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DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD O F  DECISION 

SlTE NAME AND LOCATION 

Richardson Hi l l  Road Landf i l l  
Towns of Sidney and Masonvil le, Delaware County, New York 

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE 

Th is  Record of Decis ion (ROD) documents the U.S. Envi ronmenta l  
Protect ion Agency's (EPA's) select ion of a remedia l  ac t ion  for  the 
Richardson Hil l  Road Landf i l l  s i te ( the Si te),  which i s  chosen i n  accor-  
dance with the requirements of the Comprehensive Environmental  
Response, Compensation and L iabi l i ty  Act o f  1980, as amended 
(CERCLA),  42  U.S.C. 59601 et  seq. and to  the extent pract icable the 
Nat ional  O i l  and Hazardous Substances Pol lu t ion Cont ingency P lan  
(NCP), 4 0  CFR Part  300. This  decis ion document expla ins the  factual  
and lega l  bas is  for  select ing the remedy for  the Site. The at tached 
index (see Appendix I l l )  ident i f ies the i tems that comprise the  
Administrat ive Record upon which the se lect ion of the  remedial  act ion 
is  based. 

The New York State Department of  Envi ronmenta l  Conservat ion 
(NYSDEC) has been consul ted on the p lanned remedial  act ion i n  
accordance with CERCLA §121(f),  42 U.S.C. §9621( f ) ,  and i t  concurs 
wi th  the selected remedy (see Appendix IV). 

ASSESSMENT OF THE SlTE 

Actua l  o r  threatened rel-eases of  hazardous substances f rom the Si te,  
i f  not  addressed by implement ing the response act ion se lected i n  th is  
ROD, may present an imminent and substant ia l  endangerment  to  pub l i c  
heal th,  wel fare,  or the  environment. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY 

The selected remedy includes: 



Excavat ion of contaminated waste material and soi l  exceeding 
NYSDEC1s Soil Cleanup Objectives' i n  the North and South Areas 
(other than the landf i l l ) .  Clean f i l l  w i l l  be used-as backf i l l  i n  the  
excavated areas; 

I n  the  area to be capped (pr imari ly,  i n  the vic ini ty of the former 
waste  o i l  disposal pit); soi l  wi th polychlor inated biphenyl  (PCB) 
concentrations which equal or exceed 500 mi l l igrams per k i logram 
(mglkg) wil l  be excavated and sent of f-Si te for t reatment ldisposal 
a t  a Toxic Substances Control  Act (TSCA)-compliant fac i l i ty ;  

Exca 
from 
feet.  

 vati ion andlor dredging of sediments exceeding 1 mglkg  PCB . 

South Pond and al l  areas downstream for approximately 2,400 
The need for remediation i n  areas further downstream wi l l  

be  evaluated based on an assessment of  sediment concentrat ions 
and biological receptors. Al l  excavatedldredged sediments w i l l  be  
dewatered, as necessary. Any wetlands impacted by remedial  
act iv i t ies wi l l  be  ful ly restored; . 

Insta l la t ion of an outlet control lsediment t rap downgradient of 
South Pond to minimize migrat ion of  contaminated sediment 
fur ther  downstream from the main beaver pond; 

A l l  excavatedldredged waste materials, soi ls,  and sediments wi l l  
be  subjected to  Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 
hazardous waste character ist ic testing. Those waste mater ials,  
soi ls, and sediments that do  not  pass the RCRA character is t ic  
tes t ing  w i l l  be  sent off-Site for treatrnentldisposal a t  a RCRA- 
compl iant  fac i l i ty  (or  a TSCA-compliant faci l i ty,  i f  appl icable).  
Those waste materials, soi ls, and sediments that pass the RCRA 
characteristic testing and have PCB concentrations which equal  or 
exceed 500 mglkg wi l l  be  sent off-Site for t reatrnent ldisposal at  a 
TSCA-compl iant faci l i ty.  Those waste mater ials,  soi ls,  and 
sediments that pass the RCRA characteristic testing and have PCB 
concentrations less than 50 mglkg wi l l  be consol idated at t he  on- 
S i te  landf i l l ;  those with PCB concentrat ions between 5 0  and 500 
mglkg w i l l  be  placed i n  a TSCA-complian't landf i l l  constructed 
adjacent t o t h e  existing landf i l l ;  The on-Site TSCA landf i l l ,  which 
wi l l  include a double composite l iner and a f ina l  cover equivalent  
t o  a RCRA cap, w i l l  meet the requirements of- 4 0  CFR 761.75, 
except that i t  wi l l  not be i n  strict compliance with the  requirements 

' NYSDEC's soil cleanup objectives are specified in NYSDEC Technical Administrative Guidance 
Memorandum No. 94-HWR4046. 



of 40 CFR 761.75(b)(3), as the bottom of the landf i l l  w i l l  not  be 
located at least 50 feet highe.r than the nearest high groundwater 
elevation. Therefore, a waiver of this requirement w i l l  be 
necessary pursuant to 40 CFR 761 .75 (~ ) (4 ) .  I t  is  EPA's 
assessment that, considering the nature of the waste, the design 
and operation of the landfil l wi l l  be suff icient to prevent migrat ion 
of PCBs from the landfi l l .  Consequently, a waiver of this 
requirement is justif ied; 

b Fol lowing the consolidation of the excavatedldredged waste 
materials, soils, and sediments with PCB concentrations less than 
50 mglkg onto the exist ing landfi l l ,  a New York State 6 NYCRR 
Part 360 or equivalent closure cap wi l l  be constructed; 

Construction of a chain-l ink fence around the landf i l l ;  

b Construction of a shallow leachate collection trench, key.ed into 
the top of the bedrock, on the downgradient edge of the cap that 
will be installed on the existing landfill, and instal lat ion of vert ical  
overburden and bedrock extraction wells i n  the North Area; 

Extraction of contaminated groundwater from the overburden and 
shallow bedrock in the South Area ut i l iz ing the downgradient 
interceptor trench, and i n  the North Area ut i l iz ing the extraction 
wells, and treatment of the extracted groundwater by air-str ipping 
and activated carbon (or other appropriate treatment), fol lowed by 
discharge to surface water; 

Taking steps to secure insti tut ional controls ( the placement of 
restrictions on the installation and use of groundwater,wells a t  the 
Site and restr ict ions on the future use of the Site i n  order to  
protect the integrity of the new TSCA landfi l l  and the cap instal led 
on the exist ing landfi l l) ;  and 

@ Long-term monitoring of groundwater, surface water, f i sh  and 
sediments to ensure the effectiveness of the selected remedy. 

In  addit ion, the water treatment systems that were instal led on  the 
contaminated wells at two residences wi l l  continue to  be maintained. 

DECLARATION OF STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS 

The selected remedy meets the requirements for remedial act ions set 
forth in CERCLA $121, 42 U.S.C. $9621 i n  that it: 1 )  i s  protect ive of 

iii 



. human health and the environment; 2) attains a level or standard of 
control  of the hazardous substances, pollutants and contaminants, 
which at least attains the legally applicable or relevant and appropriate 
requirements-(ARARs) under federal and state laws; 3) is  cost-effective; 
and 4) ut i l izes permanent solutions and al ternat ive treatment (or 
resource recovery) technologies to the maximum extent pract icable. In  
keeping with the statutory preference for treatment as a pr incipal  
element of the remedy, the contaminated groundwater wi l l  be col lected 
and treated. The landf i l l  material other than the hot-spot area (PCB 
contamination equal to or greater than 500 mglkg), however, cannot be 
excavated and treated effectively, because of the size of the landfi l l  and 
the cost associated with the excavation and treatment. 

A review of the remedial action pursuant to CERCLA 51 21 (c),  42 U.S.C. 
§9621(c), wi l l  be conducted within f ive years after the commencement 
of the remedial action, and every f ive years thereafter, to ensure that 
the remedy continues to provide adequate protect ion to human health 
and the environment, because this remedy wi l l  result i n  hazardous 
substances remaining on the Site above health-based levels. 

, 

/' Regiona dministr or Date 



RECORD OF DECISION FACT SHEET 
EPA REGION II 

Site: - 
Site name: Richardson Hi l l  Road Landf i l l  

Site location: Towns of  Sidney and Masonvi l le,  Delaware County, New 
York 

HRS score: 35 

Listed on  the NPL: July 1,  1987 

Record o f  Decision: 

Date signed: September 30, 1997 

Selected remedy: Contaminated So i l  and Sediment Excavation1 
Dredging, Consolidation, On- andlor Off-Si te Disposal,  Disposal Ce l l  
Construction, Installation of Landf i l l  Cap consistent wi th 6 NYCRR Part 
360, and Groundwater Extract ion (North Area via Extract ion Wel ls-  and 
South Area via an  Interceptor Trench) and Treatment 

Capital  cost: $7,871,000 

Construct ion Completion - 16  months 

Annual 0 & M cost - $479,000 

Present-worth cost - (7% discount rate for  30 years): $13,864,000 

Lead: - 
Site is enforcement lead - EPA is the lead agency 

Primary Contact: Young S. Chang, Project Manager, (212) 637-4253 

Secondary Contact: Joel  Singerman, Chief ,  Centra l  New York 
Remediation Sect ion 

Mai.n PRPs: Amphenol Corporat ion and Al l iedSignal,  Inc. 

Waste: 

Waste type: volati le organics, semi-volati le organics, metals,  and PCBs 

Waste or igin:  Hazardous waste 

Contaminated medium: soil, sediment, groundwater, and surface water 
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SlTE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

The Site, located in the Towns of Sidney and Masonvil le, Delaware 
County, New York, approximately 3.3 miles south-southwest of Sidney 
Center, is  situated on the western side of Richardson H i l l  Road, 
adjacent to the Sidney Landfi l l1. The Site consists of two sections 
designated as the North Area and the South Area. (See Figures 1 and 
2). 

The South Area is  comprised of an 8-acre landf i l l  (which contains a 
former waste oi l  disposal pit approximately 25 ft wide by 105 f t  long by 
14 ft deep), South Pond, and a portion of Herrick Hollow Creek.' Surface 
water from the landf i l l  drains into a marsh and South Pond through a 
drainage ditch. Water from South Pond drains through a sediment trap 
weir system and a beaver dam into Herrick Hollow Creek, which 
eventually flows into the Delaware River, which flows into the 
Cannonsville Reservoir on the west branch of the Delaware River. The 
Cannonsvil le Reservoir i s  part of the Delaware watershed system, 
supplying drinking water to the New York City metropolitan area. There 
are numerous springs around the Site, some of which eventually 
discharge into the wetlands. (See Figure 3.) 

The North Area, located about 1,000 ft northeast of the landfill, includes 
two disposal trenches (approximately 70 f t  by 70  ft) and a man-made 
surface water body called North Pond. The North Area is  situated on a 
drainage divide between the Susquehanna and Delaware River basins, 
with the primary drainage toward the Delaware basin. Water from North 
Pond drains through a series of beaver dams into Carr's Creek, a 
tr ibutary to the Susquehanna River. 

SlTE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES 

The land on which the Richardson.Hi l l  Road Landf i l l  is located was 
purchased by Devere Rosa, Jr. in  1964 for the purpose of operating a 
refuse disposal area. Devere Rosa, Sr. was issued a permit from the 
New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) to operate the landf i l l .  
I n  July 1964, the Town of Sidney entered into a contract with Devere 
Rosa, Jr. for the disposal of town wastes at the landf i l l ,  including spent 
oils from the Scinti l la Division of Bendix Corporation. Whi le operat ing 
the Richardson Hil l  Road Landfill, Mr. Rosa, Sr. also disposed of wastes 
in the Sidney Landfill, located on the east side of Richardson Hi l l  Road. 

The Sidney Landfill Superfund Site, also a National Priorities List site, is being remediated 
separately. 



According to NYSDEC and NYSDOH, the Richardson H i l l  Road Landf i l l  
was poorly operated, with the improper compaction of  waste, poor dai ly 
covering, no supervision, and uncontrol led access to the Site. 

Based on continuing violations at  the landf i l l ,  NYSDOH sought to c lose 
. it. On October 31, 1968, Mr. Rosa, Sr. signed an order issued against 

him by NYSDOH to close the landf i l l ,  however, waste disposal d id  not  
cease unti l  1969.. In 1968, the ownership of the property conta in ing the 
landf i l l  was transferred to Joseph Del Vecchio and Robert  Pacel l i .  I n  
1969 and 1970, the propert ies comprising the North Area were so ld  to  
John Spizzir i ,  Sr. and Sandra S. Spizzir i .  In 1972, these propert ies 
were transferred to John Spizzir i ,  Sr. and Alexandra Vi ta le Spizzir i .  

Based upon the resul ts of an EPA-performed si te . invest igat ion and a 
New York State-performed Phase II s i te invest igat ion, the Si te was 
l isted on  the Nat ional  Pr ior i t ies List  on  July 1, 1987. 

On July 22, 1987, EPA entered into an Administrative Order on Consent 
(AOC), lndex Number II CERCLA-70205, with Amphenol Corporation and 
All iedSignal, Inc. (formally Bendix Corporat ion),  requi r ing them to  
perform a remedial  invest igat ion and feasibi l i ty study (RIIFS) to 
determine the nature and extent of the contaminat ion at  and emanat ing 
from the Site and to ident i fy and evaluate remedial  al ternat ives. 

In 1993, i n  response to a f ish ki l l  in South Pond attr ibutable to the seep 
of contaminants from the o i l  d isposal pi t ,  EPA issued an  AOC, lndex 
Number II CERCLA-93-0214, and a Uni lateral  Administrat ive Order 
(UAO), lndex Number II CERCLA-93-0217, to Amphenol Corporation and 
All iedSignal, Inc. The work performed pursuant to  these orders 
included the excavat ion of approximately 2,200 cubic  yards of  
contaminated sediments from South Pond ( the excavated sediments are 
being temporarily stored on-Site in l ined storage cel ls) ,  the  insta l la t ion 
of seep interceptor co l lect ion basins upgradient of  soucth  Pond, and a 
sediment t rap weir system at the out let  of South Pond to  prevent the 
downstream migrat ion of  contaminated sediments, and the  insta l la t ion 
and maintenance of two whole-house supply water t reatment systems. 

HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION 

The remedial investigation (RI) report, feasibil ity study (FS) report ,  and 
Proposed Plan for the Si te were released to the publ ic  for  comment on 
July 28, 1997. These documents were made avai lable to  the pub l ic  i n  
the administrat ive record f i le  at  the Superfund Records Center i n  the 



EPA Region I I ,  New York City of f ice and the informat ion reposi tory at 
the Sidney Memorial Public Library, Main Street, Sidney. The not ice of 
avai lab i l i ty  for the above-referenced documents was publ ished i n  the 
Press a n d  Sun  Bul let in on July 28, 1997. The publ ic  comment per iod  
related to  these documents was held from July 28, 1997 to August 26, 
1997. 

On August 13, 1997, EPA conducted a publ ic meeting at  the  Sidney 
Civic Center to inform local  of f ic ia ls and interested c i t izens about the 
Superfund process, to review current and planned remedial  act iv i t ies at  
the Site, to discuss the Proposed Plan and to respond to  quest ions from 
area residents and other interested part ies. 

Responses to the comments received at the publ ic  meet ing and i n  
wr i t ing dur ing the publ ic comment per iod are inc luded in  the 
Responsiveness Summary (see Appendix V). 

SCOPE AND ROLE OF 'OPERABLE UNIT 

This response action applies a comprehensive approach, therefore on ly  
one operable uni t  is required to  remediate the Site. 

SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

The purpose of the RI, conducted from 1988 to 1996, was to determine 
the nature and extent of the contaminat ion at  and emanat ing from the 
Site. The resul ts of the R I  are surr~marized below. 

Surface and Subsurface Soi ls  

Contaminants detected in the surface soi ls were predominant ly PCBs, 
with the highest concentrations found near the former waste o i l  d isposal  
pit (the highest surface soi l  PCB concentration near the former waste o i l  
d isposal pit  was 950 mglkg, based upon f ie ld  screening data). 

The subsurface soi ls  are predominant ly contaminated wi th vo lat i le  
o rgan ic  compounds (VOCs) and PCBs. The most prevalent  VOCs and 
thei r  corresponding maximum detected concentrat ions are  1;2- 
d ich loroethene (1,2 DCE) (23  mglkg),  t r ich loroethene (TCE) (220 
mglkg), toluene (1  10 mglkg), ethylbenzene (3.9 mglkg),  and  xylene (5.2 
mglkg), wi th the h ighest  concentrat ions detected in  the v ic in i ty  of the 
former waste o i l  d isposal pit. I n  the  or ig inal  R I  samples col lected i n  



1990, the maximum PCB concentration detected i n  the subsurface soi l  
was 14,000 mglkg, located southwest of the former waste o i l  d isposal  
pi t .  I n  the former waste o i l  d isposal pi t  i tsel f ,  PCB concentrat ions 
ranged up  to 7,000 mglkg. Soi l  samples col lected in  the former-waste 
oil d isposal p i t  and i ts  vicinity i n  1994 ( fol lowing the excavat ion of  the 
contaminated sediments from South Pond pursuant to the UAO) showed 
a substantial reduction in contaminant levels. In  the locat ion where the  
14,000 mglkg PCB was detected previously, a maximum PCB 
concentration of 79.9 mglkg was detected in  the subsequent sampling. 
Samples col lected from the former waste o i l  d isposal pi t  showed PCB 
concentrat ions had dropped from a maximum concentrat ion of 7,000 . 
mglkg t o  a maximum concentration of 480 mglkg in  the subsequent 
sampling. The significant reduction in  PCB concentrations in  the former 
waste oi l  disposal pit and the surrounding soi ls, i n  conjunct ion wi th the 
presence of high levels of PCB-contaminated sediments in  South Pond 
before they were excavated, appears to indicate that the former waste 
oil disposal pi t ,  although previously a signif icant source of f ree-phase 
PCB-contaminated oil, which caused signif icant contaminat ion of South 
Pond sediments, i s  now a less signi f icant source of contamination. 

PCBs were a lso detected in  surface and subsurface soi ls i n  the Nor th  
Area ( f ie ld screening concentrations ranged up t o  42.2 mglkg and 0.14 
mglkg,  respect ively) and i n  the vic ini ty of the landf i l l  ( f ie ld  screening 
concentrations ranged up to  155.6 mglkg and 3.9 mglkg, respect ively).  % 

E levated inorganic contaminants were detected i n  subsurface soi l  
samples in  an area southlsouthwest of the former waste o i l  d isposal pi t ,  
the former waste oi l  disposal pit itself, and the North Area. Iron, nickel-, 
lead, and zinc were detected, with highest levels of  53,100 mglkg, 37.6 
mglkg, 1 3 6  mglkg, and 41 3 mglkg, respectively. The concentrat ions of 
the remain ing inorganics were within the New York State background 
levels. 

Tab les  1 and  2 summarize surface and subsurface soi l  data,  
respect ively.  

Groundwater Qual i tv and Resident ial  Wells/Sprincrs 

Groundwater samples have been col lected from si te monitor ing wel ls 
between November 1988 and February 1995. The most prevalent VOCs 
present i n  the overburden groundwater are TCE, PC€,  1,1,1- 
t r ich loroethane ( 1  ,1,1 -TCA), and their  breakdown products, 1,2-DCE, 
1 ,I-dichloroethene (1 , I  -DCE), 1 , I  - dichloroethane ( I l l  -DCA) and v iny l  
chlor ide. In  addit ion, PCBs were detected i n  the groundwater. 



The VOC concentrations in  overburden groundwater exceeded the New 
York State Class GA standards for each detected compound. The range 
of to la l  VOCs detected i n  the overburden groundwater i s  f rom 1 
microgram per l iter (pgl l )  to 29,860 pgl l ,  with the high'est concentrations 
being located adjacent to  and downgradient of the former waste o i l  
d isposal  pit .  Concentrations of TCE, Ill ,I -TCA,  and 1,2-DCE ranged 
up t o  8,400 pg l l ,  1,300pg11, and 26,000 pg l l ,  respect ively.  The 
distr ibut ion of  VOCs within the overburden groundwater indicates that 
a VOC plume about 1,200 feet wide and 400 feet i n  length extends f rom 
the  landf i l l  to South Pond. 

Concentrations of total  VOCs in  the North Area groundwater ranged up . 

to 373 pgl l .  The compounds with the highest concenfrat ions consisted 
of  TCE (340 pg l l ) ,  1,1,1-TCA (23 pg l l ) ,  1,2-DCE. ( 3  pg l l ) ,  and 
tetrachloroethene (PCE) (7  pg l l ) .  

A l l  overburden wells i n  the vic ini ty of the landf i l l  exhibi ted PCB 
concentrat ions, with the highest concentrat ion (1,400 pg l l )  be ing 
detected in  close proximity to  and downgradient of  the former waste o i l  
d isposal  pit .  The PCB plume i s  less extensive aer ia l ly  than the  VOC 
plume, and i s  centered around the former waste o i l  d isposal p i t .  

The groundwater qual i ty data col lected i n  the past s ix years shows a 
historic similarity i n  plume geometrics and magnitude of concentrations, 
suggesting that the  VOCs and PCBs are in  equil ibrium. 

The shallow bedrock groundwater at  the landf i l l  contains simi lar VOC 
and PCB constituents as i n  the overburden groundwater. (The pr imary 
VOCs in  the shallow bedrock groundwater are 1,2-DCE and TCE.) 
Generally, VOC concentrations i n  the shallow bedrock groundwater are 
an  order of magnitude less than the concentrat ions detected in  
overburden groundwater. The tota l  VOCs located downgradient of  the 
former waste o i l  d isposal p i t  and downgradient of  the southern por t ion 
of the  landf i l l  have ranged from 2,51Opg/1 to 7,770pgl l .  PCBs were 
detected in  the shallow bedrock groundwater at  concentrat ions ranging 
up to 1.3pgl l .  

VOCs and  PCBs were not detected. i n  the deep bedrock groundwater 
downgradient of the landf i l l ,  indicat ing that th is  zone is  probably 
isolated from the overburden and shal low bedrock groundwater. 

Two pr iva te  water supplies (spr ings) located i n  the North Area show 
chemical contaminat ion above dr ink ing water standards. Both spr ings 
have whole-house treatment systems, which are being maintained by the 



potentially responsible part ies, pursuant to an AOC. As a resu l t  o f  the 
treatment systems, the water suppl ies show no contamina.tion at  the 
point of use. 

' Table 3 summarizes groundwater qual i ty data. 

Surface Water and Sediment lnvest iqat ions 

The object ives of the surface water, leachate, and sediment 
invest igat ions were to determine i f  si te-generated contaminants have 
migrated to North Pond, South Pond, the adjacent wetlands, and 
downstream, and to determine si te-speci f ic background contaminant 
concentrations. 

Table 4 summarizes surface water data. 

Surface water samples collected from South Pond contained tota l  VOCs . 

ranging from 3pg11 to 1,982 pg l l .  The highest VOC concentrat ions 
were detected adjacent to a leachate seep area along the western shore 
of South Pond. PCBs i n  South Pond ranged in  concentrat ion from non- 
detectable to  2.9pgl I .  

'VOCS detected in surface water samples collected downstream of  South 
Pond include 1,2-DCE ( l p g l l  to 4 pg l l ) ,  methylene chlor ide (0.9pgl l  to 
8 pg l l ) ,  and carbon disul f ide (10pgI l  to  1 2  pg l l ) .  PCBs were detected 
at concentrat ions ranging from 0.15pgl l  to 0.42 pg l l .  PCBs were.not 
detected at sampling points beyond approximately 2,600 f t  downstream 
of  South Pond. 

Surface water in  North Pond contained TCE (4 p g l l )  and . l , 2 -  DCE (1 
g ) .  PCBs in  North Pond surface water ranged from nondetectable to 
0 .3pg l l .  A sample col lected from a small pond i n  the North Area 
contained TCE at 9 pg l l ,  but d id  not contain PCBs. 

Pr io r  to  the excavat ion of contaminated sediments, the  to ta l  VOCs i n  
South Pond sediments ranged from 0.013 mglkg to 4.96 mglkg. The 
most prevalent VOCs were 1,2-DCE (3.5 mglkg) and toluene (1.4 mglkg). 
South Pond sediments also contained low concentrat ions of methylene 
chlor ide, acetone, 2-butanone, xylene, ethylbenzene, chlorobenzene, 
1 ,A-DCE, 1,1,1 -TCA, TCE, chloromethane, carbon disul f ide, and v iny l  
chlor ide. PCB concentrat ions i n  South Pond sediments ranged up  to 
1,300 mglkg. Post-excavat ion sediment sampl ing resul ts  showed 
maximum concentrations of methylene chlor ide a t  0.003 mglkg, carbon 



. d isulf ide at 0.002 mglkg, toluene at 0.003 mglkg, xylenes at 0.06 mglkg, 
and PCBs at 0.37 mglkg. 

During the downstream invest igat ions, sediments i n  the Herr ick Hol low 
Creek, the southern port ion of  the South Pond, and the  f loodpla in 
located downstream of South Pond showed PCB concentrat ions ranging . . 
u p  to 180 mglkg, 150 mglkg, and 24 mglkg,  respect ively.  
Chloromethane (0.008 mglkg) was the only  VOC detected ( i n  one 
sample) downstream of South Pond. PCB levels exceeding 1 mglkg were 
not detected at sampling points  beyond approximately 3,600 f t  
downstream of  South Pond. (See Figure 4 and Table 5.) 

SUMMARY OF SlTE RISKS 

Based upon the resul ts  of the RI,  a basel ine r i sk  assessment was 
conducted to est imate the r isks associated with current  and future s i te  
condit ions. The basel ine r isk  assessment est imates the  human hea l th  
and ecologica l  r isk  which could resul t  from the contaminat ion at the 
Site, i f  no  remedial  act ion were taken. 

Human Heal th  Risk Assessment 

A four-step process i s  ut i l ized for  assessing si te-related human hea l th  
r isks for  a reasonable maximum exposure scenario:  Hazard  
Identification-identifies the contaminants of concern at the  Si te  based 
on  several  factors such as toxic i ty,  f requency of occurrence, and 
concentrat ion. Exposure Assessment-estimates the  magnitude of 
actual andlor potential human exposures, the frequency and durat ion of  
these exposures, and  the pathways (e.g., ingest ing contaminated 
wel l -water)  by which humans are potent ia l ly  exposed. Toxicity 
Assessment-determines the types of  adverse health ef fects  associated 
w i th  chemical  exposures, and the relat ionship between 'magnitude of 
exposure (dose) and severity o f  adverse ef fects  (response).  R isk  
Characterization-summarizes and combines outputs o f  t he  exposure 
and toxic i ty assessments to  prov ide a quant i tat ive assessment of  
s i te- re la ted r isks.  

The  basel ine r isk  assessment began w i th  se lect ing contaminants of 
concern that would b e  representat ive o f  s i te  r isks.  The contaminants 
inc luded 18 VOCs, 11 metals and PCBs. Several  o f  the contaminants,  
inc lud ing v iny l  chlor ide, benzene, and arsenic, are known t o  cause 
cancer  in laboratory animals and are suspected to be  human 
carcinogens. (See Tab le  6). 



The baseline risk assessment evaluated the health effects which could 
result from exposure to contamination as a result  of ingestion, dermal 
contact,  and inhalation of groundwater; ingestion and dermal contact 
w i th  surface and subsurface soils; ingestion and dermal contact with 
sur face water and sediment; dermal contact with leachate; and 
inhalation of chemicals on respirable particles. The potent ial  receptor 
population includes current and future adolescent trespassers and 
recreationalists, on-site uti l i tylmaintenance workers, and resident 
children and adults. 

Current federal  guidelines for acceptable exposures are an individual 
l i fe t ime excess carcinogenic r isk in  the range of l o v 4  t o  10' (e.g., a 
one-in-ten-thousand to a one-in-a-mil l ion excess cancer r isk) and a 
maximum health Hazard Index (HI) (which reflects noncarcinogenic 
effects for a human receptor) equal to 1 .O. (An HI greater than 1.0 
indicates a potential of noncarcinogenic health effects.) 

Al l  of  the carcinogenic r isks calculated were within the acceptable 
cancer risk range. The results of the baseline r isk assessment indicate 
that the ingest ion of drinking water in  the current-use scenario 
represents a total  cancer r isk of 6 . 4 ~ 1 0 "  for adults and 3.7x10-' for 
children and in  the future-use scenario represents a total  cancer r isk of 
1 XI 0-4 for adults and 5 . 9 ~ 1  OeSfor children. (See Table 7). 

Concerning the noncarcinogenic r isks, the results of the baseline risk 
assessment indicate that the ingestion of dr inking water in the 
current-use scenario (an HI of 1.3 for adults and 5.6 for chi ldren) and 
i n  the future-use scenario (a HI  of 2.2 for adults and 7.9 for chi ldren) 
resul t  in Hls greater than 1.0. These elevated values are  caused, 
primarily, by volatile organic compounds, especially TC E. The potent ial  
child trespasser showed a noncancer HI of 1.4 for ingest ion of s i te soil ,  
an HI  of 10 for dermat contact with site soil, an HI  of 1.6 for ingestion 
of South Pond sediment, an HI of 12 for dermal contact with South Pond 
sediment, and an HI of 4.5 for dermal contact with South Pond surface 
water. Aroclor 1248 is  the predominant contributor to  a l l  of these high 
H I  values. Ingestion of and dermal contact with subsurface soi ls by 
utilitylrnaintenance workers showed HI values greater than 1.0 (HI  of 28 
and 41, respectively), with Aroclor 1248 as the predominant contributor. 
For the North Pond, the total H I  for recreationalist exposure to the 
chemicals of potential concern from dermal contact and ingestion of 
sur face water and dermal contact with sediment i s  0.2. An H I  of less 
than 1 .O indicates that adverse, noncarcinogenic health effects from 
such exposures are unlikely. (See Table 8). 



Ecolonical Risk Assessment 

A four-step process is util ized for assessing site-related ecological risks 
for a reasonable maximum exposure scenario: Problem Formulation--a 
qualitat ive evaluation of contaminant release, migration, and fate; 
ident i f icat ion of contaminants of concern, receptors, exposure 
pathways, and known ecological effects of the contaminants; and 
select ion of endpoints for further study. Exposure Assessment--a 
quantitat ive evaluation of contaminant release, migrat ion, .and fate; 
characterization of exposure pathways and receptors; and measurement 
or estimation of exposure point concentrations. Ecological  Effects 
Assessment--literature reviews, f ield studies, and toxicity tests, l ink ing . 
contaminant concentrations to effects on ecological receptors. Risk 
Characterization--measurement or estimation of both current  and future 
adverse effects. 

Habitats which presently exist at the Site include palustr ine emergent 
marsh wetlands, open water areas (ponds and streams), successional 
shrub land and mixed hardwood forest upland. Surface soils on the Site 
may provide a source of exposure for wi ldl i fe through direct contact, 
ingest ion, and uptake of contaminants by vegetation or biota and 
subsequent dietary ingestion. Surface runoff may transport so i l  
contaminated part ic les into the various streams and wetland areas, 
potentially contaminating surface water and sediments i n  these areas. 

If contaminants are discharged into the wetland areas, f ish and wi ldl i fe 
can be  exposed to  them through dietary ingestion via bioaccumulation 
of contaminants into plant or biota tissues. Also, direct contact with 
water and sediments can occur during feeding and nest ing act iv i t ies of 
waterfowl and on a constant basis for f ish and other aquat ic organisms 
inhabit ing open water areas of the wetlands. Terrestr ial  wi ldl i fe may 
also be exposed to contaminants v ia ingest ion o f  water, aquatic 
vegetation, and organisms, such as f ish. 

The r isk assessment evaluated the potential r isks to several  indicator 
species through exposure to the contaminants of concern. The control  
pond was found to be dominated by a mixed-age sunfish populat ion and 
also contained fathead minnow, creek chub and blacknose dace. 
However, only fathead minnow were found in  the South Pond Area. 
Therefore, the fathead minnow is  used as an indicator of condit ions i n  
the ponded areas i n  the vic ini ty of the Site. For  assessment of r isks 
from exposure to surface soi ls and through the terrestr ial  food chain, 
the deer mouse was used as an indicator. The mink and the great blue 
heron were chosen as indicators for analysis of r isk through potent ial  



exposures from the aquatic food chain, s ince these species may inhabi t  
the v ic in i ty  o f  the landf i l l ,  the South Pond and i ts  downstream areas.  

The hazard quotient (HQ) method is used t o  evaluate the  po ten t ia l  r i sk  
to  wi ld l i fe  by comparing est imated to ta l  da i ly  in takes of chemicals  of 
potent ia l  concern (COPCs) f rom environmental  media t o  tox ico log ic  
endpoints  or benchmarks shown to cause adverse eco log ica l  ef fects.  
The HQ i s  expressed as  the rat io of the estimated exposure levels to  the  
benchmarks. An HQ which exceeds 1.0 is interpreted as a level  at which 
deleter ious ef fects may occur. 

H Q results 

COPCs i n  sur face water, sediment, and so i l  that  cou ld  b ioconcentrate 
th rough t h e  food cha in  were modeled fo r  exposures t o  the  great  b lue  
heron, mink and deer mouse using mean media concentrat ions detected 
i n  South Pond Area. The chosen receptors are representative of t rophic  
l eve l s  potent ia l ly  exposed to s i te- re la ted re leases,  and therefore,  
ca lcu lated r isks a re  representat ive of  r isks to  other  receptors  a t  t h e  
same t roph ic  level .  The resul ts o f  the HQ model ing show that PCB 
Aroclor 1248 and zinc resulted i n  a calculated HQ of greater than 1 .O fo r  
the  grea t  b lue  heron (HQ = 2.8 and 1.2, respect ive ly)  i n  South Pond. 
Aluminum, arsenic, and PCB Aroclor 1248 resul ted in a r i sk  to  the  mink 
(HQ = 93, 9 .1,  and 3.2,  respect ively) .  Cadmium (HQ = 2.7) and  PCB 
Aroclor 1248, (HQ = 8.6) pose a r i sk  to  the  deer  mouse. 

S i te- re la ted chemicals are present in surface water a t  concentrat ions 
that exceed ecological screening criteria. A chronic bioassay conducted 
on  fathead minnow larvae us ing  surface water f rom the  western por t ion  
of South Pond ind icated ef fects on  surv iva l  and growth wh ich  may 
suggest that  condi t ions in the western por t ion  of  South Pond may b e  a 
fac to r  i n  the  morta l i ty  of f i sh  fry. The  resul ts  o f  a caged f i s h  study 
ind ica te  that  PCBs i n  the surface water and sediments of  South Pond 
and  ou t le t  pond are b ioavai lab le to  f i sh  res id ing  i n  these areas. 
A l though res ident  f i sh  would no t  b e  l imi ted to  constant  exposures in a 
specif ic area of  t he  pond, uptake of PCBs i s  l ike ly .  Young-of- the-year 
f ish sampling exhibited PCB concentrat ions between 6.2 mglkg  and 8.4 
mglkg.  Adul t  f i sh  co l lected f rom South Pond and downstream water 
bodies indicated PCB body burdens ranging from 5.6 mglkg to  3 3  mglkg.  
A food chain exposure model indicates that f ish w i th  e levated PCB body 
burdens present a r i sk  to  the piscivorous wi ld l i fe .  

T h e  presence of PCBs and inorganic  compounds in env i ronmenta l  
media, at  concentrat ions which present a po ten t ia l  r i sk  ba'sed on  HQs, 



are l ikely to have some adverse effect on  wi ld l i fe  u t i l i z ing  the Si te  and 
i ts v ic in i ty.  I f  the Si te  is unremediated, contaminants may cont inue to  
be released (e.g., via leachate, surface runoff ,  groundwater discharge) 
in,to the environment. Effects of contaminants could be  more 
pronounced over t ime as a resul t  of  increasing concentrat ions i n  the 
media of concern and bioaccumulat ion through the food  chain.  

For North Pond, mink and osprey were chosen as indicators for analys is  
of r isk through exposure to  contaminants i n  f i sh  t issue. Based on the 
HQs, i t  appears that aluminum, bis(2-ethylhexyl'jphthalate, cadmium, 
copper, iron, and manganese i n  the surface water o f  North Pond pose . 

a potential r isk to  aquatic biota. Based on the  average DDT, DDE, and 
DDD concentrat ions, there appears to be n o  potent ia l  r i sk  to  benth ic  
organisms i n  North Pond (HQ = 0.08). Based on  the HQs fo r  these 
compounds, the presence of DDT, endr in,  and n icke l  i n  f i sh  t issue 
presents no potential r isk to wildl i fe consumers of  f i sh  f rom North Pond. 
Potential r isk to the ecological receptors impacted by North pond wi l l  be  
minimized when the Si te  (and the Sidney Landf i l l  S i te)  are remediated, 
thereby limiting fu ture contaminant releases and a l lowing the af fected 
media to recover over time through natural processes, such as  di lut ion, 
sedimentation, and biodegradat ion. 

Uncertaint ies 

The procedures and inputs used to assess r isks i n  th is evaluat ion, as i n  
al l  such assessments, are subject to  a wide var iety o f  uncertaint ies'.  I n  
general, the main sources of uncertainty include: 

environmental  chemistry sampl ing and analys is  
environmental  parameter measurement 
fa te and t ranspor t  model ing 
exposure parameter est imat ion 
tox ico logica l  data 

Uncertainty i n  environmental sampling arises i n  part f rom the potent ia l ly 
uneven distr ibution of  chemicals in  the media sampled. Consequent ly,  
there is  s igni f icant uncertainty as to  the actual  levels  present.  
Envi ronmenta l  chemistry analysis uncertainty can stem f rom several  
sources inc lud ing the errors inherent i n  the ana ly t i ca l  methods and 
character ist ics o f  the matr ix be ing  sampled. 

Uncer ta in t ies i n  the exposure assessment are re la ted  t o  est imates o f  
how often an individual wil l  actually come i n  contact w i th  the chemicals 
of concern, the per iod of  time over which such exposure w i l l  occur ,  and 



. i n  the  models used to estimate the concentrat ions o f  the chemicals of 
concern at the point  of  exposure. 

Uncertaint ies i n  toxicological  data occur i n  ext rapolat ing bo th  from 
animals to  humans and from h igh  to  low doses o f  exposure, as  we l l  as 
from the dif f icult ies i n  assessing the toxic i ty of a mixture of  chemicals.  

- These uncertainties are addressed by making conservative assumptions 
concern ing r isk and exposure parameters throughout the assessment. 
As a result, the Risk Assessment provides upper bound est imates of  the 
r isks to  populat ions near  the Site, and is  h igh ly  unl ike ly  to  
underest imate actual  r isks re la ted to  the Site. 

I n  summary, actual  or threatened releases of hazardous substances 
f rom this Site, i f  not addressed by the preferred remedy or one o f  the 
o ther  act ive measures considered, may present a current  or potent ia l  
threat to  publ ic heal th,  wel fare and the environment. 

REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES 

Remedial  act ion objectives are speci f ic goals to  protect  human hea l th  
and  the environment. These object ives are based o n  avai lab le 
in format ion and standards such as appl icable o r  relevant and 
appropriate requirements and r isk-based levels establ ished i n  the r isk  
assessment. 

The fol lowing remedial act ion object ives have been establ ished fo r  the 
Site: 

redu-celel iminate contaminant leaching to  groundwater; 

i control  surface water runoff  and erosion; . 

mit igate the o f f -s i te  migrat ion of contaminated groundwater; 

restore groundwater quali ty to levels which meet s ta te  and federa l  
dr inking-water standards; 

prevent human contact wi th  contaminated soi ls,  sediments,  and 
groundwater; and 

minimize exposure of  f i sh  and wi ld l i fe to  contaminants i n  surface 
water, sediments, and soi ls.  



DESCRIPTION OF REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

CERCLA 5121 (b)(1),  42 U.S.C. § 9 6 2 l  (b)(1), mandates that a remedia l  
act ion must be  protect ive of human heal th and the environment, cost -  
ef fect ive, comply wi th other statutory laws, and u t i l i ze  permanent 
solutions and alternative treatment technologies and resource recovery 
alternatives to the maxi,mum extent practicable. Sect ion 121 ( b ) ( l  ) a lso 
establ ishes a preference for remedial actions which employ, as a 
principal element, treatment to permanently and signif icantly reduce the  
volume, toxicity, or mobility of the hazardous substances, pol lutants and . 
contaminants at a site. CERCLA §121(d), 42 U.S.C. §9621(d), further 
specif ies that a remedial act ion must at tain a level  or standard of 
contro l  o f  the hazardous substances, pol lutants,  and contaminants,  
which at  least at tains ARARs under federal  and state laws, unless a 
waiver can be just i f ied pursuant to  CERCLA §A21 (d)(4),  42 U.S.C. 
S.9621 (d)(4) .  

This  ROD evaluates i n  detai l  six remedial al ternat ives fo r  addressing 
the contaminat ion associated with the Richardson H i l l  Road Landf i l l  
s i te.  Var ious processes are considered and are assembled in to 
remedial  al ternat ives which can accomplish the  remedial  act ion 
object ives. Cost and construction t ime, among other cr i ter ia,  were 
evaluated for  each remedial alternative. The t ime to implement a 
remedial  al ternat ive ref lects only the t ime requi red to  construct or 
implement the remedy and does not include the t ime requi red to design 
the remedy, negotiate with the responsible parties, procure contracts for 
design and construction, or conduct operat ion and maintenance (O&M) 
act iv i t ies at  the Site. 

The remedial  al ternat ives are: 

Alternative 1A: N o  Action 

Capital  Cost: $ 0 .  

Annual O&M Cost: 

Present-Worth Cost: 

Construct ion Time: 0 

The Superfund program requires that the "no-action" a l ternat ive be 
considered ;as a basel ine for comparison w i th  the other al ternat ives. 
The no-act ion remedial  al ternat ive does not inc lude any physical  



remedia l  measures that address the problem of contaminat ion at the 
Site. This alternative assumes no additional activity takes place beyond 
the previously-implemented activit ies and the continued maintenance of 
the two resident ial  water treatment systems. 

Because this alternative would result in  contaminants remain ing on-Site 
above health-based levels, CERCLA requires that the Si te be rev iewed 
every f ive years. I f  just i f ied by  the review, remedial  act ions may be 
implemented to  remove or t reat the wastes. 

A l te rna t i ve  1 B: I n s t i t u t i o n a l  C o n t r o l s  

Capital  Cost: $83,000 

Annual 0 8 M  Cost: 

Present-Worth Cos t :  

Construct ion Time: 3 months 

Alternative 1 B includes the instal lat ion of a chain- l ink fence around the 
landfi l l  and the North Area, the implementation of  inst i tu t ional  controls 
( the placement of restrictions on the instal lat ion and use of groundwater 
we l l s 'a t  the Si te and l imitat ions on the future use of  the Site), and a 
long-term groundwater monitoring program and monitor ing of sediment 
re lated media such as f ish and surface water. 

Th is  al ternat ive a lso includes the development and implementat ion of 
a public awareness and education program for the residents i n  the area 
surrounding the Site. This  program would inc lude the preparat ion and 
distr ibution of informational press releases and circulars and convening 
publ ic meetings. These act iv i t ies would serve to enhance the public's 
knowledge of the conditions existing at the Site. Th is  a l ternat ive would 
a lso  require the involvement of local  government, var ious heal th 
departments, and environmental  agencies. 

Because this alternative would result in  contaminants remain ing on-Site 
above health-based levels, CERCLA requires that the Si te be  reviewed 
every f ive years. I f  just i f ied by  the review, . remedial  act ions may be  
implemented to remove or t reat the wastes. 



Al te rna t i ve  2: Con tamina ted  S o i l  Excavat ion ,  Con tam ina ted  
Sed iment  Dredg ing lExcavat ion ,  Conso l ida t ion ,  On- and /o r  O f f -S i t e  
D isposa l ,  D i sposa l  Ce l l  Cons t ruc t ion ,  and  I n s t a l l a t i o n  o f  L a n d f i l l  
Cap 

Capital Cost: $5,116,000 

Annual O&M Cost: $206,000 

Present-Worth Cost: $7,725,000 

Construction Time: 12  months 

This al ternat ive includes excavat ing waste mater ial  and contaminated 
soil in  the North and South Areas (other than the landf i l l )  which exceed 
TAGM l imits and excavating and/or dredging sediments exceeding 1 
mg/kg PCB from South Pond and downstream areas. Al l  
excavatedldredged sediments would be dewatered, as necessary. Clean 
material would be used as backfi l l  in  the excavated areas. Any wetlands 
impacted by remedial activit ies would be ful ly restored. This  a l ternat ive 
would also address the disposi t ion o f  the contaminated sediments 
previously excavated from South Pond. . 

Al l  excavatedldredged waste materials, soi ls, and sediments would be 
subjected to RCRA hazardous waste characteristic testing. Those waste 
materials, soils, and sediments that do not pass the RCRA characteristic 
test ing would be  sent off-Site for  t reatment ldisposal at a RCRA- 
compl iant  fac i l i ty  (or a TSCA-compliant faci l i ty,  i f  appl icable).  Those 
waste materials, soils, and sediments that pass the RCRA character ist ic 
testing and have PCB concentrations which equal  or exceed 500 mglkg 
wou ld  be sent of f-Si te for  t reatment ldisposal at  a TSCA-compliant 
facil ity. Those waste materials, soils, and sediments that pass the RCRA 
characteristic testing and have PCB concentrat ions less than 50 mglkg 
would be  consol idated at the on-Site landf i l l ;  those wi th PCB 
concentrations between 50  and 500 mglkg would be  p laced i n  a TSCA- 
compliant landfi l l  constructed adjacent t o  the exist ing landf i l l .  The on- 
Site TSCA landfi l l  (estimated volume of 8,500 cubic yards), which would 
include a double composite l iner and a f inal cover equivalent to  a RCRA 
cap, would meet the requirements o f  40 CFR 761.75, except that i t  would 
not  be  in  str ict  compliance wi th  the  requirements of  40  CFR 
761.75(b)(3), as the bottom of the landf i l l  would not  be  located at least 
50 feet higher than the nearest high groundwater elevat ion. Therefore, 
a waiver of  these requirements would b e  necessary. 



I n  the area to  be capped (primari ly, in the vicinity of the former waste 
o i l  d isposal pit),  soi l  with PCB concentrations which equal or exceed 
500 mglkg would be excavated and sent off-Site for t reatmentldisposal 
at a TSCA-compliant faci l i ty. Following such excavation and after the 
excavatedldredged waste materials, soil, and sediments with PCB 
concentrations less than 50 mglkg are consolidated onto the exist ing 
landfill, a New York State 6 NYCRR Part 360 or equivalent closure cap 
would be constructed. A shallow leachate col lect ion trench would be 
instal led on the downgradient edge of the landf i l l  cap. In addit ion, a 
chain-l ink fence would be constructed around the landf i l l .  

An outlet controllsediment trap would be instal led downgradient of . 
South Pond to minimize migration of contaminated sediment further 
downstream from the main beaver pond. 

Prior to the construction of the landf i l l  cap, the landf i l l  mound and the 
consolidated sediments, soi l ,  and waste materials would have to  be 
regraded and compacted to provide a stable foundat ion for the 
placement of the various layers of the cap and to  promote runoff. A 
IandfiJl cap meeting these requirements of New York State 6 NYCRR 
Part 360 regulations would consist of a f i l ter fabric, 6 inches of top soi l  
and vegetation, 2 feet of so i l  barrier protection layer, a 40-mil 
geomembrane, and geonet (or equivalent). 

This alternative would also include the implementation of inst i tut ional 
controls (the placement of restr ict ions on the instal lat ion and use of 
groundwater wells at the Site and restrict ions on the future use of the 
Site in  order to protect the integrity of the new TSCA landfi l l  and the cap 
instal led on the exist ing landf i l l ) ,  the implementation of a publ ic 
awareness program to ensure that the nearby residents are famil iar with 
a l l  aspects of this response action, and long-term monitor ing of the 
groundwater, surface water, f ish, and sediments. 

Because this alternative would result in contaminants remaining on-Site 
above health-based levels, CERCLA requires that the Site be reviewed 
every f ive years. If justi f ied by the review, remedial  act ions may be 
implemented to  remove or treat the wastes. 

Alternative 3A:  Contaminated Soil Excavation, Contaminated 
Sediment DredgingIExcavation, Consolidation, On- and/or Off-Site 
Disposal, Disposal Cell Construction, Installation of Landfi l l  Cap, 
and Groundwater Extraction (North Area via Extraction Wells and 
South Area via an Interceptor Trench) and Treatment 



Capital  Cost: 

Annual O&M Cost: 

Present-Worth Cost: 

Construct ion Time: 

$7,871,000 

$479,000 

$1 3,864,000 

16 months 

This alternative is identical to Alternative 2, except that i t  also inc ludes 
extraction and treatment of the contaminated overburden and weathered 
bedrock interface groundwater exceeding federal  and state Maximum 
Contaminant Levels (MCLs) i n  the North and South Areas. This  would ' 

be accomplished by the installation of a downgradient interceptor t rench 
keyed into the top of the bedrock i n  the South Area and ver t ica l  
overburden and bedrock extraction wel ls i n  the ~ o r t h  Area. Fol lowing 
pretreatment for solids and inorganic constituent removal, the extracted 
groundwater would be treated by  air-str ipping and act ivated carbon (or 
other appropr iate treatment) and then discharged to  surface water. 

Because this alternative would result i n  contaminants remaining on-Site 
above health-based levels, CERCLA requires that the Si te be rev iewed 
every  f ive years. I f  just i f ied by  the review, remedial  act ions may be  
implemented to remove or treat the wastes. 

Alternative 3B: Contaminated Soil Excavation, Contaminated 
Sediment DredginglExcavation, Consolidation, On- andlor Off-Site 
Disposal ,  Disposal Cell  Construction, Installation o f  Landfi l l  Cap, 
and Groundwater Extraction (via Extraction Wells for both North and 
South Areas) and Treatment 

Capi ta l  Cost: $6,990,000 

Annual O&M Cost: $469,000 

Present-Worth Cost: $12,858,000 

Construct ion Time: 16  months 

Th i s  al ternat ive i s  ident ical  to Al ternat ive 3A, except that  the 
groundwater extract ion would be  accomplished by vert ical  overburden 
and bedrock ext ract ion wel ls for both the North and South Areas. In 
addi t ion,  hydro-fracing would be performed to enhance weathered 

. bedrock groundwater recovery. In hydro-fracing, water and other  f lu id  
mixtures are in jected under suff ic ient pressure to open ex is t ing 



fractures and induce new fractures a long areas of bedrock weakness to  
increase the specific yield of the well. Hydro-fracing w i l l  not shatter the 
bedrock, s ince signi f icant ly higher.  pressures. than those a t ta inab le  
dur ing  hydro-fracing are  required. The hydro- f rac ing pressures are  
suf f ic ient  to  part  the rock matrix a t  bedding planes, existing. f ractures 
o r  other weak points  i n  the bedrock. 

Because this alternative would result i n  contaminants remain ing on-Si te  
above health-based levels, CERCLA requires that the Si te  be rev iewed 
every f ive years. If just i f ied by  the review, remedial  act ions may be 
irr~plemented to  remove or t reat the wastes. 

Alternative 4: Contaminated Soil Excavation, Contaminated 
Sediment . DredgingIExcavation, Consolidation and/or Off-Site 
Disposal, Installation of Landfill  Cap, and Groundwater Extraction 
(North Area via Extraction Wells and South Area via an Interceptor 
Trench) and Treatment 

Capital  Cost: 

Annual 0 8 M  Cost: 

Present-Worth Cost: 

Construct ion Time: 

$1 5,564,OOO 

1 6  months 

This. a l ternat ive is  ident ica l  to  Al ternat ive 3A, except that there would 
be no on-Site construction of a TSCA-compliant landf i l l .  Instead, those 
excavatedldredged waste materials, soi ls, and sediments that pass the 
RCRA hazardous waste character ist ics test ing and  have PCB 
concentrations between 50-500 mglkg-that would have been d isposed 
of i n  the on-Site TSCA-compliant landf i l l  under Al ternat ive 3A-would, 
under this alternative, be sent off-Site for treatrnentldisposal at a TSCA- 
compliant fac i l i ty .  

Because this alternative would result in  contaminants remain ing on-Site 
above health-based levels, CERCLA requires that the Si te  be rev iewed 
every  f i ve  years. If just i f ied by  the  review, remedia l  act ions may be  
implemented t o  remove or t reat the wastes.' 



SUMMARY O F  COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS O F  ALTERNATIVES 

I n  se lec t ing  a remedy, EPA considered the factors set out i n  CERCLA 
9121, 42 U.S.C. 99621, by conducting a detai led analysis of the v iable 
remedial alternatives pursuant to  the NCP, 40 CFR 9300.430(e)(9) and 
OSWER Direct ive 9355.3-01. The detai led analysis consisted of an 
assessment of the indiv idual  al ternat ives against each of  n ine 
evaluat ion cr i ter ia  and a comparative analysis focusing upon the 
relat ive performance of each al ternat ive against those cr i ter ia.  

The fo l lowing "threshold" cr i ter ia are the most important and must be 
sat isf ied by any al ternat ive in  order to  be  e l ig ib le for  select ion: 

1. Overall  protection of human health and the environment addresses 
whether  or not a remedy provides adequate protect ion and 
describes how risks posed through each exposure pathway (based 
on  a reasonable maximum exposure scenario) are el iminated, 
reduced, or controlled through treatment, engineering controls, o r  
inst i tut ional  controls. 

2 .  Compliance with ARARs addresses whether or not  a remedy would 
meet a l l  o f  the appl icable or relevant and appropr iate 
requirements of other federal and state environmental statutes and 
requirements or provide grounds for  invoking a waiver. 

1 

The following "primary balancing" criteria are used to make comparisons 
and t o  ident i fy the major trade-offs between al ternat ives: 

3. Long-term effectiveness and permanence  refers to  the  abi l i ty  of a 
remedy to  maintain re l iab le protect ion of human heal th and the 
environment over time, once cleanup goals have been met.' I t  a lso  
addresses the  magnitude and effect iveness of the measures that 
may be required to  manage the r isk posed by treatment res iduals  
andlor untreated wastes. 

4. R e d u c t i o n o f t o x i c i t y , m o b i l i t y , o r v o l u m e t h r o u g h t r e a t m e n t i s t h e  
ant ic ipated performance of the treatment technologies, wi th 
respect to  these parameters, a remedy may employ. 

5 .  Short- term ef fect iveness addresses the  per iod of t ime needed to  
achieve protection and any adverse impacts on human he-alth and 
the environment that may be  posed during the construction and im- 
plementat ion per iod unt i l  c leanup goals are  achieved. . 



6. Implementabil i ty i s  the technical  and administrat ive feasib i l i ty  of  
a remedy, including the avai labi l i ty of mater ials and serv ices 
needed t o  implement a part icular option. 

7. Cost  includes estimated capital  and O&M costs, and net present  
worth costs. 

8.  State  acceptance indicates whether, based on i ts  rev iew o f  the 
RIIFS and Proposed Plan, the State concurs with, opposes, o r  has 
no comment on the selected remedy at the present t ime. 

9. Community acceptance wi l l  be assessed in the ROD and refers t o  
the public's general response to !he al ternat ives descr ibed i n  the 
Proposed P lan and the RIIFS reports. 

A c.omparative analysis of these alternatives based upon the  evaluat ion 
cr i ter ia noted above, fol lows. 

Overal l  Protect ion o f  Human Health and the Environment 

Since Alternat ive 1A (no action) would not address the  r isks posed 
through each exposure pathway, i t  would not be protect ive of  human 
hea l th  and the environment. Alternative 1B, which would inc lude 
insta l l ing a fence around the waste disposal areas, would prevent or 
reduce the l ike l ihood o f  trespassers from enter ing the  waste d isposal  
areas. Inst i tut ional  controls would l imit  the intrusiveness o f  fu ture 
act iv i ty  that could occur on the Site. However, th is  a l ternat ive would 
not provide any protect ion to the ecological  receptors.  

Alternatives 2, 3A, 38,  and 4 would be significantly more protective than 
Alternatives 1A and 1B, in  that the r isk of  incidental  contact w i th  waste 
by humans and ecological  receptors would b e  reduced by  excavat ing 
the  contaminated soi l  and waste material,  excavat ing andlor  dredging 
the contaminated sediments from South Pond and downstream areas, 
consol idat ing the excavated waste mater ia l  and soi ls  and 
excavatedldredged sediments on  the landf i l l ,  p lac ing it i n  a new TSCA 
landfi l l  (Alternatives 2, 3A, and 3 8  only), andlor t ranspor t ing i t  of f -Si te 
for treatmentldisposal, and instal lat ion o f  a cap o n  the ex is t ing landf i l l .  
Addit ionally, sediment t raps would provide ef fect ive rest r ic t ion of 
sediment migrat ion and impact to the environment. Col lect ing and 
treat ing the contaminated groundwater under Al ternat ives 3A, 38, and 
4 would reduce the possibi l i ty of  addi t ional  groundwater contaminat ion 
originating from this area and would restore water quality i n  the aqui fer .  
Also, Alternatives 2, 3A, 36 ,  and 4 would provide for overa l l  protect ion 



of human health and the environment i n  that the capping o f  the 
landf i l led  mater ials would reduce inf i l t rat ion, thereby reducing the 
migrat ion of contaminants of concern from the landf i l l  to  t h e  
groundwater. 

Compliance wi th ARARs 

A 6 NYCRR landf i l l  cap is  an action-specif ic ARAR for landf i l l  c losure. 
Therefore, Al ternat ives 2, 3A, 30 ,  and 4 would sat isfy th is  act ion- 
specific ARAR. Alternatives 1A and 1 B would not meet this ARAR, since 
they do not  include any provis ions for a landf i l l  cap. 

Since Alternat ives 2,  3A, 38 ,  and 4 would involve the 
excavat ionldredging of PCB-contaminated waste mater ial ,  soi ls,  and  
sediments, the i r  disposi t ion would be governed by the requirements of 
TSCA.. Under Alternatives 2, 3A, and 38 ,  those excavatedldredged 
waste materials, soils, and sediments which equal o r  exceed 500 mglkg  
PCB would be sent off-Site for t reatment ldisposal at  a TSCA-compl iant 
fac i l i ty .  Under Al ternat ive 4, a l l  excavatedldredged waste mater ials,  
soils, and sediments which equal or exceed 50  mglkg PCB would be  sent 
of f-Si te for t reatment ldisposal at a TSCA-compliant faci l i ty.  Under 
Al ternat ives 2, 3A, and 38,  those excavatedldredged waste mater ials,  
soi ls,  and sediments with PCB concentrat ions between 50-500 mglkg 
would be placed in  an  on-Site TSCA-compliant landf i l l  constructed 
adjacent to the exist ing landf i l l .  The TSCA landf i l l  would meet the 
requirements of 40  CFR 761.75, except that i t  would not- b e  i n  str ict  
compliance with the requirements of 40 CFR 761.75(b)(3), as the bottom 
of the landf i l l  would not  be  located at  least 50 feet  higher than the 
nearest  h igh  groundwater elevation. Therefore, a waiver of th is  
requirement would be necessary, pursuant to  4 0  CFR 7 6 1 . 7 5 ( ~ ) ( 4 ) .  
Considering the nature of the waste, the in tended design and operat ion 
of the TSCA landfi l l  would be sufficient to prevent the migration o f  PCBs 
from the landf i l l .  

To  comply wi th RCRA land disposal restr ict ions, under  Al ternat ives 2, 
3A, 38 ,  and 4, only those excavatedldredged waste materials, soi ls,  and 
sediments which pass RCRA hazardous waste character is t ic  test ing 
could be disposed o f  on-Site without treatment. 

A l ternat ives 1A and 1 B  do not  provide for any direct remediat ion of 
groundwater and would, therefore, not  comply wi th chemical-speci f ic 
ARARs. Similarly, Al ternat ive 2 does not inc lude any act ive 
groundwater remediat ion and i t  would not  meet groundwater MCLs 
(chemical-speci f ic ARARs) i n  a reasonable t ime. These a l ternat ives,  



therefore, are not' considered protect ive with regard to  groundwater. 
Al ternat ives 3A, 38 ,  and 4 would, however, be the most ef fect ive in 
reducing groundwater contaminant concentrations below MCLs because 
not. on ly  would the lower precipi tat ion in f i l t ra t ion rate associated with 
placing an impermeable cap over the landfil led area significantly reduce 
the  generat ion of addi t ional  groundwater contamination, but these 
al ternat ives include the col lect ion and treatment o f  contaminated 
groundwater. 

Lona-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 

Alternative I A ,  no action, would not provide reliable protection of human 
health and the envi ronmentr  over time. The inst i tut ional  controls.  
associated with Alternative 1 B would provide some protect ion of  human 
heal th,  but would not be as re l iab le as the remaining al ternat ives. 
Al ternat ives 3A, 38 ,  and 4 would be more effect ive over the  long term 
than Alternative 2, because they include the col lect ion and treatm-ent of 
the contaminated overburden and bedrock groundwater. Excavating the 
contaminated soi l  and waste mater ial  f rom the Nor th  Area, excavat ing 
andlor dredging the contaminated sediments from South Pond and 
downstream areas, consolidating the excavated waste material and soi ls  
and excavatedldredged sediments on the landf i l l  andlor off-Site 
t reatment ldisposal,  and the insta l la t ion of  a landf i l l  cap would 
substantially reduce the residual r isk of untreated waste on the Si te by 
essent ial ly iso lat ing i t  from contact wi th human and environmental  
receptors and the mobi l i ty caused by  in f i l t ra t ing rainwater. The 
adequacy and rel iabi l i ty of the cap on the exist ing landf i l l  (Al ternat ives 
2, 3A, 3B, and 4) and the new TSCA landfi l l  (Alternatives 2, 3A, and 3 8 )  
to provide long-term protection from waste remaining at the Si te should 
be excellent. 

The 6 NYCRR Part 360 cap or equivalent c losure cap and the TSCA 
l and f i l l  would requ.ire routine inspect ion and maintenance to  ensure 
long-term effect iveness and permanence. Rout ine maintenance of the 
two caps, as a re l iab le management control,  would inc lude mowing, 
fert i l iz ing, reseeding and repai r ing any potent ial  eros ion or burrowing 
rodent damage. 

Whi le  a large volume of contaminated groundwater would b e  t reated 
du r ing  remediation, Al ternat ives 3A,.3BI and 4 may not  be  completely 
ef fect ive in  removing a l l  of  the  groundwater contamination, because 
some o f  the contamination may remain i n  the fractured bedrock at the 
completion o f  remediat ion. The long-term effect iveness would also b e  
af fected by any on-going migrat ion of  contaminants from the source 



areas. In the exist ing hydrogeological  condit ions, Al ternat ives 3A and 
4 would be more effect ive than Alternat ive 38,  because the interceptor 
trench would be more effectual i n  co l lect ing contaminated groundwater 
a t  the South Area than groundwater recovery wel ls would be. 

Reduction in  Toxici tv,  Mobi l i ty,  or Volume through Treatment 

Alternatives 1A and 1 B would not act ively reduce the toxic i ty,  mobi l i ty,  
or volume of contaminants through treatment. These a l ternat ives would 
re ly  on natural  at tenuat ion to reduce the levels of contaminants.  

Whi le  excavating the contaminated soi l  and waste mater ial  f rom the . 

Nor th Area, excavat ing and/or dredging the contaminated sediments 
from South Pond and downstream areas, consol idat ing the excavated 
waste mater ial  and soi ls and excavatedldredged sediments on the 
landf i l l ,  placement i n  an on-Site TSCA landf i l l ,  and/or of f-Si te 
treatment/disposal, and the instal lat ion of a landf i l l  cap under 
Al ternat ives 2, 3A, 30 ,  and 4 would prevent further migrat ion of and 
potent ia l  exposure to  these mater ials and would nearly el iminate the 
inf i l trat ion of rainwater into the waste disposal areas and the associated 
leaching of contaminants from these areas, the reduct ion in  mobi l i ty 
would not be accomplished through treatment. 

Col lect ing and t reat ing contaminated groundwater under Al ternat ives 
3A, 36, and 4 would reduce the toxicity, mobi l i ty,  and volume of 
contaminants through treatment and i t  would also reduce the possib i l i ty  
of  addi t ional  groundwater contamination. Al ternat ive 2 would re ly  on 
natural attenuation to reduce the levels of groundwater contamination. 

S hort-Term Effect iveness 

Alternatives 1A and 1 B do not inc lude any physica l  construct ion 
measures in  any areas of contamination and, therefore, do not present 
a risk to the community as a result of their implementation. Al ternat ives 
2, 3A, 3B, and 4 involve excavating, moving, placing, and regrading 
waste. Alternatives 3A and 4 involve the insta l la t ion of an  interceptor 
trench and extraction wells and Alternative 3B involves the insta l la t ion 
of extract ion wells, through potent ial ly contaminated soi ls  and 
groundwater. Whi le  a l l  o f  the act ion al ternat ives present  some r isk to 
on-Site workers through dermal contact and inhalation, these exposures 
can be minimized by uti l izing proper protective equipment. The vehicle 
t ra f f i c  associated wi th landf i l l  cap construct ion, TSCA landf i l l  
construction, and the off-Site transport of contaminated soi ts lsediments 
cou ld  impact the loca l  roadway system and nearby residents through 



increased noise level. Whi le Alternative 4 would not require the 
delivery of materials for the construction of TSCA landf i l l  (Alternatives . 
2, 3A, and 3B), this alternative would require the off-Site transport of a 
considerable amount of contaminated waste material, soi ls, and 
sediments. Disturbance of the land during construction could affect the 
surface water hydrology of the Site. There is a potential for  increased 
stormwater runoff and erosion during excavation, dredging, and 
construction activit ies that must be properly managed to prevent 
excessive water and sediment loading. 

Fencing the Site, performing rout ine groundwater monitoring, and 
effecting insti tut ional controls are a l l  actions that can be readi ly 
implemented. These actions are technically and administratively 
feasible and require readi ly available materials and services. 
Excavating and relocating the contaminated soil and waste material from 
the North Area to the landfill, excavating andlor dredging and relocat ing 
the contaminated sediments from South Pond and downstream areas to 
the landf i l l  andlor to an off-Site treatmentldisposal faci l i ty,  and the 
installation of a landf i l l  cap over the waste disposal area (Alternatives 
2, 3A, 38,  and 4), the construction of a TSCA landf i l l  (Alternatives 2, 
3A, and 3B), and instal l ing interceptor trenches and extraction wells 
(Alternatives 3A, 38, and 4), although more di f f icul t  to implement than 
the no-action alternative, can be accorr~plished using technologies 
known to be rel iable and can be readi ly implemented. Equipment, 
services and materials for this work are readi ly avai lable. These 
actions would also be administratively feasible. 

Air str ipping is  a process through which -volat i le  contaminants are 
transferred from the aqueous phase to an air stream. Air str ipping has 
been effectively used to remove over 99 percent of volat i le organic 
compounds from groundwater at numerous hazardous waste and spi l l  
sites. 

The use of blasted trenches (Alternatives 3A and 4) is  technically 
feasible. Additionally, the use of an experienced blast ing f i rm would be 
requ i red during the design and the implementation of the trenches. 
Hydro-fracing (Alternat ive 38)  is  a common method used to open 
existing fractures i n  bedrock and increase hydraul ic conductivity. The 
equipment used for  hydro-fracing is  readi ly avai lable throughout the 
dr i l l ing industry. Al l  of the components for the treatment system are 
readily available. 



Cost 

The present-worth costs are calculated using a discount rate of 7 
percent and a 30-year time interval.. The estimated capi.tal, annual 
O&M, and present-worth costs for each of the alternatives are presented 
below. 

As i s  indicated from the cost estimates, there are no costs associated 
with the no action alternative, Alternative 1A. The costs associated with 
Alternat ive 1 B are for fencing, insti tut ional controls and monitoring. 
The major cost component of Alternative 2 i s  for the 
excavationldredging of contaminated waste material, soi ls, and 
sediments and the construction and maintenance of the landf i l l  cap and 
TSCA compliant landfil l. The capital and present-worth costs re lated to 
the construction of an on-Site TSCA landf i l l  would be  approximately 
$391,000 and $611,000, respectively. I f  the TSCA landf i l l  i s  not 
constructed, the excavatedldredged waste material, soils, and 
sediments containing PCBs at concentrations greater than 50 mglkg 
would have to be treated or disposed of at an  off-Site TSCA-compliant 
facil ity (Alternative 4), which would increase the implementation cost by 
about $1.7 million. Alternatives 3A, 38, and 4 include the col lect ion and 
treatment of contaminated groundwater. The more expensive of these 
options are Alternatives 3A and 4, which ut i l ize interceptor trenches i n  
the South Area and extraction wel ls in  the North Area rather than 
extraction wells for both North and South Areas (Alternat ive 38) .  

Alternative 

1A 

1 B 

2 

3A 

3B 

4 

State Acceptance 

NYSDEC concurs with the selected alternative. 

Capitat Costs 

$0 

$83,000 

$5,116,000 

$7,871,000 

$3,990,000 

$9,791,000 

Annual 0 & M I 
Costs 

$0 

$56,000 

$206,000 

$479,000 

-$469,000 

$462,000 

Present Worth 
Costs 

$0 

$821,000 

$7,725,000 

$13,864,000 

$12,858,000 

$15,564,000 



Communitv Acceptance 

Wh i le  the majority of the publ ic i n  attendance at the publ ic  meet ing 
accepted the preferred remedy, a pet i t ion signed by 18 indiv iduals 
requesting the complete excavation and off-site disposal o f  the 8-acre 
land f i l l  was mailed to  EPA. Comments received dur ing the pub l ic  
comment period are summarized and addressed i n  the Responsiveness 
Summary, which is attached as Appendix V to this document. 

SELECTED REMEDY 

Based upon consideration of the requirements of CERCLA, the detai led 
ana lys is  of  the alternatives, and publ ic  comments, EPA and NYSDEC 
have determined that Alternative 3A is the appropriate remedy, because 
i t  best satisfies the requirements of CERCLA 9121, 42 U.S.C. 99621 and 
the NCP's n ine evaluat ion cr i ter ia for remedial alternatives, 40 CFR 
9300.430(8)(9). The selected remedy involves: 

Excavat ion o f  contaminated waste mater ial  and so i l  exceeding 
NYSDEC's So i l  Cleanup Objectives2 in  the North and South Areas 
(other  than the landfi l l ) .  Clean f i l l  w i l l  be  used as backf i l l  i n  the 
excavated areas; 

Based upon  pre-design sampling o f  soi l  i n  the area t o  be  capped 
(pr imar i ly ,  i n  the vic ini ty of  the former waste o i l  d isposal pi t ) ,  so i l  
w i th  PCB concentrations which equal or exceed 500 mglkg w i l l  be  
excavated and sent off-Site for  t reatment ldisposal at a TSCA- 
compliant faci l i ty;  

Excavation andlor dredging of sediments exceeding 1 mg'lkg PCB from 
South Pond and a l l  areas downstream for approximately 2,400 feet.  

plap for those areas further downstream wi l l  be 
r ing  the design phase. The need for  remediat ion in 

areas further downstream wi l l  be evaluated based on  a n  assessment 
.msedirnent  concen-anda . , l ca l  receptors (i.e.,fish t issue # 
concentrat ions over the 5-year t ime period subseauent to the 

' l o m p l e t i o n  of upstream remediation activities). ~ a s e l i n e  data for  this 
evaluat ion w i l l  be col lected ~ r i o r  to the comme6cement of  uDstream . . 
r e r n e u l  a r h u t i e s .  ~ e m d v a ~  of sediment "hot spots" m a y  be -  
conducted i n  conjuncti6n with upstream remedial  act iv i t ies,  i f  
b . 

NYSDEC's soil cleanup objectives are specified in NYSDEC Technical Administrative Guidance 
Memorandum No. 94-HWR4046. 



warranted, subsequent to an evaluation of the baseline data. Fur ther  
C F s  if  i t  is  

determined through monitoring that the remedial  act iv i t ies conducted 
upstream were not ef fect ive i n  addressing the ecologica l  r i sk .  A l l  
excavatedldredged sediments wi l l  be dewatered, as necessary.  Any 

. . wet lands impacted by  remedial  act iv i t ies w i l l  b e  fu l ly  restored.  
Ambient  PCB monitor ing wi l l  be  conducted dur ing the  sediment 
excavat ion ldredging and handl ing i n  compl iance w i th  the  
Occupat ional  Safety and Heal th  Administrat ion s tandard of  1 ,000 , 

micrograms per cubic  meter t ime-weighted average (8 hour  day140 
hour  work week); 

Instal lat ion of an outlet control lsediment t rap downgradient of Sduth  
Pond to  minimize migrat ion of contaminated sediment fur ther  
downstream from the main beaver pond; 

Al l  excavatedldredged waste materials, soi ls,  and sediments w i l l  be 
subjected t o  RCRA hazardous waste character ist ic test ing. Those 
waste mater ia ls,  soi ls, and sediments that do  not  pass the  RCRA 
characterist ic test ing wi l l  be sent of f -Si te fo r  t reatment ld isposal  a t  a 
RCRA-compliant faci l i ty (or a TSCA-compliant faci l i ty,  i f  appl icable) .  
Those  waste materials, soi ls, and sediments that pass the  RCRA 
character is t ic  test ing and  have PCB concentrat ions which equal  or  
exceed 500  mglkg wi l l  be  sent of f -Si te fo r  t reatment ld isposal  a t  a 
TSCA-compliant facil ity. Those waste materials, soils, and sediments 
that  pass the  RCRA character ist ic test ing and have PCB 
concentrations less than 50 mglkg wil l  be consolidated on  the  on-Site 
landfi l l ;  those with PCB concentrations between 50-500 mglkg  w i l l  be  
p laced i n  a TSCA-compliant landf i l l  constructed adjacent to  the  
ex is t ing  landf i l l .  The on-Site TSCA landf i l l  (est imated volume of  
8 ,500 cubic  yards),  which w i l l  include a double composi te l iner  and 
a f inal  cover equivalent to  a RCRA cap, wi l l  meet the re.quirements o f  
40  CFR 761.75, except that i t  wi l l  not be  in  s t r ic t  compl iance wi th  the 
requirements of 40 CFR 761.75(b)(3), as the bottom of the landf i l l  w i l l  
no t  b e  loca ted a t  least 50  feet h igher  than the nearest h igh 
groundwater elevat ion. Therefore, a waiver of  these requirements 
w i l l  b e  necessary pursuant to 40  CFR 7 6 1 . 7 5 ( ~ ) ( 4 ) .  I t  is  EPA's 
assessment that, considering the nature o f  the waste, the design and 
operation of  the landf i l l  wi l l  be  sufficient to prevent migration of PCBs 
f rom the landf i l l .  Consequently, a waiver of th is  requi rement  is 
just i f ied; 

Fo l lowing the  consol idat ion of the  excavatedldredged waste 
materials, soils, and sediments with PCB concentrat ions less  than 50 



mglkg onto the existing landfi l l ,  a New York State 6 NYCRR Part 360 
or equivalent closure cap wi l l  be constructed; 

Construction' of a chain-link fence around the landf i l l ;  

Construction of a shallow leachate collection trench, keyed into the 
top of the bedrock, on the downgradient edge of  the cap that w i l l  be 
insta l led on the existing landfi l l ,  and instal lat ion of vert ical  
overburden and bedrock extraction wells i n  the North Area; 

Extraction of contaminated groundwater from the overburden. and 
shallow bedrock i n  the South Area ut i l iz ing the downgradient . 
interceptor trench, and in  the North Area ut i l iz ing the extraction 
wells, and treatment of the extracted groundwater by air-stripping and 
activated carbon (or other appropriate treatment), fol lowed by 
discharge to surface water; 

Taking steps to secure institutional controls ( the placement of 
restrict ions on the instal lat ion and use of groundwater we1l.s at the 
Site and restrict ions on the future use of the Site in  order to protect 
the integrity of the new TSCA landf i l l  and the cap instal led on the 
existing landfi l l) ;  and 

Long-term monitoring of groundwater, surface water, f ish and 
sediments to ensure the effectiveness of the selected remedy. 

In  addition, the water treatment systems that were instal led on the 
contaminated wells at two residences wi l l  continue to be maintained. 

Under the selected remedy, the source of the bedrock groundwater 
contamination is expected to be signif icantly reduced or possibly 
el iminated due to the reduction of inf i l trating precipi tat ion by the 
capping. of t h e .  landf i l l  and the extraction and treatment of the 
contaminated groundwater. 

The selected remedy is believed to be able to achieve the ARARs more 
quickly,  or as quickly than the other alternatives. Therefore, the 
selected remedy wi l l  provide the best,balance of trade-offs among 
al ternat ives with respect to the evaluating cr i ter ia.  EPA and the 
NYSDEC believe that the selected remedy wi l l  be  protect ive of human 
heal th and the environment, be cost-effective, and ut i l ize permanent 
solutions and alternative treatment technologies or resource recovery 
technologies to the maximum extent practicable. The selected remedy 
wil l  meet the statutory preference for the use of treatment as a pr incipal 



element (for the groundwater) and is  general ly consistent with landf i l l  
. closure requirements appl ied to municipal landf i l ls i n  the State of New ' 

York. However, since the landfil l 's contaminant source areas cannot be 
ef fect ive ly  excavated and treated due to i ts size, none o f  the 
alternatives considered satisfied the statutory preference for  treatment 
as a pr inc ipal  element of the remedy with respect to  the sources of 
contamination. 

The selected remedy wi l l  comply with all the ARARs except that i t  wi l l  
not be  i n  str ict compliance with the requirements of 40  CFR 
761.75(b)(3),  as the bottom of the on-Site TSCA landf i l l  w i l l  no t  be 
located at least 50 feet higher than the nearest h igh groundwater 
elevat ion. Therefore, a waiver of this requirement w i l l  be  necessary, 
pursuant  to 40  CFR 761 .75 (~ ) (4 ) .  I t  i s  EPA's assessment that, 
considering the nature of the waste, the design and operat ion o f  the 
landfi l l  wi l l  be  suff icient to prevent migrat ion of PCBs from the landf i l l .  
Consequently, a waiver is justi f ied. 

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS 

As was previously noted, CERCLA 5121(b)(1), 42 U.S.C. §9621(b ) ( l ) ,  
mandates that a remedial action must be protective of human heal th and 
the environment, cost-effective, and ut i l ize permanent solut ions and 
alternative treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to 
the maximum extent practicable. Section 121(b)(1) a lso establ ishes a 
preference for remedial actions which employ treatment to permanently 
a n d  signi f icant ly reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobi l i ty of  the 
hazardous substances, pollutants, or corhaminants at a site. CERCLA 
512 l (d ) ,  42 U.S.C. §9621(d), further speci f ies that a ' remedia l  act ion 
must attain a degree of cleanup that satisf ies ARARs under federal  and 
state laws, unless a waiver can be just i f ied pursuant to  CERCLA 
5121 (d)(4), 42 U.S.C. 59621 (d)(4). 

For the reasons discussed below, EPA has determined that the selected 
remedy meets the requirements of CERCLA 51 21, 42 U.S.C. 59621. 

Protection of Human Heal th and the Environment 

The selected remedy protects human health and the environment b y  
reducing levels of contaminants i n  the groundwater, soi l  and sediment 
through extractionltreatment and excavation, respect ively,  as wel l  as 
the implementat ion of inst i tut ional controls. The r isk of incidental  
contact  with waste by humans and other ecological  receptors w i l l  be 



reduced by the landf i l l  cap. Capping of the landf i l l  wi l l  a lso reduce 
inf i l trat ion, thereby reducing the migration of contaminants o f  concern 
from the landfi l l  to  the groundwater and to the sediment. The selected 
remedy wi l l  a lso provide overal l  protection by reducing the toxic i ty,  
mobility, and volume of contamination, through extract ionl treatment of  
the contaminated groundwater and the eff luent wi l l  meet surface water 
discharge requirements. 

Comoliance with A p ~ l i c a b l e  or Relevant and A ~ ~ r o ~ r i a t e  Requirements 
of Environmental Laws 

. r 

While there are no federal or New York State soi l  and sediment ARARs, . - 
one of the remedial act ion goals i s  to  meet NYSDEC so i l  c leanup 
objectives. The selected remedy wi l l  be effect ive i n  reducing 
groundwater contaminant concentrations below MCLs (chemical-specif ic 
ARARs) because the lower precipitation inf i l trat ion rate associated wi th 
placing low-permeability caps over the landfil led areas wi l l  s igni f icant ly 
reduce the generat ion of addit ional groundwater contamination. The 
extract ion of the contaminated groundwater at this locat ion, combined 
with the capping of the waste disposal area, should signi f icant ly reduce 
the source of the overburden and bedrock groundwater contaminat ion. 

The on-Site TSCA landfi l l  wi l l  meet the requirements o f  40 CFR 761.75, 
except that i t  wil l  not be i n  strict compliance with the requirements of 40 
.CFR 761.75(b)(3), as the bottom of  the landf i l l  wi l l  not be  located a t  
least  50 feet higher than the nearest h igh '  groundwater elevat ion. 
Therefore, a waiver o f  this requirement wi l l  be  necessary, pursuant t o  
40 CFR 761 .75 (~ ) (4 ) .  However, considering the nature o f  the waste, 
the design and operat ion of the landf i l l  wi l l  be  suff ic ient t o  prevent 
migra t ion  of PCBs from the landf i l l  and, therefore, a waiver wi l l  be  
justi f ied. 

A summary of action-spectif ic, chemical-specific, and locat ion-speci f ic 
ARARs which wil l  be complied with dur ing implementation i s  presented 
below. A l ist ing of the chemical-specific ARARs is  presented i n  Tables 
9 and  10. 

Act ion-speci f ic  ARARs: 

National Emissions Standards for  Hazardous Air Pol lu tants 

6 NYCRR Part  257, Air Quality Standards 

. 6 NYCRR Part  212, Air Emission Standards 



6 NYCRR Part  373, Fugi t ive Dusts 

40  CFR 50, Air  Qual i ty Standards 

State Permit Discharge El iminat ion System 

Resource Conservat ion and Recovery Act 

C hemical-specific ARARs: 

Safe Drinking Water Act Maximum Contaminant Levels and Maximum . 
Contaminant  Level  Goals (MCLs and MCLGs, respect ive ly ,  40 CFR 
Part  141) 

6 NYCRR Parts 700-705 Groundwater and Surface Water  Qual i ty  
Regulat ions 

10  NYCRR Part  5 State Sanitary Code 

Location-specific ARARs: 

Clean Water  Act Sect ion 404, 3 3  U.S.C. 1344 

F ish  and Wi ld l i fe  Coordinat ion Act, 16  U.S.C. 661 

Nat ional  His tor ic  Preservat ion Act,  16  U.S.C. 470 

New York State Freshwater Wetlands Law ECL, Ar t ic le  24 ,  71 i n  T i t l e  
23  

New York State Freshwater Wet lands Permit  Requirements and 
Classi f icat ion, 6 NYCRR 663 and 664 

, 

New York  State Endangered and  Threatened Species of  F ish  and 
Wi ld l i fe  Requirements, 6 NYCRR 182 

Other Criteria, Advisories, or Guidance To Be Considered: 

Execut ive Order i 1990 (Protect ion of Wet lands) 

Execut ive Order 11988 (F loodpla in Management) 



EPA Statement o f  Policy on Floodplains and Wetlands Assessments 
for CERCLA Actions 

Mew York Guidelines for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control 

New York State Sediment Criteria, December 1989 
. . 

New York State Air Cleanup Criteria, January 1990 

SDWA Proposed MCLs and MCL Goals 

NYSDEC Technical and Operational Guidance Series 1 .l .I, November 
1991 

EPA Ambient Water Quality Criteria (Federal Register, Volume 57, 
No. 246, December'22, 1992) 

Technical Guidance for Screening, Contaminated Sediments 
(November 1993, NYSDEC, Division of Fish and Wildl i fe,  Division of 
Marine Resources). 

Soil cleanup objectives specified i n  NYSDEC Technical Administrative 
Guidance Memorandum No. 94-HWR-4046. 

Cost-Effectiveness 

The selected remedy provides for overall  effectiveness i n  proportion to 
i ts cost. The estimated cost for the selected remedy has a capital  cost 
of  $7,871,000, annual operation and maintenance of $479,000, and 
present-worth costs of $1 3,864,000. 

Uti l ization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment 
Technolocries to the Maximum Extent Practicable 

Given the size of the landfill, containment of the waste mass i s  the only 
practical means to remediate the Site. By constructing a cap over the 
landf i l l  which is  consistent with New York State NYCRR Part 360 for 
landfi l l  closure, hazardous wastes will be isolated from the environment 
and their mobil i ty wi l l  be minimized. The closure cap i s  a permanent 
technology that must be maintained at regular intervals to ensure its 
structural integrity and impermeability. The extraction and subsequent 
treatment of groundwater from the bedrock aquifer wi l l  permanently and 
signif icantly reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume of contaminants 

. i n  the ground water. 



preference for Treatment as a Principal Element 

. The statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment as a 
pr inc ipal  element cannot be satisf ied for the landf i l l  itself, since 
treatment of the landfi l l  material is  not practicable due to i ts  size.. 

. However, the statutory preference for remedies that err~ploy treatment 
as a pr incipal element is satisf ied by treating the contaminated 
groundwater. 

DOCUMENTATION OF SIGN1FICAN.T CHANGES 

There are no significant changes from the selected alternative 
presented in the Proposed Plan. 
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TABLE 1' . 
SUMMARY OF SURFACE SOIL DATA 'y' . . 

Number of Number Min.Conc. MeanConc Max.Conc. WgrwndConc. 
Analyte Detections Anslyred mslkg whl W%l 

E!ch 
Arodor 1248 29 34 0.016 39 480 

Aluminum 3 3 12000 13oOO 15000 32200 
Arsenic 3 3 9 11 11.5 28 
Barium 3 3 63 83 110 165 
Beryllium 1 2 0.35 0.575 0.8 1.03 

1 3 Cadmium 0.1s 0.41 3 0.7 0.69 
Caldum 2 3 295 l1W noo 
Chromium 3 3 15 22.4 372 31 

Cobatt 3 3 10 -12 ' 14 17 

Copper 3 3 39 62 76.4 31 
Iron 3 3 22000 . 25533 2EU00 - 5- 
Lead 3 3 24 3!3 46 : 62 
Magnesturn 3 3 2600 3451 3970 /sea 
Manganem 3 3 728 809 1200 681 
Nickel 3 3 18 23 26.6 28 
Potassium 2 3 830 803 750 1335 
Vanadium 3 3 .  18 18 20 55 
Zinc 2 2 81 90 01 1 54 

Notsr : 

1. Background Web basad on low timas the main conosntrotbn 
-. 

2 Soum of t a b  from OWG Rl toM.r. 

3. Thew data a n  the laboratory d-, Y cbes nd inctude the tb# tasting W. 



TABLE 2 ' 

SUMMARY OF SUBSURFACE SOIL DATA 

I Number of Number Min. Conc. Max Conc. Background Conc. 

I Analyte Detections AnaJyzed mgkg 

h l o r  1248 

P h a n e  
I 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 
I 1,l-Oichloroethene 
1,2-Dichloroethene 
2-Butanone 
Acetone 
Benzene 
Butylbenzylphthalate 
Chlorobenzene 
Chloroform 
Ethylbenzene 
Napthalene 
Tetrachloroethene 
Toluene 
Trichlorethene 
Xylenes 

Aluminum 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium 
Cobatt 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Magnesium 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 
Sihm 
Sodium 
Vanadium 

1. Background bveb based on tow times tho main badcground mmntmth 

2. Sarcc of tabb frwn OBbG RI tnbks. 



Richardson Hill Road Landfill Site 

TABLE 3 
SUMMARY OF GROUNDWATER DATA 

1 
. I Nunbud Nun- Mn. Car. M a .  Conc SantmgConc 

0 1 

6 

27 

13 

lax, 

2 

26 

1 

2 

1 

4 

20 

1 

1 

2 

2 

7 

3 

450 

1 

150 

24 

1 

1 

4 

1 

1 

100 

1 

1 

4 

2 

1 

0.207 

0 68 

0.014 

0.214 

o.ms 
0.006 

5.93 

0.011 

0.899 

0.054 

am 
0.008 

2 

0094 

0.0012 

0 . w  

5.79 

0.M7 



Richardson Hill Road Landfill Site 

TABLE 3 cont 
SUMMARY OF GROUNDWATER DATA 

NORTH AREA 

Number of Number Min. Conc. Max. Conc. Screening Conc. 
Analyte Detections Analyzed ugll ugll ugn 

PCBs. 
Aroclor 1248 3 10 0.1 0.29 0.0087 
Y m  
1 ,l ,I -Trichloroethane 3 13 0.008 23 - 130 
Tetrachloroethene 2 10 3 7 1.1 
Trichlorethene 7 7 2 340 1.6 
SEMIVOLATILES. 
Butylbenzyl phthalate 1 1 1 1 730 
Di-n-butyl phthalate 1 1 1 1 370 
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene 4 10 2 8 12 

NICS, 
Aluminum 1 2 6.46 6.46 3700 
Arsenic 2 4 3 3 1 . I  
Chromium 1 2 0.14 0.14 18 
Copper 1 2 0.03 0.03 140 
Manganese 2 2 0.1 0.43 18 
Nickel 1 2 0.1 0.1 73 
Zinc 2 2 0.012 0.05 1100 

Notes: 

1. Background bvels based on tow times the main background concbntntion 

2. Source of tabb horn OB&G RI tables. 



Richardson Hill Road Landfill Site 

TABLE 4 
SUMMARY OF SURFACE WATER DATA 

Number of Number Min. Conc. Mean Conc. Max. Conc. Background Conc. 
Analyte Detections Analyzed ud l  u@ usn u d  

PCBs. 
Aroclor 1248 26 43 0 1.77 4.6 

Tll FS; 
1,1,l-Trichloroethane ' 2 39 0.5 3.01 65 
1,l-Dichloroethane 1 39 0.5 2.59 48 
1,2-Dichloroethylene(tota1) 25 33 0.5 56.53 1600 
Acetone 3 18 5 5.556 9 
Carbon Disulfide 7 18 1 6.8 29 
Dichloromethane 8 38 0.5 0.105 0. 17 
Tetrachloroethylene ? 39 0.5 1.95 0.7 
Toluene 1 39 0.5 1.61 10 
Trichlorethylene 6 40 0.5 3.13 59 
Vinyl chloride 2 39 0.5 7.6 200 

IVOI A - r m  
di-n-Butylphthalate 2 3 1 2.6 2 
cis-1 ,ZDichloroethene . 4 6 2 5.83 23 

RGANU.. 
Aluminum 7 7 43.5 265 723 225.05 

Barium 3 3 42.8 44.3 88 28.45 
Calcium 8 8 7 481 8 15800 901 5 
Copper 1 1 25 25 25 10.05 

Iron 8 8 2 2934 11600 109C 

Lead 1 2 0.5 1.95 7.4 3.5 

Magnesium 5 5 2 3 4640 3152 

Manganese 8 . 8 1 848.9 301 0 158.25 

Mercury 3 8 0.05 0.105 0.17 

Potassium 4 6 1 167 1090 
Zinc 3 3 12.1 26.7 38 

Notes: 

1. Background levels based on tow times the main background concentration 
- 2. Swce  of table from OB6G RI tables. 



Richardson Hill Road Landfill Site 

TABLE 5 
SUMWRY OF SEDIMENT DATA 

- - - - - -- - - 

Number of Number Min. Conc. Mean Conc. Max. Conc. Background Conc. 

s6x 
Arodor 1248 

1 ,CDichlorobenzene 

1 .l-Dichloroethane 

1.2-Dichloroethykne(total) 

Acetone 

Benzene 

2-Butanone 

Carbon Disulkle 

Chlorobenzene 

Chloroethane 

Chlorornethane 

~ichlororkthane 

Toluene 

Wnyl chloride 

as-1,2-Dichlor~ethene 

trans-1.2-Dichloroethene 

m-xylene 

0-xylene 

P-x~kne 

Aluminum 

Barium 

Calcium 

Copper 
tron 

Lead 

Magnesium 

Manganese 

Nickel 

Potassium 

Seknuim 

Vanadium 

Notes: 

1. Batikground levels based on tow times the main backgiwnd concentation 

2. Source of tabk from 0WG RI tables. 
. 



Richardson ~ i i l  Road Landfill Site 

TABLE 6 
- EXPOSURE PATH)lV&Y SUMMARY - 

Pathway 
Stahls Mechanism . 

Al, Ba, Cu, Fe, M& Mn, Hg, 
K,, Na, Zn, vinyl chloride, 1,l- 
DCA, 1 ,2-DCE, 1,1,1 -TC& TCE, 
toluene, CSb methylene chloride, 
aceme, tctrachloroetbene, di-N- 
butylphthalatt, PCB Aroclor 1254 
and PCB Aroclor 1248 

Complete Surface Water invtrtebrates, amphibians, 
reptiles, birds, mammals 

dermal contact, 
ingestion 

. 
amphibians, reptiles, fish, 
bids, mammals :- 

Sediments Al, As, Ba, a Cr, Co, Cu, Fe, Pb, 
Mg, Mn, N i  K, V, vinyl chloride, 
methy lene chloride, CS, 1,1- 
DCA, $2-DCE, 1 ,l,l-TCA, 
TCEtolene, ethylbenzene, - 
xylenes, chloroethane, PCB 
Aroclor 1254 and PCB Aroclor 
I248 

dennal contact, 
ingestion 

Complete 

Complete 
. - 

Soil 

Aquatic biota 

Cd, Ca, Cr, Cu, Pb, Mg, Mn, N i  
Zn, PCB &lor 1254 and PCB 
Aroclor 1248 

Al, As, Cr, Cu, Fe, Pb, Mn, Ni, Zn, 
1,l-DCA, 12-DCE, l,l,l-TCA, 
CS, vinyl chloride; 
benzo(a)pyrcne, PCB Aroclor . 
1248 

terrestrial birds and dermal contact, 
ingestion mammals 

ingestion Complete p a t  blue heron, kingfisher, 
waterfowl, mink, 

O'Brim & Gere 







Richardson Hill Road Landfill Site 
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. I 
TABLE 8 

SUMMARY OF NON-CARCINOGENIC RISKS 

- .  -- 1- --&I P o d  $sl.ji ;,,: ?+j , , ;~ !~&,?~~><  I . O ~ E ~ I  ~,~,,+!G;2.=46 Q?m@,lE41 ;J:~,~~pk',); .~t~~ ,I  >L, 
' . 2.4OE-07 c* I 





Richardson Hill Road Landfill Site 

7 

- TABLE9 
EPA and NEW YORK STATE MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT UMITS 

I EPA New York State 
Compound ugil ugil 

Arodor 1248 0.5 1 

. 

, 

.# 

1,1,1 -Trichloroethane 
1 ,I-Dichloroethane 
1 ,I -Dichloroethene 
1,2-Dichloroethene(total) 
Acetone 
Benzene 
Benzyl Alcohol 
Brornodichloromethane 
Chlorobenzene 
Chloroethana 
Chloroform 
Dichloromethane 
Ethylbenzene 
Naphthalene 
Toluene 
Tetrachloroethene 
Trichloroethane 
Trichloroethene 
Vinyl chloride 
Xylene(tota1) , 
Butylbenzyl phthalate 
Di-n-butyl phthalate 
Diethylphthalate 
4Methylphenol 
bis(2-Ethy1hexyl)phthalate 
cis1 2-Dichloroethene 
cis-1,3-Dichloropropylene 
trans-1 -2-Dichloroethene 
Aluminum 
Antimony - 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Calaum 
Chromium 
Cobalt 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Magnesium 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Silver 
Sodium 
Vanadium 



T&E 10 
R u m  s o f l  e l a m  o b j u t f m  (Wb o r  pp) 

V o l a t i l e  Omit Cantrimtr 
5 ,  

8 b " USF,AY. .L thM 
C a n t d m t  P a r t i t i o n  C-ter A l l o a b i t  Sal t  C l u n p  ' (w) ' m 

- c o o f f i c l m t  s tnd . r& /  ' toil cmc. c b j u t i m  t o  Ru . ro i l  
KOC C r i t e r i a  C r  PP- Protact GY C a r c i m g m  m t m i c  a Q L  C I n g  a j r  

y / t  or w. tr Qr l i t y  (-1 T o x i u n t r  (ppb) (-1 

Aaton 
-' )rum8 

- k p o f c  k i d  
2-Damn8 
Qrbm D i w I f i 6  
Urba T o t r r d l o r i d o  
h lo ro&uwio  
Olloroetham 
h l o m f o r r  
Di-1-tham 
1,z-Dichlorabmrw 
1 , 3 - 0 i d l o r o k n t ~  -' 

l,b=Dithlorobau.rr 
1 , 1 9 i l l o m e t h n r  . 
1,2-Dichlo+orthnr 
' I , l -Dichlotor thm 
1 ,Z-D ich lo~ thentCt rm6)  
1,S-dichl- 
L t h y l b e r K a  
113 hron(l,l,2 Tfichloro- 

1,2,2 Trif lwmeth.nr1 
M t h y l m  & lo r i d .  
4 - k t h y l - 2 - ~ ~ t m % m o .  ' 
T r t r r d l o m e t h m  
1,1,1-Trizhloroethnr 
l ,1,2,2-TrtrKhlomethnr 
1 , 2 , 3 - t r i & l o r ~ ~  
1e2,~~TrichloroClcruene 
T o l u a r  . 
l r i c h l o r o r t h w  
Vi-l ch lor ide 
w- . 

a. All#.ble S o i l  Cmt .n t ra t ion  tr f a & a Koc . 
b. toil c l e ~  o b j r t i n  E. a C o r r u t i o n  l w t o r  (Ct) - 
MIA f r  mt avoilmbto . . 

P a r t i t i o n  t o e f f i c i r n t  i a  u l c u l a t o d  by u i w  th f o l l o d w  r q u t i o n :  
log Koc m -0.55 lo0 S 3.M. *ere S i r  s o l & i L i w  in w tn  in pp. 
A l l  othor K a  nlrm are  u p . r i r r r t a t  nlur. 
C o r m t i o n  tutor (Ct) o f  100 i s  md u pr T A a  YW - & pr tra YOL~, Totat wxs 10 ppl.. 

ktr: toil rlrwrp objutim a n  dtnlopd fo r  r o i l  organic u r b o n  c m t r n t  (I) o f  l X  , 
ud r h a r l d  h d j u t a d  f o r  the u twI  r o i l  o w f c  carbon ratrnt if it  i s  LrrPm. 

. 





Aldr in 
alpha - Bnc . 
h t a  - Bnc 
d r l t a  - Bnc 
Chlordvw 
2.4-D - 
&,kg-ODD 
4,4'-DOE 
4.4'-DOT - 
Dibaro-P-dlexim(PED0) 

2.3,7,8 TED0 ' 

b i r l d i i n  
t n d o ~ u l f ~  ! 
Endorut fan 11 
tndorulfrn Sulfate 
E d r  i n 
W i n  kww 
s r a u  - BNC (~Indn;) - 
0.an - chlord8n# - 
Meprrch l o r  
leprrchlor  w i d e  
Wrthoxychlor 
Mitotme 
Parath im 
?Us 

%,000 
3,800 
3,800 
6,600 

21,505. 
10L. 

tZO,oOCT 
uo, 000. 
243, O O P  

1 m o o  
10,100. 
a, 168. 
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400001- L e t t e r  t o  Reviewer, from M s .  Young S. Chang, 
400157 Remedial P r o j e c t  Manager, U. S. EPA, a Region 11, re: 

Richardson H i l l  Road L a n d f i l l  F e a s i b i l i t y  Study 
Report ,  June 27, 1997. (Attachments: (1) 

t: Dra f t  F i n a l  Report. F e W l t v  St- . . . 
dson  Road M w a l  T . m  

. . , prepared 
by O t B r i e n  6 Gere Engineers,  Inc.,  prepared f o r  
Amphenol Corporat ion,  Sidney, N.Y. ,  May 1997, and 
( 2 ) .  Addendum (w/+ a t tachments) .  to the-May- 1997 
D r a f t  F i n a l  F e a s i b i l i t y  Study Report ,  Richardson 
H i l l  Road L a n d f i l l  Superfund S i t e ,  undated) .  

ENFORCEMENT 

Enforcement Xistory 

700001- Report: 
700061 l e  Partv S e s h .  Revised F i n a l . . S i t e  

-, prepared by M r .  Jay B. Eidson and Ms. 
Susan OIRourke, A l l i a n c e  Technologies  Corporat ion,  
p repared  f o r  Planning Research Corpora t ion ,  
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CONFIDENTIAL. It is l o c a t e d  a t  t h e  U.S. EPA 
Superfund Records C e n t e r ,  290 Broadway, 18th 
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Administrative Order on Consent, Index No. II- 
CERCLA-70205, In the Matter of Allied Corporation, 
as successor to The Bendix Corporation and 
Amphenol Corporation, Respondents, July 22, 1987. 
(Note: Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study) 

Unilateral Administrative Order (Removal), Index 
No. 11-CERCLA-93-0217, In the Matter of the 
Richardson Hill Road Landfill Site, Sidney, New 
York, Amphenol Corporation and AlliedSignal, 
Inc., Respondents, September 30, 1992. (Note: 
LNAPL Migration Control) 

Unilateral Administrative Order (Removal), Index 
No. II-CERCLA-93-0212, In the Matter of the 
Richardson Hill Road Landfill Site, Sidney, New 
York, Amphenol Corporation, Respondent, June 21, 
1993. (Note: To Deploy and Maintain Absorbent 
Booms in South Pond) 

Administrative Order on Consent for.Remova1 
Action, Index No. II-CERCLA-93-0214, In the Matter 
of the Richardson Hill Road Landfill Site, Sidney, 
New York, Amphenol Corporation , and 
AlliedSignal, Inc., Respondents, September 22, 
1993.' (Note: For Residential Water Supply) 

10.0 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

10.9 Proposed Plan 

P. 1000001- Plan: 
1000015 

---, prepared by U.S. EPA, Region 11, 
July 1997. 
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Mr. Richard Caspe 
Director 
Emergency & Remedial Kesponsc Division 
U .S. Environmental Proltction Agency 
Region 11 
290 Broadway 
New York, NY 10007- l866 

Dear Mr. Caspe: 

Re: Richardson Hill Road Landfill 1D No. 413008 

The Ncw York Stato Dcpartmcnl of Environmenlel Conservation has reviewed the draft Record 
of  Decision (ROD) for the Richardson I lill Koad 1,andfilI sitc. Thc Dcpamncnt concurs with the sclcctcd 
rcmcdy of Allernalive 3A, as it is detailed in the draft ROD for the site. 

If you have' any questions, plcasc call Mr. Jefby McCullough, of my stafF, et (5  18) 457-3976. 

Sincerely,. 

ich e J. O'To r. Y? 
w Director 

Division of Environmental Remediation 
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 

Richardson Hill Road Landfill Superfund Site 

INTRODUCTION 

A responsiveness summary is required by Superfund regulation. It provides a summary 
of citizens' comments and concems received during the public comment period and the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA's) and the New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation's (NYSDEC1s) responses to those comments 
and concerns. All comments summarized in this document have been considered in EPA's 
and NYSDEC's final decision for selection of a remedial alternative to address the 
contamination at the Richardson Hill Road Landfill Site. 

SU'MMARY OF COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES 

The July 1997 Proposed Plan, which identified EPA's and NYSDEC's preferred remedy 
and the basis for that preference, and remedial investigation and feasibility study (RIIFS) 
reports were made available to the public in the administrative record file at the EPA 
Superfund Records Center in the Region II New York City office and at the Sidney 
Memorial Public Library. The notice of availability for these documents was published in 
the Binghamton Press & Sun Bulletin on July 28, 1997. The public comment period was 
held from July 28, 1997 through August 26, 1997 to give interested parties the opportunity 
to comment on the Proposed Plan. On August 13, 1997, a public meeting was held at the 
Sidney Civic Center to inform local officials and interested citizens about the Superfund 
process, to review current and planned remedial activities at the site, to receive and 
discuss comments on the Proposed Plan, and to respond to questions from area residents 
and other interested parties. Approximately 40 people, consisting of local businessmen, 
residents, representatives of the media, the potentially responsible parties and their 
contractor, and state and local government officials, attended the public meeting. 

OVERVIEW 

The preferred remedy includes, among other things, excavatingldredging of contaminated 
soil and sediment, consolidating, installing a landfill cap, on-site and/or off-site disposal, 
constructing a disposal cell, and extracting contaminated groundwater followed by air- 
stripping, activated carbon, and discharge to surface water. While the majority of the 
public in attendance at the public meeting accepted the preferred remedy, a petition 
signed by 18 individuals requesting the complete excavation and off-site disposal of the 
8-acre landfill was mailed to EPA. 



SUMMARY OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

The following correspondence (see Appendix V-a) was received during the public 
comment period: 

rn Letter to Young S. Chang, dated August 12, 1997, from John A. Spiuiri, Sr., Esq., 
. . P.A. 

e 

Petition, dated August 25, 1997, from Tianaderha Alliance. 

. Letter to Young S. Chang, dated July 17, 1997, from Patrick R. McElligott, 
Tianaderha Alliance. 

. Letter to Young Chang, dated July 22, 1997, from Patrick R. McElligott, Tianaderha 
Alliance 

Letter to Young S. Chang, dated August 25, 1997, from Karen L. Radner, the City 
of New York Department of Environmental Protection. 

Letter to Young Chang, dated August 25, 1997, from S. K. Sen Gupta, Ph.D. 

E-mail to Young Chang, dated August 26, 1997, from Edward Szymkowiak, 
Delaware County E-Mail News. 

A summary of the comments contained in the above letters and the comments provided 
at the August 13,1997 public meeting, as well as EPA's and NYSDEC's response to those 
comments, follows. 

Gmundwa ter Remediation 

Comment #I: Alternative 3A states that the contaminated overburden and 
weathered bedrock groundwater exceeding the federal and state 
Maximum Contaminant Levels will be extracted in the North Area by 
extraction wells and in the South Area by installation of a 
downgradient interceptor trench. Please explain why these two 
methods are being used to address the groundwater contamination 
in the two different areas of the site. 

Response #I : Groundwater contamination in the North Area is restricted to a 
localized hot spot, which can be efficiently removed with extraction 
wells. In the South Area, because the contaminated groundwater is 
in both overburden and bedrock aquifers and because the plume is 
much more expansive, a downgradient interceptor trench keyed into 
the bedrock will be more effective in capturing the contaminated 



groundwater than a series of extraction wells. 

Comment #2: Are the contaminants in the groundwater in the North Area 
attributable to the Sidney Landfill, which is located directly across the 
road from the North Area of the Richardson Hill Road Landfill site? 

Response #2: Based upon the presence of two disposal trenches, surface and 
subsurface soil contamination, and surface debris in the North Area 
and higher concentrations of groundwater contamination in this area 
than in a monitoring well between the North Area and the Sidney 
Landfill, EPA believes that this groundwater contamination is 
attributable to disposal activities in the North Area, not the Sidney 
Landfi l I. 

Site Cleanup 

Comment #3: The cleanup of the site should include the elimination of all PCBs, 
volatile organic compounds (VOCs), and metal contamination. The 
remediation of the site should begin immediately. 

Response #3: To eliminate all of the PCBs, VOCs, and metals at the site would 
require the complete excavation and off-site disposal of the 8-acre 
landfill's contents. This action, while technically feasible, would 
consume a cdnsiderable amount of limited off-site disposal facility 
capacity at a substantial cost, yet would provide only a marginal 
increase in protectiveness, as compared to the selected remedy. 

The source containment portion of the selected remedy is consistent 
with EPA's Presumptive Remedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill 
Sites', which calls for a landfill cap, measures to control landfill 
leachate, source area groundwater control to contain the plume, and 
institutional controls to supplement engineering controls. 

The selected remedy, which includes excavating the contaminated 
waste material and NYSDEC's Soil Cleanup Objectives2 in the North 

1 EPA Publication 9203.l-O2l, SACM Bulletins, Presumptive R e d e s  for Municipal Landlill 
Sites, April 1992, Vol. 1, No. 1, and February 1993, Vol. 2, No.1, SACM Bulletin Presump 
tive Remedies, August 1992, Vol.1, No. 3. and EPA Directive No. 9355.0-49FS, Presump 
tive Remedy for CERCLA Municipal Landlill Sites, September 1 993. 

2 NYSDEC's soil cleanup objectives are specified in NYSDEC Technical Administrative 
Guidance Memorandum No. 94-HWR4046. 



and South Areas (other than the landfill) and excavating and 
disposing off-site the heavily-contaminated PCB soils in the area to . 

be capped (primarily, in the vicinity of the former waste oil disposal 
pit), will be fully protective of public health and the environment. 
Excavated contaminated soils will either be disposed of in the existing 
landfill, a newly constructed on-site disposal cell, or an off-site facility, 
depending upon how contaminated the soils are. The selected 
remedy also includes capping the landfill and extracting and treating 
contaminated groundwater. 

It is EPA's intention to remediate the site as quickly as possible. 
Once the remedy is selected, EPA will commence negotiations 
related to the performance of the remedial design (RD) and 
construction of the selected remedy with the potentially responsible 
parties (PRPs). Should these negotiations result in a settlement, the 
PRPs will perform the RD. If the negotiations do not result in a 
settlement, EPA can order the PRPs to undertake the work. After the 
RD is completed, remedial construction can begin. It is anticipated 
that remedial construction will commence in the summer of 1999 or 
the spring of 2000. 

Comment #4: Since EPA does not propose complete excavation of the 
contamination, it appears that EPA is more concerned about the 
interests of the PRPs (i.e., saving them money) than the interests of 
the people of Sidney Center. 

Response #4: Not selecting complete excavation and off-site disposal of the entire 
landfill contents is not motivated by a desire to save the PRPs money. 
Cost was only one of the nine criteria that was considered in the 
evaluation of the various alternatives. Under the Superfund 
regulations, EPA is required to consider eight other evaluation 
criteria.. The' primary criteria are the ability of the various remedial 
alternatives to protect human health and the environment and 
compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements. 
Other factors that are considered include long-term effectiveness and 
permanence, reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through 
treatment, short-term effectiveness, implementability, state 
acceptance, and community acceptance. 

The selected remedy is protective of public health and the 
environment, is consistent with landfill closure requirements applied 
to municipal landfills in the State of New York, and is consistent with 
EPA's Presumptive Remedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites (a  



Comment #5: 

landfill cap, measures to con'trol landfill leachate, source area 
groundwater control to contain the plume, and institutional controls to 
supplement engineering controls). 

What has been done at this site since it was listed on the Superfund 
National Priorities List? Why has the RIIFS taken so long to 
complete. 

Response #5: The site was listed on the National Priorities List on July 1, 1987. On 
July 22, 1987, EPA entered into an Administrative Order on Consent ' 

(AOC) with the PRPs, requiring them to perform an RIIFS to 
determine the nature and extent of the contamination at and 
emanating from the site and to identify and evaluate remedial 
alternatives. 

After property access agreements were obtained in September 1988, 
site investigative work commenced. This work, which included the 
sampling of on- and off-site soil, surface water, and groundwater was 
completed in June 1991. Because the extent of the site-related 
groundwater contamination was found to be much more expansive 
than originally thought, EPA determined that additional groundwater 
monitoring wells needed to be installed and sampled to better 
quantify the horizontal and vertical extent of the groundwater 
contamination. 

In 1993, while the final phase of the RI was being conducted, a fish 
kill in South Pond attributable to the seep of contaminants from the 
former waste oil disposal pit prompted €PA to issue an AOC and a 
Unilateral Administrative Order (UAO) to the PRPs. The work 
performed pursuant to these orders included the excavation of 
approximately 2,200 cubic yards of contaminated sediments from 
South Pond (the excavated sediments are being temporarily stored 
on-site in lined storage cells), the installation of seep interceptor 
collection basins upgradient of South Pond, and a sediment trap 
weir system at the outlet of South Pond to prevent the downstream 
migration of contaminated sediments, and the installation and 
maintenance of water supply treatment systems on two contaminated 
private wells. 

During this effort, the RI was further delayed because of the need to 
reassess the extent of the contamination in light of the release of 
contaminants from the former waste oil disposal pit and the 
contaminated sediment excavation work. As part of this effort, 



successive rounds of sediment sampling were undertaken to 
characterize the downstream migration of site-related contaminants. 
This effort was completed in summer of 1996. 

Following the completion of an RI report, risk assessment, and FS 
report, EPA prepared a Proposed Plan and released all of these 
documents for public review in July 1997. 

Comment #6: A well defined post-closure monitoring plan should be implemented 
for both surface and groundwater routes to determine how far the 
landfillderived water quality impacts extend. 

Response #6: A plan for the long-term monitoring of the groundwater, surface water, 
fish, and sediments will be prepared as part of the remedial design. 

Comment #7: What is the purpose of the landfill cap and what is involved in 
capping the landfill? 

Response #7: Capping the landfill will prevent direct contact with the wastes and 
leachate seeps and will eliminate the infiltration of rainwater into the 
waste disposal area (which will significantly reduce the leaching of 
contaminants to the groundwater). 

Before the construction of the landfill cap, test pits will be excavated 
to determine the actual limits of the waste disposal area. Fo(lowing 
the consolidation of the excavatedldredged waste materials, soil, and 
sediments with PCB concentrations less than 50 mgkg onto the 
existing lancffill, the landfill will be regraded and compacted to provide 
a stable foundation for placement of the various layers of the cap and 
to provide rapid runoff of rainwater. Since decomposing wastes 
produce methane gas, a gas-venting layer will be installed. A 40-mil 
plastic cap, which will be thermally seamed so that it's a continuous 
sheet, will then be installed over the entire waste area. Vents will be 
installed through the cap into the gas-venting layer. On top of the 
cap, a drainage layer will be installed so that precipitation that does 
not run off the surface can drain off the cap. On top of this, six inches 
of top soil will be placed to support grass, which will be mowed and 
maintained. The grass prevents erosion of the surface of the cap and 
draws moisture out of the cap. 



Public Health Concerns 

Comment #8: 

desponse #8: 

Comment #9: 

Response #9: 

Comment #lo: 

Response #lo: 

Comment #11: 

Response # I  1 : 

Comment #12: 

After the remedial action is completed, who will test the water at the 
homes with the water treatment systems? 

Under the terms of an AOC with EPA, the PRPs are responsible for 
maintaining the water treatment systems on the two private wells. 
Since the two impacted private wells with the treatment systems are 
only used intermittently (the residents are not present year-round), 
the PRPs test the water after the treatment system is turned on after 
a period of inactivity. The PRPs will continue to test the water until the 
groundwater meets state and federal drinking water standards. 

Is it safe to eat deer and turkey caught on or near the site? 

Since deer and turkey eat only vegetation and because they have 
large feeding areas, it's unlikely that they would obtain most of their 
food from contaminated areas of the landfill. Since the levels of site- 
related contaminants in their tissues should be low, EPA believes that 
it is safe to eat these wildlife. 

One resident who lives northwest of the site inquired whether there 
was any danger of their well becoming contaminated. 

The groundwater from this site moves southeast toward South Pond. 
Therefore, the subject well would not be contaminated by the site. 

A resident raised a concern about two small ponds on her property. 

Since the ponds had never been sampled, on September 1 1, 1 997, 
the New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) sampled the 
surface water and sediments in the ponds. NYSDOH will inform the 
resident of the results of the sampling once they become available 
in October 1997. Should contaminated sediments be present, the 
need to take remedial action will be evaluated. 

A commenter voiced concern that the Sidney Center reservoir was 
closed twenty-five years ago because of the contamination from the 
site. 



Response #12: According to NYSDOH, the reservoir was closed because of high 
bacterial levels, not becsiuse of contamination from the site. 

Comment #13: Several residents expressed concern that their drinking wells have 
not been sampled on a routine basis. 

Response #13: In 1985, NYSDOH sampled all operating private wells that were 
located in the vicinity of the site as a baseline. At that time, two wells 
were found to have contamination. Since the two impacted private 
wells were only used intermittently (the residents were not present 
year-round), they were subsequently provided with bottled water by 
the PRPs. In 1993, at EPA's request, the PRPs installed water 
treatment systems at both of the homes. 

Although private wells in the area were subsequently sampled, but 
not on a routine basis, several monitoring wells were installed 
upgradient of private wells in the path of the contaminated 
groundwater flow to serve as early warning indicators. 

In July 1997, .NYSDOH discovered contamination in a private well 
that was not previously sampled because it was not being utilized. (It 
was sampled at this time because the resident wanted to start using 
this well.) The PRPs are currently providing bottled water to the 
residence and are presently designing a treatment system for the 
well. 

In response to requests made at the August 13, 1997 public meeting, 
on September 11, 1997, NYSDOH sampled three residential wells 
located near the well where contamination was detected in July. 
NYSDOH also sampled one residential well downgradient of the site, 
which previously had shown high levels of lead (unrelated to the site). 
The water in each of the three wells was found to be within the New 
York State's drinking water standards; the downgradient residential 
well, however, was contaminated with VOCs3. The PRPs offered 
bottled water to the people living in the residence with the 
contaminated well. They, however, declined to accept the bottle 
water and are presently obtaining water from a neighbor. EPA and 
the PRPs are currently assessing what long-term measures should be 
taken to provide potable water to this residence. 

- 

3 The sample was analyzed for lead; the laboratory resutts are not currently available. 

v-8 



Comment #14: Who is liable for the health damage that has already been done to 
local residents from exposure to contamination from the site since 
1964 (when waste disposal activities commenced at the site)? The 
remediation of the site should provide full coverage for health 
problems relating to exposure to site contaminants. 

Response #14: The purpose of Superfund actions is to protect public health and the 
environment from current and future exposure to hazardous 
substances. There is no provision in the Superfund statute for 
providing monetary compensation for health problems relating to past 
exposure to site contaminants. 

NYSDOH has indicated that they looked for cancer clusters and 
unusual health problems in this area and did not find any. There are, 
however, a few residents that were exposed to site-related 
groundwater contamination before they were provided with bottled 
water and treatment units were installed on their wells. Residents 
who were exposed to site-related VOCs in their drinking water will be 
considered for inclusion in NYSDOH's VOC Registry. Residents of 
eligible households will be contacted by NYSDOH to obtain detailed 

' information on water use and health history. . 

Propedy-Rela fed Concerns 

Comment #AS: The remediation of the site should provide for compensation of 
homeowners for property value losses. 

Response #l5: There is no provision in the Superfund statute for providing 
compensation for loss of property value. Once the site is remediated, 
any property value losses should be minimized. 

Comment #16: Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) funding should be 
utilized to buy out the Richardson Hill Road area landowners wishing 
to sell their land. 

Response #16: ' For FEMA relocation funds to be utilized, there must be an 
unacceptable heath threat posed to the residents if they continue to 
live in their homes. With the provision of bottled water and the 
installation and maintenance of water treatment systems on 
contaminated private wells, area residents are not at risk by 
continuing'to live in their homes, since exposure to the contaminated 
groundwater has been eliminated. Therefore, it would not be 



appropriate to use FEMA monies to buy Richardson Hill Road area 
properties. 

Comment #17: Once the work is complete at the site, will the residents get a 
certificate saying the whole area around us is clean so that they can 
sell their land? 

Response #17: The groundwater remediation portion of the work may take 30 or more 
years to complete. However, once the landfill has been capped and 
the groundwater extraction and treatment systems are in place, upon 
request, EPA can issue a letter indicating that the source control 
measures in combination with the groundwater remedy and 
institutional controls (related to the placement of restrictions on the 
installation and use of groundwater wells at the site) are protective of 
public health and the environment. 

Eitent o f  Contamination 

Comment #18: How deep is the soil contamination? 

Response #18: The deepest soil contamination was found at approximately 15 feet 
deep. 

Comment #19: What is the estimated total volume if all contaminated areas, 
including the landfill were excavated? What is the total volume of the 
medium to high range contamination (PCB contamination of 50 mglkg 
and over)? What is the estimated cleanup cost to excavate all 
contaminated areas (including the landfill) and take it off-site? 

Response #19: The rough estimated volume of excavating all contaminated areas, 
including the landfill, is 155,700 cubic yards. Approximately 9,200 
truck loads would be required to transport the excavated materials 
off-site. For just the medium and high range PCB-contaminated soils, 
the total estimated volume is 7,200 cubic yards (approximately 425 
truck loads). 

The estimated cost for excavating all contaminated areas is $55 
million. Adding in the cost of groundwater extraction and treatment, 
the estimated present-worth cost for this remedy would be $61 , 
million. 



Comment #20: Drums were present on the site. Weren't hazardous substances 
disposed of at the site in the drums? 

Response #20: There is no indication that drums were buried at the site and no 
drums related to hazardous waste disposal activities were found on 
the site. During the RI and the removal actions, drums were used to 
temporarily store monitoring well soil cuttings, development water, 
spill absorbent pads and booms, glassware, and personal protective 
equipment worn by on-site workers. After the completion of the RI, 
these drums were taken off-site and disposed of properly. 

Comment #21: What will be done with the fomer waste oil disposal pit that is located 
on the landfill? 

Response #21: Contaminated oils were disposed of in the 25 ft. wide by 105 ft. long 
by 14 ft. deep former waste oil disposal pit located on the landfill. 
Samples collected from the former waste oil disposal pit in 1990 
indicated significant levels of PCBs. After contaminated oils from 
the fomer waste oil disposal pit seeped out and contaminated South 
Pond sediments (requiring the excavation of a significant volume of 
contaminated sediments), samples collected in the former waste oil 
disposal pit showed a substantial reduction in contaminant levels. 
Since it appears that the bulk of the contents of the former waste oil 
disposal pit have seeped out, it will be capped with the rest of the 
landfill. However, prior to capping, any soils with PCB concentrations 
which equal or exceed 500 mgkg in this area (i.e., those soils which 
pose a principal threat) will be excavated and sent off-site for 
treatmentldisposal. 



APPENDIX V-a 

RESPONSrVENESS 
SUMMARY 

.. 
Letters Submitted During the Public Comrzient Period 



August 12, 1997 

-. . . - 
- LAW OFFICES OF John A. Spizziri, Sr., Esq. PA. 

. . 

"A Professional Corporation" 

Young S. Chang, Project Manager 
Central New York Remediation Sec.' 
Emergency and Remedial Response Div. 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadwab 20th Floor . 
New Yo& NY 10007-1 866 

RE: Richardson Hill Road Landfill Site 

Dear Mr. Chang: 

I am a propew owner in Sidney Center, New York on Richardson Hill 
Road and directly affected by the Superfhd Proposed Plan for the 
Richardson Hill Road ~ h d f i l l  Site. 

At the outset I wish to correct certain rni&nformation contained in your site 
background description with specific reference to the site history. The site 
history indicates that in " 1969 and 1970 the properties comprising the 
North Area were sold to John Spizziri, Jr.. In 1972 these properties were - 
transferred to John Spizziri, Sr." Please note that this is incorrect. In 1969 
I purchased said lands and premises with my former spouse Sandrz S. 
Spizziri. In 1972 these properties were convey-ed by Deed, signed by both 
she and I to myself and then new spouse. I think this important to the site 
history that this be rectified in your records, if you will refer to the Deeds : 
of Conveyance you will note there is no reference to a7ohn Spizziri, Jr. in 
the 1969 Deed whatsoever. 

Wrth respect to the balance of the remedial investigation summary, I am . 

unfortunately unable to attend the hearing on August 13, 1997 in the 
Sidney Civic Center in Sidney, New York since I am a resident of New 
Jersey and as a practicing attorney, will be engaged in Court on the 13th 
thereby precluding me fiom attending. However I wish to make the 
following comments: 



Page 2 
August 12, 1997 
Young S. Chang 

I have thoroughly read and believe I understand what is contained in the 
summary of remedial alternatives. With respect to the preferred 
alternative, Alternative 3 4  it states that the contaminated overburden and 
weathered bedrock interface groundwater exceeding the federal and state '. 
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) in the North and South Areas 

' 

would be accomplished by the installation of a downgradient interceptor 
trench keyed into the top of the bedrock in the South Area and vertical , 

overburden and bedrock extraction wells in the North Area. I do not 
understand what this means and how this is to be accomplished, since the 
Richardson fill Road Land? is south of the north area. 

I assume when I read Alternative 2 that the alternative proposed would not 
only take care of the contamination in the Richardson Hill Road Landfill 
Site, but also in the North as delineated on Figure 1 Site Location Map, 
which is my property. In essence what is being proposed here is a remedial 
alternative, including not only the Richardson Hill Road Landfill Site, 
which is south of my home in the South Area, but also the North Area , 

which is on my property and north of my home. 

I also wish to know whether or not the wetlands impacted by any remedial 
activities would be restored in ~lternative 3A as it would be in.Ahernative 
2. 

I also wish you to respond as to the effect of Alternative 3A with respect to 
the North Area without a remediation plan with respect to the Sidney 
Landfill, which is directly across the road fiom the North Area and which 
contaminants seem to leach from and onto my property in the North Area. 

Looking forward to a prompt response to these questions. 

Very truly yours, 



TIANADERHA ALLIANCE 

Young Chang 
USEPA 
,290 Broadway 
20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

re:Richardson Hill 

. 
 ear Ms. Chang: 

I am writing as a follow-up to o'ur. 8-21 telephone 

conversation. You stated that you believe the residents 

of Richardson Hill in Sidney Center voiced support for 

the.$PA proposals at the 8-13 meeting in Sidney; Enclosed 

please find two newspaper articles, (Binghamton Press & 

Sun-Bulletin, and Oneonta Daily Star),which report-on'the 

meeting. These articles clearly show that to the contrary, 

the EPA has no support from area residents.. 

It seems that Allied does support your proposai. I 

think that it is important for the EPA to distinguish 

the difference between local residents and Allied. Please 

recognize that Allied is looking out for its own interests, 

and not for Sidney Center's. And, that Allied does not 

speak for our community. 

I have been looking through the 15 volume, 200,006- 

page report that the EPA sent to the Sidney Library. I 

RR# 1 BOX 250-D Mount Upton, NY 13809 



TIANADERHA ALLIANCE 

Young S. Chang, Projest Manager 
Central New York Remediation Section 
Emergency and Remedial Response Division 
USEPA 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

- - 
Re; Richardson Hill Dump Site 

Dear Ms. Chang: 

I am writing in regard to the on-going controversy 

con&rning the proposed 8tclean-up*1 of the Richardson 

Hill toxic waste dump site in Sidney Center, NY. It was 

apparent at the 8-13 meeting in Sidney that none of'the 

EPAts six options were acceptable to area residents. Hence, 

it is necessary for you to consider Alternative 7, a complete - 
clean-up of the entire site. 

I note that your six options ranged from "do nothing," 

to various partial cleanings. However, your panel 'said that, 

due to cost, a complete. clean-up was noe being considered. 

. .. 
Still, we strongly believe that Alternative 7 is the 

only acceptable.option. We have contacted the Natural Resources 

Defense Fund for help.0ur contacts at this time are David 

BOX 250-D #Mount Upton.-NY 



.. Gorden from the River Keeper, and Robert ~ e ~ ~ e d ~ , J r . ,  

from Pace Law School. 

We are.requesting a copy of 1.10 (pg. 100556)r the 
, - Endangerment/Risk ~ssessments, per the Wildlife Kill 

Investigation from Richardson Hill. 

Further, I am requesting your estimate of the cost of ' . 
Alternative 7, the removal of all PCP and VOC c ~ n ~ a m i n a t e d  

soils. 

Finally, I am requesting-documents concerning the 

responsible par'ty,-(~endix-~llied~~mphenol), and their 

willingness or unwillingness to pay for this clean-up.. 

I cannot-stress the importance of the health concerns 

of the people residing near the Richardson Hill and related 

toxic dump sites in the Sidney area. I find it curious that 

this most important component remains unaddressed by the 
-/ 

EPA or NYSDOH. I suggest that you reconsider this as part 

of the clean-up. , -  

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Patrick R. McEll'go t 0 
cc: Chief Paul Waterman; Onondaga Nation 

David Goren, River Keeper 
Robert Kennedy, Jr., Pace Law School 



find it curious that there is not a single paragraph, much 

less a page,.that voices the very real concerns of the 

local residents. What is evident is that the entire dialogue 

is'between the EPA, DEC, DOH, and Allied. 

. - 

As we discussed,.I do not presently live in Sidney 

Center. I did for a decade. My two sons were born there. 

They go to school there, and have family and friends in 

Sidney Center. I founded the hamletg's historical society, . . 
was president of the school~s PTA, and still speakLto their 

classes about local history. 

Sidney center was this countriesg "western frontn at 

the time of the RevDlutionaryWWar. Local residents were 

involved in the' Anti-Rent War in the mid-1800s. They served 

their country in W1, WW2, and Korea. And, in the Vietnam 

War, this tiny hamlet, with a population of under 500, lost 

8 sons.' And so, while Sidney - Center is representative of 

every small community, it does have its own, unique history. 

Sidney Center has been a typical farming community. 

Some. of the f'amilies from Richardson -Hill have been.. there 

for generations. However, as small farms went out of buisness, 

people from NYC, Long Island, and New Jersey bought property . - 

here for summer and retirement homes. This is why there have 

been two distict "neighborhood" groups concerned with the 

five toxic waste dump sites on Richardson Hill. 

It is unfortunate that, in the past, the two groups did 

not enjoy good communication; Ho,wever, today, they do. They . 

recognize that they have common interests, and common- goals. 

They want to havethe poison cleaned out of theirneighbor- 

hood. They do not want to live with PCB, VOC, or other 

industrial pol.lutants in their land, water, or air. They 

;ant their health concerns addressed; not ignored. And they 

want to be compensated for the loses in value of their homes . 

and properties. 



Both groups are convinced that neither Alliednor the 

EPA represents their best interests. How could they feel 

otherwise? How could'they trust Allied, when the industry 

claims that it stopped dumping on Richardson Hill in 1969, 

when they know the industry continued to illegally dump 

there until 1974 ? 

The EPA uses a "do nothingw policy as a baseline for 

proposed options, yet fails to consider a total clean-up, 

because "it is too expensive." Think about that. Is it 

evident why residents are convinced the EPA is representing 

Allied, at the expense of the people of Sidney Center? 

At the 8-13 meeting, Richard Weintrap asked about a 

document missing from your 15 volume report. But, in a 

phone conversation on 8-20, he was told that there was no 

record of his request. Can you-see why residents are concerned 

that their voices are not being heard? 
. . 

Y 

More and more, this inability of government-and buisness 

to hear the voices of people such as.the Richardson Hill 

residents has resulted in our looking for leadership in 

other directions. Hence, we are looking to the original 
.' .. 

people from this land to represent our interests. The - . '  

. 
Onondaga Nation, which is part of the ~a~denosaunee, or 

Six Nations Iroquois Confederacy, once lived here..Chief 

Paul Waterman, who is a Wisdom Keeper on the Grand Council 

of Chief s f  advises our alliance of enviromentally concerned 

groups along the Susquehanna and Delaware Rivers. . ., 

You stated that if we oppose your plan, it will hold- 

up any clean-up for perhaps years. While I am certain you 

were saying this out of a shared concern that action needs 

to be taken very sdon, I hope you can appreciate how from 

our positionfit sounds like a threat. "Agree with me, or 

else," is a type of hold-up in itself. 



But why hold work up? Indeed, don't we all agree that 

immediate action is needed? Isn't it clear that the . 

inexcusable delays have only resulted in the contaminants 

doing more extensive damage? 

, The only question is, how far do clean-up efforts go? 

How diligent are we going to be in insuring this illegal 

and life-threatening pollution will be removed? 

From our conversation, I am convinced that you as an 

individual are sincere in wanting to understand our concerns. 

I hope this letter is helpful. I am also enclosing another 

article, "In the Name of the Father," which I hope is of 

use to you. Let d know if it is. 

.Yes, please do come to see US, in a more informal 

setting. We would welcome that. 

Sincerely, 

Patrick R. 

R R # 1  ' BOX 250-D 

Mt. Upton, NY 13.809 

cc: Chief Paul Waterman 
David Gorden 

. Robert Kennedy, Jr. 
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TIANADERHA ALLIANCE 

Wer the undersigned, believe that the EPA'S cleaniup option 
for the Richardson Hill toxic dump site needs to include 
the following: (1 )  planning to eliminate all PCB, VOC, and 
metal contamination; (2) full coverage for health problems 
relating to'exposure to the toxic dumps; (3) compensation 
for the loss-of investments for land and home owners; ( 4 )  
coordination of a similar clean-up of the Sidney land fill; 
( 5 )  immediate action. 

.. - 

Name - q - ~ddre'ss 





IWE Cm OF NEW Yorur D s ~ m  OF E ~ ~ R O N M ~ ~ A L  PROTECTION 
JOEL A. MIELE, S R, P.E. Commissiomr 

PHONE (914) 6574972 
FAX (914) 6574976 

WllJ.lNl N. m I U K ,  P.E.,Ph.D. 
D e p w  Commissioner 

Bureau of Water Supply, 
Qual i  and Protection 

August 25, 1997 

Young S. Chang, Project Manager , 
Central New York Remediation Section 
Emergency and Remedial Response Division 
United States Environniental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20" Floor 
New York NY 10007- 1 866 

. =. 

Re: Richardson Hill Road Landfill 
(T) Sidney, Delaware County 
NYCDEP Log # 3685 

Dear Ms. Chang: - 

Enclosed please find the New York City ~ e ~ k e n t  of Environmental Protection's (DEP's) 
commentJjon the United States Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA's)'proposed cleanup 
plan fbr the remaining contamination located at the Richardson Hill Landfill Federal Superfund 
site located in Sidney, New York. - . . 

. . 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. We look forward to having the opportunity 
to comment on the upcoming Remedial Work Plan and associated project spedcations, the . . .. 
Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, in addition to the Stormwater Plan. If you have any 
questions, please feel fiee to contact me at (914) 657-5770. Please keep the City apprised of any 
and all developments in this matter. 

Au/s. &&(. 

t 

Karen L. Radner .&" 
I Project Manager *. ,. . ... . . 

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

cc: DrakJRider 
WestlBaxter 

WOH Enaineen'nn Section, P.O. Box 370. Shokan. New York 1248 1 



THE C r n  OF Nm YORK DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION P=P jOEL IWLE, SR., r.r Commissioner - 
WllLlAM N. STAflUK, P.E.,Ph.D. 
Deputy Commissioner . 

PHONE (914) 657-6972 
FAX (914) 657-6976 

Richardson Hill Road 
Town of Sidney, Delaware County 

NYCDEP Commenb on Superfund Proposed Plan - 
August 25,1997 

Bureau of Water Supply, 
Quality ;nd Protection 

- 

New York Ciq Department of Environmental Protection P E P )  has reviewed the remedy 
descriied in the July 1997 S u p e ~ d  ProposedPlan for the Richardson Hill Road Landfill Site, in 
addition to attending the August 13, 1997 public information meeting at the Sidney Civic Center. 

Herrick Hollow Creek and South Pond, in addition to its downstream floodplain are in close 
'proximity to the Cannonsville Reservoir. These three areas have been found to contain both PCB 
and VOC contamination Therefore, DEP's main concern is the ultimate removal, containment, 

' 

and remediation of these surface waters and sediments that contribute to the drinking water 
supply ofNew York City. * 

Y 

Ofthe proposed alternatives, DEP agrees that Alternative 3 4  which was also chosen by EPA and 
f NYSDEC seems to be the preferred alternative, as a remedy for site cleanup/remediation. In 

addition, the following should also be implemented as part of those proposed activities outlined in 
this July 1997 Plan: 

. . 
+ During the above excavation and consolidation efforts of the contaminated waste material 

and any soil exceeding TAGM limits fiom these areas of concern, including the 
excavatedldredged sediments fiom the South pond and other downstream areas, efforts 
should also be taken to install a leachate collection system. 

The innallation of a reliable leachate collection system, installed within the wastemass 
and not necessarily "a shallow system keyed into the top of bedrock" as discussed in the 
proposed plan, will further ensure the interception and containment of leachate for proper - 
off-site disposal in conjunction with the already proposed interceptor french 

+ During the construction phase of this plan, all erosion and sediment control practices 
should be developed utilizing the standards and specifications in the "New Y& . This Erosionce looks forward to 
commenting on the sediment and erosion control plan for this project. DEP staff are 
available, upon request, to provide assistance in reviewing the proposed erosion and 
sediment cokrol plan or to conduct on-site inspections. 



4 Any leachate seeps that are evident, should be addressed by field 1-g and 
documentation by mapping and then remediated by pumping and treatiag or by the 

. implementation of another EPA approved technology. 

4 A well defined post-closuie monitoring plan should be implemented fbr both surface and 
groundwater routes to ensure and determine how far the landfill-derived water quality 
impacts extend. 

- WOH Engineering W o n ,  P.O. Box 370, Shokan, New York 1248 I 



. ' e~se(nowr3. R T ~ ~ B L ~ B M ~ M J .  PN 0.c v u k  u 
C. Eng: ,  M .  I .  necti.'Y. (K.K.') - B o v i n a  Center, N Y  1 3 7 4  

( 607)832'-448O 
Member of the American Society of 

MECHANICAL ENGINEERS 

M s .  Young Chang 
Pro.iect Manager, US EPA 
290 Eroadway, FLOOR 20 
New Y ork ? New York 10007 

RICHARDSON HILL : THE 'LOVE -CANAL' GF 

August 25, 1997 

DELAWARE COUNTY 

Dear Ms. Chang: 

Thank YOU +o r  your telephone c a l l  o f  today. H&e are  my 
w r i t t e n  comments f o l l o w i n g  t h e  EPA Pub1 i c  Hearing, he ld  on 
duqust 13. 1997. The ' o r i s i n a l  ' i s  i n  mail  - . . 

Accord ing- to  h i s t o r i c a l  in fo rmat ion ,  many many years ago 
Pendix , Perry  She1 t on ' s  former emorover, merqed w i t h ,  A1 1 i e d  ' 

r .  

Signal 5. SubseouentJ y , Amphenol broke o f f  f rom A1 1 i e d  - 
Siqnals and became an independent company. . 

L 

The o r i g i n a l  tw  dum~s  were owned 'and operated. by . 
Devere Rosa under con t rac t  w i t h - t h e  TOWN OF SIDNEY. The .- 
t o x i c  mater ia l  was ca r ted  away by Rosa from tiendix and 
deposited i n  t h e  dumps. Althcuqh i n  theory  n o t  respons ib le  
f o r  dumping, Gm~henol,. accented respons ib i l  t v  f o r  ' t he  
c l  ean-UD and accord inq t o  a v k i l  abl e i n fo rmat ion  t he  ~ompany- 
has a1 ways coooerated. They have c u r r e n t l y  asreed to .  pay 
$13 .q m i l  1 i on  + o r  t h e  30 year c l  ean-up p~oqram, proposed by  
t he  €PA. However. t h e  EPA program i s  inherent1 v 'f aul t y  . The 
who1 e idea seems t o  b a s i c a l l  y be t o  d i q  .uo. some po l  l.ut&d 

. . ea r th  and dump i t  on sornao?e ,el se 's  1 and ! . - - 
. . , - 

On Auqust 22. 1997, Ed Szynk~wiak  and.- 1, Gis i - t sd  the- .' , . 
Richardson ~ i i  1 a r e a  and saoke - to  1 o c r l  res idents .  Samuel - 
Smith. who was born  and brought up 1 o c a l l ~ ~ , ~ ' ~ t o l d ' u s  €hat  HIS 
WATER WAS LAST TESTED &BOUT 3 YEARS AGO! &.were a l s b  toJd  - 
t n a t  t h e  €PA had & I ~ w a ~ ~ d r a 9 g e d  i t s  ieef and. Governmemt ' , - . . 
f isencies $1 ways spoke t o  everyone e l  s e  excep t  t h e  l o c a l  - 
res idents .  Smfth t o l d  us  t h a t  2 years ago soms Government 
Agency drained a pond o n h i s - l a n d  and deposi ted t h e  p a l l u t e d  
water and e a r t h  i n  p l a s t i c  sheet's i n  trenches; r - few hundred 
yards away, on t h e -  h i ehe r  s l o ~ e s  .of t h e  hi1 1. over th* road:' - 
The seeoaqe- i s  su high1 y in f  l ammqbl e tRah' Smith h s - h e a r d  o f  
peoole 1 i g h t i n g  t h e - h i l l s i d ~ . w i t h  a nakrd=-torch. t t r ~ g g i i n g  . 
throuqh t h e  h e a v i l y  p o l l u t e d  marihy boqs and marshlandn'md - 
u nde rg r~w th  , a1 1 - THREE' o+ us insoected. the- 'dub-up;.~ pond. . . 
The oond had f i l l e d  up r s a i n  and  pith said 6hat:i-t became 
f u l l  w i t h i n  about two months m f  t h e  diggfng-up bpwation!, . - 

There was a 'metal dam'., ca&#taqeb' by sfonmr, wki'ch' was. 
heav i l  y corroded. Heavi l  v p o l  1 u t d  . ' o i l  y'  water, 'usad b$ ' 

m is ra to rv  b i r d s ,  was t r i c k 1  i n 4  towards Trout  Creek.'on i t s  
way t o  t h e  Cannonsvi l le  Fteservoir. The h i l l s i d e  was-&t ied  
w i th  s tee l  tubes: r es i den t s  wer.e unaware whether they  were 
t o r  i nsoec t ion  ouruoses o r  no t .  
(Contd . I  

-*------ 



. RICHARDSON HILL 'DUMF' C - ., - August 25. 1997 ', 

Accord i ns  t o  Richard Mbrel v , a 5i.l year 1  on^ res iden t ,  
HIS WATER WAS LAST TESTED ABOUT 6 TO 8 YEARS AGO! Morelv 

. . ravs  t h a t  ~ r o p e r t y  p r i cee  have nosedived. He be l ieves  t h a t  
the  "Re~oons ib le  P a r t i e s "  should buy ou t  t h e i r  p r o ~ e r t i e s .  
Devere Rosa i s  now deceased: t h e  Town of  Sidney and i t s  
r e t i r i n q  Supervisor Walter Johnson don ' t  want t o  t s l k  about 
i t :  the,EPA i s  n o t  i n  t he  business of  buvins ou t  p rooer t i es :  
~m~henol'sresponsibilitvextendsonlv~uptopavin~ + o r t h e  ,. . 
clean-up Drogram. A p a r t  o f  theyarea i s  no t  i n  the.NYC 

.Watershed: so NYC w i l l  no t  be i n t e res ted  i n  buvins .out 
p rooe r t i es  i n  t h a t  regian.  I n  t h e  Watershed p o r t i o n ,  NYC can 
NOT buy HOUSES according t o  t h e  MOA. Some res i den t s  even 
have object ions,  -on  p r i n c i p l e s ,  t o  s e l l  i n s  ou t  t o  NYC. 
Morelv i s  now hol d i nq  requl  a r  meetinqs o f  t h e  1 ocal 

r e s i d e n t s  - t o  r ea l  i g e  h i s  goat. . . 
MY proposal i s  t h a t  t h e  Town o f  Sidney, Delaware County 

. board of Supervisors,  Assembl vman Crouch. NYS Senator Cook, , 

Consreesman boeh le r t .  US Senators Movnihan and D'amato 
should press f o r  t h e  EUYING OUT OF THE RICHfARDSON HILL AREA- 
PROPERTIES BY FEMA MONEY. A f t e r  t he  c l  ean-up o f  t h e  LOVE 
CANAL LAND OF DELAWARE COUNTY, i t  shoul d be r e s o l  d , w i t h .  
the  c u r r e n t  owners havinq t h e  FIRST OFTIONS t o  buy back. 

Thank you. , . . 

HC '69 Box 90C , Eovina Center, NY 13740 :: 607-832-4480 . 

*Member o f  t he  American Society  - o f  tlechanical Engineers 


	COVER
	DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION
	ROD FACT SHEET
	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	SECTION 1: SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION
	SECTON 2: SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES
	SECTION 3: HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION
	SECTION 4: SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT
	SECTION 5: SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS
	SECTION 6: SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS
	SECTION 7: REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES
	SECTION 8: DESCRIPTION OF REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES
	SECTION 9: SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES
	SECTION 10: SELECTED REMEDY
	SECTION 11: STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS
	SECTION 12: DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES
	APPENDIX 1 - FIGURES
	APPENDIX 2 - TABLES
	APPENDIX 3 - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
	APPENDIX 4 - STATE LETTER OF CONCURRENCE
	APPENDIX 5 - RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
	APPENDIX 5A - LETTERS SUBMITTED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

