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DECLARATION FOR THE KECORD OF DECISION

SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Kerry Chemical Company Site, Route 268, Town of Hancock, Delawars
County, New York - Site ID #413001.

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for the
Kerry Chemical Company Site, developed in accordance with the New York
State Environmental Conservation Law {ECL), and is consistent with the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act

of 1980 (CERCLA), 42 USL Section 9601, et seq., as amended by the
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA). Appendix A
of this record 1ists the documents that comprise the Administrative
Record for the Kerry Chemical Company Site. The documents in the
Administrative Record are the basis for the selected remedial action.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

Actuai or tnreatened reieases of hazardous substances from this site,
if not addressed by implementing the response action selected in this
Record of Decision, present a current or potential threat to public
health, w,igare, or the environment.
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DESCRIPTION OF ‘THE SELECTED REMEDY

The remedy for this site consists of excavation followed by thermal
destruction of the wood tar that presently exists on~site in 1zgoons
and surface flows. Thermal destruction will take place on-site using
a commercial transportable incineration of the rotary kila or

circulating bed combustion technology. The unit will bo transpor ted
wid amasmbtad alda ba -de 6‘1 - " votmmad domaa amba ham bhas n
\.v Y auu ¢oomnu I'u \lll ﬂ twe 00 UVUI C\-B M twit &t nywuy wal BIVWE 1A VWOD

excavated and destroyed.
The components of the selected remedy are as follows:

- Improvement of the site access road to allow passage of heavy
vehicles and equipment.

Construction of a surface water diversion swale to intercept and
divert around excavation areas the spring.water which flows
across the site.

- Demolition and removal of the existing, unstable bu11d1ngs and
stack on-site.

- Construction of a groundwater drain to lower the groundwater
table below levels needed for excavation of the wood tar.

- Installation of a rip rap system along the near bank of the

adjacent Cadosia Creek for protection against releases during
construction.




= Excavation and placement in 3 contained, temporary storage area
of the wood tar pits and tar flow areas after the clearing of
yegetation., Excavated areas Tiiled, graded and seeded. Wood tar
deposits removed Trom the Cadosia Creek bed usiag hand tools and
temporarily contained in the storage area. '

= A rotary Kiln or circulating bed combustor transporsad to the
site, assembiad and operated until all waste on-site iz
destroyed. (The tharmal destruction process will be designed o
opsrate with a1l the required air pollution controlsy.

-~  bBased on chemical anaiysis of the resuitant ash, and upon )
regulatory requirements and a cost analysis - ash transported off
site for disposal, or disposal in a small landfil] cell
constructed on-site.

- Final grading and restoration.

DECLARATION

The selected remedy is designed to be protective of human heaith and
the environment, is designed to comply with applicable State
eavironmental quality standards and is cost effective. This remedy
satisfias the Department’s prefsrence for trsatment that reduces the

toxicity, mobility or volume of hazardous substances, pollutants or

contaminants as the principal goal.
<
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Date tdward 0. Sullivan
Deputy Commissioner
0ffice of Environmental Remediation

¢
($]
LS




11,
111,

1y,

Vi.
yII.
viIL,

A.
B.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Site Location and Dascription . . . . . . . . . . . ... R
Site Hictory . . . . . . . . . . . . .. B |
Current Status . . ., ... ... ... ......., . 3
A. Major Findings of the Remedial Investigation . s 3
B. Risk Assessment . . . . . . .. B
€. Need for Remedial Action . . . .. . ... ... N
Description and Evaliation of Remedial Alternatives . . . . . 7
.. Remedial Action Plan Alternatives . . . . . e e e e 7
8. Description of Evaluation Factors . . . . . . . . . .. 8
C. Comparison of Remedial Alterna*tives . . . . . . . . . .. 11
Sefected Remedy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . v ... 14
A. Rationale for Selection . . . . . . . . . ... ... .. 14
8. Detailed Description and Cost Estimate for Remedy . . . 17
Public Participation . . . . . . . . o . ... oo ... 21
Enforcement Status . . . . . . . . .. .. .00 ... 23

Summary of the State Decision . .

APPENDICES

List of Documents in the Administrative Record . . . . . . A.1l

oooooooooooooooooo

Responsiveness Summary : 8.1




LIST OF FIGURES

Site Location Mep . . . . . . . o e e N 2
éite‘Description Map . . . . . s e e e e e e e e e e e e . 4
Cost Estimates for Remedial Alternatives . .. . ... .. ... 10
Conceptual Site Plzn for Chosen Remedy . . . . . . . . . . . .. 16
Cost Summary for Chosen Remedy . . . . . . . . . .. . ... .. 18
Rotary Kiln Schematic Diagram . . . . . . . . . .. . . .. ... 20

CBC Schemetic Diagram . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..o oo 22




1. SITE LOCATION AMD DESCRIPTION

The Kerry Chemical Company Site is ‘ocatsd 374 mites north of the
Hamlet of Cadosia, i@ the Town of Hancock, Delaware County. The site
encompesses app-oximately 1C acres and is §/10 mites jong in a
north-south dira-tion, bounded or the east by the Cadosia Creek and on
the west by an abandoned railroad grade and steep hillside.

The site vicinity is a sparcely populated rural area of steep
hills and glacial valleys, defined as part of the Appalachian Plateau.
There are less than 10 residences within a half mile radius of the
site. The adjacent Cadosia Creek flows into the East Branch Delaware
River two miles downstream of the Kerry Site.

11. SITE HISTORY

The Kerry Chemical Company operated at this site from 1908 to
1943. The original intent of the plant operation was to utilize local
hardwood trees to produce charcoal through a pyrolysis process. As
chemical technology advanced, the process was improved to collect
gasses liberated from the wood during heating. Condensing and
distilling these gasses resulted in the production of methanol, methy)
acetate, acetic acid, formaldehyde and acetane. The waste products of
this process consisted of black or brownish tar-like substances which
were pumped while hot to one of three on-site lagoons or directly into
the Cadosia Creek. The facility was made up of at least nine
buildings at that time.

Teday, there are three decrepit buildings and a large smokestack
still standing at the Kerry Chemical Site. The tar waste exists in
five on-site lagoons ranging from 3-10 feet in depth. The waste is
also seen in areds where it is flowing slowly overland as a thin
surface layer. The total volume of waste on-site is estimated to
excead 3000 cubic yards. The waste has a viscous tar-like consistency
which is almost solid in cold weather, yet decreases in viscosity and
behaves more like a liquid in warm weather. Where exposed to air, the
tar-waste emits a creosote odor. The intensity of odor emission is
also temperature dependent. The smell ~¥ Li.c *ar on-site is strongest
in warm weather.

In 1965, while a contractor for the NYS Department ot
Transportation (NYSDOT) was working to realign the Cadosia Creek
adjacent to the Kerry Chemical Sice during a highway project, a
backhoe operator excavating alonj the creek's west bank inadvertently
penetrated a tar lagoon. The larg. volume of tar that was released to
the creek resuited in a major fish ki1l in both the Cadosia Creek and
2 wi1es downsiveam in the East Branch Delaware River. A ten foot
high, 70 foot lYong sheet pile retaining wall was installed afterward
by NYSDOT and remains in-place to support ihe creek bank and hold back
the buried tar lagoon. Tar from on-site had also been released slowly
to the creek over a period of several years through an old buried
culvert. The culvert was plugged to prevent further discharge to the

1




Golt Course y

v

a——— ‘_: -
<1 obds

L.




craek in 1986, The culver: was permanently cut off in Summer, 1989,
At the far southern and of the site, the Teading edge of the tar
“fiowing overland has now reached the Cadosia Creek.

Historically, pets, domestic and wild animals had regulariy bsen
trapped and killed in the Sssper tar Jagoons in warm weather.
Children had also become trapped in the tar occasionally, although no
deaths were reported. Therefore, the known deep tar lagoons were

fenced in 1985. Wild animals and pets are still killed in the tar
lagoons.

I11. CURRENT STATUS

In 1986, GHR Engineering Assoziates was hired by the NYSDEC to
carry out a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) at the
Kerry Chemical Site. The purpose of a Remedial Investigation is to
determine the nature and extent of contamination at a site and to
assess the associated risk to public health and the environment. To
accomplish this at the Kerry Chemical Company Site, the following site
investigation tasks were carried out during the RI: 29 exploratory
test trenches were excavated, a detailed geophysical investigation was
conducted, 21 greundwater monitoring wells were installed, and 11 soil

samples, € surface water camples from the Cadosia Cresk, 2 sadiment

samples, 21 on-site groundwater samples, 5 homeowner well samples and
6 tar samples were collected and analyzed for pollutant compounds.

A Feasibility Study is carried out using the data collected in
the Remedial Investigation to identify and evaluate potentially
appiicable remedial actions. 1In the Kerry Chemical Site FS, each
alternative was evaluated based on:

Technical Factors including Performance
Reliability
Implementability/constructibility
Safety

Institutional Analysis Factors {compliance with standards)

Public Health Analysis Factors

Environmental Analysis Factors

Lact Factare

A. Major Findings of the Remedial Investigation

- The Kerry Chemical Site contains approximately 3500 cubic yards
of wood tar waste. The waste is found in thin layers flowing
overiand and in five lagoons up to 10 feet in depth.

- The wood tar is made up of dozens of different organic chemicals
inciuding polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and several
phenolic compounds in high concentrations {thousands of parts per
million}. The wood tar has a very high heat content: 1in excess
of 8700 BTU/1b.

- The wood tar waste has been designated a hazardous waste by
NYSDEC based on the chemical process by which it was generated.

3
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Its designation sccording to 6 NYCRR Part 371.4 4s as a K035
waste. :

Despite existing in direct contact for 50 to 80 yesrs,
groundwater underlying the site (usually found 4 to 3 feet below
ground surfacs) has not been significantly contaminatod by
ieaching from the tar deposits (found up to 10 fest be)ow ground
surface). The highest concentration of a Hazardous Subsitance
List (HSL) compound detected in a well on-site was 21 pirts per
billion of dimsthy) phenol. No chemical compounds were. found in
dny of the five off site homeowner wells sampled. The conclusion
drawn is that the tar matrix, which contains long ch? in polymers,
pr:vonts its chemical constitusnts from entering ints water
solution,

The analysis of soil samples taken at the Kerry Chemical Site has
shown that the wood tar's presence has not resulted in the
contamination of site sofls. Eleven s0i) samples were taken
during test pit excavation and monitoring well installation.

When analyzed, each of these soil samples, which were free of
visible wood tar particles, were found to be clean. No Hazardous
Substance List compounds were detected. Only those sampies taken
nearby which did contain visible tar were found t» contain the
dozens of organic chemical compounds characteristic of the tar,
The conclusion is that the wood tar's chemical constituents do
not “mix" with. or otherwise contaminate soil. When the clumps
or pieces of wood tar are separated from soil, the adjacent
remaining soil is clean.

Surface water samples taken from the Cadosia Creek, which forms
the site's eastern boundary and flows into the Delaware River

2 miles to the south, show that water in the strean is free of
contamination. Samples taken of Cadosia Creek sediments however
exhibit the presence of many of the chemical compounds found in
the wood tar. As discussed above, "these compounds were datected
because the sediment samples contained vigihla clumne op
particies of the wood tar.

Contaminant migration off-site is not yet a major concern at this
site. Wood tar constituents have nat gone ints solution in the
water of the Cadosia Creek, nor to a significant extent in the
groundwater. Low levels of HSL compounds were detected only in
two wells, both upgradient of the site's bounuaries’ Since
downgradient wells near the border of the site, and off-site
wells, are free of Contamination despite over 50 years of wood

tar disposal, groundwater is not considered a route of

contaminant migration. Warm weather overland flow of wood tar,

however, is just now begining to result in off-site

contamination. The leading edge of the tar flow is now sntering

the ‘Cadosta Craek at the southeastern boundary of the sits. A

former route of contaminant migration was a buried culvert which

originates under one of the tar lagoons and carried tar to its

outfall at the Cadosia Creek. This was the source of much of the

tar found in Cadosia Creek
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sediments. Until it was tamporari1y plugged in 1986 and
permanently cut-off in 1989, tar would seep onto the creek bank
through this culvert during warm weather.

8. Risk Assessment

2 human health risk assessmant conducted was in the RI1. The
calculations in the risk assessment show that the greatest health risk
would exist if groundwater in the area where the low contaminant
levels were detected was usad as a source of household water. This is
not now the case, nor is it 1ikely to be in the future. A significant
carcinogenic health risk {estimated excess carcinogenic risk of
2.176E~2) was shown to exist in the case of adults eating fish caught
in the Cadosia Creek, adjacent to the Kerry Site every day of the
summer fishing season for their 1ifetimes. This is based on the
assumption that contaminant levels in the fishes' flesh would be in
equilibrium with those in the creek sediments.

Therefore, a quantifiable human health risk has been shown to
result from releases to the Cadosia Creek from waste sources on the
Kerry Chemical Site. As it slowly flows into the creek, the insoluble
tar hardens and breaks down into small particles which join with creek 1
sediments. Six of the polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon {PA¥} Compounds 1
which are found in the tar waste are cuspacted human cercinogens.
when creek sediment is taken up by fish while feeding, the PAH

compounds in the tar particles may be absorbed by the fish and may
bioaccimulate.

Less readily quantified are two other human health risks whose
source is the exposed tar lagoon surfaces at the Kerry Site. The
first is posed by the continuous emission of air contaminants,
especially during warm weather. Previous attempts to quantify air
contaminant concentrations have failed, precluding risk calculations.
Creosote-type odors from the waste are often noticeable on-site, and
sometimes at the nearest homes, however, and may pose some rick,
(Recent improvements in air analysis technelsgy will be utilized
during the Design and Censtruction phases to quantify air contaminant
emicsigns.} Lastly, a serious human health impact would result from
direct skin contact with the tar waste due to entrapment in 25 exposed
lagoon. The odds of this event occuring sve difficult to calculate,

precluding risk calculation, but would Vikely be low due to warning
signs and site fencing.

C. Need For Remedial Action

Long term risks to human health and the environment are posed by
the Kerry Chemical Site if left in its present state. The threats
range from catastrophic to slow-flow releases of tar to the Cadosia
Creek, and from summertime air contaminate emissions to physical
entrapment of znimal and-human trespassers in the tar lagoons.
- The sheet pile retaining wall installed in 1965 to hold back

an on-site tar deposit, was inspected by a NYSDOT engineer

in July 1987, and was found to be structurally sound.

However, due to the fact that the site lies in the flood

plain of the Cadosia Creek, the tar behind this wall and

6
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several of the other deep tar lagoons are susceptible to
catastrophic release during a severe spring flood., The
result would be ancother major fishkill in the Cadosia and in
the Delaware River downstream.

- The tar which Tlows over the ground surface in warm weather
from the lagoon areas SSE to the creek, follows the path
erodad by water Tvom springs on the hiliside along the
site's boundary. The leading edge of the overland tar flow

A is presently reaching the creek bank. Successive years of
scouring by spring water flow and warm weather tar movement
is resulting in a slow continuous release of waste to the
creek. The result is PAH contamination of the creek
sediments.

- Although air monitoring attempts failed to quantify the
vapor phase release of contaminants from the exposed tar
lagoons, it is well documented that the odor of emissions
from the tar are strong enough to cause dizziness and
headaches for persons on-site during warm weather. Under
these conditions the contaminant odors are sometimes
detectable from some of the properties adjacent to the site.

Although uncalculated, a risk may be posed by this route of
exposure.

- Although the tar lagoons exposed at the surface are
presently fenced to prevent access, wild and domestic
animals are still regularly trapped and killed in them.
In the long term, this can be expected to continue. The
possibility also exists for human trespassers to
inadvertently come in physical contact with the tar.

IV. DESCRIPTION AND EVALUATION OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

In order to address the need for remediation at the Kerry
$aal Cloa MU nImman wa s&udu

Chemical Site, CHR Enginsering carried cut a Feasibility Study which
involved the formulation and evaluation of eight alternative remedial
action plans. Because groundwater and surface water have not been
significantly impacted by the site, groundwater and surface water
remediation tecnnoiogies are not considered in The F3. However, to
varying degrees, all the remedial alternatives except No. 1 offer some
reduction in the likelihood of any future impact on these resources.

A. Remedial Action Plan Alternatives

Alternative No. 1 - No Action. Consideration of no action is the

baseline for evaluation of other alternatives. 1t was included in the
detaiied evaluation in accordance with program requirements. The only
action envisioned under this alternative is continued Site monitoring.




Alternative No. 5 - *initgﬂ ﬁoigonso. Aciions envisioned for this
alternative would solve immediately pressing needs,

The drainage
run~on to the Site would be diverted away from tar areas, tar areas
would be covered with soil and additional fencing would be provided.
The stack and buildings would bo removed from the Site. Monitoring
would continue.

Alternative No. 3 ~ Containment. Implementatisn of this alternative
would 1nvoive jnstallation of a groundwater drain along the west side
of the Site, placement of steel sheet piling and gabions on the west
bank of Cadosia Creek, diversion of Site run-on, capping of tar areas
with earth, removal of the stack and buildings, additisnal fencing,
and continued monitoring.

Alternative No. 4 - Excavation With Off-Site Disposal. This
alternative entalls excavation of the tar, with E?sposa! off-site. To
ensure that releases to the Cadosia Creek are not experienced, sheet
piling on the west side of the Cadcsia Creek would be installied prior
to excavation. The soil of tne creekbank, and that seperating the
creek from excavation areas, will also be protected with rock riprap.
A groundwater drain would be installed and the buildings and stack
would be removed. Surface water run-on would be diverted. The Site
vould be re-graded with clean soil. A monitoring program would
continue for a limited time period. Off-Site disposal would be at a
permitted hazardous waste Yandfiil (Alt. No. 4a) or incineration
facility (Alt. No. 4b).

Alternative No. 5 - Excavation With On-Site Landfill. This
alternative

is the same as Alternative No. 4 except that the excavated tar would
be landfilled on-Site in a designed landfill facility.

Alternative No. 6 - Excavation With Solidification and Off-Site
Disnosal. 1his alternative involves the same actions envisioned for
alternative No. 4 except that the excavated tar soils would be

solidified with 1ime and cement on-Site prior to transport off-Site
for disposal.

Alternative No. 7 - Excavation With Solidification and On-Site
Landfill. This alternative is the same as alternative No. 6 except
that the excavated tar would be solidified with lime and cement prior
to landfill on-Site in a designed landfiil.

Alternative No. 8 - Excavation With On-Site Incineration. With this
alternative, the elements of alternative No. 4 would be undertaken,

but a mobile incinerator would be used at the Site to destroy the
excavated tar.

.. B, Description of Evaluation Factors

The alternatives considered for remediation of the Kerry Chemical
Company Stte, including the NYSDEC's chosen alternative, are in
compliance with the New York State Environmental Conservation Law
(ECL). The goal of the Feasibility Study was to identify the
alternativs which best satisfies the following evaluation factors.

8




Technical Factors
Tn por?orming technical assessments of each alternative four

criteria were addressed. These criteria are: performance.
rettability, *ﬁ?l smentability and safety as discussed below,

Performance. Each alternative was judged both for its expected
sffectiveness and its useful Yife., Effectiveness addresses the
ability of a measure to accomplish its design objectives, that is, its
potential for success in alleviating ths type of contamination problem
which 1t is intended to remedy. Effectiveness of an alternative also
{s a function of how well components of the action can be integrated
to provide an overall solution at the Site. Useful 1ife of a measure
is its anticipated service 1ife without consideration for replacement,
given that proper operation and maintenance procedures are performed.

Reliability. Key considerations for this criterion include
operation and maintenance (O0M) requirements and the demonstrated
success of the action at similar sites. OMM requirements include the
availability of labor and materials for tasks as well as the frequency
and complexity of the tasks necessary tc keep the action effective
once the original activities have been completed. Field tested
methods have preference over technologies that have not been applied
to actual site cleanup operations.

Implementability/Constructability. This factor deals with both
the constructability of the alternative and time to achieve
remediation. Constructability refers to the relative ease of
installing or completing an action based on site-specific constraints
such as waste characteristics, site access, or water table elevations.
It requires an evaluation of the ability of a contractor to actuaily
build, construct, or position the measure under consideration. The
time to achieve the desired result covers the period from startup of
the remediation until beneficial results are realized, irrespective of

any measures taken initially to provide temporary protection to local
citizenry or the environment.

Safety. This criterion addresses major threats posed to the
contractor, Site personnel and the Site vicinity from activities
related to remedial actions proposed. Major threats considered are
potentials for fire or explosion and exposure to hazardous suhstancaes,
At the Kerry Site a primary concern is health and safety protection of

on-Site personnel during any remediation activity. Off-site impact due
to remediation activities is unlikely. :

Institutional Analysis Factors

The primary focus of the institutional analysis is the
jdentification of potentially applicable Federal, state or local laws,
regulations, policies and guidelines and the dete mination of, for
each alternative, compliance and/or non-compliance with appiicable
requirements. Also considered as part of the institutional analysis
are community needs and public policies as 2xpressed in adopted plans
such as zoning and long-term resources management programs.

9




PRESENT WORTH COST ESTIMATES FOR
REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES AT THE KERRY CHEMICAL CO. SITE

OBM COSTS  TOTAL ESTIMATED

ALTERNATIVES ESTIMATED AS COST
NO. DESCRIPTION CAPITAL COSTS PRESENT WORTH (PRESENT WORTH)
1 No Action 0 93,000 $ 93,000
2 Limited Response 357,600 93,000 456,000
3 Containment 1,452,400 93,000 1,545,400
4 Excavation with

0ff-Site Disposal

a. - with off-Site 3,108_.700 0-37.700 3,146,400

landfil}
b. =~ with off-Site 7,595,700 0-37,700 7,633,400
incineration

5 Excavation with

On=-Site Landfilil 1,932,900 240,000 2,173,000
6 Excavation with

Solidification and

Off-Site Disposal 4,902,500 0-36,400 4,939,00
7 Excavation with

Salidification and

On-Site Landfill 3,024,000 240,000 3,264,000
8 Excavation with

On-Site Incineration

- with rotary kiln 4,875,000 0-238,000 5,113,000

- with C8C 5,830,000 0-238,000 6,068,000

4




Public Health Analysis Factor
PubTic health cens!aerat!ons vere an ‘integral part of the Kerry

Study. The primary criteria developed and used in The pubiic health
risk assessment were: <Carcinogenic Risk (for contaminants identified
as carcinogenic); and Fraction of Acceptable Daily Intake (AD]) for
nen-carcinogens. The primary health concern posed by the Kerry Site
results from on-Site direct (dermal) contact with the tar and
contaminant releases to the air under hot weather conditions. Safety
issues were also addressed in tris part of the evaluation.

Environmental Aralysis Factors

The environmental analysis of alternatives addresses, as
applicable, potential beneficial and adverse impacts on surface water,
groundwater and the air. Also addressed were impacts on the natural

and biological environment including wetlands, habitats and

floodplains, along with human use aspects such as recreatione!}
resources.

Cost Factors

Analyses of alternatives require both technical and economic
evaluation in order to develop the most cost-effective remedial action.
In the cost analysis estimates of expenditures required to complete
each measure were developed in terms of both capital and O&M costs.
Once these figures were determined for each alternative, present work
and annual costs were calculated to facilitate comparative evaluation.
Two EPA guidance documents were used for reference im the cost
analysis. These EPA documents are:

1. "Remedial Action at Waste Disposal Sites", (10/83), and
2.  "Remedial Action Costing Procedures manual", (9/85).

The accuracy of costs developed for feasibility studies are
typically in a range of +50 to -30 percent. Estimates developed for
this feasibility study were targeted to fall in this range.

C. Comparison of Remedial Alternatives

The greatest complexities in carrying out remediation of the
Kerry Chemical Site will result from any activity where handling of
the tar is involved. Excavation and movement of the tar will be
physically difficult due to its viscosity and stickiness. But more
importantly, detailed calculations in the Remedial Investigation have
predicted that the emissions of air contaminants from the tar will
increase when the tar is disturbed. All of the remedial alternatives
from Alternative No. 4 through No. 8 involve excavation of the tar and
its associated difficulties. These difficulties must be offset by a
resultant benefit in the form of reduced or eliminated risk to human
health or the environment posed by the site once a chosen remedy is
carried out. Otherwise, the remedy will not have been worth the

difficuilties and potential air contaminant releases involved in
disturbing the tar.

11




Alti “~tives Nos. 4, 6 and 8 al) result in the site being free of
tar at the project's completion. This complete removal of the
contaminant source from the site addresses a1l of the issues listed
above under the “Need For Remedisl Action” and justifies the
difficuities of excavation of the tar. Alternative No. 8 and
Alternative No. 4b, the incineration alternatives, both have the added
benefit of being “permanent remedies.® Permanent remedies, those that
permansntly reduce the toxicity, voiume, and/or mobility of the
hazardous waste are preferred for choice under state and faderal
regulations. Alternative No. 6 and Alternative No. 4a, both with
off-site 1andfill, are tharefore less attractive because the waste
would still exist, buried now in a permitted Tandfill elsewhere.
Recent legislation banning the land burial of certain hazardous wastes
may apply to the Kerry Chemical tar, and if so would proclude the
choice of Alternatives 6, &a, and also Nos. 5 and 7.

Alternative Nos. 5 anc 7 would result in the entire volume of tar
being still present on the Kerry Site at the project's completion.
With the contaminant source still on-site, some of the issues listed
in the “Need For Remedial Action" would still be potential concerns.
Although Alternative No. 5 is a technical improvement over no action
because the tar is reburied in a designed landfill factlity on-site,
and Alternative No. 7 has the added improvement of removing the
mobility of the tar through solidification prior to reburying in an
on-site landTill, neither has romoved the scurce from tha site and may
not justify the complexities and difficulties of excavation of the
tar.

Alternative No. 7, solidification and on-site 1andfilling of the
tar, and Alternative No. 6, solidification and off-site landfill, are
meant to be improvements on Alternative Nos. 5 and 4a, respectively,
which are equivalent remedies without the solidification step. The
benefit of carrying out the on-site process of heating the excavated
tar, mixing it with lime and cement, and pouring the mixture into block
molds to solidify, is that the stickiness and flowability of the tar
js absent from the solid tar blocks winich result. GHR Engineering,

using tar camplec from the Kerry Site, concluded that tiiair lime and
cement solidification method provided the best resuits after
experimenting with various chemical mixtures and investigating

commercially available solidification techriques.

There are, however, many drawbacks to both the solidification
process and the properties of the solidified tar which severely
detract from the attractiveness of these remodjes:

*

The solidification process would greatly increase the amount

of waste handling to take place on-site, and therefore

increase the difficulties associated with handling this

tar. The greatest of these will be the further increase in
- air contaminant emissions which will result from the heating

and mixing of the tar in a large mixing vessel on-site.
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Solidificution would approximstely double the volume of tar
material. This would 1ead to far greater custs for the
ultimate dispasal of the solidified tar, whether that
disposal inyolved the construction of an on-site landfill or

transport off-site for disposal at a permitted hazardous
waste landfill,

The solidified tar has no noticeable reduction in odor from
air contaminant emissions. Bench scale solidification of
tar samples from the site were carried out during the
Feasibility Study and the properties of solidified tar wers
examined. There was no noticeabls difference in the
phenolic smell ;iven off by solidified and unsolidified tar
samples. The conclusion drawn §s that solidification will
provide no benefits in terms of air concerns.

The solidified tar samples from the F.S. bench scale tests
were of a 1ight, porous, crumbly, chalk-like consistency.
Aithough Yeachability tests were inconclusive, it seems
intuitively likely that the tar in this form would be more
able to leach contaminants intc water solution than pure
tar. The pure tar has not leached significant contaminants
into groundwater despite 50-70 years of its existence
on-site. With increased surface area due to its porosity
and crumbliness, the solidified tar would have a much
greater potential for leaching contaminants to water.

Solidification alternatives can be ruled out as discussed above,
due to the added cost, complexity and risk involved in the process of
solidification, and due to the lack of improvement in properties of
the resultant tar. If the goals of source removal and permanancy of
remedy were not consicered important, Alternative No. 3, containment
of the wastes at their present locations, would be the most attractive
remedy. For a low cost, the waste would be stabilized and protected
from further movement, surface water contact and flood waters without

the materials handling and air contaminant issues invoived in
excavation of the tar.

Understanding the necessity of source removal, but continuing to
ignore the preference for a permanent remedy. Alternative No. 4.
excavation with off-site landfill, would be considered the most
attractive remedy. Its cost is the lowest of the remaining
alternatives and the goal of source removal is accomp?ished. However,
RYSDEC's policy on chosing a remedial technology encourages use of
permanent rather than containment-oriented remedies. This policy is
aimed at restoring sites to productive use and eliminating long term
monitoring and operation and maintenance costs. Considering this, the
Remedial Alternatives involving off-site and on-site incineration
appear to provide the greatest benefit and justification for
excavation of the tar at the Kerry Chemical Site. Of the two
incineration alternatives, on-site incinevation, Alternative No. 8, is
preferable based on the analysis of cost factors.

13




, The Feasibility Study carried out 3 detailsd evaluation of
Remadial Alternatives based on the fivs evaluation factors and the
frets discussed above. The Feasibiiity Study Report contains the
ompiete svaluation details for each alternative.

At NYSDEC's request, GHR Engineering investigated the feasibility
of alternative methods of disposal of the Kerry Chemical tar. As part
of the Post-Feasibility Study Tasks assigned by NYSDEC, GHR researched
and contacted the operators of docens of active cement kilns, refuse
incinerators, conventional oil burners, and industrial incinerators to
determine if any would be willing to utilize the high BTU value of the
Kerry tar as a free fuel supplement to their existing incineration
opsrations. Despite an extensive search, no interes ~d parties were
found. These efforts arc documented in GHR's Repo .. 'n
Post-Feasibility Study tasks. NYSDEC also investi,..ed, without
success, the possibility of destroying the Kerry tars in the coa)
burning incinerator of & New York State utility company along with the

coal tar the utility is excavating from a hazardous waste site of its
own.

V.  SELECTED REMEDY

After extensive investigation, examination, and internal review,
the Remedial Alternative chosen by NYSDEC as most appropriate for
impiementation at the Kerry Chemical Site is excavation and
destruction of the tar using on-site incineration: Alternative No. B.
In this alternative, thermal destruction of the waste may be carried
out using circulating bed combustion (CBC) technology or rotary kiln
technology. The choice of incineration technology will he made during
the Remedial Design phase of this project. These two technologies
were both found to be the most appropriate and technically applicable
incineration technologies available for the Kerry Chemical Site waste.

A more detailed summary of the tasks to be carried out as part of
the chosen Remedial Alternative is contained below. The associated
costs of this remedy are summarized in the table included within.

-

A. Rationaie Ffor Seleciion

The high BTU value of the tar waste makes it an excellent
incineration candidate and will reduce incineration costs by
eiiminating tne need for significant auxiliary fuel. Both of the
incineration technologies recommended can and vould be fitted with
effluent gas treatment systems to comply with all requirements placed
on the quality of stack gas. In terms of air emissions during
remedial action, those emanating from disturbed tar exposed to air
will be of greater magnitude, and more difficult to control, than any
resulting from incineration of the tar. There are saveral options
available for containing air emiceions from tha tar axcavaticns:
flooding the excavations with water during tar removal, use of vapor
suppressing foams, conducting excavation within framed, tent-like
enclosures having air continuously removed from inside and treated,
excavation in cold weather, etc. This choice will also be part of
Remedial Design. Lastly, a small landfill cell could be constructed
on-site for disposal of the incinerator ash. The other option for ash
disposal is to transport it off site for disposal.

14




During the Remedial Design process, specific methods and
equipment for carrying out all of the tasks outlined below will be
determined by conducting all the rasearch, caiculations, benchscale
testing and trial burns necessary to design an efficient,
snvironmentally sound remedial program which meets or exceeds all
applicable or relevant and appropriate regulations and standards.
Valuable infermation will be provided by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency's experiences remediating the Westline Site in
Westline, Pennsylvania, approximately 15 miles from the New York
border at Cattaraugus County. This National Priority List site
contained wood tar waste identical to that of the Kerry Chemical Site,
which was successfully destroyed using rotary kiln technology. The
experience gained by USEPA's efforts at the Westline Site will prove
fnvaluable in designing and conducting the Kerry Chemical Site cleanup
both in terms of their successful excavation and handling of the tar

and their successful use of rotary kiln incineration te destroy the
tar.

In summary, this choice of remedy complies with the laws which
provide the basis for the Hew York State remedial program: Article
27, Title 13 of the New York State Conservation Law, Public Law 96-510
(the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability
Act of 1380} and Public Law 395-433 {the Superfund Ammendments
Reauthorization Act of 1986). These laws include guidance for the

choice of remedies for hazardous sites and define types of remedies
which must be given preference.

A preference must be given to remedies which are permanent; that
is, remedies which result in the reduction of mobility, toxicity and
volume of the waste. The incineration remedy chosen for the Kerry
Site meets this requirement on all counts. Solidification, which was
part of saveral remedial alternatives not chosen for this site, is not
considered a permanent remedy for wastes with high organic content
iike the Kerry Chemical Company's wood tar. In addition, the iaws
require that when a non-permanent remedy is chosen for a site, the

human health and the environment are being adequately protected, and
whether a permanent remedy is available.

A preference must also be given to remedies which utilize
treatment technologies that have been successfully utilized at other
inactive hazardous waste sites. As discussed above, this requirement
is met by the chosen remedy for this site since rotary kilin

incineration was successfully used to destroy identical waste from the
Westiine Federal Superfund Sice.
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B. Detailed Description and Cost Fstimate of Remedy

The remedial action plan chosen (Alternative No. 8) for the Kerry
Chemical Company Site will involve a number of components. 1In brief,
the plan '« comprised of the foliowing:

1.

2.

In:rovement of the Site access road from Cadosia-Apex Road

to »llow passage of heavy vehicles and equipment.

Cons: ruction of surfacs water diversion swale along the west
side f the site. This swale will intercept surface water
that nw runs across the Site area at certain times of the
year, esvecially in the spring. Diversion of these wcters
will assist in e¢liminating water-tar contact and potential

for tar ruleases ana will also afford dry conditions for
further remedial work.

Demolition and removal of the existing deteriorated stack
and buildings that are present on the site. This wil)}
eliminate long term safety hazards and will also facilitate
the cleanup work that would otherwise be precluded in the

proximity of structures due to the safety hazards they
present.

Construction of a subsurface groundwater drain along the
western side of the site. This drain will permanently lower
the high groundwater table at the Site which will be highly
beneficial in .ubsequent tar removal activities.

Installation of a riprap system along the west bank of
Cadosta Creek. The riprap installation proposed will
include, for purposes of protection against releases during
construction, temporary steel sheet piling and rock riprap.
A filter fabric material will be installed under the riprap.
Installation of this system will reduce potential further
tar reteases to Cadosia Creek.

Excavation and removal of tar from tar pits and tar flow
areas. After vegetation is cleared from areas to be
excavated, the tar will be carefully removed from pits and
tar flow areas and will be placed in a contained storage
area on the western side of the Site. Excavated areas will
be filled, graded and seeded. Wood tar deposits will be
removed from the Cadosia Creek bed using hand tools and wil}
be placed in the contained storage area.

Thermal destruction of the tar collected in the contained
starage area using a commercial transportable incinerator of
the rotary kiln or circulating bed combustion {CBC)
technology, assembled and operated on-site.
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1. Iwprove Site Accass $ 4,00.00
2. Demolition of Steck and Suilding with
» Off-Site Disposal 102,000.00
3. Remove Culyert with Off-Site Dtsposa) 28,900.00
4. Surface Vater Diversion Swale 48,000.00
§. Tree and Srush Clearing $,400.00
6. Remove Fencing 1,400.00
7. Containment Along Cadosia Creek 440,000.00
8. Uppradient Subsurface Drain 80,000.00
9. Stes) Sheet Piling Around Tar Pits 130,000.00
10. Dewatering 32,000.00
11, Excavate Tar and Stockpite 224,000.00
12. On-Site Incineration {C8C Unit) (3,114,000.00
(Rotary Kiin (1,959,000.00)
13. Backf{1}, Grade ana Seed 63,000.00
M. Mestouster Oisposat from Scrudder i::g;gﬂ“) i (0.00)
y ¥iln) {200,000.00 )
15. Landfill for ash disposa) 20,000.00

SUBTOTAL CBC yniT 4,300, 000.00
SUBTOTAL ROTARY KILN  3,345,000.00

16. Engineering Costs @ 20% 765,000.00
17. Contingency Costs ¢ 20% 765,000.00

TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS - C8C UNIT  5.830.000.00
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS - ROTARY XILN  T°HS-BOD 00

TASN/ LIEM - —ONIT “TOTAL
_{LEVEL OF PROTECTION) QUANTITY COST C0ST
0 L M Costs As Present Worth
1. Fence maintenarice for 30 years 30 years $1.500/YR  $14,000.
2. Monitor semi-annually: 5 water
swples y 30 years $18,200/YR  $180,000.
3. Collect leachate semi-annually
Labor 30 years $1.400/YR  $13, 000,
Disposal 4 drums/yr $210/0rum  $8,000.
4. Regrade and-seed after 10 yaars N .
of settlement ’ 24,000 SF $2.41/SF $22,000.

Mob and demob costs 2 pleces $600/piece $460.

TOIAL © & M COSTS - ALTERMATIVE N0, 8 $238,000.
C8C UNIT 068,000.00
ROTARY KILN »




8. Disposal of incinerator ash in an on-site landfill. A
1andfi1Y cell could be constructed on-site for disposal of
ash which results from thermal destruction of the tar. The
Tandfi11 cell could be designed with double composite 1iner
and cap to prevent infiltration of precipitation.
Alternately, the ash could be transported off site for
disposal. This decision will be made based on chemical

analysis of the ash generated, regulatory requirements and
cost analysis.

9. Final grading and restoration. Residual foundation areas
near the former locations of buildings and the materials
storage and process areas would be filled, graded and

seeded. On-site drainage would be provided by grading and
disturbed areas would ba seeded.

CANDIDATE INCINERATION TECHNOLOGIES

As discussed above, the use of the rotary kiln and fluidized bed
(specifically, tne circulating bed combustor) technologies were
selected as the most appropriate for thermal destruction of the Kerry
tar. Vendors of these technologies report mobile or transnortahle
units are available for on-Site use,

Rotary Kiln. The rotary kiln has a long-term record of use for
commercial applications (i.e., cement kilns) and more recently, for
ha:ardous waste destruction. Rotary kilns are perhaps the most
ver:atile and widely used systems for destruction of hazardous wastes,
having the capability for handliing a wide range of liquids, solids and
slu.ges. The rotary kiln system would consist of four major
coponents: the materials handling system; the rotary kiln unit; an
7.fter burner and an air pollution control system. Included herein is
a schematic process diagram for a rotary kiln system. A wet venturi
scrubber air pollution control device would be used to control air
emissions, particulates and acid gases, prior to discharge through the
stack. It is estimated that effluent from a scrubber used on a rotary
kiln at the Kerry Site would receive treatment prior to discharge.
Rased on scils contaminated with similar wastes. also containinag
polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), the results of analytical
tests on bottom ash from incineration show that PAHs were not detected
in the ash residues. Test burns and actual bottom ash testing would
be required, but the bottom ash from incineration of the Kerry Waste
is expected to be free of hazardous materials, primarily the inert
soil fraction of the incinerated material. If test results or
regulatory requirements dictate that a secure landfill would be
vequired, then such a design would be implemented, for costing, it was
assumed that a secure landfill would be required on-Site. The
location of the landfill is shown in the corceptual site plan diagram.
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Circulating Bed Combustor iCBC).v The CBC is a modification of
the fluidized bed technology. As in the CBC diagram included herein,
waste is introduced into the combustor loop where it is entrained in
high velocity air which carries it upward through the combustor,

Tne hot cyclone separates the gasses from the solids, The gasses pass
through a flue gas cooler and then to a baghouse where particulates
are removed from the gas stream prior to exhausting through the stack.
Solids carried downward in the cyclone are reintroduced to the
combustor via a proprietary seal system. Heavier solids are removed
from the Tower bed by a water cooled ash conveyor. 1t {s expected
that the ash from the Kerry waste would be inert and amenable to
filling on-Site. Because high turbulence is maintained in the
combustion zone, temperatures are relatively constant in the entire
loop and temparatures can be maintained at relatively low
temperatures, with very high destruction efficiency maintained.

Limestone may be added to the process to neutralize acid gasses.
CO and NOx emissions are controlled by thorough mixing, lower
combustion temperatures and the introduction of secondary air at
higher locations in the combustor. According to vendor information,
needs for afterburners and scrubbers are eliminated. This will be
more closely examined, however, in the Remedial Design Phase.

The 36-inch CBC transpertable unit is relatively compact, having
outside dimensions of about 50 feet by 30 feet in total. A plant
layout drawing by the vendor is provided.

Vi. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

As part of the RI/FS, a public participation and community
relations plan was developea for the Kerry Chemical Company Site
in April 1989. The principal objectives of the Citizen
Participation Plan were:

1. To provide area residents with an understanding of the
New York State Superfund process. Such an understanding
promotes realistic public expectations about the activities,

comnlaxities and tims invoived with site investigations.

2. To provide accurate, understandable informasion concerning
all-ohases of the Kerry Chemical Site RI/FS program to
intersted citizens. NYSDEC worked with elected officials of
the area to identify and fulfill the information needs of
the community. Information was disseminated through public

access to documents, through press releases and a public
meeting.
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To provide the community the information needed to express
their views and to discuss issues of concern with NYSDEC
during the RI/FS process. Documents and data were made
available for public review. Citizens and town officials
were asked to express their views and discuss issues of
concern with NYSDEC. Then at key milestones, community
input was colicited from area residents and town officials.

To establish a good relationship with the local media so
that accurate information about RI/FS activities would be
reported. An important goai of the public particpation
program was to keep media informed about the project and to

obtain accurate newspaper, television and radic coverage of
RI/FS activities.

A State Superfund contract was signed in July 1986 with GHR

Engineering Associates to perform a Remedial Investigation/Feasibil ity

Study. The following public particpation activities have since
been carried out:

1.

Document repositories were established at Hancock Town Hall,
Read Public Library in Hancock and the NYSDEC Region 4
sub-office in Stamford. A1l pertainent reports and

documents related to the RI/FS have been promptly placed
there tnroughout the project.

Upon completicn of the Remedial Investigation and again for

the Feasibility Study, the draft reports prepared by GHR
Engineering were provided to town officials and placed in
the repositories. The town officials and area residents
were asked to provide input for revision of these draft
reports. The final Rl Report and final FS Report which
resulted were then also provided for review.

On July 19, 1990 a Public Meeting was held in Hancock to
discuss the findings and conclusions of the RI/FS, to
présent the proposed vemedlal alternatives for the site and
solicit public comment on NYSDEC's chosen remedia)
alternative. Questions and answers recorded during this
meeting are used to develop the Responsiveness Summary,
presented in Appendix & of this document.

VII. ENFORCEMENT STATUS

?

Contamination at this site is the result of operations between
1908 and 1949 of the Kerry Chemical Company (a.k.a. the Thomas
Keery Chemical Company.) Investigation carried out by NYSDEC's
Division of Environmental Enforcement failed to uncover any

1iving owner or operator related to che Kerry Chemical Company,

or any subsequent owner of the property, capable of funding the
site's remediation. A,
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VII1.SUMMARY OF THE STATE DECISION

provide a perminent solution to the contamination probiems at
this site. The removal of the wood tar waste from the flood

o
The chosen remedial alternative outlined in this document will ’
plain and banks of the Cadosia Credk wili ¢liminate the
continuous slow Vlowing of the waste into the trout waters of the
Cadosia Creek, int eliminates the possibility of another
catastrophic relea.e to the creek. Also eliminated with the
excavation and dest..uction of the tar lagoons and tar flows
on-site, is the long term source of air contaminant emissions and
the physical entrapmeit hazard to wildlife and others that the

exposed tar pits pose.

Thermal destruction of he wood tar using rotary kiln or CBC
fncineration provides pc manent elimination of the waste from the
environment. Design of an incineration system which has been

proven highly effective for identical waste elsewhere, fitted

with all the necessary air pollution controls, will result in

safe, clean and efficient destruction of the waste. Conducting

this thermal destruction on-site will accomplish the objectives
above at a savings of millions of dollars over off-site incineration.

The remedial program as carried out thus far for the Kerry
Chemical Company Site, and the chosen remedy outlined in this
document, comply with Article 27, Title 13 of the New York State
Environmental Conservation Law, and with Fublic Law 96-510 and
Public Law 99-489, the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 {CERCLA) and the Superfund
Ammendments Reauthorization Act of 1986 {SARA), respectively.
These laws provide the legal basis for the New York State
hazardous site remedial program.
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List of Documants 1n-t§g-&¢m{§ist\gtivp Record

1.

-t
.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

“Technical Proposal to Conduct a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
for the Kerry Chemical Company Site, Delaware County, New York,“
GHR Engineering - November 1985

“Phase 11 Engineering Invesrigation of the Kerry Chemical Company
Site, Delaware County, New York," Wehran Enginsering - July 1986

"Feasibility Study Report, Westiine Site, Westline, Pennsylvania,*
NUS Covporation {for U.S. Ervironmenta) Protection Agency) - July 1986

“Contract Document for a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study

at the Xerry Chemicai Company Site,” New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation - July 1986

“Interim Investigative Work Plan, Site Safety Plan and Quality

. Assurance/Quality Control Plan for the Kerry Chemical Company

Site," GHR Engineering - August 1986

"Final Investigative Work Plan, Site Safety Plan and Quality
Assurance/Quality Control Plan for the Kerry Chemical Company
Site,” GHR Engineering - October 1986

“Supplemental Agreement to the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study Contract for the Kerry Chemical Company Site,” New York
State Department of Environmental Conservatica - February 1937

"Raw Data Package from the Remedial Investigation for the Kerry
Chemical Company Site," Compuchem - March 1987 B

"Draft Remedial Investigatiorn Report for the Kerry Chemical
Coxpany Site, VYoiumes I and 11," GHR Engineering - April 1987

“Final Remedia} Investigat%on'aeport for the Kerry Chemical
Company Site, Volumes ! and 1I," GHR Engineering - June 1987

“Draft Feasibility Study Report for the Kerry Chemical Company
Site," GHR Engineering - November 1987

"Final Feasibility Study Report for the Kerry Cllemical Comﬁ&ny
Site," GHR Engineering - May 1988 :

"Citizen Participation Plan, Kerry Chemical Site,* New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation - April 1989

"Report on Post Feasibility Study Tasks, Kerry Chemical Company
Site," GHR Engineering - July 1989 i R
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15. “"Proposed Plza for the Remediation of the Kerry Chemical Ccmpany
Site,” Ne', York >icta Depariment of Environmenta! Conservation ~
July 1995

16. "Public Meeting for the Kerry Chemical Company Site Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study and Proposed Remedia)l Action
Plan,” Transcript Prepared by Czenenda Court Reporting, - August 1990




APPENDIX 8

RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(ﬂYSDEC? held a public meeting on July 19, 1990 in Hancock Central
.Schools' Auditorium to discuss the findings of the Kerry Chemical
Company site Remadial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) and the
Proposed Remedial Action Plan. The studies wers performed by GHR
Engineering Associates under contract to NYSDEC. A list of those in

attendance at the mesting is found at the end of the Responsiveness
Summary.

The RI/FS documents were available for public review since
April 1989 at the following locations:

* Read Library, Hancock, New York

* Hancock Town Hall, Hancock, New York

* NYSDEC Region 4 Sub-office, Stamford, New York
* NYSDEC Central Office, Albany, New York

Summary of Public Concerns and NYSDEC Responses

The following is a l1ist of the guestions asked during the public
meeting, and NYSDEC's responses to those questions.

Q1. ¥hat do you do with the residue afier incineration?
A, Since we have not yet conducted a trial burn of the Kerry
wood tar waste, we do not know yet what the exact composition of
the resulting ash will be. Trial burns to determine ash
composition and stack gas content will be conducted during the
upcoming Design phase of the project. From data already
collected on the composition of the tar, however, it is possible

to say two general things about the ash. First, because of the
high organic, low inorganic content of the tar, the volume
reduction due to incineration will be great; a relatively smal)
amount of ash will be generated. Secondly, the inorganic
analysis of the tar snows very i1ow jeveis of the metais which
would be of greatest concern: mercury (not detected in tar),
lead (5.7 parts per million), cadmium (not detected), chromium
{not detected), and zinc (5.4 ppm.) These low concentrations
make it more likely that the heavy metal content of ash will be
in a range that may easily be dealt with.

Once trial burns have generated ash from incineration of the
Kerry tar, the ash will be analyzed. Based on these results,
specifically the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure
(TCLP) analysis and based on regulatory definitions, a
determination will be made as to whether the ash will be
designated hazardous. If the ash is hazardous, it will be
disposed in a double-composite liner landfill. This could be
done on-site in a small landfill cell that would be located above

B.1




Q2.

LD

A.

Q4.

w
.

the flood plain of the Cadosia Creek. There are areas on~site 25
feet above the creek grade which couid be used. If hazardous,
the ash could also be transported off-site to a secure hazardous
waste disposal facility., The decision for on-site or off-site
hazardeus disposal could be based on a cost analysis of the two
methods. If the volume of ash generated is small, off-site
disposal may be the least axpensive choice.

]

If the ash is designated non-hazardous, its disposal would
again be carried out in the least expensive manner, on-site or
off-site. With the ash non-aazardous, either method would be
fairly inexpensive and subject to less ragulatory restrictions.

How can you guarantee the scrubbing process will be
sufficient to remove any toxic materials going up the stack and
how can you guarantee that activated charcoal will remove
anything in the scrubber water?

It had been stated previocusly in the public meeting that
one method of air pollution control for rotary kiln incineration
involves use of a wet scrubber on gasses leaving the afterburner,
f5llowed by activated carbon trsatmsnt of tha scrubhar jatar,
This is the most commonly used combination of treatment
technologies for air pollution control (APC) on rotary kiln
incinerators. The air pollution controls for incineration of the
Kerry Chemical Company waste will be custom-designed to the
products of combustion which result from trial burns of the
waste. Design of an appropriate air pollution control system,
followed by detailed analysis of the resulting stack gasses to
determine the efficiency of the APC system, will ensure that
operation of the incineration meets all regulatory requirements
for quality of air emissions. Similarly, if a wet scrubber or
other APC technology that generates waste water is used, a waste

that all regulatory reguirements are met before any water 1is
discharged.

Ta dhana anu rhanrcra that tha mahila tnesinanatan
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would be replaced by a permanent installation?
No. The incinerator would be set up at tha: Kerry Chemical
Company Site only to destroy the waste present on the Kerry Site
and will be disassembled and taken away once the Kerry waste is

gone. The entire operation, once begun, will take less than one
year.

Can the owner of this property use it for something else
once this project is compiete?

Yes. The property owner was determined to have insufficient
funds to pay for the study or cleanup of the Kerry Chemical Site,
so the State of New York is not attempting to recover costs from
him. The land will remain his at the completion of this project,

B.2




Q5.

although NYSDEC's Diviston of Fish and Wildlife has proposed
requesting that he agree to an access easement so that public
access to the Cadosia C:reek for fishing could be provided. One
other change in the property would take place. The decrepit

buildings and concrete stack still standing on site would be

destroyed to remove the hazard they pose in the event of their
failure during on-site work.

Is the tar zarcinogenic?

0f the hundreds of chemical compounds contained in the Kerry
Chemical tar, six were identified that are considered suspected
carcinogens. All six fall within the category of polycyclic
arometic hydrocarbons (PAH's). Therefore, the tar can be said to
be carcinogenic. The route by which humans are most likely
exposed to the carcinogens was determined in the Remedial
Investigation to be ingestion of fish which have absorbed the PAH
compounds from sediments in the Cadosia Creek. No other route of
exposure is likely expect direct contact through entrapment in a
tar lagoon since the PAH's do not significantly volatilize into

the air, nor have they dissolved into surface water or
groundwater.

There were no written questions or comments received during

t?e 30 day comment period following the public meeting, nor
since. i
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