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West Nyack, Rockland County, New York 

Site No. 344039 I 

Operable Unit I 

Statement of Puruose and Basis 

The Record of Decision (ROD) presents the selected remedial action for the 
inactive hazardous waste disposal site which was chosen in accordance with the New 
Conservation Law (ECL). The remedial program selected is not inconsistent with 
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan of March 8,1990 (40CFR300). 

This decision is based upon the Administrative Record of the New Department of 
Environmental conservation (NYSDEC) for Operable Unit I of the Chromalloy Hazardous 
Waste Site and upon public input to the Proposed Remedial Action Plan 
A bibliography of the documents included as apart of the Administrative 
the ROD. 

Assessment of the Site ~ 
Actual or threatened release of hazardous waste constituents from this site if not addressed by 

implementing the response action selected in this ROD, presents acurrent or potential si cant threat to public 
health and the environment. 

C 
Descriotion of Selected Remedy 

Based upon the results of the Remedial for the Chromalloy 
(SEQUA) and the criteria identified for goundwater 
recovery and treatment of the contamination in the lower aquifer, and a 
for the contamination in the upper aquifer and the unsaturated soil as the 
Unit. The components of the remedy are as follows: 

A groundwater recovery and treatment system consisting of a pumping well, co ected to a stripping 
tower and granulated activated carbon (GAC) vessels to cleanup the lower aqui r contaminated with 
TCE and other dissolved organic compounds. f 
A dual phase extraction system to cleanup dissolved and volatile compounds in tha unsaturated soils and 
the upper aquifer. 
The establishment of a set of year-by-year cleanup goals for two on-site and 
Implementation of additional measures if the concentration of TCE in any of 
program exceed the goals by 20 % for three consecutive years. 



Plac'mg a restriction on the use of the on-site groundwater in the title deed until the New York State 
groundwater quality standards are met. 
Monitoring the quality of the nearby private wells still in use to assess impacts fiom site-related 
contaminants. 

New York State Deoartment of Health Acceotance 

The New York State Department, of Health concurs with the remedy selected for this site as being 
protective of human health. 

Declaration 

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with State and Federal 
requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedSal action to the extent 
practicable, and is cost effective. This remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment or resource 
recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable, and satislies the preference for remedies that reduce 
toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal element. 

Date 
Division of Environmental ~ e m d a t i o n  
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SECTION 1: SUMMARY OF THE RECORD OF DECISION ~ 
The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), in with the New 
York State Department ofHealth (NYSDOH), has selected the remedy designated 
to address the significant threat to human health and/or the environment created 
waste at the Chromalloy (SEQUA) site (the Site) designated as a Class 2 site in 
Waste Disposal Sites in New York State (the Registry). 

The Site is located at 169 Western Highway in West Nyack, within the Town of Rockland County 
on a 6.5 acre parcel of land. It is approximately 0.5 miles south of New York 

From 1960 to 1982 Chromalloy Corporation, under various owners and names, machinable metal 
alloy parts, and coated metal parts at the Site. The operations involved use (TCE) and other 
chemicals. Analytical results suggest that a significant release of TCE took 
place at the Site. In 1978 high concentrations of TCE were found in all 
1979 all the residences on P i e  View Road were connected to the 
State and local government, and with cooperation of Spring 
conducted in 1994-1995 uncovered a fractured 
includii spent TCE, to an on-site treatment 
highly contaminated soil was excavated and 
not appreciably abated since then. 

An Operable Unit represents a portion of the site remedy which for technical or admini ative reasons can be 
addressed separately to eliminate or mitigate a release, threat of release or exposure path ay resulting from the 
Site contamination. The extent of TCE in the soil and groundwater at the Site so pr ominates the other 
contaminants that this OU-I will focus only on the data and the proposed remedy forth TCE in the soil and 
groundwater. i 
Operable Unit I1 (OU-II), would include supplemental investigative work to identify delineate non-TCE 
related contaminants such as metals in the surEcial soils on site. Off-site samples, if be collected and 
analyzed based on on-site soil data. Further definition of off-site groundwater and the need for 
additional remedial measures will be determined during OU-11. Collection of commence when 
OU-I is constructed and in operation. 

As more l l l y  described in Sections 3 and 4 of this document, hazardous wastes released r disposed at the Site, 
principally trichloroethylene (TCE) and to a lesser extent tetrachloroethene (PCE) d their degradation 
byproducts cis and trans 1,2- dichloroethylene @CE) have been identified in soil and gr undwater at the Site. 
The contaminants have migrated from the Site to the surrounding areas, including the Pine View Road 
residential area, north of the Site. These disposal activities resulted in the following si ' cant threats to the 
public health and the environment: i 

A significant threat to human health associated with groundwater contaminated with TCE, PCE and 
their degradation byproducts cis and trans 1,2 DCE. 
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A significant environmental threat associated with the impacts of contaminants to overburden and 
bedrock aquifers at the Site and the adjoining areas. 

In order to restore this inactive hazardous waste disposal site to predisposal conditions to the extent feasible and 
authorized by law, but at a minimum to eliminate or mitigate the significant threats to the public health andlor 
the environment that the hazardous waste disposed at the Site has caused, the following remedy was selected 
in this Operable Unit: 

A groundwater recovery and treatment system consisting of a pumping well, connected to a stripping 
tower and granulated activated carbon (GAC) vessels to cleanup the lower aquifer contaminated with 
TCE and other dissolved organic compounds. 
A dual phase extraction system to cleanup dissolved and volatile compounds in the unsaturated soils and 
the upper aquifer. 
The dtk~blishment of a set of year-by-year cleanup goals for two on-site and two off-site wells. 
Implementation of additional measures if the concentration of TCE in anv of the wells in the monitoring - - 
program exceed the goals by 20 % for three consecutive years. 
Placing a restriction on the use of on-site groundwater in the title deed uqtil the New York State 
groundwater quality standards are met. 
Monitoring the quality of the nearby private wells still in use to assess impacts from site-related 
contaminants. 

The groundwater recovery and treatment system would have a range of inthence that would encompass the 
Site and most of the Pine View Road area. The two remedial systems, while desigped to remove TCE and 
related contaminants fromthe groundwater, would also remove other dissolved contam)nants within their ranges 
of influence. The dual phase extraction system would additionally remove other volPtile organic compounds 
(VOCs) that are in the form of vapors within the soil pores and within its range of influence. 

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

SECTION 2: SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

The Site is located at 169 Western Highway in West Nyack, within the Town of Clark$town, Rockland County 
on a 6.5 acre parcel of land. It is approximately 0.5 miles south ofNew York State Route 59 (Figures 1 and 
2). Most of the operational activities by Chromalloy were reportedly conducted in the Main Building which is 
approximately 6 1,000 square feet in floor area. The Site now forms the northern end of a much larger industrially 
zoned property owned by Bradley Corporate Park, and has several smaller industries okupying other buildings 
on the Site. Residences are located to the north along Pine View Road. 

The Hackensack River, flowing south, is 700 feet to the west of the Site. The north-flowing Greenbush Brook, 
a Hackensack River tributary, separates the Site from the Clarkstown Landfill which is located approximately 
350 feet to the east. 



The Site is situated amidst several other inactive hazardous waste disposal sites near Hackensack River. 
Grant Hardware Co. (Site ID#344031) is located 1,000 feet north of the Site. Rockland Utilities 
(Site ID #344014) is located 2,300-3,300 feet to the north. The Clarkstown (Site ID #344001) 
is situated 800 feet to the east. Approximately 314 miles to the south is ID #344021). 

SECTION 3: SITE HISTORY 

3.1: OoerationnVDisoosal History 

1926 The Site was acquired by Kay Research Co., Inc. and Kay Laboratories, Inc. 
1927: A 40-gal. spill of an unknown chemical occurred that resulted in taste problems' the local public water 

company's downstream water plant and required the abandonment of four nearby wells; the effect of the 
pollution on the Hackensack River apparently remained for 20 years. Based on he described impacts, 
the spii likely involved significantly more than 40 gallons of chemical. 

1 
1946: The property was passed through anumber o f i n d i  corporations inch ' g InfiaInsulation, Inc. 

which sold the Site to Chromalloy Corp. in August 1960. Chromalloy personnel reported that the well 
water on the property was not drinkable because of its taste, which may ossibly have been a 
manifestation of the 1927 Kay Research spill or some other cause. 

1982: Chromalloy sold the Site to Alloy Technology. 

*, 
1984: Alloy Technology sold the property to Bradley Industrial Park (Bradley Park), the present 

owner. Alloy Technology is continuing to operate in the Main Building at one of the tenants 
1986: Chromalloy merged with Sun Chemical Corporation and changed its Corporation. 

Two diierent Chromalloy Divisions operated at the Site: Smtercast, which operated Chromalloy's 
tenure, and the Coatings Operation which operated until 1971 and then was 
Orangeburg plant, also in Rockland County. 

The Sintercast Division produced machinable titanium carbide, carbon, chromium, as raw materials. 
The process entailed milling, mixing with hexane, vacuum drying, drying with 
2% p d n ,  sintering, annealing and machining. Sitering is a heat and 
a milled product into a coherent mass without melting it. Annealing is a 
metals and alloys more malleable and less brittle. These operations used 
with wiping rags for degreasing. It has been reported that only one 
months and, at most, three drums were stored on the property. 
1971. Alloy Technology prepares specialty metal products 
employed by Sintercast. Alloy Technology reports that it does not use TCE. 

At the Coatings Operation, TCE was used as a degreasing agent, and spent TCE was rep returned to the 
suoolier. Detrex Cornoration. SEQUA personnel have indicated that the degreasing units - - 

inihe tde eastern anh possibly th~southem portion of the Main Building. I 

I 
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3.2: Remedii History 

In July 1978, a P i e  View Road resident complained to the Rockland County Health Department (RCHD) of a 
taste and odor problem in the well water on his property. RCHD's inspector assigned, to the case confirmed the 
odor in the well water and initiated several rounds of water sampling at all the P i e  View Road residences in 
August and September of that year. All of the wells were contaminated with TCE. One home on Pine View 
Road, just north of the Main Building, had a concentration of 65,000 ppb (Fig. 3 and Table 3). Following the 
receipt of the analytical results, RCHD established a temporary water supply for all the residents and ordered 
them not to use their well water. 

In 1979, all the homes on Pine View Road were connected to a oennment water sumlv with fundinn from the 
state and local government, and with cooperation of spring valley water CO. and ~ G o h o ~  whichpermitted 
a tie-in to their existing supply connection. In 1979. RCDH held a series of hearings to identify possible sources - -. - - . - 
of chemical pollution in the P i  View Road wells. 

In 1983 and 1985, NYSDEC completed Phase I and Phase 11 investigations at the Pine View Road wells. The 
P i e  Road Wells were was listed in the Registry and assigned the site ID No. 344022. 

In 1991 and 1992, as a result of the August 29,1989 Order on Consent, SEQUA condbcted a series of extensive 
tests on and around the Site. TCE was detected in ten of fifteen groundwater monitoring well samples in excess 
of the NYSDEC groundwater standard of 5 ppb; one monitoring well sample from MW-IB, located south-west 
of the Main Building, contained 33,000 ppb. 

Subsequently, on October 13, 1992, the C h r o d o y  Site was listed on the Registry as a Class 2 site, ID No. 
344039. It was given an EPA ID No. NYD980454877. The P i e  View Road site, y o ,  344022, was delisted 
because it was determined that the contamination found in the Pine View Road WeIb resulted from migration 
of contaminants from source+) which were upgradient of the Pine View Road We&. Therefore, P i e  View 
Road Wells contaminationwould be investigated aspart ofthe Chromalloy SiteRemediaVInvestigationFeasiblity 
Study. The Class 2 designation indicates a site at which the disposal of hazardous wastle constitutes a significant 
threat to the public health andlor the environment, and action is required. 

In February 1994, an Order on Consent requiring a remedial program was executed by Chromalloy Gas Turbine 
Corporation, the Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) and the NYSDEC. 

In December 1995, an IRM was conducted to remove highly contaminated soils outside the south wall of the 
Main Building (Fig. 4). A fUer description of this IRM is provided in Section 4.2. 

Off-site investigation had to be held inabeyance from 1996 to 1997, becauseNYSDEC was denied access to the 
P i e  View Road area by the residents. The off-site investigation was commenced in the summer of 1997, when 
access was obtained through a court order. 
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SECTION 4: SITE CONTAMINATION 1 
I 

To evaluate the contamination present at the Site and to evaluate alternatives to address e significant threat to 
human health and the environment posed bv the mesence of hazardous waste. the PRP f recentlv conducted 

I a Remedial lnvestigation~easib& study-&s). 

4.1: Summaw of the Remedial Investivation I 
I 

The purpose ofthe RI was to defhe the nature and extent of any contamination resulting previous activities 
at the Site. 

The RI, which spanned from 1994 to 1998, was conducted m multiple phases. The in part necessary 
because of the IRM that was undertaken during the RI; the difliculty in gaining access properties to 
complete the off-site investigation; and the change in the consultants for the PRP in 
Remedial Investigations, December 1998, has been prepared which describes the field 
the RI in detail. I 
The RI included the following activities: I 

Background research of published literature and maps. 

Interviews with Chromdloy and SEQUA employees regarding solvent use and 'sparoll. 

Review of historical aerial photographs 

Private and communi~ well survey 

1 
Geophysical surveys to determine fracturing and deph to bedrock (15 borehol surveys). 

Soil gas surveys (57probes). 

I 
Geoprobe soil borings to investigate deph to rock, depth to groundwater md t collect samples. 

Installation of 6 monitoringwells in adction to the 15 installedduring the preli inary invest~gations. 

Excawtion of (6) test pits lo locate underground ahinage/leachfields and to identiB shallow soil 
contamination. 1 1 

Slug test and pump tests. 

Groundwater, Surface Water and Sediment Smnping and Analysis. 1 
Sampling on-site welk 1 ~ 
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Sampling of-site wells. 

m Hachnsack River Impact Analysis. 

m Fish and Wildlve Impact Analysis 

Risk Assessment 

To determine which media (soil, groundwater, etc.) contain contamination at levels of bncern, the RI analytical 
data were compared to environmental Standards, Criteria, and Guidance values (SCGg). Groundwater, drinking 
water and surface water SCGs identified for the Site are based onNYSDEC Ambient Water Quality Standards 
and Guidance Values and Part 5 ofNYS Sanitary Code. For soils, NYSDEC TAGM 4046 provides soil cleanup 
guidelines for the protection of groundwater, background conditions, and health- ased exposure scenarios. 
guidance values for evaluating contamination in sediments are provided by the NYS EC "Technical Guidance 
for Screening Contaminated Sed i i t s " .  

a 
Based on the RI results, in comparison to the SCGs and potential public health and environmental exposure 
routes, groundwater in the shallow aquifer on site and the deeper aquifer on and of# site require remediation. 
The salient findings in the various media are summarized below. More complete infbrmation can be found in 
the RI Report. 

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

4.1.1 Nature of Contamination: 

The primary contaminant of concern at the Site is TCE. Lower levels of PCE and breakdown products of TCE 
like cis and trans 1,2 DCE are also present in groundwater and soils. The characteristics of TCE are presented 
in Appendix B. 

As described in the RI Report, many soil, groundwater, surface water, and sediment samples were collected at 
the Site to characterize the nature and extent of contamination. Groundwater and soil were the only media 
exhibiting significant concentrations of contaminants. Tests were performed for other potential contaminants as 
well. No significant concentrations of metals, semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), pesticides, or 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) were identified in the media. 

4.1.2 Extent of Contamination 

Table 1 summarizes the concentrations of contaminants of concern in soil and groundwater, and compares the 
data with the SCGs for the Site. A summary of the findings of the investigation wih respect to each of the 
media follows: 
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The subsurface at the Site consists of avery dense sequence of glacial till overlying alterna g sandstones, shales 
and conglomerates. Because of deep weathering, resulting from poor cementation, det +tion of the depth 
to top of bedrock has been uncertain, and has variously been reported to be between 22 eet and 43 feet at the 
south side of the Main Building. 

I 
I 

The six test pits excavated in September, 1994, uncovered nothing of environmental cons uence. The locations 
are shown in Figure 5. Following the inspection oftest pits, 26 geoprobes were driven d fifty-seven samples 
were collected from them. The locations of the geoprobes are shown in Figure 6, and the salient results are 
shown in Figure 7. The maximum soil contamination was encountered in geoprobe G 1, located outside the 
south wall of the Main Building, with TCE concentration at 30 ppm. 

-r I I 

Five soil samples fiom the geoprobes were analyzed for metals. The results are shown 2. As the results 
show, sample G24S collected at a depth range of 3 to 4 feet below ground surface in of a clay pipe 
exiting from the southeast comer of the Main Building had a chromium 
exceeds the high end of the statistically based range for eastern USA 
sample G16S collected at a depth range of 2.5 to 3 feet below 
0.48 ppm, which exceeds the high end of the background 
and other contaminants not related to TCE will be taken 
in OU-I1 would establish the site-specific background 
cleanup objectives in accordance with SCGs. 

In May 1995, nineteen samples were collected from five borings (Fig. 8). The most results were from 
boring B 1 where results of three soil samples between 0-6 feet ranged fiom 20 to 37 Samples from 
other borings yielded less than 1 ppm of TCE. 

I 

The borings were followed by trenching which g e n d y  was limited to adepth of less feet (Fig.8). The 
highest concentration of TCE was encountered in the Southwall Trench. At a 77 feet from the 
southwest comer of the Main Building a broken clay pipe was uncovered. A substance 
from inside the pipe, designated TP-77 (pipe), had a concentration of 35,000 
had a TCE concentration of 3,900 ppm. Results of other samples are shown 
encountered in the LD and H Trenches. The maximum concentration was 0.69 ppm. 1 

I 

In summary, at 10 feet from the building, only trace TCE is present. The heaviest begins no more 
than 10 feet west of probe G21 (located 50 feet east of the Main Building some distance 
beyond 90 feet east of the comer (to probe G22). Farther east of the 90 
primarily limited to the pipes and the bedding soil. The contamination 
comer, extending to bedrock at boring B-I. As described in 
contamination south of the Main Building was removed to the extent feasible as an 

I 

Groundwater I 

I 

The bedrock aquifer underlying the Site is recognized as one of the most productive b ock aquifers in New 
York State. The section of the Hackensack River basin in the vicinity of the Site over1 ? es a principal aquifer. 
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Principal aquifers are aquifers which are not currently used for public water supply, bvt which are either known 
to be highly productive, or which represent a potentially abundant water supply because of their geologic 
characteristics. Principal aquifers are important resources for the future. This aquifeqis potentially a significant 
water resource for the county residents. The HackensackRiver provides the main souce of water supply for the 
adjacent Bergen County, New Jersey. 

Groundwater flow in the shallow aquifer is towards both east and west of the mound on which the Site is located, 
with the flow and contaminated plume migration having northward components (Fig. 9). The groundwater 
contour map for the lower aquifer indicates that the hydraulic gradient is small, with the Bow converging in the 
direction of, and under, the Pine View Road from either side (Fig. 10). This relatively flat gradient may, in part, 
be explained by the discontinuance of the use of private wells by the residents on Pme View Road, which in turn 
may explain the persistence of the high concentrations of contaminants in the abandoned wells in the Pine View 
Road area (Table 3). 

The highest concentration of TCE measured in groundwater was 160,000 ppb in G4 at! 17-1 9 feet below ground 
surfice. The flow divide in the shallow aquifer is located in the vicinity of the highest TCE concentrations and, 
as can be seen in Figures 3 & 7, has resulted in contaminant distribution in the shallow aquifer to both the east 
and west. 

The results of the June, 1998, round of sampling of one abandoned production well to the west of the Main 
Building; deep groundwater monitoring wells; and selected abandoned private wells pre tabulated and plotted 
on Figure 11. The isoconcentration map is probably more reflective of the residquds of the contaminants 
transported in the past, when the wells were in use, rather than the present migration pattern. 

One of the reasons for listing the Site on the Registry was the finding in 1991 of 328 ppb of chromium in well 
MW-5 A (Fig. 11). Since the turbidity was high when the sample was collected, it was decided to resample this 
well under a more controlled condition. In June 1994, the well was redeveloped and three unfiltered samples 
(regular, duplicate, and a matrix spike) were analyzed. The chromium concentration in the regular sample was 
1.1 ppb. It is surmised that the chromium in the earlier sample was released from the skdiment into the water by 
preservatives and digestion. A sample collected fiom this well in June, 1998, again reported a wncentraton of 
1.1 ppb with chromium also detected in the blank. 

Sediments 

Sediment samples were collected in June, 1998, at four locations SED-1 to SED-4 (Fig, 12). The samples were 
analyzed for VOCs and metals. The VOC analysis indicated the presence of TCE at BED-2 (130 ppb) and at 
SED-3 (18 ppb) and 2-butanone (MEK) at SEDJ (1 10 ppb) and SED-4 (4.1 ppb). AU other VOCs were either 
detected in the blank or are considered common laboratory contaminants. SED-2 q d  SED-3 were sampled 
again in September, 1998. The tests did not detect any VOCs in these samples. The metal analysis for SED-I 
to SED-4 all reported detected metals below their respective NYSDEC guidelines. 

Surface Water 

Four surface water samples were collected from locations shown in Figure 12. The samples were analyzed for 
VOCs and metals. The salient readings were 7 ppb of TCE and 7.1 ppb of cis 1,2DCE at SW-4, which are 
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above the 5 ppb guideline for TCE and cis 1,2-DCE. AU metal results were below respective NYSDEC 
guidelines except for copper at 289 ppb and lead at 223 ppb at SW-2, which is of the Site. The New 
York State surface water standards for copper and lead are 200 and 50 ppb 

4.2 Interim Remedial Measum: 

Interim Remedial Measures (IRMs) are conducted at sites when a source of contaminati nor exposure pathway 
can effectively be addressed before completion of the WFS. 1 
During the RI, a fractured clay pipe was discovered outside the south wall of the Main uilding (Fig. 4) The 
bedding soil under and along this pipe was found to be highly contaminated with TCE. ne sample (TP-77) of 
sludge inside the pipe registered 35,000 ppm of TCE, and another sample of soil (TP-8 (2ft)) registered 3,900 
ppm. From November, 27, through December 1, 1995, an IRM was undertaken to r ove an estimated 93 
cubic yards of this contaminated soil. Tight working space and structural safety co ideratiom limited the 
quantity of soil that could be excavated. The maximum residual TCE concentratio at the bottom of the 
excavation and the sides away from the building is estimated to be less than 2 ppm, owever, the residual 
concentration under the building is uncertain. Complete details of this IRM is contained ' "Report on November 
1995 Soil Removal Programn, January 1996. 1 
4.3 Summarv of Human Exoosure Pathwavs: 1 

I 
This section describes the types of human exposures that may present health risks to  p sons at or around the 
Site. A more detailed discussion of potential health risks can be found in Section 7.0 

An exposure pathway is how an individual may come into contact with a contaminant The five elements of 
an exposure pathway are 1) the source of contamination; 2) the environmental media and mechanisms; 
3) the point of exposure; 4) the route of exposure, and 5) the receptor population. 
exposure pathway may be based on past, present, or future events. 

Potential exposures were evaluated for facility employees, nearby residents, and workers from 
contaminants in groundwater, soil, and soil vapor. The following discussion 
present at the Site. Due to the low or non-detectable concentrations of 
and sediments, exposure pathways were not evaluated for these media. 

Inhalation 1 
I 

Inhalation of indoor contaminant vapors presents a possible exposure pathway. present in soil and 
groundwater may volatilize into soil gases and, consequently, enter buildings cracks or 
openings. TCE and other chlorinated VOCs have resulted in soil vapor 
concentrations were present in subsurface soils. As discussed in Section 
of TCE in soils at the Chromalloy site (discovered along the 
removed during the 1995 IRM and replaced with clean fill. A 
not be excavated during the 1995 interim measure because of 
integrity. Data indicate that residual concentrations of TCE 
result in contaminated soil vapors beneath the on-site building. 
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Vapors from TCE in groundwater may also travel through soil pores above the water tqble. This usually requires 
significant contamination at the water table surface such as that often encountered Wediately below a point 
source of contamination. Because TCE is more dense (that is, heavier) than water, its tendency is to "sink" into 
deeper groundwater and therefore does not typically present a soil vapor problem after it enters the water table 
or at some distance from a source area. Approximately 1,900 to 8,000 ppb of TCE wge  detected in 1994 within 
the shallowest groundwater in a localized area along the southern wall of the Main Building (see Figure 7). 
Similar concentrations may have been present beneath the southwest comer of the building. These 
concentrations probably decreased since then as a result of the 1995 soil removal IRM, however, residual 
contamination at the water table surface, if any, could potentially volatilize into soil gas beneath the building. 

The predominant driving force for soil vapor entry into a building is pressure gradient. Negative pressure 
resulting from building exhaust will enhance soil vapor entry; positive indoor air pfessures tend to suppress 
subsurface vapors. Other factors include foundation cracks or joints and utility or 0 t h  breeches. Building 
ventilation can help dilute indoor air concentrations of contaminants. 

Soil gas samples were collected from a total of 93 subsurface locations in 1991 and 1996. Analytical results from 
these indicate that contaminant vapors were present in source areas around the Main Bwding particularly at the 
southwestern comer. No contaminants were detected in soil vapors at the northern side of the facility in the 
direction of the residential dwellings. This suggests that VOC contaminants in soil vapors are most likely 
attributable to contaminated soils near the facility and possibly with shallow groundwapr contamination near the 
facility. Vapor contaminants do not appear to be associated with contaminated groundwater away from the 
facility. 

In summary, volatilization of vapors into indoor breathing areas remains a possible exposure pathway for 
employees within the Main Building but is not considered likely for nearby residents. 

In addition to indoor air exposures related to soil vapor, disturbance of the subsurface environment during 
construction-related activities could potentially expose construction workers to VOC vapors. Residual 
contamination of TCE remains in subsurface soils behind the Main Building. Contamination has also been 
documented in the upper portion of on-site groundwater although, as noted above, conwntrations have probably 
decreased since the 1995 source removal action. Until the Site has been effectively rmediated, it is anticipated 
that all construction activities in these locations will involve air monitoring and protective measures where 
necessary to minimize exposures to subsurface contaminaats. 

Ingestion and Dermal Contact 

The facilities on the Site and the residential dwellings on Pine View Road are supplied 9 municipal water. The 
private wells on Pine View Road are no longer used, and the residual contamination in the groundwater in this 
area is primarily in the deeper aquifer. Other private wells in the immediate vicinity of the Site are either 
upgradient or side-gradient of the Site. Private wells on the far (west) side of the Hackensack River have not 
been significantly contaminated with VOCs. This is borne out by several rounds of sampling and analysis of 
water from wells to the west of the Site (Fig. 3). Periodic monitoring of nearby private wells will continue. One 
well which is about 2000 feet to the west of the Site has consistently contained about 10 ppb of TCE; however, 
the source of this wntamination is unknown. 



The extent of the groundwater plume in the direction ofthe existing private wells will be er delineated under 
OU-II. The position and magnitude of the plume will also be monitored, as news during and after 
completion of remedial activities for OU-I and any subsequent remedial activities.. $ 1 

Exposure of Mty employees to TCE-contaminated soils at the Site through ingestiol or dermal contact is 
remote. As previously discussed, TCE-contaminated surface soils and accessible subsurfaae soils were removed 
in 1995 and replaced with clean W. The remaining TCE-contaminated soils are s u b s u y  and not presently 
access~%le to fkility employees. 

I , 
L i t e d  data are available relative to site-related to site-related (non-TCE) contamination f surfm soils for the 
Pine View Road area. Two surface soil samples were collected near the southeast corner t f the Main Buildiig. 
These did not appear to contain significant concentrations of contaminants; a more thorough 
investi~ation should be conducted. The evaluation of surface soil contamination exposures to 
facility employees and nearby residents will be completed during OU-11. 

The RI considered whether exposure pathways would be created during construction-relat activities that could 
pose risks to construction workers. Potential activities that might lead to such exposures in t lude installation and 
maintenance of sanitary sewer lines, storm water lines, water mains and basements. construction 
activities do not require excavation below 12 feet, it is highly unlikely that 
exposed to contamination in the lower portion of the groundwater. However, 
the subsurface environment could expose construction workers to the 
Additionally, residual concentrations of TCE remain in subsurface soil. 
groundwatk droplets during such activities is possible but not expected to result in ignifi exposures. The 
risk of dermal contact with contaminants during such activities is also expected to be low. noted, 
until the Site has been effectively remediafed,% is anticipated that all k c t i o n  cont&ted 
locations will involve air monitoring and protective measures where necessary to e exposures to 
subsurface contaminants. 

I 
4.4 Summarv of Environmental Ex~osure Pathwavs: 1 

i 
This section summarizes the types of environmental exposures which may be presented by Site. The Fish and 
Wildlife Impact Assessment included in the RI presents a more detailed discussion of the impacts from 
the site to fish and wildlife resources. The foll&ing pathways for environmental exposure ve beenidentified: 

- 

k I 

The wetlands surrounding the study area constitute an important ecosystem. water and 
sediment could potentially affect this ecosystem. Sampling results for 
standards for aquatic life and wildlife as set forth in the Ambient Water 
and Groundwater Effluent Limitations guidance document dated June 
been compared to standards for benthic aquatic life and wildlife 
Screening Contaminated Sediment document dated March 1998. 
applicable standard resulted in no surface water constituent 
nor any sediment constituent appearing at levels greater 
appears to be little, if any, impact on fish and wildlife resources in and around the Site. I 



SECTION 5: ENFORCEMENT STATUS 

Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) are those who may be legally liable for contamination at a site. This may 
include past or present owners and operators, waste generators, and haulers. The Potential Responsible Parties 
(PRP) for the Site include: Fonner Chromalloy (SEQUA), which is presently knoyn as the Chromalloy Gas 
Turbine Corporation. 

The following is the chronological enforcement . . history of this Site. 

Orders on Consent 

Date - - Index &&&$ 

The NYSDEC and the Chromalloy Gas Turbime Corporation entered into a Consent Order Febmarv, 1994 
(superseding the 1989 Order on consent). The Order obligates the responsible partiel to undertake k k ~ .  
Upon issuance oftheRecord ofDecision theNYSDEC will approach the PRPs to implement the selected remedy - - 
Gder a separate Order on Consent. 

SECTION 6: SUMMARY OF THE REMEDIATION GOALS 

Goals for the remedial program have been established through the remedy selection prpcess stated in 6 NYCRR 
Part 375-1.10. The overall remedial goal is to meet all Standards, Criteria and @dance (SCGs) and be 
protective of human health and the environment. At aminimum, the remedy selected should eliminate or mitigate 
all significant threats to public health andlor the environment presented by the material released at the Site 
through the proper application of scientific and engineering principles. 

The goals selected for OU-I for this Site are: 

8 Reduce, confrol, or eliminate, to the exfent practicable, the contamination present within the soils on 
site. 

8 Eliminate, to the extentpracticable, ingestion of groundwater fleeted by the Site that does not attain 
NYSDEC Class GA Ambient Water Quality Criteria. 

r Eliminate, to the extent practicable, ofl-site migration of groundwater thaf &es not attain NYSDEC 
Class GA Ambient Water Qualiw Criteria. 

r Eliminate, to the extent practicable, e-res to TCE. 
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r Eliminate, to the extentpracticable, the migration of TCE into the ~ a c k e n s a c k ~ e r  andits tributaries. 

SECTION 7: SUMMARY OF THE EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES ~ 
The selected remedy for OU-I should be protective of human health and the , be cost effective, 
comply with other statutory laws and utilize permanent solutions, alternative resource recovery 
technologies to the maximum extent practicable. Potential remedial were identified, 
screened and evaluated in the report entitled, "Feasibili@Stuc3, December 
4; 1998. 

The primary constituents of concern identified for the Site and associated Study Area are and its associated 
degradation byproducts cis-1,2-DCE and trans-1,2-DCE. These VOC constituents been detected at 
concentrations exceeding NYSDEC clean-up standards. The environmental media 

Soils to the south, southwest and under the Main Building; ~ 
The shallow aquifer in the area to the southwest of the Main Building; i ~ 
The deep aquifer on and off site. ~ 

In order to address the identified impacted areas, the following three remedial alternati es were retained for 
firther analysis. I 

I 

Alternative 1 - No Action 
Alternative 2 - A Groundwater Recovery and Treatment System and a Dual Phase Extra 'on System b 
A summary of the detailed analysis follows. As presented below. the time to im~lement ktlects onlv the time 
required tdimplement the remed;, and does not include the time required to designihe 
for design and constmction, or to negotiate with responsible parties for 

The potential remedies are intended to address the contaminated residual soils under the Building, the soils 
to its south and southwest, the shallow aquifer to the south and southwest of the building, and 
the deeper aquifer on and off site. 

Alternative 1. No Action i 
The no action alternative is evaluated as a procedural requirement and as a basis for comp This alternative 
would leave the Site in its present condition and would not provide any additional human health 
or the environment. 
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Alternative 2. Groundwater Recoverv and Treatment Svstem and Dual Phase Extraction Svstem 

This alternative would have two systems : 
1) The groundwater recovery and treatment system would remove contamination fromthe bedrock aquifer. One 
extraction well would be installed at a location approximately shown in Figure 13. f i e  exact location will be 
determined during the detailed remedial design. The operation of the pump at the specified flow rate would create 
a radius ofiiuence (area where groundwater is withdrawn). Thegroundwater captured within this radius would 
then be pumped through a treatment system consisting of a stripping tower and vessels containing granular 
activated carbon. 

The stripping tower treats the impacted groundwater by exposure to air, which would volatilize the VOCs 
dissolved in the groundwater as the water passes downwards through packing mate@. At the same time, air 
would be forced upwards through the tower via a air blower. The water exiting from +e stripping tower would 
be pumped through vessels containing granular activated carbon to remove any 1-g VOCs. The water 
exiting from the carbon vessels would have to comply with the technically substantive requirements ofthe State 
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) regulations, which prescribe pollutant discharge limitations, 
frequency of testing, and reporting of analytical results. Neither a hearing nor a permit is required for this 
discharge, since the work would be performed pursuant to an order on consent. 

Conceptually, an 8 inch diameter well would be drilled 100 to 120 feet into the bedrock. Computer modeling 
presented in the FS report indicates that, at a rate of 75 gallons per minute (gpm) recovery, a capture zone 
encompassing MW-9B and residential well No. 25 would be created within five years. A second extraction well 
would be brought in line ifthe established goals of cleanup are not met, or ifthe recovery rate is insufficient at 
the first well. 

The costs for this system are as follows: 

Construction: $3 10,000 
Annual Operation & Maintenance: $150,000 
Present Worth: $2,300,000 

T i e  to construct: 9 months 
Operation & Maintenance Duration: 30 years 

2) The dual phase extraction system would focus on the high VOC concentration areaat the southwest portion 
of the Main Building. Dual phase extraction has the abiity to remove the contaminated groundwater from the 
upper aquifer system and lower the water table sufficiently to create and, thereby, exdose a greater expanse of 
vadose (unsaturated soil) zone to the soil vapor extraction process for removal of any residual contamination 
(Fig. 14). Conceptually the design envisages 15 dual phase extraction points with a tptal vapor phase flow of 
approximately 135 standard cubic feet per minute (scfm) and the total groundwater evacuated at 3 gpm. 

The dual phase process equipment would be configured to separate the liquid and air streams for treatment and 
discharge separately. Groundwater that enters an extraction well would be lifted by means of a high vacuum to 
a separation tank. Once the groundwater is removed from the extraction point, soil vapor would similarly be 
extracted from the extraction point, removing the adsorbed VOCs from the surrounding soil. The extracted 
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water would then be pumped from the separation tank for treatment to the meet allowable #ontaminant discharge 
limits. The extracted soil vapor will be treated by either catalytic oxidation or vapor phase @bated carbon prior 
to discharge to atmosphere. I 

I 

The costs for this system are as follows: 

Construction: $1 80,000 
Annual Operation & Maintenance: $100,000 
Present Worth: $433,000 

Time to construct: 9 months 
Operation & Maintenance Duration: 5 years 

7.2 Evaluation of Remedial Alternatives 

The criteria against which potential remedial alternatives are weighed are defined in the that directs 
the remediation of inactive hazardous waste sites in New York State (6 NYCRR Part 
criteria, a brief description is provided, followed by an evaluation of the alternatives that criterion. A 
detailed discussion of the evaluation against the criteria and comparative analysis is in the Feasibility 
Study Report. ~ 
1. Com~liance with New York State Standards. Criteria and Guidance (SCGs). with SCGs 
addresses whether or not a remedy will meet applicable environmental laws, regulations, 

Alternative 1 'Wo Action" would not be capable of achieving the clean-up of TCE in th groundwater system 
or in the soils to SCG Standards in a reasonable time h e ,  as can be projected from T ble 3. i 
Alternative 2 uses proven technologies which under certain conditions would meet the S G for TCE of 5 ppb 
in groundwater. The physical conditions ofthe lower and upper groundwater system and e nature of TCE may 
not be conducive for achieving the 5 ppb SCG and thus may be impractical. This is bas on the uncertainty of 
groundwater flow in the fractured bedrock and the relatively impermeable nature of clay ' the overburden soil. 
TCE concentrations may possibly stabilize at a concentration range above the 5 ppb SCG even under continued 
operation of Alternative 2. 1 1 

2. Protection of Human Health and the Environment. This criterion is an overall waluatio of each alternative's 
ability to protect public health and the environment. b I 

I 

To the extent that Alternatives 2 would reduce the acute levels of contaminants in the groundwater and the 
vapors in the pores of the soil more expeditiously than Alternative 1, they would provide eater protection of 
Human H d t h  and the Environment. A groundwater use restriction would be placed n the title deed until 
groundwater quality at the Site meet the SCGs. 1 

I 

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

Ofthe two alternatives proposed for the Site, no adverse impacts would be anticipated by their implementation 
to the community, the workers, or the environment. Alternatives 2 would require the drilling of wells and the 
construction of a treatment compound. The drilling and construction may cause an inconvenience to some of 
the local businesses located at the Site due to limited access to areas over short periods of time. However, 
proper planning and negotiations would prevent any hardships for the local businesses. Additionally, a program 
of air monitoring during construction activities would be implemented that would ensure that the public is 
protected from inadvertent exposure to site-related contaminants. Monitoring of any of the remedial alternatives 
implemented would require access to wells (existing) and may be seen as a necessary accommodation. 

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

Alternative 1 would not actively remove any contaminants from the groundwater or soil and its effectiveness 
would rely on natural attenuation which for the Site is not appreciable. Alternative 2 would remove the 
contaminants from the groundwater and the soils permanently and, therefore, is increasingly effective as 
additional contaminants are removed over the period of its operation. The use of carbon as a final stage of 
treatment for TCE by this alternative would result in the generation of residual waste to be treated. However, 
spent carbon is easily treated and may be recycled. 

Water discharged by the process equipment after treatment to the local surface water would be monitored on a 
monthlv basis to demonstrate com~liance with ~ollutant discharne l i t i o n s  in accordance with the technicallv - 
substktive requirements of the SPDES regul&ons. 

5.  Reduction of Toxicitv. Mobilitv or Volume. Preference is given to alternatives that permanently and 
significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility or volume of the wastes at the Site. 

Alternative 2 would have an immediate effect on reducing the toxicity, mobility, and volume of the TCE by 
removing the TCE mass from the high concentration areas of the groundwater y s t q .  The TCE toxicity and 
volume would be reduced as a result of the removal of TCE fkom the groundwater system by this alternative. 
The mobility of TCE would also be controlled by this altemative because ofthe capture zones that the alternative 
creates. 

6. Imolementabilitv. The technical and administrative feasib'dity of implementing each alternative are evaluated. 
Technical feasibility includes the difficulties associated with the construction and the ability to monitor the 
effectiveness oftheremedy. For administrative feasibility, the availability ofthe necessqy pers&el and material 
is evaluated along with potential difEculties in obtaining specilic operating approvals, access for construction, 
etc. 

The technical feasibility of implementation of construction and monitoring the effects of Alternative 2 would be 
good. As stated previously, this alternative uses proven technologies that have been implemented at other 

CHROMALLOY (SEQCA) SLe UW 344039 
RECORD OF DECISION 09991 

wo1199 
PAOE 11 



locations with similar concerns and physical characteristics. Construction of the ss systems would be 
considered standard with recent innovative technologies used to streamline for improved 
performance. Assembly of the process equipment and construction of the 
can be done as a standard construction task. The evaluation program - - 
effectiveness would be easily implemented by collecting representative samples of the impacted media from 
selected locations (e.g. monitoring or residential wells) and monitoring the alternative' process effluent. I 
Administrative feasiiity of implementing the pump and treat and dual phase system of 2 (including 
operation and maintenance) can be easily done, ifthe alternative is accepted by the 
been operated successfully at other locations. The only potential problems that 
alternative would be gaining access for a portion of the Site property fiom 
construction of the treatment compound. Additionally, the location at 
discharged would need to be negotiated based on acceptable discharge 
the effluent pipeline to the selected surface water discharge location. 

Alternative 1 is technically feasible to implement because it would only require sampling periodically evaluate 
the TCE concentrations. Administrative feasiiitv of imolementina Alternative 1 would easilv done. since it . - . 
would not require a great deal of labor or materials. 

7. && Capital and operation and maintenance costs are estimated for each and compared on a 
present worth basis. Although cost is the last balancing criterion evaluated, alternatives have 
met the requirements of the remaining criteria, cost effectiveness can be final decision. 
The costs for each alternative are presented in Table 4. 

This final criterion is considered a moditying criterion and is taken into account evaluating those 
above. It is evaluated after public comments on the Proposed Remedial Action been received. 

8. Communitv Acce~tance - Concerns ofthe community regarding the RVFS reports and Proposed Remedial 
Action Plan are evaluated. The "Responsiveness Summary" included as Appendix presents the public 
comments received and the Department's response to the concerns raised. 

The majority of the comments received so far f d  into two major categories. ~ 
Those from the impacted homeowners seek more investigation off site to establish the ded risk that any site- 
related contaminants, including TCE, may pose. 1 
Those from SEQUA object to any language in the PRAP and the ROD that may be used to infer a direct 
connection between the contaminations on and off site, or to hold SEQUA responsible or the contamination 
on or off site. f 
None ofthe of comments received diminishes the urgency with which this Operable Unit s$ould be implemented. 
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SECTION 8: SUMMARY OF THE SELECTED REMEDY 

The selected remedy for this Operable Unit I is specifically designed to remediate the predominant concentration 
of TCE in the groundwater. The contamination in the soil remaining after the December 1995 IRM was 
completed is mostly under the Main Building. Based upon the results of the RI/FS, and the evaluation presented 
in Section 7, the NYSDEC has selected Alternative 2. The intent of Alternative 2 is to recover and treat 
groundwater in the lower zone throughout the contaminated area, with a dual phase extraction of fluids and 
vapors to recover the contaminants from the upper groundwater zone at the Site. The selected alternative is 
compatible with the characteristics of the soils and the bedrock at the Site. 

The estimated present worth cost to implement the remedy is $2,733,000. The cost to construct the remedy is 
$490,000, and the estimated average annual operation and maintenance cost for up t m  30 years is $250,000. 

The elements of the selected remedy are as follows: 

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

2. A groundwater recovery and treatment system to address the impacted lower portion of the 
groundwater system. The pumping well will be located in the area of the highest concentration of VOC 
contamination, or at a location to be determined during the remedial design stqge. The system design is 
based on the pump test data and subsequent groundwater model constructed for the study area. 

3. A dual phase extraction system will be implemented to address the upper portion of the groundwater 
system and residual soil contamination in the area identified to have adsorbed phase soil contamination 
in excess of NYSDEC soil guidelines. A MI-scale system will be designed in the remedial design 
program based upon pilot test results and the current database for the soil apd groundwater quality. 
Indoor air quality will be also be considered as a performance measure during the design. 

4. Year-by-year cleanup goals for wells MW-IB, MW-4B, MW-1 1B and MW-12B (Table5). Should the 
annual maximum concentrations at any of these wells exceed the cleanup goals by 2% for three 
consecutive years additional measures will be implemented. This will include the addition of one or more 
recovery wells or dual phase extraction points. 

5. A groundwater monitoring program that will include the four wells listed above. The monitoring 
program will be an integral component of the operation and maintenance for the Site. 

6. Groundwater use restriction to be placed in the title deed until groundwater quality at the Site and the 
impacted properties meet the SCGs. 

7. A monitoring program of nearby private wells still in use to assess impacts, if any, from siterelated 
contaminants. 

8. Further delineation of the contamination in the off-site groundwater under OU-II. 

- 
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SECTION 9: HIG HLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION I 
I 

I 

As part of the remedial investigation process, a number of Citizen Participation (CP) acti 'ties were undertaken 
in an effort to inform and educate the public about conditions at the Site and the potential remedial alternatives. 
The following public participation activities were conducted for the Site: 1 I j 

A repository for documents pertaining to the Site was established. 1 
i 

A site mailing list was established which included nearby property owners, local olitical officials local 
media and other interested parties. 

In November 1995, a Fact Sheet was distributed to announce completion of initi phase of RVFS and 
the development of plan to conduct an IRM to remove highly contaminated s il south of the main 
building. 1 

I 
In October 1994, a Fact sheet announcing the commencement of the RVFS was 4stributed . 

I 
In March 1999, the PRAP was released to the public, a public meeting was held describe the PRAP 
and receive comments, and a Responsiveness Summary, addressing the commen received during the e comment period for the PRAP, was prepared and made available to the public. , 
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Table 1 
Nature and Extent of Contamination 

Groundwate 

(conc. in 
P P ~ )  - 
Soils 

(conc. in ppm) 

1 Trichloroethylene I ND to 160,000 1 43 of 62 1 5 1 
- 

I Perchloroethylene I NDto130 1 15of62 1 5  I 
cis 1,2 Dichloroethene ND to 8,000 20 of 62 5 

I trans 1J-Dichloroethene I ND to 5.6 2 of 97 0.3 

Note: - 
ND denotes not detected 
For location of maximum groundwater contamination see Fig.7 
For location of maximum soil contamination see Fig 4 - 
The number of samples are made up of: 

Water 
28 from monitoring and abandoned private wells collected in June 98 
30 from geoprobe survey 
3 from soil borings 
1 from trench 

Soil - 
57 from preoprobe survey - - 
19 from soil borings 
21 from trenching 
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Table 4 
Remedial Alternative Costs 

Remedial Alternative Capital Cost Annual O&M Total Present Worth 

Alternative 1: No Aciion $0 $0 %O 

Alternative 2: Gmundwater Recovery & $490,000 $250,000 'b2,733,000 
Treatment & Dud Phase 
Exttndoa 





0 2000' - -- - 
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Administrative Records 
C h r o d o y  (SEQUA) 

Site No. 344039 - O O O O O I I  

Preliminary H~ogeologic Investigation, 169 Western Highway, West Nyack, New ork.,Geraghty & 
Miller, Inc., January 1992. Prepared for Sequa Corporation. f 
Supplemental Well Installation andSampZing Activities,169 Westem Highway, West yack, New York. 
G e r e  & Miller, Inc., August 1992. Prepared for Sequa Corporation. j 

I 

Investigation of Ground-water Quality Conditions, in the vicinity of the Chromalloy Sintercast 
Division Plant, West Nyack, New York, Geraghty & Miller, Inc., (no date). 

Remedial InvestigationReaSibility StudyWorkPkm for the Former Chromalloy Facili West Nyack, New 
York, Lawler, Matusky & Skelly Engineers, July 1994. 9 

I 

@di@ Assurance Project Plan for the Former Chmmalloy Site, West Nyack, New Y M ~ ,  Lawler, Matusky 
& Skelly Engineers, July 1994. 1 

Remedial InvestigaiionFeasibiliiy Study Work Plan for the Former Chromalloy Site, C tizen Participation 
Plan, Lawler, Matusky & Skelly Engineers, July 1994. 1 

I 
Former Chromalloy Site Remedial InvestigationFeasibiIity Sh& ~ e d t h  and ~ l y ' t y  dkm, Lawler, 
Matusky & Skeily Engineers, July 1994. 

Interim Data Report, Remedial InvestigationReasibility St@ Work Pkm for the Form C h r o d o y  Site, 
West Nyack, New York, Lawler, Matusky & Skelly Engineers, December 1994. 1 

I 

Modijkation No. 2, Remedial Investigaiion/Feasibility St& Work Plan for the Forme Chromalloy Site, 
West Nyack, New York, Lawler, Matusky & Skelly Engineers, March 1995. i 
Secondlnterim Data Report, Remedial Investigation for the Former Chromalloy Site, Nyack, New 
York, Lawler, Matusky & Skelly Engineers, August 1995. 

Proposed Soil RemovalProgrum for the Former Chromalloy Site, West Nyack, New 
Matusky & Skelly Engineers, August 1995. 

Report on Delineation Study for Proposed Soil Removal Program for the Former Chro oy Site, West 
Nyack, New York, Lawler, Matusky & Skelly Engineers, November 1995. +" 

i 
Report on November 1995 Soil removal Progrmn for the Former C h r o d o y  Site, west ~ ~ a c k ,  New 
York, Lawler, Matusky & Skelly Engineers, January 1996. 
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Site Safety Plan, Former Chromalloy Facility, Environmental AUiance, Inc., June 1997. 

Modification No. 7, Interim Dafa Reporf and Work Plans Update, Former Chromalloy Facility, prepared 
for Sequa Corporation, Environmental AUiance, Inc., October 1997. 

Remedial Investigation Report, Former Chromalloy Facility, Prepared for C h r o d o y  Gas Turbine Corp., 
Environmental Alliance, Inc., December 1998. 

Feasibililty Shrdy Report, Former C h r o d o y  Facility, Prepared for Chromalloy Gas Turbine Corp. 
GAvir~~nental Alliance, Inc., December 1998. 
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Trichloroethene (TCE): 

Trichloroethene (also called trichloroethylene and TCE) is a colorless, man-made liquid. It is 
nonflammable, non-corrosive and has the "sweet" odor of chlorinated hydrocarbons. It oils at 86' to 87' 
C. b 
TCE has appeared in drinking water because of improper waste disposal. ~ 
Uses of TCE ~ 
TCE is primarily used as a solvent for removing grease from metal. It has a variety of uses including 
the extraction of caffeine from coffee, as dry-cleaning solvent, and as a chemical 
block) in the production of other chemicals, such as chloroacetic acid. TCE is 
in the production of pesticides, waxes, gums, resins, tars, paints, and varnishes. 

Possible Effecfsfrom Acute Erposure ~ 
Exposure to high concentrations of TCE vapor may cause irritation of the eyes, nose, 
liquid chemical, if splashed in the eye, may cause burning irritation and damage. 
skin contact with the liquid may cause dermatitis. Acute exposure to high levels 
central nervous system exhibiting such symptoms as headache, d i i e s s ,  
vomiting, irregular heart beat, sleepiness, fatigue, blurred vision, and 
Alcohol consumption may make the symptoms of exposure to TCE worse. 

Possible Effectsfrom Chronic Ejcposure ~ 
TCE causes cancer in laboratory animals exposed at high levels over their lifetimes. Ch 'cals that cause 
cancer in laboratory animals also may increase the risk of cancer in humans who are exp sed to lower levels 
over long periods of time. Whether or not TCE causes cancer in humans is unknown. ome humans 
exposed to large amounts of this chemical have had nervous system, liver and kidney d age. Exposure to 
high concentrations of TCE causes liver and kidney damage and effects on the immune stem and blood in 
laboratory animals. i' 
References: 

1) "NYSDOH Chemical Information Summary for Trichloroethylene ", March 1991 
2) "Handbook of Toxic and Hazardars Chemicals, " Marshall Sittig, Noyes Publica ons, 1981 ti 
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APPENDIX C 

Responsiveness Summary 



RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 

Chromalloy (SEQUA) 
Proposed Remedial Action Plan 
West Nyack, Rockland County 

Site No. 344039 

The Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for the Operable Unit I at the Chromalloy SEQUA) Site, was 
prepared by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDE ) and issued to the 
local document repository on March 1,1999. This Plan outlined the preferred remedial easure proposed 
for the remediation of the contaminated soil and groundwater at the Chromalloy (SEQU ) Site. The 
preferred remedy is a groundwater recovery and treatment system for the deeper aquifer and a dual phase 
extraction system for the shallow aquifer and soil. i 
The release of the PRAP was announced via a notice to the mailing list, informing the p blic of the PRAP's 
availability. 1 
A public meeting was held on March 18, 1999 which included a presentation of the 
(RI) and the Feasibility Study (FS) as well as a discussion of the proposed remedy. 
an opportunity for citizens to discuss their concerns, ask questions and comment on 
These comments have become part of the Administrative Record for this Site. 
received from SEQUA Corporation. 

The public comment period for the PRAP ended on March 30,1999. I 
This Responsiveness Summary responds to all questions and comments mised at the 18, 1999 public 
meeting and to the written comments received. 

The following are the comments received at the public meeting, with the NYSDEC's res onses: 4 
COMMENT 1: The DEC should release the responsiveness summary befbre the ROD so 
that the public has the opportunity to question the responsiveness summary, 
assured that the concerns expressed have been heard and addressed. This 
to challenge the ROD. 
RESPONSE 1: The NYSDEC will not hesitate to delay the issuance of 
comments by the public or the PRP indicate that the proposed remedy 
on the public health or the environment. The nature and extent of 
action since the TCE concentrations in the deep groundwater 
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COMMENT 2: There is an upward flow fiom the deeper groundwater to the shallow groundwater. 
This may cause contamination to rise up and pose a threat to the Pine View Road residents. 
RESPONSE2: The sampling of off-site wells MW-I 1A and MW-12A which will be undertaken 
shortly and independently of OU-I will provide the data to determine the extent of upward flow and 
the contamination concentration in the shallow groundwater by these wells. The implementation of 
the selected remedy will virtually eliminate the upward flow, if there is any. 

COMMENT 3; There is evidence of biiuoride and carcinogens. 
RESPONSE 3: The NYSDEC would welcome any usefil data on the presence of any 
consequential amount of hazardous waste anywhere on or off site. It should be borne in mind that 
the PRP is obligated to investigate and cleanup only those contaminations for which the PRP is 
legally responsible. Trichloroethene, the predominant contaminant at the site, is a known animal 
carcinogen and suspected human carcinogen (see Append'i B). 

COMMENT 4: The DEC should insist on the hiring of consultants from a state approved list 
RESPONSE 4: There is no such list maintained by the State. 

COMMENT 5: OU-I deals only with on-site contamination. Pine View Road properties have 
been excluded from investigation and remedy because this site which was on the registry has been 
delisted. 
RESPONSE 5: OU-I deals with the TCE contamination in soil on site and the groundwater both on 
and off site. The scope of the investigation in the RI encompasses the Pine View Road properties. 
While some of the off-site investigation has been completed, further characterization of groundwater 
will be conducted under OU-11, and community participation will be encouraged. 

COMMENT 6: History of disposal activities of Kay ~ries 'durin~ the 1927 to 1929 has not been 
considered. 
RESPONSE 6: To the extent that Kay Fries disposal activities may have impacted the 
groundwater, OU-I will address them. 

COMMENT 7: Bifircation of study and remedy as OU-I and OU-I1 is being used to gloss over the 
off-site shallow contamination. 
RESPONSE 7: Previous analyses have not suggested significant shallow contamination beyond the 
source area. The quality of shallow groundwater will be determined when MW-I 1A and MW-12A 
are sampled and analyzed. This sampling will be performed shortly and will be independent of any 
activities related to OU-I. The operation of the OU-I remedy will not adversely impact any 
contamination in the off-site shallow or deep aquifer, and therefore its implementation should not 
and will not be delayed. 

COMMENT 8: The health risk of both the on-site and off-site occupants duq to volatilization of 
contaminants has not been adequately studied. The PRP's consultants estimae of risk is flawed. 
RESPONSE 8: It should be noted that the exposure assessment in the PRAP (now Section 4.3 of 
this ROD) is not drawn from the RUFS reports, but has been independently Mitten by the NYSDEC 
and the NYSDOH. Transport of a "denser-than-water" contaminant such as TCE is typically 
accompanied by a "sinking" of the contaminant plume. Many organic compounds, such as TCE, do 
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not readily dissolve in water, because of their hydrophobic property. This in 
diffusion of these contaminants into the water. These compounds tend to 
surface of the soil. Diffusion of hydrophobic organic compounds, such 
process, and escape of these compounds through the groundwater 
of soil, and thence into the soil vapor or the atmosphere is 
contrast to the release of such compounds lodged in the 
source area), from whence the release into the soil vapor 
vapor analyses (93 samples) did not indicate impacts 
homes), but rather south of the main 
off-site volatilization of contaminant in 
insignificant. 

COMMENT 9: Interviews with past employees are not included 
RESPONSE 9: The NYSDEC will request the PRP to submit a copy of the 
interviews. It should however be borne in mind that the interviews may have 
voluntary basis, and the NYSDEC does not require the identification of 
also be noted that NYSDEC does not rely on interviews alone to 
practices or determine the extent of contamination at the Site. 

COMMENT 10: The Coating division used much more TCE than has been rep 
RESPONSE 10; Comment noted. 

COMMENT 11: Bifurcation of the remedy as separate operable units will be 
cleanup of the off-site properties. 
RESPONSE 11: The NYSDEC disagrees. The dynamics of cleanup require 
contamination should be accorded priority. In this case the high levels of 
warrant a discrete treatment. 

COMMENT 12: Independent consultants should be hired by DEC to do the 
RESPONSE 12: Consultants, however hired, require the same level of 
NYSDEC statf. The Superfund program has been established on the 
party should pay for all investigation, design and cleanup. The 
spend State SuperfUnd monies only in 
found, 2) where the PRP rehses to implement an 
PRP proves to the NYSDEC's satisfaction that it 
remediation. It is the policy of the NYSDEC to 
consent with the NYSDEC to choose and hire 
provided the firm meets the minimum 
York State licensure. 

COMMENT 13: The sediment and surface water samples and analyses are to assess 
impact from the Site. 
RESPONSE 13: Comment noted and the sampling data will be 
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COMMENT Why not have two groundwater recovery wells instead of waiting to see the 
effects of one? 
RESPONSE 14: The computer modeling of contaminant transport upon which the conceptual 
design is based, especially in a bedrock aquifer, is an inexact science. However, the effect of 
changing the location of the well will be studied during the design stage. M~ving the groundwater 
recovery well location northward may obviate the need for an additional well. 

COMMENT 15: Has the area of contamination been adequately defined? 
RESPONSE 15: The contamination in the groundwater has been adequately characterized. Twelve 
off-site wells (including the private wells) and 15 on-site wells constitute a good representation of 
the groundwater. The extent of the residual contamination under the buildirrg is, however, 
uncertain. Further delineation of the outer extent of the groundwater contaminant plume is 
anticipated under OU-11. 

COMMENT 16: Would the deed restriction be placed on off-site properties too? 
RESPONSE 16: No. The deed restriction will only apply to  the Site. 

COMMENT 17: Does DEC have any say in the development of homes on contaminated sites? 
RESPONSE 17: In the case of inactive hazardous waste sites, such as this Site, the owner or 
developer of the site must inform the NYSDEC of any change in use. Sites within the jurisdiction of 
other programs in the NYSDEC may have other requirements. In such cases, NYSDEC consults 
with NYSDOH regarding the significance of residual contamination with respect to a residential 
scenario. 

A comment letter dated March 16,1999 was received from SEQUA Corporation. The comments and 
responses to these comments by the WSDEC and the NYSDOH follow: 

COMMENT 18: Chromalloy is particularly troubled that NYSDEC's PRAP brings a number of 
issues to a public forum with little or, in some cases, no advance notice to Chromalloy. In the past, 
we have always worked in a cooperative manner with NYSDEC. In addition, NYSDEC is required 
under the terms of the Order on Consent #W3-0080-87-01 to approve or di@pprove Chromalloy's 
RVFS Report, and if it disapproves it, to provide specific written reasons for the disapproval. The 
Order on Consent further allots a time period of approximately 60 days b e t w w  DEC's approval of 
the Feasibility Study and the public meeting. To date, NYSDEC has failed to provide any formal 
written statement of any deficiencies of the RVFS, other than an advance draft of the Proposed 
Remedial Action Plan, which appears to ignore major findings of the RVFS. While NYSDEC has 
considered some of Chromalloy's comments on the advance draft, NYSDEC certainly has not 
provided Chromalloy with adequate opportunity to respond to NYSDEC's comments in advance of 
the public meeting. To the contrary, NYSDEC has issued public notices that pise significant issues 
on which Chromalloy has not been provided an opportunity to comment. Chfomalloy has made 
every effort to accommodate the Department's wish to accelerate progress towards issuance of a 
proposed remedy this spring. However, Chromalloy is entitled to a detailed explanation of the 

C H R O h W Y  (SEQUA) Sle lDb 344039 
RECORDOF DECWON om) 

04/01/99 
PAGE 35 



Department's position, and it specifically reserves its rights to invoke the process 
under the Order on Consent. 
RESPONSE 18; The RVFS reports submitted to the NYSDEC has 
formulate the OU-I and address the very severe TCE contamination 
not necessarily address all contamination at the Site. Comments on 
shortly. The NYSDEC may generate additional comments on the 
effectiveness of OU-I. 

An Operable Unit represents a portion of the site remedy which for technical or 
reasons can be addressed separately to eliminate or mitigate a release, threat 
pathway resulting firom the Site contamination. The extent of TCE in the 
the Site so predominates the other contaminants that implementation of 
technically and administratively an appropriate remedy. 

The purpose of the 60 days allotment between the approval of the FS report 
been misconstrued. To quote fiom the Order on Consent, 
approval of the FS Report, the respondent shall ~oooeratp [emphasis 
assisting the NYSDEC in soliciting public comment on the proposed 
providing technical assistance in preparing for and 
a manner consistent with CERCLb the NCP, the guidance 
II.B(2) ...." Since the NYSDEC did not request assistance, 
Furthermore, it should be noted that the Order on Consent 
with respect to the ROD. 

Note: Page number following comment number refers to the page number in the PRAP . 
COMMENT 19: Page 1, suggests that the subsurface clay pipe located behind e Main Building 
delivered waste, including spent TCE, to an on-site treatment plant. The purpo of the clay pipe is 
not clear to us nor do we have knowledge of an on-site chemical treatment plant. To the best of our 
knowledge, spent TCE was recycled off-site and the nature of the pipe as well as the source of the . . 
soil and groundwater co-on remains unknown to us. 
RESPONSE 19: ".. may have been used to deliver waste, ..." is the language us in the PRAP. It 
is a rational deduction based on the contents discovered in the pipe and its headi towards the on- 
site treatment plant. I 
COMMENT 20: Page 2, the scope of work for OU-Il includes "Further defini ' n of off-Site 
poundwater contamination." F i  of all, the statement as is suggests that such rther definition is 
automatic or unconditional. We expect that we should continue to monitor the 'sting outlying 
monitoring wells while implementing the groundwater treatment system (OU-I) t determine 
whether these wells would respond to the treatment before making the determina 'on that any 
additional work would be needed. Second, if further sampling is necessary, the i does not 
ident* nor limit the off-Site areas to be sampled. Third, the scope is unclear as t whether such 
further sampling is to be exclusively for non-TCE contaminants and precisely as t what 
contaminants would be monitored. F i d y ,  off-Site investigation may involve o er potentially 
responsible parties (PRPs). We cannot agree to conduct any further investigatio until such time as 
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those PRPs are identified, investigated, and involved to the extent dictated by their contamination 
contribution. 
RESPONSE 20: The purpose of a Remedial Investigation is to determine 'the nature and extent of 
contamination. Existing data gaps were aptly noted by Chromallov in the' d October 1997 
Modification #7 hte& ~ a t a ~ & o r t  and work plan update on page 5-7 (&tion 5.4.2) which 
states "...the extent of impacted groundwater to the north and west of the SlTE has not yet been 
determined." For this reason, Chromalloy then proposed: "The goal of this phase of the 
investigation is to attempt to define the extent of deep groundwater contam 1 nation to non-detect or 
insignificant concentrations." This was to be accomplished through the installation of three well 
clusters: one to the north-northwest of the spill area (MW-1 1A and 1 lB), one to the north (MW- 
12A and 12B), and one due west (MW-13A and 13B). While the results ofltwo rounds of sampling 
at MW-13B appear to have bounded the deeper contaminant plume to the est (TCE ranging fiom 
ND to 70 p a ) ,  no such conclusion can be drawn to the north (TCE in f -12B at 2,000 to 
10,000 pgiL) and or the north-northwest (TCE in MW-11B at 5,000 to 27,0b0 pg/L). 
Consequently, the contaminant isopleth for the 20,000 pg/L concentration cpuld not even be 
inferred in the Remedial Investigation Report (see Figure 5-7). Groundwat$r concentrations of 
TCE at several thousand pgiL are not "insignificant concentrations." The intent of additional off- 
site groundwater investigation under OU-II is to accomplish the reasonable goal set by Chromalloy 
in its October 1997 Work Plan. 

COMMENT 21: Page 2, the PRAP states that present day environmental cpnditions are a result of 
disposal activities conducted on-site. Chromalloy wishes to reinforce that thpe is no known 
documentation to verify on-site disposal practices nor is Chromalloy manag-ent aware of on-site 
disposal practices that caused the existing environmental condition; other than the 1927 spill by Kay 
Laboratories, Inc. and Kay Research Co. Inc. While Chromalloy acknowledges that TCE was used 
on-site, other potential contributors to the groundwater contamination (such& the Carbone 
facility, the Clarkstown landfill, Orange and Rockland Utilities, Grant Hardme and Xerox 
Corporation ) have yet to be fully investigated or exonerated. 
RESPONSE 21:Comment noted. 

COMMENT 22: Page 2, the PRAP declares that the site conditions have led to significant threats 
to the public. Chromalloy takes great exception to this generic statement, pTcularly since the 
human health assessment results show the opposite to be the case. (See Compnent number 32 
below). Despite over-conservative exposure scenarios used in the human hedth risk assessment, all 
exposure pathways were well within the United States Environmental Protection Agency established 
acceptable risk value of lo4. As accurately presented on page 12 of the P , an exposure 
pathway must exist for there to be a risk. The residents living on Pine View 3 oad have been using 
publicly supplied water since 1979, thereby precluding the greatest possible djsk pathway. 
RESPONSE 22:The NYSDEC considers the contamination of a potentially Oignificant source of 
potable water with TCE in concentrations reaching 49,000 ppb a significant b a t  to the public. 

COMMENT 23: Page 2, Chromalloy supports the placement of title deed qstrictions as an 
effective institutional control measure, but we must remind you that ~ h r o m a l j o ~  is unable to 
implement this PRAP requirement since Chromalloy is no longer a site landoper. 
RESPONSE 23: Comment noted. 
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COMMENT 24; Page 2, one of the proposed remedial requirements is to mo or the quality of 
the 'hearbv" private wells still in use to assess imoacts from site-related cont As. Residential 
impact h&b& limited to P i e  View Road and Aose wells (with assistance by 
taken out of service by providing the residents with public water. Is the PRAP 
the Green Road area7 Some wells in the Green Road area were reported to c 
TCE. However, the source of that contamination is unknown and there has 
indication by the State that Chromalloy is in any way related to groundwat 
Page 4 of the PRAP appropriately describes the Site setting as, "situated amidst 
inactive hazardous waste disposal sites." While the source of the TCE in the we 
presently unknown, one cannot rule out the influence imposed by the ot 
There is no basis for infening a requirement for Chromalloy to monitor 
groundwater impacts area; therefore, Chromalloy strongly objects to 

Moreover, Chromalloy is particularly troubled that the NYSDEC has brought 
forum without any prior notice to  Chromalloy and in such a manner that 
Chromalloy's potential responsibility for the contamination that may be 
still in use. Chromalloy has performed the environmental investigation 
inaccordance with the guidance and agreements reached with the 
course of the RVFS did the NYSDEC indicate a site relationship 
View Road until the issuance of the PRAP. 
RESPONSE 24: As a matter of prudence, NYSDOH 
in the vicinity of groundwater contaminant plumes. 
Department of Health have monitored the private 
to continue doing so. While the historic data do 
area, it should be recognized that the extent of 
determined (see Response 20 above). 

COMMENT 25: Page 5, Chromalloy would like to clarify that Chromalloy with local 
and state officials in orovidina Pine View Road residents access to the oublic 
permitting a tie-in to-their ex&g supply connection, which was a cap& expens 
Chromalloy. 
RESPONSE 25: Comment noted and will be reflected in the ROD. 

COMMENT 26: Page 6, Chromalloy would like to clarify that the off-site 
in abeyance due to site access. Our decision to change our consultant in no 
timeline. 
RESPONSE 26: The NYSDEC agrees. Thases", the word used in the 
connote delay by your consultants. 

COMMENT 27: Page 6, the number of geophysical borehole surveys was 15 no 5 
RESPONSE 27: This typographic error has been corrected. I 
COMMENT 28: On page 7, NYSDEC states that no significant concentrations f metals, SVOCs 
and PCBs are present on the Site. However on page 8, metals are later retained fo an OU-I1 t 
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investigation based solely on the results of only two samples whose metal results are insignificant. 
Additional metals investigation is not warranted based on the RI results. This conclusion is 
supported by soil data collected by Lawler, Matusky & Skelly Engineers (LMBCS) and Geraghty & 
Miller (G&M). The following is a review of the RI data. 

The Interim Data Report from December 1994 (Sections 12.3 and 12.4) called for the elimination of 
work for metals identified in the LM&S RIES Work Plan (January 1994). LM&S based this 
decision on their analytical data and historical data previously collected and published by G&M for 
metals in soil at depths ranging from grade to 27 feet below grade. Accordiqg to LMBrS, the metals 
analysis indicated that some metals exceed NYSDEC soil cleanup guidelines, but remain below 
USEPA Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables @EAST) for direct human ingestion by at 
least one order of magnitude @EAST data not presented by LM&S or Alliance). 

For your convenience, a summary table (Table 1) is presented of the G&M and LM&S analytical 
data for metals in soil, which is compared to NYSDEC guidelines presented in the Technical and 
Administrative Guidance Memorandum (TAGM): Determination of Soil Cleanup Objectives and 
Cleanup Levels revised January 24, 1994. The reported metal concentrations in excess of the 
NYSDEC guidance levels are highlighted in Table 1. 

From Table 1, the following metals were shown to h v e  concentrations that qlightly exceed their 
NYSDEC guidance levels for soil but are within the U.S.G.S. Eastern United States Soil 
Concentration range (Shacklette and Boerngen, 1984). 

- Chromium at sample location G24S (3-4 ft) was reported at 52.3 mgkg, which is slightly above 
the TAGM range of 1.5 to  40 mgikg but well within the U.S.G.S. Eastern U.S. range of 1 to 1,000 
mgikg. 

Mercury at sample location G16S (2.5-3 ft.) was reported at 0.48 mgkg, which is slightly above 
the TAGM range of 0.001 to 0.2 mgkg but weU within the U.S.G.S. Eastern U.S. range of 0.01 to 
3.4 mg/kg. 

Copper at sample locations MW-5S-5, MW-5S-15, MW-5S-30, and G16S (2.5-3.0 ft) were 
reported at 221 mgfkg, 208 mg/kg, and 213 mgkg, respectively, which are above the TAGM range 
of 1.0 to 50.0 mgikg but well within the U.S.G.S. Eastern U.S. range of < l  to 700 mgtkg. 

Magnesium at sample locations G24S (3-4 ft) and G26S (30 in) were reported at 5,490 mgkg and 
6,420 mgikg, respectively, which are slightly above the TAGM range of 100.0 to 5,000.0 mgkg but 
well within the U.S.G.S. Eastern U.S. range of 500 to 500,000 mgkg. 

Nickel at sample locations MW-3S-15 replicate, G13S (13.0-13.5 ft), and G16S (2.5-3.0 ft) were 
reported at 27.5 mgkg, 107 (Estimate) mgikg, and 27.7E mgkg, respectively, which are slightly 
above the TAGM range of 0.5 to 25.0 mgkg but well within the U.S.G.S. Eastern U.S. range of <5 
to 700 mglkg. 
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Zinc at sample locations MW-3.9-0, MW-3s-10, G24S (3-4 A), and G26S were reported at 
54.1(Estimate) m a g ,  74.1@stimate) mglkg, 69.1 mg/kg, and 59.0 mgkg, which are 
slightly above the TAGM range of 9.0 to 50.0 mgkg but well within the 
range of <5 to 2,900 mgkg. 

To W e r  evaluate the metal concentrations detected above the NYSDEC guid ce levels in soil at 
the Site, the following two sources were utilized as evaluation criteria: t 
- 'Elemental Concentrations in Soils and Other Surficial Materials of the Cont 
States"; United States Geological Survey (U.S.G.S.) Professional Paper 1270 
and J.G. Boerngen, in 1984. 

- USEPA Region III Risked Based Concentrations (RBCs), April 15, 1998. C 
that background concentration ranges for the Eastem United States presented 
Professional Paper 1270 is better suited for establishing background 
to the statistical care and size of the U.S.G.S. database as compared 
Background Soil Concentrations presented by the NYSDEC 4 a guidance In addition, the 
evaluation of risk-based metal concentrations is pertinent in the whether the metals 
detected in soil may be of con-. Table 2 compares the metal concentrations 
WSDEC guidance levels, the Eastern United States metal (elemental) conc 
(observed range) presented in the U.S.G.S. Professional paper 1270 and the for metals 
concentrations (residential exposure). The results of the comparison are as 

The G&M and LM&S reported metal concentrations for chromium, magnesium, 
nickel and zinc, which exceeded the NYSDEC guidance levels 
Soil Concentrations), are within the background concentrations 
Professional Paper 1270 for the Eastern United States. 
are at the low end of the concentration ranges for each 
Professional Paper 1270 for the Eastem United States. 

The G&M and LM&S reported metal concentrations for nickel, and 
zinc, which exceeded the NYSDEC guidance levels 
Concentrations), are below their respective EPA RBCs (residential 
diierence of one order of magnitude. Magnesium is not presented 
it is not considered to pose a health hazard. 

In addition to the data provided in Tables 1 and 2, arithmetic mean at the 99% 
(arithmetic mean plus 2 standard deviations) for the two metals of concern 
cited in the PRAP for the Eastern United States are available fiom the 
chromium is 54.6 mgkg and 2.64 mgkg for mercury, which are both 
cited in the PRAP (chromium - 52.3 mgkg and mercury - 0.48 mgkg). 

From the comparisons presented in Table 2 and the mean values, it is apparent 
(G24S) and mercury (G16S) concentrations in question in the PRAP (as well 
are within the background concentration ranges. Further, the metal 
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concern to human health when compared to the residential exposure RBCs (a conservative 
evaluation criteria). 

Based on the evaluation of the G&M and LM&S metals data for soil at the Site and the evaluation 
of metals data for soil presented herein, none of the metals detected in soils on the Site is present at 
concentrations that pose unacceptable risks to human health or the environment. Therefore, there is 
no need to conduct an additional investigation for metals. 
RESPONSE 28: The NYSDEC will review all data and the analysis provipled above before 
determining the extent of any additional investigation for metals. Of particulv interest will be data 
fiom surticial soil samples, if available, from around the facility. The NYSEC's guidelines for 
establishing soil cleanup levels are contained in "Technical and Administratbe Guidrmce 
Memorandum (TAGM) No. 4046. "The underpinnings for the comments are based on statistical 
studies that depict regional ranges of background contaminant concentration$. What is lost in such 
studies are singularities that are potentially attributable.to discrete facilities. \While no inference has 
been drawn of a si@cant surficial contamination, the apparent paucity of Qta on surficial 
contamination prompts a reevaluation of the adequacy of the data gathered to date. As required 
under Section 4.1.2 of this ROD, the NYSDEC will work with the PRP to dbelop sitespecific 
background concentrations and cleanup goals, if a cleanup is required. The &sDEC will review 
the PRP's workplan designed to meet this objective. 

COMMENT 29: Page 8 and 10, sample TP-77 is described as a sludge in the PRAP, suggesting 
that it is a waste residue. Sample TP-77 is classiied as a soil sample and not a sludge in the LM&S 
Second Interim Data Report, August 1995. 
RESPONSE 29: The description of the content has been changed to "soil-l$ke substance" in the 
ROD. 

COMMENT 30: Page 8, the PRAP states that firher east of the 90 feet pqsition (from the 
southwestern comer of the main building), the presence of TCE is primarily l b t e d  to pipes and the 
bedding soil. This is immediately followed by a sentence reporting the conta@ination of soil is 
deepest at 60 feet fiom the comer, extending to bedrock at boring B-1. There was no analytical or 
field data to state the two concentrations are related, therefore, there is no connection between the 
subject matter of these two sentences. 
RESPONSE 30: The PRAP reports data as found. No causal connection, Wugh one may exist, 
has been stated. 

COMMENT 31: Page 9, The PRAP states that the highest concentration of TCE measured in 
groundwater was 160,000 ppb in G4 at 17-19 feet below ground surface. The PRAP does not 
identify the sample was collected fiom a temporary two-inch diameter soil b o k g  at the 17-19 foot 
depth. The collection of this type of sample is not representative of the groundwater system, but 
only the groundwater 17-19 foot depth within the immediate vicinity of the sqil boring. This 
conclusion is further supported by the fact that the yield of groundwater fromlmost soil borings was 
not sufficient to purge three well volumes before sampling (LM&S, Interim Data Report (December 
1994), page 4-4). Additionally, the groundwater sample was analyzed by an on-site laboratory, 
which is typically used as a field tool to guide investigations, and consequently does not have the 
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level of quality assurance associated with qualitative data typically presented in 
importance such as this PRAP. 
RESPONSE 31: The methods used to sample soils and groundwater at G4 
those used at other geoprobe locations on site, and no different than those 
geoprobes in general. Figure 7 clearly establishes the variations in 
geoprobe locations, and provides no basis for concluding that the 
throughout the groundwater. 

On-site laboratories, given adequate quality control and quality assurance and 
comparison with off-site laboratories, have proven to be efficient and 
resokces. And the one used at the site cer&nly proved its worth. 
TCE is a very high concentration even assuming a d i s h e d  

COMMENT 32: Page 10, Section 4.3 Summary of Human Health Pat 
presents a detailed explanation of exposure pathways and provides conceptu 
scenarios for the Site utilizing analytical data while totally ignoring the risk on results of the 
RI. NYSDEC clearly implies that an unacceptable human health risk exists, 
calculated human health risk is below the acceptable lo4 standard. The 
is extremely troubled that the NYSDEC has brought the issue of risk to 
completely informing the public of the actual risk and without providi 
Chrornalloy. 

Inhalation - The soil removal action performed m 1995 is described in this secti n followed by an 
exolanation that 93 subsurface soil eas samoles were oerformed from 1991 and 1994 f in which 
%mtaminant vapors were present L sour& areas ar'und the Main ~uildtn& particularly at the 
southwestern corner" and concludes that the indoor inhalation pathway remains for the Main 
Building. This discussion suggests that VOC soil vapors are being released into the Main Building, 
presenting an unacceptable human health risk, when in fact, the worker indoor inhalation risk was 
-dculated as 9.0 x 1k7 as compared to the lo4 acceptable risk level. ~ 
Ingestion and Dermal Contact - A description of groundwater usage is 
including the private wells on the far side of the Hackensack River. The 
these wells are located either upgradient or side-gradient of the Site, 
Site influence. but that is not stated in the PRAP. However. bv 
have been co&minated with VOCs (although not signi!ica&) without explai g that other 
sources may exist. and followina with the need to monitor these wells alludes - to % hromalloy's 
involveme& ~ h i  PRAP again fails to adequately describe contribution from ot er sourcesand 
appears to lay fault for all local groundwater conditions upon Chromalloy. 1 
Paragraph 3 and the later portion of this section overstates the risk potential 
dermal exposure. Ingestion and dermal contact risk w&i only presented in 
manner. A complete understanding of the potential risk would include a 
Chromalloy strongly betieves that the public should be 
human health risk. This would include disclosing that worker 
upper portion of the groundwater was calculated at 1.43 x 



Risk calculations for the same pathways were performed for construction wQrkers coming into 
contact with subsurhe soils in the former IRM area. These risk calculationp were 4.2 x lW1' and 
1.3 x 10"' for incidental ingestion and dermal contact, respectively. The public should be advised 
that these risk levels are well below the acceptable lo4 risk level. 
RESPONSE 32: The discussion of the soil vapor pathway relative to the on-site building (Section 
4.3) is straightforward, noting the data limitations, present uncertainties, andl system variables 
(pressure gradients, ventilation, etc.). The discussion in the RI Report (Section 7.2.2.2 of that 
document) is unacceptably brief and simplistic. The quantitative presentatiom in the RI Report relies 
on very low concentrations of TCE in groundwater and does not consider the most likely precursor 
to soil vapor contaminants: soil contamination in the unsaturated zone. The plytical results for the 
Dual Phase Extraction Pilot Test air samples, presented as Appendix I of thelFeasibility Study, 
suggest that significant TCE vapors may be present in the vadose zone beneqth the Main Building 
(several thousand pg/m3). Without a proper investigation of indoor air quality, it is difficult to 
adequately assess the human exposures (if any) to these vapors and the cons&quent risks. 

Regarding the "Ingestion and Dermal Contact" portion of the comment, Seqion 4.3 states that 
exposure of facility employees is remote and that inadvertent wosures to Mure construction 
workers are not expected to be significant. These statements a& consistent +th the results of the 
Commentator's quantitative risk assessment, which showed very low risks for this pathway. 

_COMMENT 33: Page 12, the PRAP states (again) that periodic monitoring; of nearby private 
wells will continue. The PRAP does not identifi who has performed this m o h i t o ~ g  nor who will 
perform future monitoring. 
RESPONSE 33: See response 24 above. 

COMMENT 34: Page 12, the PRAP states that the source of the TCE conQmination in presently 
used private wells is unknown. The PRAP states that the groundwater plumq will be hrther 
delineated under OU-II. Again, the PRAP draws inferences towards Chromalloy without disclosing 
that other potential sources exist. This scope of work for OU-II also contraAjcts the scope of work 
agreement reached between the NYSDEC and Chromalloy as referenced in cdmment 2. 
RESPONSE 34: See responses 20 & 24 above. 

COMMENT 35: Page 13, the PRAP states that potentially responsible for the Site 
"include" Chromalloy, but says no more, despite the DEC's acknowledgment bn page 4 that 
hazardous waste sites surround the former Chromalloy facility and that the so$rce(s) of TCE in 
residential wells is unknown. Furthemore, the Carbone facility, among other$, has yet to be 
investigated or exonerated. Chromalloy wishes to emphasii for the &cord &t further 
investigation is necessarv before the final PRP determination can be made. 
RESPONSE 35: ~ o m k e n t  noted. 

COMMENT 36: Page 16, Chromalloy wishes to point out that air monitoring is a standard 
practice performed during the course of environmental work, that the risks of hposure during site 
work are insignificant, and that standard work practices will reliably prevent q y  such exposure. 
RESPONSE 36: Comment noted as appropriate for the remedy proposed in b e  PRAP.. 

C H R O W Y  (SEQUA) S b  LDN 344039 
RECORDO~DECRION(I~ 

04/01/99 
PAGE 43 



COMMENT 37: Page 19, the PRAP performance standards include indoor 
oerformance measure to be considered during the design. Indoor air aualitv 
be incornorated into the design of the dual ~ & s e  e x t r k o n  svstem. ~nvir&n&tal Alliance will 
design the dual phase extrazon system so k t  an overwhelnhg negative will exist over 
the soil column, which will draw soil vapor to the capture system and not 

f 
- 

demonstrated below we have no evidence to suggest- the indoor air of the buildi g is currently being 
affected. Therefore, we would anticipate no indoor air impacts from the active emediation system. 

Despite the high confidence that vapors will not enter the building during the 
Environmental AUiance has modeled the potential vapor intrusion (assuming 
the building) to determine the risk of TCE subsurface vapor intrusion into the 
U.S. EPA has recently released the Johnson and Ettinger model for subsu 
buildings. The modeling assumes that no remedial system is in place and 
from the highest groundwater concentration immediately adjacent to the 
included the following: 

Groundwater concentration of 93,000 ug/L taken from the dual phase test groundwater 
prior to carbon treatment (October 16,1998). 
Depth of foundation, depth to groundwater and soil stratum thickness. 
Model default factors for permeability, bulk density, soil porosity and pertinent factors 
for a silty clay stratum. 
Main Building dimensions. 
One indoor air exchange rate per hour. 
EPA default occupa t io~  exposure duration and frequency rates. 
EPA defaults for carcinogens and noncarcinogens averaging time and 

The model predicts a vapor intrusion risk of 6.5 x 10-'which is well above the 
under a negative pressure assumption. The model input, calculations and 
Attachment 1. The modeling results further support Chromalloy's 
should not be a design performance standard during the design and 
potential concern for the Site. 
RESPONSE 37: Groundwater is a poor medium for contaminant transfer into air. The relevant 
consideration would be the residual contamination in the vadose zone under Since this 
data is incomplete, it is prudent to focus on the actual indoor air quality by samp 'ng rather than by 
computation. f 
COMMENT 38: The performance standards on pages 18 and 19 do not addre 
that the remedial system may not be capable of attaining the 5 ppb groundwater 
that the 5 ppb level is in fact a goal. Page 16 of the PRAP states 'TCE 
stabilize at a concentration range above the 5 ppb SCG even under 
Alternative 2." The PRAP acknowledges the technological 
"technical impracticability" in which some chemicals cannot 
(es~eciallv when encountered in fractured bedrock) to meet 
state have recognized this limitation by providing technical impractica ility waivers (40 
CFR 300.430(f)(3) ) to meeting ARAR's under certain conditions. These condi ons include R 
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contaminant control, includmg natural attenuation, remediation to the practical extent, achieving an 
acceptable risk level, and demonstration through fate and transport modelin8 that no receptors will 
be effected by the plume. Given advanced knowledge that the TCE will rewh some asymptotic 
level, the performance standards should include provisions for a risk assessmt of future conditions 
so as to develop an Alternative Concentration Level along with a provision for natural attenuation. 

The following language is offered for consideration: 

"The remedial system shall be maintained operational until: (1) grouqdwater TCE 
concentrations reach asymptotic levels for at least two years; (2) a demonstration is made 
that it is technically impracticable to attain the TCE 5 ppb SCG using the active remediation 
system; and (3) a risk assessment is performed to develop a protecfw Alternate 
Concentration Level. A Natural Attenuation remedial evaluation shall be performed 
concurrent with the risk assessment to evaluate the expected effectiveness of continued 
remediation by natural attenuation." 

RESPONSE 38: Sufficient time has been provided for natural attenuation to manifest itseK Not 
all asymptotic conditions are acceptable or due to technical infeasibility. The remedy provides for 
consideration of additional groundwater recovery weWs should the rate of cqntaminant mass 
recovery prove unsatisfactory. An acceptable asymptotic condition has been built into the goals. It 
is therefore premature to prescribe or consider any other set of year-by-year goals. 

v o o o o o o o o o  

A facsimile of a comment letter was received on March 3 1,1999 from Mr. JonathanL. Levine, the attorney 
representing homeowners on P i e  View Road. Most of the comments in the letter \yere also expressed by 
Mr. Levine and Mr. Alan B. McGeorge (working with Mr. Levine on this case) at the March 18, 1999 
public meeting Responses Nos. 1 to 14 above address their verbal comments, and were prepared prior to 
the receipt of the facsimile. AU the comments in the letter have been summarized bel$w, and, where 
appropriate, reference to previous responses have been made. Comments not addregsed above have been 
responded more m y .  For ease of reference the serial numbers of the comments are continuous with those 
above. 

Comment 39:Three homeowners will be without remedy under the proposed plan. 
Response 39:See Response 14 above. Two groundwater recovery wells will be installed if the 
evaluation during the design indicates that an additional well is required. It should be noted that the 
ROD pertains to OU-I only, and that the RI has yet to be concluded. 

Comment 40:The conclusion of no adverse health effects and no contaminadon in the upper 
groundwater under and soil on adjacent properties is not borne out by the @S findings. 
Response 40:No such conclusions have been drawn. As stated in Section 4.3 of the PRAP, previous 
soil vapor analyses indicate that vapor contaminants do not appear to be associated with 
contathated groundwater away from the facility, specific all^ &I the directionof residential 
dwellings. The potential for contamination of surface soil with non-TCE contaminants, and 
conseq&nt exposure (if any), will be evaluated during OU-IT (see Section 4.3 of this ROD). Also 
see Response 7 above. 
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Comment 41:Testing of groundwater and soil off-site has not been conducted. 
Response 41:A selection of private wells and deep monitoring wells 
used as the basis for developing the proposed remedy. Shallow well 
shortly and independently of the OU-I as part of the on-going RI. S 
currently being evaluated. The results of the tests will be reviewed to 
testing of soils. Records will be reviewed to ascertain if any releas 
surfaces of nearby properties may have occurred in the past because of Chro 
off-site suriicial investigation will be conducted independently of 
ongoing RI, if any information warrants such an investigation. 

Comment 42:No air sampling has been done in the basements of off-site homes. 
Response 42: See Response 8 above. 

Comment 43:The pathway of exposure is apparent. 
Response 43:See Responses 2 and 8 above. Data from water elevation at monitoring well 
couplets, presented in the RI, indicate a prevailing downward hydraulic 

Comment 44:The remedy should not have to wait for five years to attain its m 
influenue. 
Response 44:The remedial design will be reviewed and configured to obtain 
remedial systems. 

Comment 45:Delisting of Pine View Road Wells has caused the investigation 
off-site properties to be deferred. 
Response 45: See Response 5 above. 

Comment 46:Questions posed to former employers were designed by PRP's 
therefore, tainted the investigative process. 
Response 46:See Response 9 above. 

Comment 47:The RI/FS documents at the repositories did not have the intervie transcripts, and, 
therefore, are incomplete documents. 
Response 47:See Response 9 above. X 
Comment 48:The RVFS should be reiected as inadeauate. 1 
Response 48:The RVFS reports sub&ed to the NYSDEC has provided 
formulate the OU-I and address the very severe TCE contamination in the 
NYSDEC has not deemed the RIiFS &complete in all respects. The R O D ~ O ~  contemplates 
that RI will continue. 

Comment 49:The Attorney General's Office should be involved in questioning 
employees. 
Response 49:Comment will be forwarded to the NYSDEC's Division of Enviro 
Enforcement. 



Comment 50:Groundwater fiom the Site flows to the north. 
Response 50:The RVFS Reports indicate the groundwater flow pattems at diierent depths. There 
seems to be a variation in flow pattern with depth. 

Comment 51:When the on-site 300 feet deep well was shut down by Chrornalloy many years ago, 
the nearby homeowners started to draw in the contamination. 
Response 5l:The NYSDEC has no comparative or historical data to establjsh "the before and after" 
shut down groundwater scenario. It is generally true that a change in grouqdwater usage changes 
tJae groundwater flow pattern. 

CHR0MAUI)Y (SEQUA) Sltc IDa 344039 
RECORD OF DECISION tlW 

04/01/99 
PAGE 47 



. ?-31'99 12:36 FROM:DEC FWIO(/NEW PALTZ 914-,355-3414 T0:518 457 4198 1 PAGE: 02 

- 

e A~~orncy a Counselor at Lap- 

Mr. Glenn An d l ,  Project Manager f NYBDEC - Reg On 3 
21 south PuCt cornaxs Road 
New P n l t a ,  N . Y .  11561-16BL . 

Re1 Written Comnants on PRAB/RZPS - Chramlloy ( 
InactAve liegardous Waete sits 0341039 

Dear Wz. Angell: I 
Thm fallowing comments supplement the tm3tlmony 

roauod cn writtan form i n  thn tranactlpt of tho roao 
the hearing held by the MYSbEC, m t  Clarkrtown Town Iia 
Narch 1 8 ,  1999 nnd an baka1L of the Plnovlew Road, Wa 
Nyack, WOW York tarldentm, by the underalgnnd and Ala 
McGeorgm, ESq. 

1. The rowdy anntasplrtsd, even arruaing it w 11 be 
affective t o  St#. contemplated end, will not renediata a11 of 
chr propertian o!! the adjacent homaawrora. 1 

Asouning the uae of t w o  atripping toverm an 
dual e#t.ractlnn pump*, ovon at thair pfarent intendad 
locations rrnd bared upon tha documentation attached t 
PRAP, will leavd three a t  the  bomrowneta without any 
whatmoovor. 

2. Thm conclu#lon that there arn no adverse he 3th 
effect# and no contamination in the upper ground wate and 
moil on the propertias of tnr aajacrent pxaporty ownot ir 
b c l l ~ t l  by rho frwtr and/or data dontalned in tho LZFU 
doeumsnt. 1 

Tnr R W B  dooumwnt 18 replete with Saotual flndinge 
concerning the narure and characreriatlca of the bedmck 
underlying tho aita and the odjsaent property ownotar 
properties at Pine V i e w  Road. 

Fox mxnrnpla, the raw data indicates that thexe are 
multiple frncturea In the bedrock between the lower 
groundwlwntor and the upper groundwater, permrtting paarmgo of 
the contamination from the lower groundwater to the upper 
groundwater. 
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3 .  The NY9 DOH d i d  no t  conduct s o i l  and u n d ~ r g r o u n d  
wneet too t tag  of thr ro.s.Ldencae o r  t h e  P ine  View Rdad 
property nunorm, hefarm rnnahing t h e i r  concl1a#ion8. 

The Sozsgoing is t r rm,  
that thore i s  evldenca t h a t  the 
the f r s c t u r o n  in the hmasock m w o o n  ths  

the lower groundwster. 
and upper groundwntex and g i v m  the g r o r r  

Th~r UYH DOH s t n t e e  t h ~ t ,  i n  vlow of tho f p e t  t h a t  
when they Ceuted at t h e  propazty of t ho  a l t a r  t hey  terchmd 
aroan an t h e y  approachrd t h e  hnundary oi! Qho B l b r ,  cirhero 
t h e r e  waa no conramlnation found to j u n t i f y  f u r t h e r  t a r t l n g  
ourvara  and onto t h e  p ro fa t t iPo  of ehr  hornownorm. 

I n  v iov  of tho t r aa tu reo  o f  the bedrock a d t h e  
m l g z a t l ~ n  09  tho lowar gzoundmLar ZD %ha up er gro~ndware= ,  
the  fnct t h a t  there may hn "dead r p o t r "  a t  t 9 Odge of thm 
S i t e ,  i n  not a r u i f l c i s n t  roa8on t o  f a i l  t o  t e a t  t h  4 s o i l  and 
uppw groundwnCor o t  t h e  Pino V i r w  rmrldenta, 

4.  No A i r  tnmttng wsr dono i n  the basamenta O X  the 
PlnP Vlnw Road Realdnntr. 

It is noted Ohat; WYa DOH condrrctod 
a i r :  of t h a  baaemnnta and inwar levnlm o l  tho 
f i2te.  The f a c t  t h a t  the RIFS documantn 
ground-wrtor c o m e  wltt t in twolve ta 
baaomants o f  the homeowner6 and 
a t  tha . i r  lnvnr gmundwator and 

1 .  

between Ehr lowm: groundwater 
ehould have been done i n  thm banemento of t h e  r a r l d e ~ t a ,  f o r  
n l r  cont.~mfnatJ.on, p r i o r  EO coning t o  chs oonclur lon,  withaut: 
fantun1 banLm, that Chare van no pathway 02 oxposura. 

?rh8 appl l .cr t ion of ennra l  armumption t o  dd foa t  & h e  
use of tact f ind ing ,  o spec i a l  P y i n  t h e  a r e a  of health e f f e c t  
d r tonn in ix ion ,  i s  cont tad iQtory  t.o thn e p i r i t  and intlent nf 
tho WQ Environmental Conaarvatlon Law. A r t l C L e  37.  

5 ,  The Pathwmy of Eaporura t o  the RasLdent.cl at! plnb  
V i e w  Road is Apparent. 

Olvrn tho f m c t u r a a  i n  the  hedroak 
gronndwa~~r and the  lowar groundwatar i n  tho Pino 
and site arean nnd the prom nontamlnstion i n  t h e  

t h e  conclumio~r by DOH t h a t  there was no pathway o 
groundubtbr, r.hara was no f!aetual b a r t a  upon which 

e s p o e t m ~  fzom ~ h s  mouzo~ e f  =he oonremdnntion, t)n . l ie,  t.0 
thn rruidnncem and thraix upper qrovndwatac end a a l l ,  



In fact., t.ho factual iniormatlon furnin)red 
RIPS documents load to the conclusion, avan without 
testlng, that pathwnys of sxpoeuro do in Coot axirk.  

6 .  Tho Pins VJow Road Rn~identa ahouad not bo rnR 
unit thlzty Xoarn for: cleanup ar total rmaudiatlon, no 
should they be mrde to Walt flve years in ordar to det: 
whothor or not the intended remediation plan will be 
affnetiva. 

A t  the hoarin@ aonduated in the Town of Clark town 
Town Hall, the onglneer for the' NYS DEC atated that t h  
ntrlppinq tawer nnd a w l  sxrrmtion pump ehoula lam mov d f rom 
ic. prenant lntandad lncatlon further toward tha PLno i r w  
Road Residencee. i 

In Addition, tho eltarnatlvo ralllsdiation prop 
which was rejected by loys DEC and the PRAT, wnicn Call 
t w o  stripping towatr and two dual extraction punpa 
implamantad w l t h  thm locations of the towers designed t 
remediatn a11  of tho contamination at ell Of tho 
affected by the Bite. 

T b O  lncanrian or: the RY8 DBC to wait up to Civ 
yeare to dotormina the efficacy of the propored remedl8 
is a burden that should not be placed upon the homeowners, 
especislly given tho pathway of exporure oreated by tho 
fracture zone upon which they live, berueen the lower . . 
groundwatar! and tho uppm? groundwrtmr. 

* .  s ,  
7 .  The proposed remadial action plan doea not 

aaequacely protect tne realeants of Pins wew Rora; tne 
promLao el tho do-lioting of the Pina Viow Road rasidance 
from the New York S t r t a  Regintry of Inactive Hazardous Waste 
sitoa, that the lirtin of the Chromnlloy 6ite and i lnverfigatfon and reme iation thereof would take cat8 of the 
concarnn and LnvossiQation of the Pine Vleu Raad ilosidonts 
has not bean fulfillad. 

The RIFE docuaentr atate that tne Pine 
propertlee wore dr-lilted bacauso tha llrtlng of the 
Chromalloy 311.0, upon the New York Btate Regiatry of 
Annnrdoum 81tnm wauld take care oL the LnvaatSgatLvs an 
remedlatlon cc~ncerne affecting the Pine View Road 

It is clenr that thjn ham not taken place, to date, 
and as eat forth abova and below. 

8. The attorneye for the polluter, Chrooalloy, ha e 
henn psmi t tnd  t n  unduly lntorfero in the 1nvs~ELgatinn 1 of 
the site. 



Aa is contained in the RrFB document~, the 
consulting onginears for che polluter, aought the approval of  
tho fLnn or Morgnn, Lawis r Bonkluel Eoqa., w i t h  daopent. ta 
the efficaoy of guoationm t n  hn paren to former aIUplaynrL of 
tho conrantnm. 

Thle totally and irrevocably tainted the 
&nvaetiga+ivu procsaa herein end maker it inpoe~lble for any 
enananabln pornon to nccnpC the findings. 

9. The RIFLI and PRAP dacumenta wera not oompArto at. thm 
daposltorlas. 

The RIPS nnd PRAP doewnenta did not aonrsin the 
answers to the questions posed by tho conmulting anglneere to 
Oorner employaee at the rite. 

Clvon tho intrusive effect and appearance of 
lmproprlsty which aristm by the  lnw firm o f  Morgan, LOW18 6 
BaakAus upon the behalf of the consantee, at the I me time k that they were defmnding tha inrerests of the con. ntse in 
third-party llitigatisn, tho quartions nad cmswerm Lhould have 
been pcanent In the depo~it0rhtI for tho public to vlew and 
f a i r l y  comment tharoon. 

L 
It ir noted that the rorponroa, although abamnt, are 

larrrr mferrod to in coming to (;he aonalurion thnt not much 
W E  war utlliand rt. t.hn Rita and thm aoncluaion thht the TCE 
waete wan shipped offsite to a third plrty.  

First, mush coments belle the marelve contamlnatlon 
rlrardy fo\ind. 

second, Ln sworn teatirnony in  the third perty 
lltLgat.son, rhm deCondnnta atatad that tharo wnrr avnr two 
hundred (200) On\ployOOr aotivaly ongaged in tho rlab nf! N U  in 
rapairing and cleaning jot engine bladon, an intenmlty of us. 
which watlld roquire much more raw product thrn. that amount 
that 1s accepted a8 fact in the rearoning process herein. 

ThLrd, thr oanclurion that only a anall portl.on of 
the premlras war utilized for thane purpomem by thd  conmontse 
la belied by the 8 1 ~ 1  worn tastlmony whlkh atated that over 
three quarters 3 /4  of the premiaea wan uned for thin purpose. 

10. The NY8 DEE fallad to aboqu@tely ton+ +ha Plne View 
Road residences upper ground water and soil. notv1Chstanding 
t h e j r  apparent ahl.lity so to do. 

Aa was pointed out in the teatimany given at the 
a n i d  heerinq and which is i a C t ~ & L l y  WuhaLrntSAted hy the raw 
data in the nIF8 doauments, there are multiph ocakeionn 
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whore w a l l 0  w m a  t0mt.d by NYe DEC and/or by the cone a t a n t  
for t h e  con.sentee, which were alanprLde eaah athoe an  the i torrtinq t o r  t h e  lower groundwater incllrdlng tenking f r: TCE 
ru*  c o n d u c t r ~ , ~ w h l L e  t h e  t e s t i n g 6  of t h e  uppor ground rtar  I 

fall** to inaludo nnalynl.8 tor  TCE. 

11. Vhln La Cha aacond attempt by Chrornalloy t o  p epafe 
a ptopez RIFY. t 

This i r  the sacand conaent order: and aacond R FB 
t h n t  hro bean nlrbmlttod t o  thn  W8 DEC, It i s  noted th r t h e  
f s r e t  RZFB wns ro j ec tnd  ra inadoquato. Theretore ,  a 
precedent exL8ts f o r  fhe r e j e c r l o n  of t h l e  RIFE a t  t h i  S i t e ,  
and oapecie1;Ly given the rablrrns w i th  t h r  lnvnmrlgat l  n t l m t  R wau conduotod a6 set f o r t  above. i 

a .  Tho NY8 Attorney Oenmral'r O f f i o a  rhould bo 
h v o l v e d  i n  questioning of former rmployeea 02 Cnromrl 
nf a1.I nthar witnnasma wha are pert lnmnl to thm deva lo  
of tnetunl bneln tar t h e  cnnnluelonr dmvn. 

oivmn t n ~  l n t r u a l o n  by t h e  cnnaantee's attarn yn I and their dual role arr s t fo rneya  for the consenree an0 
attorney. f a r  a p a r t y  dofondant i n  a Ztahility aaao, +h 
Attornoy Qenerel's o f f l e a  ahould be brought i n ,  i n  an  a t l v e  
t o l e ,  on t h e  ZUrtner l n v e r t i g a t l o n  of t h i s  S i t e  and t h e  RIPS 
ana PRAP. 

We incorporato  ho r r ln ,  rr i t  more f u l l y  a e t  f 
herllllt., t h e  comments madn hy Jonathan L. Lavine and Ala 
McQaorge ilf the, hear ing conduated by t h e  mY DEC a t  the 
of CLarketown Town Hall. wtrh  renpeer ra t h e  RIFS ana PR 

13. The geo log ica l  cons t ruc t ion  of t h e  bmdrock 
tho  B i t e  and below t h e  t ea idancss  on Pino V i e w  Road, 
r e ru lb lng  pathways of relmana, migration and exp6nux0, 
toga ther  with t h e  maaelve known contamlnatlon p r s e s n t  
l a v e r  graundwatar, tbgsCher with t ho  known 
contaminstion as tabl ia l red p r i o r  he ra to  by 
toge the r  wi th  +ha known Z ~ c t  Chat t ho  ground water 
Pin# vtaw Read rnaldonces 18 lllowing i n  e q a n a t a l l y  
d l t a c t l o n ,  f r o m  t he  Sits, to and through the 



fact findinq qoc,eeB has been nkavnd. 0Lth.r intontionol.ly os P unlnrsntlonal y, to ignore these factn,  nuka connluaLnna st 
variance wlth tho eonaluaion moat closely dram fro@ the raw 
daCn and to prevent. t h o  somgiore remea&rtion of the Pine Vier 
Road prnpb9rt:Lsn. i n  order t n  nave nonoy for t h e  oonsentam rnb 
t o  prevent t h e  true extent of the pellutfon to be known. 

1 4 .  Th@ large number o f  well8 employed by the reaidenfm 
of lando in tho general area of rho Site, on both aOdes of 

IIackenna~k River, can aeeumm t o  have noted am pJFp8, 
drawing the pollution from the Bite, for  over r deaqde. when 
thn 300 toof, deep well on cha site, was clonod by CIYfof~l~lloy, 
without ~svesLlng the mnesiva aontaminetion tharafn t o  anyone 
offr i te .  

O l v m  the geolvgical fracture Ron* in the bedrock 
batwean the upper and Lower groundwater throughout tho area 
in t h e  v i c i n i t y  o f  tho Rl.te, ths RIFB ra conducted by thm 
consentee,  i s  not only i n e u i f i c l c n t ,  but is vhoLly ftaudulenf 
in ignoring t h e  oxtrerno likelihoad n i  tha clprehd of the 
aontaninstion, not only into the upper groundwater sad #oil 
o f  t h e  Plne V i e w  Road resldentr, but into, under and onto 
othor propartias i n  tho v la in i ty  o t  fhe 6lEe, 

Dated1 March 3 0 ,  1994 . -. 
Hav~ntEaW, N.Y. f , I ,, f 

,/ 

JLWhn 
CCI Han. Elliot Bpltsar, NYB Attorney Gclneml 

Reeldents of PLna V i e w  Road 
Hen. Alrxandst J. Ormaak, Xamber of n s  Aenenbly 

Pnca. 
r ~ e ~ ~ r a ~ -  nra 
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