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STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPCSE

This Record of Decision (ROD) docunents the U S. Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA s) selection of
the remedial action for the GCL Tie & Treating site in accordance with the requirements of the

Conpr ehensi ve Environnental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act of 1980, as anended (CERCLA), 42

U S.C. 889601-9675 and the National Ol and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CFR
Part 300. An administrative record for the site, established pursuant to the NCP, 40 CFR 300. 800,

contai ns the docunents that formthe basis for EPA's selection of the renedial action (see Appendix I11).

The New York State Departnent of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) has been consulted on the planned
remedi al action in accordance with section 121(f) of CERCLA, 42 U S.C. 89621(f), and concurs with the
sel ected renmedy (see Appendix V).

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe site, if not addressed by inplenmenting the
response action selected in this ROD, may present an inmnent and substantial public health, welfare, or
the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The selected renmedy pertains to the first of two operable units for the site and addresses the
contam nated soils and debris |ocated on the GCL property. The second operabl e unit addresses the
contamnation in the soils on the renmainder of the site (referred to as non-GCL property), as well as
contam nat ed groundwater, surface water, and surface water sedinents.

The naj or conponents of the sel ected remedy include:

. Excavati on and treatnent of approximately 36,100 cubic yards of contam nated soils and
debris (with the possible exception of wood debris as noted bel ow) on-site through a
thermal desorption process, the expected depth of excavation ranges from2 to 8 feet bel ow
grade, and will include excavation of non-native soils and debris |located bel ow the water
tabl e whi ch exceed heal t h-based cl eanup | evel s;

. Repl acenent of the treated soils (mxed with clean fill as necessary) to the excavated
areas, following by grading and revegetating; and

. Denmolition and off-site disposal of existing structures on the GCL property which are
ei ther contanminated or would interfere with the renediation of the GCL-property soils.

Resi dual waste fromthe treatnent process and excavation activities (e.q., wastewater collected during
dewat eri ng- operati ons or dense nonaqueous phase |iquids encountered during excavation) would be treated
on-site and/or disposed off-site at a facility permitted to handl e such wastes. As a conti ngency,
wood debris classified as nonhazardous under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) could al so
be di sposed off-site at a facility permtted to burn creosote-treated wood for energy generation. In
addition, EPA will recommend to | ocal agencies that institutional control measures be undertaken to
ensure that |and use of the property continues to be industrial/conmercial.



DECLARATI ON OF STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The sel ected renedy nmeets the requirenents for renmedial actions set forth in section 121 of CERCLA, 42

U S C 89621: (1) it is protective of human health and the environment; (2) it attains a |evel or
standard of control of the hazardous substances, pollutants and contaninants, which at |east attains the
legally applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents (ARARS) under federal and state laws; (3) it
is cost-effective; (4) it utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatnent (or resource recovery)
technol ogies to the nmaxi rumextent practicable; and (5) it satisfies the statutory preference for
renedies that enpty treatnent to reduce the toxicity, nobility, or volune of the hazar dous

subst ances, pollutants or contami nants at a site.

A five-year review of the renedial action pursuant to section 121(c) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C 89621(c), wll
not be necessary, because this remedy will not result in hazardous substances remai ning on-site above
heal th-| eased | evel s

/'s/ Jeanne M Fox Dat e
Regi onal Admi ni strat or
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SI TE NAME, LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

The GCL Tie and Treating site occupies approxi mately 60 acres in an industrial/comercial area in the
Village of Sidney, on the southwest side of Del aware County, New York (see Figure 1). The site includes
an inactive sawm ||l and wood-treating facility known as GCL Tie & Treating (the GCL property), and three
active, |ight-manufacturing conpanies |ocated on adjacent parcels of |and.

The site is bordered on the north by a railroad line. A warehouse and a nunicipal airport are located to
the north of the railroad line. Route 8 and Del aware Avenue delineate the eastern and southern borders
of the site, respectively. A drainage ditch and woodl and area |ie between Del aware Avenue and the site
The western portion of the property abuts a small inpoundment and wetlands area. The site eventually
drains via overland flow to the Susquehanna River, which is |ocated within one nile of the site. In
general, groundwater in the area flows in the north-northwesterly direction, toward the Susquehanna

Ri ver.

The GCL property enconpasses approxi mately 26 acres and includes four structures (see Figure 2). The
primary building housed the wood pressure treatnent operations including two treatnent vessels (50 feet
long by 7 feet in dianeter), an office, and a small |aboratory. Wod (nostly railroad-ties) and creosote
were introduced into the vessels which were subsequently pressurized in order to treat the wood. The
remai ning three structures housed a sawr || and storage space

Approxi mately 1,100 people are enployed in a nearby industrial area. About 5,000 people live within 2
mles of the site and depend on groundwater as their potable water supply. The nearest residential well
iswithin 0.5 nmle of the site. Two nunicipal wells, which supply the Village of Sidney w th potable
water, are located within 1.25 mles of the site. A shopping plaza consisting of fast-food restaurants
and several stores is |ocated approxi mately 300 feet south of the site. Qher facilities (i.e., a
hospital, public schools, senior citizen housing, and child care centers) are located within 2 mles of
the site.

SI TE H STORY AND ENFCRCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

According to an anal ysis of historical photographs conducted by the U S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) and accounts by local residents, wood-preserving activities at the site date as far back as the
1940 s.

The site first came to the attention of the New York State Departnent of Environnental Conservation
(NYSDEC) in 1986, after one of the pressure vessels used at the GCL facility nal functioned, causing a
rel ease of an estimated 30,000 gall ons of creosote. GCL representatives excavated the contani nated
surface soil and placed it in a nound; no further action was undertaken at the tine.

I n Septenber 1990, NYSDEC requested that EPA conduct a renoval assessment at the site to deternine
whether it was eligible for a response action pursuant to the Conprehensive Environmental Response,
Conpensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA). To assess conditions at the site, EPA conducted sanpling of
the GCL Tie and Treating facility in August 1990 and Cctober 1990, which conpl enented sanpling conducted
in Decenber 1989. The sanpling data and other infornation obtained during the assessnment process |ed EPA
to conclude that site conditions warranted the initiation of a Renmoval Action which was initiated by EPA
in March 1991

The renoval action activities included: site stabilization (e.g., runoff and dust control), delineation
of surface contam nation, installation of a chain-link fence, identification and di sposal of
containerized (e.g., tanks and druns) and uncontai nerized (e.g., wastes in sunps) hazardous wastes,
segregati on and stagi ng of approximately 6,000 cubic yards of contam nated soil and wood debris for

di sposal, and devel opnent of a pilot study to determne the effectiveness of conposting for

bi or enedi ati on of creosote-contam nated soils.

The site was proposed for inclusion on the National Priorities List (NPL) in February 1994 and was added
to the NPL in May 1994,



EPA has been conducting a search for Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs). EPA has identified one PRP
to date, and is investigating to deternine whether there nay be other PRPs. After EPA conpletes its
investigation, EPA plans to take appropriate enforcenent action to recover its response costs

pursuant to section 107(a) of CERCLA, 42 U S.C. §9607(a).

H GHLI GHTS OF COMMUNI TY PARTI Cl PATI ON

The Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) report and the Proposed Plan for the site were released to the public
for comrent on July 30, 1994. These docunents were nade available to the public in the

adm nistrative record file at the EPA Docket Roomin Region Il, NY and the information repository at the
Sidney Menorial Library in Sidney, NY. The notice of availability of the above-referenced docunent s
was published in the Tri-Town News and the Oneonta Daily Star on August 3, 1994 and August 5, 1994,
respectively. The public comment period on these docunments was held fromJuly 30, 1994 to August 29
1994.

On August 9, 1994, EPA and NYSDEC conducted a public neeting at the Gvic Center in Sidney, NY, to inform
local officials and interested citizens about the Superfund process, to review current and pl anned
renedial activities at the site, and to respond to any questions fromarea residents and ot her attendees.

Responses to the comments received at the public meeting and in witing during the public comrent period
are included in the Responsiveness Summary (see Appendix V).

SCCPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNI T

The GCL Tie & Treating site was selected as a pilot project for the Superfund Accel erated d eanup Mdel
(SACM initiative. Under this pilot, activities which would nornmally have been perforned

sequentially (e.g., site assessnent, NPL placenent, renoval assessnent) were perfornmed concurrently. In
June 1993, while attenpting to determine if the site would qualify for inclusion on the NPL, EPA
initiated a renedial investigation and feasibility study (R/FS) and FFS activities to delineate further
the nature and extent of contam nation at the site.

The remedi ati on of the GCL-property soils represents the first of
two pl anned operable units for the site, as described bel ow.

. Qperabl e unit 1 addresses only the contam nated soils on the GCL-property portion of the
site and is the focus of this docunent.

. Qperabl e unit 2 addresses the contam nation in the soils on the remainder of the site
(referred to as non-GCL property), and in the groundwater, surface water, and sedi ments at
the site. To assess the contanmination in these nedia and identify renedial alternatives,
EPA is conducting an RI/FS which is schedul ed for conpletion by the end of 1994.

SUMVARY CF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

A detail ed assessnment of the nature and extent of soil contamination on the GCL-property portion of the
site was perforned as part of the FFS. Approximately 200 trenches, ranging from2 to 14 feet in depth,
were excavated (see Figure 3). Soil sanples were collected fromthe trenches and anal yzed for organic
and inorgani c contam nants. The soil investigation focused on contam nants typically associated with the
creosot e wood- preserving process. These contam nants include nunerous pol yar onat i ¢ hydrocar bons
(PAHs), di benzofuran, carbazole, and phenol. Table 1 presents a summary of the contam nants nost
frequently detected as part of the FFS and renoval assessment investigations. Table 2 presents a

conpr ehensi ve summary of the contam nants detected at the site and their corresponding statistics.

Nat ure and Extent of Contam nation

The site investigati on data showed nunerous occurrences and high concentrati ons of PAHs in the



GCL-property soils. The locations with the highest-concentrati ons of contam nants corresponded to
areas in the vicinity of the former process building. Mxinmmconcentrations for the total PAHs were
general ly higher in the surface soils (up to 37,700 parts per mllion [ppn]), than in the subsurface
layers (971 ppm). Sone of the PAHs detected include: benzo[a]anthracene (2,400 ppn), chrysene (2,200
ppm, benzo[b]fl uoranthene (1,200 ppn), benzo[k]fluoranthene (470 ppm), benzo[a] pyrene (700 ppnj,

i ndeno[ |, 2, 3-c,d] pyrene (93 ppm), and di benzo[ a, h] ant hracene (44 ppnj.

In conparison to the PAHs, there were few occurrences of volatiles, noncreosote-related sem -volatiles,
pesticides or PCBs. For these contam nant groups, nethylene chloride (0.2 ppn), chloroform (0.5 ppm,
2-butanone (1 ppm), 1,1,1-trichloroethane (1 ppn), benzene (0.1 ppn), toluene (3 ppn), xylenes (8 ppm,
di benzofuran (33 ppm, and total volatiles (17.8 ppn) were detected in significant concentrations. The
hi ghest concentrations of these non-PAH organics were generally present in the same sanple | ocations as
the hi ghest PAH concentrations. Inorganics were rarely present at concentrations greater than twice their
respective background concentrations. The exception was one sanpling | ocation (SA35) where | ead (346
ppm and chrom um (115 ppn) were detected at the highest concentrations.

Creosot e conpounds are known to contribute to dense nonaqueous phase |iquid (DNAPL) contam nation at
wood- preserving sites. Although the presence of DNAPL wal noted at three soil sanpling |ocations (Trench
A stations 13, 14 and 15) out of nmore than 200, total PAH levels in the remaining |ocations did not
indicate the presence of DNAPL. The discovery of free creosote product in only one of the nonitoring
wells installed at the site indicates the limted presence of a DNAPL area.

Cont ami nants concentrati ons were conpared Wi th soil cleanup |evels devel oped to protect human heal th
Benzo[ a] pyrene was the contami nant which exceeded its heal th-based soil cleanup | evel nost frequently.
Generally, the concentrations of other contam nants exceeded their respective health-based cl eanup
levels in |locations where the heal th-based cleanup | evel for benzo[a] pyrene was exceeded.

Vol une of Cont am nated Soil

During the long history of operations at this site, portions of the GCL property (i.e., areas fornerly
occupi ed by wetlands) were backfilled with non-native materials. The results of the soil investigations
indicate that the fill consisted predom nantly of dirt, but also included wood debris (creosote-treated
and untreated), sawdust, rocks, netal parts, old tires, and other assorted debris. The fill materia

t hi ckness ranges from2 to 6 feet, increasing in thickness as it gets closer to the wetlands. In sone
areas of the site, the non-native fill material |ies bel ow the groundwater table, which ranges from5 to
8 feet below grade. Cross sections of the fill naterial are presented on Fi gures 4 through 8.

It is estimated that approximately 36, 100 cubic yards of soil and debris contain contaminants in
concentrati ons exceedi ng heal th-based cl eanup |l evels. Wod debris is estimated to account for one third
of the total volune of this material

SUMVARY CF SI TE RI SKS

Based upon the results of the soil investigation, a baseline risk assessnent was conducted to estinate
the risks associated with current and future site conditions. The baseline risk assessnent estinates the
human heal th and ecol ogi cal risk which could result fromthe contam nation at the site, if no renedia
action were taken.

Human Health Ri sk Assessnent

A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related human health risks for a reasonabl e nmaxi mum
exposure scenario: Hazard ldentification--identifies the contam nants of concern at the site based on
several factors such as toxicity, frequency of occurrence, and concentration. Exposure
Assessnent--estimates - the nagnitude of actual and/or potential human exposures, the frequency and
duration of these exposures, and the pathways (e.g., ingesting contaninated soil) by which humans are
potentially exposed. Toxicity Assessnent--determ nes the types of adverse health effects associated with
cheni cal exposures, and the rel ationship between magnitude of exposure (dose) and severity of adverse



effects (response). Risk Characterization--sumarizes and conbi nes outputs of the exposure and toxicity
assessnents to provide a quantitative assessnent of site-related risks.

EPA conducted a baseline risk assessnent to evaluate the potential risks to human health and the

envi ronment associated with the GCL property in its current state. The Ri sk Assessnent focused on
contamnants in the soil which are likely to pose significant risks to human health and the environnent
A summary of the contam nants of potential concern in soils is listed in Table 3.

An exposure assessnent was conducted for reasonabl e maxi mum exposures to estinate the nagnitude
frequency, and duration of actual and/or potential exposures to the contam nants of potential concern
present in soils. Reasonable maxi numexposure is defined as the highest exposure that is reasonably
expected to occur at the site for individual and conbi ned pathways. The baseline risk assessment

eval uated the current health effects which could potentially result fromingestion, inhalation and
dernmal contact of soils by site trespassers, and the inhalation and dermal contact of soils by off-site
residents and workers (see Table 4). The future-use scenario evaluated the sanme scenarios and al so
eval uated the potential health inpacts resulting fromingestion, inhalation and direct contact by future
on-site workers (see Table 5). The current | and use of the property is industrial/comrercial. |nput
fromthe coomunity and local officials, indicated that industrial/comercial use of the property would
continue to be the preferred use of the property in the future. Therefore, it was assumed that future
I and use of the property would continue to be industrial/comrercial

Under current EPA guidelines, the |ikelihood of carcinogenic (cancer-causing) and noncarci nogenic effects
due to exposure to site chemicals are considered separately. It was assuned that the toxic effects of
the site-related chem cals would be additive. Thus, carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risks associated
with exposures to individual conpounds of concern were summed to indicate the potential risks associated
with m xtures of potential carcinogens and noncarci nogens, respectively.

Potential carcinogenic risks were eval uated using the cancer slope factors devel oped by EPA for the
contam nants of concern. Cancer slope factors (SFs) have been devel oped by EPA s Carci nogenic Ri sk
Assessment Verification Endeavor for estimating excess lifetime cancer risks associated with exposure to
potential ly carcinogenic chemcals. SFs, which are expressed in units of (ng/kg-day)-1, are nultiplied
by the estimated intake of a potential carcinogen, in ng/kg-day, to generate an upper-bound estimte of
the excess lifetime cancer risk associated with exposure to the conpound at that intake level. The term
"upper bound" reflects the conservative estimate of the risks calculated fromthe SF. Use of this
approach nekes the underestinmation of the risk highly unlikely. The SFs for the conpounds of concern in
the soil are presented in Table 6.

For known or suspected carci nogens, EPA considers excess upper-bound individual l|ifetine cancer risks of
between 10-4 to 10-6 to be acceptable. This level indicates that an individual has not greater than a
one in ten thousand to one in a mllion chance of devel oping cancer as a result of site-rel ated exposure
to a carcinogen under the specific exposure conditions at the site. The total potential current and
future carcinogenic health risks fromexposure to site soil are: 6.3 x 10-4 for off-site children
residents, 2.7 x 10-4 for off-site adult residents, 9.6 x 10-4 for off-site workers, 2.7 x 10-4 for
children trespassers, and 2.7 x 10-4 for adult trespassers. |In addition, under the future-use scenario
the potential carcinogenic health risk to the on-site workers is 9.6 x 10-4. These risk nunbers mean
that approxi mately one worker out of a thousand would be at risk of developing cancer if the site were
not renediated. Hence, the risks to workers from carcinogens at the site are outside the acceptable risk
range of 10-4 to 10-6 (see Table 7). The estimated total risks are primarily due to PAHs, which
contributed over 95%to the carcinogenic risk calculations. These estinates were devel oped by taking
into account various conservative assunptions about the |ikelihood of a person-being exposed to the soi
(see Tables 5 to 16 of the FFS R sk Assessment Report, dated April 1994). For exanple, it was assuned
that a children trespasser woul d i ngest 200 ng/day of contami nated soils, 130 days a year, for 6 years.

Noncar ci nogeni ¢ ri sks were assessed using a hazard i ndex (H') approach, based on a conparison of expected
contam nant intakes and safe |levels of intake (Reference Doses). Reference doses (RfDs) have been

devel oped by EPA for indicating the potential for adverse health effects. RfDs, which are expressed in
units of mlligrans/kilogramday (ng/kg-day), are estinmates of daily exposure |evels for hunmans which are



thought to be safe over a lifetime (including sensitive individuals). The reference doses for the
conpounds of concern at the site are presented in Table 6. Estimated intakes of chemicals from
environmental nedia (e.g., the anount of a chemical ingested fromcontanmi nated drinking water) are
conpared to the RFD to derive the hazard quotient for the contamnant in the particular medium The H

i s obtained by adding the hazard quotients for all conpounds across all media-that inpact a particul ar
receptor population. An H greater than 1.0 indicates that the potential exists for noncarcinogenic
health effects to occur as a result of site-related exposures. The H provides a useful reference point
for gauging the potential significance of multiple contam nant exposures within a single mediumor across
medi a.

It can be seen fromTable 8 that the H's for noncarcinogenic effects fromingestion, inhalation, and
dermal contact (reasonabl e maxi mum exposure) is less than 1.0, therefore, noncarcinogenic effects are
unlikely to occur fromthe exposure routes evaluated in the R sk Assessnent.

Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent

The ecol ogi cal risks associated with this site will be addressed as part of the second operable unit
RI/FS. The second operable unit will evaluate, anong other things, inpacts to nearby surface water
(wetlands) as well as terrestrial receptors

Uncertainties

The procedures and inputs used to assess risks in this evaluation, as in all such assessments, are

subject to a wide variety of uncertainties. 1In general, the main sources of uncertainty include:
. environmental chemstry sanpling and anal ysis
. environnent al paraneter neasurenent
. fate and transport nodeling
. exposure paraneter estination
. t oxi col ogi cal data

Uncertainty in environmental sanpling arises in part fromthe potentially uneven distribution of
chemicals in the nedia sanpled. Consequently, there is significant uncertainty as to the actual |evels
present. Environnental chem stry-analysis error can stemfrom several sources including the errors
inherent in the analytical nethods and characteristics of the natrix being sanpl ed.

Uncertainties in the exposure assessnent are related to estimates of how often an individual -woul d
actually conme in contact with the chem cals of concern, the period of time over which such exposure woul d
occur, and in the nodels used to estimate the concentrations of the chenicals of concern at the point of
exposur e.

Uncertainties in toxicological data occur in extrapolating both fromanimals to humans and fromhigh to

| ow doses of exposure, as well as fromthe difficulties in assessing the toxicity of a m xture of

chem cals. These uncertainties are addressed by naking conservative assunptions concerning risk and
exposure paraneters throughout the assessnent. As a result, the R sk Assessnent provi des upper-bound
estimates of the risks to populations near the site, and is highly unlikely to underestinmate actual risks
related to the site

More specific information concerning public health risks, including a quantitative evaluation of the
degree of risk associated with various exposure pathways, is presented in the R sk Assessnent Report.

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis site, if not addressed by inplementing
the response action selected in the ROD, may present an innm nent and substantial endangernent to the
public health, welfare, or the environnent.

REMEDI AL ACTI ON CBJECTI VES



Renmedi al action objectives are specific goals to protect human health and the environnent. These
obj ectives are based on available information and standards such as applicable or relevant and
appropriate requi rements (ARARs) and risk-based | evels established in the risk assessnent.

The follow ng remedi al action objectives were established:

. Prevent public exposure to contam nant sources that present a significant health threat
(contam nated dust and soils); and,

. Reduce the concentrations of contaminants in the soils to | evels which are protective of
human heal th and the environment to allow for continued industrial/comrercial use of the
property. The heal th-based cleanup | evels for carcinogenic PAHs and total PAHs are
presented in Table 9. These cleanup | evel s were devel oped, based on the risk assessnent, to
be protective of human health for future industrial/comercial uses of the property. |If
these levels are achi eved, individuals would have | ess than a one in a hundred thousand
chance of devel opi ng cancer as a result of exposure to the contam nated soils over a
25-year period under specific exposure conditions at the site

DESCRI PTI ON CF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

Section 121(b)(1) of CERCLA, 42 U S.C 89621(b)(1), mandates that a renedial action nust be protective of
human health and the environnment, be cost-effective, and utilize permanent solutions and alternative
treatment technol ogi es or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi numextent practicable. Section
121(b) (1) al so establishes a preference for renedial actions which enploy, as a principal elenent,
treatnment to permanently and significantly reduce the volune, toxicity, or nobility of the hazardous
subst ances, pollutants and contami nants at a site. Section 121(d) of CERCLA 42, U. S.C. 89621(d), further
specifies that a renedial action nust attain a level or standard of control of the hazardous substances,
pol lutants, and contam nants, which at |east attains ARARs under federal and state |aws, unless a waiver
can be justified pursuant to section 121(d)(4) of CERCLA, 42 U S.C 8§9621(d)(4).

Ei ght alternatives, namely, no action, limted action, capping, thermal desorption, off-site
incineration, on-site incineration, conposting, and bioslurry treatment were eval uated during the
screeni ng phase of the FFS. In the spirit of the SACMinitiative and relying on the Agency's technol ogy
sel ection guidance for wood-treating sites, EPA considered technol ogi es whi ch have been consistently
sel ected at wood-preserving sites with simlar characteristics (e.g., types of contam nants present,
types of disposal practices, environmental media affected) during the devel opnent of renedia
alternatives. The historical information acquired from eval uating and cleaning up these sites, conbined
with specific data for the GCL property (e.g., soil cleanup goals) was used to streamine the
investigation and the identification of remedial activities. Technol ogies such as biorenediation (e.g.
conposting, bioslurry) and incineration, although frequently sel ected at wood-preserving sites, were
elimnated during the alternative screening phase. A site-specific pilot-scale treatability study

concl uded that conposting woul d not neet the health-based cl eanup goal s devel oped for the GCL-property
soils. Bioslurry and incineration were screened out because they woul d be nmuch nore costly to inplenent
than the preferred alternative, while achieving simlar |evels of protectiveness. As a result, this
ROD eval uates in detail, two remedial alternatives for addressing the contaninated soil and debris
associated with the GCL-property portion of the site. As referenced below, the time to inplenent-a
remedial alternative reflects only the time required to construct or inplenent the remedy and does not
include the tinme required to design the remedy, negotiate with responsible parties, procure contracts for
design and construction, or conduct operation and naintenance at the site.

The renedial alternatives are
Al ternative 1: No Action
Capital Cost: Not Applicabl e

O & M Cost : $54, 600 per year, $20,000 for each
five-year review



Present Wrth Cost: $720, 700 (over 30 years)
I mpl erentation Tine: Not Applicable

The Superfund programrequires that the No Action alternative be considered as a baseline for conparison
with other alternatives. The No Action alternative for the soil at the GCL site would consi st of a
long-termmonitoring program Soil in the contam nated area would be nonitored seni-annually for total
PAHs and benzo[ a] pyrene. For cost-estimation purposes, it was assuned that ten surface soil sanples
woul d be coll ected and anal yzed semi -annual | y.

Because this alternative would result in contanminants being | eft on-site above heal th-based | evels, the
site woul d have to be reviewed every five years per the requirenents of CERCLA. These five-year reviews
woul d include the reassessnment of human health and environnental risks due to the contaminated nateria
left on-site, using data obtained fromthe nonitoring program

Alternative 2: Thernal Desorption

Capital Cost: $14, 839, 000

O & M Cost : Not Applicabl e
Present Worth Cost: $14, 839, 000

I npl erentation Tinme: 12 nonths

Under this alternative, a total of 36,100 cubic yards of contam nated soil and wood debris woul d be
excavated and treated by a thernal desorption process. The total treatnent volune includes 30,100 cubic
yard of excavated material in addition to 6,000 cubic yards of previously staged soil/debris
Institutional controls would be recommended to ensure that in the future the property is used for

i ndustrial/comercial purposes.

A typical thermal desorption process would consist of a feed system thermal processor, and gas-treatnment
system (consi sting of an afterburner and scrubber, a carbon adsorption systemor a condenser) .
Screened soil and shredded/crushed naterials woul d be placed in the thermal processor feed hopper.
Because of the conbustible nature of the wood chips, nitrogen or steammay be used as a transfer medi um
for the vaporized PAHs to mnimze the potential for fire. The gas would be heated and then injected
into the thermal processor at a typical operating tenperature of 700°F - 1000°F. PAH contam nants of
concern and noisture in the contam nated soil would be volatilized into gases, then treated in an off-gas
treatnment system Treatnent options for the off-gas include burning in an afterburner (operated to
ensure conpl ete destruction of the PAHs), adsorbing contam nants onto activated carbon or collection
through condensation followed by off-site disposal. If an afterburner were used, the treated off-gas
woul d be treated further in the scrubber for particul ate and aci d-gas renmoval. Thermal desorption
typically achi eves approximately 98 to 99 percent reduction of PAHs in soil

The contami nated soil/debris would be thermally treated at a rate of approxi mately 30 tons per hour
This treatment rate would be acconplished with a single high-capacity unit or two or nore snaller units
operating concurrently. The treatnent unit configuration would depend on the residence tine and ot her
operating-paraneters determned during the treatability-study stage of the design. Actual treatment of
the contaninated soils is expected to take approxi mately one year

A post-treatnent sanpling and anal ysis programwould be instituted in order to ensure that contanination
in the soil had been reduced to bel ow the risk-based cleanup levels. Treated soils which still exceeded
the action levels would be recirculated through the treatnent unit in order to further reduce
contamnation. Treated soil achieving action |levels would be redeposited in excavated areas. To replace
any volune | ost by thernal destruction of wood debris, treated soil would be mxed wth clean fil

obtai ned froman off-site source, which would al so serve to restore the geotechnical stability to the
soils. The honogeni zed m xture would then be covered with a 6-inch |ayer of topsoil. After the excavated
areas are filled, the surface would then be graded to pronote drai nage and seeded to prevent erosion

Site structures (e.a., forner process buildings) would be decontam nated, demolished and di sposed of
off-site. Residual waste fromthe treatnent process and excavation activities (e.g., wastewater
col |l ected during dewatering operations or DNAPLs encountered during excavation) would be treated on-site



and/ or disposed off-site at a facility permitted to handl e such wastes. As a contingency, wood debris

cl assified as nonhazardous under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) coul d al so be di sposed
off-site at a facility permtted to burn creosote-treated wood for energy generation (See Public

Accept ance and Docunentation of Significant Changes sections bel ow).

It is assuned that both FO034 and U051 RCRA |isted hazardous wastes are present at the GCL property.
However, once the soils are treated to health-based |evels, they would no | onger contain |isted hazardous
wast es and coul d be safely redeposited on-site without triggering |and disposal restrictions (LDRs) or
delisting issues. The GCL property woul d be considered a corrective action managenent unit for the
purpose of inplementing this alternative. Alist of ARARs and To-Be- Consi dered (TBC) gui dance perti nent
to this alternative is provided in Table 10

SUMVARY OF COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

In selecting a renedy, EPA considered the factors set out in section 121 of CERCLA, 42 U.S. C. 89621, hy
conducting a detailed analysis of the viable renedial alternatives pursuant to the NCP, 40 CFR

§300. 430(e) (9) and OSVER Directive 9355.3-01. The detailed anal ysis consisted of an assessnent of the
alternatives agai nst each of nine evaluation criteria and a conparative anal ysis focusing upon the

rel ative performance of each alternative against those criteria

The follow ng "threshold" criteria must be satisfied by any alternative in order to be eligible for
sel ecti on:

1. Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether or not a renmedy provides
adequat e protection and describes how ri sks posed through each exposure pathway (based on a
reasonabl e maxi mum exposure scenari o) are elimnated, reduced, or controlled through treatnent,
engi neering controls, or institutional controls

2. Conpliance with ARARs addresses whether or not a renedy would meet all of the applicable
(promul gated by a state or federal authority), or relevant and appropriate requirenents (that
pertain to situations sufficiently simlar to those encountered at a Superfund site such that
their use is well suited to the site) of federal and state environmental statutes or provide
grounds for invoking a waiver.

The following "prinmary bal ancing" criteria are used to nmake conparisons and to identify the major
trade-of fs between alternatives:

3. Long-termeffectiveness and permanence refers to the ability of a renedy to maintain reliable
protection of human health and the environment over tine, once cleanup goals have been met. It
al so addresses the magnitude and effectiveness of the neasures that may be required to nmanage the
ri sk posed by treatnent residuals and/or untreated wastes.

4. Reduction of toxicity, nmobility, or volunme via treatnent refers to a renedial technol ogy's
expected ability to reduce the toxicity, nobility, or volume of hazardous substances,
pol lutants or contam nants at the site.

5. Short-termeffectiveness addresses the period of time needed to achieve protection and any adverse
i mpacts on human health and the environment that may be posed during the construction and

i mpl ement ati on periods until cleanup goals are achi eved

6. Inplenmentability refers to the technical and admnistrative feasibility of a renedy, including the
availability of materials and services needed.

7. Cost includes estimated capital and operation and nai ntenance costs, and the present-worth costs

The follow ng "nodi fying" criteria are considered fully after the fornal public comrent period on the
Proposed Plan is conplete:



8. State acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of the RI/FS and the Proposed Pl an, the
State supports, opposes, and/or has identified any reservations with the preferred alternative.

9. Community acceptance refers to the public's general response to the alternatives described in the
Proposed Plan and the RI/FS reports. Community acceptance factors to be discussed bel ow i ncl ude
support, reservation, and opposition by the community.

A conparative analysis of the renedial alternatives based upon the evaluation criteria noted above
foll ows.

. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

Alternative 1 would not meet any of the remedial action objectives and thus would not be protective of
human health or the environnent. Contaminated soils would remain on-site and risks associated with
exposure to the soils would remain unaltered.

Alternative 2, involving excavation and thernal desorption of contami nants, would reduce the public
health risks associated with direct contact, ingestion, and inhalation of contam nated soil. This
alternative would al so mininize the potential |eaching of contamnants fromthe soil into groundwater and
surface water. Treated material is expected to nmeet the cleanup | evels and woul d be consi dered
nonhazardous. This alternative would result in overall protection of human health and the

envi ronment, since risk-based cl eanup | evel s woul d be achi eved.

. Conpl i ance with ARARs
Alternative 1 would conply with all associated action-specific ARARs, since no action will be taken.

Alternative 2 woul d be designed and inplenmented to satisfy all the ARARs identified for the site.
Excavation activities would be conducted in conpliance with the Cccupational Safety and Health

Admi ni stration (CSHA) standards, soil erosion and sedinment control requirements, stornmwater discharge
requirenents and air pollution control regulations pertaining to fugitive emssions and air quality
standards. Residual waste fromthe treatnent process would be treated on-site and/or di sposed off-site
at an EPA-approved treatnent, storage and disposal facility (TSDF). The remedy will conply with other
appl i cabl e ARARs, including: RCRA Standards Applicable to Transport of Hazardous Waste, NY Air Quality
St andards, NY Hazardous Waste Manifest System Rul es, and NY Hazardous Waste Treatnent, Storage, and

Di sposal Facility Permtting Requirenments. A full I|ist of ARARs and TBCs (e.g., advi sori es,
criteria, and guidance) pertinent to this alternative is provided in Table 10.

. Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Per manence

Alternative 1 would only involve nonitoring of contamination at the site and does not provide for renoval
and/or treatnent of contam nants. Therefore, this alternative would not reduce the long-termrisks to
human heal th and the environnent associated with the GCL portion of the site.

Alternative 2 woul d provide |ong-termprotecti on by permanently reducing contamnant levels in site soils
to health-based cleanup levels. This alternative would reduce the |evels of PAH contami nants in soils by
98 percent to 99 percent. Soil cover and revegetation woul d provi de protection agai nst erosion. No

| ong-term noni toring woul d be required.

. Reduction in Toxicity. Mbility or Volume via Treatnent

Alternative 1 would not reduce toxicity, mobility or volune of PAHs in site soils; mninmal reduction in
contam nant |evels nay be achi eved by natural attenuation.

It is expected that Alternative 2, thermal desorption, would remove 98 to 99 percent of the PAHs fromthe
soils, thereby significantly reducing the toxicity, nobility and volune of contami nants. Residuals



(e.g., scrubber water or spent carbon) generated fromthe thernal desorption process would be treated
on-site or transported off-site to a TSDF for treatnment and/or disposal. |If feasible and cost-effective,
creosote contam nated wood debris would be utilized as a resource via burning in a facility permtted
to burn creosote-treated wood for energy generation, thereby reducing the mobility, toxicity or vol ume of
the contaninants in this material

. Short-Term Ef f ecti veness
The inplenentation of Alternative 1 would not pose any additional risks to the comunity, since this
alternative does not involve any major construction. Wrkers involved in periodic sanpling of site soils
woul d be exposed to mininmal risks because appropriate health and safety protocols would be foll owed for

this activity. For purposes of this analysis, nonitoring of the site would occur for 30 years

Alternative 2 includes activities such as excavation, screening, shredding and handling of contam nated

soils and debris which could result in potential exposure of workers and residents to fugitive dust.
In order to mnimze potential short-terminpacts, the area woul d be secured and access woul d be
restricted to authorized personnel only. In addition, dust control neasures such as w nd screens and

wat er sprays woul d be used to minimze fugitive dust emssions fromnaterial handling. The risk to
workers involved in the renediation would al so be nminimzed by establishing appropriate health and safety
procedures and preventive measures, (e.g., enclosed cabs on backhoes and proper personal protection

equi pnent) to prevent direct contact with contam nated materials and ingestion/inhalation of fugitive
dust. Al site workers would be OSHA certified and would be instructed to foll ow OSHA protocol s.

Under Alternative 2, short-terminpacts on the environment fromrenoval of vegetati on and destruction of
habitat are expected to be mininmal. FErosion and sedinent control neasures such as silt curtains and
berms woul d be provided during material handling activities to control migration of contam nated
materials to surface waters via runoff fromthe site. Some increase in traffic and noise pollution woul d
be expected fromsite activities. Short-terminpacts nay be experienced for about a year which is the
estimated tine for construction and renedial activities.

. I npl ementability

Alternative 1 does not involve any major site activities other than nonitoring and performng five-year
reviews. These activities are easily inplenented.

Alternative 2 can be easily inplenmented, as the technology is proven and readily avail able. The enhanced
vol atilization conponent of this alternative has been shown to be effective for destruction of PAHs and
is conmmercially available. Sufficient land is available at the site for operation of a nobile therna
desorption system and supporting facilities. Perfornmance tests would be required for the therma
desorption process to define opti numoperating conditions. Thermally treated soils would be placed back
into the excavated areas. The treated soils nay need to be mxed with clean fill to restore geotechnica
stability and restore existing grades on the property. Inplenentation of this alternative requires the
restriction of access to the site during the remedi ati on process. Coordination with state and | oca
agenci es woul d al so be required during renediation. The availability of facilities permtted to burn
creosote-treated wood for energy generation at the tinme of the remedi ation can not be ascertained at this
time, however, it is likely that one would be available to treat segregated wood debris. |If a facility
is not available or if it is not cost-effective, the wood debris would treated in the on-site therma
unit.

. Cost

Alternative 1 is the | ess expensive alternative, but does not provide treatnment of contam nated soils.
Alternative 1 has a present worth cost of $720,700 which is associated with conducting a sanpling and
anal yses program and five-year reviews over a 30-year period. The present worth cost of $14.8 mllion
for Alternative 2 provides for the on-site treatnent of 36,100 cubic yards of contami nated soil using a
proven technol ogy.



. St at e Accept ance
The State of New York has concurred with the sel ected renedy.
. Communi ty Accept ance

The public has generally accepted the sel ected renmedy, however, some nmenbers al so have urged that
materials on site be used as a resource if possible and have suggested that creosote-treated wood debris
be separated and burned at a facility permtted to burn creosote-treated wood for energy generation (See
di scussi on under Docunentation of Significant Changes section bel ow).

SELECTED REMEDY

EPA and NYSDEC have determ ned, after reviewing the alternatives and public comments, that Alternative 2
is the appropriate renmedy for the site, because it best satisfies the requirements of section 121 of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. 89621, and the NCP's nine evaluation criteria for renedial alternatives, 40 CFR
8300.430(e)(9). The capital and present worth costs for this renedy are $14,839,000. There are no
operation and nai ntenance costs associated with the renedy.

The naj or conponents of the selected remedy are as foll ows:

. Excavation and treatnent of approximately 36,100 cubic yards of contam nated soils/debris
(with the possible exception of wood debris as noted below) on-site through a therna
desorption process; the expected depth of excavation ranges from2 to 8 feet bel ow grade,
and wi |l include excavation of non-native soils and debris |ocated bel ow the water table
whi ch exceed heal t h-based cl eanup | evel s:

. Repl acement of the treated soils (mxed with clean fill as necessary) to the excavated
areas, followed by cover with 6 inches of clean fill, grading and revegetating; and
. Denmolition and off-site disposal of existing structures on the GCL property which are

ei ther contanminated or would interfere with the renediation of the GCL property soils.

Resi dual waste fromthe treatnent process and excavation activities (e.g., wastewater collected during
dewat eri ng operations or DNAPLs encountered during excavati on) woul d be treated on-site and/or di sposed
off-site at a facility permtted to handl e such wastes.

As a contingency, wood debris classified as nonhazardous under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) could al so be disposed off-site at a facility permtted to burn creosote-treated wood for energy
generation.

In addition, EPA will recommend to | ocal agencies that institutional control neasures be undertaken to
ensure that |and use of the property continues to be industrial/conmercial.

Reredi ati on Goal s

The purpose of this response action is to control rising posed by direct contact with soils and to

m nimze mgration of contam nants to surface water and groundwater. The results of the risk assessnent
indicate that existing site conditions pose an excess lifetinme cancer risk of 9.6 x 10-4 to workers
exposed to contamnated soils. This risk is due to the PAH concentrations in soils. This remedy wll
address all soils contamnated with PAHs in excess of the health-based soil cleanup |evels devel oped for
this site and listed in Table 9. PAH contanmination renaining in soils after treatnent corresponds to an
excess lifetine cancer risk for future site workers of 10-5. Since no federal or state ARARs exist for

soil, the cleanup level for the PAHs in soil was determ ned through a site-specific analysis to be
protective at the 10-5 excess cancer risk |evel for each contaninant of concern. It was assuned that
future land use of the site will continue to be industrial/comrercial. The health-based cleanup |evels

for the soils area as follow



Cont am nant Concentration

Benzo[ a] ant hr acene 78
Benzo[ a] pyr ene 8
benzo[ b] f I uor ant hene 78
Benzo[ k] f | uor ant hene 78
Di benzo[ a, h] ant hr acene 8
I ndeno[ 1, 2, 3-c, d] pyrene 78
Total PAHs 500

STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

As previously noted, section 121(b)(1) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. 89621(b)(1), mandates that a renedial action
must be protective of human health and the environment, be cost-effective, and utilize permanent
solutions and alternative treatnment technol ogi es or resource recovery technol ogies to the naxi mum extent
practicable. Section 121(b)(1) also establishes a preference for renedial actions which enploy treatnent
to pernmanently and significantly reduce the volune, toxicity, or nmobility of the hazardous substances,
pollutants, or contamnants at a site. Section 121(d) of CERCLA, 42 U S.C 89621(d), further specifies
that a renedial action nmust attain a degree of cleanup that satisfies ARARs under federal and state |aws,
unl ess a waiver can be justified pursuant to section 121(d)(4) of CERCLA, 42 U S . C 8§9621(d)(4). As

di scussed bel ow, EPA has determned that the selected remedy neets the requirements of section 121 of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. 8§9621.

Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

The selected renedy is considered fully protective of human health and the environnent. The treatnent of
the contam nated soils and debris through a thernal desorption process will renove the organic
contaminants fromthe soil. Treatment of the soils will result in the elinmnation of the potenti al
direct human health threats posed by the soils, and will elimnate potential |ong-term sources of
groundwat er and surface water contam nation.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

At the conpletion of the response action, the selected renedy will have conplied with all applicable
ARARs, i ncl uding:

Acti on- Speci fi c ARARs:

. Nati onal Anbient Air Quality Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants

. RCRA - Land Disposal Restrictions

. RCRA - Standards Applicable to Transport of Hazardous Waste

. RCRA - Standards for Omners/Qperators of Permitted Hazardous Waste Facilities

. RCRA - Preparedness and Prevention

. RCRA - Contingency Plan and Energency Procedures

. DOT - Rules for Transportation of Hazardous Materials

. New York State Hazardous Waste Manifest System Rul es

. New York State Hazardous Waste Treatnment Storage and Disposal facility Permtting

Requi rement s



. CSHA - Safety and Heal th Standards

. CSHA - Record keeping, Reporting and rel ated Regul ations
Chemi cal - Speci fi c ARARs:

. None appl i cabl e.
Locati on- Speci fi ¢ ARARs:

. None appl i cabl e.

A full list of ARARsS and TBCs (e.g., advisories, criteria, and gui dance) being utilized is provided in
Tabl e 10.

Cost - Ef f ecti veness

The selected renedy is cost-effective in that it provides overall effectiveness proportional to its cost.
The total capital cost of the renedy is $14,839,000; no | ong-termoperati on and nai ntenance costs are
expected. Wth respect to the total cost, approxinmately 50% of the cost is attributed to excavation,
backfilling, soil conditioning (e.g., crushing, dewatering), and other mscellaneous activities (e.g.,
bui |l di ng denolition and disposal); the remaining 50%is attributed to processing the waste in the
thermal desorption unit. A breakdown of the costs associated with this renedy is provided in Table 11.

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnent (or Resource Recovery) Technol ogies to the
Maxi mum Extent Practicable

The selected renedy utilizes permanent solutions and treatnment technol ogies to the maxi mum extent
practicable via the use of the thernal desorption technology. The option to burn creosote contam nated
wood debris at a facility pernitted to burn creosote-treated wood for energy generation conplies with the
preference for renedi es that incorporate resource-recovery. The selected remedy provides the best

bal ance of trade-offs anmong the alternatives with respect to the evaluation criteria.

Preference for Treatnent as a Principal Elenent

In keeping with the statutory preference for treatment as a principal element of the renedy, the renedy
provides for the treatment of contanminated soils and debris which constitute the principal threat known
to exist at the site.

DOCUMENTATI ON OF S| GNI FI CANT CHANGES

There are no significant changes fromthe preferred alternative presented in the Proposed Plan. However,
based upon suggestions raised by nenbers of the public, the preferred renedy has been nmodified to
reflect the public preference that contam nated soil or debris be utilized as a resource to the greatest
extent practicable. The selected renmedy calls for creosote-contam nated wood debris to be segregated and
burned off-site at a facility pernmitted to burn creosote-treated wood for energy generation pendi ng the
availability of such a facility and assuming this would still be a cost-effective neasure at the tine the
remedi al action is undertaken.
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TABLES

TABLE 1

SUMVARY OF CONTAM NANTS MOST FREQUENTLY
DETECTED DURI NG THE FFS AND REMOVAL ASSESSMENT

CONTAM NANT

Met hyl ene Chl ori de

2- But anone

1,1, 1-Tri chl or oet hane
Benzene

Tol uene

Xyl enes

Chol or of orm

Di benzof uran
Napht hal ene

2- Met hyl nanht hal ene
Acenapht hene

Fl uor ene

Phenant hr ene
Ant hr acene

Fl uor ant hene

Pyr ene
Benzo( a) ant hr acene
Chrysene
Benzo( b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( a) pyr ene

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-cd) pyrene
D benzo( a, h) ant hr acene
Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene
Total PAHs

Cadmi um

Chr onmi um

Lead

CONCENTRATI ON ( PPM
Focused Feasibility Study

0.2

1

1
0.1

3

8
0.5
33
170
59
110
150
100
630
540
520
160
140
46
13
120
76
22
44
20
2,323
1.0
29.3
33.5

Renoval Assessnent

=
(o2}
o
o
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o
s)
o

1, 600
37,700



Conpound

Napht hal ene

Acenapht hyl ene

Acenapht hene

Fl uor ene

Phenant hr ene

Ant hr acene

Fl uor ant hene

Pyrene

Benzo (a) anthracene
Chrysene

Benzo (b/k) fluoranthene
Benzo (b) fluoranthene
Benzo (k) fluoranthene
Benzo (a) pyrene

I ndeno (1, 2,3-cd) pyrene
Di benzo (a, h) anthracene
Benzo (g, h, i) perylene

Valid

420
418
421
425
424
426
423
422
420
428
263
163
163
419
415
421
411

QGccur

191
122
186
201
254
257
307
301
254
299
160
117

58
231
191
128
185

Undet ect

229
296
235
224
170
169
116
121
166
129
103

47
105
188
224
293
226

Concentrations are given in units of ug/kg (ppb).

The "x" indicates that

the 95% Upper

Confidence Limt

Esti mat ed

112
86
100
109
98
108
94
91
95
90
69
10
11
84
85
78
100

is greater

Rej ect

14
14
13
9
10
8
11
12
14
6
8
0
0
15
19
13
23

then the maxi num detected concentration.

CHEM CAL SUMMARY STATI STICS -

Frequency

Det ect ed

[=leloloojojooololooooNoNe o)

45
29
44
47
60
60
73
71
60
70
61
72
36
55
46
30
45

TABLE 2

PAH SAMPLES

GCL Tie and Treating Site

M ni mum
Concentration
Det ect ed

12.
22.
20.
18.
18.
27.
25.
19.

4.
14.
44,

110.
70.
24.
40.
49.

6.

00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
20
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
70

Maxi mum
Concentration
Det ect ed

6. 792E+07
410000. 00
037E+07
682E+07
695E+07
665E+07
535E+07
535E+07
363E+07
403E+07
120000. 00
7. 061E+06
2. 109E+06
4. 398E+06
1. 018E+06
474000. 00
1. 600E+06

PRROP OO0

Medi

230.
165.
220.
280.
500.
500.
1000.
960.
500.
790.
250.
5000.
2400.
500.
650.
260.
440.

an

00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00

Geonetric

Mean

602.
435.
703.
721.
1030.
990.
1920.
1725.
1035.
1501.
523.
7012.
2944.
1038.
876.
708.
760.

70
17
26
21
36
06
73
76
35
57
39
62
97
57
05
87
65

Mean

323966.
13560.
239987.
208926.
517173.
134633.
436210.
342587.
102795.
95264.
2059.
158217.
51672.
36336.
20408.
17996.
23686.

Arithnetric

82
85

10
80
60
a4
70
77
79
05
58
36
32
39
64
47

St andar d

Devi ation

4. 177E+06
83616. 79
2. 718E+06
2. 258E+06
5. 549E+06
975555. 66
3. 900E+06
3. 096E+06
948188. 55
781812.19
8089. 10
214E+05
. 232E+05
875E+05
. 116E+05
96366. 31
1. 417E+05

RPN NN

mean(y)

PP NROPNDNND DO

401
076
556
581
938
898
560
453
942
314
260
855
988
946
775
564

. 634

stdev(y)

NNNNNNENRNRNNNNDNDND RN

449
928
484
474
575
618
791
730
376
473
453
605
277
242
026
007
070

n(y)

420.
418.
421.
425.
424.
426.
423.
422.
420.
428.
263.
163.
163.
419.
415.
421.
411.

000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000

Lower

Quartile

115.
118.
131.
135.
181.
169.
292.
273.
208.
283.
196.
1209.
633.
228.
223.
183.
188.

516
477
623
905
368
231
190
508
419
146
384
462
912
879
250
051
230

Upper
Quartile

3144.
1598.
3757.
3827.
5853.
5792.
12626.
10889.

564
382
451
287
512
160
003
107

5143. 248
7963. 075
1394. 898

40660.
13681.

130
436

4712. 618
3437. 651
2745. 087
3073. 820

Upper

18449.
3698.
23728.
23607.
44957.
48995.
161076.
119934.
26016.
48936.
1887.
464163.
73641.
18419.
9274.
7160.
8919.

95

583
814
015
814
381
781
429
988
303
132
825
383
013
809
271
811
044



CHEM CAL SUMMARY STATI STICS -

TABLE 2

GCL Tie and Treating Site

SEM - VOLATI LE ORGANI C SAMPLES ( EXCLUDI NG PAHS)

x x X X X X x X X X X X X X X x X X X X X

X X X X

X X X X

M ni mum Maxi mum
Frequency Concentration Concentration Geonetric Arithnetric St andar d Lower Upper
Conpound Valid Cccur Undet ect Esti mat ed Rej ect Det ect ed Det ect ed Det ect ed Medi an Mean Mean Devi ati on mean(y) stdev(y) n(y) Quartile Quartile Upper 95
Phenol 29 2 27 0 0 0.07 1. 398E+06 2. 643E+06 190. 00 556. 45 139898. 10 546819. 57 6.322 2.424 29.000 108. 448 2855. 127 83513. 681
bi s(2- Chl or oet hyl ) et her 27 0 27 0 0 0.00 0. 00 0. 00 190. 00 304.31 594. 26 1181. 26 5.718 0.914 27.000 164. 289 563. 683 705. 554
2- Chl or ophenol 27 0 27 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 190. 00 304.31 594. 26 1181. 26 5.718 0.914 27.000 164. 289 563. 683 705. 554
1, 3-Di chl orobenzene 27 0 27 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 190. 00 304.31 594. 26 1181. 26 5.718 0.914 27.000 164. 289 563. 638 705. 554
1, 4-Di chl or obenzene 27 0 27 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 190. 00 304.31 594. 26 1181. 26 5.718 0.914 27.000 164. 289 563. 638 705. 554
1, 2- Di chl or obenzene 27 0 27 0 0 0. 00 0.00 0.00 190. 00 304.31 594. 26 1181. 26 5.718 0.914 27.000 164. 289 563. 638 705. 554
2- Met hyl phenol 29 3 26 1 0 0.10 95. 00 1. 221E+06 190. 00 499. 34 64506. 21 251578. 74 6.213 2.260 29. 000 108. 692 2293.994 39708. 290
2,2' - oxybi s(1- Chl or opr opane) 27 0 27 0 0 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 190. 00 304. 31 594. 26 1181. 26 5.718 0.914 27.000 164. 289 563. 638 705. 554
4- Met hyl phenol 29 2 27 0 0 0.07 1. 887E+06 3. 348E+06 190. 00 566. 83 181070. 52 702523. 75 6.340 2.488 29.000 105.787  3037.263 110463. 642
N-Ni t rosodi - n- propyl ami ne 27 0 27 0 0 0.00 0. 00 0. 00 190. 00 304.31 594. 26 1181. 26 5.718 0.914 27.000 164. 289 563. 638 705. 554
Hexachl or oet hane 27 0 27 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 190. 00 304.31 594. 26 1181. 26 5.718 0.914 27.000 164. 289 563. 638 705. 554
Ni trobenzene 27 0 27 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 190. 00 304.31 594. 26 1181. 26 5.718 0.914 27.000 164. 289 563. 638 705. 554
| sophor one 27 0 27 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 190. 00 304.31 594. 26 1181. 26 5.718 0.914 27.000 164. 289 563. 638 705. 554
2- Ni t rophenol 27 0 27 0 0 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 190. 00 304. 31 594. 26 1181. 26 5.718 0.914 27.000 164. 289 563. 638 705. 554
2, 4- Di net hyl phenol 29 2 27 0 0 0. 07 1. 040E+06 1. 673E+06 190. 00 542.18 94105. 00 359749. 82 6. 296 2.333 29. 000 112. 346 2616. 579 56908. 181
bi s( 2- Chl or oet hoxy) met hane 27 0 27 0 0 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 190. 00 304.31 594. 26 1181. 26 5.718 0.914 27.000 164. 289 563. 638 705. 554
2, 4- Di chl or ophenol 27 0 27 0 0 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 190. 00 304.31 594. 26 1181. 26 5.718 0.914 27.000 164. 289 563. 638 705. 554
1,2,4-Trichl orobenzene 27 0 27 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 190. 00 304.31 594. 26 1181. 26 5.718 0.914 27.000 164. 289 563. 638 705. 554
4-Chl oroaniline 29 2 27 0 0 0.07 6000. 00 28000. 00 190. 00 394.18 1725. 69 5276.13 5.977 1.324 29. 000 161. 318 963. 152 1940. 073
Hexachl or obut adi ene 27 0 27 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 190. 00 304.31 594. 26 1181. 26 5.718 0.914 27.000 164. 289 563. 638 705. 554
4- Chl or o- 3- Met hyl phenol 27 0 27 0 0 0. 00 0.00 0.00 190. 00 304.31 594. 26 1181. 26 5.718 0.914 27.000 164. 289 563. 638 705. 554
2- Met hyl napht hal ene 27 13 14 10 0 0.48 27.00 56000. 00 190. 00 268. 55 2445.74 10716. 53 5.593 1. 469 27.000 99. 648 723.737 1934. 543
Hexachl or ocycl opent adi ene 27 0 27 0 0 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 190. 00 304. 31 594. 26 1181. 26 5.718 0.914 27.000 164. 289 563. 638 705. 554
2,4, 6-Trichl orophenol 27 0 27 0 0 0.00 0. 00 0. 00 190. 00 304.31 594. 26 1181. 26 5.718 0.914 27.000 164. 289 563. 638 705. 554
2,4,5-Trichl orophenol 27 0 27 0 0 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 460. 00 740. 61 1480. 93 3035. 99 6. 607 0.924 27.000 396. 981 1381. 694 1746. 461
2- Chl oronapht hal ene 27 0 27 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 190. 00 304.31 594. 26 1181. 26 5.718 0.914 27.000 164. 289 563. 638 705. 554
2-Nitroaniline 29 2 27 0 0 0.07 2000. 00 16000. 00 465. 00 852. 09 1999. 48 3977.27 6.748 1.070 29. 000 413.906 1754. 164 2520.501
Di net hyl pht hal ate 27 0 27 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 190. 00 304.31 594. 26 1181. 26 5.718 0.914 27.000 164. 289 563. 638 705. 554
2,6-Dinitrotol ouene 27 0 27 0 0 0. 00 0.00 0.00 190. 00 304.31 594. 26 1181. 26 5.718 0.914 27.000 164. 289 563. 638 705. 554
3-Nitroaniline 29 2 27 0 0 0. 07 34000. 00 42000. 00 465. 00 971. 33 3999. 48 9919. 29 6.879 1. 350 29. 000 390. 681 2414. 985 5063. 044
2, 4- Di ni trophenol 27 0 27 0 0 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 460. 00 740.61 1480. 93 3035. 99 6. 607 0.924 27.000 396. 981 1381. 694 1746. 461
4-Ni trophenol 27 0 27 0 0 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 460. 00 740. 61 1480. 93 3035. 99 6.607 0.924 27.000 396. 981 1381. 694 1746. 461
Di benzof uran 29 15 14 10 0 0.52 19. 00 3. 010E+07 190. 00 670.76 2. 052E+06 7.667E+06 6.508 3.286 29. 000 73.079 6156. 686 5. 910E+06
2,4-Dinitrotol uene 27 0 27 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 190. 00 304.31 594. 26 1181. 26 5.718 0.914 27.000 164. 289 563. 638 705. 554
Di et hyl pht hal ate 29 2 27 0 0 0.07 10000. 00 10000. 00 190. 00 387.19 1242.93 2679.37 5. 959 1.259 29. 000 165. 536 905. 626 1657. 315
4- Chl orophenyl phenyl et her 27 0 27 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 190. 00 304.31 594. 26 1181. 26 5.718 0.914 27.000 164. 289 563. 638 705. 554
4-Nitroaniline 28 1 27 0 0 0. 04 0.00 0.00 460. 00 662. 73 1429.21 2991.78 6. 496 1.081 28. 000 319.619 1374.178 2023. 108
4, 6- Di ni tro-2-Methyl phenol 29 2 27 0 0 0. 07 47000. 00 53000. 00 465. 00 990. 15 4827. 07 12874. 60 6.898 1.404 29. 000 383.872 2553. 967 5848. 510
N- Ni t r osodi phenyl ami ne 27 0 27 0 0 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 190. 00 304.31 594. 26 1181. 26 5.718 0.914 27.000 164. 289 563. 638 705. 554
4- Bromophenyl phenyl et her 27 0 27 0 0 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 190. 00 304.31 594. 26 1181. 26 5.718 0.914 27.000 164. 289 563. 638 705. 554
Hexachl or obenzene 27 0 27 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 190. 00 304.31 594. 26 1181. 26 5.718 0.914 27.000 164. 289 563. 638 705. 554
Pent achl or ophenol 27 1 26 1 0 0.04 180. 00 180. 00 460. 00 697. 75 1454. 26 3044. 44 6.548 0.962 27.000 364. 527 1335.598 1751. 136
Car bazol e 29 13 16 10 0 0. 45 21.00 9700E+06 210. 00 574.28 411101. 52 1832533. 40 6. 353 2.768 29. 000 88.742  3716.392 377826. 772

Concentrations are given in units of ug/kg (ppb).
The "x" indicates that the 95% Upper Confidence Limt is greater then the maxi mrum detected concentration.



Conpound Valid
Di - n-butyl pht hal ate 27
But yl benzyl pht hal ate 27
3, 3' - Di chl orobenzi di ne 27
bi s(2- Et hyl bexyl ) pht hal ate 27
Di - n-octyl pht hal ate 27
Anal i ne 2
N- Phenyl benzyl am ne 2

QGccur

NNOINO O

Undet ect

26
27
27
25
22

0

0

Concentrations are given in units of ug/kg (ppb).

The

X

indicates that the 95% Upper Confidence Limt

CHEM CAL SUMVARY STATI STICS -

Frequency
Esti mat ed Rej ect Det ect ed
1 0 0.04
0 0 0.00
0 0 0.00
2 0 0.07
5 0 0.19
0 0 1.00
0 0 1.00

is greater then the maxi num detected concentration.

TABLE 2

M ni mum

Concentration

Det ect ed

53. 00
0. 00
0.00

26.00

19. 00

67000. 00
31000. 00

Maxi mum

Concentration

Det ect ed

53. 00
0. 00
0.00
550. 00
230. 00
166000. 00
152000. 00

Medi

190.
190.
190.
190.
190.
126500.
91500.

an

00
00
00
00
00
00
00

SEM - VOLATI LE ORGANI C SAMPLES ( EXCLUDI NG PAHS)
GCL Tie and Treating Site

Geonetric

Mean

289.71
304.31
304. 31
299. 47
233. 32
105460. 89
68644.01

Arithnetric

Mean

588. 81
594. 26
594. 26
618. 74
566. 67
116500. 00
91500. 00

St andar d

Devi ation

1183. 48
1181. 26
1181. 26
1187.82
1191.70
70003. 57
85559. 92

mean(y)

RO aa

669
718
718
702
452
566
137

stdev(y)

rORPPROOO

971
914
914
050
212
642
124

27.
27.
27.
27.
27.

n(y)

000
000
000
000
000
. 000
. 000

Lower

Quartile

150. 462
164. 289
164. 289
147. 477
103. 021
68409. 008
32151. 426

Up

Quartile

557
563
563
608
528

per

. 820
. 683
. 683
. 113
. 405

Upper

737.
705.
705.
875.
932.

95

787
554
554
064
744

162580. 928 9. 457E+09
146556. 487 2. 193E+20

X X X X X X X



TABLE 2

CHEM CAL SUMVARY STATI STICS - | NORGANI C SAMPLES
GCL Tie and Treating Site

M ni mum Maxi mum

Frequency Concentration Concentration Geonetric Arithnetric St andar d Lower Upper
Conpound Valid Cccur Undet ect Esti mat ed Rej ect Det ect ed Det ect ed Det ect ed Medi an Mean Mean Devi ati on mean(y) stdev(y) n(y) Quartile Quartile Upper 95
Al umi ni num 27 27 0 0 0 1.00 3490. 00 14700. 00 10900. 00 9138. 15 9722. 22 3125. 32 9.120 0.381 27.000 7064.674 11820. 183 11293. 527
Ant i mony 27 9 18 9 0 0.33 3.50 6.50 1.95 1.94 2.53 1.86 0.663 0.742 27.000 1.176 3.200 3.504
Arsenic 27 27 0 14 0 1.00 1.70 9.70 5.10 5.19 5.65 2.25 1.647 0.438 27.000 3.861 6.975 6.726
Barium 27 27 0 0 0 1.00 26. 80 84.90 49.00 48. 16 50. 61 16. 12 3.874 0.324 27.000 38.698 59. 927 56.979
Beryllium 27 22 5 0 0 0.81 0.27 0.57 0.41 0.32 0. 36 0.15 -1.136 0.570 27.000 0.219 0.471 0.472
Cadmni um 27 8 19 0 0 0.30 0.25 1. 00 0.30 0.32 0.38 0.26 -1.154 0.582 27.000 0.213 0. 467 0.471
Cal ci um 27 27 0 0 0 1.00 212. 00 6370. 00 904. 00 959. 18 1485. 56 1603. 73 6. 866 0.938 27.000 509. 272 1806. 543 2313. 994
Chrom um 27 27 0 6 0 1.00 4.10 115. 00 16. 50 16. 53 20.58 20. 66 2.805 0.591 27.000 11. 094 24.639 24.907
Cobal t 27 27 0 0 0 1.00 2.30 16. 30 10. 50 9. 36 9.91 2.90 2.236 0. 382 27.000 7.232 12.115 11.577
Copper 27 27 0 1 0 1.00 4.40 32.80 18. 80 18. 58 19. 88 6. 68 2.922 0. 408 27.000 14.108 24.479 23.478
Iron 27 27 0 0 0 1.00 5180. 00 32900. 00 22200. 00 19510. 83 20764. 44 6336. 23 9.879 0.398 27.000 14913. 610 25525.161 24442.967
Lead 27 27 0 24 0 1.00 5.40 33.80 12.50 13.51 14.74 6.83 2.603 0. 417 27.000 10. 193 17.896 17.188
Magnesi um 27 27 0 0 0 1.00 442.00 4490. 00 3130. 00 2697.01 2927.11 974. 08 7.900 0.477 27.000 1954. 998 3720. 661 3619. 246
Manganese 27 27 0 5 0 1.00 152. 00 890. 00 426. 00 417.57 464. 11 211. 46 6.034 0. 482 27.000 301. 629 578. 080 563. 076
Mercury 27 0 27 0 0 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 0. 05 0.04 0.04 0.02 -3.207 0. 367 27.000 0.032 0. 052 0. 049
Ni ckel 27 27 0 0 0 1.00 4.10 41.10 23.90 21.14 22.82 7.71 3.051 0. 450 27.000 15. 602 28. 640 27.684
Pot assi um 27 26 1 0 0 0.96 360. 00 1370. 00 584. 00 607. 37 643. 09 238. 30 6. 409 0.336 27.000 484.138 761.981 724.975
Sel eni um 27 6 22 4 0 0.22 0.22 0.59 0.18 0.21 0.24 0.15 -1.578 0.508 27.000 0. 146 0.291 0. 285
Si | ver 27 1 26 0 0 0.04 0. 46 0. 46 0.34 0.30 0.32 0.10 -1.208 0.339 27.000 0.238 0. 375 0. 357
Sodi um 27 27 0 0 0 1.00 29.70 65. 40 47.70 47.69 48.69 10. 00 3.865 0.210 27.000 41.390 54.939 52.401
Thal i um 27 0 27 0 0 0.00 0.00 0. 00 0.16 0.17 0.18 0. 04 -1.765 0.215 27.000 0.148 0.198 0.189
Vanadi um 27 27 0 2 0 1.00 5.00 24.10 15. 90 14. 28 15.15 4.91 2.659 0. 366 27.000 11.158 18. 287 17. 442
Zi nc 27 27 0 1 0 1.00 14. 40 81. 40 55. 60 51.23 53. 47 13.79 3.936 0. 329 27.000 41.016 63.976 60. 846
Cyani de 26 2 24 1 0 0.08 3.20 15. 90 1.18 1.08 1.69 2.97 0.077 0.766 26.000 0. 644 1.810 2.030

Concentrations are given in units of ng/kg (ppm.
The "x" indicates that the 95% Upper Confidence Limit is greater then the maxi mum detected concentration.



Conpound

Al pha- BHC

Bet a- BHC

Del t a- BHC

Ganma- BHC

Hept achl or

Aldrin

Hept achl or epoxi de
Endosul f an
Dieldrin
DDE

Endrin
Endosul f an
DDD
Endosul fan sul fate
DDT

Met hoxychl or
Endrin ketone
Endrin al dehyde

al pha- Chl or dane
ganmma- Chl or dane
Toxaphene

Arocl or-1016
Aroclor-1221

Arocl or-1232

Arocl or-1242

Arocl or-1248

Arocl or-1254

Arocl or-1260

Valid

23
23
23
23
25
23
24
23
21
23
23
24
23
23
20
23
23
23
21
23
23
23
23
23
23
23
23
23

Concentrations are given in units of

The "x" indicates that

the 95% Upper

QGccur Undet ect

23
23
23
23
19
23
21
23
21
21
23
22
22
22
18
23
23
23
20
22
23
23
23
23
23
21
23
23

OONOOOOORRFRPOOONRFEFRFPNONODOWOOONOOOO

ug/ kg (ppb).
Confidence Limt

CHEM CAL SUMMARY STATI STICS -

Frequency

Esti mat ed Rej ect Det ect ed
00
00
00
00
24
00
13
00
00
09
00
08
04
04
10
00
00
00
05
04
00
00
00
00
00
09
00
00

OONOOOOORROOONOONOROOWOUNOOOO
ARRDRARARRDPORARDBNRADRWAROBRWANDAAR
COOOO0OLO0OO00000000000000000

is greater then the maxi mum detected concentration.

TABLE 2

PESTI Cl DE SAMPLES

GCL Tie and Treating Site

M ni mum
Concentration

Det ect ed

OO0OWMOOO0OO0OONOOOONRAUTIWOUIOONONOOOO

00
00
00
00
00
00
50
00
00
00
00
70
80
40
20
00
00
00
21
20
00
00
00
00
00
30
00
00

Maxi mum
Concentration
Det ect ed

00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
80
40
00
00
00
00
21
20
00

NN

5
COOOONOOOOOAUTNOOUOORONMNOOOO

Medi an

=
PRPRROPRPPRRERERPRPRERPERRERERE

,_‘
B R WweE o
©©o®m©o

i
©

19.

00
00

00
00
00
00
00
90
90

90
90
90
88
00
90
90

00

.00
.00
.50
.00
.00
19.

00

00

Geonetric

Me

N
FONNONNNNNNNRRRERRR R

an

05
05
05
05
40
05
32
05
05
34
04
37
14
12
48
54
04
04
98
08
.38
.43
.50
.43
.43
. 65
.43
.43

Arithnetric

N
PENNEENNONONENENE R

11

21.
43.
21.
21.
26.

21.

Mean

.10
10
10
10
21
10
25
10
15
00
13
73
29
23
63
00
13
13
06
.14
0.00
26
26
26
26
95
.26
26

St andar d

Devi ation

N =
POOPOPPWOOOOROO R NOWOOROROOOO

[N

w

43
43
43
43
18
43
71
43
84
63
80
56
11
93
31
34
80
80
49
49
43
00
83
00
00
20
00
00

WRWRWRWROOOONOO 0000000000000

mean(y)

. 052

052
052
052
338
052
274
052
720
852
714
862
762
750
908
355
714
714
023
079
658
017
726
017
017
075
017
017

COOOO0OLELOOOO000 0000000000000

stdev(y)

262
262
262
262
711
262
750
262
265
554
254
658
334
300
794
262
254
254
444
303
262
254
258
254
254
538
254
254

23.
23.
23.
23.
25.
23.
24.
23.
21.
23.
23.
24.
23.
23.
20.
23.
23.
23.
. 000
23.
23.
23.
23.
23.
23.
23.
. 000
23.

n(y)

000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000

000
000
000
000
000
000
000

000

Quartile

CORrRPORRPRPPPPPOO0O00000O0O

Lower

883
883
883
883
868
883
793
883
719
613
721
519
710
729
451
831
721
721
724
882
. 310
. 211
. 866
. 211
. 211
. 055
. 211
.211

Upper

Quartile

[
FPERENNNBENNONONRNRNRRRRE

i
NN WNNBNDN
AR APOB_O

258
258
258
258
266
258
181
258
457
408
425
690
684
591
238
576
425
425
319
327

. 759
. 249
. 388
. 249
. 249
. 122
. 249
. 249

N
PENNNAONNONONENENE R

120

23.
47.
23.
23.
31.

23.

Upper 95

206
206
206
206
471
206
462
206
369
471
325
927
583
487
184
059
325
325
308
274
. 587
252
357
252
252
498
. 252
252

X X X X

x

X X X X X X X X X

x



Conpound

Napht hal ene

Acenapht hyl ene

Acenapht hene

Fl uor ene

Phenant hrene

Ant hr acene

Fl uor ant hene

Pyrene

Benzo (a) anthracene
Chrysene

Benzo (b, k) fluoranthene
Benzo (b) fluoranthene
Benzo (k) fluoranthene
Benzo (a) pyrene

I ndeno (1, 2,3-cd) pyrene
Di benzo (a, h) anthracene
Benzo (g, h,i) perylene

Valid

BAEDDBINONNONNDAEDADIADIIADDS

Gceur Undet ect
0 4
0 4
0 4
0 4
0 4
0 4
1 3
2 2
0 4
2 2
1 1
2 1
2 1
2 2
0 4
0 4
1 3

Concentrations are given in units of ug/kg (ppb).

The "x" indicates that

the 95% Upper

Confidence Limt

CHEM CAL SUMMARY STATI STICS -

Frequency

Esti mat ed Rej ect Det ect ed
00
00
00
00
00
00
25
50
00
50
50
00
00
50
00
00
25

HFOONRRRNONROOOOOO
Coo0O00O0OO0O0O0O0O0OO0O0O0OO0O
COOORPPOOOOOO0O00000

is greater then the maxi num detec

TABLE 2

GCL Tie and Treating Site

M ni mum Maxi mum
Concentration Concentration
Det ect ed Det ect ed
0. 00 0. 00
0.00 0. 00
0.00 0. 00
0.00 0.00
0. 00 0.00
0. 00 0.00
24.00 24.00
23.00 76. 00
0. 00 0. 00
36. 00 82.00
160. 00 160. 00
42.00 42.00
54.00 54.00
36. 00 250. 00
0. 00 0. 00
0. 00 0. 00
200. 00 200. 00

ted concentration.

Medi

175.
175.
175.
175.
175.
175.
165.
120.
175.
123.
162.
113.
1109.
175.
175.
175.
185.

PAH BACKGROUND SAMPLES

an

00
00
00
00
00
00
00
50
00
50
50
50
50
00
00
00
00

Geonetric

Mean

174.
174.
174.
174.
174.
174.
104.

85.
174.

97.
162.
.15

99.
128.
174.
174.
183.

71
71
71
71
71
71
85
47
71
43
48

95
74
71
71
32

Arithnetric

Mean

175.
175.
175.
175.
175.
175.
134.
112.
175.
117.
162.
113.
1109.
159.
175.
175.
183.

00
00
00
00
00
00
75
25
00
00
50
50
50
00
00
00
75

St andar d
Devi ation

11.
11.
11.
11.
11.
11.
74.
76.
11.
70.

3.
101.12
92.
89.
11.
11.
14.

55
55
55
55
55
55
43
06
55
03
54

63
67
55
55
36

mean(y)

qoasbbORORRaaOOOO0

163
163
163
163
163
163
653
448
163
579
091
479
605
858
163
163
211

COOOOFPO0O000O000000

stdev(y)

066
066
066
066
066
066
984
960
066
755
022
048
871
867
066
066
079

PAMPONNOARRAIRRDRDD

n(y)

000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000

Lower

Quartile

167.
167.
167.
167.
167.
167.
53.
44.
167.
58.
160.
43.
55.
71.
167.
167.
173.

099
099
099
099
099
099
967
716
099
547
113
453
547
708
099
099
799

Upper

Quartile

182.
182.
182.
182.
182.
182.
203.
163.
182.
162.
164.
178.
179.
231.
182.
182.
193.

676
676
676
676
676
676
727
357
676
138
884
814
848
144
676
676
389

Upper 95

190. 093
190. 093
190. 093
190. 093
190. 093
190. 093
7129. 465
4752. 658
190. 093
1214. 929
174.924
2. 57E+15
1. 76E+11
3482. 854
190. 093
190. 093
203. 185

XX X X X X X X X X X X X X XXX



TABLE 2

CHEM CAL SUMVARY STATI STICS - VOLATI LE ORGANI C BACKGROUND SAMPLES
GCL Tie and Treating Site

M ni mum Maxi mum
Frequency Concentration Concentration Geonetric Arithnetric St andar d Lower Upper
Conpound Valid Cccur Undet ect Esti mat ed Rej ect Det ect ed Det ect ed Det ect ed Medi an Mean Mean Devi ati on mean(y) stdev(y) n(y) Quartile Quartile Upper 95
Chl or ormet hane 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.50 5.50 5.50 0.00 1.705 0. 000 2.000 5.500 5.500 5.500
Br onpnet hane 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.50 5.50 5.50 0.00 1.705 0. 000 2.000 5.500 5.500 5.500
Vinyl Chloride 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.50 5.50 5.50 0.00 1.705 0. 000 2.000 5.500 5.500 5.500
Chl or oet hane 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0. 00 0.00 5.50 5.50 5.50 0.00 1.705 0. 000 2.000 5.500 5.500 5.500
Met hyl ene Chlori de 2 2 0 0 0 1.00 26. 00 26.00 26. 00 26. 00 26. 00 0.00 3.258 0. 000 2.000 26. 000 26. 000 26. 000
Acet one 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0. 00 0.00 7.25 7.04 7.25 2.47 1.951 0.348 2.000 5.562 8.899 142. 554
Carbon Disul fide 2 0 2 0 0 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 5.50 5.50 5.50 0. 00 1.705 0. 000 2.000 5. 500 5.500 5. 500
1, 1- Di chl or oet hene 2 0 2 0 0 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 5.50 5.50 5.50 0. 00 1.705 0. 000 2.000 5. 500 5.500 5. 500
1, 1- Di chl or oet hane 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.50 5.50 5.50 0.00 1.705 0. 000 2.000 5.500 5.500 5.500
1, 2- Di chl or oet hene 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.50 5.50 5.50 0.00 1.705 0. 000 2.000 5.500 5.500 5.500
Chl orof orm 2 2 0 2 0 1.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 1.386 0. 000 2.000 4.000 4.000 4.000
1, 2- Di chl or oet hane 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0. 00 0.00 5.50 5.50 5.50 0.00 1.705 0. 000 2.000 5.500 5.500 5.500
2-But anone 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0. 00 0.00 5.50 5.50 5.50 0.00 1.705 0. 000 2.000 5. 500 5.500 5. 500
1,1, 1-Trichl oroet hane 2 0 2 0 0 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 5.50 5.50 5.50 0. 00 1.705 0. 000 2.000 5. 500 5.500 5. 500
Carbon tetrachl oride 2 0 2 0 0 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 5.50 5.50 5.50 0. 00 1.705 0. 000 2.000 5. 500 5.500 5. 500
Br onodi chl or omet hane 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.50 5.50 5.50 0.00 1.705 0. 000 2.000 5.500 5.500 5.500
1, 2- Di chl or opr opane 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.50 5.50 5.50 0.00 1.705 0. 000 2.000 5.500 5.500 5.500
e- 1, 3-Dichl oropropene 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.50 5.50 5.50 0.00 1.705 0. 000 2.000 5.500 5.500 5.500
Trichl oroet hene 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0. 00 0.00 5.50 5.50 5.50 0.00 1.705 0. 000 2.000 5.500 5.500 5.500
Di br onochl or onet hane 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0. 00 0.00 5.50 5.50 5.50 0.00 1.705 0. 000 2.000 5. 500 5.500 5. 500
1,1, 2-Trichl oroet hane 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0. 00 0.00 5.50 5.50 5.50 0.00 1.705 0. 000 2.000 5.500 5.500 5.500
Benzene 2 0 2 0 0 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 5.50 5.50 5.50 0. 00 1.705 0. 000 2.000 5. 500 5.500 5. 500
1-1, 3-Di chl or opr opene 2 0 2 0 0 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 5.50 5.50 5.50 0. 00 1.705 0. 000 2.000 5. 500 5.500 5. 500
Br onof orm 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.50 5.50 5.50 0.00 1.705 0. 000 2.000 5.500 5.500 5.500
4- Met hyl - 2- pent anone 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.50 5.50 5.50 0.00 1.705 0. 000 2.000 5.500 5.500 5.500
2- Hexanone 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.50 5.50 5.50 0.00 1.705 0. 000 2.000 5.500 5.500 5.500
Tetrachl oroet hene 2 2 0 0 0 1.00 13. 00 15. 00 14.00 13.96 14.00 1.41 2.636 0.101 2.000 13.043 14.951 20.778
1,1, 2, 2-Tetrachl or oet hane 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0. 00 0.00 5.50 5.50 5.50 0.00 1.705 0. 000 2.000 5.500 5.500 5. 500
Tol uene 2 2 0 2 0 1.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 1.099 0. 000 2.000 3. 000 3.000 3. 000
Chl or obenzene 2 0 2 0 0 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 5.50 5.50 5.50 0. 00 1.705 0. 000 2.000 5. 500 5.500 5. 500
Et hyl benzene 2 0 2 0 0 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 5.50 5.50 5.50 0. 00 1.705 0. 000 2.000 5. 500 5.500 5. 500
Styrene 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.50 5.50 5.50 0.00 1.705 0. 000 2.000 5.500 5.500 5.500
Xyl enes 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.50 5.50 5.50 0.00 1.705 0. 000 2.000 5.500 5.500 5.500

Concentrations are given in units of ug/kg (ppb).
The "x" indicates that the 95% Upper Confidence Limt is greater then the maxi mum detected concentration.

X X X X

XX X X X X X X X X X X XXX XX X X X X X

X X X X



Conpound

Chl or onet hane

Br ononet hane

Vinyl Chloride

Chl or oet hane

Met hyl ene Chl ori de
Acet one

Carbon Disul fide

1, 1- Di chl or oet hene

1, 1- Di chl or oet hane

1, 2- Di chl or oet hene
Chl orof orm

1, 2- Di chl or oet hane

2- But anone

1,1, 1-Trichl or oet hane
Carbon tetrachl oride
Br onodi chl or onet hane
1, 2- Di chl or opr opane
c-1, 3-Di chl or opr opene
Trichl oroet hene

Di br omochl or onmet hane
1,1,2-Trichl oroet hane
Benzene

t-1, 3-Di chl oropropene
Br onof orm

4- Met hyl - 2- pent aone
2- Hexanone

Tetrachl oroet hene
1,1, 2, 2-Tetrachl oroet hane
Tol uene

Chl or obenzene

Et hyl benzene

Styrene

Xyl enes

Valid

27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
26
26
26
26
26
26
26
26
26

QGccur

N

WRPRNOUUOODOOOO0OO0OO0OO0OO0O0OO0O0OO0ORrFPOOOOOORrRWMOOOO

[

i

Undet ect

27
27
27
27
19
26
27
27
27
27

7
27
26
26
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
26
25
10
26
11
26
24
25
23

Concentrations are given in units of ug/kg (ppb).
Confidence Limt

The "x" indicates that

the 95% Upper

Esti mat ed

N

WHRERNOUORRPROOOOOOOOOOORrFPROOOOOOONODOOO

[

-

CHEM CAL SUMMARY STATI STICS -

Rej ect

PR RPRPRRPRPRREPRPROO0OO0O00000000 0000000000000

Frequency

Det ect ed

COOO000000000000000000000000000000

00
00
00
00
30
04
00
00
00
00
74
00
04
04
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
62
00
58
00
08
04
12

TABLE 2

GCL Tie and Treating Site

M ni mum
Concentration
Det ect ed

00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00

15

NORORFROOOOOO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0ODO0OOONODOOORrRVOOOO
o
o

is greater then the maxi mum detected concentration.

Maxi mum
Concentration
Det ect ed

00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
.00
120. 00
0.00
3500. 00
0.00
4100. 00
1300. 00
6800. 00

N
O

COOOO00OOO00000000000RO00000

150

Medi an

P

QOO Oaaaaaaaoaaaa aawaaaaNnoo oo

VOLATI LE ORGANI C SAMPLES

50
50

50
50
00
50
50
50
50

50
50
50
50
50
50
50

50
50
50
50
50
50
50

50
50
50
50
50
50

Geonetric

Mean

B

WO WO W 0 oo~ W 0o 0o 0o 0000000000000 W WO A 0o

79
79
79
79
63
65
79
79
79
79
77
79
02
02
79
79
79
79
79
79
79
79
79
79
95
19
35
95
34
95
19
14
37

Arithnetric

Mean

78.
78.
78.
78.
67.
89.
78.
78.
78.
78.
34.
78.
105.
105.
78.
78.
78.
78.
.02
78.
78.
78.
78.
78.
80.
109.
.63
80.
160.
80.
209.
101.
313.

02
02
02
02
54
80
02
02
02
02
81
02
80
80
02
02
02
02

02
02
02
02
02
81
65

81
58
81
52
96
54

St andar d

265.
265.
265.
265.
229.
263.
265.
265.
265.
265.
112.
265.
361.
361.
265.
265.
265.
265.
265.
265.
265.
265.
265.
265.
270.
367.
270.
270.
688.
270.
827.
338.
1343.51

Devi ation

97
97
97
97
54
08
97
97
97
97
30
97
03
03
97
97
97
97
97
97
97
97
97
97
84
61
69
84
24
84
28
28

mean(y)

2.173
2.173
2.173
2.173
2.811
2.926
2.173
2.173
2.173
2.173
1.563
2.173
2.199
2.199
2.173
2.173
2.
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
2
2
2
2
2
2

173

. 173
. 173
. 173
. 173
. 173
. 173
. 173
.191
. 218
. 995
.191
.121
.191
. 218
. 213
. 237

RRRRRRRRRRRRERRERRERRRRRRRRRRRRERRRRRRRER

stdev(y)

370
370
370
370
226
394
370
370
370
370
396
370
460
460
370
370
370
370
370
370
370
370
370
370
393
485
748
393
647
393
655
466
758

27.
27.
27.
27.
27.
27.
27.
27.
27.
27.
27.
27.
27.
27.
27.
27.
27.
27.
. 000
27.
27.
27.
27.
27.
26.
26.
. 000
26.
26.
26.
26.
26.
26.

n(y)

000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000

000
000
000
000
000
000
000

000
000
000
000
000
000

Quartile

NOWONONOWWWRWWLWLOWOOWONREWWWLNN®®®WW

Lower

488
488
488
488
273
285
488
488
488
488
861
488
368
368
488
488
488
488
488
488
488
488
488
488
495
374
261
495
745
495
008
400
862

Upper

Quartile

22.
22.
22.
22.
38.
47.
22.
22.
22.
22.
12.
22.
24.
24.
22.
22.
22.
22.
22.
22.
22.
22.
22.
22.
22.
25.
23.
22.
25.
22.
28.
24.
30.

139
139
139
139
014
770
139
139
139
139
240
139
139
139
139
139
139
139
139
139
139
139
139
139
908
029
900
908
351
908
058
566
667

Upper

49.
49.
49.
49.
68.
111.
49.
49.
49.
49.
28.
49.
63.
63.
49.
49.
49.
49.
49.
49.
49.
49.
49.
49.
54.
70.

166
54
99
54

111
66

153

733
733
733
733
436
752
733
733
733
733
733
733
385
385
733
733
733
733
733
733
733
733
733
733
733
557
. 977
. 733
. 118
. 733
. 480
. 782
. 658

95

X X X X X X X X X

X X X X X X X X X X X X X x

x

x



Conpound Valid

N- Ni t r osodi phenyl ami ne

4- Bromophenyl phenyl et her
Hexachl or obenzene

Pent achl or ophenol

Car bazol e

Di - n-butyl pht hal ate

Butyl benzyl pht hal ate

3, 3' - Di chl or obenzi di ne

bi s(2- Et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate
Di - n-octyl phthal ate

Anal i ne

N- Phenyl benzyl am ne

TITONNNNONNNNN

P4

Concentrations are given in units of
The "NR' neans not anal yzed.
The "x" indicates that the 95% Upper

CHEM CAL

QGccur Undet ect

TTOo00000O0OO0OO0O
TTONNNNNNNNN

P4
zZz

ug/ kg (ppb).

Confidence Limt

TABLE 2

SUMMARY STATI STICS - SEM - VOLATI LE ORGANI C BACKGROUND SAMPLES ( EXCLUDI NG PAHS)
GCL Tie and Treating Site

M ni mum

Frequency Concentration

Esti mat ed Rej ect Det ect ed Det ect ed
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
.00
NR
NR

[=RelolojofooNoNo o)

FToo0oo0ooocooocoo
FTTFoo0oo0ooo0ocoococo0o
FToo0oo0ooocooocoo

zZZz
zZ
zZZz

is greater then the maxi mum detected concentration.

Maxi mum
Concentration

Det ect ed

coocoooooo0

00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
.00
NR

NR

Medi

185.
185.
185.
447.
185.
185.
185.
185.
185.
185.

an

00
00
00
50
00
00
00
00
00
00

NR

Geonetric

Mean

185.
185.
185.
447.
185.
185.
185.
185.
185.
185.

00
00
00
49
00
00
00
00
00
00

NR
NR

Arithnetric

Me

185.
1865.
185.
447.
185.
185.
185.
185.
185.
1865.
NR
NR

an

00
00
00
50
00
00
00
00
00
00

St andar d

Devi ation

coocooowooo

00
00
00
54
00
00
00
00
00
.00
NR

NR

mean(y)

gooaaaoaaa

220
220
220
104
220
220
220
220
220
220
NR

NR

COOoO0O000000o

stdev(y)

000
000
000
008
000
000
000
000
000
000
NR

NR

NNNNNNNDNDD D

n(y)

000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
NR

NR

Lower

Quartile

185.
1865.
185.
4565.
185.
185.
185.
185.
185.
1865.
NR
NR

000
000
000
114
000
000
000
000
000
000

Upper

Quartile

185.
185.
185.
449.
185.
185.
185.
185.
185.
185.

000
000
000
885
000
000
000
000
000
000

NR
NR

Upper

185.
1865.
185.
459.
185.
185.
185.
185.
185.
1865.

95

000
000
000
465
000
000
000
000
000
000

NR
NR

X X X X X X X X X X



Conpound

Al umi ni num
Anti mony
Arsenic
Barium
Beryllium
Cadmni um
Cal ci um
Chrom um
Cobal t
Copper
Iron

Lead
Magnesi um
Manganese
Mercury

Ni cke

Pot assi um
Sel eni um
Si | ver
Sodi um
Thal i um
Vanadi um
Zinc

Cyani de

Valid

NN NN NNNNNNN

QGccur Undet ect

ONNONOONNONNNNNNNNONNNON
NOOMNONMNNOONOOOOOOOONODOONO

Concentrations are given in units of ng/kg (ppm.

The "x"

indi cates that

the 95% Upper

Confidence Limt

TABLE 2

CHEM CAL SUMVARY STATI STICS -

Frequency

Esti mat ed Rej ect Det ect ed
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00

OCONOOOOOO0OO0O0 00000000 OONOO
CO0O0O000O0O000O0O0000O0O0O00O0O0O0OO
ePpPOorocORRrORRERERPRRRPORRROR

is greater then the maxi num detected concentration.

M ni mum

Concentration

Det ec

10200. 00

0.
7.
66.
0.
0.
1660
14.
11
19

19700. 00

| NORGANI C BACKGROUND SAMPLES
GCL Tie and Treating Site

ted

00
30
90
38
00
.00
60
.70
.70

6.70

3770.
632.
0.
23.
716.
0.
0.
57.
0.
12.
53.
0.

00
00
00
50
00
00
00
50
00
30
60
00

Maxi mum

10400. 00

0. 00
8.50
76.80
0.44
0.00

16.2
13.9
26.2

20900. 00

11.
4220.
715.
0.
24.
723.
0.
0.
75.
0.
13.
57.
0.

Concentration

Det ect ed

15400. 00

0
0
0

20
00
00
00
40
00
00
00
20
00
20
00
00

Medi an

10300. 00

1.65
7.90
71.85
0.41
0.25

8530.

00

15. 40
12.80
22.95

20300. 00

8.95

3995.
673.
0.
23.
719.
0.
0.
66.
0.
12.
55.
1.

00
50
05
95
50
15
33
35
15
75
30
03

Geonetric

Mean

10299. 51
1.65
7.88
71.68
0.41
0.25
5056. 09
15. 38
12.75
22.72
20291. 13
8. 66
3988. 66
672.22
0.05
23.95
719. 49
0.15
0.33
65.76
0.15
12.74
55. 27
1.02

Arithnetric

Meal

10300. 00

1.65
7.90
71.85
0.41
0.25
8530.
15. 40
12.80
22.95

20300. 00

8.9
3995.
673.

0.0
23.
719.
0.
0.
66.
0.
12.
55.
1.

n

00

5

00
50
5

95
50
15
33
35
15
75
30
03

St andar d

Devi ation

141. 42
0.07
0.85
7.00
0.04
0.01
9715. 65
1.13
1.56
4.60
848. 53
3.18
318. 20
58. 69
00
64
95
00
02
12.52
0.00
0.64
2.40
0.04

Moo kOO

OCANERARPPOWWD ONOWNNOROMNOO

mean(y)

240
500
064
272
894
387
523
733
546
123
918
159
291
511
101
176
579
897
102
186
897
545
012
024

COOO0O00000OOOOOOOOrO000000

stdev(y)

041
043
108
098
104
057
575
074
122
202
042
363
080
087
000
027
007
000
053
190
000
050
043
034

NNNNNNNRNRNRNN NN NNDNNDND

n(y)

000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000

Lower

Quartile

10204. 544
1.176
7.326

67.112
0.381
0. 240

1747. 024
14.635
11.746
19. 829

19726. 738
6.779
3779.764
633. 791
0. 045
23.520
716. 160
0. 150
0.321
57. 855
0.150
12. 320
53.676
1.001

Upper
Quartile Upper 95

10395. 369 10785. 964

3. 200 3.504
8.470 12.102
76.557 104. 809
0.439 0.616
0. 260 0. 360
14632. 881 1. 760E+34
16. 161 20.175
13. 845 21.116
26.029 65. 511
20871.671 23474.926
11.069 235. 240
4209. 099 5374.214
712.979 936. 622
0. 045 0. 045

24.379 26.218
722.839 736. 207

0. 150 0. 150
0. 344 0.401
74.738 171. 660
0. 150 0. 150
13.179 15. 200
56. 920 64.347
1. 049 1.154

X X X

XX X X X X X XX XX XXX XXXX



TABLE 2

CHEM CAL SUMVARY STATI STICS - PESTI Cl DE BACKGROUND SAMPLES
GCL Tie and Treating Site

M ni mum Maxi mum
Frequency Concentration Concentration Geonetric Arithnetric St andar d Lower Upper
Conpound Valid Cccur Undet ect Esti mat ed Rej ect Det ect ed Det ect ed Det ect ed Medi an Mean Mean Devi ati on mean(y) stdev(y) n(y) Quartile Quartile Upper 95
Al pha- BHC 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.00 -0.051 0. 000 2.000 0.950 0.950 0. 950
Bet a- BHC 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.00 -0.051 0. 000 2.000 0.950 0.950 0. 950
Del t a- BHC 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.00 -0.051 0. 000 2.000 0.950 0.950 0. 950
Gamma- BHC 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0. 00 0.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.00 -0.051 0. 000 2.000 0. 950 0.950 0. 950
Hept achl or 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0. 00 0.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.00 -0.051 0. 000 2.000 0. 950 0. 950 0. 950
Aldrin 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0. 00 0.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.00 -0.051 0. 000 2.000 0. 950 0. 950 0. 950
Hept achl or epoxi de 2 0 2 0 0 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 0.95 0.95 0. 95 0. 00 -0.051 0. 000 2.000 0. 950 0. 950 0. 950
Endosul fan | 2 0 2 0 0 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 0.95 0.95 0. 95 0. 00 -0.051 0. 000 2.000 0. 950 0. 950 0. 950
Dieldrin 2 0 2 0 0 0. 00 0.00 0.00 1.85 1.85 1.85 0.00 0.651 0. 000 2.000 1.850 1.850 1.850
DDE 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.85 1.85 1.85 0.00 0.651 0. 000 2.000 1.850 1.850 1.850
Endrin 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.85 1.85 1.85 0.00 0.651 0. 000 2.000 1.850 1.850 1.850
Endosul fan I 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0. 00 0.00 1.85 1.85 1.85 0.00 0.651 0. 000 2.000 1.850 1.850 1.850
DDD 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0. 00 0.00 1.85 1.85 1.85 0.00 0.651 0. 000 2.000 1.850 1.850 1.850
Endosul fan sul fate 2 0 2 0 0 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 1.85 1.85 1.85 0. 00 0. 651 0. 000 2.000 1.850 1.850 1.850
DDT 2 0 2 0 0 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 1.85 1.85 1.85 0. 00 0. 651 0. 000 2.000 1.850 1.850 1.850
Met hoxychl or 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 9.50 9.50 9.50 0.00 2.251 0. 000 2.000 9. 500 9. 500 9. 500
Endrin ketone 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.85 1.85 1.85 0.00 0.651 0. 000 2.000 1.850 1.850 1.850
Endrin al dehyde 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.85 1.85 1.85 0.00 0.651 0. 000 2.000 1.850 1.850 1.850
al pha- Chl or dane 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0. 00 0.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.00 -0.051 0. 000 2.000 0. 950 0. 950 0. 950
gamma- Chl or dane 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0. 00 0.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.00 -0.051 0. 000 2.000 0. 950 0. 950 0. 950
Toxaphene 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0. 00 0.00 95. 00 95. 00 95. 00 0.00 4.554 0. 000 2.000 95. 000 95. 000 95. 000
Arocl or-1016 2 0 2 0 0 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 18. 50 18. 50 18. 50 0. 00 2.918 0. 000 2.000 18. 500 18. 500 18. 500
Arocl or-1221 2 0 2 0 0 0. 00 0. 00 0. 00 37.25 37.25 37.25 0.35 3.618 0. 009 2.000 37.011 37.488 37.300
Arocl or-1232 2 0 2 0 0 0. 00 0.00 0.00 18. 50 18.50 18. 50 0.00 2.918 0. 000 2.000 18.500 18.500 18. 500
Arocl or-1242 2 0 2 0 0 0. 00 0. 00 0.00 18. 50 18. 50 18. 50 0.00 2.918 0. 000 2.000 18.500 18.500 18. 500
Arocl or-1248 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 18. 50 18.50 18. 50 0.00 2.918 0. 000 2.000 18.500 18.500 18. 500
Arocl or-1254 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0. 00 0.00 18. 50 18. 50 18. 50 0.00 2.918 0. 000 2.000 18.500 18.500 18. 500
Arocl or-1260 2 0 2 0 0 0.00 0. 00 0.00 18. 50 18. 50 18. 50 0.00 2.918 0. 000 2.000 18.500 18.500 18. 500

Concentrations are given in units of ug/kg (ppb).
The "x" indicates that the 95% Upper Confidence Limt is greater then the maxi mum detected concentration.

XX X X X X X X X XXX XXX XXXXXXXXXXXXX



TABLE 3

GCL TIE & TREATING SI TE
CHEM CALS OF POTENTI AL CONCERN

ORGANI C

Acenapht hyl ene Di - n-octyl pht hal ate
Ant hr acene Napt hal ene
Benzo( a) ant hr acene Chl or of orm
Benzo( a) pyr ene Phenol
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene Et hyl benzene
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene Met hyl ene Chl ori de
Chrysene Tet rachl or oet hene
D benz(a, h) ant hracene Tol uene
FI our ant hene Xyl enes
Fl uor ene Arocl or 1248 (PCB)
I ndeno (1, 2, 3-cd) pyrene Chl or dane
Pyrene DDE
Ani i ne DDT
Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate Hept achl or
4- Chl oroani |l i ne Hept achl or Expoxi de
2, 4- Di net hyl phenol

| NORGANI C

Arsenic
Chr om um



TABLE 4

QL TIE & TREATING SI TE
Rl SK ASSESSMENT CURRENT USE SO L EXPCSURE PATHWAYS

Current Use Receptors Current Use Receptors

Pri mary Source Secondary Source Of-Site Residents Site Trespassers
Child Adul t Of-Site Wrkers Child Adul t
I ngesti on X X X X X
I ndustrial and Spill/Discharge Soil Dernal Contact - - - X X
Commerci al Activities I nhal ati on X X X X X



TABLE 5

QL TIE & TREATING SI TE
Rl SK ASSESSMENT CURRENT USE SO L EXPCSURE PATHWAYS

Future Use Receptors

Pri mary Source Secondary Source Of-Site Residents Site Trespassers
Child Adul t Of-Site Wrkers On-Site Wrkers Child Adul t
I ngesti on X X X X X X
I ndustrial and Spill/Discharge Soil Dernal Contact - - - X X X

Commercial Activities | nhal ati on X X X X X X



TABLE 6 Sheet 2 of 2
GCL TIE & TREATI NG SI TE
TOXI A TY DATA FOR NONCARCI NOGENI C
AND CARCI NOGENI C RI SK EVALUATI ON

Noncar ci nogeni ¢ Ref erence Dose Car ci nogen Sl ope Fact or
Chemi cal Nare Rf D Rf C Rf D SF Wi ght Unit Risk SF Wi ght
(oral) (inhalation) (inhalation) (Oral) of (I'nhal ation) (Inhalation) of
(my/ Kg/ day) g/ Cu. nm ( g/ Kg- day) (rmg/ Kg-day) -1 Evidence (ug/Cu.m-1 (ng/Kg-day)- Evidence
1
Sem - Vol atil es Benzo(a) pyrene - - - 7. 3E+00 B2 - 6. 1E+00 B2
(Cont' d)
Di benz(a, h) ant hracene - - - TEF-1.0 B2 - - -
Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate 2. 0E-02 - - 1. 4E- 02 B2 - - -
Di - n-octyl pht hal ate 2. 0E-02 - - - - - - -
Phenol 6. OE- 01 - - - - - - -
2, 4- D net hyl phenol 2. 0E- 02 - - - - - - -
4- Chl oroani |l i ne 4. 0E-03 - - - - - - -
Ani line - 1.0E-2 2. 86E-03 - - - - -
Hept achl or 5. OE- 04 - - 4, 5E+00 - - - -
Hept achl or epoxi de 1. 3E-05 - - 9. 1E+00 - - - -
DDE - - - 3.4E-01 - - - -
DDT 5. 0E- 04 - - 3.4E-01 - - - -
al pha- Chl or dane 6. OE- 05 - - 1. 3E+00 - - - -
Arocl or 1248 (PCBs) - - - 7. 7TE+00 - - - -
| nor gani cs Arsenic 3. 00E- 04 - - 1. 75E+00 A 4. 30E- 03 1. 50E+05 A
Chromum 111 1. 00E+00 - - - - - - -
Chr om um VI 5. 00E- 03 - - - - 1.17E-02 4. 10E+01 A
EPA Wi ght of Evidence classifications are as foll ows:
Goup A Hurman Carci nogen. Sufficient evidence from epidem ol ogic studies to support a casual association between exposure and cancer.
G oup Bl: Probabl e Human Carcinogen. Limted evidence of carcinogenicity in human from epi demi ol ogi cal studi es.
G oup B2: Probabl e Human Carcinogen. Sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity in aninals. |nadequate evidence of carcinogenicity in hunans.
Goup C Possi bl e Human Carcinogen. Linited evidence of carcinogenicity in animals.
Goup D Not cl assified. |nadequate evidence of carcinogenicity in animals.

Note: - No data/Not avail abl e.



TABLE 7

CARCI NOGENI C RI SK LEVELS
SUMVARY ACRCSS EXPOSURE PATHWAYS
PRESENT/ FUTURE USE SCENARI CS
EXPOSURE TO SA L CARCI NOGENI C RI SK LEVELS
( REASONABLE NMAXI MUM

EXPOSURE)
Adult Trespassers
1) Inhal ation 3.49 x 10-6
2) Ingestion 2.67 x 10-4
3) Dernal Contact 1.98 x 10-7
TOTAL 2.71 x 10-4
A der Child Trespassers
1) Inhal ation 1.09 x 10-6
2) Ingestion 2.67 x 10-4
3) Dernal Contact 5.51 x 10-8
TOTAL 2.68 x 10-4
On-Site Wrker
1) Inhal ation 2.60 x 10-6
2) Ingestion 9.54 x 10-4
3) Dernal Contact 5.09 x 10-8
TOTAL 9.57 x 10-4
Of-Site Wrker
1) Inhal ation 2.60 x 10-6
2) Ingestion 9.54 x 10-4
TOTAL 9.57 x 10-4



TABLE 8

NONCARCI NOGENI C RI SK LEVELS
SUMVARY ACRCSS EXPOSURE PATHWAYS
PRESENT/ FUTURE USE SCENARI O

EXPOSURE TO SA L

1)
2)
3)

1)
2)
3)

1)
2)
3)

1)
2)

*

Adult Trespassers

I nhal ation

I ngestion

Der mal Cont act
TOTAL

A der Child Trespassers

I nhal ati on

I ngesti on

Der mal Cont act
TOTAL

On-Site Wrker

I nhal ati on

I ngesti on

Der mal Cont act
TOTAL

Of-Site Wrker

I nhal ation

I ngesti on
TOTAL

No noncar ci nogeni ¢ der nal

NONCARCI NOGENI C El AZARD
| NDEX VALUES
( REASONABLE NMAXI MUM EXPOSURE)

8.67 x 10-4
4.94

x

[EnY
Q@
N

*

5.03 X 10-2

1.08 x 10-3
1.98 x 10-1

1.99 x 10-1

6.19 x 10-4
1.69 x 10-1

1.70 x 10-1
6.19 x 10-4

.69 x 10-1
1.70 x 10-1

[EnY

contact chem cals of concern



TABLE 9

HEALTH BASED SO L CLEANUP LEVELS

COVPOUND Rl SK- BASED
CLEANUP LEVEL
(PPM
Benzo( a) ant hr acene 78
Benzo( a) pyr ene 8
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene 78
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene 78
Di benzo( a, h) ant hr acene 8
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-c, d) pyrene 78

Total PAHs 500



TABLE 10

LI ST OF APPLI CABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPRCPRI ATE REQUI REMENTD ( ARARS)
AND TO- BE- CONSI DERED ( TBC) FOR THE SELECTED REMEDY

APPLI CABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRI ATE REQUI REMENTS'

National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NAAQS) 40 CFR 61
RCRA- Land Disposal Restrictions (40 CFR 268)

RCRA- Standards Applicable to Transport of Hazardous Waste
(CFR 263. 11, 263.20-21 and 263. 30- 31)

RCRA- Standards for Omners/Qperators of Permtted Hazardous Waste Facilities
(40 CFR 264. 10-264. 18)

RCRA- Preparedness and Prevention (40 CFR 264. 10- 264. 18)

RCRA- Contingency Plan and Energency Procedures (40CFR 264. 50- 264. 56)

DOT- Rul es for Transportation of Hazardous Materials (49 CFR Parts 107, 171.1-172.558)
New York State Hazardous Waste Manifest System Rul es (6NYCRR 372)

New Yor k Hazardous Waste Treatnment Storage and Disposal Facility Permtting Requirenents
(6 NYCRR 370 and 373)

TO- BE- CONSI DERED?

New York State Air Em ssion Requirenents (6 NYCRR 364 and 372)
CSHA- Safety and Health Standards (29 CFR 1926)

CSHA- Record keeping, Reporting and Rel ated Regul ati ons (29 CFR 1904)

1 Environmental statutes promulgated by a federal or state authority.
2 Advisories, criteria, and gui dance of federal or state origin.

REGULATCRY
LEVEL

Feder al

Feder al

Feder al

Feder al

Feder al

Feder al

Feder al

NY State

NY State

REGULATCRY

LEVEL

NY State

Feder al

Feder al



ALTERNATI VE 5:

TABLE 11

BACKFI LL WTH TREATED SO L AND CLEAN OFF-SITE SO L

CAPI TAL COST ESTI MATES (1994 DOLLARS)

FACI LI TY/ CONSTRUCTI ON

1.

2

3

1.

2

V.

V.

Vi

VI,

VI,

* A

SI TE PREPARATI ON
Warni ng Signs

Fence Conpl etion
Equi prent Par ki ng and Storage Area

SUPPORT FACI LI TI ES
Ofice Trailer

Decont ami nation Trailer
BU LDl NG DECONTAM NATI O\, DEMOLI TI ON
AND DI SPOCSAL
1. Decontanination
2. Denolition
3. Disposal
CONTAM NATED SO L EXCAVATI ON
SCREENI NG SHREDDI NG
ON- SI TE THERVAL DESCRPTI ON
DI SPOSAL

CLEAN COFF- SI TE BACKFI LL

nunbers are rounded to nearest hundred

ESTI MATED

QUANTI TI ES
31
1,200 | f

2,500 sy

84.100 f
20,900 f
148 cf
36, 100
36, 100
36, 100
36, 100

6,676

tZ

t2

cy

cy

cy

VATERI AL

UNIT

PRI CE CosT
80 2,500
18 21, 600
8 20, 000

14,300 14, 300

42,900 42, 900

Included in

Included in

Included in

I ncl uded in

I ncluded in

I ncl uded in

I ncluded in

I ncl uded in

EXCAVATI ON AND SCREEN NG ON- SI TE THERVAL DESORPTI QN

nstall ation

nstal |l ation

nstall ation

installation

installation

installation

installation

installation

Sheet 1 of 2

| NSTALLATI ON
UNIT DI RECT CONSTRUCTI ON
PRI CE CosT CcosT*
20 600 3,100
8 9, 600 31, 200
4 10, 000 30, 000
I ncl uded 14, 300
| ncl uded 42,900
11.5 967, 200 967, 200
27 564, 300 564, 300
18 2,700 2,700
25 902, 500 902, 500
Included in ItemIV
200 7,220, 000 7,220, 000
10 361, 000 361, 000
28 186, 900 186, 900



TABLE 11

ALTERNATI VE 5: EXCAVATI ON AND SCREEN NG ON- SI TE THERVAL DESORPTI QN
BACKFI LL WTH TREATED SO L AND CLEAN OFF-SITE SO L

CAPI TAL COST ESTI MATES (1994 DOLLARS)

FACI LI TY/ CONSTRUCTI ON

I X

X

X

Xl

TOPSAO L COVER

TREATABI LI TY STUDY

HEALTH AND SAFETY

MOBI LI ZATI OV DEMOBI LI ZATI ON

nunbers are rounded to nearest

hundr ed.

MATERI AL
ESTI MATED UNIT
QUANTI TI ES PRI CE cosT
5,324 cy 40 213, 000
1 Included in installation
Lunp Sum Included in installation
Lunp Sum Included in installation

Total Direct Construction Cost (TDCO
Conti ngency @ 20% of TDCC
Engi neeri ng @ 10% of TDCC
Legal and Adm nistrative @5% of TDCC

Total Construction Cost

Sheet 2 of 2

| NSTALLATI ON
UNIT

PRI CE CosT
10 53, 200
60, 000 60, 000

250, 000 NA

90, 000 NA

DI RECT CONSTRUCTI ON
cosT*

266, 200
60, 000
250, 000
90, 000
10, 992, 300
2,198, 500
1, 099, 300

549, 700

14, 839, 800
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APPENDI X | Il
ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD | NDEX

GCL TIE & TREATING SI TE
OPERABLE UNI T ONE

ADM NI STRATI VE RECCORD FI LE
| NDEX OF DOCUMENTS

.0 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON
.3 Wrk Pl ans

300001 - Report: Final Field Qperations Plan, Phase |
300362 Field Investigation, GCL Tie & Treating Site,
Si dney, New York, prepared by Ebasco Services
Incorporated, prepared for U S. EPA April 1993.

300363 - Report: Final Wrk Plan for Renedial

300466 Investiqgation and Feasibility Study, GCL Tie &
Treating Site, Sidney, New York, prepared by
Ebasco Services Incorporated, prepared for U S.
EPA, February 1993.

.0 FEASIBI LITY STUDY
.3 Feasibility Study Reports

400001 - Report: Final Focused Feasibility Study Report,
400317 GCL Tie & Treating Site, Sidney, New York,
prepared by Ebasco Services Incorporated, July 1994.

400318 - Report: Focused Feasibility Study, Baseline R sk

400467 Assessnent, GCL Tie & Treating Site, Sidney, New
York, prepared by Ebasco Services | ncorporated,
April 1994.

400468 - Report: Draft Final Report, Treatability Studies,

400557 GCL Tie and Treating Conpany, Sidney, Del aware
County, New York, prepared by Roy F. Weston, Inc.,
prepared for U S. EPA/ ERT, March 1994

. 0 HEALTH ASSESSMENTS
. 3 Correspondence

800001 - Menorandumto Ms. Lisa K Voyce, ATSDR Regi onal

800007 Representative, US. EPA - Region II, fromM.
Robert L. WIllians, Ph.D., ATSDR Departnent of
Heal th and Hunman Services, and M. Allan S.
Susten, Ph.D., DABT, ATSDR, Departnent of Health
and Human Services, re: discussion of a nunber of
health related issues relevant to the GCL Tie and
Treating Site, July 29, 1991.



10. 0 PUBLI C PARTI Cl PATI ON
10.2 Community Rel ations Pl ans
P. 1000001 - Report: Community Relations Plan, GCL Tie &
1000012 Treating Site, Sidney, New York, prepared by U S
EPA, Novenber 1993.
10. 3 Public Notices
P. 1000013 - Federal Register, National Priorities List for
1000039 Uncontrol | ed Hazardous Waste Sites, Final Rule,
Vol une 59, No. 103, May 31, 1994.

P. 1000040 - Federal Register, National Priorities List for

1000046 Uncontrol | ed Hazardous Waste Sites, Proposed Rul e

No. 16, Volume 59, No. 11, January 18, 1994.
10. 6 Fact Sheets and Press Rel eases

P. 1000047 - Fact Sheet: Superfund Update, GCL Tie and
1000049 Treating Superfund Site, Sidney, Del aware County,

New York, EPA to Conduct Investigation of GCL Tie
and Treating Site, prepared by U S. EPA August 1993.



APPENDI X | V
STATE LETTER OF CONCURRENCE
SEP-23-1994 15:24 FROM NYS. ENU R CONSERVATI ON TO 85926872122646607 P. 01

New York State Departnent of Environmental Conservation
50 Wl f Road, Al bany, New York 12233-7010

Langdon Marsh
Conmi ssi oner

SEP 25 1994
Ms. Kathleen C. Call ahan Post-it TMbrand fax transnittal meno 7671 #of pages< 2
D rector To Carlos Ranpbs From Martin Brand
Energency & Renedi al Response Division Co. EPA Co. DEC
United States Environmental Protection Agency Dept . Phone # 5184575637
26 Federal Plaza - Room 930 Fax# 212264- 6607 Fax# 5284571088

New York, NY 10278
Dear Ms. Call ahan:

Re: QGCL Tie & Treating Site ID # 413011
Draft Record of Decision

The New York State Departnment of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) has
reviewed the draft Record of Decision (ROD) for the GCL Tie & Treating site, Qperable
Unit 1, and in particular the selection of Alternative 2, Thernmal Desorption. This

alternative will incorporate the follow ng:
1. Thermal desorption of 36,100 cubic yards of contam nation soil and debris on the GCL-property portion (Qperable Unit 1) of
the site;
2. Decont anmi nation, denolition, and off-site disposal of forner process buildings:
3. Post-treat nent sanpling and analysis to ensure attai nment of established cl eanup |evels;
4. Re-deposition of treated soils in excavated areas, placenent of clean topsoil over treated soil, grading to pronote

drai nage, seeding to establish vegetation cover;



Institutional controls, including deed restrictions, to naintain current industria

| and usage, and;

the on-site thermal desorption system engineering controls and mtigation options for em ssions, dusts, runoff,
cont am nat ed groundwat er encountered during excavati on, and other residual wastes generated during the renedia
action; off-site disposal options for denolition debris and other untreatabl e residues; sanpling and anal ytica

gradi ng and vegetation plans; and site security and access.

The NYSDEC concurs with the selected remedy fcr Qperable Unit 1. Qur
concurrence is conditioned on the conpletion of the renmedi al design proposed for GCL
Tie & Treating, Cperable Unit 1. As discussed in the section on Inplenentability, the

di sposal of creosote-contan nated wood debris at an off-site facility is contingent on the

availability of a facility permtted to handl e such wastes and the classification of the

debri s as non-hazardous.

It is understood that a Renmedial Investigation/Feasibility Study is underway on
Operable Unit 2. This effort will address contaninated soil on the remaini ng non- GCL
property portions of the site, as well as site-w de groundwater, surface water, and
sedi nent issues. Additionally, the New York State Departnent of Health (NYSDCH) is
in the process of preparing a Public Health Assessnent (PHA) for the Agency for Toxic
Subst ances and Di sease Registry (ATSDR). Available data and informati on about the
site, including the draft Renedial Investigation report for Qperable Unit 2, is being
reviewed to characterize site conditions and possible existing or potential human
exposure to contam nants. NYSDCOH concurrence with the draft Record of Decision will
be postponed until review of the site information is conplete

If you have any questions, please contact Walter E. Demick, P.E at (518)
457-5637.

Si ncerely,

Ann H Il DeBarbieri
Deputy, Commi ssi oner

Remedi al design to determ ne: plans, operating specifications, and performance paraneters (including pilot studies) for

prot ocol s;



APPENDI X V

RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
Super fund Proposed Pl an

GCL TIE & TREATING SITE
Qperable Unit 7

Town of Sidney
Del awar e County, New York

EPA
Regi on 2

PURPCSE OF PROPCSED PLAN

This Proposed Pl an describes the remnedi al
alternatives considered for the contam nated soils
and debris located on a portion of the GCL Tie &
Treating site and identifies the preferred

remedi al alternative with the rationale for this
preference. The Proposed Pl an was devel oped by
the U S. Environnmental Protection Agency (EPA),
as | ead agency, with support fromthe New York
State Departnent of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC). EPA is issuing the Proposed Plan as
part of its public participation responsibilities
under Section 117(a) of the Conprehensive Envi -
ronment al Response, Conpensation, and Liability
Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as anended, and Section
300.430(f) of the National Contingency Plan
(NCP). The renedial alternatives summari zed

here are described in a focused feasibility study
(FFS) report which should be consulted for a

nore detailed description of all the alternatives.

This Proposed Plan is being provided as a

suppl enent to the FFS report to informthe

public of EPA's and NYSDEC s preferred renedy

and to solicit public comrents pertaining to all
the remedial alternatives evaluated, as well as the
preferred alternative.

July 1994

nore appropriate remedial action. The final

deci sion regarding the selected remedy will be
made after EPA has taken into consideration all
public commrents. W are soliciting public
comment on all of the alternatives considered in
the detail ed anal ysis section of the FFS because
EPA and NYSDEC may sel ect a renedy ot her

than the preferred renedy.

COMWUNI TY RCLE IN SELECTI ON PROCESS

EPA and NYSDEC rely on public input to ensure
that the concerns of the comunity are

considered in selecting an effective remedy for
each Superfund site. To this end, the FFS report,
Proposed Pl an, and supporting docunentati on

have been nade available to the public for a
public comrent period which begins on July 30
1994 and concl udes on August 29, 1994.

Dates to renenber

MARK YOUR CALENDAR

July 30 to August 29, 1994

Public coment period on FFS report, Proposed

Pl an, and renedi es consi dered

August 9, 1994



The renmedy described in this Proposed Plan is
the preferred remedy for contaminated soils and
debris on the GCL-property portion of the site.
Changes to the preferred remedy or a change
fromthe preferred renedy to another renedy
may be nade, if public comments or additional
data indicate that such a change will result in

a

Public meeting at the Gvic Center, 21 Liberty
Street, Sidney, NY

A public meeting will be held during the public
coment period at the Sidney Gvic Center on
August 9, 1994 at 7:00 p.m to present the



concl usions of the FFS, to el aborate further on
the reasons for recommendi ng the preferred
remedi al alternative, and to receive public
conment s.

Comment s received at the public neeting, as well
as witten comments, will be docunented in the
Responsi veness Summary Section of the Record

of Decision (ROD), the docunent which
formalizes the selection of the remedy.

Al witten cooments shoul d be addressed to:
Carl os R Ranos, Renedial Project Manager

U S. Enviromental Protection Agency

26 Federal Plaza, Room 29-100

New York:, NY 10278

Copi es of the Focused Feasibility Study

Report dated July 1994, Proposed Plan, and

supporting docunentati on are avail abl e at
the follow ng repositories:

Si dney Menorial Library
Mai n Street

Si dney, NY

Tel ephone: (607) 563-8021

and

U S. Environnental Protection Agency
Energency and Renedi al Response Division
Super fund Records Center

26 Federal Plaza, Room 2900

New York, NY. 10278

Tel ephone:  (212) 264-8770

Hours: 9:00 aam - 5:00 p.m (MF)

S| TE BACKGROUND

The GCL Tie and Treating site occupies

The site is bordered on the north by a railroad
line. A warehouse and a nunicipal airport are
located to the north of the railroad line. Route 8
and Del aware Avenue delineate the eastern and
southern borders of the site, respectively. A
drai nage ditch and woodl and area |ie between
Del aware Avenue and the site. The western
portion of the property abuts a snall

i npoundnent and wetl ands area. The site
eventual |y drains via overland flowto the
Susquehanna River, which is |located within one
mle of the site.

The 26 acre GCL property includes four

structures (see Figure 2). The primary buil ding
housed t he wood pressure treatnment operations
including two treatnent vessels (50 feet long by 7
feet in dianeter), an office, and a small

| aboratory. Wod (nostly railroad ties) and

creasote were introduced into the vessels which

were subsequently pressurized in order to treat
t he wood.

Approxi mately 1,100 people are enployed in a

nearby industrial area. About 5,000 people |ive
within 2 niles of the site and depend on
groundwater as their potable water supply. The
nearest residential well is within 0.5 mle of the
site. Two nunicipal wells, supplying the Village
of Sidney are located within 1.25 mles of the
site. A shopping plaza consisting of fast-food
restaurants and several stores is |ocated approxi-
mately 300 feet south of the site. CQher facilities
(i.e., a hospital, public schools, senior citizen
housi ng, and child care centers) are located within
2 nmles of the site.

The site first came to the attention of the

NYSDEC i n 1986, after one of the pressure

vessel s used at the GCL facility mal functioned,
causing a release of an estimated 30, 000-gal | ons of
creosote. GCL representatives excavated the
contam nated surface soil and placed it in a

nmound; no further action was undertaken at the



approximately 60 acres in an industrial/

comerci al area on the sout hwest side of

Del aware County, New York. The site includes an
inactive sawm || and wood-treating facility known
as GCL Tie & Treating (the GCL property), and
three active |light manufacturing conpanies

| ocated on an adj acent parcel of |and (see Figure
1). According to an analysis of historical

phot ogr aphs conducted by EPA and accounts by

| ocal residents, wood-preserving activities at the
site date as far back as the 1940's.

tinme.

I n Septenber 1990, NYSDEC requested EPA to
conduct a renoval assessment at the site.
Consequent |y, EPA conducted sanpling of the
GCL Tie and Treating facility in Decenber 1989,
Cct ober 1990, and August 1990. As a result of
the data and information that were obtained as
part of the assessment, a Renoval Action was
initiated by EPA in March 1991.



Activities conducted as part of the renoval effort
i ncl uded:
control), delineation of surface contam nation
installation of a chain-link fence, identification
and di sposal of containerized (e.g., tanks, druns)
and uncont ai neri zed hazardous wastes (e.qg.

wastes in sunps); preparati on of approximtely

6, 000 cubic yards of contam nated soil and wood
debris for disposal) and devel opment of a pil ot
study to determ ne the effectiveness of

conposting for biorenediation of creosote-

contam nated soils

The site was proposed for inclusion on the
National Priorities List (NPL) in February 1994
and was added to the NPL in May 1994.

SCOPE AND RCLE OF ACTI ON

The GCL Tie & Treating site was selected as a
pil ot project for the Superfund Accel erated

Cl eanup Model (SACM initiative. The purpose of
SACM is to make Superfund cl eanups nore

tinely and efficient.
whi ch woul d normal Iy have been performed
sequentially (e.g., site assessnent, NPL

pl acement, renoval assessnent) were perforned
concurrently. In June 1993, while attenpting to
determine if the site would score high enough for
inclusion on the NPL, EPA initiated renedial
investigation (RI) and FFS activities to delineate
further the nature and extent of contami nation at
the site.
been initiated until after the site had been
proposed to the NPL

Site remedi ation activities are sonetinmes
segregated into different phases, or operable
units, so that renediation of different
environnental nedia or areas of a site can
proceed separately, resulting in an expeditious
renedi ation of the entire site. EPA has

desi gnated two operable units for the GCL Tie &
Treating site as described bel ow.

site stabilization (e.g., run-off and dust

Under this pilot, activities

These activities would not typically have

contam nation in these nmedia and identify
remedi al alternatives, EPA is conducting an
R/ FS which is schedul ed for conpletion by the
end of 1994.

SUMVARY OF CONTAM NATED SO L
I NVESTI GATI ON

A detail ed assessnent of the nature and extent of
soi|l contam nation on the GCL-property portion

of the site was perforned as part of the FFS. The
soi |l investigation focussed on contam nants
typically associated with the creosote wood
preserving process. Creosote contani nants
typically found included nunmerous pol yaromatic
hydr ocar bons (PAHs) such as benzo[ a] ant hracene,
chrysene, benzo[ b] fl uorant hene
benzo[ k] f I uor ant hene, benzo[ a] pyr ene

i ndeno[ 1, 2, 3-c, d] pyrene and

di benzo[ a, h] ant hr acene.

Approxi mately 200 trenches, ranging from2 to 14
feet in depth, were excavated. Soil sanples were
collected fromthe trenches and anal yzed for
organi ¢ and inorgani c contam nants. A summary

of the highest concentrations of contam nants
nmost frequently detected during the site

i nvestigations (FFS and renoval assessnent) is
presented in Table 1

The site investigation data showed numnerous
occurrences and hi gh concentrations of PAHs in
the GCL property soils. Maxi numconcentrations
for the total PAHs were generally higher in the
surface soils (up to 37,700 parts per mllion
[ppm ), than in the subsurface layers (up to 971

ppm .

In conparison to the PAHs, there were few
occurrences of volatiles, noncreosote-rel ated sem
vol atiles, pesticides or PCBs. For these

contam nant groups, methylene chloride

chl oroform 2-butanone, 1,1, 1-trichl oroethane
benzene, toluene, xylenes, and total volatiles were



detected in significant concentrations. The

< Qperable unit 1 addresses only the hi ghest concentrations of these non-PAH organics
contam nated soils on the GCL-property portion were generally present in the sane sanple
of the site and is the focus of this Proposed Pl an. | ocations as the hi ghest PAH concentrations
Inorganics were rarely greater than twice their
< Qperabl e unit 2 addresses the contam nation respective background concentrations. The
in the soils on the remainder of the site (referred hi ghest levels found were for |ead and chrom um

to as non-GCL property), and in the groundwater,
surface water, and sedinents. To assess the



Table 1. Summary of Contami nants Detected in the
Assessnent

CCL- Property Soils During the FFS and Renoval
I nvesti gations
CONTAM NANT CONCENTRATI ON
(PMV)
Focused Renova
Feasibility Assessnent
St udy
Met hyl ene Chl ori de 0.2 -
2- But anone 1 -
1,1, 1-Tri chl or oet hane 1 -
Benzene 0.1 -
Tol uene 3 -
Xyl enes 8 -
Chl orof orm 0.5 -
Di benzof uran 33 -
Napht hal ene 170 1, 600
2- Met hyl napht hal ene 59 580
Acenapht hene 110 2,500
Fl uor ene 150 4,700
Phenant hr ene 100 10, 000
Ant hr acene 630 6, 400
Fl uor ant hene 540 11, 000
Pyrene 520 8, 200
Benzo(a) anthracene 160 2,400
Chrysene 140 2,200
Benzo(b) f| uorant hene 46 1, 200
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene 13 470
Benzo( b/ k) f | uor ant hene 120 -
Benzo( a) pyr ene 76 700
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene 22 93
Di benzo( a, h) ant hr acene 44 38
Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene 20 1, 600
Total PAHs 2,323 37,700
Cadmi um 1.0 -
Chr oni um 29.3 -
Lead 33.5 -

- Not avail abl e

heal th. Benzo[a] pyrene was- the contani nant

whi ch exceeded its health-based soil cleanup |eve
nost frequently. GCenerally, the concentrations of
ot her contam nants exceeded their respective
heal t h-based cl eanup levels in |locations where the
heal t h- based cl eanup | evel for benzo[ a] pyrene was
exceeded

It is estinated that approxinately 36,100 cubic
yards of soil contain contam nants in
concentrations exceedi ng heal t h-based cl eanup
level s. Wod debris is estinmated to account for
one-third (33% of the total volune of this

mat eri al

SUMVARY CF SITE RI SK

Based upon the results of the investigations, a
basel i ne risk assessnment was conducted to
estimate the risks associated with current and
future site conditions. The baseline risk
assessnent estimates the hunman heal th and

ecol ogi cal risk which could result fromthe
contamnation at the site, if no renedial action
wer e taken.

Human Heal th R sk Assessnent

A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-
rel ated human health risks for a reasonabl e

maxi mum exposure scenario: Hazard ldentifica-
tion--identifies the contam nants of concern at the
site based on several factors such as toxicity,
frequency of occurrence, and concentration.
Exposure Assessnent-estinmates the magnitude of
actual and/or potential human exposures, the
frequency and duration of these exposures, and

t he pat hways (e.g, ingesting contam nated well -

wat er) by which humans are potentially exposed
Toxicity Assessment-determ nes the types of

adverse health effects associated with chenica
exposures, and the rel ationshi p between magni -

tude of exposure (dose) and severity of adverse
effects (response). R sk Characterization--



sumari zes and conbi nes out puts of the
exposure and toxicity assessments to provide a
quantitative assessment of site-related risks.

The baseline risk assessment began with sel ecting

contam nants of concern which woul d be

representative of site risks. These contam nants,
Cont am nants concentrations were conpared with which are listed in Table 2, are known to cause
soi |l cleanup levels devel oped to protect hunman cancer in laboratory aninmals and are suspected to



be human carcinogens. |n addition, since the
current |and use of the property is industrial, and
based on input fromthe community and | oca
officials, it was assumed that future | and uses of
the property would continue to be industrial

The baseline risk assessnent evaluated the health
effects which could result from exposure to
contam nation as a result of:

< Ingestion and inhalation of soil by off-site
young children and adult residents
< Ingestion, inhalation and dernal contact with

soi|l by older children and adult trespassers

< Ingestion and inhalation of soil by off-site
wor kers, and

< Ingestion, inhalation and dermal contact with
soil by future on-site workers.

Current federal guidelines for acceptable
exposures are an individual lifetine excess

carcinogenic risk in the range of 10-4 to 10-5 (e.g.,

a one-in-ten-thousand to a one-in-a-mllion excess
cancer risk) and a maxi num heal th Hazard | ndex
(whi ch refl ects noncarcinogenic effects for a
hunman receptor) equal to 1.0. A Hazard | ndex
greater than 1.0 indicates a potential of
noncar ci nogeni ¢ health effects.

The results of the baseline risk assessnent
indicate that the contam nated soils at the site
pose an unacceptable risk to human health. The
total potential future carcinogenic health risks to
on-site and off-site workers fromexposure to site
soil via all exposure pathways (i.e., ingestion

i nhal ati on, and dermal contact) are 1.2 x 10-3 and
1.6 x 10-3, respectively. These risk nunbers nean
that approxi nately one worker out of 1,000 woul d

These cl eanup | evel s were devel oped, based on
the risk assessment, to be protective of human
health for future industrial/comrercial uses of
the property.

Table 2. Health-Based Soil O eanup Levels
CONTAM NANT HEALTH- BASED
CLEANUP LEVEL
(PPM
Benzo( a) ant hracene 78
Benzo( a) pyr ene 8
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene 78
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene 78
Di benzo( a, h) ant hr acene 8

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-c, d) pyrene 78
Total PAHs 500
Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessment

The ecol ogical risks associated with this site will
be addressed as part of the second operable unit
RI/FS. This operable unit will evaluate, anong
other things, inpacts to nearby surface water
(wetlands) as well as terrestrial receptors

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous
substances fromthis site, if not addressed by the
preferred alternative or one of the other active
measures consi dered, nmay present a current or
potential threat to public health, welfare or the
envi ronment .

REM DI AL ACTI ON OBJECTI VES

Renedi al action objectives are specific goals to
protect human health and the environnent.



be at risk of devel oping cancer if the site were not
remedi ated. The potential carcinogenic health
risks to the other potential receptors are

8.6 x 10-4 for future young children residents; 2.8
x 10-4 for future adult residents; 3.7 x 10-4 for
current older children trespassers; and 2.8 x 10-4
for current adult trespassers. The H for

i ngestion, inhalation and dermal contact is |ess
than 1.0 for all receptors

The heal t h-based cl eanup | evel s for carcinogenic
PAHs and total PAHs are presented in Table 2.

These obj ectives are based on avail abl e

i nformation and standards such as applicabl e or
rel evant and appropriate requirenments (ARARs)
and risk-based | evel s established in the risk
assessment .

Organi c contaninati on has been detected at
concentrations above | evels determned to be
protective of human health in soils at the site.
Therefore, the following remedial action

obj ectives have been established for the

contam nated soil:



< Prevent public exposure to contam nant
sources that present a significant health threat
(contami nated dust and soils); and

< Reduce the concentrations of contam nants in
the soils to levels which are protective of human
health and the environnent such that industrial
| and-use of the property is not precluded

SUMVARY OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

CERCLA requires that each selected site renedy

be protective of human health and the

envi ronment, be cost-effective, conply with other
statutory laws, and utilize permanent sol utions
and alternative treatment technol ogi es and
resource recovery alternatives to the nmaxi mum
extent practicable. In addition, the statute
includes a preference for the use of treatnent as
a principal elenent for the reduction of toxicity,
mobi lity, or volume of the hazardous substances.

Ei ght alternatives, including no action, limted
action, capping, off-site incineration, on-site

i nci neration, conposting, and bioslurry treatnent
were eval uated during the screening phase of the
FFS. In the spirit of the SACMinitiative and
relying on the Agency's technol ogy sel ection

gui dance for wood-treating sites, EPA considered

t echnol ogi es whi ch have been consistently

sel ected at wood-preserving sites with sinilar
characteristics (e.g, types of contam nants
present, types of disposal practices, environnenta
medi a af fected) during the devel opnent of

remedi al alternatives. The historical infornation
acquired fromeval uating and cl eani ng up these
sites, conbined with specific data for the GCL Tie
& Treating site (e.g., soil cleanup goals) was used
to streamine the investigation and the
identification of remedial activities.
such as biorenedi ation (e.g., conposting

bi oslurry) and thermal destruction (e.g.,

i ncineration), although frequently sel ected at
wood- preserving sites, were elimnated during the

Technol ogi es

alternatives for addressing the contam nation
associated with the GCL Tie & Treating portion
of the site as discussed bel ow

The alternatives devel oped are:
Alternative 1: No Action

Capital Cost:
O & M Cost:

Not Applicabl e

$54, 600 per year,

$20, 000 for each five-
year review

$720, 700 (over 30
years)

Not Applicabl e

Present Wrth Cost:
I npl erent ati on Ti ne:

The Superfund programrequires that the No

Action alternative be considered as a baseline for
conparison with other alternatives. The No
Action alternative for the soil at the GCL site
woul d consist of a long-termnonitoring progrnm
Soil in the contam nated area woul d be rnonitored
sem annual ly for total PAHs and benzo[ a] pyrene

For cost-estinmating purposes, it was assuned that
ten surface soil sanples would be-collected and
anal yzed sem -annual | y.

Because this alternative would result in

contam nants being |left on-site above health
levels, the site would have to be reviewed every
five years for a period of 30 years per the
requi renents of CERCLA. These five-year

reviews woul d include the reassessnent of hunan
heal th and environnental risks due to the
contam nated naterial left on-site, using data
obtai ned fromthe nonitoring program

Alternative 2: Thernal Desorption

Capital Cost: $14, 839, 000
O & M Cost: Not Applicabl e
Present Wrth Cost: $14, 839, 000

I npl erentation Time: 12 nonths (includes

contracting and



alternative screening phase. A site-specific pilot-
scale treatability study concluded that conposting
woul d not neet the health-based cl eanup goal s

devel oped for the GCL-property soils. Bioslurry
and incineration were screened out because they
woul d be much nmore costly to inplement than

the preferred alternative, while achieving simlar

| evel s of protectiveness. As a result, the FFS
report evaluated in detail two renedial

desi gn)

Under this alternative, a total of 36,100 cubic
yards of contam nated soil and wood debris woul d
be excavated and treated by a thernal desorption
process. The total treatnent volume includes

30, 100 cubic yard of excavated material in
addition to 6,000 cubic yards of previously staged
soil/debris. This alternative would al so include



institutional controls to ensure that |and use of
the property remains industrial

A typical thermal desorption process consists of a
feed system thermal processor, and gas treatnent
system (consi sting of an afterburner and scrubber
or a carbon adsorption system). Screened soil and
shredded/ crushed materials are placed in the
thermal processor feed hopper. Because of the
conbusti bl e nature of the wood chips, nitrogen or
steam may be used as a transfer nediumfor the
vaporized PAHs to minimze the potential for fire
The gas woul d be heated and then injected into
the thermal processor at a typical operating
tenperature of 700°F - 1000°F. PAH

contam nants of concern and noisture in the
contam nated soil would be volatilized into gases
then treated in the off-gas treatnent system
Treatment options for the off-gas include burning
in an afterburner (operated to ensure conplete
destruction of the PAHs), adsorbing contam nants
onto activated carbon or collection through
condensation foll owed by off-site disposal

Ther mal desorption achi eves approxi nately 98 to
99 percent reduction of PAHs in soil. [If an
afterburner is used, the treated off-gas would
then be treated further in the scrubber for
particul ate and acid gas renoval

In order to acconplish remediation of the
estimated vol une of contam nated soil/debris on
site, the thernmal desorption process woul d
operate at a rate of approximately 30 tons per
hour. This treatnent rate woul d be acconplished
with a single high-capacity unit or two or nore
smal l er units operating concurrently. The
treatment unit configuration would depend on the
residence tinme and ot her operating parameters
determined during the treatability study stage of
the design. Actual treatnent of the contam nated
soils is expected to take 1 year

A post-treatnent sanpling and anal ysis program
woul d be instituted in order to ensure that.

woul d al so serve to restore geotechnical stability
to the soils. The honogeni zed m xture woul d

then be covered with a 6-inch |ayer of topsoil.
After filling of the excavated areas is conpleted,
the surface would then be graded to pronote

dr ai nage and seeded to prevent erosion. Site
structures (e.g., former process buildings) would
be decont am nated, denolished and di sposed of
off-site. Residual waste fromthe treatnent
process and excavation activities (e.g, wastewater
col | ected during dewatering operations) would be
treated on-site and/or disposed off-site in
accordance with applicabl e ARARs.

EVALUATI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

During the detailed evaluation of renedia
alternatives, each alternative is assessed agai nst
nine evaluation criteria, nanely, overal
protection of human health and the environment,
conpliance with ARARs, |long-termeffectiveness
and permanence, reduction of toxicity, nobility,
or volune, short-term effectiveness

impl enentability, cost, and state and community
accept ance

The evaluation criteria are described bel ow

< COverall protection of human health and the
envi ronment addresses whether or not a renedy
provi des adequate protection and descri bes how
ri sks posed through each pathway are elim nated,
reduced, or controlled through treatnent, engi-
neering controls, or institutional controls

< Conpliance with applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements (ARARs) addresses
whet her or not a renedy will neet all of the
appl i cabl e or rel evant and appropriate
requi renents of other federal and state
environnmental statutes and requirenents or
provi de grounds for invoking a waiver.

< Long-termeffectiveness and pernanence



contamnation in the soil had been reduced to
bel ow the risk-based cleanup levels. Treated soils
whi ch still exceeded the action |evels would be
recirculated through the treatnent unit in order

to further reduce contam nation. Treated soi
achieving action | evels woul d be redeposited in
excavated areas. To replace any vol ume | ost by
thermal destruction of wood debris, treated soi
woul d be mixed with clean off-site fill which

refers to the ability of a remedy to naintain
reliable protection of human health and the
envi ronment over tinme, once cl eanup goal s have
been net.

< Reduction of toxicity, nmobility, or vol une
through treatnent is the anticipated performance
of the treatnent technol ogi es a renedy may

enpl oy.



< Short-termeffectiveness addresses the period
of tine needed to achi eve protection and any ad-
verse inpacts on human health and the
environnment that may be posed during the
construction and inpl ementation period unti
cl eanup goal s are achi eved

< Inplenmentability is the technical and
adm ni strative feasibility of a remedy, including
the availability of nmaterials and servi ces needed
to inplement a particular option

< Cost includes estimted capital and operation
and nai nt enance costs, and net present worth
costs.

< State acceptance indicates whether, based on
its review of the ITS report and Proposed Pl an
the state concurs, opposes, or has no comment on
the preferred alternative at the present tine.

< Comunity acceptance will be assessed in the
Record of Decision (ROD) following a review of
the public comrents received on the FFS report
and the Proposed Pl an.

A conparative analysis of these alternatives based
upon the evaluation criteria noted previously
fol | ons.

< Overall Protection of Human Health and the
Envi r onnment

Alternative 1, would not nmeet any of the remnedial
obj ectives and thus would not be protective of
human health or the environnent. Contam nated
soils would remain on-site and exposure risks
woul d remai n unal tered

Alternative 2 involving excavation and thernal
desorption of contam nants, woul d reduce the
public health risks associated with direct contact,
i ngestion, and inhalation of contaninated soil

This alternative would also mnimze the

< Conpliance with ARARs

Alternative 1 would not conply with any
contam nant - speci fi ¢ ARARs, but woul d conply
with all associated action-specific ARARs.

Alternative 2 woul d be designed and i npl enent ed

to satisfy all location-specific, action-specific and
contam nnut -speci fic ARARs identified for the

site. Excavation activities would be conducted in
conpliance with the Cccupational Safety and

Heal th Adm ni stration (OSHA) standards, soi

erosion and sedi ment control requirenents,

st ornwat er di scharge requirenments and air

pol lution control regulations pertaining to fugitive
em ssions and air quality standards. Residua

waste fromthe treatnent process woul d be

treated on-site and/or disposed off-site in
accordance with applicable ARARs.

< Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Per manence

Alternative 1 would only involve nonitoring of
contamnation at the site and does not provide for
renoval and/or treatnment of contam nants.
Therefore, this alternati ve woul d not reduce the
long-termrisks to human health and the

envi ronnment associated with the GCL portion of

the site.

Alternative 2 woul d provide | ong-term protection
by permanently reduci ng contam nant levels in
site soils to heal th-based cl eanup levels. This
alternative would reduce the | evels of PAH
contamnants in soils by 98 percent to 99 percent.
Soi | cover and revegetati on woul d provide
protection against erosion. No |long-term

moni tori ng woul d be required

< Reduction in Toxicitv Mbility, or Vol une
Thr ough Treat ment

Alternative 1 would not reduce toxicity, nmobility
or volunme of PAHs in site soils; ninimal



potential |eaching of contam nants fromthe soil
into groundwater. Treated naterial is expected to
meet the cleanup | evels and woul d be consi dered
nonhazardous. This alternative would result in
overall protection of human health and the

envi ronment, since risk-based cl eanup |evels

woul d be achi eved.

reduction in contam nant |evels may be achi eved
by natural attenuation.

It is expected that Alternative 2, thernal
desorption, would renove 98 to 99 percent of the

PAHs fromthe soils,

t hereby reducing the



toxicity, nobility and vol unme of contam nants.
Scrubber water and spent carbon generated from

the the thermal desorption process would be treated
on-site or transported off-site for treatnent

and/ or di sposal .

< Short-Term Ef fecti veness

The inplementation of Alternative 1 would not

pose any additional risks to the community, since
this alternative does not involve any major
construction. Wrkers involved in periodic
sanpling of site soils would be exposed to mnina
ri sks because appropriate health and safety
protocols would be followed for this activity. For
purposes of this analysis, nonitoring of the site
woul d occur for 30 years.

Alternative 2 includes activities such as
excavation, screening, shredding and handling of
contam nated soils which could result in potentia
exposure of workers and residents to fugitive
dust. In order to mninize potential short-term
i npacts, the area woul d be secured and access
woul d be restricted to authorized personnel only.
In addi tion, dust control neasures such as w nd
screens and water sprays would be used to
mnimze fugitive dust em ssions frommateria
handling. The risk to workers involved in the
remedi ati on woul d al so be ninimzed by
establ i shing appropriate health and safety
procedures and preventive neasures, (e.g,

encl osed cabs on backhoes and proper persona
protection equi pnent) to prevent direct contact
with contaninated materials and ingestion/

i nhal ation of fugitive dust. Al site workers would
be OSHA certified and would be instructed to
foll ow CSHA protocol s

Under Alternative 2, short-terminpacts on the
envi ronment fromrenoval of vegetation and
destruction of habitat are expected to be ninimal
Erosi on and sedi ment control neasures such as
silt curtains and berns woul d be provided during

< Inplenentability

Alternative 1 does not involve any nmgjor site
activities other than nonitoring, and perform ng
five-year reviews. These activities are easily
i mpl enent ed.

Alternative 2 can be easily inplenented, as the
technology is proven and readily available. The
enhanced vol atilization conmponent of this
alternative has been shown to be effective for
destruction of PAHs, and is comercially
available. Sufficient land is available at the site
for operation of a nobile thermal desorption
system and supporting facilities. Perfornmance
tests would be required for the thernal
desorption process to define optinum operating
conditions. Thermally desorbed naterials would
be placed on site.

I npl ementation of this alternative requires
restriction of access to the site during the
renmedi ati on process. Coordination with state and
| ocal agencies would al so be required during
renedi ati on

< Cost

Alternative 1 is the | ess expensive alternative, but
does, not provide treatnent of contam nated soils.
Alternative 1 has a present worth cost of $720, 700
which is associated with conducting a sanpling

and anal yses program and fiveyear reviews over a
30-year period. The present worth costs of $14.8
mllion for Alternative 2 provides for the on-site
treatment of 36,100 cubic yards of contam nated

soi | using a proven technol ogy.

< State Acceptance
NYSDEC concurs with the preferred renedy.

< Community Acceptance



material handling activities to control nigration
of contaminated materials to surface waters via
runoff fromthe site. Some increase in traffic and
noi se pol lution would be expected fromsite
activities. Short-terminpacts nay be

experienced for about a year which is the
estimated time for construction and renedi al
activities.

Comuni ty acceptance of the preferred
alternative will be assessed in the ROD fol |l owi ng
review of the public comrents received on the
FFS report and the Proposed Pl an.



PREFERRED ALTERNATI VE

Based upon an eval uation of the various
alternatives, EPA and NYSDEC r ecommend
Alternative 2 as the preferred alternative for
remedi ati on of contam nated soils on the GCL-
property portion of the site. Aternative 2 would
address the contam nati on by excavating and
treating contam nated soils on-site through a
thermal desorption process, followed by

repl acenent of the treated soils on-site. In
addition, debris generated fromthe denolition of
structures (ie., buildings) and other untreatable
materi al s woul d be decontani nated and/or sent
off-site for disposal. Institutional contro
nmeasures woul d al so be recommended to ensure

that |and use of the property continues to be

i ndustri al

The preferred alternative would provi de the best
bal ance of trade-offs anong alternatives with
respect to the evaluating criteria EPA and the
NYSDEC bel i eve that the preferred alternative
woul d be protective of hunman health and the
environnment, would conmply with ARARs, woul d

be cost-effective, and would utilize permanent
solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogies
or resource recovery technologies to the
maxi num extent practicable. The renedy al so
woul d meet the statutory preference for the use
of treatment as a principal elenent.

<I M5 SRC 0294243J>
<I M5 SRC 0294243K>
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Tri-Town News
EPA

THE UNI TED STATES
ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
Invites
PUBLI C COMVENT ON THE
PRCPOSED CLEANUP OF THE GCL Tl E & TREATI NG
SUPERFUND SI TE
at

DELAWARE AVENUE, SIDNEY, NEW YORK

The U.S. Environnmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the New York State Departnent of Environnental
Conservation (NYSDEC) will hold a public nmeeting to discuss the findings of the Focused Feasibility Study
(FFS) and the Proposed Plan (PP) for the GCL Tie & Treating Superfund site.

The neeting will be held on Tuesday, August 9, 1994 at 7 pmin the Sidney Cvic Center, 21 Liberty
Street, Sidney, NY. The release of the Proposed Plan and the schedul ed public neeting are in accordance
with EPA's public participation responsibilities under Section 117(a) of the Conprehensive Environnent al
Response, Conpensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980.

Site renediation activities at this site were segregated into two different phases, or operable units, so
that renediation of different environnmental media of areas of a site can proceed separately, resulting in
an expeditious renmedi ation of the entire site. Qperable unit 1 (QJ 1) addresses only the contam nated
soils on the GCL-property portion of the site and is the focus of this FFS and PP. Operable unit 2,
currently underway, addresses the contamination in the soils on the renainder of the site (referred to as
non- GCL property), and in the groundwater, surface water, and sedinents.

Based on the available information, the preferred renedy for CU-1 is to excavate and treat the
approxi mately 36, 100 cubic yards of contami nated soil and debris on site using a thernal desorption
process, followed by replacement of the treated soils on-site.

EPA in consultation with NYSDEC nay nodify the preferred alternative or select another response action
presented in this Proposed Plan based on new i nformati on or public comrents. Therefore, the public is
encouraged to review and comrent on all of the alternatives identified herein. Documentation of the
project findings is presented in the site file. These docunents are avail able at the:

Si dney Menorial Library
Mai n Street
Si dney, NY

Comrents on the Proposed Plan will be summarized and responses provided in the Responsiveness Summary
section of the Record of Decision. The Record of Decision is the docunent that presents EPA s final
sel ection for response actions. Witten conments on this Proposed Pl an shoul d be sent by close of
busi ness, August 29, 1994 to:

Carl os R Ranos, Renedial Project Manager
U S. Environnental Protection Agency
26 Federal Plaza, Room 29-100
New York, New York 10278



Oneonta Daily Star - 8/5/94

ONEONTA DAILY STAR
8/ 5/ 94
EPA

THE UNI TED STATES
ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
Invites
PUBLI C COMVENT ON THE
PRCPOSED CLEANUP OF THE GCL Tl E & TREATI NG
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at

DELAWARE AVENUE, SIDNEY, NEWORK

The U S. Environnmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the New York State Departnent of Environnental
Conservation (NYSDEC) will hold a public nmeeting to discuss the findings of the Focused Feasibility
Study (FFS) and the Proposod Plan (PP) for the GCL Tie & Treating Superfund site.

The neeting will be held on Tuesday, August 9, 1994 at 7 pmin the Sidney Cvic Center, 21 Liberty
Street, Sidney, NY. The release of the Proposed Plan and the schedul ed public neeting are in accordance
with EPA's public participation responsibilities under Section 117(a) of the Conprehensive Environnental
Response, Conpensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) at 1980.

Site renediation activities at this site were segregated into two different phases, or operable units, so
that renediation of different environmental media or areas of a site can proceed separately, resulting in
an expeditious renediation of the entire site. QOperable unit 1 (OQU 1) addresses only the contam nated
soils on the GCL-property portion of the site and is the focus of this FFS and PP. Operable unit 2,
currently underway, addresses the contamination in the soils on the renainder of the site (referred to as
non- GCL property), and in the groundwater, surface water, and sedinents.

Based on the available information, the preferred renedy for OJ1 is to excavate and treat the
approxi mately 36, 100 cubic yards of contami nated soil and debris on-site using a thernal desorption
process, followed by replacement of the treated soils on-site.

EPA, in consultation with NYSDEC, may nodify the preferred alternative or select another response action
presented in this Proposed Plan based on new information or public comrents. Therefore, the public is
encouraged to review and comment on all of the alternatives identified herein. Documentation of the
project findings is presented in the site file. These docunents are avail able at the:

Si dney Menorial Library
Mai n Street
Si dney, NY

Commrents on the Proposed Plan will be summarized and responses provided in the Responsiveness

Sunmary section of the Record of Decision. The Record of Decision is the document that presents EPA s
final selection for response actions. Witten comments on this Proposed Plan shoul d be sent by cl ose of
busi ness, August 29, 1994 to:

Carl os R Ranpbs, Renedial Project Manager
U S. Environmental Protection Agency
26 Federal Plaza, Room 29-100
New York, New York 10278
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U. S. ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY PUBLI C MEETI NG

GCL TIE & TREATI NG SUPERFUND SI TE

A public neeting held at the Sidney G vic Center,
21 Liberty Street, Sidney, New York, on Tuesday, the 9th day
of August, 1994, commencing at 7:09 p.m

APPEARANCES: CECI LI A ECHOLS
Comuni ty Rel ations Coordi nat or

DOUG GARBARI NI, Chi ef
New York Cari bbean Superfund Section 1

CARLCS RAMCS
Proj ect Manager

BEFORE: Ruth I. Lynch
Regi st ered Prof essional Reporter
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MB. ECHOLS: Ckay, we're ready to begin.

Wl come. M name is Cecilia Echols, |'mthe Community
Rel ati ons Coordinator for the GCL Tie and Treating
Superfund Site located here in Sidney. Many of you nay
have net me before, if not | would just like to thank
you all for comng out this evening to hear what we
have to say about our cleanup for the site. Your input
is very inportant to us about how you feel EPA is doing
with cleaning up the site. W take a |ot of your
coments -- excuse nme, we take a lot of your conments
and gather themand go over themto see that our
cleanup criteria meets the Town and the citizens in
your community.

Right now we're at a cleanup -- well, we're at a
operabl e unit, one, that is addressing contam nated
soils on the GCL property. There's two parts of the
CCL site, well, there's the non -- nonproperty and the
property portion, and right now we're working with the
CGCL property and we're | ooki ng at contam nated soil on
that site.

I would like to nention that we have a techni cal
assi stance grant which allows a conmmunity organi zation
in-- that directly affected to any Superfund site to
apply for a grant that's worth $50,000. They hire a
techni cal advi sor who reviews docunents related to the

Enpire Court Reporters
One Marine Mdland Pl aza
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site, and he goes back to the comunity and | ets peopl e
know about EPA' s findings in terms of cleanup,
feasibility studies and renedial investigations.

| presune everyone signed in, everyone has the
handouts, if anyone ever wants to read up about
docunents related to the site they can go to the Sidney
Menorial Library. That's where we have all the
documents. Instead of coming all the way to Manhattan
you can just go to the library here in town.

W have a stenographer who's recording everything
for the record, and a transcript will be placed in the
information repository, right? W will also put
toget her a responsiveness sunmary. Everyone's
responses to the neeting, anyone's comrents will be
gathered, and EPA will do a responsiveness sumary for
that. That's witten or verbal.

At the end we will give questions and answers,
and we hope that everyone would raise -- let the
st enogr apher know their name, and possibly their
addr ess.

I also forgot to introduce everyone el se on the
panel. W have Doug Garbarini to ny right, he's the
chief of the New York State Cari bbean Superfund
Section 1, he's gonna give an overview of the Superfund
process. And to ny right is Carlos Ranbs, he is the
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project manager for the sites -- for the site, and he
wi Il discuss the Focus Feasibility Study results as
wel |l as renedial alternatives.

Wth us also are two people fromthe New York
State Departnent of Environnental Conservation; Martin
Brand, he's in the back, and Walter Demick? D d | say
that right?

MR DEMCK: Pretty close.

M5. ECHOLS: Ckay. And he's -- he's the section
chief for the Bureau of Renedial Action, and Mark is an
engi neeri ng geol ogi st.

And now |' m gonna open up the floor to Doug, and
he will give an overview of the Superfund process.

I'"'mgonna have to turn off the lights for a
little while so everyone can see the slides on the
over head.

MR GARBARINI: Thanks all of you for com ng out.
As Cecilia said, nmy nane is Doug Garbarini, and | am
just gonna give you a brief overview of the Superfund
process, give you a little bit of background on, you
know, how Superfund was created and basically what it's
all about and how we nove through the process of
di scovering a site and then finally cleaning it up.
Superfund cane about back in 1980 with passage of
t he Conprehensi ve Environnmental Response Conpensation
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and Liability Act. Oherw se known as CERCLA. And
basically what it did is Congress gave us the authority
to use the Superfund, or super pot of noney, which at
the time total ed about one point five billion dollars,
to clean up abandoned hazardous waste sites or
hazardous waste sites that we knew about where we
didn't have -- we didn't have parties who were
responsi bl e for the contam nation that were viable to
pay for the cleanup. Not only did it give us a fund
but it also gave us the authority, the enforcenent
authority, to force those parties that were viable and
were responsible for the contamination to clean it up.
Superfund was initially passed for a five-year
termat a cost of about one -- with a funding |evel of
about one and a half billion, as | said. As we got
into the program Congress really got a better feel for
how conpl ex the programwas. And, you know, initially

I think the feeling was that well, okay, we'll be in
and out of here in five to seven years, sonething |ike
that, it will be a quick program we'll clean up all

the hazardous waste sites across the country and that
will beit. But with the reauthorization of Superfund
in 1986, | think they got a better feel for the

conpl exi ty because they gave us about one point five
billion dollars a year over the course of five years.
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So we were reauthorized for five years but the funding
I evel went fromone point five billion over a
five-year termto about one point five billion each

i ndi vi dual year over five years.

Basi cal |y we have the Act, and then we say okay,
what do you do after that. You've got the Act, what
you need is regulations to inplenent the Act, and we
have the National Contingency Plan which basically
provides us with the regulatory franework to go out and
clean up sites.

When you -- when you've got a site that you think
needs addressing, you go into the preremedi al phase
And the site can cone to our attention either fromthe
State, froma local authority, even from an individual
resident. They can petition us to actually do what's
called a prelimnary assessment and see if the site is
worthy of being on our national |ist of -- of sites
that need to be cl eaned up under the Superfund program
So the first thing that's done in a prerenedia
phase is discover and rank a site. And we basically go
out, we'll do a prelimnary assessnent and revi ew
docunents, if necessary we'll go out and do a site
i nspection where we mght actually collect a few
different types of sanples fromdifferent types of
media. Just to try and get a better feel for the
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relative risk posed by the site. W then basically
plug all this information into a systemcalled a hazard
ranking system And if all this data generates a
nunber above a predeterm ned score, the site will be
proposed for inclusion on the national priorities |list
which is -- which is the list of national sites which
are worthy of -- of attention via the Superfund
pr ogr am

That proposal is then comrented upon by the
public, and assuming that there are no -- there's no
reason or there isn't anything that we've overl ooked
the sites will be placed on the national priorities
list and given final listing status

There are approxi mately -- there have been
approxi mately 1300 sites that have been on the list, so
we're in the 1200 range right now. About 200 of those
are located in the Region 2 auspices; Region 2 handl es
New York, New Jersey, Puerto Rico and the Virgin
I slands. About 80 or so of those are located in New
York. So that just gives ya a relative feel for the
density of the sites across the country.
There is an initial screening process that we go
t hrough which basically we've got a listing of over
30,000 sites, nmany of themare -- that have gone
through an initial prelininary assessment process so
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far, so you can see the universal sites really gets
funnel ed down to those that require attention via the
national priorities list. There's -- those sites that
are placed on the national priorities list are eligible
for the long-termrenedi ati on programwhich is
basically what we're here to discuss, part of what
we're here to discuss tonight.

But there's also another part of the program
called the renoval program The renoval program
handl es those sites which nay have very acute health
risk. There's an imediate threat, you need to go out
and take quick action. And we've taken -- that's been
a very, very successful program It deals not only
with sites on the national priorities list but also
sites that are not on the list, and we've taken over
two -- 2,500 renedial renoval actions on -- on
different sites across the country. That's been very
successf ul

W' ve also taken, as Carlos will nention | ater
sone renoval actions here at the GCL site. And those
renoval actions focused on the i mediate and acute
threats that were posed by the site

Ckay. After the site is listed and ranked and it

goes into a long-termrenedi al phase, we get into
the renmedi al studies phase. And that starts with
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what's call ed generally a renedial investigation. Wth
the remedi al investigation we go out and we collect a
whol e sl ew of sanples, we sanple different media that
happen to pose -- nay pose a problemat the site; for
i nstance, generally al nost always soil and groundwat er
but if you have a streamor pond or |agoons you may
sanpl e the water and sediments fromthe | agoons.

W basically collect those sanples, send them off
to a laboratory, get the results back and try and
define the nature of contam nation, the different types

of contam nants and the extent. You know, how -- how
extensive is the contam nation, how deep does it go in
the soil, how far afield does it go horizontally. W

take that information and we try and prepare a risk
assessnment with it. And the risk assessnent is one
that touches on human health concerns as well as
ecol ogi cal concerns

So you've got these contami nants out there, okay,
but how nasty are they. What are they gonna do to
peopl e, what are they gonna do to plants and ani nal s.

So we basically, you know, go through a plug-in-chug

process, and we nake some very conservative assunptions
about how people will be exposed to these different
contamnants. And we -- we generate a series of
nunbers, and we've got sort of guidelines that we | ook
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at and we see whether the nunbers that are generated
exceed these allowable levels. And if these allowable
| evel s are exceeded, we get into what's called the
feasibility study phase of the program

And the feasibility study phase basically
identifies different alternatives for reducing those
unacceptabl e risks to acceptable |l evels or allowabl e

levels. In certain instances when we're just focusing
on a particul ar aspect of the site and we want to nove
ahead as quickly as possible, we'll conbine the

remedi al investigation and feasibility steps into
what's called a Focus Feasibility Study. And tonight
will be a prine exanple of that, we'll be tal ki ng about
the Focus Feasibility Study that was done for the soils
on the GCL property of the GCL site

The next thing we do is we go through the
feasibility study alternatives and we try and sel ect
what we believe to be the nost appropriate alternative
W use a series of criteria, and we basically come out
with a plan that says okay, public, you know, we've
eval uated a nunber of different things, here are the
results that we have for the site, and that is the
alternative that we think will be able to reduce the
risks that are posed by the site to acceptable |evels.
And we provide our rationale for that preferred
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alternative

W cone out, we offer a 30-day commrent
period, we have a public neeting, we take your
responses and basically put themin what's called a
responsi veness sumary. And so basically it's like a
question and answer type document which is part of an
overal |l docunent called the Record of Decision. And
this Record of Decision is signed by the highest
ranking official in our regional office, the regiona
administrator. And it basically defines conceptually
what the renedy will be for the site. So this
basically gives us the approval to go forward and
use -- use additional funds to both design the renedy,
now we're noving into the construction phase so you're
gonna design the renedy, if you' re gonna be excavating

soils you'll -- you'll define the imts of excavation,
how far you're gonna be excavating. |If you're gonna
be -- and how deep. |If you're gonna be purging and
treating groundwater, for instance, you m ght have a
groundwat er treatment system you design that. |If it's
gonna be a building you'll lay out, you know, exactly
how the building will be built. So that's the design
phase.

W then get into the renedial action phase. You
know, this is where you actually get out there with the

Enpire Court Reporters
One Marine Mdland Pl aza
Bi nghant on, NY 13901



O~NO A WNPRP

eart hnovi ng equi prent and take sone action. Wen that
remedi al action is done we go through a period, there
may be sonme nonitoring that's necessary, in any case
we' Il go through the process of preparing a cl ose-out
report for the site, and then we'll propose the site
for deletion fromthe national priorities list. And
that's basically the final phase of the renedi al
process.

Now, throughout the phase, throughout these
phases, we concentrate on getting those parties that
are responsi ble for the contam nation, the PRPs, to
clean up the site. And if they're not willing to clean
it up we try to get themto pay for -- for the cleanup
Cenerally we'll cone in here with the renedia
i nvestigation study phase and we'll invite all those
parties who are responsible for contam nation to do
the study. And we generally categorize responsible
parties, or PRPs, as those people that either owned the
site while the generation of wastes was going on, while
the contami nation was goi ng on, those that currently
own the site or have been owners of the site, those
who have generated wastes that end up at the site, or
those who just basically operated at the facility. |If
the responsible parties decline to do the work we can
order themto do it. Qherwise we can wait and try and
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cone back at a later phase and cost recover for the
noneys that we've spent.

We do the same thing at the construction phase
right before the renmedial design. W'Il again send out
notice letters to these responsible parties saying this
is the work we want to do, you guys are liable, you
know, what do you think, are you gonna put the noney
up, are you gonna do the work or what's the story
gonna be here, and you go through a negotiation
process. Again, we can order the responsible
parties to do the work, otherw se they can -- we can
undertake the work oursel ves using the Superfund pot of
noney.

Now, what we want to do generally is get the
responsi ble parties to pay so that we can use the
Superfund for other sites where PRPs don't exist. And
again, at the end of the process we can cone back and
go through -- go through the courts and try and cost
recover the noney through the courts or through another
out-of -court settlenent.

W' ve been fairly successful with our enforcenent
programin the last few years dati ng back through 1992
I'"ve got sone statistics there, we've been able to have
settlements for construction on the order of about
seven and a half billion dollars worth of work. W've
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gone back through that same tinme frame and recovered
over a billion dollars for work that had been conducted
at sites. And in the -- in 1992 we basically had I
think 70 percent of the actions that were being taken,
those actions were being conducted by responsible
parties. So that's a pretty good ratio there.

Just to give you a general feel for the program
asi de from having, you know, 1200 and sone odd sites
across the country, you can't really say there's a
typical Superfund site. You can be dealing with
hal f-acre plating facilities, you can be dealing with
landfills, you can be dealing with 200-square-nile
mning sites, like we have a few of those outside --
out west.

As far as tine franes for cleaning up sites,
we're running fromthe start of an RFS through the
construction on the order of 10 years or so. And the
costs are running about $25 mllion per site.

So that's just to give you a little bit of a feel
for the program | think there's -- we're up for
reaut hori zation again this year.

There are a |l ot of people that are frustrated
with the pace of the program and people are | ooking at
a lot of different neasures to try and speed the whole
process up. And GCL is one site where we've taken a
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nunber of steps, and | think Carlos will touch on that
alittle bit later as far as the renmpval action that
was conducted and the different sanpling that we did.
W're basically trying to consolidate things and get
things going on early on in the process. W did a lot
of work here before the site was actually ever listed
on the national priorities site. So that had not been
the case in the past, so we're experinenting with some
different things, and hopefully some of themwill pan
out .

And | think I'll turn it over to Carlos, who wll
tell you about the Focus Feasibility Study.

MR RAMOS: Thank you.

H. M nane is Carlos Ranpbs, | amthe Project
Manager for this specific site, GCL Tie and Treating
Site. Al these overheads are in your handout, so
if you cannot see well you can just refer to your
handout sheets, the one that says public meeting on the
front of it.

I"1l give you sone idea about the site, | know
nost of you guys are famliar with the site. This is
what we call the historic GCL Tie and Treating Site.
It's about 60 acres, it's right across Del anare Road,
or Gfford Road, it's south of the facility, it's also
the airport. To the east you have Route 8 and to the
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west you have sone wetland areas. Part of our purpose
is we divide the site into two areas. This western
area is what we call the GCL property site. The
eastern area is what we call the non GCL property site
The GCL property area is the area which has been

nore -- nost generally used for wood preserving
operations. The non GCL property has been nore
general ly used for other purposes, nost;y industria
operation, and also a sawri || right there.

If we just focus on the GCL portion of the site
that was that black square, you can see the site
consists nostly of four main buildings. The nost
inmportant building is the process building, and that's
wher e wood preserving operations took place. It was a
very sinple wood preserving process, basically they
have two bi g vessels where they put wood inside the
vessels, there will be creosote inside the vessel, and
then they will apply pressure and the creosote will
be -- will get into the wood under that high pressure

And that's -- this is just a bl owup of that
process building so you see it in nore detail.

Inside that building also there was sone -- sone
| aboratory facilities, and some office space al so
t here.

The area around the building is also the area
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considered to be at the begi nning nost highly
contam nated. Basically due to several instances of
spills at the site. At some point of tine during the
wood treatnent process, the vessels used to treat the
wood expl oded. And this causes the creosote to spread
all around this area, including inside the building
At some other point of tine there was a spill
approxi mately 30,000 gal l ons of creosote which was
spilled also on-site. Many of the other areas of the
site al so have creosote on the soils because after the
wood was treated creosote was taken out of the vessels
and all owed the creosote, the excess creosote, to drain
into the soils. So after the wood was treated, any
excess creosote was gonna be dripping on the soils or
around the site.

Ckay. This refers to the process. 1Is that
focused for you guys, or? No. Were's the focus
t hi ng?

It is on your handout, though, so if you cannot
see it fromthe -- | apol ogi ze for these.

The first, basically we divided the renedia
activities at the site into three different phases
The first phase that we did was the renoval action
And that's what Doug Garbarini was referring to. W
went to the site to ook for those things which
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constitute the nost imediate threat at the site, and
those things were nostly creosote wastes in

above-t he-ground and underground tanks. There were
quite a few tanks on the property that contained
creosote wastes. Those tanks were found by the
condition and were presented a threat if it were to
bur st .

W also installed fence on the side to keep
peopl e from accessing the site so people would not be
wandering into the property. W also established
run-off control and flows control. So when it rains,
when the rainy period, the soil would not wash it into
the wetlands or wash it into a nearby drainage ditch
W al so took neasures to control the dust by putting --
by covering some of the soils with plastic sheets. In
addition to that, the renoval action took sanples from
surface soils. W basically went to those areas which
| ooked nost contam nated and took sone sanples from
those areas. Concurrent to that we did what we cal
the Focus Feasibility Study, which is the focus of our
nmeeti ng today.

Under the Focus Feasibility Study we took
addi tional sanples of those soils which were al ready
partially sanpled in the renmoval action. Since the
renoval action focused on the -- on the soil surface
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the Focus Feasibility Study focused on the soil
subsurface. Basically what we did is that we went down
to the site and we dug about 200 trenches and took
sanples at different depths to determne the full
extent of contamination at the site. W already knew
that creosote was the biggest concern there but we
didn't know the extent of that contam nation. And that
was what we did during the Focus Feasibility Study.
Ri ght now the Focus Feasibility Study proposes a remedy
for those soils already identified in the GCL property
as being contam nated with creosote.

Concurrent to that al so we began a Renedi al
Investigation Feasibility Study. The Renedi al
I nvestigation Feasibility Study addresses soils outside
the GCL property. It also addresses the groundwater,
the surface water and al so sedinments wthin those
surface water bodies. That's all being addressed as
part of the Renedial Investigation Feasibility Study.
This -- this portion -- this portion of the renedial
action, RFS, call it short, will be finalized by
the end of this year, and then we will be back here
agai n al so proposing renedy for those areas. So the
procedure woul d be the sane again for the other portion
of the property.

This is just again a close-up of the GCL
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property, and those -- those lines here represent areas
whi ch were excavated and sanpl ed. Basically what we
did is that we dig trenches al ong these |ines, al
these lines here, and those were the areas where we
actually took sanples. That data, in addition to the
data already collected in the renoval action, gave us a
conplete picture of the extent and nature of the
contam nation on that portion of the site

And now | just want to switch to the -- to the
slide. You can see how actually we did the work.

That's a view of the building, of the process
bui | di ng, where the actual vessels are. You can see
here, these two are the treatnent vessels. Wod was
actually carried inside those vessels, and then here in
this area they used to be hol ding area of aboveground
tanks hol ding creosote, and that creosote was punped
inside those vessels, this is a door that was cl osed
pressure was applied and the creosote would get into
the wood. You can see this building is black. That's
because when the expl osi on happened, when these vessels
expl oded, creosote was spread all around. And the
buil ding was all stained with creosote, and creosote
was -- was spread all around here. They al so have an
area down here where creosote was spilled. There is
railroad track running down this area, and actually the
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creosote was brought via railroad into the side and
then punped into the aboveground tanks. And at sone
point of time a spill of creosote happened also in this
area here. Next one

This is just a close-up again of -- of the
buil ding, you can see it's all stained, and the two
vessel s and the tracks used to nove the -- the wood
i nside the vessels. Next one

And this is actually the work that we did, we
basically on those lines there, we began to dig
trenches or pits, and you can see this operator which
is wearing some kind of a respiratory protection, and
We just excavate -- we excavate, depending where we
were, anywhere from2 feet to 10 to 12 feet deep. Next
one.

This is just to give you a view of what's, you
know, what a typical trench |ooks like. You can see
soil here which is darker, you saw contam nation is

hi gher on the surface. Wll, the reason is that
because creosote doesn't nove much. GCeosote really
bi nds towards the soil. So you can see that high

concentration of creosote were easily found on the top
| ayers of soils. Next one

I mentioned before, trenches varied froma few
feet deep to 12 feet. This is one of the shall ower
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trenches, you can see two technicians actually getting
ready to take a sanple, he is nmonitoring for volatile
organi ¢ conpounds to nake sure it is safe to take a
sanpl e and al so to see whether there is contam nation
at the site. This is just creating health and safety.
Next one.

And this is a sanple fromthe site, the trench
and you can see sonetinme the workers are wearing
respiratory protection, sonmetines they're not. That's
because this person here using this instrunment telling
themwhen it is appropriate to wear respiratory
protection and when it's not appropriate or needed
This guy's just getting a sanple fromthis soil here

For the deep trenches we have to use ot her
techni ques to collect sanples, like in this specific
case the trench is just too deep for a person to junp
inside the trench, the trench woul d coll apse, and al so
working in such deep areas. So we use the device which
is a core and a stationed tube to collect a soil sanple
fromthe side of the trench. And you can see again
different coloring on the sides of the trench

This is just a closer up of coring device getting
into the soil and taking a sanple. Sonme were taken at
different depth. You saw the shallow depth, the
i nternedi ate depth, and a deeper depth. The deepest
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one in the trench.

Once a sanple was taken out, they screened a
sanpl e, they neasured to see whether they get any hit
from VQOCs, volatile organi c conpounds, and then they
proceed to collect the sanple.

Wiich is what they're doing there, they're just
retrieving a sanple, to see, he has a vial in his hand,
he has here kind of |like a spoon that will be putting
the sanple inside that vial.

And this is sideway view of the trenches. As
you can see, one thing that we | eave there is that --
you want to do that?

MR GARBARINI: Sure.

MR RAMOS: Maybe just go back.

MR GARBARINI: That's what |I'mtrying to do, go
back. Al right.

MR RAMOS: Basically | just want to say on this
one, we --

MR GARBARINI: WAnt nme to turn it upright?

MR RAMOS: That would work, there you are.

In addition to just collecting sanples, we al so
make ot her notations; we |ook for area where there
may be high staining, you can identify portions where
there are staining, also you can nmake a notation of the
danage here that you find within that trench. And that
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hel ps you | ater on when you're trying to nonitor the
extent of contam nation and to see how you're gonna
deal with that. Having all that know edge and
i nfornmation.

In some of the nost deepest trenches we had to
put a bridge over the trench for the technician to be
able to actually reach into, using that coring device
and then grab a sanple. Sone of these trenches are
very deep, ten feet deep, so it was inpossible just
fromgetting close to the trench outside and taking a
sanpl e, you actually had to be on top of the subsurface
like these. You can see this is a trench line, and you
can see inside those trenches we find much nore than
only soil. As a matter of fact, 30 percent here which
we found was wood, which actually contained creosote in
some instances. Those kind of material and sone of
those railroad ties and other criteria that were
processed at that facility. So any excess wood was
ki nd of dunmped at the site. And they usually use that
material to backfill a big portion of the site
Al this other area used to be low grade, it used
to be deeper, actually sone of this used to be a
wetland. And so throughout the years these people that
operated this facility began to dunp excess wood,
debris, so, whatever they can find there just to
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backfill the area and use it later on for their
operations. So that's why you see all this down
t hrough there.

You can see here, the difference here, you find
nore soil and | ess wood. That's because this area
wasn't as backfilled as the other area which is further
down here.

And you can see sone of the stuff that we dug up
there |l ooked pretty ugly. Sone of these were highly
saturated with creosote, sonme of it was highly
saturated with water because it was bel ow t he water
table. Again because it was a wetland, and once
they backfilled that area, all the soils saturated with
water. We find all kind of things; wood, netal, big
rocks, anything that you can find, you can find it
there, you know. Anything you can think of they find
it there because they just dunp whatever they coul d
find there. Next one.

And this is also sideways. But --

MR GARBARINI: wWant ne to turn it? I'll give it
a quick turn.

MR RAMOS: kay, good. Thanks. And this is
just a close-up, sone of the naterials you find inside,
you can see plastic, wood, rocks, nmetal, and this is
one of those trenches where we actually reached the
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water table. This is toward the west of the siee where
it's closer to the wetland, and you can see sone of the
materials that you find, you know, floating in the
water |look kind of oily in sonme -- in sone instances.
Sone of it just |ooks that way because it is -- you
know, it was just kind of a wetland type of water, it's
kind of natural degradation in there. But some areas we
find creosote there. Many of this wood, that is
contam nated with that creosote al so

And this is again a picture, it just shows |
guess the sheen in sonme of those pits which are
excavat ed.

And in addition, one of the nice things that we

found on the site is that the soil is very clay,
there's a lot of clay in that soil. And that's good
because that means that things don't nove as fast as
they would in other type of soil. The creosote by
nature conbines with the soil. That's good. Wen you
have this type of material, and this is actually clay,
this is clay, | just put this piece of -- these flowers
there, you can conpare the color. But it is kind of a
green-gray kind of material. And that's a natural clay

that actually nmakes the noving of creosote toward the
groundwat er even nore difficult.
Ckay. Now we can go back to the overhead.
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Ckay. After we took all those sanples, we sent
the sanples to the | ab, and we get our summary of soi
back fromthe |lab. Based fromthe renoval as
previously, we anticipated nost of the contanination of
the site was fromcreosote type materials. As you
m ght know, creosote is no one pure product, it's
purely a conbi nation of hundreds of different petrol eum
hydrocarbons. And that's what we actually found when
we went out to the site and we sanpled, we confirned
that mostly what it is on the site is creosote type
materials. The first few conpounds you see here they
call volatile organic conpounds. And this conmpound we
found you can see very |low concentrati ons of those
conpounds. Nothing really that -- that will pose any
concern. Once we nove into creosote type naterials we
can see the concentrations increased a lot. And these
are these high nunbers here. Al these are creosote
constituents

W have two -- two different sanplings. W have
the Focus Feasibility Study sanpling and we had a
renoval action sanpling. In general those nunbers for

the renoval assessnents were nuch hi gher because they
focus on the very highly contam nated portion of the
site. That's what they | ook for, they | ook for

i medi ate threats, so they go to those very high
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concentrates area. So you see this one is nuch higher
fromthis one, because on the Focus Feasibility Study
we al ready knew that the highly contam nated areas were
al ready contaninated, but we wanted to see about the
rest of the site. And the rest of the site wasn't as
contam nated as sone of these soils but still was very
hi ghly contami nated with creosote type naterials. W
al so found netals, but nothing really of concern, sone
| ow concentrations.

Ckay. What did we do with that information.
Here we are. W did baseline risk assessnent, which
was what Doug mentioned before. W know how rnuch is
there, and we know what is it, the question is what
ri sk does that contam nation pose to hunman beings. And
what we did is that we put together scenarios. W say
wel |, these are the difference, these are the different
popul ations for potentially getting in contact with
those soils. Then we |ook at off-site young children
whi ch m ght be exposed to soils, we |ook at future
adult residents. This is -- this is thinking that in
the future naybe one possibility for the property is to
be converted into some kind of residential use. So if
sonebody were to actually build a house there, w thout
any kind of cleanup, what would be the result of that.
So that's one scenario.
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The other thing that we | ook at are children
actually going into the site and trespassing into the
site. W have signs, we have a fence there which keep
peopl e away fromthe site but this is always a
potential, so-that's one scenario that we | ook at. The
ol der trespassers, people trespassing into a site.
know in the past before we initiated a renoval action
sone people used to use the site as a shortcut to get
to those fast food restaurants there, to Pizza Hut and
the Burger King. So that was one al so potentia
scenarios that we wanted to | ook at.

W also wanted to | ook at off-site workers,
peopl e that actually work and were exposed to those
soils there. And the other thing was future on-site
workers. Assuming that the site gets devel oped and
there's sonebody working there without any kind of
cl eanup, what woul d be the exposure to those people

For people to be exposed they have -- there have
to be a pathway, | nean how do peopl e get exposed to
contamnation. Well, there are two ways you can get
exposed to contamination. There is ingestion, you can
actually eat the soil; you know, you m ght be having
your lunch break, the dust gets into your sandw ch
or your hands and then you eat the sandw ch, that way
you are eating dirt. You can inhale the dirt, actually
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the wind can suspend the soils and then you can breathe
them And the last way is by dermal contact, sinply
touching the soil. That's the other way you can get
into contact with the contam nants in the soils.

So for different type of scenarios, you know
that -- you just assune sonebody's gonna be outside
the pathway will be ingestion and inhalation. So
the pathway | set for each different scenario. That's
why you see sone of themonly includes ingestion and
i nhal ation or it includes ingestion, inhalation and
dernmal contact, which would be the case of the people
getting on-site, by the trespassers or the workers

Then what we did is we actually cal cul ated, we
quantified what will be the potential threats to the
people if they were exposed to those contam nants. And
that we expressed that in excess cancer risk. As you
know, there is -- in any popul ation there is some kind
of cancer risk. So we |ook at excess cancer risk which
m ght happen if people were exposed to those
contamnations. And this is a very -- these are very
conservative nunbers, basically by nature we tend to be
conservative in these estimates. W nake sone
assunptions to be able to cone with those nunbers.

For exanple, this -- this big one in particul ar
say children trespasser, on the scenario we assune that
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children go out to the site 350 days a year for 6
years. That's a very conservative scenario. But we
want -- we want to err it on the conservative side
rather than being too |eisure and then m ssing sone
kind of risk. And the sane thing happen with all the
different scenarios, we use very conservative
assunptions just to be sure we err on the safe side

And as you can see here, we can cal cul ate
different cancer -- potential excess cancer risk for
each different scenario. This nunber doesn't mean that
anybody's getting cancer right now or anybody w |l get
cancer in two years. This is just a nunber that hel ps
you make a deci si on whether sonething is to be done or
not at the site. W tell you that that is a potential
there, doesn't nean that it will happen. Just that
there is a potential that it nay happen. And we got
different nunbers for that. W had for off-site young
children there's a potential of cancer risk of 9 out of
10, 000 i ndividuals; for future adult residents 3 out of
10, 000; for older children trespassers 4 out of 10, 000;
adult trespassers 3 out of 10,000; and workers 1 out of
10, 000.

Al those scenarios, the ones that actually are
significant based on the current guidances that the EPA
uses is the last two ones, is the workers. Wrkers
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were to get on the site and they were to get into those
hi ghly contam nated areas and they were to be there for
25 years working 250 days, 250 days per year, what's
the potential threat for those workers. And what this
worker will be one out of a thousand in each case. So
when they are in the ten thousands neans that threats
are not significant enough to warrant any kind of -- of
action. But these two scenarios mean that yes, there
are potential risks which we are warranted to take
sone kind of action there.

Ckay. W have those -- we al ready know that
there's contam nation at the site, we already know
that sone of the contam nati on m ght pose, you know,
unacceptable threat to workers if they were to get to
the site, be in contact with those contam nants. Wat
are the goals, then, for the Agency for this site.
Well, we have two goals. One is to prevent public
exposure to contam nant surfaces. W don't want -- we
want to keep it that way. R ght now there are no
exposure because the site is fenced off, we have
erosion control, we have those neasurenents. W want
to keep that, we want to keep it that nobody's exposed
to those contam nants.

Qur second goal is to reduce the concentrations
of contam nants in the soils to levels which are
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protective of human health and the environment. W
want to treat those soils, we want to make sure that
those soils are no longer a threat to people. So
that's our second goal

Havi ng our goals already set up, we devel op what
we call health-based cleanup levels. These are the
| evel s that you can be exposed to under the
assunptions -- under the assunptions of the baseline
ri sk assessnment and not be at any significant threat.
W have -- if we were to have any concentration of
these or belowthis level at the site, there wouldn't
be any significant risk for people, for workers to be
there at the site. So this is actually where we want
to get. W know that we have concentration, many tines
hi gher than these levels, so we want to get to these
levels to be able to say that yes, once we get to those
levels the soils will be safe. Under those assunptions
we're able to eat, able to ingest some of the soils

we'll be able to get in contact with the soils for 25
years and still be safe w thout being no significant
threat.

So we have the nunbers that we have to achi eve
to nake the soils safe. So based on that we devel op
cleanup alternatives. Wuat could we do -- what can we
do with the site. And we devel oped eight alternatives
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for the site at the very begi nning, as our
alternatives. The first one we considered was no
action. No action is that we do nothing, what woul d
happen. W are required to include that alternative as
a baseline. That give you that -- that give you a
conparison toward the rest. W have no action, what
happen, sonething, if you do sonething this is what
will happen. So that's like a conparison we are
required to have.

The other thing that we | ook at was access
restriction. W put a fence at the site, we put some
deed restrictions, nobody will use the property in the
future, what woul d happen. That's one alternative
that you can work.

The other one will be capping. Capping is that
you put a |ayer over the site, over the soils so people
cannot get in contact with the soils.

W have off-site disposal, which is to excavate
all the contaninated soils and we will send that soil
sonmewhere off site for treatnent and di sposal.

The other one that we | ook at is incineration;
excavate the soils and you put themthrough an
incineration on-site, and we'll incinerate the soils
right there.

Next one is on-site treatment conposting. W --
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we did a pilot study just to | ook at our alternative,
and the principle was no different to the conposting
that you would do, you know, in your backyard.
Basically you take the soil, you put it on the pile,
you provi de sone nutrients, you provide air,
tenperature controlled and you | et the bacteria inside
the soil digest, elinm nate the contam nation.
Basically that's a natural process.

The next one that we | ooked at was bioslurry;
it's kind of sinmilar to that, it's the same principle,
you |l et bacteria elininate the contam nation. The
only difference there is that you are to suspend the
soils in water and then you put that conbi nation of
water and soils into a reactor, what we call a bio
reactor because the bacteria will be eating the
cont am nati on.

And the last one that we | ook at was thernal
desorption, which is different fromincineration. 1In
this case you take the soil, you put it through a
thermal desorption unit, what you do is you inject hot
air, it could be steam it can be sonething like

nitrogen, you put that hot air to the soil, and when
the soil contact -- the gas will absorb the
contamnation fromthe soil into the gas phase.

Basically it's like you are volatilizing the
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contam nation, you're taking the contam nation out of
the soil into gas phase, and then you end up with a
cl ean soil because all the contami nation was
vol atilized; and then you have the gas phase whi ch have
the contam nants, and you can do many things with that
gas phase. You can either burn that gas phase or you
can try to recuperate the contam nant fromthere, you
can use a condensor to condense the contam nants back
and then you can recycle that or you can burn it.
There are nmany things you can do with the gas phase
once the contami nants are out of the soils.

So those were the alternatives that we | ook at.
And we put those alternatives into what we call a
screeni ng process. And basically know ng -- know ng
the conditions of the site, we -- we | ook to see how
applicable they will be for the site, how effective
that will be, how cost effective that will be. Then we
end with no action, that one we have to retain again so
it's a conparison for anything else. So that one we
kept .

Limted action. W elimnated that one through
the screening process because it doesn't give us any
ki nd of protection. You can fence the site, you can
post signs but still the contam nation will be there
and will be a threat to the groundwater, to the
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wet | ands, and people nmight get in contact with that.
So that was elim nated.

Cappi ng. Cappi ng works good for -- for
correcting the thing about people being exposed to the
soils. You put a cover over the soils, then people
cannot reach the contam nated soils. Not be able to

breathe themor -- or eat them But the problemis
that the groundwater there is such that even if
you cap a site the groundwater will still be in contact

with those contamnated soils. So yes, it inpedes
peopl e fromactually touching the soils but the soil
will still be a source of groundwater contam nation

and al so surface water contamnation. So that's why we
also elimnated that alternative.

The next one we | ook at was excavation and
off-site disposal. That worked out fine, you can
excavate all the soils at the site. There are about
36, 000 cubic yards of contami nated soils at the site,
soit's alot of soil. And you can send it out to one
incinerator, to treatnment facility, there are many
facilities that could take those contam nated soil s,
the problemis that getting rid of those contam nants
outside woul d cost a hundred and thirty mllion
dollars. So that was way too expensive, it wasn't cost
effective. So that was al so elimnated.
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The next one we | ook at was incineration. That's
fine, that will work, bring an incinerator on-site and
burn the soils. The problemwth that still that it
was a very costly alternative, was $34 nmllion. So
that was al so elimnated because of the cost invol ved.

W al so had sone problemw th incineration
because the comunities around incinerators are
somet i mes opposed to having incinerators nearby. So
that's also fromthe point of view, sometines it's not
r ecomrended.

The next one, conposting, which was the one that
we did the pile study at the site to see whether that
techni que would work or not. The problemwi th that
technique was that it would not achieve the cleanup
level s that we already established. W already
established that we need to clean the soils so much,
and conposting would only take you so far. It wll
sonehow cl ean up the soil but it will not clean up the
soi | good enough to nmake the soil safe. And since it
will not make the soil safe, it was also elimnated
fromthe -- fromthe potential alternatives.

The next one that we | ook at was bioslurry,
whi ch was sone ki nd of biodegradation. That al so woul d
work, the problemwith that one is that it's also very
expensive. |t would cost around $40 nillion to go that
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way.

And the | ast one that we | ook at was thermal
desorption, that would give you clean soils and was to
be nore cheaper than any of these alternatives here.
So what did we ended up with. W ended up with really
two alternatives. Two alternatives, really. One of
which is the no action, which we had to keep again as a
conparison. The other one that make it through the
final list was thernal desorption. And just to give
you a little nore detail how thermal desorption, this
remedy, will work is that we will actually go out to
the site, we will excavate pretty much nost of the
site, this 36,000 cubic yards, and that neans in areas
we just excavate one or two feet of soil, in sone
areas we mght have to go as deep as ten feet of soil.
But we're going to excavate pretty much all this here
property because nost of it has creosote contanination
in excess of those cleanup | evels we al ready
est abl i shed.

W will take that soil and we would sort it out.
As you saw before, we have wood, we have -- we have big
rocks, you have netals, you had different kind of
materials. So you have to sort those conponents out.
Thi ngs such as metal and things that cannot be treated
will be sent off site for disposal, but there's a very
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smal |l volune. Al the wood and all the soils could be
treated on-site. The wood woul d have to be threaded.
You put it through a threader, and you -- you make it
smal | enough that you can put it with the soil into the
thermal desorption unit, so that will work out fine.
You end up only with very snall anount of naterial that
has to be sent out for disposal.

Once the soils are treated they're safe, they're
clean so that you can put themback to the place where
you excavated them So that that's -- that's just
great, you don't have to send the soils off site, you
don't have to bring lots of clean soil on-site to

backfill, you can use the sane nmaterial once it's
treated and clean to backfill the site.

One of the things also included in this renedy
will be -- you can see -- you probably saw, somne of

those building that we found there are either in very
bad condition, they're kind of -- kind of a hazard. So
they will have to be denolished because of that. O her
of themthat are just around very highly contam nated
area. So they would have to be denolished to be able
for us to excavate the soils and then get rid of those
contamnation there. So those areas we generated
fromthe building woul d either be decontam nated
on-site and then somewhere like a landfill to be
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di sposed of, or they can be used on-site al so.
And the last thing that we recommend as part of

our remedy is institutional control. Basically the
cl eanup that we are designing for this property is for
industrial use. So we want -- we will like the

property to be kept in the same usage as it is right
now. During the last neeting that we had here back
| ast summer we have another input in that, people told
us that they want to keep that property, put it back
into the tax roll, keep it industrial. There were many
industry interested in that piece of property which is
al ready surrounded by other industry. W would like to
see the sane | and use kept for that property, and we
woul d be recomrendi ng that, you know, to the |ocal.

Let ne see, what el se do we have here. Ckay.
The cost of this alternative would be $14.8 mllion.
That's how much it would cost to bring those thernal
desorption units to the site and to treat the soil. W
estimate that will take approxinmately 12 nonths to 18
months to do all the design and all the contracting.
It will take about a year to actually treat the soil.
So we're tal king about two years to two years and a
half to be able to say that -- that soils are gonna be
clean and the site will be clean. O that portion of
the site will be clean.
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And this is just -- just a diagramso you can see
how a typical desorption unit mght |ook. As
menti oned to you before, we have pretreatnent where
you do excavation, you do the sorting the different
type of materials, you mght do sone bl ending, al
those things you do in pretreatnent. Then you put the
soi |l through thermal desorption units, there are many
types that you could use, and these are just a few of
them and then you end up again with the gas phase and
the solid phase. The solid phase is the clean soil
the gas phase are the contaminants, but then you have
to put sone kind of neans of treatment control to be
able to address them A city such as this would
have to neet -- you know, would have to have sone kind
of em ssion control standards to ensure it neets al
federal and state criteria in terms of air pollution.
And the same thing would have to be for the rest,
handling of the soils off site, any naterial that
has to be sent off site would also be handled in a way
to neet the federal and standard regul ations. And
that's basically what we have here

So at this point of time we just cane to you
again with those two options that we have. And we
are -- or those two options we are recomendi ng that we
go ahead and inpl enent the thernal desorption unit to
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address the contaninated soils at the site.

M5. ECHOLS: At this time we're gonna open up for
questions. Please state your nane and your address.
Any questions? -

Sir?

MR DIBBLE: |I'mdarence D bble, from Sidney

here. | don't -- I'mnot sure whether or not, is it
gonna have any inpact on our taxes locally? |'m-- you
know, | live here, | don't want 14 and a half mllion
dollars coming fromny taxes. |Is this all com ng
fromthe Superfund or is it conming from-- |local tax be
paying it too?

MR GARBARINI: It's all -- it's all going to be
comng fromthe Superfund at this point in tine.

Unless -- unless we were to go after responsible
parties to do the work. It will all come out of the
Superfund. It won't affect your taxes individually.
There's a certain percentage of the Superfund that is
taken fromthe general tax revenues.

VMR DI BBLE: Well, yeah, | understand.

MR GARBARI NI : But otherw se your |ocal property
taxes and things like that won't be affected.

MR DIBBLE: M/ other guestion is, | guess, why
are we doing anything at all? | nean supposing we
build a big high fence around that area, it's not gonna
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go anywhere, is it? It's not useable for -- the swanp
down there isn't useable for building on or anything
else. The material that's in there doesn't mgrate

ot her places what |' m asking.

MR RAMOS: No, actually the materials and
anything at the site will migrate into the groundwater
and probably through the wetland through runoff. As a
matter of fact, as part of the continuing investigation
that we're doing, the remedial investigation, that
i ncl udes groundwater investigation. And we found that
one of the wells on-site has high concentrations of
creosote. Creosote doesn't nove fast, it doesn't nove
much, but when you have such high concentrations in the
soils it's bound to go sonmewhere. So even if we do
not hing, just put a fence around, it will still get
into the groundwater and probably will get also into
the wetlands further.

MR DIBBLE: It's not soluble water, is it?

MR RAMOS: It's not highly soluble but it wll
move into the well water. It will be like oil into the
groundwater and oil into the wet |ands.

MR DI BBLE: Ckay.

Ms. ECHOLS: (Question, sir?

MR UMBRA: Yeah, ny nane's Geg Urbra, and I'm
fromUnadilla. You said you encountered the water
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table in the west end where you dug up and where they
build? Did you encounter the water table underneath
the site itself? You know, underneath where the
building were itself, did you dig down deep enough to
the water table there, was the water table consistent?

MR RAMOS: No, actually we didn't -- usually the
trenches -- let nme put a map here. Here we are. This
is -- this is -- you see the property, this is the
lines where we did the trenches. As we nove west we -
the trenches became deeper and deeper. The trenches in
this area weren't as deep as the one further down here
Cne of the reason is that the soils around here were
nostly native soils. And further down here they were
just fill. So as you go further back here we had to go
deeper with the trenches.

One of the thing that we did is that we installed
monitoring wells. As part of the continuing
i nvestigation we have you'll |ook closer here, over
here and over here, and we have al so nonitoring wells
around here and further -- further east on the
property. And so -- and we put wells in different
depths within the aguifer. W had sone shallow, sone
i nternedi ates and sone deep. So yes, the trenches
around here didn't encounter the water table, it didn't
go as deep as -- as the water table. It went further
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down west .

MR UMBRA: Did you encounter contam hants on the
far -- on the eastern end of the -- on -- on the
eastern end?

MR RAMOS: Yes, we did.

MR UMBRA: For the nonitoring wells?

MR RAMOS: Actually, as a matter of fact, the
wel | where we found contaninated with creosote is -
we can -- this well right here.

MR UVBRA: Now, have you determned a direction
of the groundwater flow in that area?

MR RAMOS: That's the focus of that |IFS which
is not the focus of this investigation. This is only
for the soils. But yes, the focus of the renedi al
i nvestigation that we're going to be releasing at the
end of the year, it does address that. W're |ooking
at groundwat er contanination, we're |ooking at how the
water is noving, which direction the groundwater is
movi ng, how deep is the contam nation. W also have
other factors around here, as -- as you night know,
they already found groundwater contam nation in this
area due to other site.

MR UMBRA: Right.

MR RAMOS: And so the groundwater picture
beconmes a little nore conplicated because you have nore
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than one plume. Wich is kind of a --

MR UMBRA: Right, do you know where the plune is
ri ght now? There was a plune encountered on the other
site there, but have --- have those two plunes cone
together at any point that you know of ? In your
st udi es?

MR RAMOS: That we'll know when we conplete the
Renedi al Investigation Feasibility Study. That's

the -- that's part of the focus of that other
investigation. And we'll have that picture by the end
of this year, we'll be able to say yes, this is where

the plume of the GCL is, and we have data fromthese
ot her-pl unes so we know how that interact and what
events |l ead down with the plunme and al so we coordi nate
to make sure that whatever we do here doesn't affect
the renedi ation already going on to address this other
plune. So there are different things we are invol ved,
we want to nake sure that that's done correctly.

MR UMBRA: So that is something else in addition
tothis, the cost of this, you know, if it does get
into the groundwater and if the plune has spread out in
that area, along with if you start punping here, well,
they' ve started punping over toward Route 8, they
could -- they could start drilling that, the creosote,
the plume, toward that, toward that other site there
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too. Spreading the plune out.

MR RAMOS: That's correct, the 14.8 mllion we
just addressed the source of contamination. Wichis
the -- which is the soils. And that was -- that will
mean that nothing else will be getting into the

groundwater. But the groundwater problemwe' |l know
for sure by the end of this year when we have that
report. Then we'll be able to tell you this is the

extent of the contam nation of the groundwater and this
is what needs to be done. And taking into
consideration all those factors, |ike existing
contam nati on already from other source, system already
in place for that other source, and also this is a very
difficult geology, as a natter of fact, what |'ve seen
inthe reports is the groundwater in sone areas can
achieve -- this area might be going this direction,
further down mght be going a little bit nore toward
the east, so it's kind of a conplex picture for the
groundwater. But that's something that we think that
we will have a good hold on once we finish the report.
MR UMBRA: Well, that's sonething el se, you said
you encountered clay there. You know, the |ayer of
clay, is it, you know, constant throughout the area or
is that just one small lens of clay that you have
encount er ed?
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MR RAMOS: W don't think it is a continuous
| ayer of clay that would constitute a barrier, a
conplete barrier, for contam nation to get further
down. | think it's slowing down the contam nation.

But it will not -- it is not stopping the contam nation.
But again, we are in the process of analyzing all of
this data fromthe groundwater investigation. And

right now until we go ahead, we go and conplete this
report, we will not have the conplete picture of this.
This is the kind of a -- in terns of groundwater.

MR UMBRA: Ckay, | have one | ast question.
During the treatment, you said you' re gonna excavat e,
okay. Wen you excavate the fill area there, you're
gonna expose the groundwater. Now, what nethod are
you gonna use to clean out -- clean the groundwater
when that is disposed? You' re gonna di spose the water
that would be like -- that will be -- when you're
digging out that will be exposed water, the ground, the
water table will be exposed there, where in the
pi ctures that you showed showed the oily filmon there.

MR RAMOS: Yeah.

MR UMBRA: Are you gonna try to treat that water
ri ght there?

MR RAMOS: We're only -- at this point here, as
far as this remedy, when we excavate we will find an
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area where we have, |ike what we called that, we have a
| eap, a phase of creosote coming into an area. We will
address that. But we are not addressing the
groundwater at this point. W wll take care of all
the soils which are contam nated, and if we find any
creosote in that, you know, concentration of creosote
inthat area, we will address that as incidental to the
excavation. But the ground --

MR UMBRA: You said -- you said -- you said you
encountered it with all those pictures there with the
fill, the wood, the plastic and everything el se was
t here.

MR RAMOS: Yeah.

MR UMBRA: Al right, you're gonna take all that
stuff out. Okay? That's gonna expose that water |ayer
t here.

MR RAMOS: Yes. Yes.

MR UMBRA: And then you said you' re gonna put

the fill in on top of that. You' re gonna treat that
water, that contam nated water that's right in that
area first before you fill back in.

MR RAMOS: Well, we will -- we will do as much
of the watering and treatnent we need to do to do
the excavation. And -- and treat the soil. But we

will not be punping the groundwater all the time from
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the trenches to do that. Probably for the groundwater
we do what needs to be done for the groundwater, if we
need to do some kind of punp and treatment which is
what we do sonetinmes, this renedy takes 20, 30 years of
punpi ng groundwater and treatnment. And so that's
sonet hing that we cannot address with the soil. W're
gonna go out there, we're gonna excavate the soils and
in the process of excavating the soils we find areas
whi ch are, you know, we see creosote like floating

on the water or sonething? Like that, yes, we'll
address that.

MR UMBRA: This is an added cost that you
haven't even establish yet, right?

MR RAMOS: That's -- we think you would include
that as part of the watering process. The final -- the
final cost will be done in the design phase, which is
the next phase. Now we know what it is that we're
gonna be doi ng, now we have now to design the facility.
Whi ch takes into consideration all those things. You
excavate the trenches, you find water, you know, how
you gonna deal with that. You have to punp out that
wat er, do you have to construct sonme kind of a barrier
to inpede the water into getting into the trench? So
all those things are worked out during the design
phase, all those details are worked out during the
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desi gn phase.

MR GARBARINI: CQur cost estinates here are
usual Iy, you know, plus 50, mnus 30 percent, something
along that order. So there's a |ot of variation.
That's what we shoot for in feasibility.

M5. ECHOLS: Any nore questions? Craig?

MR VANCOTT: Craig VanCott with Uni-Lam Back
on your baseline risk assessnment sunmmary you nenti oned
on the ol der children trespassers, you said that they
woul d have to -- that that study was based on exposure
6 -- 360 times per year for 6 years? And then you -
then under the pathway you tal k about ingestion and
i nhal ati on and dermal contact. Wat -- how nmuch woul d
they have to ingest 360 tinmes a year for 6 years to
be in the 4 out of 10,000 excess risk factor?

MR RAMOS: For the risk assessnent what are the
assunptions. Basically, the basic association for use
for ingestion is half a gramper day, is 480-something
mlligrans per day, which is half a gram per day.

And | know we spoke about this before.

MR VANCOIT: Right.

MR RAMOS: And | think we nade a nistake when we
transferred the units. It's actually the personal -- a
person -- let's put it this way, for a person -- the
assunption for ingestion of soils at the site for |ong
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term say like a resident of the site, ol der
trespassers? Generally the chance you have you woul d
have to -- the assunption is that you woul d be
i ngesting about half a gram per day, usually for 25
years, for -- for about six years the assunption's
involved there. For children it's six years. | nean
there are -- there are conservative assunptions
assunming that you actually ingest half a gramof dirt
for 365 days a year nost of the time for 25 years.
Most of us will not be doing that, we won't be
ingesting a half a gramof dirt for the rest of our
life, | guess, but that's the assunption that we are
required to use on the baseline risk assessnent. And
again, to rmake sure that we donit underestinate the
risk associated with the site

MR VANCOTT: And then one other thing. The --
and | told you this before in meetings that weren't
public, but |I'mconcerned about the viability of the
businesses in the area with -- already one is gonna be
|l eaving the -- that site, the quality hardwoods, and
novi ng across the river, but we would hope that the EPA
works with the Village and the | ocal nmanufacturers in
the area to nake sure that they're -- the viability of
those busi nesses conti nues

MR RAMOS: Yeah, that's -- that's a point we'l
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take in. | mean we -- you know, we have been tal ki ng
with the Town fromthe very beginning, we had a snall
meeting last year, | know we have spoken to you and the
ot her businesses around there to nake sure that our
investigation doesn't interfere with your activities
there. W try to coordinate, you know, so we have not,
you know, harned the way to other businesses. The
cleanup for this property is designed so that property
can continue to be an industrial property or be in

the -- turned back into the tax roll, into the tax
rolls that could be used for the future again. For
anot her type of commercial or industrial purpose.

MR DAVIS: Not a tie and treating plant.

THE STENOGRAPHER | need your nane.

MB. ECHOLS: Maynard Davi s.

MR GARBARINI: Just to add to that too, | think
we' ve appreciated the cooperativeness of the businesses
that have been down there as well as the town officials
here. But obviously we have a job to do in terns
of protecting the environment, so we -- we try and keep
a balance with it too. But we've got to nmake sure we
get our job done, and you guys have been real
cooperative with us to date, so we appreciate that.

MB. ECHOLS: Sir, did you have a question?

MR CARR Yeah. Have you detected any plune,
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Decker Sawmi |1, in that direction at all?

M5. ECHOLS: Could you give your name for us,
pl ease.

MR CARR JimCarr, I'mfromG|bertsville. You
have nonitoring wells around that property. Have you
detected any | eaving that area which you are testing
there?

MR RAMOS: Yes, we -- |'msorry, go ahead.

MR CARR Yeah, that's what | was wonderi ng,
what have you found there.

MR RAMOS: W haven't finalized, as nentioned
before, you know, right now we are focusing on the
source of the contamination, which is the soils on the
CGCL portions of the site. W are |ooking at the
groundwat er, excuse nme, and we have the data back from
the lab, but we have to nake sense of that data. To
see, you know, we know that it wasn't really
contam nation there frombefore, we have to see where
this contanination from GCL and how we gonna deal with.
At this point we cannot tell you really, you know,
what's -- what's the groundwater picture yet. We'Ill be
able to tell you that when we cone back by the end
of -- of this year with the report which addresses
exactly that point, what kind of contamnation is there
from GCL.
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So at this point | cannot tell you, you know, one
way or the other what is in the groundwater other than
tell you that there was one well on-site on the GCL
property where we found creosote.

MR CARR \Well, | knowtesting is really
expensive, so, any tine, you can just arbitrarily test
a lot of area unless you're really going to have a
reason to go there, | nean.

MR RAMOS: Exactly. We -- we were fortunate
enough that we were able to use data al ready generated
by -- by the Amrphenol Arrowspace because they
already -- they have nmonitoring wells in that area, so
we were fortunately enough to save noney because we
were able to use their data and their wells actually to
collect nore data. And we just, you know, having
already that data we just deci ded which -- which

addi tional information was needed to fill those data -
data gaps. And that's what actually we're tying to do
Because you're right, | mean, you know, in studying

well's and sanpling wells is a very expensive
enterprise, we try to mninize that to the extent that
is possible. And in this case we were able to because
there were already informati on available. And we have
shared that information also with -- w th Anphenol

you know, people. They gave us their data, what they

Enpire Court Reporters
One Marine Mdland Pl aza
Bi nghant on, NY 13901



O~NO A WNPRP

have found, and we gave themour data to see what we
have found.

But the whole picture, just | mean the data's
just one step, you get all of these analytical results
fromthe | ab, you have to nmake sense of it, what does
it mean, | nmean what's the picture based on that. It's
like small pieces of a puzzle we need to put together.
And that's what we're doing right now

MB. ECHOLS: Sir?

MR WLRLON Couple different questions, ny
nane's Ted Wlklow, I'mfromthe Town of Sidney. In
perspective can you tell us already how nmuch noney has
been spent at that site?

MR RAMOS: Between the renoval and -- renoval
action and the renedial investigation we have spent
over $2 million at the site.

MR WLKLON Over two million. For the off-site
i ncineration, we have a coal fire generator utility
nearby which | understand is certified or |icensed for
coal tar. Ws that considered?

MR RAMOS: W in conversation, as a matter of
fact, fromthe State, the Departnment of Environnental
Conservation brought that to our attention. And that's
one thing that we will be exploring to see whether we
could use -- to ask if we can use their facility. Sone
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of the problemhere is that the waste that we generate
is classified as hazardous waste. And so that limts
the nunber of places where you can deal with that, you
know, you can deal with that, the nunber of places
which are licensed to deal with that waste. And we
sinply want to explore that option to see whether, you
know, we could use that facility, and we're gonna keep
talking with New York State DEC and al so to that
utility to see if in substance it could be done to that
fact.

MR GARBARINI: But there's really -- | think
it's inportant to note that we are dealing with
hazar dous wastes here and they are not permtted to
handl e hazardous waste at this point. Gkay, so that's
a very -- it's a permanent process to be able to do
that. So that would take some tinme and sonme work. So
until we reach that point in tine they won't be all owed
to handl e our wastes.

MR WLKLON | guess | was putting coal tar in
that general category. And maybe | shouldn't.

MR GARBARINI: Right.

MR WLKLON One last question. |Is -- out of
the roughly 15 mllion, can you break that down at all
as how much of that you're estinmating is going to
private contractors and how much of it's gonna be the
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overall let's say nonitoring by the Governnent? O,
can you break down the 15 million in any way?

MR RAMOS: W pretty much -- those 15 millions
are for -- that's the cost of getting the renedy there.
That doesn't include the cost of the Governnent and
overseeing that renedy. That's because of actually
having a private contractor to design, build and run
that facility. The EPA and Governnent costs are not
i ncl uded there.

MR GARBARINI: The Government costs for
oversight would be very small in conparison to that
$15 mllion figure, though.

MR WLKLON So that's the contracting costs to
take care of the site.

GARBARI NI :  Yeah.

W LKLOWN Thank you.

CARR  Again on the classification --
ECHOLS: Your name agai n?

CARR -- creosote, coal tar. JimCarr.
ECHOLS: Ckay.

CARR  Isn't creosote considered coal tar?
And isn't -- aren't they hazardous? And the power
plant in the Southern Tier right nowis allowed to
handl e coal tar soil and burning. Which would be
hazardous, | would think. Have you --

2P3533%
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MR GARBARINI. It's probably a hazardous
subst ance, whether it's actually listed as a listed
hazardous waste or not | can't tell -- | can't tell you
| know that, but | would tend to doubt that it was.

And if it is perhaps it's got some sort of specific
exenption which allows themto handl e the waste at

that facility. But it's -- it's not a, quote, unquote,
Subtitle C hazardous waste incinerator, which is what
we woul d generally need to send this naterial to.

M5, ECHOLS: Sir, in the back?

MR DAY: M nane's Keith Day, from G eene, New
York. And I'mresponsible for NYSEG s coal tar soils
program W are -- the soils that we're pernitted to
receive are classified as solid waste. Through a
process that's been approved by the EPA you can go to
these MEP sites, take a hazardous soil, blend it with
| ess hazardous soils, render the whol e conbi nati on not
hazardous. So that's how we're able to receive those
materials. Anything coming in to Jensen Station is
nonhazardous. So ny question would be is if a variance
could apply to the sane site, the creosote contam nated
soils, if they're looking at the analytical dates there
are areas on the site that are | ess contam nated, coul d
that soil be blended with the nore contam nated
material, the conbination of material be rendered not
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hazardous? Again, NYSEGis only pernitted to burn
nonhazardous soils at this time. But that's really
what our programinvolves. And, any further question
related to that.

MR GARBARINI: You're actually able to blend
hazar dous - -

MR DAY: Yeah, EEl docunment, Edison Electric
Institute docurment, nyself and one other gentleman
served on that conmittee in the devel opnent of that
docunent, we worked with utilities all over the country
because there's so many of these M&P sites across the
country, we got together and devel oped a document for
taki ng hazardous soils on an M&P site, okay, which
there are sone right here; Oneonta has a site, Norwich
has a site. Take those soils, you blend themon the
MZP site, the hazardous soils with | ess hazardous
soils or coal or sawdust or fly ash or sonething of
that nature, all this has to take place right on the
MEP site, and it renders the materi al nonhaz' --
nonhazar dous, okay. And --

MR GARBARINI: So basically you' re diluting the
hazar dous nature of the --

MR DAY: You're diluting the hazardous nature of
it, and once it's rendered nonhazardous it can be taken
toautility boiler. And this document was approved by
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the EPA
GARBARI NI :  When was that approved?
DAY: Wien was it approved?
GARBARI NI :  Yeah.
DAY: In April of -- | have a copy of the
docunent here.
MR GARBARINI: Just the year would be fine, I'm
j ust wonderi ng.
MR DAY: Wll, it's right on the front of it,

SRR

so.

MR GARBARINI: And were the soils actually --
were those hazardous substances in the soils or were
they |listed hazardous wastes?

MR DAY: They're listed hazardous wastes. It
was approved by the EPA in April of '93. It's called
manuf actured gas plant site renediation strategy.

MR GARBARINI: Ckay, well, we can -- naybe we
can tal k sone nore about that.

MR DAY: Just one thing for consideration.

MR GARBARINI: (Ckay, can we get a copy of the
report?

MR DAY: Certainly.

M5. ECHOLS: You signed it?

MR DAY: Yes, | did.

MB. ECHOLS: Ckay.
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MR CARR Jim Carr again, nake a comment that
NYSEG raises it's rates quite a lot |lately, maybe they
can use the energy.

MR DAY: Well-taken

MR GARBARINI: But just add one thing there,
generally we're pretty nuch directed to go for
per manent treatment remedi es, you know, remnedies that
actual ly render wastes nontoxic. And one of the things
we're generally diverted away fromis diluting the
hazardous wastes to various guidelines. So that's just
a point of clarification fromour perspective. But
we'd definitely like to talk to you about it.

MR DAY: Could | comrent further? Quickly?
took a look at the site today, and just by |ooking at
the volume of wood on that site that it |ooks like a
lot of it is very, very lightly contam nated wood. And
the wood is an excel |l ent product for chipping up and
bl ending that with the nonhazardous material, and that
wood i s gonna go into your thermal desorption unit
anyways. And your thernal desorption units, ny
under standi ng, is gonna be about 700 degrees. And
don't know what the tenperature of the off gasses is
gonna be, but the utility boiler's upwards of around
3,000 degrees. So the level of destructionis
certainly there, but you still have the paraneter of
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the materi al does have to be rendered nonhazardous on
your site. If it were to cone to us. And right now
we're not permtted specifically to receive creosote
contam nated soils, just coal tar. So there'd have to
be sone vari ance.

MR GARBARI NI : Thank you.

MB. ECHOLS: Any nore questions? Sir?

MR GLEASON: Yes, Sam d eason from Syracuse.
Has a consent order been established for the site?

MR GARBARINI: No.

MR RAMOS: No.

MR GLEASON: Ckay, there is -- what about --
there's talk, there's nention in here about comunity
acceptance of the preferred alternative will be
assessed in the ROD? |Is there gonna be a ROD
est abl i shed?

MR GARBARI NI : Yeah.

MS. ECHOLS. Yes.

MR GARBARINI: W're hoping to sign a ROD next
month, by the end of Septenber, and there will be a
responsi veness sunmary that would be part of that
Record of Decision. Wich would respond to any public
comments we receive during the course of the conmment
peri od.

MR GLEASON: Wiat is the outline for the ROD
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subnittal, is it just a -- is there a 30, 60 and 90
percent submittal ?

MR GARBARINI: No, it's very conceptual; if
you were gonna call it a design docunent it's very
very, very conceptual. Basically we just take the
results of the Focus Feasibility Study, summarize them
in a shorter docunent, and then provide the rationale
for our selection of one of the alternatives that are
described in the document. And then -- then the next
stage would nost likely be -- there are two types of
designs that are processes that we go through, one is
the 30, 60, 90, lot of detail designs. Lot of details
in the design. Another one is a request for proposa
where we basically just have a conceptual design and we
ask someone to cone on-site, there are people that bid
on the project based upon perfornance-based
specifications. For instance, we give themthe cl eanup
nunbers that were just went over before, say we want
you to bring a thernmal desorption unit on the site and
we want you to achi eve these | evel s and these em ssion
requirenents. Tell us how nuch it's gonna cost. Gve
us a bid and al so give us detailed designs as to what
your unit |ooks like that you're gonna treat the
materials with. So it would end up on this site. W'd
probably end up going with the request for proposa
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wi th performance-based specifications.

MR GLEASON: But wouldn't the -- that would al so
have to include the treatability study, right? | mean
‘cause the treatability would have to be incorporated
into the ROD.

MR GARBARINI: No, the ROD would not include
treatability studies. Treatability studies work would
be incorporated into the design.

MR GLEASON: So you woul d have to guarantee that
before you did your treatability study?

MR GARBARINI: Cuarantee the process woul d work?

MR GLEASON: The process?

MR GARBARINI: We'd do sone treatability study
testing just to show that we're confident,
yeah.

MR RAMOS: Just a point there, | mean the
technol ogy' s actually been proven to work for this kind
of contam nation. Really what it would do for you at
this time would give you the optimal operating
conditions for that, for that process. So whoever
will be bidding on this systemwould actually do
the study because they want to optinze their design.
They'll do it basically for that, but the technol ogy
will work. | mean it's been used already at other
sites for the same type of contamination. So the
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question is not whether it will work oi not but the
question is what is the nost optinal operating system
for that parameters. And that's probably what they
wll do.

MR GLEASON: Just to establish your bl ending
grades or sonething like that?

MR RAMOS: Sane pictures, flow rates, blending,
you know, water contents, all those, the core of the
operation, you want to optimze the operation. That's
what you do on your treatability study.

MR GLEASON:  You tal ked, you just had menti oned
about air quality. Have there been -- have there been
cl eanup |l evels established for the air em ssions?

MR GARBARINI: W would -- we would followthe
New York State air guide. It's a -- it's a guide,
basically, it's not -- | don't think it's pronul gated
regul ations but there are guidelines that the State
uses. And we'd al so use federal regulations. So yes,
they have been establ i shed.

MR GLEASON: So then it would be up to the
contractor to establish a permt for the site? An air
di scharge permt?

MR GARBARINI: On Superfund sites per se you
aren't required to obtain permts but you are required
to neet the substantive requirenents.
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MR GLEASON: Yeah, but for the incineration
you' d have to.

MR GARBARINI: For the thernal desorption?

Yeah.

MR GLEASON: | understand this is Superfund, but
you still would have to go through an approval process
with the DEC.

MR GARBARINI: Exactly. But that -- that

approval process, a lot of the -- a lot of the
paperwork should be cut out of that. You' d still have
to go -- when you have the unit on-site you' d have to

be aware of the fact that when you put the bid in you'd
have to neet certain requirenents, and then when the
unit is on-site we'd actually go through a testing
phase to nake sure all the em ssion requirenents were
met .

MR GLEASON: It just seemed |ike an aggressive
schedul e you're talking if you nentioned a year to get
sonmeone on board and to establish everything and then a
year construction.

MR RAMOS: W're saying a year, year and a hal f.
The reason for that is that these units are nobile
units. They are brought on-site, they're already
built, they just -- a contractor would just bring it
on-site and build, support the facilities and then work
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out with the, you know, the optimal corporation or
safety for that system So you start fromscratch, you
know, like you will do for something el se. G oundwater
punp and treatment facility, you know, you have to
start fromscratch, you have to build the whol e thing
fromnothing. It's not |ike you're bringing, you
know, a systemon-site. This one is not a system where
you can bring, you know, bring assenbled on-site, al
right. It's a nobile unit.

MR GARBARINI: That assumes we woul d use the
RFP perfor mance- based specifications rather than the

detail ed approach. If we went through the detail ed
approach here it would take us two and a half years
probabl y.

MR GLEASON. Construction, that would be done
during a year, just front end stuff | would think
woul d take nmore than a year

MR GARBARINI: Like Carlos said, a year, year
and a half, I'd say probably nore toward the year and a
half side of things. And if it was detailed design it
woul d definitely be probably over two years. Designs
generally are running two years. But since this one is
an RFP, a performance based, at least that's our
intention, it should be able to be a little bit
qui cker.
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MR CGLEASON: Back to the bl ending, do you think
that with the amount of organic material that is
present on-site that you could actually obtain a
nonhazardous level in that material ? Just through
bl ending, with the absorbed material in the organic?

MR GARBARINI: | know it sounds like it's
basically a -- | nmean it's -- if we have enough cl ean
wood around and we blended it.

MR GLEASON:  Yeah, but if you did an extraction,
what you're saying is you would blend the material to
all ow for an extraction | evel to be nonhazardous?
mean woul d you take an inorganic material and you
m x -- you have a hundred yards and you m x anot her
hundred, 200, you've doubled it and you m ght be able
to deemit as nonhazardous, but if you have an organic
material --

MR GARBARINI: I'mnot that famliar with what
they're doing out there so |'mnot exactly sure how
they're achieving that. But we're dealing with |isted
hazardous wastes. |If we were dealing with
characteristic, it sounds |like you' re sonewhat famliar
with the process, if we were dealing with
characteristic hazardous wastes and then you bl ended
them and then you did the extract you nmight be able to
achieve it that way.

Enpire Court Reporters
One Marine Mdland Pl aza
Bi nghant on, NY 13901



O~NO A WNPRP

MR RAMOS: Two types of listed wastes.

MR GARBARINI: W're gonna have to get bel ow
heal t h-based | evel s or treatnent |evels.

MR RAMOS: You do have hazardous waste contai ned
within the soil. You have to treat to a |level where --
to health-based level to say that the soil no longer is
a hazardous waste because it isn't hazardous |isted
waste. And in the case of creosote, this site we have
two different types of waste. One, one type is just --
one is processed either -- for those people famliar
with the EPA regul ati ons how we cl assify hazardous
wastes, source at the site will be classified two
different types of hazardous waste. Because the
processes they use at the site.

MR GARBARINI: So whether we're confident or

not, we don't -- we don't know, we're just sort of
havi ng a di scussion here for the first time about it.
MR GLEASON: | understand.

MR GARBARINI: W're not really sure what
they're doing but we don't want to just off the bat say
forget it.

MR GLEASON:  You're tal king incineration versus
desorption, that's a whole different process. The
reason why the incineration was ruled out in
feasibility was cost, not really because of process.
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MR GARBARINI: That's true, yeah.

MR RAMOS:  Yes.

MR GARBARINI: Yeah, | could see sone real road
bl ocks using the approach that they're using, but, you
know, we haven't really taken a | ook at what they've
done out there, so.

MR CGLEASON:  Well, it is -- like you said, it
was just established in '93, so | nmean it's fairly -
it's fairly new, so.

MR GARBARINI: Right. And EPA policy regarding
the use of incinerators for different types of things
has --

MR GLEASON: Right.

MR GARBARINI: -- sort of cone under sone
significant attention over the course of the |ast
couple years. |, mnot sure exactly where that policy

is going either, so that could put up sone sort of road
bl ock al so.

MR GLEASON: It would just cause you people nore
paperwork, really.

MR GARBARI NI :  Uh- huh.

MB. ECHOLS: Any nore questions?

(No response)

M5. ECHOLS: kay. | guess we're gonna end here.
I would just like to |l et everyone know that the public
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coment period began on July 30th and it ends on
August 29th. |If you have any witten comments,
send themto Carlos, his address is in the propo
pl an on the second page, and he'll address those
comments, questions and questions. On that note
guess we'll resune. Thanks for conming out.
(Proceedings were adjourned at 8:47 p.m)
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CERTI FI CATE

IN THE MATTER OF: Public Meeting

GCL Tie & Treating Superfund Site
O\ Tuesday, August 9, 1994
BEFCRE: RUTH | . LYNCH

Regi stered Prof essional Reporter

This is to certify that the foregoing is a true and

correct transcript, to the best of nmy ability, of the
st enographi c nminutes of a public hearing held in the
above-nenti oned matter, on the above-nenti oned date, and
of the whole thereof, taken by Ruth I. Lynch, Registered
Pr of essi onal Reporter.

EMPI RE COURT REPORTERS
Repri nt ed Signed this 19th day of Septenber, 1994
this By Ruth I Lynch, RPR
dat e. Regi st ered Prof essional Reporter
Tel ephone: (607) 724-8724
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APPENDI X E
LETTERS SUBM TTED DUR NG THE PUBLI C COMMENT PERI CD

August 18, 1994
GEMEPA 94- 0033
M. Carlos R Ranos
Renedi al Project Manager
U S. Environmental Protection Agency
26 Federal Plaza, Room 2900
New York, NY 10278

RE: Superfund GCL Tie & Treating Site, Operable Unit 1
Town of Sidney, Delaware County, NY

Dear M. Ranos:

New York State Electric & Gas Corporation (NYSEG has reviewed the referenced proposed plan which
describes the remedial activities at the GCL Tie & Treating Site. W believe that our power generating
stations offer a unique and cost effective pernanent disposal option.

for the contam nated naterial.

NYSEG proposes that the creosote contam nated soil and debris be excavated and transported to our

Jenni son CGenerating Station in Bainbridge, NY. The material will then be blended with coal for thernal
destruction in the boilers, which operate at approxi nately 3000°F, and the energy conponent of the
material will be converted to electricity.

Exi sting NYSEG pernits, which contain strict special conditions and regulatory requirenents, should be
sufficient for creosote contam nated soil and debris to be burned in our utility boilers. NYSEG has New
York State Departnment of Environnental Conservation (NYSDEC) permits to burn coal tar soil (CTS) and tire
derived fuel (TDF) at Jennison Station. NYSEGs H ckling Station, |ocated in East Corning, NY, has
boilers simlar to Jennison Station and has NYSDEC pernits to burn CTS. Al so, having conducted a very
successful test burn, we expect to soon receive a NYSDEC pernit to routinely burn creosote treated wood
(CTW at Hi ckling Station.

From NYSEG s perspective, there is essentially no difference between creosote and coal tar. Creosote is
a derivative of coal tar and, as noted above, we are permtted to burn CTS which is the coal tar nmaterial
fromformer Manufactured Gas Plant (MOP) sites. To nmitigate potential concerns regardi ng hazardous
waste, enclosed is a copy of the EPA approved M3P Site Renediation Strategy docunent. This approval
allows M3P site wastes to be rendered non-hazardous on site if they are destined for a utility boiler.

W | ook forward to the opportunity of providing this cost effective beneficial service.
Si ncerely,

Phillip M Mirphy

Manager, Alternative Methods
PMM f hi
Encl osures

cc: Steven Hammond - NYSDEC, Al bany
Wl ter Denmick - NYSDEC, Al bany
Martin Brand- NYSDEC, Al bany
John G anci - NYSDEC, Al bany
An Equal Qpportunity Enpl oyer

New York State Electric & Gas Corporation Corporate Drive-Kirkwood Industrial Park, P.O Box 5224,
Bi nghamt on, New Yor k 13902-5224 (607) 729-2551



UNI TED STATES ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
WASH NGTQON, D. C. 20460

OFFI CE OF

APR 26 1993 SOLI D WASTE AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE
MEMORANDUM
SUBJECT: Renedi ati on of H storic Manufactured Gas Pl ant

Sites
FROM Sylvia K Lowance, D rector

Ofice of Solid Waste
TG Regi onal Waste Management Division Director

Attached please find a docunment that describes a strategy for voluntary renediation of historic

manuf actured gas plant (MOP) sites. There are in excess of 1500 historic nanufactured gas pl ant
utilities. The utility industry is interested in initiating voluntary assessment and remedi ation of the
sites. Last year, under the aegis of the Edison El ectric Institute, the industry requested the Agency's
assistance in clarifying the applicability of existing RCRA regulations to certain renediation activities
and materials at these sites. At the direction of the Assistant Administrator, a group was established
under the | eadership of the Ofice of Solid Waste to work with Edison Electric Institute (EEI) to clarify
the regul ations and thereby facilitate early voluntary clean-up. The EPA working group included
representatives fromvarious Headquarters offices as well as Region VII, who has had extensive experience
in addressi ng MGP sites.

The attached strategy docunment was devel oped by EEl for use by its menber conpanies. |Its purpose is to
clarify the RCRA regul ati ons and other requirenents applicable to M3 sites. It has been reviewed and
coment ed on by the EPA working group.

The strategy document consists of legal interpretations of EPA rules and regulations as well as technical
and procedural guidance that either draws directly on published EPA gui dance or constitutes EEl's best
engi neering or technical judgenent based on their experience at MaP sites. OSWexpects that the strategy
woul d be inplemented taking into account site-specific circunstances and that it would not necessarily be
appropriate or practical at all sites. The strategy does not supersede existing regulations; it is not
intended to be the presunptive renedy under CERCLA, nor can it serve as a shield agai nst enforcenent
under RCRA or any other statute. Rather, it is intended to provide useful, practical advice on howto
address materials at these sites that may exhibit the RCRA characteristics.

It is nmy viewthat the strategy described in the document can be inplenented in a fashion that is
consistent with existing federal RCRA regul ations and, thus, protective of human health and the
environment. | encourage Regions and States to work with site owners in inplenmenting the strategy, thus
promoting early and voluntary cl ean-up.

The remedi ation strategy is based cn the fact that contam nated soils generated at these sites are
capabl e of being burned with coal and other fuel in high efficiency utility boilers. Prior to the
burning of these materials in utility boilers, remediation waste that exhibits a hazardous characteristic
wi || be rendered non-hazardous before it |eaves the generation site. This may be acconplished wi t hout
the del ays caused by RCRA pernitting through the use of 90-day tanks, containers, or contai nment

bui | di ngs covered by 40 CFR Section 262.34(a). Under federal regul ations, waste nay be treated i n such
units during the so-day accunmul ation period without a permt, and if the waste thereafter no | onger
exhibits a hazardous characteristic, any further nanagement of the waste, including the burning of such
materials in utility boilers, no | onger would be subject to Subtitle C of RCRA

Cont ani nated soils addressed in this strategy are those that are former Bevill wastes and are hazardous
under the characteristics. Land disposal restrictions do not currently apply to these wastes and



therefore LDR conpliance should not bean issue at this tine. However, it should be noted that LDRs will
be promulgated in the future. The recent "Third Third" court decision, however, may have an inpact on
the approach discussed in the strategy sonetime in the future. |In the devel opnent of strategies to
conduct renediation activities, it would be appropriate to consider treatnent in anticipation of future
LDR requirenments. | will keep the Regions inforned as to the effects of this decision on all aspects of
our program

Thr oughout the docunent, reference is nmade to consultation with and obtaini ng approvals from appropriate
governnental authorities. The assunption underlying the docunent is that the renediation activities are
not being carried out under the Federal Corrective Action or Superfund programbut that they are being
voluntarily conducted with appropriate state and/or |ocal oversight. The docunent is not intended to
provi de detail ed procedural guidance on obtaining governmental approvals. And, as always, state

requi renents can be nore stringent than their federal counterpart.

I view the attached remedi ation strategy as another step in the direction of achieving nore risk-oriented
and effective application of RCRA regulations to environnental clean-up activities. As the Regiona

O fices gain experience working with these sites, | would appreciate hearing fromyou if the recomended
strategy is helpful in expediting clean-up and if you encounter any problens that further or nore

speci fic gui dance woul d al |l evi ate.

If you have any questions about this strategy document, please call Ed Abrans, Chief, Listing Section at
202-260-4770, or David Bussard, Director, of the Characterization and Assessnent D vision at
202- 260- 4637

At t achnment

cc: OSWDivision Drectors
M3P wor kgr oup



M3EP SI TE REMEDI ATI ON STRATEGY
1. Introduction.

The manufactured gas industry operated during the period fromthe early 1800s until the m d-1950s An
illustration of a typical manufactured gas plant (M3P) that operated during that period is shown in

Figure 1. Included in this illustration are several key structures including the gas generator house
the gas purifier boxes, the gas relief holder, the product gas storage holder, the tar separator and the
tar well. These structures were central to the production, purification and storage of the nanufactured

gas and to the nanagenent of the by-product tar and process cooling waters.

There are in excess of 1500 historic M3P sites and a substantial nunber of these sites w |l undergo
assessnent in the near future. The purpose or this document is to provide guidance to facilitate
remedi ation activities involving excavated solid materials generated at these historic M3P sites in a
manner consistent with RCRA regulations currently extant. Thus, for exanple, to the extent these solid
materials are classified as hazardous wastes, no |l and disposal restrictions ("LDRs") currently

appl y because LDRs have not yet been pronul gated for these wastes. Future EPA rul emaki ngs coul d af fect
the way cl eanup and di sposal activities at M3 sites are regul ated.

This strategy docunent will address activities insofar as sone of the excavated solid materials may be
characterized as hazardous wastes under the Resource Conservation & Recovery Act ("RCRA') and hence nay
be subject to regulation under Subtitle C of RCRA. The on-site activities are:

. Site characterization -- the assessnent of in situ MP site materials (e.g., sludges, coa
tar contam nated soils and sedinents) to be excavated in order to determ ne appropriate
materi al s handling practices and procedures;

. Excavation of materials -- the generation of wastes subject to regulation under RCRA; and

. Accumul ation and treatnent of excavated wastes in 90-day units excluded from RCRA permt
requirenents

In addition, the docunment will address the off-site transportati on of any excavated waste that nay remain
subject to Subtitle Cregulation when it |eaves the site of generation. It will not address other site
renmedi ation issues at this time. The utility conpany that has been identified as an entity that may be
liable for addressing environmental contami nation at the site and for undertaking clean-up activity wll
be referred to herein either as the "Conpany" or as the "Generator" of the waste renoved fromthe ground.
References in this docunment to activities taken by a Conpany may be deened to include contractors or

ot her Conpany representatives.

<I MG SRC 0294243L>
Il. Purpose of the Strategy Docunent.

This strategy docunment is intended to facilitate responsible parties undertaking the source renmoval of
heavi |l y contam nated organic residues (i.e., coal tars) and contam nated soils at historic M&P sites in a
manner that is consistent with the RCRA hazardous waste program This strategy docunent does not address
ot her remedi al actions such as groundwater remedi ation. To the extent required by existing federal or
state regul atory requirenents, all renoval actions of M3 site contam nated material that exhibits

hazar dous characteristics nust be perfornmed with the oversight of appropriate regulatory agencies. To
that end, this docunent sets forth nmanagenent strategi es consistent with the Federal RCRA regul ations
that may be used at M3P sites where excavation of waste that is potentially hazardous is expected to
occur. As discussed nore fully below, this docunent sets forth procedures under which generators of any
hazardous M3P site renedi ati on wastes may manage these wastes in on-site 90-day accunulation units
pursuant to 40 C.F.R 8262.34. |If within the 90-day period contenpl ated by 8§263.34 these
characteristically hazardous wastes are treated and thereby rendered nonhazardous, they would cease to be
subj ect to regul ation under Subtitle C of RCRA and there would be no regul atory barrier under Subtitle C



of RCRA for the burning of these naterials in utility boilers or simlar high efficiency conbustion
units. The recent decision of the U S. Court of Appeals in Chenical Waste Managenent v EPA, 976 F.2d 2
(D.C. Gr. 1992) calls into question EPA's rules regarding application of LDR standards to wastes which
exhi bited a hazardous characteristic at the point of generation, but no | onger exhibit the
characteristic. The effects of this ruling are still under consideration at EPA, and may require
reconsideration of this renediati on approach after LDRs becone applicable to Ma3P wastes. These materials
woul d then be subject only to regulatory requirenents applicable to nonhazardous solid wastes or to
nonhazar dous waste-derived fuels. |If the waste cannot be treated within the 90 days, generators nust
request an extension fromthe Regional Adm nistrator or will be required to obtain a permt.

It should al so be nade clear that this docunent applies only to the nanagerment of excavated solid
materials that exhibit a hazardous characteristic. The managenent strategy outlined here does not apply
to any listed hazardous wastes that rmay be excavated froma historic M3P site. The determination of

whet her |isted hazardous wastes are present is to be based on available site informati on or records, such
as mani fests, storage records and vouchers, about the source of contaninants, as described by EPA, but in
the absence of such infornmation, the Conpany nay assune that no |isted hazardous wastes are present. See
53 Fed. Reg. 51394, 51444 (Dec. 21, 1988); 55 Fed. Reg. 8666, 8763 (Mar. 8, 1990). The Conpany is
expected to nake a reasonable inquiry into whether listed wastes are present at the site. Were required
by applicable federal or state regulatory requirements, this determination is to be nade in consultation
with overseeing agencies. This strategy al so does not apply to materials at an M3P site that may contain
regul ated | evel s of polychlorinated biphenyls ("PCBs").

It should be understood that this docunent is not a detailed procedural manual for dealing with federal
state or local regulatory agencies, but constitutes a general strategy for renediation of historic M3P
sites in a manner consistent with RCRA regul ations. Except for RCRA it does not evaluate the renedy for
consistency with the Qean Air Act or other statutes, and it does not address other possible renedies
that may be nore appropriate to the characteristics of a particular site. As a strategy for facilitating
voluntary renedi ation activities, it should not be regarded as suppl anting the Superfund process for
renedy selection or creating a presunption in favor of this strategy where it may not be appropriate to
the characteristics of the site

I1l. Characterization of the Excavation Zones.

Since the wastes at these historic M3P sites generally were disposed of before the enactnent of RCRA and
thus before the Novenber 19, 1980 effective date of EPA' s hazardous waste treatnent, storage, and

di sposal facility regulations, the wastes currently at these sites have not been subject to RCRA

regul ation. 53 Fed. Reg. at 51444; 55 Fed. Reg. at 8762-63. However, if these wastes are excavated

and renoved fromthe disposal unit (e.g. the tar separator or well), or if they are managed in tanks
containers, or containnent buildings, they are deened to have been generated and becone subject to the
requirenents of Part 262 of EPA s rul es.

Most MGP sites, today, have had the prinary gas generation and purification structures razed
Cccasionally, one or nore gas holders may remai n standi ng al t hough these too have often been denoli shed
to ground level. As aresult of the plant operations and these denolition activities, these sites may
contain areas where coal tars have accunul ated or where coal tars were stored. These

locations typically include, but are not linmted to, the subsurface portions of gas relief holders that
were al so known as "pit hol ders” and the remai ni ng subsurface structures associated with tar separators
and tar wells. The tar separators were rectangul ar wood or concrete basins that were used to separate
the tar fromthe recirculating process cooling waters. The tar wells were sinmlar in shape and
construction to the tar separators but were used to store tar prior to its dewatering and sale. These
areas of nore highly concentrated coal tar contam nation are the areas that nmay pose a potential risk to
groundwater and are often targeted for source renoval actions. These areas al so provi de the greatest
potential to exhibit the toxicity characteristic for benzene. Figure 2 depicts a plan and el evation view
of an M3P site today and the areas that are commonly found and desi gnated as

excavation areas. The areas associated with the tar separators and tar wells generally consist of |ayers
of residual coal tar which remained in the structures at the time the plant was closed and which were
covered with soil during denolition activities. This contanmination is typically located in the shallow



subsurface zones. The "pit holder" may be set deeper in the subsurface and may contain larger quantities
of coal tar which have been mxed with fill, including denolition debris and soil. The structure of the
subsurface holder is often intact, preventing novenent of the coal tar and contanminated fill.

As shown in Figure 2, the nature of these areas (e.g., depth, type of contami nated nedia) dictates the
use of different excavation schemes. For exanple, it is likely that the excavati on of the nore shall ow
tar separator and tar well wll include the subsurface structures as well as the coal tar and
contamnated soil. On the other hand, excavation of the deeper pit holder may be linmted to the renova
of the contents of the subsurface structure. Sanpling shoul d-be designed to devel op a three di nensi ona
profile of MaP waste distribution (see Section XI). These profiles will be used to devel op excavation
work plans and to identify representative sanples of the zones of excavation

I ssues to be addressed by the Conpany:

(1) delineation of excavation zones containing wastes that will require 90-day accunul ati on
managenent (i.e., those portions of the area to be excavated where there is a reasonable
probability that excavated waste will exhibit a hazardous characteristic and therefore wll
require conpliance with Subtitle C regul ations).

(2) deternination of blending ratios and nmixing material to be used during 90-day accumul ati on.

(3) Establishnment of field analysis techniques for the rapid determnation of TC hazardous
characteristics of concern (e.g., benzene). These field analysis techniques, which include
net hods such as manual extraction of soil and groundwater sanples foll owed by gas chronatographic
anal ysis of the extracts in the field, permt a rapid determ nation of the chem cal conposition
of the sanple. These rapid determi nations are required during the excavation of the source areas
and during the subsequent handling and bl endi ng processes since they will expedite the field
activities and ninimze the overall time required on-site. The time on-site is a critical factor
since many M3P sites are |located in urban or residential settings and it is inperative that the
i nconveni ence and potential disruption caused by the field activities be ninimzed to the
greatest extent possible.

The burden of ensuring that all excavated solid nmaterials are properly nmanaged on the site and
that no hazardous waste | eaves the site nisclassified is borne by the Conpany. Therefore, it is
critical that the field analysis method provides consistent results with the applicable testing
protocols for identifying characteristic hazardous waste. |If the naterials generated include
hazar dous wastes, the generator nmust conply with Part 262 of EPA' s rules including the
requirenent to obtain an EPA identification nunber.
I'V. Devel opment of Excavation Design
Excavation design will be devel oped by the Conpany using accepted engi neering and constructi on practices
(see Section V). Issues to be addressed by the Conpany as part of the devel opnent of the excavation
desi gn incl ude
(1) determnation of the 3-di mensional excavation boundaries
(2) identification and preparation of the naterial processing area
(3) identification and preparation of the staging area

(4) identification and consideration of geotechnical conditions.

(5) deternination of whether a vertical barrier is needed for structural support
and/ or groundwater control

(6) selection of excavation equi pnent.



(7) determnation of health and safety procedures.
<| MG SRC 0294234M>
V. Excavation Procedures.

Cont ani nat ed soils should be excavated by the Company (or its representative) using appropriate equi pnent
such as screw augers, back hoe buckets, clanshell, or other simlar equipnment. Wen practical to do so

| arge pieces of denolition debris may be segregated in the excavation pit and handl ed separately fromthe
soils. Experience at MEP sites indicates that the inpact of air em ssions and odor fromthe excavations
can be effectively nanaged by enpl oyi ng excavation practices that mnimze the rel ease of gaseous
contamnants and by utilizing air nmonitoring and respiratory protection equi pnent. Excavation practices
to mnimze air emssions wll include the pacing of the excavation activities and/or the placenment of
additives or absorbents such as coal fines, wood chips, synthetic foans, or other non-hazardous materials
into the excavation. Concurrently, the air space in and around the excavation shoul d be nonitored using
real -tine contam nant detection instruments (e.g., organic vapor analyzers). The site health and safely
plan will identify predeterm ned concentratlon limts which, if exceeded at any tine, would reauire the
use of air respiratory equipnment by site workers. Air nonitoring should be conducted at predeterm ned
zones around the perinmeter of the excavation to ensure that the excavation activity is protective of
human heal th and the environment.

Shoul d excavati on occur in the saturated zone, groundwater managenent may be required. The nanagenent
steps may include isolation and dewatering of the zone of excavation and treatnent of the wastewaters
that are generated. Isolation of the zone of excavation may be acconplished using sheet piles or other
barriers. In sone instances, the historic structures thensel ves nay serve as an adequate barrier. This
is especially true for the subsurface structures associated with the pit holders. These barriers can
prevent cross-contam nation fromoccurring due to contamnant nmigration into or out of the excavation
zone. |If dewatering is required for the excavation, it should be achi eved using conventi ona
construction techniques (e.g., recovery wells or collection trenches set within the isolated zone of
excavation). Wistewaters generated in the process of dewatering that exhibit a hazardous characteristic
must be managed as a hazardous waste. Additional remedial actions may be required for the site
groundwat ers; however, these actions are beyond the scope of this docunent.

VI. Screening.

Material renoved fromthe excavation can be handled in several ways. |If it is classified as hazardous
pursuant to 40 C F. R 8§262.11 and nanaged offsite, it is subject to all of the applicable requirements of
Subtitle C of RCRA. If it is managed on-site, it can be processed through either a stationary or

vibrating screen if large itens of debris are present. The Conpany will determ ne whether the waste
material s that have been screened out are hazardous and require nmanagenent under Subtitle C of RCRA
Waste that is not anenable to screening (i.e., wet clay soils, viscous sludges) may be dewatered and/or
enhanced with suitable naterial to facilitate material handling in a 90-day accunul ation unit.

Once the material can be handled it may then be screened.

The screen may be angled to deflect the larger itens (i.e., construction debris, wood, concrete) that
cannot be segregated in the excavation. Cobbles, bricks and other sinilar size materials may be conveyed
through the screen along with the contam nated soil. |If the screened out materials are determned to be
hazardous, they will be conveyed to a 90-day accumrul ation unit (see Section VI1). Plans will be prepared
to prevent or contain any spillage which may occur during the material handling process.

VI1. Accumul ation/Bl endi ng Stage.

Fol | owi ng segregation fromthe larger itens of debris, the screened material wll be accunul ated or

bl ended in a 90-day accurulation unit. EPA has interpreted the term"accurmul ate" in §262.34 to include
both storage and treatment. See 55 Fed. Reg. 30798, 30807 (July 27, 1990); 51 Fed. Reg. 10146, 10168
(March 24, 1986). Under current regulations (40 CF. R 8262.34(a)), three units are eligible for this
purpose. Two units are tanks neeting the standards of 40 CF. R Part 265,



Subpart J, and containers neeting the standards of 40 C F. R Part 265, Subpart |I. As long as
treatnment activities are conducted in units neeting the definitions of tank and container, and the time
limtations and requirenments of 8262.34 are net (including contingency planning requirenents), treatnent
activities may be conducted at the site of generation without a permt.

EPA has defined "container" and "tank" in 40 C.F.R 8260.10 as foll ows:

. Tank: A tank is a "stationary device, designed to contain an accunul ati on of hazardous
waste, which is constructed prinmarily of non-earthen materials (e.g., wood, concrete
steel, plastic) which provide structural support.”

. Container: A container is "any portable device in which a material is stored, transported,
treated, disposed of, or otherw se handled."

This definition of container includes a wi de range of itenms such as cans, druns, boxes, roll-off boxes,
container trucks, tanker trucks, rail box-cars, and rail container cars. Sone portable process-type
units, such as mxers, could also be included within this definition

EPA recently added a third unit as an eligible 90-day accunulation unit that nay facilitate accunul ation
and blending at MaP sites. This new unit, called a containnent building, generally consists of a
concrete pad or a simlar floor inside a building. According to EPA, this unit nust, anong other things,
be conpletely encl osed and have sel f-supporting walls, a primary barrier, designed to be sufficiently
durable to withstand the novenent of personnel, wastes, and handling equi prent in the unit, a
secondary contai nment system (unless the unit nanages non-liquid wastes only or has obtained a variance
fromthe secondary contai nment standard), a liquid collection systemand controls for fugitive dust. The
floors, the walls, and roof of the unit nust be constructed of man-nmade materials with sufficient
structural strength to support thenselves, the waste contents, and any personnel and heavy equi prent that
operate within the unit. The unit also nust be designed and operated to prevent tracking of materials
out of the unit.

57 Fed. Reg 37194, 37212 (Aug. 18, 1992). See generally 40 CF.R
§262.34(a)(1)(iv), 40 CF.R 88264.1100-.1102;40 C. F. R 88265.1100-.1102; 57
Fed. Reg. at 37211-18

The time limtations of 8262.34(a) require that all storage and treatnent be achieved in 90 days or |ess.
This limtation applies unless an extension of 30 additional days is obtained pursuant to 40 C F. R

§262. 34(b) or the generator qualifies as a conditionally exenpt snmall quantity generator under 40 C F. R
§261. 5.

The bl ending naterial nay consist of a relatively dry, conbustible medi umsuch as coal, coal fines, clean
wood chips, corn cobs, less contam nated soil or other suitable material. Blending materials and

bl ending ratios will be determned to ensure that the bl ended material does not exhibit a hazardous
characteristic. Blending ratios will be established after a field testing process ained at

establishing a statistically valid worst-case ratio that will render nonhazardous the nost concentrated
sanpl e of hazardous site renediation waste and therefore all |ess concentrated wastes. |If the contents
of the 90-day accurul ation unit are determ ned not to exhibit a hazardous characteristic after bl ending
the material further processed on-site using the established blending ratio would no | onger be subject to
Federal regul ation under Subtitle C of RCRA. Thus any crushing, further blending with coal, or other
material or off-site transport for ultimate disposal would not be subject to the Federal hazardous waste
regul ation. Should the contents of the 90-day accurul ation unit fail to be rendered nonhazardous, the
wast e nmust be managed as a hazardous waste in accordance with applicable state and federal regul ations.

VI11. Nonhazardous Waste Storage.
Nonhazardous soils nmay be stored either off-site or on-site. Sound managenent practices should be

foll owed for handling and storing nonhazardous soils (e g. dust suppression, etc.). The storage area
shoul d be designed to control run-off, |eachate generation, dust, etc. Al soil storage nust conply with



any applicable local, state, and federal regulations.
I X. Transportation of M3P Waste to OFf-Site Location

Nonhazardous soils nmay either be transported off-site or may undergo further blending on-site with a fue
for purposes of utility boiler fuel preparation. |If it becomes necessary to transport hazardous M3P
waste off-site (e.g., either because site conditions preclude managenent of excavated wastes in 90-day
accunul ation units or because mixing activities in such units have not been successful in rendering the
wast e nonhazardous within the 90-day tine period authorized by 40 C.F.R 8§262.34), the generator nust
conply with the requirenents for off-site transportation of hazardous waste, including the nanifest
requirenent in 40 CF.R 8262.20 et seq

X, Wility Boiler Qperation

There are no regulatory requirenents under RCRA applicable to utility boilers that burn excavated solid

materials fromM3P sites as fuel so long as the materials do not exhibit hazardous characteristic and do
not contain a |listed hazardous waste. The renedial strategy described in this docunent contenpl ates that
only nonhazardous excavated materials will be buned in utility boilers along with fossil fuels.

Utility boilers that burn excavated materials may neverthel ess be subject to state or Federal regul atory
requi renents under the Gean Air Act or other environnental statutes. Any required regul atory oversight

or approvals will occur under those prograns.

Boi |l er safety and operational issues are specific to the boiler design. Therefore, such issues should be
addressed on a case-by-case basis by the Conpany prior to cormencenent of burning activities

XI. Sanpling and Anal ysis Strategy.

Sanpling and characterization of the excavated solid material should occur at the four stages of the
excavation activities addressed by this guidance:

. Characterizing the soil prior to excavation
. Characterizing the excavated solid naterials pursuant to RCRA generator requirenments
. Determ ning blending ratios that will ensure that the resulting mxture of excavated

renedi ation nmaterial and blending material will not exhibit a hazardous characteristic.
. Confirmi ng the nonhazardous status of mxed naterials.

The Conpany's inplenentation of this sanpling and analysis is intended to achieve the followi ng
obj ecti ves:

(1) characterize MaP contam nated soils that are targeted for excavation and off-site
di sposal

(2) determne which portions of the soils targeted for excavation will require managenent in
90-day accurul ation units (i.e., wastes that are known or deternined by the generator to
exhibit a hazardous characteristic or wastes for which a deternination is not made but
whi ch the generator assunes require managenent under Subtitle C of RCRA);

(3) develop a sanpling protocol that statistically addresses the nunber of sanples that have
to be taken to establish the characteristic of the excavated waste (Chapter g of EPA's
Manual "Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste," SW846, nay provi de guidance in
devel opi ng such a protocol). Caution should be taken when devel opi ng the sanpling
protocol because waste may not be honobgeneous across the site; and



(4) develop a sanpling protocol that statistically determnes that all wastes managed in
90-day accumrul ation units no |onger exhibit any hazardous characteristics upon renoval

I f an adequat e database exists that accurately describes the current characteristics of the contam nated
media at that site, it may be unnecessary to undertake an additional assessnment of the waste
characteristics within the excavati on zone. However, in the absence of such a database and if the
generator plans to nmanage any excavated materials under nonhazardous waste standards, in situ sanpling
wi Il be necessary to ensure conpliance with RCRA regul ations and for excavati on pl anni ng purposes.

Sanpling activities should be designed to delineate the portions of the excavation zones that can be
expected to generate MEP renedi ation waste that will require (or should be assunmed to require) conpliance
with Subtitle C managenent standards. TCLP or total analysis methods shoul d be enpl oyed to characterize
the portions of the excavation zones potentially subject to Subtitle C standards. |If the site manager

el ects to base his excavation zone characterization on total analysis, waste sanples will be assuned to
be nonhazardous due to toxicity if they exhibit statistically valid concentrations of TC paraneters |ess
than twenty tinmes the regulatory levels that are presented in Table 1 of 40 CF. R 8261.24. See 53 Fed
Reg. at 51444 (Dec. 21, 1988) Recent site-specific research conducted by the El ectric Power Research
Institute indicates that multiples of 40 to 50 nay be nore appropriate in sone instances. The multiple
that is selected for a given site will be negotiated with appropriate overseeing agencies on a
case-by-case basis using the multiple of 20 as a baseline and considering higher nmultiples, as

appropriate, based upon actual waste characterization and | eaching data. In all cases, the multiple
will be chosen to ensure that the on-site managenent of the excavated materials will be consistent with
RCRA regul ations. |If none of the excavated materials exhibits any RCRA hazardous characteristic, these

material s may be nanaged as a nonhazardous waste. Any hazardous waste generated in such an excavation
may be nanaged on-site in 90-day accumul ation units authorized by 40 C. F. R 8262 34.

Waste that is being nanaged in 90-day accumul ation units nay be periodically sanpl ed by neans of the
surrogate analysis (e.g., total analyte nethod) to determne if the waste exhibits any toxic
characteristic. Wien it is determned by the Conpany that a waste in a 90-day accurnul ation unit no

| onger exhi bits hazardous characteristic, the waste may be renoved fromthe 90-day accumul ation unit and
may thereafter be managed as a nonhazardous waste (e.g., burning in a utility boiler). Statistically
based sanpling procedures will be used to determ ne whet her M3P wastes exhi bit any hazardous
characteristics. The procedures should be docunented in the site Sanpling and Analysis Plan. See
Section Xl1.2. This plan should be provided to the regulatory agency directing or providing regulatory

oversight for the MaP renedi ation project. |f this nethodology indicates that the waste exhibits a
hazar dous characteristic and the generator does not qualify as a conditionally exenpt small quantity
generator, then the waste will be managed as a hazardous waste in 90-day accumul ation units. |If there is

no indication that the waste is hazardous, the waste may be managed under any perm ssible regul atory
category (e.g., nonhazardous solid waste, fuel supplenent, etc.).

As sanpling anc anal ysis experience is acquired at these sites, it may be possible to construct a

dat abase fromwaste natrix information and site characterization data to correlate TC criteria and site
specific waste characteristic analysis. Once such a database has been assenbl ed, future Sanpling and
Anal ysis Plans nmay be devel oped, and to the extent required by federal or state regulation, should be
submitted to the appropriate government agency.

XII. GControlling Plans for M3P WAste Excavations

In addition to the foregoing, the renediation activities addressed by this strategy docunent may require
devel opnent by the Conpany of a nunber of Renedial Design (RD) and Renedial Action (RA) Plans. Exanples
of such plans are described bel ow and woul d control all source renoval actions to be perforned at the
site and require any necessary approval s by agenci es overseeing the site nanagenent.

1. Quality Assurance Project Plan.

A site-specific Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) shoul d be devel oped in accordance with applicable
regul atory criteria. The purpose of this QAPP is to establish Quality Assurance (QA) standards



applicable to the specific field and | aboratory work to be perfornmed. Docunented confornmance with these
standards during the performance of the renedial action will produce scientifically defensible data which
can be used throughout the renedial action and will assure that the objectives of the renmedial action are
met .

2. Sanpling and Analysis Pl an.

A site-specific Sanpling and Analysis Plan (SAP) shoul d be prepared that contains objectives, site
background, eval uation of the zones to be excavated, and identifies chem cal constituents of interest,
sanpl e types, statistical sanpling approach, sanpling |ocations and frequency, sanple preparation, sanple
QY QC, operations plans for sanpling, sanpling personnel qualifications, decontanination procedures, and
speci fications for sanpling procedures.

3. Health and Safety Pl an.

A site-specific Health and Safety Plan (HSP) should be prepared in accordance with all applicable EPA and
other safety regulations (e.g., OSHA regul ations). Special enphasis should be given to safety concerns of
non-renedi al workers at the site and nearby residents. Specifically, the HSP should address air

nmoni toring and odor control procedures that are protective of the on-site workers and general public

4. Alternative Managenent Plan for Wastes Remaining in the Subtitle C Program

A pl an shoul d be devel oped to nanage any waste that is not rendered nonhazardous wi thin 90 days (or any
extension of the 90-day period granted by the Regi onal Administrator). These plans should provide for
proper storage, transportation, and disposal/treatnent of hazardous waste in accordance with

Subtitle C of RCRA. If off-site transportation of hazardous waste becomes necessary, the requirenents
described in Section | X apply.

5. Recor dkeepi ng.

Al'l recordkeeping requirenments applicable to generators (and, if necessary, to transporters) of hazardous
wast e shoul d be conplied wth.



RECORD OF DECI SI ON FACT SHEET
EPA REG ON ||

Site:

Site nane: GCL Tie & Treating, Operable Unit 1
Site location: Sidney, Delaware County, New York
HRS score: 48.54 (10/14/93)

Listed on the NPL: 5/94

EPA 1D #: NYD 981 566 417

Record of Decision (Operable Unit 1):

Date signed: Septenber 30, 1994

Sel ected renedy: Excavation and Treatnent of contaminated soils
via a Thernmal Desorption Process

Estimated Construction Conpletion: 1 year

Capital cost: $14,839,000 (in 1994 doll ars)
Annual O & Mcost: Not Applicable

Present-worth cost: $14, 839, 000

Lead: EPA, renedia

Primary Contact: Carlos R Ranos, (212) 637-4276
Secondary Contact: Doug Garbarini, (212) 637-4263
Main PRPs: Harris Gol dman

Wast e:

Waste type: PAHs

Waste origin: On-site (spills)

Estimated waste quantity: 36,100 yd3

Cont am nat ed nedi um  Soi
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