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This decision document represents the selected remedial ac ion 
for the treatment and disposal of h drywell, sediments and soils 
that are contaminated with volatile halogenated organic co pounds 
(VHOms) and that are the source of contamination of the Br wster 
Well Field. The selected remedial action was developed in accord- 
ance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compen ation 
and Liability Act of 1980, 42 USC $9601, et seq., as amend d 
by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 198 , 
and to the extent practicable, the National Oil and Hazard s 
Substance Pollution Contingency Plan, 40 CFR Part 300. 

STATEMENT OF BASIS 
1 I 

This decision is based on the administrative record for th 
Brewster Well Field site. The attached index identifies t 
items that comprise the administrative record, upon which 
selection of a remedial action is based. 

DESCRIPTION OF SELECTED REMEDY 1 I 

This Record of Decision for the Brewster Well Field site 
the trratment/disposal of a drywell, sediments, sludge, a 
cmtaminated with VHO's. This portion of the site has bee 
ieentified as the source of groundwater contamination tha 
being addressed under a separate operable unit. 

The drywell sediments, sludge, and soils will be excava ed, 
containerized and transported to a permitted hazardous aste 
facility where the waste will be incinerated and treate 
residuals will be disposed of. k 
The concrete drywell structure and debris will similar1 
removed, decontaminated, transported to a permitted 
waste facility and disposed of. 



Consistent with the Comprehensive Environmental Respnse, - {  
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 as amended by the 
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986, and 
National Oil and ~azardous Substances Pollution Contingenc 
40 CFR Part 300, I have determined that the selected rerned$ 
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 substanc s 
remaining on site above health based levels, the five yea 
review will not apply to this action. 

7 I 

The State of New York has been consulted and agrees with 
approved remedy. Pe 1 
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. SITE LOmJTION AND DESCRIPTION :I.' - -- , .  -. I 
.. . - . - . .-.& . . . -- - .- . - . . . - . .  . 

- -  - The Brewster Well Fie ld  is located on the 
East Branch Croton River, 314 of a mile 

- Brewster, Town of Southeast i n  Putnam 
s i t e  is approximately 3 miles west of 
York border and approximately 47  miles 
City. I n t e r s t a t e  84 passes j u s t  t o  
Figure 1) .  

The land t o  t he  north of the study area, containing the  
community of Brewster H i l l ,  is la rge ly  res iden t ia l  with 
agr icu l tu ra l  use. Most of the land south of the study 
i s  occupied by commercial o r  l i g h t  i ndus t r i a l  f a c i l i t i e  
the  west i s  the  res iden t ia l  community of the Village of 
Brewster. 

- The 
77, I 
t he  
The 

1980 Census records the population of Putnam County as  
.93. Estimated population for  t h e  Town of Southeast and 
Village of Brewster a r e  15,500 and 1,700 respective y. 
municipal water system serves the Village and sever 1 

areas i n  the Town of Southeast, a number of business es  abl ish-  
ments and the  Consolidated Rail  Corporation's Putnam J ction 
Rail Yard. Residential users  alone account fo r  an estimated 
2,100 people. i 
SITE H I  STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES 

Beginning i n  1954, when Well Field No. 1 was developed the  
Village of Brewster has used the  aquifers  beneath the  i l l age-  
owned land, i n  t h e  Town of Southeast, a s  a source of w t e r  f o r  
its water supply system. In  1967 Wel-1 Fie ld  No. 2 was brought on 
l i n e .  The two well - -- f i e l d s  consis t  of 'a  t o t a l  of 18 sh l l o w  wells. i 

- - Aaditional po ten t ia l  receptors a r e  downstream users of 
East granch Croton River which contr ibutes t o  t he  Crot 
F a l l s  Reservoir approximately 3.5 miles downstream. The 
Branch Croton River flows adjacent t o  and south of the  
Field. Three thousand f e e t  t o  the  ea s t  of the s i t e  

the 
n 

East 
Well 

(upstream) 
the  River is impounded to  form t h e  East Branch Reservo 
p a r t  of New York C i ty ' s  Croton watershed reservoir  sys 
Three thousand f e e t  from the  s i t e  t o  the  northeast,  Bo 
a t r i bu t a ry  t o  the  East Branch Croton River, i s  impoun 
form Bog Brook Reservoir, a l s o  owned by New York City 
shown on Figure 2. 

a s  



. .  . - .- - . . . . . - . . - -- . . . . - 
Evidence 'of vola t i le7;~ITgenhl- - ... dlb-iuy&ib=3~] - tion first appeared in 1978, a x e r n a t i v e  water - 

..'subsequently added to the water-supply system, . . . .  -. . - 
bedrock well (DW-2) and two separate shallow 

.- - :SG-2) located as shown on Figure 3. As a -. 

DW-1 was not connected to the supply system. 
'and SG-4 were added to the system in 1984. Prior to drought 
'conditions arising in 1981, East Branch Croton River surfac 
water was also used at times to supplement the water supply 
system. 

i 

The Brewster Well Field was placed on the National Prioriti 
(NPL) in December 1982. Superfund work at the Brewster We1 
Field has been divided into two phases or units, referred t 
operable units (OU's). The two operable units at Brewster a 

Since 1979, the Village has ha& several studies conducted to 
identify potential alternative groundwater sources and to 
spray aeration as a potential treatment method for VHO removal. 
It has since been concluded that treatment of existing sources 
the most promising of the alternatives for solving existing 

OU One: Management of the migration of contamination thro gh 
the groundwater. 

L--. 
OW--0: Control of the contamination source. - 

Under OU One, in 1985, a study (Focused Feasibility Study) 
conducted by the New York State Department of Environmental 

Y 
Conservation (NYSDEC), to investigate the feasibility of 
treatment alternatives for removal of volatile 
compounds from the Village's water 
reliability, off-site releases and 
was adjudged superior to other alternatives. 

test 

is 

Concurrent with the Focused Feasibility Study a Remedial I vesti- 
gation (RI) was initiated by NYSDEC, under OU One, to dete mine 
the nature and extent of contamination at and in the vicin ty of 
the site. Volatile halogenated organic compounds have bee the. 
primary contaminants detected in the groundwater from the ell 
Field and in the vicinity of the site. The OU One RI defi ed a 
plume of groundwater contaminated with tetrachloroethylene (PCE), 
trichloroethylene (TCE) and 1,2 dichloroethylene (DCE) (se 
Figure 4).  - 1  1 , 

contamination problems in the Well Field. Under a cooperat 
agreement with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 0 
of Research and Development, the Village has constructed, t 
and in 1984, placed on line, a full scale packed column spr 
aeration system for treatment of the entire Village supply. 



. . - i-. -. 
PCE, TCE and DCE a r e  suspectea-arci 'nogin6 and known 
l i v e r  and kidney damage and c e n t r a l . n e r v o u s  system . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  - ... i n  humans.. . - -- . .- . . . . . . . . . .  . . --... -- --- -4.. -. 

. . I 

.- . . The OU One F e a s i b i l i t y  Study '(FS); w3ich was y NYSDEC - 
i n  1986, evaluated a l t e r n a t i v e s  f o r  
groundwater plume and provided t h e  
f i r s t  Record of Decis ion (ROD) f o r  
EPA on September 30, 1986. I 

The f i r s t  ROD c a l l e d  f o r  t h e  des ign  and c o n s t r u c t i o n  of 
water management system (GMS) t o  e x t r a c t ,  t r e a t  (by a i r  
v i a  a packed tower) and r e i n j e c t  groundwater t o  e x p e d i t  
removal of VHO contaminants from t h e  groundwater ( s e e  F 

..at 4.160 c i t e d  the need f o r  a supplemental  s tudy  (OU Two 
i d e n t i f y  and recommend r e m e d i a t ~ o n  measures f o r  t h e  sou 

.-*roundwater contamination.  It  is es t imated  t h a t  t h e  g r  
management system w i l l  reduce groundwater cleanup time 
y e a r s  ( i f  l e f t  t o  n a t u r a l l y  a t t e n u a t e )  t o  1 0  y e a r s  ( i f  
Groundwater w i l l  be t r e a t e d  t o  meet Federal  d r i n k i n g  wa 
s tandards  (Maximum Contaminant Levels or MCL1s). 

I 
Design of t h e  GMS proceeded under EPA l ead  and was comp e t ed  i n  
September 1987. Construct ion w i l l  commence s h o r t l y .  1 

I 

OU One e s s e n t i a l l y  addresses  contamination i n  t h e  s a t u r  t e d  s o i l  
zone. OU Tdo h a s  t h e r e f o r e  been designed t o  address  t h  unsa tura ted  
zone. OU Two is intended t o  i d e n t i f y  and remediate any cont inu ing  
source  f o r  groundwater contamination and e l i m i n a t e  any i r e c t  i c o n t a c t  h e a l t h  t h r e a t s .  

1%" me OU Two Remedial I n v e s t i g a t i o n  (conducted under EPA 
anycompleted i n  March 1988 and h a s  i d e n t i f i e d  a d rywel l  a 
t---to Alben Cleaners  a s  t h e  sou rce  of the groundwater con 

I t  is es t imated  t h a t  100 cub ic  yards  of m a t e r i a l  (dryw 
sediment,  and s o i l )  i s  contaminated w i t h  V H O ' s  to t h e  
r e q u i r e s  remediation.  Based on  in t e rv i ews  w i t h  t h e  c l  
ope ra to r ,  dry c l ean ing  wastes  were disposed of i n  t h e  
v i a  a f l o o r  d r a i n ,  up u n t i l  1983. The p r i n c i p a l  VHO's  
TCE, a r e  No.  FOOZ l i s t e d  wastes  under 40 CFR 261.31, r 
promulgated under t h e  Resource Conservation and Recove 

The OU Two F e a s i b i l i t y  Study ( a l s o  under EPA l e a d )  wa 
,_ ip July  1988. The FS looked a t  a l t e r n a t i v e s  f o r  d e a l  

,~...:~ource of contaminat ion-  The eva lua t ion  of t h o s e  a l t  
-;n&&-discussed i n  subsequent s e c t i o n s  of t h i s  ROD. 



-- --. .. 9 e  su?plcaontzl RI/FE ?Ins idectified 
as the source of contamination. 

- -- subsequent general notice letters 
. . owners and cleaning operator. 

. . - . - - - '..action will proceed under 
continuing in an attempt 
potentially responsible parties (PRP's). 

i 

, COMMUNITY RELATIONS ~ 
! 
An extensive community relations plan 
and updated under OU Two. community relations 
included fact sheets, interviews with local 
and public meetings. A public meeting was 
t o  discuss the findings and alternatives 
groundwater contamination studied under 
sheets have announced progress on design 
OU One as well the RI/FS under OU Two. 
with local citizens and officials were 
meeting was held on August 31, 1988 to 
alternatives for remediating the source 
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, remediate 
the source of the well field contamination. The identif cation 
of the source will aid enforcement and cost recovery act vities. 
Remediation of the source will remove any health risks d e to 
di@Wt contact and will ensure the viability of the grou dwater 
cle^ai?-up efforts under OU One by eliminating any continu ng 
contribution of contaminants to the aquifer. OU Two is he final 
operable unit of the overall remediation strategy for th s site. I I 

SITE CHARACTERISTICS . .' 2 - .  
~ h ~ w e s u l t s  of the OU One RI can be broken down into six areas: 
l)w#'oundwater, 2) water in drainlines in the vicinity o the Site, 
3) surface water, 4) private water wells, 5) soil and, 6 air. 
The results of the investigation are discussed in detail in the 
OU One RI/FS which includes a discussion of the nature a d extent 
of contamination and potential risks from contaminated m 1 dia. 



.. 
The p r i n i c i p a l  f i n d i n g s  of t h e  OU One s tudy  a r e  t h a t :  1 - .- - . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  I -- .- 

-There is a plume of groundwater contaminated w i t h  
(maximum concent ra t ions  of up t o  6000 p a r t s  p e r  
(ppb) ) extending from t h e  v i c in i t j r  of  t h e  Alben 

. . . .  parking l o t  t o  t h e  Brewster Well F ie ld .  . 
. -. ... - - .L.! 1 

-The Alben c l e a n e r s  d rywel l  is t h e  source  of . I 
s i t e  contamination.  - I 

The primary contaminants of concern a r e  PCE and TCE whicd a r e  
No. F002 RCRA l i s t e d .  wastes under 40 CFR 261.31. i 
The a n a l y t i c a l  r e s u l t s  from t h e  OU Two R I ,  t h e  o b j e c t i v e  
which were t o  confirm t h e  source  of s i t e  contamination a 
g a t e  soil  contamination i n  t h e  unsa tura ted  zone, can b e  
t h e  OU Two R I  r e p o r t  da t ed  March 1988, and Risk Assessme 
r e p o r t  da t ed  J u l y  1988. The OU Two s i t e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  i 
over 100 s o i l  gas  probes i n  t h e  v i c i n i t y  o f  Alben Cleane 
o t h e r  p o s s i b l e  source  a r e a s ;  16 s o i l  bor ings  a t  su spec t e  
l o c a t i o n s ,  s o i l  gas  "hot spo t s "  and t h e  Alben Cleaners d 
and an a d d i t i o n a l  round of groundwater samples. The R I  
r e p o r t s  i n d i c a t e  e l e v a t e d  l e v e l s  of  o rgan ics  i n  t h e  Albe 
drywel l  sediments and s ludges  ( a t  up t o  620,000 p a r t s  pe 
mi l l i on  (ppm) PCE). Add i t i ona l ly ,  mi ldly  e l e v a t e d  conce 
(up t o  4ppm PCE) of o rgan ics  were found i n  so i l  samples 
o t h e r  i s o l a t e d  l o c a t i o n s  i n  t h e  Alben Cleaners parking 
F igure  6 and Table 1 ) .  A r i s k  b a s e l i n e  assessment has  

. t h a t  t h e  incremental  cancer  r i s k  posed by soi ls  a t  4pp 
'than'- 1 x 1 ~ - 6 .  These a r e a s  were t h e r e f o r e  n o t  cons idere  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  eva lua t ion  phase. 

I 
.SUMMARY OF SITE R I S K S  

The primary contaminant used i n  t h e  b a s e l i n e  r i s k  a s s e s s  e n t  is 
PCE a s  t h e  p r i n c i p a l  contaminant found a t  t h e  s i te .  The primary 
h e a l t h  t h r e a t  posed by contaminated s i t e  s o i l s  is from d r e c t  
c o n t a c t  by inges t ion  of s o i l s  or i n h a l a t i q n  of dus t .  A 1  hough t h e  
s i t e  is c u r r e n t l y  used f o r  l i g h t  commerce, a n t i c i  a t i n g  h a t  t h e  P s i te  might be rezoned f o r  r e s i d e n t i a l  use  i n  the u t u r e ,  a b a s e l i n e  
r i s k  assessment conserva t ive ly  c a l c u l a t e d  t h a t  soils conta in ing  up 
t o  4ppm o f  PCE would p re sen t  excess  ca rc inogenic  r i s k s  f  no more 
t h a n  1x10'6 ( o r  one person i n  a m i l l i o n )  f o r  a 1 7  kg c h i l d  
consuming 50 mg of s o i l  p e r  day ove r  70 years .  1 

I .  Contaminated soils p r e s e n t  a secondary t h r e a t  as contam nan t s  
' 

l e a c h  i n t o  t h e  groundwater. A groundwater management s stem 
which is be ing  cons t ruc ted  under OU One w i l l  add re s s  th  s secondary 
t h r e a t  by t r e a t i n g  t h e  groundwater to  s a f e  d r i n k i n g  wat r s tandards  
(MCL'S) under t h e  Safe  Drinking Water A c t .  



The major objective of the OU Two FS was to 
for addressing the source of groundwater 

- site. .Alternatives were formulated -to 
goals: ...- - . - 
- Ensure the viability of the groundwater management sys 

constructed under OU One by removing any continuing so 
contamination. 

- Minimize any potential risks associated with direct co tact 
with contaminated residual site soils by removing any oils 
posing unacceptable health risks. 1 

i 
A comprehensive list of appropriate remedial technologie 
identified for source control. These technologies were 
based on the characteristics of the site and the charact 
of the contaminants. The technologies which survived th 
screening were further screened based on effectiveness, 
ability and cost. Cost was only used to differentiate b 
alternative technologies providing similar degrees of ov 
protectiveness. 

Technologies which satisfied the screening requirements 
combined to form remedial action alternatives. Contain 
alternatives were dropped from consideration at this 
f S h  evaluation process. Given the relatively minor 
cs-eaiiqy treatable, highly concentrated waste, the 
za'lternatives are clearly more practicable than the non- 
treatment alternatives. The remaining 

.action and treatment. The alternatives 
below and are numbered to correspond 

Alternative 1 - No Action I 

The no-action alternative is required by the National C 
Plan (NCP) to be considered through the detailed analys 
provides a baseline for comparison of other alternative 
the no-action alternative, no source control remedial 
would be undertaken at the Brewster site at the 

KLU\OU~~ no action would entail no operation or mainten 
an3 require no time to implement, unremediated soils wo 
continue to release contaminants into this Class IIA aq 
thereby extending the period of time over which the dri 
groundwater treatment systems will be required to opera 



- .  . ... .... .. -- 
. -  -. - I 

A i t a r n % t i r o - - d  - On-Srce Enhanced Voiaciiization 1 ' . - 
*'me major features of this alte&ative 

. . . .  .of liquid waste- (sediment and sludge) 
. . - . . - - ,,3f the concrete drywell structure and 

- .  with volatile'organic concentrations 
I 
gt is estimated that approximately 
hnd debris requires remediation. 
bn-site in 
contaminants from the waste and 
contaminants would be destroyed 
The treated soils would be used 
structure would be 
of off site at a 

Estimated capital costs for this alternative are 
alternative will result in the remediation of 
health based levels. This remedy could be 
matter of months from the start of remedial 

Inasmuch as the PCE and TCE wastes were discharged to the 
by the dry cleaner, reportedly until 1983, the drywell, i 
contents and contiguous contaminated soils are RCRA waste 
40 CFR 261. The following standards are applicable to th 
removal, transport, treatment and disposition of those waates, 
and closure of the site. 

,LedQ? 

c: 40 CFR 262 - Standards Applicable to Generators 
of Hazardous Waste I 

' 40 CFR 263 - Standards Applicable to Transporters 
of Hazardous Waste 

40 CFR 264 - Standards of Owners/~perators of Haza dous Waste 
Treatment, Storage and Disposal 

40 CFR 268 - Land Disposal Restrictions I 

At the completion of remedial action, direct contact 
posed by residual ite soils (at less than 4ppm PCE) 
greater than 1x10' . RCRA regulations, 40 CFR 
Subert G (Closure and Post Closure Care), and 
are applicable to the closure and post closure 
~ 0 ~ 1 s  contiguous to the drywell excavation. 
proposed remedial actions for complying yith 
post closure regulations would be developed 
design activities. 



. . - -  I 
..- The rel?.?val and a b z ~ ' ? n m e ? " ' - ~ ~ - ~ p i ? : ~ ~  ' i z ~ . z e r . ~ . i  t t  $2: -z'-f ??.c 

- . -  
drywel l ,  i f  necessary,  i s  s u b j e c t  to  U I C  Program s t anda tds  under 
. 40 CFR 144 r e g u l a t i o n s  fo r  -. underground - i n j e c t i o n  wel l s .  - 1 

. . . .  . . .  . . . . .  . - ...... - . . - 
. Standards  f o r  d u s t ,  p a r t i c u l a t c s  and o t h e r  emiss ions  f r  

-- q u a l i t y  r e g u l a t i o n s  (e.g. NYS A i r  Guide 1, 4 0  CFR 50). I 
I 
I 

A l t e r n a t i v e  4 - Off - s i t e  I n c i n e r a t i o n  I 

Under t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  the .poo1 of l i q u i d  was te  
s ludge)  would be  removed from t h e  drywel l ,  t h e  
s t r u c t u r e  would be  removed, and cont iguous 
o rgan ic  concen t r a t i ons  of g r e a t e r  t han  4ppm 
 proximately 100cy).  Waste and s o i l s  
~ i b t f t l e  C d i s p o s a l  
a p p r o p r i a t e  a i r  and land 

- b e  b a c k f i l l e d  w i t h  c l e a n  
drywel l  s t r u c t u r e  would 
disposed of o f f  s i t e  a t  a  RCRA S u b t i t l e  C f a c i l i t y .  ~ 

I 

Inasmuch a s  t h e  PCE and TCE wastes  were discharged t o  
t h e  d r y  c l e a n e r ,  r e p o r t e d l y  u n t i l  1983, t h e  drywel l ,  
and c,ontiguous contaminated soils a r e  RCRA wastes  
261. The fol lowing s t anda rds  a r e  a p p l i c a b l e  t o  t h e  
t r a n s p o r t ,  t rea tment  and d i s p o s i t i o n  of t h o s e  
of t h e  s i te .  I 

I 

Estimated c a p i t a l  c o s t s  f o r  th i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  a r e  $241,940. 
a l t e r n a t i v e  w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  t h e  remediation of s i t e  soils 
based l e v e l s .  - T h i s  remedy could  be implemented i n  a 
weeks from t h e  s t a r t  of remedial  a c t i o n .  

40 CFR 262 - Standards Appl icab le  to  Generators  1 
o f  Hazardous Waste I 

This 
to  h e a l t h  

ma t t e r  of 
I 

I 
* 40 CFR 263 - Standards  Appl icab le  t o  T r a n s p o r t e l s  

o f  Hazardous Waste I 

40 CFR 264 - Standards f o r  Owners/Operators of 
Waste Treatment, Storage and Dispo 
F a c i l i t i e s  

.i, 

aL: u 
4 0  CFR 268 - Land Disposa l  R e s t r i c t i o n s  



- -7 , At the completion of L&&C;ai ~ L L L u ~ ,  diiect contact 
posed by residual site soils (at less than 
greater than 1x10-6. RCRA regulations, 40 CFR 
Subpart G (Closure and post Closure Care), and 

. - are applicable to the closure and post closure 
soils contiguous to the drywell excavation. The details 
proposed remedial actions for complying with 
post closure regulations would be developed 
design activities. 

The removal and abandonment, .or replacement and permittin of the 
drywell, if necessary, is subject to UIC Program standard under 
40 CFR 144 regulations for underground injection wells. f 
Standards for dust, particulates and other emissions from response 
actions are to be considered relative to federal and stat air 
quality 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 
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; 

.i .. . st,! - Short term effectiveness; 
. , . . . j V  . . - Long term effectiveness; 

. . . : f ::-p < - . . -  - Implementability; - cost; - Community Acceptance: and - State Acceptance. 
A eummry of the relative performance of the alternative 
respect to each of the nine criteria is provided in this 

Protection of Human Health and the Environment I 
Protection of human health and the environment is the ce 
mandate of CERCLA as amended by SARA. Protection is ach 
primarily by reducing health and environmental threats t 
acceptable levels and taking appropriate action to ensur 
there will be no unacceptable risks to human health and 
environment through any exposure pathways. Without 
contaminated soils would present unacceptable direct 
health risks and continue to act as a source for 



-. . . contamf-.-tion; t h e r e l y  extend;ng t h e  ~ r c z % a t e r  c leanu  
Both A l t e r n a t i v e s  3 and 4 would e l i m i n a t e  t h e s e  

. . 
3 and 4 a r e  p r o t e c t i v e  of human h e a l t h  and the  
t h e  s tandards  mandated by CERCLA a s  amended by 

-. . . 
Appropria te  measures would need t o  be taken dur ing exca a t i o n ,  
handl ing  and t r a n s p o r t a t i o n ,  and t rea tment  of waste and soils t o  
p r o t e c t  workers and t h e  community. I n  a d d i t i o n ,  p r i o r  
implementing t r ea tmen t ,  measures would have to  b e  taken  t o  a s s u r e  
t h a t  implementation does no t  pose a t h r e a t  t o  human hea t h  o r  t h e  
environment. A few o f  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  problems a r e  o u t l i  ed below. j. 
Workers and t h e  r e s i d e n t s  would b e  p r o t e c t e d  through me s u r e s  
o u t l i n e d  i n  p r o j e c t  s p e c i f i c  h e a l t h  and s a f e t y  p l a n s  an through 
c o n t r a c t o r  adherence t o  Occupat ional  Sa fe ty  and Heal th  c t  (OSHA) 
r e g u l a t i o n s .  i 
Dust and p a r t i c u l a t e  mat te r  could be  generated 
handl ing  and p re t r ea tmen t .  The p o t e n t i a l  f o r  a i r  
p roduc ts  of incomplete combustion a l s o  e x i s t s .  
handl ing  and t rea tment  would b e  made t o  ensu re  
p o t e n t i a l  hazards  a r e  c o n t r o l l e d .  

Compliance w i t h  ARARs ~ 

The primary ARARs f o r  source  c o n t r o l  under OW Two a r e  
r e g u l a t i o n s  r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  management of hazardous wa 
Under A l t e r n a t i v e  3 t r e a t e d  s o i l s  would be  disposed of 
a s  b a c k f i l l .  Under A l t e r n a t i v e  4 soils would be  remov 

The drywel l  and surrounding s o i l s  con ta in  PCE and TCE, 
RCRA l i s t e d  wastes.  The wastes were discharged v i a  a 
t o  t h e  drywel l  u n t i l  1983. (They a r e  now recovered by 
h a u l e r , )  Without remedial  a c t i o n  t h e  wastes depos i t ed  
drywel l  v i o l a t e  RCRA s tandards  a p p l i c a b l e  t o  t h e  d i s p o s a l  
hazardous wastes and t h e  drywel l  v i o l a t e s  U I C  s tandards  

- t o  underground i n j e c t i o n  wel l s .  Without source  c o n t r o l ,  
remediat ion of contaminated groundwater under OW One t o  
w i th  Fede ra l  and S t a t e  ARARs would be prolonged.  

subt i t le  C f a c i l i t y ,  i n c i n e r a t e d  and t h e  r e s idue  landf  ' l l e d .  
~ 0 t h  o p t i o n s  would be  r equ i r ed  to comply w i t h  RCRA r e g  l a t i o n s  

-, undeer, 40 CFR 262, 263, 264, and 268 f o r  the removal, t a n s p o r t ,  
2 $&athent and d i s p o s i t i o n  ( l and  d i s p o s a l  ) of hazardous wastes ,  and 

'eld;sure of the site. 
L, t 

which a r e  
f l o o r  d r a i n  

a l i c e n s e d  
i n  t h e  . 

of 
a p p l i c a b l e  

t h e  
comply 



The drywel l  would be  removed and at2-dor.:dr o r  i f  w c e s s  
rep laced  and permi t ted  under U I C  s t anda rds  under 40 CFR 
( r e g u l a t i o n s  cover ing underground i n j e c t i o n  wel l s ) . .The  I 

would be  replaced and permi t ted  on ly  i f  necessary to e e r  
t h e  bu i ld ing  occupied by t h e  d r y  c l e a n e r  and on ly  i f  t h e  
replacement were pa id  f o r  by t h e  bu i ld ing  owner/pRP1s. A 
d e c i s i o n  on whether t o  abandon o r  r e p l a c e  t h e  drywel l  w i  
made a t  t h e  time of remedial des ign  a f t e r  speaking with 
b u i l d i n g  owner/PRP ' s. 

F u g i t i v e s  ( i . e .  d u s t )  and e m i ~ s i o n s  from remedial  a c t i o n  
t o  be cons idered  r e l a t i v e  t o  f e d e r a l  and s t a t e  a i r  q u a l i  
r e g u l a t i o n s  (e .9 .  NYS A i r  Guide 1). Both t h e  v o l a t i l i z a  
a l t e r n a t i v e  and i n c i n e r a t i o n  a l t e r n a t i v e  a r e  expected t o  
t h e s e  a i r  q u a l i t y  s tandards .  

Reduction of Tox ic i ty ,  Mobi l i ty  or Volume 

This e v a l u a t i o n  c r i t e r i o n  r e l a t e s  t o  t h e  performance of 
a l t e r n a t i v e  i n  terms of e l i m i n a t i n g  or c o n t r o l l i n g  r i s k s  
t h e  t o x i c i t y ,  mobi l i ty  o r  volume of hazardous subs tances  

A l t e r n a t i v e  3 would accomplish a l l  of  t h e s e  o b j e c t i v e s  b 
s t r o y i n g  t h e  v o l a t i l e  o rgan ic  contaminants by o n - s i t e  vo 
t i o n .  A l t e r n a t i v e  4 would accomplish t h i s  by o f f - s i t e  i 
Both a l t e r n a t i v e s  would i n  t u r n  reduce t h e  volume of con 
leach-ing i n t o  t h e  a q u i f e r  t o  be t r e a t e d  under t h e  OU One 
r e m a y :  .,. r. - -, . 
Shor t  ~e;m E f f e c t i v e n e s s  

No a c t i o n  r e q u i r e s  no time t o  implement, n o r  does it r e s  
s h o r t  term impacts,  but  it provides  no e f f e c t i v e n e s s  

meeting c leanup  goa ls .  

A l t e r n a t i v e s  3 and 4 provide a  h i g h  degree  of e f f e c t i v e n  
t h e  short term by ach iev ing  prompt p r o t e c t i o n  of human h  
with l i t t l e  s i g n i f i c a n t  adverse  impact r e s u l t i n g  from t h  
implementation of t h e  remedy. Under bo th  a l t e r n a t i v e s  t 
some r i s k  of exposure dur ing excava t ion  of s o i l s  and dec 
of the drywel l .  Under A l t e r n a t i v e  3 r i s k s  a r e  posed whi 
a r e  s t o c k p i l e d  and t r e a t e d  on e i t e  and a l s o  by exposure 
emiss ions  from a f t e r b u r n i n g  of so i l s  vapors. Measures ( 
r e s t r i c f i n g  s i t e  acces s  and a d j u s t i n g  t h e  t r ea tmen t  p roc  
would be taken  t o  ensure  t h a t  t h e s e  p o t e n t i a l  hazards  ar 
c o n t r o l l e d .  Under A l t e r n a t i v e  4 only  minor a d d i t i o n a l  o 
r i s k s  a r e  p resen ted  dur ing t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  of contaminate 
o f f  s i t e .  A l t e r n a t i v e  3 could be implemented i n  months. 
A l t e r n a t i v e  4 could be  implemented i n  weeks. 

t ion :E: 
a  remedial s osed by 

roundwater 



Both Alternatives 3 and 4 are effective in providing lon term .- 

protection of human health. Both alternatives will remo e the - t . . 
drywell (and contents) that is the source of site ccntam'nation. 
This will assure the viability of the groundwater manage nt 
system to be constructed under OU One by protecting the roundwater 
from further contamination. The amount of contamination removed 
directly affects the length of time the OU One groundwat r 
remedy will take to meet clean-up standards. Both alter atives 
will also remove and treat, thereby permanently destroyi g 
contaminants, those  host heavily contaminated soils that pose 
unacceptable health risks. 

The capital cost for Alternative 3. is $244,420 and Alte native 4 
is $241,940 (see Table 2). Site operation and maintena ce costs 
are covered under the OU One groundwater response actio . A 

The implementability of alternatives is based on the 
feasibility, administrative feasibility and the availability 
services and materials for the alternative. Alternative 
somewhat less implementable and technically feasible than 
Alternative 4 in that Alternative 3 requires on-site 
of innovative specialized equipment. The implementation 
Alternative 3 could be restricted by the availability of 
and lack of adequate site space. Incineration, as proposed 
Alternative 4, is a common technology with a demonstrate3 
performance record, and it is expected that an off-site 
with adequate capacity for the relative minor quantity of 
that will be generated, should be available. 

a .- 
Cost ' - 

Community Acceptance I 

techical 
of 

3 is 

mobilization 
of 
equipment 

under 

dacilty, 
waste 

The community supports Alternative 4 as the 
Community comments can be reviewed in the public 
which is included in the Administrative Record. A 
summary which summarizes all comments received 
comment period is attached. I 
State Acceptance 

The State of New York, through the New York State Depar 
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC). has been actively 
in remedial activities at the Brewster Well Field site. 
concurs with EPA's selected alternative. A Copy of NYS 
letter of concurrence is attached. 



. Based upon a v a i l a b l e  d a t a  and anal;ses conducted t o  d a t e ,  EPA h a s  
s e l e c t e d  A l t e r n a t i v e  4 as t h e  post a p p r o p r i a t e  s o i u t i o n  f r  meet- 
i n g  t h e  goa ls  of Operable Uni t  Two a t  t h e  Brewster W e l l  F ' e l d  
si te.  A l t e r n a t i v e  4 was chosen a s  being more e f f e c t i v e i  t h e  
s h o r t  term and a s  being more r e a d i l y  implementable t h a n  A t e r n a t i v e  3. 
The primary elements of  A l t e r n a t i v e  4 a r e :  1 

I - The a l t e r n a t i v e  removes t h e  drywel l  (and c o n t e n t s )  t h a t  is 
t h e  source  of s i te  contamination.  

- The a l t e r n a t i v e  removes and t r e a t s  s i t e  s o i l s  t h a  
erunacceptable  h e a l t h  r i s k s .  S i t e  s o i l s  and sedime 

c lud ing  t h o s e  contiguous t o  t h e  drywel l  and s i t e  
systems,  w i l l  be  t e s t e d  dur ing  response  a c t i o n s ,  
m a t e r i a l s  con ta in ing  more than  4ppm PCE w i l l  be r 

By e l i m i n a t i n g  t h e  source  of groundwater contaminat ion,  
s e l e c t e d  a l t e r n a t i v e  ensures  t h e  v i a b i l i t y  of  t h e  groun 
management system t o  be i n s t a l l e d  under Operable Uni t  One 
Groundwater remediat ion under OU One can be expected i n  
a s  opposed t o  30 yea r s  o r  more i f  contaminant migra t i  
n o t  c o n t r o l l e d  and t h e  source  n o t  removed. I t  is est 
approximately 100 cubic  yards  of contaminated d e b r i s  an 
w i l l  be  excavated,  decontaminated o r  i n c i n e r a t e d .  and d 
a t - a  RCRA S u b t i t l e  C f a c i l i t y .  This a c t i o n  w i l l  reduce 
r i s k s  due t o  d i r e c t  con tac t  wi th  contaminated s i t e  s o i l  
and comply with RCRA r e g u l a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  c l o s u r e  and p o s t  
c l o s u r e  c a r e  of r e s i d u a l  s i t e  s o i l s .  

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS 

EPA b e l i e v e s  t h a t  this remedy w i l l  s a t i s f y  t h e  s t a t u t o r  
ments o f  p rov id ing  p r o t e c t i o n  of human h e a l t h  and t h e  e 
w i l l  b e  cos t - e f f ec t ive ,  w i l l  u t i l i z e  permanent s o l u t i o  
a l t e r n a t i v e  t rea tment  t echno log ie s  or r e sou rce  recover  
t o  t h e  maximum e x t e n t  p r a c t i c a b l e ,  and w i l l  s a t i s f y  t 
f o r  t rea tment  a s  a p r i n c i p a l  element. 

P r o t e c t i o n  of Human Heal th  and t h e  Environment ~ 
The i se l ec t ed  remedy e l i m i n a t e s  a l l  ou t s t and ing  threats 
t h e  si te.  It  reduces  contamination of  s i te  m a t e r i a l s  
h e a l t h  based l e v e l s .  I t  removes a con t inu ing  t h r e a t  
thereby  ensur ing  t h e  achievement of groundwater 
OU One i n  approximately 1 0  y e a r s  as opposed t o  
i f  migra t ion  and source  c o n t r o l s  were n o t  i n s t i t u t e d .  



A t  the completion of response actions the selected remedy 
-have complied wi th  a l l  of the following A m & '  and 

. . . . . -. - .  - , - -. . . . . . . . . - .- .- . . . - 
-*  40 CFR 262 - Standards Applicable t o  Generators a f  . azardcus 

Waste, Subparts A through D, for the management of 
hazardous waste, a r e  applicable. . -  

a, 
' 4 0  CFR 263 - Standards Applicable t o  Transporters 0 

Hazardous Waste, SubpartA (General), Subpart B (Ma 
and Recordkeeping), and' Subpart C (Hazardous Waste 
Discharges), for handling of RCRA hazardous waste o 
s i t e ,  are  applicable. . .- 

40 CFR 264 - Standards for Owners/~perators of Haza 
Waste Treatment, Storage and Disposal Faci l i t ies ,  S 
I (Containers) and Subpart L (Waste Pi les) ,  for s t o  
treatment of hazardous waste: Subpart 0 (Incinerato 
for  off-s i te  incineration; Subpart F (Releases), fo  
groundwater monitoring; and Subpart G (Closure and 
Closure Care), for closure and post closure care; S 
N (Landfills); are  a l l  applicable. 

:, .,, * 40 CFR 268 - Land Disposal Restrictions, for treatm 
al?-ri;. standards for land disposal of hazardous wiste, a re  

-.applicable. 

40 CFR 144 Underground Injection Control Program, 
removal and abandonment, or replacement and 
of the drywell, a re  applicable. 

' New York State Air Guide 1 Control of Ambient A i r  
Contaminants, 40  CFR 50  Ambient A i r  Quality Standar 
CFR 264 Standards for ~wners/Operators of Hazardous 
Treatment, Storage and Disposal Faci l i t ies ,  for con 
fugit ives from excavation and emissions from incine 
are  t o  be considered. 

Cost Effectiveness I 
Selected Alternative 4 provides overall  effectiveness prop 
t o  i t s  cost.  I t  is s l ight ly  less  costly than Alternative 
i t  offers  comparable performance, i s  more implementable 
more effective i n  the short-term. 



. ~~ 

U t i l i z a t i o n  of Permanent Solut ionsZand A l t e r n a t i v e  ~ r e a t m d n t  - ' 

Technologies o r  Resource Recovery Technologies t o  t h e  ~axjmum .... - -. - .  . ... Extent  Poss ib le .  . . -. .. - . . . .  
~. 1. 

........... . . . . .  - .......... 
. I n c i n e r a t i o n  under ' ~ l t i r n a t i v e  4 w i l l  

contaminants of concern found i n  t h e  

A l t e r n a t i v e  4 is comparable t o  A l t e r n a t i v e  3 wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  long- 
term e f f e c t i v e n e s s  and t h e  degree of permanence a f fo rded ,  reduc t ion  
i n  t o x i c i t y ,  mobi l i ty  and volume achieved,  b u t  poses fewe on - s i t e  
shor t - term impacts, i s  more iinplementable, s l i g h t l y  less o s t l y  
and p r e f e r r e d  by t h e  community. : 
Preference  f o r  Treatment a s  a P r i n c i p a l  Element 

The i n c i n e r a t i o n  remedy s a t i s f i e s  t h e  s t a t u t o r y  p re fe renc  
t rea tment  a s  a p r i n c i p a l  element i n  t h a t  it addresses ,  t o  

drywel l  t h a t  is t h e  source  of s i te  contamination.  
based l e v e l s ,  the p r i n c i p a l  t h r e a t  posed by t h e  s i t e ,  i . e /  t h e  

I 
I 
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FIGURE 1 % 

REGIONAL LOCATION 

A P P R O X I M A T E  S C A L E  1'-14 MILES ' 
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FIGURE 5 
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PRELIMINARY SCHEMATIC-ALTERNATIVE . 
APPROX. SCALE l0:200' . 
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TABLES 



TABLE 1 

.BREWSIER WELL FIELD 
SELECTED VHO CONCENTRATIONS I N  SOIL BORINGS NEAR ALbEN CLEWERS 

PRESENT STUOY 

DCE - u u - u u .. u - - u u u u 
0 
- U U 

0-2 TCE - u u - u u - u - - U u U U U - u 
PC E - 1.200 1.200 - u 4.100 - u - - 27 12 u u u - u  - - - - - - - - : 1 
OCE u 7 - u  u u  u u  u q  u 

2 4  TCE - - - - - - u 5J - - u u u u  - u u 
PCE - - - - - - u u - - u u  u u - u u 
DCE - - - u u u - w  - - - - U U -. U U I  U 

II u v  
4-6 TCE - - - u u - U - - - - U U - U U U U I 

PCE - - - U u - 4.000 - - - - 79 U - u  u  U ' I 
OCE - - u u u - u T  - - - - - - ,  - U - - : . I  

6-8 TCE - u u u - U - - - - - - - U - - - 
PC€ - 1  - - 93 U U - u  - - - - - - - - - ,  U 

OCE 830 u u u u - - - - - - - U I  - -'I - - - 
6-10 TCE 1.100 u u u u - - - - - - - u - - - - - .- ~ .- ~. -~ 

PCE 7 -400 1.700 u u u - - - - - - - u - - - - & . '  

OCE - - -. - V  - - - -1 1011 - . - - - - v U U 
10-12 . TCE - - - - - - - - 4 . 1 ~ 1 0 ~ ~  3.0~10: - u - - - - 

PCE - - - - u 
:: .I, - - - - 1x106 5 .7~10 - - - - a . .  - - I 

OCE - - - - - - - - U U - - - - - - 0  - 
12-14 ,. TCE - - - - - - - - 7 . 2 ~ 1 0 ~  3 . 2 ~ 1 0 ~  - - - - - - 1 :  - 1 , lk 

PCE - - - - - - .  - - 9 x 1 ~ 7 ~ 8  - - - - - , - - 2- 1' 
i 

u  m undetected 
J = est imted value. detectel below contract required detection l im i t s  - = no sample collected 

t watertable 



-- 
' -;Estimated 

i F - 2  

1. S i t e  P r e o a r a t i o n -  

a. S i te  Preparation 

b. F ie ld  Portable GS (Lease) 1 

I 
3. Sheet Pi les 

a. Lease of Sheet Piles 32 ton 

b. Ins ta l la t ion  o f  Sheet Pi les 1.200 sf 

4. W v a l  of Drv Hell 

a. Saw 'Cut 

b. Removal 

Material I l a t i o n  Direct 
Unit Unit Construction 

w E r i e  w Cort 

6. g--~izpcual of D c c o n t a ~ i ~ ~  
rpncrete Debris 

a. Hauling L Transportation IS cy 



7. k m v a l  o f  Li- 

a. S e t t l i n g  Tank (Lease 2 weeks) 

b. Pumping 

C. S e t t l e d  Wastewater Haul ing 
Tanker Truck (Lease 1 Wcek) 

9. On-Site Enhanced V o l a t i l k a L i m  

a. Mob i l i za t i on  L Demobi l izat ion 

b. Low Tanperaturr T h e m 1  S t r i pp ing  

10. Ilte rest or^ 

a. B a c k f i l l  L Coqac t ion  of 
Treated S o i l  

b. Borrowed F i l l  L Compaction 

c. ~ s p h a l t  Pavement 

TABLE 2 (Cont'd) 

3.000 gal  

3.000 gal 

63 cy  

135 ton 

90 cy  

15 cy 

250 sf 

Mater ia ls  I n s t a l l s t t o n  
Un i t  U n i t  
&ice .' Eett 

: I  

Di rec t  
Construct ion;  : .  . 
A i It I ;I 

Total  Construction Cost (TMC) S 172.130 
Contingency @ 25% of TOCC S 43.030 
Engineering @ 15% of TOCt S 25.820 
Legal 6 Administrat ive B 2% of TDCC $ 3.44a 

Total Construction Cost S 244.420 . i 
I 



-nnt ' . ;  

TABLE 2 
U2C 

CAPITIL COST ESTIw?CS'(11988 Ool la ru  
PLTERNATIM 4 - CII-;I~E INCINERA~ION 

Materials Ins ta l la t ion  Direct 
Estimated Unit Unit Construction 

Fad 1 i tvlCo n s t r u ~  &ant i t i= ki.!X ' c!aSL && LQSl A 

1. Si te  Prenaration C, S m l e  Monitoring 

a. S i te  Preparation 

b. F ie ld  Portable GS (Lease) 1 1 .OM)/wk 

1. Removal of Asahall Pavement 4 
Excavation Around Orv Well (See Table 8-11 

2. h t  Pi les  

a. Lease of Sheet Piles (See Table 8-1 1 

b. Ins ta l la t ion  of  Sheet Pi les (See Table I-11 

3. kmoval of Drv Hell 

a. Saw.Cut (See Table 6-1) 

b. Removal (See Table 6-11 , 

4. w n t a m i n a t i o n  of  Orv 

a. Steamblasting (See Table 6-11 

5. Off-Site Disnoal o f  b c c a c n  
Uncrete Oebrix 

a. Hauling L Transportation (See Table 8-11 

, - .  C b;~Municipal Lafidfi l l  Disposal (See Table 8-11 . , .,.. ..: 
~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~~~ ~ *~~ ~. ~~ ~ ~ 



... . . 
Estimated 

Fac i l  i tv lConr t ruct ion 

6. Removal of Liauid Waste and S l u d a  

a. S e t t l i n g  Tank (See Table 0-1) 

b. Punping (See Table 0-1) 

c. Sd t t led  Wastewater Haul ing (See Table 8-11 

I .  crcawation o f  ConturlnafrhZnLl (See Table 8-11 

5. Cwtaminated Soi ls  Co- 
H j t h  

a. Oruming and Hauling . 135 tons 

b. Transportation ,. 
I 

9. Off-Site Inc inerat ion 

7 load 
500 mi le  

130 ton 

10. S i t e  Reaora- 

a. Borrowed F i l l  1 Colpactlon 105 cy 

b. Asphalt Pavement 250 Sf 

Mater ials I ns ta l l a t i on  D i r ec t  
Un i t  Un i t  construct ion . I 

I 
. a  I ' I !  

30/drtn 11.300 33.5/ton 4,520 $ f5 .~20 j .  

3.5/nile/load 12.250 I. $ 12.250 , 

, . : 

. . 

Total Oi rect  Construction Cost (TOCC) S 176.600 
Contingency @ 20% of  TOCCI.) $ 35.320 
Engineering @ 15% of TOCC S 26.490 
Legal 1 Adminsitration @ 2% of TOCC 

Total Construction Cost S 241,940 
.,.. ....................... ., . . . . . .  : . . . . .  ,- .:, . - - . . . . 

~~~ ~~ * ~~ ~ 

( - 1  A 20% contingency factor i s  a k d  for  t h i s  case as compared t o  25% F o r t h e  on-site iab i te .mhancrd v d a t i t i z a t i m  

a stat ionary un i t .  , t 

operation because of the higher po ten t ia l  f o r  operation problems and down time associated wi th  a mobile u n i t  as compared t o  . I 
I 

I , I . . 



F:r; Stephen D. Luftlg, P.E. 
Director 
Office of Emargency and Remedfal Response 
U. S. Envlronmental Protsctlon Agency 
Region I1 
26 Federal Plaza 
New Vork, NY 10278 

Dear Mr. Luftlg: 

The New York State De~artfnent of Environmental Consorvation 
(NYSDEC) revlawed the Remedial Investigation (RI) report and the 
fesslblllty Study (FS) for tho Second Oporablo Unlt af tho Breyater Well 
Flald $Its. We concur nlth thr U. 5. Envlronmantrl Prot8ctlonAg~ncy1s 
sel~ctlon of Alternative 4, off-alto tncineratlon of contamlnrpd solls 

.- md off-sito landfllltng of decontrmlnated concrote, as tho prbfrrrod 
c - remedfotion altornatlvo. 

_. 
The draft Record of Dectslon (ROD) stator, "Slto oolfr md 

aodiments, lncludlng thoso contlguoua to tho drynell m d  alto Uralnago 
systems, wlll be tortsd durlng roaponse actions rnd tho80 matprhls 
contalnlng more thrn 4 ppm PCE (totrachloroothyf one) will be 
remedlated." Please bo rwaro that NYSDEC and the New York Stat8 
Deprrtmont of Health (NYSDOH) deflnb this addrrlnaga rysttmn arr on0 that 
beglns at tho catch-barfns on rite m d  continuos through tho cblvert 
out-wash to the northeast of Alben Cloaners (st8 mtlosura). 

Also, ploasc be rdvlsed that Alr Guldo I 1s not m Applfcpble or 
Relevant m d  Approprtato Requtromont (ARAR). Rathrr, 4t 18 a boo1 to be 
usod whllo axamining the NYSDEC blr regulrtions whlch must bo &onsldwrd 
ARARs for all remedlal programs. The NYSDEC rogulrtlons rolrUing to air 
quallty which are consldertd M A R S  lncludt: 6 NYCRR, P w t c  2d0.6, 201, 
211.2, 212, and 257. 



~ 
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Mr. Stephen D.' ~ u f t i g ,  P.E. pipe  2 

An est imate o f  emlsslons from the  r e m t d l r l  a c t l v l t l e a  mu t be made 1 
-.- 

dur ing  the  deslgn phsse o f  t h i s  p ro jec t .  During these a c t l v l  ics, 
monitoring of o f f - s i t e  e ~ l s s i o n s  s h a l l  be conducted. Any sml s lons 
deeaed unacceptable by NYSDEC w i l l  be cause f o r  e s l r s t o n  con t  01s 
necessary t o  b r l n g  these emlsslons t o  an rcceptnble l eve l .  

i 
If you have m y  q u o t l o n s ,  please c n l l  me a t  (518) 457-5461 o r  

-- James Qulnn, o f  my s t a f f ,  a t  (518) 457-1708. 

Sincerely,  . 
&&?&r?+ 

ichael J. O'Toole, Jr., PIE. 
D l r a c t o r  
D l v l s i o n  o f  Hazardous Wart* 

Remediatlon 





A public comment period was held from August 18, 1988 thrwgh 
- September 12, 1988 to receive comments from the public on $he - 

draft FS and EPA's preferred remedial alternative for the 
Brewster Well Field site. A public meeting for the site w$s 
held on August 31, 1988 at 7:00 p.m. at the Brewster, N.Y. 
Village Hall. The meeting was attended by EPA officials, b 
representative of EPA 's consultant engineer, state, county1 
and local officials, media representatives, and a limited 
number of local citizens. The purpose of the meeting was Po 
present and discuss the draft 'FS for the site, 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 comment 
and questions to EPA. Comments received during the commen 
period are categorized below by topic. 

t 
A. Liability of potentially responsible parties (PRP'sJ). 
B. Origin, nature and extent of contamination. 
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 loca 
Lb~were notified of the site contamination and their pote 
f@,liability. I 

\ 
EPA Response: Site contamination and response actions 
have been widely publicized in public fact sheets and 
press releases. Notice letters have been mailed to PR 's 
including the property owner and Alben Cleaners. Enfo cement 
efforts are continuing. If identified, additional PRP 5 
will be notified. f 

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

f 
EPA Response: Innocent property owners are not normal y 
liable for disposal practices of past owners or tenant . 
Also see comment 4 below. 

f 
A determination as to his innocence will be made in thf future. 

3. Comment: A local official asked whether the village is1 
considered a PRP. --- I 

I 

EPA Response: We presently have no reason to believe 'that 
the village is a PRP. J 



.- 4. Comment: me s i++owner  a sked  t h a t  RI-perfvnd'il "de mi n i m i  n" -- - 
.... - . , . . -  - . - .. 

r u l e  b e  explained.  '' 

.........-... .... 
. . .... . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - . . . . . - . . . . . .  - . , . - - EPA Response: -'When-practicable-ana'i'n'the pr~~Iic-%ite?est  . . 

. s e t t l e j w n t s  can be reache5 wi th  PRPs i f  t h e  s e t t l e m e h t  ... 
involves  a minor p o r t i o n  of t h e  response c o s t ,  and  t$e 
amount and t o x i c i t y  i s  minimal, or t h e  PRP i s  the 'owner of 

' t h e  s i te  b u t  d i d  no t  conduct or permi t  t h e  gene ra t ioh ,  
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n ,  s t o r a g e ,  t rea tment  or d i s p o s a l  of ha ta rdous  
subs tances  and d id  n o t  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t h e  r e l e a s e .  

5. Comment: The s i t e  owner asked whether Alben Cleaners ,  a s  
t h e  ope ra to r ,  i s  s o l e l y  r e spons ib l e .  

EPA Response: Not neces sa r i l y .  Costs  may a l s o  be  rf?covered 
from p a s t  and p r e s e n t  s i t e  owners and, p o s s i b l y ,  o t h e r  
t e n a n t s  (e.g. under sub leas ing  arrangements.)  

6. Comment: A l o c a l  o f f i c i a l  asked whether New York C i t  
( N Y C )  o r  t h e  New York S t a t e  Department o f  Transpor ta ,  i' i b n  
(DOT) are considered PRPs s i n c e  t h e  contaminated groundwater 
plume is l o c a t e d  under NYC and DOT proper ty .  

EPA Response: No; n o t  by v i r t u e  of t h e  l o c a t i o n  of t h e  
plume. The plume r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  migra t ion ,  bu t  no t  t h e  
source ,  of  contamination.  

B ; * O R I G I N ,  NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION 
\ 

1. Comment: A l o c a l  o f f i c i a l  ques t ioned  whether t h e  coqtaminated 
1 

source  m a t e r i a l s  ( i . e .  d rywel l  and c o n t e n t s )  pose any 
- dangers  t o  t h e  bu i ld ing  occupants.  .. ~ . . 

EPA Response: The source  i s  p r e s e n t l y  e f f e c t i v e l y  q u r i e d  
and p r e s e n t s  no d i r e c t  c o n t a c t  danger b u t  would be a 
danger i f  l e f t  i n  p l ace  and a c c i d e n t l y  exposed (e.g.  a s  a 
r e s u l t  of excava t ion)  i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  

2. Comment: The s i t e  owner asked when t h e  drywel l  was k n s t a l l e d .  

EPA Response: We don ' t  know f o r  c e r t a i n .  Records 4ndica te  
t h a t  an  a d j a c e n t  s e p t i c  tank was i n s t a l l e d  i n  1949. The 

<drywel l  may have been i n s t a l l e d  a t  t h a t  same time. 
J - 



- 8. Comment: The owner a s k e A ~ ~ e + ~ r . . t h e 4 ~ w e l X a y s t e m  wfts - -  
. . .  ---- ...- -..-.--- ... 

t e s t e d  when i n s t a l l e d .  . . 
. . . . . . . .  .. - .  

. . . -- . - . . - . . -. . . -. - - - -- 
:L* EPA Response: We don ' t  know? Typ ica l ly ,  - i x u n t y " : b r ~ l o c a l  ........ . . . . . . . . . .  

1 -  .. ..L-.agencies run p e r c o l a t i o n  t e s t s  on s e p t i c  and drywel l  . . .  
. . . .  systems. .............. - .. >. *'. -. - . . 

9. Comment: A l o c a l  o f f i c i a l  asked how much waste would be  
excavated a t  t h e  source  and how long it would t ake .  

EPA Response: We expect  t h a t  approximately 100 cub id  
ya rds  ( c y )  of wastes w i l l  b e  removed and t h a t  t h e  reslponse 
a c t i o n  w i l l  t ake  a ma t t e r  of  weeks from t h e  s t a r t  of 
excavat ion.  . - 

10. Comment: A l o c a l  o f f i c i a l  asked whether t h e  a d j a c e n t  ~ a s t  
Branch River is being contaminated. 

EPA Response: No.  Only one s u r f a c e  water  sample a t  t h e  
d i scharge  from t h e  c u l v e r t  from t h e  Alben park ing  lo+ 
showed t r a c e  amounts (4ppb) of PCE. 

11. Comment: The s i te  owner ques t ioned  whether a l a r g e  ( - 8 f t . )  
c u l v e r t  from t h e  i n t e r s t a t e s  r a n  under t h e  s i t e  and h e t h e r  
a highway s p i l l ,  v i a  t h e  c u l v e r t ,  could have been t h  
cause  of s i t e  contamination.  

3 
EPA Response: A c u l v e r t  t h a t  l a r g e  would t e rmina t e  n an 
endwall a t  t h e  r i v e r  or l a r g e  dra inage  b a s i n  and nond i s  
e v i d e n t  a t  t h e  si te.  Such a c u l v e r t  would probably 
been cons t ruc t ed  by DOT. We have coord ina ted  our  r e  
e f f o r t s  w i t h  DOT and a r e  n o t  aware of any l a r g e  cu lvg r t .  
F i n a l l y ,  i n  t h e  absence of a dra inage  b a s i n ,  a s p i l l t o  a 
s to rm d r a i n  would d i scharge  to  t h e  r i v e r ,  and n o t  t h e  
groundwater a q u i f e r .  

1 2 .  Comment: The owner asked where t h e  drywel l  i s  phys i cp l ly  
l oca t ed .  

EPA Response: Records i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  the d rywe l l  is, 
l o c a t e d  approximately 25 f e e t  e a s t  of  t h e  s o u t h e a s t  c o r n e r  
o f  t h e  Alben bu i ld ing .  A s o i l  bor ing t a k e n  du r ing  the 
remedial  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  conf i rms t h i s .  



13. Comment: The owner sc+odf-:+-smld . .. -.- determine h c  lonq 
the contamination has been accumulating in the drywell. 

. .. . -. . . 
- . .. ... ... -. . - -- - - . - -~ . . -- . - - .. . . . 

. ... Em Response:  here' are too'inany variables'-(e.g. groundwater 
. -- . . - flui, geology, rate of discharge) to determine, from data, 

just how long the discharge took 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 
.l.~cal 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. Sppb for TCE). It is unlikely 
that the contaminants were disposed of in pure form, but 
rather as an unknown part of a total waste. As a rasult 
of pumping and natural attenuation some unknown part of 
the contamination has been removed or lost. Therefare we 
could not, with any reasonable accuracy, estimate the 
quantity of waste that was disposed of at the site. 

s :  
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 yeqr 
remediation effort. The State will pay for operatidn and 
maintenance after ten years if it is necessary. Th$ State 
is also responsible for physically running the system but 
may arrange for local authorities to do so. 



.-, . 2. Comment- mhe s i t e  ohmor asked whether ar=; Fy?grams were 
i n  p l a c e  i n  t h e  l a t e  1970 's  t h a t  r egu la t ed  t h e  d i s p o s a l  
of hazardous. wastes such a s  those  - - . - - - - . from a d r y  c l eane r .  .. - :. 

-. - 
-. . . . . . . . .  ... . 

EPA Response: The Resource Conservation and ~ e c o v e r ~  ~ c t  
(RCRA) of 1976 t y p i c a l l y  r e g u l a t e s  t h e  d i scharge  of ..... . . .  

hazardous waste depending on t h e  q u a n t i t y  genera ted .  
There may a l s o  be S t a t e ,  l o c a l ,  and i n d u s t r y  r egu la t ions '  
or g u i d e l i n e s  t h a t  have a p p l i c a t i o n  t o  d ry  c l ean ing  was te  
d i s p o s a l .  .. 

3. Comment: A l o c a l  o f f i c i a l  asked why t h e  e f f l u e n t  from t h e  
groundwater management system i s  going t o  be r e i n j e c t e d  
i n t o  t h e  groundwater r a t h e r  than  b e  pumped i n t o  t h e  d i s t r i -  
but ion system. 

EPA Response: Pumping t o  d i s t r i b u t i o n  would have requiried 
t h a t  t h e  d i scharge  be  p iped  a c r o s s  t h e  r i v e r  and would 
have been more d i f f i c u l t  to  implement and more c o s t l y .  
Re in j ec t ion  of t h e  e f f l u e n t  d i l u t e s  t h e  groundwater 
contaminat ion and c r e a t e s  a b a r r i e r  t o  t h e  migra t ion  of 
f u r t h e r  contamination.  

4. Comment: A l o c a l  o f f i c i a l  asked when the groundwater 
management system w i l l  be  b u i l t .  

EPA Response: Funding f o r  cons t ruc t ion  is shared 90% blf 
EPA and 10% by t h e  S t a t e .  Federal  funding h a s  been 
obl igat-ed.  It  is expected t h a t  t h e  S t a t e  cost s h a r e  w i l l  
be approved s h o r t l y .  Cons t ruc t ion  should t a k e  approximdtely 
six t o  n i n e  months. 

5. Comment: A l o c a l  engineer  asked what t h e  groundwater 
management system wel l  c o n s t r u c t i o n  w i l l  be .  

EPA Response: The groundwater management wells w i l l  be  
g r a v e l  packed wel l s .  

6. Comment: The engineer  asked what t h e  groundwater management 
system c a p a c i t y  w i l l  be. 

EPA Response: The system i s  designed t o  o p e r a t e  a t  50 
g a l l o n s  pe r  minute (gpm). 



7. Comment: The engineer  asked how deep t h e  groundwater 
management we l l s  w i l l  be. ----- . - 
EPA Response: The groundwater management we l l s  w i l l  vary  - 
from 20 t o  40 f e e t  deep. . . -  . . .. - ..~.. - 

.. . - . .  . 
. . . . .- - -.. 

8. Comment: A l o c a l  o f f i c i a l  asked whether town permission 
was necessary t o  c o n s t r u c t  t h e  groundwater management 
system. 

EPA Response: W i t h  r egard  t o  p rope r ty  access ,  t h e  system 
i s  t o  be cons t ruc t ed  on.DOT, NYC, and Brady Stannard 
p rope r ty ,  from whom we have permiss ion or c o n d i t i o n a l  
permission t o  c o n s t r u c t  t h e  system. Local cons t rucb ion  

: permi t s ,  i f  necessary ,  w i l l  b e  obta ined by t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  
c o n t r a c t o r .  

9. Comment: A l o c a l  o f f i c i a l  asked whether NYC was app r i s ed  
of the c o n s t r u c t i o n  of t h e  groundwater management system. 

EPA Response: NYC h a s  been s o  advised  and suppor t s  EPA 's 
remedial  e f f o r t s .  

10. Comment: A l o c a l  o f f i c i a l  asked whether h e a l t h  r i s k s  due 
t o  emissions from t h e  groundwater management system packed 
tower a i r  s t r i p p e r  were re-evaluated a s  p a r t  of t h e  most 
r e c e n t  s tudy .  

EPA Response: Data from the most r ecen t  s tudy  i n d i a a t e s  
-. t h a t  c a l c u l a t e d  a i r  pathway h e a l t h  risks have decreased.  b.- -. ernis is due t o  a corresponding decrease  found i n  graundwater 

contamination.  

11. Comment: The s i t e  owner asked whether any o t h e r  l o c a l  
p r o p e r t i e s  were l i s t e d  on any Superfund type l i s ts .  

EPA Response: The commenter was advised t o  c a l l  bo th  
S t a t e  and Federal  environmental  o f f i c e s  f o r  a l is t  @f 
s i t e s .  
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Docwent Nubar: BE-F41-0748 To l a  . Parent: BRE-BBl-B6B$ oatt: 1 . 1 . .  .=.- 
. . 

Title: Feasibility Study Report h s t e r  k i l  Fieid Site Volume 11: -Rppendices 

Type: Fl.aN 
Author: we: 6liR Engineerin! 

Recipient: none: NY Dept of Enviromntal Conservation 

- ---- 
Dscurent Nurber: ERE-GI-138.3 To 14@5 Date: I I 

Title: Cuunity Relati61,~ Plan Wwrster k l l  Field Site 

Type: KN 
Ruthtr: we: none 

RezipierA: mne: mre 

- 
I 

Docwent Nuber: ERE-BCI-17% To 1 7 9  Parerd: BFf-BCl-It24 Date: 81/25/79 

Title: (Letter regarding required cleanup of oil contacirited sail ard niter at the facility) 

T y p ~ :  ECNSm\'3WT 
A;t:,c.r: bnfred!, Cesare J: NY Dept of Enviro~ebtal Conservation 

Recip~ent: h s c h ,  Donald: Brady-Stm~rd Auto Coapany 

--------- ------- 
huaen! Nwber: WE-OCI-1793 To 1793 Parent: BRE-601-1624 Datte: 81/26/73 

Title: (Letter rexarding waste dispml operatiom at the facility1 

Type: CORRESPChpp(a 
Cordition: I m P ~  

Author: knfredi, Cesare J: NY kpt of Environental Conservation 
Recipient: kxh,  Donald: Brrdy-Stannard Ruto bpany 
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