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DECLAIULTION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION 

SITE NAME AND LOCATION 

GCL Tie & Treating 
Sidney, Delaware County, New York 

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE 

This Record of Decision (ROD) documents the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency's (EPA's) selection of the remedial action for 
the GCL Tie & Treating site (the Site) in accordance with the 
requirements of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act of 1980, as amended (CERCLA), 42 
U.S.C. 509601-9675 and the National Oil 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, contains the documents that form the basis 
for EPA's selection of the remedial action (see Appendix 111). 

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
(NYSDEC) has been consulted on the planned remedial action in 
accordance with section 121(f) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. 59621(f), and 
concurs with the selected remedy (see Appendix IV) contingent 
upon further concurrence based on any changes made to the 
selected remedy during the remedial design. 

ASSESSHENT OF THE SITE 

~ctuai or threatened releases of hazardous substances from the 
Site, if not addressed by implementing the response action 
selected in this ROD, may present an imminent and substantial 
endangerment to public health, welfare, or the environment. 

DESCRIPTION OF TBE SELECTED REMEDY 

The selected remedy pertains to the last of two operable units 
for the Site and addresses the non-GCL property soils, 
contaminated groundwater, qnd surface-water sediments located at 
the GCL Site. The first operable unit addressed the 
contamination in the GCL-property soils. 

The major components 'of the selected remedy include: 

. Extraction, collection, and on-site treatment of groundwater 
contaminated with organic compounds: discharge of treated 
groundwater to the surface water. The selected remedy 
provides two options for primary treatment of organics: 
carbon adsorption or biological treatment. 



Information will be ained during the remedial design to 
reassess the time fr and technical practicability of 
achieving State and era1 drinking water standards in the 
aquifer. Should the edial design data indicate that 
groundwater restorat through extraction and treatment is 
feasible and practic additional work will be conducted to 
determine which gro ter treatment option (carbon 
adsorption or biolo treatment) is more appropriate and 
cost-effective. If ndwater restoration is not feasible 
or practical, the will focus on containing the 
groundwater contam n within the GCL-property boundaries 
in which case chem pecific ARARs may be waived for all 
or some portions o aquifer based on the technical 
impacticability of ving further contamination reduction 
within a reasonabl frame. Under such a scenario, it 
may be determined atural attenuation or enhanced 
biodegradation ( troduction of air to increase the 
rate of biodegr would be able to reduce the 
concentration o nants in the aquifer groundwater to 
levels which ar to those achievable under 
extraction and , but at a lower cost. such 
information wou lized during the remedial design to 
maximize the ef ss and efficiency of the system; 
and, 

I . Excavating and treati g contaminated sediments on-site 
through a thermal des rption process along with the GCL- 
property soils. The elected remedy will also provide for 
the mitigation of ges to the aquatic environment which 
may occur during (b, revegetation). 

In addition, EPA will reco end to local agencies that 
institutional control meas be undertaken to ensure that 
future land use of the pro continues to be 
industrial/commercial, and the use of Site crroundwater 
for human consumption until drinking water quality is-restored in 
the aquifer. I 

DECLARATION OF STATUTORY D TERMINATIONS f 
The selected remedy meets ':he requirements for remedial actions 
set forth in Section 121 0:: CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. 59621 as: (1) it 
is protective of human hea:.th and the environment; (2) it attains 
a level or standard of contkol of the hazardous substances, 
pollutants and contaminants, which at least attains the legally 
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) under 
State and Federal laws; (3) it is cost-effective; ( 4 )  it utilizes 
permanent solutions and alt~ernative treatment (or resource 
recovery) technologies to tlhe maximum extent practicable: and (5) 
it satisfies the statutory preference for remedies that employ 
treatment to reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of the 
hazardous substances, pollqtants or contaminants at a site. 



A review of the remedial a pursuant to CERCLA §121(c), 42 
U.S.C. §9621(c), will be c five years after the 
commencement of the remedi to ensure that the remedy 
continues to provide adequ to human health and the 
environment, because this in hazardous 
substances remaining levels. 
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ii S I T E  NAME, LOCATION AND DE CRIPTION 

60 acres in an 
analysis of historical 

activities 

The Site is bordered on th north by a railroad line. A 
warehouse and a municipal irport are located to the north of the 
railroad line. Route 8 and Delaware Avenue delineate the eastern 
and southern borders of th3 Site, respectively. A drainage ditch 
(Unalam Tributary) and woodland area lie between Delaware Avenue 
and the Site. The western portion of the property abuts a small 
impoundment and wetlands area. The Site eventually drains via 
overland flow to the Susquzhanna River, which is located within 
one mile of the Site. 

The Site includes two majo areas, generally referred to as the 
"GCL propertyw and %on-GC propertyM (see Figure 2). The 26- 
acre GCL property housed a cod-treating facility called GCL Tie 
& Treating, and includes f r structures. The primary building 
housed the wood pressure t atment operations including two 
treatment vessels (50 feet n length by 7 feet in diameter), an 
office, and a small labora ry. Wood (mostly railroad ties) and 
creosote were introduced o the vessels which were subsequently 
pressurized in order to t t the wood. The remaining three 
structures housed a sawmi and storage space. The non-GcL 
portion of the Site inclu two active light manufacturing 
companies (which did not duct wood treatment operations) 
located on a parcel of la adjacent to the GCL property. 

~ ~ ~ r o x i m a t e l ~  1,100 peop are employed in a nearby industrial 
area. About 5,000 people ive within 2 miles of the Site and 
depend on groundwater as eir potable water supply. The nearest 
residential well is withi 0.5 mile of the Site. Two municipal 
wells, supplying the Vill e of Sidney, are located within 1.25 
miles of the Site. A sho ing plaza consisting of fast-food 
restaurants and several s res is located approximately 300 feet 
south of the Site. Othe s (h, a hospital, public 
schools, senior citizen d child care centers) are 
located within 2 miles o 

S I T E  HISTORY AElD EQORCEME T ACTIVITIES i 
attention of the New York State 

Department of Conservation (NYSDEC) in 1986, after 
one of the used at the.GCL facility 

lease of an estimated 30,000 gallons 
excavated the contaminated surface 

no further action was undertaken 



at the time. I 
In September 1990, NYSDEC equested EPA to conduct a removal 
assessment at the Site. C EPA conducted sampling of 
the GCL Tie and Treating f 1990. As a result 
of the data and informatio as part of the 
assessment, a Removal Acti EPA in March 1991. 

Activities conducted as pa t of the removal effort included: site 
stabilization (*, run-o f and dust control), delineation of 
surface contamination, ins allation of a chain-link fence, 
identification and disposal of containerized (u, tanks, dnuns) 
and uncontainerized hazardous wastes (s.s., wastes in sumps); 
preparation of approximateLy 6,000 cubic yards (cy) of 
contaminated soil and wood debris for disposal; and a pilot study 
to determine the effective-less of composting for bioremediation 
of creosote-contaminated sbils. 

The Site was proposed for nclusion on the National Priorities 
List (NPL) in February 199 and was added to the NPL in May 1994. 
In September 1994, EPA sig ed a Record of Decision (ROD) for the 
first operable unit which alled for the excavation and on-site 
treatment of approximately 36,100 cubic yards of contaminated 
soil and debris by a 1 desorption process. 

EPA has been conducting a earch for potentially responsible 
parties (PRPs). To date, nly one PRP has been identified and 
notified of his potential .Lability under CERCLA; however, this 
PRP was not considered to pe a viable candidate to undertake the 
necessary response actions. If EPA determines that there are one 
or more viable PRPs, EPA w:.ll take appropriate enforcement 
actions to recover its response costs pursuant to CERCLA, 42 
U.S.C. 5 9601 - 9675. 
HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY P TICIPATION 

The Remedial Investigation (RI) report and the Proposed Plan for 
the Site were released to the public for comment on March 1, 
1995. These documents were made available to the public in the 
administrative record file at the EPA Docket Room in Region 11, 
in New York City and the idformation repository at the Sidney 
Memorial Library in Sidney, NY. The notice of availability of 
the above-referenced documents was published in the Oneonta Dailv 
Star on March 1, 1995. The public comment period on these 
documents was held from March 1, 1995 to March 30, 1995. 

On March 8, 1995, EPA and N SDEC conducted a public meeting at 
the Civic Center in Sidney, NY to inform local officials and 
interested citizens about t e Superfund.process, to review 
current and planned remedia activities at the Site, and to 
respond to any questions fr m area residents and other attendees. 



Responses to the comments eceived at the public meeting and in 
writing during the public omment period are included in the 
Responsiveness Summary (se Appendix V). I 
SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT 

The GCL Tie & Treating sit was selected as a pilot project for 
the Superfund Accelerated eanup Model (SACM) initiative. The 
purpose of SACM is to make uperfund cleanups more timely and 
efficient. Under this pi1 , activities which would normally 
have been performed seque ally (e.s., site assessment, NPL 
placement, removal assess ) were performed concurrently. In 
June 1993, while attempt o determine if the Site would score 
high enough for inclusio the NPL, EPA initiated RI/FS 
activities to delineate r the nature and extent of 
contamination at the Sit ese activities would not typically 
have been initiated unti r the Site had been proposed for 
the NPL. 

are sometimes segregated into 
le units, so that remediation of 
ia or areas of a site can proceed 
expeditious remediation of the entire 
operable units for the GCL Tie & 

Treating site 

Operable unit 1 addre ses the remediation of contaminated 
soils found on the GCL-pro erty portion of the Site via thermal 
desorption. This operable unit is currently in the remedial 
design phase. 

Operable unit 2 addre ses the contamination in the soils on 
the remainder of the Site non-GCL property), and in the 
groundwater, surface water, and surface-water sediments. This is 
the final operable unit pl nned for this Site and the subject of 
this ROD. i 
SUMMARY OF S I T E  CHARACTER1 T I C S  i 
The nature and extent of at the Site were 
assessed through a soil, groundwater, 

Sampling was 
investigation 

focussed on 

such as 

The following paragraphs di cuss the characterization of 
contamination in the operab e unit 2 study area, namely, in the . I  I ! 

3 



groundwater, surface water, surface-water sediments, and non-GCL 
property soils. 

Soils I 
Approximately 130 soil sa es were collected from monitoring- 
well and soil borings dri d on the GCL property and on the non- 
GCL property. Samples a1 werecollected at off-site locations 
to provide information o ckground conditions. Table 1 
summarizes the analytica sults for the soil samples collected 
on the non-GCL property. general, relatively low levels of 
contaminants were detect ith total PAHs ranging up to 24 parts 
per million (ppm) . Gen , the concentrations of metals 
detected on-site were n nificantly above background 
concentration ranges wi exception of beryllium (up to 3.2 
ppm), copper (up to 176 and lead (up to 46 ppm), which were 
above their representa d concentrations of 0.6 ppm, 
26.2 ppm and 11.2 ppm, 

Surface Water I 
Surface water samples and at 7 locations 
along the drainage ditch a Table 3 summarizes 
the analytical results. 0 the 14 inorganics detected in the 
surface water samples, on1 arsenic (up to 11.4 parts per billion 
[ppb]), copper (up to 35.2 and nickel (up to 19.6 ppb) 
significantly Federal ambient water quality 
standards. The only detected was 
chloroethane at a 

Surface-Water Sediments I 
Elevated PAH concentration were detected at 3 of the 7 sediment 
sampling locations along t e drainage ditch and the impoundment 
along the western side of the Site. Table 2 summarizes the 
analytical results. The extent of contamination (see Figure 3) 
is approximately 2,850 feet in length, 1.5 feet in width and 0.5 
feet in depth in the tributary, as well as a 5-foot wide strip 
along the edge of the impomdment. PAHs were detected in these 
areas with total concentrat~ions ranging up to 23,850 ppb. The 
PAH contamination detected in the unconsolidated sediments is 
most likely attributed to qunoff from the Site soils. Arsenic 
(up to 16,400 ppb), copper (up to 51,900 ppb), lead (up to 70,200 
ppb), manganese (up to 547,000 ppb), mercury (up to 690 ppb), 
nickel (up to 43,600 ppb), and zinc (up to 173,000) were detected 
in concentrations which exceeded their respective sediment 
criteria values. However, arsenic, copper, manganese, nickel, 
and zinc were detected at concentrations relatively equivalent to 
their respective background levels. The relatively elevated 
concentrations of these metals could be attributed to regional 
background variations or from off-site sources, as these 
contaminants are not typically associated with the wood- 



preserving operations condbcted at the Site. 

Groundwater 

Site-specific geology the GCL property is characterized by 
a layer of fill 5 feet thick on the western portion 
of the Site to approximately 2 to 3 
feet on the property. The fill 
consists with significant amounts 

clay type soils. 
is underlain by silt and 

There are two hydrogeologip systems consisting of the overburden 
and bedrock units. The ov rburden unit can be further divided 
into shallow (approximate1 5 to 16 feet in depth) and 
intermediate (approx. 11 t 25 feet in depth) groundwater zones. 
Groundwater is first encou tered at depths ranging from 5 to 8 
feet below grade around th Site. As a general rule, groundwater 
flow in the overburden aqu 1 fer appears to be in a north- 
northwesterly direction; g oundwater movement in the bedrock 
appears to be in a norther y direction. Permeability of the 
overburden and bedrock soi s is relatively low; groundwater flow 
through the bedrock aquife 1 occurs primarily through fractures. 
Six previously existing grbundwater monitoring wells and 14 new 
wells were sampled during fhe RI. Two rounds of samples were 
collected and analyzed f a full range of organic and inorganic 
constituents. Table 4 s arizes the analytical results. The 
data in Table 4 indicate e contaminants associated with the GCL 
site wells influenced by e Route 8 Landfill contamination 
(column 3 of the table) the GCL Site wells not influenced by 
the Route 8 Landfill con ination (column 4 of the table). Two 
main groups of organic c ounds were found in the groundwater 
above drinking water sta ds, namely, PAHs and volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs) . Refe to column 4, PAHs, including 
benzo[b]fluoranthene (U 3 ppb - drinking water standard of 

p to 2 ppb - drinking water standard 
o 4 ppb - drinking water standard of 
pb - drinking water standard of 5 ppb) 
king water standards, and are the same 
se found in high concentrations in the 
olumn 3, chlorinated VOCs such as 
ppb - drinking water standard of 2 



The data obtained during t e RI suggest that the contaminant 
plume originating at the R ute 8 Landfill extends beneath much of 
the GCL Site. Currently, he Route 8 site is being remediated 
under the New York State h zardous waste remediation program; a 
groundwater collection and treatment system designed to address 
the groundwater contaminat'on was constructed and recently 
started operation. 

I I 

Aluminum (up to 6,210 ppb)', iron (up to 37,600 ppb), manganese 
(up to 17,300), antimony ( p to 44.3 ppb), chromium (up to 166 
ppb), and nickel (up to 13 ppb) were detected in groundwater 
samples in concentrations ignificantly above drinking water 
standards. However, the p esence of most of these metals at 
elevated concentrations in background and off-site wells is 

sources. 

i 
potentially indicative of background levels and/or off-site 

It is estimated that the G L contaminant plume extends over an 
area of approximately 173, 00 square feet (see Figure 4) with a 

million gallons. 

thickness of approximately 45 feet. The volume of contaminated 
water which exceeds drinkibg water standards is estimated at 10 

During the RI, a creosot oduct layer (referred as dense 
nonaqueous phase liquid PL]) was discovered in the shallow 
groundwater, in a locali area near the wood treatment/process 
buildings. DNAPLs are h er than water, and have a tendency to 
sink. PAH compounds, wh are the principal components of 
creosote, are extremely ile and tend to attach to the 
aquifer soil particles r than move with the groundwater. 
The DNAPL appears to be ed on many thin soil layers rather 
than in a single well-de pool. It is estimated that the 
DNAPL, layer ranged from 2 feet in thickness, and contained 
concentrations of PAHs i ess of 8,000 ppm. The volume of the 
DNAPL layer is estimated 0,000 to 30,000 gallons. The data 
suggest that the DNAPL 1 is contained within the property 
boundaries. DNAPLs cons e a highly significant source of 
soil and groundwater con ation at the Site. 

SUMl4ARY OF SITE RISKS 

Based upon the results of he RI, a baseline risk assessment was 
conducted to estimate the isks associated with current and 
future Site conditions. e baseline risk assessment estimates 
the human health and ical risk which could result from the 
contamination at the no remedial action were taken. 

Human Health Risk ~ssessme4t 

A four-step process is for assessing site-related human 
health risks for a scenario: Hazard 

of concern at the 



site based on several city, frequency of 
occurrence, and concen ssessment--estimates - 
the magnitude of actua uman exposures, the 
frequency and duratio and the pathways 
(e,g., ingesting conta ch humans are 
potentially exposed. --determines the types 
of adverse health effe chemical exposures, and 
the relationship be sure (dose) and 
severity of adverse isk Characterization-- 
summarizes and comb osure and toxicity 
assessments to pr ssment of site-related 
risks. 

EPA conducted a baseline r 
potential risks to human h associated 
with the GCL property in i Assessment 
focused on contaminants in 

in Table 5. 

sediments, and groundwater are likely to pose significant 
risks to human health and A summary of the 
contaminants of potential matrices is listed 

An exposure assessment wa conducted for reasonable maximum 
exposures to estimate the gnitude, frequency, and duration of 
actual and/or potential e sures to the contaminants of 
potential concern present the sampled media. Reasonable 
maximum exposure is defin as the highest exposure that is 
reasonably expected to oc at the Site for individual and 
combined pathways. The b line risk assessment evaluated the 
current health effects could potentially result from 
ingestion, inhalation, a1 contact of soils, and ingestion 
and dermal contact of ater and surface-water sediments 
by Site trespassers; i on, inhalation and dermal contact of 
groundwater by off-sit dents; the ingestion and inhalation 
of soils by off-site r ts; and ingestion, dermal contact, 
and inhalation of soil orkers (see Table 6). These exposure 
pathways were evaluate rately for adults and children. The 
future-use scenario ev d the same scenarios and also 
evaluated the potentia th impacts resulting from ingestion, 
inhalation and direct to soil by future on-site workers. 
Site-related and nonsi ted (m, Route 8 Landfill) 
potential health threa evaluated. The property is 
currently zoned for in l/commercial use only. Input from 
the community and 10ca ials, indicated that 
industrial/commercial the property would be the preferred 
use of the property in re. Therefore, it was assumed 
that future land uses operty would continue to be 
industrial/commercial. 

Under current EPA guidelin s, the likelihood of carcinogenic 
(cancer-causing) and nonca cinogenic effects due to exposure to 
site chemicals are conside ed separately. It was assumed that 



the toxic effects of the site-related chemicals would be 
additive. Thus, carcinoge ic and noncarcinogenic risks 
associated with exposures o individual compounds of concern were 
summed to indicate the pot ntial risks associated with mixtures 
of potential carcinogens a 1 d noncarcinogens, respectively. 
Potential carcinogenic risks were evaluated using the cancer 
slope factors developed by EPA for the contaminants of concern. 
Cancer slope factors (SFs) have been developed by EPA1s 
Carcinogenic Risk Assessme t Verification Endeavor for estimating 
excess lifetime cancer ris s associated with exposure to 
potentially carcinogenic c emicals. SFs, which are expressed in C units of (mg/kg-day).', are multiplied by the estimated intake of 
a potential carcinogen, in mg/kg-day, to generate an upper-bound 
estimate of the excess lif time cancer risk associated with 
exposure to the compound a that intake level. The term laupper 
boundt1 reflects the conse ative estimate of the risks calculated 
from the SF. Use of this pproach makes the underestimation of 

are presented in Table 7 .  

-i 
the risk highly unlikely. The SFs for the compounds of concern 

I 

For known or suspected car inogens, EPA considers excess upper- 
bound individual lifetime ancer risks of between lo4 to 10" to 
be acceptable. This level indicates that an individual has not 
greater than a one in usand to one in a million chance of 
developing cancer as of site-related exposure to a 
carcinogen over a 70- etime under the specific exposure 
conditions at the Si total potential current and future 
carcinogenic health all pathways are summarized in 
Table 8. The total current and future carcinogenic 
health risks from ex non-GCL property soil are: 9.2 x 
10' for off-site chi dents, 3.9 x 10' for off-site adult 
residents, 1.4 x lo4 te workers, 4 x 104 for children 
trespassers, and 4. adult trespassers. The potential 
carcinogenic health exposure to surface water is 3 . 5  x 
10' and 1.7 x 10' for n and adult trespassers, 
respectively. For sediments, the risk is 1 x 10" 
for both children a espassers. The site groundwater is 
not currently being an consumption, however, under a 
hypothetical future the potential carcinogenic 
health risk due to ontaminated groundwater was 
calculated. For fu and adult residents the total 
potential risk (fro d and upgradient contaminant 
sources) is 1.1 x 1 vl, respectively. For site- 
related groundwater only, the potential risks for 
future children and ts are 2.8 x lo4 and 2.4 x 10'. 
These risk numbers oximately three persons out of 
ten thousand and t of one thousand respectively, 
would potentially eveloping cancer if exposed to 
site-related conta ater over a lifetime. 

Noncarcinogenic risks were lassessed using a hazard index (HI) 



approach, based on a comp son of expected contaminant intakes 
and safe levels of intake eference Doses). Reference doses 
(RfDs) have been develope EPA for indicating the potential 
for adverse health effect fDs, which are expressed in units 
of milligrams/kilogram-da kg-day), are estimates of daily 
exposure levels for huma are thought to be safe over a 
lifetime (including sens dividuals). The reference doses 
for the compounds of he Site are presented in Table 
7 .  Estimated intakes s from environmental media 
(m, the amount of a ingested from contaminated 
drinking water) are c the RfD to derive the hazard 
quotient for the cont the particular medium. The HI is 
obtained by adding th otients for all compounds across 
all media that impact ar receptor population. An HI 
greater than 1.0 indi the potential exists for 
noncarcinogenic healt o occur as a result of site- 
related exposures. T des a useful reference point for 
gauging the potential ce of multiple contaminant 
exposures within a si or across media. 

1t can be seen from Table that the HIS for noncarcinogenic 
effects from ingestion, i alation, and dermal contact to all 
media (reasonable are less than 1.0 for all 
receptors, except (up to H1=497) and 
exposure to uses (up to 
HI=6). 

Ecolosical Risk Assessment 

A four-step pro assessing site-related 
ecological risk aximum exposure scenario: 
Problem Formula evaluation of contaminant 
release, migrat ification of contaminants of 
concern, recept s, and known ecological 
effects of the ection of endpoints for 
further study. -a quantitative evaluation of 
contaminant re1 fate; characterization of 
exposure pathwa measurement or estimation of 
exposure point oaical Effects Assessment-- 
1 iterature revi nd toxicity tests, linking 
contaminant con s on ecological receptors. 
pisk Characteri r estimation of both current 
and future adverse effects. 

The ecological with evaluating the contami- 
nants associate njunction with the site- 
specific biolog information. principal 
ecological co onsist of a deciduous wetland 
area within t the Site (Unalam tributary), 
and an emerge omplex (impoundment) to the 
west of the S e wetland areas support a 
wide array of ing 5 mammal species, 3 frog 



species, and 17 bird specjes. 
I 

This risk assessment eval ated the Site ecological communities 
and their responses to to icological exposures. The threat of 
lethal accumulations of c ntaminants in plant and animal 
populations was evaluated The results of the ecological risk 
assessment indicate the p tential for ecological impacts due to 
the presence of PAH conta ination in the surface water and 
sediments of the Unalam T ibutary, drainage ditches, wetlands and 
pond. Since both aquatic plants and invertebrates form a portion 
of the diets of wading bi 1 ds and waterfowl, their diet poses a 
potential exposure route. Although adult mallard ducks subjected 
to dietary exposure of els similar to those found on Site 
displayed no toxic , studies have shown significant 
mortality and in mallard embryos and ducklings 
following lar levels of PAHs. Therefore, 

t waterfowl may affect nesting success 
esent on and adjacent to the Site. 

Uncertainties 

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

d I I 
environmental chemistd sampling and analysis 
environmental paramete measurement 
fate and transport mod ling 
exposure parameter est'mation 
toxicological data 

1 
I 

sampling arises in part from the 
of chemicals in the media 

sampled. significant uncertainty as to 
the actual chemistry-analysis 
error can the errors inherent 
in the of the matrix being 
sampled. 

I 

Uncertainties in the expos re assessment are related to estimates 
of how often an individual actually come in contact with 
the chemicals of concern, of time over which such 
exposure would occur, and n the models used to estimate the 
concentrations of the cham cals of concern at the point of 
exposure. f 1 

I 

Uncertainties in toxicolog cal data occur in extrapolating both 
from animals to humans and from high to low doses of exposure, as 
well as from the difficult es in assessing the toxicity of a 
mixture of chemicals. The e uncertainties are addressed by 
making conservative assump ions concerning risk and exposure i 



parameters throughout the As a result, the Risk 
Assessment provides upper of the risks to 
populations near the unlikely to 
underestimate actual risks( related to the Site. 

More specific information oncerning public health risks, 
including a quantitative e aluation of the degree of risk 
associated with various osure pathways, is presented in the 
Risk Assessment Report. 

Actual or threatened relea es of hazardous substances from this 
Site, if not addressed by implementing the response action 
selected in the ROD, may p esent an imminent and substantial 
endangerment to the public 1 health, welfare, or the environment. 

I 

Remedial action objectives are specific goals to protect human 
health and the environment. These objectives are based on 
available information and tandards such as applicable or 
relevant and appropriate r quirements (ARARs) and risk-based 
levels established in the i isk assessment. 

I 

The following remedial actbon objectives were established: 

Prevent public and bi tic exposure to contaminant sources 
that present a significant threat (contaminated groundwater and 
surface-water sediments); 

Reduce the of contaminants in the groundwater 
to levels which of human health and the 
environment 

prevent further migrat on of groundwater contamination. i 
Section 121(b) (1) of CERC , 42 U.S.C. §9621(b) (I), mandates that 
a remedial action mustbe rotective of human health and the 
environment, be cost-effe ive, and utilize permanent solutions 
and alternative treatment ethnologies or resource recovery 
technologies to the maxi extent practicable. Section 
121(b) (1) also establis a preference for remedial actions 
which employ, as a prin 1, element, treatment to permanently 
and significantly reduc volume, toxicity, or mobility of the 
hazardous substances, ants, and contaminants at a site. 
Section 121(d) of CERC U.S.C. §9621(d), further specifies 
that a remedial action attain a level or standard of control 
of the hazardous subst pollutants, and contaminants, which 
at least attains ARARs State and Federal laws. unless a 
waiver can be justified pur/suant to Section 121 (d) (4) of CERCLA, 
42 U.S.C. 59621(d) (4). I 



In the spirit of the SACM initiative and relying on the Agency's 
technology selection quid ce for wood-treating sites, EPA 
considered technologies w ich have been consistently selected at 
wood-preserving sites wit similar characteristics (m, types 
of contaminants present, pes of disposal practices, 
environmental media affec ed) during the development of remedial 
alternatives. As referen ed below, the time to implement a 
remedial alternative ref1 cts only the time required to construct 
or implement the remedy a does not include the time required to 
design the remedy, negoti e with responsible parties, procure 
contracts for design and onstruction, or conduct operation and 
maintenance at the Site. 

below. 

E 
The alternatives developed for groundwater (GW) are discussed 

Alternative 1: No Action 

Capital Cost: t Applicable 
0 & M Cost: 7,200 for biannual monitoring 

0,000 each five-year review 
Present Worth Cost: 80,700 (over 30 years) 
Implementation Time: t Applicable 

The Superfund program re res that the No Action alternative be 
considered as a baseline r comparison with other alternatives. 
The No Action alternativ or the contaminated groundwater would 
only include a long-term nitoring program. The contaminated 
groundwater and DNAPL pr nt in the subsurface would be left to 
naturally attenuate with any treatment. The long-term 
monitoring program would nsist of semiannual sampling for PAHS 
at existing wells 0n-sit around the Site. A 30-year 
monitoring period was as for estimating the cost of this 
alternative. A total of existing monitoring wells would be 
utilized to sample the g ater to determine whether the 
concentrations of the co ants of concern have been lowered 
to cleanup levels throug ral attenuation and to monitor the 
migration of contaminant free-phase DNAPL in areas 
surrounding the Site. 

I 

Because this alternative w uld result in contaminants being left 
on-site above health based levels, the Site would have to be 
reviewed every five years or a period of 30 years per the 
requirements of CERCLA. T ese five-year reviews would include 
the reassessment of human ealth and environmental risks due to 
the contaminated material eft on-site, using data obtained from 
the monitoring program. 

i 



Alternative GW-2, Option A: Extraction, on-site treatnent via 
activated carbon adsorptio b , and discharge to surface water 
Capital Cost: $ ,883,100 
0 & M Cost: $ 03,300 per year 
Present Worth Cost: $ ,369,400 
Implementation Time: 2 1 months 
The major features of this lternative are groundwater 
extraction, collection, tr tment, and discharge of treated 
groundwater. The trea system would consist of an oil/water 
separator, followed by pr eatment for manganese removal 
(necessary to eliminate i potential interferences with 
subsequent treatment proc es) and removal of organic 
contaminants by activate rbon adsorption. The treated 
groundwater would be dis ged to the small unnamed stream 
adjacent to the Site. ugh it is likely to take considerably 
longer than 30 years to eve remediation goals, the treatment 
plant design and cost e te is based on an operating period of 
30 years. 

The extraction/collection would include a combination of a 
collection trench for shal and an extraction well 
for the intermediate groun would be 
approximately 700 feet lon 
northwestern (downgradient 
estimated that approximate 
groundwater would be pumpe 
approximately 26.4 gpm wou 
to the on-site treatment s 

In addition to groundwater extraction, if the DNAPL were found to 
be pugpable, DNAPL extract on wellpoints would be installed in 
areas of suspected DNAPL. It is envisioned that four wellpoints 
would be installed in the hallow overburden and would have low 
sustainable pumping rates less than 1 gpm in total). Total flow 
to the on-site treatment s stem would be approximately 30 gpm. 
All pumping rates and numb rs of wells would be refined during 
the design phase based on umping tests. Extracted groundwater 
would be delivered to a co 1 lection tank before treatment. 

I 

Because of the e creosote contaminants and the 
observation of DNAPL field activities, oily product is 
likely to be present extracted groundwater. Heavy or 
light product would using an oil/water separator. 
Solids and/or heavy settle by gravity into the 
separator's sludge be removed periodically for 
disposal to a Lighter product 
would float to a skimmer for 
disposal/reuse 
facility. 



The pretreatment system W uld consist of an individual treatment 
train designed for the re oval of manganese. Manganese would be 
removed through pH adjust ent, oxidation, precipitation, 
coagulation, clarificatio , neutralization, and filtration steps 
with the addition of caus ic, acid, and polymer. Sludges 
produced during this step would be stored in drums or rolloffs, 
and sent out to an applrov d disposal facility. Filtration may be 
required to further pretr 1 at the effluent. 

I 

After ater would be pumped to a carbon 
adsorption system of two carbon beds connected in 
series. Organic would be removed by the 
carbon adsorption cleanup levels. 
The spent carbon and shipped for off-site 
disposal or 

Treated groundwater would be discharged via a culvert to the 

This stream in turn to an unnamed tributary to Unalam 
Creek, which to the Susquehanna River. The 
discharge appropriate erosion control 
devices dissipation features. The 

York State Pollutant 
requirements. All waste 
process would be 

facility. 

During design or operationof the system, it may also be 
determined that natural at enuation or enhanced biodegradation 
(e.s., introduction of air to increase the rate of 
biodegradation) would be a le to achieve a similar level of 
contaminant removal and co 1 tainment as groundwater extraction and 

The goal of this alternative 
drinking water quality. 
creosote (u, it is 

is to restore groundwater to 
However, due to the characteristics of 

extremely viscous and difficult to pump) 
and the complex hydrogeolo ical setting, it is unlikely that this 
goal would be achieved wit in a reasonable time frame for areas 
containing the creosote la er (u, shallow groundwater). 
Current estimates of shall groundwater remediation are on the 
order of several hundred 
chemical-specific ARARs 
aquifer based on the techn.ica1 
further contamination 

years. As such, it is likely that 
would be waived for those portions of the 

impracticability of achieving 
reduction within a reasonable time frame. 

If groundwater restorationwere not feasible or practical, the 
alternative may then focus on containing the extent of 
groundwater contamination ithin the Site boundaries. 
Restoration of the groundw ter outside the DNAPL source areas 
(e.s., intermediate ground ater) is likely to be feasible, since 
it is mostly contaminated ith mobile organic contaminants (a, 
benzene). 1 



treatment, but at a lower cost. Such information would be 
utilized during the remedial design to maximize the effectiveness 
and efficiency of the system. The information would also be used 
to reassess the time frame and technical practicability of 
achieving cleanup standards. 

Alternative GW-2, Option B: Extraction, on-site treatment via 
biological treatment, and discharge to surface water 

Capital Cost: $2,058,600 
0 & M Cost: $626,500 
Present Worth Cost: $9,832,800 
Implementation Time: 24 months 

This option is virtually identical to Alternative 2, option A. 
The only difference is that, following pretreatment, the 
remaining contaminants in the groundwater would be pumped to an 
aerobic biological reactor for treatment. This reactor would 
contain bacterial cultures capable of degrading the contaminants 
in the groundwater. Wastes (e.q., sludges) generated during the 
treatment process would be disposed off-site at a permitted 
disposal/treatment facility. 

Alternative GW-3: Extraction, on-site pretreatment, discharge to 
publicly owned treatment works (POTW) for final treatment 

Capital Cost: $1,904,000 
0 & M Cost: $613,600- 
Present Worth Cost: $9,518,200 
Implementation Time: 24 months 

The major features of this alternative are groundwater 
extraction, collection, pretreatment and discharge to the local 
POTW. In order to comply with POTW influent requirements, 
manganese would have to be removed from the groundwater. This 
would be accomplished by using conventional pretreatment methods 
for manganese removal such as the treatment train described under 
Alternative GW-2. The extraction/collection system and 
pretreatment for this alternative would also be the same as that 
discussed for Alternative GW-2. Therefore, only those operations 
that differ from previous alternatives are discussed below. 

Treatment of organic contaminants would be accomplished by the 
Village of Sidney POTW utilizing a conventional sanitary 
wastewater treatment process consisting mainly of aerobic 
biodegradation. The facility was designed for a maximum 
wastewater treatment capacity of 1.7 million gallons per day 
(MGD), and currently operates at an average capacity of 0.6 to 
0.7 MGD. Effluent from the pretreatment system would be 
discharged to the sanitary sewer line via a metered control 
manhole, which would record flow to the POTW. The nearest 
sanitary sewer is located parallel to Delaware Avenue, 



approximately 80 feet south of the roadway. 

Groundwater would have to meet pretreatment requirements prior to 
discharge to the POTW. The Village of Sidney Municipal Code 
governssewer use within the Village and regulates the discharge 
of wastes into the POW. The Village has indicated that final 
acceptance of the pretreated GCL wastewater would not be 
available until a detailed application is submitted. 

As described under Alternative GW-2, due to the characteristics 
of creosote and the complex hydrogeological setting, it is 
unlikely that groundwater restoration would be achieved within a 
reasonable time frame for areas containing the creosote layer 
(u, shallow groundwater). The discussion of waiving chemical- 
specific ARARs for a portion of the aquifer and/or containing the 
groundwater contamination described for Alternative GW-2, would 
similarly apply for GW-3. 

The remedial alternatives developed for surface-water sediments 
(SD) are discussed below. 

Alternative SD-1: No Action 

Capital Cost: $0 
0 & M Cost: $18,900 for biannual monitoring 

$20,000 for each five-year review 
Present Worth Cost: $277,700 
Implementation Time: 6 months 

The No Action alternative for the sediments at the GCL Site would 
consist of a long-term monitoring program. For cost-estimation 
purposes, it is assumed that sediments would be monitored 
semiannually and that eight sediment samples would be collected 
and analyzed. 

Because this alternative does not include contaminant removal, 
the Site will have to be reviewed every five years for a period 
of 30 years per the requirements of CERCLA, as amended. These 
five-year reviews would include the reassessment of human health 
and environmental risks due to the contaminated material left on- 
site, using data obtained from the monitoring program. 

Alternative SD-2: Excavation, treatment, and disposal with GCL- 
property soils 

Capital Cost: $298,400 
0 & M Cost: $0 
Present Worth Cost: $298,400 
Implementation Time: 12 months 

The contaminated sediments would be excavated during periods of 



no or low flow using conventional earth moving equipment such as 
backhoes, bulldozers, etc. Excavation would be performed under 
moistened conditions to minimize the generation of fugitive dust. 
Erosion and sediment control measures such as silt curtains would 
be provided during excavation to control migration of 
contaminated sediment. Adjacent wetlands would be protected by 
erosion and sediment control measures. 

The sediments would be treated via thermal desorption along with 
the GCL property soils as specified in the Record of Decision 
dated September 30, 1994 for the Site. A typical thermal 
desorption process consists of a feed system, thermal processor, 
and gas treatment system (consisting of an afterburner and 
scrubber or a carbon adsorption system). Screened sediments are 
placed in the thermal processor feed hopper. Nitrogen or steam 
may be used as a transfer medium for the vaporized PAHs to 
minimize the potential for fire. The gas would be heated and 
then injected into the thermal processor which would operate at a 
temperature of 700°F to 1000'F. PAH contaminants of concern and 
moisture in the contaminated sediments would be volatilized into 
gases, then treated in the off-gas treatment system. Treatment 
options for the off-gas include burning in an afterburner 
(operated to ensure complete destruction of the PAHs), adsorbing 
contaminants onto activated carbon, or collection through 
condensation followed by off-site disposal. Thermal desorption 
achieves approximately 98 to 99 percent reduction of PAHs in 
soil. If an afterburner were used, the treated off-gas would be 
treated further in the scrubber for particulate and acid gas 
removal. A post-treatment sampling and analysis program would be 
instituted in order to ensure that contamination in the 
soil/sediment had been reduced to below cleanup levels. The 
treated sediment would be redeposited along with treated soils in 
excavated areas on the GCL property. 

Remedial activities will be conducted in a manner to minimize 
impact to wetlands to the extent feasible. The excavated areas 
of the intermittent stream and wetlands edge would be backfilled 
with clean material and restored to pre-excavation conditions. A 
wetland restoration plan will be prepared for any wetlands 
impacted or disturbed. The restoration would take place as soon 
as practicable after the sediments have been excavated, in order 
to minimize the period of impact to the stream and wetland. All 
applicable wetlands management guidelines would be followed. 

The total volume of sediments to be excavated is estimated to be 
125 cy. Further delineation of the extent of contamination will 
be conducted during the remedial design phase. 



Alternative SD-3: Excavation and off-site disposal 

Capital Cost: $820,300 
0 & M Cost: $0 
Present Worth Cost: $820,300 
Implementation Time: 6 months 

This alternative consists of excavation of 125 cy contaminated 
sediment as described in Alternative SD-2 and transportation of 
all contaminated materials to an off-site RCRA permitted facility 
for treatment and disposal. One hundred twenty-five cy of clean 
fill would be used to restore excavated areas. Wetlands would be 
restored as discussed in Alternative SD-2. 

SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES 

In selecting a remedy, EPA considered the factors set out in 
section 121 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. 59621, by conducting a detailed 
analysis of the viable remedial alternatives pursuant to the NCP, 
40 CFR §300.430(e)(9) and OSWER Directive 9355.3-01. The 
detailed analysis consisted of an assessment of the alternatives 
against each of nine evaluation criteria and a comparative 
analysis focusing upon the relative performance of each 
alternative against those criteria. 

The following tfthresholdgf criteria must be satisfied by any 
alternative in order to be eligible for selection: 

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

2. Comoliance with ARARs addresses whether or not a remedy 
would meet all of the applicable (promulgated by a State or 
Federal authority), or relevant and appropriate requirements 
(that pertain to situations sufficiently similar to those 
encountered at a Superfund site such that their use is well 
suited to the site) of State and Federal environmental 
statutes or provide grounds for invoking a waiver. 

The following "primary balancingtt criteria are used to make 
comparisons and to identify the major trade-offs between 
alternatives: 

3. Lona-term effectiveness and ~ermanence refers to the ability 
of a remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health 
and the environment over time, once cleanup goals have been 
met. It also addresses the magnitude and effectiveness of 
the measures that may be required to manage the risk posed 



by treatment residuals and/or untreated wastes. 

Reduction of toxicitv. mobilitv, or volume throuah treatment 
refers to a remedial technology's expected ability to reduce 
the toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous substances, 
pollutants, or contaminants at the site. 

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

Im~lementabilitv refers to the technical and administrative 
feasibility of a remedy, including the availability of 
materials and services needed. 

Cost includes estimated capital, operation and maintenance 
costs, and the present-worth costs. 

The following 9nodifyingI1 criteria are considered fully after the 
formal public comment period on the Proposed Plan is complete: 

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

9.  Communitv acceptance refers to the publicls general response 
to the alternatives described in the Proposed Plan and the 
RI/FS reports. Community acceptance factors to be discussed 
below include support, reservation, and opposition by the 
community. 

A comparative analysis of the remedial alternatives based upon 
the evaluation criteria noted above follows. 

Groundwater 

b Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

Over time, Alternative GW-1 would provide some limited protection 
of human health and the environment since contaminants would be 
attenuated through natural processes (e.q., biodegradation, 
dispersion). However, it is unlikely that full restoration of 
groundwater resources would be achieved. Alternatives GW-2 and 
GW-3 would be protective of human health and the environment, 
since they would actively reduce the toxicity, mobility, and 
volume of contaminants in the groundwater, and would protect 
groundwater surrounding the GCL site from further contamination. 
Although GW-2 and GW-3 would result in significant reduction in 
the mass of contaminants present in the aquifer, it is unlikely 



that full restoration of groundwater resources would be achieved 
within a reasonable time frame. 

Com~liance with ARARs 

Alternative GW-1 would not comply with Federal or State drinking 
water standards or criteria or those ARARs required for 
protection of groundwater. Alternatives GW-2 and GW-3 would be 
designed to treat the aquifer to chemical-specific ARARs 
associated with State and Federal groundwater and drinking water 
standards. Extracted groundwater would be treated to achieve 
NYSPDES requirements under Alternative GW-2; under Alternative 
GW-3 the extracted groundwater would be treated to local 
pretreatment standards prior to discharge to the POTW. Each of 
these alternatives would be capable of removing a significant 
mass of contaminants in the groundwater. The goal of these 
alternatives is to restore groundwater to drinking water 
standards. However, due to the characteristics of creosote and 
the complex hydrogeological setting, it is unlikely that this 
goal will be achieved within a reasonable time frame for areas 
containing the creosote layer (e.s., shallow groundwater). 
Current estimates of DNAPL remediation are on the order of 
several hundred years. As such, it is likely that chemical- 
specific ARARs will be waived for those portions of the aquifer 
based on the technical impracticability of achieving further 
contamination reduction within a reasonable time frame. 

w ~onq-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 

Alternative GW-1 would not provide for active treatment and would 
rely on natural attenuation processes to restore the contaminated 
aquifer. Therefore, this alternative would not be an effective 
long-term remedy. 

Alternatives GW-2 and GW-3 would reduce the potential risk 
associated with contaminated groundwater by extracting and 
treating the groundwater to remove a significant mass of 
contaminants from the aquifer. The time to achieve these risk 
reductions is limited by the effective extraction rates from the 
aquifer. However, it is unlikely that DNAPL contamination 
present in the shallow aquifer can be completely remediated due 
to the tendency of DNAPLs to attach to the aquifer. Although 
none of the alternatives would be able to clean the aquifer to 
drinking water standards in a short period of time, the treatment 
alternatives would protect surrounding groundwater from further 
contamination. 

Reduction in Toxicitv. Mobilitv. or Volume Throuqh Treatment 

Alternative GW-1 would not involve any removal or active 
treatment of the contaminants in the aquifer; therefore, would 
not be effective in reducing the mobility, toxicity, or volume of 



contaminants. However, over time, natural attenuation processes 
would provide some reduction of the toxicity and volume of 
contaminants. 

Alternatives GW-2 and GW-3 would reduce the toxicity, mobility 
and volume of contaminants in the aquifer to a larger extent than 
GW-1, since extraction and treatment of groundwater are provided. 

Short-Term Effectiveness 

The implementation of Alternative GW-1 would result in no 
additional risk to the community during remedial activities, 
since no construction or remediation activities would be 
conducted. Workers involved in periodic sampling of site soils 
would be exposed to minimal risks because appropriate health and 
safety protocols would be followed for this activity. For 
purposes of this analysis, monitoring of the Site would occur for 
30 years. 

Alternatives GW-2 and GW-3 involve construction and operation of 
an on-site treatment plant. Procedures for proper handling of 
the treatment reagents would be followed for all treatment 
alternatives. Any process residuals generated would be properly 
handled and disposed off-site. The risk to workers involved in 
the remediation also would be minimized by establishing 
appropriate health and safety procedures and preventive measures 
to avoid direct contact with contaminated materials and 
ingestion/inhalation of fugitive dust. All site workers would be 
OSHA-certified and would be instructed to follow OSHA protocols. 

It is estimated that the treatment alternatives would take well 
over 30 years to achieve the remedial action objectives. 
However, a 30-year period was used for cost estimation. 
Operation of the treatment plant would be stopped when remedial 
objectives are achieved i.e., levels of contaminants in the 
aquifer are reduced to State and Federal drinking water 
standards, unless it is determined that ARARs would be waived in 
portions of the aquifer. 

Alternative 1 would not involve any major site activities other 
than monitoring and performing five-year reviews. These 
activities are easily implemented. 

The treatment components of Alternatives GW-2 and GW-3 would be 
easily implemented, as the technologies are proven and readily 
available. The carbon adsorption technology proposed for use in 
Alternative GW-2A is a proven and efficient method for removal of 
organic contaminants. Biological treatment, specified in 
Alternatives GW-2B and GW-3, has been used successfully for 
groundwater contaminated with creosote wastes. The manganese 



removal pretreatment technology required under Alternatives GW-2 
and GW-3 is proven and readily available. Sufficient space is 
available on-site for a treatment plant. 

Alternatives GW-2 and GW-3 would require institutional management 
of the operation and maintenance of the treated groundwater 
discharge system. Off-site disposal facilities are available for 
the disposal of the oil/water separator sludge and skimmings 
generated from Alternatives GW-2 and GW-3. Disposal (or recycle) 
facilities are also available for recovered DNAPL and the other 
residues generated from those alternatives. 

Alternatives GW-2A and GW-2B both provide for discharge to the 
small stream located at the Site's southern border. Based on the 
review of the treated groundwater discharge requirements for the 
Route 8 Landfill site and the successful operation of the 
groundwater remediation system at this site, discharge to the 
stream is expected to be readily implementable for Alternative 
GW-2. 

The Village of Sidney expressed its interest in having the 
pretreated groundwater transmitted to the local POTW as described 
under Alternative GW-3. There is a degree of uncertainty, 
however, as to whether final approval would be granted which 
would be contingent upon factors such as available capacity, 
waste characteristics, and POTW permit requirements concerning 
effluent and sludge quality. Due to this uncertainty, this 
alternative is considered less implementable than Alternative 
GW-2. 

GW-1 is the least expensive of all alternatives but would not 
involve treatment. Alternative 1 has a present worth cost of 
$380,700 which is associated with conducting a sampling and 
analysis program and five-year reviews over a 30-year period. 

Alternative GW-2A would be the most expensive treatment 
alternative followed by GW-3 and GW-ZB. However, the cost 
differences between GW-2A, GW-2B and GW-3 would be so small as to 
not be significant. 

r State Acceutance 

The New York State has concurred with the selected remedy. 

w Communitv Acceatance 

No objections by the community were raised concerning the 
selected remedy. The Village of Sidney has requested that EPA 
select Alternative GW-3 which includes discharge of the 
pretreated groundwater to the local POTW. A responsiveness 



summary which addresses all comments received during the public 
comment period is attached as Appendix IV. 

sediments 

w Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

Alternative SD-1 would not meet any of the remedial objectives 
and thus would not be protective of the environment. 
Contaminated sediments would remain on-site and would continue to 
pose a risk to the biota. Natural flushing would reduce 
contaminants in the sediments somewhat, especially after the 
contaminated soils on the GCL-property are remediated. 

Alternative SD-2, involving on-site sediment treatment and 
Alternative SD-3 involving off-site treatment/disposal of 
sediments, would remove contamination and eliminate any 
environmental threats posed by the sediments. Therefore, these 
alternatives would meet remedial objectives. 

Com~liance with ARARs 

There are no chemical-specific ARARs for the contaminated 
sediments. Alternative SD-1 would comply with appropriate 
requirements such as New York State Technical and Administrative 
Guidance Memoranda. 

Alternatives SD-2 and SD-3 would be designed and implemented to 
satisfy all appropriate requirements and location-specific ARARs 
identified for the Site. Excavation activities would be 
conducted in compliance with the OSHA standards, soil erosion, 
sediment control and wetland protection requirements. 
Alternative SD-2 also Would comply with ARARs related to on-site 
treatment (a, disposal of treatment residuals, stormwater 
discharge requirements and air pollution control regulations 
pertaining to fugitive emissions and air quality standards). 
Under Alternative SD-3, excavated sediments would be sent to an 
appropriate treatment/disposal facility in accordance with 
applicable ARARs. 

t Lons-Term Effectiveness 

Alternative SD-1 would monitor contamination in the sediments and 
would not remove and/or treat contaminants. Therefore, this 
alternative would not reduce the long-te.m risks to the 
environment associated with the sediments. 

Alternative SD-2 calls for on-site sediment treatment along the 
GCL-property soils. The soil treatment.system would reduce the 
levels of PAH contaminants in sediments by 98 to 99 percent. 

Alternative SD-3 would provide long-term protection by removing 



the contaminated sediments which would be sent to an approved , 

disposal facility. Soil cover and revegetation would provide 
protection against erosion. No long-term monitoring would be 
required. 

Reduction of Toxicitv. Mobilitv, or Volume Throucrh Treatment 

Alternative SD-1 would not provide immediate reduction in 
toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminants because treatment 
is not included as part of this alternative. Some reduction may 
be realized after the GCL-property soils have been remediated 
through natural attenuation processes. 

Alternatives SD-2 and SD-3 would reduce the toxicity, mobility, 
and volume of contaminants by removal and on-site treatment 
(Alternative SD-2) or off-site disposal (Alternative SD-3). 

Short-Term Effectiveness 

The implementation of Alternative SD-1 would not: pose any 
additional risks to the community, since this alternative does 
not involve any construction or remediation. Workers involved in 
periodic sampling of sediments would be exposed to minimal risks 
because appropriate health and safety protocols would be followed 
for this activity. 

Alternatives SD-2 and SD-3 include activities such as excavation, 
screening, shredding, and handling of contaminated sediments 
which could result in potential exposure of workers and residents 
to fugitive dust, and possible suspension of sediments. In order 
to minimize potential short-term impacts, the area would be 
secured and access would be restricted to authorized personnel 
only. In addition, dust control measures such as wind screens 
and water sprays would be used to minimize fugitive dust 
emissions from material handling. The risk to workers involved 
in the remediation would also be minimized by establishing 
appropriate health and safety procedures and preventive measures, 
(e.q., enclosed cabs on backhoes and proper personal protection 
equipment) to prevent direct contact with contaminated materials 
and ingestion/inhalation of fugitive dust. All site workers 
would be OSHA certified and would be instructed to follow OSHA 
protocols. Some increase in traffic and noise pollution would be 
expected from site activities. Short-term impacts may be 
experienced for about a six-month period which is the estimated 
time for construction and remedial activities. 

Under Alternatives SD-2 and SD-3, short-term impacts on the 
environment from removal of vegetation and destruction of habitat 
could occur. A plan would be prepared and implemented to 
minimize and restore (A, revegetate) any damage to the 
environment. Erosion and sediment control measures such as silt 
curtains and berms would be provided during material handling 



activities to control migration of contaminants. 

Alternative SD-1 would not involve any major site activities 
except monitoring and sampling. These activities would be easily 
implementable. 

Alternative SD-2 would be easily implemented, as the technology 
is proven and readily available. The thermal desorption 
component of this alternative has been shown to be effective for 
destruction of PAHs, and is commercially available. Sufficient 
land is available at the Site for operation of a mobile thermal 
desorption system and supporting facilities. Alternative SD-3 
involves off,-site disposal. Capacity for the small volume of 
sediment should be available at a permitted facility. 
Implementation of Alternatives SD-2 and SD-3 would require 
restriction of access to the Site during the remediation process. 
Coordination with state and local agencies would also be required 
during remediation. 

Alternative SD-1 is the less expensive alternative, but does not 
provide treatment of contaminated sediments. Alternative SD-1 
has a present worth cost of $277,700 which is associated with 
conducting a sampling and analyses program and five-year reviews 
over a 30-year period. 

Alternative SD-2 is the least expensive of the treatment 
alternatives and has a present worth cost of $298,000. The most 
expensive Alternative is SD-3 with a present worth cost of 
$820,300. 

State Acceptance 

The New York State has concurred with the selected remedy. 

b Communitv Acceptance 

No objections from the community were raised regarding the 
selected surface-water sediment portion of the remedy. 

SELECTED REMEDY 

EPA and NYSDEC have determined, after reviewing the alternatives 
and public comments, that Alternatives GW-2 and SD-2 are the 
appropriate remedies for the Site, because they best satisfy the 
requirements of Section 121 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. ?j9621, and the 
NCP's nine evaluation criteria for remedial alternatives, 40 CFR 
§300.430(e)(9). The total capital costs of the groundwater 
portion of the remedy are $1.9 million for GW-2A and $2.1 million 



for GW-ZB; the operation and maintenance cost is $0.6 million a 
year for both GW-2A and GW-2B; the present worth cost are $9.4 
million for GW-2A and $9.8 million for GW-2B. The total capital 
costof the surface-water sediment portion of the remedy is $0.3 
million; no long-term operation and maintenance costs are 
expected. 

The major components of the selected remedy are as follows: 

. ~xtraction, collection, and on-site treatment of groundwater 
contaminated with organic compounds; discharge of treated 
groundwater to the surface water. The selected remedy 
provides two options for primary treatment of organics: 
carbon adsorption or biological treatment. 

~nformation will be obtained during the remedial design to 
reassess the time frame and technical practicability of 
achieving State and Federal drinking water standards in the 
aquifer. Should the remedial design data indicate that 
groundwater restoration through extraction and treatment is 
feasible and practical, additional work will be conducted to 
determine which groundwater treatment option (carbon 
adsorption or biological treatment) is more appropriate and 
cost-effective. If groundwater restoration is not feasible 
or practical, the remedy will then focus on containing the 
groundwater contamination within the GCL property boundaries 
in which case chemical-specific ARARs may be waived for all 
or some portions of the aquifer based on the technical 
impacticability of achieving further contamination reduction 
within a reasonable time frame. Under such a scenario, it 
may be determined that natural attenuation or enhanced 
biodegradation (e.s., introduction of air to increase the 
rate of biodegradation) would be able to reduce the 
concentration of contaminants in the aquifer groundwater to 
levels which are similar to those achievable under 
extraction and treatment, but at a lower cost. such 
information would be utilized during the remedial design to 
maximize the effectiveness and efficiency of the system; 
and, . Excavating and treating contaminated sediments on-site 
through a thermal desorption process along with the GCL- 
property soils. The selected remedy will also provide for 
the mitigation of damages to the aquatic environment which 
may occur during implementation (a, revegetation). 

In addition, EPA will recommend to local agencies that 
institutional control measures be undertaken to ensure that 
future land use of the property continues to be 
industrial/commercial, and precludes the use of Site groundwater 
for human consumption until drinking water quality is restored in 
the aquifer. 



Remedial Goal 

The goal of the groundwater portion of the remedy is to restore 
groundwater to drinking water quality. However, due to the 
characteristics of creosote (e.q., extremely viscous and 
difficult to pump) and the complex hydrogeological setting, it is 
unlikely that this goal will be achieved within a reasonable time 
frame for areas containing the creosote layer (-, shallow 
groundwater). Current estimates of shallow groundwater 
remediation are on the order of several hundred years. As such, 
it is likely that chemical-specific ARARs will be waived for 
those portions of the aquifer based on the technical 
impracticability of achieving further contamination reduction 
within a reasonable time frame. If groundwater restoration is 
not feasible or practical, the alternative may then focus on 
containing the extent of groundwater contamination within the 
site boundaries. Restoration of the groundwater outside the 
DNAPL source areas (e.q., intermediate groundwater) is likely to 
be feasible, since it is mostly contaminated with mobile organic 
contaminants (e.s., benzene). The treated effluent will meet 
NYSPDES requirements. 

During design or operation of the system, it may also be 
determined that natural attenuation or enhanced biodegradation 
(s, introduction of air to increase the rate of 
biodegradation) would be able to achieve a similar level of 
contaminant removal and containment as groundwater extraction and 
treatment, but at a lower cost. Such information would be 
utilized during the remedial design to maximize the effectiveness 
and efficiency of the system. The information would also be used 
to reassess the time frame and technical practicability of 
achieving cleanup standards. 

The goal of the sediment excavation and treatment is to 
eliminated potential threats to the aquatic environment due to 
the presence of elevated concentrations of organic contaminants. 

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS 

As previously noted, section 121(b)(l) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. 
§9621(b)(1), mandates that a remedial action must be protective 
of human health and the environment, be cost-effective, and 
utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment 
technologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum 
extent practicable. Section 121(b)(l) also establishes a 
preference for remedial actions which employ treatment to 
permanently and significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or 
mobility of the hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants 
at a site. Section 121(d) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §9621(d), further 
specifies that a remedial action must attain a degree of cleanup 
that satisfies ARARs under State and Federal laws, unless a 
waiver can be justified pursuant to section 121(d)(4) of CERCLA, 



42 U.S.C. §9621(d)(4). As discussed below, EPA has determined 
that the selected remedy meets the requirements of section 121 of 
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. 59621. 

Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

The selected remedy is considered fully protective of human 
health and the environment. Extraction and treatment of 
groundwater through the implementation of Alternative GW-2 will 
reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminants in the 
groundwater and result in overall protection of human health and 
the environment. If groundwater restoration is not feasible or 
practical, and the selected remedy focusses on containing the 
extent of groundwater contamination, the remedy will reduce the 
mobility of contaminants in groundwater and result in overall 
protection of human health and the environment. Prior to 
discharge, the groundwater will meet all state (u, NYSPDES) 
and/or federal discharge standards. Alternative SD-2, the 
excavation and treatment of the contaminated surface-water 
sediments through a thermal desorption process, will remove the 
organic contaminants from the surface-water sediments. Treatment 
of the surface-water sediments will result in the elimination of 
the ecological threats posed by these sediments. 

Com~liance with ARMS 

The selected groundwater remedy, Alternative GW-2, may not be 
able to comply with associated chemical-specific ARARs for at 
least some portions of the aquifer (e.s., shallow aquifer) within 
a reasonable time frame. Therefore, it is likely that chemical 
specific-ARARs will be waived for those porions of the aquifer 
based in technical impracticability. However, the treatment 
system with meet other ARARs, including: 

Action-Specific ARARs: 

. RCRA - Land Disposal Restrictions 
RCRA - Standards Applicable to Transport of Hazardous Waste . RCRA - Standards for Owners/Operators of Permitted Hazardous 
Waste Facilities . RCRA - Preparedness and. Prevention 

. RCRA - contingency Plan and Emergency Procedures 
DOT - Rules for Transportation of Hazardous Materials 

. New York State Hazardous Waste Manifest System Rules . New York State Hazardous Waste Treatment Storage and 



Disposal facility Permitting Requirements 

New York State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
Requirements 

OSHA - Safety and Health Standards 
. OSHA - Record-keeping, Reporting and Related Regulations 
Chemical-Specific AFARs: 

. New York State Groundwater Standards 

Location-Specific ARARs: 

Clean Water Act - Wetland Protection 
The selected surface-water sediment remedy, Alternative SD-2, 
will meet all ARARs, including: 

Action-Specific ARARs: 

0 RCRA - Land Disposal Restrictions 
RCRA - Standards Applicable to Transport of Hazardous Waste 
RCRA - Standards for Owners/Operators of Permitted Hazardous 
Waste Facilities 

DOT - Rules for Transportation of Hazardous Materials 
. New York State Hazardous Waste Manifest System Rules . New York State Hazardous Waste Treatment Storage and 

Disposal facility Permitting Requirements . New York State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
Requirements 

OSHA - Safety and Health Standards 
. OSHA - Record keeping, Reporting and related Regulations 
0 Clean Water Act - Wetland Protection 
Chemical-Specific ARARs: 

None 

Location-Specific ARARs: 

Clean Water Act - Wetland Protection 



A full list of ARARs and TBCs (m., advisories, criteria, and 
guidance) being utilized is provided in Table 9. 

Cost-Effectiveness 

The selected remedy is cost-effective in that it provides overall 
effectiveness proportional to its cost. The total capital costs 
of the groundwater portion of the remedy are $1.9 million for GW- 
2A and $2.1 million for GW-2B; the operation and maintenance cost 
is $0.6 million a year for both GW-2A and GW-2B; the present 
worth cost are $9.4 million for GW-2A and $9.8 million for GW-2B. 
The total capital cost of the surface-water sediment portion of 
the remedy is $0.3 million; no long-term operation and 
maintenance costs are expected. A breakdown of the costs 
associated with the selected remedy is provided in Table 10. 

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment (or 
Resource RecoverYl Technolosies to the Maximum Extent Practicable 

The selected remedy utilizes permanent solutions and treatment 
technologies to the maximum extent practicable. The groundwater 
portion of the selected remedy will reduce the toxicity, 
mobility, and volume of contaminants in the groundwater 
underlying the Site and prevent further degradation of the area 
groundwater. The selected remedy employs permanent treatment of 
the PAH-contaminated surface-water sediments on the Site through 
excavation, treatment and disposal with GCL-property soils. The 
potential for direct and indirect threats to human health and the 
environment will be eliminated. The selected remedy represents 
the best balance of trade-offs among the alternatives with 
respect to the evaluation criteria. 

Preference for Treatment as a Princi~al Element 

In keeping with the statutory preference for treatment as a 
principal element of the remedy, the remedy provides for the 
treatment of contaminated groundwater and surface-water sediments 
which constitute the remaining threats known to exist at the 
Site. 

DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES 

There are no significant changes from the preferred alternative 
presented in the Proposed Plan. 
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TABLES 



TABLE 1: SUMMARY O F  NON-GCL PROPERTY SOILS ANALI'TICAL RESULTS 
(All values in par t s  per million tpprnl) 

I Zinc 1 78.9 11 

CONT-LWNAYT I HIGKEST CONCE?.TR4TIOK 

Volatile Organics 

Benchmark levels for comparison are AVSDEC soil cleanup objectives (VOCs only), background levels (metals 
only), and risk-based cleanup levels for industrial use (PA& only, consistent with Record of Decision for 
Operable Unit I). 

Trichloroethene 0.01 

Toluene 1 0.024 

Total Volatiles 1 0.042 

Polyaromatic Hvdrocarbons 

Fluoranthene 

Pyrene 

Benzo[alamhracene 

9.5 

6.3 

1.5 - 

Chlysene I 2.7 

Benzoblfluoranthene 3.2 

Benzo[lrlfluoranthene 1 3.2 

Benzo[aIovrene . . 1 2.9 

Total PAHs 1 24 

Metals 

Aluminum 

Arsenic 

14,300 

10.4 

Beryllium 1 3.2 

Cadmium 0.91 

Chromium 1 20.8 

Copper 1 176 

- Lead 1 46 

Nickel 29.6 



TABLE 2: SUMMARY OF SURFACE WATER ANALYTICAL RESULTS 
(-411 values in parts per billion [ppbl) 

CONT.4WNAXT B E N C H M E ;  LEVEL FOR HIGHEST 
COXP.4RISON / COSCENTRAnOX 

Benchmark levels for comparison are the lower value for that con taminant from either USEPA water quality 
criteria or NYSDEC ambient water standards. 

Arsenic 

copper 

Manganese 

Nickel 

Zinc - 

0.018 

12 

Kot available 

6.1 

110 

11.4 

35.2 

8.710 

19.6 

116 



TABLE 3: SUMMARY OF SURFACE-WATER SEDIMEXT ANALYTICAL RESULTS. 
(All values in parts per billion [ppbl) 

BENCHMARK LEVEL HIGHEST 
FOR COMPARISOK CONCENTRATION 

Benchmark levels for comparison are the lower value for that contaminant from either USEPA criteria for 
aquatic sediments (human health basis criteria) or I'YSDEC sediment criteria. 



TABLE 4: SUMMARY OF GROUNDW-4TER ANALYTlCAL RESULTS 
(All values in parts per billion [ppb]) 

Benchmark levels for comparison are taken from USEPA and NYSDOH drinking water MCLs. Blank spaces 
denote a value below analytical detection limit. 

ALL SAMPLES EXCEPT 
W'ELLS INFLUENCED BY 
ROUTE 8 LA-YDFILL 
CONTAMINATION 
m g h e s t  Concentranon] 

WELLS JNTLUENCED 
BY ROUTE 8 LLITFILL 
COXT-L'IMNATIOI\T 
Mghest Concentration] 

COlTkWN.LNT BENCHMARK LEVEL 
FOR COMPARISON 



Table j: Chemicals of Potential Concern 

Groundwater 

Acetone 
Benzene 
2-Butanone 
Carbon tetrachloride' 
Chlorobenzene' 
Ch loroiorrn 
Chloroethane' 
1.2 Dichlorobenzene 
1.1 Dichloroethane 
1,2 Dichloroethane' 
1 ,l-Dichloroethene 
cis-1,2 Dichloroethene 
trans-1,2 Dichloroethene' 
Ethylbenzene 
Methylene chloride' 
%Methyl-?-pentanone 
Styrene 
Tetrachloroethene' 
Toluene 
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 
1,1,2-Trichloroethane' 
Trichloroethene 
Vinyl chloride 
Xylenes 
Acenaphthene 
Anthracene 
Benzo(a)anthracene 
Benzo(b)flouranthene 
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 
Chrysene 
Fluoranthene 
Fluorene 
2-Methylnaphthalene' 
2-Methylphenol 
4Methylphenol 
Naphthalene 
Phenol 
Pyrene 
Aldrin 
Alpha BHC 
beta BHC' 
gamma BHC 
Chlordane 
DDD* 
DDE 
Dieldrin 
Endrin 
Heptachlor epoxide 

Antimony 
Arsenic' 
Barium- 
Chromium 
Copper 
Manganese 
Nickel 
Selenium 
Silver 
Vanadium 
Zinc 

Soil - 
Acenaphthene 
Anthracene 
Benzene 
Benzo(a1anthracene 
Benzo(a)pyrene 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 
Chrysene 
DDT 
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 
Ethylbenzene 
Flouranthene 
Fluorene 
lndeno (1,2,3<d)pyrene 
Methoxychlor 
%Methylphenol 
Naphthalene 
PCBs 
Pyrene 
Styrene 
Toluene 
Xylenes 

Arsenic 
Barium 
Chloroethane 
Chromium 
Copper 
Manganese 
Nickel 
Selenium 
Zinc 

Sediment 

Acenaphthene 
Aldrin 
Anthracene 
Benzo(a)anthracene 
Benzo(a)pyrene 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 
Bis(2ethylhexyl)phthalate 
Chlordane 
4Chloro-3-Methylphenol 
2-Chlorophenol 
Chrysene 
DDT 
2,4Dinitrotoluene 
Endosulfan 
Fluoranthene 
Indeno(l,2,3-cd)pyrene 
Methylene Chloride 
PCBs 
Pentachlorophenol 
Phenol 
Pyrene 

Not a contaminant o i  concern when Route 8 Landfill wells are excluded. 



Table 6 

GCL Tic & Treating IWFS 1Usk Asses~incr:~ I~o l e i~ t l ;~ l  I i x ~ ~ o s u w  1':1111rv:tys 

PRIMARY SOURCE SECONOAnYSOURCE TEnTlARY SOURCE 

* SOIL 

OCL 

ACTIVITIES OlSCllARGE 
mooucr~ow + s w u '  + 

SURFACE 
WATER 

S T O W A I E R  

BEOIMEHT- 
P E R C O L A T W l  
INFILTRATWN 

-----+ SURFACE WATER 

-----+ SEOIMENT 

IHOESTION 

DERMAL 

INlIALATlON 

INGESTION 

D E A M L  

INGESTION 

DERMAL 

INGESllON 

UERMAL 

INIIALATION 

CURREHT/FUTURE USE IIECEPTORS 

~ESIUEUE WO~KERS SKInEsrAssEns 
YC A A OC A . . . 
- - . a . . . a . 









Table 7 

1T)XIC'I'I'Y DATA FOR NONCARC'INOCiI~NIC 
AND CAI<CINOC;ENIC RISK EVAl.lJA'l'lON 

-- 

~ ~ n n n l l u u  Ill 

L l ~ n m i w r  V I  

C'8IdI 

Copper 

I r a d  

Mattpne*e ' 

Merculy 

Nickel (Kchery  1)urI) 

Seleaiuon 

Silver 

1,IXJIi IIHI 

5.UlE:-Il3 

3.71E-02' 

5.lXlli-03 

3.lXlk-0.1 

2.lKll~-O2 

~ . I ~ I X ~  

5.CHIE-113 

1.5OE-03" 

5 . ~ 1 ~ - 0 5  

3.Wlk-U1 

. . 

- 

A 

I) 

U2 

I) 

I) 

11 

I) 

1.17C-02 

2.40f!-01 

A 

A 
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T a b l e  8 

SITE TRESPASSER RISK LEVELS AND 11AZARI) INDEX VALUES 
SUMMARY ACROSS EXPOSURE I'KI'IIWAYS 

PRESENTFUTURE USE SCENARIOS 

I'resenUFuture Use Scenarius: 
~ a ~ - & n o ~ e ~ ~ i c  Risk Levels N ~ l l c ~ r ~ i l l l t ~ ~ l l k  1 ln7s1tl llltlrx V;llues 

Exoosure Lo ~ion-GcL Properly Soil Reaso~~able Mlutir~~uni Exausutc I<c;~sonablc MU~IIIUII I  E x l ~ o s l ~  

Adull Trespassers 

- 
- -  Older Child Trespassem 

Ex~osure lo Surrace Walcr 

Adull 'I'rcspasscrs 

I) l~iyeslion - . 
2) Dcm~;ll Contact 

Older Child Trespassers 

Exposure lo Scdin~cnl 

Adull Tresp:~sscm 





Table 9. List of Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) and To-EkConsidered P C )  for the Selected Remedy 

REGULATION STATUS REGULATORY DESCRIPTION RATIONALE 
LEVEL 

ACTION-SPECIFIC 

RCRA- Land Disposal Restrictions ARAR 
(40 CFR 268) 

RCRA- Standards Applicable to Transport ARAR 
of Hazardous Waste (CFR 263.11. 263.20-21 And 
263.30-31) 

RCRA Standards for Owners/Operators of Permitted ARAR 
Hazardous Waste Facilities (40 CFR 264.10-264.18) 

I Federal 

Federal 

Federal r 
DOT- Rules for Transportation of Hazardous Materials 
(49 CFR Parts 107, 171.1-172.558) 

New York State Hazardous Waste Manifest System 
Rules (GNYCRR 372) 

New York Hazardous Waste Treatment Storage and 
Disposal Facility Permitting Requirements 
(6 NYCRR 370 and 373) 

OSHA- Safety and Health Standards (29 CFR 1926) 

ARAR Federal . , , 

ARAR I NY state 

TBC 1 Federal 

OSHA- Record keeping, Reporting and related TBC Federal 
Regulations (29 CFR 1904) 

Regulates Land Disposal of Off-site Disposal of Treatment 
Residues 

Regulates Transport of Off-site Disposal of Treatment 
Hazardous Waste Residues 

Regulates Hazardous Waste ORsite Disposal of Treatment 
Treatment, Storage or Disposal Residues 
Facilities 

Regulates Transport of Off-site Disposal of Treatment 
Hazardous Waste Residues 

Regulates the Manifesting of Off-site Disposal of Treatment 
Hazardous Wastes Residues 

Regulates Hazardous Waste 
Treatment, Storage or Disposal 
Facilities 

Regulates Occupational 
Exposure/Protection 

Regulates Record Keeping and 
Re~ortina Reauirements 

Off-site Disposal of Treatment 
Residues 

Workers Health and Safety 

I Workers Health and Safety 

CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC 

National Ambient Air Quality TBC Federal Regulates Air Emissions Operation of Thermal Desorption 
Standards (NMOS) (40 CFR 50) System 

Safe Drinking Water Act ARAR Federal Regulates Standards for Groundwater Treatment 
(40 CFR 141) Drinking Water Protection 

I I I I 

New York State Air Criteria Requirements TBC NY State Regulates Air Emission Operation of Thermal Desorption 
6 NYCRR 200-212) Requirements System 

New York State Pollution Discharge Eliminantion TBC NY State Regulates Discharges to Surface Groundwater Treatment 
System (SPDES) (6 NYCRR 750) Waters 

New York State Surface and Groundwater Quality 
Standards (6NYCRR Part 703) 

I ARAR I Ny State I Regulates Surface and I Groundwater Treatment 
Groundwater Quality 



REGULATION 

LOCATION-SPECIFIC 

I STATUS REGULATORY I DESCRIPTION I LEVEL 
I RATIONALE 

New York State Wetland Protection Regulations ARAR NY State 
(6 NYCRR 661) 

New York State Floodplain Management Regulations ARAR NY State 
(6 NYCRR 500) 

National Historic Prese~ation Act TBC Federal 

- - 

Executive Orders on Floodplain Management and TBC Federal 
Wetland Protection $1 1988 and 11990 

Regulates Disturbance of Sulface-water Sediment Remediation 
Freshwater Wetlands 

Regulates Disturbances to I Surface-water Sediment Remediation 
Floodolain Areas 

Regulates Protection of Historic Surfacewater Sediment Remediation 
and Cultural Resources 

Requires Assessment of Impacts Surface-water Sediment Remediation 
to Floodplains and Wetlands + 
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Table' 10 Sl~ccl  3 111 7 

CAI'I'I'AL COST ESI'IMA'I'ES (1995 DOLLARS) 

FACILI'N/CONSI'RUCTION 

XI. TllEKl'liD WA'I'ER DISCIIAIIGE 
1. P i l ~ e l i ~ ~ e  
2. Oull;~ll slnlclllre 

X11. OI:l'lCL AND CONI'IIOI. UlJII.I)ING 

XIII. ELECI'RICALS 

XIV. INSI'IIIIMEN'I'A'I'ION AND CONTROLS 

XV. I'I<OCESS WA'I'I!l< SUI'I'1.Y 

XVI. FOIIN1)AI'IONS AND PADS 

XVII .  IIIJALTII AND SAFETY 

XVIII. ~I.IIEAI'AU1LI.I.Y S'I'UI~Y 

XIX. MOlJ1LIZ1\710N/DEMOUILlZA'flON 

I)ll<[iCI' CONSTRUC'I'ION 







S(IV<I (INV SNOI.I.VONll0:I 

S 1 0 X L N 0 0  UNV NOI.l.VJ.NZWfl11.I.SNl 

'IlAX 

'IAX 

'AX 

'AIX 

'IIIX 

'IIX 

'IX 
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MATERIAL 
IJNII' 

1. 

11. 

111. 

IV. 

v .  

VI. 

VII. 

VIII. 

IX. 

X. 

SITE I'REPARATION 

Slll'l'Ol<'l- FACIL~I'IES 

CLEAIUNG AND GRUBUING 

CONTAMINATED SEDIMENT EXCAVA'I'ION 12.5 cy 111cI11ded ill i~~s[:ill:~li~x~~ 25 3,1(Io 3.100 

DIIWAllXING 

O N - S I X  TIIERMAL DBSORII'ION 

DISI'OSAL. 

STREAM/WETLAND IZES'l'OI<A'I'ION 

IIEAI.?'II AND SAI7ETY 

MOLIII.IZA'~ION/DEMODIl.IZATION 
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ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDU: 



GCL TIE & TREATING SITE 
OPERABLE UNIT TWO 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE 
INDEX OF DOCUMENTS 

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION 

Remedial Investigation Reports 

300001- Report: Final ~emedial ~nvestiuation Re~ort. GCL 
300936 Tie & Treatinu Site. Sidnev, New York. Volume I of 

11, prepared by Mr. Howard Lazarus, P.E., Site 
Manager, Ebasco Services Incorporated, January 
1995. 

300937- Report: Final Remedial Investiuation Reoort. GCL 
300959 Tie & Treatinu Site, Sidnev, New York. Volume I1 

of 11, prepared by Mr. Howard Lazarus, P.E., Site 
Manager, Ebasco Services Incorporated, January 
1995. 

FEASIBILITY STUDY 

Feasibility Study Reports 

400001- Report: Final Feasibilitv Studv Reoort. GCL Tie 
400511 & Treatinu Site, Sidnev, New York,'prepared by 

Mr. Howard Lazarus, P.E., Site Manager, Ebasco 
Services Incorporated, January 1995. 
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STATE LElTER OF CONCURRENCE 



Director Commissioner 
Emergency & Remedial Response Division 30 i3$5 
United States Environmental Protection Agency - 

Region I1 
290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1 866 

Dear Ms. Callahan: 

Re: GCL Tie & Trearing Site ID X 41 301 1 
Draft Record of Decision, Operable Unit 2 

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) 
and the New York State Department of Heaith (NYSDOH) have reviewed the draft 
Record of Decision (ROD) for  the GCL Tie & Treating sire, Operable Unit 2, 
remediation of contaminated groundwater and sediments, and in particular the 
selection o f  Alternatives GW-2 and SD-2. These alternatives wil l  incorporate the  
following: 

SD-2, Sediment excavation, treatment, and disposal wi th  GCL property soiis. 

1. Thermal desorption o f  125  cubic yards of contaminated sediment on 
the GCL-property and non-GCL propeny portions (Operable Uni t  2) of 
the site: 

2. Post-treatment sampling and analysis io ensure attainment of 
established cleanup levels; 

3. Deposition of treated soils into areas excavated during the clean u p  of 
O.U. 1, grading to  restore drainage pathways, backfilling wi th  clean 
material, seeding t o  establish vegetation cover, general restoration to  
 re-excavation conditions; 

4. Remcdial design in concert wi th Oparablp Unit 1 to  determine: plans, 
operating specifications, and p i~ lo r rnance  parameters (including pilor 
studies) for the  on-s ik  ihrrir-la1 dauorprion system; enginesring 
controls and mil igation options for en~issions, dusts, runoff, and other 
residual wastes generated during the ,remedial action; of f -s i te disposal 
options for untreatable residues; sampling and analytical protocols; 
grading and vegetation plans; and site security and access. 
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GW-2, Groundwater extraction and treetment. 

1. C i roundw~~ar  and DNAPL extraction through a combination o l  
coliecrion trcnchcs and extrac:ion wells: 

3 . On-site treatment to  ARAR Icvels; 

3. Hemedial d e s i ~ n  t o  include: plume and DNAPL area delineation; 
invesrigarifln of current aqciifcr ~ 0 n d i ~ i 0 n b  and hydrologic parameters; 
evaluation u[ additional groundwater Lreatment alternatives; plans, 
operating specifications, and performance parameters for on-site 
groundwater treatment; engineering controls and mitigation options for 
discnarges and other residual waszes generated during the remedial 
ac:ion; off-site disposai options for untreatabie residues; sampling and 
anaiytical protocols; and maintenance, site security and access. 

The NYSDEC and NYSDOH concur w ~ t h  the selected remedies for Operabie 
Unit 2. Cur concurrence is conditioned on the completion of a Remedial Design 
which further evaluates the feasib~lity and pracncability of groundwater treatmenr. 
It 1s understood tha t  the results of the additional investlgat~ons of the plume and 
DNAPL areas will be used to  develop a detailed evaluat~on of the actual scope of 
the groundwater remedial program. Alternatives to  the full scale program outlined 
in the ROD might include enhanced bioremediation or DNAPL removal only, 
alternat~ves which would represent significant capital and O&M cost savings and 
yet  be equally protective. The operation and maintenance (subject to  the 
90%110% federalistate split) of any system will be the respons~bility o f  USEPA for 
a period of ten (1  0)  years. 

I t  is also understood Ynat EPA may seak technology-based chemical-specific 
waivers of ARARs for the DNAPL areas of the site i f  it is determined from the  
Remedial Design or through operarion of a groundwater treatment system that 
contaminant reduct~ons to  standards are not  feasible or cannot be achieved within 
a reasonabie time frame. The NYSDEC reserves concurrence o n  this issue. 

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

Sincerely, 

Directcr f 

Div. of Hazardous Waste Remediation 
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APPENDIX V 

RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 

GCL TIE & TREATING SUPERFUND SITE 

INTRODUCTION 

A responsiveness summary is required by the Superfund 
legislation. It provides a summary of citizens' comments and 
concerns received during the public comment period, and the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the New 
York State Department of Environmental Conservation% (NYSDECVs) 
responses to those comments and concerns. All comments 
summarized in this document have been considered in EPA and 
NYSDEC's final decision for selection of a remedial alternative 
for the GCL Tie & Treating site. 

SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY REXATIONS ACTIVITIES 

Community involvement at the site has been moderate. EPA has 
served as the lead Agency for community relations and remedial 
activities at the site. EPA initiated its community relations 
activities on August 19, 1993 with the conduct of community 
interviews with loczl officials and residents. Public meetings 
were held on August 19, 1993 and August 5, 1994 to discuss 
planned site activities and seek comments on the preferred remedy 
for contaminated soils (Operable Unit I), respectively. 

The remedial investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS) reports 
and the Proposed Plan for Operable Unit 2 of the site were 
released to the public for comment on March 1, 1995. These 
documents were made available to the public in the administrative 
record file at the EPA Docket Room in Region 11, New York City, 
and in the information repository at the Sidney Memorial Library, 
Main Street, Sidney, New York. The notice of availability for 
the above-referenced documents was published in the Oneonta Dailv 
Star on March 1, 1995. The public comment period on these 
documents was held from March 1, 1995 to March 30, 1995. 

On March 8, 1995, EPA conducted a public meeting at the Civic 
Center in Sidney, New York to discuss remedial alternatives for 
the second operable unit of site remediation, namely, 
contaminated groundwater and surface-water sediments, to present 
EPA1s preferred remedial alternative. and to urovide an . - - ~  - ~ - -  
opportunity for the interested parties to present oral comments 
and questions to EPA. 

Attached to the Res~onsiveness Summary are the following 
Appendices: 

Appendix A - Proposed Plan 



' Superfund Proposed Plan 

h W j  
VA .. Operabre Unit 2 . . 

EPA 
Region 2 February 1995 

PURPOSE OF PROPOSED PLAN 

This Proposed Plan describes the remedinl 
alternatives considered for the contaminated 

- -groundRtater and surface-water-sediments.located. 
at the GCL-Tie & Treatingsite and identifies the 
preferred remedial alternative with the rationale 
for this preference. The Proposed Plan was 
developed by the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA), as lead agency, with support from 
the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC). EPA is 
issuing the Proposed Plan as part of its public 
participation responsibilities under Section 117(a) 
of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 
1980, as amended, and Section 300.430(f) of the 
National Contingency Plan (NCP). The remedial 
alternatives summarized here are described in the 
remedial investigation and feasibility study 
(RI/FS) reports which should be consulted for a 
more detailed description of nll  the nlternntives. 

This Proposed Plan is being provided as a 
supplement to the RI/FS reports to inform the 
public of EPA's and NYSDEC's preferred remedy 
and to solicit public comments pertaining to all 
the remedial alternatives evaluated, as well as the 
prderred alternative. 

The remedy described in thii Proposed Plan is 
the preferred remedy for contaminated 
groundwater and surface-water sediments a t  the 
site. Changes to the preferred remedy or a 
change from the preferred remedy to  another 
remedy may be made, if public comments or 
additional data indicate that such a change will 
result in a more appropriate remedial action. The 

fmal decision regarding the selected remedy will . 
be mnde nfter EPA has taken into consideration 
all public comments. We are soliciting public 
comment on all of the alternatives considered in 

. the detailed analysis section of the FS because 
EPA and NYSDEC may se!ect a remedy other 
than the preferred remedy. 

COMMUN7TY ROLE IN SELECTION PROCESS 

EPA and NYSDEC rely on public input to ensure 
that the concerns of the community are 
considered in selecting an effective remedy for 
each Superfund site. To this end, the RI/FS 
reports, Proposed Plan, and supporting 
documentation have been made available to the 
public for a public comment period which begins 
on March 1st and ends on March 30th, 1995. 

I Dates to remember: 
MARK YOUR CALENDAR 

I March 1st to March 30th, 1995 
Public comment period on Ri/FS reports. Pro- 
posed Plan, and remedies considered 

I March ath, 1995 
Public meeting at the Civic Center. 21 Liberty 
Street. Sidney, NY - 

- I 
A public meeting will be held during the public 
comment period at  the Sidney Civic Center On 
March 8, 1995 at 7:00 p.m. to present the 
conclusions of the FS, to elaborate further on the 
reasons for recommending the preferred remedial 
alternative, and to receive public comments. 



Comments received a t  the public meeting, as well 
as written comments, will be documented in the 
Responsiveness Summary Section of the Record 
s f  Decisim-(ROW, khe document which 
formalizes the  selection of the remedy. 

All written comments should be addressed to: 

Carlos R. Ramos, Remedial Project Manager 
US. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

SITE BACKGROUND 

The GCL Tie and Treating site occupies 
approximately 60 a a e s  in an  
industrial/commercia1 area of Delaware County, 
New York (see Figure 1). According to an 
analysis of historical photographs conducted by 
EPA and accounts by local residents, wood- 
preserving activities a t  the site date as far back as 
tfie 1940's. 

The site is bordered on the north by a railroad 
line. A warehouse and a municipal airport are 
located to the north of the  railroad line. Route 8 
and Delaware Avenue delineate the eastern and 
southern borders of the site, respectively. A 
drainage ditch (Unalam Tributnry) and woodland 
area lie betwqen Delaware Avenue and the site. 

The western portion of the property abuts a small . 

inmoundment and wethds nren Thv xi\@ , 
eventually drains via overland flow to the 
~usqueh&m Ever,. which is.lomted within. om. . . 

mile df the site.. 
. . ~ . . . ~  ... . 

The site includes two major areas, generally 
referred as the "GCL property" and "non-GCL.' 
property". The 26-acre GCL property housed a 
wood-treating facility called GCL Tie & Treating, 
and includes four structures. The primary 
building housed the wood pressure treatment 
operations including two treatment vessels (50 
feet in length by 7 feet in diameter), an.office, 
and a small laboratory. Wood (mostly railroad 
ties) and creosote were introduced into the 
vessels which were subsequently pressurized in 
order to treat the wood. The remaining three 
structures housed a sawmill and storage space. 
The non-GCL portion of the site includes two 
active light manufacturing comp&es (which did 
not conduct wood treatment operations) located 
on a parcel of land adjacent to the GCL property. 

Appro-tely 1,SOOTGTple ike employed'in-*a' - 
- 

nearby industrial area. About 5,000 peoplelive 
within 2 miles of the site and depend on 
groundwater as their potable water supply. The 
nearest residential well is within 0.5 mile of the 
site. Two municipal wells, supplying the Village 
of Sidney, are located within 1.25 miles of th'e 
site. A shopping plaza consisting of fast-food 
restaurants and several stores is located approxi- 
mately 300 feet south of the site. Other facilities 
(i.e., a hospital, public schools, senior citizen 
housing, apd child care centers) are located within 
2 miles of the site. 

"-' 
47. 

The site frrst came to the attention of the - - 
NYSDEC in 1986, after one of the pressure 
vessels used a t  the GCL facility malfunctioned, 
causing a release of an estimated 30,000-gallons of 
creosote. GCL representatives excavated the 
contaminated surface soil and placed it in a 
mound; no further action was undertaken at the 
time. 

In September 1990, NYSDEC requested EPA t o  
conduct a removal assessment a t  the site. 
Consequently, EPA conducted sampling of the 
GCL Tie and Treating facility in  December 198% 
October 1990, and August 1990. As a result of 
the data and information that were obtained as 
part of the assessment, a Removal Action was 
initiated by EPA in March 1991. 



. . 
' ,. .. . . . ,  

Activities.conducted as part of the removal effort 
included: site stabilization (e.g., run-off and dust 

-' ~~~cbntrol),"delineation of surface-contamination, - - 
. .... mstallatib.ii b'f .i *ainainlink feriee, identifi&tibn 

and disposal of containerized (e.g., tanks, drums) 
and uncontainerized hazardous wastes (e.g., 
wastes in sumps); preparation of approximately 
6,000 cubic yards (cy) of contaminated soil and 
wood debris for disposal; and a pilot study to 
determine the effectiveness of composting for 
biore.mediation of-creosote-contaminated 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. In 
September 1994, EPA signed a Record of Decision 
for the fwst operable unit which called for the 
excavation and on-site treatment of approximately 
36,100 cubic yards of contaminated soil and debris 
by a thermal desorption process. 

EPA has been conducting a search for potentially .. .. 
.. . . .~  .. 

responsibkpa-ties (PRPs): If EPA determines -. 
'th8t;-€fiOFe-~e'otie~rm~or~Piable PRPs, E-PA-wiik-- 
-take appropriate enforcement actions to recover 
its response costs pursuant section 107(a) of 
CERCLA, 24 U.S.C. 5 2907(A). To date, only one 
PRP has been identified and notified of his 
potential liability under CERCLA, however, this 
PRP was not considered to be a viable candidate 
to undertake the necessary response actions. 

SCOPE AND ROLE OF ACTION 

The GCL Tie & Treating site was selected as a 
pilot project for the Superfund Accelerated 
Cleanup Model (SACM) initiative. The purpose of 
SACM i s - t w d e  Superfund cleanups more 
timely and efficient. Under this pilot, activities 
which would normally have been performed 
sequentially (e.g., site assessment, NPL 
placement, removal assessment) were performed 
concurrently. In June 1993, while attempting to 
determine if the site would score high enough for 
inclusion on the NPL, EPA initiated RI/FS 
activities to delineate further the nature and 
'extent of contamination at the site. These 
activities would not typically have been initiated 
until after the site had been proposed to the 
NPL. 

Site remediation activities are sometimes 
segregated into different phases, or operable 
units, so that remediation of different 
environmental media or areas of a site can 

proceed sepnratdy, resultkg iiani&xpe&ioi;b 
remedintion of the entire site. EPA has '. 

- designated two-operable units..for the GCL T g  .& 
Treatingsite as described below. . . - -. 

Operable unit 1 addresses the remediation of 
contaminated soils found on the GCL-property 
portion of the site. This unit is currently &the 
remedial design phase. 

Operable unit 2 addresses the.contamination 
in the soils on the remainder of the site (non- 
GCL property), and in the groundwater, surface 
water, and surface-water sediments. This is the 
final operable unit planned for this site and the 
focus of this Proposed Plan. 

The nature and extent of contamination found at 
the GCL site was assessed through a 
comprehensive sampling of soil, groundwater, 
surface water, and surface-water sediment." 
Sampling was conduekd-buring bhe-F-al!PVinter - 
of 1993. The investigation focussed on 
contaminants typically associated with the 
creosote wood-preserving process. Creosote 
contaminants typically found included numerous 
polyaromatic hydrocarbons (F'AHs) such as 
benzotalanthracene, chrysene, 
benzo@~lfluoranthene, benzo 
[klfluoranthene, benzo[a]pyrene, indeno[l,2,3-c,dl 
pyrene and dibenzo[a,hlanthracene. 

The following paragraphs discuss the 
characterizabiun of contamination in the ~perable 
uait2-studyarea, namely, in the non-GCL . . 

property soils, groundwater, surface water, . ~ d  
surface-water sediments. 

Soil samples were collected from monitoring wells 
and soil borings drilled on the GCL property and 
on the non-GCL property. Samples were nlso 
collected at off-site locations to provide 
information on background conditions. Table 1 
summarizes the analytiid results for the soil 
sampling for the non-GCL property. In general, 
relatively low levels of con taminants were ' 
detected with total PAHs ranging up to 24 paw 
per million (ppm). Generally, the concentrations 
of metals detected on-site were not significantly 
above badground concentration ranges with the 
exception of beryllium (up to 3.2 ppm), copper (UP 



to 176 ppm) and lead (up to-46 ppm), which were 
above their representative background , . 

concentrations of 0.6 ppm, 26.2 ppm and 11.2 
- -ppm, respectively. .~- - - - - - 

, , ,  .. . . , . . .  .. _.  . - - ,  . i i  

Table 1. Summary of Non-GCL Property Soils 
Analytical Results 
(All values in parts per million [ppml) 
I/ I I 1 
I(CONTAMINANT I Brnc3MW.K L m  ion 

COMPARISON 

Total PAHr 500 21 

Oeqiiium 0.6 3.2 

Cadmium 1.0 *I . . . . . . . . . . 

Surface Water and Surface-Water Sediments 

Surface water samples and sediments were 
collected along the Unalam tributary and the 
impoundment. Tables 2 and 3 summarize the 
analytical results. 

Table 2. Summary of Surface Water AnaIvtical 
Re~Jllk, ' 

(All values in parts per billion -[ppb]) . , . ' 

. . ,  . LML .F&- M.Hm . ., , - ~ , - ~  , y,,-..- ..- - CONTA%INIWT 
COMPARISON CONC8VTRMlON 

. .~ 
~ ~ . . . .  . . 

Table 3. Summary of surface-water ~&irn&nt 
Analytical Results 
(All values in parts per billion [ppb]) 

I I II 
8MCliMARK LEVEL FOP HiGl IW 
COMPARISON CONCENTWTION 

Not available 23,850 /I 
Arsenic ' ': 5.000 ' ~ 16,400.~ ' 

. .. 
- 2.6,aoo ' ... . . . 

Chromium 32,000 

Copw 19,WO 51.900 

Lead 27.000 70,200 

Mercury 110 690 

Nkkd 12.000 43.600 

Of the 14 inorganics detected in the surface water 
samples, only arsenic (up to 11.4 (parts Per 
billion) ppb) and copper (up to 35.2 ppb) 

4 



significantly exceeded state or federal ambient 
. wqter quality standards, Elevated PAH 

concentrations were detected at  3 of the 7-*--- - 

sediment sampling locations. PAHs were detected 
in these areas with total concentratiohs ranging 
up to 23,850 ppb. The PAH contamination 
detected in the  sediments is most likely 
attributed to runoff from the site soils. Lead, 
chromium, and mercury were detected in 
concentrations above background levels which 
could be attributed to regional background 
variations or from off-site sources, as these 
contaminants are not typically associated with the 
wood-preserving operations conducted at the site. 
The results of the sediment sampling indicate 
that unconsolidated sediments along the Unalarn 
tributary and the impoundment along the western 
side of the site contain elevated levels of PAHs. 
The extent of contamination is approximately 
2,850 feet in length, 1.5 feet in width and 0.5 feet 
in depth in the tributary, as well as a 5-foot wide 
strip along the edge of the impoundment. 

Groundwater 

Site-specific geology within the GCL property is 
characterized by a layer of fill approximately 5 
feet thick in the western portion of the  site which 
gradually decreases to approximately 2 to 3 feet in 
the eastern section of the GCL property. The fill 
consists predominantly of silt and clay with 
significant amounts of wood and assorted debris 
on the GCL property. The fill is underlain by silt 
and clay type soils. 

There are two hydrogeologic systems consisting of 
the overburden and bedrock units. The 
overburden unit can be further divided into 
shallow (approx. 5 to 16 feet in depth) and 
intermediate (approx. 11 to 25 feet in depth) 
groundwater zones. Groundwater is first 
encountered at  depths r a n , ~ g  from 5 to 8 feet 
below grade around the site. As a general rule, 
groundwater flow in the overburden aquifer 
appears to be in a north-northwesterly direction; 
groundwater movement in the bedrock appears to 
be in a northerly direction. Permeability of the 
overburden and bedrock soils is relatively low; 
groundwater flow through the bedrock aquifer 
occurs primarily through fractures. 

Six previously existing groundwater monitoring 
wells and 14 newly installed wells were sampled 

during the RI. Samples were collected during bo 
separate rounds of sap l ing ,  and analyzed for a 
full range of organic nnd inorganic constituents. 
Table 4 summarizes the analytical results. Two 
main groups of organic compounds were found in 
the groundwater above drinking water s t a n d ~ d ~ ,  
namely, volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and 
PAHs. PA&, including benzoblfluoranthene (up 
to 3 ppb), benzotalpyrene (up to 2 ppb), chrysene 
(up to 4 ppb) and benzene (220 ppb) significantly 
exceeded drinking water standards, and are the 
same type of contaminants as those fowd  in high 
concentrations in the site soils. Chlorinated 
VOCs such as vinyl chloride (up toa4,700 ppb), 
1,l-Dichloroethane (up to 1,200 ppb), cis-l,2- 
dichIoroethene (up to 4,300 ppb), and 
trichloroethene (up to 1,000 ppb) were also found 
at concentrations exceeding drinking water 
standards, however, th-ey are most likely not 
related to the activities that took place at the 
GCL site. It is likely that the chlorinated VOCs 
originated from the former Route 8 LanaU, 
located across from Delaware Avenue and 
hydraulically upgradient from the GCL site. The 
data obtained during the RI suggest that the 
contaminant plume originating at  the Route 8 
Landfill extends beneath much of the GCL site. 
Currently, the Route 8 site is being remediated 
under the New York State hazardous waste 
remediation program; a groundwater collection 
and treatment system designed to address the 
groundwater contamination was constructed and 
recently started operation. 

Aluminum. (up to 6,210 ppb), iron (up to 37,600 
ppb), manganese (up to 17,3001, antimony (up to- 
44.3 ppb), chromium (up to 166 ppb),-and nickel 
(up to 131 ppb) were detected in groundwater 
samples in concentrations significantly above 
drinking water standards. However, the presence 
of most of these metals at elevated concentrations 
in background and off-site wells is potentially 
indicative of background levels and/or off-site 
sources. 

It is estimated that the GCL contaminant plume 
extends over a n  area of a$pro.Idmately 173,500 
square feet with a thickness of a p p r o k t e l y  45 
feet. The volume of water which exceeds 
drinking water standards is estimated at 10 
million gallons. 

During the RI, a creosote product layer (referred 



as dense nonaqueous phase liquid [DNAPLII 
wasdiscovered in the shallow groundwater, in a 

- localized area neararthewood treatment/proces 
buildings. -The DNAPL appears to be perched on 
mnny thin soil layers rather than in a single well- 
defined pool. It is estimated that the DNAPL 
layer ranged from 1 to 2 feet in thickness, and 
contained concentrations of PAHs in excess of 
8,000 ppm. The volume of the DNAPL layer is 
estimated at 10,000 to 30,000 gallons. The data 
suggest that the DNAPL layer is contained withim 
the property boundaries. DNAPLs are heavier 
than water, and have a tendency to sink. PAH 
compounds, which are the principal components 
of creosote, are extremely immobile and tend to 
sorb to  the aquifer rather than move with the 
groundwater. DNAPLs constitute a highly 
significant source of soil and groundwater 
contamination at the site. 

S-Y OF SITE RISK 

Based upon _the results .. of a the ., investigations, . . a . 
baseline risk assessment was conducted to 
estimate the risks associated with current and 
future site conditions. The baseline risk 
assessment estimates the human health and 
ecological risk which could result from the 
contamination at the site, if no remedial action 
were taken. 

Human Health Risk Assessment 

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

, . 
The hnsdino rirrk ~SSeSR\mcmt. hasan with udnntin~ 
con taminants of concern which would be ' 

representative of site ...*.*. risks.. * .-.-. These . - contaminants . . ... , 
. . are summarized in Table 5, and include several 

contaminants which areknown to cause cancer in 
laboratory animals and are suspected to be hl,unan 
carcinogens. In addition, since the current land 
use of the property isindustrial, and based on 
input from the community and local officials, it 
.yas assumed that future land uses oft  
would continue to be industrial. 

The baseline risk assessment evaluated the health 
effects which could result from exposure to 
contamination as a result oP: . . .. , ~ . ,  

. . .  . .  . . . . 

Ingestion and inhalation of soil by young 
children and adult residents living off-site; 

Ingestion, inhalation and d e d  contact with 
soil by older children and adults trespassing on 
the site; 

-- .- - - . . .. -. . - . . -  . , 

Ingestion and'delmal contact G th  surface- ' . - '  

water and sediments by older children and ndults ' . 

trespassing on the site; 

r Ingestion, inhalation and dermal contact with 
groundwater by children and adults living in the 
vicinity of the site in the future; and ' 

Ingestion, inhalation and dermal contact with 
soil by on-site wofkers. 

Current federal guidelines for acceptable 
exposures are an individual lifetime excess 
carcinogenic risk in the range of 1 0 ~ - t o 1 0 ~  (e.g., 
a one-in-ten-thousand to a one-in-a-million excess 
cancer risk) and a maximum health Hazard Index 
(which reflects noncarcinogenic effects for a 
human receptor) equal to 1.0. A Hazard Index 
greater than 1.0 indicates a potential for 
noncarcinogenic health effects. 

The results of the baseline risk assessment 
indicate that of all pathway scenarios evaluated, 
only one, future consumption of groundwater, 
poses a potential health threat. Although site 
groundwater is not currently being used for 
human consumption, under a hypothetical future 
use scenario, children end adults consuming 
contaminated groundwater in the vicinity of tk 
site would be at risk. The total 



-. . . - , ~  . . . .. . . 

CONTAMINANT NONZCL PROPERN . . .  ,~ 

. ~ .  .. 

N i i d  

carcinogenic health risk due to ingestion, 
iqhalation and dermal contact with contaminated 
groundwater (from site related-and upgradient 
contaminant sources) by future children and adult 
residents is 1.3 x 1W'. For site-relnted 
groundwater contamination only, the total 
potential carcinogenic health risk is 7.1 x lo4. 
These risk numbers mean that approximately one 
person out of ten and one person out often- 
thousand respectively, would be at risk of 

developing cancer, if the site were not 
remediated. The total potential carcinogenic 
health risks (via exposure to surface water, 
sediments, and soils) to th-cother potential - - 
receptors were within EPA's acceptable range and 
varied from lo4 to 10"'. The HI is less than 1.0 
for all receptors, except for exposure to 
groundwater under the future use scenario (up to 
HI=387) and exposure to surface water under 
current and future uses (up to HI=6). 



Ecoloeical Risk Assessment 

A four-step process is utilized for assessing - 
.'-siterelated ecological: risks for a reasonable 

maximum exposure scenario: Problem Formula- 
tion - a qualitative evaluation of con taminant 
release, migration, and fate; identification of 
contaminants of concern, receptors, exposure 
pathways, and known ecological effects of the 
contaminants; and selection of endpoints for 
further study. Exposure Assessment-a 
quantitative evaluation of contaminant release, 
migration, and fate; characterization of exposure 
pathways and receptors; and measurement or 
estimation of exposure point concentrations. 
Ecological E f f ~ t s  Assessment--literature reviews, 
field studies, and toxicity tests, linking 
contaminant concentrations to effects on 
ecological receptors. Risk Characterization-- 
measurement or estimation of both current and 
future adverse effects. 

The ecological risk assessment began with 
evduating the-contaminants associated wikh--the 
site in conjunction with the site-specific biological 
species/habitat information. Principal ecological 
communities at the site consist of a deciduous 
wetland area within the southern portion of the 
site (Unalam tributary), and an emergent 
wetland/open water complex (impoundment) to 
the west of the site (see Figure 1). The wetland 
areas support a wide array of animal species, 
including 5 mammal species, 3 frog species, and 
17 bird species. 

This risk assessment evaluated the site ecological 
' communities and their responses to toxicological 
exposures. The threat of lethal accumulations of 
contaminants in plant and animal populations was 
evaluated. The results of the ecological risk 
assessment indicate the potential for ecological 
impacts due to the presence of PAH 
contamination in the surface water and sediments 
of the Unalam Tributary, drainage ditches, 
wetlands and pond. The invertebrate and plant 
communities present at  the site appear to 
bioconcentrate PAHs. Since both aquatic plants 
and invertebrates form a portion of the diets of 
wading birds and waterfowl, their diet poses a 
potential exposure route. Although adult mallard 
ducks subjected to dietary exposure of levels 
similar to those found on site dispbyed no toxic 
effects, studies have shown significant mortality 

and defonaities in W w d  Wbiy~q mi iutding~ 
following exposure to similar levels of PAHs. . 
Therefore, ingestion by breeding adult waterfowl 
may affect nesting success on the wetland 
habitats present on and adjacent to the site. 

. :. . . . . .  ~ . ,  :-. , " 

~ct 'ual  or threatened releases oi hazardous ,. . ' ., 
substances from this site; if notaddressed by the. . ,  

preferred alternative or .one of the other active 
mensures considered, may present a current or 
potential threat to public health, welfare'or the 
environment. 

R&EDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES ' ,' "" 

. . . . . . . . . . . .  - . . . . . . . . . . .  
Remedial action objectives are specific goals, to . . 

protect hu-inan health aiid the eiiirironment: . 
' ' ; 

These objectives are based on available . 
information and standards such as applicable or 
relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) - - 
and risk-based levels established in the risk 
assessment. 

Organic coahninabion has been detected at the- .- 
site at concentrations above levels determined to 
be protective of human health and the 
environment in groundwater and sediments, 
i-espectively. Therefore, the following remedial 
action objectives have been established for the 
contaminated soii: 

Prevent public and biotic exposure to contarni 
nant sources that present a significant threat (con 
taminated groundwater and surface-water 
sediments); a d ,  

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

Reduce the c&entrations of contamin&ts.in.-. 
the groundwater to levels which are protective q f  
human health and the environment (e.g., 
wildlife). 

Prevent further migration of groundwater 
contamination. 

SUMMARY OF REMEDL4.L ALTERNATNES . . 

CERCLA iequires that eackselected site remedy' . - 
be protective of human health and the 
eqvironment, be cost-effective, comply with other 
statutory laws, and utilize permanent solutions - 

and alternative treatment technologies and ' I 
resource recovery alternatives to the Xn~~imum 
extent practicable. In addition, the statute ' ' 

. . . . :  :>., ':. . .  



~ia"nbw'aier 
. . 

Acetone 
Benzene 
2-Butanone 
Carbon tetrachloride 
Chlorobenzene' 
Chlomforrn . 
Chloroethane* 
1;2 Dichlombenzene 
1,l Dichloroethane 
1,2 Dichloroethane* 
1,l-Dichloroethene 
cis-1,2 Dichloroethene 
trans-1.2 Dichloroethene* 
Ethylbenzene 
Methylene chloride* 
4-Methyi-2-pentanone 
Styrene 
Tetrachloroethene* 
Tohene. , . . . . . . .  

1,1,: -T;ichlaroethane 
1,1,2-Tri.chloroethane* 
Trichlor6ethene 
Vinyl chloride 
Xylenes 
Acenaphthene 
Anthracene 

Bis(2-ethylhexy1)phthalate 
Chrysene 
Fluoranthene 
Fluorene 
2-Methylnaphthalene* 
2-Methylphenol 
4-Methylphenol 
Naphthalene 
Phenol 
Prene 
Aldrin 
Alpha BHC 
beta BHC' 
gamma BHC 
Chlordane 

. . 
Antimony 
Arsenic* 
Barium* 
Chromium 
Copper 
Manganese 
Nickel 
Selenium 
Silver 
Vanadium 
Zinc 

Soil - 
- 

Acenaphthene 
Anthracene 
Benzene 
Benzo(a)anthracene . . . . . .  

Benzo(a)pyrene . - - .: 
Benzo(b)fluoranthen.e 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 
Bis(2-ethylhexy1)phthalate 
Chrysene 
DOT 
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 
Ethylbenzene 
Flouranthene 
Fluorene . 
lndeno (1,2,3-cd)pyrene 
Methoxychlor 
4-Methylphenol 
Naphthalene . . .  . . 
PCBs . . 

Pyrene . ... . . . . .  
Stvrene 

. . Toluene 
Xylenes 

Surface' Water - 

Arsenic 
Barium 
Chloroethane 

~. . Chromium- 
!'- ;> . , ' . . . . . .  Coper . . .... Manganese . . . . . . . ' .  

Ni&el ": . .  - : ..., . . . . 
. . .  . . . .  Selenium . . , , 

Zinc . . . .  : . ; ...,. - 

. . .  . . 

Sediment 

Acenaphthene 
Aldrin 
Anthracene 
Benzo(a)anthracene 
Benzo(a)pyrene 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 
Cldordane 
4-Chloro-3-Methylphenol 
2-Chlorophenol 
Chrysene 
DDT 
2,CDinitrotoluene . 

Endosulfan 
Fluoranthene 
Indeno(l,2,3-cd)pyene 
Methylene Chloride 
PCBs 
Pentachlorophenol 
Phenol .' 

, . 
Pyrene . 

. .  .- ....... 

. DDD* 
DDE 
Dieldrin 
Endrin 

- Heptachlor epoxide 

' Not a contaminant of concern when W e  8 wells are excluded. 



includes a preference for khe .Us0 of ktatmank ae 
r a principal element for the reduction of toxicity, 

mobility, .or volume of the hazardous substhces. . 
hplemei;"tio-Y tim; 'incluaes he necessary. 
contract and design the alternative. 

In the spirit of the SACM initiative and relying on 
the Agency's technology selection guidance for 
wood-treating sites, EPA considered technologies 
which have been consistently selected at wood- 
preserving sites with Bimilnr characteristics (e.g., 
types of con taminants present, types of disposal 
practices, environmental media affected) during 
the development of remedial alternatives. 

The alternatives developed for moundwater ~ G W  
are: - 

Alternative 1: No Action - 

Capital Cost: Not Applicable 
0 & M Cost: ' $27,200 for binnnual 

. . . . . . . . . . . . .  - ... monitoring 
. . .  - ................. $20';000 each five-year 

. -  , 
: review-:.. 

Present Worth Cost: $380,700 (over 30 
years) 

~m~lementation Time: Not Applicable 

The Superfund program requires that the No 
Action alternative be considered as a baseline for 
comparison with other alternatives. The No 
Action alternative for the contaminated 
groundwater would only include a long-term 
monitoring program. The contaminated 
groundwater and DNAPL present in the 
subsurface would be left to natwally attenuate 
without any treatment. The long-term 
monitoring program would consist of semiannual 
sampling for PAHs at existing wells on-site and 
around the site. A 30-year monitoring period wm 
assumed for estimating the cost of this 
alternative. A total of six existing monitoring 
wells would be utilized to snmple the groundwater 
to determine whether the concentration of the 
con taminants of concern have been lowered to 
cleanup levels throagh natural attenuation and to 
monitor the migration of contaminants and free- 
phase DNAPL in areas surrounding the site. 

Because this alternative would result in 
con taminants being left on-site above health 
based levels, the site would have to be reviewed 

CVCT G v ~  piw h r  A p i ~ d  AS 90 ,-,- pep Ih, 
requirements of CERCLA. These tive-year 
reviews would include the reassessment of liu~llal~ - . 
health and environmental risks due'to the - " 
contaminated mhterial left on-site, using data * 

obtained from the monitoring program. 

Alternative GW-2, Option A: Extraction, on- 
site treatment via activated carbon 
adsorption, and discharge to  surface water 

Capital Cost: $1,883,100 
0 & M Cost: $603,300 per year 
Present Worth Cost: 
Implementation T i e :  

The major features of 
groundwater extraction, collection, tre 
discharge of treated groundwater. The treatment 
system would consist of an oillwater separator for 
phase separation, followed by pretreatment for 
manganese removal (necessary to eliminate 
potential interferences with subsequent treatment 
processes) and removal of organic contaminants--- 
by activated carbon adsorption. The treated ' 
groundwater would be dischnrged to the small 
unnamed stream adjacent to the site. Although it 
is likely to take considerable longer than 30 years 
to achieve remediation goals, the treatment plant 
design and cost estimate is based on an operating 
period of 30 years. 

The extraction/collection system would include a 
combination of a collection trench for shallow 
groundwater and an extraction well for the 
intermedia€e groundwater. The trench would be 
approximately 700 feet Img and would be located 
at the northwestern (downgradient) boundary of 
the site. It is estimated that approximately 0.4 
gallons per minute (gpm) of groundwater would - 
be pumped from the collection trench, and 
approximately 26.4 gpm would be pumped from 
the extraction well to the on-site treatment 
system. 

In addition to groundwater extraction, if the .. 
DNAPL is found to be pumpable, DNAPL 
extraction wellpoints would be installed in areis 
of suspected DNAPL. It is envisioned that four 
wellpoints would be installed in the shallow 
overburden and would have low sustainable 
pumping rates (less than 1 gpm in total). Totd 
flow to the on-site treatment system would be 



. . &.> 

. . ... 

: approximately 30 gpm. AU Pumping rates would 
be refinedduring the design phase based o<" - . - . . .  ....- ?.~U....., ...... ,.-- ... -. 
pumping tests. Extracted @oundwater would be ' 
delivered to a collection tank before treatment. 

Because of the nature of the creosote 
con taminants and the obsemation of DNAPL 
during field activities, oily product is likely to be 
present with the extracted groundwater. Heavy 
or light product would be separated using an 
oil/water separator. Solids and/or heavy product 
would settle by gravity into the separator's sludge 
hopper and would be removed periodically for 
disposal to a permitted treatment facility. Lighter 
product would float to the surface and be removed 
by a skimmer for disposaljreuse at a licensed off- 
site treatmentjrecycling facility. 

The pretreatment system would consist of an 
individual treatment train designed for the 
removal of manganese. Manganese would be 
removed through pH adjustment, oxidation, 
precipitation, coagulation, clarif~cation, 
neutralization, and filtration steps with the 
addition of caustic, acid, and polymer. Sludges 
produced during this step would be stared in 
drums or rolloffs, and sent out to an approved 
disposal faciIity. Filtration may be required to 
further pretreat the effluent. 

After pretreatment, groundwater would be 
pumped to a carbon adsorption system consisting 
of two carbon beds connected in series. Organic 
contaminants (PAHs) would be removed by the 
carbon adsorption units to target groundwater 
cleanup levels. The spent carbon would be 
collected and shipped for off-site disposal or - - 
regeneration and reuse. . . 
Treated groundwater would be discharged via a 
culvert to the small unnamed stream located on 
the southern border of the site. This stream in 
turn discharges to an unnamed tributary to 
Unalam Creek, which eventually discharges to the 
Susquehanna River. The discharge structure 
would include appropriate erosion conhoI devices 
such as rip rap and energy dissipation features. 
The discharge would comply wi th  the New York 
State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
WSPDES) requirements. All waste residuals 
generated from the treatment process would be 
transported off-site to a permitted treatment and 
disposal facility, or (in the case of caPbon) to a 

recycling facility. 

The god of this alternative is-to restore - 
groundwater to.drinking water quality. However, 
due to the characteristics of creosote (e.g., 
extremely viscous and dimcult to pump) and the 
complex hydrogeological setting, it is unlikelqi' 
that this goal wiII be achieved within a reasonable 
time frame for areas containing the creosote layer 
(e.g., shallow groundwater). Current estimates of 
shallow ground water remediation are on the 
order of several hundred years. A s  such, it is 
likely that chemical-specific ARARs will be waived 
for those portions of the aquifer based on the 
technical impracticability of achieving further 
contamination reduction within a reasonable time 
frame. If groundwater restoration is not fensible 
or practical, the alternative may then fosus on 
containing the extent of groundwater 
contamination within the site boundaries. 
Restoration of the groundwater outside the 
DNAPL source areas (e.g., intermediate - 
groundwater) is likely to be feasible, since it is 
mostly contaminated with mobile organic 
contaminants (e.g., benzene). 

During design or operation of the system, it m y  
also be determined that natural attenuation or 
enhanced biodegradation (e.g., introduction of air 
to increase the rate of biodegradation) would be 
able to achieve a similar level of contaminant 
removal and containment as groundwater 
extraction and treatment, but at a lower cost. 
Such information would be utilized during the 
remedial design to maximize the effectiveness and 
efficiency-of the system. The information would 

- also-be used t o  reassess the time frame and 
technical practicability of achieving cleanup 
stnndards. 

Alternative GW-2, Option B: Extraction, on- 
site treatment via biological treatment, and 
discharge to surface water 

Capita Cost: . . . . . .  $2,058,600 
0 & M Cost: $626,500 . . . . . .  

Present Worth Cost: . - $9,832,800 , - 
Implementation T i e :  24 months . . . . . .  

This option is virtually identical to Alternative 2, 
option A. The only difference is that, following 
pretreatment, the remaining contaminants in the 
groundwater would be pumped to an aerobic 



biological reactor for treatment. 'I% r e ~ ~ t o r  
would contain bacterial cultures capable of 
degrading the'ciint@mmts in the groundwater. - -- 
Wastes (e.g., sludges) genera&d during the 
treatment process would be disposed off-site at a 
permitted disposal/treatment facility. 

Alternative GW-3: Extraction, on-site 
pretreatment, discharge to publicly owned 
treatment works (P0TW) for final treatment 

Capital Cost: $1,904,000 
0 & M Cost: $613,600 
Present Worth Cost: $9,618,200 
Implementation Time: 24 months 

The major features of this alternative are 
groundwater extraction, collection, pretreatment 
and discharge to the local POTW. In order to 
comply with PO'PW iduen t  requirements, 
manganese would have to be removed from the 
groundwater. This would be accomplished by 

6 h i ~  Lka VjWa uLI M&lM b L  
discharge of wnstes into the POTW. The Villege 
has indicated that final acceptance of the . 
pretreated GCL wastewater would not be avnilnble 
until a detailed application is submitted. 

It is noted, however, that due to the 
characteristics of creosote (e.g., extremely viscous 
and difficult to pump) and the complex 
hydrogeological setting, it is unlikely that this 
goal will be achieved within a &sbnabli:'ke 
frame for areas containing the-~&osote.ki6<(e.~., 
shallow groundwater). Current est&tes of,: 
DNAPL remediation are on the ordq of several 
hundred years. As such, it islikely~that,&&+d- 
specific ARARs will.be waived for th~se:~o&ons 
of the aquifer based on the technical ':-' ~',"' 

impracticability of achieving further 
contamination reduction within a reasonable 
timeframe. 

- 

The altematives develo~ed for surface-water 
&ing manganese conventional remoi;al,i*-&;as pretreatment .ch.eti;eahe methodsfor .nt'Eiain. . .. -... sediments ;- . . . (SD) are: .. . . .. . . . . ., . . . , . . .. .... 

~ . .. . ..- .- .... 
. . 

described &d&AlterzLativ6 GW-2. The ' 
extraction/collection system and pretreatment for 
this alternative would also be the same as that 
discussed for Alternative GW-2. Therefore, only 
those operations that differ from previous 
alternatives are discussed below. 

Treatment of organic contaminants would be 
accomplished by the V i e  of Sidney POTW 
utilizing a conventional sanitary wastewater 
treatment process consisting mainly of aerobic 
biodegradation. The facility was designed fora 
maximum watewater treatment capacity of 1.7 

* million gallons Per day (MGD);and currently 
operates at an average capacity of 0.6 to 0.7 MGD. 
Effluent from the pretreatment system would be 
discharged to the sanitary sewer line via a 
metered control manhole, which would record 
flow to the POTW. The nearest sanitary sewer is 
located parallel to Delaware Avenue, 
approximately 80 feet south of the roadway. 

--. 
Groundwater would have to meet pretreatment 
requirements prior to discharge to the POTW. 
The Village .- of Sidney Municipal Code governs 

Alternative SD-1: No . . Action . . 
. . 

Capital Cost: $0 
0 & M Cost: $18,900 for biannual 

monitoting 
$20,000 for each five- 
year review 

Present Worth Cost: $277,700 
Implementation T i e :  6 months 

The No Action alternative for the sediments at 
the GCL site would consist of a long-term 
monitoring program. Far cost-estimak 
purposes, it is assumed that sediments would be 
monitored semiannually and that eight sediment 
samples would be collected and analyzed. 

. ,*,. . 

~eca&e this alternative does'iot inclCdecontami 
n m t  removal, the site will have to be reviewed 
every five years, for a period of 30 yearsper the 
requirements of CERCLA, aswended, :,:These 
five-year reviews woad idclildvithe. r?,ape.sment 
of human health and &virrjr&elit&kks due to 
.the contaminated material left 
obtained from the monito 

I .  

.. . .- 



, . 
Alternative SD-2: Excavation, tieatment mid 
disposd.witli GCC property soils 

. .  . . . . . .  . . . .  , ,~ . . .  - . . . . .  

Capital Cost: $298,400 
0 & M Cost: $0 
Present Worth Cost: $298,400 
Implementation Time: 24 months 

The contaminated sediments would be excavated 
during periods of no or low flow using 
conventional earth moving equipment such as 
backhoes, bulldozers, etc. The total volume of 
sediments to be excavated is estimated to be 125 
cy. Excavation would be performed under 
moistened conditions to minimize the generation 
of fugitive dust. Erosion and sediment control 
measures such as silt curtains would be provided 
during excavation to control migration of 
contaminated sediment. Adjacent wetlands would 
be protected by erosion and sediment control 
measures. 

The sediments would be treated vin thermal 
desorption along with the GCL property soils (see 
Record of Decision dated 9/30/94); the design of 
the remedy was recently initiated. A typical 
thermal desorption process consists of a feed 
system, thermal processor, and gas treatment 
system (consisting of an afterburner and scrubber 
or a carbon adsorption system). Screened 
sediments are placed in the thermal processor 
feed hopper. Nitrogen or steam may be used as a 
transfer medium for the vaporized PAHs to 
minimize the potential for fire. The gas would be 
heated and then injectea into the thermal 
processor at a typical operating temperature of 
700°F to 1000°F. PAB contaminants of concern 
and moisture in the contaminated sediments 
would be volatilized into gases, then treated in 
the off-gas treatment system. Treatment options 
for the off-gas include burning in an afterburner 
(operated to ensure complete destruction of the 
PAHs), adsorbing contaminants onto activated 
carbon, or collection through condensation 

- followed by off-sjte disposal. Thermal desorption 
achieves approximately 98 to 99 percent reduction 
of PAHs in soil. If an afterburner were used, the 
treated off-gas would be treated further in the 
scrubber for particulate and acid gas removal. A 
post-treatment sanpling and analysis program 
would be instituted in order to ensure that 
contamination in the soilfsediment had been 
reduced to below cleanup levels. The treated 

sediment would be redeposited dong with treated 
soils in excnvnted orens on the GCL property. . . .  
The excavated areas of the intermittent stream 
and wetlands edge would be backfilled with clean 
material and restored to pre-excavation 
conditions. The restoration would take pln& ns 
soon as practicable &er the sediments have been 
excavated, in order to minimize the period of 
impact to the stream and wetland. All applicable 
wetlands management guidelines would be 
followed. 

Alternative SD-3: Excavation and off-site 
disposal 

Capital Cost: . $820,300 
0 & M Cost: $0 
Present Worth Cost: $820,300 - 

Implementation Time: 24 nlontlls 

This alternative consists of excavation of 125 cy 
contaminated sediment as described in 
Alternative SD-2 and transportation of all 
contaminated materials to an off-site RCRA 
permitted facility for treatment and disposal. 
One hundred twenty-five cy of clean fill would be 
used to restore excavated areas. Wetlands.would 
be restored as discussed in Alternative SD-2. 

During the detailed evaluation of remedial alterna 
tives, each alternative is assessed against nine 
evaluation criteria, namely, overall protection of 
human health and the environment, compliance 
with ARARs, long-term effectiveness and 
permanence, reduction of toxicity, mobility, or 
volume, short-term effectiveness, 
implementability, cost, and state and community 
acceptance. 

The evaluation criteria nre described below. 

Overall urotection of human health and the 
environment addresses whether or not a remedy 
provides adequate prot&ion and describes how 
risks posed through each pathway are e.liminnted, 
reduced, or controlled through treatment, engi- 
neering controls, or institutional controls. 

Com~liance with a~~licable or relevant and 
aDorouriate reauirements (AEUR.8) addresses 



whether or not a remedy will meet dl af tho 
applicable or relevant and appropriate 

. requirements of othel; federal and .environmental 
statutes and requirements or provide grounds for 
invoking a waiver. 

r Lone-term effectiveness and Dennanence 
refers to the ability of a remedy to maintain 
reliable protection of human health and the 
environment over time, once cleanup goals have 
been met. 

r Reduction of toxicitv. mobilitv. or volume 
through treatment is the anticipated performance 
of the treatment technologies a remedy may 
employ. 

r Short-term effectiveness addresses the period 
of time needed to achieve protection and any nd- 

-verse impacts on human health and the 
environment that may be posed during the 
construction and implementation period until 
clewup go& areacb ie~ed~ .- . .. 

r ~mdlementability is the technical and 
administrative feasibility of a remedy, including 
the availability of materials and se&ces needed 
to implement a particular option. 

QI& includes estimated capital and operation 
and maintenance costs, and net present worth 
costs. 

state acce~tance indicates whether, bnsed on 
its review'of the FFS report and Proposed Plan, 

. the concurs, opposes, or has no comment on th,e 
1   referred alternative at the present time. 

. . ~ . ,  . .-. . .  

Cominunitv acce~tance will be assessed in the 
Record of Decision (ROD) following a review of 
the public comments received on the FPS report 
and the Proposed Plan. 

A comparative analysis of the remedial 
alternatives based upon the preceding evaluation 
Ateria follows. 

Groundwater 

c Overall Protection of Human Health and the 
Environment 

Over time, Alternative GW-1 would provide some 

;,. 
Y.',,. : 
',>i 

.... , 

limited nrotection of h~ health anQ the - . , :. 
environment since contaminants would be - 
attenuated through natural processes (e.g., 
biodegradation, dispersion). ' Alternatives GW-2 
and GW-3 would be protective of human health 
and the environment, since they would active$ 
reduce the toxicity, mobility and volume of . 
contaminants in the groundwater, and would 
protect groundwater surrounding the GCL site 
from further contamination. Although GW-2 and 
GW-3 would result in sigdicant reduction in the 
mass of contaminants present in the aquifer, it is 
unlikely that full restoration of groundwater 
resources would be achieved within a &asonable- 
time fnune. 

. ,  
Com~liance with ARARg 

Alternntive GW-1 would not comply w&h federal 
or state drinking water standards or criteria or 
those ARARs required for protection of 
groundwater. Alternatives GW-2 and GW-3 would 
be designed to treat the aquifer to 
chemical-specific ARARs associated with-state and- - 

federal groundwater and drinking water 
standards. Extracted groundwater would be 
treated to achieve NYSPDES requirements under 
Alternative GW-2; under Alternative GW-3 the ex 
tracted groundwater would be treated to local 
pretreatment standards prior to discharge to the 
POTW. Each of these alternatives would be 
capable of removing a significnnt mass of 
contaminmts in the groundwater. The goal of 
these alternatives is to restore groundwater to 
d r i i g  water standards. However, due to the 
characteristics of creosote (e.g., extremely viscous 
and difficult to pump) and the complexz 
hydrogeological setting, it is unlikely that this 
goal will be achieved within a reasonable time 
frame for areas containing the creosote layer (e.g., 
shallow groundwater). Current estimates of 
DNAPL remediation are on the order of several 
hundred years. As such, it is likely that chemical- 
specific ARARs will be waived for those portions 
of the aquifer based on the technical 
impracticabiity of achieving further 
contamination reductionwithin a reasonable 
timeframe. 

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 

Alternative GW-1 would not provide for active 
treatment and would rely on natural attenuation 

' .  - 3  



. processes to restore the  contnminated aquifer. 
-Therefore, this alternative would not be an  
effective 10ng:terzh remedy. - 

~ .. ... , 

Alternatives GW-2 and GW-3 would reduce the 
~otential  risk associated with noundwater 
ingestion by extracting and treating the 
groundwater to remove a significant mass of 
c o n b m b n t s  from the aquifer. The time to 
achieve these risk reductions is limited by the 
effective exbaction rates from the aquifer. 
However, it is unlikely that DNAPL 
contamination present in the shallow aquifer can 
be completely remediated due to  the tendency of 
DNAPLs to sorb to the  aquifer. Although none of 
the alternatives would be able to clean the aquifer 
to drinking water standards in a short period of 
time, the treatment alternatives would protect 
surrounding groundwater from further 
contamination. 

Reduction in Toxicitv, Mobilitv. or Volune 
Throueh Treatment 

Alternative GW-1 would not involve any removal 
or active treatment of the con w t . s  in the 
aquifer; therefore, would not be effective in 
reducing the mobility, toxicity, or volume through 
a treatment process. However, over time, natural 
attenuation processes would provide some 
reduction of the  toxicity and volume of 
contaminants. 

Alternatives GW-2 and GW-3 would reduce the 
toxicity, mobility and volume of contaminants in 
the aquifer to a larger extent than GW-1 since 
extraction and treatment of groundwater are 
provided. -. 

Short-Term Effectiveness 

The implementation of Alternative GW-1 would 
result in no additional risk to the community 
during remedial activities, since no construction 
or remediation activities would-be conducted. 
'Workers involved in periodic sampling of site soils 
would be exposed to minimal risks because 
appropriate health and safety protocols would be 
followed for this activity. For purposes of this 
analysis, monitoring of the site would occur for 30 
years. 

Alternatives GW-2 and GW-3 involve construction 

and operation of an  on-site treatment plant. 
Procedures for proper handling of the trentmellt 
reagents would be followed for all treatment- . 
alternatives. Any process residuals generated 
would be properly handled and disposed off-site. 
The risk to workers involved in the remediati011 
would also be minimized by establishing 
appropriate health and safety procedures and 
preventive measures to avoid direct contact with 
contaminated mnterials and ingestion/inhnlntio~~ 
of fugitive dust. All site workers would be OSHA. 
certified and would be instructed to follow OSK4 
protocols. . 

It is estimated that the treatment alternatives 
would take well over 30 years to achieve the 
remedial action objectives. However, a 30-year 
period was used- for costing purposes. Operation 
of the treatment plant would be stopped when 
remedial objectives are achieved i.e., levels of 
contaminants in the aquifer are reduced to State 
and Federal drinking water shda rds ,  unless it is 
determined that MURs must be waived in 
portions of the aquifer. 

Alternative 1 would not involve any major site 
activities other than monitoring and performing 
five-year reviews. These activities are easily 
implemented. 
The treatment components of Alternatives GW-2 
and GW-3 would be easily implemented, as the 
technologies are proven and readily available. 
The carbon adsorption technology proposed for 
use in Alternative GW-2A is a proven and 
efficient method for removal of organic 
contaminants. Biological treatment, specified in 
Alternatives GWSB and GW-3, has been used 
successfully for groundwater contaminated with 
creosote wastes. The manganese removal pretrea+ 
ment technology required under Alternatives G&' 
2 and GW-3 is  proven and readily available. 
Sufiicient space is available on-site for a 
treatment plant. --- 

Alternatives GW-2 andGW-3 would require- 
institutional manaeement of the operation and 
maintenance of the treated groundwater 
discharge system. Off-site disposal facilities are 
available for the disposal of the oil/water 
separator sludge and skimmings generated from 
Alternatives GW-2 and GW-3. Disposal (or 



recycle) facilities are also avadable for recovered 
DNAPL and the other residues generated from 
those alternatives. ,&tbqligh treatment processes 
utilized in Alternative GW-3 are proven, it is 
uncertain whether the V i g e  of Sidney POTW 
would accept the treated groundwater. 
Acceptance of the GCL effluent by the POTW 
would be contingent upon factors such as capacity 
available, waste characteristics, and permit 
requirements. 

GW-1 is the least expensive of all alternatives but 
would not involve treatment. Alternative 1 has a 
present worth cost of $380,700 which is associated 
with conducting a sampling and analyses program 
and five-year reviews ove; a 30-year period. 

Alternative GW-2A would be the most expensive 
treatment alternative followed by GW-3 and GW- 
2B. However, the cost differences between GW- 
2A, GW9B and GW-3 would be so small as to not .- - -.--- -.- 
be signifxant. 

State Acce~tance 

N%DEC concurs with the preferred remedy. 

Communitv Acceptance 

Community acceptance of the preferred 
alternative will be assessed in the ROD following 
review of the public comments received on the 
RIPS reports and the Proposed Plan. 

Sediments - 
Overall Protection of Human Health and the 

Environment 

Alternative SD-1 would not meet any of the 
remedial objectives and thus would not be 
protective of the environment. Contaminated 
sediments would remain on-site and would 
continue to pose a risk to the biota. Natural 
flushing would reduce con tamha.uk in the 
sediments somewhat, especially after the 
contaminated soils on the GCL-property are 
remediated. 

Alternative SD-2, involving on-site sediment 

.-.- 

treatment/diiposal of sediments, would remove 
contamination and eliminate any environmental 
thieats posed by.the seTmenfs. l%'erefGe,'th& ,'-.' 

alternatives would meet remedial objectives. 
. . 

Com~liance with ARARs 

There are no chemical-specifk ARARs for the con 
taminated sediments. Alternative SD-1 would 
comply with appropriate requirements such .as 
New York State Technical and Administrative 
Guidance Memorandums. 

Alternatives SD-2 and SD-3 would be designed 
and implemented to satisfy all appropriate 
requirements and location-spedicARARs 
identified for the site. Excavation activities would 
be conducted in compliance with the OSHA 
standards, soil erosion, sediment control and 
wetland protection requirements. Alternative SD- 
2 would also comply with ARARs related to on- 
site treatment (e.g., disposal of treatment 
residuals, stormwater discharge requirements and 
air pollution controI regulations pertaining to 
fugitive emissions and air quality standards). 
Under Alternative SD-3, excavated sediments 
wouId be sent to an appropriate 
treatment/disposal facility in accordance with 
applicable ARARs. 

Lone-Term Effectiveness 

Alternative SD-l would monitor contamination in 
the sediqents and would not remove and/or treat 
contaminints. Therefore, this alternative would 
not reduce the long-term risks to the .. 
environment associated with the sediments. 

Alternative SD-2 calls for on-site sediment . 
treatment along the GCL-property soils. The soil 
treatment system, currently under design, would 
reduce the levels of PAH contaminants in 
sediments by 98 to 99 percent. 

Alternative SD-3 would provide long-term 
protection by remavingkhe contaminated 
sediments which would be sent to an approved 
disposal facility. Soil cover and revegetation 
would provide protection against erosion. No 
long-term monitoring would be required. 



r Reduction of Toxidtv. Mobifitv or Volume 
Throuvh Treatment 

-., -- . . . - - - . . . . . -- . . 

Alternative SD-1 would not provide immediate 
reduction in toxicity, mobility or volume of 
contaminants because treatment is not iricluded 
as part of this alternative. Some reduction may 
be realized after the GCL-property soils have 
been remediated through natural attenuation 
processes. 

Alternatives SD-2 and SD-3 would reduce the 
toxicity, mobility and volume of contaminants by 
removal and on-site treatment (Alternative SD-2) 
or off-site disposal (Alternative SD-3). 

Short-Term Effectiveness 

The implementation of Alternative SD-1 would 
not pose any additional risks to the community, 
since this alternative does not involve any 
construction or remediation. Workers involved in 
periodic sampling of sediments would be exposed 
to minimal risks because appropriate health and 
safety protocols would be followed for this 
activity. 

Altkrnatives SD-2 and SD-3 include activities such 
as excavation, screening, shredding, and handling 
of contaminated sediments which could result in 
potential exposure of workers and residents to 
fugitive dust, +d possible suspension of 
sediments. In  order to minimize potential short- 
term impacts, the area would be secured and 
access would be restricted to authorized personnel 

- -only. I n  addition, dust control measures such as 
wind screens and water sprays would be used to 
minimize fugitive dust emissions from material 
handling. The risk to workers involved in the 
remediation would also be minimized by 
establishing appropriate health and safety 
procedures and preventive measures, (e.g., 
enclosed cabs on backhoes and proper personal 
protection equipment) to prevent direct contact 
with contaminated materials and 
ingestionjinhalation of fugitive dust. All site 
workers would be OSHA certified and would be 
.instructed to follow OSHA protocols. Some 
increase in traffic and noise pollution would be 
expected from site activities. Short-term impacts 
may be experienced for about a six-month period 
which is the estimated time for construction and 
remedial activities. 

Under ~lternallves Qb-8 and SD-a, shon-term im 
pacts on the environment from removal of 
vegetationanddestmction of habitat could occur. 
A plan would be prepared and implemented to  
minimize and restore (i.e., revegetate) any 
damage to the environment. Erosion and 
sediment control measures such as silt cur&s 
and berms would be provided during material 
handling activities to control migration of 
contaminants. 

i 

Alternative SD-1 would not involve dy major site 
activities except monitoring and sampling. These 
activities would be easily implementable. 
Alternative SD-2 would be easily implemented, as 
the technology is proven and readily available. 
The thermal desorption component of this 
alternative has been shown to be effective for 
destruction of PAHs, and is commercially 
available. Sufficient land is available at the site 
for operation OF a mobile thermal desorption 
system and supporting facilities. Alternative SD-3 
involves off-site disposal. Capacity for the small 
volume of sediment should be available a t  a 
permitted facility. Implementation of 
Alternatives SD-2 and SD-3 would require 
restriction of access to the site during the.  
remediation process. Coordination with state and 
local agencies would also be required during 
remediation. 

. . 
Alternative SD-1 is the less expensive alternative, 
but does not provide treatment of contaminated 
sediments. Alternative SD-1 has a present worth 
cost of $277,700 which is associated with 
conducting a sampling and analyses program and 
five-year reviews over a 30-year period. 

, Alternative SD-2 is the least expensive of the 
treatment alternatives and has a present worth 
cost of $298,000. The most expensive Alternative 
is SD-3 with a present worth - - cost of $820,300. 

State Acce~tance ~. 

. . . . . . . .. 

NYSDEC concurs with the preferred remedy. 

. .. 



~ g n i t v  Acce~tance is subsequently proven to be technicnlly 
impracticnble), would be cost-effective, and wodd 

Community acceptance of the preferted utilize permanent solutions and alternative 
alternative will be assessed in the ROD following treatment technologies or resource recovery .- 
review of the public comments received on the technologies to the ma-dmum extent practicable. 
RIPS reports and the Proposed Plan. The remedy aIso would meet the statutory 

preference for the use of treatment as a p&ipd 
PREFERRED ALTERNAM element. 

Based upon an evaluation of the various 
alternatives, EPA and NYSDEC recommend 
Alternatives GW-2 and SD-2 as the preferred 
alternatives for remediation of contaminated , 
groundwater and sediment on the GCL site. 

Alternative GW-2 would address the contaminated 
moundwater through the extraction,collection, 
&-site treatment &d discharge of treated 
groundwater to the surface water. Alternative 
GW-2 provides two options for primary treatmenb 
of organics, carbon absorption (GW-2A) and 
biological treatment (GW-2B). Given the 
information currently available, both options 
appear to be equally reliable and cost-effective. 
Therefore, a more detailed evaluation of the two 
options will be conducted during the remedial 
design through treatabili@ studies. The 
additional information gathered from the 
treatability studies will be used to determine 
which option is more appropriate and cost- 
effective. As noted above, the information 
gathered during remedial design would also be 
used to reassess the timeframe and technical 
practicability of achieving State and Federal 
drinking water standards. 

Alternative SD-2 will address the c o n h t i o n  
by excavating and treating contaminated sediment 
on-site through a t h e d  desorption process. 
Treating the contaminated sediments along with 
the GCL-property soils provides an effective and 
cost-effective method for addressing the 
contaminated sediments. Alternative SD-2 will 
also provide for the mitigation of damages to  the 
aquatic environment which may occur during the 
'implementation of this alternative. 

The preferred alternative would provide the best 
balance of trade-offs among alternatives with 
respect to the evaluating criteria EPA and the 
NYSDEC believe that the preferred alternative 
would be protective of human health and the 
environment, would comply with ARARs (unless it 
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SUMMARY OF COWMENTS AND RESPONSES 

comments expressed at the public meeting and written comments 
received from the Village of Sidney and New York State Electric 
and Gas Corporation during the public comment period have been 
categorized as follows: 

A. Selected Remedy 

B. Nature and Extent of Contamination 

C. Health Effects 

D. Land Use 

E.. Impact of Cleanup Activities on the Local Economy and 
Job Market 

A summary of the comments and EPA's responses to the comments is 
provided below. 

A. Selected Remedy 

Comment Xi: EPA received correspondence from the Village of 
Sidney requesting that EPA consider selecting Alternative GW-3 
for the groundwater remedy. The Village indicated that the 
relatively low estimated pretreated groundwater effluent flow of 
approximately 30 gallons per minute generated under Alternative 
GW-3 would not be expected to interfere with the treatment 
process at the publicly owned treatment works (POW). Although 
the Village could not presently commit to accepting the waste 
stream, they expressed their desire and willingness to pursue 
this issue by obtaining additional information on the impact of 
the potential discharge on the POTW's effluent and sludge 
quality, and consulting with NYSDEC and Delaware County on these 
issues. 

Response #1: Given the information currently available, and 
lacking a firm commitment from the Village of Sidney, EPA 
believes that Alternative GW-2 is the best choice for remediating 
groundwater at the site. EPA's main concern regarding 
Alternative GW-3 is the uncertainty associated with whether the 
Village would be able to obtain the necessary clearances (from 



local and State agencies) to accept the groundwater effluent. 
Less uncertainty is associated with the implementation of 
Alternative GW-2 since a similar groundwater pump and treat 
system is being utilized for remediation of the Route 8 Landfill, 
located just southeast of the site. The treated effluent from 
the Route 8 Landfill is discharged into the same drainage ditch 
contemplated as a discharge point under Alternative GW-2. The 
Route 8 discharge has been able to meet all New York State 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NYSPDES) requirements. 
The effluent generated under Alternative GW-2 would meet 
standards similar to those required for the Route 8 Landfill 
system. 

Pending the results of the work to be conducted during the 
remedial design phase, and pending further input from the Village 
as to whether they will enter into a long-term commitment to 
accept the waste stream, EPA may re-evaluate the feasibility and 
cost-effectiveness of utilizing the POTW. If after evaluating 
the additional information EPA determines that the Village is 
willing and able to accept pretreated groundwater at the POTW and 
that this is the most cost-effective alternative, EPA may 
consider modification of the groundwater remedy. 

Comment #2: Village representatives were interested in obtaining 
information regarding the anticipated chemical characteristics of 
the groundwater following separation and manganese pretreatment 
which could potentially be discharged to the PoTW. 

Response #2: A detailed characterization of the groundwater at 
various stages of treatment would be available during the 
remedial design phase. 

Comment #3: Proposed Remedy, page 12. The "goaltt of Alternative 
GW-3, referred in the last paragraph of the alternative 
description, is not stated. 

Response #3: The 88goa18t of the active groundwater restoration 
alternatives was detailed in the Alternative GW-2 description 
summary. The groundwater remediation goal is the same for both 
Alternatives GW-2 and GW-3, namely, to restore the groundwater to 
drinking water quality. 

Comment #4: Village officials submitted additional cost data, 
including information on likely discharge fees associated with 
discharge of pretreated effluent to the POW. 

Response #4: EPA considered the revised estimate and 
acknowledges that this estimate would result in an overall lower 
cost for Alternative GW-3. However, aslnoted above, significant 
uncertainty exists regarding the implementability of Alternative 
GW-3. This uncertainty, rather than cost, was the significan~ 



factor in selecting Alternative GW-2 rather than Alternative 
GW-3. 

comment # 5 :  The Village also noted that although the closest 
connection point to the public sewer system is on the south side 
of Delaware Avenue, the most expedient connection point would be 
to the public sewer on Unalam property which runs in a north- 
south direction in the vicinity Of the Unalam water well. 

Response 8 5 :  This information will be considered during the 
remedial design phase for any action which may require connection 
to the sanitary sewer. 

B. Nature and Extent of Contamination 

Comment #1: A commenter suggested that groundwater contaminant 
boundaries in the shallow intermediate and deep zones had not 
been established and was confirmed as indicated by contamination 
found in perimeter wells. It was also noted that since there are 
residential groundwater users located northwesterly of the site, 
the potential impact to these users due to offsite migration, 
whether site or nonsite related, should be considered. 

Response #I: Contamination due to GCL site activities has been 
established. The,information obtained as part of EPA's RI 
indicates that GCL-related groundwater contamination is limited 
vertically to the shallow and intermediate deep zones, and 
horizontally to a narrow portion of the aquifer beneath the GCL 
facility. There is no evidence that suggests that the GCL 
contaminant plume has moved beyond the GCL property boundaries. 
Groundwater contamination, especially in the wells along the 
northern perimeter, is attributed to the Route 8 Landfill. 
Although additional information will be collected during the 
remedial design phase (including installation of new monitoring 
wells, and sampling of existing and newly installed wells) to 
refine further the extent of the GCL contaminant plume, it is 
unlikely that private residential wells will be sampled unless 
the data generated during the remedial design suggest that such 
action is warranted. The selected remedy will be designed to 
contain the GCL groundwater contamination within the property 
boundaries so that offsite wells (including those located 
northwesterly of the site) are not affected. Individuals 
concerned with the quality of their residential well water could - 

have their private wells tested by the New York state Department 
of Health (NYSDOH). 

Non-GCL contamination associated with the Route 8 Landfill plume 
is already being remediated under the NYSDEC's hazardous waste 
remediation program; a groundwater collection and treatment 
system designed to address the groundwater contamination was 
constructed and recently started operation. It is expected t h h a r :  
cperation of the Route 8 Landfill remediation system will 



1 significantly reduce or eliminate groundwater contamination from 
I upgradient sources. EPA will work with New York State and the 

responsible party for the Route 8 Landfill site to evaluate the 

I effectiveness of the groundwater restoration system. 

comment #2: EPA should consider including monitoring of existing 
downgradient wells in all alternatives including "no build" for 
reasons mentioned above. 

Response #2: All of the groundwater remedial alternatives 
evaluated in the Proposed Plan, including the selected remedy, 
include further delineation of the GCL contaminant plume. 
Although the exact location and number of wells to be installed 
and sampled will be determined during the remedial design phase, 
sampling of existing residential wells will be conducted provided 
it is deemed to be necessary for developing the remedial design 
(see also comment #1 above). 

Comment #3: It appears that there is significant groundwater 
contamination which is not related to the GCL site. Since the 
full extent of the non-GCL contamination was not addressed in the 
RI, is EPA planning to define other contaminant plumes, even if 
they are not related to the GCL site? 

Response #3: Two contaminant plumes were identified in the area 
of study: the GCL site plume and the Route 8 Landfill plume. The 
Route 8 Landfill plume is considerably deeper and larger in 
extent than the GCL plume, and consists of some contaminants 
(e.g., PCBs) not found in the GCL contaminant plume. The Route 8 
Landfill contamination is not related to the activities conducted 
at the GCL site; remediation at the Route 8 Landfill site is 
being undertaken by a private party under the supervision of 
NYSDEC. One of the activities being conducted at the Route 8 
Landfill is the installation and sampling of numerous monitoring 
wells to define the nature and extent of groundwater 
contamination. Individuals interested in learning more about 
remedial activities at the Route 8 Landfill should contact NYSDEC 
Region 4 in Schenectady, NY., at (518) 357-2045. 

EPA1s RI focussed on contamination which resulted fram wood- 
preserving activities at the GCL site. The contaminant plume 
originating at GCL appears to be limited to the 
shallow/intermediate portion of the aquifer and contained within 
the property boundaries. However, additional sampling of 
existing and new monitoring wells will be conducted during the 
remedial design phase to further detail the extent of groundwater 
contamination and to ensure that the contamination will not 
impact areas outside the GCL property. 



Comment #l: Residents expressed concern about health threats 
resulting from exposure to contaminated groundwater. 

Response #1: The results of the RI indicate that site-related 
groundwater contamination is contained within the GCL property 
boundaries. No private or public drinking water supply wells 
exist within the boundaries or immediately adjacent to the GcL 
contaminant plume. Therefore, there is no known current human 
exposure to contaminated groundwater from the GCL site; the 
groundwater remedy will prevent future exposure to contaminated 
groundwater. However, due to the existence of other potential 
sources of groundwater contamination in the area such as the 
Route 8 Landfill, households which have private wells should 
consider having their water tested for drinking water parameters. 
NYSDOH has recently sampled private wells in the Delaware County 
area and should be contacted for additional information on 
regional groundwater quality. 

Comment #2: A resident expressed concern about health and 
environmental threats resulting from the discharge of treated 
groundwater to the surface water. 

Response #2: The groundwater remedy provides for discharge of 
treated groundwater to the drainage ditch that runs along the 
southern border of the site. The treated groundwater would 
comply with the NYSPDES requirements, which are designed to 
protect both human health and the environment. Therefore, no 
significant impact to human health or the environment is expected 
due to the discharge of treated GCL site groundwater to the 
drainage ditch. 

D. Land Use 

Comment #l: Village officials and residents have expressed 
concern about future land use of the site property. They noted 
that the site is zoned for industrial use, with no change in 
zoning expected. 

Response ti: The remedy that EPA has selected for the site 
soils, sediments and groundwater will allow for an 
industrial/commercial use of the property in the future. In 
addition, EPA will recommend to local agencies that institutional 
control measures be undertaken to ensure that future land use of 
the property continues to be industrial/commercial, and precludes 
the use of Site groundwater for human consumption until drinking 
water quality is restored in the aquifer. 



E. Im~act of CleanuD Activities on the Local Economv and Job 
Market 

Comment #l: After the selected remedies for soil, surface-water 
sediments and groundwater are implemented, can the land be 
utilized? 

Response #I: Based upon input from community and local 
officials, the selected soils, sediments and groundwater remedies 
will be designed to allow for an industrial/commercial use of the 
property in the future. EPA shares the Village's interest of 
returning the property to productive use as soon as possible. To 
achieve this, the most important step is completing the soil 
remediation. As no viable potentially responsible parties (PRPs) 
have been identified to implement the site remedies, EPA would 
utilize the Superfund to pay for the remedies. It is expected 
that EPA will complete the design and procurement of a contractor 
to remediate the soils and surface-water sediments in 
approximately 1.5 years. In addition, the remedial action for 
soils and surface-water sediments should be completed 
approximately 1 year thereafter. During this time, EPA will be 
conducting the additional investigatory work needed to implement 
the groundwater remedy. Although a small portion of the property 
may be required for the long-term operation of the groundwater 
restoration system, the majority of the property could be 
returned to productive use shortly after implementation of the 
soil and sediment remedy. 

Comment #2: Representatives of local industries were generally 
concerned about the job market. They noted that manufacturing 
jobs have decreased in the area and expressed their desire that 
remediation activities not cause any further losses of jobs. 
They asked whether local merchants and contractors will be 
utilized or benefit from the remedial work to be conducted at the 
site. 

Response #2: EPA does not anticipate any negative impact to the 
local economy as a result of the remedial activities planned for 
the GCL property. It is EPAfs intent to remediate the property 
as quickly as possible, so that it can be returned to productive 
use. 

All cleanup activities to date have been funded by the Federal 
government. When hiring contractors to perform work at a site, 
EPA must abide by federal procurement regulations. The 
regulations are intended to ensure fair, competitive bidding, 
resulting in the hiring of responsible firms, capable of 
performing the type of specialized work required at Superfund 
sites. EPA cannot assure that local contractors will be hired to 
perform work at the site. conducting work at hazardous waste 
sites requires certain level of worker health and safety 
training, which is often difficult for small local companies to 



afford. However, local contractors capable of performing 
requisite Superfund site work are frequently utilized, since they 
may have a competitive advantage over nonlocal contractors who 
would incur expenses for travel, lodging, etc. In addition, EPA 
contractors often utilize local services and suppliers (e.g., 
lodging, food, and general supplies). 



I 
wlrn the union were never the same," 
Alou said. "I am not a strikebreaker. It 
isn't us managers putting this show on. 

"If I leave, it won't be on any kind of 
I iwna a leave of absence. If I run away from 

this, it's for the rest of my life. Other- 
lrida wise I'm goink! to stick around to see, the i 

end of this." 
i - Alou also attacked acting commis- 

rent New York Giant! 
up. Before taking t b ~  
:.lor stood shaking hi! 
smiling widely as wres 
aels delivered a wild 

x rant. 
? met BamBam. - -  . - - ~  . . . . .  

Bam Bigelow was i, 
$11.-field, playing in th! 

wouldn't be  hearin 
.xence Taylor," Bigel01 

with a straight (fo 
"I know1 could hav 

:ter job than LT." 
ight end Howard Cros! 
in the crowd. was rc 
g ig le s  a t  this poin 

.!ow concluded his con 
"This is my world. LT 
- r imed and announce( 
~t to love that. That wa 

:tes Thomas Randolpi 
o m  and Willie Beamo 
:ically agreed. 
il entertainment an 

cornerback Randolp: 
' well." 

SERVICE ' 

W YORK, INC. 
with the New York 
h 10. 1995. 

new feature to the 
LDWORX mu allow 
digital capability as 

'ow are proposed fates: 

ph. St. Louis, Texas "Sometimes it gets- to a Paint uc\,, 
C...,. I.. 

w c u  co cry DcCaUSe you ve got to make 
em, that we have no a decision on someth~nrr vou love more 

~~ - -.-.. 
to make," Hemond than anything in the w5;ld and maybe 

something that's going to ruin you for 
ancel the games was the rest of your career." said Carter. 
baseball. operations who plans to play in exhibitions but not 
m of the commis- as a regular-season replacement. 

Pedro ~ o i b b n ,  48 years old and 15 
years removed from the majors, signed 
for real Tuesday as a replacement 
player, threw in the bullpen and de- 
clared himself ready to pitch. 

The Reds erroneously issued a news 
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later said that the right-hander would 
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THE UNITED STATES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

Invites 

PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE 
PROPOSED CLEAPllJPQF THE GCL 
TIE & TREATING-SUPERFUND SITE 

at  
DELAWARE AVENUE, SIDNEY, NEW YORK 

The US. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation (NYSDEC) will hold a public meeting to discuss the findings of the Remedial Investigation 
and Feasibility Study (RIFS) and the Proposed Plan (PP) for the GCLTie &Treating Superfund Site. 
The meetinq will be held on Wednesdav. March 8. 1995 at 7 om in the Sidnev Civic Center. 21 Libertv . -  ~~ 

Street, Sidney. NY. The release of the proposed PI& and the sineduied public meeting are in accordanc; 
with EPA's publlc pan~cipation responsibilities under Section 117(al 01 the Com~rehensive Env~ronmental . . 
Response. Compensation and ~ i a b i i i t ~  Act (CERCLA) of 1980. 
Site remediation activities a t  this site were segregated into two different phases, or operable units, s o  that 
remediation of different environmental media or areas of the site could proceed separately, resulting in 
the expeditious remediation of the entire site. The first phase remedy, which was selected this past sum- 
mer, addresses the contaminated soiis and debris on the GCL property portion ofkhe site:.this phase is 
currently iii the remedial design stage. The second and final phzse, addresses contamination in the groundwater 
and surface water sediments. - 

. . .  
Based on the available information, the goal of the preferred groundwater remedy for the second phase 
is to restore groundwater to drinking water quality. However, due to the characteristics of creosote (e.g., 
extremely viscous and difficult to pump) and the complex site hydrogeologicai setting, it is unlikely that 
this goal will be achieved within a reasoMMe time frame for at least same portions of the aquifer. If groundwater 
restoration is not feasible or practical, the alternative may then focus on containing the extent of ground- 
water contamination within the site boundalies, and/or using natural attenuation or other processes to achieve 
contaminant reduction. The preferred remedy for contaminated surface-water sediments is treatment via 
thermal desorption along with the GCL property soils. 
EPA, in consuitation with NYSDEC, may modib the preferred alternative or  select another response ac- 
tion Presented in this Prooosed Plan based on new information or oubiic comments. Therefore, the Dub- -~ ~ 

lic i s  encouraged t6 review and comment on all of the akernativei identifed herein. ~ o c u m e n t a t i h  of 
the project findings is presented in the site file. These documents are  a ~ i i a b i e a t  the: 

Sidney Memorial Library 
Main Street 
Sidney, NY 

Comments of the Proposed Plan will be summarizes and responses proviaed in the Responsiveness % n m a ~  
Section of the  Record of Decision. The Record of Decision is the document that oresents EPA's final Se- 

~ 

kction for response actions. Written comments on this Proposed Plan should be  sent by close of bust. 
ness. March 30. 1994 to: . . 

Carlos R. Ramos. Remedial ~ r o j e &  Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY PUBLIC MEETING 

GCL TIE & TREATING SUPERFUND SITE 

A public meeting held at the Sidney Civic Center, - .  

Liberty Street, Sidney, New York, 13838, on Wednesday, 

~e 8th day of March, 1995, commencing at 7:06 p.m. 

?PEARANCES: 

BEFORE : 

CECILIA ECHOLS 
Community Relations Coordinator 

DOUGLAS GARBARINI, Chief 
New York/Caribbean Superfund Section I 

CARLOS RAMOS 
Project Manager 

Ruth I. Lynch 
Registered Professional Reporter 
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MS. ECHOLS: Okay, we're ready to begin. Good 

evening, I'm Cecilia Echols, Community Relations 

Coordinator for the GCL Tie and Treating Superfund 

Site. We're here to speak about the second operable 

unit regarding the site and to give EPA's preferred 

remedy for the groundwater and surface water sediments. 

I would assume that everyone received a proposed plan 

in the mail and has been able to review it, if not I 

think everyone received one from the table in the back. 

I hope everyone has signed in. 

The public comment period began on March lst, it 

ends on March 30th. If you have any comments or 

questions to ask the EPA you can send in your written 

comments to Carlos Ramos, his address is in the 

proposed plan. And he will address all of your 

questions in a responsiveness summary which will become 

part of the record of decision. If you're interested 

in finding out more information about the GCL Tie and 

Treating plant, there is an information repository at 

the Sidney Memorial Library on Main Street. And I'm 

gonna pass it over to Doug. 

MR. GARBARINI: Okay, thank you, Cecilia. 

My name is Doug Garbarini, I'm the supervisor in 

the Region I1 New York City office, and Region I1 is 

one of ten regional office across the country that EPA 

Empire Court Reporters 
One Marine Midland Plaza 
Binghamton, NY 13901 



has, and we're responsible for environmental protection 

in New York, New Jersey, Puerto Rico and the Virgin 

Islands. ' I think before we get into the project 

details here of the GCL site, what I typically do.is go 

through a ten-minute spiel on the Superfund process. 

But looking out here, I think,all of you were present 

at the last meeting, so I don't want to necessarily 

bore you with that. There might be one new face. 

AN ATTENDEE: I was at one -- one meeting, I 

don't know whether -- 
MS. ECHOLS: The last one was in August you 

were here probably for. 

AN ATTENDEE: Yeah, original one. 

MR. GARBARINI: The original one. Okay. DO you 

have a little bit of familiarity with the Superfund 

process, or do you -- 

AN ATTENDEE: Yeah. 

MR. GARBARINI: Would you like me to go over 

anything for you? 

AN ATTENDEE: I'm just interested in listening to 

what's being said anyway. I haven't got any ax to 

grind or anything. 

MR. GARBARINI: Okay, I guess, then, what we'll 

do is just get right into the project details. And if 

you have any overall related questions about the 
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Superfund process, you know, feel free to ask them at 

that point in time. 

Yeah, I guess in general, you know that it's -- 

we're here representing the Federal Government, and the 

Superfund program just deals with federally -- federal 
sites on the national'priorities list, I guess you're 

pretty much familiar with that. Okay, so what I'll do 

is just pass it right on over to Carlos. 

MR. RAMOS: My name's Carlos Ramos, and I am the 

project manager for this specific site. And I won't 

give you too much detail and background because most of 

you know the site, you know where it is and everything, 

but I just want to go briefly about some of the 

features of the site. 

This is what they call the historical GCL -- can 

everybody see this, or am I blocking views? 

MS. ECHOLS: I'll turn off the lights. 

MR. RAMOS: Okay. This is the site, this is the - 
historical size of the site. We divided the site into 

two areas, what we call the GCL portion, which is this 

area in general, and the non-GCL portion, which is kind 

of historical site. We did sampling throughout all the 

property, we took surface sediment samples from the 

drainage ditch that runs around the south to the side, 

this is the blue line here, and also from the 
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impoundment area on this other portion of the site. We 

took soil samples from all the areas of the site. We 

took groundwater samples through all the site. 

- And just to show you the property, you're pretty 

much familiar that the shopping center, the Kmart is on 

this outer edge of the property, the northern area is 

Keith Clark and the airport, and Route 8 is on eastern 

portion of the site. Just to give you an idea of how 

the site looks. 

MS. ECHOLS: Excuse me, by the way, all of this 

information that Carlos is looking at is in the 

handout. Okay? 

MR. RAMOS: The second slide is just to refresh 

your minds regarding how EPA is -- is working at this 

site. You know, how -- how is our cleanup working at 

this site. 

We have three main phases. The first one started 

is what we call a removal action. And a removal action - 

was designed to address the most immediate threats 

associated with the site. And that was the disposal of 

wastes contained in drums, in tanks, and so forth. 

That phase is completed already. All the immediate 

threats, potential threats associated with the site in 

terms of immediate concerns are being addressed, and 

that -- that activity's close 
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Last summer we came here to talk about the focus 

feasibility study and to talk about cleaning up the 

soils on the GCL portion of the site, and that was that 

yellow portion of the figure I showed you before. That 

work is already in the remedial design phase. Tonight 

we are here basically to talk about this last portion 

of the site, which is the remedial investigation that 

we did in the remaining portions of the site, and that 

includes groundwater, surface water and soils on the 

non-GCL portions of the site. That's outside that 

yellow area. 

So we did the remedial investigation, we -- we 
actually defined the nature and the extent of 

contamination of the site, we did a feasibility study 

which tells you what can you -- what shall we do or 

what alternative do we have for addressing that 

contamination found at the site, and we are here 

tonight with a proposed remedy. - And inform you on 

that. 

Now I'm just gonna go briefly about some of the 

sampling soil results that we found at the site. This 

figure again is in your handout. Specifically for the 

non-GCL property soils. And just let me superimpose 

another one here. Remember, the non-GCL is the 

western -- the eastern portion of the site. Which is 
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the non -- non yellow one. 

You can see from -- from this figure, you compare 
the benchmark, which is just a level to help you 

compare it, the concentration we found on the site 

versus what could be considered as a safe level, in 

some cases it's just background, like in the case of 

metals, these are typical background concentrations for 

this area. That means if you are testing soils that 

were not contaminated, these were the typical 

concentration that you will find. You can see we 

didn't find really much on the non-GCL property soils. 

We just try to take concentrations of organic 

compounds and some concentrations of metals which are 

close to background in most of the cases. The 

components that we are most interested with are these 

components here, which are creosote-related compounds, 

and creosote was the contaminant that we found at this 

property. So these are - the ones that we are more 

concerned about, polyaromatic hydrocarbons, as you can 

see that even those, these benchmark, and what we found 

at the site, the non-GcL property, is -- is way below 

benchmarks. So that means that there's really nothing 

much to be concerned about on the non-GCL property, as 

far as soil contamination. 

We're going to the groundwater, we have a similar 
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analysis. We have here five columns. The first column 

is the contaminants of concern, the second column is 

the benchmark, which in this case is the drinking water 

standard. The next column is what we call a GCL 

property highest concentration. Those highest 

concentration are for that yellow portion of the site. 

Then we go into non-GCL property and off-site 

contamination, which were wells located outside the 

influence of the site. 

We have three types of contaminants here also, 

three -- three criterias. We have volatiie organics, 

polyaromatic hydrocarbons, and metais. Of these three 

contaminants the only one which is site related is 

polyaromatic hydrocarbons, because those were the 

materials used at the site and those were also the 

materials found in the site soils. For a specific case 

of polyaromatic hydrocarbons, you see that you compare 

the benchmark and the GCL concentration, we indeed 

have concentration in the groundwater which is above 

the drinking water standards for most of the 

polyaromatic hydrocarbons. We see that we don't find 

the hydrocarbon off site of the GCL property 

wells. We didn't find them in locations outside the 

GCL site influence. 

You look at volatile organics, you see that we 
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found very rather low concentration of most of the 

volatile organics at the GCL property. To compare that 

to the MCL, or the maximum contaminant level, the 

drinking water standard, which is the same thing, these 

are relatively low levels. We compared those levels to 

non-GCL property wells, you can see they are much, much 

higher on wells which are not actually affected'by the 

GCL site but which are actually affected by other sites 

in the region. So that tells you that there is a 

groundwater problem in the area which is not site 

related. Related to other sites in the area. 

When you go to metals you'll see that some of the 

metals are elevated, but there are no metals we can see 

that are much concern. So in the case of manganese, 

which is much higher elevated, we also find it in 

other wells outside of the property. Most'of the 

property relates to polyaromatic hydrocarbons, which is 

related to the operations of the GCL property, and 

volatile organic compounds, which are not related to 

the GCL site. 

We go into surface water, we see that we didn't 

have as much a problem there neither. There were 

some -- some of the metals that were slightly elevated, 
but not really in that significant amout. Arsenic is 

too high. 
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Then we jump in surface water sediments. And 

again we have contaminants of concern and then we have 

the benchmark levels which are kind of guidance volumes 

that we use to define whether contaminants may be high. . -. 

or low, and we have the concentrations that we find at 

the site. As you can see here, again we have kind of a 

relatively high concentrations of polyaromatic 

hydrocarbons. On the sediments which we collected from 

the -- that drainage ditch at the site. Metals can 

kind of vary through, most of the time metals were at 

the you know, within one or two times benchmark 

levels. 

Here we are, okay. And this is just a figure 

that summarize the extent of groundwater contamination 

that we found at the site. And let me explain this 

thing. The orange dots are water wells that we found 

or installed at the site, and we sampled them. You can 

see they cover pretty much the whole property, there 

are some around here also, you can see with the colors. 

And what we did, we sampled all those wells twice, at 

different times of the year, we collected the data, and 

we -- based on that data we developed the extent of the 

groundwater contamination at the site. And this is 

what you have here. 

In this area you have. an aquifer to be called 
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overburden, which is the first aquifer you encounter, 

and then we have what we call adeep aquifer, which is 

kind of bedrock in this area. The contamination that 

we found which is related to this site is all within . 

the overburden, it's on the overburden aquifer. Within 

that overburden aquifer we -- we divided that zone -- 
that aquifer into two zones, we call them shallow zone 

and then we have the intermediate zone. And that's 

where we had contamination which is related to the GCL. 

site. The green color, that's the shallow aquifer. In 

that area we found that we actually had what we call 

pure creosote. And that was creosote that was 

used during the operation of the GCL facility, and 

through the years made its way into the soils, into 

the groundwater. It's a very limited area, about 250 

feet in diameter, as far as we know. This, of course, 

will be very further delineated, but right now 

that's the approximate extent of contamination. 

Creosote is a very viscous material, it really 

binds pretty well to the soils. Once -- once it moves 

to a certain distance it tends not to move anymore. 

It doesn't move very rapidly also. Kind of it's like 

you're pouring oil, it's pretty much putting oil into 

the ground, goes down to a certain level, but at some 

point it reaches a depth where it doesn't move anymore. 

Empire Court Reporters 
One Marine Midland Plaza 
Binghamton, NY 13901 



12 

That's what we have here. 

The yellow zone is an area where we have a 

different type of contaminant, which is benzene. 

Mostly benzene. Which is more soluble and more -- 
more mobile than -- than creosote. And that's a bit -- 

bit bigger plume than the one before. But it still 

is a relatively small area of the site if you.look at 

the site as a whole. This is a relatively small area. 

Okay. This area is to show you the approximate 

extent of sediment contamination at the site. This is 

the drainage ditch that runs about the southern edge of 

the site, and the approximate extent bf the soil 

contamination is around this area here. 

Okay. So what we did with this information? Now 

we know what's at the site, and we know where that 

contamination is. Based on that we -- we start what we 

call a risk assessment. A risk assessment is a 

document that looking at the concentrations and looking 

at the selection of contaminants at the site tells 

you what kind of risk might be associated with that 

contaminant. And to do that the first thing that we do 

is that we identify chemicals of concern. And that's 

done based on the frequency, on the toxicity and the 

distribution of those contaminants at the site. Once 

we do that we go through a screening process and we 
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determine which -- which chemical we should be paying 
more attention to and which chemicals will be driving 

the risks at the site. 

Okay. And this is basically the result of the 

risk assessment that we did. And in the risk 

assessment we look at different things. We look at 

different scenarios and we try to check all the 

potential populations that could be in contact with 

contamination and could be at risk. In this case we 

have children and adults living off site but near the 

site; children and adults trespassing on the site. We 

have -- we have -- we have children living in the 
vicinity of the site, we have adults living in the 

vicinity of the site, and we have on-site workers. And 

for those scenarios we have different pathways. For 

children living off site, what will happen, they will 

ingest or inhalate some of the soils at the site. What 

would happen with them if they ingest or inhalate some 

of the soil. And to each one of those pathways and 

scenarios we calculated a potential health risk number. 

We have to tell you what would be the potential risk to 

that person. 

So if you go scenario for scenario, you will see 

that most of the risks are really reasonable. The EPA 

has what we call an acceptable risk range, which is 
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actually 1 to 10,000 to 1 in a million. That's what we 

call acceptable risk range. If we are within that risk 
I 

range, usually we don't take any action at a site. In 

this -- in this case you can see that for most of 
these pathways, the risk are very small, they're in the 

range of 9 out of a million, 4 out of a million, and so 

forth. 

The only two pathway scenarios where they have 

some significant risk is for people ingesting, inhaling 

or in dermal contact with the groundwater. And that's 

an assumption that that -- that's a pathway that 
assumes that somebody will be drinking that 

contaminated water at the site, which is not the case. 

The contamination, as you saw, is a very localized to 

what's in the site; nobody's drinking that water. But 

this scenario assumes that somebody in the future might 

drink that water. And if that were the case then you 

will assign the risk number to that. 

In the case of people exposed to groundwater, 

you'll see that the risk are much more significant. 

In the range of 2 out of a thousand. And we have here, 

we decorated the risk of groundwater two ways, since we 

know that we have a real groundwater problem in the 

area, we have contamination there which is not related 

to GCL in that area, we calculated the risk posed by 
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exposure to all the contamination in the groundwater, 

site related and non site related, and that's the 

total. How we decorated the number just for the GCL 

contamination. - 

As you can see, once you take out in those times 

the contamination, the risk is much more smaller. 

Okay. Knowing all the contamination that we have 

at a site, knowing all the risks posed by the site, 

we develop our alternatives for that contamination at 

the site. An alternative available focus on those two 

medias which are the concern. One media that is a 

concern is the groundwater where we found contamination 

which is above drinking water standard. The other 

concern. is the surface water sediments, since we found 

contamination which is above the benchmark levels that 

we have established. We went through a process where 

we -- we tried to look at different technologies and 

different ways of getting up the groundwater. And we 

developed these three alternatives for the groundwater. 

The first once that we have is no action. We are 

required by law to first consider no action, as a 

baseline. Just to give you a comparison number for the 

rest of the alternatives. So we did no action, which 

actually what is involved is long-term monitoring. 

Just going out there and sampling the wells year after 
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year to see what will happen to the contamination. The 

cost for that activity over a 30-year period will be 

roughly $380,000. 

The next alternative that we developed was 

extraction of the groundwater, on-site treatment of 

that groundwater, and discharge of the treated 

groundwater to surface water. Which was that drainage 

ditch that runs around the southern edge of the 

property. - 
In terms of treating the groundwater, we had 

different ways that we could do that. We could do 

carbon absorption, which is a very common treatment 

technology where you put your contamination through a 

carbon filter and at the end you have clean groundwater 

and the carbon retains the contamination. You can also 

go a way of biological treatment, which is not too 

far from what you have in your local wastewater 

treatment facility. - 
We have some problem at this site regarding the 

cleaning up of the aquifer. And these -- and it 
relates to the -- to the type of contamination we have 
there, and -- and the geology that we have at the site. 

And the first one that we have is that creosote, as I 

mentioned before, tends to bind pretty tightly with 

the soil particles. So it is very difficult to clean 
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up areas where we have creosote contamination. And our 

experience has been that in places where we have 

topical contamination we pretty much can pump the water 

for many, many, many years and still there will be some 

residue creosote in the water. So that's -- that's 
very unlikely that we'll be able to clean up that 

portion of the aquifer containing creosote. 

However, there is another portion of the aquifer, 

and that was the benzene area I showed you before in 

green, and that area is -- we would like it to be 
clean, And about -- well, before we start actually 
pumping and treating, we would like to try some things 

which have been tried at other sites to clean up 

groundwater. And we would like to see whether 

technology such as bioremediation would work for the 

benzene, specifically. We have seen that sometimes 

benzene can be biodegrated. By treating the soils 

you provide the material with some help. - Like in some 

cases you can provide oxygen or nutrient to the 

bacteria and that helps to clean up the water. 

So this is one of the things that we have to 

try before we start pumping and treating to see how 

much of that we can -- how much contamination reduction 
we can achieve that way. If not, you know, you know, 

we will be then pumping and treating. 
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Our first concern is to make sure that the plume 

doesn't move from the site, it doesn't leave the site 

and move anywhere. And that's -- that's our first 
priority. And once we made sure that that's done, then 

we -- we have time to address the groundwater either 

through pumping it, to pumping and treating, or to 

using some of these natural attenuation processes which 

might get us the same type of attenuation, at a more 

lower cost. - 
.- 

For the second alternative we have extracting the 

water, doing on-site treatment and then sending the 

discharge to a POTW, which is your local wastewa'cer 

treatment facility. 

And those are the two alternatives that we have 

for the groundwater. 

The costs associated with those two alternatives 

are two million, pretty much. The differentiation of 

the cost estimates are wide enough - that there's no 

significant difference to those numbers. So either 

alternative would cost about 2 million in capital 

costs, and the alternative, the alternative for on-site 

treatment and the discharge of surface water, will 

take -- cost about ten million. 

You can see there is a long-term operation and 

maintenance cost of the wastewater treatment facility. 
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For the -- the discharge to a POTW, the total cost is 

about $9.5 million, that's including the operation and 

maintenance over a 30-year period. 

The other media that we are addressing is surface 

water sediments, and again we have three alternative, 

the first one being no action, which we're again 

required to include. And the cost of just monitoring 

the sediment contamination will cost -- will be roughly 
about 277,000 over a 30-year period. The other - 

treatment of those sediments, using the same thermal 

desorption system that we're going to be using for the 

GCL property soils. 

As you might remember from before, last summer we 

selected the remedy for the soils which actually 

includes excavation of the soils and treating them 

on-site using that thermal desorption system. Since 

the sediment has the same type - of contamination, you 

could excavate the sediments and run them through the I 
same treatment system as you -- as you've already 
assigned for the soils. The cost of doing that will be 

roughly $300,000. 

If you were to take the same sediments and you 

were to send them off site to a private treatment and 

disposal facility, that would cost you roughly 
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So those are -- we have three alternative, then, 
for groundwater, and three for surface water sediments 

Do you have any questions at any point, please 

feel free to interrupt me. 

The next thing that we did was we put those six 

alternative through a detailed evaluation process, and. 

for doing that we have a set of criteria that include 

nine elements. And this is what is required by law for 

us to do. The first criteria is overall protection of 

human health and the environment. Second one, in 

compliance with all applicable regulations. The third 

one is long-term effectiveness and permanence. The 

next one is reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume 

through treatment. Next one is short-term 

effectiveness, implementability, cost, the state 

acceptance, and that's New York State acceptance; and 

the last one, - which is the one that we are here for, is 

community acceptance. 

So we put our alternatives through that nine 

criteria process. And based on that we are 

recommending that we implement on the site the second 

alternative for the groundwater, which is extracting 

the groundwater and treating the groundwater on-site 

with the discharge of the treated groundwaterto 
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surface water. And we are proposing that we implement 

on-site treatment of the sediments with the soils 

on-site. 

So those -- those two items must constitute our 
preferred alternative for the site, and we will -- we 

would like to hear from you in terms of what you think 

of cleaning of the prope.rty using those -- those two' 
alternatives. 

MS. ECHOLS: Finished? 

MR. RAMOS: I think that's pretty much it, yeah. 

MS. ECHOLS: Okay, we're gonna open up for 

questions and answers. Please state your name loudly 

so the stenographer can record it properly. 

Any questions? Let me turn on the lights. 

Don't be shy now. 

AN ATTENDEE: Are you gonna further investigate 

the possibility of using our wastewater treatment 

facility? - 

MR. RAMOS: Yes. 

AN ATTENDEE: Instead of this, you know, as John 

Woodisheck expressed earlier? 

MR. GARBARINI: Yeah. I guess based upon the 

was going to be sending in a comment letter to us. 

AN ATTENDEE: I just thought the people here 
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surface water. And we are proposing that we implement 

on-site treatment of the sediments with the soils 

on-site. 

So those -- thbse two items must constitute our 

preferred alternative for the site, and we will -- we 
would like to hear from you in terms of what you think 

of cleaning of the property using those -- those two 

alternatives. 

MS. ECHOLS: Finished? 

MR. RAMOS: I think that's pretty much it, yeah. 

MS. ECHOLS: Okay, we're gonna open up for 

questions and answers. Please state your name loudly 

so the stenographer can record it properly. 

Any questions? Let me turn on the lights. 

Don't be shy now. 

AN ATTENDEE: Are you gonna further investigate 

the possibility of using our wastewater treatment 

facility? - 

MR. RAMOS: Yes. 

AN ATTENDEE: Instead of this, you know, as John 

Woodisheck expressed earlier? 

MR. GARBARINI: Yeah. I guess based upon the 

meeting that we had this afternoon it sounded like John 

was going to be sending in a comment letter to us. 

AN ATTENDEE: I just thought the people here 
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might like to know that, that the thing is even 

though these are your recommendations at the moment, 

John Woodisheck, the village engineer, indicated that 

he thought it could be done more cost effectively by 

putting it through our wastewater treatment plant, 

there are certain details that would have to be worked 

out, but. I thought the people should know that. 

MR. GARBARINI: Yeah, I think that's very 

important. As with any of the alternatives that were 

mentioned there, the people here could express their 

desire for us to implement any one of those, but I 

think the Town's willingness to allow us to use the 

POTW is a very important consideration for us. And I 

guess John will be putting something in writing to that 

effect. 

AN ATTENDEE: Right. 

MR. GARBARINI: It had seemed a lot more 

uncertain to us going back a few months ago whether 

there would be the ability to use the POTW. But if we 

could get something in writing. 

AN ATTENDEE: John will get something to you in 

writing. 

MR. GARBARINI: And I guess actually in going 

through our cost analysis we had used the higher end 

range of treatment costs for going through the POTW. 
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But apparently John is indicating that's probably a 

high end range cost, and maybe he will give us some 

additional cost information. That may make that 

alternative the less costly or significantly less 

costly than the one we're currently proposing. 

AN ATTENDEE: Okay, thank you. 

MR. GARBARINI: I guess, I guess one thing I just 

can't emphasize too much here regarding the groundwater 
- - 

remedy is the fact that when we deal with pump and 

treat systems, we really are dealing with some great 

unknowns as to how long it might take to clean up an 

aquifer and how effective actual pumping and treating 

might be. We get into a lot of these cases where we 

have dense, nonaquous phase liquids on-site, and as t 

Carlos has mentioned we found out that it could take, 

you know, centuries to clean them up. So that's a 

very, very important consideration. We do have the 

benzene plume here, which looks like it might be 

manageable. And we're really gonna start to target our 

efforts at cleaning that benzene plume up. But again, 

during the design phase we'll be doing greater 

investigation of the subsurface. 

AN ATTENDEE: Good question. 

MR. GARBARINI: And that could definitely impact 

the type of remedy we ultimately implement here. 
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We had stated that we would try to achieve the 

ARARs, which are basically drinking water standards for 

the groundwater. But it may not actually be possible 

to achieve those levels. So that's an important 

consideration in selecting a remedy as well as how Jong 

we actually operate the system that is designed to 

achieve those levels. 

AN ATTENDEE: I Should point Out that if it were 
- 

feasible to use the wastewater treatment plant, we -- 
we aren't proposing that we lock you into a long-term 

contract, because at some time you -- at some point 

decide that you didn't need to do it anymore or 

whatever. So there'd be that flexibility built into 

the agreement, which -- which could be lived -- lived , 

by by both parties. I'm sure we could work that out. 

MR. GARBARINI: Okay. 

AN ATTENDEE: We aren't particularly interested 

in -- I mean this isn't baseball, but this is, you 
know. 

MR. GARBARINI: Right. Right. 

AN ATTENDEE: Go on strike? 

MR. GARBARINI: As I had mentioned to you 

earlier, sometimes we're a little bit reluctant to go 

ahead and select a remedy that involves sending the 

discharge off to a P O W  -- 
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AN ATTENDEE: Right. 

MR. GARBARINI: -- when we really don't have a 
firm commitment on behalf of the town. Certainly as 

you understand with potential change in administrations 

and all that, we have to take that all into .- 
consideration. So the stronger opinion we get from you 

on that end of things the better the likelihood that we 

would, you know, select that alternative. 
- 

AN ATTENDEE: Well, it's in our best interest as 

taxpayers to keep the costs down as much as possible, 

and if we can -- and we have the capacity at our 
treatment plant and it's doable from your standpoint, 

why not. So. 

MR. GARBARINI: I appreciate that. 

AN ATTENDEE: James Carr. I assume that area 

down there will be locked as far as further usage for 

quite a period of time for anything else? 

MR. GARBARINI: The site? 

AN ATTENDEE: That GCL will be a 30-year plan? 

MR. GARBARINI: No, not necessarily. 

AN ATTENDEE: Okay. 

MR. GARBARINI: Basically the key thing that we 

are concerned about is getting the soils and the 

leftover creosote scraps of wood out of there, 

basically, and treat it. And then obviously if -- 
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depending upon what our ultimate groundwater remedy 

looks like, we're gonna need some space for piping and 

for the treatment facility itself. So, but aside from 

that small amount of area, the rest of the property 

would be useable. After the soil work is all 

completed. 

AN ATTENDEE: I should point out that that area 

is zoned industrial, and there's -- I can't see 
anybody's intention of ever zoning it otherwise. I 

mean it's -- it's all contiguous with other industrial 

facilities, so it 7 -  there'd-be no point, the point 

being that nobody is going to sell it for a housing 

development. 

AN ATTENDEE: Which wouldn't be recommended by 

you people anyway. 

MR. GARBARINI: Exactly. And I guess we'd be 

very interested in working with you and trying to get 

the property back to some sort of use as soon as 

possible also. 

AN ATTENDEE: Let us know who owns it. 

AN ATTENDEE: Do you have any -- do you have any 
target, target dates or time frame, or, am I putting 

you on the spot? 

MR. GARBARINI: Well, you're putting us on the 

spot, but that's fine. Basically, as Carlos mentioned, 
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we're about to go through the remedial design process 

now for the soil treatment system. So generally, you 

know, that takes us anywhere about -- I'd say about 18 

months or so to complete that process. And then I 

think we were projecting about another year to treas 

the contaminated soils after that. So I think we're 

probably looking at about two and a half years from now 

before the soil work is all done. And in the meantime 

the design, if we go ahead and move forward with the 

selection of the groundwater remedy, we would be out 

there probably doing some significant additional . . 

investigatory work to try and figure out exactly how 

to implement the remedy. And I'd -- I'd say the design 

of that system would probably be more in the order of .. 

maybe two and a half years, two, two and a half years. 

AN ATTENDEE: Thank you. 

MS. ECHOLS: Any more questions? 

AN ATTENDEE:. Brent Hollenbeck for the Daily 

Star. I talked with Carlos last week. I'm still a 

little unclear as to the total, total cost of the 

Phase 1 and Phase 2. I know the EPA talked about a 15 

million cost at one point, and I wasn't sure if that 

was just for Phase 1 or if that included Phase 1 and 

Phase 2, the entire cleanup at the site. Do you have 

an overall total cost estimate for the work there? ' 
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II is remedy, we selected last summer for the soils, and 

II that's roughly close to five -- you know, 14 point 

II something, I guess, or roughly about $15 million. 

/ /  That's only for the soils. What we're saying today.. is 

the cost for this additional work that needs to be done 

at the site, and that's -- that's the cost for the 

groundwater and the sediments, and the groundwater I 
- - 
guess the cost is roughly about ten million over a 

II 30-year period, and for the sediments about $300,000. 

1 So you add all that up, I guess we have 15 plus 10, 

I/ plus 2 5 ,  plus 300, so it's about 25.3, roughly. 

11 AN ATTENDEE: 25.3 million for the both phases? 

11 MR. RAMOS: Yeah, all the phases. 

I1 MR. GARBARINI: That is an estimated cost too. 

I/ One thing that we've learned since the last public 

meeting, actually when we came -- arrived at those 
costs of the $15 million, is that there is the 

possibility that approximately one-third of the 

material may be able to go over to the New York State 

)I Electric and Gas authority for treatment. We're going 

to be exploring that option with them based upon some 

input we got from the community and -- and NYSEG also. 

11 So that could result in some significant savings on 

that front. And again, this -- this estimate for the 
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groundwater, we're looking at $2 million in capital 

costs, and then the projected cost for 30 years of 

treatment bring it up to the $10 million total. So 

there's -- depending upon what our future 
investigations.revea1, that number could be very ,, 

different. 

MS. ECHOLS: Any more questions? Okay. 

MR. GARBARINI: People want a few more minutes 
- - 

to think about things before we close the meeting? 

See if you have any other questions? 

AN ATTENDEE: Does anybody check your risk 

analysis figures? 

MR. RAMOS: We do have our contractor working out 

the numbers and we have our in-house risk assessor that 

verify the numbers. So they are checked twice, by our 

contractors, by ourselves. Plus we brought it up for 

public comment also. 

AN ATTENDEE: So if -- if someone had made a - 

mistake, say, and -- and I guess the one risk area was 
the groundwater, if someone actually ingested the 

groundwater? 

MR. RAMOS: Yeah. 

AN ATTENDEE: That's the one that is requiring 

this to be cleaned up? 

MR. RAMOS: Yes. 
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AN ATTENDEE: And there's only -- 
MR. RAMOS: In addition to that risk, the 

contaminations in the groundwater is above the drinking 

water standards. So just by being above the drinking 

water standard, which is a health based number, an ,. 

number of what would be the risk. But yes, we have a 

very lengthy internal review and extensive review 
- - 

process, comes from the contractor to us, we review 

them, we send them also to New York State and they 

review them. 

AN ATTENDEE: So that was two -- there was a risk 

of 2 in 1,000 or 2 in 10,000 was it, that -- 
MR. RAMOS: For -- 

AN ATTENDEE: For drinking the groundwater? 

MR. RAMOS: If the groundwater will be roughly at 

two -- two in a thousand for adults living in the 

vicinity of the site. 

MR. GARBARINI: Lots of time at sites groundwater 

remedies will just be driven by the fact that levels 

are above drinking water standards. 

AN ATTENDEE: How much, can you reach that -- 
just from background information for future thought, to 

reach that 2 in 1,000, how much water did the 

individual have to drink over how much -- what period 

Empire Court Reporters 
One Marine Midland Plaza 
Binghamton, NY 13901 



of time? 

MR. RAMOS: I don't recall the exact number. ~ u t  

it's -- it considers the amount of water that the 
person drinks, it includes the body weight, children 

the typical contaminated areas, it includes the amount 

of time, I mean the -- the -- for example, children who 
were drinking water for a year, that can happen. So 

- - 
there are different -- all these factors are -- are put 
together into a formal list, then you come up with a 

calculation on that. The specific numbers, liters 

of -- of water per day, I don't recall. We can check 

it out when the meeting's finished, I have the report 

there. And we can -- do you remember that by any 
chance, off the top of your head? I'm sorry, do you 

remember from the top of your head? 

AN ATTENDEE: No. It's a reasonable amount. All 

the -- there is three factors there too, there's -- 

there's not only ingestion but there's inhalation, if 

you have volatiles and you -- typical case is in a 
shower, where it volatilizes and it also contacts 

with the skin. Through washing of hands and other ' 

things. All the parameters that went into the models 

are in the remedial investigation report. 

MR. RAMOS: Yeah. 
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AN ATTENDEE: And they're all based, as Carlos 

said, upon body weight, upon number of days in the 

area, especially when you deal with older children who 

may be gone. And all those are based upon EPA 

acceptance standards and practices which we employ . 
quantitative amount. 

AN ATTENDEE: But it's just like not casual 

contact if you -- - - 
AN ATTENDEE: They're based on prolonged 

exposure. 

MR. GARBARINI: And lots of cases, I'm not saying 

for this site that was done, but in a lot of cases 

standards of acceptances are something like 2 liters 

. a day over the course of 30 years, assuming a lifetime 

of 70 years, something like that. 

AN ATTENDEE: And then there is an increased 

possibility of the 2 in 1,000 that they could develop 

some -- 

MR. RAMOS: That's -- that's a potential risk, 
doesn't mean that you're gonna get any cancer, that's 

just a potential risk. And that's just a way for us to 

assess the potential problems that maybe that will be 

caused by the site. So it's not that it"s gonna 

happen, but there's a potential that it can happen. 

MR. GARBARINI: Especially, as you know, we've 
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all discussed before, no one is currently drinking the 

groundwater at the site, and it is zoned industrial. 

SO. 

MS. ECHOLS: Okay. Any more questions? 

AN ATTENDEE: Thank you for the presentation and 

the opportunity to ask questions. Appreciate your 

coming. 

MR. RAMOS: As Cecilia mentioned, the comment - - 
period ends on March 30th. So if you have any comments 

you want to put in, you know, onpaper, please feel 

free to do that. -And send it to us, we'll be happy to 

include that in our responsiveness summary section of 

the record of decision. Or, you know, just a comment, 

if you want to call us up and just let US know about 

it, that's fine. 

AN ATTENDEE: Who reads that? 

MR. RAMOS: Who reads what? 

AN ATTENDEE: Reads the public comment. 

MR. GARBARINI: Basically the way the process 

works is the public comments will come in to Carlos and 

Cecilia, either written or verbal here tonight, then 

there will be -- the responsiveness summary will be 
prepared. It usually goes -- that's part of a larger 
document called the record of decision. And a record 

of decision is the document that provides a conceptual 
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plan for the remedy, it actually selects the remedy 

that's gonna be implemented, and that's signed by the 

highest ranking official in the Region I1 office, the 

regional administrator. And so the entire document 

generally goes through the loop all the way up the . 
chain of command, so a lot of people read it. 

AN ATTENDEE: Well, what just appears to me is 

that you've already got -- you've got those nine 
criteria, you've already made your decision, we've got 

- 

public comment tonight, it's kind of after the fact. 

MR. GARBARINI: No. No. That's not the case. 

The idea, that's why we're using the term the 

preferred alternative. We're saying that that's what's 

our -- we've -- we've figured out what the nature and 
extent of contamination is, we have determined what the 

risks are, we have determined that there are some 

unacceptable risks and some levels of contamination in 

the groundwater that look like they need remediation, 

we've looked at different alternatives for cleaning up 

the site to acceptable levels, and now what we're doing 

is saying based upon our evaluation of those 

alternatives we are preferring the one alternative for 

the groundwater, alternative two, and alternative three 

for the -- alternative two for the soils -- sed -- I'm 
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sorry, surface water sediments also. But that's why 

we're soliciting comments, because we could ultimately 

change that when we sign the record of decision. And 

that would also be documented, any significant changes 

would be documented in the record of decision. 

MR. RAMOS: I just -- I mean we take comments 
very seriously. Last year we did modify the remedy 

between -- the remedy for the soils to incorporate the - 
comments that we received here. So, you know, we do 

indeed take very seriously your comments. And in many 

cases we will modify or change remedies based on that. 

MS. ECHOLS: Sir? 

AN ATTENDEE: Glen Umbra, from Unadilla. Do 

you -- it says here in the risk assessment, it just 
says potential excess cancer risk for GCL related only. 

There seems to be a lot more, you know, chemicals, 

metals in there other than what is just from the 

polyaromatic from the plant itself. Are you gonna -- 

are you doing anything with these other, you know, the 

other high metal con' -- you know, concentrations that 
are in there? Is there any risk from them being there? 

MR. RAMOS: You talking about the metals -- 

excuse me, let me just put that table up. Okay. Here 

we are. Yes. Your comment specifically about the 

non-GCL risk? 
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AN ATTENDEE: Right, well, you've only -- you've 
only covered -- there's only so many things from the 
GCL plant that's on the -- in the ground there. 

MR. RAMOS: Yeah. 

AN ATTENDEE: There seems to be a heck of a lpt 

more with your volatile organics and your metals that 

are in there. 

MR. RAMOS: That's true. 

AN ATTENDEE: Are you taking that into 

consideration with these risks? 

MR. RAMOS: Yes, it is. When we have the risk 

that we calculated for total, which is this -- this 
column here, we have total risk, it includes 

everything; includes metal, volatile organic compounds, 

all the contamination that we found there, which is -- 
which isn't the less contaminant of concern. Let me 

just backtrack a bit here. You can see this is more 

from this figure. These are the contaminants of 

concern. You can see quite a few of the contaminants 

have to be more clear asterisks next to it. And 

there's a note at the end to say not a contaminant of 

concern when Route 8 landfill wells are excluded. And 

what that means is that those were contaminants which 

were included in the risk assessment for total risk. 

But we know that they are not site related. So that, 
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to answer your question, we have, yes, you're'right, 

there are many other contaminants which are not GCL 

site contaminants. But they were indeed included when 

we calculated the total risk. 

AN ATTENDEE: You already have the Route -- the 

Route 8 site's already there, you're gonna be setting 

up another site, another whatever you want to call it, 

on that site, the GCL site, to -- - 
MR. RAMOS: You're talking about groundwater 

restoration system. 

AN ATTENDEE: Right. 

MR. RAMOS: Exactly. 

AN ATTENDEE: So you're gonna be more or less, 

are you gonna be working hand in hand with the other 

one to be remediating that site? Of everything? 

MR. RAMOS: From the very beginning, for example, 

we went to Una-Lam and asked them for the information 

that they have in the groundwater. They have a very 

extensive network of -- of monitoring wells. So from 

the beginning we went there to say, you know, you have 

wells in the area, can we have your data. So they 

supply us with data. After we examine that data we 

say, you know, we want samples on your wells as part of 

your investigation. so we use -- we used their wells 

and took samples for us. And we used that to determine I 
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what was site related.and what wasn't site related. 

And also determine the full extent of contamination 

from the GCL site. 

After.that the Route 8 landfill was in the 

process of putting together groundwater extraction pnd 

treatment system, they have remediation system on 

their -- under the -- under the New York state 
Department of Environmental Conservation oversight, 

.which is actually addressing groundwater contamination, 

they're already there pumping their own water and 

treating the groundwater. And we certainly -- we 

will continue to make efforts in the future to make 

sure that one system doesn't interfere with the 

other system, second, make sure that whatever they -- 
you know, we do, just addresses our plume, if they're 

doing something to help us then we don't have to redo 

it. 

Certainly as more information is developed from 

their system and more information is developed from our 

system, we will make sure that -- that both Systems 
are -- are operating in the fashion that they 

compliment each other and they don't actually interfere 

one with the other. So there will be a lot more 

coordination in the future as we move from the design 

into the actual remedial action phase. 
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AN ATTENDEE: Okay. What about the -- you said 
over land flow, you're gonna be -- that was one option 
of pumping it out and then just over land flow to 

the -- after you treat it? 
MR. RAMOS: Discharging into the drainage ditch. 

AN ATTENDEE: The drainage, where does that flow? 

MR. RAMOS: That flows eventually through the 

Una-Lam and further down the line to the Susquehanna 
- 

River. And that's the same point where -- actually 

where thatlandfill is -- is discharging their treated 
water. 

AN ATTENDEE: Okay. My -- my -- I guess what 1 

was asking is there -- 
MR. RAMOS: I'm sorry. 

AN ATTENDEE: Is there a potential risk for the 

farther on, like the back River Road and on the back 

side of the airport farther on down Gifford Road? 

MR. RAMOS: No, we didn't find any contamination 

outside, as a matter of fact we have a well which is 

close to the railroad tracks, let me just pull the 

other figures with the nice colors on. 

MR. GARBARINI: Are you concerned about the 

existing contamination or contamination that might be 

caused by our discharge? 

AN ATTENDEE: Both. Both from, you know, 
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going -- it would be heading -- well, this is north so 
it would be heading toward west, toward the back River 

Road and back of the airport. Where there's a farm 

back that way. 

MR. RAMOS: From groundwater or from discharged . . 
water? 

AN ATTENDEE: Discharge water. 

MR. RAMOS: Okay, the water which is gonna be 

discharged somewhere around this drainage ditch here. 

And we'll meet all -- all the cleanup standards, that's 
the Federal Government and the state required to make 

sure that doesn't have any impact in the -- in the eco 
system or in the drinking wa' -- in the surface water 
or supposed to be made for the underlined. 

MR. GARBARINI: You could probably -- you could 
drink the water that we're gonna be discharging in 

there. 

MR. RAMOS: Basically many times it's - it's more 
cleaner than drinking water. 

MR. GARBARINI: Yeah. 

MR. RAMOS: You know, sometimes -- sometimes Some 
of these cleanup numbers are more stringent than 

drinking water standards. So. It is extremely good 

quality water. So, and that's -- I mean that's for the 

discharge. 
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As of contamination of the property, so far we 

haven't found any.GCL related contamination of the 

groundwater outside the property, there is some 

~ontamination in the area, in the groundwater, but it's 

not site related. It's probably that renewed program 

with the VOCs for the Route 8 landfill, and that's, as 

I mentioned before, being addressed, they're now 

operating groundwater pump on two different systems so 

hopefully that will resolve significantly that problem. 

That's -- I mean creosote, you know, has a good 
side and a bad side. You know, the -- the bad side is 

that once it gets into the groundwater it's very hard 

to clean. But the good side is that it doesn't move 

freely much. So once it gets there and reaches a 

certain level it really doesn't move much more. 

Doesn't move more, much, it will stay pretty much put. 

And that's why after all these years at the site you 

only have, you know, some very limited areas of 

groundwater contamination. 

MR. GARBARINI: They really -- our primary 

concern too is making sure that the contaminants don't 

migrate off site. So the key thing is to make sure 

everything is contained. I mean we could -- we could 

ultimately just end up in designing some sort of remedy 

where we made sure if the contaminants aren't already 
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contained, just made sure that they don't migrate off 

site. And then perhaps when we look at the pumping and 

treating we may find out that hey, we're really not 

doing the groundwater any good by continuing to pump. 

and treat. So let's just hold our horses and make sure 

that we contain the contamination. Because -- 
AN ATTENDEE: The groundwater flow actually does 

flow that -- toward the west, right? 
MR. RAMOS: It flows towards ;he Susquehanna 

River. 

AN ATTENDEE: TO the northwest, right? 

MR. RAMOS: No, actually it runs toward -- funny 
thing is that groundwater movement there is a bit 

complex in terms of shallow aquifer is a little bit 

different than the deep aquifer in a different 

direction. But generally it moves toward the 

Susquehanna River. This is north here, the Susquehanna 

is near north, kind of northeast kind of fashion. So 

this is most of the general flow of the groundwater 

there. In different areas it moves a bit different, 

but it moves always toward the Susquehanna. 

AN ATTENDEE: Where does your ditch go you're 

talking about? 

MR. RAMOS: It will be on-site, it will -- 
AN ATTENDEE: On-site, where does it -- it's got 
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to go somewhere, is it just gonna be a lagoon? 

MR. RAMOS: Exactly, it would be on the edge -- 
you mean the collection? 

AN ATTENDEE: Where is it gonna go eventually, 

the ditch? 

MR. RAMOS: Oh, the ditch where we're'gonna be 

discharging the water? Yeah, that's the -- 
AN ATTENDEE: It isn't gonna go north towards the 

- 
Susquehanna. 

MR. RAMOS: Eventually, eventually goes to the 

Susquehanna . - 
AN ATTENDEE: Yeah, it will, but it has to go 

west, as he says, before it ever gets there. East, I'm 

sorry, I'm sorry. 

MR. RAMOS: Yeah, this is additional here, the 

discharge to this point, let's say discharge here the 

water would direction this way. 

AN ATTENDEE: It's gonna go that way. 

MR. RAMOS: That way, until eventually -- 
AN ATTENDEE: That's toward the town wells. 

AN ATTENDEE: On the other side of Route 8. 

AN ATTENDEE: Okay, okay, now I see. 

AN ATTENDEE: It goes both ways, doesn't it? 

Right about -- right about where your pen is it starts 
going the other way, doesn't it? 
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MR. RAMOS: You are down here, this is a wetland 

here, if you are within the wetland area, it goes that 

way. 

AN ATTENDEE: Right. 

MR. RAMOS: It goes toward the west. 

AN ATTENDEE: How far? 

AN ATTENDEE: It's heading west, and the 

groundwater flows toward the back River Road toward the 
- 

barn, toward that farm. 

AN ATTENDEE: NO. 

MR. RAMOS: That water moves towards the 

Susquehanna that way. 

AN ATTENDEE: Surface water does. 

MR. RAMOS: Surface water. There's a point 

here, there's like a barrier here, from -- from some 
point here down the groundwater moves -- moves east. 

At some point here it moves west. 

AN ATTENDEE: Surface water. 

MR. RAMOS: Surface water we're talking about, 

yeah. Surface water. So if it went to the chart, it 

would chart someplace here, which would eventually go 

towards this, from the drainage ditch to that Una-Lam, 

and eventually it would reach into the Susquehanna 

River. 

But as I mentioned before, the water that will be 
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discharging there is -- is many cases cpeaner than 
drinking water.' So we -- you know, we are not 
discharging -- if we were to pump and treat, you know, 
we would not be discharging any water that have 

contamination that would affect either the biol -- $he 

biology of the stream or people down the line. 

MS. ECHOLS: Any more questions? 

Okay, I guess we're gonna wrap it up. And as 
- 

Carlos said, the public comment period ends on 

March 30th, if you have any comments you can write into 

our office, our address is in the proposed plan. And, 

thanks so much for coming out. 

MR. GARBARINI: Thank you very much. 

MR. RAMOS: Thanks a lot. 

(Proceedings were adjourned at 8:06 p.m.) 
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BY (. Ll/TZI1 " , 9 W-W-AL / P P*C 
Ruth' I. Lynch 
Registezed Professional Reporter 

Telephone: (607) 724-8724 

Empire Court Reporters 
One Marine Midland Plaza 
Binghamton, NY 13901 
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VILLAGE-OF SIDNEY - 

Sidney Civic Center, 21 Liberty Street 
Sidney, New York 13838 

Phone (607) 561-2324 
Fax (607) 561-2310 

March 21, 1995 

Mr. Car los  R. Ramos 
Remedial P r o j e c t  Manager 
US Environmental P r o t e c t i o n  AcJency 
290 Broadway, 20th F loor  
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Re: GCL T i e  & Trea t ing  S i t e  Operable Uni t  2 
V i l l a g e  of Sidney,  Delaware County, New York 

Dear M r .  Ramos: . . 

The fo l lowing  comments a r e  provided i n  review of t h e  above 
re fe renced  p r o j e c t :  

Ground water  contaminant boundaries i n  t h e  shal low 
i n t e r m e d i a t e  and deep zones have appa ren t ly  n o t  been 
e s t a b l i s h e d  and confirmed a s  evidenced by contaminat ion i n  . 
per imeter  w e l l s .  A t  t h e  p re l imina ry  meeting on March 8 ,  1995 
it was noted by EPA r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  t h a t  con tamina t ion  due t o  
GCL s i t e  a c t i v i t i e s  have been e s t a b l i s h e d  and t h a t  
c o n t a m ~ n a t i o n  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  t h e  w e l l s  a long  t h e  n o r t h e r n  
pe r ime te r  i s  a t t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  R t .  8 l a n d f i l l  p r o j e c t .  A s  
t h e r e  a r e  r e s i d e n t i a l  ground water  u s e r s  l o c a t e d  
no r thwes t e r ly  of t h e  s i t e  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  impact  t o  t h e s e  u s e r s  
due t o  o f f s i t e  mig ra t ion  whether GCL o r  non GCL r e l a t e d  
should be  considered.  

With r e s p e c t  t o  a l t e r n a t i v e s  e v a l u a t i o n  cons ider  i n c l u d i n g  
moni tor ing of e x i s t i n g  down s t ream w e l l s  i n  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  
inc lud ing  "no b u i l d "  f o r  reasons  mentioned above. 

A f t e r  s o i l s  a r e  remediated through ope rab le  u n i t  1 and 2 and 
t h e  ground water  recovery system i s  i n  p l a c e ,  can t h e  land  be 
u t i l i z e d ?  

Ref. page 12 of Summary: The goal of a l t e r n a t i v e  GW-3 
r e f e r r e d  i n  t h e  l a s t  paragraph of t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  d e s c r i p t i o n  
i s  n o t  s t a t e d .  I would s u g g e s t  i n s e r t i n g  " t h e  g o a l  of 
a l t e r n a t e  GW-3 i s  -----" p r i o r  t o  l a s t  paragraph (complete 
t h e  s t a t emen t  as a p p r o p r i a t e ) .  



M r .  Car los  R .  Ramos 
U.S.E.P.A. 

March 21, 1995 
Page 2  

5. ~ l t h o u g h  t h e  c l o s e s t  connect ion p o i n t  t o  t h e  p u b l i c  sewer 
system on t h e  sou th  s i d e  of Delaware Avenue, probably t h e  
most expedien t  connec t ion  p o i n t  would be t o  t h e  p u b l i c  sewer 
on Unalam p rope r ty  running i n  a  north-south d i r e c t i o n  i n  t h e  
v i c i n i t y  of t h e  Unalam water  w e l l  which sewer con t inues  a long 
t h e  s o u t h e r l y  s i d e  of t h e  r a i l r o a d  near  MW-04 shown on f i g u r e  
1 - 1 2  (see a t t a c h e d  sewer drawing) .  

6 .  Can EPA f u r n i s h  t h e  a n t i c i p a t e d  makeup (even wors t  c a s e )  of 
t h e  d i s c h a r g e  fo l lowing  s e p a r a t i o n  and manganese 
p re t r ea tmen t ,  i . e . ,  what would be d i scharged  t o  t h e  p u b l i c  
sewer under a l t e r n a t e  GW-3? 

7 .  EPA has  i d e n t i f i e d  two b a s i c  t e c h n o l o g i c a l l y  f e a s i b l e  
remedia t ion  a l t e r n a t i v e  w i t h  t r ea tmen t  - o n s i t e  (GW-2) and 
t r ea tmen t  o f f s i t e  a t  t h e  V i l l a g e  POTW (GW-3). Carbon 
a d s o r p t i o n  and b i o l o g i c a l  t r ea tmen t  would be o p t i o n s  w i t h i n  
t h e  GW-2 a l t e r n a t i v e .  

$5/1000 g a l .  was used a s  t h e  t r ea tmen t  c o s t  a t  t h e  POTW which 
imp l i e s  $92,00O/yr. O&M c o s t .  

The c u r r e n t  r a t e  f o r  sewage t r ea tmen t  i s  $2.26/1000 g a l .  A t  
30 gpm t h i s  r a t e  would imply $35,635/yr.  O&M c o s t .  

The P r e s e n t  Worth (P.W.) of $92,00O/yr., 
30 y r s . ,  7 %  = $1,141,628 

The P.W. of $35,635/yr.,  30 y r s . ,  7 %  = 4 4 2 , 1 9 4  
P.W. d i f f e r e n c e  = $699,434 

The re fo re ,  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  P.W. of a l t e r n a t e  GW-3 = $8,818,766 

Roth a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  GW-2 and GW-3, a r e  expected t o  r e q u i r e  
phase s e p a r a t i o n  and p re t r ea tmen t .  The GW-2 a l t e r n a t i v e  may 
r e q u i r e  bench o r  p i l o t  s t u d i e s  f o r :  b i o r e a c t i o n  s i z i n g ,  
n u t r i e n t  a d d i t i o n ,  media replacement;  p rov i s ion  f o r  removal 
of exces s  biomass, r e c y c l i n g  of biomass, and/or excess  
biomass d i s p o s a l ;  contaminant deg rada t ion  l e v e l s  e v a l u a t i o n  
with  f u r t h e r  bench o r  p i l o t  s t u d i e s  t o  determine i f  carbon 
a d s o r p t i o n  would be needed t o  p o l i s h  t h e  e f f l u e n t  p r i o r  t o  
s u r f a c e  d i scha rge .  I n  o t h e r  words, t h e  s e l e c t i o n  of GW-2 i s  
n o t  w i thou t  p o s s i b l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  f u r t h e r  i n v e s t i g a t i o n .  

With r e s p e c t  t o  a l t e r n a t i v e  GW-3 ( t r e a t m e n t  a t  t h e  V i l l a g e  
POTW): 30 gpm i s  s m a l l  i n  comparison w i t h  t h e  normal 416 gpm 
average p l a n t  flow and i s  n o t  expected t o  i n t e r f e r e  w i t h  t h e  
t r e a t m e n t  p rocess .  Discharges from t h e  POTW a s  i n  t h e  ca se  . 
of GW-2 a r e  l i q u i d  ( e f f l u e n t ) ,  s o l i d  ( s l u d g e )  and a i r .  P l a n t  
e f f l u e n t  i s  d i scharged  t o  t h e  Susquehanna River v i a  a  SPDES 
permit  r e g u l a t e d  by NYSDEC. Dewatered s l u d g e  is d i sposed  of 
a t  t h e  Delaware County l a n d f i l l  r egu la t ed  by Delaware County 
and NYSDEC. A i r  d i s cha rges  a r e  n o t  r e g u l a t e d .  



M r .  Car los  R .  Ramos 
U.S.E.P.A. . . March 2 1 ,  1995 

Page 3 

I f  EPA r e q u i r e s  a  long  term commitment on beha l f  of t h e  
V i l l a g e  t o  accep t  t h e  e f f l u e n t ,  t h e  V i l l a g e  p ruden t ly  should:  

1) Get a  formal  op in ion  on t h e  l i k e l y  impact  on our  e f f l u e n t  
and s ludge  d i s c h a r g e s  based on a  p r o f i l e  of t h e  expected 
i n f l u e n t  . 

2 )  Obtain concurrence of NYSDEC wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  SPDES 
d i s c h a r g e  permi t .  

3 )  Obtain concurrence of Delaware Countv and NYSDEC wi th  
r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  s ludge  d i scha rge  t o  Delaware County 
l a n d f i l l .  

I expect  t h a t  Delaware County would r e q u i r e  t h a t  our  s ludge  
no t  exceed land  a p p l i c a t i o n  c r i t e r i a  and I have no reason  t o  
b e l i e v e  t h a t  it would exceed t h i s  c r i t e r i a  a s  a  S e s u l t  of 
accep t ing  t h i s  d i s cha rge .  

The revenue t o  t h e  V i l l a g e  of Sidney would b e n e f i t  t h e  sewer fund 
budget .  One of t h e  r ea sons  and probabl:~ t h e  primary r ea scn  t h a t  
t h e  V i l l a g e  has  n o t  implemented water meter ing f o r  r e s i d e n t i a l  
customers i s  due t o  t h e  l o s s  of revenue t h a t  would t a k e  p l ace  i n  
t h e  swi tch  from f l a t  r a t e  t o  metered r a t e .  The revenue accrued 
from accep t ing  t h i s  f low could he lp  make complete water  meter ing 
f e a s i b l e  t he reby  provid ing  a  secondary b e n e f i t  t o  t h e  V i l l a g e  and 
he lp  meet t h e  NYSDEC o b j e c t i v e  of meter ing.  

We r e q u e s t  t h a t  EPA cons ider  making a l t e r n a t i v e  GW-3 t h e  
p r e f e r r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e .  

I t  i s  understood t h a t  w i t h  pre l iminary  conceptua l  approva l  t h e  
V i l l a g e  would pursue  t h e  t h r e e  i tems o u t l i n e d  above i n  a  t ime ly  
f a sh ion  and would complete same on a  mutua l ly  agreed upon 
schedule .  

W e  would a p p r e c i a t e  your cons ide ra t ion  and response ,  and i f  you 
have any q u e s t i o n s ,  p l e a s e  c o n t a c t  m e .  

S i n c e r e l y ,  
VILLAGE OF SIDNEY 

V i l l a g e  Engineer 

cc: Mayor Davis 
T rus t ee s  
Frank Hol ley 





March 17, 1995 

Mr. Timothy Fields, Jr. 
Deputy Assistant Administrator 
Office of Solid Ws te  and Emergency Response 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
401 M Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20460 - 

- 
Dear Mr. Fields: 

. ... It. was indeed * -!c?ci!rn rneetinrl you at .Temple..Universityls workshopon .. . . . . . .. 
"lmpaci i, iiiv~ronnental Remediati;,; Requirements on Inner City Revitalization" and , . ., 

listeninq toyour ; :xi: on the Supeiunc' orngram and the Brownfie!d Redevelopment 
Program. As ,,;:, had discussed, I've a: ~ c n e d  information for your review on what 
NYSEG is doing for remediation of form?i Manufactured Gas Plant (MGP) sites. 

NYSEG has obtained permits from NYSDEC to burn coal tar soil (CTS) from 
MGP sites in our utility boilers. In the last six months, NYSEG has provided an 
environmentally safe and economic remediation technology for clean-up of four MGP 
sites in the northeast. 

. . 
Maybe just a drop in the bucket when considering the estimated 1,500 to 2,500 

sitesthat mayexist nationwide, but it was only .six months, and doesn't inc!ude.!he . . .. . 

other utilities across the country with similar capability. . . . . 

The biggest asset to this movement has been the EPA's approval of EEl's MGP 
site remediation strategy. Rather than having to manage the MGP contaminated soils 
as a characteristic hazardous waste, the strategy allows for blending the other less 
contaminated material on site to render the entire volume non-hazardous. As a result, 
the utility can transport and burn the material as a solid waste. In addition, the cost 
associated with remediation is significantly reduced. As the cost of remediation goes 
down, this is an incentive to clean up more sites. 

If the strategy developed by EEI for MGP sites could be utilized on other 
contaminated sites, similar remediation activity would begin to take place. Many sites 
have contaminated material of high BTU value, making them ideal for combustion in 
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Environmental Soil Management of New York (ESMI) operates a recycling facility in 
Fort Edward, New York to process non-hazardous petroleum contaminated soils, and 
non-hazardous soils contaminated with coal tarA4GP wastes. The facility uses thermal 
desorption processes to remove and destroy hydrocarbon contaminants fiom these soils. 
The Part 360 permit for the facility authorizes up to 1400 tons per day of these wastes to 
be treated. No waste is generated fiom the thermal treatment processing operations, and 
the clean soil generated fiom the processing can be reused in accordance with the 
conditions of their Part 360 permit, or Department-issued Beneficial Use Determination. 
The facility is also currently seeking a permit modification to allow the inclusion of 
additional con taminants on the facility's list of approved waste contaminants. Examples 
of additional contaminants include: non-TSCA PCB's, non-hazardous solvents, waxes, 
and greases. The proposed permit modification is still in the DEC review process. 

D S T  SoiI&vclers of New York 

TPST Soil Recylers of New York is authorized through permit to operate a stationary soil 
remediation unit (SRU) for the treatment of non-hazardous petroleum contaminated soils 
at their 4.4 acre site in New Windsor, New York. The facility's Part 360 permit allows 
the facility to operate for a maximum of 21 hours per day Monday thru Saturday, and 
may not exceed a design capacity of 525 tons of PCS per operating day. 
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$A $ Operable Unit 2 

Town of Sidney 
Delaware County, New York 

PURPOSE OF PROPOSED PLAN 

This Proposed Plan describes the remedial 
alternatives considered for the contaminated 
groundxater and surface-w&r.sediments located 
at the GCLTie & Treating site and identifies the 
preferred remedial alternative with the rationale 
for this preference. The Proposed Plan was 
developed by the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA), as lead agency, with support from 
the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC). EPA is 
issuing the Proposed Plan as part of its public 
participation responsibilities under Section 117(a) 
of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 
1980, as amended, and Section 300.430(0 of the 
National Contingency Plan (NCP). The remedial 
alternatives summarized here are described in the 
remedial investigation and feasibility study 
(RI/FS) reports which should be consulted for a 
more detailed description of all the alternatives. 

This Proposed Plan is being provided as a 
supplement to the RI/FS reports to inform the 
public of EPA's and WfSDEC's preferred remedy 
and to solicit public comments pertaining to all 
the remedial alternatives evaluated, as well as the 
preferred alternative. 

The remedy described in this Proposed Plan is 
the preferred remedy for contaminated 
groundwater and surface-water sediments a t  the 
site. Changes to the preferred remedy or a 
change from the preferred remedy to another 
remedy may be made, if public comments or 
additional data indicate that such a change will 
result in a more appropriate remedial action. The 

final decision regarding the selected remedy will 
be made nfter EPA has taken into consideration 
all public comments. We are soliciting public 
comment on all of the alternatives considered in 
the detailed analysis section of the FS because 
EPA and NYSDEC may select a remedy other 
than the preferred remedy. 

COMMUNITY ROLE IN SELECTION PROCESS 

EPA and NYSDEC rely on public input to ensure 
that the concerns of the community are 
considered in selecting an effective remedy for 
each Superfund site. To this end, the RI/FS 
reports, Proposed Plan, and supporting 
documentation have been made available to the 
public for a public comment period which begins 
on March 1st and ends on March 30th, 1995. 

I Dates to remember: 
MARK YOUR CALENDAR 

March 1st to March 30th, 1995 
Pubiic comment period on Ri/FS reporis, Fro- 
posed Plan, and remedies considered 

March 8th, 1995 
Public meeting at the Civic Center. 21 Liberty 
Street, Sidney. NY 

A public meeting will be held during the public 
comment period at  the Sidney Civic Center on 
March 8, 1995 at  7:00 p.m. to present the 
conclusions of the FS, to elaborate further on the 
reasons for recommending the e referred remedid 
alternative, and to receive public comments. 



Comments received at  the public meeting, as well 
as written comments, will be documented in the 
Responsiveness Summary Section of the Record 
of Decision (ROD), the  document which 
formalizes the selection of the remedy. 

All written comments should be addressed to: 

Carlos R. Ramos, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

SITE BACKGROUND 

The GCL Tie and Treating site occupies 
approximately 60 acres in an 
industrial/commercial area of Delaware County, 
New York (see Figure 1). According to an 
mzlysis of historical photog~aphs conducted by 
EPA and accounts by local residents, wood- 
preserving activities a t  the site date as far back zs 
t5e 1940's. 

The site is bordered on the north by a railroad 
h e .  A warehouse and a municipal airport are 
located to the north of the railroad line. Route 8 
and Delaware Avenue delineate the eastern and 
southern borders of the site, respectively. A 
drainage ditch (Unalam Tributary) and woodland 
area lie between Delaware Avenue and the site. 

The western portion of the property abuts a small . 
impoundment and wetlands nrea. The site , 
eventually drains via ovel-land flow to the  
Susquehanna River, which is located within one 
mile of the site. 

The site includes two major areas, generally 
referred as the "GCL propertyn and "non-GCL.' 
property". The 26-acre GCL property housed a 
wood-treating facility called GCL Tie & Treating, 
and includes four structures. The primary 
building housed the wood pressure treatment 
operations including two treatment vessels (50 
feet in length by 7 feet in diameter), an-office, 
and a small laboratory. Wood (mostly railroad 
ties) and creosote were introduced into the 
vessels which were subsequently pressurized in 
order to treat the wood. The remaining three 
structures housed a sawmill and storage space. 
The non-GCL portion of the site includes two 
active light manufacturing compmies (which did 
not conduct wood treatment operations) located 
on a parcel of land adjacent to the GCL property. 

A~proGGte ly  1,100-people k e  employed'ina' ~~ 

~ 

nearby industrial area.-About 5,000 people-live 
within 2 miles of the site and depend on 
groundwater as their potable water supply. The 
nearest residential well is within 0.5 mile of the 
site. Two municipal wells, supplying the Village 
of Sidney, are located within 1.25 miles of the 
site. A shopping plaza consisting of fast-food 
restaurants and several stores is located approxi- 
mately 300 feet south of the site. Other facilities 
(i.e., a hospital, public schools, senior citizen 
housing, q d  child care centers) are located within 
2 miles of the site. 

. . - 
The site first fame to the attention of the. . -  

NYSDEC in 1986, after one of the pressure 
vessels used at  the GCL facility malfunctioned, 
causing a release of an estimated 30,000-gallons of 
creosote. GCL representatives excavated the 
contaminated surface soil and placed it in a 
mound; no further action was undertaken at the 
time. 

In September 1990, NYSDEC requested EPA to 
conduct a removal assessment a t  the site. 
Consequently, EPA conducted sampling of the 
GCL Tie and Treating facility in December 1989, 
October 1990, and August 1990. As a result of 
the data and information that were obtained as 
part of the assessment, a Removal Action was 
initiated by EPA in March 1991. 



Activities conducted as part of the removal effort 
included: site stabilization (e.g., run-off and dust 
control), delineation of surface contamination, 
installation of a chain-link fence, identification 
and disposal of containerized (e.g., tanks, drums) 
and uncontainerized hazardous wastes (e.g., 
wastes in sumps); preparation of approximately 
6,000 cubic yards (cy) of contaminated soil and 
wood debris for disposal, and a pilot study to 
determine the effectiveness of composting for 
bioremediation of creosote-contaminated 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. In 
September 1994, EPA signed a Record of Decision 
for the f r s t  operable unit which called for the 
excavation and on-site treatment of approximately 
36,100 cubic yards of contaminated soil and debris 
by a thermal desorption process. 

EPA has been conducting a search for potentially 

~. ~ 

responsible parties (PRPs). IF EPA determines 
that ttiere'aie one or moreviable PRPs, EPAwilt- 
take appropriate enforcement actions to recover 
its response costs pursuant section 107(a) of 
CERCLA, 24 U.S.C. 5 2907(A1. To date, only one 
PRP has been identified and notified of his 
pot'ential liability under CERCLA; however, this 
PRP was not considered to be a viable candidate 
to undertake the necessary response actions. 

SCOPE AND ROLE OF ACTION 

The GCL Tie & Treating site was selected as a 
pilot project for the Superfund Accelerated 
Cleanup Model (SACM) initiative. The purpose of 
SACM is temake Superfund cleanups more 
timely and efficient. Under this pilot, activities 
which would normally have been performed 
sequentially (e.g., site assessment, NPL 
placement, removal assessment) were performed 
concurrently. In June 1993, while attempting co 
determine if the site would score high enough for 
inclusion on the NPL, EPA initiated RI/FS 
activities to delineate further the nature and 
'extent of contamination at  the site. These 
activities would not typically have been initiated 
until after the site had been proposed to the 
NPL. 

Site remediation activities are sometimes 
segregated into different phases, or operable 
units, so that remediation of different 
environmental media or areas of a site can 

proceed sepnrately, resuking in nn expeditious 
remediation of the entire site. EPA has 
designated two.operable units for the GCL Tie & 
Treating site as described below. . . 

Operable unit 1 addresses the remediation of 
contaminated soils found on the GCL-property 
portion of the site. This unit is currently i n the  
remedial design phase. 

Operable unit 2 addresses the contamination 
in the soils on the remainder of the site (non- 
GCL property), and in the groundwater, surface 
water, and surface-water sediments. This is the 
final operable unit planned for this site and the 
focus of this Proposed Plan. 

REMEDLU INVESTIGATION S U M W Y  

The nature and extent of contamination found at 
the GCL site was assessed through a 
comprehensive sampling of soil, groundwater, 
surface water, and surface-water sediment. 
S m p l f z  was conducted-during &he-Fal!f.JVinter 
of 1993. The investi,oation focussed on 
contaminants typically associated xvith the 
creosote wood-preserving process. Creosote 
contaminants typically found included numerous 
polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) such as 
benzo[a]anthracene, chrysene, 
benzo[b]fluoranthene, benzo 
[klfluoranthene, benzo[a]pyrene, indeno[l,2,3-c,dl 
pyrene and dibenzo[a,h]anthracene. 

The following paragraphs discuss the 
characterization of contamination in the operable 
unit 2 study area, namely, in the non-GCL 
property soils, groundwater, surface water, and 
surface-water sediments. 

Soil samples were collected from noniroring wells 
and soil borings drilled on the GCL property and 
on the non-GCL property. Samples were also 
collected at  off-site locations to provide 
information on background conditions. Table 1 
summarizes the analyt id  results for the soil 
sampling for the non-GCL property. In general, 
relatively low levels of contaminants were 
detected with total PAHs ranging up to 24 parts 
per million (ppm). Generally, the concentrations 
of metals detected on-site were not significantly 
above background concentration ranges with the 
exception of beryllium (up to 3.2 ppm), Copper (UP 



to 176 ppm) and lead (up to46  ~prn) ,  which were 
above their representative background 
concentrations of 0.6 ppm, 26.2 ppm and 11.2 
ppm, respectively. 

. . . .. - . - . . ..,. . .. - - : . > ... . 

Table 1. Summary of Non-GCL Property Soils 
Analytical Results 
(All values in parts per million [ppml) 
I1 I I i t  

II CONTMllNANT BWCHMRK LEVEL FOR HIGHEST 
COMPARISON CONCENTRATION 

Total Vdatiles 10 0.042 

Polpminatic Hplmorbons 

I 

Cadrnwm 1 0  0 91 

Chromium 16.2 20 8 

Surface Water and Surface-Water Sediments 

Surface water samples and sediments were 
collected along the Unalam tributary and the 
impoundment. Tables 2 and 3 summarize the 
analytical results. 

Table 2. Summary of Surface Water Andpica] 
Results 
(AU values in parts per billion [ppb]) 
- 

C O N I A W N ~ T  ~CNCEIMK LEVEL FOR- HICHEST 
...... :.. .,, 

' COMPARISON CONCENTRATlON 

Arsenic 0.018 ' 11.4 - 
Copper 12 35.2 

Mmgnere Nor available 8,710 

Nkkcl 6.1 19.6 

110 1 16 

ncnrnur levels lor compartwm are the low value lor that conyrnsnant horn 
either USEPA mtcr qualiq &tea  or W D E C  ambient water s tdardr .  

Table 3. Summary of Surface-Water Sediment 
Analytical Results 
(All values in parts per billion [ppb]) 
h I I I 

CONTAWINANT I DENCIIMARX L E V E L  FOR HICIiEST 
COMPARISON CONCENTRATION 

lodcml1.2.3-cdlpyrene 8.8 1,100 

Total PhH N o t  available 23,850 
I 
I 

rrlcrcury 110 690 

Nickel 22,000 43.600 

- 
Dnc 85,000 - 173.000 

ncnrnrh l m h  tor comparmn ate the low value tor that  contamman from 
either USEPA criteria for aquatic zedirncntr (human health b u l l  criteria1 or 
NYSCEC ..&mcnt critcd.. 

Of the 14 inorganics detected in the surface water 
samples, only arsenic (up to 11.4 (partsper 
billion) ppb) and copper (up to 35.2 ppb) 



significantly exceeded state or federal ambient 
water quality standards. Elevated PAH 
concentrations were detected at 3 of the 7 - -  

sediment sampling locations. PAHs were detected 
in these areas with total concentrations ranging 
up to 23,850 ppb. The PAH contamination 
detected in the sediments is most likely 
attributed to runoff from the site soils. Lead, 
chromium, and mercury were detected in 
concentrations above background levels which 
could be attributed to regional background 
vnriations or from off-site sources, as these 
contaminants are not typically associated with the 
wood-presenting operations conducted at the site. 
The results of the sediment sampling indicate 
that unconsolidated sediments along the Unalam 
tributary and the impoundment along the western 
side of the site contain elevated levels of PAHs. 
The extent of contamination is approximately 
2,850 feet in length, 1.5 feet in width and 0.5 feet 
in depth in the tributary, as well as a 5-foot wide 
strip along the edge of the impoundment. 

Groundwater 

Site-specific geology within the GCL property is 
characterized by a layer of fill approximately 5 
feet thick in the western portion of the site which 
gradually decreases to approximately 2 to 3 feet in 
the eastern section of the GCL property. The fill 
consists predominantly of silt and clay with 
significant amounts of wood and assorted debris 
on the GCL property. The fill is underlain by silt 
and clay type soils. 

There are two hydrogeologic systems consisting of 
the overburden and bedrock units. The 
overburden unit can be further divided into 
shallow (approx. 5 to 16 feet in depth) and 
intermediate (approx. 11 to 25 feet in depth) 
groundwater zones. Groundwater is first 
encountered at  depths rmging from 5 to 8 feet 
below grade around the site. As a general rule, 
groundwater flow in the overburden aquifer 
appears to be in a north-northwesterly direction; 
groundwater movement in the bedrock appears to 
be in a northerly direction. Permeability of the 
overburden and bedrock soils is relatively low; 
groundwater flow through the bedrock aquifer 
occurs primarily through fractures. 

Six previously existing groundwater monitoring 
wells and 14 newly installed wells were sampled 

during the RI. Samples were collected during two 
separate rounds of sampling, and analyzed for a 
full range of organic and inorganic constituents. 
Table 4 surnmnrizes the analytical results. Two 
main groups of organic compounds were found in 
the groundwater above drinking water standqds, 
nnmely, volatile organic compounds (VOCS) and 
PAHs. PAHs, including benzolblfluoranthene (up 
to 3 ppb), benzo[alpy~ene (up to 2 ppb), chrysene 
(up to 4 ppb) and benzene (220 ppb) significantly 
exceeded drinking water standards, and are the 
same type of contaminants as those found in high 
concentrations in the site soils. Chlorinated 
VOCs such as vinyl chloride (up to'4,700 ppb), 
1,l-Dichloroethane (up to 1,200 ppb), cis-1,2- 
dichloroethene (up to 4,300 ppb), and 
trichloroethene (up to 1,000 ppb) were also found 
at concentrations exceeding drinking water 
standards, however, they are most likely not 
related to the activities that took place a t  the 
GCL site. It is likely that the chlorinated VOCs 
origjnated from the former Route 8 Landfill. 
located across from Delaware Avenue and 
hydraulically upgradient from the GCL site. The 
dnta obtained during the RI suggest that the 
contaminant plume originating at the Route 8 
Landfill extends beneath much of the GCL site. 
Currently, the Route 8 site is being remediated 
under the New York State hazardous waste 
remediation program: a groundwater collection 
and treatment system designed to address the 
groundwater contamination was constructed and 
recently started operation. 

Aluminum (up to 6,210 ppb), iron (up to 37,600 
ppb), manganese (up to 17,300), antimony (up to 
44.3 ppb), chromium (up to 166 ppb), and nickel 
(up to 131 ppb) were detected in groundwater 
samples in concentrations significantly above 
drinking water standards. However, the presence 
of most of these metals at elevated concentrations 
in background 2nd off-site wells is potentially 
indicative of background levels and/or off-site 
sources. 

It is estimated that the GCL contaminant plume 
extends over an area of approximately 173,500 
square feet with a thickness of approximately 45 
feet. The volume of water which exceeds 
drinking water standards is estimated at  10 
million gallons. 

During the RI, a creosote product layer (referred 



as dense nonaqueous phase liquid [DNAPL]) 
wasdiscovered in the shallow groundwater, in a 
localized area near-the wood treatment/process 
buildings. The DNAPL appears to be perched on 
mnny thin soil layers rather than in a single well- 
defined pool. It is estimated that the DNAPL 
layer ranged from 1 to 2 feet in thickness, and 
contained concentrations of PAHs in excess of 
8,000 ppm. The volume of the DNAPL layer is 
estimated at  10,000 to 30,000 gallons. The data 
suggest that the DNAPL layer is contained within 
the property boundaries. DNAPLs are heavier 
than water, and have a tendency to sink. PAH 
compounds, which are the  principal components 
of creosote, are extremely immobile and tend to 
sorb to the aquifer rather than move with the 
groundwater. DNAPLs constitute a highly 
significant source of soil and groundwater 
contamination at  the site. 

SUMMARY OF SITE RISK 

Based upon the results of the investigations, a 
baseline risk assessment w& conducted to 
estimate the risks associated with current and 
future site conditions. The baseline risk 
assessment estimates the human health and 
ecological risk which could result from the 
contamination at  the site, if no remedial action 
were taken. 

Human Health Risk Assessment 

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

The b~el ine riak a~eawent h e w  with sekctinn 
contaminants of concern which would be 
representative of site risks: Th_es_e-contaminants 
are summarized in Table 5, and include sever2 
contaminants which are known to cause cancer in 
laboratory animals and are suspected to be human 
carcinogens. In addition, since the current land 
use of the property is industrial, and based on 
input from the community and local officials, it 
was assumed that future land uses of the property 
would continue to be industrial. 

The baseline risk assessment evaluated the health 
effects which could result from exposure to 
contamination as a result oE 

Ingestion and inhalation of soil by young 
children and adult residents living off-site; . 

Ingestion, inhalation and dermal contact with 
soil by older children and adults trespassing on 
the site; 

~ ~ . -  .~ . .. 
Ingestion anddermal contact &surface.- 

water and sediments by older children and adults 
trespassing on the site; 

Ingestion, inhalation and dermal contact with 
groundwater by children and adults living in the 
vicinity of the site in the future; and 

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

Current federal guidelines for acceptable 
exposures are an individual lifetime excess 
carcinogenic risk in the range of 1v4 to-10.~ (e.g., 
a one-in-ten-thousand to a one-in-a-million excess 
cancer risk) and a maximum health Hazard Index 
(which reflects noncarcinogenic effects for a 
human receptor) equal to 1.0. A Hazard Index 
greater than 1.0 indicates a potential for 
noncarcinogenic health effects. 

The results of the basehe risk assessment 
indicate that of all pathway scenarios evaluated, 
only one, future consumption of groundwater, 
poses a potential health threat. Although site 
groundwater is not currently being used for 
human consumption, under a hypothetical future 
use scenario, children a d  adults consuming 
contaminated groundwater in the vicinity of the 
site would be at risk. The total potential 



Table 4. S~unmary of Groundwater Analytical Results 
(All values in parts per billion [ppbl) 
-. . -. - - I I I 11 - -  - 

!I CONThMlNNlT OENCHMARI: lWEL FOR G Q  PROPERR NON-GCL PROPERTY - OWSITE 
COMPARISON HIGHEST CONCENTRATION HIGHEST CONCENTRATION HIGHEST CONCWTRATION 

carcinogenic health risk due to ingestion, developing cancer, if the site were not 
inhalation and dermal contact with contaminated remediated. The total potential carcinogenic 
groundwater (from site related and u~mad ien t  health risks (via emosure to surface water. 
contaminant sources) by future child;& and adult sediments, i d  soils) to tlicother potential - 
residents is 1.3 x 10". For site-related receptors were within EPA's acceptable range and 
groundwater contamination only, the total varied from 1c6 to 10-12. The HI is less than 1.0 
potential carcinogenic health risk is 7.1 x 10'~. for all receptors, except for exposure to 
These risk numbers mean that approximately one groundwater under the future use scenario (UP t o  
person out of ten and one person out often- HI=387) and exposure to surface water under 
thousand respectively, would be a t  risk of current and future uses (up to HI=6). 



Ecolocricd Risk Assessment 

A four-step process is utilized for assessing 
' 'site-related ecoloeical risks for a rensonable - 

maximum exposure scenario: Problem Formula- 
tion - a qualitative evaluation of contaminant 
release, migration, and fate; identificntion of 
contaminants of concern, receptors, exposure 
pathways, and known ecological effects of the 
contaminants; and selection of endpoints for 
further study. Exposure Assessment--a 
quantitative evaluation of contaminant release, 
migration, and fate; characterization of exposure 
pathways and receptors; and measurement or 
estimation of exposure point concentrations. 
Ecological Effects Assessment--literature reviews, 
field studies, and toxicity tests, linking 
contaminant concentrations to effects on 
ecological receptors. Risk Characterization- 
measurement or estimation of both current and 
future adverse effects. 

The ecological risk assessment began with 
evaluating the-contaminants associated wikh the 
site in conjunction with the site-specific biological 
species/habitat information. Principal ecological 
communities a t  the site consist of a deciduous 
wetland area within the southern portion of the 
site (Unalam tributary), and an emergent 
wetland/open water complex (impoundment) to 
the west of the site (see Figure 1). The wetland 
areas support a wide array of animal species, 
including 5 mammal species, 3 frog species, and 
17 bird species. 

This risk assessment evaluated the site ecological 
communities and their responses to toxicological 
exposures. The threat of lethal accumulations of 
contaminants in plant and animal populations was 
evaluated. The results of the ecological risk 
assessment indicate the potential for ecological 
impacts due to the presence of PAH 

I 
! contamination in the surface water and sediments 
I 
I of the Unalam Tributary, drainage ditches, 

wetlands and pond. The invertebrate and plant 
communities present a t  the site appear to 

1 bioconcentrate PAHs. Since both aquatic plants 
I and invertebrates form a portion of the diets of 

wading birds and waterfowl, their diet poses a 
potential exposure route. Although adult mallard 
ducks subjected to dietary exposure of levels 
similar to those found on site displayed no toxic 
effects, studies have shown significant mortality 

and deformities in mallard embryos and ducklings 
tollonvmg exposure co simllnr levels or Pms.  : 
Therefore, ingestion by breeding adult waterfowl 
m y  affect nesting success on the wetlnnd 
habitats present on and adjacent to the site. 

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous 
substances from this site, if not addressed by the 
preferred alternative or one of the other active 
mensures considered, may present a current or 
potential threat to public health, welfare or the 
environment. 

REMEDIAL ACTION ORJECTNES .' 
Remedial action objectives are specific goals to 
protect human health and the environment. 
These objectives are based on available 
information and standards such as applicable or 
relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) 
and risk-based levels 6stablished in the risk 
assessment. 

Organic contamination has been detected at the 
site at concentrations above levels determined to 
be protective of human health and the 
environment in groundwater and sediments, 
respectively. Therefore, the following remedial 
action objectives have been established for the 
contaminated soil: 

r Prevent public and biotic exposure to contami 
nant sources that present a significant threat (con 
taminated groundwater and surface-water 
sediments);. nnd, 

Reduce the concentrations of contaminants in 
the groundwater to levels which are protective of 
human health and the environment (e.g., 
wildlife). 

F Prevent further migration of groundwater 
contamination. 

SUMMARY OF REMEDLAL ALTERNATmS 

CERCLA requires that eackselected site remedy 
be protective of human health and the 
environment, be cost-effective, comply with other 
statutory laws, and utilize peraanent solutions 
and alternative treatment technologies and 
resource recovery alternatives to the maximum 
extent practicable. In addition, the statute 



Table 5. Chemicals o f  Po ten t ia l  Concern 

Acetone 
Benzene 
2-Butanone 
Carbon tetrachloride 
Chlorobenzene* 
Chloroform 
Chloroethane* 
1.2 Dichlorobenzene 
1,l Dichloroethane 
1,2 Dichloroethane* 
1,l-Dichloroethene 
cis-1,2 Dichloroethene 
trans-1,2 Dichloroethene* 
Ethylbenzene 
Methylene chloride* 
4-Methyl-2-pentanone 
Styrene 
Tetrachloroethene* 
Toluene ... T,. 

i ,  ,, , , ,hloroe?hane 
1,1,2-Trichlorcdhane* 
Tnchloroelhene 
Vinyl chloride 
Xylenes 
Acenaphthene 
Anthracene 
Benzo(a)anthracene 
Benzo(b)flouranthene 
Bis(2-ethylhexy1)phthalate 
Chrysene 
Fluoranthene 
Fluorene 
2-Methylnaphthalene' 
2-Methylphenol 
4-Methylphenol 
Naphthalene 
Phenol 
Pyrene 
Aldrin 
Alpha BHC 
beta BHC' 
gamma BHC 
Chlordane 
DDD* 
DDE 
Dieldrin 
Endrin 
Heptachlor epoxide 

Antimony 
Arsenic' 
Barium' 
Chromium 
Copper 
Manganese 
Nickel 
Selenium 
Silver 
Vanadium 
Zinc 

Soil - 

Acenaphthene 
Anthracene 
Benzene 
Benzo(a)anthracene . . 

Benzo(a)pyrene .. . 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 
Bis(2-ethylhexy1)phthalate 
Chrysene 
DDT 
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 
Ethylbenzene 
Flouranthene 
Fluorene 
lndeno (1,2,3-cdlpyene 
Methoxychlor 
4-Methylphenol 
Naphthalene . . . . 
PCBs 
Pyrene 

. . .  . . .  
Styene 
Toluene 
Xylenes 

Not a contaminant of concern when Route 8 wells are excluded, 

Surface Water 

Arsenic 
Barium 
Chloroethane 
Chromium 
Copper 
Manganese 
Nickel 
Selenium 
Zinc 

Sediment 

Acenaphthene 
Aldrin 
Anthracene 
Benzo(a)anthracene 
Benzo(a)pyrene 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 
Bis(2-ethylhexy1)phthalate 
Chlordane 
4-Chloro-3-Methylphenol 
2-Chlorophenol 
Chrysene 
DDT 
2,4-Dinitrotoluene . 
Endosulfan 
Fluoranthene 
Indeno(l,2,3-cd)pyrene 
Methylene Chloride 
PCBs 
Pentachlorophenol 
Phenol 
Pyrene 

. ~.... . 



includes a preference for ihe use of treatment sn 
a principal element for the reduction of toxicity, 
mobility, or volume of the hazardous substances. 

1 Impleme'ntatiori time includes time necessary to 
contract and design the alternative. 

In the spirit of the SACM initiative and relying on 
the Agency's technology selection guidance for 
wood-treating sites, EPA considered technologies 
which have been consistently selected at  wood- 
preserving sites with similnr characteristics (e.g., 
types of contaminants present, types of disposal 
practices, environmental media affected) during 

i the development of remedial alternatives. 

The alternatives developed for moundwater (GW) 
are: 

I Alternative 1: No Action 

1 
Capital Cost: Not Applicable 
0 & M Cost: $27,200 for biannual 

monitoring 
. ~ 

' ' $20,000 each five-year 
review - 

Present Worth Cost: $380,700 (over 30 
years) 

~m~lementation Time: Not Applicable 

The Superfund program requires that the No 
Action alternative be considered as a baseline for 
comparison with other alternatives. The No 
Action alternative for the contaminated 
groundwater would only include a long-term 
monitoring program. The contaminated 
groundwater and DNAPL present in the 
subsurface would be left to naturally attenuate 

-without any treatment. The long-term 
monitoring program would consist of semiannual 
sampling for PAHs at  existing wells on-site and 
around the site. A 30-year monitoring period was 
assumed for estimating the cost of this 
alternative. A total of six exsting monitoring 
wells would be utilized to sample the groundwater 
to determine whether the concentration of the 
cdntaminants of concern have been lowered to 
cleanup levels through natural attenuation and to 
monitor the migration of contnminants and free- 
phase DNAF'L in areas surrounding the site. 

Because this alternative would result in 
contaminants being left on-site above health 
based levels, the site would have to be reviewed. 

avery fiva yyswe far a padad af 30 y 6 w o  per kL, 
requirements of CERCLA. These five-year 
reviews would include the renssessment of 11u11mn 
health and environmental risks due-to the * '  

contaminated m&erial left on-site, using datn , 

obtained from the monitoring program. 

Alternative GW-2, Option A: Extraction, on- 
site t reatment  via activated carbon 
adsorption, and discharge t o  surface water 

Capital Cost: $1,883,100 
0 & M Cost: $603,300 per year 
Present Worth Cost: $9,369,400 . 
Implementation T i e :  24 months 

The major features of this alternative are 
groundwater extraction, collection, treatment and 
discharge of treated groundwater. The treatment 
system would consist of an oillwater separator for 
phase separation, followed by pretreatment for 
manganese removal (necessary to eliminate 
potential interferences with subsequent treatment 
processes) and removal of organic contaminants-- 
by activated carbon adsorption. The treated 
groundwater would be dischnrged to the small 
unnamed stream adjacent to the site. Although it 
is likely to take considerable longer than 30 years 
to achieve remediation goals, the treatment plant 
design and cost estimate is based on an operating 
period of 30 years. 

The extraction/collection system would include a 
combination of a collection trench for shallow 
groundwater and an extraction well for the 
intermediate groundwater. The trench would be 
approximately 700 feet long and would be located 
at the northwestern (downgradient) boundary of 
the site. It is estimated that approximately 0.4 
gallons per minute (gpm) of groundwater would - 
be pumped from the collection trench, and 
approximately 26.4 gpm would be pumped from 
the extraction well to the on-site treatment 
system. 

In addition to groundwater extraction, if the . 
DNAPL is found to be pumpable, DNAF'L 
extraction wellpoints would be installed in areis 
of suspected DNAPL. It is envisioned that four 
wellpoints would be installed in the shallow 
overburden and would have low sustainable 
pumping rates (less than 1 gpm in total). Total 
flow to the on-site treatment system would be 



, approximately 30 gpm. All pumping rates would 
be refined during the design phase based on 
pum$nctests. Extracted groundwater would be 
delivered to a collection tank before treatment. 

Because of the nature of the creosote 
contaminants and the observation of DNAPL 
during field activities, oily product is likely to be 
present with the extracted groundwater. Heavy 
or light ~ roduc t  would be separated using an 
oil/water separator. Solids nnd/or heavy product 
would settle by gravity into the separator's sludge 
hopper and would be removed periodically for 
disposal to a permitted trertment facility. Lighter 
product would float to the  surface and be removed 
by a skimmer for disposal/reuse a t  a licensed off- 
site treatmentjrecycling facility. 

The pretreatment system would consist of an 
individual treatment train designed for the 
removal of manganese. Manganese would be 
removed through pH adjustment, oxidation, 
precipitation, coa'gulation, clarification, 
neutralization, and filtration steps with the 
addition of caustic, acid, and polymer. Sludges 
produced during this step would be stored in 
drums or rolloffs, and sent out to an approved 
disposal facility. Filtration may be required to 
further pretreat the emuent. 

After pretreatment, groundwater would be 
pumped to a carbon adsorption system consisting 
of two carbon beds connected in series. Organic 
contaminants (PAHs) would be removed by the 
carbon adsorption units to target groundwater 
cleanup levels. The spent carbon would be 
collected and shipped for off-site disposal or 
regeneration and reuse. 

. . 
Treated groundwater would be discharged via a 
culvert to the small unnamed stream located on 
the southern border of the site. This stream in 
turn discharges to an unnamed tributary to 
Unalam Creek, which eventually discharges to the 
Susquehanna River. The discharge structure 
would include appropriate erosion control devices 
such a s  rip rap and energy dissipation features. 
The discharge would comply with t he  New York 
State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NYSPDES) requirements. All waste residuals 
generated from the treatment process would be 
transported off-site to a permitted treatment and 
disposal facility, or (in the case of carbon) to a 

recycling facility. 

The goal of this alternative is to restore 
groundwater to drinking water quality. However, 
due to the characteristics of creosote (e.g., 
extremely viscous and difficult to pump) and the 
complex hydrogeological setting, it is unlikely' 
that this goal will be achieved within a reasonable 
time frame for areas containing the creosote layer 
(e.g., shallow groundwater). Current estimates of 
shallow ground water remediation are on the 
order of several hundred years. As such, it is 
likely that chemical-specific ARARs will be waived 
for those portions of the aquifer based on the 
technical impracticability of achieving further 
contamination reduction within a reasonable time 
frame. If groundwater resloration is not fensible 
or practical, the alternative may then focus on 
containing the extent of groundwater 
contamination within the site boundaries. 
Restoration of the groundwater outside the 
DNAPL source areas (e.g., intermediate 
groundwater) is likely to be feasible, since it is 
mostly contaminated wich mobile organic 
contaminants (e.g., benzene). 

During design or operation of the system, it may 
also be determined that natural attenuation or 
enhanced biodegradation (e.g., introduction of air 
to increase the rate of biodegradation) would be 
able to achieve a similar level of contaminant 
removal and containment as groundwater 
extraction and treatment, but at a lower cost. 
Such information would be utilized during the 
remedial design to maximize the effectiveness and 
efficiency of the system. The information would 

- also be used to reassess the time frame and 
technical practicability of achieving cleanup 
standards. 

Alternative GW-2, Option B: Extraction, on- 
site t reatment  via  biological treatment, and  
discharge t o  surface water  

Capital Cost: $2,058,600 
0 & M Cost: $626,500 
Present Worth Cost: - $9,832,800 
Implementation Time: 24 months 

This option is virtually identical to Alternative 2, 
option A. The only difference is that, following 
pretreatment, the  remaining contaminants in the 
groundwater would be pumped to an aerobic 



biological reactor for treatment. This reactor 
would contain bacterinl cultures capable of 

. - degrading the contpninants in the groundwater. 
Wastes (e.g., sludges) generated during the 
treatment process would be disposed off-site at a 
permitted disposal/treatment faciiity. 

Alternative GW-3: Extraction, on-site 
pretreatment, discharge t o  publicly owned 
treatment works (POTW) for  find t reatment  

Capital Cost: $1,904,000 
0 & M Cost: $613,600 
Present Worth Cost: $9,518,200 
Implementation Time: 24 months 

The major features of this alternative are 
groundwater extraction, couection, pretreatment 
and discharge to the local POTW. In order to 
comply with PO'PW influent requirements, 
manganese would have to be removed from the 
groundwater. This would be accomplished by 
using conventional pretreatment methods for 
manganese removal such as the tfeatment train 
described und& Alternative GW-2. The 
extraction/collection system and pretreatment for 
this alternative would also be the same as that 
discussed for Alternative GW-2. Therefore, only 
those operations that differ from previous 
alternatives are discussed below. 

Treatment of organic contaminants would be 
accomplished by the Village of Sidney POTW 
utilizing a conventional sanitary wastewater 
treatment process consisting mainly of aerobic 
biodegradation. The facility was designed for a 
maximum wastewater treatment capacity of 1.7 
million gallons per day (MGD), and currently 
operates at an average capacity of 0.6 to 0.7 MGD. 
Emuent from the pretreatment system would be 
discharged to the sanitary sewer line via a 
metered control manhole, which would record 
flow to the POTW. The nearest sanitary sewer is 
located parallel to Delaware Avenue, 
approximately 80 feet south of the roadway. 

Groundwater would have to meet pretreatment 
requirements prior to discharge to the POTW. 
The Village of Sidney Municipal Code governs 

smwr use within the Yillaee and rermlates the 
discharge of wastes into the POTW. The Villege 
has indicated that final acceptance of the . 
pretreated GCL wastewater would not be available 
until a detailed application is submitted. 

It is noted, however, that due to the 
characteristics of creosote (e.g., extremely viscous 
and d i c u l t  to pump) and the complex 
hydrogeological setting, it is unlikely that this 
goal will be achieved within a reasonable time 
frame for areas containing the creosote layer (e.g., 
shallow groundwater). Current estimates of 
DNAPL remediation are on the order of several 
hundred years. As such, it  is likely that chemical- 
specific ARARs will be waived for those portions 
of the aquifer based on the technical 
impracticability of achieving further 
contamination reduction within a reasonable 
timeframe. 

. 

The alternatives develo~ed for surface-water 
sediments (SD) are: 

. . ~ .  ~~ - .  . . ~ .  . .. . .. . .. . .~ - , . 

Alternative SD-1: No Action . . 

Capital Cost: $0 
0 & M Cost: $18,900 for biannual 

monitoring 
$20,000 for each five- 
year review 

Present Worth Cost: $277,700 
Implementation Time: 6 months 

The No Action alternative for the sediments at 
the  site would consist of a long-term 
monitoring program. For cost-estimating 
purposes, i t  is assumed that sediments would be 
monitored semiannually and that eight sediment 
samples would be collected and analyzed. 

Because this alternative does not include contami 
nant removal, the site will have to be reviewed 
every five years for a period of 30 years per the 
requirements of CERCLA, as amended. These 
five-year reviews would include the reassessment 
of human health and environmental risks due to 
the contaminated material left on-site, using data 
obtained from the monitoring program. 



Alternative SD-2: Excavation, treatment rind 
disposal with GCL- propcrly  soils 

Capital Cost: $298,400 
0 & M Cost: $0 
Present Worth Cost: $298,400 
Implementation Time: 24 months 

The contaminated sediments would be excavated 
during periods of no or low flow using 
conventional earth moving equipment such as 
backhoes, bulldozers, etc. The total volume of 
sediments to be excavated is estimated to be 125 
cy. Excavation would be performed under 
moistened conditions to minimize the generation 
of fugitive dust. Erosion and sediment control 
measures such as silt curtains would be provided 
during excavation to control migration of 
contaminated sediment. Adjacent wetlands would 
be protected by erosion and sediment control 
measures. 

The sedlments would be treated via thermal 
desorption along with the GCL property soils (see 
Record of Decision dated 9/30/94); the design of 
the remedy was recently initiated. A typical 
thermal desorption process consists of a feed 
system, thermal processor, and gas treatment 
system (consisting of an afterburner and scrubber 
or a carbon adsorption system). Screened 
sediments are placed in the thermal processor 
feed hopper. Nitrogen or steam may be used as a 
transfer medium for the  vaporized PAHs to 
minimize the potential for f ie .  The gas would be 
heated and then injected into the thermal 
processor a t  a typical operating temperature of 
700°F to 1000°F. PAH contaminants of concern 
and moisture in the contaminated sediments 
would be volatilized into gases, then treated in 
the off-gas treatment system. Treatment options 
for the off-gas include burning in an afterburner 
(operated to ensure complete destruction of the 
PAHs), adsorbing contaminants onto activated 
carbon, or collection through condensation 
followed by off-site disposal. Thermal desorption 
achieves approximately 98 to 99 percent reduction 
of PAHs in soil. If an afterburner were used, the 
treated off-gas would be treated further in the 
scrubber for particulate and acid gas removal. A 
post-treatment sampling and analysis program 
would be instituted in order to ensure that 
contamination in the soil/sediment had been 
reduced to below cleanup levels. The treated 

sediment would be redeposited along with treated 
soils in excavated areas on the GCL property. 

The excavated areas of the intermittent stream 
and wetlands edge would be backfilled with clean 
material and restored to pre-excavation 
conditions. The restoration would take as 
soon as practicable after the sediments have been 
excavated, in order to minimize the period of 
impact to the strenm and wetland. All applicable 
wetlands management guidelines would be 
followed. 

Alternative SD-3: Excavation and off-site 
disposal 

Capital Cost: . $820,300 
0 & M Cost: $0 
Present Worth Cost: $820,300 
Implementation Time: 24 months 

This alternative consists of excavation of 125 cy 
contaminated sediment as described in 
Alternative SD-2 and transportation of all 
contaminated materials to an off-site RCRA 
permitted facility for treatment and disposal. 
One hundred twenty-five cy of clean fill would be 
used to restore excavated areas. Wetlandswould 
be restored as discussed in Alternative SD-2. 

During the detailed evaluation of remedial alterra 
tives, each alternative is assessed against nine 
evaluation criteria, namely, overall protection of 
human health and the environment, compliance 
with ARARs, long-term effectiveness and 
permanence, reduction of toxicity, mobility, or 
volume, short-term effectiveness, 
implementability, cost, and state and community 
acceptance. 

The evaluntion criteria ore described below. 

Overall ~rotection of human health and the 
environment addresses whether or not a remedy 
provides adequate protCction and describes how 
risks posed through each pathway are eliminated. 
reduced, or controlled through treatment, engi- 
neering controls, or institutional controls. 



whether or not a remedy will meet all of the 
applicable or relevant and appropriate 
requirements of other federal and environmental 
statutes and requirements or provide grounds for 
invoking a waiver. 

Long-term effectiveness and permanence 
refers to the ability of a remedy to maintain 
reliable protection of human health and the 
environment over t i e ,  once cleanup goals have 
been met. 

Reduction of toxicitv. mobilitv. or volume 
through treatment is the anticipated performance 
of the treatment technologies a remedy may 
employ. 

Short-term effectiveness addresses the period 
of time needed to achieve protection and any ad- 

-verse impacts on human health and the 
environment that may be posed during the 
construction and implementation period until 
c l e w ?  goal~.a?-e achieved, . , ... 

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

Q& includes estimated capital and operation 
and maintenance costs, and net present worth 
costs. 

State acce~tance indicates whether, based on 
its review of the FFS report and Proposed Plan, 
the concurs, opposes, or has no comment on the 
preferred alternative a t  the present time. 

+ Communitv acceutance will be assessed in the 
Record of Decision (ROD) following a review of 
the public comments received on the FFS report 
and the Proposed Plan. 

A comparative analysis of the remedial 
alternatives based upon the preceding evaluation 
criteria follows. 

Groundwater 

Overall Protection of Human Health and the 
Environment 

Over t i e ,  Alternative GW-1 would provide some 

limited protection of human health and the 
environment slnce contarmnants would oe : 
attenuated through natural processes (e.g., 
biodegradation, dispersion). Alternatives GW-2 
and GW-3 would be protective of human health 
and the environment, since they would actively 
reduce the toxicity, mobility and volume of . 
contaminants in the groundwater, and would 
protect groundwater surrounding the GCL site 
from further contamination. Although GW-2 and 
GW-3 would result in signiftcant reduction in the 
mass of contaminants present in the aquifer, it is 
unlikely that full restoration of groundwater 
resources would be achieved within a Gasonable. 
time frame. 

Com~liance with ARARs 

Alternative GW-1 would not comply with federal 
or state drinking water standards or criteria or 
those ARARs required for protection of 
groundwater. Alternatives GW-2 and GW-3 would 
be designed to treat the aquifer to 
chemical-specific ARARs associated with state and 
federal groundwater and drinking water 
standards. Extracted groundwater would be 
treated to achieve NYSPDES requirements under 
Alternative GW-2; under Alternative GW-3 the ex 
tracted groundwater would be treated to local 
pretreatment standards prior to discharge to the 
POTW. Each of these alternatives would be 
capable of removing a significant mass of 
contaminants in the groundwater. The goal of 
these alternatives is to restore groundwater to 
drinking water standards. However, due to the 
characteristics of creosote (e.g., extremely viscous 
and difficult to pump) and the complex, 
hydrogeological setting, it is unlikely that this 
goal will be achieved within a reasonable time 
frame for areas containing the creosote layer (e.g., 
shallow groundwater). Current estimates of 
DNAPL remediation are on the order of several 
hundred years. As such, it  is likely that chemical- 
specific ARtiRs will be waived for those portions 
of the aquifer based on the technical 
impracticability of achieving further 
contamination reductionwithin a reasonable 
timeframe. 

Lone-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 

Alternative GW-1 would not provide for active 
treatment and would rely on natural attenuation 



processes to restore the contaminated aquifer. 
Therefore, this alternative would not be an 
effectjve long-term remedy. 

Alternatives GW-2 and GW-3 would reduce the 
potential risk associated with groundwater 
ingestion by extracting and treating the 
groundwater to remove a significant mass of 
contaminants from the aquifer. The time to 
achieve these risk reductions is limited by the 
effective extraction rates from the aquifer. 
However, it  is unlikely that DNAPL 
contamination present in the shallow aquifer can 
be completely remediated due to the tendency of 
DNAPLs to sorb to the aquifer. Although none of 
the alternatives would be able to clean the aquifer 
to  drinking water standards in a short period of 
time, the treatment alternatives would protect 
surrounding groundwater from further 
contamination. 

r Reduction in Toxici~~Mobili tv.  or Volume 
Throueh Treatment 

Alternative GW-1 would not involve any removal 
or active treatment of the contaminants in the 
aquifer; therefore, would not be effective in 
reducing the mobility, toxicity, or volume through 
a treatment process. However, over time, natural 
attenuation processes would provide some 
reduction of the toxicity and volume of 
contaminants. 

Alternatives GW-2 and GW-3 would reduce the 
toxicity, mobility and volume of contaminants in 
the aquifer to a larger extent than GW-1 since 
extraction and treatment of groundwater are 
provided. 

. . 

b Short-Term Effectiveness 

The implementation of AlternaLive GW-1 would 
result in no additional risk to the community 
during remedial activities, since no construction 
or remediation activities would be conducted. 
'Workers involved in periodic sampling of site soils 
would be exposed to minimal risks because 
appropriate health and safety protocols would be 
followed for this activity. For purposes of this 
analysis, monitoring of the site would occur for 30 
years. 

Alternatives GW-2 and GW-3 involve construction 

and operation of an on-site trentment plm~t. 
Procedures for proper handling of the trentmelIt 
reagents would be followed for all treatment 
alternatives. Any process residuals generated 
would be properly handled and disposed off-site, 
The risk to workers involved in the remediation 
would also be minimized by establishing 
appropriate health and safety procedures and 
preventive measures to avoid direct contact wit!, 
contaminated mnterials and ingestion/inhalotion 
of fugitive dust. All site workers would be OSm.  
certified and would be instructed to follow OSHA 
protocols. 

It is estimated that the treatment alternatives 
would take well over 30 years to achieve the 
remedial action objectives. However, a 30-year 
period was used-for costing purposes. Operation 
of the treatment plant would be stopped when 
remedial objectives are achieved i.e., levels of 
contaminants in the aquifer are reduced to State 
and Federal drinking water shda rds ,  unless it i: 
determined that ILrt.4Rs must be waived in 
portions of the aquifer. 

+ Imolementabilitv 

Alternative 1 would not involve any major site 
activities other than monitoring and performing 
five-year reviews. These activities are easily 
implemented. 
The treatment components of Alternatives GW-2 
and GW-3 would be easily implemented, as the 
technologies are proven and readily available. 
The carbon adsorption technology proposed for 
use in Alternative GW-2A is a proven and 
efficient method for removal of organic 
contaminants. Biological treatment, specified in 
Alternatives GW-2B and GW-3, has been used 
successfully for groundwater contaminated with 
creosote wastes. The manganese removal pretre2' 
ment technology requlred under Alternatives GIz,. 
2 and GW-3 is proven and readily available. 
Sufficient space is available on-site for a 
treatment plant. -- 

Alternatives GW-2 andGW-3 would require- 
institutional management of the operation and 
maintenance of the treated groundwater 
discharge system. Offsite disposal facilities are 
available for the disposal of the oillwater 
separator sludge and skimmings generated from 
Alternatives GW-2 and (34-3. Disposd (or 



recycle) facilities are also available for recovered 
DNAPL and the other residues generated from 
those alternatives. d t h ~ u g h  treatment processes 
utilized in Alternative GW-3 are proven, it is 
uncertain whether the V i a g e  of Sidney P O W  
would accept the treated groundwater. 
Acceptance of the GCL emuent by the P O W  
would be contingent upon factors such as capacity 
available, waste characteristics, and permit 
requirements. 

GW-1 is the least expensive of all alternatives but 
would not involve treatment. Alternative 1 has a 
present worth cost of $380,700 which is associated 
with conducting a sampling and analyses program 
and five-year reviews over a 30-year period. 

Alternative GW-?A would be the most expensive 
treatment alternative followed by GW-3 and GW- 
2B. However, the cost differences between GW- 
2 4  GW-2B and GW-3 would be so small as to not 

. . . - 
be significant. 

State Acce~tance 

NYSDEC concurs with the preferred remedy. 

Community acceptance of the preferred 
alternative will be assessed in the ROD following 
review of the public comments received on the 
RIPS  reports and the Proposed Plan. 

Sediments 

Overall Protection of Human Health and the 
Environment 

Alternative SD-1 would not meet any of the 
remedial objectives and thus would not be 
protective of the environment. Contaminated 
sediments would remain on-site and would 
continue to pose a risk to the biota. Natural 
flushing would reduce contaminants in the 
sediments somewhat, especially after the 
contaminated soils on the GCL-property are 
remediated. . 

LreaLrnenL u d  ~ t s r ~ x ~ u t ~ r ~  8b-3 i u v u ) v h g  urr-stce 
treatment/disposal of sediments, would removi 
contamination and eliminate any environmental 
threats posed by the Sediments. 'l%eref~re,'th&-~ 
alternatives would meet remedial objectives. 

Com~liance with ARARs 

There are no chemical-specific ARARs for the con 
taminated sediments. Alternative SD-1 would 
comply with appropriate requirements such .as 
New York State Technical and Administrative 
Guidance Memorandums. 

Alternatives SD-2 and SD-3 would be designed 
and implemented to satisfy all appropriate 
requirements and location-specific ARARs 
identified for the site. Excavation activities would 
be conducted in compliance with the OSHA 
standards, soil erosion, sediment control and 
wetland protection requirements. Alternative SD- 
2 would also comply with ARARs related to on- 
site treatment (e.g., disposal of treatment 
residuals, stormwater discharge requirements and 
air pollution control regulations pertaining to 
fugitive emissions and air quality standards). 
Under Alternative SD-3, excavated sediments 
would be sent to an appropriate 
treatment/disposal facility in accordance with 
applicable ARARs. 

Long-Term Effectiveness 

Alternative SD-1 would monitor contamination in 
the sediments and would not remove and/or treat 
contaminants. Therefore, this alternative would 
not reduce the long-term risks to the.  
environment associated with the sediments. 

Alternative SD-2 calls for on-site sediment 
treatment along the GCL-property soils. The soil 
treatment system, currently under design, would 
reduce the levels of PAH contaminants in 
sediments by 98 to 99 percent. 

Alternative SD-3 would provide long-term 
protection by removing ihe  contaminated 
sediments which would be sent to an approved 
disposal facility. Soil cover and revegetation 
would provide protection against erosion. NO 
long-term monitoring would be required. 

Alternative SD-2, involving on-site sediment 



1 Reduction of Toxicitv. Mobilitv or Volume 
Throueh Treatment 

.- - 
Alternative SD-1 would not provide immediate 
reduction in toxicity, mobility or volume of 
contaminants because treatment is not included 
as part of this alternative. Some reduction may 
be realized after the  GCL-property soils have 
been remediated through natural attenuation 
processes. 

Alternatives SD-2 and SD-3 would reduce the 
toxicity, mobility and volume of contaminants by 
removal and od-site treatment (Alternative SD-2) 
or off-site d i spod  (Alternative SD-3). 

Short-Term Effectiveness 

The implementation of Alternative SD-1 would 
not pose any additional risks to the community, 
since this alternative does not involve any 
construction or remediation. Workers involved in 
periodic sampling of sediments would be exposed 
to minimal risks because appropriate health and 
safety protocols would be followed for this 
activity. 

Alternatives SD-2 and SD-3 include activities such 
as excavation, screening, shredding, and handling 
of contaminated sediments which could result in 
potential exposure of workers and residents to 
fugitive dust, aqd possible suspension of 
sediments. In order to minimize potential short- 
term impacts, the area would be secured and 
access would be restricted to authorized personnel 

- - . - only. .In addition, dust control measures such a s  
wind screens and water sprays would be used to 
minimize fugitive dust emissions from material 
handling. The risk to workers involved in the 
remediation would also be minimized by 
establishing appropriate health and safety 
procedures and preventive measures, (e.g., 
enclossd cabs on backhoes and proper personal 
protection equipment) to prevent direct contact 
with contaminated materials and 
ingestion/inhalation of fugitive dust. All site 
workers would be OSHA certified and would be 
,instructed to follow OSHA protocols. Some 
increase in trafEc and noise pollution would be 
expected from site activities. Short-term impacts 
may be experienced for about a six-month period 
which is the estimated time for construction and 
remedial activities. 

Under AlLerllnciveY SD-2 nnd 3U-3, short-term im 
pacts on the environment from removal of 
vegetationand destruction of habitat could occur. 
A plan would be prepared and implemented to 
minimize and restore (i.e., revegetate) any 
damage to the environment. Erosion and 
sediment control measures such as silt curtdrhs 
and berms would be provided during material 
handling activities to control migration of 
contaminants. 

Im~lementnbilitv 

Alternative SD-1 would not involve dy major site 
activities except monitoring and sampling. These 
activities would be easily implementable. 
Alternative SD-2 would be easily implemented, as 
the technology is proven and readily available. 
The thermal desorption component of this 
alternative has been shown to be effective for 
destruction of PAHs, and is commercially 
available. Sufficient land is available at the site 
for operation of a mobile thermal desorption 
system and supporting facilities. Alternative SD-: 
involves off-site disposal. Capacity for the small 
volume of sediment should be available at a 
permitted facility. Implementation of 
Alternatives SD-2 and SD-3 would require 
restriction of access to the site during the 
remediation process. Coordination with state anr 
local agencies would also be required during 
remediation. 

Alternative SD-1 is the less expensive alternative 
but does not provide treatment of contaminated 
sediments. Alternative SD-1 has a present worth 
cost of $277,700 which is associnted with 
conducting a sampling and analyses program and 
five-year reviews over a 30-year period. 

Alternative SD-2 is the least expensive of the 
treatment alternatives and has a present worrh 
cost of $298,000. The most expensive Alternative 
is SD-3 with a present worth cost of $820,300. 

-. 

State Acceutance 

NYSDEC concurs with the preferred remedy. 



r Cornmunitv Acce~tance 

Community acceptance of the preferred 
alternative will be assessed in the ROD following 
review of the public comments received on the 
R I P S  reports and the Proposed Plan. 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

Based upon an evaluation of the various 
alternatives, EPA and NYSDEC recommend 
Alternatives GW-2 and SD-2 as the preferred 
alternatives for remediation of contaminated 
groundwater and sediment on the GCL site. 

Alternative GW-2 would address the contaminated 
groundwater through the extraction, collection, 
on-site treatment and discharge of treated 
groundwater to  the surface water. Alternative 
GW-2 provides two options for primary treatmen&. 
of organics, carbon absorption (GW-2A) and 
biological treatment (GW-2B). Given the 
informati02 currently available, both options 
appee. to be equally reliable and cost-effective. 
Therefore, a more detailed evaluation of the two 
options will be conducted during the remedial 
design through treatability studies. The 
additional information gathered from the 
treatability studies will be used to determine 
which option is more appropriate and cost- 
effective. As noted above, the information 
gathered during remedial design would also be 
used to reassess the timeframe and technical 
practicability of achieving State and Federal 
drinking water standards. 

Alternative SD-2 will address the contamination 
by excavating and treating contaminated sediment 
on-site through a thermal desorption process. 
Treating the contaminated sediments along with 
the GCL-property soils provides an effective and 
cost-effective method for addressing the 
contaminated sediments. Alternative SD-2 will 
also provide for the mitigation of damages t o  the 
aquatic environment which may occur during the 
'implementation of this alternative. 

The preferred alternative would provide the best 
balance of trade-offs among alternatives with 
respect to the evaluating criteria. EPA and the 
NYSDEC believe that the preferred alternative 
would be protective of human health and the 
environment, would comply with ARARs (unless it 

is subsequently proven to be technicnlly 
impracticable), would be cost-effective, and w o ~ l d  
utilize permanent S O ~ U ~ ~ O ~ S  and alternative 
treatment technologies or resource recovery 
technologies to the maximum extent practicable. 
The remedy also would meet the statutory 
preference for the use of treatment as a pri&ipal 
element. 
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