas C. Joring

- ... Commissioner

. = T

. SEP 27 1988

A
W L

1734
'™

ir. Stephen D. Luftig, P.E. o
Director : ’ .
Office of Emergency and Remedia] Response

U, S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region II '

26 Federal Plaza

New York, NY 10278

Dear Mr. Luftig:

2.-] a:.‘ LZ

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservatien
(NYSDEC) reviewed the Remedial Investigation (RI) report and the
Feasibility Study (FS) for the Second Operabls Unit of the Brewstar Well
Field site. We concur with the U, S, Environmantal Protection Agency's
selaction of Alternative 4, off-site incineration of contaminated soils
and off-site landfilling of decontaminated contrete, as the preferred
remediation alternative.

The draft Record of Decision (ROD) states, "Site soils and
sediments, {ncluding those contigucus to the drywell and site drainage
systems, will be tested during response actions, and those materials
containing mors than 4 ppm PCE (tetrachlerosthyfens) will be
remediated.” Please be aware that NYSDEC and the New York State
Departmant of Health (NYSDOH) define this "drainage system" az one that
bagins at the catch=basins on site and continues through the clivert
out=wash to the northeast of Alben Cleaners (ses enclosure).

Also, plesse be advised that Alr Guide 1 {2 not an Applicadble or
Relevant and Appropriate Requirement (ARAR). Rather, it is a tool to be
used while examining the NYSDEC alr regulations which must be considered

" ARARS for a1} remedial programs. The NYSDEC regulations relating to air

quality which ars considered ARARs include: © NYCRR, Parts 200.8, 201,
211.2, 212, and 257, .. : | : o

-
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- Ml anand PR N - - .

ST Mr. Stapken DU Luftig, PLE.

N An estimate of emissions from the remedial activities must be made
- during the design phase of this project. During these activities,
- monitering of off-site emissions shall be conducted. Any smissions
deemed unacceptable by NYSDEC will be cause for emission controls
necessary to bring these emissions to an acceptable level,

B I1f you have any questions, plsase call me at (518) 457-5*61 or
< James Quinn, of my staff, at (518) 457-1708.

Sincerely, é |
)l UL

.~ Michael J. 0'Tocle, Jr., Pii.

Director i
A Division of Hazardous Waste
Remediation
Enclosure
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"September 12, 198B to receive comments from the public on the

— - =% APPENDIX B —— - To——- - TR o

—_ o REGPONSTVFNESE QUMMARY - — — — 77 e

— - f e —

A public comment period was held from August 18, 1988 through
draft FS and EPA's preferred remedial. alternative for the .
Brewster Well Field site. A public meeting for the site wes
held on August 31, 1988 at 7:00 p.m. at the Brewster, N.Y.
village Hall. The meet1ng was attended by EPA officials, a
representative of EPA's consultant engineer, state, county
and local officials, media representatives, and a limited
number of local citizens. The purpose of the meeting was to
present and discuss the draft FS for the s1te. to apprise
local officials and residents of the agency's preferred
alternative for remediating the site, and to provide an
opportunity for interested parties to present oral comments
and questions to EPA. Comments received during the comment
perlod are categorized below by topic. :

_A. Liability of potentially responsible parties (PRP’ d)
B. Origin, nature and extent of contaminatiocn. :
C. Other concerns. |

A. LIABILITY OF POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Comment: A local official wanted to know if past and

. present property owners and tenants at the source location
L~were notlfied of the site contamination and their potential

SR

EPA Response: Site contamination and response actions
have been widely publicized in public fact sheets and
press releases, Notice letters have been mailed to PRE's

including the property owner and Alben Cleaners. Enforcement
efforts are continuing. 1If identified, additional PRP's
will be notified.

2. Comment: The site owner asked whether, as a buyer'of tﬁe
property, he was liable for waste disposal practices of
past owners or tenants.

EPA Response: Innocent property owners are not normal y

iiable for disposal practices of past owners or tenant

A determination as to his innocence will be made in the future.
Also see comment 4 below. '

3. Comment: A local official asked whether the village is|

considered a PRP. —

the village is a PRP.

it Y

\

!
EPA Response: We presently have no reason to believe Fhat

J

i
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Comment: The site. owner-aqked that Guunrfund g "de minimig”
rule be explalned. T

EPA’ Response- “When™ practlcdble and In the publlc 1nterest
settlements can be reaches with PRPs if the settlement
involves a minor portion of the response cost, and the
_amount and toxicity is minimal, or the PRP is the "owner of
the site but did not conduct or permit the generation, _
transportation, storage, treatment or disposal of hazardous
substances and did not contribute to the release.

Comment: The site owner asked whether Alben Cleaners, as
the operator, is solely responsible. :

..EPA Response: Not necessarily. Costs may also be r#covered
- from past and present site owners and, possibly, other
tenants (e.g. under subleasing arrangements.)

Comment: A local official asked whether New York Cit

(NYC) or the New York State Department of Transportation
(DOT) are considered PRPs since the contaminated groundwater
plume is located under NYC and POT property.

‘EPA Response: No; not by virtue of the location of the
plume. The plume represents the migration, but not the
source, of contamination.

. 'ORIGIN, NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION

1. Comﬁent- A local official questioned whether the codtaminated

source materials (i.e. drywell and contents) pose any

. dangers to the building occupants.

?:EEA Response: The source is presently effectively ﬁuried

and presents no direct contact danger but would be a
danger if left in place and accidently exposed (e. gn as a
result of excavation} in the future.

2. Comment: The site owner asked when the drywell was installed.

EPA Response: We don't know for certain. Records indicate
that an adjacent septic tank was installed in 1949. The
" drywell may have been installed at that same time.

,1F
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Comment: The owner askeA Whather. thp—drvweli—avstem vas

——— e e e

tested when installed. -

—— e >

“i:;ff:"i;‘EPA Response: We don’ t know~ "~ Typically, codﬁiynbtrlbcal
... ...agencies run percolation tests on septic and drywell

systems. - e __"_‘.:
Comment: A local official asked how much waste would be
excavated at the source and how long it would take.

" EPA Response: We expect that approxlmately 100 cubid

10.

11.

12.

yards {(cy) of wastes will be removed and that the response
action will take a matter of weeks from the start of
excavation.

Comment: A local of ficial asked whether the adjacent'East
Branch River is being contamlnated.

EPA Response: No. Only one surface water sample at‘the
discharge from the culvert from the Alben parking lot
showed trace amounts (4ppb) of PCE.

culvert from the interstates ran under the site and whether
a highway spill, via the culvert, could have been th
cause of site contamination.

Comment: The site owner questioned whether a large (E-Bft.)

EPA Response: A culvert that large would terminate ‘n an
endwall at the river or large drainage basin and none is

- evident at the site. Such a culvert would probably have

been constructed by DOT. We have coordinated our remedial
efforts with DOT and are not aware of any large culvert.
Finally, in the absence of a drainage basin, a spilli/to a
storm drain would discharge to the river, and not the
groundwater agquifer.

Comment: The owner asked where the drywell is physic?lly
located.

EPA Response: Records indicated that the drywell is
located approximately 25 feet east of the southeast corner
of the Alben building. A soil boring taken during the
remedial investigatlon confirms this.




13. Comment: The owner acved 3£ we-cnuld determine how long
the contamination has been accumulating in the drywell.

5 - EPA Response: There are too many variables (&.g. groundwater
w2 . flow, geology, rate of discharge) to determine, from data, ..
just how long the discharge toock place or has been
accumulating, with any meaningful accuracy. =~ _ -
14. Comment: The owner asked whether relatively recent highway
construction could have affected groundwater conditions in
the area since 1960.

-EPA Response: Construction may have mildly affected the
-kocal recharge of surface water to groundwater but would not
have substantially affected pre-existing groundwater
conditions. -

15. Comment: One commenter asked how many gallons of contaminants
it took to contaminate the site.

EPA Response: Theoretically five gallons of a pure
contaminant, such as the volatile organic compounds found
‘at the Brewster site, could contaminate one billion gallons
of water to maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) under the
Safe Drinking Water Act (e.g. 5ppb for TCE). It is munlikely
that the contaminants were disposed of in pure form, but
rather as an unknown part of a total waste. As a result

of pumping and natural attenuation some unknown part of -

the contamination has been removed or lost. Therefore we
could not, with any reasonable accuracy, estimate the
‘quantity of waste that was disposed of at the site.

C. OTHER CONCERNS

1. Comment. A local official asked who will pay for and
operate the groundwater management system.

EPA Response: EPA will pay for 90% and the State will pay
for 10% of the costs of construction and the ten year
remediation effort. The State will pay for operation and
maintenance after ten years if it is necessary. The State

' is also responsible for physically running the system but
may arrange for local authorities to do so.
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Comment- The site owner asked whether arny programs were
in place in the late 1970's that regulated the disposal
of hazardous wastes such as those from a dry cleaner. ..
EPA Response: The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) of 1976 typically regulates the discharge of -
hazardous waste depending on the quantity generated. =~
There may also be State, local, and industry regulations
or guidelines that have application to dry cleaninyg waste
disposal.

Comment: A local official asked why the effluent from the
groundwater management system is going to be reinjected
into the groundwater rather than be pumped into the distri-
bution system.

EPA Response: Pumping to distribution would have required
that the discharge be piped across the river and would
have been more difficult to implement and more costly.
Reinjection of the effluent dilutes the groundwater
contamination and creates a barrier to the migration of
further contamination.

Comment: A local official asked when the groundwater
management system will be built.

EPA Response: Funding for construction is shared 90% bg

EPA and 10% by the State. Federal funding has been
obligated. It is expected that the State cost share will
be approved shortly. Construction should take approximately

.six to nine months.

Comment: A local engineer asked what the groundwater
management system well construction will be.

EPA Response: The groundwater management wells will be.
gravel packed wells.

Comment: The engineer asked what the groundwater management
system capacity will be.

EPA Response: The system is designed to operate at 50 -
gallons per minute (gpm). :




7.

Comment: The engineer asked how deep the groundwater
management wells will be.  ——— —_—

EPA Response: The grOundwater management wells w111 vary
from 20 to 40 feet deep. T —

Comment: A local official asked whether town permission
was necessary to construct the groundwater management

_system.

EPA Response: With regard to property access, the system
is to be constructed on-DOT, NYC, and Brady Stannard

" property, from whom we have permission or conditional
permission to construct the system. Local construction

10.

- rjf

1l.

"permits, if necessary, will be obtained by the construction

contractor.

Comment: A local official asked whether NYC was appfised

of the construction of the g:oundwater management system.

EPA Response: NYC has been so advised and supports EPA's
remed1a1 efforts.

Comment: A local official asked whether health risks due
to emissions from the groundwater management system packed
tower air stripper were re-evaluated as part of the most
recent study.

EPA Response: Data from the most recent study indiaates

- that calculated air pathway health risks have decreased

“This is due to a corre5pond1ng decrease found in groundwater

*” contamination.

Comment: The site owner asked whether any other local
properties were listed on any Superfund type lists.:

EPR Response: The commenter was advised té call both
State and Federal environmental offices for a list of
sites.
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