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STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE 

This decision document presents the selected remedy for the Mohonk 
Road Industrial Plant Superfund Site, which was chosen in 
accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended by the 
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA), and to the 
extent practicable, the National Oil and Hazardous Substances 
Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision document explains 
the factual and legal basis for selecting the remedy for the Site. 
The information supporting this remedial action decision is 
contained in the administrative record. The index for 'the 
administrative record is attached to this document (APPENDIX 111). 

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
(NYSDECI concurs with the selected remedy. A letter of concurrence 
from the NYSDEC is attached to this document (APPENDIX IV). 

.. 
ASSESSMENT OF TEE SITE 

The response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD) is 
necessary to protect the public health or welfare or the 
environment from actual or threatened releases of hazardous 
sobstances into the environment. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY 

The remedial action described in this document addresses 
contaminated soil and groundwater at the Mohonk Road Industrial 
Plant Site. The Site includes the Mohonk Road Industrial Plant 
property as well as those areas impacted by the groundwater plume 
emanating from the property. This remedial action supplements a 
non-time critical removal action (NTCRA) undertaken by EPA to 
address the most contaminated portion of the groundwater plume, and 
interim remedial measures taken by NYSDEC to provide granular 
activated carbon (GAC) filters for residential and commercial wells 



with volatile organic compounds (VOCs) above New York State (NYS) 
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) , and to remove a 1000-gallon tank 
which was the major source of contamination. 

Selected Groundwater Response and Alternate Water Supply Remedy 

The selected groundwater and potable water supply remedy includes: 

. Extraction of contaminated groundwater in the nearfield and 
farfield plume to restore the aquifer to its most beneficial 
use (as a potable water supply), treatment with an air 
stripper, and discharge of the treated water to the Rondout 
Creek and Coxing Kill. The "nearfield plume" refers to that 
portion of the groundwater plume with total VOC concentrations 
greater than 1,000 parts per billion (ppb), while the 
"farfield plume" refers to the component of the groundwater 
plume with 10 ppb to 1,000 ppb total VOCs. The nearfield 
plume will be addressed through long-term operation of the 
NTCRA groundwater extraction and treatment system. The 
farfield plume will be addressed through the construction and 
long-te:m operation of an additional extraction and treatment 
system. 

. The construction of a public water supply system to provide 
potable water to the residences and businesses in the Towns of 
Marbletown and Rosendale with impacted or threatened private 
supply wells. The primary water supply for the system will be 
the Catskill Aqueduct. The individual C X  filtration systems 
currently in use will be operated until the new public wzter 
supply system is operational. 

Implementation of a groundwater monitoring program to evaloate 
.. the effectiveness of the remedy. 

. Institutional cont'rols may be employed to prevent future use 
of the bedrock aquifer in the impacted or threatened area. 

Selected Source Control Remedy 

The major components of the selected source control remedy for 
contaminated soil include: 

Excavation of VOC-contaminated soils with concentrations above 
the cleanup criteria to prevent or minimize cross-media 
impacts from contaminants of concern in soil to the underlying 
groundwater. 



~ f f ~ s i t e  disposal of the contaminated soil at appropriately 
permitted facilities. 

DECLARATION OF STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS 

The selected remedy meets the requirements for remedial actions set 
forth in CERCLA S121. It is protective of human health and the 
environment, complies with Federal and State requirements that are 
legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial 
action, and is cost-effective. 

The selected remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative 
treatment technologies to the maximum extent practicable, and the 
groundwater remedy also satisfies the statutory preference for 
treatment as a principal element of the remedy (a, it reduces 
the toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous substances, 
pollutants, or contaminants as a principal element through 
treatment). 

Because this remedy will not result in hazardous substances, 
pollutants, or contaminants remaining on-site above levels that 
allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, but will take 
more than five years to attain remedial action objectives and 
cleanup levels in the groundwater, a policy review may be conducted 
no less often than each five years after completion of the 
construction of the remedial action components fo: the Site to 
ensure that the remedy is, or will be, protective of human health 
and the environment. 

DATA CERTIFICATION CRECKLIST 

The Decision Summary of this ROD contains the remedy selection 
information noted below. More details ~ a y  be found in the .. 
administrative record file for this Site. 

Chemicals of concern and their respective concentrations (see 
pages 10 through 16, and TABLES 1 through 8 on pages 11-1 
through 11-47]; 

Baseline risk represented by the chemicals of concern (see 
pages 18 through 24, and TABLES 8 through 13 on pages 11-44 
through 11-64] ; 

Cleanup levels established for chemicals of concern and the 
basis for these levels (see pages 25 and 26, and TABLE 14 on 
page 11-65]; 



How source materials constituting 'principal threats are 
addressed (see page 48); 

Current and reasonably anticipated future land use assumptions 
and current and potential future beneficial uses of 
groundwater used in the baseline risk assessment and ROD (see 
pages 17 and 18); 

Potential land and groundwater use that will be available at 
the Sfte as a result of the selected remedy (see page 54-and 
55) ; 

Estimated capital, annual operation and maintenance, and total 
present wor.th costs, discount rate, and the number of years 
over which the remedy cost estimates are projected (see pages 
44, 47, 53 and 54, and TABLES 15 through 17 on pages 11-66 
through 11-70) ; and, 

Key factor(s) that led to selecting the remedy (i.e., how the 
selected remedy provides the best balance of tradeoffs with 
respect to the balancing and modifying criteria, highlighting 
criteria key to the decision)(see pages 48 and 49). 
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SITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

The Mohonk Road Industrial Plant (MRIP) Superfund Site (the Site) 
is located in the Hamlet of High Falls, Ulster County, New York, 
approximately 7 miles north-northwest of the Village of New Paltz 
and 10 miles south-southwest of the City of Kingston. The Hamlet 
of High Falls is situated within two townships, the Towns of 
Marbletown and Rosendale (see FIGURE 1). The MRIP Site was added 
to .the National Priorities Lis,t (NPL) on January 19, 1999; the 
Superfund identification number for the Site is NYD986950012. The 
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) 
served as the lead agency for the Remedial Investigation and 
Feasibility Study (RI/FS) which was initiated prior to the Site 
being placed on the NPL. The United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) has assumed the role as lead agency with 
issuance of this Record of Decision. The likely source of cleanup 
monies is the Superfund trust fund. 

The MRIP Site includes the Mohonk Road Industrial Plant property 
located at 186 Mohonk Road (the MRIP property), and all surrounding 
properties that have been impacted by the contaminated groundwater 
plume emanating from the MRIP property (off-MRIP property). The 
MRIP property consists of approximately 14.5 acres of mostly 
undeveloped land with a 43,000 square foot building in its southern 
corner. The Site-related groundwater plume extends approximately 
4,000 feet from the MRIP property and has adversely impacted at 
least 71 residential, commercial and/or municipal water supply 
wells as of this date. 

The Site is located .in an area of primarily residential 
development. There are approximately 159 households and 412 people 
residing within a 1-mile radius of the Site. Groundwater is the. 
primary source of drinking water in the Hamlet of High Falls. 
Industrial activities have taken place on the MRIP property since 
the early 1960's. The MRIP property is currently zoned for light 
industrial use, and the most reasonably anticipated future use for 
the MRIP property is light industrial use. 

SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES 

History 

The MRIP property has been used for industrial purposes since the 
early 1960"s. From the early 1960's to 1972, Varifab, Inc., a 
metal finisher, owned and occupied the Site and reportedly used 
solvents in the finishing and assembly of metal parts for card 
punch machines and computer frames. From 1972 to 1975, a wet spray 



painting company, R.C. Ballard Corp., operated at the Site. This 
type of painting operation would require large quantities of 
solvents in order to clean surfaces prior to painting. The Site 
was purchased in 1976 by Daniel Gelles; Daniel E. Gelles 
Associates, Inc. manufactured store display fixtures which may have 
involved the use of solvents. Banco Popular de Puerto Rico 
foreclosed on the MRIP property in 1992. The Site is currently 
owned by Kithkin Corp., which purchased the property at auction in 
1993, and currently leases the northeastern section of the building 
to a small woodworking company. 

The Site first came to the attention of State and local authorities 
in April 1994 when a resident near the MRIP property contacted the 
Ulster County Health Department (UCHD) concerning the quality of 
her drinking water. The resident's well was sampled in April 1994 
by UCHD and was found to contain elevated levels of volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs). Additional sampling was performed by 
UCHD and, to date, residential well sampling has identified 71 
other homes or businesses downgradient of the Site with VOCs above 
Federal and/or New York State (NYS) Maximum Contaminant Levels 
(MCLS). NYSDEC began investigating the MRIP Site in 1994. As an 
interim action to address immediate health threats, NYSDEC 
installed granular activated carbon (GAC) filters at preexisting 
homes or businesses whose wells exceeded the NYS MCLs [ 5  parts per 
billion (ppb), or micrograms/liter, for individual VOCs]. UCHD is 
currently monitoring domestic wells on the perimeter of the plume 
to ensure that the water continues to be safe for domestic use. 

In August 1994, NYSDEC designated the MRIP Site as a Class 2 site 
on the New York State Registry of Inactive Hazardous Waste Sites. 
The Class 2 designation'indicated that the Site posed a significant 
threat to public health and the environment. In the fall of 1996, 
NYSDEC contracted Lawler, Matusky 6 Skelly Engineers LLP (LMS) to 
conduct an Immediate Investigation Work Assignment (IIWA). An 
additional IIWA was tasked to LMS by NYSDEC in the spring of 1997. 
As an interim action, NYSDEC excavated a tank believed to be the 
major source of groundwater contamination at the Site, along with 
approximately 25 tons of contaminated soil in September 1997. This 
tank was originally installed as part of a septic system, but 
subsequently was also used for solvent disposal at the Site; 
hereinafter it is referred to as the 'disposal tank." In 1997, 
after repeated, unsuccessful attempts to have a responsible party 
fund the Site investigation and cleanup, NYSDEC contracted LMS to 
conduct a RI/FS. The RI and FS Reports were issued by NYSDEC in 
September 1998 and March 1999, respectively. 

On March 11, 1998, the EPA received a request from the NYSDEC to 
evaluat-e a proposed Interim Response Measure (IRM) at the MRIP Site 



as a removal action under CERCLA. EPA determined that a sufficient 
planning period existed before Site activities for the removal 
action had to be initiated, and accordingly, this response was 
conducted as a non-time critical removal action (NTCRA) . The NTCRA 
has involved construction of a groundwater extraction and treatment 
system which is designed to minimize the further migration of the 
most highly contaminated portion of the groundwater plume in the 
bedrock aquifer. EPA issued a Proposed Response Action document 
for this interim groundwater action on February 26, 1999. The 
Action Memorandum for the NTCRA was fjnalized on June 4, 1999. As 
part of the NTCRA, throughout 1999, EPA conducted additional field 
work to characterize the Site. The NTCRA aroundwater extraction 
and treatment plant is expected to become -operational in Spring 
2000. 

Enforcement Activity 

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 following PRPs have been identified with regard to the Mohonk 
Road Industrial Plant Site: Varifab, Inc., R.C. Ballard 
Corporation, Daniel E. Gelles Associates, Inc., Mr. Daniel E. 
Gelles, and Kithkin Corporation. With the exception of Kithkin 
Corp., which is a current owner, all of the identified PRPs are 
former owners and/or operators of 186 Mohonk Rd., the source of the 
release of hazardous substances from the Site. 

The PRPs declined the opportunity to perform the RI/FS at the Site 
when requested by the NYSDEC. EPA issued Notice of Liability 
letters to Kithkin Corporation, Mr. Daniel E. Gelles and Daniel E. 
Gelles Associates, Inc. Each of the three PRPs were offered the * 

opportunity to perform a NTCRA at the Site. The PRPs declined to 
undertake the removal action. EPA's PRP search efforts are 
ongoing. 

HIGHLIGBTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION 

NYSDEC prepared a Citizen Participation Plan for the Site, dated 
June 1997. The Citizen Participation Plan included a community 
profile and contact list, and has also been used by EPA for its 
community outreach efforts at the Site. Site reports have been 
made available for public review at information repositories at the 
EPA Docket Room in Region 11, New York, the Stone Ridge Library, 
Stone Ridge, New York, and the Rosendale Public Library, Rosendale, 
New York . 



EPA participated in a public meeting hosted by NYSDEC on October 
28, 1998 to discuss the RI and the preliminary results of the FS. 
At the October 1998 meeting, EPApresented the preliminary findings 
of its Engineering Evaluation and Cost Analysis (EE/CA) report, 
which reviewed alternatives for the NTCRA. 

EPA issued a Proposed Response Action document for the NTCRA on 
February 26, 1999. The EE/CA, the Removal Site Evaluation (RSE), 
and a Site Fact Sheet were made available for review at the 
information repositories for the Site. On March 22, 1999, EPA 
conducted a public meeting at the High Falls Firehouse to discuss 
the NTCRA and to receive public comments. 

EPA mailed an updated Fact Sheet for the Site to all persons on the 
Site mailing list in June 1999 and hosted a public availability 
session to discuss the NTCRA and potential long-term cleanup plans 
on June 17, 1999. Another updated Fact Sheet was mailed to all 
persons on the Site mailing list in October 1999 and another public 
availability session was hosted by EPA on November 3, 1999. 

A Technical Assistance Grant (TAG) was awarded to the High Falls 
Water Coalition (HFWC) on September 2, 1999. The HFWC sent out two 
newsletters to people on the Site mailing list in October 1999 and 
January 2000. HFWC has selected two firms, Rhode, Soyka & Andrews, 
and Leggette, Brashears & Graham, to provide technical input on 
remedy selection and design. 

The Proposed Remedial Action Plan (or Proposed Plan) was prepared 
by NYSDEC, with consultation by EPA, and finalized in November 
1999. A notice of the Proposed Plan and public comment period was 
placed in the Dailv Freeman on November 15, 1999 consistent with 
the requirements of NCP §300.430(f) (3) (i) (A), and a summary of the 
Proposed Plan was mailed to all persons on the Site mailing list. 
The Proposed Plan was made available for review at the information 
repositories for the Site. Prior to the onset of the public 
comment period, EPA received a request from the HFWC that the 
comment period be established for 60 days rather than 30 days. The 
public comment period was scheduled from November 15, 1999 to 
January 15, 2000, but was extended to February 15, 2000 to 
accommodate additional requests for an extension. EPA hosted a 
public meeting on December 2, 1999' to discuss the Proposed Plan. 
At this meeting, representatives from EPA and NYSDEC answered 
questions about contamination at the Site and the remedial 
alternatives. EPA's responses to comments received during the 
public meeting, along with responses to other written comments 
received during the public comment period, are included in the 
Responsiveness Summary (APPENDIX V). 



SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTION 

Cleanup at the Site is currently being addressed as one operable 
unit (OU) . To date, the following interim actions have occurred at 
the Site: 

. removal of the major source of contamination (a 1000-gallon 
disposal tank) by NYSDEC in 1997, and 25 tons of contaminated 
soil; . installation of GAC filters on 70 homes and businesses 
adversely impacted by the VOC plume; and . installation of a groundwater extraction and treatment system 
as part of the NTCRA undertaken by EPA, to minimize the 
further migration in the bedrock aquifer of the most highly 
contaminated portion of the groundwater plume. 

This Record of Decision (ROD) describes the comprehensive long-term 
remediation plan for the entire Site, which will incorporate the 
above actions, and is expected to be the only ROD issued for the 
Site. The components of this ROD will: 

. address soils above cleanup objectives which are a source for 
groundwater contamination; . provide an alternate water supply for impacted and threatened 
residences; and . address the long-term remedial action for the nearfield and 
farfield components of the VOC plume. The "nearfield plume" 
refers to that portion of the groundwater plume with total VOC 
concentrations greater than 1,000 ppb, while the 'farfield 
plume" refers to the component of the groundwater plume with 
10 ppb to 1,000 ppb total VOCs. 

The interim actions described above will be incorporated through- 
long-term operation of the NTCRA, and continued maintenance of the 
GAC filters until the comprehensive groundwater and alternate water 
supply remedy can be implemented. 

SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

The purpose of the RI was to define the nature and extent of 
contamination resulting from previous industrial activities at the 
MRIP property. NYSDEC's fieldwork for the RI was conducted from 
April 1997 to December 1997, and April 1998 to June 1998. The RI 
Report was issued by NYSDEC in September 1998. 

The RI included the following activities: 

private water well survey and sampling; 



soil borings and sampling; 
test pit excavation and subsurface soil sampling; 
tracing drain lines from the building to determine additional 
contamination source areas on the MRIP property; 
surface water sampling; 
groundwater monitoring well installation and sampling; 
groundwater flow monitoring analysis and water table elevation 
monitoring; 
groundwater pump tests; 
human health exposure assessment; and, 
habitat assessment. 

In 1999, additional site characterization was performed by EPA's 
Removal Program in order to implement the NTCRA. This work 
consisted of: 

geophysical investigations; 
installation of additional monitoring and extraction wells; 
groundwater sampling and pump tests; 
groundwater.modeling; 
ecological study of the Coxing Kill creek; 
residential well sampling and surveys; 
soil test pitting and contaminated soil removal. 

To determine which media (soil, groundwater, air, etc.) contain 
contamination at levels of concern, the analytical data were 
compared to applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements 
(ARARs), or other relevant guidance if no ARARs were available. 

Based upon the results of the' RI and the additional EPA field 
investigations, it is clear that soil and groundwater at the Site 
require remediation. Results. of these investigations are 
summarized in this Record of Decision; however, more complete 
information can be found in the RI and the relevant Technical 
Memoranda (that document the Removal Program's field activities 
which are relevant to this ROD). Documents are included in the 
administrative record for the Site (APPENDIX 1111, and are 
available at the Site information repositories. 

Physical S i t e  Conditions 

The MRIP property consists of approximately 14.5 acres of mostly 
wooded, undeveloped land and a 43,000 square foot building in the 
southern corner of the property (FIGURE 2). Two production wells 
are located within the building. The area south of the building 
consists of a large lawn and a gravel driveway. The gravel drive 
wraps around the sides of the building, providing access to loading 
docks along the western end of the building. The lawn and driveway 



slope gently down to a culvert that passes beneath Mohonk Road 
allowing surface runoff to drain from the property. The small open 
area immediately west of the building is level to the edge of the 
driveway. The NTCRA treatment plant has been constructed in this 
area. 

The Site is located in an area of chiefly residential development. 
The MRIP property is bounded on the southeast by Mohonk Road and to 
the northeast, northwest, and southwest by residential properties 
on large wooded lots. The property to the south is currently used 
to store machinery and trucks utilized for paving operations. 
Approximately 159 households and 412 people reside within a one- 
mile radius of the MRIP property. Groundwater is the primary 
source of drinking water within four miles of the MRIP property. 
The nearest residential drinking water wells are located within 500 
feet of the building located on the MRIP property. 

The nearest permanent watercourses to the Site are the Rondout 
Creek (Class B waters; Waters Index t139-14, Part 855.4) and Coxing 
Kill creek (Class C[T] waters, Waters Index #139-14-9, Part 855.4) . 
Rondout Creek is not stocked with trout near the Site by either 
NYSDEC or the Ulster County Federation of Sportsmen. The creek is 
popular with recreational anglers, who fish for warmwater species 
such as smallmouth bass. 

The Catskill Aqueduct, which passes.about 700 ft to the south of 
the MRIP property, is owned by the City of New York and maintained 
by the New York City Department of Environmental Protection 
(NYCDEP). This aqueduct supplies water to the New York City 
Reservoir System from the Ashokan Reservoir via an underground 
tunnel. The tunnel, as it passes through the Rondout Valley area 
in High Falls, is 14.5 feet in diameter, is about 500 feet below 
grade and is lined with concrete. A siphon house for the aqueduct 
(the Rondout Dewatering Chamber) is located approximately 1,200 
feet west of the MRIP property. 

Geology and Hydrogeology 

The Site is located in the Northern Shawangunk Mountain region 
where the Shawangunk Formation is the dominant rock type. The 
Shawangunk Formation is principally interbedded orthoquartzite 
sandstone and conglomerate that is highly resistant to erosion. It 
has essentially no primary porosity and permeability, and only 
secondary fracture porosity and permeability exist, which are the 
primary controls on groundwater fhow and the hydraulic properties 
of the Shawangunk Fractured Bedrock Aquifer System (SFBA) . The 
fractures are highly variable in geometry and density making the 
flow conditions highly variable and localized, causing the aquifer 



to have poor groundwater storage capacity. This aquifer is 
recharged directly by precipitation on exposed bedrock areas and by 
infiltration through the overburden material. The MRIP property is 
found near a topographical high and serves as a recharge area for 
the bedrock aquifer. In general, the migration of groundwater from 
the Site is to the north-northeast toward Rondout Creek, which lies 
approximately'5,OOO feet north of the Site (see water contour map, 
FIGURE 3). Vertical flow gradients on the MRIP property are 
clearly downward. However, artesian or upward groundwater flow has 
been reported in residential wells along Berme Road near the 
Rondout Creek and has been observed in a monitoring well near this 
location. 

The Shawangunk Formation is locally overlain by the High Falls 
Shale. The locations of geologic cross-sections are shown in 
FIGURE 4, an actual cross section is shown in FIGURE 5, and a more 
localized geological cross section is shown in FIGURE 6. Much of 
the bedrock in the area is unconformably overlain by lodgement 
till. These deposits thinly mantle most of the area, with depths 
ranging from 9 to 28 feet on the MRIP property, and from 7 to 85 
feet in off-MRIP property wells. The till (hereinafter 
'overburden") consists of a nonstratified and poorly sorted mostly 
silt and fine grained sand matrix with coarser clasts predominantly 
of sandstone-quartzite composition. The compactness of this till 
inhibits rapid infiltration and subsurface water movemenf. The 
soil or overburden groundwater is limited and is not widely used as 
a source of potable water. There are a number of springs in the 
area which are used as sources of water by some residents. 
sampling indicates that these springs are not contaminated by Site- 
related chemicals. 

Previous pumping tests conducted as part of a study by an 
organization known as Mohonk Preserve, Inc. concluded that the SFBA 
is a very poor aquifer with regard to its low storitivity values. 
Well yields were found to be highly erratic and the average 
production figures do not assure successful well installation. 
Despite this, nearly the entire potable water supply for the Hamlet 
of High Falls comes from individual groundwater Nells. Highly 
variable water levels within very s,hort distances indicate that the 
SFBA is comprised of distinct fracture networks that are only 
locally interconnected. 

Three distinct water bearing zones were identified in the RI: an 
overburden flow zone, a bedrock interface flow zone (at the shallow 
soil/bedrock interface), and a bedrock flow zone (the SFBA) . 
Throughout this ROD, monitoring wells installed to these depths are 
referred to as overburden, interface, and bedrock (or SFBA) wells, 
respectively. 



In order to better evaluate alternatives for alternate water 
supplies and plume control systems, a groundwater flow model 
(MODFLOW@) was developed as part of the FS. The modeling study was 
used to predict the effect that groundwater pump and treat systems 
would have on continued use of private wells as a water source and 
plume migration, as well as to predict the bedrock aquifer response 
to the water supply alternatives. The model assumed that the NTCRA 
extraction and treatment system was operational (pumping at 40 
gallons per minute), and evaluated the plume migration when the 
private (primarily residential) wells were pumping as well as when 
the wells were taken out of service. Important conclusions drawn 
from the model include: 

. The model indicated that if the residential wells were 
pumping, the VOC groundwater plume would continue to migrate 
north and northwest towards the Rondout Creek and northeast 
towards the Coxing Kill (FIGURE 7). 

.  he model also indicated that if the residential wells were 
taken out of service, the groundwater plume would migrate 
north and northwest towards Rondout Creek and northeast 
towards the Coxing Kill at a more rapid rate (FIGURE 8 ) .  Both 
models indicated that the plume would be drawn into currently 
unimpacted private wells (a section of properties near Rondout 
Creek). In other words, if a public water supply were 
implemented, an aquifer-wide groundwater extraction and 
treatment system would be needed to prevent the plume from 
migrating further. 

EPA performed additional groundwater modeling (using the TIMES 
model) to determine optimal rates of groundwater extraction, and 
expected water table drawdown, for the NTCRA. The modeling is- 
described in a June 15, 1999 Technical Memorandum, which is part of 
the administrative record for the Site. The maximum estimated 
water table drawdown in the closest residential well is expected to 
be approximately 20 feet based on the extraction model simulating 
steady-state conditions. Initially, the drawdown at this well will 
be substantially less than 20 feet, and it would take several years 
to reach this level of steady-state drawdown. As part of the 
NTCRA, EPA will install monitoring devices in the monitoring wells 
near Mohonk Road; therefore, there will be sufficient time to 
monitor the drawdown levels and reduce the rates of extraction 
prior to any adverse impact on nearby wells. 

In order to locate zones of groundwater entry into monitoring 
wells, to determine optimum sampling depths, and to better define 
lithology, downhole geophysical investigations were performed by 



NYSDEC and EPAfs Removal Program. NYSDEC geophysically logged 
several wells off the MRIP property and one well on the MRIP 
property. In September 1999, EPA's Removal Program geophysically 
logged several wells on the MRIP prbperty. The NYSDEC logging 
identified water producing fractures throughout the vertical extent 
of bedrock, at depths ranging from 37 to 194 feet. The results of 
the NYSDEC geophysical study correlate well with observations made 
during well drilling. FIGURE 8 shows a geologic cross section as 
compiled from the monitoring well boreholes. The geophysical 
logging performed by EPArs Removal Program found fractkres at 
depths of 20 to 176 feet below ground surface, and the results 
suggested the presence of thin interbeds df a finer-grained 
material. 

Soil, Sediment and Surface-Water and Groundwater Contamination 

The field work and sampling performed during the RI and additional 
field studies during the removal action characterized the nature 
and extent of chemical contamination at the MRIP Site. A general 
discussion of these findings is presented below, organized by media 
sampled (u, soil, groundwater). See TABLES for analytical data; 
see the RI and the technical reports by EPA's Removal Program for 
a more complete examination of the analytical results. This 
information is available in the administrative record (index 
attached as APPENDIX 111). 

Drum and Sludge (Disposal Tank) Sampling 

During Phase I and Phase I1 Environmental Assessments performed by 
Enviropact, Inc. for Banco Popular in 1992 and 1993, respectively, 
10 drums were found on the MRIP property and subsequently sampled. 
Samples from these drums contained the following VOCs: 1,l- 
dichloroethene. (DCE), toluene, 1,1,l-trichloroethane (TCA)'; 
ethylbenzene, and xylene. 

Sludge samples collected from the 1000-gallon disposal tank on the 
MRIP property during NYSDEC's IIWA were found to contain 26% TCA 
(260,000 milligrams/kilogram, or mg/kg) and DCE at 18,000 mg/kg 
(TABLE 1). The disposal tank is believed to have been the major 
source of groundwater contamination, and was excavated with 
approximately 25 tons of contaminated soils by NYSDEC in September 
1997 as an interim remedial measure. 

Groundwater Sampling 

The results of the Site investigations indicate that a VOC 
groundwater plume exists in the SFBA at the Site with VOCs above 
Federal and NYS MCLs [40 CFR Part 141.11-141.16 and Part 141.60- 



141.63, and New York Code of Rules and Regulations INYCRR) Title 
10, Chapter I, Subpart 5-1, respectively]. An approximately 170- 
acre groundwater plume with total VOC concentrations of at least 10 
ppb extends a distance of about one mile to the north of the MRIP 
property. The extent and concentration levels of the bedrock 
groundwater contamination are depicted in FIGURE 9. For the most 
part, totaLVOCs consisted of TCA, the contaminant typically found 
in highest concentrations at the Site, and its degradation products 
(e.a., 1,l-dichloroethane (DCA) and DCE). In addition, 
trichloroethene (TCE) was also frequently detected in grolindwater 
wells. The NYS MCL for each of these VOCs is 5 ppb. 

From 1996 to 1998, NYSDEC installed eleven monitoring wells on the 
MRIP property, and eleven monitoring wells off the MRIP property. 
Of the wells installed on the MRIP property, five are interface 
wells (MRMW-1, -2, -3, -4, and -5), four are bedrock monitoring 
wells (MRMW-lB, -5B, -68, and -7B), and two are bedrock extraction 
wells (MRMW-5R and -7R) (see FIGURE 2). As part of the NTCRA, 
EPA's Removal Program later installed four additional wells on the 
MRIP property (ERT-1, ERT-2, ERT-3, and ERT-41, which are all 
bedrock extraction wells (see FIGURE 10). Of the wells installed 
by NYSDEC off the MRIP property, two are overburden wells (MRMW-9, 
and -11), and nine are bedrock monitoring wells (MRMW-8B, -98, - 
10B, -llB, -11C, -12B, -138, -14B, and -158) (see FIGURE 9). 

Six rounds of groundwater monitoring well samples for the RI were 
collected by NYSDEC in November 1996, May 1997, September 1997, 
December 1997, May 1998, and October 1998. Not all monitoring wells 
were sampled during each sampling event. Two additional rounds of 
groundwater sampling were performed by EPA's Removal Program in 
March (wells on the MRIP property) and October 1999 (all Site 
monitoring wells). 

The RI concluded that contamination entered the bedrock groundwater 
near the former disposal tank and spread northward from the MRIP 
property in the SFBA. The most concentrated portion of the 
groundwater VOC plume was detected in wells near the former 
disposal tank (indicated on FIGURE 2). Interface well MRMW-4 is 
located next to the former disposal tank, and a sample collected 
from this monitoring well in November 1996 was found to contain 
87,000 ppb of TCA; 10,000 ppb of DCE; 6,700 ppb DCA, and 3,300 ppb 
of TCE. Subsequent rounds of sampling confirmed elevated levels of 
these VOCs in this well, and although levels decreased 
significantly after the disposal tank was removed by NYSDEC in 
August 1997, the levels of VOCs remain elevated well above NYS or 
EPA MCLs. For example, TCA was detected at 15,000 ppb in May 1998 
and at an estimated 6,800 ppb in October 1999 (see TABLES 2 and 3). 



Samples from the nearest downgradient bedrock monitoring well, 
MRMW-5B, were also found to have elevated levels of TCA, DCA, DCE 
and TCE. The total VOC levels found in this well were consistently 
greater than 1,000 ppb during sampling performed for the RI. The 
levels of TCA found in MRMW-5B were 4,900 ppb in September 1997; 
1,800 ppb in December 1997; and 2,800 ppb May 1998. Monitoring 
well sampling of MRMW-5B completed since the conclusion of the RI 
has indicated that the contaminant levels in this well have not 
appreciably decreased (2,900 ppb TCA in October 1999) . MRMW-5R had 
similar, although lower, levels of contaminants as MRMW-5B, 
1,300 ppb TCA in May 1998. 

The sampling results from ERT-1, -2, -3, and -4 (installed on the 
MRIP property in 1999 by EPA1s Removal Program) have also confirmed 
elevated VOC levels on the MRIP property. Of the four ERT wells, 
ERT-4 is closest to the location of the former disposal tank which 
was the major source of contamination, and had the highest VOC 
total (an estimated total of 7,510 ppb TCA, DCA, DCE and TCE in 
October 1999). ERT-1 is also located within the nearfield plume, 
with an estimated total of 1,764 ppb TCA, DCA, DCE and TCE in 
October 1999. VOC levels in ERT-2 and ERT-3 are considerably 
lower, with estimated totals of TCA, DCA, DCE and TCE of 452 ppb 
and 195 ppb in October 1999, respectively (TABLE 3). 

The flow direction of the nearfield plume has a westward component, 
as is evidenced by the monitoring results for MRMW-7B. MRMW-7B is 
approximately 400 feet northwest of the former disposal tank, and 
had elevated levels of TCA and related compounds. The VOC levels 
in this well have fluctuated dramatically, with TCA levels of 28 
ppb (May 1997), 1,600 ppb (September 19971, 930 ppb (December 
1997), and 54 ppb (May 1998). VOC levels are also elevated in 
MRMW-7R, which is located immediately adjacent to MRMW-7B, with 970 
ppb of TCA detected in May 1998. .. 

Monitoring well data also indicates that upon release into the 
overburden, the contaminants migrated into the bedrock aquifer 
without significant lateral movement. For example, interface 
monitoring well MRMW-5 (14.5 feet deep) is located less than 100 
feet downgradient of MRMW-4 (19.5 feet deep) but is significantly 
less impacted than MRMW-4, with the highest detection of TCA at 51 
ppb in the December 1997 sampling round (compared to 28,000 ppb TCA 
detected in MRMW-4 during this sampling round). However, the 
bedrock well nearest MRMW-5 (MRMW-SB, 34 feet deep) has been 
significantly impacted by VOCs, as previously discussed. This 
indicates that the contamination is moving vertically downward on 
the MRIP property directly into the underlying bedrock aquifer. No 
VOCs above the 5 ppb groundwater standard have been detected in 
off-MRIP property overburden wells MRMW-9 and MRMW-11, confirming 



Data from monitoring wells installed off the MRIP property have 
helped to delineate the extent of the groundwater plume. The off 
MRIP property bedrock monitoring well MRMW-11B was drilled to a 
depth of 181 feet; TCA was detected at 540 ppb in May 1998 and 190 
ppb in October 1999. Further downgradient, levels of TCA in 
monitoring well MRMW-128 have ranged from an estimated 5 ppb 
(December 1997) to 190 ppb (October 1999), and levels of TC4 in 
MRMW-15B have ranged from 340 ppb (May 1998) to 380 ppb (October 
1999). Monitoring wells MRMW-12B and MRMW-15B are located 
approximately 1,600 feet downgradient from the former disposal 
tank. 

Sampling using packers to isolate fracture zones was conducted on 
MRMW-11B, MRMW-12B and the MRIP production well MRPW-2 in order to 
characterize the vertical extent of contamination; the results are 
summarized in TABLE 4. A sample from MRMW-11B taken at 181 feet 
below grade during packer testing had an estimated 628 ppb of total 
VOCs. The levels of total VOCs detected in MRMW-128 during packer 
testing were 604 ppb (at 40 feet below grade), 598 ppb (at 60 feet 
below grade), and 312 ppb (at 80 feet below grade). These values 
are significantly higher than those detected in this well during 
the 1997 and 1998 rounds of sampling. TABLE 5 indicates the bottom 
elevations of interface well MRMW-4 and bedrock well MRMW-SB, the 
elevations of known contaminated fractures in MRMW-11B, MRMW-lZB, 
and MRPW-2, the elevation of fractures (detected during drilling) 
in MRMW-5R and MRMW-11C, the distance from the former disposal 
tank, and the total VOC levels found in each well. The data 
indicates that contamination generally exists deeper in the aquifer 
with distance downgradient from the MRIP property; however, the 
contamination in MRMW-12B is found at a higher elevation than that - 
in MRMW-11B, which is located closer to the MRIP property. This 
illustrates that contaminated fractures are located throughout the 
vertical extent of the SFBA which exhibit localized vertical flow 
patterns (&, vertically downward from MRMW-4 to MRMW-11B, then 
upward from MRMW-11B to MRMW-12B). 

Monitoring wells located upgradient of the MRIP property were also 
tested during the remedial investigation, but none were found to 
contain TCA or other VOCs at concentrations above NYS or Federal 
MCLs . 
Elevated levels of naturally occurring metals (primarily iron, 
manganese, calcium, and magnesium) have been detected at the Site 
and have also been observed in the background overburden and 
bedrock wells; the levels fluctuated dramatically during the 

- 
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that the contaminant plume entered the SFBA before the plume 
migrated from the MRIP property. 



sampling rounds, for example, the levels of iron in MRMW-7R ranged 
from 10,300 ppb in May 1998 to 38 ppb in October 1999. Only a few 
inorganics were detected above their respective MCLs. Arsenic was 
detected above Federal MCLs in samples from MRMW-8B in September 
1997 (76 and 26 ppb in total and dissolved samples, respectively), 
but not during subsequent sampling. The Federal MCL for arsenic is 
50 ppb. Barium has been detected at levels above Federal MCLs in 
MRMW-14B (3,800 ppb and 3,660 ppb in total and dissolved samples, 
respectively, from September 1997; and 3,390 ppb in December 1997) 
and MRMW-8B (4,350 ppb in October 19991, but subsequent samples 
were not above MCLs. The Federal MCL for barium is 2,000 ppb. 
Antimony has been detected in dissolved samples from MRMW-1B 
(September 19971, MRMW-6B (September 1997), and MRMW-1OB (December 
19971, at low levels below the Federal MCLs. The Federal MCL for 
antimony is 6 ppb. No inorganic chemicals have been retained as 
chemicals of.concern. 

Residential Well Sampling 

The maximum concentrations of TCA, TCE, DCE, and DCA detected 
during UCHD residential and business well sampling were: 4,700 ppb 
TCA and 270 ppb TCE in one residential well located over 1,000 feet 
downgradient of the MRIP property, 270 ppb DCE in a residential 
well over 1,100 feet downgradient of the MRIP property, and 260 ppb 
DCA in a residential well located over 200 feet downgradient of the 
MRIP property. Since the discovery of the Site in 1994, the UCHD 
has continued to monitor residential wells on the perimeter of the 
plume to ensure that the water in these wells continues to be safe 
for domestic use. The results from residential and business well 
sampling conducted by NYSDEC during the RI found a maximum 
concentration of 880 ppb TCA, and a maximum total VOC concentration 
of 1,077 ppb in a residential well more than 750 feet downgradient 
of the MRIP property. Approximately 230 residential andfor 
business wells in the Towns of Marbletown and Rosendale have been 
sampled as part of the UCHD, NYSDEC and/or EPA sampling events. 

Surface Water 

Samples were collected from various ponds and other water bodies 
downgradient of the MRIP property. With the exception of the 
cistern located just north and downgradient of the MRIP property, 
none of the samples were contaminated with Site-related 
contaminants. The cistern was 10-12 feet in depth and contained 
approximately a foot of water at the bottom. 'This water was more 
indicative of groundwater at the bedrock interface than surface 
water. The sample, collected in July 1997, contained TCA at 43 ppb 
and DCE at 4 ppb, which is consistent with interface monitoring 
well MRMW-5 located on the MRIP property, approximately 300 feet 



upgradient of the cistern. VOCs have not been detected in samples 
collected from springs which are used by some residents in the 
area. 

EPA sampling in 1999 indicated the Rondout Creek and Coxing Kill 
are not contaminated with Site-related chemicals.' For additional 
details on the Rondout Creek sampling event see the Removal Program 
sampling trip report, dated April 8, 1999, and the data validation 
reports dated June 3, and June 21, 1999. For additional details on 
the Coxing Kill sampling see Interim Report 2, Ecological 
Evaluation of the Proposed Effluent Discharge to the Coxing Kill 
Creek From the Mohonk Road Industrial Plant Site. These reports 
are part of the administrative record. 

Surface and Subsurface Soils 

The 1000-gal underground disposal tank with two concrete access 
covers, removed by NYSDEC in August 1997, was located just over 100 
feet north of the building in a wooded area. NYSDEC used 
radiodetection in conjunction with the excavation of test pits at 
strategic points around the building to trace the influent and 
effluent lines for the disposal tank, and identify drain lines 
exiting the building that might lead to other potential source 
areas. The locations of test pits, test pit samples, and 
identified drain lines are depicted on FIGURE 11. 

RI samples were collected by using a direct push soil sampler and 
through the excavation of test pits and trenches. The excavations 
uncovered drain lines originating from inside the north, east, and 
west sides of the building. Subsurface soils samples were also 
collected from three locations inside the building. The soil data 
from the RI indicate that contaminated subsurface soils remain in 
the vicinity of the former 1,000-gallon disposal tank north of the ' 
building, in anarea just west of the building, and in a small area 
under the building withlimited quantities above cleanup objectives 
(FIGURE 12). There are approximately 200 cubic yards of 
contaminated subsurface soils that would need to be addressed in 
these areas identified by NYSDEC. Additional soil samp1in.g will be 
conducted during the remedial design (RD) to refine this estimate. 
Contaminants that were found above NYSDEC Technical and 
Administrative Guidance Memorandum #4046 (TAGMs) for the protection 
of groundwater, include TCA at 4.6 parts per million (pprn) with a 
cleanup objective of 0.8 ppm, TCE at 0.73 pprn with a cleanup 
objective of 0.7 ppm, DCA at 1.3 pprn with a cleanup objective of 
0.2 ppm, perchloroethylene (PCE) at 25 pprn with a cleanup objective 
of 1.4 ppm, ethyl benzene at 61 ppm with a cleanup objective of 5.5 
ppm and xylene at 570 pprn with a cleanup objective of 1.2 ppm. The 
data from the NYSDEC test pit samples are shown on TABLE 6. 



Based on EPA review of historical aerial photographs of the Site, 
in May 1999, EPA's Removal Program performed a geophysical survey 
and developed test pits which identified a paint and debris 
disposal area immediately north of the northwest corner of the 
building on the MRIP property. Samples from this area were found 
to contain elevated levels of ethylbenzene, xylenes, and other 
paint-related compounds (including toluene, isopropylbenzene, 
1,3,5-trimethylbenzene, 1,2,4-trimethylbenzene, lead and 
naphthalene). This work is detailed in an EPA Trip Report titled 
Exploratory Trenching at the Mohonk Road Industrial Site', dated 
June 28, 1999. TABLE 7 displays soil sampling data from this event 
that exceed soil cleanup objectives. The highest levels of 
contaminants were found in test pit samples of solidified paint 
waste (P-l), a mix of paint waste and soil (S-41, and soil from the 
trench sidewall (S-11) . Contaminants found above cleanup 
objectives include 6,132 ppm total xylenes, and 1,243 ppm 
ethylbenzene in the paint waste sample; 827 ppm total xylenes and 
174 ppm ethylbenzene in the sample of the soil/paint waste mixture; 
and 18 pprn total xylenes in the soil sample. Low levels of TCA 
(below the cleanup objectives) were found in soil from the trench 
sidewall (S-11) and the northern excavation trench (S-1); and low 
levels of TCE (below the cleanup objectives) were also found in S- 
11 and in the solidified paint waste sample (P-1). In the fall of 
1999, EPA's Removal Program excavated a large portion of these 
contaminated soils (approximately 350 cubic yards). It is 
estimated that approximately 300 cubic yards of additional 
contaminated soil remains in the paint waste area which will 
require excavation. Additional soil sampling will also be 
conducted in this disposal area during the remedial design to 
further refine this estimate. 

Ecology and Cultural Resources 

Four freshwater wetlands regulated by NYSDEC (under Article 24 of 
the NYS Environmental Conservation Law) are present within a 2-mile 
radius of the MRIP property; however, none of the four are within 
0.5 miles of the Site or are hydraulically connected to the Site. 

A Federally-regulated wetland is present along Mohonk Road, 
approximately 50 feet southwest of the MRIP property. This wetland 
is designated as palustrine, scrub-shrub, broad-leafed deciduous, 
seasonally flooded/saturated on the U.S. Department of Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetlands Inventory Map (Mohonk 
Lake quadrangle, draft). Other wetlands present in the area, 
associated with the flood plain of the Coxing Kill, are not 
associated with the proposed project area. Potential impacts and 
mitigation measures related to the construction of the NTCRA 
pipeline in this area were considered in the report entitled 



Ecological Evaluation of the Proposed Effluent Discharge Pipeline 
Routing from the Mohonk Road Industrial Plant Site, Interim Report 
1, which is part of the administrative record. 

A Step 1 Analysis of the MRIP Site was conducted following the 
guidelines in Fish and Wildlife Impact Analysis for Inactive 
Hazardous Waste Sites (NYSDEC, October 1 9 9 4 )  in order to identify 
wildlife resources. The studies included: a desktop analysis of 
available maps and information; contact with agencies and 
organizations to provide Site-specific resources; a field survey, 
and an assessment of applicable fish and wildlife regulatory 
criteria based on the sampling results. Numerous wildlife 
observations have been made. No threatened or endangered birds, 
mammals, reptiles, amphibians, fish, or invertebrates inhabit this 
area. A description of the Step 1 Analysis is available in the RI 
(Chapter 8). The study concluded that no further study of fish and 
wildlife resources was necessary at that time. 

A Phase 1A Literature Review and Archeological Sensitivity 
Assessment was finalized in March 1 9 9 9  by Hartgen Acheological 
~ssociates for NYSDEC. The assessment concluded that numerous 
historic and prehistoric resources existed near the Site, including 
the Delaware and Hudson Canal Locks (Locks 15 through 20 are part 
of the Delaware and Hudson Canal Thematic National Historic 
Landmark), the High Falls Historic District (which includes 
properties on Bruceville Road, Second Street, Firehouse Road, 
Mohonk Road, and NYS Route 213) and the Lock Tender's House and 
Canal Store Ruin. The assessment concluded that if water lines are 
installed within three feet of existing pavement or in other areas 
previously disturbed, it is likely that an archeological survey 
would not be necessary.. 

CURRENT AND POTENTIAL NTURE WLND AND RESOURCE USERS 

The MRIP property is 'currently zoned for light industrial use. 
Discussions with the Town of Marbletown indicate it has no intent 
of modifying the zoning for the MRIP property. The most reasonably 
anticipated future use for the MRIP property is light industrial. 

The Site is located in an area of chiefly residential development, 
where groundwater is the sole source of potable water. Most wells 
in the area currently draw water from the bedrock aquifer, which 
has been designated as Class GA groundwater by NYSDEC. Class GA 
groundwater is defined as follows: "The best use of Class GA waters 
is as a source of potable water supply. Class GA waters are fresh 
groundwaters found in the saturated zone of unconsolidated deposits 
and consolidated rock or bedrock." Groundwater near the Site will 



continue to be used as a supply of potable water under future use 
scenarios. 

SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS 

Based on the analytical results of the RI, a Human Health Exposure 
Assessment was conducted by the NYSDEC to provide a qualitative 
assessment of the health risks to humans under current and future 
land-use scenarios. A full baseline risk assessment is not 
required for sites in the NYS program. In order to comply with EPA 
Risk Assessment Guidance, EPA prepared an abridged baseline risk 
assessment based upon the results of the Human Health Exposure 
Assessment, and an analysis of residents within and adjacent to the 
area covered by nearfield plume, in order to estimate the risks 
associated with current and future Site conditions. The baseline 
risk assessment estimates what risks the Site poses if no action 
were taken, and the GAC systems were not in service. It provides 
the basis for taking action and identifies the contaminants and 
exposure pathways that need to be addressed by the remedial action. 
This section of the ROD summarizes the results of NYSDEC1s Human 
Health Exposure Assessment and the baseline risk assessment for 
this Site. 

Based on the results of the baseline risk assessment, EPA has 
determined that actual or threatened releases of hazardous 
substances from the Site, if not addressed by the preferred 
alternative or one of the other active measures considered, may 
present a current or potential threat to human health and the 
environment. 

Human Health Risk Assessment 

A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related human 
health risks for a reasonable maximum exposure scenario: Hazard 
Identification - identifies the contaminants of concern at the Site 
based on several factors such as toxicity, frequency of occurrence, 
and concentration. Exposure Assessment - estimates the magnitude 
of actual and/or potential human exposures, the frequency and 
duration of these exposures, and the pathways (u, ingesting 
contaminated well-water by which humans are potentially exposed). 
Toxicity Assessment - determines the types of adverse health 
effects associated with chemical exposures, and the relationship 
between magnitude of exposure (dose) and severity of adverse 
effects (response) . Risk Characterization - summarizes and 
combines outputs of the exposure and toxicity assessments to 
provide a quantitative assessment of site-related risks. The 
reasonable maximum exposure was evaluated. 



Current Federal guidelines for acceptable exposures are an 
individual lifetime excess carcinogenic risk in the range of lo-' 
to ( a one-in-ten-thousand to a one-in-one-million excess 
cancer risk) and a health Hazard Index (HI) (which reflects the 
likelihood for noncarcinogenic effects for a human receptor) equal 
to or less than 1.0. (A HI of greater than 1.0 indicates a 
potential for noncarcinogenic health effects.) 

Hazard Identification 

Contaminants of concern (COCs) were identified in the Human Health 
Exposure Assessment conducted in the RI (Chapter 7). Based on the 
RI data, COCs were identified based on the frequency of detection, 
range of detected concentrations, and relative toxicity of Site 
contaminants. The data from NYSDECrs residential well sampling, 
the RI monitoring well data (December 1997), the subsurface soil 
data collected by NYSDEC (October 19961, and the RI test pit soil 
sample data (June 1997) were used in the assessment. Based on this 
data, COCs were identified for groundwater on and off the MRIP 
property and for subsurface soils on the MRIP property. TCA, DCE, 
and TCE were identified as COCs for groundwater on or off the MRIP 
property. DCA was identified as another COC for groundwater off 
the MRIP property. 1,2 Dichloroethene (1,2 DCE), TCA, PCE, 
ethylbenzene, and xylenes were identified as COCs for subsurface 
soil on the MRIP property. TABLE 8 presents the COCs for each 
medium, the frequency of detection for each COC, and the exposure 
point concentration used in the risk assessment based on the 
reasonable maximum exposure (RME) to various current and 
hypothetical future populations on and around the MRIP property. 

Exposure Assessment 

The Human Health Exposure Assessment in the RI concluded that the- 
primary routes of exposure and most significant exposure intakes 
under a current land use scenario are inhalation of VOCs from 
groundwater (via showering with contaminated groundwater) by 
residents off the MRIP property, followed by ingestion of 
groundwater by workers on the MRIP property and ingestion of 
groundwater by local residents (primarily children) off the MRIP 
property. It is important to note that the GAC filtration systems, 
while they are a interim measure and are not very reliable for 
long-term use, have eliminated these exposure pathways for the time 
being and ensure a current safe supply of water for those wells 
which are impacted. 

Under future-use scenarios, inhalation (via showering for a 
hypothetical resident on the MRIP property). and ingestion of 
groundwater (for a worker on the MRIP property) contribute the most 



significant COC exposure routes, followed by ingestion and 
inhalation to residents off the MRIP property. A more detailed 
discussion of the Human Health Exposure Assessment can be found in 
Chapter 7 of the RI Report, and in the EPA Addendum to the DEC 
Exposure Assessment. Additionally, TABLE 9 identifies all exposure 
pathways, media, potential receptors, and the rationale used to 
select these pathways. 

The baseline risk assessment conducted by EPA considered the 
following current use scenarios: adult workers on the MRIP property 
(incidental ingestion of soils, inhalation of fugative dust, and 
ingestion of drinking water), adult and child residents off the 
MRIP property (inhalation, ingestion, and dermal contact with 
groundwater used as drinking water). Future use scenarios 
included: adult and child residents off the MRIP property exposed 
to groundwater as drinking water (ingestion, inhalation, and dermal 
contact), workers on the MRIP property exposed to subsurface soils 
(incidental ingestion of soil and inhalation of fugative dust), and 
adult and child residents on the MRIP property exposed to 
groundwater as drinking water (this hypothetical scenario is not 
based on the most reasonably anticipated future use for the MRIP 
property; it was considered to evaluate potential risks if the 
property was rezoned, and to evaluate risks to residents adjacent 
to the MRIP property under the assumption that the contaminant 
concentrations on the MRIP property would migrate and likewise 
impact these residential developments.) Potential current and 
future risk was also evaluated based on the residences in the 
nearfield plume and adjacent properties using the UCHD residential 
well sampling data. 

Toxicity Assessment 

Groundwater COCs were identified as TCA, DCA, DCE and TCE. These 
substances belong to a class of compounds called chlorinated 
volatile hydrocarbons.' As a class, chronic oral and inhalation 
exposure to these compounds have demonstrated toxicity to the 
liver, kidney and central/peripheral nervous system. Additionally, 
chronic inhalation exposure to ethylbenzene may result in adverse 
developmental effects. Concomitant short/long-term exposure to 
these compounds could result in additive negative effects. 
Additionally, some of the compounds (e.o., TCE, DCE) have been 
shown to be carcinogenic in animal bioassays, and are considered 
probable or possible human carcinogens by EPA. Because of their 
volatility when water-bourne, in addition to ingestion exposure 
routes, significant exposure can result from inhalation routes. 
For more information on the documented health effects of the COCs, 
see Section 7.5.1 of the RI. 



Toxicity data for the baseline risk assessment were provided by the 
Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) database, Health Effects 
Assessment Summary Tables (HEAST), and EPA's National Center for 
Environmental Assessment. This information is presented in TABLE 
10 for noncarcinogenic toxicity data and TABLE 12 for carcinogenic 
toxicity data. 

Risk Characterization 

The.baseline risk assessment estimates. the human health risk which 
would result from the contamination at the Site if no remedial 
action were taken, and the currently operating GAC filters were not 
in use. A more detailed discussion of the baseline risk assessment 
can be found in an EPA Memorandum dated October 20, 1999. 

For carcinogens, risks are generally expressed as the incremental 
probability of an individual's developing cancer over a lifetime as 
a result of exposure to the carcinogen. Excess lifetime cancer 
risk is calculated from the following equation: 

Risk = CDI x SF 

where : risk = a unitless probability (u, 2x10-'1 of an 
individual's developing cancer 

C D I  = chronic daily intake averaged over 70 years (mg/kg- 
day) 

SF = slope factor, expressed as (mg/kg-day)-l. 

These risks are probabilities that usually are expressed in 
scientific notation I-, 1~10'~). An excess lifetime cancer risk 
of 1 ~ 1 0 - ~  indicates that an individual experiencing the reasonable 
maximum exposure estimate has a 1 in 1,000,000 chance of developing 
cancer as a result of site-related exposure. This is referred to " 
as an "excess lifetime cancer risk" because it represents the 
number of additional cancers that would be expected to be seen if 
a population is exposed to the contaminants in a manner consistent 
with the scenario defined in the exposure assessment. EPA's 
generally acceptable risk range for site-related exposures is lo-' 
to 

The potential for noncarcinogenic effects is evaluated by comparing 
an exposure level over a specified time period (e.o., life-time) 
with a reference dose (RfD) derived for a similar exposure period. 
An RfD represents a level that an individual may be exposed to that 
is not expected to cause any deleterious effect. The ratio of 
exposure to toxicity is called a hazard quotient (HQ). An HQ < 1 
indicates that a receptor's dose of a single contaminant is less 
than the R ~ D ,  and that toxic noncarcinogenic effects from that 



chemical are unlikely. The HI is generated by adding the HQs for 
all chemical(s) of concern that affect the same target organ (m, 
liver) or that act through the same mechanism of action within a 
medium or across all media to which a given individual may 
reasonably be exposed. An HI < 1 indicates that, based on the sum 
of all HQ's from different contaminants and exposure routes, toxic, 
noncarcinogenic effects from exposure to all contaminants are 
unlikely. An HI > 1 indicates that site-related exposures may 
present a risk to human health. 

The HQ is calculated as follows: 

Noncancer HQ = CDI/RfD 

where: 
CDI = Chronic daily intake averaged over the exposure 

duration 
RfD = reference dose. 

CDI and RfD are expressed in the same units and represent the same 
exposure period (i.e., chronic, subchronic, or short-term). 

Under current use scenarios, the carcinogenic risk for the adult 
worker on the MRIP property through ingestion of groundwater is 
4.6~10-', which slightly exceeds EPA's acceptable level. The HI for 
workers on the MRIP property under current use scenarios is 1.3, 
which exceeds EPA's acceptable level for noncarcinogenic health 
effects. Estimated carcinogenic risk to adults off the MRIP 
property in the nearfield plume under current and future use 
scenarios is 6.4~10-' for adults, which exceeds EPA' s acceptable 
level for carcinogenic risk. Estimated carcinogenic risk to 
children off the MRIP property in the nearfield plume is 4.4x10-' 
for children, which also slightly exceeds EPA's acceptable risk 
level. The HI for adults and children off the MRIP property in the 
nearfield plume under current and future use scenarios is 0.38 and 
0.94, respectively, which are below EPA1s acceptable level for 
noncarcinogenic health effects. Noncarcinogenic hazards and 
carcinogenic risks for all potentially exposed populations are 
shown in TABLES 11 and 13, respectively. 

Basis for Action 

The results of the baseline risk assessment indicate that the 
groundwater at the Site poses an unacceptable risk to human health. 
These calculations assume the currently operating GAC filters are 
not in use. Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances 
from this Site, if not addressed by the preferred alternative or 



one of the other active measures considered, may present a current 
or potential threat to public health or welfare. 

Discussion of Uncertainties in Risk Assessment 

The procedure and inputs used to assess risks in this evaluation, 
as in all such assessments, are subject to a wide variety of 
uncertainties. In general, the main sources of uncertainty 
include : 

- environmental chemistry sampling and analysis; 
- environmental parameter measurement; 
- fate and transport modeling; - exposure parameter estimation; and, - toxicological data. 

Uncertainty in environmental sampling arises, in part, from the 
potentially uneven distribution of chemicals in the media sampled. 
Consequently, there is significant uncertainty as to the actual 
levels present. Environmental chemistry-analysis error can stem 
from several sources, including the errors inherent in the 
analytical methods and characteristics of the matrix being sampled. 

Uncertainties in the exposure assessment are related to estimates 
of how often an individual would actually come in contact with the 
contaminants of concern, the period of time over which such 
exposure would occur, and in the models used to estimate the 
concentrations of the contaminants of concern at the point of 
exposure. 

Uncertainties in toxicological data occur in extrapolating both 
from animals to humans and from high to low doses of exposure, as 
well as from the difficulties in assessing the toxicity of a - 
mixture of chemicals. These uncertainties are addressed by making 
conservative assumptions concerning risk and exposure parameters 
throughout the assessment. As a result, the baseline human health 
risk assessment provides upper-bound estimates of the risks to 
populations at and near the Site, and it is highly unlikely to. 
underestimate actual risks related to the Site. 

Specifically, several aspects of risk estimation contribute 
uncertainty to the projected risks. EPA recommends that an 
arithmetic average concentration of the data be used for evaluating 
long-term exposure and that, because of the uncertainty associated 
with estimating the true average concentration at a site, the 95% 
upper confidence limit (UCL) on the arithmetic average be used as 
the exposure point concentration. The 95% UCL provides reasonable 
confidence that the true average will not be underestimated. 



Exposure point concentrations were calculated from residential, 
monitoring well and soil sample data sets to represent the RME to 
various current and hypothetical future populations on and around 
the MRIP property. Some of the residential well sampling locations 
used were biased, &, they were selected due to the presence of 
elevated levels of contamination , residents in the nearfield 
plume area). Therefore, the UCL values calculated on those data 
sets are a .  conservative estimate of the RME. Uncertainty 
associated with sample laboratory analysis and data evaluation is 
considered- low as a result of quality assurance and data 
validation. 

In addition to the calculation of exposure point concentrations, 
several site-specific assumptions regarding future land use 
scenarios, intake parameters, and exposure pathways are a part of 
the exposure assessment stage of a baseline risk assessment. 
Assumptions were based on site-specific conditions to the greatest 
degree possible, and default parameter values found in EPA risk 
assessment guidance documents were used in the absence of site- 
specific data. However, there remains some uncertainty in the 
prediction of future use scenarios and their associated intake 
parameters and exposure pathways. The exposure pathways selected 
for current scenarios were based on the site conceptual model and 
related RI and FS data. The uncertainty associated with the 
selected pathways for these scenarios is low because site 
conditions support the conceptual model. 

Standard dose conversion factors, risk slope factors, and reference 
doses are used to estimate the carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic 
hazards associated with site contaminants. The risk estimators 
used in this assessment are generally accepted by the scientific 
community as representing reasonable projections of the hazards 
associated with exposure to the various chemicals of potential 
concern. 

More specific information concerning public health risks, including 
a quantitative evaluation of the degree of risk associated with 
various exposure pathways, is presented in the NYSDECfs Human 
Health Exposure Assessment (in Chapter 7 of the RI) and EPA's 
baseline human health risk assessment (EPA Memorandum, dated 
October 20, 1999). 

Summary of Environmental Exposure Pathways 

This section summarizes the types of environmental exposures which 
may be presented by the Site. The Fish and Wildlife Impact 
Assessment included in the RI (Chapter 8 )  presents a more detailed 
discussion of the potential impacts from the Site to fish and 



wildlife resources. The RI impact assessment did not identify 
currently existing pathways for significant exposures to fish or 
wildlife to Site related contaminants, and an ecological risk 
assessment was not performed. The study concluded that no further 
study of fish and wildlife resources was necessary at that time. 

An Ecological Impact Assessment was also performed as part of the 
NTCRA for the Coxing Kill discharge, which concluded that the NTCRA 
discharge would not have an adverse impact on the Coxing Kill 
ecosystem. For further information, consult Interim Re~iort 2, 
Ecological Evaluation of the Proposed Effluent Discharge to the 
Coxing Kill Creek From the Mohonk Road Industrial Plant Site, which 
is part of the administrative record. Some of the alternatives 
considered for the Site would involve discharge of treated 
groundwater to the Rondout Creek and Coxing Kill in compliance with 
NYSDEC effluent limitations for these surface water bodies. 

REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES 

Remedial action objectives (RAOs) are specific goals to protect 
human health and the environment. The objectives for the MRIP Site 
are based on available information and standards, such as ARARs, 
NYSDEC's recommended soil cleanup objectives, Site-specific risk- 
based levels, and the most reasonably anticipated future land use 
for the MRIP property, &, commercial development. The RAOs 
which were developed for soil and groundwater are designed, in 
part, to mitigate the health threat posed by ingestion and 
inhalation (through showering) of groundwater and contact with 
soils. 

The following remedial action objectives were established for the 
Site: 

- Eliminate inhalation and ingestion of, and dermal contact 
with, contaminated groundwater associated with the Site that 
does not meet State or Federal drinking water standards. 

- Restore the bedrock aquifer to its most beneficial use (A, 
as a source of potable water), and restore it as a natural 
resource. 

- Prevent or minimize cross-media impacts from COCs in 
contaminated soil to the underlying groundwater, which will 
also eliminate potential future exposure to this soil. Site 
soil cleanup objectives for COCs would be based on NYSDEC's 
TAGM 4046 for groundwater protection. 



- Eliminate further off-MRIP property' contaminated bedrock 
groundwater migration. 

Groundwater, drinking water and surface water standards identified 
for the Site are based on NYSDEC Ambient Water Quality Standards 
and Guidance Values and Part 5 of NYS Sanitary Code, as well as 
Federal Safe Drinking Water Act, 4 0  CFR Part 1 4 1  et.seq., MCLs for 
drinking water. NYSDEC TAGM 4 0 4 6  provides soil cleanup objectives 
for the protection of groundwater, background conditions and 
health-based exposure scenarios; after identifying soil COCs-for 
the Site, the TAGMs were considered and selected as cleanup 
criteria for the COCs. The contaminant and media-specific cleanup 
levels are presented in TABLE 1 4 .  In developing the final soil 
cleanup numbers, consideration was given to risks posed by the 
contaminants under reasonably anticipated future uses of the Site, 
and consistency with the New York State TAGMs. 

S-Y OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES 

CERCLA requires that each selected remedy be protective of human 
health and the environment, be cost-effective, comply with other 
laws, and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment 
technologies and resource recovery alternatives to the maximum 
extent practicable. In addition, the statute includes a preference 
for the use of treatment as a principal element for the reduction 
of toxicity, mobility, or volume of the hazardous substances. 

The Proposed Plan and FS evaluate, in detail, the alternate water 
supply, groundwater and soil alternatives for the MRIP Site. These 
alternatives are presented below. 

The implementation time for each alternative reflects only the time 
required to construct or implement the remedy and not the time 
required to design the remedy, negotiate its performance by the 
parties responsible for the contamination, or procure contracts for 
design and construction. 

Alternate Water Supply Alternatives 

Alternatives were developed to provide a permanent, safe water 
supply for all the private well owners impacted or threatened by 
contamination from the Site. 

Three alternatives were established for the alternate water supply 
(AWS) . 



AWS-1 No Futther Action 

Present Worth: $ 0  
Capital Cost: $ 0  
Annual Operation and Maintenance (O&M) : $ 0  
Time to Implement: 0 years 

The Superfund Program requires that the "No-Action" Alternative be 
considered as a baseline for comparison with the other 
alternatives. The No-Action Alternative includes no. active 
remedial measures. Monitoring and maintenance of the 70 currently 
operational point-of-use (POW) GAC systems for private well owners 
would be discontinued after the current service contract for these 
filters expires on February 26, 2001; further maintenance of these 
systems would be the responsibility of the homeowner. 

AWS-2 Installation and Maintenance of Additional GAC Filter Systems 

Present.Worth: 
Capital Cost: 
Annual O&M (30 year OhM period) : 
Time to Implement: 

$5,749,000' 
$406,0001 
5348,000' 
3 months 

The cost estimate of Alternative AWS-2 was increased from the FS and Proposed 
Plan to account for 18 additional properties which were added to the proposed 
water service area (PWSA) during the public comment period (capital costs were 
increased by $22,000 and annual 06M was increased by $27,000, yielding a net 
increase of 5430.000 in present worth). 

' This alternative assumes residents with GAC systems will be responsible for 
funding the OhM of the GAC filters, because EPA does not fund O6M expenses, and 
NYSDEC has indicated they would not fund 06M for this number of GAC filters. 
Therefore EPA and NYSDEC expenditures for this alternative would only be the 
5406,000 in capital costs. 

-. 
Alternative AWS-2 includes installation of GAC systems for all of 
the private well owners in the proposed public water service area 
(PWSA) that are currently not on GAC filters (approximately 85 more 
systems). Continued monitoring and maintenance of the GAC systems 
would be the responsibility of the homeowners. The GAC filters are 
designed to provide water that meets State and Federal MCLs. 

The PWSA is depicted in FIGURE 13 and includes all properties 
currently impacted by Site-related groundwater contamination or 
considered threatened by the Site-related groundwater 
contamination. For cost estimating purposes, this alternative 
assumes that all private wells within the PWSA would become 
impacted in the future and would require a GAC filter. The PWSA 
was designed to be protective of human health. The RI groundwater 
sampling data, the historical private well sampling data and the 



simulations from the groundwater flow model were used to determine 
the boundaries. The proposed PWSA is currently comprised of 192 
lots in the Towns of Marbletown and Rosendale. Of these 192 lots, 
approximately 155. are currently developed for residential or 
commercial use and contain private wells. 

This alternative includes institutional controls which may be 
employed to prevent future use of the bedrock aquifer in the 
impacted or threatened area. 

AWS-3 ~ubiic Water Supply Using Catskill  Aqueduct 

Present Worth: 
Capital Cost: 
Annual OhM (30 year O&M period) : 
Time to Implement: 

$ 9,510,000' 
$ 8,342,000' 

$ 76, O0Ozc3 
2 years 

The cost estimate of Alternative AWS-3 was revised from the FS and Proposed 
Plan to account for 18 additional properties which were added to the PWSA during 
the public comment period and to include costs for residential GAC monitoring for 
four years (capital costs were increased by $753,0001. 

' The proposed water district will be responsible for funding the OLM expenses 
of the drinking water treatment plant. 

' The estimate for annual 06M expenses for Alternative AWS-3 was increased by . 
512,000 from the Proposed Plan and FS based on an estimate by the Towns' 
engineers, which accounts for New York City's water use fee, and some 
miscellaneous expenditures. This estimate is documented in the Town's draft 
Plan, Map C Report. 

Alternative AWS-3 includes the use of the Catskill Aqueduct as a 
new potable water supply source (FIGURE 14) and the establishment 
of a water distribution system in the PWSA. The PWSA for AWS-3 is 
the same as described in AWS-2 (FIGURE 13). Pursuant to the 
Surface Water Treatment Rule (40 CFR Parts 141 and 1421, raw water 
from the aqueduct would require treatment to remove conventional 
contaminants, such as particulates, color, taste, odor, and 
microbes. A conventional treatment scheme for a surface water 
supply, such as the aqueduct water, includes coagulation, 
flocculation, sedimentation, and filtration (FIGURE 15). After 
filtration, a final disinfectant (e.cr., chlorine) would be added to 
inactivate bacteria and other microbes, and control algal growth. 
A similar treatment scheme is currently used by the Village of New 
Paltz to treat its water supply, a portion of which is also drawn 
from the Catskill Aqueduct. The exact treatment system used would 
be determined during remedial design, consistent with the Small 
System Compliance Technology List for the Surface Water Treatment 
Rule (EPA 815-R-97-002, EPA 815-R-98-001, EPA 815-R-98-002, EPA 
815-R-98-003). 



Utilization of the Catskill Aqueduct would require the 
establishment of a community water district in the Towns of 
Marbletown and Rosendale and a use agreement between the PWSA and 
the New York City Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP). 
A connection to the Rondout Dewatering Chamber on Canal Road would 
be made and a main and pump would be installed to transfer raw 
water from the Rondout Dewatering Chamber to the treatment plant. 
To develop conceptual design cost estimates, it was assumed that 
the treatment plant would be located on the MRIP property. The 
location of the plant would be finalized during the design of the 
system. A pump would be needed to transfer the treated water to a 
water storage tank. Waste sludge generated from the water 
treatment process would be transferred to a dewatering unit where 
the sludge would be thickened then disposed of off-Site. A 
distribution system must also be constructed to convey the treated 
water from the storage tank to the users in the PWSA (shown 
conceptually in FIGURE 16). The system would be designed to 
provide fire protection to comply with local requirements. 

NYCDEP requires that public water systems using the aqueduct as a 
source have a backup supply of water available for a minimum five- 
day period for periods of time when the Catskill Aqueduct is 
temporarily out of service (1905 New York City Water Supply Act). 
The sources of backup supply being considered are bedrock supply 
wells, the NTCRA treatment plant, and the Rondout Creek. The 
selection of the actual backup supply would be determined during 
predesign activities. The raw water from the backup water supplies 
would require treatment. As a possible backup supply well, 
monitoring well MRMW-13B, located near the Rondout Dewatering 
Chamber, was found to have a high yield (approximately 100 to 150 
gallons per minute (gpm)) and was not in the contaminated plume 
area. The costs provided for this alternative reflect the bedrock 
well as a backup supply. The Town of Marbletown has indicated an. 
interest in using the treated groundwater from the extraction and 
treatment system from groundwater response Alternative GR-3 
(discussed below), if that alternative is selected as the 
groundwater response remedy; this option would be considered 
during the remedial design. Using the Rondout Creek would involve 
construction of a pumping station at the pool created by the dam in 
High Falls and installation of a raw water transmission main from 
the Rondout Creek to the treatment plant. 

This alternative includes continued operation of the NYSDEC interim 
remedial measure to monitor and inaintain the individual GAC 
filtration systems currently in use until the new public water 
supply system is operational. This alternative also includes 
institutional controls which may be employed to prevent future use 
of the bedrock aquifer in the impacted or threatened area. 



AWS-4 Public Water Supply Using A Well Field 

Present Worth: , S 9,015,0001 
Capital Cost: $ ,7,662,0001 
Annual OLM (30 year O&M period) : S 88,000' 
Time to Implement: 2 years 

' The cost estimate of Alternative AWS-4 was revised from the FS and Proposed 
Plan to account for 18 additional properties which were added to the PWSA during 
the public comment period (capital costs were increased by $42,000, yielding a 
net increase of $42,000 in present worth). 

The proposed water district will be responsible for funding the 06M expenses 
of the drinking water treatment plant. 

Alternative AWS-4 includes the installation of a well field to 
service the PWSA on a full-time basis and the establishment of a 
water distribution system in the PWSA. The PWSA for AWS-4 is the 
same as described in AWS-2 (FIGURE 13); however, the PWSA 
boundaries may have to be expanded to include residences whose 
private wells may be impacted by drawdown associated with the 
actively pumping well field. The actual location of the well field 
would be determined during predesign and require the drilling of 
test wells, additional pump tests and groundwater modeling. In 
this alternative, it was assumed that two supply wells would be 
pumping simultaneously at approximately 20 to 25 gpm each to 
sustain the average water demand of 45 gpm required by the PWSA. 
A third well would be drilled as a backup. 

Raw water from the supply wells would be pumped to a storage tank. 
It is assumed that treatment of the raw water would include 
chlorination at the very least and probably inorganic removal 
(needed because of the high metal. content of the groundwater). 
Dosing equipment would maintain the necessary chlorine level to 
maintain disinfection. From the storage tank, water would be 
transferred to a distribution system, which would supply the PWSA. 
Waste sludge generated from the water treatment process would be 
transferred to a dewatering unit where the sludge would be 
thickened then disposed of off-Site. Access would need to be 
obtained to install and operate the well field and the distribution 
system. The system would be designed to provide fire protection to 
comply with local requirements. 

This alternative also includes institutional controls which may be 
employed to prevent future use of the bedrock aquifer in the 
impacted or threatened area. 



Groundwater Response Alternatives 

Alternatives were also developed to comprehensively respond to the 
groundwater contaminant plume emanating from the MRIP property.. As 
noted above, EPA is implementing a NTCRA to minimize the migration 
of the most contaminated groundwater in the nearfield plume. 

Three alternatives were established for the groundwater response 
(GR) - 
GR-1. No Further Action 

Present Worth: 
Capital Cost: 
Annual O&M (30 year OhM period): 
Time to Implement: 

S 654,000 
S 131,000 
s 34,000 
3. months 

The Superfund Program requires that the "No-Action" Alternative be 
considered as a baseline for comparison with the other 
alternatives. The No-Action Alternative includes no active 
remedial measures. Alternative GR-1 is a no further action option 
that includes a long-term monitoring and evaluation program, 
presumed to be 30 years; the NTCRA extraction and treatment system 
on the MRIP property would only operate for the length of time 
authorized under removal authorities. 

Alternative GR-1 also includes the installation of new groundwater 
monitoring wells and sampling of the.monitoring wells as part of a 
long-term groundwater monitoring program. The Rondout Creek and 
Coxing Kill would also be sampled as part of the long-term 
monitoring program. This program would monitor and evaluate the 
fate and transport of the contaminant plume on an annual basis to 
determine whether the groundwater MCLs are satisfied. The -. 
groundwater monitoring programmay be discontinued when contaminant 
levels in the plume are below MCLs for two consecutive years. This 
alternative assumes that the groundwater monitoring program would 
be the same regardless of the water supply alternative that is 
selected. The O&M cost for this alternative includes the 
monitoring program. Capital costs for this alternative covers 
monitoring well installation. 

Modeling was not performed during the FS to estimate the time 
required to achieve MCLs under this alternative, though it is 
apparent that the time frame would be much greater than under 
Alternatives GR-2 and GR-3. 



Because this alternative would result in contaminants remaining on- 
Site above levels that allow for unrestricted use, CERCLA would 
require that the remedy be reviewed every five years. 

GR-2 Continuation of Non-Time Critical Removal Action 

Present Worth: 
Capital Cost: 
Annual O&M (30 year O&M period): 
Time to Implement: 

53,482,000 
$ 131,000 
$ 218,000 
3 months 

Alternative GR-2 includes active treatment of the nearfield plume, 
specifically, operation of the NTCRA extraction and treatment 
system as a remedial action. The NTCRA system includes extraction 
of 40-45 gpm of contaminated groundwater from three recovery wells 
on the MRIP property, treatment with an air stripper, carbon 
polishing and inorganic treatment (using a Dynasand filter) of the 
effluent, vapor phase carbon treatment of air releases, and 
discharge of the treated effluent to the Coxing Kill. Effluent 
criteria would be based on State regulatory standards under the 
State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) program. 
NYSDEC has provided effluent criteria for discharge to the Coxing 
Kill, which are documented in EPA's June 4, 1999 Action Memorandum 
for the NTCRA (in Appendix El; the standards are generally in the 
range of 5 to 10 parts per billion for specific VOCs. A long-term 
groundwater and surface water monitoring program would be included 
in this alternative, similar to the one described under Alternative 
GR-I, to monitor the movement of contaminants and to assess the 
efficiency of the NTCRA recovery wells in removing the contaminants 
from the plume. Target cleanup levels in the near- and farfield 
plumes would be based on' Federal and NYS MCLs. The OhM cost for 
this alternative includes the monitoring program and operation of 
the NTCRA treatment plant on the MRIP property. The treatment 
process will produce waste sludge, which will be thickened and 
disposed of periodically following analyses to determine the 
appropriate disposal option; for cost estimating purposes, it was 
assumed that the sludge would be disposed of off-Site as 
nonhazardous waste at a local landfill. 

The groundwater modeling performed during the FS did not estimate 
the time required to achieve MCLs under this alternative; rather, 
the groundwater modeling estimated the time required for the 
untreated plume to reach the model boundaries. Preliminary 
estimates based on groundwater modeling indicate that it would take 
over a century to remediate the plume. For cost estimating 
purposes, it is assumed that the system would be operated for 30 
years. 



This alternative includes institutional controls which may be 
employed to prevent future use of the bedrock aquifer in the 
impacted or threatened area. 

Because this alternative would result in contaminants remaining on- 
Site above levels that allow for unrestricted use, CERCLA would 
require that the remedy be reviewed every five years. 

GR-3 E x t r a c t i o n  and E x - S i t u  T r e a t m e n t  

Present Worth: 
Capital Cost : 
Annual O&M (30 year O&M period) : 
Time to Implement: 

$ 6,043,000 
$ 1,247,000 

$ 312,000 
2 years 

Alternative GR-3 involves active remediation of contaminated 
groundwater by extraction and treatment Site-wide, a, operation 
of the NTCRA system as detailed in Alternative GR-2 to address the 
nearfield plume, and installation of a separate extraction and 
treatment system off the MRIP property. The system's design would 
be similar to the extraction and treatment system of the NTCRA. 
The alternative also has a long-term monitoring component. 

Selection of a particular pumping pattern , placement of wells 
in and around the contaminant plume) depends on the identified 
depth and extent of contamination. The extraction wells would be 
designed to operate at an optimal rate to collect contaminated 
groundwater, contain the contaminant plume, and prevent the plume 
from migrating further downgradient. Because groundwater 
extraction at high pumping rates may cause depressed levels of 
groundwater in the bedrock aquifer and many of the existing private 
wells, this alternative must be paired with an AWS alternative that 
does not rely on a groundwater supply that is under the influence - 
of the proposed extraction system as a water supply (A, 
Alternatives AWS-3 or AWS-4). 

Contaminated groundwater'would be pumped from the extraction wells 
to an air stripper to remove VOCs. Pretreatment of the groundwater 
would be necessary to remove conventional contaminants, such as 
iron and manganese, which may foul treatment plant equipment, and 
in order to meet surface water discharge limits. For cost 
estimating purposes, it was assumed that treated groundwater for 
the new groundwater treatment plant would be discharged to the 
Rondout Creek via a gravity discharge line, and that the NTCRA 
effluent would continue to be discharged to the Coxing Kill. 
Effluent criteria would. be based on State regulatory standards 
under the SPDES program. NYSDEC has provided effluent criteria for 
the NTCRA discharge to the Coxing Kill, which are documented in 



EPA's June 4, 1999 Action Memorandum for the NTCRA (in Appendix E); 
the standards are generally in the range of 5 to 10 parts per 
billion for specific VOCs; effluent criteria for the Rondout 
discharge would be obtained from NYSDEC. The treatment process 
will produce waste sludge, which will be thickened and disposed of 
periodically following analyses to determine the appropriate 
disposal option; for cost estimating purposes, it was assumed that 
the sludge would be disposed of off-Site as nonhazardous waste at 
a local landfill. 

~arget cleanup levels in the near- and farfield plumes would be 
based on Federal and NYS MCLs. ,The FS groundwater model was used 
to simulate this groundwater extraction and treatment option. For 
the purposes of conceptually identifying the number of wells, 
pumping rates, and well locations, these parameters were varied to 
determine which combination would effectively capture highly 
contaminated groundwater in the interior'of the plume (within the 
100 ppb contour as of the June 1998 sampling) while letting lower 
contamination levels on the periphery remediate through natural 
processes. After running several different cases with pumping 
rates between 25 and 50 gpm, it was determined that using three 
wells pumping the farfield plume at a rate of 40 gpm each prpduced 
drawdown averaging less than 10 ft in residential wells outside of 
the PWSA and effectively captured the contaminants released in the 
interior of the plume. Optimal pumping rates, well placement, and 
the number of extraction wells would be confirmed during the 
remedial design phase to ensure effective capture of the plume. 

Active remediation would reduce the time frame for restoration of 
the bedrock groundwater. Steady-state simulations of the time 
necessary to achieve MCLs in the aquifer were conducted in the FS. 
Preliminary estimates based on groundwater modeling indicate that 
it would take on the order of several decades to remediate the 
plume. Additional modeling will be performed during the remedial 
design; a more refined estimate of the time required to remediate 
the aquifer will be prepared at that time. For cost estimating 
purposes, the it is assumed that the system would be operated for 
30 years. 

Long-term groundwater monitoring would be conducted during the 
active remediation phase to assess the effectiveness of the 
groundwater extraction and treatment system. No new monitoring 
wells are proposed under this alternative. Periodic evaluations of 
the groundwater monitoring data would be used to evaluate the 
continued operation of the pump and treat system. The monitoring 
program may be discontinued when contaminant levels are below ARARs 
for two consecutive years. 



So i l  Remediation Alternatives 

Contaminated soils on the MRIP property are limited to the 
subsurface, &, greater than 2 ft below grade. The COCs in these 
soils were identified as TCA, 1,2-DCE, PCE, ethylbenzene, and 
xylenes, but additional groundwater COCs (DCE, TCE, and DCA) were 
also retained as soil COCs as the soil has the potential of 
leaching of the VOCs into the groundwater. Areas of the MRIP 
property containing contaminated soils include those labeled on 
FIGURE 12 as Areas lA, 1B and 2B. Additional sampling for COCs 
would be conducted in Areas D-1 and D-2 to determine if additional 
soils need to be excavated. The disposal pit area characterized 
by EPA's Removal Program was found to contain elevated levels of 
soil COCs and paint-related compounds which had not been identified 
elsewhere on the Site. 

Three alternatives have been established for source control (SC) to 
address contaminated soil. 

SC-1 No Further Action 

Present Worth: 
Capital Cost: 
Total Annual OSM: 
Time to Implement: 

$25,000 
$25,000 

$ 0  
0 year 

The Superfund Program requires that the "No-Action" Alternative be 
considered as a baseline for comparison with the other 
alternatives. The No-Action Alternative includes no active 
remedial measures. Alternative SC-1 does not include any 
excavation or treatment of contaminated soils on the MRIP property, 
but includes fencing to restrict access to the contaminated soils. 

SC-2 Excavation and Ex-Situ Treatment Perfolrmed on the MRIP 
Property 

Present Worth: 
Capital Cost: 
Total Annual OSM: 
Time to Implement: 

$ 624,000' 
$ 330,0001 
$ 158,000' 

2 years 

' The cost estimate for SC-2 differs from the Proposed Plan, because the Proposed 
Plan identified but did not quantify the approximately 300 cubic yards of 
additional contaminated soils in the paint waste area characterized by EPA's 
Removal Program (capital costs were increased by $153,000 and annual OhM was 
increased by $95,000, yielding a net increase of $330,000 in present worth). 

Alternative SC-2 involves the excavation and ex-situ biological 
treatment of approximately 200 cubic yards of soil in the areas 



identified by NYSDEC with contaminants at levels that exceed the 
cleanup levels for COCs. These areas are indicated on FIGURE 12 as 
Areas lA, 18 and 2B, however, additional sampling would be 
performed during the remedial design to further define the extent 
of contamination at the Site. The contaminated soils remaining in 
the paint disposal area characterized by EPA's Removal Program with 
COCs above cleanup levels would also be excavated for treatment. 
There are approximately 300 cubic yards of contaminated soils 
remaining in this area. Alternative SC-2 would also require a 
treatability study to determine the effectiveness of the enhanced 
biodegradation/aeration of Site soils. During the excavation, 
sampling would be conducted to ensure that contaminated soil is 
removed to satisfy the cleanup levels. Uncontaminated soil, 
particularly the surface soil, would be stockpiled on the MRIP 
property and used to backfill the excavation, along with 
uncontaminated backfill material transported to the MRIP property. 

An area of the MRIP property would be designated to perform the 
soil remediation using enhanced biodegradation and aeration. 
Contaminated soil would be spread on a liner in a 12-inch thick 
layer. Soil nutrient levels would be measured and modified as 
necessary to promote optimal biodegradation. The soil would be 
aerated periodically to enhance volatilization of VOCs, and would 
be backfilled at the Site after the cleanup levels are achieved. 
Cleanup levels for soils would be based on NYS TAGMs for COCs to 
prevent cross media impacts to groundwater. For cost-estimating 
purposes, it is assumed that the treatment area would not be 
covered and that storm water runoff would not be collected. These 
assumptions would be reassessed in the remedial design phase. As 
storm water which contacts these soils could contain low levels of 
VOCs, it would be sampled to determine whether collection and 
treatment would be necessary prior to discharge. 

The most suitable place to conduct the enhanced biodegradation and 
aeration process would be in an easily accessible area that is 
devoid of trees and structures. This area would be sloped slightly 
so that storm water could be easily collected, if necessary. 

SC-3 Excavation and Off-Site Disposal 

Present Worth: 
Capital Cost: 
Total Annual O&M: 
Time to Implement: 

$ 469,000' 
$ 469,000' 

$ 0  
1 month 

' The cost estimate for SC-3 differs from the FS, because the Proposed Plan 
identified but did not quantify the approximately 300 cubic yards of additional 
Contaminated soils in the paint waste area characterized by EPA's Removal Program 



(capita l  Costs were increased by $216,000, yielding a net increase o f  $216,000 
i n  present worth). 

Alternative SC-3 involves the excavation and off-Site treatment (if 
necessary) and disposal of approximately 200  cubic yards of soil in 
the areas identified by NYSDEC with contaminants.at levels that 
exceed the cleanup levels for COCs. These areas are indicated on 
FIGURE 12 as Areas LA, 18 and 28;  however, additional sampling 
would be performed during the remedial design to further define the 
extent of soil contamination at the Site. The contaminated spils 
remaining in the paint waste area characterized by EPA's Removal 
Program with COCs above soil cleanup levels would also be excavated 
for off-Site treatment (if necessary) and disposal. There are 
approximately 3 0 0  cubic yards of contaminated soils remaining in 
this area. The excavation and sampling procedures for Alternative 
SC-3 would be similar to that of Alternative SC-2. Contaminated 
soil would be stockpiled or placed in rolloff containers on the 
MRIP property. Liners and/or covers may be necessary for the 
stockpil-ing of contaminated soil. Uncontaminated soil would be 
stockpiled and used as a portion of the backfill to the excavation. 

Based on the analytical results of the RI, and field work by EPA's 
Removal Program, the contaminated soil would likely be classified 
as nonhazardous industrial waste. Additional sampling of the 
excavated soil would be required to characterize the soil. Once 
characterized for disposal, the soil would be transported off-Site 
to an appropriate, permitted, waste treatment or disposal facility, 
and transportation of the soil would be performed in accordance 
with Department of Transportation (DOT) regulations. For cost 
estimating purposes, it is assumed that the soils could be directly 
landfilled without treatment. 

EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES . 

During the detailed evaluation of remedial alternatives, each 
alternative is assessed against nine evaluation criteria. These 
nine criteria are as follows: overall protection of human health 
and the environment; compliance with applicable or relevant and 
appropriate requirements; long-term effectiveness and permanence; 
reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume through treatment; 
short-term effectiveness; implementability; cost; and State and 
community acceptance. The evaluation criteria are described below. 

-Overall ~rotection of human health and the environment addresses 
whether or not a remedy provides adequate protection and describes 
how risks posed through each exposure pathway (based on a 
reasonable maximum exposure scenario) are eliminated, reduced, or 



controlled through treatment, engineering controls, or institu- 
tional controls. 

with aoolicable or r Comoliance elevant and aoorooriate reaulre - 
ments fARARsL addresses whether or not a remedy would meet all of 
the applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements of other 
Federal and State environmental statutes and requirements, or 
provide grounds for invoking a waiver. 

*Lonu-term effectiveness and oermanence refers to the ability of 
a remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health and the 
environment over time, once cleanup goals have been met. This 
criteria also addresses the magnitude and effectiveness of the 
measures that may be required to manage the risk posed by 
treatment residuals and/or untreated wastes. 

-Reduction of toxicitv. mobilitv, or volume throuah treatment is 
the anticipated performance of the treatment technologies, with 
respect to these parameters, a remedy may employ. 

*Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to 
achieve protection and any adverse impacts on human health and the 
environment that may be posed during the construction and im- 
plementation period until cleanup goals are achieved. 

-1m~lementabilitv is the technical and administrative feasibility 
of a remedy, including the availability of materials and services 
needed to implement a particular option. 

-Cost includes estimated capital and operation and maintenance 
(ObM) costs, and net present worth costs. 

-State acce~tance indicates whether the State concurs with,. 
opposes, or has no comment on the preferred remedy. 

-Communitv acceptance will be assessed in the ROD and refers to the 
public's general response to the alternatives described in the 
Proposed Plan and the RI/FS reports. 

Comparative Analysis of Alternate Water Supply and Groundwater 
Response Alternatives 

The comparative analysis of the groundwater response and alternate 
water supply alternatives are being grouped together because both 
may impact the fate and transport of contaminants and hydrology in 
the SFBA; and, therefore, implementation of one response action 
would effect the implementability of the other. 



Overall Protection of Human Health and the.Environment 

The no further action alternative for the potable water 
(Alternative AWS-1) would not be protective of human health in the 
currently impacted and threatened areas. Alternative AWS-2 would 
be more protective of human health than Alternative AWS-1, but the 
potential for human exposure remains if and when the GAC filters 
fail. The NYSDOH does not consider the use of POU GAC filtration 
units a long-term remedy, if a cost-effective, safe and reliable 
alternate water supply is available. It is generally the policy of 
both the NYSDEC and the EPA not to fund the long-term O&M of a 
large number of GAC filters as a long-term remedy, such as 
Alternative AWS-2. Alternatives AWS-3 (Catskill Aqueduct as 
primary supply) and AWS-4 (Well Field as primary supply) are the 
most protective alternate water supply alternatives. Alternatives 
AWS-3 and AWS-4 would be protective of human health through the 
supply of reliable, uncontaminated potable water. 

Alternative GR-1 would not include any measures to prevent human 
contact with contaminated groundwater. Alternative GR-2 would 
extract and treat the nearfield portion of the groundwater and 
would rely on only institutional controls to prevent human contact 
with contaminated groundwater in.the farfield portion of the plume. 
The farfield plume would continue to migrate and potentially impact 
additional wells. Of the three groundwater response alternatives, 
Alternative GR-3, which would extract and treat the contaminated 
groundwater in the near- and farfield plumes, is the most 
protective by preventing human contact with the plume, and by 
minimizing migration of the plume to other wells. 

Compliance with ARARs 

The most significant ARARs for potable groundwater are the Safe . 
Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C. 55 300f et. sea.), National Primary 
Drinking Water Standards (40 CFR Part 1411, and 6NYCRR Part 703 
Groundwater Standards. For groundwater COCs, the NYS Class GA 
groundwater (fresh groundwaters whose best usage is a source of 
potable water) and NYS drinking water standard is 5 ppb. For'a 
complete listing of ARARs, see FS Chapter 10, Table 10-1, and the 
EE/CA. Section 2.4. 

The no further action alternative for the potable water 
(Alternative AWS-1) would not achieve compliance with ARARs for 
drinking water. Potable water Alternatives AWS-2, AWS-3 and AWS-4 
are similarly effective in their ability to achieve applicable 
drinking water standards through either GAC treatment at individual 
wells or the installation of a public water supply. However, 
selection of Alternative AWS-2 would hinder Site-wide remediation 



because, in the absence of a public water supply system, 
groundwater extraction to address the farfield plume (Alternative 
GR-3) may depress the water table and have an adverse impact on 
local private wells. Therefore, selection of this alternative 
would hinder attempts to actively restore the aquifer. In 
addition, AWS-2 would only be protective and comply with ARARs if 
GAC filters were effectively maintained by homeowners over the 
long-term. 

The no further action alternative for groundwater, GR-1, would not 
achieve compliance with NYS Class GA groundwater standards in 
either the currently impacted or threatened areas. 

Construction of either potable water supply Alternatives AWS-3 or 
AWS-4 would comply with the National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA) (16 U.S.C. 4701, Executive Order 11988 - Flood Plain 
Management, Executive Order 11990 - Protection of Wetlands and 40 
CFR 6 Apx. A (Policy on Implementing Executive Order 119901, EPA's 
1985 Statement of Policy on Floodplains/ Wetlands Assessments for 
CERCLA Actions, New York State wetlands protection under 6 NYCRR 
Part 662, and 6 NYCRR Part 601 for the development of a water 
distribution system. The pipeline installation as depicted 
conceptually in FIGURE 16 for Alternatives AWS-3 and AWS-4 would 
also comply with location-specific ARARs. Alternative AWS-3 would 
also comply with NYCDEP requirements for use of New York City's 
water supply system as a source of potable water. 

Alternative GR-2 would achieve applicable groundwater standards in 
the nearfield plume through active croundwater extraction and 
treatment, but would not take active measures to achieve NYS Class 
GA groundwater standards in the farfield plume. Alternative GR-3 
would be more effective than Alternative GR-2 in that it would 
achieve applicable groundwater standards throughout the near- and 
farfield plumes through active treatment and in a shorter time' 
frame . 

Residual VOC concentrations in the treated discharge from the 
active groundwater response Alternatives GR-2 and GR-3 would be at 
or below Federal and State standards (Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. 65 
1251-1387, and NYS Surface Water Standards, 6 NYCRR Parts 700-705) . 
Air emissions for the treatment system identified in Alternatives 
GR-2 and GR-3 would comply with the Clean Air Act (CAA, 42 U.S.C. 
§§ 7401 et. seq.), 6 NYCRR Part 2129 (air emissions) and NYS Air 
Guide - 1. The alternatives would also comply with the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), Executive Order 11988 - Flood 
Plain Management, Executive Order 11990 - Protection of Wetlands 
and 40 CFR 6 Apx. A (Policy on Implementing Executive Order 119901, 



EPA1s 1985 Statement of Policy on Floodplains/Wetlands Assessments 
for CERCLA Actions, and New York State wetlands protection under 6 
NYCRR Part 662. 

Long-Tam Effectiveness and Permanence 

Alternative AWS-3 provides the greatest degree of permanence and 
long-term effectiveness, followed by Alternatives AWS-4, AWS-2, and 
AWS-1. Alternative AWS-1 does not provide long-term effectiveness 
or permanence. Alternative AWS-2 could be effective in providing 
a long-term source of potable water, but the potential for 
contaminant breakthrough exists in GAC systems; thus, GAC systems 
are not considered by EPA and NYSDEC to be a permanent remedy. In 
addition, maintaining a large number of individual POU GAC systems 
is less reliable, and would require more maintenance than an area- 
wide water treatment system, which would be used with Alternatives 
AWS-3 and AWS-4. Therefore, Alternatives AWS-3 and AWS-4 would be 
more effective than Alternatives AWS-1 or AWS-2 in providing a 
long-term, reliable source of potable water. 

The water supply from Alternative AWS-4 is slightly less reliable 
than that of Alternative AWS-3, since under Alternative AWS-4 the 
wells could lose productivity during drought conditions. Based on 
groundwater model simulations, water supply wells pumping under 
Alternative AWS-4 in the proposed upgradient location would not 
draw contaminants upgradient, to any previously unaffected 
residential areas or into the supply wells. Also, based on model 
results, the impact of pumping the supply wells at 22.5 gprn each 
and NTCRA extraction wells at ,a total of 40 gpm on residential 
wells outside of the PWSA would be minimal except for two 
residential wells located relatively close to both the supply wells 
which the model predicted would exhibit a drawdown of about 16 ft. 
For Alternative AWS-4, it is important to note that without a . 
detailed survey of well depths (and the depth of pumps in these 
wells), drawdowns such as those simulated, coupled with seasonal 
water level variations, may adversely affect some residential 
wells. 

Alternative GR-1 would not be an effective orpermanent remedial 
alternative in the long term. Also, the NTCRA extraction and 
treatment system would be shut down and would no longer be acting 
to minimize the migration of the nearfield plume at the conclusion 
of the removal action authorization. Alternative GR-2 would be 
more effective in reducing impacts to downgradient wells; however, 
contaminants in the farfield plume would not be actively addressed. 
Alternative GR-3 would be the most effective alternative to control 
and remediate the groundwater contaminant plume and reduce impacts 
to downgradient wells. The groundwater model results show that 



implementation of Alternative GR-3 should contain all contaminants 
above MCLs within the potential PWSA and that any wells outside the 
PWSA would not be impacted. 

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volrrme through Treatment 

None of the alternate water supply alternatives directly addresses 
the mobility or volume of contaminants in the groundwater plume, 
although Alternative AWS-2 indirectly reduces the mobility of 
contaminants to a limited extent through localized pumping and 
treatment with the GAC systems. Alternative AWS-1 would not reduce 
the toxicity, mobility or volume of contaminants in the 
groundwater. Alternative AWS-2 would reduce toxicity by treating 
contaminated groundwater/drinking water with point-of-use GAC 
filtration. Alternatives AWS-3 and AWS-4 would eliminate the 
toxicity in residents' water supply by providing clean potable 
water to the currently impacted area and the threatened area. 

Alternative GR-1 would not actively result in any reduction of 
toxicity, mobility, or volume of contamination present in the 
groundwater. Both Alternatives GR-2 and GR-3 would reduce these 
parameters in the nearfield plume, but GR-2 would not actively 
reduce these parameters in the farfield plume. Alternative GR-3 
addresses this criterion most effectively as it would actively 
reduce these parameters throughout the near- and farfield 
groundwater contaminant plume. 

Short-Term Effectiveness 

Alternative AWS-1, no action, would not be effective in the short 
term for providing clean potable water. All of the remaining 
potable water supply alternatives would be effective in providing 
potable water in the short term to the consumers whose wells have 
GAC filtration systems currently installed. GAC treatment has 
proven to be effective to date. Periodic monitoring of private 
wells that could potentially be impacted by the contaminant plume 
(&, wells downgradient of the contaminant plume) has been 
instituted by UCHD and has been effective to date. Alternatives 
AWS-3 and AWS-4 would be effective in the short term as they 
incorporate the provision for installation and maintenance of GAC 
filters to impacted wells until a public water supply is provided. 
Implementation of these alternatives would take an estimated two 
years and cause noise and traffic impacts. However, these impacts 
can be minimized by employing appropriate construction techniques 
and practices. 

Groundwater response Alternatives GR-1 and GR-2 would have minimal 
short-term impacts on human health and the environment as they 



would not require any significant construction. Alternative GR-3 
would result in adverse impacts to local roads and would disrupt 
traffic. Additional potential impacts to the community include 
noise and dust generation due to the installation of piping and the 
construction of a groundwater treatment facility. However, these 
impacts would be minimized by employing appropriate construction 
techniques and practices. 

The no action alternative, AWS-1, is easily implemented.  he 
installation of an additional 85 filtration systems can be readily 
implemented under Alternative AWS-2 as 70 existing GAC filtration 
systems have been installed and maintained successfully. However, 
maintaining this large a number of individual systems would require 
significant oversight, and also relies on individual property 
owners' willingness to have a system installed and maintained. 

Alternatives AWS-3 and AWS-4 are both technically feasible. A 
water district must be formed in the PWSA for Alternatives AWS-3 
and AWS-4 to be implementable. The Towns of Marbletown and 
Rosendale have prepared a draft intermunicipal agreement, as well 
as a draft Plan, Map & Report which describes the PWSA boundaries 
and per user cost estimates. The Towns held a public hearing on 
district formation on March 16, 2000, and the district is expected 
to form officially later this year. Alternatives AWS-3 and AWS-4 
would require the construction of a water treatment plant, storage 
tower and a water distribution system and State and local approval 
of the design of the facilities. Construction efforts would need 
to be coordinated with the local utility companies. In addition, 
a water usage agreement would need to be reached between the PWSA 
water district and the NYCDEP for Alternative AWS-3. 

Groundwater response Alternatives GR-1 and GR-2 would be easily 
implemented, as no additional construction is required. 
Institutional controls which may be employed to prevent future 
groundwater use for GR-2 would be established by the EPA and the 
NYSDEC. The NTCRA component of Alternative GR-2 would already be 
in place on the MRIP property, and would continue operating and 
require a part-time operator. For Alternative GR-3, the 
technologies for the installation of the extraction wells and 
treatment facility off the MRIP property are readily available, 
although they would take about two years to construct. Because 
groundwater extraction at high pumping rates may cause depressed 
levels of groundwater in the bedrock aquifer and many of the 
existing private wells, this alternative must be paired with an AWS 
alternative that does not rely on local groundwater as a water 
supply (h, a groundwater supply that is not under the influence 



of the proposed extraction system such as in Alternatives AWS-3 or 
AWS-4). Access to private property for construction of the 
treatment plant, and installation of piping and wells would need to 
be obtained. Public concerns regarding the placement of the 
facilities would also need to be addressed. 

Cost 

The capital costs, O&M costs, and present worth costs associated 
with each of the alternate water supply and groundwater response 
alternatives were estimated by NYSDEC for the FS and Proposed Plan. 

' 

These cost estimates are presented below, with the noted revisions. 
Present worth costs were calculated over a 30-year period using 5 
percent as the discount rate. 

- - - 

AWS-4 $ 7,662,000' $ 88.000' I $ 9,015,000' 1 
' The cost estimates of Alternatives AWS-2, AWS-3, and AWS-4 were revised from 
the FS and Proposed Plan to account for the additional properties which were 
added to the PWSA during the public comment period. AWS-3 was also revised to 
include cos:s for residential GAC monitoring for four years. 

' The estimate for annual 06M expenses for Alternative AWS-3 was increased by 
$12,000 from the Proposed Plan and FS based on an estimate by the Towns' 
engineers (draft Plan, Map & Report), which includes of additional expenses 
related to NYCDEP's water use fee, insurance, contracted labor, and benefits: 

' As discussed in the alternative descriptions, the OhM expenses for all AWS 
alternatives are assumed to be the responsibility of the proposed water district 
or local reszdents. 

Alternate 
Water Supply 
Alternative Capital Cost 

Groundwater 
Response 
Alternative 

GR-1 

Annual OSM 

Capital Cost 

$ 131,000 

Present Worth 

Annual O&M 

$ 34,000 

- - 

Present Worth 

$ 654,000 



As indicated above, Alternative AWS-1, no further action, is the 
least costly alternative while Alternative AWS-3 is the most 
costly. As presented above, the capital costs for Alternative AWS- 
3 is slightly higher than Alternative AWS-4, and both are 
considerably higher than Alternative AWS-2. The O&M of Alternative 
AWS-4 is somewhat higher than Alternative AWS-3 due to greater 
electrical usage. 

As indicated above, Alternative GR-3 is the most costly 
alternative, followed by Alternatives GR-2 and GR-1. 

State Acceptance 

NYSDEC concurs with the selected remedy. A letter of concurrence 
is attached (APPENDIX IV). 

Community Acceptance 

Community acceptance of the proposed remedy for groundwater and 
alternate water supply were assessed during the public comment 
period. EPA believes that the community generally supports this 
approach. Specific responses to public comments are addressed in 
the Responsiveness Summary (APPENDIX V). 

Comuarative Analvsis of Soil Remedial Alternatives 

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

The no further action alternative, SC-1, for the soils on the MRIP 
property would not pro~ide protection of human health and the 
environment as the contaminants would remain in the envir.onment, 
however access would be restricted by fencing. It is noted that 
surface soils (0 to 2 ft below grade) in Areas 1, 2, and D-2 do not . 
contain COCs above cleanup goals and would act as a barrier to 
human contact with any contaminated soil in the subsurface. The 
concrete floor inside the building would act as a barrier to the 
contaminated soil in Area D-1. However, the contaminants in the 
subsurface soils in these areas, and in the paint waste disposal 
area, could leach into to groundwater. 

Alternatives SC-2 and SC-3 would be equally protective of human 
health and the environment. Alternative SC-2 would remove the 
contaminants through excavation and treatment on the MRIP property. 
Alternative SC-3 would remove the contaminants through excavation 
and disposal at a permitted off-Site facility. 



Compliance with ARARs 

The no further action alternative, SC-1, for the contamination in 
the MRIP subsurface soils would not take any active measures to 
achieve the cleanup levels established for soil COCs (TCA, TCE, 
DCA, DCE, 1,2 DCE, PCE, ethylbenzene and xylenes); the specific 
cleanup levels for these COCs were taken from the NYS Recommended 
Soil Cleanup Objectives contained in NYSDEC Technical and 
Administrative Guidance Memorandum (TAGM) R4046. Alternative SC-2 
would achieve applicable soil cleanup objectives through excavation 
and on-Site treatment, and Alternative SC-3 would achieve soil 
cleanup objectives through excavation and shipment to an 
appropriate off-Site disposal facility. Although the current areas 
of excavation are outside floodplains, wetlands, and cultural 
resources, if additional areas are excavated or the existing areas 
are expanded, the alternatives would also need to comply with the 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), Executive Order 11988 - 
Flood Plain Management, Executive Order 11990 - Protection of 
Wetlands and 40 CFR 6 Apx. A (Policy on Implementing Executive 
Order 11990), EPA' s 1985 Statement of Policy ' on 
Floodplains/Wetlands Assessments for CERCLA Actions, and New York 
State wetland protections under 6 NYCRR Part 662. Disposal of 
contaminated soils under Alternative SC-3 would also comply with 
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA, 42 U.S.C. Section 
6901 et. seq.), the NYS solid and hazardous waste regulations (6 
NYCRR Parts 370-376), DOT transportation regulations, and CERCLA 
off-Site policy (if wastes are sent to a RCRA Subtitle C facility). 

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 

Alternative SC-1 for contaminated soil on the MRIP property would 
not provide long-term effectiveness or permanence since 
contaminants would remain at the Site, and the contaminated soils 
could continue to impact groundwater. Alternatives SC-2 and SC-3 
would be similarly effective in satisfying this criterion. 
Alternative SC-2 would permanently remove contaminants from Site 
subsurface soils through biodegradation; Alternative SC-3 would 
remove the contaminated subsurface soils and dispose of them off- 
Site. 

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment 

Alternative SC-1 for contaminated soil on the MRIP property would 
not reduce toxicity, mobility or volume of contamination present in 
the subsurface soils. Both Alternatives SC-2 and SC-3 reduce the 
mobility and volume of the VOCs through excavation. However, only 
Alternative SC-2 would reduce the toxicity of the subsurface soils 
through treatment. Based on existing RI data and data collected 



during the NTCRA field activities, it is not expected that the 
soils excavated under Alternative SC-3 would require treatment for 
disposal at an off-Site facility. 

Short-Term Effectiveness 

Alternative SC-1 for contaminated soil on the MRIP property would 
not result in short-term health or environmental impacts. Daily 
activities conducted by the current Site owner and tenants may be 
disrupted by the excavation and construction activities that would 
be required to implement Alternatives SC-2 and SC-3. However, 
these impacts can be minimized by employing appropriate 
construction techniques and practices. 

Implementability 

Subsurface contaminated soil remedial alternatives on the MRIP 
property are all implementable; however, Alternative SC-2 would 
require a treatability study to determine the effectiveness of the 
enhanced biodegradation/aeration of Site soils. 

Cost 

The capital costs, O&M costs, and present worth costs associated 
with each of the source control alternatives were estimated by 
NYSDEC for the FS and Proposed Plan. These cost estimates are 
presented below, with the noted revisions. Present worth costs 
were calculated over a 2-year period using 5 percent as the 
discount rate. 

As indicated above, Alternative SC-1 is the least costly 
alternative, followed by Alternatives SC-3 and SC-2. 

. . 
Source (Soil) 
Control 
Alternatives 

SC-1 

SC-2 

SC-3 

S t a t e  A c c e p t a n c e  

. 4 7 

Capital Cost 

' The cost estimates for Alternatives SC-2 and SC-3 differ from those in the FS 
because the Proposed Plan identified but did not quantify the approximately 300 
cubic yards of additional contaminated soils in the paint waste area 
characterized by EPA's Removal Program. 

$ 25,000 

$ 330,000' 

$ 469,000' 

OhM (total) 
~ -~ 

$ 0  

$ 158,000' 

$ 0  

Present Worth 
~ - 

$ 25,000 

$ 624, 000' 

$ 469,000' 



As mentioned above, NYSDEC concurs with the selected remedy. A 
letter of concurrence is attached (APPENDIX IV). 

Community Acceptance 

Community acceptance of the proposed remedy for soil was assessed 
during the public comment period. EPA believes that the community 
generally supports this approach.. Specific responses to public 
comments are addressed in the Responsiveness Summary (APPENDIX V). 

PRINCIPAL THREAT WASTES 

Principal threat wastes are those source materials considered to be 
highly toxic or highly mobile that generally cannot be reliably 
contained, or would present a significant risk to human health or 
the environment should exposure occur. Contaminated groundwater 
generally is not considered to be source material; accordingly, 
there are no source materials defined as principal threat wastes at 
the MRIP Site. 

SELECTED REMEDY 

Groundwater and Potable Water Supply 

Based upon an evaluation of the various alternatives and 
consideration of community acceptance, EPA and NYSDEC have selected 
alternate potable water supply Alternative AWS-3: Public Water 
Supply Using Catskill Aqueduct, contaminated groundwater response 
Alternative GR-3: Extraction and Ex-Situ Treatment, and source 
control (contaminated soil) Alternative SC-3: Excavation and Off- 
Site Disposal as the selected remedy for the MRIP Superfund Site. 

Summary of the Rationale for the Selected Remedy . . 

The selected remedy will provide the best balance of trade-offs 
among alternatives with respect to the evaluating criteria, as 
described below. 

Alternative AWS-3 is being selected because it eliminates 
inhalation, ingestion and dermal contact with contaminated 
groundwater associated with the Site that does not meet the State 
or Federal drinking water standards, and because it is considered 
to be the most reliable source of potable water over the long term. 
The potential for breakthrough exists with the GAC filtration 
systems (Alternative AWS-21. GAC filters are not considered a 
reliable long-term remedy, and it is more efficient to operate a 
central treatment 'plant rather than maintain an estimated 155 



individual GAC units. In addition, selection of Alternative AWS-2 
would hinder Site-wide remediation because, in the absence of a 
public water supply system, groundwater extraction to address the 
farfield plume (Alternative GR-3) may depress the water table and 
have an adverse impact on local private wells. The use of a well 
field as the primary source of potable water (AWS-4) is considered 
less desirable, since the wells may not be productive during 
drought conditions, and would be more susceptible to possible 
future contamination. Selection of Alternative AWS-3 to provide a 
permanent, alternative water supply is consistent with the 
recommendations made in the NYSDOH Health Consultation completed 
for the Site in December 1997. 

Alternative GR-3 is the only alternative that will attempt to 
actively achieve applicable ARARs in the near- and farfield 
contaminant plumes. Alternative GR-1 would not actively reduce the 
toxicity, mobility or volume of contamination present in the 
groundwater. Alternative GR-2 would prevent human contact through 
institutional controls and extraction and treatment of contaminated 
groundwater in the nearfield plume, but would rely on natural 
processes to address the farfield plume. Alternative GR-3 will 
reduce the volume, mobility and toxicity of the contaminated 
groundwater both in the near- and farfield plumes in the shortest 
amount of time. Alternative GR-3 is expected to prevent the 
migration of the VOC contaminants in the groundwater to areas 
outside the proposed PWSA which might impact additional' private 
water supply wells. 

Alternative SC-3 is selected because it is cost-effective, will 
permanently mitigate the threat posed by Site soils, and will 
result in less disruption of MRIP property operations than 
Alternative SC-2. Unlike Alternative SC-1, which would take no 
active measures to achieve Site cleanup objectives, Alternative SC- . 
3 will remove the sources of contamination in the subsurface soils 
on the MRIP property and achieve applicable soil cleanup objectives 
through excavation. 

Description of Selected Remedy 

The selected alternate water supply remedy, Alternative AWS-3: 
Public Water Supply Using Catskill Aqueduct, includes the 
construction and operation of a new public water supply system to 
provide safe potable water to the residences or businesses in the 
Towns of Marbletown and Rosendale with impacted or threatened 
private supply wells, with the Catskill Aqueduct as the water 
supply. FIGURE 14 shows the proposed major components of this 
alternative, and FIGURE 15 presents the proposed location of these 
components. 



Raw water will be conveyed from the Catskill Aqueduct through the 
Rondout Dewatering Chamber to an elevated raw water storage tank on 
the MRIP property. The transmission line is assumed to be 6-inches 
in diameter, constructed of ductile iron, and installed in a trench 
approximately 4 to 5 feet below ground surface wherever possible. 
Approximately 2,400 feet of piping is assumed to be necessary for 
this stretch of pipe. The raw water storage tank will be 
constructed of steel and have a storage capacity of approximately 
10,000 gallons. Raw water will flow via gravity to a treatment 
plant located adjacent to the storage tank. Treatment is assumed 
to consist of equalization, pH adjustment, coagulation, 
flocculation, clarification, filtration, and disinfection. The 
size of the treatment plant will be designed based on two times the 
average daily flow (approximately 126,100 gallons per day, or 88 
gallons per minute). Pumps will be sized to transfer five times 
the average daily flow (220 gallons per minute). 

Waste sludge will be generated from the water treatment process, 
namely in the sedimentation unit. Sludge will be transferred to a 
dewatering unit (u, a recessed plate filter press) where the 
sludge will be thickened to approximately 30% solids and the 
filtrate will be collected and disposed of off-Site. 

Finished water will be pumped from the treatment plant to a nearby 
elevated storage tank. Based on the anticipated water demand of 
the PWSA, the tank will have at least a 150,000 gallon capacity. 
Approximately two acres of land will be needed at the MRIP Site for 
the water treatment plant with water storage components. 

From the finished water storage tank, water will be gravity fed to 
the distribution system of the PWSA. The distribution system will 
consist of an 8-inch ductile iron primary main and 1-inch copper 
connection lines to buildings within the PWSA. Pipelines will be 
installed in a trench approximately 4 to 5 feet below ground 
surface under major roads wherever possible. The distribution 
system will consist of roughly 28,000 linear feet of installed 
primary main. There are a total of approximately 192 properties in 
the PWSA. 155 developed properties, and one property currently 
being developed, will be connected to the distribution system. 
FIGURE 16 depicts the conceptual layout for this system. The exact 
layout of the PWSA may be modified during the Remedial design based 
on additional sampling data, or groundwater modeling results, to 
include additional properties which are threatened or impacted by 
the contaminant plume or may be affected by water table drawdown 
from the groundwater extraction and treatment system (see Proposed 
Water District Formation discussion below). 



For periods of time when the Catskill Aqueduct is temporarily out 
Of service, a backup supply of water will be needed. Three options 
will be considered during the remedial design for the backup 
supply, namely: 1) the installation of a public supply well(s) (the 
preferred option), 2) the use of treated water from the groundwater 
extraction and treatment system, and 3) the use of the Rondout 
Creek. 

Under option 1, well MRMW-13B could be converted to an extraction 
well or a new well would be located in the vicinity of well MRMW- 
13B. Well MRMW-13B would be considered for backup supply well 
because it was found to have a high yield, has not been impacted by 
the VOC plume, and residential wells in this area reportedly have 
artesian properties. Pump tests of well MRMW-13B and groundwater 
modeling would be conducted during the remedial design to determine 
the well's yield and assess the impact of. pumping this well, or 
another well in this area, for extended periods on nearby potable 
wells. If pump tests or modeling indicates that nearby wells would 
be adversely impacted by water table drawdown from operation of the 
backup wells for an extended period of time, measures would be 
taken to mitigate these impacts , these residences would be 
considered eligible for inclusion in the PWSA, the potable wells 
could be drilled to a deeper depth, or another backup supply well 
would be installed farther away from these wells). 

In order to use the treated water as a source of backup supply 
(option 21, it would need to be determined during the remedial 
design that this system could reliably produce sufficient yield to 
meet the demand. Although the NTCRA groundwater extraction and 
treatment system would be designed to comply with meeting NYSDEC 
surface water discharge standards, the treated groundwater would 
then need to be transported to the drinking water treatment plant 
for treatment te remove naturally occurring metals, such as iron - 
and manganese (if necessary), disinfection and distribution. 

Based on community opposition to option 3, and the fact that using 
the Rondout Creek as a backup supply is estimated to be about twice 
as costly as option 1, the Rondout Creek would not be pursued 
unless no other alternative for backup were available. 

This alternative also includes continued operation of the NYSDEC 
interim remedial measure to monitor and maintain the individual GAC 
filtration systems currently in use until such a time that the new 
public water supply system is operational. If additional wells are 
impacted above MCLs in the interim, GAC filtration systems would be 
provided. Institutional controls may also be employed to prevent 
groundwater usage within the PWSA. 



The elements of the selected groundwater response Alternative GR-3, 
Extraction and Ex-Situ Treatment, include the design and 
construction of a groundwater extraction and treatment system. A 
series of 3 to 6 new bedrock groundwater extraction wells, pumping 
at a total rate of approximately 120 gallons per minute, will be 
installed to gain hydraulic control over the farfield contaminant 
plume and to prevent the plume from migrating further downgradient. 
The exact location and number of these new extraction wells will be 
determined by conducting pump tests and groundwater modeling during 
the pre-design phase of the project. 

The extracted groundwater will be treated with an air stripper in 
a new water treatment plant to remove VOCs from the groundwater. 
Treated water would be discharged to the Rondout Creek in 
compliance with effluent limitations for this surface water body. 
Conceptually, the location of the treatment plant would be near the 
Rondout Creek and north of Route 213. The exact location of the 
plant will be determined during the pre-design phase of the 
project. The cultural resources and the aesthetics of the 
neighborhood and availability of land will be important factors in 
the final location and design of the treatment plant. 

The remedy also includes operation of the groundwater pumping wells 
and treatment system on the MRIP property, which are part of EPA's 
NTCRA to address the most contaminated portion of the groundwater 
plume. The NTCRA system includes extraction of 40-45 gpm of 
contaminated groundwater from three recovery wells on the MRIP 
property, treatment with an air stripper, carbon polishing and 
inorganic treatment (using a Dynasand filter) of the effluent, 
vapor phase carbon treatment of air releases, and discharge of the 
treated effluent to the Coxing Kill. The NTCRA system has been 
designed for 80 gpm capacity, which will allow and additional 
extraction wells to be connected to this system at a later date, if 
necessary. 

A long-term groundwater monitoring program will be implemented 
that will assess the effectiveness of groundwater pumping and 
treatment on the contaminant levels in the aquifer over time. The 
need for additional monitoring wells would also be assessed during 
the remedial design. Surface water samples from the Rondout Creek 
and the Coxing Kill will be collected and analyzed as part of the 
long-term monitoring program to ensure compliance with discharge 
standards and to ascertain that the groundwater plume has not 
migrated into these water bodies. 

Proposed Water District Formation 



Implementation of the selected alternate water supply and 
groundwater response alternatives in this ROD is contingent on the 
formation of a local water district (the PWSA boundaries are 
depicted in FIGURE 13). The PWSA boundaries may be expanded during 
the remedial design if additional wells are found to be impacted or 
threatened by the VOC plume or water table drawdown from either the 
groundwater extraction and treatment system or backup supply wells. 
The Towns of Marbletown and Rosendale have been proceeding with the 
necessary steps to form a water district, and have recently 
prepared a draft intermunicipal agreement, a draft Plan,. Map 6 
Report (which defines the district boundaries and gives estimated 
costs for users of the district), and have held a public hearing on 
district formation. Details on the exact fee structure for 
district users is still being determined by the Towns. The 
district formation may be subject to local referendum. It is 
anticipated that the water district will require mandatory hook-ups 
for members of the district and closure of existing wells within 
the district. The cost for hookups and well closures is included 
in the capital cost projections for Alternative AWS-3 which will be 
funded by EPA and NYSDEC. In addition, prior to using the Catskill 
Aqueduct as a water supply, a water use agreement will need to be 
approved between the water district and the NYCDEP. 

The source control supply remedy (for contaminated soils on the 
MRIP property), Alternative SC-3: Excavation and Off-Site Disposal, 
includes the excavation of soil containing contaminants at levels 
that exceed cleanup levels for soil COCs, and off-Site disposal and 
treatment (if necessary). The soil areas to be addressed which 
were identified in the RI are indicated on FIGURE 12 as Areas lA, 
1B and 28. There are approximately 200 cubic yards of soil in 
these areas. Approximately 300 cubic yards of additional soil in 
the paint waste area characterized by EPA's Removal Program will 
also be addressed. Additional sampling will be performed during . 
the designto further delineate COCs exceeding the cleanup levels. 
Soil from these areas will be excavated and stockpiled or placed in 
rolloff containers on the MRIP property. Once characterized for 
disposal, the soil will be transported off-Site to a permitted 
waste treatment or disposal facility. Uncontaminated soil will be 
stockpiled and used as a portion of the backfill for the 
excavation. Soil samples will be collected from the side walls and 
bottoms of the excavations to verify that cleanup levels are 
achieved. Once the completion of excavation is confirmed, the 
excavated areas will be backfilled with clean fill and restored. 

Summary of Estimated Remedy Costs 

The estimated present worth cost to implement the potable water 
supply portion of this remedy (AWS-3) is $9.5 million. The capital 



cost for the' remedy is estimated to be $8.3 million and the 
estimated average annual OhM cost (which will be borne by the 
proposed water district) is 576,000 (TABLE 15). 

The estimated present worth cost to implement the groundwater 
restoration portion of this remedy (GR-3) is $6 million. The cost 
to construct the remedy is estimated to be $1.2 million and the 
estimated average annual operation and maintenance cost for 30 
years is $312,000 (TABLE 16). 

The estimated present worth cost to implement the contaminated 
soils portion of this remedy (SC-3) is $469,000; there are no 
long-term O&M costs associated with this remedy (TABLE 17). 

The total estimated present worth cost for the selected remedy 
alternatives is $16,022,000. This includes an estimated $1,168,000 
in O&M for 30 years for operation of the drinking water treatment 
plant (which will be borne by the proposed water district). EPA 
and NYSDEC's share of the 30 year total present worth cost is 
$14,854,000. 

The information in this cost estimate summary is based on the best 
available information regarding the anticipated scope of the 
remedial alternatives. These are order-of-magnitude engineering 
cost estimates that are expected to be within +50 to -30 percent of 
the actual cost of the project. Changes in the cost elements are 
likely to occur as a result of new information and data collected 
during the engineering design of the components of this remedial 
alternative. Major changes may be documented in the form of a 
memorandum in the administrative record file, an Explanation of 
Significant Difference (ESD), or a ROD amendment. 

E x p e c t e d  O u t c o m e s  of Selected R e m e d y  - .  

Implementation of alternate water supply Alternative AWS-3 will 
eliminate potential risks associated with exposure to contaminated 
groundwater on and off the MRIP property. Upon implementation, 
this remedy wi'll provide safe potable water to the threatened and 
impacted residences and/or businesses within the PWSA. Design and 
construction of the system is expected to take approximately three 
to four years. 

Based on preliminary estimates and the modeling performed by NYSDEC 
in the Fs, it is estimated that implementation of groundwater 
response Alternative GR-3 will achieve Site cleanup objectives for 
groundwater in several decades through operation of a groundwater 
extraction and treatment system. By achieving cleanup levels, the 
groundwater will be available for its best use (as a source of 



potable water supply). Additional modeling will be performed 
during the remedial design; a more refined estimate of the time 
required to remediate the aquifer will be prepared at that time. 

The cleanup levels, summarized in TAELE.14, are based on ARARs 
(&, EPA and NYS groundwater and drinking water standards). 
Design and construction of the system is expected to take 
approximately three to four years. 

Implementation of source control Alternative SC-3 will eliminate 
potential cross-media impacts from the soil source areas. The 
cleanup levels for these soils, see TABLE 14, were based on NYS 
recommended levels to prevent groundwater impacts, and will allow 
the Site to continue to be used as a light industrial facility. 
Implementation of this alternative is expected to take 
approximately six months. 

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS 

Under its legal authorities, EPA's primary responsibility at 
Superfund sites is to undertake remedial actions that are 
protective of human health and the environment. In addition, 
Section 121 of CERCLA establishes several other statutory 
requirements and preferences. These specify that when complete the 
selected remedial action for this Site must comply with applicable, 
or relevant and appropriate environmental standards established 
under Federal and State environmental laws unless a waiver from 
such standards is justified. The selected remedy also must be 
cost-effective and utilize permanent solutions and alternative 
treatment technologies or resource-recovery technologies to the 
maximum extent practicable. Finally, the statute includes a 
preference for remedies that employ treatment that permanently and 
significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobility of hazardous* 
substances, as available. The following sections discuss how the 
selected remedy meets these statutory requirements. 

EPA and NYSDEC believe that the 'selected remedy will be protective 
of human health and the environment, comply with ARARs, be cost- 
effective, and utilize permanent solutions to the maximum extent 
practicable, as discussed below. 

Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the 
environment. The selected alternate water supply remedy, 
Alternative AWS-3, is protective of human health and the 
environment because it will eliminate human exposure to water above 
NYS and Federal MCLs, by providing an alternate water supply. ,The 



selected groundwater response remedy, Alternative GR-3, will 
minimize the migration of the groundwater plume and achieve cleanup 
levels for the best available use of the aquifer, as a potable 
water supply. The long-term monitoring of the groundwater in the 
vicinity of the Site will assess the rate of recovery of the SFBA. 
The selected soil remedy, Alternative SC-3, will address soils to 
prevent cross-media impacts to groundwater. Implementation of the 
selected remedy will not pose unacceptable short-term risks, and no 
adverse cross-media impacts are expected. 

Compliance -with AFiARs 

The NCP (fjS3OO.430 (f) (5) (ii) (0) and (C) ) requires that the selected 
remedy attain Federal and State ARARs. The remedy will comply with 
the following action-, chemical- and location-specific ARARs 
identified 'for the Site and will be demonstrated through 
monitoring, as appropriate. For a complete listing of ARARs, see 
FS Chapter 10, Table 10-1, and the EE/CA, Section 2.4. 

Action-Specific ARARs: 

40 CFR Part 61 - National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air 
Pollutants 
42 U.S.C. SS 7401 et. seq., Clean Air Act 
40 CFR Part 254.25 - Excavation and Fugitive Dust Emissions 
42 U.S.C. Section 6901 et seq., 40 CFR Parts 260-268 - Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Standards for Handling, 
Transportation and Disposal of Hazardous Waste, including Land 
Disposal Restrictions 
CERCLA off-Site policy (NCP 5300.440) 
6 NYCRR Part 200.6 - Ambient Air Quality Standards 
6 NYCRR Parts 370-376 - New York State Standards for Handling, 
Transportation and Disposal of Hazardous Waste . 
DOT transportation regulations 
Small System Compliance Technology List for the Surface Water 
Treatment Rule (EPA 815-R-97-002), Small System Compliance 
Technology List for the Surface Water Treatment Rule and Total 
Coliform Rule (EPA 815-R-98-001), Small System Compliance 
Technology List for the Non-Microbial Contaminants Regulated 
Before 1996 (EPA 815-R-98-0021, and Variance Technology Findings 
for Contaminants Regulated Before 1996 (EPA 815-R-98-003) 

Chemical-Specific ARARs: 

40 CFR Part'l41 - Federal Safe Drinking Water Act Maximum 
Contaminant Levels (MCLs) 
42 U.S.C. 55 300F et. seq., Safe Drinking Water Act 
6 NYCRR Parts 700-705, NYS Surface Water Standards 



6 NYCRR Part 703, Groundwater Standards for Class GA groundwater 
33 U.S.C. 55 1251-1387, Clean Water Act 
10 NYCRR Part 5 - New York State Sanitary Code for Drinking Water 
Location-Specific ARARs: 

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) 
Executive Order 11988 - Flood Plain Management 
Executive Order 11990 - Protection of Wetlands 
40 CFR 6 Apx. A (Policy on Implementing Executive Order 11990) 
EPAfs 1985 Statement of Policy on Floodplains/Wetlands Assessments 
for CERCLA Actions 
6 NYCRR Part 662, New York State wetland protection provisions 

To-Be-Considered: 

NYSDEC TAGMs 4046 - Hazardous Materials Soil Cleanup Levels 
Air Guide I - NYSDEC Control of Toxic Ambient Air Contaminants 
NYC 1905 Water Supply Act 
Local Law Filing, New York State Department of State, re: Town of 
Marbletown, Local Law no. 3, a local law to mandate necessary fire 
flows in new water districts 

Cost-Effectiveness 

A cost-effective remedy is one whose costs are proportional to its 
overall effectiveness (NCP SS300.430 (f) (1) (i) (8) 1 .  Overall 
effectiveness is based on the evaluations of: long-term 
effectiveness and permanence; reduction in toxicity, mobility, and 
volume through treatment; and short-term effectiveness. Based on 
the comparison of overall effectiveness to cost, the selected 
remedy meets the statutory requirement that Superfund remedies be 
cost-effective (NCP §§300.430(f) (1) (ii) (D)) . . 
Each of the alternatives has undergone a detailed cost analysis. 
In that analysis, capital costs and OhM costs have been estimated 
and used to develop present-worth costs. In the present-worth cost 
analysis, annual costs were calculated for 30 years (estimated life 
of an alternative) using a five percent discount rate (consistent 
with the NYSDEC FS and Proposed Plan). For a detailed breakdown of 
costs associated with the selected remedy, please see TABLES 15-17. 

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment 
Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practicable 

EPA has determined that the selected remedy represents the maximum 
extent to which permanent solutions and treatment technologies can 
be utilized. The selected remedy utilizes permanent solutions to 



address the groundwater contamination, provision of a drinking 
water supply, and soil contamination problems at the Site. The 
selected remedy represents the most appropriate solution at the 
Site because it provides the best balance'of trade-offs among the 
alternatives with respect to the evaluation criteria. 

Preference for Treatment: as a Principal Element 

The statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment as a 
principal element is satisfied through the use of treatment 
measures to reduce the volume and mobility of contaminated 
groundwater in the aquifer. 

Five-Year Review Requirements 

Because this remedy will not result in hazardous substances, 
pollutants, or contaminants remaining on-site above levels that 
allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, but will take 
more than five years to attain remedial action objectives and 
cleanup levels in the groundwater, a policy review may be conducted 
no less often than each five years after completion of the 
construction of the remedial action components for the Site to 
ensure that the remedy is, or will be, protective of human health 
and the environment. 

DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES 

There were no significant changes from the preferred remedy 
presented in the Proposed Plan. It should be noted however, that 
the cost of the selected remedy has increased from about 
$13,885,000 to about $14,854,000 from the cost presented in the 
Proposed Plan. This is due to 1) the inclusion of additional 
properties to the proposed water service area since the Proposed 
Plan was released; 2 )  including costs for maintaining the GAC 
systems and monitoring private well water quality until the public 
.water supply system is operational which were inadvertently omitted 
from the original estimate, and 3) an increase in the volume of 
soil requiring excavation. 

In addition, at the request of the Town of Marbletown, the use of 
treated groundwater from the groundwater extraction and treatment 
system as a backup water supply will be considered during the 
remedial design. 

Alternative AWS-3 was revised to include institutional controls 
which may be employed to prevent future use of the bedrock aquifer 
in the impacted or threatened area. 
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MONITDRINC .. '. .>. . , , .:.. ,. , . ., , : . , ,,-.,, ..,<! >:<?, :.,. b,>.:.'.-:&.::::. : '. 

.+-..:.? . ,.-*L,-:' ;.;:: .,.. &:r.~... , . . :.:;i ;::-. "NYSDEC : . . MRMW-5 MRMW-5.'. ' M R W - 5 8  ~ R k w a b : ~ ~  M R ~ * B  DL) .:%M&~B:DUPRL~.(-,*~~~~$S~@ .T 
May-97 hc.gX: . . : Mq47 , .  . . , ; . . + : .  2-?.. ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ D & D S  p) 

i.. . I  .,.. 2: ::: . : ' , . ; :I,.,':!; ;.:+ &:* . . . .. " . . ... 
, . . (...; - . .  ,.A 1. . 

v o u n L E  ORGANICS (pg11) 
Melhylene chloride 
Acelooa 
1.1-Cichloroelhykns 
1.1-DLchloroeLane 
l.l.1-Tdchloroelhane 
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VOLATILE ORGANICS (pgn) IM. 35 1:q 
Melhylew ch!t+.de NO 34 1 
Acelone ND ND 
1.1 -Diloroelhylens 31 410 
1.1.Dkhlomelhane 0.91 120 J 
1.1.1-Ttichlomthane 51 4.900 
1.2-Diihnmtham ND ND 
C a r h  Ie lnch lda  NO ND 
Bmzena ND NO 
1.2-DiihnmIhylann (ldal) ND ND 
Chlomfm ND NO 
Trichlormlhybna 4 I '2301 
1.1.2-TlicNomethw ND ND 

NO ND 
l . l . 2 - T ~ I . 2 , 2 . t r M u m t h a w  ND ND 

- - . . . 

sr*, nffis l.l.l)cvoa. 
b . F ~ ~ ~ d h . s ~ . d r n s  
I - EslnUd oong*lrMlon. mwp.l&b.*r wmtmb h a .  - E . l m . l . d ~ r M i m ;  GUUS a l l r M k 4  r-. 

M . O W M  smp* W l o .  
NO -Not &IMM Y w h l ( u 1  &lMm ma 



ON 
ON 
ON 
ON 
Isr  
ON 
ON 
ON 
ON 
ON 
0% 
I t r  
12% 
ow 
ON 

!MI* 



VOLATILE ORGANICS (pgll) 
Methyleva chloride 
ACEIOM 
1.1-Dichlmlhylens 
1.1-Drhloroelhane 
l . l . l -Tr!dk~elhan 
1.2-DWlomeVune 
Carbon IelmdkMe 
0mzema 
l . 2 - ~ l h y l a m  (lola0 
cnlworom, 
T * ~ l h V l w  
1.I.2Jl"chlomtlunS 
Tduem 
1.1.2-T~FI.2.2-IrilluoroeIhsM 
X y h e  

(DL 5 11 
29) b ND 
ND ND 
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. . . . .  . . 
: ..' . . 

MONITORING ' NYSDEC 
&LL NO: MRMW-7R MRMWd0 MRMWdB M R M W ~ B  .; MRMW-9 ,UIRMW-9 M R W - S ~  C U S S  GA 
DATE: Miq:98 Sep-97 Des.97 , ~ i p s a .  5 . ~ 9 7  hs -97  . . . * .  .. . I . sep-97 . ' STANDARDS (c) . . I. 
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MONITORING 
WELL NO: 
DATE: 

NYSDEC 
MRMW-6~ MRMW-98 MRMW-108 MRMW-i08' MRMW-108 MRMW-it C U S S  01 

Dee-97 May.08 Sap97 'Dee-97 May-90 SWp97 TANDARDS 
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.- 

s. 
.. . , .:. 8 

. . .  ! .. , ' ., .:?.'>pllnd Dupof . ,':.., ' .. ,. z:. . . ,  ,.:. 
MONITORING '!+,. . . .:"; W.H] ' ' '* ' : . ,  . .:++: . ... . . 

.*%uNo~ . ,  ,+!,  . .. . . !;: MRMW-I~C MRW-1'1 M R M W - ~ ~ B  MRMW-~~* -  MRMW+B . ~MW-~I@:: DL '. . .&.+I+ - NY~DEc' 
. . . ., . ... 

DAW. .. . !Sop-97 , , . .Des:97 .Sep:97 -. kc-971". . ' Map91 .- ' my-98 :.?: :TAMARDS ( 
i:.. , ~.: .:. .. . .  . . .. ..,::... ,; .: .. . . . . . ::,.. ,:;,! . . .  , 

VOUTlLE ORGANICS (pgfl) 
Melhykm Chloride 





.. 
$ 1 9 '  UN ON ON ON ON ON ON E l l  -9 
:: ..lW.ffi. f q S  ON ON ON ON ON ON -1-V 
1:. ' O'S ' ON ON aN ON ON ON ON W W l W l - 1 ' 1 ' 1  

. i:! 0's. ..... I q  s ON ON l q  L Isoc ON ON PWWI e u m t o w  
i::: 0 ' 5 . ~  .. 
: / .  . ' ON ON ON ON ON ON ON W ~ f i 4 l W . O - l ' I  . , .... .,: . . (UBI(1 SllNVDUO 37UVlOA 
I.: 
. . . . . . .  . . ..:I, . . : . . . . . . . :  ..< is.. . . . : . .'c .::. ' ;. 

S O  . 06-m .. .:, L ~ W ~  ' . ;.:..L+d.s . "'"; &;i )WON . p - ( - ~ a  ' : L S - ~ ~ S  :.:. . . :uva 
MSSVI~ .! M N ~ B  . n ~ n a  X N m B  X N ~ B  )INmB ' . )INVIE :. XNVlE : U W W M V d  

.'33OSAN . . -  d lU . ' dl= . dWI ' , dlU dlU . .  01314.. . ::. I . : . .  . .:' I 



METALS ( w w  
ALuninum 
Anlimoy 
AIaenic 
Badm 
bryilium 
C.dmium 
Caldun 
Chmniwn 
cchk 
-ppa 
Ian 
Lead 
M W *  
Manparaw 
Mwaw 
Nickd 
Polssrium 
Selsnkun 
S i b  
Sodium 
ThaEm 
vanadium 
zinc 
Cyanide 

TOTAL 
16.600 N 

ND 
3.0 6 
291 

0 . u  B 
ND 

236.000 
35 
73 
96 

32.000 
19NR 
47.600 
7.290 

ND 
106 

4.480 B 
N D W N  

NO 
18,MO 
N D W N  

29 8 
165 
ND 

TOTAL 
5.050 

ND 
3.3 6 
145 6 
0.78 6 

ND 
2lS.wo 

8.0 6 
1 5 8  
29 

10,200 
9.7 

44.300 
2,090 

ND 
59 

1.890 6 
1.6 6 
ND 

17.000 
ND 

23 B 
56 . 

TOTAL 
4.130 

NO 
2.7 B 
115 B 
ND 

0.65 B 
237,000 

5.6 B 
m B 
18 B 

7,400 
ND 

43.200 
446 
NO 

31 B 
2.130 
ND N 
NO 

16.400 
NO 

7) B 
42 
NO 

TOTAL 
ND 
NO 
NO 
80 6 
ND 

3.5 6 
179.000 

ND 
ND 

3.3 6 
138 
1.8 6 

20.700 
14 6 
ND 
14 6 
ND 

1.86 
ND ' 

14.700 
ND 
12 6 
14 6 

b 
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TOTAL 
127 B 
ND 

5.0 8 
162 B 
ND 
NO 

136.WO 
3.0 B 
4.8 B 
8.0.B 
133 
2.6 B 

14.100 
42 

0.67 
6.8 B 
7108 
NO 

1.9B 
17.300 

ND 
ND 
22 
ND 





ON 
8 I1  
ON 
ON 

OWL 
ON 

N ON 
8 000 

ON 
ON 
SZ 

8 096% 
ON 
051 
ON 
ON 
ON 

wo'ce 
8 ZS'O 

ON 
8 91 
ON 
ON 
599 

l V 1 0 1  

ON 
SO 

E 01 
N ON 
OCB'B 
ON 

N M a N  
E OIC'Z 

E SC 
ON 
09s 

010'9 
UNZ'O 
OOC'Cb 

BZ 
8 OC 

21 
000'801 

ON 
8 6C'O 
E Z6 
E 1'1 
ON 

N OEZ'B 
l V 1 0 1  

* 
ZZ 

8 11 
MEC'1  
WV'OZ 
aN 
ON 
ON 

E ZE 
ON 

OW'I 
m ' c 1  

8'c 
8 ts 
E C'C 
E Z l  
ON 

OW611 
aN 

E 2'1 
E ZC 
E 9'1 
ON 
ON 

1v101 

LC2 
6 OC 

NMON 
00S'OL 

ON 
NMON 
E 068'1 

88 
ON 

0 1 C'Z 
W9'tZ 
UN62 
OOO'OC 

SEb 
BL 
BE 

000'66t 
ON 

E 2'1 
osz 

E CS 
ON 

N 008'SZ 
1 V 1 0 1  
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METALS (wn) TOTAL 
Aluminum 292 
Antimony ND 
Arsenic 2.3 B 
Barium 151 6 
Beryllium NO 
Cadmium ND 
C;lk%m 109.000 
Chromium NO 
Cobah 6.9 B 
Copper 23 B 
iron 810 
Lead 6.1 
Magnesium 16.000 
~andansse 22 
Mercury ND 
Nickel ND 
Potassium 4.320 B 
Seknlum 3.7 B 
Siker 5.4 8 
Sodium 16.900 
Thallium NDW 
Vanadium 8.2 B 
Zinc 53 
CyanMe 6 

TOTAL DISSOLVE 
24 6 NO 

TOTAL 
457 
ND 
15 

158 6 
ND 

0.54 B 
ll1,WO 

2.1 6 
22 B 
16 B 
836 
6.5 

17.900 
16 B 
ND 

8.7 6 
7.100 
ND N 
8.7 B 

14,000 
ND 

1.6B 
42 
ND 

TOTAL 
348 
ND 

2.1 6 
173 6 
ND 
ND 

65.700 
5 4  B 
ND 
55 

1,710 
2.8 8 

17.000 
31) 
ND 
27 B 

3.420 B 
2.8 B 
9.3 6 

4.460 6 
NOW 
ND 
22 
* 

. . . . . . . . . .  . - . . . . . .  . . . .  . , . :': ,. :;,,+ : ' , TOTAL . . . .. : . , ..., 
84 B -,@ ;,, . i 4 ': :: '.,. . ., 7. . .::.is . ;<$v :. . , ... . . . .  ND 'MA, ;. ... 3 ........... 



METALS 
Aluminum 
Antimony 
Arsenic 
Barlum 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium 
Coball 
C o p w  
Iron 
Lead, 
Magnesium 
Manganese 
Mercuty 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 
Silver 
Sodium 
Thallium 
Vanadium 
Zinc 

DISSOLVED 
53 B 
3.7 B 
2.9 8 
W B 
NO 
NO 

120.m 
ND 

1.7 B 
2.7 B 
26 B 
NO 

1 I 6 W  
3.1 B 
ND 

3.2 B 
732 B 
ND 

1.6 B 
13.8c.l 

NO 
1.38 
145 

TOTAL TOTAL 
153 B 184 B 
ND NO 
ND 3.7 B 

158 B 1 M  B 
0.10 B 0.14 B 

ND ND 
76.4W n 1 . m  

ND NO 
ND ND 
17 B 18 B 
183 106 
NO ND 

16.900 17.4W 
9.3 B 11 B 
ND ND 

4.1 B 4.9 B 
798 8 698 B 
ND N NO N 
3.2 B 1.9 8 
5.790 6.010 

NO ND 
NO ND 
17 B 7.3 B 

TOTAL 
70 8 

ND 
4.9 B 
95 B 
NO 
NO 

83.900 
2.6 B 
NO 

7.4 8 
10300 

NO 
15.5W 

174 
NO 

3.5 B 
7690 
NO 
NO 

7.950 
NO 
NO 
38 

. ~. - . ,  . , . . .  . .: ;.:,-; , ., :!.; ' . . . . . . . . . . . . .  TOTAL DISSOLVED . . . .  : . .  . . . .  . . .  .;. 
839 45B . . .  6.0-1WO : . . . .  .. 1 . k ~  ..? 

. .,..{.f . .: 

NO ND ' ,  . . WA . : :  ;'. .'. ! fi$ ' "' . 
r . .  . 

76 26 ic.r,.~o . .  : "  ?.<2s ..' ... . . 
954 827 , - 1~XsoO ' :)a i.: ', ':,;:%lt.OOb.' . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NO ND . . <10 :,,,:; .,: ,;....::!.3.0W...:,.. 

. . . . . .  " NO NO . . 1 0  ;, fl!s.:::. .> ( 9. . . 
45.6W 42.MX) 1.0~1sa.000 i t '  : : . : ' ; ;~Ns! 

7.7 B ; ., .i' *1.&5.0 . .,,;.. . . &,?: .-m. '..: 
. . . .  . 2.6 B NO . . .to ..,.... .:-'rl . : .. : .: N9.i. . ... -. . 

. . . . .  . .  16 B ND .. <l.OJo . . . 
. .  . 27,600 1.0~0 10to.m 

.... .... 25 NO <,5 " ' . "  7 , ; -  
. . . . ..p ': ... 

. . . .  8.980 8 L W  1 . ~ 5 0 . 0 0 0  f . h j w 0 p V  
679 317 <1.&1.WO ' ..,, . i :; *mr, NO ND Sl.0 . . . :'.;!0.7.,. . , r e .  

3.9 B ND 4OM ...... ;:;.+a 
4.430 B 4.290 B ,- .s : . ':',, !NS 

ND ND '<l.D-lo :.' . . . . ;?I 
ND ND ~ 5 . 0  . : -'= 

30,300 30.900 50Q120,WO . : . .: h.OM 
ND ND NIA ' :o.si;v 
ND NO . <1.&10 . ...I r.NS 

.. I .  

29 6.5 B ClD-2.WO .2WOGV 
Cyanlde NO ND NO . NIA . - 
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METALS fpgll) TOTAL 
Aluminum 133 B 
Antimony ND 
Arsenic 20 
Barium 432 
Beryllium ND 
Cadmlum ND 
Calcium 21.604 
Chromium ND 
Cobail ND 
Copper 3.9 B 
Iron 14.200 
Lead 2.1 B 
Maghslum 4.970 6 
Manganese 331 
Mercury ND 
Nickel ND 
Polasslum 8.860 
Selenium ND N 
Silver ND 
Sodium 31,400 
Thallium ND 
Vanadium ND 
Zinc 9.2 6 

TOTAL DISSOLVE 
564 55 B 

TDTAL 
3.990 

ND 
9.9 6 
76 B 
0.18 6 

ND 
25.500 
3.9 6 
2.0 B 
7.4 6 
5,010 
2.6 6 
5.230 
140 
ND 
3.9 6 
2.780 6 
ND N 
ND 

21.800 
ND 
0.0 B 
24 

TDTAL 
955 
ND 
5.6 6 
154 6 
ND 
ND 

28.700 
1.4 6 
4.2 6 
8.1 6 
24.200 
12 

5.910 
674 
ND 
5.5 6 
2.790 6 

ND 
ND 

20,800 
ND 
NO 
39 

DISSOLVED 
ND 
ND 
ND 
109 6 
ND 
ND 

24.400 
ND 
ND 
ND 
125 
ND 

5.160 
223 
ND 
ND 

2.320 6 
ND 
ND 

19.600 
NO 
ND 
4.3 6 

TOTAL 
36 B 
ND 
4.0 6 
44 6 
ND 
ND 
7.470 

ND 
ND 
ND 
5,8110 

NO 
3.390 6 
1W 
ND 
ND 

17.300 
ND N 
NO 

28,600 
ND 
ND 
12 6 

. .. 
' .. . . , . .  .. .. . ,  

TOTAL DISSOLVED f': . : ..A 

. .  . . .,.... ... 
ND . . .  <s.o-1- . . , .  ' NS 

Cyanide ND ND + ND ND 6 ND ND + -. --  - NIA 200 .- .. - . - 



:. . 0 . .  " 
.'2 ; . .: ow-or , . 

. . og,, . , ; :. ., vi ,,, ! .!$ 

a 6 1  
ON 
ON 

m ' 1 1  
ON 

N ON 
a  006.2 
a 0'1 
ON 
w e  

WL'ZZ 
ON 

OLt'b 
a 0'1 
a 81 
ON 

000'LB 
ON 
ON 

BPLl 
a c t  
ON 

BZZ W Z  a  OZ 
ON 
ON 

WI'L 
ON 

N ON 
a 06S'C 

ON 
ON 
SZC 

00L'CL 
ON 

009'6 b 
a 9.2 
8 L'l 
ON 

OOP'CL 
ON 
ON 

0 89L 
a m  
ON 

a  ZZ1 
lV101 

92 
ON 
ON 

Oi6'L 
ON 
ON 

090'9 
a  Z'S 
ON 
089 

006'Zl 
C1 

OOS'8C 
a  S l  
a  C'6 
a  9'v 
006'69 

ON 
ON 
602 

a  s'v 

LC 
ON 
ON 

00P'Ol 
ON 
ON 

a  O M ' t  
a  Z'9 
ON 
BSZ 

001'12 
ON 
CB1 

a 2'1 
a C l  
ON. 

009'LO 
ON 
ON 

a  2P1 
a l.v 

0 21 
a 9-1 
ON 

009'6 
ON 
ON 

a  OE'C 
8 1'9 
ON 
162 

OW'IZ 
ON 

04C'L 
a m  
a 81 
a  Z'c 
WZ'O6 

ON 
ON 

a  Lv l  
L'c 
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MONITORING . . .  .. . ,  . ' .  NATURAL AMBIENT . . ; . NSDEC 
WELL NO.: MR~W-IZB MRW-126 MRMW-126 MRMW-136 MRMW-130 M R ~ & ~ B  GROUNDWATER 

1, ,..** .::;cll*ss:m . 
$ATE: ' '. Sep-97' . !:pep97 ,; 'D~c-97 SepJ7 .I"" " . . .-Sep-97 . ..... ' DOC-97 , . . :'bltN-&E$(n)' . . , ' . S ~ N D A R D ~ ( C ) .  . . 

METALS (pgn) TOTAL DISSOLVE 
Aluminum 91 6 ND 

. . , .. , X~ . ,. .~ - . . . , : , , .:,. 
0 . ,  . . . .. ..;. .. .. . . .. . 1?4.-, . .  : ..+:..I: ., 

TOTAL . ' . . . .  i. - - 
Antimony ND 
Arsenk 21 
Barlum 324 
Beryllium ND 
Cadmlum ND 
Cakium 50.300 
Chromium 1.1 6 
Coball 37 6 
Copper 3.3 6 
Iron 25.900 
Lead- 4.9 
Magnesium 5.380 
Manganesn 2WO 
Mercury ND 
Nickel 5.0 6 
Polassium 1.610 e 
Selenium ND 
Silver ND 
Sodium 8,270 
Thallium ND 
Vanadium ND 
Zinc 31 

TOTAL 
48 6 
ND 
25 
322 
ND 
ND 

32.000 
1.9 6 
29 6 
5.3 6 

3a.400 
2.8 6 

3.1106 
1.510 

ND 
5.9 B 

3.120 6 
NDN 
ND 

8.340 
ND 
ND 
36 

TOTAL DISSOLVE 
ND ND 
ND ND 
20 19 

90 6 89 6 
ND ND 
ND ND 

4 9 . W  48.900 
ND . ND 
ND ND 
ND ND 

ND C5.0 -1000''. ':. ;.. , '- NS : 
ND 

.i: .. . 
NIA . . . . 3.0 ':. 

ND 
2.0 6 
ND 

2,490 
ND 

9.200 
127 
ND 
ND 

916 6 
NDN 
NO 

l 8 . m  
ND 
ND 
11 6 

. 4.0-5.0"' 
<lo . ..: 

<1.'&30.. ' 

lo-lblorro. 
<I5 .: 

1.odo-50.000 
<l.o-l;ooO 

i1.0" ' 
40-50 

i.wii1o.m 
4.0-10 

6 . 0 ,  : 
500126.000 

NIA 
<1 .~10 ' '  

+142.000 

10 , 4: 

. . 50 :.:. 
. . 20.006 

. - . ' O . S O V  ' .  . .  . 
' NS.. 

. ~nxro GV 



TABLE 2 (Page 21 of 22) 

.......... - - ........ ... -.. - 
I '  . i. . 

MONlTDdlNG , 
. . 

.!.:, : - 1  NATURAL AMBIENT , ; ., ? '  U~~~~ . ' 

WELL NO.:' : M R ~ - 1 4 8  M R W - l i ~ - ~ k ~ - l i  . i  ...... 'MRPW-1 MRPW-2 MRI+:Z GROUNDWATER f ; :  :. . +&s : 
DATE: ,.. ~ i t p 9 7  ' ' :. SepS7'., :Dee-97 ' MWi97 Sep97 . ~ 6 g 9 7  .... . . . .  ! . . . . . .  ... ': 'RANG'ES(I~) .,... ..' r;. . ;STI'NDARDS'~C) ... . - * .  . . . . . .  ,.,?f." . . . .  . I ... 

. . . .  .......... : . :.: 
0 '. -. . 8 7 . , .. : 

1 TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL DISSOLVED ' .  . . . . . . . .  . :: . _  I .:.. . . .  
: ........... 24 B ND 2.030 NO <5.0-1oM) . . ; :. I 

NO 37 B ND 3.7 8 NIA I ? 'la * 

METALS fuo/ll TOTAL DISSOLVE .. - . 
Aluminum 55 B 
Anliiony ND 
Arsenic 3.6 B 
Barium 3,800 
Berytlium ND 
Cadmium ND 
Calcium 42.300 
Chromium ND 
Cobail 6.4 B 
Copper 2.2 B 
Iron 9.410 
Lead ND 
~ag&sium 10.500 
Manganese 557 
Mercury ND 
Nickel 3.3 B 
Polasrium 2.380 B 
Selenium ND 
Siver ND 
Sodium 21.100 
Thallium ND 
Vanadium NO 
Zinc 8.3 a 

. .~. . . :L.,-.- . . .  . . 4.0-30 '??: ' , p,,: . : 25 .. 
. . . . .  lo-& i '  ' . . : y . o w '  , , . . 

. :  . . . . . . . .  4 0  . . 4 .  ?:;.!j:oGv . . .  . . .  . . . . . . .  < l a  . . ? '  #.. : s  .:. .:::!-NS . ' 1,OM)-15o.aM) ' ' . . .  . . 4.0-5.0 . . w . . 
<10 ,: - . . "" ' ' .  . . 2 .  NS. 

. 4.030 . . .  ..'.;'.&: m. 
10-10.m ' :-jJbWm, 

<15 . . . .  :.',:.jr, . ' 

1.oobso.m 

. . .  
ND b NIA 200 -- . . -- 
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. . ... MONITORING . . TRIP '. : '&!p NATURAL AWBI'ENT . ; . $,: NSDECi; . . . . . . . .  WELL Nh:, . . .  M$Pw-~' . >BLANK . ....,.. .. ::' i . . :  BLANK . GRDU~DWA~ER . :, . ..+, ,,=~$s.OA: ;. .. i - 
,DATE: . . . . . . . .  Dec-97 .! .. ,::Sqp97!::. : Dec-97 . . :~U;NGES'("~. - ' . ;. " ',:::.?.STANDARDS (c) : . . .  -.. .. !: 

: . .  , . . . . .  . . . . .  . . . . . . : . .  ' 8 :  . . . .  I.' ! . !  . :  . ,  :' I . . . . .  :;<. ;:. . . . . . . .  _ . ,  . ... . . . . . . .  :_. . . . .  : . c  ... ..&., .. , :  . ' 

,,. . 
. N S  

METALS (pgll) TOTAL 
Aluminum 49 B 
Anthony NO 
Arrenlc 3.4 8 
Barium 84 B 
Beryllium ND 
Cadmium NO 
Calcium 83.100 
Chromium NO 
CobaH NO 
C o p w  90 
Iron 115 
Lead- 3.8 
Magneslum 9.600 
Manganese 9.5 B 
Mercury NO 
Nickel ND 
Polasslum 11.600 
Selenium NO N 
Silver NO 
Sodium 11,900 
T h a K i  ND 
Vanadium ND 
Zinc 204 

TOTAL 
ND 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
ND 
NO 
ND 
ND 
NO 
ND 
NO 
ND 
NO 
NO 
ND 
NO 
ND 

TOTAL 
NO 
NO 
NO 
ND 
NO 
ND 
NO 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 



I I 

TABLE 3 (Page 1 of 9 )  

Project: ~ohonk Road Site . ' 1 .  . . 
.. . . . 

. ::. ... :,:>q Sampling Date: 0kober 4 through 12,1999 .%- ... .....&. .. .... -* :.,# . . 
SAMPLE #/CONCENTRATION (pg/L) 

Acetone 

4-Melhy-Z.Penarnne 101 U J I U 
2.Hesnenc I 

J I  U J l  U 
101 U 1 I u I u I U - 

0 e!ncnlorocmne I 101 u I u 
I U J I  U 

1 .1 .2.2.Te'n~~lcroe1nane I 101 U I U I U I U I U 
I U 

iiciuene I 
I 

I u u 
101 U I U 

I U I U 

I C * l C X ~ x r n e  I 101 U 
i U I U I U I U 

I U 
8 - I u I u 

-.I 
::?v*̂ =cne I 101 u 

I U 
I U 

I U 
rc. -.!Te-.e I 101 u 

I u I u I U I U 
I U 

I7c:al Xyeces I 101 u 
I u I u 

I 
I u 

U I u 
I u. 

i : .22ic.?.(croe!nene (rctaq 1 101. U I U I U I U I 

1 
2 I U 

27.8 X DIF 
I u I u I U 

U - r .cn le !c :e  ccmpound 
C - :=--wucd le!ez:ed in the aswrialcd Mefkcd Blank 
.' - CS::;Pa!F.: M,Ue 

' .. . . .  . . . . . . 
.. - . a--.;-,:- . .,.- 2 

6 - re;ec:ea c:mpcund 



Projed: Mohonk Road Site. 
. 

. : . .  , 

Sampling Date: 'October 4 throuah 12. 1999 ' - . . 
t SAMPLE #CONCENTRATION (pgR) 

. - . . 
McJlcd W a ~ a  Water W U a  WUcr W u a  W d a  
-on MRMW-4 MRMW-SR mMw . Limit 

-!W MRMW-7R RIN-003 TBo3 
961555 

0.0 
961551 961563 961557 . 961537 

a0 0.0 a0 0.0 
%lMO 

M 



- 
Project:. Mohank Road Site .: : 

. . . . 

L' . ncndeceed compwnd 
E - CO~Dound d e t u : d  in me a s w i a t c l  Memod Blank 
J . eS:IPIUlM value 
... .. .I.. ,_i . . ._. ._. .  . . . . . .  . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . .  
F: . re;e::n compound 



-- SAMPLE tXONCENTRATION (pg5) 
Method Waca Wa~er Wata Water Water 
L*etion ERT-1 I mT.2 ERT -3 ERT-3P I ERT-l 

L 

U . non4e len  cornpoum 
3 .  CsmFOUM dCleclCd in me asurialed Melhod Blank L ! . cs:lmale value 
,A . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . .  _ 



. 
# 

I M L L  -) L r 6 & e  * A  '' 
Project: Mohonk Road Industrial Plant Site 1 
Sampling Date: Odober 4 - 5, 1999 

1 

I 
I 
1 
I 
J 
J 
'J 
J 



TABLE 3 (Page 6 of 9 )  L Project M O ~ O *  Road Industrial Plant Site 

I Sampling Date: Odober 6 - 7, 1999 
SAMPLE #/CONCENTRATION (UGR) 

immlman Wucr Wuer Wuer Water W u a  WIW 
t k k a k n  ERT- I ERT-2 ERT-3 ERTJ W - 1 3 B  MRMW-4 
~ ' i l  (DL) 961549 961542 96 1548 % 1536 961530 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
961555 

1 .o 1.0 1 .o 1 .a 1 .o 1 .o 

I 35.1 I 234 I m  w l w  I u J I  u J 
Anthony 

301 J 
1.8 21 8 1 220 8 3.9 8 ( . 8.7 8 1 U U 

Arscnic I 7.6 U I U U 1 U 1 14.1 U 
' 03 167 8 1  1% -8 ZQ I 9a.s 8 l ss.9 8 ssa e 

B c y l l i w  0.2 1 U I U U 1 U I u 
, Cadmium u u u u 

u 
0.3 1 1 

- - Cduum- 10.9 I IcSCa, I- 1 U .  
u 

987W 
_Chrmnium 

1 s m l  
1.5 I 14.3 1 6.9 8 U 

I 
1.7 8 1  

Cobalt 
3.6 0 1 

I 
3-53 

0.6 U 1 u I U I u 1 1.8 8 1  11.6 0 
LCopper 1 1 2 l u  
; I r a  

1 2 . 2  e l  u I u I u I 9.0 8 
227 1 1110 J I  941 J (  50.1 W (  27.8 BJ1 19% J (  849 J 

11.c2c 
, -- -. I 1.5 I 1.9 BJ 1 2.0 8J 1 U J I  U J I  U 1 1.7 0JI 
Myncsium 1 8 . 3  I 14800 - ---- 1 l m  I 16503 I 13803 1 8 4 4  I %U 

0.2 1 15.7 i 18.3 
I 

1 3.3 0 1  1.5 0 1  108 
I 0.1 I U 

I 
1 u 

I 
I U 1 0.11 0 1  u 

Nickel 
1 0.10 8 

I 1.1 I 10.9 8 1  6.9 8 1  2.6 0 1  2.8 8 1  1.3 0 1  53.8 J /  
~ o ~ v s i u m  I 8 u '  1 6 %  8 1  5% 8 1  w 8 1  a a I  7% 8 1  7 a  8 1  

1 1.4 1 U 
S1lver 

I u I u I u I U I u 
1 0.9 1 U I U I U I u I u I U 
I '  6% I l l a o o  I seao I 1- 

I 
I 101w 1 m a  I 2- 

1 2.5 1 u 
Vmadlum 

I u I U I u I u 
I 0.8 I u 

I u 
! U I u u I u I u 

.r.c C i 3.1 I u J I  7.3 MI u J I  u J I  J 1 19.3 tu 

: c r p i c  QudScs L 
. non-celec:M cm-(I 
es:lmIM n lue  
beheen lbt mswment de!ecuon hmd (IOL) 1- m a  tne conlnn rquuw detecaon iimt (CROL) 
. re;ectM comwund 

L 



IAI(LL > {rage 4 0 s  7 )  

Project Mohonk Road Industrial Plant Site 

Sampling Date: October 6 - 7, 1999 

U - non-delecd wmpcund 
J . estmtCd value 
0 - belwecn b e  'nttn~ment deleeon limn (IOL) 

and Ule contncl rquired ddectian timP (CRDL) 
R - r e j e e d  compound 

- SAMPLE #/CONCENTRATION (UGR) A 

Total Metals . 

P a e n (  sobds 
OUu(ia Faaw 

Lhit@L) 

Aluminum 1 15.1 I 5 0 4 J  

W&a 
MRM~-.~R 

961551 
0.0 
1 .O 

R I U J U 

Wuer 
MRMW-7~ 

961557 
0.0 
1 .o I 

Wuer 
m a 3  
961537 

0.0 
1.0 

Antimcuy 1.0 U 
Anar& I I 7.6 U . 
BYium 0.3 241 
Bayllium 1 02 I U 

Wata 
m-004 
962 193 

on 
1.0 

Irun I 22.7 i 5% J (  ZXU J 1 28.1 BJ) 33.1 B )  I J 
1 1  .csd ! 1.5 1 U J l  6.5 J (  U J (  

I 

Mapenurn 
1.6 0 1  

1 . 8.3 1 8950 
I 

Mmplew 
I SYX 1 26.5 8  I 25.4 8  1 I I 

1 0.2 1 49.8 1 116 
Mercury 1 1 u 1 0.35 B  I 

0.1 I u I U I u 
I 

I u J l  
I 

Nickel I 1.1 1 14.2 0  1 124 6 ( I U 
Potassium 

I u 
(122 I 487 8 1  11m 0 1  U 

I I 
Sclnium 

I u 
1 3.4 I U 

I 
I U 

I 

Silvcr 
I u I u I 

3 
1 0.9 1 U 

I 
I u I u 

Sodium 
I u 

I '  b55 I 11203 I m U 
I 

I 
I U 

I 

Thallium 2.5 I U  1 U 1 0  I U  
I 

;Vanadium 
I I 

9 
0.8 ' 1 U I I 0  ( 1.0 8 1  1.9 0 1  

[Zinc I 3.1 1 U J  1 13.1 BJ( U  J l  u J I  
I 
I 

1. 

I Cadmium 0.3 
Calcium 1 .  10.9 

I Chromium IS 
Cobalt 0.6 

3.5 0  
U 

160 B 
U 
u 

95700 
15.0 

u 
82x0 
IZLI 
3.6 8  

26 0  1 5.3 0  l 
U I U I 
U 1 2 0  0 1  
U I U I -~ - 

u U 
57.4 0  ( 

I 
U I 

U 1 u 
1.4 0 1  

I 
0.94 6 1  1.6 0 )  

14.7 8  1 Zl B 1 3.6 . 0  I I Copper 12 U 



- ' - 

I Project Mohonk Road Industrial Plant Site 
L 

Sampling Date: October 4 - 5, i 999 

I n o r p n ~ c  Qualifim 

nondeleued uunpoum( 
J - eS11maIM ~ I U C  
8 . be*" the mstrumcnt d e t ~ d l ~  Emd (IOL) 

and b e  cMtncI rqulred deledon irmd (CROL) 
- relected compound 



Sampling Date: October 4 - 5. 1999 I 

. . 
and lhe C O n M R  rquired deletion limit (CRDL) 

I? - re;ected ccmpund 









TABLE 6. (Page 2 of 8) 

TEST PIT DATA SUMMARY (July 1997) 
Mohonk Road Ind~~str la l  Plant Slte No.: 356023 

Sample Depth (fi.) 3 3 13.5 10 5.5 2 

VOLATILE ORGANICS (mglkg) 
'Bromomelhane ND ND 0.0040 j ND ND ND 
Acelone 0.75 J ND 0.018 b 0.016 b . 0.017 b 0.014 b 
I ,I-Dlchloroelhylene ND ND 0.0066 j 0.010 j ND 0.00: 
I .I -Dichloroelhane ND N D  ND 0.0060 1 0.0030 J 0.OOd 
1.1.1-Trlchloroelhane ND ND ' " 0.098 0.034 0.0070 1 0.0:~ 

* Ethylbenzene 41 e 61 e 0.041 . NO 0.0020 j Nb 
Toluene 0.17 I) j ND ND ND ND ND 
Xylene (lolal) 210 e 570 d 0.30 0.0040 j 0.013 '0.0020 J 

SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS (mglkg) 
bls(2-Elhylhexyl)phlhalale 1.2 4 0.018 1 ND ND ND 

Nolc: Numberr In bold exceed slanduds. 
' 

"' -As per TAGM 14046, Tolal VOCS < 10 ppm. 
Told SVOCs 4 5W ppm. and IndMdual SVOCs < 50 ppm. 

b - Fwnd h arsos*led blanks. 
e - Esllmaled concenlralbn: m a d .  OCMS ~ ~ b n  m m g m .  
o - V a h  LDrntdnad crlbnatad based on &la vaMaIc4s rqxwt (Appadbr O). 
I - Esllmaled conccnlnlbn; mmpound present bcbwquanll.tbn Yml. 

DL - DMed sample 
ND - Nd delecled 81 uuly(lul delwlbn W 
NS - No standud. 





N&: Nttmbcrs In bold exceed slrndardr 
2 - eased on TOC c4 3605 mglkg. 

) 
- NYSDEC D M s h  Tcchnkal and AddnbInlhn Ouldanca Mctnmndvm (TAGM). 1194. . . - F w n d  h arsoelalcd blmks 

TABLE 0. (Page 4 of 8) 
r 

TEST PIT DATA SUMMARY (July 1997) 
Mohonk Road Industrial Plant Site No.: 356023 

Sample Depth (fi.) . 8 

VOLATILE ORGANICS (mglkg) 
Acelone 0.014 b 
1 .I-Dichloroelhane ND 
1.1.1-Trlchloroelhane 0;0040 j 
Trlchloroelhylene 0.0i2 

. .. 

SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS (mglkg) 
Acenaphthene ND 
Phenanlhrene ND 
Anlhracene ND 
Carbarole ND 
Fluoranlhene ND 
Pyrene ND 
Benzo(a)anlhracene ND 
Chrysene . ND 
Benzo(b)fluoranlhene ND 
Benro(k)fluoranlhene ND 
Benzo(a)pyrene ND 
Indeno(l,2,3-c.d)pyrene ND 
Dibenzo(a,h)anlhracene ND 
Benzo(g.h.l)perylene ND 

NO - Nd dclecled al M~)~IcA del&llm ld. , 

MOL - Melhod dclecllon bnl. 





Sample Depth (It.) 

TAL METALS (mglkg) 
Aluminum 
Anlimony 

! 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium 
~o6a11 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Magnesium 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 
Silver 
Sodium 
Thallium 
Vanadium 
Zinc 
Cyanide 

3 

14,800 
N D N g  

5.7 
52 

0.39 B 
ND 

14.300 
16 

8.8 BN 
11 

20.600 
17Ng 
5.280 

387 N g 
ND 

19 
761 8 
ND 

ND N 
94 B 
ND g 

22 
72 

NDNr 

TABLE 6 (Page 6 of 8) 

TEST PIT DATA SUMMARY (July 1997) 
Mohonk Road Industrial Plant Site No.: 356023 

13.5 

7.850 
N D N g  

7.1 
4 1 

0.28 B 
NO 

32.200 
12 

8.0 B 
16 

19.500 
1 3 N g  
4,010 

418 N g 
NO g 
21 
974 
NO 

ND N 
90 

NO g 
13 
65 

N D N r  

10 

6.420 
N D N g  

7.7 
38 

0.14 B 
ND 

28,900 
9.2 

8.3 B 
14 

16.000 
8.9 B g 
2.640 

507 N g 
NO g 
20 

680 B 
NO 

ND N 
78 B 
ND g 

11 
56 

ND N r 

Note: Numbers In bdd excetd slandards. . Backgrwnd levels for lead range from 4 - 8f ppin h undwcbpad; rural ueaa lo 
200 - 500 ppm h metropolitrn or suburban ueaa a near Nghway. " - Soma lams d Cyanlda are M m p l t x  and slaMe d e  other lam are pH depended 
and heme are very unstable. Site-speclk fum(r) of Cyanlde should be laken hlo 
cmrldcnlkn when es l rM lsh~ .dl ckanup ayeCllvcs. 

(I) -From NYSDEC s d  samples 852601 ad 852606 (Otlobn 1996). 
Ibl - NYSDEC Divlrh Technkal and Adminlslralivc Guldance ~emcwand& ITAGMI 1/94 - . - ,. - 
inj - Dragun. J.. The S d  Chemlslry 01 Hazardan Malerlals. 

-- - -..- "-"~,U"U. 

No - Nd  deleclad at aMlylkal dcleclkn M. 
NIA - Nd  available. 





Aluminum 
Antimony 
Arsenic 
Barlum 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chrornlum 
Cobalt 
C0PPe.f 
Iron 
Lead 
Magnesium 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 
Silver 
Sodium 
Thallium 
Vanadium 
Zinc 
Cyanide 

Sample Depth (fl) 2 

TAL METALS (mglkg) 
17.900 

79 
NDNr 

TABLE 6 ;Page 8 of 8) 

TEST PIT DATA SUMMARY (July 1997) 
Mohonk Road Industrial Plant Sile No.: 356023 

21,600 7,430 
NDNg ND N g 

8.4 6.8 
131 42 

0.79 B 0.23 B 
ND ND 

18,200 27,400 
29 11 
15 8.0 0 
27 17 

35,700 18.200 
16 N g 11 N g  
8.240 2.720 

583 N g 450 N g 
NDg ' NDg 

40 22 
3.040 866 B 
ND ND 

NO N ND N 
153 94 B 

0.97 B g ND g 
34 12 
89 64 

ND N r ND N r 

3.5 

18.500 
NDNg 

9.0 
118 

0.86 B 
ND 

3.540 
24 

10 B 
30 

33.500 
16Ng 
4.640 

523 N g 
ND g 
33 

1.620 
ND 

ND N 
92 B 
ND g 

29 
67 

ND N r 

(q) - Bowm. HA.. Embumadd Chendsby d lha Ekmnls. 
g -Value cmsldwed edhuled bami ondlla valldalcf's repDlt (Appndh G). 
r - Vahre r w l c d  by dala nlMala tul vubk lo shmv magniltide 
B - Value h less UIM lh. conlrad-rcqulred d.(cclbn hl btd 

preak~ Vun Uw W m  dcln(bn MI. 
N - Splkad s a w  r m w q  k nol wUhh cdrd #mils. 

Or cw4aminated W (Appcndtd G). 
se - srt brckg~oud. 
NO - N d  deluted al uulw dcleclbn M. 
NIA - N d  m#ab(c. 

Nolo Numbor In bold c ~ e c c d  slmdards. ... .~ ~ - - ..~ ...- ' - Backgrand lwcls la kad nnpc Rom 4 - 61 ppm h udenloped. nrJ areas to 
200 - SW ppm h mclropdtan a suburban areas of near hlgtrmys. 

" - Some lams of Cy.n(de u e  compltx and dabk M e  d h n  lornn are pH dependent 
and hence are very unstabk Slc-.pccllic lam(r) of Cpnlde should be lahen hlo 
consklerdbn whtn *slaWsMg s d  clearmp oblecllvcs. 

(I) - From NYSDEC sol mnpler 85250l and 852606 (Odobcr 1996). . 
(b) - NYSOEC D M s h  TechkA and AdmMslrw(lve Guldance Memorandun (TAGM). 1/94. 
(n) - 01agun. J.. The So( Chemistry ol Hazardous Maleflals. 





TABLE 8 

Page 1 

Summaly of Chemlcab of Concern and 
MediumSpecific Exposure Point Concentrations . 

Scwnarlo tlmefnme: CurnnMulum 
Medlum: Subrwhm So0 
Exposum Medium: Subaur(scs So!4 

Exposum ' Chemleai of Concen- Concen- Fmqcnny Expmum Exposum StaUsUul 
Polnt Conam Iratlon I d o n  of Point Point Mearum 

Debcted Unlb htestlon Concan- Concen- 
traUon tratlon 

Mln h n  Unlb 

I I I I I I I I 
Subsurheo 1.2-Didlomethene 6/14 0.101 
Soil 

mg"w 95% UCL 





TABLE 8 

Page 3 

Summary of Chemicals of Concern and 
MediumSpecific Exposure Point Concentrations 

1.1-Diehlomethane 0.9 80 54/70 3.9 I USA 

Trichiorwthene c1 40 I @ l  30170 1.4 Upn 

icenarlo Timeinme: CumnUFutun 
Uedlum: Groundwater off the MRIP Propel  
5coasum Medium: Air 

ScHluloTlmehne: CurnrmFutum 
Mdlum: Groundwater ofi the MRlP Properly 
E x m u m  Modlum: Gmundwakr 

E x m u m  
Point 

95% UCL 

95% UCL 

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

95% UCL 

95% UCL - 

Chemical of 
Contan 

kposun  
Point 

tration ( I tntion I units 

ChmIcaI of Concen- Concen- 
Concern (nuon tration 

Dalected Units 

I I I I I I I I 
;round- 1.1-Diloroethene 54/71 10.45 mgh' 95% UCL 
fillet 

Concan- 
bation 

Detected 

1.1-Dichloroethane I ~ 9 / 1  ( 54170 1.25 mglm' 95% UCL 

Concm- 
baUon 
Units 

Fmqwncy 
d 

Datmctlon 

Exposun 
Point 

Concen- 

Exposun 
Point 

Concen- 









TABLE 10 

Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary 

.Ingestion, Dermal 

4nblatlon 

1.1.1- 
Trichl~mm ane 

WP. CNS - NCEA 10199 
ew 

l a m  

- I - I 1 NCEA I 10199 

NA: No inlonnrlkm avrilrble 
NOAEL: NO O b u N a M  Adwnc E U m  L e d  
IRIS: I n l q n M  Risk I n f m W n  S y r m  US. EPA 
HE4ST: HeaM EWccls Assessment Summary h b k l .  US. EPA 
NCEA. Nation* Center for EnvammenUIAueasmN. US. EPA 

Summary of Toxicity Assessment 





TABLE I 1  

Page 2 

Risk Characterization Summary - Noncarcinog.ens 

Scenarlo Tlmelrame: Future 
Receptor Population: Residenl 
Receptor Aae: Adult 

Exposure Exposum 
Medlum Point 

Chemical of Concern Primary Noncrrclnogenlc Hazard Quotlenl 
Target Organ 

IngestIan Inhalation Dermal Exporun Routes 
Tow 

1.1-tiihlorwlhene Lwer 1.5E00 - 4.5E-02 !SEW 

1.1.1-Trichbroelhane - 5.8EW - 1.9E-01 8.OEW 

Trkhlorwlhene - 2.9EM) - 8.8E-02 3.OEOO 

Air I Waler 1.1-Dichlorwlhene Liver I - I - I - I - 
Vapors al 
Showemdad 1.1.1-Trkhlomethana I - - I 4.4E-01 I 4.4E-01 





TABLE 11 I 
Page 4 

Risk Characterization Summary - Noncarcinogens 

~cenarlo'~lmelrame: Current 
Receptor Populalion: Worker 
Receptor Age: Adul 

Medium 

Groundwater 
on ihe MRlP 
Property 

Exposun Exposure 
Medium Point 

Water 

Water 

Showerhead 

Chemical of Concern Primary Noncamlnogenlc Hazard Quotbnt 
Target Organ 

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exporun R o w  
Torn 

Total Risk = I t.3EW I 





TABLE I 1  I 
Page 6 

Scenario Tlmefnme: CunenMulure 
Receplor Populallon: ResMenl 
Receoior Aae: Child 

Rlsk Characterization Summary - Noncarclnogens 

Medium I Exposum 
Medium 

Exposure Chernlul of Concern 
Polnt I 

Water 
1.1-Wichbrwthane 

Waler 
vapom ai 

1 .l .I-Trkhloroethane 



TABLE 11 

Page 7 I 
Risk Characterization Summary - Noncarcinogens 

Scenario Tlmeframe: CurnnVFulure 
Receptor PopulaUon: Realden1 
Receptor Age: MuR 

Medlurn 

Groun&wIer 
1 h lhe  

Neatfield 
I p- 

Erposun 
Medium 

Groundwater 

Ak 

Expoaun 
Polnt 

Aquifer- Tap 
Water 

Water 
Vapors at 
Shomrhead 

Tout Rkk  = 

C h l c a l  o f  Concern 

1.1-Dkhlomalhsm 

1.1.1-Tr*hbroctham 

1.1-Dkhlomalhane 

Trkhlomelhene 

l.l-[Hchbrc&ene 

1 .l.t-Tckhbrwlhsne 

1.1-Dkhbmclhane 

Trkhlamclhm 

3.8E-01 

Primay 
Target Organ 

Lhnr 

- 
NOAEL 

- 
Lhnr 

- 
NOAEL 

- 

Nomarrinopenlc Hazard Cluotlenl 

Ingertlon 

2S3E.01 

6.93E-02 

4.93E-03 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

tnhaletlon 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

2.21E-02 

- 
.. 

Dermal 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

E r p w u n R W  
T o w  

2.ME-01 

6.93E-02 

4.8JE.03 

- 
- 

2.21E-02 

- 
- 



TABLE I 1  

Page 8 

Risk Characterization Summary - Noncarcinogens 

Scenario Tlmeframe: CurrenVFuturs 

Point 

Receptor Population: F 
Receptor Age: C 

Water 
1.1.1-Trkhlomathal~ 

Medlum 

Groundwater 
in the 
Neameld 
Ptums 

Exposure 
Medlum 

Gmundwater 

Air 

Primay 
Target Organ 

Liver 

- 
NOAEL 

- 

P Tohl Risk = 9.4E-01 I 

Water 
vapors at 
Shewofhead 

I Risk Characterization 

Noncarcinogenic Hazard Quotknt 

Table 11 provides hazard quotknts (HCIs) for each rwle of exposure and the hazard Index (sum of hnard quolknta) for an routes d exposure. The Risk A l ~ s m n l  
G*danoa for Superfund (RAGS) Males that, gemrally. a hazard hdex (HI) greater Lan t W i l e s  the potential foe adverse noneanear efledr. For gmundmler an 
tha MRIP property, the estimated His of 11 a d  27 for potential future adul and child residents, respcdivety. and 1.3 for current onsle wodcen h ~ i ~ t e  that UI. 
potential for adverse nonwnear effects wuld occur from exposre 10 contaminated groundwater. HI values for receptors exposed lo contaminrnts in lh. onrne 
subsurface soils, in grounWater off the MRlP properly, and in the neafield p lum are a l  lass than 1. 

Ingestion 

6.61E-01 

1.62E-01 

1.15E-02 

- 
1.1-DkhbmathaM 

1.1.1-Trkhkfoethane 

l.l-McMome(hene 

bar - - - - 
- - 1.03E-01 - 1.03E-01 

NOAEL 

Inhalation 

- 
- 
- 
- 

h n n a i  

- 
- 
- 
- 

Exporum Routas Totd 

6.61E-01 

l.62E.01 

1.15E-02 

- 



TABLE 12 

cancer Toxicity Data Summary 

EPA Gmup: 

NA: No infomution available A -Human carcinogen 
IRIS: lnlegnfed Risk informalion System. U.S. EPA 81 - Pmbabb Humn Carcinogen - tndiiles that limi(ed human 

dab a n  available 
82 -Probable Hunun Cardnagen - Indicates sufkbnl evidence in 

anirmh auocialad wifh !he sib and inadequate or no 
evidenca h humw 

C - Porrbla human carcinogen 
D - Not classhiable as a human carcinogen 
E - Evidence of nonurcinopenisity 

Summary of Toxlclty Assessment 

rhis table provides carcincgenic risk infofmatim which h relevant lo !he conlaminantr of concern in gmund water, aubsurfa~ 
soil, and air. Toxiclly dala am pmvided for both lhe Oral and inhalation mules of exposure. 
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TABLE 13 

Page 1 

Risk Characterization Summary - Carcinogens 

Scenario Tlmeframe: CurrenUFulure 
Receptor Population: Worker 
Receptor Age: Adul 

Medium 

Subsurface 
son 

Exporum 
Medium 

Subsurface Soil 

Air 

Total Rlrk I 

Exporum 
Point 

Subsurfam Soil 

FugifEve Durl 

3.11E-10 

Chemical of Concern 

Tetrachlomelhcne 

Telrachloroelhene 

Scenario Tlmaframe: F u W  
Receptor Populallon: Resldenl 
Receptor AQ~ :  Adull 

Medlum 

Omundwater 
an h e  WIlP 
propet(y 

Carclnogenlc Rlrk 

Ingestion 

8.3E-11 

- 

Exporun 
Medlum 

Grwndwaler 

Air 

Total Risk - 

inhaiauon 

- 
1 JE-11 

Exposun 
Polnl 

Groundwaler 

Waler Vapors 
a1 showamead 

4.6E-03 

Dennal 

2.6E-10 

- 

Chemlul of Concern 

1.1-Olchlwoethene 

Trlchlomelhe~ 

1.1-Dichluoelhene 

Trlchloroelhene 

Exporum R o w  Total 

3.4E-10 

3.E-I1 

~arclnogank RIsk 

lngesllon 

3.5E.W 

0.2E-05 

- 
- 

lnhalallon 

- 
- 

8.7E-M 

3.9E-05 

Dermal 

l.lE-M 

2.5E.06 

- 
- 

Exposun Routes Total 

3.6E-03 

8.SE-05 

11.7E-M 

3.9E-05 





TABLE 13 

Page 3 

Risk Characterization Summary -Carcinogens 

Scenarlo lim&ame: CutrenVFuhra 
Receptor Populallon: Resident 
Receptor Age: ChlM 

. 

Scenario Tlmelnme: Cu::enllFutu:e 
Receptor Populatlon: Resident 
Receptor Age: AduH 

Medtum 

Groundwater 
off the MRIP 
PropeW 

Exposure 
Medlum 

Groundwater 

Alr 

Total Risk = 

Exposure 
Point 

Gmundwaler 

W a t e r V a p ~  
at Shmvemead 

B.eE05 - 

Chemlcal of Concern 

1.1-LNchlaoelhene 

Trichlaoelhene 

1.1-OicNoralhene 

Trlchlomethene 

Carctnogenlc Rlrk 

ingestion 

5.1E-05 

1.8E-07 

- 
- 

InhalaUon 

- 
- 

1.3E-05 

8.48E-08 

Oemul 

4.3E-06 

5.5E-09 

- 
- 

E~pcaun Route8 Total 

5.5E-05 

1.9E-07 

1.3E-05 - 
8.48E4(1 



TABLE 13 

Risk Characterization Summary -Carcinogens 

Scenarlo Timeframe: CunenUFulure 
Receptor Population: Resident 
Receptor Age: Adult 

Medlum 

Glwndwaier 
in the 
NearReid 
Plume 

Scenario Ttmelnme: CunenVFubwe 
Receptor PopuIat1011: Rssldenl 
Receptor Age: Child 

Medlun, 

OrOunhvaler 
in lha 
Neanekl 
Plume 

Exposure 
Medium 

Gmundwater 

Ah 

Total Risk = 

Exposure 
Medium 

Groundwaler 

Air 

Exposure 
Point 

Gmundwaier 

WaterVapon 
at Showefhead 

6AE-M 

Total Rlsk = 

Exposum 
Point 

Groundwater 

WaterVapm 
at Shomvhaad 

4.4E-M 

Chemical of Concern 

1.1-tkhlwoalhene 

Trichloroelhone 

1.1-Dichloroel@me 

Trichlo~wthene 

Chemlwl of Concern 

1 . 1 - m i h e m  

Tlichbmalhena 

1.1-DicNawlhene 

Tlichtorosulene 

Carcinogenic Rlsk 

ingesllon 

5.24E-04 

2.07E-06 

.. 
- 

Carclnogenlc Rlsk 

Ingestion 

3.06E-04 

1.21E-08 

- 
- 

tnhalaltan 

- 
- 

l.lE-M 

8.09E-07 

Inhalation 

- 
- 

1 . Z E M  

9.44E-07 

Dmnal 

- 
- 
- 
- 

Exporun Routms Total 

5.24E-M 

2.07E-06 

1.1E-M 

8.WE-07 

Donna1 

- 
- 
- 
- 

Exposure Roules Total 

3.OBE-M 

1flEQB 

I .28E-M 

9.44E-07 



TABLE 13 

Page 5 

Risk Characterization Summary - Carcinogens 

KEY 

- : ToxicWy utleria am no1 available lo  quanlllathrely addmsr this mute of exposum. 
NIA: Roule of exposure h not applkable to this medlurn. 

Risk Characterization 

Table 13 provldes urdnogenic MI estimates for the significant fouler of exposure. Th~se risk estknater am b a d  on a malonabb m x h m  exposure 
and were developad by taking into aecwnt varlous ConseNaUuu assump(bns abut lh. frequency and durallen of expoawe for each popuhtlen. as wn 
as the lolid(y of the COCs. For gmundwater on the MRlP properly. Ihe total risks are 4.6E-03.2.7E-03. and 4.6E-04 (or potenthi Mum adul and child 
resldents and u~nent onsb wotkefa. fOWdiWly. AddWnaIly. for gmundwaler in the nearfield plume. the Ida1 rirks am 4.4E-04 for ument and Mum 
child residents. The chemiclt in the g ~ ~ l ~  W b  on iha MRlP property and h UM neafleld plum) which mn(ribules mo.l s w  lo (he 
Cumu)alive risks h 1,ldichbmethenr lha rlsk to tha potential Mum .dull msldent indicates that if no dem-up 8dbn is taken. more than 4 Wakn.l 
cancan would be seen in a population of 10.000 peopb as a r e w l  of exposum to site-related COCs under the cMldilbns dera&d h the rkk assesswn . 

( All other e r t h l e d  risks are wllhh or belw the bvel of €46  toE-04. I 



TABLE 14 
Contaminants of Concern (COCs) and Cleanup Levels 

TCA Groundwater 5 P P ~  200 NYSClassGAGW 

DCE Groundwater 5 uob 7 NYS Class GA GW 

1 DCA I Groundwater I ' 5 1 ppb I - I NYS class GA GW I 
1 TCE I Groundwater 1 5 1 P P ~  I 70 1 NYS Class GA GW I 
1 TCA 1 Soil ( 0.8 ( ppm 1 /I TAGM 4046 1 

-- - - - 

DCE Soil 0.4 ppm TAGM 4046 

DC A Soil 0.2 ppm TAGM 4046 

TCE Soil 0.7 ppm / TAGM 4046 

1 12-DCE I Soil ( 0.3 1 ppm I /( TAGM 4046 1 
PCE Soil 1.4 ppm TAGM 4046 

Xylcnes Soil 1.2 ppm TAGM 4046 

Ethylbenzene Soil 5.5 ppm TAGM 4046 

Concentrations are given in ppb (pg/l) and mglkg @pm) 

NYS Class GA GW .NYS Class GA Groundwater Standards - 
TAGM 4046 NYSDEC Technical and Administrative Guidance Memorandum #4046 

TCA 1,l ,1-trichloroethane 
DCE 1 .l -dichlomethene 
DC A 1 ,l -dichloroethane 
I ,2-DCE I ,2-dichloroethene 
TCE trichloroethene 
PCE tetracholoethene 

MCL Maximum Contaminant Level 
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Tabla 15. Pag* 1 of U 

COST ESTlMAT E FOR ALTERNATIVE AWS 3: 
WATER SUPPLY FROM THE CATSKILL AQUEDUCT 

' 

Mohonb Road k d u m i d  Plam Site 

W N  COSTS 

hsullaobn o f  Warw M.lr n d  Raw Warw Smrago Tmk 
' 

Gin. Tnnomission Line DC KO Raw Waur Slonga Tank 
Tramh Excavation 
Rock Blaming 
Rock Disposd (20 Mi. Had Round Tripl 
&in. Duccila Iron Wmer T r a ~ ~ s a i o n  Pipe 
hanch ilackrilling and Companion 

10.OW Gallon Cap. Elwa~ed Raw Water Storaga Tank 

90 GPM Warn Tmaon.nr Rani 
Equ.riration Tank 
C~t i~nlFloeeular ionlCIdf ier  Uni( 
M8dia Filtradon Unit 
CNorinetion Unit . 
Dewatering Unit h Rltrat* Discharge System 

. Pwn~ing Station 
Emergency Generator 
Treatment Building and Psheter Fence 

$27.000 knit 
$1 12.000 krit 

$13.000 knit 
$27.000 knit 

. . $97.000 knit . 
$62.000 hat ion 
878.000 k r i t  

LS 

Finithad Waru Smrag* Tank 
150.000 GJ. ~levated 5ta.1 Water  tora age lank $600.000 /lank 

.. 
hsralhcion o f  Waru Main m Dirmbuubn S p r m  

Bin. Transmission Line Storage Tank to Disuibution 
Tranch Excavation $3.67 111 
Rock Blasting $23.65 111 
Rock Oisposel I20 Mi. Haul Rwnd Trip1 $23.29 11f 
Bin. Ductile Iron Water Transmisxion Pipe $24.33 111 
Tnnch Backfilling and Compacdon $5.07 11 ' 

hsrdlacion of Oitm'bucion Sytrun 
8-in. Distribution System 

Sin. Duetile Iron Main Instdation (From Above1 $80.01 111 
Pavement Raplac.ment - . . .  . . $8.78 
R r i  Hydrano Iassume 500 t~ spacing) 81.164 hydrant 
l i n .  Copper Pipe Conndon for Propeny I50 10 $3.500 ipropeny 

P20.aaO 
$25.000 

$250.000 
$17.000 

1.0 acre $30.000 

1 unit $27.000 
1 unit $1 12.000. 
4 u ~ t a  152.000 
1 unit $27.000 
1 unit $97.000 
1 udt  S62.000 
1 unit $1.8.000 

$82.000 

1 tank 8800.000 

28.000 If $2.240.000 
28.000 If $246.000 

56 hydrants $85.000 

155 p rop*hs  $543,000 



COST ESTIMATE.FOR ALTERNATIVE AWS: 
WATER SUPPLY FROM THE CATSKILL AQUEDUCT 

Mohonk Rwd InduaW Plant S i  

CAHTAL COSTS (ConUnwd) 

RnidanO.1 OAC opantion and monltorlng 

O6M COSTS 

PRESENT WORM 
B . s e d m a 3 0 - y r m a . n d a 5 K ~ a t n t .  

TOTU ANNUAL 06M COSTS S 7 S . W  
lyr i 

SAY: S 9.5 rnlllbn I 



- 
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COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVE GR 3: 
GROUNDWATER E ~ A C T I O N  AND EX srru TREAMENT 



COST ESTlMAlE FOR ALTERNATIVE GR 3: 
GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION AN0 EX SrrU TREAMENT 

Long-rum gmundworu monirork,g pmpm 
Ouunrly smmplinp of 6 -Us for 

VOCs lor (Cat 5 vwus 
A n m d  ampling of 1 0  veils for 

VOC. for rust 5 wars 
Amual aamplinp ot 1 6  w d a  tor VOCs for 

mar  25 p a r s  lpres-nt sum1 
Rapiaswnwnr af 2 w& *wry 

3 y..,. 
Annu* sampling of 5 au (8u  r a m  

losacions for VOCs for 3 0  pars  
Pump R8pUsammr 15 yr 8fd 
B b w u  R.pIac~mr IS yr CfU 

$0.11 ltwh 
$2.000 h n n t  

b20.000 kpwrrtor 
b9.200 non 

$300 /Ion 
$120 non 
1400 humph 

LS 

b3.200 /pump 35 PMPS b57.060 
42.600 blower 1 0  bbwwn a1 3.000 

SubtotJ 09 Pnlodk b.1. 840LMM 
AnnuJ Cost $26.000 lyf 

TOTAL ANNUU O b M  COSTS 1312.000 lyr 

SAY: 18.0 rnllion 
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MOHONK ROAD INDUSTRIAL PLANT SITE 
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD 
INDEX OF DOCUMENTS 

2.3 EE/CA Approval Memrandum (for non-tima critical ramovalsf 

P. 200001- Report: a hraluaw/Cost & ~ V S I ~  
200105 Road I n d e a l  Plant Site, High 

Falls, New York, February, 1999, prepared by the 
U.S. EPA Region 11. 

2.7 Correspondence 

P. 200106- Memorandum to File, from Mr. Dave Rosoff, On-Scene 
200116 Coordinator, Removal Action Branch, U.S. EPA, 

Region 11, re: Removal Site Evaluation for Mohonk 
Road Industrial Plant Site, Ulster County, New 
York, October 6, 1998. 

3.0 REMEDIAt INVESTIGATION 

3.4 Remedial Investigation Repotta 

P. 300001- Report: New York State Suoerfund Contract. 
300381 Remedial Investiaation Rewort. Volume I. Mohonk 

Road I n w i a l  Plant Sitq, prepared by Lawler, 
Matusky & Skelly Engineers LLP, prepared for the 
New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation, September 1998. 

P. 300382- Report: New York State Suoerfund Contract. 
300673 J7eme&al Investiaation Reoort. Volume 11, 

avoendices A-E and H-M. Mohonk Road Industrial 
PlantSiter prepared by Lawler, Matusky & Skelly 
Engineers LLP, prepared for the New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation, 
September 1998. 



P. 300674- Report: pew York State Su~erf- Co- 
301533 Investiaation Rraort. Volume 111, 

F. M o w  Road Industrial Plagt Site, 
prepared by Lawler, Matusky & Skelly Engineers 
LLP, prepared for the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation, September 1998. 

P. 301534- Report: New YoyJLSratLe Suverf- 
302073 m e d i a l  Investiuationort. Volume IV. ADDP& 

E. Mohonk -ial P-, prepared by 
Lawler, Matusky & Skelly Engineers LLP, prepared 
for the New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation, September 1998. 

. 

10.0 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

10.1 Connaants and Rasponeas 

P. 10.00001- Superfund Program Proposed Response Action, 
10.00005 Mohonk Road Industrial Plant, High Falls, Ulster 

County, New York, EPA Proposes Interim Groundwater 
Action, prepared by the U.S. EPA Region 11, 
February 1999. 

P. 10.00006- The United States Environmental Protection Agency 
10.00006 Invites Public Comment on Proposed Interim 

Groundwater Response Action for the Mohonk Road 
Industrial Plant Superfund Site, High Falls, 
Ulster County, New York, undated. 



MOHONR ROAD INDUSTRIAL PLANT SITE 
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD UPDATE 

INDEX OF DOCUMENTS 

2.0 REMOVAL RESPONSE 

2.1 Sampling m d  kralyrir P1.n. 

p. 200117- Reoort: V.S. EPA. Pollution Reuort. Mohonk Road 
200122 Site R~rnaval w o n .  Hiah F u  

letown. Ulster Countv. New York. P O W P  #I, 
prepared by Mr. David Rosoff, OSC, US EPA, and Mr. 
Louis DiGuardia, OSC, US EPA, Removal Action 
Branch, prepared for R. Salkie,, ERRD-RAB, J. 
Witkowski, EPA-RAB; J. Malleck, EPA-SPB; L. 
Villatora, EPA, ORC; P. Hamblin, NYRB; J. 
Feldstein, EPA, ERRD; B. Bellow, 2CD; R. Cahill, 
2CD-POB; R. Byrnes, 2010; T. Johnson, 5202G; M. 
Komoroske, NYSDEC; J. Helmeset, NYSDEC; G. 
Laccetti, NYSDOH; G. Mapstone, UCDOH; T. Jackson, 
Marbletown, August 17, 1998. 

p. 200123- Report: E S .  EPA. Pollution Re~Ort. Mohonk Road 
200128 Bdustrial Plant Site Removal Action. Hioh Falls, 

mrbletown. Ulster Countv. New York. POLREP #2, 
prepared by Mr. David Rosoff, OSC, US EPA, and Mr. 
Louis DiGuardia, OSC, US EPA, Removal Action 
Branch, prepared for R. Salkie, ERRD-RAB; J. 
Witkowski, EPA-RAB; J. Malleck, EPA-SPB; L. - 
Villatora, EPA, ORC; P. Hamblin, NYRB; J. 
Feldstein, EPA, ERRD; B. Bellow, 2CD; R. Cahill, 
2CD-POB; R. Bymes, 20IG; T. Johnson, 52026; M. 
Komoroske, NYSDEC; J. Helmeset, NYSDEC; 
G. Laccetti. NYSDOH; G. Mapstone, UCMIH; 
T. Jackson, Marbletown, September 3, 1999. 

p. 200129- Report: U.S. EPA. Pollution Re~ort. Mohonk Road 
200133. .Industrial Plant Slte Removal Action. Hiqh Falls. 

Marbletown. Ulster Countv. New York. POLREP # 3 ,  
prepared by Mr. David Rosoff, OSC, US EPA, and Mr. 
Louis DiGuardia, OSC, US EPA, Removal Action 
Branch, prepared for R. Salkie, ERRD-RAB; J. 
Witkowski, EPA-RAB; J. Malleck, EPA-SPB; L. 
Villatora, EPA, ORC; P. Hamblin, NYRB; J. 
Feldstein, EPA, ERRD; B. Bellow, 2CD; R. Cahill, 

s 



2CD-POB; R. Byrnes, 2OIG; T. Johnson, S202G; M. 
Komoroske, NYSDEC; J. ' Helmeset, NYSDEC; T. 
Vickserson, NYSDEC; G. Laccetti, NYSDOH; G. 
Mapstone, UCDOH; T. Jackson, Marbletown, September 
24, 1999. 

Report: Y.S. EPA. Pollution Re~Ort. Moho& Road 
a1 Plant Site Removal Action. Blah F u  

etown. Ulster Countv. New York. POLREP #4,  
prepared by Mr. David Rosoff, OSC, US EPA, and Mr. 
Louis DiGuardia, OSC, US EPA, Removal Action - 
Branch, prepared for R. Salkie, ERRD-RAB; J. 
Witkowski, EPA-RAB; J. Malleck, EPA-SPB; L. 
Villatora, EPA, ORC; P. Hamblin, NYRB; J. 
Feldstein, EPA, ERRD; 8. Bellow, 2CD; R. Cahill, 
2CD-POB; R. Byrnes, ZOIG; T. Johnson, 5202G; M. 
Komoroske, NYSDEC; J. Helmeset, NYSDEC; T. 
Vickserson, NYSDEC; G. Laccetti, NYSDOH; G. 
Mapstone, UCDOH; T. Jackson, Marbletown, October 
22, 1999. 

Report: U.S. EPA. Pollution Reoort. Mohonk Road 
udustrial Plant Site Removal Action. Hiah Falls, 
plarbletown. Ulster Countv. Ne w York. p O w p  as, 
prepared by Mr. David Rosoff, OSC, US EPA, and Mr. 
Louis DiGuardia, OSC, US EPA, Removal Action 
Branch, prepared for R. Salkie, ERRD-RAB; J. 
Witkowski, EPA-RAB; J. Malleck, EPA-SPB; L. 
Villatora, EPA, ORC; P. Hamblin, NYRB; J. 
Feldstein, EPA, ERRD; B. Bellow, 2CD; R. Cahill,. 
2CD-POB; R. Byrnes, 2OIG; T. Johnson, 52026; M. 
Komoroske, NYSDEC; J. Helmeset, NYSDEC; T. 
Vickserson, NYSDEC; G. Laccetti, NYSDOH; G. 
Mapstone, UCDOH; T. Jackson, Marbletown, November 
30, 1999. 

Report: U.S. EPA. Pollution Re~ort. Mohonk Road . 
Industrial Plant Site Removal Action. Hiah Falls, 
plarbletown. Ulster Countv, New York. POLR EP # 6 .  
prepared by Mr. David Rosoff, OSC, US EPA, and Mr. 
Louis DiGuardia, OSC, US EPA, Removal Action 
Branch, prepared for R. Salkie, ERRD-RAE; J. 
witkowski, EPA-RAB; J. Malleck, EPA-SPB; L. 
Villatora, EPA, ORC; P. Hamblin, NYRB; J. 
Feldstein, EPA, ERRD; B. Bellow, 2CD; R. Cahill, 



2CD-POB; R. Byrnes, 2OIG; T. Johnson, 52026; M. 
Komoroske, NYSDEC; J. Helmesec, NYSDEC; T. 
Vickserson, NYSDEC; G. Laccetti, NYSDOH; A. Dumas, 
UCDOW; T. Jackson, Marbletown, December 21, 1999. 

200152- Report: U.S. EP- Rraort. Mohonk Road 
200157 ial Plant Site Rmnoval Action. Hiah Fall& 

er Countv. New York. P o m p  # 7 &  
prepared by Mr. David Rosoff, OSC, US EPA, and Mr. 
Louis DiGuardia, OSC, US EPA, Removal Action 
Branch, prepared for R. Salkie, ERRD-RAB; J. 
Witkowski, EPA-RAB; J. Malleck, EPA-SPB; L. - 
Mc David, EPA, ORC; P. Hamblin, NYRB; J. 
Feldstein, EPA, ERRD; M. Cervantes, 2CD; R. 
Cahill, 2CD-POB; R. Bymes, 2OIG; T. Johnson, 
5202G; M. Komoroske, NYSDEC; J. Helmeset, NYSDEC; 
T. Vickserson, NYSDEC; G. Laccetti, NYSWH; A. 
Dumas, UCDOH; T. Jackson, Marbletown, February 4, 
2000. 

Sampling and Analysis Data/Chain of Custody F o n w  

Report: pew York State Su~rrfund Contract 
Immediate Investiaation Work Assianm~nr. Data 
Re~ort. Mohonk Road Industrial Plant Immediate 
Jnvestiaation Work Assianmenf;, prepared by Lawler, 
Matusky & Skelly Engineers, LLP, prepared for New 
York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation, January 1997. 

Report: p p t  
Jmmediate Investiaation Work Assianment. Data 
Re~ort. Mohonk Road Industrial Plant Immediate 
Jnvestlaation Work Assianment No. 2,  prepared by 
Lawler, Matusky & Skelly Engineers, LLP. prepared 
for New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation, September 1997. 

Memorandum to Mr. Greg Powell, U.S. EPA/ERTC Work 
Assignment Manager, from Mr.  Ken Woodruff, 
REAC Task Leader, and Mr. George Prior, Engineer 
(Weston), through Mr. Edward F. Gilardi, REAC 
Program Manager, re: Technical Memorandum - 
Assessment of Surface Water Discharge Options, 
Mohonk Road Industrial Site, High Falls, New York, 



November 3, 1998. 

Memorandum to Mr. Greg Powell, U.S. EP'A Work 
Assignment Manager, from Mr. Ken Woodruff, REAC 
Task Leader, Roy F. Weston, Inc., re: Technical 
Memorandum, Investigation of Soil Infiltration and 
Bedrock Injection Capacity for Disposal of Treated 
Groundwater, Mohonk Road Site,.High Falls, New 
York, December 29, 1998. 

Memorandum to Mr. Greg Powell. U.S. EPA Work 
Assignment Manager, from Mr. Ken Woodruff , REAC - 
Task Leader, through Mr. Edward F. Gilardi, REAC 
Program Manager, Roy F. Weston, Inc., 
re: Technical Memorandum, Overland Flow Test for 
Disposal of Treated Groundwater, Mohonk Road 
Industrial Plant Site, High Falls, New York, 
January 6, 1999. 

Memorandum to Mr. Greg Powell, U.S. EPA Work 
Assignment Manager, from Mr. Ken Woodruff, REAC 
Task Leader, through Mr. Edward F. Gilardi, REAC 
Program Manager, Roy F. Weston, Inc., re: 
Technical Memorandum, Results of Aquifer Pumping 
Tests, Mohonk Road Industrial Plant Site, High 
Falls, New York, February 25, 1999. 

Letter to Mr. David Rosoff, Task Monitor, U.S. 
EPA, Removal Action Branch, from Mr. Thomas 
O'Neill, Site Project Manager, Roy F. Weston, 
Inc. , re : Sampling Trip Report-Mohonk Road Site;. 
April 8, 1999 (Attachment: Sampling Trip Report) . 
Report: m v t i c a l  Rr~ort. Mohonk Road Site. Hiatj 
palls. New w, prepared by Roy F. Weston, Inc., 
prepared for U.S. EPA, May 1999. 

Memorandum to Mr. David Rosoff, OSC, Response and 
Prevention Branch, U.S. EPA Region 11, from Mr. 
David Rosenberg, Data Reviewer, START Region 11, 
Roy R. Weston, Inc., re: Mohonk Road Industrial 
Plant Site, High Falls, New York, Data Validation 
Assessment, June 3, 1999. 

Memorandum to Mr. Greg Powell, U.S. EPA/ERTC 



Work Assignment Manager, from Mr. Ken 
Woodruff. REAC Task Leader, through Mr. Edward F. 
Gilardi, REAC Program Manager, Roy F. Weston, 
Inc., re: Technical Memorandum, Wells Installation 
and Pumping Tests Results, Mohonk Road Industrial 
Plant Site, High Falls, New York, W.A. # 3-407, 
June 11, 1999. 

Memorandum to Mr. Greg Powell, U.S. EPA Work 
Assignment Manager, from Mr. Terrence Johnson, 
REAC Senior Groundwater Modeler, through Mr. Ken 
Woodruff, REAC Task Leader, Roy F. Weston, Inc., 
re: Technical Memorandum, Groundwater Modeling 
Evaluation of Well Geometry and Extraction/ 
Injection Rates for Dissolved Plume Containment 
and Recovery at the Mohonk Road Site, High Falls, 
New York, June 15. 1999. 

Memorandum to Mr. David Rosoff', OSC, Removal 
Action Branch, U.S. EPA Region If, from Smita 
Sumbaly, Inorganic Data Reviewer, START Region If, 
Roy F. Weston, Inc., re: Mohonk Road Industrial 
Site Data Validation Assessment, June 21, 1999. 

Memorandum to Mr. Greg Powell, U.S. EPA/ERTC Work 
Assignment Manager, from Mr. John Williams, Weston 
Geophysicist, through Mr. Ken Woodruff, REAC Task 
Leader and Mr. Edward F. Gilardi, R E X  Program 
Manager,'Roy F. Weston, Inc., re: Technical 
Memorandum, Geophysical Investigations, Mohonk 
Road Industrial Site, High Falls, New York, 

. 
W.A. # 3-407, June 24, 1999. 

Memorandum to Mr. Greg Powell, U.S. EPA/ERTC Work 
Assignment Manager, from Mr. Ken Woodruff, REAC 
Task Leader, Roy F. Weston, Inc., re: Trip Report, 
Exploratory Trenching at Mohonk Road Industrial 
Site, High Falls, N.Y., W.A. #3-407, June 28, 
1999. 

Memorandum to Mr. Patrick Hamblin, Remedial 
Project Manager, U.S. EPA, from Mr. Ken 
Woodruff. Geologist, REAC, re: Correction of Table 
4, Technical Memorandum, 11 June 1999, (Attached), 
29 July 1999. 



Memorandum to Mr. Greg Powell, U.S. EPA Work 
Assignment Manager, from Mr. Ken Woodruff, REAC 
Task Leader, Lockheed Martin Technology Services 
Group, re: Technical Memorandum, Geophysical 
Survey, Mohonk Road Industrial Park, High Falls, 
NY, W.A. #0-0441 August 31, 1999. 

Memorandum to Mr. Greg Powell, U.S. EPA/ERTC Work 
Assignment Manager, from Mr. Ken Woodruff, REAC 
Task Leader, Lockheed Martin Technology Services 
Group. re: Technical Memorandum, Groundwater 
Treatability Results, Mohonk Road Industrial ~iie, - 
High Falls, NY, W.A. #0044, October 8, 1999. 

Letter to Mr. David Rosoff, U.S. EPA. Removal 
Action Branch, from Mr. John R. Brennan, Project 
Manager, Roy F. Weston, Inc., re: Sampling Trip 
Report, Mohonk Road Industrial Plant Site, Village 
of High Falls, Marbletown, New York, October 25, 
1999. (Attachment: Sampling Trip Report). 

Memorandum to Mr. Greg Powell, U.S. EPA/ERTC Work 
Assignment Manager, from Mr. Ken Woodruff, REAC 
Geologist, Lockheed Martin Technology Services 
Group, re: Exploratory Trenching, Mohonk Road 
Industrial Site, High Falls, New York, W.A. #0044, 
October 25, 1999. 

Memorandum to Mr. Greg Powel1,'U.S. EPA/ERTC Work 
Assignment Manager, from Mr. Ken Woodruff, REAC . 
Task Leader, Lockheed Martin Technology Services 
Group, re: Borehole Geophysical Logging, Mohonk 
Road Industrial Site, W.A. #0044, October 29, 
1999. 

Memorandum to Mr. David Rosoff, OSC, Removal 
Action Branch, U.S. EPA Region 11, from Smita 
Sumbaly, Inorganic Data Reviewer, START Region 11, 
re: Mohonk Road Industrial Plant Site Data 
Validation Assessment, November 18, 1999. 

Report: mhonk Road Industrial Plant Sitg 
Groundwater & Drmklna . . Water Sam1 ina event, 
prepared by Mr. David Rosoff, OSC, U.S. EPA, 
December 1999. (Note: This document is 



Confidential. It is located at the U.S. EPA 
Superfund Records Center, 290 Broadway, 18'" 
floor, New York, NY.) 

Memorandum to Mr. David Rosof f , OSC, Removal 
Action Branch, U.S. EPA Region 11, from Smita 
Sumbaly, Organic Data Reviewer, START Region 11, 
re: Mohonk Road Industrial Plant Site, Data 
Validation Assessment, December 20, 1999. . 

Memorandum to Mr. David Rosoff, OSC, Response and 
Prevention Branch, U.S. EPA Region TI, from Mr. ' 
David Rosenberg, Data Reviewer, START Region 11, 
Roy R. Weston, Inc., re: 

Site, High Falls, New York, January 28, 
2000. 

Memorandum to Mr. David Rosoff, OSC, Response and 
Prevention Branch, U.S. EPA Region 11, from Mr. 
David Rosenberg, Data Reviewer, START Region 11, 
Roy R. Weston, Inc., re: U . h  
plant Site, High Falls, New York, January 28, 
2000. (Note: This document is Confidential. It is 
located at the U. S. EPA Superfund Records Center, 
290 Broadway, lacb floor, New York, NY.) 

Report: Comorehensive Mohonk Road Tndustrial Plant 
Site Residential Databasq, prepared by Mr. David 
Rosoff, OSC, US EPA, February 2000. (Note: This 
document is Confidential. It is located ac the 
U.S. EPA, Superfund Records Center, 290 Broadway, - 
18'" Floor, New York, NY. ) 

EE/CA Approval Memorandum (for non-time-critical runovala) 

201264- MemorandumtoMr. RichardL. Caspe, Director, 
201268 Emergency and Remedial ResponseDivision, U. S. 

EPA, from Mr. David Rosoff, On-Scene Coordinator, 
and Mr. Louis DiGuardia, On-Scene Coordinator, 
Removal Action Branch, through Mr. Richard C. 
Salkie, Chief, Removal Action   ranch, re: 
Documentation of concurrence with the preparation 
of an Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis in 
support of a CERCLA Non-Time Critical Removal 
Action at the Mohonk Road Industrial Plant Site, 



High Falls, Ulster County, New York, June 4, 1999. 

Report: -art #l. E n v m  fmvaG 

Letter to Mr. Dave Rosoff, On-Scene Coordinator, 
U . S .  EPA, Region 11-Response and Prevention 
Branch, from Mr. Dan Crouse, Site Project Manager, 
Roy F. Weston, Inc., re: Engineering evaluation of 
the proposed effluent discharge to the Coxing Kill 
Creek the Mohonk Road Industrial Plant Site, 
September 29, 1999. 

Report : M o h o n k R o a d I n d u s t r i a l l u f f l u e a ~  

mbletown. New York, prepared by Roy F. Weston of 
New York, prepared for U.S. EPA, Region 11, 
September 1999. .- 

Report: w i m  RPDOI-t #2. Ecoloaical hraluatipn 
9f the Promsed Effluent Dlsrhar~e to the 

Klll Creek From the Mo- 
plant Sitc,prepared by Mr. Richard Henry, Aquatic 
Biologist, Response Engineering and Analytical 
Contract,-prepared for Royal J.. Nadeau, Ph.D., 
Associate Director, Environmental Response Team 
Center, Office of Emergency & Remedial Response, . 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, October 
1999. 

Action Memorandum 

201618- Memorandum to Mr. Richard L. Caspe, Emergency and 
201788 Remedial Response Division, U.. S. EPA, from Mr. 

David Rosoff, On-Scene'Coordinator, and Mr. Louis 
DiGuardia, On-Scene Coordinator, Removal Action 
Branch, re: Request for Funding to Conduct a 
CERCLA Non-Time Critical Removal Action at the 
Mohonk Road Industrial Plant Site, High Falls,New 
York, June 4, 1999. 



- 
Correspondence 

Letter to Mr. Jim Donahue, Commissioner of 
Highways and Bridges, Ulster County Public Works 
Department, from Mr. David Rosoff, OSC, U.S. EPA, . . Region 11, re: pesian P w  and See-ons fa 

Site -z 
--.&, September 20, 1999. 

Letter to Mr. David Rosoff, U.S. EPA, Region 11,- 
from Mirces Catona, Asst. Civil Engineering, 
Department of Highways and Bridges, County of 
Ulster, re: Underground Effluent Discharge 
Pipeline Installation, Mohonk Road (Co. Rd. #951, 
Town of Marbletown, October 1, 1999. 

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION 

Sampling and Analysia Plane 

302074- Plans: Heat Transfer Analvsis for Mohonk Road 
302101 Laaoon, prepared by Earth Tech, Inc., prepared for 

Mr. Dave Rosoff, OSC, EPA, February 7, 2000. 

Work Plans 

302102- Letter to Mr. David Rosoff, Response and 
302159 Prevention Branch, U.S. EPA, from Mr. John F. 

Brennan, Project Manager, Roy F. Weston, Inc., re,: -. 
Quality Assurance Project Plan - The Mohonk Road 
Industrial Plant, November 23, 1999. (Attachment: 

a OA/OC Work Plan). (Note: This document 
is Confidential. It is located at the U.S. EPA 
Superfund Records Center, 290 Broadway, 18'" 
floor, New York, NY.) 

Remedial Investigation Reports 

302160- Reports: Phase IA Literature Review and 
302200 Archeological Sensitivity Assessment, Mohonk Road 

Industrial Plant Site (#356023), Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study, High Falls, Town 
of Marbletown, Ulster County, New York, prepared 



by Hartgen ?u-theological Associates, Inc., 
Certified WBE/DBE, prepared for Lawler, Matusky & 
Skelly Engineers LLP, March 1999. 

Correapondeace 

Letter to Mr. Patrick Hamblin, Remedial Project 
Manager, Emergency & Remedial Response Division, 
U.S. EPA, Region 11, from Mr. eorge Nieves, 
Chief, Western Pennits Section, Department of the 
Army, New York District, Corps of Engineers, 
November 8, 1999. - 

Letter to Mr. John Helmeset, NYSDEC, DER/BERA, 
from Mr. David Rosoff, OSC, U.S. EPA, Region 11, 
re: The sand filter wastewater settling lagoon 
proposed for the Mohonk Road Industrial Plant 
Superfund Site, February 10, 2000. (Attachments) 

Memorandum to Mohonk Road Industrial Plant (MRIP) 
Site Administrative Record File, from Patrick 
Hamblin, MRIP Site Remedial Project Manager, re: 
Proposed Remedial Alternative Cost Estimate 
Revisions, March 2, 2000. 

FEASIBILITY STUDY 

Feasibility Study Reports 

Report: New York State Swerfund C o n t r u  
Feasibilitv Studv Reno rt . Mohonk Road Industr ial - 
plant Slte. Remedial Investiaatlon/Feasfb~litv . . . 
m, prepared by Lawler, Matusky & Skelly 
Engineers, LLP, prepared for New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation, 
March 1999. 

Proposed Plan (SOP, FOP) 

Draft Plan: plan. MaD & Re~ort. Pro~osed Hiah 
Falls Water District. Towns of Marbletown & 
posendale. Ulster Countv. New York, prepared by 
Brimier and Larios, P.C., prepared for Marbletown 
Town Board and Rosendale Town Board, February 7, 
2000. 



Letter to Commissioner Joel A. Miele, New York . 

City Department of Environmental Protection, from 
Mr. Richard L. Caspe, P.E., Director. Emergency 
and Remedial Response Division, re: request for 
Water Connection to the Catskill Aqueduct, March 
30. 1999. 

Letter to Honorable Thomas H. Jackson, Jr., 
Supervisor, Town of Marbletown (Ulster County), - 
and Honorable Richard L. Caspe, P.E., Director, 
Emergency and Remedial Response Division, U.S. 
EPA, Region 11, re: Request of Marbletown for 
"High Falls" Connection to Catskill Aqueduct, Jul: 
27, 1999. 

Local Law Filing, New York State Department of 
State, re: Town of Marbletown,'Local Law no. 3, a 
local law to mandate necessary fire flows in new 
water districts, September 10, 1999. 

HEALTH ASSESSMENTS 

ATSDR Health Assessments 

800001- Memorandum to Mr. Patrick Hamblin, from Mr. 
800035 Michael Sivak, re: Mohonk Road: Addendum to the 

DEC Exposure Assessment, October 20, 1999. 

10.0 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

10.1 Coaments and Responmes 

p .  10.00007- Letter to Mr. Patrick Hamblin, Remedial Project 
10.00007 Manager, U.S. EPA, from Ms. Gretchen Reed, 

President, High Falls Water Coalition, re: Pubic 
Comment Period for MRIP Final Report, September 
IS, 1999. 

10.2 Conununity Relations Plans 

p. 10.00008- Plan: Few York State Su~erfund Contract Cltlzen . . 
lO.DO036 partici~ation Plan, prepared by Lawler, 



Matusky & Skelly Engineers LLP, prepared for New 
York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation, June 1997. 

10.3 Public Notices 

p. 10.00037- Public Notice: Tomunity Update Superfund 
10.00039 Program, Mohonk Road Industrial Plant Site, 

High Falls, New York," prepared by U.S. EPA, 
Region 11, ~ctober 1999. 

P. 10.00040- Public Notice: *Important News Superfund Program, 
10.00041 Mohonk Road Industrial Plant Site, High Falls, 

New Yorkrm prepared by U.S. EPA, Region 11, 
November 1999. 

P. 10.00042- Public Notice: "The United States Environmental 
10.00042 Protection Agency and New York State Department of 

Environmental Conservation Announce the Release of 
a Proposed Remedial Action Plan for the Mohonk 
Road Industrial Plant Superfund Site, High Falls, 
Ulster County, New York,' December 2, 1999. 

10.4 Public Meeting Transcripts 

p. 10.00043- Transcript: *Mohonk Road Industrial plant 
10.00204 Superfund Site, Town of Marbletown, Ulster County, 

March 22, 1999. Public Meeting, U.S. EPA,* prepared 
by Mr. Jason Wagner, a shorthand reporter of Fink 
& Carney Computerized Reporting Services. prepared 
for U.S. EPA, Region 11, March 26, 1999. .. 

P. . 10.00205-  r ran script : "Mohonk Road Industrial Plant 
10.00268 Superfund Site, Hamlet of High Falls, Ulster 

County, New York, December 2, 1999 Public Meeting, 
U.S. EPA,' prepared by Ms. Constance M. Walker, a 
shorthand reporter and Notary Public within and 
for the State of New York, prepared for U.S. EPA, 
Region 11, December 30, 1999. 

10.6 Pact Sheets and Press Release8 

P. 10.00269- Fact Sheet: "Mohonk Road Industrial Plant Site, 
10.00270 High Falls, New York,* prepared by U.S. EPA, 



Region 11, March 1999. 

p. 10.00271- Fact Sheet: "Mohonk Road Industrial Plant 
10.00273 Superfund Site, High Falls, New York," prepared by 

U.S. EPA, Region 11, June 1999. 

11.0 TECHNICAL SOURCES AND GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS 

11.1 EPA Headquartere 

-p. 11.00001- Guidance Document for Providing Alternate Water 
11.00062 Supplies, prepared by Office of Emergency and - 

Remedial Response, U.S. EPA, February 1988. 

P. 11.00063- Guidance on Conducting Non-Time Critical Removal 
11.00125 Actions Under CERCLA, prepared by Office of 

Emergency and Remedial Response, U.S. EPA, 
August 1993. 

P. 11.00126- Presumptive Response Strategy and Ex-Situ 
11.00212 Treatment Technologies for Contaminated Ground 

Water at CERCLA Sites, Final Guidance by Office of 
Solid Waste Emergency Response, U.S. EPA,-October 
1996. 

11.4 Technical Sources 

p. 11.00213-Report: l J N  
11.00298 Cost of Suo~lvina Water to Uostate Customers for 

she 2000 Rate Year. Final Revor€, prepared by 
Black & Veatch, LLP, prepared for the New York . 
City Water Board, August 1999. 



- 
STATE LETTER OF CONCURRENCE 



New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
'Division of Enviroriinental Remediation, Room 260s 
50 Wolf Road. Albany. New York 12233-7010 
Phone: (518) 457-g61 FAX: (518) 4858404 
Website: wl~uw.&c.s&te.ny.us 

Emergency & Runedial Respolue Division 
USEPA RegionU 
290 ~ ~ a d & y  
New York, New York 10007-1866 

Re: Mohonk Road Indusaial Plant Site h d  of Decision 
Town of MarbletodUkta County (NYSDEC LD. # 356023) 

The New York State Department of bvirorrmmtal Conserntion [NYSDEC). in conjunction 
with the The New York State D&nmcnt of Health (NYSDOH), bas r c v i k d  the &ercnccd ~ e c o r d  of 
Decision (ROD). The elements of the selected m e d y  include: 

. 'Ihe continued operation of the NYSDEC In* Remedial Musure @o to mamitor and 
maintain the individual puular activated d o n  (GAC) filtration systems in me until the new 
public water supply system is fully openfiod. 

. op~~+t ion  of EPA's Non-time Caitical Removal Action (NTCRA) which includes thc exmaion 
and t r c h m t  of the near field conBminatcd bedrock groundwater. 

.. . Thc c a m t i o n  of a new public water supply system to provide clean and safe potable wata to 
the residences in the IIamla of Eli& Falls and Roscndale with impacted or thnatencd private 
supply wells. 'Ihc pximaiy water supply for the new water disaict is the Catskill Aqueduct. Tkc 
source of the backup supply will be determined during remedial design. (Alhmativc AWS 3.) 

. Active remediation of the far field contambated pundmter pl- by emaction and trtrtmmL 
This includes long-tmn groundwater monitoring that will include sampling of the Rondout 
Oeek and the Coxing Kilt (Alternative GR 3.) 

. The excavation and off site disposal of the remaining contaminated on site subsurface soils. 
(Alternative SC 3.) 

Based on the above elements being included in the selected rcmcdy, the Record of Decision is 
acceptable to the NYSDEC. The NYSDOH conclnrrnce l e k  is enclosed. 



Sincerely, . 



APPENDIX V 

RESPONSIVENESS S-P 



RESPONSIVENESS SumARY 

Mohonk Road Iadustrial Plant Superfund Site 

INTRODUCTION 

A responsiveness summary is required by regulations promulgated 
under the Superfund statute. It provides a summary of citizens' 
comments and concerns received during the public comment period, as 
well as the responses of the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) and the New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation (NYSDEC) to those comments and concerns. All comments 
summarized in this document have been considered in EPA and 
NYSDEC1s final decision involving selection of a remedy for the 
Mohonk Road Industrial Plant Superfund Site. 

SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES 

As lead agency for the Site, NYSDEC prepared a Citizen 
Participation Plan for the Site, dated June 1997. The Citizen 
Participation Plan included a community profile and contact list, 
and has also been used by EPA for its community outreach efforts at 
the Site. Site reports have been made available for public review 
at information repositories at the EPA.Docket Room in Region 11, 
New York, and the Stone Ridge Library, Stone Ridge, New York, and 
the Rosendale Public Library, Rosendale, New York. 

The Proposed Remedial Action Plan (or Proposed Plan) was prepared 
by NYSDEC, with consultation by EPA, and finalized in November 
1999. A notice of the Proposed Plan and public comment period was- 
placed in the Dailv Fr-- on November 15, 1999 consistent with 
the requirements of the National Oil and Hazardous Substances 
Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) S3OO.430 (f) ( 3 )  (i) (A), and a 
summary of the Proposed Plan was mailed to all persons on the Site 
mailing list. The Proposed Plan was made available for review at 
the information repositories for the Site. Prior to the onset of 
the public comment period, EPA received a request from the High 
Falls Water Coalition that the comment period be established for 60 
days rather than 30 days. The public comment period was scheduled 
from November 15, 1999 to January 15, 2000, but was extended to 
February 15, 2000 to accommodate additional requests for an 
extension. EPA hosted a public meeting on December 2, 1999 to 
discuss the Proposed Plan. At this meeting, representatives from 
EPA and NYSDEC answered questions about contamination at the Site 
and the'remedial alternatives. 



Additional public participation activities were also conducted 
prior to the release of the Proposed Plan. EPA participated in a 
public meeting hosted by NYSDEC on October 28, 1998 to discuss the 
Remedial Investigation (RI) and the preliminary results of the 
Feasibility Study (FS) . At the October 1998 meeting, &PA presented 
the preliminary findings of its Engineering Evaluation and Cost 
Analysis (EEKA) report, which reviewed alternatives for a Non-Time 
Critical Removal Action (NTCRA). EPA subsequently opened a public 
comment period for this proposed action from February 26, 1999 
through March 28, 1999. On March 22, 1999, EPA conducted a public 
meeting on the NTCRA. EPA mailed an updated Site Fact Sheet to all 
persons on the Site mailing list in June 1999 and hosted a public 
availability sessions to discuss the NTCRA and potential long-term 
cleanup plans on June 17, 1999. Another updated EPA Site Fact 
Sheet was mailed to all persons on the Site mailing list in October 
1999 and an another public availability session was hosted by EPA 
on November 3, 1999. 

OVERVIEW 

The preferred remedy includes the following components: 

Alternate Water Supply (AWS) Alternative AWS-3, construction of a 
water treatment plant and distribution system with water supplied 
from the Catskill Aqueduct. 
Groundwater Response (GR) Alternative GR-3, groundwater extraction 
and treatment using an air stripper, to restore the aquifer to its 
most beneficial use. 
Source Control (SC) Alternative SC-3, excavation and off-site 
disposal of contaminated' soil. 

The majority of the comments from the public have supported the 
preferred alternatives. However, concerns were expressed regarding 
the mechanisms under which the proposed water district would 
operate. The key concerns involve the cost of the water district 
to local residents, the source of backup water supply, the district 
boundaries, whether the water district would require residents 
within the proposed water service area to be a part of the proposed 
water district, and if local private wells for residents within the 
district would be taken out of service. 

Attached to this Responsiveness Summary are the following 
Appendices: 

Appendix A - Proposed Plan 
Appendix B - Public Notice 
Appendix C - December 2, 1999 Public Meeting Attendance Sheet 
Appendix D - Letters Submitted During the Public Comment Period 



S-Y OF C-S AND EPA'S RESPONSES 

The specific comments have been organized as follows: . Site Characterization 
Aquifer Characteristics 
Modeling . Evaluation of Remedial Alternatives . Implementation of Alternate Water Supply 
Boundaries of. the Proposed Water Service Area 
Water District Formation 
Supply, Treatment and Distribution 
Backup Water Supply . Implementation of Groundwater Response and Source 
Control Alternatives . Miscellaneous 

A summary of the comments and concerns and EPA responses thereto 
are provided below: 

Site Charactetizatioq 

Aquifer Characteristics 

Comment #1: How quickly is the plume moving, is it just the 
leading edge of the plume that is migrating? 

Response #I: Based on data from a pump test performed during the 
RI, the rate of the groundwater movement is estimated to be 0.26 
feet per day (or 95 feet'per year). Both the concentrated portion 
of the plume [&, the nearfield plume, which has over 1,000 parts 
per billion (ppb) of total volatile organic compounds (VOCs)] and. 
the more dilute leading edge of the plume , the farfield 
plume, which has 10 to 1,000 ppb of total VOCs) are expanding. The 
groundwater plume continues to migrate slowly from its current 
position, impacting additional private wells. The groundwater 
extraction and treatment system being installed as part of the 
NTCRA will minimize the migration of the nearfield plume. This 
system should be operational in Spring 2000. Migration of the 
farfield plume will be minimized by implementation of Alternative 
GR-3. Until these response actions are implemented, both 
components of the plume continue to expand and adversely impact the 
bedrock aquifer. 

Comment #2: ~f the plume is not addressed, will the groundwater 
contamination problem worsen? 



Response 12: Based on modeling data from the FS, without a response 
action, the plume will continue to migrate north and northwest 
toward the Rondout Creek and northeast toward the Coxing Kill, and 
may adversely impact additional private wells. The degradation of 
contaminants within the plume may also result in break-down 
products with higher toxicity, such as vinyl chloride. 

~~nt #3: Does the Rondout Creek provide a barrier to 
contamination movement? The RI/FS does not indicate whether the 
Rondout Creek or the Coxing Kill were sampled for VOCs. Surface 
water and sediment from the Rondout Creek and the Coxing Kill 
should be included in the long-term monitoring program; if samples 
have not yet been obtained from these creeks, they should be 
obtained prior to remediation activities in order to develop 
background data. 

Response X3: It is unknown if there is a hydrogeologic link 
between the plume and the Rondout Creek, or whether the Rondout 
Creek provides a barrier to plume movement. The Rondout Creek was 
sampled by EPA's Removal Program in March 1999. The Coxing Kill 
was sampled as part of the ecological evaluation for the effluent 
discharge from the groundwater treatment plant which was installed 
as part of the NTCRA. Based on these sampling events and the 
monitoring and residential well data, it does not appear that the 
VOC plume has impacted the Rondout Creek or Coxing Kill. The 
selected Groundwater remedy includes a long-term program for 
monitoring the Rondout Creek and the Coxing Kill surface water 
quality. 

Comment #4 :  More bedrock groundwater contour data should be 
collected to ensure that the direction of bedrock groundwater .. 
movement is towards the north, northwest and northeast. 

Response #4:  Bedrock water levels are typically measured as part 
of the monitoring well sampling events (m, EPA's October 25, 
1999 Sampling Trip Report), however, the bedrock contour maps are 
not routinely updated with these data. Recent water table 
measurements will be incorporated in additional modeling performed 
during the remedial design to assess groundwater movement. 

Comment #5: The two pump tests performed during the RI did not 
have sufficient coverage to the east of the MRIP property, and flow 
to the east of the property has not been adequately studied. 

Response #f: The pump tests described in the RI have been 
Supplemented by pump tests performed by EPA for the NTCRA (this 
information can be found in Technical Memos dated February 25 and 
June 11, 1999, which are part of the Administrative Record for the 



Site.) During NYSDECts pump tests, the groundwater level was 
monitored in several nearby monitoring wells, and three domestic 
wells east of the MRIP property. Additional pump tests were 
performed by EPA, during which the groundwater level was monitored 
in four domestic wells east of the MRIP property and several 
monitoring wells. 

Comment #6: The information in the RI does not give a clear 
indication that the vertical extent of the contamination has been 
fully defined. In order to get a better understanding of 
groundwater flow patterns at the Site, it was recommended that &PA 
perform a fracture trace utilizing aerial photographs, additional 
packer tests on off-site wells (specifically monitoring wells MW- 
8B, MW-9B, MW-lOB, MW-14B and MW-lSB), and borehole geophysical 
techniques on wells not tested during the RI (MW-18, MW-SB, MW-6B, 
MW-7B, MW-7R, MW-11C and MW-158). It was also noted that a shale 
layer was encountered during drilling of MW-11C (at approximately 
210 feet below grade), which could present a pathway for migration, 
and that packer testing-should be performed on the shale layer to 
determine its permeability and any impacts to this aquifer, and the 
extent of shale should be further described. 

Response 116: The noted recommendations can be very useful in 
determining the pathways of migration in this type of aquifer 
system. NYSDEC and EPA have incorporated these investigative 
efforts in their Site characterization activities. NYSDEC 
performed a fracture trace analysis using aerial photographs, which 
is described in the Section 3.7 of the Immediate Investigation Work 
Assignment Report, dated January 1997. NYSDEC performed packer 
tests on several wells to help vertically delineate the VOC plume, 
as described in the RI. Based on these studies, groundwater 
contaminated with VOCs was found in fractures at a depths up to 188.. 
feet below grade. The need for additional packer testing on the 
suggested monitoring wells (MW-8B, MW-9B, MW-108, MW-14B and MW- 
158) will be evaluated as part of the groundwater modeling effort 
which will be performed during the remedial design. 

It is noted that in September 1999, EPA's Removal Program 
geophysically logged several wells on the MRIP property (MW-lB, - 
68, 5R, -7R and ERT-1, -2, -3, and -4) which were not surveyed as 
part of NYSDECfs RI/FS. 

Comment #7:  The FS indicated that other formations such as Upper 
Silurian fractured shale, dolostone and limestone of the High Falls 
Formation exist in a thin section on the eastern edge of the 
Rondout Creek. ~ u r i n g  the remedial design EPA should consider the 
effect that contact between these formations has on groundwater 
flow. 



Rasponre #'I: Comment noted, these comments will be considered 
during the remedial design. 

Commaat #a: A commenter noted that it was not evident from the RI 
that upgradient wells have been sampled and recommended 
installation 09 upgradient monitoring wells. 

Response WE: Several upgradient residential wells have been 
sampled as part of the residential well sampling efforts performed 
by FPA, the Ulster County Health Department (UCHD), and NYSDEC. 
The results indicate that these wells have not been impacted by 
Site-related contaminants. Installation of additional monitoring 
wells will be'considered during remedial design. 

Groundwater Modeling 

Comment #9: Several comments were made regarding the groundwater 
modeling performed during the FS. It was noted that the model 
used, MODFLOW@, did not account for a fractured bedrock aquifer 
system, that a different model thickness should have been 
considered, a shale layer should have been accounted for in the 
model (if it was found to be a continuous layer and impacted by the 
plume), and that the southern model limit should be moved further 
south away from the study area. 

Response #9: It is true that there are inherent difficulties in 
modeling a bedrock aquifer system, because fractures are the route 
for the movement of thecontaminants in the system, and the path of 
individual fractures is difficult to predict. NYSDEC performed 
groundwater modeling as. part of the FS using MODFLOW@, and EPA 
performed modeling as part of the NTCRA using the TIMES@ model; 
both of which are two-dimensional models which assume homogeneity; 
and do not account for the fractures. Nevertheless, the models 
were calibrated with pump test results, and yielded excellent 
correlation to the actual measured aquifer conditions. These 
comments will be considered when additional modeling is performed 
during the remedial design to determine the optimum location of the 
extraction and backup wells and the area impacted by water table 
drawdown. 

Evaluation of Remedial Alternatives 

Commsnt #lo: A commenter noted that the Proposed Plan identified 
significant details which would be addressed during the remedial 
design, but was silent on the manner and method in which the plan 
would be modified based on data generated during the design. The 
procedure for identifying a variation, communicating it to the 



public and charting a new course should be defined and outlined. 
Another commenter noted that additional information on the project 
should be available during the design of the drinking water 
treatment and distribution system, and requested future meetings to 
keep the public appraised as to the status of the project, and any 
changes to the plan which may arise during design. A commenter 
noted that based on the FS and Proposed Plan, it was unclear what 
role the Towns would have in the design and construction of the 
system. 

Response #lo: Comments noted; the community will be notified as 
the remedial design progresses. Again, it is important to ncte 
that the Proposed Plan and the Record of Decision (ROD) describe a 
remedy in general terms, while future plans developed during the 
design determine exactly how the remedy will be implemented, 
including all relevant details of operation. EPA will hold 
informational meetings and prepare fact sheets to keep the public 
and Towns informed of the progress of the remedial design and 
construction and any modifications of the planned approach. The 
Towns will be provided with design documents for review and 
comment, should they determine that to be necessary. It is not 
anticipated that the Towns would play an active role in 
construction of the system. 

Comment Ill: A resident noted that they own a home on the edge of 
the plume and that their water had bacteria problems and was 
extremely hard in nature, which created significant costs for 
treatment, and supported the implementation of public water system. 

Response #11: Comment noted. 

Coment #12: In order to clean up the Site to be able to later. 
extract clean 'drinking water from the groundwater, does the 
community have to support a public water system? 

Response #lZ: Yes. Implementation of the selected Alternate Water 
Supply remedy, AWS-3, is contingent on the formation of a local 
water district. The selected groundwater remedy, GR-3, must be 
paired with an AWS alternative which provides an alternate water 
supply, such as AWS-3 or AWS-4, because operation of the 
groundwater extraction and treatment system will lower the water 
levels of wells within the proposed water service area (PWSA). 

Comment #13: Have EPA and NYSDEC considered connecting the 
proposed water district to the currently operating Rosendale 
district. 



Response #Is: This approach was identified in the FS, however, the 
Rosendale district was determined not to have sufficient capacity 
to support the proposed water district. As a result, this approach 
was not retained as an alternative for detailed evaluation. 

Comment t14: Implementation of the water supply system with fire 
flow service would aid fire fighting efforts in the future. 

Response #14: Comment noted. The design of the public water 
system would provide for fire flow to meet local requirements. 

Comment #15: Do homeowners have to pay for water from the New ~ o r k  
City Aqueduct rather than well water? Would the well field 
Alternative AWS-4 provide a free source of water to the residents? 

Response (115: Yes, the cost estimate for AWS-3 does include costs 
to purchase water from New York City (approximately $8,800 per 
year), while there is no cost to purchase water under AWS-4. 
However, the operation and maintenance cost projection of 
Alternative AWS-4 ($88,00O/year), which would be assessed to users 
by the proposed water district, is about the same as the selected 
Alternative AWS-3, use of the Catskill Aqueduct ($76,00O/year) 
which includes the costs to purchase water from New York City. The 
estimated cost to the homeowners is $361 to $515 per year for 
Alternative AWS-3 and $506 to $615 per year for Alternative. 

Comment #16: Why is the estimated operation and maintenance cost 
for the well field alternative more than the estimated operation 
and maintenance cost for the aqueduct alternative? 

Response #16: The well field Alternative AWS-4 has a higheg 
estimated operation' and maintenance cost primarily due to 
electrical costs for pumping. With the aqueduct Alternative AWS-3, 
the water would be delivered to the ground surface under pressure. 

Comment 1117: Would the treatment systems be similar for both the 
well field and aqueduct alternatives? With the aqueduct 
alternative, would a separate treatment system be required to treat 
water from a backup well field? 

Response #17: Because the sources of water are different (reservoir 
water from the aqueduct versus groundwater from the well field), 
each system would be operated differently to meet primary and 
secondary drinking water standards. The FS and Proposed Plan 
considered a conceptually similar treatment system for the well 
field Alternative AWS-4 as the aqueduct Alternative AWS-3 in order 
to address high levels of naturally occurring metals found in the 



groundwater (primarily iron, manganese, calcium, and magnesium). 
Separate treatment systems for the backup water and aqueduct water 
supplies should not be necessary. 

C o m w a t  X18: A commenter questioned whether the groundwater 
extraction and treatment system was considered as a source of 
potable water? Additionally, the Town of Marbletown requested that 
it be considered as a potential backup supply. 

hkponae 118: The use of the groundwater extraction and treatment 
system was not considered for use as an alternate water supply in 
the FS. However, in response to comments requesting that use' of 
treated water fromthe groundwater'extraction and treatment system 
be considered as a backup supply, this potential source will be one 
of the backup supply options evaluated during remedial design (see 
Response 150). 

Cormnant #19: A resident asked for clarification regarding the 
estimated cost for maintaining the granular activated carbon (GAC) 
systems. 

Response 119: Over the last three years, the annual average cost 
for NYSDEC to service and sample the GAC systems was approximately 
$1,460 per system, however, over the last year this cost rose to 
$1,698 per system. Additional increases are expected in the cost 
to maintain these systems in the future due to the age of the 
systems and the high metal content in many of the local wells. The 
anticipated cost to service these filters in the future is $2,215 
per system. Costs associated with servicing these filters include 
monitoring (pre-filter; post-filter, and split samples), carbon 
media replacement, and UV bulb replacement. The costs to residents 
to service these filters may be less than this projection,' 
depending on the frequency of monitoring and service of the 
systems. However, any individual maintenance of GAC systems for 
less than the NYSDEC average costs would likely result in a reduced 
level of monitoring and service. 

Immlamentation of Alternate Water Suv~ly 

Boundaries of the Proposed Water Service Area (PWSA) 

Comment #20: Numerous residents and Town officials inquired as to 
the criteria used for determining the PWSA. 

Response #20:  The boundaries of the PWSA,were selected based on: 



1) Properties which are currently contaminated or threatened 
by the VOC groundwater plume; 

2) Properties which are anticipated, to be impacted by drawdown 
from the extraction and treatment system or from operation of the 
backup water supply; and 

3)  Engineering considerations, such as the selection of 
optimal water mains routes to minimize dead-ends in the 
distribution system, and to avoid private property and culturally 
sensitive areas. 

The PWSA was delineated based on conservative estimates of plume 
migration, which utilized the groundwater modeling from the FS and 
residential and monitoring wells sampling data, to include both 
properties currently or potentially impacted. The boundary of the 
PWSA was presented at public meetings and discussed in meetings 
with Town representatives and their consultants. 

While the PWSA was designed to include properties with contaminated 
wells and properties threatened by the groundwater plume, the 
service area could be expanded.in the future to include additional 
properties that do not meet EPA's criteria for inclusion. This 
expansion would have to be paid for by the water district. 

Comment t21: Several commenters noted that their wells are not 
currently contaminated, and inquired why they should have to hook 
up to the district and pay for public water. 

Response #21: As stated above, there are three main criteria EPA 
utilized for including properties in the PWSA; residential wells 
within the PWSA which are not currently contaminated are included 
within the PWSA because they maybe impacted by contamination or 
drawdown of the aquifer in the future, or for engineering 
considerations. Additionally, the following benefits' may be 
realized by homeowners through the use of public water: 

1) Users receive water. which meets primary and secondary 
drinking water standards; 

2) Concerns regarding whether wells would become contaminated 
in the future would be alleviated; 

3) Concerns regarding low yields during drought conditions or 
due to potential drawdown from the groundwater extraction and 
treatment system would be alleviated; 

4) No need for future well maintenance; 
5)- Fire flow service would be provided nearby; 
6) Homeowner's insurance rates may decrease as a result of 

nearby fire flow service; 



7) Property values in the PWSA may increase. 

Comment t22: Several homeowners who were not included in the PWSA 
asked to be included. 

Response (122:. The criteria for including properties within the 
PWSA are noted above in Response 1120. However, the Towns could 
independently expand the water district. In cases where properties 
do not meet the criteria outlined in Response 1120, requests for 
inclusion in the water district should be directed to the 
appropriate Town representatives. 

Commant X23: Several cornenters suggested sampling additional 
residential wells outside of the PWSA to ensure that impacted 
properties have not been left out of the PWSA. A commenter 
suggested developing baseline data for an additional section of 
properties outside the PWSA, including water quality and well 
depth. . Who will be responsible for the continued monitoring of 
wells, particularly wells on the perimeter of the district and for 
how long? How often are the private wells tested? 

Response #23: EPA agrees with this suggestion, and has in fact 
implemented such a program. EPAfs Removal Program sampled 
approximately 140 private wells during December 1999 and'february 
2000. The December 1999 and February 2000 data were used by EPA 
and NYSDEC to confirm the PWSA boundaries and to include 'additional 
properties in the PWSA. In addition, UCHD had collected extensive 
data on many homes located on the perimeter of the plume. These 
wells are monitored on a quarterly basis. NYSDEC routinely 
monitors private wells fitted with GAC systems. The frequency of 
NYSDEC monitoring depends on the levels of VOCs detected at the 
individual wells and, at a minimum, they are monitored on a yearly" 
basis. The data from all the sampling efforts has been compiled in 
a database and will be used to develop a residential well 
monitoring program to monitor the wells at the perimeter of the 
PWSA as part of EPA1s remedial action. Because the PWSA was 
designed to service all impacted and threatened properties, there 
should be minimal sampling necessary outside of the PWSA. 

Connnent #24: What will be the mechanism for extending the district 
if more wells become impacted by contamination or drawdown, and can 
the supply system handle the additional properties? Commenters 
wanted assurance that if additional wells were found to be 
contaminated, the problem would be remedied. 

Response #24: As noted above in Response #20, the PWSA boundaries 
are conservative and EPA and NYSDEC do not anticipate additional 



wells becoming impacted or threatened by the groundwater plume. If 
additional homes are impacted or threatened by the plume, EPA and 
NYSDEC would take steps to ensure that these properties have a safe 
supply of water. Depending on the circumstances, such homes might 
be included in the PWSA, or provided with whole house treatment 
units. The water capacity estimates for the supply system are 
based on conservative estimates which would provide a reasonable 
buffer. The capacity of the system will be reassessed during the 
Remedial Design, to ensure that the water supply system has 
sufficient capacity to handle some additional properties. 

If additional contaminated wells are identified and it -is 
determined that contamination is best addressed via inclusion in 
the PWSA then the proposed water district would need to formally 
expand the PWSA to include additional residences to the district 
(h, these properties could be included in a revised Plan, Map & 
Report). The Towns are currently considering mechanisms to allow 
for the inclusion of additional properties within the proposed 
water district under such circumstances after the district is 
f orrned . 
Comment #25: The Town of Rosendale requested that four additional 
properties along Route 213 be included in the PWSA. 

Response #25: Recent sampling results (~ecember 1999 and February 
2000) indicate that two of these properties have been impacted by 
Site-related contaminants. Based on these data, these properties, 
and the two other properties which are threatened, will be included 
in the PWSA. 

Comment #26: A resident noted that some of the properties included 
within the PWSA, which are north of Route 213, have not been 
impacted by the VOC plume, and expressed skepticism that these 
wells were threatened by the plume. 

Response #26: As noted above in Response l20, three criteria were 
used in defining the PWSA boundaries. Based on the historical 
residential well sampling results, Site-reiated VOCs have been 
detected in several properties north of Route 213, indicating that 
the plume threatens this area. Hence, properties in this vicinity 
were included in the PWSA. 

Conmiant #27: Concerns were expressed about impact of possible 
development of vacant property within the water district and the 
district's ability to handle such development. Cornenters 
suggested that the system has capacity to support reasonable growth 
within vacant areas. Institutional controls should address 



development of vacant parcels within the PWSA before the water 
district is operating. 

Rasponsa 127: There are several large, undeveloped properties 
within the PWSA. Currently, only one of these properties is under 
development. The capacity of the proposed drinking water treatment 
plant will be further reevaluated during the remedial design. EPA 
can allow for some additional capacity based on future development 
of these properties. Any other additional increased capacity would 
be deemed an enhancement and would need to be funded by the water 
district. 

Institutional controls such as governmental controls (m, 
ordinances) and property controls (pg, deed restrictions) to 
prevent groundwater use k y  be implemented in the selected remedy. 

C o m m n t  #28: Development outside of the PWSA, which may require 
the use of private wells, should be addressed in the long-term 
institutional controls developed for the overall remediation plan. 

Response #2B: Development outside of the PWSA boundaries should 
not have an impact on the efficiency of the groundwater extraction 
and treatment system. As stated previously, the PWSA boundaries 
were based on conservative estimates. In the event that wells 
outside the PWSA become impacted or threatened by the groundwater 
plume, actions may be taken to provide potable water, including 
connection to the water district or provision of GAC filters. 
Institutional controls, such as local laws prohibiting private well 
use, may also be employed. 

Comment #29: The Town of Marbletown requested that the water main 
for the distribution system be routed to the intersection of Berme 
and Canal Roads, rather than across a private driveway as indicated 
in the conceptual layout for the water distribution system, and 
recommended that the properties adjacent to these roads be included 
in the PWSA. 

Response #29: EPA and NYSDEC have evaluated and agreed that these 
changes are appropriate based upon engineering considerations. 

Camrment #30: A commenter noted that the location of backup well(s), 
would impact the boundaries of the PWSA. 

Response #30: Depending on their location, the backup supply 
well (s) could have an impact on the district boundaries. After the 
backup water supply source is selected during remedial design, 
additional modeling will be performed to ensure that properties 



outside the PWSA would not be adversely impacted by water table 
drawdown. If modeling indicates that wells outside the PWSA would 
be adversely impacted by drawdown from use of a backup well, they 
would be provided an alternate water supply. If a backup well(s) 
is located near MRMW 138 (the preferred backup source), it is 
unlikely that the district boundaries would need to be expanded, 
because additional homes in this area were included in the PWSA 
during the comment period. Additional details about the backup 
supplies which are being considered are discussed in Response 150. 

Water District Formation - 

Connnent #31: Why does a water district need to be formed and who 
is responsible for forming it? 

Response 1131: A water district needs to be formed in order to 
assume control of the drinking water treatment plant and 
distribution system after they are constructed by EPA. An 
alternate water supply (either through Alternatives AWS-3 or AWS-4) 
will need to be in place in order for EPA to effectively extract 
and treat the groundwater plume under Groundwater Response 
Alternative GR-3 without having an impact on residential wells. 
The water district will be a local governmental entity, and the 
Towns of Marbletown and Rosendale are currently proceeding with 
district formation following the process described in State and 
Town Law. 

Comment #32: The Proposed Plan relies heavily on the formation of 
a municipal water district, which is subject to specific policies, 
procedures and requirements as outlined in State Law, and the 
proposed remedy breaks down if the municipal district is. not 
formed. The Proposed Plan insufficiently details the 
'responsibilities that will ultimately be transferred to the 
district and further, fails to identify the costs related hereto. 
To ensure public participation and success of any referendum, full 
and complete details of all required district activities and costs 
should be developed now. 

Response 132: The proposed water district will be responsible for 
the operation and maintenance of the drinking water treatment plant 
and distribution system, once the infrastructure has been 
constructed by EPA. The anticipated activities of the district are 
described in Section 13.4 of the ES. The Proposed Plan and ES 
included the anticipated costs for operation and maintenance (OhM) 
of the proposed water district under the OhM costs for Alternate 
Water Supply Alternative AWS-3. These costs were estimated at 
f 64,000 per year. Subsequent to the issuance of the Proposed Plan, 



the Townsf engineers providedtheir own O6M estimate which includes 
the cost for purchase of water from New York City. This revised 
estimate is $76,000 per year. Detailed operating workplans for the 
district will be developed during the remedial design. It is 
important to note that the Proposed Plan and the ROD are intended 
to describe a remedy in general terms, while future plans developed 
during the design determine exactly how the remedy will be 
implemented, including all relevant details of operation. 

Camsent  Y33: What type of Environmental Impact Studies would need 
to be performed by the Towns of Rosendale and Marbletown prior to 
formation of the district to comply with requirements of the State 
Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA)? 

Respanae #33: Because the construction of, the necessary 
infrastructure of the water district will be performed by EPA as an 
action under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act, as amended (CERCLA), NYSDEC has 
indicated that it is not necessary for the Towns to perform any 
SEQRA assessments of potential construction impacts. In any event, 
the Superfund review process conducted during the RI/FS serves as 
the functional equivalent of an environmental impact assessment. 
At the most, the Towns might wish to prepare an abbreviated 
assessment to analyze the potential impacts of just the 
administrative act of forming the district. 

Comment 1134: The Towns of Rosendale end Marbletown have incurred 
costs related to the water district formation and their consultants 
'drafting the Plan, Map 6 Report. Can the Towns be reimbursed for 
costs related to the formation of the water district? Other 
commenters noted that the Towns would have additional expenses 
related to review of the design of the system, and suggested that. 
these costs be identified, and considered for reimbursement. 

Response #34: EPA is reviewing the request for reimbursement to 
determine whether the expenses related to district formation can be 
considered reimbursable response costs under CERCLA, and will 
inform the Towns when a final determination is made. 

Additional expenses related to the Townsf evaluation of EPAfs 
remedial design have not been estimated. While EPA would work 
closely with the Towns during the design process and will offer the 
Towns the opportunity to review.the design, costs incurred by the 
Towns would not be reimbursed as EPA does not reimburse 
municipalities for design reviews of Superfund projects. 

Comment #35: A Plan, Map 6 Report, which describes the district 
boundaries and costs, is prepared by the Towns in order to form a 



water district. In general terms, a public information meeting on 
the Plan, .Map h Report usually occurs at such time as it is 
possible to identify exactly who will be included in the proposed 
district and the approximate cost for users. Ideally the Plan, Map 
h Report should be prepared following the Record of Decision and 
nearing the end of the remedial design phase. Finalization of the 
Plan, Map h Report should be delayed until all evaluations are 
completed , selection of a backup water supply and additional 
residential well sampling) or. the Plan, Map h Report should 
specifically include procedures for the expansion and inclusion of 
other potentially impacted properties. 

Several comments were also provided on the intermunicipal agreement 
and resolution which would need to be passed by the Towns in order 
to form the water district. Comments were also provided on 
mechanisms the Towns should follow for mandatory and permissive 
referendum processes to form the district. 

It was also noted that the time required to form the district 
should be included in the estimated time for cleanup. 

Response f 3 5 :  The Towns held a public hearing on March 16, 2000 to 
present the draft Plan, Map & Report as part of community outreach 
efforts for the district formation, and the district boundaries 
considered at the meeting are based on the best available data 
accumulated to date. EPA has consulted with Town officials to 
discuss the PWSA boundaries and the possible need .for future 
district expansions later, if additional properties are found to be 
impacted. Provisions are being made to consider future expansion 
of the district, if necessary. EPA believes it would not be 
prudent to complete a remedial design prior to formation of the 
water district. The water district must also be formed prior t'o 
finalizing a use agreement with the New York City Department of 
Environmental Protection (NYCDEP) . 
Comments regarding the draft Intermunicipal Agreement, the water 
district formation resolution, and the referendum process would be 
best addressed by the Towns and their attorney. 

Based on meeting with the Towns, EPA believes that the Plan, Map h 
Report will be finalized soon and the district should be formed 
shortly, in which case the district formation should not delay 
implementation of 'the alternate water supply remedy. 

Comment #36: A number of residents expressed concerns about 
whether it would be mandatory that they connect to the proposed 
water district, (especially those residents of properties that are 
inside the PWSA and not currently impacted), and whether they would 



be required to close their wells; some indicated that they would 
like to maintain their wells for primarily outdoor uses. 

Raaponse Y36: The proposed water district, not EPA, will establish 
the operating procedures of the district, including any provisions 
requiring hook-up and well closure. If there are no water district 
provisions which require residents within the district to hook-up 
to the water distribution system, and if a resident declines access 
to install the connection and is subsequently impacted by draydown 
from the extraction and treatment system, the homeowner would need 
to drill a deeper well or pay for the connection of their home to 
the distribution system at that time. Similarly, EPA would provLde 
funding to have private wells properly decommissioned with the 
owner's consent. If residents deny access to seal the wells, and 
later want the well closed due to insufficient yield, they would be 
responsible for paying for well closure. 

Supply, Treatment and Distribution 

Comment 1137: The proposed source of water is the Catskill 
Aqueduct, what other Towns purchase water from New York City and 
use the Catskill Aqueduct as a source of water supply? Was it 
necessary that these Towns 'tie into the aqueduct when the system 
was constructed? 

Response 1137: Several Towns use New York City's water supply 
system as a source of potable water (u, White Plains, Scarsdale, 
New Rochelle, Yonkers, Mamaroneck, Harrison, Mount Vernon, Carmel, 
Newburgh, and Cornwall)- The Town of New Paltz, located near High 
Falls, also uses New York City's water supply, via the Catskill 
Aqueduct, as a source of potable water (along with a series of + 

upland reservoirs). Connection to New York City's water supply 
system is not dependent on whether the request was made during 
construction of the system, and the provisions for using New York 
City's water supply system are covered in New York City!s 1905 
Water Supply Act. The NYCDEP has indicated that it is amenable to 
use of New York City's water supply system by the district. The 
details of the operating conditions and use of New York City's 
water supply will need to be formalized in a use agreement between 
the water district and NYCDEP. 

Comment #38: Which tunnel out of NYC's system would supply water 
for the district? Will completion of the third tunnel project by 
New York City result in the Catskill Aqueduct being taken out of 
service? 



Response 138: The raw water for the district will be supplied by 
the Catskill Aqueduct. Completion of the third tunnel project by 
New York City is an infrastructure improvement of New York City's 
water distribution network within the City itself,.which would not 
impact the Catskill Aqueduct. 

Commant 139: Additional details were requested about the type of 
treatment which will be used for the public water supply. 

Response R39: To date, the public water supply has been only 
conceptually developed, and the exact treatment components will-be 
selected during the remedial design to be consistent with the 
Surface ,Water Treatment Rule (40 CFR Parts 141 and 142) and the 
Small System Compliance Technology List for the Surface Water 
Treatment Rule (EPA 815-R-97-002, EPA 815-R-98-001, EPA 815-R-98- 
002, EPA 815-R-98-003). Raw water from the aqueduct will be 
treated to remove conventional contaminants, such as particulates, 
color, taste, odor, and microbes. A conventional treatment scheme 
for a surface water supply includes coagulation, flocculation, 
sedimentation, filtration, and disinfection. A similar treatment 
scheme is currently used by the Village of New Paltz to treat its 
water supply, a portion of which is also drawn from the Catskill 
Aqueduct. 

ConrmentP40: Have alternatives other than chlorine been considered 
for disinfection and could alternatives other than chlorine be 
considered during a pre-design study? How would the chlorine 
levels be monitored? 

Response #4O: While the use of chlorine is a widely-used, proven, 
cost-effective method for disinfection, other disinfectidn 
techniques suitable for the system would be considered in the 
remedial design. The use of chlorine is an advantageous 
disinfection technique because it results in residual levels which 
ensure disinfection throughout the distribution system. Monitoring 
for chlorine residual levels would be included as a part of the 
normal operating procedures of the water district. 

Comment #41:  How long will it take to construct the public water 
supply treatment system and connect the homes? 

Response #41: The Proposed Plan estimated it would take 2 years to 
construct the water supply system, but does not include the time to 
design the system, or to procure the contracts. Considering both 
design and construction, the system would be in place within 
approximately 3 to 4 years. 



Comment 142: Several commenters requested that EPA and NYSDEC 
clarify the responsibilities for paying for operation of the water 
district (k, equipment failures) and other response costs, and 
the estimated yearly cost for residents in the water district. A 
comenter noted that they were under the impression that NYSDEC was 
going to pay for funding of the water treatment and distribution 
system, and wanted to clarify that the yearly costs for'maintaining 
the district were the responsibility of the homeowner. 

Response #42: Capital costs fir the selected response actions for 
groundwater and soil would be funded by EPA and NYSDEC, as would 
the first 10 years of operation of the groundwater treatment 
system; NYSDEC would be responsible for operation of the 
groundwater extraction and treatment system thereafter. The 
capital costs for implementation of the selected Alternate Water 
Supply Alternative, AWS-3, would also be paid for by EPA and 
NYSDEC. All of the Operation and Maintenance (OSM) costs for 
Alternative AWS-3, include equipment replacement, are assumed to be 
funded by the proposed water district. As described in the 
Proposed Plan and at public meetings, EPA does not fund OSM 
expenses related to the operation of a treatment plant for the 
primary purposes of providing public water. The projected costs 
for homeowners is based on the estimated operation and maintenance 
cost for the proposed drinking water treatment plant and the number 
of residents in the PWSA. The Record of Decision uses the Towns 
engineer's revised assessment of annual operation and maintenance 
costs for the proposed water district (S76,000/year), or $362 to 
$515 per user per year, which recently became available. This 
estimate is greater than the cost estimated in the Proposed Plan 
(S64,OOO/year). 

Comment #43: Does the estimated per household cost for Alternative. 
AWS-3 include the cost of purchasing water from New York City? 

Response #43 :  The FS and Proposed Plan did not include the cost for 
purchasing water from New York City, however, the cost of 
purchasing water from New York City is included in the current cost 
estimate. The current wholesale purchase rate for New York City's 
water is $383.83 per million gallons. Based on the average daily 
demand estimated in the fS (63,050 gallons per day), this would 
result in an approximately 58,800 increase in the total yearly 
operation and maintenance cost projection in the FS and Proposed 
Plan. As noted above, the Record of Decision uses the Towns 
engineer's revised assessment of annual operation and maintenance 
costs for the proposed water district ($76,00O/year). This cost 
projection accounts for New York City's water use fee, and some 
miscellaneous expenditures. 



Conrmant 144: How do we know whether the water use rate charged by 
New York City will increase? 

Responsa 144: Based on the New York City Water Board's Report on 
the Cost of Supplying Water to Upstate Customers for the 2000 Rate 
Year (August 1999), New York City's water use rate has increased 
over the last several years, and is projected to increase in the 
future. However, as indicated above, the water use rate is a small 
component of the overall estimated district cost. In order for New 
York City to increase its water use rate, the City would prepare a 
report which explains the proposed water rate increase which would 
be subject to public review and comment. 

Comment 145: A commenter indicated they felt that the proposed 
water district would be a financial burden to many residents on a 
fixed income, and there were not enough properties within the 
proposed water service area to offset the costs. 

Response #45: Of the alternatives considered 'in the FS and 
Proposed Plan, the selected Alternative AWS-3, would result in the 
least cost per user which is estimated at $362 to $515 per year. 
The estimated cost per user for maintaining the GAC systems (wliich 
would be the responsibility of homeowners under Alternatives AWS-1 
and AWS-2) would be $2,215 per year. The estimated cost per user 
for maintaining a well field and treatment system under Alternative 
AWS-4 would be $506 to $615 per year. 

Although the districts costs would be reduced by including 
additional homes and residences not currently in the PWSA within 
the district, under the'superfund program EPA and NYSDEC can only 
fund actions which would supply water to impacted or threatened 
residences. 

Conrment #46: A resident noted that residents should consider that 
there is a current cost associated with maintaining private wells 
, maintaining treatment equipment and electrical costs) and 
that these costs should be considered when evaluating the estimated 
homeowners1 cost for maintaining a public water system.. 

Response #46: EPA recognizes that currently there are costs for 
residents to maintain a private well; however, these costs depend 
on the type of treatment system used , water softener, UV), 
frequency of maintenance , water quality monitoring, pump 
replacement), and amount of use , electrical costs) which make 
an average resident's cost difficult to predict. 

Comment #47: Who will pay to connect homes within the PWSA to the 
water distribution system? 



Reaponaa 147: EPA will pay for the connection of the homes and 
businesses with wells in the PWSA to the water distribution system 
at the time of remedy implementation. Those who do not want to 
hookup at that time will bear those costs in the future without 
benefit of EPA assistance. 

Comment#48: Concerns were expressed regarding the construction of 
the water system, including potential damage to residents" homes, 
disruption of roads during construction, and potential impacts on 
local businesses. 

Response #48: Preventative steps will taken to prevent damage. to 
homes, and minimize traffic disruption during the construction of 
the public water system. It is expected that any potential impacts 
can be avoided or mitigated through the use of appropriate 
engineering controls. 

Comment #49: Concern was expressed about the selection process for 
contractors, and whether only "low bidders" would be selected. 

Response #49: EPA must follow standard federal contracting 
procedures when hiring a contractor to perform the work at the 
Site. The contractor selection process will depend on the 
mechanism used to obtain a contractor. For example, it is 
anticipated that the design and construction, of the water 
distribution system will be handled through an Interagency Agency 
Agreement with the Army Corps of.Engineers, which may use one of a 
group of prequalified contractors to perform the work, or could 
competitively bid the contract, in which case, the lowest 
responsive responsible bidder who has demonstrated that they have 
the technical qualifications to perform the work would be selected. 

Backup Water Supply 

C-ent # 5 0 :  Several commenters inquired as to the options 
considered for a backup supply, others (including the Town of 
Marbletown) requested that use of treated groundwater from the 
extraction and treatment system be considered as a source of backup 
supply. Other commenters requested additional details on this 
possibility, such as the amount of sampling which would be 
performed on the treated water. Other comments discouraged this 
approach, and noted that the groundwater extraction and treatment 
system would be designed to achieve NYSDEC surface water discharge 
standards for the treated water and not more stringent drinking 
water standards. 



Response 150: Three options will be considered during the remedial 
design for the backup supply, namely: 1) the installation of a 
public supply well(s) (the preferred option), 2) the use of treated 
water from the groundwater extraction and treatment system, and 3) 
the use of the Rondout Creek. 

Under option 1, well MRMW-138 could be converted to an extraction 
well or a new well wou1.d be located in the vicinity of MRMW-13B. 
Well MRMW213B would be considered for backup supply well beca~ise it 
was found to have a high yield, has not been impacted by the VOC 
plume, and residential wells in this area reportedly have artes.ian 
properties. Pump tests of well MRMW-13B and groundwater modeling 
would be conducted during the remedial design to determine the 
well's yield and assess the impact of pumping this well, or another 
well in this area, for extended periods on nearby potable wells. 
If pump tests or modeling indicate that nearby wells would be 
adversely impacted by water table drawdown from operation of the 
backup wells for an extended period of time, measures would be 
taken to mitigate these impacts (a, these residences would be 
considered eligible for inclusion in the PWSA, the potable wells 
could be drilled to a deeper depth, or another backup supply well 
would be installed farther away from these wells). 

In order to use the treated water as a source of backup supply 
(option 21, it would need to be determined during the remedial 
design that this system could reliably produce sufficient yield to 
meet the demand. Although the NTCRA groundwater extraction and 
treatment system would be designed to comply with meeting NYSDEC 
surface water discharge standards, the treated groundwater would 
then need to be transported to the drinking water treatment plant 
for treatment to remove naturally occurring metals, such as iron 
and manganese .(if necessary.), disinfection and distribution. 

Based on community opposition to option 3, and the fact that using 
the Rondout Creek as a backup supply is estimated to be about twice 
as costly as option 1, the Rondout Creek would not be pursued 
unless no other alternative for backup were available. 

In summary, EPA believes that option 1, &, having a dedicated 
well(s) available for backup supply, may be the most practical and 
reliable option. 

Comment 151: Clarification was requested on the duration of the 
backup water supply required under Alternative AWS-3, for periods 
of time when the Catskill Aqueduct is not in service. Many 
comments expressed support for a backup water supply which would 
provide a long-term source of water, in the event that the aqueduct 
was taken out of service for extended periods of time, or as an 



alternative source of water if New York City's water use fees 
become prohibitively expensive. 

Response 151: Backup water supply provisions , quantity, 
yield, duration) would need to be formalized in a use agreement 
between the proposed water district and the NYCDEP, in accordance 
with the 1905 Water Supply Act. 

EPA believes that the Catskill Aqueduct is a reliable long-term 
source of water. In cases of its unavailability, it should only be 
unavailable for short periods of time (less than one month). - 
Comment #52: A commenter noted that it would be necessary to 
determine the impact of operation of the extraction and treatment 
system off the MRIP property on a backup supply well, and 
recommended that the well be pumped for a significant length of 
time to determine if its use would draw contaminants to the well. 
It was suggested that the groundwater extraction and treatment 
system off the MRIP property operate before siting backup wells, in 
order to determine potential impacts of the groundwater extraction 
and treatment on the backup supply. 

Response #52: The concern that contamination could be drawn into 
backup supply well(s) will be evaluated during the remedial design 
at which time additional pump tests will be performed. However, 
the siting of the backup supply and implementation of the alternate 
water supply cannot be postponed until after the groundwater pump 
and treatment system is operational because operation of the 
groundwater extraction and treatment system will cause significant 
water table drawdown which will lower the water levels in many of 
the private wells within the PWSA. 

Comment #53: Who will perform sampling of backup wells? 

Response #53: Sampling of the proposed backup well(s) would be 
conducted by the water district. 

Comment #54: Would the fire department have adequate water supply 
under the aqueduct alternative while a backup supply is being used? 

Response #54: Yes, the capacity of the water supply system would be 
designed to include the provision of fire flow service. . 
Im~lementation of Groundwater Resoonse and Source Control 
A1 ternatives 



Comment 155 :  The remedy only addresses the bedrock aquifer, but an 
overburden well (MW-4) contains the highest concentration of VOCs. 
The overburden .aquifer will continue to act as a source , of 
contamination to the underlying bedrock aquifer. Overburden 
contamination on the MRIP property should be fully defined and 
remediated through conventional extraction or high vacuum 
extraction and treatment. 

Response #55: Based on the data collected during the RUES and 
during site characterization performed by EPA's Removal Program, 
the extent of contamination in the overburden and 
bedrock/overburden interface is limited in extent. Although the 
highest levels of VOCs have been found on the MRIP property in a 
well MW-4, this well is screened at the bedrock/overburden 
interface, and the closest downgradient bedrock/overburden well MW- 
5, which is within 100 feet of MW-4, is significantly less 
impacted, while the bedrock well (MW-50) at this location contains 
higher levels of VOCs. This indicates that upon release into the 
overburden, the contaminants migrated into the bedrock aquifer 
without significant lateral movement. The clay-rich soil in the 
overburden likely inhibits lateral groundwater movement, which may 
account for the majority of contaminant movement occurring within 
the bedrock aquifer. 

Comment #56:  Concerns were raised regarding the locations of the 
groundwater extraction wells and treatment system and treatment 
plant. A commenter suggested that the location and appearance of 
extraction and treatment facilities should be addressed at this 
time . 
Response 8 5 6 :  The location of the components of the extraction and 
treatment system was considered conceptually during the FS. 
Currently, it is anticipated that three to six extraction wells 
will be utilized to draw groundwater from the farfield plume, and 
that the treatment plant will be located near the Rondout Creek. 
However, the exact placement of the treatment system and extraction 
wells will be determined during the remedial design based an 
groundwater modeling results, the availability of property for the 
treatment plant, and other physical considerations (m, location 
of piping and extraction wells). As with the NTCRA system, EPA 
will take into account visual and aesthetic considerations when 
designing and constructing the air stripping system. EPA will 
discuss the proposed location and design with the community during 
the remedial design. 

Comment-#57: Will treatment technologies be dependent on the 
location of extraction and potable wells? 



Reaponsa #57: No. The selection of the treatment technologies 
will be based on their demonstrated ability to remove contaminants. 

C-nt #58:  Concerns were expressed regarding the frequency and 
accuracy of monitoring of the treated water, and who will be . 
responsible for cost and oversight of long-term monitoring. 

Responaa (158: EPA and NYSDEC will fund the operation of the 
groundwater extraction and treatment system (Alternative' GR-31, 
including sampling the monitoring well network and the effluent 
from the treatment plant. The sampling frequency for the treat.ed 
groundwater will be determined by NYSDEC along with the effluent 
discharge standards and requirements for discharge. The Rondout 
Creek discharge will likely be sampled weekly during startup and 
then monthly. Sampling data will be reviewed by EPA and NYSDEC 
staff . 
Monitoring of the treated water from the drinking water treatment 
plant will be the responsibility of the proposed water district. 

Sampling and analyses will be conducted according to EPA-approved 
methods and protocols. 

Commsnt #59: Will water levels in private wells decrease as a 
result of the groundwater extraction and treatment system? What 
impact will the sustained pumping have on the water table in the 
vicinity of the water district? 

Response #59: Private wells within the PWSA will likely be 
impacted by water table drawdown from the groundwater extraction 
and treatment system. This is why the groundwater remedy needs to,. 
be implemented concurrently with an alternate water supply remedy, 
namely, Alternative AWS-3. Basedon groundwater modeling, drawdown 
is expected to be minimal outside of the PWSA. Additional modeling 
and monitoring will be performed during remedial design to confirm 
this projection. 

Comment #60:  How will EPA prevent contaminated groundwater from 
impacting homes not in the PWSA? 

Response # 6 0 :  The selected groundwater remedy, extraction and ex- 
situ treatment, will minimize the migration of the VOC plume. The 
proposed water district boundaries have been conservatively 
designed to include homes that are both threatened or impacted by 
the plume. Therefore, it is not anticipated that additional 
potable wells will be adversely impacted by VOCs in the future. In 
the event that homes outside the PWSA are found to be impacted or 



threatened by the VOC plume or water table drawdown from either the 
groundwater extraction and treatment system or backup supply wells, 
these homes would be provided an alternate water supply (either 
through connection of the property to the proposed water district, 
or through use of GAC filters). 

Comment X61: What plans are in'place to assure that the pumping of 
the NTCRA system does not dry up residential wells not included in 
the PWSA, or residential wells within the PWSA before the Alternate 
Water Supply is available? Whom do residents notify if they 
suspect that the pumping is affecting our water supply? Is a 
procedure for notification in place? What would happen if'a 
homeownerls well is impacted by drawdown from the extraction and 
treatment rystem? If a monitoring program is implemented prior to 
formation of the water district, one commenter recommended 
monitoring the water levels of homes potentially impacted by 
pumping, so the pumping rate of the remediation system could be 
adjusted to minimize any impacts of drawdown. 

Response #61: TO prevent adverse impacts to residential water 
supplies, EPA has performed a well survey for residences within the 
zone of influence of the pumping wells on the MRIP property where 
groundwater modeling predicted greater than 15 feet of water level 
drawdown at simulated steady-state conditions. During the well 
surveys, EPA determined how deep the potentially impacted wells 
are, and where the pumps are located in the wells. EPA would like 
to ensure that there is at least 40 feet of water column between 
the pump and the water table to account for both drawdown and 
seasonal water level fluctuations. If there is less than 40 feet 
between the pump and the water table, with the resident's 
permission, EPA will reset the pump at the level necessary so that 
the drawdown will not impact it. If a pump cannot be set deep 
enough in a well to ensure 40 feet of water column above the pump, 
EPA would consider redrilling the well or installing a deeper well, 
based on actual drawdown conditions, or including the property 
within the PWSA. In the event that potable wells outside the PWSA 
are impacted by drawdown from the extraction and treatment system, 
the property would be considered eligible for inclusion in the 
PWSA. 

In addition, EPA will monitor the drawdown by installing water 
level monitoring devices in the monitoring wells near Mohonk Road. 
It is expected that drawdown will continue over time until a 
steady-state water table level is reached. The maximum estimated 
drawdown in the closest residential well is expected to be 
approximately 20 feet based on a groundwater extraction model 
simulating steady-state conditions. Initially, the drawdown at 
this well is expected to be substantially less than 20 feet, and it 



would take several years to reach this level of steady-state 
drawdown. Therefore, there will be sufficient time to monitor the 
drawdown levels and reduce the rates of extraction prior to any 
adverse impact on nearby wells. 

EPA intends to hold periodic meetings in the community to update 
residents on the progress of activities and afford them an 
opportunity to express concerns. Fact Sheets or written updates 
will also be prepared and provided to the public. Future questions 
and comments should be directed to EPA1s Project Manager for the 
MRIP Site, who is currently Patrick Hamblin and who may be reached 
at (212) 637-3314. - 

C-ent 162: How long will it take to clean up the aquifer? 

Response 1162: Preliminary estimates based on groundwater modeling 
indicate that it would take on the order of several decades to 
remediate the plume. Additional modeling will be performed during 
the remedial design; a more refined estimate of the time required 
to remediate the aquifex will be prepared at that time. 

Comment #63: In light of the discovery of the paint waste area by 
EPA's Removal Program, a commenter recommended.that additional 
investigation such as a review of historical aerial photographs and 
a Site-wide geophysical survey be conducted to find other potential 
source areas. 

R e s p o n s e  #63: EPA has conducted both historical aerial photo 
analysis and additional geophysical studies of the Site. Based on 
the' results of the aerial analysis, a large part of the MRIP 
property has been geophysically surveyed. The paint waste disposal 
area was identified as a result of the aerial analysis and. 
subsequent geophysical studies and exploratory trenching efforts 
further defined the area. These efforts identified small disposal 
pits near the paint waste disposal area. The total volume of 
contaminated soil remaining in these areas is approximately 300 
cubic yards, and will be excavated as part of Source Control 
Alternative SC-3. Additional.characterization of this area will be 
performed during the remedial design. 

Coomneat #64: There is no rationale in the Proposed Plan for not 
addressing contaminated soils from Areas 1C and 2A identified by 
NYSDEC. 

R e s p o n s e  #64: During NYSDEC1s Site investigations, Areas 2A and 1C 
were found to be significantly less contaminated than Areas lB, lA, 
2B, and the paint waste disposal area, and only slightly exceeded 
the cleanup values of NYSDEC Technical and Administrative Guidance 



Memorandum t4046 (TAGMs). For example, of the samples taken near 
Area IC, only one exceeded the TAGM values for TCA (1.1 ppm was 
detected, compared to the TAGM value is 0.8 ppm) . Further sampling 
will be performed during the remedial design to confirm that these 
soil areas are not significantly impacted, and, therefore, do not 
need to be remediated. 

C-nt $65: A comrnenter noted that standard practice is to cover 
stockpiled contaminated soil with plastic sheeting to mini'mize 
potential runoff from precipitation events, and that if soil is 
stored in rolloff containers, the containers should be lined to 
minimize leaks. 

R e s p o n s e  $65: This is the current practice on the Site, and it 
will be followed for later excavations. 

Comment  1166: Commenters want assurances that EPA will acknowledge 
and protect important historic resources in the area. 

R e s p o n s e  U66: The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 
1966, as amended (16 USC 4701, sets forth a mandate for protection 
of the cultural environment. Under the NHPA, federal agencies must 
take into account possible effects of their actions on properties 
on, or eligible for, inclusion in the National Register of Historic 
Places. As part of the RI/FS activities, NYSDEC performed a Stage 
1A Cultural Resource Assessment: Literature Search and Sensitivity 
Study. This is the first component of the review process to 
determine whether cultural resources could be impacted as a result 
of the selected remedial actions at the Site. The report concluded 
that if the proposed water mains were installed within three feet 
of existing pavement or in other areas previously disturbed, it is 
likely that an archeological survey would not be necessary. 
However, this evaluation focused primarily on the components of the 
NTCRA, and further review will be conducted during the remedial 
design. As part of this process, the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP) and the State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) would be consulted to make a determination of any potential 
impact to cultural resources, and should any impact be identified, 
mitigation measures would to be taken to reduce these impacts. 

Comment  #67: How will property taxes be impacted as a result of 
the Site or water district? 



Rmsponrm (67: Property taxes are controlled by local governing 
bodies, and as a result, there is no federal involvement in 
property taxation. 

Connuant #68: A comenter noted that Fourth Street is included on 
some of the project maps of the area, which no longer exists. 

Responsm X68: Comment noted; the most recent maps prepared by EPA 
do not include Fourth Street north of Route 213. 

Commant 169: Are the granular activated carbon systems currently 
on the impacted residential wells effective at removing vi6yl 
chloride? 

Response #69: Granular activated carbon filters are effective at 
removing vinyl chloride, but to a lesser extent than some other ' 

VOCs. Vinyl chloride is not a primary contaminant of concern at 
the Site, but may be present due to the breakdown of other 
contaminants. To date, no breakthrough of vinyl chloride has been 
observed in the GAC systems. 

Comment 170: Development outside of the PWSA, which may require 
the use of private wells, should be addressed in the long-term 
institutional controls developed for the overall remediation plan. 

Response #70: See Responses 120, 61, and 63. 

Comment #71: How does this 'site compare with the Napanoch Site 
cleanup? 

Response #71: Cleanup of the Napanoch paper mill site, located in.. 
Wawarsing, New York, near the Rondout Creek, is being addressed by 
NYSDEC cleanup activities. This site is contaminated with 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). This Site differs from the MRIP 
Site, in that the RI/FS did not identify groundwater contamination 
at the Napanoch site, and the contaminants of concern differ. The 
Record of Decision for this site, signed in 1994, consists of off- 
site disposal of paper rolls and removal of contaminated soils and 
sediments. 
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PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN 

. MOHONK ROAD INDUSTRIAL PLANT SITE 

Hamlet of High Falls, Ulster County, New York 
Site Number 3-56-023 

November 1999 

SECTION 1: SUMMARY ANDPURPOSE 
OF THE PROPOSED PLAN 

This Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) 
was developed by the New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation 
(NYSDEC), as lead agency, withsupport from 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA), the New York State Department of 
Health (NYSDOH) and the Ulster County 
Health Department (UCHD). In January 
1999, the Mohonk Road Industrial Plant 
(MRIP) site (the Site) was listed on EPA's 
National Priorities List (NPL). The EPA will 
be the lead agency for the remedial design and 
remedial construction phases of the project. 

The NYSDEC, in consultation with the EPA, 
NYSDOH and UCHD, is proposing aremedy 
to address the significant threat to human 
health and the environment created by the 
presence ofhazardous wastes at the Site. (The 
Federal Suoerfund law or the Comorehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980 as amended 
(42 U.S.C. $4 9601-9675) authorizes EPA to 
respond to releases or threatened releases into 

the environment of hazardous substances, 
pollutants, or contaminants. Hazardous 
substances include hazardous waste.) 

The NYSDEC has issued this PRAP as a 
component of the citizen participation plan. 
developed pursuant to the New Yo* State 
Environmental Conservation Law (ECL) and 
6 NYCRR Part 375. EPA has similar public 
participation responsibilities under Section 
117(a) of CERCLA and the National 
Contingency Plan (NCP). 40 C.F.R. 4 
300.430(f). 

Written comments on the PRAP can be 
submitted until January 15 2000 to Patrick 
Hamblin, Project Manager, EPA at  the 
following address: 
EPA 
Emergency & Remedial Response Division 
290 Broadway, 20Ih Floor 
NY, NY 10007-1866 

Phone: (212) 637-3314 
Fax: (212) 637-3966 

hlohonk Road Industrial Plant Site 
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This document is a summary of the 
information that can be found in greater detail 
in the Remedial InvcstigationlFcasibility 
Study (RYFS) and other relevant reports and 
documents, which are available at the 
NYSDEC and EPA document repositories 
refemced below. A summary of the 
preferred remedy is given in Section 8 of this 
document. 

As described in Sections 3 and 4 of this 
document, improper handling and disposal of 
waste solvents resulted in the release of 
hazardous wastes (primarily 1.1.1- 
trichloroethane, also known as 1.1.1-TCA. 
and trichloroethene, also known as TCE) at 
the MRIP property. Some ofthis material has 
migrated from the MRIP property to 
surrounding arcas, including to the underlying 
bedrock aquifer. These disposal activities 
have resulted in the following significant. 
threats (actual or potential) to human health: 

. a significant threat to human health 
associated with the ingestion. 
inhalation and direct contact with 
volatile organic compound (VOC) 
contaminated bedrock groundwater, 
on and off the MRIP property, above 
New York State andlor Federal 
drinking water standards; and 

. a significant threat to human health 
associated with the ingestion, 
inhalation and direct contact with 
contaminated subsurface soils by 
workers on the MRIP property. 

In order to restore the Site to pre-disposal 
conditions to the extent feasible and 
authorized by law and, at a minimum, to 
eliminate or mitigate the significant threats to 
the public health that the hazardous waste 

disposed at the MRIP property has caused, the 
following remedy is proposed: 

The construction of a new public 
water supply system to provide clean 
and safe potable water to the 
residences in the Hmlet of High Falls 
and the Towns of Rosendale and 
Marbletown with impacted or 
threatened private supply wells. 

The continuation of the NYSDEC 
Interim Remedial Measure (IRM) to 
monitor and maintain the individual 
granulx activated carbon (GAC) 
filtration systems in use until the new 
public water supply system is fully 
operational. 

Continued operation of EPA's Non- 
time Critical Removal Action 
(NTCRA) which includes the 
extraction and treatment of 
c o n l a m i d  bedrock groundwater on 
the MRIP property. 

The excavation and off-Site disposal 
of approximately 200 cubic yards of 
contaminated subsurface soils 
remaining at the MRIP property. 
Additional soil sampling will be 
conducted during the Remedial 
Design (RD) to further refine this 
estimate and determine if additional 
soils need to be excavated. A paint 
waste area, approximately 300 cubic 
yards in volume, that was recently 
identified by EPA's Removal Program 
would also be excavated, treated (if 
necessary), and disposed ofoff-Site if 
the area is not addressed by EPA's 
Removal Program. 
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. Capture and treatment of VOCs in the 
groundwater plume off the MRIP 
property. 

encouraged to review the project documents at 
the following repositories: 

. Long-term groundwater monitoring. 

The proposed remedy, discussed in detail in 
Section 7 of this document, is intended to 
attain the rangdial action objectives selected 
for the Site, in conformity with New York 
State applicable stmdards, criteria and 
guidance (SCGs), as identified in Section 6. 
Under Section 12 l (d) of CERCLA. 42 U.S.C. 
Section %21(d). EPA is m u i d  to attain 
legally appli&ble or relevant h d  appropriate 
Federal and State requirements, standards, and 
criteria when implementing med ia l  actions 
at CERCLA sites, unless such ARARs are 
waived under CERCLA section 121(d)(4). 
These nquircments are collectively referred to 
as Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate 
Requirements (ARARs). EPA also uses "to 
be considered" (TBCs), that include 
nonbinding criteria, advisories, guidance, and 
proposed standards. SCGs include all 
applicable Federal ARARs and TBCs. 

This PRAP identifies the preferred remedy, 
summarizes the other alternatives considered 
and discusses the reasons for this preference. 
NYSDEC and EPA will select a final 
remedy for the Site only after careful 
consideration of all comments received 
during the public comment period. Any 
remedy selected will include both 
performance and environmental monitoring 
along with periodic reevaluation of the 
effectiveness of the selected remedy and the 
need for further action, if any. 

To better understand the Site and the 
investigations conducted, the public is 

NYSDEC Central Office 
Attention: Michael Komoroske 
50 Wolf Road, Albany, NY 12233-7010 

Phone (5 18) 457-3395 
Hours Mon. through Fri., 8:00 to 445 

NYSDEC Region 3 Office 
Attention: Michael Knipfing 
21 South Putt Cornea Rond 
New Pal@ NY 12561 

Phone (914) 256-31 54 
Hours Mon. through Fri.. 8:30 to 445 

EPA Region 2 Office 
Attention: Patrick Hamblin 
Emergency & Remedial Response Division 
290 Broadway. 20' Floor 
NY, NY 10007- 1866 

Phone: (212) 637-3314 

NYSDEC and EPA Information Repositories: 
Stone Ridge Library 
Stone Ridge. New York 12484 

Phone: (914) 687-7023 
Hours: Mon & Wed, 1:30-8:OO; Tue, 
Thu& Sat, 10:OO-530; Fri, 1 :30-5:30;. 
Sun. closed 

Rosendale Library 
264 Main Street, Rosendale NY 12472 

Phone: (914) 658-9013 
Hours: Mon, Tue & Thur. 11-7:30; 
Wed & Fri, 11-5, Sat, 10-3; Sun, 
Closed 

DATES TO REMEMBER: 
November 15,1999 to January 15,2000 - 
Public comment period on the RVFS Report, 
PRAP and preferred alternative. Since a 
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extension request has 
the normal 30 day 
extended to 60 days. 

Based on new information 
comments, the 
modified or 
presented in this PRAP may 
Therefore, the public is 
and comment on all 
identified here. 

Comments will be summarized and 
provided in the Responsiveness 
section of the Record of Decisio 
which will be issued by EPA 
represent NYSDEC ahd EPA's 
regarding the selected remedy 
consideration of all public 

SECTION D E s c R I P - r l o N S ~  2: ITE L o  AT1 

large wooded lots. The MRIP property (see 
Figure 2) is mostly undeveloped except for the 
southern corner of the property, which is 
occupied by an approximately 43,000 ft2 
building. A6.000-gallon fuel oil underground 
storage tank (UST) and a 1.000-gallon 
underground disposal tank were located to the 
north of the building. The 6.000-gallon fuel 
oil UST was removed in 1992 by a previous 
owner. The NYSDEC removed the 1,000 
gallon underground disposal tank as an IRM 
in August 1997. See Figure 2. 

The surrounding area is rural in nature and 
relies exclusiveiy on groundwater as a source 
ofpotable water. The Rondout Creek, a Class 
B water body. flows approximately 3,000 feet 
to the north-and west of the M R ~  property. 
The b a t  usages of Class B surface waters are 
primary and secondary contact recreation and 
fishing and are suitable for fish propagation 
and survival. The Coxing Kill, a Class C(T) 
water body. flows approximately 2,000 feet to 
the east ofthe MRlP property. The best usage 
of Class C watm are fishing and these watm 
are suitable for fish propagation and survival. 

SECTION 3: SITE HISTORY 

3.1 OperationrVDisposal History . 

The structure on the MRIP property has been 
used as a manufacturing facility since at least 
the early 1960s when a metal finishing 
company, Varifab. Inc. moved into the 
building. Varifab reportedly used TCE in the 
finishing and assembly of metal parts for 
computer card punch machines and computer 
frames. Consolidated Diesel purchased 
Varifab and the property in about 1969 and 
continued and expanded metal fabrications 
operations there until approximately 1972. 
The facility was purchased by the R.C. 

The MRIP property is located 
Road in High Falls, Ulster 
1). The MRIP property is 
acres, most of which is 
MRIP property is 
Mohonk Road 

Mohonk Road Industrial Plant Site 1 
Proposed Remedial Action Plan r' 

11/08/99 
Page 4 



Ballard Corporation in 1972 which conducted 
a wet spray operation there. This type of 
painting operation would require large 
quantities of solvents in order to clean 
surfwes prior to painting. The property was 
again sold in 1975 to a Richard C. Wilson 
who conducted unknown operations there for 
approximately six months. In 1976, the 
property was purchased by Gelles Associates, 
which manufactured metal and wood store 
display fixtures. In 1992, the Banco Popular 
of Puerto Rico repossessed the property. In 
1993, the property was purchased by the 
Kithkin Corporation and is currently leased to 
a company that makes sets for the movie and 
TV industry. 

In 1994; a resident on Mohonk Road 
contacted the UCHD concerning the quality 
of her drinking water. The well was sampled 
and found to contain VOCs above the 
NYSDOH drinking water standards. These 
VOCs included: 1.1.1-TCA at 290 parts per 
billion (ppb); TCE at 26 ppb; 1,l- 
dichloroethylene (1,l-DCE) at 76 ppb; and 
1.1-dichloroethme (1.1-DCA) at 22 ppb. 
Concentrations of total VOCs exceeding 1,000 
ppb have been detected in other residential 
wells. The NYSDOH drinking water standard 
is 5 ppb for each of these compounds. Other 
wells in the area were sampled and many were 
also found to be contaminated with VOCs. 
Beginning in April 1994, at the request of the 
health departments, the NYSDEC installed 
GAC filtration systems on residential, 
municipal and commercial property water 
supply wells whose water contains VOCs 
above the NYSDOH drinking water standard. 
The NYSDEC is currently monitoring and 
maintaining 70 GAC filtration systems as an 
IRM. 

The NYSDEC identified the MFUP property 
as the source of the contamination, and in 
August 1994, the MFUP property was 
designated a Class 2 site on the New Yark 
State Registry of Inactive Hazardous Waste 
Disposal Sites. The Class 2 designation 
indicates that thesite pow asignificait threat 
to ~ubl ic  health andlor the environment. The 
sit;? was listed on the Federal National 
Priorities List (NF'L, also known as 
Superfund) of hazardous waste sites on 
January 19.1999. 

3.2 Remedial  HistorylPrevious 
Investigations 

After repeated, unsuccessful attempts to have 
a responsible party fund a full remedial 
program at the Site, the NYSDEC in 1996 
elected to use the State Superfund program to 
conduct the work. In the Fall of 1996, the 
NYSDEC and their consultant conducted an 
Immediate Investigation Work Assignment 
(IIWA). A sample from the 1,000-gallon 
underground disposal tank on the MNP 
property indicated an estimated concentration 
of 1,I.I-TCA at 26% and 1.1-DCE at 1.8% in 
the sludge at the bottom of the tank. Since the 
1.000-gallon tank was determined to be the 
primary source of the VOC contamination in . 
the groundwater, the NYSDEC elected to 
m o v e  the tank as an IRM in August 1997 
(see Figure 2). The tank was removed along 
with about 25 tons of contaminated soil from 
beneath the tank and properly disposed of off- 
Site to prevent additional contamination from 
entering the groundwater. No residual 
contamination was detected in the location of 
the former 6,000-gallon fuel oil storage tank. 
Aspart ofthe IIWA, fiveshallow soihedrock 
interface monitoring wells were installed on 
the MRIP property. Analysis of groundwater 
sampled from monitoring well MRMW-4 
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located near the 1.000-gallon 
disposal tank detected the 

The NYSDECnquested that EPA' Removal 
Program construct a groundwater t xtraction 
and-treatment systemon the MRI 
in order to minimize the migration 

I 
highly contaminated portion of the 
groundwater plume. This Remo 
will extract the contaminated 
treat it on the MRIP 
stripper. The clean, 
discharged to a nearby 
accordance with effluent criteria iss ed by the 
NYSDEC. EPA has classified this work as a 
NTCRA. The EPA issued and solicited 
comment on an Engineering Evalu tionKost 
Analysis (EWCA) that described th rationale 
for the NTCRA. EPA's mpon to the 
comments received were summa zed in a 
Responsiveness Summary. 1 The 
Responsiveness Summary was 
Action Memorandum, the 
that substantiated the 
action at the Site, which 
1999. The design for 
completion and 
the MRIP 

1999. 

3.3 Scope and Role 

Cleanup at the Site is cumentPy being 
addressed with 3 actions: I . New York State's interim I remedial 

measures, 

. EPA's NTCRA, . and the long-term remediation plan. 

This proposed plan describes the alternatives 
for the long-term remediation of the Site. 
New York State's interim actions addressed 
immediate health threats through the 
installation ofGAC filterson impacted homes 
and businesses, and removal of the susp~ ted  
source of contamination. EPA's NTCRA is 
designed to minimize the further migration in. 
the bedrock aquifer of the most highly 
contaminated portion of the groundwater 
plume. 

SECTION 4: SITE CONTAMINATION 

To evaluate the contamination present at the 
Site and to evaluate alternatives to address the 
significant threat to human health posed by 
the presence of hazardous waste, the 
NYSDEC has recently completed a RVFS. 

4.1 Summary of the Remedial 
Investigation (RI) 

The purpose of the RI was to define the nature 
and extent of any contamination mulling 
from previous activities atthe MRIP property. 
The initial RI work was conducted between 
March 1997 and December 1997. A draft RI 
Report was issued in March 1998. Addiiional 
RI field activities occumed between April 
1998 and June 1998. A final RI Report was 
issued in September 1998. 

The RI included the following activities: 

. ~rivate water well survey: . ;oil probe borings and soil sampling; . test pit excavation and subsurface soil 
sampling; 
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. tracing drain lines from the building to 
determine additional contamination 
source areas on the MRIP property; . surface water sampling; 
groundwater monitoring well network 
installation and sampling off the = property; . groundwater elevation and flow data; 

- groundwater pumping tests; . human health exposure assessment; . habitat assessment; and . completion of a RI Report 

To determine whichmedia(soi1, groundwater, 
air, etc.) contain contamination at levels of 
concern, the RI analytical data were compared 
to the SCGs and ARARs. Groundwater. 
drinking water and surface water standards 
identified for the Site are based on NYSDEC 
Ambient Water Quality Standards and 
Guidance Values and Part 5 of NYS Sanitary 
Code, as well as Federal Safe Drinking Water 
Act 40 CFR P m  141 et.seq.. maximum 
contaminant levels (MCLs) for drinking 
water. For soils, NYSDEC TAGM 4046 
provides soil cleanup objectives for the 
protection of groundwater, background 
conditions and health-based .exposure 
scenarios. 

Chemical concentrations forwater and soil are 
reported in parts per billion (ppb) andlor parts 
per million (ppm). For comparison purposes, 
SCGs are defined for each media. 

4.1.1 Nature m d  Extent of Contamination 

Based upon the results of the RI, soils and 
groundwater at the Site require remediation. 
These results are summarized below. More 
complete information can be found in the RI 
Report which is available at the information 
repositories. 

4.1.1.1 Surface Soils - Historical sampling 
did not detect any contaminants of concern 
(COCs) in the surface soils on the MRIP 
property. Recently, EPA's Removal Program 
discovered a potential waste disposal area 
which is near the surface, which is discussed 
in the following section. 

4.1.1.2 Subsurface Soils - Samples were 
collected by using a direct push soil sampler 
and through the excavation of test pits and 
trenches. The excavations uncovered drain 
lines originating from, inside the north and 
west sides of the building. Subsurface soils 
samples w m  also collected fmm Uvee 
locations inside the building. The subsurface 
soil data indicate that contaminated soils 
remain in the vicinity of the former 1,000- 
gallon underground disposal tank north of the 
building, in an area just west of the building, 
and in a small area under the building. 
Contaminants that were found above SCGs 
include I,1,1-TCA at 4.6 ppm with a cleanup 
objective of 0.800 ppm. TCE at 0.730 ppm 
with a cleanup objective of 0.700 ppm. DCA 
at 1.3 ppm with a cleanup objective of 0.200 
ppm,perchloroethylene (PCE) at 25 pprn with 
a cleanup objective of 1.4 ppm, ethyl benzene 
at 61 ppm with a cleanup objective of53  ppm 
and xylene at 570 ppm with a cleanup - 
objective of 1.2 ppm. Although the 
subsurface soils pose no risk to children or 
adult residents since they are not accessible, 
they do pose a risk to construction workm or 
workers on the MRIP property who may come 
in contact with them during future 
excavations. In addition, these soils have the 
potential to impact groundwater through the 
leaching of the VOCs into the groundwater. 
In total, there are approximately 200 cubic 
yards of contaminated subsurface soils that 
would need to be addressed, as shown in 
Figure 3. Additional soil sampling would be 

hlohonk Road Industrial Plant Sitc 
P r o p s 4  Remedial Action Plan t 

11108189 
Page 7 



conducted during the RD to 
estimate. 

contamination found during 
NYSDEC recently dii 
disposal area at the Site. In M 
EPA Removal Program pe 
geophysical survey fol 

northwest comer of 

compounds including toluene, e 

4.1.1.3 Surface Water - 
collected from various ponds 
bodies downgradient of the 
With the exception of the 
north and downgradient 
none of the samples 
Site-related 

consistent with nearby soiVbedrock interface 
monitoring well MRMW-5 on the MRlP 
property. 

4.1.1.4 Groundwafer - Monitoring wells 
w m  installed off the MRIP property to 
provide subsurface geologic data and to allow 
monitoring of groundwater elevations and 
quality. This information was necessary to 
evaluate the direction of groundwater flow 
and to characterize the extent of the 
groundwater contaminant plume. In addition 
to the wells installed on the MRIP property in 
the Fall of 1996 and Spring of 1997, eleven 
monitoring wells have been installed off the 
MRIP property and sampled as part of the RI. 
The most recent complete monitoring well 
sampling event was in October 1998. Another 
complete groundwater sampling event 
occumd in October 1999. See Table 1 for the 
groundwater sampling results. 

In the Hamlet of High Falls, the Shawangunk 
fractured bedrock aquifer is the principal 
source of drinking water. Water movement 
through this formation is characterized by a 
series of distinct, structurally controlled. 
locally interconnected fracture systems. This 
aquifer is recharged directly by precipitation 
on exposed bedrock areas and by infiltpticn 
through the overburden material. The soil or 
overburden groundwater is limited and is not 
widely used as a source ofpotable water. The 
MRIP property is found near a topographical 
high and serves as a recharge area for the 
bedrockaquifer. Vertical flow gradientsat the 
MRIP property are clearly downward. 
Groundwater flow direction in the bedrock 
aquifer is predominantly to the north toward 
the ' Rondout Creek, but also showed 
components of flow to the northeast toward 
the Coxing Kill and northwest toward the 
Rondout Creek. There are a number of 
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springs in the arca which an used as sources 
of water by some residents. Sampling 
indicates that these springs are not 
contaminated by site related COCs. Artesian 
or upward groundwater flow has been 
observed in monitoring well MRMW-139 and 
has also been reported in residential wells 
along Berme Road near the Rondout Creek 
(see Figure 4.) 

The shallow soilhedrock interface monitoring 
well MRMW-4 on the MRIP property is 
located next to the location of the former 
1.000-gallon underground disposal tank As 
discussed earlier. this well is significantly 
impacted by VOCs. Soihedrock interface 
monitoringwell MRMW-5 is located less than 
100 feet downgradient of MRMW-4 and is 
significantly less impacted, with I,1,1-TCAat 
51 ppb in the December 1997 sampling round. 
No VOCs above the 5 ppb groundwater 
standard have been detected in soihedrock 
interface well MRMW-1 1 located further 
downgradient. This indicates that the 
contaminationis moving vertically downward 
on the MRIP property directly into the 
underlying bedrock aquifer. VOCs have not 
been detected in samples colleqed from 
springs in the area. 

The extent and concentration levels of the 
bedrock groundwater contamination are 
depicted in Figure 5. The Site-related COCs 
found in the bedrock aquifer include 1,1,1- 
TCA, TCE, DCE and DCA. I, I, I-TCA was 
detected at 4,100 ppb in monitoring well 
MRMW-5B on the MRIP property in the 
October 1998 sampling round. In this same 
round ofsampling, 1,l.l-TCA was detected at 
150 ppb in monitoring well MRMW-12B and 
at 210 ppb in monitoring well MRMW-ISB, 
which are both located off the MRIP property 
approximately 1,600 feet downgradient from 

the location of the 1.000-gallon underground 
tank which has been m o v e d  and is 
considered a former source ofcontamination. 
The groundwater standard for 1.1.1-TCA is 5 
ppb. A residential supply well approximately 
1.000 feet from the source area has 
consistently had concentrations oftotal VOCs 
at greater than 1.000 ppb. The VOC 
contamination is found throughout thevertical 
extent of the bedrock aquifer due to the 
interconnection of the bedrock fractures. 
Monitoring well MRMW-I 1B was drilled to 
a depth of 181 feet and I.l.1-TCA was 
detected at 540 ppb in the May 1998 sampling 
round. The "nearfield plume" has been 
defined as having concentrations of total 
VOCs at greater than 1.000 ppb. The "farfield 
plume" is defined as having concentrations of 
total VOCs less than 1,000ppb. Based on the 
May 1998 sampling data, the nearfield plume 
is estimated to have an area of approximately 
6.3 acres and the total plume an arca of 170 
acres. The Site-related groundwater plume 
extends over 4,000 feet from the MRIP 
property and has impacted 70 residential, 
commercialand municipal watersupply wells. 

4.1.1.5 Aqrti/Er TTesrirg- A45-hour pump test 
was conducted on a production well PW-2 
located on the MRIP property to determine if.. 
suficient drawdown and hence captureof the 
plume could be achieved through pumping of 
the aquifer. The pump t a t  indicated that the 
well could achieve a high rate of pumping, 
although significant localized drawdown of 
the water table occurred. A second pump test 
was conducted on MRMW-I 1B and the 
results were similar to the first test. Based on 
the pump test results and water level 
measurements, the average linear groundwater 
velocity in the bedrock aquifer was calculated 
to be- approximately 0.26 feetlday (95 
feetlyear). Assuming that the waste disposal 
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began approximately 35 
groundwater velocity or 
large portion of the 
plume. The data 
been used to 
groundwater model of the plume. 

4.1.1.6 Groundwater Flow 
to better evaluate altcrnati 
water supplies (AWS) an 
systems, a groundwater 
developed as part of the 
study was used to 

have on the co 
individual wells as 

alternative water 

following: 

. Under steady-state c 
(continued use of the 
private wells and no 
extraction and 

Kill. See Figure 13. 

. Ifa public water system is installed to 
service only properties with wells 
currently impacted and no active 
remedial actions (i.e.. groundwater 
extraction and treatment) are taken at 
the Site, the groundwater model 
simulations suggests that a section of 
residences ~ r t h  of Route 213 will be 
impacted by the contaminant plume as 
well as a group of residences south of 
Route 213 near Rondout Creek 

In the fint groundwater model scenario, the 
wells installed as part of the WCRA were 
modeled as pumping at a total of 40 gallons 
per minute (gpm) and all residential wells 
within the model domain were also pumping. 
For the second scenario. the NTCRA wells 
were again modeled as pumping at a total of 
40 mm but the residential wells wereassumed 
tur& off. As would be expected, both 
simulations indicate that a portion of the 
plume near the MRIP property would be 
contained by the NTCRA wells. When the 
NTCRA wells were assumed to be pumping 
and the residential wells remained on (or 
pumping) (scenario I), the simulation 
indicates a significant portion of the northern 
end ofthe farfield plume would be drawn into 
residential wells, while the leading edge of the 
plume would reach the Rondout Creek in 
roughly three years. In the second scenario, 
whichassumed the residential wellswould not 
be pumping, the plume would continue to 
migrate and reach the Rondout Creek in 
approximately one year. In other words, if a 
public watersystem remedy was implemented 
and the existing impacted and threatened 
private wells were taken out of service. 
without an aquifer-wide groundwater response 
action, the groundwater plume would be 
expected to migrate further and possibly 
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impact the Rondout Creek and the Coxing 
Kill. 

SPA perfonned additional groundwater 
modeling to determine optimal rates of 
groundwater extraction for the NTCRA. This 
modeling is described in a June IS. 1999 
Technical Memorandum, which isavailableat 
EPA's information repositories. 

4.1.1.7 Hwrran Health ~ ~ s ~ r c A s s ~ s s t t t c t l I  
- The assessment was conducted by the 
NYSDEC to provide a qualitative assessment 
of the health risks to humans under current 
and future land-use scenarios. The assessment 
concluded that the primary routes of exposure 
and most significant exposure intakes under a 
current land use scenario are inhalation of 
VOCs from groundwater (via showering) by 
residents offthe MRIP property, followed by 
ingestion of groundwater by workers on the 
MRIP property and ingestion of groundwater 
by local residents (primarily children) off the 
MRIP property. It is important to note that 
the use of the GAC filtration systems has 
eliminated these exposure pathway and 
ensures a safe supply ofwater for those wells 
which are currently impacted. Under a future- 
usc scenario, the local residents have the 
greatest exposure to COCs from the Site, with 
inhalation accounting for the most significant 
amount of COC intake. The exposure 
assessment considers the amount of exposure 
to chemicals from thesite and does not equate 
to the potential risk from exposure, which is 
dependent on a chemical's toxicity and is 
discussed below. 

EPA Risk Assessors quantified the estimated 
risk based on the Human Health Exposure 
Assessment. The results are discussed in 
Section 4.3 below, and are available for 
review at the EPA information repositories for 

the Site (EPA Memorandum, dated October 
20.1999). 

4.1.1.8 Fis11 and IYildl~cItttpaciAt~a&sis- A 
Step 1 Analysis of the Site was conducted 
following the guidelines issued by the 
NYSDEC. The analysis is presented in 
Chapter 8 of the RI Report. Although the . 
impact analysis concluded the& was no 
current impact to fish and wildlife resources. 
without an active groundwater response the 
plume could migrate and potentially impact 
fish and wildlife resources. 

A RI Report was prepared that summarizes 
the findings of the RI and is available for 
review at the project document repositories 
listed in Section 1. 

4.2 Interim Remedial Measures 

Interim Remedial Measures (IRMs) are 
conducted at sites when a source of 
contamination or exposure pathway can bc 
effectivelv addressed before com~letion of the 

In addition to the installation of the GAC 
filtration systems IRM, and as discussed in 
Sections 3.1 & 3.2 of this document, an. 
underground tank excavation and removal 
IRM was performed in September 1997. The 
design and const~ction of a contaminated 
groundwater extraction and treatment system 
on the MRIP property as a NTCRA is 
ongoing. Preliminary mobilization at the 
MRIP property occurred in July 1999 and 
construction of the treatment system is 
anticipated to be completed in late fall 1999. 
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4.3 Summary of Human xposure 
Pathways p 
This section 

conditions. The baseline risk 
estimates the human health risk 
result from the contamination at 
remedial action were taken, and 
operating GAC filters were 
moredetailed discussion 
Exposure Assessment 
assessment can be 
RI Report, and in 
October 20, 1999. respectively. 

Human Health Risk Assessment 

A four-step process is utilized 
site-related human health 
reasonable maximum 
Hazard fdcntijcatio~ 
contaminants of concern 
several factors such as 
occurrence, and 
Assessment - 
actual andlor 

. 
potentially exposed.) Toxicity Ass sment - 
determines the types of adverse hea f th effects -. 
associated with chemical cxposu 
relationship between magnitude 
(dose) and severity of 
(response). Risk 
summarizes and 

exposure and toxicity assessments to provide 
a quantitative assessment of site-related risks. 

Cumnt Federal guidelines for acceptable 
exposures are an individual lifetime excess 
carcinogenic risk in the range of E-04 to E-06 
(e.g., a one-in-ten-thousand to a one-in-one- 
niillion excess cancer risk) and a maximum 
health Hazard Index (HI) (which reflects 
noncarcinogenic effects for a human receptor) 
equal to 1.0. (A HI greater than 1.0 indicates 
a potential of noncarcinogenic health effects). 

The results of the baseline risk assessment 
indicate that the groundwater at the Site poses 
an unacceptable risk to human health. These 
calculations assume the cumntly operating 
GAC filters an not in use. 

Under cumnt use scenarios, the carcinogenic 
risk for the adult worker on the MRIP 
property through ingestion and inhalation (via 
showering) of groundwater is 4.6E-04, which 
is at the upper bound of EPA's acceptable 
level. The HI for workers on the MRIP 
property under current use scenarios is 1.3, 
which exceeds EPA's acceptable level for 
noncarcinogenic health effects. Estimated 
carcinogenic risk to adults off the MRIP 
property in the nearfield plume under current 
and future use scenarios is 6.4E-4 for aduits. 
which exceeds EPA's acceptable level for 
carcinogenic risk. Estimatedcarcinogenic risk 
to children off the MRIP property in the 
nearfield plume is 4.4E-04 for children, which 
is at the upper bound of EPA's acceptable risk 
level. The HI for adults and children off the 
MRIP property in the nearfield plume under 
current and future use scenarios is 0.38 and 
0.94, respectively. 

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous 
substances from this Site, if not addressed by 
the preferred alternative or one of the other 
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active measures consideml, may pnsent a 
cumnt or potential threat to public health or 
welfare. 

4.4 Summary of Environmental Exposure 
Pathways 

This section summarizes the types of 
environmental exposures which may be 
presented by the Site. The Fish and Wildlife 
Impact Assessment included in the RI presents 
a more detailed discussion of the potential 
impacts from the Site to fish and wildlife 
resources. Although theRI impact assessment 
did not identify currently existing pathways 
for significant exposures to fish or wildlife, 
without an active groundwater response the 
plume could migrate and potentially impact 
fish and wildlife resources. 

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 PRPs for the Site identified to date by 
NYSDEC include the cumnt owner of the 
MRIP property, the Kithkin Corporation, and 
a number of previous owners of the MRIP 
propmy including the Banco Popular of 
Puerto Rico, Gelles Associates, Richard C. 
Wilson, the R.C. Ballard Corporation, 
Consolidated Diesel and Varifab, Inc. 

The PRPs failed to perform the RUFS at the 
Site when requested by the NYSDEC. EPA 
has noticed the Kithkin Corporation. Daniel 
Gelles, and Gelles Associates Inc. of their 
potential liability at the Site. Afterthe remedy 
is selected, the PRPs will again be contacted 
to assume responsibility for the remedial 

program The PRPs an subject to legal 
actions by the State andlor EPA for recovery 
of all response costs the State andlor EPA 
have incumd. 

SECTION6: SUMMARY O F  REMEDIAL, 
IQCTION OBJECTIVES & GOALS 

Remedial action objectives (RAOs) are 
specific goals to protect human health and the 
environment. These objectives are based on 
available information and standards, such as 
SCGs. 

Goals for the remedial program have been 
established through the remedy selection 
process. The overall remedial objective is to 
meet all SCGs, including Federal ARARs as 
described above, and be protective of human 
health and the environment 

At a minimum. the remedy selected should 
eliminate or mitigate all significant threats to 
the public health and to the environment 
through the proper application of scientific 
and engineering principles. The RAOs 
selected for this Site are as follows: 

. Eliminate the inhalation, ingestion and 
dermal contact of contaminated -. 
groundwater associated with the Site 
that does not meet State or Federal 
drinking water standards. 

. Restore the bedrock aquifer to its best 
beneficial use. 

. Eliminate the potential for human 
exposure to subsurface contaminated 
soil on the MRIP property. 
Contaminated Site soil cleanup 
objectives for COCs would be based 
on NYSDEC's Technical and 
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A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  G i d a n c e  
Memorandum (TAGM). t long-term groundwater monitoring program of 

up to 30 years. 

. Eliminate further 
contaminated bedrock 
migration and impacts. 

. Eliminate the potential for 
- contaminant discharges 

property. 

Theeontarninant and media-specific SCGsare 
presented in Table 1. 

SECTION 7: SUMMARY QF THE 
EVALUATION OF ALTERNAT~VES 

The selected remedy should be 
human health and the 
effective, comply 
and utilize 

A summary of the remedial 
follows. As used in the 
time to implement 
required to construct 
include the time 
remedy, to procure 
construction or to 
implementation of 
groundwater 

7.1 Description of Alternatives 

The potential d i e s  were developed to 
achieve the established RAOs for the 
contaminated media at the Site, specifically 
the .VOCtontminated groundwater plume 
and soils. Alternatives for each medium are 
discussed and evaluated separately. The 
altunatives discussed below may vary in title 
and description from those identified in the 
FS. 

Potable Water Supply Altcr~~afives 

AWS 1 plo Further Action 

Present worth: a o 
Capital Cost: 5 0 
Annual O&M: 6 0 
Time to Implement: 0 Y- 

The no further action alternative is evaluated 
as a procedural requirement and as a basis for 
comparison. It includes no active remedial 
measures and discontinuation of monitoring 
and maintenance of the 70 currently 
operational point of use (POU) GAC systems 
for private well owners aRer the ctirrek 
service contract for these filters expires. ARer 
the service contract expires on February 26, 
2001, further maintenance of these systems 
would be theresponsibility ofthe homeowner. 

AWS 2 lnstallrtion and Maintenance of 
Additional GAC Filter Svstems 

Present Worth: $5.3 19.000 
Capital Cost: S384,OOO 
Annual O&M: 16321.000 
Time to Implement: 3 months 
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Alternative AWS 2 includes installation and 
maintenance of a GAC system for all of the 
private well owners in the proposed public 
water service area (PWSA) Ulat are cumntly 
not on GAC filters (approximately 73 more 
systems), and continued monitoring and 
maintenance of the 70 cumntly operating 
POU GAC systems. 

The PWSA is depicted in Figure 6 and 
includes all properties currently impacted by 
Site-related groundwater contamination or 
considered threatened by the Site-nlated 
groundwater contamination. The PWSA was 
dcsigned to be protective of human health. 
The RI groundwater sampling data, the 
historical private well sampling data and the 
simulations from the groundwater flow model 
were used to determine the boundaries. The 
proposed PWSA is comprised of 174 lots in 
the Towns of Marbletown and Rosendale. Of 
these 174 lots, approximately 143 of them are 
currently developed for residential or 
commercial use and contain private wells. 

Alternative AWS 2 includes continued 
maintenance of the 70 currently operational 
POU GAC systems for private well owners. 
This alternative includes the implementation 
of institutional controls, such as groundwater 
use restrictions, which are intended to prevent 
development ofthe bedrockaquifer in thearea 
of currently existing or potential future 
contamination as a potable water supply 
without appropriate treatment. 

AWS 3 Public Water Suoolv Using 
Catskill A~ueduct 

Present Worth: S 8,573,000 
Capital Cost: S 7,589,000 
Annual O&M: % 64,000 
Time to Implement: 2 years 

Alternative AWS 3 includes the use of the 
Catskill Aqueduct as a new water supply 
source (see Figure 8) and the establishment of 
awater distribution system in the PWSA The 
PWSA for AWS 3 is the same as described in 
AWS 2 (see Figure 6.) Pursuant to the 
Surface Water Treatment Rule (40 CFR Parts 
141 and 142). raw water from the aqueduct 
would require treatment to remove 
conventional contaminants, such as 
particulates, color, taste. odor, and microbes. 
A convintional treatment scheme for asurface 
water supply, such as the aqueduct water, 
includes coagulation, flocculation, 
sedimentation, and filtration. Aner filtration. 
a final disinfectant (e.g., chlorine) would be 
added to lower the microbe content in the 
distribution system and control algal grouih 
(see Figure 7.) A similar treatment scheme is 
cumntly used by the Village of New Paltz to 
treat its water supply, a portion of which is 
also drawn from the Catskill Aqueduct. 

Utilization of the Catskill Aqueduct would 
q u i r e  the establishment of a community 
water district in the towns of Marbletown and 
Rosendale and a use agreement with the New 
York City Department of Environmental 
Protection (NYCDEP). A connection to the 
aqueduct dewatering chamber on Canal Road 
would need to be made and a main would be 
installed to transfer raw water h m  the 
dewatering chamber to the treatment plant. 
To develop conceptual design cost estimates, 
it was assumed that the treatment plant would 
be located on the MRIP property. The 
location ofthe plant would be finalized during 
the design of the system. A pump would be 
needed to transfer the treated water to a water 
storage tank. A distribution system (see 
Figure 9) must also be constructed to convey 
the treated water from the storage tank to the 
users in the community. Access would need 
to be obtained to install the distribution 
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system. The system 
provide fire 
requirements. 

For periods of time when 
Aqueduct is temporarily out 
backup supply of water would 
a minimum five-day period. 
the backup supply to be co 
remedial design an either th 
or a bedrock supply well(s) 
from both of the pouibl 
supplies would require tre 
Rondout Creek would i 
station at the pool created by th 
Falls and a raw water 
the Rondout C m k  to 
a possible backup s 
well MRMW-13B 
dewatering chamber, 
yield (approximate 
was not in the contaminated plume 
selection of the actual backup sup 
be determined during predesign 
The costs provided 
the bedrock well as 

Present Worth: $- ,973,000 
Capital Cost: ,620,000 
Total Annual O&M: ! $88.000 
Time to Implement: 2 yean 

AWS 4 Public Water S U D D ~ V  
Field - 

Alternative AWS4 includes the 

full-time basis. To develop 
cost estimates, the 
new well field is 
actual location 

Urine Well 

that two .supply wells would be pumping 
simultaneously at approximately 20 to 25 gpm 
each to sustain the average water demand of 
45 gpm in the PWSA A third well would be 
drilled as a backup. 

As with AWS 3, a community water district 
would need to be established. Raw water 
from these wells would be pumped to a 
storage tank. It is assumed that treatment of 
the raw water would include chlorination at 
the vcry least and probably inorganic removal 
via coagulation, flocculation, settling, and 
filtration (needed because ofthe high iron and 
manganese content of the groundwater); this 
is consistent with water supply well practices 
in Ulster County and with the New York State 
regulations. Dosing equipment would 
maintain the necessary chlorine level to 
maintain disinfection (see Figure 1 I.) From 
the storage tank, water would be transferred to 
adistribution system, which would supply the 
PWSA. Access would need to be obtained to 
install and operate the distribution system. 
The system would bc designed to provide fire 
protection to comply with local requirements. 

The PWSA for AWS 4 is the same as 
described in AWS 2 and AWS 3. 

Contaminated Bedrock Aqrrifer ~esporie 
Alternatives 

Alternatives were also developed to respond 
to the groundwater contaminant plume 
emanating from the MRIP property. As noted 
above, EPA is implementing a NTCRA to 
minimize the migration of the most 
contaminated groundwater in the nearfield 
plume. The FS has evaluated alternatives to 
address all of the Site-related contaminated 
groundwater in the bedrock aquifer. 

I 
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Three alternatives wen established for the 
groundwater response (GR). 

GR 1 P o  Further Action 

Present Worth: f 654.000 
Capital Cost: S 131.000 
Total Annual 0&M: S 34.000 
Time to Implement: 3 months 

Alternative GR I is a no further action option 
that includes a long-tern monitoring and 
evaluation program, presumed to be 30 yean. 
For cost estimating purposes, it was assumed 
that the NTCRA extraction and treatment 
system on the MRIP property would operate 
for one year. O&M for the treatment system 
would be funded by the removal program. 

Alternative GR 1 also includes the installation 
of new groundwater monitoring wells and the 
required sampling of potable and monitoring 
wells as part of a long-term groundwater 
monitoring program. See Figure 12. The 
Rondout C m k  and Coxing Kill would also be 
sampled as part of the long-term monitoring 
program. This program would monitor and 
evaluate the fate and transport of the 
contaminant plume on an annual basis to 
determine whether thegroundwater RAOs are 
satisfied. 

The groundwater monitoring program may be 
discontinued when contaminant levels in the 
plume are below remedial action objectives 
for two consecutive yean. This alternative 
assumes that the groundwater monitoring 
program would be the same regardless of the 
water supply alternative that is selected. The 
O&M cost for this alternative includes the 
monitoring program. Capital costs for this 
alternative covers well iristallation. 

GR 2 continuation of Non-Time Critical 
Jtemoval Action 

Alternative GR 2 includes active treatment of 
the nearfield plume which includes 
continuation of the NTCRA extraction and 
trutment system as a remedial action for a 
presumed period of 30 yean, and institutional 
controls to minimize human contact with 
contaminated groundwater. The institutional 
controls would consist of groundwater we  
restrictions for private well users 
downgradient of the existing plume. 
Groundwater use restrictions would be 
proposed to prevent development of the 
Shawangunk fractured bedrockaquifersystem 
(Shawangunk Formation) as a potable water 
source on and downgradient of the MRIP 
propefiy. The groundwater use restrictions 
would apply in and near the areas of the 
existing groundwater plume. A long-term 
groundwater and surface water monitoring 
program would be included in this alternative, 
similar to the one described under Alternative 
GR 1, to monitor the movement of. 
contaminants and to assess the efficiency of 
the NTCRA recovery wells in removing the 
contaminants from the plume. The O&M cost 
for this alternative includes the the monitoring 
programandoperation ofthetreatment plant on 
the MRIP property. 

Present Worth: 33,482,000 
Capital Cost: S 131,000 
Total Annual O&M: S 218,000 
Time to Implement: 3 months 

GR 3 Extrrction and Ex-Situ Treatment 

Present Wwth: S 6,043,000 
Capital Cost: S 1,247,000 
Total Annual O&M: S 3 12,000 
Time to Implement: 2 Y- 
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I 

Alternative GR 3 involves 

treatment Site-wide 

treatment system off the 

groundwater. The system's 
similar to the extraction and 
of the proposed NTCRA. 

depth and extent of co 
extraction wells would be 
at an optimal rate to 
groundwater, contain 
and prevent the plum 

this alternative m 
alternative that 

such as in Altern 

The groundwater model was used 
this groundwater extraction and 

and well locations were 
which combination 
highly 

processes. Afierrunning~everaldiffercntcases 
with pumping rates between 25 and 50 gpm, it 
was determined that using thm wells pumping 
at a rate of 40 gprn each pmduced dnwdown 
averaging less than 10 !I in nsidential wells 
outside of the PWSA and effectively captured 
the contaminants released in the interior of the 
plume. If this alternative is selected, optimal 
pumping rates and well placement woyld be 
confirmed during the remedial design phase. 

Steady-state simulations of the time necessary 
to achieve remedial action objectives in the 
aquifer w m  also conducted. For the w e  with 
three extraction wells each pumping at 40 gpm. 
along with the NTCRA extraction wells 
pumping at a total of 40 gpm, 29 years were 
required for both systems to extract 
contaminants, achieve RAOs and attain 
ARARS. 

Contaminated groundwater would be pumped 
from the extraction wells to a water tMrment 
plant to remove VOCs. At a minimum, 
groundwater would be treated for VOC 
removal to achieve the New YorkStatc surface 
water discharge requirements. Pretreatment of 
the groundwater would be necessary to remove 
conventional contaminants, such as iron and 
manganese, that foul treatment plant 
equipment. For cost estimating purposa:'it 
was assumed that treated groundwater would 
be discharged to the Rondout Creek via a 
gravity discharge line. 

Long-term groundwater monitoring would be 
conducted during the active remediation phase 
to assess the effectiveness of the groundwater 
extraction and treatment technology on 
contaminant concentrations. No new 
monitoring wells are proposed under this 
alternative, but could be installed ifdetermined 
to be necessary. Periodic evaluations of the 
groundwater monitoring data would be used to 
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evaluate the continued operation of the pump 
and treat system. Thc monitoring program may 
be discontinued when contaminant levels are 
below remedial action objectives for two 
consecutive years. 

Contaminated Subsurface Soils on 
the MRIP Proper@ 

Source Control &ernatiVa 

Contaminated soils on the MRIP proputy are 
limited to the subsurface, i.c, greater than 2 ft 
below grade. The COCs in these soils are 1.2- 
DCE, 1.1.1-TCA and PCE, but elevated levels 
oflC&DCE,DCA,ethylWe,andxylmes 
are also present. Arras of the MRIP property 
containing contaminated soils inclu& those 
labeled ori Figure 3 as Anas 1 A, 1B and 2B. 
Additional sampling for COCs would be 
conducted in Arm D-l and D-2 to determine 
if additional soils need to be excavated The 
potential disposal pitarearecently identified by 
EPA's removal program was found to contain 
elevated levels of paint-related compounds 
including toluene, ethylbenzene, xylenes. 
isopropylbenzene, 1.3,s-trimethylbenzene, 
1,2,44rimethylbenzene. lead and naphthalene. 
The sampling isdetailed in an EPATrip Report 
titled Exploratory Trenching at the Mohonk 
Road Industrial Site, dated June 28,1999. The 
EPA is evaluating whether this area is eligible 
to be addressed as a removal action; if not, this 
areawould be addrused as part of the proposed 
remedy described in this P U P .  

Three alternatives have been established for 
source control (SC Alternatives). Alternative 
SC 1 involves no action. Alternative SC 2 
involves excavation and ex-situ treatment of 
the contaminated soil that can be performed on 
the MRIP property. Alternative SC 3 includes 
excavation and off-Site treatment and disposal 
of the contaminated soil. 

SC 1 P o  Further Action 

Present Worth: S25,OOO 
Capital Cost. $2Si000 
Total Annual O&M: . S 0 
Time to Implement: 0- 

Altanative SC 1 does not include any 
excavation or treatment of contaminatedsoils 
on the MRIP property, but includes fencing to 
rrstrict.access to the contaminated soils. 

SC 2 Excavation and Ex-Situ Tmtment  
Performed on the MRlP Prooerty 

Pnscnt Worth: S 294,000 
Capital Cost. S 177,000 
Total Annual O&M: S 63,000 
Time to Implement: 2 Y- 

Alternative SC 2 involves the excavation and 
ex-situ treatment of approximately 200 cubic 
yards of soil containing contaminants at levels 
that exceed the RAOs. Contaminated soil on 
the MRiP property is approximated by the 
areas shown in Figure 3. however. additional 
sampling would b&rfoAedduri"g  the^^ to 
further define theextent ofcontamination at the 
Site. The paint disposal area identified by 
EPA's removal program would be excavated. 
for treatment, if the area were not a d d 4  as 
a removal action. This area is approximately 
300 cubic yards in volume, and would increase 
the capital cost of this alternative by roughly 
$50,000. During the excavation, sampling 
would be conducted to ensure that 
contaminated soil is removed to satisfy the 
RAOs. Uncontaminated soil, particularly the 
surface soil, would be stockpiled on the MRlP 
property and used to backfill the excavation, 
along with uncontaminated backfill material 
transported to the MRlP property. 
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a thin layer. Soil n 
measured and mod 
promote optimal bi 
would be aerated 
volatilization. of 

achieved. For cost-estimatin 
assumed that the treatment area 
covered and that st0 
be collected. Th 
reassessed in the 
storm water could collect low lev 

prior to discharge. 
I 

The most suitable place to 
enhanced biodegradation and 
would be in an easily 
void of trees and 
sloped slightly 
easily collected, if necessary. 

SC 3 &xca;rtion and Off-Site ~ i s b o s n ~  

Present Worth: 
Capital Cost: 
Total Annual O&M: 
Time to Implement: 

253,000 
253.000 

l month 

Alternative SC 3 involves the 
off-site treatment 

capital cost ofthis alternative by approximately 
I80.000. The excavation and sampling 
procedure for Alternative SC 3 would be 
similar to that of Alternative SC 2. 
Contaminated soil would be stockpiled or 
placed in rolloff containers on the MRIP 
prop-. Liners andlor coves may be 
necessary for the stockpiling of contaminated 
soil. Uncontaminated soil would be stockpiled 
and used as a portion of the backfill to the 
excavation, 

Based on the analytical results of the RI. 
contaminated soil that is generated from the 
MRIP property would likely be classified as 
nonhazardous industrial waste. Additional 
sampling of the excavated soil would be 
required to characterize the soil. Once 
characterized for disposal, the soil would be 
lransported off-Site to a waste treatment or 
disposal facility. All treatment (if necessary) 
and disposal would occur at a permitted 
facility. For costing purposes, it is assumed 
that the soils could be directly landfilled 
without treatment. Alternative methods of 
treatmentldisposal would be reviewed in the 
remedial design and the most economical 
option selected. 

7.2 Evaluation of Remedial Alternatives 
The eight criteria used to compare the poteniial 
medial  alternatives are defined in the 
regulation that directs the remediation of 
inactive hazardous waste disposal sites in New 
York State (6 NYCRR Part 375) and 
CERCLA. A briefdescription of the criteria is 
provided below, followed by evaluations of 
each set of alternatives against each criterion. 
A detailed discussion of the evaluation criteria 
and comparative analysis is contained in the 
Feasibility Study. CERCLA has additional 
criteria for State acceptance, which does not 
apply to this PRAP as it is being issued by 
NYSDEC. 
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The first two evaluation criteria are termed 
threshold criteria and must be satisrred in 
order for an alternative to be considered for 
selection. 

1. Com~liance with New York State 
Standards. Criteria. and Guidance ISCGd 
Compliance with SCGs (which includes 
ARARs) addresses whether or not a remedy. 
will meet envimnmental laws, regulations, 
standards and guidance. In general, the 
mediesselected must comply with 6 NYCRR 
Part 375, CERCLA and the NCP. 

2. protection of Human Health and the 
Environment This crite-rion is an overall 
evaluation of the health and envimnmental 
impacts to assess whether each alternative is 
protective. 

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

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

4. Low-term Effectiveness and Permanence 
This criterion evaluates the long-term 
effectiveness of the remedial alternatives after 
implementation. 

5. Reduction of Toxicitv. Mobilitv or 
Volume Throu~h  Treatment Preference is 
given to altematives that permanently and 
significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility or 

volume of the wastes at the Site through 
treatment 

6. Jm~lementability The technical and 
administrative feasibility ofimplementing each 
altanative is evaluated. Technical feasibility 
includes the difficulties associated with the 
construction of the remedy and the ability to 
monitor the e f lcc t iven~~~ of the remedy. For 
administntive fcasibility.theavailability oflhe 
necessary pe r so~e l  and material is evaluated 
along with potential difficulties in obtaining 
specific operating approvals, access for 
construction, etc. 

7. Q&g Capital and operation and 
maintenance costs an estimated for each 
alternative and compared on a present worth 
basis. Although cost is the last balancing 
critaion evaluated, where two or more 
alternatives have met the requirements of the 
remaining criteria, cost effectiveness can be 
used as the basis for the final decision. The 
costs for each alternative are presented in Table 
2. 

This final criterion is termed a modifying 
criterion and is considered alter evaluating 
those above and after public comments on 
the Proposed Remedial Action Plan have 
been received. 

8. Communitv ACCe~tanCe Concrms of the 
community regarding the RVFS reports and the 
Pmposed Remedial Action Plan are evaluated. 

7.2.1 Evaluation of Potable Water 
Supply Alternatives 

1. Comnliance with New York State 
Standards. Criteria. and Guidance (SCGs) 
The most significant SCGs for potable 
groundwater are the Safe Drinking Water Act 
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(42 U.S.C. 44 300F et. 9.). 
Drinking Water Standards 
and 6NYCR.R Part 
Standards. For 
groundwater 

I 

The no further action alternative 
wata (AWS 1) would not 
with SCGs for 
Altanatives AWS 5 
similarly effective in 
applicable drinking water stan 
either GAC treatment 
installation ofa public water supply. 
selection of Alternative AWS 2 wou 
active remediation of the 
(Alternative GR 3) because, in 
public water supply 
extractionmay depress 
an adverse impact on 
Thenfore, selection 
hinder attempts 
predisposal 

Construction ofeither the potable 
Alternatives AWS 3 or AWS 4 
with the National Historic 
(NHPA) (16 U.S.C. 470), 
11988 - Flood Plain 
Order 11990 - 

developing a water distribution sy 
~ipelineinstallationasdepicted 
Figure 9 for ~~ternatived AWS 3 an AWS 4 
would also comply with locatio -specific 
SCGs. Alternative AWS 3 would co ply with 
NYCDEP-requirements. 

i I 

2. prot&tion of Human Health and the 
Environment 
The no further action alternative, AWS 1, for 
the potable water would not be protective of 
human health in the cumntly impacted and 
threatened anas. Alternative AWS 2 would be 
more protective of human health than 
~lternative AWS 1, but the potential for human 
e x ~ o s u n  remains if the GAC filters fail. The 
N ~ D O H  does not consider the use of point- 
of-use GAC filtration units a long-term mncdy, 
if a cost-effective, safe and reliable alternate 
water supply is available. It is generally the 
policy of both the NYSDEC and the EPA not 
to fund the long-term operation. maintenance 
and monitoring (O.M&M) of a large number of 
GAC filters as a long-tm remedy, such as 
AWS 2. Alternative AWS 3 (Catskill 
Aqueduct as primary supply) and Alternative 
AWS 4 (Well Field as primary supply) are the 
most protective alternate water supply 
alternatives. AWS 3 and AWS 4 would be 
protective of human health through the supply 
of reliable, uncontaminated potable water. 

3. Short-term ElCectiveness 
Alternative AWS I, no action, would not be 
effective in the short term for providing clean 
potable water. All of the remaining potable 
watersupply alternatives would be effective for -. 

providing potable water in the short teim to the 
consumers whose wells have GAC filtration 
systems currently installed. GAC treatment has 
proven to be effective to date. Periodic 
monitoring of private wells that could 
potentially be impacted by the contaminant 
plume (i.e., wells downgradient of the 
contaminant plume) has been instituted by the 
local health department and has proven to be 
effective to date. NYSDEC continues to 
periodically sample monitoring wells in the 
community. Alternatives AWS 3 and AWS 4 
would be effective in the short term as they 
incorporate the provision for installation and 
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maintenance of GAC filters to impacted wells 
until a public water supply h provided. 
Implcmcntation of these alternatives wwld 
take an estimated 2 years and cause ~ i s c  and 
traffic impacts. However, these impacts can be 
minimized by employing appropriate 
construction techniques and practices. 

4. Lonpterm Effec'tivenas and Permanence 
A l t d v e  AWS 1 does not pmvide long-ten 
effectiveness orpermancnce .~~l ternat iv~  
2 could be effective in providing a long-term 
source of potable water, but the potential for 
contaminant breakthrough exists in GAC 
systems, thus GAC systems are not considered 
by EPA and NYSDEC to be a permanent 
mcdy .  In addition, maintaining a large 
number ofindividual POU GAC systernsis less 
reliable, and would require more maintenance 
than an area-wide water treatment system. 
which would be used with Altematives AWS 3 
and AWS 4. Therefore, Alternatives AWS 3 
and AWS 4 wwld be more effective than 
Alternatives AWS 1 or AWS 2 in providing a 
long-tam, reliable source of potable water. 

The water supply from Alternative AWS 4 is 
slightly less reliable than Alternative AWS 3 
since the wells could run dry during drought 
conditions. Based on groundwater model 
simulations, Alternative AWS 4 water supply 
wells pumping in the proposed upgndient 
location would not draw contaminants 
upgradient, to any previously unaffected 
residential areas or into the suo~lv wells. Also 

a .  - 
based on model results, the impact ofpumping 
[he supply wells at 22.5 gpm each and NTCRA 
extraction wells at a total of 40 gpm on 
residential wells outside of the PWSA would 
be minimal except for two residential wells 
located relatively close to both the supply wells 
which the model predicted would exhibit a 
drawdown of about 16 R. For Alternative 
AWS 4, it is important to note that without a 

detailed survey of well depths (and the depth of 
pumps in these wells), drawdowns such as 
those simulated, coupled with seasonal water 
level variations, may adversely affect some 
residential wclls. 

Alternative AWS 3 wouldpmvidepermanence 
and the best long-term effectiveness. 

5. Reduction of Toxicitv. Mobilitv o r  
Volume Throueh Treatment - - 

Alternative AWS 1 would not reduce the 
toxicity, mobilityorvolumeofcontaminants in 
the groundwater. Alternative AWS 2 .would 
reduce toxicity by treating contaminated 
groundwater at the pointsf-use with GAC 
filtration. Alternatives AWS 3 and AWS 4 
would eliminate the toxicity to residents by 
providing clean potable water to the currently 
impacted area and the threatened a m ,  

6. Irnnlementability 
The no action alternative, AWS 1, is easily 
implemented. The installation of an additional 
75 filtration systems can be readily 
implemented under Alternative AWS 2 as 70 
existing GAC filtration systems have been 
installed and maintained successfully. 
However, maintaining this large a number of 
individual systems would require significant. 
oversight. 

Altematives AWS 3 and AWS 4 are both 
technically feasible. These alternatives would 
require the construction of a water treatment 
plant, storage tower and a water distribution 
system, state and local approval of the design 
of the facilities and the formation of a water 
district. Construction efforts would need to be 
coordinatedwith the local utility companies. In 
addition, a water usage agreement would need 
to be reached between the PWSA water district 
and the NYCDEP for Alternative AWS 3. 
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7. Qst 
Altwnalive AWS 1, no further action, has no 
capital .or operation, maintenance and 
monitoring (O,M&M) costs. The capital costs 
for Alternative AWS 2 includes the costs for 
GAC filtration units which would be added to 
approximately 75 additional propdes  whose 
wells are considered threatened by the 
groundwater plume. The costs for AWS 2 for 
the continued operation, maintenance and 
monitoring (O,M&M) of the 70 GAC filtration 
systems cumntly installed and the 75 
additional systems which would be installed are 
b a d  on an estimated future yearly cost of 
$2,215 per system. The capital costs for 
Alternatives AWS 3 and AWS 4 areessentially 
the same and are considerably higher than 
Alternative AWS 2. The O.M&M of 
Alternative AWS 4 is somewhat higher than 
Alternative AWS 3 due to greater electrical 
usge. 

8. Communitv Acceotance 
A "Responsiveness Summary" will be prepared 
and attached to the Rewrd of ~ecision for the 
Site that describes public comments received 
during the public comment period and how the 
comments and concerns will be add,ressed. If 
the final remedy selected differs significantly 
From the proposed remedy, the Record of 
Decision will describe the differences and 
reasons for the changes. 

7.2.2 Evaluation of Contaminated 
Bedrock Aqui fe r  Response 
Alternatives 

1. Cornoliance with New York State 
Standards. Criteria. and Guidance (SCGs) 
Effluent from the active groundwater response 
Alternatives GR 2 and GR 3 would comply 
with the Clean Water Act (CWA, 33 U.S.C. $$ 
1251-1387) and Safe Drinking Water Act (42 

U.S.C. 90' 3 W F  et. q.), and NYS Surface 
Water Standards. Air emissions would comply 
with the Clean Air Act (CAA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 
7401 et seq.). 6 NYCRR Part 2129 (air 
emissions) and NYS Air Guide - 1. The 
alternatives would also comply with the 
National Historic Preservation Act (MIPA). 
Executive Order 11988 - Flood Plain 
Management, Executive Order 11990 - 
Protection of Wetlands and 40 CFR 6 Apx. A 
(Policy on Implementing Executive Order 
11990). EPA's 1985 Statement of Policy on 
Floodplains/Wetlands .~ss&srnents for 
CERCLA Actions, and New Yo& State 
wetlands protection under 6 NYCRR Part 662. 

The no further action alternative for 
groundwater, GR 1, would not achieve 
compliance with State or Federal drinking 
waterstandards in eitherthecumntly impacted 
area or the threatened area. 

Groundwater Response Alternative GR 2 
would achieve applicable groundwater 
standards in the nearfield portion of the plume 
through active groundwv& extraction and 
treatment while the fvfield plume cleanup 
would rely on natural processes to eventually 
achieve applicable groundwater standards. 
Alternative GR 3 would be more effective than 
Alternative GR 2 in that it would achieve 
applicable groundwater standards throughout 
the entire nearfield and farfield plume through 
active treatment and in a shorte; time b e ,  

2. Protection of Human Health and the 
Environment 
Of the t h m  groundwater response alternatives, 
Alternative GR 3, which would extract and 
treat the contaminated groundwater Site-wide, 
is the most protective by preventing human 
contact with the nearfield and farfield plumes. 
Alternative GR 1 would not include any 
measures to prevent human contact with 
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contaminated groundwater. AItana$ve GR 2 
would extract and treat the nearfield 
the groundwata and would rely 
institutional controls to prevent h contact 
with contaminated groundwata i d  farfield 
portion of the plume. 

3. Short-term Effectivena$ 
Groundwater Response ~ l t e k t i v e s  qiR 1 and 
GR 2 would have minimal short-tend im~acts 
on human health and the environmer/t as they 
would not require any significant dt ruct ion.  
Altemative GR 3 would result 
impacts to local 
impacts to the 
generation due to the 
the construction of a groundwater 
facility. However. 
minimized by ;mployin;( apphopriate 
construction techniques and practices 

4. Lone-term ENectivenas and Penhonence 
Groundwaterresponse~lternative~~ 1 would 
not be an effective or permanent 
alternative in the long term. Also, 
year, the NTCRA extraction and *tment 
system would be shut down and 
longer be acting to minimize the 
the nearfield plume. Alternative 
be more effective in reducing 
downgradient wells, however, 
the farfield plume would 
Alternative GR 3 would be 
alternative to control 
groundwater 

groundwater model results shoq that 
implementation of Alternative G R  3 will 
contain all contaminants within the pptential 
PWSA and that any wells outside thePWSA 
would not be impacted. 

5. Reduction of Toxicitv. Mobilitv o~ 
Volume Thmueh Treatment 
Groundwata Response Alternative GR 1 
would not actively result in any reduction of 
toxicity, mobility, or volume of contamination 
~ccsent in the moundwater. Both Alternatives 
G R ~  and GR 3 would reduce these parametas 
in the nearfield plume, but GR 2 would not 
actively d u c e  these parameters in the fafield 
plume. Alternative GR 3 would actively 
d u c e  these p m e t m  throughout the entire 
groundwata contaminant plume. 

6. Jmnlementability 
Groundwater response Alternatives GR I and 
GR 2 would be w i l y  implemented. 
Institutional conhols for GR 2 would be 
established by the EPA and the NYSDEC. The 
NTCRAcomponent ofAltemativeGR2 would 
already be in place on the MRIP promy,  and 
would continue operating and require a part- 
time operator. For Alternative GR 3, the 
technologies for the installation of the 
extraction wells and treatment facility off the 
MRIP property ore readily available, although 
they would Wte about two ycan to construct. 
Because groundwater extraction at high 
pumping rates may cause depressed levels of 
groundwater in the bedrock aquifer and many 
of the existing private wells,'this alternative, 
must be paired with an AWS alternative that 
does not rely on local groundwater as a water 
supply (is., a groundwater supply that is not 
under the influence of the proposed extraction 
system such as in Alternatives AWS 3 or AWS 
4). Access to private property for this 
construction would need to beobtained. Public 
perceptions concerning the placement of the 
facilities would also need to be addressed. . 

7. m 
The capital costs for moundwater response 
~lternaiives GR 1 and Gk2 arc the -;since 
both alternatives would provide the same 
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enhanced groundwater monitori g program. 
The O,M&M costs fbr Altmati e GR 2 are 
greater than for Alternative GR f due to the 
continued operation of 
groundwater extraction and 
on the MRIP property. The 
Alternative GR 3 are 
for Alternatives 
A l t d v e  GR3 would i 
construction of an 
extraction and treatment 
property. The O,M&M 
GR3 are somewhat hi 
2 since Altemative 
opuation of a scco 
presumed that both 
3 would q u i r e  0 
Ye=. 

8. Communitv Accentance 
A "Responsiveness Summary" 
and attached to the Record of 
Site that describes public 
during the public 
comments and 

reasons for the changes. 

7.2.3 Evaluation of Cont 
Subsurface Soils on 
Property Source 
Alternatives 

I. Comaliance with New ~ d r k  State 
Standards. Criteria. and ~ u i d m d e  (SCGs) 
The most significant SCG for the 
contaminatedsoils on theMRIP p 
NYS Recommended Soil Clean 
contained in NYSDEC T 
Administrative Guidance 
(T AGM) #4046. Disposal ofth 

soils must comply with the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA, 42 
U.S.C. Section 6901 et sq.) and theNYS solid 
and hazardous waste regulations (6 NYCRR 
Parts 370-376). 

The no further action alternative SC 1 for the 
contamination in the MRIP subsurface soils 
would not take any active measured to achieve 
the SCGs. Alternative SC 2 would achieve 
applicable soil cleanup objectives through 
excavation and on-Site treatment. and 
Alternative SC 3 would achieve soil cleanup 
objectives through excavation and shipment to 
an appropriate off-Site disposal facility. 
Although the current areas of excavation iue 
outside floodplains, wetlands, and cultural 
~ u r c c s ,  if additional arcas are excavated or 
the existing arcas areexpanded, thealternatives 
would also need to comply with the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), Executive 
Order 11988 - Flood Plain Management, 
Executive Order 11990 - Protection of 
Wetlands and 40 CFR 6 Apx. A (Policy on 
Implementing Executive Order 1 1990). EPA's 
1985  S ta t emen t  o f  Po l i cy  o n  
FloodplainslWetlands Assessments for 
CERCLA Actions, and New York State 
wetland protections under 6 NYCRR Part 662. 

2. Protection of Human Health and ihe 
Environment 
The no further action Alternative SC 1 for the 
soils on the MRIP property would provide 
minimal protection of human health and the 
environment as thecontarninants would remain 
in the environment, because access would be 
restricted by fencing. It is noted that surface 
soils (0 to 2 ft below grade) in Areas 1,2, and 
D-2 do not contain COCs above cleanup goals 
and would act as a barrier to human contact 
with any contaminated soil in the subsurface. 
The concrete floor inside the building would 
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act as a barrier to the contaminated 41 in Area 
D l .  

Alternatives SC 2 and SC 3 would b+ equally 
protective of human health 
environment. Alternative SC 2 
the eontaminants through 
treatment on the MRIP 
SC 3 would remove the 
excavation and disposal 

3. Short-term Effectiveness 
Alternative SC 1 for contaminated soil on the 
MRlP property would not result in shbrt-tern 
health or environmental impacts. 
activities conducted by the current 
may be disrupted by the 
constructionactivitiesthat would be 
implement Alternatives SC 2 
~dwever, these impacts can be mini 
employingappropriateconstruction 
and practices. 

them off-Site. 

5. Reduction of Toxicihr. ~ o b i l / t v  or 
VolumeThroueh Treatment 
Alternative SC 1 for contaminated soil Ion the 
MRIP property would not reduce 

and SC 3 reduce the mobility and volume of 
the VOCs through excavation. However, only 
Alternative SC 2 would reduce the toxicity of 
the subsurface soils through biodegradation. 
Based on existing R[ data, it is not expected 
that the soils excavated under Altanative SC 3 
would require treatment for disposal at an off- 
Site facility. 

6. Imdementability 
Subsurface contaminated soil remedial 
alternatives on the MRIP proputy an all 
implementable; however, Altcmative SC 2 
would require a trcatability study to determine 
the effectiveness of the enhanced 
biodegradationlaeration of Site soils. 
Alternative SC 3 would require waste 
acceptance by the off-Site disposal facility, 
although this is not expected to be a problem. 

7. Q& 
The capital cost for the no further action 
~ltemahve SC 1 is limited to the installation of 
fencing. The capital costs for Alternatives SC 
2 and SC 3 are somewhat similar since both 
alternatives involve the excavation of the 
contaminated subsurface soils. Alternative SC 
2 has O,M&M costs for two years since the 
contaminated soils would be treated on the 
MRIP property. Altemative SC 3 has no. 
O,M&M costs since the .contaminated soils 
would be disposed of off-Site. 

8. Communitv Acce~tance 
A"ResponsivenessSummaryn will be prepared 
and attached to the Record of Decision for the 
Site that describes public comments received 
during the public comment period and how the 
comments and concerns will be addressed. If 
the final remedy selected differs significantly 
from the proposed remedy, the Record of 
Decision will describe the differences and 
reasons for the changes. 
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SECTION 8: SUMMARY I OF THQ - 
Based upon the results of the 
evaluation presented in 
NYSDEC, with the 
proposing the 

I Site: 

Potable Water Sttpprir 

Alternative AWS 3 - The 
opention of a new public 
to provide clean and safe 
residences or 

is the Catskill Aqueduct. I 

Alternative AWS 3 is being 
it eliminates inhalation, i 
contact with contaminated 
associated with the Site 
State or Federal dri 
Alternative AWS 3 is the pre 
because it is considered to be 

estimated 145 individual GA 
addition, selection ofAlternative 
hinder Site-wide remediation b 

plume (Altemative GR 3) may epress the 
water table and have an adverse impact on 
local private wells. The use of a ell field as 
the primary source ofpotable water AWS 4) is 
considered less desirable, since the ells could 
rundry during drought conditions; \ ould likely 

be high in iron content which would require 
iron removal and the resulting generation and 
disposal of sludge from this operation; and 
would be more susccptiile to possible future 
contamination. Selection of Alternative AWS 
3 as apmfmed remedy to provide a permanent, 
alternative water supply is consistent with the 
recommendations made in the NYSDOH 
Health Consultation completed for the Site in 
December 1997. 

The estimated present worth cost to implement 
the potable watersupply portion ofthis remedy 
is $8.6 million. The cost to construct the 
remedy is estimated to be $7.6 million and the 
estimated averagc annual operation and 
maintenance cost for 30 years is $64.000. 

The elements of the prop'osed potable water 
supply nmedy are as follows: 

A remedial design program to verify the 
components of the conceptual design and 
provide the details necessary for the 
construction and operation of a new public 
water supply system. 

The construction of a water treatment plant 
with a maximum daily design flow of 
approximately l26,lOO gallons. The primary 
source of water would be the Catskill 
Aqueduct with a connection located at the 
NYCDEP dewatering chamber on Canal 
Road. During periods of time when the 
Catskill Aqueduct may be temporarily out of 
service, a backup supply ofwater h m  either 
the Rondout Creek or a backup supply 
well(s) would be used to provide raw water to 
the treatment plant. The actual backup 
supply would be determined during the 
design phase of the project. 

The construction of a water distribution 
system forthe PWSA as depicted in Figure9. 
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This system would include a 
storage tank, 8-inch diamcter 
mam and provide fire protection. 

I 
The continued operation of the &SDEC 
Interim Rcmcdii~~easun (IRM) to 
and maintain the individual 
activated carbon (GAC) filtration 
use until such a time that the 

additional wells are 
GAC filtration 

I 
The proposed rcmedy is contingent on the 
creation of a new public water service district 
by local authorities which would incl e 174 
proputies in the Towns of Marbleto and 
Rosendale. The boundaries of the p posed 
district arc depicted in Figure 6. I 

I 
Contaminated Bedrock Aqui/eq 

Alternative GR 3 -The continued op 
the EPA's NTCRA (the 
treatment of 
groundwater on 
design, 

Based on an evaluation of the 
alternatives with the eight 
Alternative GR 3 is 
Alternative GR 3 is the 
will attempt to 
SCGs in the 
Alternative GR 
processes to 

~COECSW to address the htield plume. 
Alternative GR 3 reduces the volume, mobility 
and toxicity of the contaminated groundwater 
both in the ntvfield and fyfield plumes in.the 
shortest amount of time. Alternative GR 3 
would be designed to prevent the migration of 
the VOC contaminants in the groundwater to 
arty outside the proposed PWSA and possibly 
impacting additional private water supply 
wells. 

The estimated present worth cost to implement 
the groundwater restoration portion of this 
nmady is SG million. The cost to construct the 
remedy is estimated to be 51.2 millionand the 
estimated avenge annual operation and 
maintenance cost for 30 years is S3 12,000. 

The elements of the proposed groundwater 
response remedy arc as follows:' 

The design and construction of a series of 3 
to 6 new bedrock groundwater pumping 
wells to gain hydraulic control over the 
contaminant plume and prevent the plume 
from migrating further downgradient. The 
exact location and number of these new 
pumping wells would be determined by 
conducting pump tests and groundwater 
modeling during the predesign phase of the . 
project. 

The design and construction of a new water 
treatment plant to remove VOCs &om the 
groundwater. Treated water would be 
discharged to the Rondout Creek in 
compliance with effluent limitations for this 
surface water body. Conceptually, the 
location of the treatment plant would be near 
the Rondout C m k  and north of Route 213. 
The exact location of the plant would be 
determined during the pre-design phase ofthe 
project. The cultural resources and the 
aesthetics of the neighborhood would be an 
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important fdaor in the final d ign of the 
treatment plant 4 
The continued operation of 
pumping wells and 
MRlP property, 
NTCRA to 
portion of the gmundwater plum 

I 

The implementation of a ( long-term 
groundwater monitoring 

The collection and analysis of 
samples from the Rondout 
Coxing Kill as part of 
monitoring program to 

these water bodies. 
groundwater plume has not mi+ted into 

SubsurJace ~ont~~mirrated SO@ on 
tire 61RIP Properly 1 

I 

Alternative SC 3 -The excavation 
disposal of contaminated 
located on the MRIP 
area identified by 
would also be 

I 
Alternative SC 3 is proposed 
effective, would 
threat posed by 
less dkuption of ~ R I ~ ~ ~ r o ~ e r t ~  perations 
than Alternative sc 2. Unlike Alt 4 ative SC 
1, which takes no active 
Site cleanup objectives, 
would remove the 

soils, and achieve applicable soil cleanup 
objectives through excavation. 

The estimated present worth cost to impleent 
thecontaminated soils portion of this remedy is 
$253,000, and there arcno long-tmn operation 
and maintenance costs. If the recently 
discovered paint waste area cannot be 
addrrued by EPA as a mnoval action, thecost 
for this alternative would increase by 
approximately $80.000. With the inclusion of 
these c&s., this alternative remains cost- 
effective. 

The elements of the proposed remedy for 
subsurface contaminated soils on the MRIP 
property are as follows: 

The excavation and off-Site disposal and 
treatment (if necessuy) of soil containing 
contaminants at levels that exceed RAOs. 
Contaminated soil would be stocL$led or 
placed in rolloff containers on the MRIP 
property. Once characterized for disposal, 
the soil would be transported off-Site to a 
waste treatment or disposal facility. 
Uncontaminatedsoil would be stockpiled and 
used as a portion of the backfill to the 
excavation. If not addressed by EPA as a 
removal action, soils and other materials in 
the recently identified paint waste a& 
estimated to be approximately 300 cubic 
yards, would also be excavated and 
transported in the same manner. 

Additional. sampling during design to 
delineate the soils exceeding the RAOs 
further. 

The collection of soil samples from the side 
walls and bottoms of the excavations to 
verify that RAOs are achieved. 

the subsurface soils on the 
reduce the-volume and 
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Once the completion of 
confirmed, the excavated 
bacW~lled with clean fill and 
remediation conditions. 

The estimated capital and present 
for each proposed altmative and 
all the p r o p o d  alternatives, which 
the total estimated cost, is provided 

I 
Alternative Caoital Cost 
AWS 3 S 7,589,000 
GR 3 $1,247,000 

S 253.004 
Total cost S 9,089,000 

Written comments on the PRAP ban be 
submitted until January 15, 2000 to patrick 
Hamblin, EPA Project Manager, Jat the 
following address: 

EPA I 

Emergency & Remedial Response ~ iv / s ion  
290 Broadway, 20" Floor 
NY, NY 10007- 1866 

Phone: (212) 637-3314 
Fax: (212) 637-3966 
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1 Table 1, 
~ a t b r e  and Extent or  Contanination 

I I 

Groundwater Volatile 1.1,l- ND to 87,000 
(1) . Organic Trichlomethane . 

Compounds 
WCs) I ,I-Dichloroethylenc M) to 10,000 

1,l-Dichlomethne ND to 6.700 

Tri~~lomethylene NDto3.300 
. . 

(I)  Data from six rounds monitoring well sampling was utilized. All monitoring wells 
were not sampled in wells include upgradient wells and off-site plume 
boundary wells. The were November 1996, May 1997, September 
1997, Dccernbcr 

. . .  

I (2) Data from the October 1996 soil pro e siunples (RI Repori Figure 3-l), the July 1997 test pit samples 
(RI Report Tablc 6-10), the Octobcr 1997 hand auger samples (RI Report Tablc G-11) and the April- 
May 1998 supplcmcntnl Ri subsurfa c soil sampling (RI Report Tablc 6-15) were utilized. Sec RI 
Report Tablcs 7-5 through 7-8 for a ditional prcscntations of thcsc data. Background subsurface soil 
samples are included. 

I 

R.40 - Rcmcdial Action Objcctivc 
ppb - parts pcr billion. 

i 
I 



Table 1 
Remedial Alternative Costs* 

J 

Ren~cdirl Alternrtiv4 Capital Cost Annual Total Present Worth 
O,hl&RI 

Potable Water Supply ~l terna/ ives  

AWS I - No Further Action 

AWS 2 - Installation 6: ~aintendncc of S3S4.000 

--- 
A W  3 - Public Watcr Supply Uding S7,5S9,000 

Catskill Aqucduct 

AWS 4 - Public Water Supply LJ4ing Well S7,620,000 
Ficld ' 

The capital costs have been hdmated for each alternativc. Operations, monitoring and I 
nuintcnancc (O,M&M) cost4 for each alternative arc included based on a 30-year time f m c .  
Actual opcntional time fnm s (time required for long-ten groundwater monitoring or pumping 
and treatment of groundwate ) may be shorter or longer than 30 years depending on the time for 
achicvcmcnt of site rcmcdial action objectives. Thcsc cost cstimatcs are for comparative 
purposcs; dctailcd cost estim 1 tes will be prepared in thc remedial design phase. 

I 
I 
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RESPl 

Append: 

'SIVENESS SUMMARY 

B - Public Notice 



Protection Agency 
and 

Conservation 

he U.S. Environmental Protection Agency &A) a n d ~ e w  ~ o r k  State Department of Environmental Conservatic 
flSDEC) have released for public a Proposed Remedial Action Plan for the long-ten 
leanup of the Mohonk Road Site located in High Falls, Ulster County, Ne 
'ork. The public comment 15,1999 through J a n u a p  15,2001 
omments may be 'sent to: 

Pat Hambfin, Remedial Project Manager, US. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 2 ' Floor, New York, NY10007-1866 b 

PA and NYSDEC propose to: I 
I 

construct and begin operation of a system to provide clean, safe potable water 1 

the residences or businesses inthe and ~osendale with impacted or threatened privai 
supplywells. The source of this would be the Catskill Aqueduct. Note: this woul 
require the establishment of a in the toms of Marbletoun and Rosendale; 

) cons~ctandoperateagroundwater e and treatment system to cleanup groundwater contaminatio 
that has migrated away from the Xote: EPA will continue to operate the treatment syste 
currently being constructed to contaminated groundwater underlying the MRIP propen 

) excavate contaminated subsurface soils i n  the MRIP and transport those soils to a waste treatme1 
or disposal facility. i 

he full Proposed Remedial Action Plan (P ), which includes a summary of NYSDEC's comprehensib 
~vestigation of contamination at the site and of several long-term solutions to the contamination, : 
vailable for public review at the Stone 

he public also is invited to give EPA and NY DEC comments on and discuss the plan at a Public hleeting 
eing held on: 9 I 

i 
D cember 2,1999 1 R O O  p.m. 

Hi h Falls Firehouse 



EXTENDS P~UBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
for the LJ 

Mohonk Road lbdustrial Plant Superfund Site 
~roposed Remedial Action Plan 

i] 
\ 1 

I thru 

PA and the New York State D of Environmental Conservation i ssud 
proposed plan for the of the site. EPA and NYSDEC 
'opose to: U 

construct and begin a new public water supply system to provide clean, 
safe potable water or businesses in the towns of Marbletown and 
Rosendale with wells. The source of this new 

U 
public water Note: this would requird 
the in the towns of Marbletown and 
Rosendale; 

construct and operate a water extraction and treatment system to cleanup 
U 

groundwater has migrated away from the MRlP property. Nqte: 
EPA will treatment system it's currently constructing to 

groundwater underlying the MRlP property; 

excavate contaminated subsu ace soils on the MRlP property and transport those 
il 

soils to a waste treatment or d t sposal. J 
'A relies on the public's input d comments when selecting a final cleanup plan. 

i e  full proposed plan is for public review at the Stoneridge and Rosendal 

braries. Send your 

U 

Pat ~ a m b l h ,  Remedial Project Manager 

U 
U.S. EPA - Emerg Response Division 

2Ot"FIoor 

'1 
New Y rk, New York 10007-I866 P LI 
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I I ; I r ' I . f - ' r l - r r r r - - r T r  
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11011 1 I M S  

COMMllTEl  O N  APPROPRIATIONS 
IINGMAMTON OIFIEI. 

SWSO*YI)IIE 
AGRICULTURE. RURAL DEVUOPMENT, to01 rrotlut IUILDING 

FOOD *No DRUG M M m S T R A ~ N .  of  SegreSentatibeS IINGUMTON. Nv ISMI 
AN0 llfLAT£D AGENCIES 11071 771-l7U 

t E&s ington. 205153226 KlNGS7ON OWICE: 

nl WALL s n s n  
KINGSTON. NV 12401 

U.S. Environmental Protect 
Mr. Patrick Hamblin 
Remedial Project Manager 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

$. . 

Dear Kr. Hamblin: 

Rosendale Town Superv Jeannie F. Laik, has requested my 
assistance regarding the p High Falls Water District. 
Enclosed please find which explains the situation. 

ns of Rosendale and Marbletom are 
sements that are required to create 
r District. I support this request 
ou would look into this matter. 

Please , in my Kingston District Office 

Thank you for your ass stance. i 

MDH/ j ds 
Enclosure 

Cc: Jeannie F. Laik 
Tom Jackson 

! Maurice D. Hinchey .. 



PO Box 423 

Rwndale. NY 12472 

Honorable Mamice Hinchey 
291 Wall Street 
Kingston, New York 12401 1 

I Dear Congressman Hinchey, , 

January 18,2000 

We are attempting to oqtain reimbursement eom the United States 
Environmental Protection Age cy for the costs required to create the proposed High 
Falls Water District. As the re ult of contamination and through no fault of their 
own the residents of the area e faced with financial hardship and the water district 
will start with a deficit as a res 

We are respecWy req esting that you write a letter to the US Environmental 
Protection Agency and request that they reimbune the Towns of Rosendale and . 
Marbletown for the expenditur s that are required to create the proposed High Falls 
Water District. I 

We appreciate any assqtance you can give us in this matter. 

Very trdy yours, + ICLL 
Jeannie F. Laik 
Supervisor 

.. 



I THE SENATE 

st - 
rATE OF NEW V8RK E**IIW ,1 

January 31,2OOO 

Mr. Richard Caspe, Director 
U.S. Environmental Proteaion Agenc 
Remedial Response Division 
290 Broadway, 20th. Floor 

b 
New York, hT 10007-1866 1 

I 

M; Caspe: 1 
I am writing in support of the nqu t h m  the Towns of Rosendale and Marbletown to obmin 

rrimbursement for the expenditures required to crate the proposed High Falls Water 
District. 

The residents of the a m  are a financial hardship as the result of a contamination 
they did not create. 

Any assistance you can provide w o 4 d  be greatly appreciated 

JJB:sc 
cc: Coqgressman Hinchey 

J W e  Laik 



KMN A WWIU 
m * m n  101s O i i  

THE ASSEMBLY 
STATE OF NEW YORK 

ALBANY 

January 31.2000 

United State3 Environmental 
Patrick Hjmblin, Remedial 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New Yo* New York 10007-18b6 

Dear &Mr. Hambiin: . 

I write to jom in the from Supervisors Jeannie and Tom Jackson for 
h a c i a !  assistznce to stan ro create a water dimict in the hamla of Egh  
FaUs. The communi~cs in have already hardship 
due rn the containination at Plant. Adding the hancid 
liabiliry of creahg a water is an onerous burden. The 
payment of adminimarive d i d a  would be a great 
bat f i t  to the residents in these t wnships and &ow them to ressre the hi& quali@and 
safcry of their wsta sourccs, tain 4 cd through no fault of their own. 

I ~preciatc  your consid 'on of this request. If I can provide any additional 
information or assistance ngardi %' this, please do not hesitate to contan me. 

Sincerely, 

Kevin A. Cabill 
Mcmba of Asscmbly 

cc: Jeanaie F. Laik, Sup&or 
Tom Jackson, Supavisor 



January 1 8,2000 

U.S. Enviro~nental Protection A ency 
Remedial Response Division k 

I 
Richard Caspe, Director 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor , 
New York, New York 10007-1 886 

Dear Mr. Caspe, I 

The.enclosed was sent to Patrick Harnblin, Remedial Projcct 
Manager on September 14, 1999. 

As we are the proposed High Falls Water District will 
start with a they had no part of. The Town Boards of 

together to keep all costs at a minimum so 
as to reduce the financial burden. 

meeting, the Town Boards of 
of SI4,5OO.OO for the 

is o. requirement for said 
proposed district. 

Therefore, the Towns of Ma bletown and Rosendale respectfilly request ! reimbursement for the expenditures that are required to create the proposed High 
Falls Water District. 

I 

Very tmly yours, I Very tmly yours, 
I 

I 

Jeannie F. La& 
I 

I .  
Tom Jackson 

I 

cc: Patrick Hamblin U.S. EPA 
Honorable Maurice 
Honorable John H. 
Honorablc Kevin 



Town ot Rosendale Town of Marbletown 
leanaie Fleminu-lailr tong lacksun 
P.O. Box 423 P.O. Box217 

NW Yo* 12472 St- Ridgz Nor  Yo* 12484 
I 

pb11~91C&l(l-3159 Phone 914487-760 L 

September 14, 1999 

U.S. Environmental Protectiob Agency 
Patrick Harnbiin 
Remedial Project Manager 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, New York 10007.1 866 

Dear Patrick, 

On behalf of the Town $oards of Rosendale and Marbletown, please consider 
this letter a formal request for *cia1 assistance to start the proceedings to create 
a water district in the hamlet olHi& Falls. 

At the July 29, 1999 joiqit Town Board meeting, the Town Boards of 
Rosendale and Marbletown authorized the expendi&e of $14,500.00 for the 
preparation of the map, plan, r$port, and legal fees for the creation of the proposed 
High Falls Water District. 

The proposed district is kreating a fmancial hardship to the residents of this 
area through no fault of their own. The water district will start kith a deficit that 
they did not create nor do they pant. . 

Therefore, since no resp4nsible party has been found, as of yet, for the 
contamination, both municipalities are requesting assistance to relieve the burden of 
fmancing the development of tye new water district. 

We would appreciate sedious consideration be given our request. 
As always should you halve any questions please do not hesitate to contact 

me. 

Very truly yours, Very truly yours. 

Jeannie F. Laik Tom Jackson 
L 



TULLY AEn, MELBERT 
.&Mwllon at law 

I76 MAIN fMT 

P.0. m m  
NEW ? A L Z  NZW YORK Dl4574 

November 2 2 ,  1999 

M r .  P a t r i c k  Hamblin, Remedial P r o j e c t  Manager 
Environmental P r o t e c t i o n  Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th F loor  
New York, N . Y .  10007-1666 

RE: Mohonk Road I n d u s t r i a l  P l a n t  S i t e  

Dear M r .  Hamblin: 

I r e s i d e  a t  1 Dutch Barn Drive,  High F a l l s ,  N e w  York, l e s s  
than  a 112 mile  t o  t h e  Eas t  of t h e  above contamination s i t e .  

I enc lose  EPA News l e t t e r  f o r  November 1999 and marked i n  
r e d  a p a r t i c u l a r  paragraph i n  t h e  upper l e f t  column. 
Frankly I do not  unders tand t h e  l a s t  sentence,  and ask f o r  
your c l a r i f i c a t i o n .  

My p r i v a t e  wel l  was t e s t e d  t h i s  p a s t  J u l y  f o r  contamination 
by a M r .  Gregory Mapstone, Senior  Publ ic  Health Engineer, 
Ulster County and t h e  water  i s  found t o  be of s a t i s f a c t o r y  
q u a l i t y .  

Thank you f c r  your a t t e n t i o n .  

Very t r u l y  ypurs,  

MFT/mm 
encs 



( important News 
I Superfund ~rbgram Region 2 il , !yp 
Mohonk ~oad'lndusthal Plant Site (b .!' 

' 

High Falls, New York ~. November .I 999 

EPA and New YorkStrteProposes Long-Term Cleanup 
Plan for the Mobonk Site: 

Theunited States Environmental Rotection gency (EPA) 
and New York State Department of t nvironmental 
Conservation OJYSDEC) have released for ublic review 
md comment a Proposed Remedial Action PI $ (PRAP) for 
the long-term cleanup of the Mohwk Road wdumial Plant 
(MRIP)  site. This plan is available at th information 
repositories listed below. The site is louted in eHamlet of 
High Falls and was occupied from the early 19 Osrmti11992 

operations. 

E 
by vartous business that used chemicals or solvcntr in their 

Aficr cornpirtinp a cornpr~hensive site inGstigtion to 
determine the narure and extent of the con 
evaluating various cleanup options, 
assistancc from EPA. prepared a Roposed 
Plan (PRV) outlining the preferred 
human health and the envuonmcnt &oh the site 
contznmation. The primor?. goals of the pljn are to: 

1. eliminate human exposure to groundwater qontaminated 
by the h W P  site that does not meet stak or federal 
drinkmg water sandards; 

2. renore the proundwatn contaminated by the MRIP site 
' to meet drinkmg water standards and prevent the 

contaminated groundwater from spreading md funher 
impacting the aquifer; 

3. eliminate the potential for human e 
contaminants in subsurface soilson the 
the release of those contaminants into the mundwrta. 

EPA and hYSDEC Propose to: 

1. c o n s ~ ~ c l  md begin operation of a new pbblic water 
tupply system to provide clan, safe 
residences or businesses in the WWP( of 
Rosendale with impacted or 
wells. The source of this new 
proposed to be the Catskill Aquluct. Note: this would 
requlrt ihe eszblishrnmt of a community Wta district 
m the towns of Marbletown and R o s d d c ;  

2. consmct and operate a groundwater - w o n  and 
keament system to cleanup groundwater C tamination 7 

U 

that hr mignted away h m  the MRIP propnry. Note: 
EPA will continue to opmte rht Wcatment sya 
currently being c o m c t e d  to adt3ross the gros II 
contaminated groundwater underlying the M.RIP 
propmy; i l 

3. excavate contaminated subsdacc soils on the d 
propnry and o ~ s p o n  those soils to a waste keament f 
disposal. d 

Dacernber 2,1999 
Public Meeting 

to discuss and give EPA your comments on the 
proposed plan 

High Falls Firehouse 

November 15,1999 thru January 15,2000 
Public Comment Period 

on Proposed Long-Term Cleanup Plan 
for the Mohonk Site. 

The total estimated cost for this proposed plan is 
514,869,000. EPA will select and be the Icad agenc ; 
responsible for fhe final cleanup plan. EPA is continuhi 
it's investigations to identi@ parties responsible for thc 
tontamimion. EPA Mcal lv  offers such uanies thc 
opportunity to pay for rdd impfcmentthe fural plan. If th 
rcqmsible plm'es are not willing or able to do so, EPA 
pay for anddcrtakc the long-t& clunup work under 
f c d d  Supmfmdprogmmd subsequently seektorecov 
its cleanup con &om thox parties. 

m y  u e  EPA m d  WSDEC proposing this plan? i 
NYSDEC c d ~ t e d  revarl approaches to address each of 
the tiam prknvy uess of concern: safe potable water 
NPPJY. ~ m d ~ t e r  contMlination and soil contarninstion. 
Ihe  combination of 8ltcmatives outlined in this proposed 

I 
plan will allow EPA to effectively address all of these areas 
at the ume time and bea m e t  the c&eria used to evaluatel 
cleanup plans under S w d .  These criteria include: 
proted011 of hLman health md tht en-cnt, short-ttrm 1 and long-E~I  effectiveness, implmentability, cost and( 
conformity with ex-g laws and regulations. 



r l  U J  , UUIS pcuperaes mtn conumiuated pnvate 
. rdis just use the iud i~~dnd t r u m u t  udts  that u e  

alt-eady working? 

EPA and NYSDEC did consider and evaluate the option of U the conanuing the ur ofthe ind~vidul treatment systems 
that NYSDEC already has installed on 70 -tambated 
private wells and installing new ones whaerddi$a~rl wells 
arc tbrcutuned. However, -.. . _ if _.. this allcm~tiw wexe selected, 

A' EPA would not be able' ti opmte a m t m a ~ t - t o  
__..-C- 1- ' cleanup the contaminated ~ u h ~ w r t n  &at hrs m w d  off \ t h e W p r o p m y b e c ~ n e a r b y p i M r r O . c o d d w  

If the alvrnrtive of conmuning a public mta system is 
selected, the NYSDEC will continue to maintam the 
individual treatment system until the new public water 
supply is available. 

w%o will receivc watcr fromthe new pubUc watermpply 
system? 

EPA,En'SDEC and ihe Ulna County D e p m e n t  ofHcalth 
have identified the boundaries of a pmposcd public water 
scnicearea (PWA), which includesallpropcrticscrarrntty 
impdcrcd .r considered threatened by contaminatjon from 
the MRIP sitc. The PWSA is comprised of 174 lots in the 
lu%ns of Marbletown and Roscndale, of which 
approximately 143 arc cumntly developed for municipal, 
residential or commercial usc and contain private wells. 

A map of the specific IOU within the PWSA is included in 
the Feasibilir).Study,which is available forpublicrtvitw at 
the Stone Ridge Library and Rosendale Libraries. 

More about the proposed public water sys!em ... 
In order for EPA to conmuct a public water system, the 
tr?uns of Mafi!ctcwn and Roscndale must fin1 establish a 

Send Us Your Comments ! 

Scnd your comments through Januaq 15,2000 to: 

Patrick Hambh ,  Remedial Project Manager 
2FJ Bruadway, 20th Roor 
New York, hT 10007-1866 

EPA relies on public input to nvlm that the concmu of 
the community ue considered wben sclecfing dunup 
plans for each Sup& rite. EPA hr m d c d  the 
nonnrl3C-day comment pcrjod w 60 days to allow the 
communityaddidonrl rime to review and urmmmt o n U  
PL= 
. ... . . 

Before sclccring a fmal clunuppb fwthir rite, EPA will 
pfcparc r winen response to 31 public comments in r 
Raponrlvrners Summry donrwnr, whicb will k 
placed in tbt site ini~nnrtion rrpcdtorics. 

cornrnurury wata d~smct lor tne long-term rnvltenancc 
and opuation of the public water zupply q$%m, 

h addition, if the CItrkill Aqueduct is releckd as the source 
for the new water system, the t o m  of Marbletom and 
Rosmdde 'and the New York Ciry D c p ~ n m t  of 
m t a l  Protection must estlblish a w a ~ . : 9 t ,  
which ir m option availabIe to towns through which h e  
aqueduct runs. 

A k h t p  system would also be conmucted to supply 
*g warn d ~ g  periods of time when the Catskill 
.Qucduct ir t c m p o d y  out of urviee. Sources currently 
wmidaed for the backup supply arc the Roundout Cr-ek 
md.8 well in m uncontuninatcd uu of the aquifer. 

In ucordance with the fedcnl Safe Drinking Water Act and 
?he Surface Water Trutmmt Rule, tbe raw water &om the 
Catrkill Aqueduct md the backup k c e  would be treated 
with a convent id  m m e n t  system, including filmtion 
and disinfection. 

i2umuau 
Patrick Hamblin, Rcmedial Project hianager 
(212) 637-33 14 
Hmblin.Pa~ck@eparmil.~a.gov 

Mary Helm Cmtcs-Gross,  CoXIIInIInitY Involvement 
Coordinator 
(212) 637-3675 
C~tesMary@epamail.epa.gov 

Dave Rosoff, On-Scene Coordinator 
(732) 906-6879 
Phone at MRP Site: (914) 687-71 13 

State and h e a l  Contact$ 
Mike Kommoskt, NYSDEC Project Manager . 
(5 18) 457-3395 
mjkomoro@gw.dec.state.ny.us 

h f f  Laccmi, NYS D e p a h m t  of Health 
(5 18) 402-7880 1-800-458-1 1 5 8 : ~ ~  2-7880 

( Now available for public m i e w  at the 

I B P x r r d a l t m d u L i b r a r i c s  
md offices of the EPA md NYSDEC: 

Propored RemdW Adion Phn mdwbn documents 
r e k d  10 cbe rite, including rite history documenrr. 
invdgan'on qcm md inSommion rbut  EPA and 
NYSDEC interim clunup acrions. 



H i g h  F a l l s  W a t e r  C o a l i t i o n ,  f n c .  il 
P . ' o .  B o x  4 4  

H i g h  F a l l s ,  N Y  1 2 4 4 0  

Deccmbcr 9, 1999 

Mr. Patrick Hamblin 
Remedial Pro jcc~  Manager 
WA 
290 Broadway, 20 'Vloor  
New Ynrk. New York 10007-1866 

SUBJECT: EXTENSION OF PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD FOR MRIP PKAP 

A S  y ~ r t  krow. our organization is in the process of hiring our technical advisors. 
Whilc we h a w  sclected n firm ahd arc beginning contract negotiations, duc to ~ h c  

U 
upcoming holidays, we will not bp able to complctc this proccss until the beginning 
of the New Ycar. We fccl that it is critical that our technical ndvisors be givcn a1 least 

U 
n few wccks to exalninc the back round matcrial and I'KAP in  order lo provide us f with cnongh information to makc an informed rcsponse to tho EPA. Thercforc. 1h2 

U 
High Falls Water Coalition requcsts that the public comment period for the MRIP 
PRAP bc cxtcnded nn aclditional 30 days, to concludc on February 15, 2000. 1 
Considering that o w  organization just receivcd funding in Septcmbcr, and thc 
tlctailcd procurement procedures thlat EPA rcquires us to follow, we ice1 that we. havc il 
doi~c an exccllcnt job of moving bhead with the sclcction and hiring of our ndvisors. 
We now need adequate timc for those advisors 10 do thcir job. i! 
Thank you for your attention to  this important matter. L 

inccrcly, 

bk&c4 
IGRETCHI:N REED 
Prcsidcnt, High Falls Water Conlitioil 

Cc: Mr. TOIN- lackson, Mnrblerowfi Town Supervisor 
Ms. Jcannic Fleming-laik. Roscndale Town Supcrvisor 

Mr. John Andrews. Rhodc, Sokka & Andrcws 



Mr. Patrick Hamblin, Proiect Manager 

,. ~ - -  - - - - -  
New YoT~, NY 10007-1866 

Re: Mohonk Road Industrial Plant Site 

Dear Pat: 

I am writing this letter on behalf of the Marbletown Town Board to 
suppon the High Falls Water Coalition's request that the public comment period 
for the Proposed Remedial Action Plan be extended to February 15,2000. We 
would like to assure that the coalition has adequate time to retain technical 
advisors and to make an informed response within the public comment period. 

Also, based on discussion with Town Board members and other interested 
parties, I would like to request that the PRAP be amended to include an 
evaluation of the feasibility of utilizing the extracted groundwater for the backup 
water supply for the proposed water district. 

The Town Board members also request that the proposed water supply 
distribution pipeline along Beme Road be extended southwesterly along Berme 
Road to its intersection with Canal Road. 

Thank you for your anticipated cooperation in this matter. 

Very truly yours, 

4 
./ 

Thomas H. Jackson, Jr. 
Supervisor 

cc: Gretchen Reed, President - High t'al!s Water Coalition 
Jeannie Laik - Supervisor, Town of Rnsendzl 
Marbletown Town Eoard 
Denniz Larios. P.E. 
Lewi: C. Di Stasi, Jr., Esq. 



(914) 658.3159 

Fax (9141 658-8744 

PO B o x  423 

b n d a l e ,  NY 12472 

December 13. 1999 

Patrick Hamblin. Project Manager 
Emergency & Remedial Response Division 
290 Broadway. 20th Floor 
New York. New York 10007-1866 

Re: Hohonk Road Industrial Plant Site 

Dear Pat: 

On behalt ot the Town Board or the Town ot nosendale. we 
respecttully request that the publlc comment perlod tor tne 
Proposed Xemedlal Actlon Plan. (PWAY) be extended to Pearuarv 
15, 2B00. The Hlqh Falls Water Coalltlon requrres addltlonal 
tlme to seek a technical consultant to advlse the Coalltlon. 

Thank you ror your anticipated cooperatlon on tnis matter. 
Should you have any quesuions, please do not hesltate to 
contact me. 

Very truly yours. 

p,.i.~/.~* j & i . ~  

JEANNIE F. LAIX 
SUPERVISOH 

JFL: js 

cc: Gretchen Reed. President, High Falls Water Coalition 
Supervisor Thomas Jaokson, Harbletown 
Dennis Larios. P.E. 
Lewis De Stasi. Esq. 
Rosendale Town Board 



3rrerctncy L %iredial  Ras?onse 3 iv .  
2 9 0  Sroailazy, 23th Floor 
x e w  York, NY 10037-1%E 

d a u t i  v e r y  ~ u c h  w i l l  ke, es the re in  sczrce  bas beer elcrini=ed 
Car sore pea r s .  

Y o w s  t r u l y ,  

W ~ A  



J a n u a r y  2k3. 2 0 0 0  

P a t r i c k  Hamblin.  P r o j e c g  Manager 
Emergency & Remedia l  Re$ponse D i v i s i o n  
2 9 0  Broadway. 2 0 t h  F l o o a  
New York. New York 188@./-18bb 

Re: Mohonk Woad I n d u s t r i a l  Plant S i t e  

Dear  P a t :  

O n  b e h a l f  o t  t h e  Town Board o r  t h e  Town 01 Horendr l e  we ex- 
t e n d  o u r  s l n c e r e  appreciation t o r  Che e x f e n s l o n  on Che g u U l l c  
comment p e r i o d  f o r  t h e  Proposed  Kemedlal Accion P l a n .  

The Town Board members r e q u e s t  t h a t  Lhe b o u n d a r i e s  o r  t h e  
p roposed  w a t e r  d i s t r i c t  b e  e x t e n d e d  t o  i n c l u d e  t h e  r o l l o w l n g  
p r o p e r t i e s :  

1) 7 7  Schoo l  House Road, l o t  7 6 . 1 - 2 - 2 8 . 1 @ 0  
P r o p e r t y  Owners: Kenqeth and  Marie  Johnson  

15 S t r a w b e r r y  Bank Woad 
High F a l l s ,  New York 1 2 4 4 0  

2 )  1 5  S t r a w b e r r y  Banks R~oad. l o t  7 8 . 1 - 2 - 2 8 . 1 0 6  
P r o p e r t y  Owners: Kennleth and  Marie  Johnson  

15  S t r a w b e r r y  Bank Road 
High F a l l s .  New York 1 2 4 4 0  

T h i s  i s  t h e  a c t u a l  propelr ty  t h a t  t h e  Johnson r e s i d e n c e  i s  
l o c a t e d .  P a u l  Lendvay iis c o n s t r u c t i n g  a  house on a  p o r t i o n  
of t h e  Johnson  p r o p e r t y  t h a t  i s  l o c a t e d  a t  7'1 Schoo l  House 
Road. It i s  a n t i c i p a t e d  t h a t  i n  t h e  f u t u r e  Che pL'operLy w i l l  
t r a n s f e r  t o  t h e  Lendvay ' s  a s  owner.  A s e p a r a t e  l o r  r e t e r e n c r  
number w i l l  be a s s i g n e d  a t  t h a t  Lime. 

3 )  1 0 6 1  Route 2 1 3 ,  l o t  7 B . 1 - 2 - 2 9 . ~ ~ .  this  i s  t h e  mote l  
p r o p e r t y .  P r o p e r t y  Owners; Lorna P Henry Sch imar l ch  

1 @ b 1  Koutr 2 1 3  
l i iqn  f a l l s ,  New ~ o r k  1 2 4 U  

4 )  1 ~ u t c h  narn D r i v e ,  l o t ,  7 u . 1 - 2 - 2 5  
P r o p e r t y  Owners: Mar t in  ti J e a n n i n e  T u i l y  

High k ' a l l s ,  New Yo.rk 1 2 4 4 0  

(914) W 1 5 9  

Fax (9141 638-8744 



'. P l e a s e  t a k e  n o t e  o f  t h e  p r o p e r t y  map numbers. Some o r  the 
numbers g i v e n  t o  me were i n c o r r e c t .  The Town Board r e q u e s t s  
s e r i o u s  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  be g i v e n  t o  ou r  r e q u e s t .  

... .As a lways ,  s h o u l d  you have a n y  q u e s t i o n s ,  p l e a s e  do n o t  
.,,.. . . h e s i t a t e  t o  c o n t a c t  me. . . :  . . . - .. - .  r 1. 

Vary t r u l y  y o u r s ,  U ::.. 
. , - ,:.& 

r l  
Li 

. - - . .. . . JEANNIE 2. LAIK 
- .  . . . -SUPERVISOR 

. - ... -- .. . IJ, : JFL: jcs., 
. . 

. . .- .. . 
cc :  H o n o r a b l e  ~ h o m a i '  Jaclason, S u p e r v i s o r .  Town of Harbletown 

G r e t c h e n  Reed. P r e s i d e n t .  High P a l l s  Water C o a l i t i o n  
Denn i s  L a r i o s .  PE. B r i n n i e r  and L a r i o s ,  P . C .  
Lewis C.  D i S t a s i .  Jr. Esq. 

(-i Ko=endale  Town Board 
Michae l  Komoraske, Hl/PS P r o j e c t  Manager, NYS DEC 
A l a n  Dumas. U l s t e r  Cobnty H e a l t h  uepa r tmen t  



92 Mossybrook Rd. 
High Falls, NY 12440 
February 1,2000 

Mr. Patrick Hamlin 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Project Manager 
290 Broadway 
20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007 

Dear Mr. Harnlin: 

I am a resident of Hi& Falls and own land that borders the proposed 
High Falls water district. 

I want to go on recordas requesting that my water be tested before the 
High Falls water district is eablished. 

My land is listed as l a d  bordering the proposed High Fall Water 
District. This water district is proposed as a component of the Proposed 
Remedial Action Plan ( P M )  dated November 19, 1999 to address 
goundwater contamination Which has impacted and threatened private supply 
wells in the High Falls area. 

I want to also be assurbd that if my water (private well) is found to 
have groundwater contamination the problem will be corrected at no cost to 
me. 



If you need additional  orm mat ion, you may contact me at the above 
address. 

Thank you 

Raymon s? B. * Sykes 



Elaynr Kossuth 
POB 126 - Kennedy Lane 
H i g h  F a l l s ,  NY 12440 

Pat Hambl i n ,  Renrdial  Pro jrct  Manager 
U. S. EPR - Emergency L RrmrdiaJ Rrsponsr Div. 
290  Broadway - 20th F1 oor  
Neu York,  NY 10007-1866 

February 3, 2000 
Rr: Mohonk Rd. Superfund S i t e  

Dear M r .  Hambl i n  ; 

Having a t t e n d e d  t h r  Res idents '  Forum f o r  t h e  PRRP a t  t h r  High F a l l s  
F i r e  House l a s t  e ven ing ,  I  have been J e f f  f r e l i n g  a  b i t  v i c t i m i z r d  b y  
t h e  news t h a t  t h e  p r r s r n t  t h i n k j n g ,  on t h e  part  o f  t h e  EPa and t h e  DEC, 
i s  t h a t  t h e  hook-up t o  t h e  proposed water d i s t r i c t  b y  a l l  r e s i d e n t s  
w i t h i n  t h e  proposed d i s t r i c k  i s  t o  br  sandatory.  fiND t h a t  a l l  w e l l s  on 
s a i d  r e s i d e n t s  p r o p e r t y  a r e  t o  be  cons idered  'abandonrd' and ' s e a l e d ' .  

Wh i l e  I applaud t h e  e f f o r t s  a l r e a d y  made on t h e  part o f  a l l  p a r t i e s  
i n v o l v e d ,  I  f e e l  t h a t  t h i s  S a t e s t  t r r n d  i n  t h i n k i n g  smacks a  good deal  
o f  "Big  Brotherism".  I  und f r s t and  t h e  r rason ing  behind t h e  non-use o f  
w e l l s  b y  r e s i d e n t s  hooked-u@ t o  t h e  watrr  sys tem,  i .e . ,  c r o s s - r o n t a s i -  
n a t i o n ,  e t c .  John Rndrews @ f  t h e  rng inee r ing  f i r m  o f  Rhode, Soykr  6 
Rndrews, t h e  f i r m  prov id ing  technicaJ  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  t h e  High F a l l s  Uater  
C o a l i t i o n ,  e xp la ined  a l l  that  q u i t e  we l l .  Rnd wh i l e  I  was c o n s i d e r i n g  
hooking-up, e ven  though  my firoperty l i e s  i n  Rosendale near t h e  edge o f  
t h e  proposed area ,  and i s  ppesen t l y  u n r f f e c t r d ,  I  am not  q u i t e  ready  t o  
s a c r i f i c e  my w e l l  i n  such a  manner. . 

My we l l  was d r i l l r d  i n  t h e  end o f  t h e  s i x t i e s ,  i n  t h e  f i f t h  year o f  
a f i ve -year  drought  and a t  r t i m r  when many o f  t h e  w e l l s  i n  t h e  arra  
were s t i l l  dry. I t  came i n  a t  t h e  amazing r a t r  o f  100 ga l l ons  prr 
m i n u t e  Rt  t h e  t i m e  t h e  w e l l - d r i l l r r ,  Eckerson o f  Mi l ton ,  s t a t r d  t h a t  
it was pure dumb l u c k  t o  f i n d  such a  v e i n  and t h a t  6 i n c h r s  e i t h e r  way 
cou ld  have missrd  it. I f r e l  t h a t  my weJl i s  not  connec t rd  t o  t h e  
a q u i f e r  i n  q u e s t i o n  and w i l l  not  I i k e J y  be a f f e c t e d  b y  t h e  draw-down, 
e i t h e r  volume-wise o r  an i ne reare  i n  contamination.  I f  I'm wrong, and 
I  may be ,  t h e n  t h e  expense  o f  hooking u p  o r  f i l t r a t i o n  should be  borne 
b y  me. I  f e e l  t h a t  whrn we e r e  nearer  t o  comple t ion  o f  t h e  l a y i n g  o f  
t h e  water  l i n e s  t h e n ,  and onJy t h e n ,  t h e  r e s i d e n t s  should be  g i v e n  t h e  
o p t i o n  o f  connec t i ng  o r  not .  4 r e l e a s e  could  be  s igned a b s o l v i n g  any  
r e g u l a t i n g  p a r t i e s  from any f u r t h e r  f i nanc ia l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  U n t i l  
t h e n ,  w i t h  a  3 t o  5 year forpas t  f o r  complr t ion ,  bi-annual o r  q u a r t e r l y  
t e s t s  should be donr and r e s u l t s  would perhaps change t h e  minds o f  
d ~ e - h a r d s  l i k e  myse l f .  Rnd t h r r e  seems t o  many o f  u s  dle-hards around! 



T h r r e  may be o t h e r  uays t o  r e s o l v e  t h i s  problem, b u t  I C a n ' t  see t h a t  
mandatory c o n n e c t i o n s  and w e l l  c l o s u r e s  shou ld  be implemented o r  even 
c o n s i d e r e d  a t  t h i s  s tage.  C)nq I r e a l i z e  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  many f a c t s  t o  
be  w r i g h r d  and concerns  t o  b r  addressed m d  t h a t  a J o t  o f  t h i s  w i l l  
f a l l  on t h o s e  now i s  t h e  a r e a  a f f e c t r d .  I a l s o  have been in formed t h a t  
no on r  on t h e  Town Boards o f  e i t h e r  t o u n s h i p  r e s i d e s  i n  t h e  d e s i g n a t e d  
area.  U h i l e  I r r a l i z r  i t  i s  i m p o r t a n t  t h a t  t h e  w a t e r  d i s t r i c t  be  com- 
posed of a  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  sam#l ing, i t  appears t h a t  many of  t h e s e  de- 
c i s i o n s  a r e  b e i n g  made BEFORE t h e  w a t e r  d i s t r i c t  i s  o rgan ized.  Even 
though  many t h i n g s  must be dec ided  as q u i c k l y  as p o s s i b l e ,  c r r t a i n l y  
s o r e  d e c i s i o n s  can  end shou ld  be made by  t h e  people more d i r e c t l y  i n -  
v o l v e d ,  and c o n s i d e r i n g  t h e  tdme-frame, n o t  n e c c e s a r j l y  i m m r d i a t e l y ?  

I have been t o l d  b y  p a r t i e s  uho have been i n v o l v e d  i n  t h i s  t y p e  of 
f o r m a t i v e  process  b e f o r e  t h a t  t h i s  i s  t h e  t i m e  f o r  any k i c k i n g  and 
screaming. So p l r a s e  p u t  me oin r e c o r d  as b e i n g  someone r h o ,  w h i l e  
J a u d i n g  many of  t h e  p l a n s  and t h e  e f f o r t s  p u t  f o r t h ,  s t i l l  f e e l s  n o t  
q u i t e  ready  t o  jump on board  And embrace " B i g  B r o t h e r " .  

r e :  Jeanne L a i k ,  S u p e r v i s o r  
Town o f  Rosendale 

Tom Jackson,  S u p e r v i s o r  
Town o f  Marb le town 



ANDREW LEE SILVERMAS, PH.D. 
E m m  J.P. MCGURE 

222 .\lohonk Road 
High fd l+Nnr  York 1:JJO 
Pboac: (9141 6574330 

( 9 l q  6574550 
Far: (603) 699-7700 

February 8, 2000 

Mr. Patrick Hamblin 
Remedial Project Manager 
EPA 
Emergency & Remedial Response Division 
290 Broadway, 20" Floor 

. New York, New York 10007-1866 

Dear Mr. Hamblin: 

This letter is in regard-to the Propose Remedial Action Plan, Mohonk Road Industrial Plant Site, 
(MRIP), High Falls, New York, Site 

Our propefiy at.222 Mohonk Road is imnhediately south of the MRIP site, outside of the contaminated 
are3 and just beyond the boundaries of tbe proposed water district. We are concerned that our water 
Supply may be diminished, and possibl depleted, by the on-site "pump and treat" activity, (GR2 - 
active treatment of the neafield plume , that is scheduled to commence in a few weeks. It is our 1 
understanding that once this process stdrts, i t  is expected to continue for the next 30 or more years. 

Our well is 85 feet deep and our pump is set at a depth of 80 feet. Last August, in the midst of the 
drought, we used a plumb line in our well and measured only 22 feet of remaining water. We were 
told by Dave Rosoff, the on-scene coordihator for the EPA, that he expects our well to experience 10 
or more feet of "draw down" as a result of the "pump and treat" activity. Given a year in which a 
similar or more severe drought occurs, aur property could be left without any water whatsoever. 

The EPA wells on the MRIP site are much deeper than ours. I t  is our understanding that the pumps 
in the MRIP wells are at a depth of 175 t o  225 feet - two to three times the depth of our pump. The 
E?A wells could continue pumping water long after our well would run dry. Are there safeguards in 
place so that this cannot happen? 

We have several ques:ions that have not been complete!y answered: 

What plans are in place to assure that the pumping does not dry up res i~~mt ia l  wells in the immedis te 
vicinity o f  the MRIP? 
Sentinel wells have been placed at varioqs points along the edge of the plume. I t  is unclear to us 
how and how often the actual level of the water tcble will be monitored. We have also been told that 
the sentmel wells may not accurately monitor unexpected flows through bedrock fractures. 
Depending on bedrock formations, a more dis:ant well may be adversely affected by pumping even 
though a sentinel well shows no unusual activity. What can be done to make sure this does not 
happen? 

Whom do we notify if we suspect thst the pumping is afkcting our watersupply? Is a procedure in 
place? 
Dave Rosoff said that he should be notified immediately. The High Falls Water Coalition suggested 
calling everyone on the contact list. There should be a clear, published procedure. 

What remedial mezsures is the EPA prepared to take if residential wells are pumped dry by this 



pcess?  
Dave Rosoff Indicated several posslble measures: 
1. Reduce the rate of pumping and/or lmterrupt the pumping to raise the water table. 
2. I f  possible, set the pump a t  a deeper level in the affected well. 
3. Drill a deeper well. 
Who decides what measures will be taken? How is that decision reached? Will the EPA bear the costs 
for remedial action? 

What impact will the sus:ained pumping have on the water table in the immediats vicinity of the 
MRIP? 
The plan is to extract water from the aquifer at a rate of 40 to 80 gallons per minute on a continuous 
basis. This far exceeds the current daily water usage of the entire affected area: 

Average U.S. per capita water usage (Encyclopedia Britannica): 100 gal/day 
Approximate Households In Affected Area: 150 
Estimated High Falls Daily Usage: 15,000 gallday 

Low-level Treatment Usage: 57,600 gai/day 
High-level Treatment Usage: 115,200 gal;/day 

I n  other words, the plan is to extract 4 to 8 times more water per day than the entire aFected 
population uses on a daily basis. This means that within the next few weeks the 10 residential wells 
In the Immediate vicinity of the MRIP will suddenly have an experience as if their water table were 
being shared by 550 to 1100 other households. I s  this sustainable? For what period of time? What 
effect will the more aggressive phase of treatment, GR3 - the treatment of the farfield plume, have 
on these wells? 

We have additional concerns regarding the longer range proposals, GR3 and AWS3, which Involve the 
formation of a High Falls Water District to permit the more aggressive treatment of the aquifer 
beneath the entire hamlet. 

At the urging of the EPA, the town goveriments of Marbletown and Rosendale are drafting a very 
detailed "Map Plan and Report" to establish the governmental taxing authority to form and control 
the water district. However, the EPA has n t yet determined the backup water source which will be 
required by the water district when the $tskill Aqueduct periodically goes out of service. The 
location of the backup water source will have a profound impact on the boundaries of the district. 
The water source must be in an uncontamihated area of the hamlet and its operation could hcve an' 
adverse impact on residential wells that ar4 not currently within the proposed boundaries. The EPA 
should complete all aspects of the design thbt have an impact on the water district boundaries so that 
the town residents and governments can make Informed, Intelligent decisions. This is especially 
imponant given the current plans by the to~wn governments for mandatory connection to the water 
system and the forced abandonment of wells. 

, -,A 

Thank you for this opportunity to respond to the Proposed Remedial Action Plan. 

CC. Kevin Clhil!, Assemblyman 101" OistriC. State of New York 
Maurice Hinchey, Congressman of New York, House of Representatives 
Tom Jackson, Town Supervisor, 
Gretchen Reed, President, High Falls Water Cba~ition 
Dave Rosoff, On-Scene Coordinator, EPA 



February 14,2000 

VIA FAX. (212) 637-3966 

Mr. Pat Hamblin, Project Manager 
Emergency & Remedial Response Division 
290 Broadway, 20h Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1 866 

Re: Mohonk Road Industrial Plant Site 

Dear Pat: 

Please accept this letter as additional written comment on the proposed 
Remedial Action Plan for the Mohonk Road Industrial Plant Superfund site. 

The Marbletown Town Board formallv requests that the boundaries of the 
proposed High Falls Wathr District be amended to include the properties along 
Berme and Canal Roads and in proximity to the intersection of said roads, as 
discussed at the joint T o m  Board meeting on January 27. 

Based on discussions with our engineering and legal consultants, we 
believe it would be in the best interest of the residents in this area to be included 
in the Water District becaluse of its near proximity to the contamination plume, 
and because of the possibility that the plume could expand to contaminate their 
wells. 

Very truly yours, 

Supervisor 

cc: Marbletown Town hoard 
Gretchen Reed, President - High Falls Water Coalition 
Dennis Larios, P.E. 
Lewis C. Di Stasi, Jr., Esq. 



Mr. Patrlck Hamblin 
Remedial Project Manager 
EPA 
FAX NO. 212-637-3966 

RE: Mohonk Road Industrial Plarlt Superfund Site 

Dear Mr. Hamblin: 

On behalf of my family, I would llke to thank you and the EPA for the 
opportunity to make comments 0th the Proposed Remedial Action Plan and the 
proposed High Falls Water DlsbicU. After attending a resident's forum in late 
3anuary, my husband and I came away wlth the following concerns: 

1. 7he map of the water distrlct qt that time included a street called "Fourth 
Street" Wch no longer exists. It is our undentandlng that Fourth Street at 

. 
one time ran right through wh$t is currently our front yard and the vacant lot 
next to us. Gravel Road also M s  not properly located on the map and 
seemed to be located where 0b Route 213 is, in fad, located. My guess Is 
by now these lnaccuracles have been addressed but If not, we would ask that 
they be looked Into. 

2. That the water plant be large enough to account for any residents who may 
need to tie in to clty water o n 4  the pumplng of the groundwater 
commences. We are also concerned that the system be large enough to take 
into consideration any currently undeveloped land which may need to tie in to 
city water should it be purchased and bulk upon. 

3. That the backup source of water be sufficient enough to be used as the 
primary source of water should New York Uty declde to rake the rate of the 
aqueduct water to an unacceptable rate. 



Mr. Patrick Hamblin 
February 15,2000 
Page 2 

4. We are also concerned abbut the locatlon of the off-site pumping wells. We 
purchased our property in part because of its location and view. The lot next 
to us, although not owned by us, is vacant If it were to be used as an off- 

- site pumping location, we wonder what the Impact would be to the natural 
beauty of the land. 

Again I would like to express our thanks for the EPA's consideration of our 
comments. The amount of time, effort and expense that the agency is pureing 
forth is appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 

Sharen Eaton 
High Falls Resident 



H i s 

Mr. Patrick Han 

h F a l l s  W a t e r  C o a l i t i o n ,  I n c  

P . O .  B o x  4 4  
H i g h  F a l l s ,  N Y  1 2 4 4 0  

b 

February 8,2000 . . 
Remedial ~roj&t-~anager  
EP A 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON MRIP P U P  

As we discussed, attached please find c mments from the High Fdls Water Coalition and our 
technical advisors on the Mobonk RoajIndustrial Plant Site Proposed Remedial Action Plan. 

These comments reflect questions and c ncerns expressed to the Coalition by our Trustees, other 
local residents, and our technical adviso s. As you know, on February 1,2000, the Coalition 
held a Residents' Forum meeting at whi h thirty local citizens discussed the many imponant 
issues surrounding the EPA's proposed 1 Itemate water supply and removal actions. 
Additionally, the Coalition has reccivedmany phone calls regarding site activities and the 
proposed alternate water supply. A compilation of issues raised by local residents is attached. 

Also attached are comments from our te hnical advisors Rhode, Soyka & Andrews and Leggene, 
Brashean & Graham. RSA's comment s! focus mainly on engineering and design issues, while 
LBG's comments center on ground-wate/r and environmental issues. 

While many residents support the EPA's clean up effons and the selected public water supply - 
alternative, serious questions remain aboht some of the details of these plans. 

We recognize that some of these issues ipvolve not only the EPA, but also the proposed High 
Falls Water District that is under conside/ration by the Towns of Marbletom and Rosendale. 
Consequently, we are also forwarding this material to the respective Town Supervisors. 

We appreciate the EPA's continued sensitivity to the local residents during this difficult process. 
We look forward to working with you to pddress these important questions and concerns, and to 

G ~ T C H E N  REED 
President, Hi& Falls Water Coalition 

Cc: Mr. Tom Jackson, Marbletown TOW Supervisor 
Ms. Jeannie Fleming-Laik, ~osendale' Town Supervisor 
Mr. John Andrews, Rhode, Soyka & Andrews 



RESIDENT COMMENTS ON 
THE MOHONK ROAD MDUSTRIAL PLANT SITE 

PROPOS'ED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN 

Alternate Water Supply - many re$idents suppon the creation of a public water supply using 
the Catskill Aqueduct as the best alternative for providing safe drinking water and allowing EPA 
to perform their groundwater clean dp activities. However, serious questions remain 
about some of the details of these plans. 

Water District Boundary - there is concem regarding the establishment of the boundary for the 
proposed alternate water supply. Rec~ent sampling has indicated possible contamination of areas 
outside the proposed alternate water supply area. It appears that additional testing may be 
warranted to make certain that all potentially affected properties are included. 

District Extension - related to the boundary issue, there is concem about the mechanism for 
extending the water district should ditional properties become contaminated or lose their wells 
due to draw down or other EPA-relat 9 d activities. The public water supply system would need 
to be able to handle these additional dropenies. 

Back Up Water Supply - there are derious questions regarding the back up water supply that 
would be required for the proposed yater district. A number of residents have expressed strong 
opposition to the use of local creek wbter from the Rondout or Coxingkill. The question of using 
treated water from the Site has been r ised. Residents want to have more detailed information on 
the nature of the back up supply, and t e assured of its sufficiency. 

. 
Mandatory Connection of Propenies - some residents are concerned about the possibility of a 

mandatory hook up requirement, especially for those residents with currently uncontaminated 
wells. 

Disconnection of Wells - a number pf residents have expressed the desire to maintain their 
wells for outdoor use. 

Suffxiency of Monitoring of Treated Water - there is concern about the frequency and 
accuracy of monitoring of the treated contaminated water. 

Ongoing Testing and Monitoring of Wells - there is a question regarding the ongoing 
monitoring of wells, especially on the perimeter of the district. WIo will be responsible for this 
monitoring, and for what time period? 

Treatment of Drinking Water - the community wants more specifics about the type of treatment 
and treatment facility which will be uskd for the public water supply. 



Historic District Issues - much of the proposed alternate water supply district is also a 
designated National Historic District, +d many of the homes are historically significant. In 
addition, there are a number of import& artifacts of the D&H Canal, including the Five 
Locks Walk, a National Historic Landhark. Residents want assurance that EPA acknowledges 
and will protect these important resourqes. 

Vacant Property - there is concern abbut the impact of possible development on the district, 
and the district's ability to handle such development. 

Construction Issues - there are a n u d e r  of concerns sunounding the actual construction of the 
public water supply. First and foremosa is the potential for damage to residents' homes, followed 
by the disruption of roads during the co~srmction. This disruption could have a significant 
impact on local businesses. 

Selection of Contractors - related to the item above, residents arc concemed that the 
contractors selected for both the removal action and alternate water supply project nor be just 
"low bidders." . 

Location of Additional Treatment Pumps -residents are concemed about the possible 
placement of additional treatment pump$ andlor facilities off the site. EPA has not specified the 
exact number nor the proposed location4 of these pumps. 



40 Garden Sueel 
Poughkcepsie. NY 12601 

Phone: (914)452-XI5 Fax: (914) 452-8335 
EMail Address: rsuenan@bc~~,cb.ner - . .- - - 

WiYred.4. Rohde, P.E .'Michael W. Soyka. P.E John Y. Andrews. Jr.. P.E. 

VIA E-MAIL 
HARD COPY US. MAIL 

Gretchen Reed, President 
High Falls Watn Coalition, Inc. 
PO Box 44 
High Falls, NY 12440 

RE: PROPOSED REMEDIAL 
MOHONK ROAD INDUS 
HAMLET OF HIGH FALLS, ULSTER COUNTY, hXW YORK 
SITE NLTMBER 3-56-023 
DATED: NOVEMBER 1999 

Dear Ms. Reed: 

We have reviewed the Proposed Plan (PRAP) for the Mohonk Road industrial Plant Site 
(MRIP) dated November the New York State Department of Environment 
~ o n s e k t i o n  (NYSDEC) -Division of ~emediation. l'he cornkenfs contained herein are 
offmd to the High Falls Water By copy of this letter, these comments 
are also being submitted to Patrick Harnt(lin, Project Manager, EPA as written comments on the 
P U P .  

The remedial action plan is summarized a$ follows: 

9 Construction of a new public wat system to supply clean and safe potable water in the Hamlet 
of High Falls, portions being in f 0th the Town of Marbletown and the Town of Rosendale for 
residents with impacted or threatcbed private water supply wells. -. . r Continuation of the monitoring an maintenance of individual granular activated carbon filb-ation 
systems until the water supply is k ily operational. 

9 Completion and continued op&tion of the on-site extraction and treatment system for 
contaminated bedrock groundwater. 

P Excavation and off-site disposal olcontaminated subsurface soils on the MRIP property. 

> Capture and treatment of contamidated groundwater off the MRIP site. 

P Long term groundwater monitoring. 

The key component of the PRAP is the prdvision of a reliable alternative potable water supply system for 
residences with impacted or threatened pdvate water supply wells. This proposed remedy is contingent 
upon the creation of a municipal water Fistrict covering portions of the Towns of Marbletown and 
Rosmdale under New York State Town Lhw. Without the alternative public water supply source, other 
key elements are likely to break down and fail to meet the overall objectives of the rcmediation action. 

I 
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Based on our review of the PRAP, the following comments are offered for your consideration: 

1. POTABLE WATER SUPPLY ALTERNATIVES 

The selected remedy involves the creation of a municipal water district. The primary 
water supply for the new district will be a connection to the Catskill Aqueduct under the 
terms and conditions of an agreement with the New York City Department of 
Environmental Protection. Neither the municipal water district nor the agreement with 
the New York City Dlcpartment of Environmental Protection have yet been completed. 
The dis!xict formation process is cunmtly undmvay involving both Towns. An initial 
public information meting has been held at which time the preliminary Map, Plan and 
Report required by T o m  Law for district formation was presented. Attached hereto and 
fully incorporated h e i n  is a copy of our memo to you dated January 27,2000 whlch 
outlines general questions or issues that must be addressed during the district formation 
process. These same comments are applicable to the PRAP. 

The Catskill Aqueduct is the proposed primary source of water. A backup water supply 
is required for those p+o& when the aqueduct is temporarily out of service. The PRAY 
considers either use of the Rondout ~ r e i k  or bedrock &pplyweils as the backup source. 
For the purposes of cost evaluation, the bedrock well was identified as the backup supply. 

3 The Catskill Aqueduct was chosen as the preferred alternative as it was 
considered to be the most reliable source of potable water over the long term. 
The Catskill Acpeduct does have a history of service interruptions and temporary 
removals fiom service. The backup supply is therefore a key element. The 
PRAP identifie6 a backup water supply for a minimum period of five (5) days. 
We believe such a design to be narrow and possibly inadequate over the long run. 
We do not conr/ider the Rondout Creek to be a long-term reliable backup due to 
water quality boncms, drought restrictions and the variation in possibie 
treatment for creek water vmus  aqueduct water. We believe the most 
appropriate backup water supply to be bedrock wells. 

> The PRAP states that under the contaminated bedrock aquifer response 
alternative, bob off-site and on-site pumping is necessary. Groundwter 
extraction at high pumping rates may result in variations in groundwater levels 
within the bedrock aquifer. Any bedrock well selected for a backup supply must 
be remote from land not impacted by the local aquifer. The PRAP has suggested 
that identificati n of the alternate supply and the groundwater extraction rates be 
determined d u& g the remedial design phase. It would appear that fmal 
selection, rating and capacity of the backup water supply must be coordinated 
with thc proposcid extlaction system. We believe that the extraction system must 
be in and operating with a reasonable performance history pnor to final S i ~ g ,  
rating and capachy establishment of the backup supply. 

3 Certain residenq have questioned the potential use of the ueatcd water from the 
groundwater eebhnent systems as the backup supply for the potable water 
system. The water will be keated and discharged to surface water bodies at 

ROWE. SOYU,& AhWSWS CONSULTING ENGINEERS, P.C. 
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different qualiv standards than are appropriate for drinking water supplies. We 
do not believe that the discharge from the remediation systems provides an 
acceptable bacYup supply, however, in the long-tam, when, if or as groundwater 
conditions impdove, consideration should be given to possible use of this water as 
back up water. The design and implementation of the discharge piping should 
not preclude su6h a fume ue .  

C. 'The issue of vacant l a d  *thin the public water supply service area and immediately 
adjacent to the public Water supply service area is only vaguely addressed. Sufficient 
water source capacity should be developed to support reasonable growth within vacant 
areas. Development oubide the public water supply service area, which may require the 
use of private wells, shoDld be addressed in the long-tam institutional conkok developed 
for the overall renudia/ion plan. Additionally, there could be a minimum three-year 
window before the wat* system is fully operational. The institutional controls should 
address interim developdnent of the vacant parcels within the public water supply service 
area, particularly the apalysis, assessment and possible permining of private water 
systems for the vacant l&ds. 

2. C O N T W A T E D  BEDROCK AQUER RESPONSE ALlERNAllVE 

A. The selected alternative bvolvcs active remediation of contaminated water via extraction 
and treatment site wide. Tnis includes both the on-site kcatmat system currently being 
completed and placed into operation and a similar system or systems off the MRIP 
property. ?he details qf off-site placement, appearance and discharge are not filly 
developed in the PUP. Pnliminary thresholds identifying appropriate locations for 
placement of the extracqion facilities, the appearance of the extraction and treatment 
facilities and the proposeil discharge routes should be addressed at this time. 

B. The groundwater response alternatives include, as necessary components, institutional 
controls and long-term monitoring. The PRAP fails to fully defme and establish* 
responsibility for the f w c i a l  and oversight responsibilities related to the institutional 
contracts or long-term r+mitoring. The PRAP also fails to define continued use of 
impacted or heatened kells by residents for other than drinking water purposes. 
Abandonment of cxistinq pnvate water supply wells is not addressed in the PRAP. 
Consideration should be given at this time to developing the necessary critcxia for 
abandonment, the timing of abandonment and the logistics of abandonment, given the 
wide variety of types, locations and depths of the private water supply wells. 

3 Our January 27,2000 memo contains comments relati* to the establishment of 
the boundaries of the public water supply service area. This boundary has been 
somewhat of a moving target and continues to be a moving target. 
Implementation of the remedies identified in the PRAP may further serve to 
move the public water supply boundary. It seems appropriate that an additional 
area, outside the defined public water supply service area, be identified and 
baseline data developed for properties included in that area, specifically covering 
water quality and well depth. This baseline data should further include both the 
Rondout Creek and the Coxing Kill. 

ROHDE. SOW &:ASDREWS C O N S U L ~ G  ENGINEERS. P.C. 
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9 The groundwkter response alternative clearly establishes a connection between 
overall grounbater levels in the bedrock aquifer and the proposed extraction 
and treatment' The properties contained within the public water supply service 
area have bee selected based, in pan, on the projected impacts of the extraction 
rates on the a 1 uifer. The PRAP should establish an appropriate methodology to 
respond to po/ssible out of area well impacts, to investigate and evaluate these 
impacts, and to mitigate impacts to private water supply wells. Any such 
methodology must include appropriate fmancial provisions related to connection 
to the public vtatcr supply and other similar costs. 

3. GENERAt COMMENTS 

A. The proposed remedial action plan relies heavily on the formation of a municipal water 
district. ?he munici a1 water district formation is the subject of specific policies, 
proceduxs and requir ! m a t s  as outlined in State Law. ?he current approach of the 
involved Town Board! includes the potential for a mandatory referendum on district 
fonnation. The provostd remedial action plan breaks down if the municival district is not 
formed. The pr~po&d~rcmedial action pl;n insufficiently details the responsibilities that 
will ultimately be har$ferrtd to the district and further. fails to identify the costs related 
thereto. To ensure pub ic participation and success of any referendum;full and complete 
details of all required d ' h c t  I activities and costs should be developed now. 

B. The proposed rcmedii1,action plan has identified an at i re  set of significant details to be 
addressed during the medial design phase. The document is silent, however, on the 
manner and method b which the proposed remedial action pian is to be or can be 
modified based on da ! generated during the remedial design phase. The procedure for 
identifying a variation, (communicating it to the public and chatting a new course should 
be defmed and outlinedat this stage. 

We hustthe comments contained hereid satisfy your requirements. If we can be of additional assistance, 
please advise. 

Yours very mly,  

ROHDE. SOYKA & ADREWS 

Enclosure 
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Gretchen Reed -High Falls Water Coalition 

John V. Andrews, Jr., PE. 

HIGH FALLS WATE COALITION 
TECHNICAL ADVlS b R 

D i ~ c t  Formation Issuds 

99-335-01 

Jan- 27,2000 

Pursuant to your request, we have the following list of questions/issues to be reviewed with the 
involved Town Boards and their concerning district formation. We have not been provided 
with a copy of the preliminary Report (MF'&R) or the draft inter-munkipai agreement. As 

documents. 
a consequence, some of the issues framed herein may already be addressed in the 

1. In general tams, a public infowtion meeting on a MP&R usually occurs at such time as it is 
possible to identify exactly wh will be included in the proposed district and the approximate 
costs related thereto. FO-&I of a district at this time would appear to be premature. 
considering the requirements im$osed by Town Law related to dishct formation. 

The agencies are on the Proposed Remedial Action Plan 
(PRAP). At the will move toward a Record of Decision 
(ROD). Upon signing will proceed into the remedial design phase. 
Ideally, the MP&R the ROD and nearing the end of the remedial 
design phase. 

2. The dismct boundary has been ebblished based on the best available information accumulated 
to date. Recent sampling has indcated possible involved areas outside the previously delineated 
public water supply service ar&. The PRAP clearly indicates that implementation of the 
recommended groundwater alternative may result in changes to groundwater conditions 
which may impact well sources and as a consequence recommends that 
implementation of alternative only occur if there is a alternative public 
water supply. It on the recent sampling, if upheld, that the limits 
of the public to be expanded. This suggests that finalization 

properties. 

of the MP&R should be delayed until all evaluations have been completed or that the MP&R 
specifically include procedures h r  the expansion and inclusion of other potentially impacted 
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3. District formation requires b t  the municipalities fully comply with the State Environmental 
Quality Review Act (SEQM). This action also involves a federal agency. That agency must 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act. No involved agencies unaer SEQRA can 
fund, undertake or approve $, action until the federal environmental review process has been 
completed and appropriate fi dings issued. The status and timetkames associated with the federal 
review need to be determined and factored into the municipality's SEQRA requirements. 

4. The proposed district involvds properties located within two (2) separate and distinct municipal 
entities, the Town of Marblbown and the Town of bsmdale. To implement the dismct as 
currently contemplated, an ovmll inter-municipal agreement is necessary. 

? Does implementation of the district, as contemplated, require that separately formed 
individual districts, m e  in each community, be created fmt, thereby necessitating 
parallel, lock step distkict fomation paths. 

? If this is the case, two (2) actions, one by eachTown Board, will be required at each step 
of the district fomatiw process. The impact of the joint effort will most likely occur at 
the time of a referendwn. If separate referendums are required, it may skew the vote and 
therefore, the outcoma A failure of the referendum in one community may significantly 
impact the ultimate arrangement. 

? Details of exactly how the inter-municipal agreement will function need to be provided. 
Typically, inter-municipal agreements involve creation of an independent board to 
ovmee the joint entiq. Any such board should include representatives from the area 
being seniced. The a cement should also fully spell out responsibilities, funding and 
assessments within eao f community. 

5 .  No clear indication of the cos to be absorbed by the district has been established. In addition, 
any costs that have been provi ed lack detail in defining how such costs were developed. The 
PRAP identifies a wide variety 1 f future ongoing costs. The PRAP does not clearly establish who 
will be responsible for such qosts. The MP&R must clearly define district responsibilities, 
identify the costs related thereto and include those costs in the district budget as appropriate. 

The respective Town budgets will need to reimbursed for the costs related to the preparation of 
the MP&R upon completion of the district formation process. Other than the reimbursement iif 
these costs, it appears as though\ all other capital costi, i.e. those costs related to construction of 
the proposed facilities and coqection of the individual homes, will be the responsibility of the 
EPADEC. This needs to be clakified and definitively confirmed in the MP&R. 

Depending upon the total con td the typical property, exclusive of hook-up fees, and the need for 
the individual Towns to incur d&bt related to the district formation process, approval of the State 
Comptroller may be necessary for completion of the district formation process. Timeframes for 
this approval must be adequately accounted for the in the overall project timeframe. 

6.  The actual timeframe for district costs to kick in must be clearly identified. The recordappears to 
suggest that two (2) yean is all cated for design and construction, potentially one (1) y e u  for 
shake down of thc facility, with mover of the completed facility to the dismct for full operation 
and maintenance a minimum of , ee (3) years out. All costs incurred during that period must be 

the MP&R. 

L 
clearly accounted for and if any $re the responsibility of the district, they need to be included in 

7. The record is unclear as to what role the district will play in the design and construction of the 
proposed facilities. Obviously, ;since the district will ultimately be responsible for long term 
operation and maintenance of the facility, the district should have a clearly defined role in the 
remedial design phase with full ability to comment on design issues and cost allocations. Dismct 
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panicipation in the remedial design phase will need to be funded. The arrangements for such 
funding should be clearly indicated in the MP&R. 

Final resolution adopted by the respective Town Boards must include the following: 

A A determination by *e Town Board that the Notice of Hearing was properly posted and 
published; 

B A determination that all property and property ownm within the proposed district are 
benefited; 

C A dctamination that all p r o m  and property owners which will be benefited by the 
district arc included Within the boundaries of the diitricc and 

D A determination that the establishment of the proposed district will be in the public's 
interest. 

It does not appear, from the $formation available to us at this time, that all such determinations 
dan be made by the respective Town Boards. 

Dis&ict formation is permissive referendum. If the respective Town Board's 
resolution approving the creation of the proposed district 

must contain requiremats for this refaendun and a true and correct 
adopted posted m the Town's newspaper. ?he t i m e h e s  

be factored into the process, particularly if EPA has no 
as the district formation process has been competed. 

No clear cut decision has beenmade on mandatory connection of all properties located within the 
proposed district The respecbve Town Boards should address this i m  now and the MP&R 
should include appropriate 1 ge covering connection policies and procedures. Further, no 
clear cut determination has be made relative to allowing homeowners to maintain their existing 
wells for irrigation purposes. I individual wells am pmnined to berctamed, it may impact future 
d i h c t  costs as the New Yo k State Department of Health (NYSDOW) may require regular 

source does not occur. 

i 
inspections in order to ensure that a potential cross connection between the private and public 

We aust the comments contained her satisfy your requirements. If we can be of additional assistance, 
please advise. Once we are provide 'a" with hard,copies of the various documents, we would be in a 
position to more appropriately frame olpr comments andfor questions. The real issue remains the fact that 
this is still somewhat of a moving target which is not contemplated by or casily handled in the district 
formation process. 

cc: Karen Destefanis, LBG (hard copy only) 
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Ms. Gretchen Reed 
High Falls Water Coalition, Inc. . 

P.O. Box44 
' High~alls, NY 12440' 

Dwr Ms. Reed 

At the request of the High Fall? Coalition, Leggene, Brashears & Gnham, Inc. (LBG) 
have reviewed the 1998-1999 Rcmedi Investigatiofleuibility Study (RVFS) prepared by f Lawler, Matusky & Skelly (LMS) and,& Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PUP) prepared by 
the New York State D ~ a m n c n t  of Enkironmental Conservation (NYSDEC) for the Mohonk 
Road Industrial Plant Site located in 'gh Falls, New York We have provided a brief summy "p regarding the documents reviewed and conclude with our comments related to the PR4P. 

Site H 
. . iston. 

The Mohonk Road Industrial P l h t  is a 14.5-acre property located outside of the Hamlet 

of Hi& Falls, Ulster County, New York The property is located in a residential area and is 

undeveloped with the exception of a 431000 building located in the southern comer of the site. 

The building was originally built in the itarly 1940's and used as a chicken coop. In the early 

1960's the building was converted to a rhanufacturing facility that was occupied by various 

companies until 1992 when the propert$ was repossessed by the Banco Popular of Puerto Rico. 

A year later the propem was sold and ablet  to various businesses. Between 1960 and 1992 

solvents were reportedly used at the sitefor cleaning and finishing metal pars 

In 1994, the New York State DeIparaent of Health (NYSDOH) tested the ground water 

ffom a private well m response to a resident's concm. A variety of volatile organic compounds 

flOCs) were detected in the well water. These VOCs included I,l,l-trichloroethane (1,1,1- 

TCA) as the primary contaminant with ldwer concentrations of trichloroethylcne (TCE), 1,l- 
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dichlorothtylene (I,l-DCE) and 1,ltdichloroethane (1,l-DCA). Over 100 private water supplies 

in the area were tested and ground water fiom 70 private supply wells is d y  keated by 

granular activated carbon (GAC) filtration systems. The filuation systems were installed, 

maintained and monitored by the HYSDEC. The NYSDEC has identified the Mohonk Road 

Industrial Plant as the s o m e  of the aontamination and designated it as a Class 2 site on the New 

York State Registxy oflnactive H w d o u s  Waste Sites. This classification indicates that the site 

poses a significant b e a t  to public health and the environment. Based on the results of the 

environmental investigations that have b m  conducted, the site was included on the Federal 

National Priorirks List on January 19, 1999. As a result of this listing, the United States 

Environmental Protection Agency @PA) is the lead agency for the project. 

Summnn, of Remedial InvestioatioBlFeasibili~ Studv 

Various investigations have been conducted at the site be-ginning in 1992. Afier pound- 

water contamination was discovered in private oEsite potable supply wells, additional 

investigations were conducted by the NYSDEC (1995) and subsequently the hYSDEC 

subcontractor LMS. Between 1996 and 1998, LMS installed monitor wells 2t varying depths in 

the overburden material and in the bebock both on and off the property; collected soil gas 

samples; sludge samples; soil samples; surface-water samples; ground-water samples (on and 

ofkite monitoring wells and private pqtable supply wells); traced septic piping and other drains 

exiting the building; dug test pits in suspect areas; and conducted pumping tests on two bedrock 

wells to determine aquifer characteristics of the aria. 

In the fall of 1997 a 1,000-gdl~n underground storage tank (UST) located north of the 

building was excavated and removed &om the site. This tank was assumed to be a source of the 

contaminants found in the ground water because sludge samples from the tank contained high 

concentrations of 1,1,1-TCA (26%). Cprrosion and numerous holes were observed on the 

bottom of the tank, supporting the theomy that this tank contributed to the ground-water 

contamination. Although 25 tons of co~taminated soil fiom below the tank was excavated and 

disposed of off site, reported concenmaions of VOCs in the soils were above the cleanup levels 

but were not hazardous. 
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The results of the soil investigations identified several source areas on the property. 

These arcas include the soils located on the west side of the building ( A m  I), limited soil 

underneath the building (Am Dl) ,  soils in the vicinity of the junction box on the west side of 

the building (Area D-2) and soils to the north of the building in the vicinity of the 1,000-gallon 

UST that was removed in 1997. Bas4d on the RI, these artas encompass approximately 9,018 ft' 
or 334 yd' of soil contaminated with VOCs above the cleanup criteria 

The results of the ground-watbr investigations identified a VOC plume consisting 

primarily of 1,1,1-TCA, 1,l-DcE.TdE and 1,l-DCA (found offsite only). 'fheVOCs have been 

identified in the onsite overburden aqrpifer and the onsite and offsite bedrock aquifer. The total 

area of the 1998 bedrock plume with VOC concentrations excetding 10 ggfl (micro-crams pe: 

liter) includes approximately 170 acre$ (approximately 6.3 acres "near field" with concenmtions 

greater than 1,000pprl). This plume qxtcnds approximately 4,000 feet from the site, fiom the 

Catskill Aqueduct located approximat6ly 500 feet southwest of the site to nor& of the juncnue of 

Route 213 and Mohonk Road. A volutne of 1,100 million gallons of contaminated ground water 

was estimated in the RI. 

The surface water sampled from five offsite locations indicated that VOCs arc not present 

with the exception of one location. This sample was obtained h m  a shallow cistern located 

downgradient of the site. The source of the contamination is amiiuted to the contaminated 

overburden material from the site. The four remaining surface water sampling locations did not 

contain VOCs. 

Based on the various investigatipns conducted on the site, several remedial altrmatives 

were reviewed and presented in the Mach 1999 Feasibility Sudy (TS). These alternatives 

specifically address options for develop(ing alternative water supplies to the afizcted area, means 

of addressing the onsite contaminated s@ils that act as a continuing source of ground-water 

contamination and remediation of both ~e onsite and offsite contaminated ground water in the 

bedrock. 1x1 an effort to aid and narrow the remedial alternatives evaluation, a ground-water flow 

model was developed. This model was used to predict the potential flow of contaminated ground 

water under the various proposed alternatives and the potential impact to the private water 

supplies and surface water boaies in the Prea. 
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PROPOSED REiMEDY 

Erpposed Rem-n Plan @- 

The PRAP for the site was submitted by the NYSDEC in November 1999. The PR4P 

presents the viable alternatives that were presented in the FS to mediate  the site and the 

surrounding area. As part of the P W ,  the FS alternatives were reviewed and narrowed &her 

based on several factors including: providing protection of human health and the environment, 

maintaining cost-effectiveness, achieving compliance with statutory laws and, providing 

permanent solutions. The options pfesented in the PR4P to address the need for a potable water 

supply include: AWS-I) No Further Action, AWS-2) Installation and Maintenance of Additional 

GAC Filter Systems, AWS-3) Publit Water Supply Using the Catskill Aqueduct, and AWS1) 

Public Water Supply Using a Well Field. The options to address the contaminated bedrock 

aquifer alternatives include: GR-1) No Further Action, GR-2) Continuation of Non-Time Crfdcal 

Removal Action (pump and treat site ground water for the next 30 years) and, GR-3) Extracdon 

and Ex-Situ Treatment bump and trqat on and offsite contaminated ground water). The options 

to address contaminated subsurface soils identified on the propeny include SC-I) h'o Further 

Action, SC-2) Excavation and Ex-Sib Treatment Performed at the Site and, SC-3) Excavation 

and Ofisite Disposal. 

The preferred remedy presented in the PRAP includes: construction of a new public water 

supply system through connection with the Catskill Aqueduct (AWS 3); operation of onsite md 

offsite extraction and treatment system for bedrock contaminated&ound water (GR-3); and 

excavation and offsite disposal of contaminated soil identified on the properry (SC-3). 

Afier reviewing the RVFS and PR4P, there are several items that warrant further 

clarification from the agencies. These items have been presented as they relate to the proposed 

selected remedy. 



Ms. Gretchen R e d  February 5,2000 

AWS-3 Public Water S P 

Review of the available i d o m t i o n  indicates that this alternative is likely the best 

solution for the a~ta Utilizing the $atskill Aqueduct would provide a reliable source of - 
contaminant-h water. This altcmtttive would also allow mediation of the ground water in the 

bedrock aquifer that will likely impdct several private water supplies. In addition, connection 

with the Catskill Aqueduct could all~w for future growth of the High Falls community. 

However, several points were brought up under this alternative that warrant comment. 

1. As specified in the PIUP, a backup supply of water will be required for periods 

when the Aqueduct is temporarily t d e n  out of service. The PR4P considers the Rondout Creek 

or a bedrock supply well. Because ofpoor water quality, potential polIution and variation in flow 

(flow during summer and drought codditions will likely be insuficient), we do not believe the 

Rondout is a reliable source for a backup water supply. 

2. A possible backup supply well MELMW-13B, located on Canal Road 

approximately 2,100 feet northwest oflthe sire, has been described as an artesian well yielding 

between 100 and 150gpm. Water-qualbry testing has indicated that this well does not contain 

VOC contamination. Because of the atmian nature and present water quality, this well is a eood - 
candidate as a potential backup well. ~owev t r ,  as part of the selected remedy, offsite 

remediation through pumping will be implemented. It will be critical to determine if the offsite 

pumping will impact the pumping yield of the backup supply well. In addition, the backup well 

should be pumped at the projected rates over a significant period of rime to determine if the 

pumping will draw contaminants to the well. 

3. The PRAP indicates that in order to utilize the Catskill Aqueduct, a community 

water district will have to be established, The boundary of this water district has been defmed 

based on historic water quality of affected wells. The information provided in the RI does not 

give a clear indication that the vertical extent of the contamination has be:n fully defined. 

Information regarding the elevations of each well (monitot and private wells) in relationship to 
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the site were not provided in the d4cummts that were reviewed In addition. it is not clear from 

the documents if all of the private Wter supplies that could potentially be impacted have be:n 

sampled As a result, there could ble private water supplies that arc completed at deeper intervals 

located beyond the proposed boun4ary which could potentially be affected by the ground-water 

plume. The preliminary 1999 p q d - w a t e r  results support this concern. 

GR-3 Remed~ahon of Ons . . ite and D m  Bedrock 

Review of the available information indicates that this alternative is the best solution. 

This is the only alternative that was iprovided that will attempt to restore the near and far field 

contaminated bedrock aquifer to dri$hg water standards. Currently the EPA has initiated 

operations of the onsite remediation system by installing two gound-water recovery wells 

located on the site (near field). Thtse wells an designed to pump a combined total of 40 gpm. 

The extracted ground water will be mated by air s ~ p p i n g  and then discharged offsite into the 

Coxing Kill. la addirion to the onsite remediation system, the EPA proposes installing additional 

bedrock wells (three to six) oFsite (far field) to prevent further plume mi=wtion. The ground 

water would be treated to remove VQCs to achieve New York State surface water discharge 

requirements prior to discharge to the Rondout Creek As part of this remedy, long-term grouna- 

water monitoring would be conducted until contamination levels are below the remedial action 

limits for two consecutive years. However, several points were brought up under this alternative 

that warrant comment. 

1. This remedy only addresses the underlying bedrock aquifer. As of 1998, water 

quality from the overburden Well MW-4 contained the highest VOC concenmtions found in any 

ground water that h s  been tested (inciluding both overburden and bedrock). The concentration 

of I,I,I-TCA detected in this well was 15,000 pgll and total VOC concentrations detected in this 

well were approximately 20,000 The RI indicates that onsite there is a strong downward. 

gradient. Therefore, the overburden aquifer will continue to act as a source of contamination to 

the underlying bedrock aquifer. To a c l p  ground-water remediation in the bedrock, the onsite 

overburden contamination should be fully defined and remediated. Remediation could be 
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achieved by conventional cxtraaion of the water or high ~cuumixtraction with ~ a t m e n t  

2. There is no indication 3 the RI or FS that the Rondout Creek or the Coxkg Kill 

were ever sampled for VOCs. The ground-watn contour maps presented in both documents 

show ground-water flow towards both M a c e  water bodies (fig 5-7,s-8 in the RI). We 

recommend that the surface water and dedimmt &om Rondout Creek and Coxing Kill be 

included in the long-term monitoring plro-gam. In addition, if samples have not bem obtained 

from these two surface-water bodies, w+ recommend that they be obtained prior to any offsite 

renediation activities to develop a backpound water and sediment quality database. 

3. In a recent meeting (Febhary 1,2000), the Coalition questioned whether the 

onsite treated ground water that will be &scharged to the Coxing Kill could be used as a backup 

watersupply or an alternative water supbly to the Catskill Aqueduct. At a minimum, the ground 

water will be m t e d  to meet New York $me nuface water discharge requirements prior to 

discharge to the Coxing Kill. However, k s e  requirements are not as s a i n p t  as the Drinking 

Water Standards. Therefore, we do not recommend this suggestion as a viable option unless 
. 

addirional Beatment and daily water-quality monitoring of the exraaed ground water was 

~~artnteed. .. 

4. As pan of this proposed refnedy, the EPA has committed to implementing a 

ground-water and surface-water monitoririg p ro -m.  We recommend that the monitoring 

locations included in the program be s W l e d  quarterly prior to the system being implemented to 

develop a back-mound water-quality databbe. In addition, if the system is going to be 

implemented prior to the formation of the water district, we recommend that water levels of 

homes that could be affected by the offsite pumping be monitored and the pumping rate of the 

offsite remediation system'be adjusted to nhinirnize any impact. 

5. The selected remedy indicates that no new monitoring wells are proposed for the 

long-term monitoring pro-mm,Bedrock grbund-water contour maps provided in the RI (fig 5-7 
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and 5-8) show uppdient Monitor Well MW-IB as potentially down-gradient of the site. The 

gruund-water flow model presented in the FS indicates that flow is to the north, northeast and 

northwest. Water quality in the various wells tested support this flow direction. It is sot 

apparent in the RI that homes "upg@dient" of the site have bten tested. Communications with 

the EPA have indicated that the h o ~ e s  upgradient of the site have in fact been sampled and 

several homes are sampled quarterly to monitor that their water quality is not impacted. 

However, the overburden and bedrock cluster (MW-1 and MW-IB) appear to be completed 

above the contaminant plume. For pxample, the bedrock well MW-SR, which contains over 

2,000 py'l of total VOCs, was com~leted approximately 50 fcet lower than the bedrock Well 

MW-IB. The RI indicates that s evml  significant water beving hctures were encountered in 

many of the bedrock monitor wells (including MW-SR) at depths greater than the "upgradient" 

bedrock well. Based on the onsite waterquality data, VOCs could potentially be found in the 

onsite overburden aquifer or in the deeper bedrock aquifer. Because ground-water flow through 
. . .. 

. . . .. . .: .... . . bedrock is complex by nature, it may be prudent to consider installing additional monitor wells .. . ..... , 

' ,  . located in the "up_eradientn area for furrher venical derinition. 

?'.. Additionally, shale was rcpoqted in the onsite bedrock Well MW-11C. This shale would 

have a significant i ~ f l i x m  in grou&water flow in the bedrock aquifer. The ground-water flo* 

. .  . model presented in the FS is based on a continuous shale layer throughout the area. However, 
- "  '' : Shale was not noted in the ~l text for any ofthe other monitor wells with the exception of . ... . 

.. . 
+<i .<::.,.. :MW-I I C. No geologic well logs were provided for this review. In addition, there were no 

< *--i- : .  . ,.... geologic data related to private wells in the area As a result, it is nbt clear if tbe vertical extent 
.2 .: . -e . .L-- . .  . . ... ;.;=. . .. . . ...- .. .. ... ...&...l-.of the bedrock contamination has betpl fully defined. It may be prudent to consider installing 

.. Xt+...?$p-: -. :.. :. 

. . j- -. . . additional monitor wells in the far field plume for better undentanding of ground-water flow in + , .  -. 

. ... . . . 

1 bsurface Contaminated Soils on the Prooertv 

Review of the available information indicates that this alternative is the best solution. 

alternative is especially important because the source of continuing contamination to the 

ground water will be permanently removed. Because of the sporadic locations of the affected - 
i 
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soils, excavation and ottsite removal WM the most sense. However, several points were 

brought up under this alternative that warrant comment 

to stockpile and cover the soils on pla$tic sheeting to minimize any potential runoff h m  

' precipitation events. If soils are going to be placed in rolloff containers, these containers should 

be lined and the soils covered each ni&t to minimize potential leaks. 

2. Estimated volumes of cbntarninated soils requiring excavation that were presented 

in the RI and the FS were 9,018 fr' (33# ydl). This estimate was based on four areas identified 

during the investigations which includs: h a  IA, 1B and 1C ( h a  1) located west of the 

building and including 3,510 fr' of affected soils; Area 2A and 2B ( h a  2) located in the vicinity 

of the former underpound tank and including 1,917 fr' of aficcted soils; Area D-1 located in an 

area undemeab the building that has a volume of 2 16 f?; and Area D-2 around an area below the 

junction box located outside of the building with a volume of 3,375 I?. The PR4P indicates that 

only 200 yd' of soil will require excavation and offsite disposal fiom Ares  14 IB, 2B D-1 a,d 

D-2. There is no rationale explaining why excamtion of aEected soils from Areas 1C and 2.4 is 

not included in the fmal remedy. 

3. The PRAP indicates that gn additional disposal area was discovered on the site in 

which approximately 300 yd' of soil w q  contaminated with paint wastes. This area was 

identified by the EPA through a geophysical s w e y  and test pits. Based on the recent discove~, 

the fact that only 25 tons of soils were removed from the 1,000-gallon UST source area and 

relatively minor soil contamination has bpen detected on the site to date, we recommend 

additional investigations such as a revie* of historical aerial p h o t o ~ p h s  and/or conducting a 

site-wide geophysical survey to find othet potential source areas. 
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. . 
W 

1. Ground-water contour maps were constructed for& bedrock aquifer using data 

collected on September 1997, Decerqber 1997 and May 1998. Ground-water flow is shown to 

migrate to the north, northwest and northeast of the site. Of the three contour maps, only the 

December 1997 map includes water elevations from residential Wells RW-US, RW-UI and 

RW-62. Water-level elevations h r n  these wells sugest  that ground water may also migate to 

the south. More data should be colleoted to confirm that gmund water within the bedrock only 

flows to the n o d ,  northwest and norrheast 

2. Two pumping tests weh  completed to determine aquiier parameters within the 

bedrock aquifer. The results h m  the pumping tests show the dependence of ground-water 

responses to k a c m s  within a gmtrally competent bedrock system. For example, during the 

bWW-2 pumping test, drawdowns at MRMW-SB and MRlMW-I 1B were 0.31 foot and 

2.13 feet, respectively. However, MRMW-I 1B is over twice the dis'mce kom the pumping well 

as hfRW-SB. The RI indicated that the cone of depression fiom the M W - 1 1 B  pumping 

test was asymmemcal and showed q o n g  bias toward larger drawdown sourh and west of the 

pumping well. The cone of depression from the MRPW-2 was noted to be symmeeical. Neither - 
pumping test had sufiicient coverage east of the site and, therefore, fractures and ground-water 

flow to the east has not been adequately studied. Further characterintion of ground-water flow 

es:  of the site is recommended to determine the sipificanc: of impacts and remedial objectives 

in this region. 

3. The RI presents two geologic cross sections for the study area. The first cross 

section identifies a thrust fault near the study area. The impacts of the fault on ground-water 

flow are not e.xarnined funher in the Rl. In addition, the RI does not indicate whether fracture 

traces utilizing aerial photo-pphs were completed for the study area. Understanding the faults 

and fractures within the bedrock would create a better understanding of ground-water flow within 

the srudy area and it would provide important data for evaluating remedial alternatives for the 

region. It is recommended that a eacture trace be completed to further undeistand ground-water 
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flow chancterirrics for the region. 4 addition, packer tests should be completed in several . - 
offsite bedrock wells (MW-8B, MW-PB, MW-IOB, MW-14B &dMW-15~) to -te a better 

understanding of vertical impacts wirhin the bedrock aquifer. Finally, borehole geophysicd 

techniques should be employed in cadh of the bedrock wells that were not tested during the RI 

(MW-IB, MW-SB, MW-SR, MW-6BL MW-7B, MW-'IR, MW-I IC and MW-ID) for f d a  

characterization of the bedrock fractdt system. 

4. During the drilling of W - 1  lC, shale was ncountmd at approximately 210 feet 

below grade. The estent of the shale W not investigated. The pnsmce of MW-1 1C presents a 

pathway for contaminants to mi-pate to the shale layer. A packer test should be completed 

within the shale to determine the permeability of the shale md any contaninant impacts to the 

shale aquifer. The extent of the shale jhould be further described 

5. The FS indicates that U$per Silurian h c w e d  shale, doloszone and limestone of 

the High Falls Formation exist in a thirl section on the eastern edge of Roundout Creek. The 

intuaction between the formations and ground-water flow along the contact should be 

considered during the offsite remediatidn design phase. Contacts between difiercnt formations 

may play a si-pificant role in ground-water flow within the smdy region. 

Ground-Water Flow Model 

1. ?he numerical ground-wgter flow model MODFLOW is not intended to simulate 

ground-water flow within competent or bctured bedrock as  identified within the subject region. 

Great care should be taken when evaluating the results firom the model for a ground-water system 

which appears to be dominated by fracture flow as shown by the pumping test results. 

Contaminated ground water may m i p t t  in the direction of fractures within the bedrock and not 

necessarily at ri$t angles to water-elev4tion contours. 

2. Ihc model thickness is idrntified as 200 fett. The RI indicates that the base of the 

quartzite conglomerate (Shawangunk Fotmation) to be the Martinburg Shale. The model 
- 

I 
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thickness should cornspond with t@ contact If the shale identified at the base of MW-1 1C is - -. 
determined to be continuous and impacted, a layer should be add;d to the model to describe flow 

within the shale. 

3. The southern model boundary is simulated by a general head boundary. Many 

assumptions including .water elevation were made at this contact. The close proximiry of the 

southern general head boundary to the site, may influence the simulated ground-water contours 

during pumping simulations. The southern model limit should be expanded funher south to 

avoid influencing ground-wate: orientation during pumping sirnulatiom. 

Very tmly yours, 

Reviewed By: 

,,%ti&, \ 
Robert Larnonicz CPG 
President 
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