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34 Freeman’s Bridge Road
| nactive Hazar dous Waste Disposal Site
Town of Glenville, Schenectady County, New York
Site No. 447028

Statement of Purpose and Basis

TheRecord of Decision (ROD) presentsthesel ected remedy for the 34 Freeman’ sBridgeRoad site, a
Class2inactivehazardouswastedisposal site. Theselected remedial programwaschoseninaccordance
withtheNew Y ork State Environmental Conservation Law andisnotinconsistent withtheNational Oil
and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan of March 8, 1990 (40CFR300), as amended.

Thisdecisionisbased onthe AdministrativeRecord of theNew Y ork State Department of Environmental
Conservation (NY SDEC) for the 34 Freeman’ sBridge Road i nactivehazardouswastedisposal site, and
the public’ sinput tothe Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) presented by theNY SDEC. A listing
of thedocumentsincluded asapart of the AdministrativeRecordisincludedin Appendix B of theROD.

Assessment of the Site

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardouswaste constituentsfromthissite, if not addressed by
implementing theresponseaction selectedinthisROD, presentsacurrent or potentia significant threat to
public health and/or the environment.

Description of Selected Remedy

Basedontheresultsof theRemedial Investigationand Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for the34 Freeman’s
Bridge Road siteandthecriteriaidentifiedfor eval uation of alternatives, theNY SDEC hassel ected
excavationandon-sitethermal treatment of sitewastesand soils. Thecomponentsof theremedy areas
follows:

. Excavation, on-sitelow temperaturethermal treatment, and on-sitestabilization of approximately
71,000 tons of contaminated soils, waste, and debris.

. Collectionandtreatment of contaminated non-aqueousphaseliquids(NAPLs) and groundwater
from the main contaminated area.

. Site restoration using treated and stabilized soils as backfill.



. Institutional controls and restrictions on the use of the property and future use of groundwater.

. M onitoring of remai ning groundwater contamination areato confirm successof sourcearea
remedy.

New York State Department of Health Acceptance

TheNew Y ork State Department of Health (N'Y SDOH) concursthat theremedy selectedfor thissiteis
protective of human health.

Declar ation

Thesdl ected remedy i sprotectiveof human health and theenvironment, complieswith Stateand Federa
requirementsthat arelegally applicableor relevant and appropriatetotheremedial actiontotheextent
practicable, andiscost effective. Thisremedy utilizespermanent sol utionsand alternativetreatment or
resourcerecovery technologies, to the maximum extent practi cabl e, and satisfiesthe preferencefor
remedies that reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal element.

Date Dale A. Desnoyers, Director
Division of Environmental Remediation
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RECORD OF DECISION

34 Freeman’s Bridge Road Site

Town of Glenville, Schenectady County, New Y ork
Site No. 447028
M ar ch 2004

SECTION 1: SUMMARY AND PURPOSE OF THE RECORD OF DECISION

TheNew Y ork State Department of Environmental Conservation(NY SDEC), inconsultationwiththe
New Y ork State Department of Health (NY SDOH), hassel ected aremedy for the 34 Freeman’ sBridge
Road Site. Thepresence of hazardous wastehascreated s gnificant threatsto human healthand/or the
environment that areaddressed by thisremedy. Asmorefully describedin Sections3and5 of this
document, surfaceand subsurfacedisposal of liquid and oily chemical wastes, drummedwastes, and
landfilling of constructionand demoalition debrishaveresultedinthedisposa of hazardouswastes, including
polychlorinated biphenyls, volatileand semi-vol atileorgani c compounds, polycyclicaromatic hydrocarbons,
andmetals. Thesewasteshavecontaminated thesurfacesoils, subsurfacesoils, and groundwater at the
site, and have resulted in:

. asgnificant threat to human health associated with potentia exposureto contaminated surfacesoil,
subsurface soil, and groundwater.

To eliminate or mitigate these threats, the NY SDEC has sel ected the following remedy:

. Excavation, on-sitelow temperaturethermal treatment, and on-sitestabilization of approximately
71,000 tons of contaminated soils, waste, and debris.

. Collection and treatment of contaminated non-agqueousphaseliquids(NAPL s) and groundwater
from the main contaminated area.

. Site restoration using treated and stabilized soils as backfill.
. Institutional controls and restrictions on the use of the property and future use of groundwater.
. M onitoring of remaining groundwater contamination areato confirm successof sourcearea

remedy.

Thesdlected remedy, discussedindetail in Section 8, isintended to attain theremediation goal sidentified
for thissitein Section 6. Theremedy must conformwith officially promul gated standardsand criteriathat
aredirectly applicable, or that arerel evant and appropriate. Theselectionof aremedy must al sotakeinto
consideration guidance, as appropriate. Standards, criteria and guidance are hereafter called SCGs.
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SECTION 2: SITELOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The 34 Freeman’ sBridgeRoad siteisan 13-acre property locatedinaresidential and commercia area
onFreeman’ sBridgeRoadintheVillageof Scotia, Townof Glenville, New Y ork. Thesiteiscurrently
owned by Lyon’s Ventures, Inc. and is operated as acommercial used office furniture supply business.

Thesiteisbound by Maple Avenueand residential and commercial propertiestothenorth, Freeman’s
Bridge Road andresidential and commercial propertiesonthewest, andrailroad and power linerights-of
way and an asphalt emul sionbusinesstothesouth and east. Warner Creek (alsoknownasKromme
Creek), atributary totheM ohawk River, drainsaportion of thesite. TheMohawk River approaches
within 350feet of thesiteat itsclosest point. Thenearest residentia dwellingislocated approximately 450
feet from the site. Figures 1 and 1ashow the site and its surroundings.

Thesiteisgenerally flat and coveredwith grassand small bushesandtrees. A buildingand associated
parking areas, usedfor thefurniturebusi ness, islocatedintheextreme southwest corner of theproperty.
Beginninginthelate 1970'sand continuing throughthe1980's, therear of theproperty wascoveredwith
approximately eight feet of soil and construction and demolition debrisfrom various sources.
Approximately 13acresof formerly low-lying areasof theL yonsproperty and severa adjacent properties
has been filled.

SECTION 3: SITE HISTORY

3.1: Operational/Disposal History

Thesitewasformerly occupied by Kitchton Cooperage Company fromthelate 1940'suntil 1972. The
cooperageaccepted contai ners, including 55-gallondrums, withresidual liquidsand solidsfromlocal

industries. Thedrumswerecleaned, repainted, recycled, andresold. Wastesfromtheoperationwere
reportedly disposed ontotheground surfaceandinto pits, lagoons, and ditchestotherear of thecooperage
building. Drumsand other wastematerialswereal so storedinvariousplacesabout theproperty. These
activitieshavebeen confirmed through aerial photographicanaysi sandinformationfromlocal residents.
The cooperage activities appear to be the primary contributor to site contamination.

The current owner took over theproperty in 1978 and hasaccepted variousadditional wastes, including
drumsof hazardouswaste and | arge quantitiesof constructionand demolitionwastesfrom|ocal

construction projects. Thesematerialshavecontributed additional contaminationto sitesoilsand
groundwater. Thethick layer of contaminated soil and constructionand demolition debrisnow comprises
the main source area at the site. Figure 2 shows the thickness of fill at the site.

3.2: Remedial History

In1984,theNY SDECIistedthesiteasaClass2site, sitel.D. Number 447016, intheRegistry of
Inactive HazardousWaste Disposal SitesinNew Y ork State. A Class2 siteisasitewherehazardous
waste presents a significant threat to the public health or the environment and action is required.
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Thesitewaslisted duetothe presenceof drummedwastesbehindthebuilding. Theowner wasdirected
toremovethedrumsandthesitewasdelisted onthe premisethat thishad been accomplished. In 1989,
drumswereagaindiscovered behindthesitebuilding. Thesemay havebeenthesamedrumspreviousy
discoveredin1984. TheNY SDEC Region4 officeperformedadrumremoval . Approximately 80, 55-
galondrumswereremoved. Theowner wasassessed afinefor improper storageof hazardouswastes.

In 1996, thesitecameunder considerationfor commercia development. Touhey Associates, actingasa
volunteer, anditsconsultant sampled the property to determinetheextent of any contamination. A number
of test pitsweredug and soil samplestaken. PCBsweredetectedin subsurfacesoilsinmany locationsat
concentrationsinexcessof 100 partsper million (ppm). Thevolunteer activities, and thecommercial
development, were subsequently dropped.

AnImmediatel nvestigation Work Assignment investigationwasperformed by contractorsof theNY SDEC
inJune1996. Additional test pitsweredug and several groundwater monitoringwellsinstalled. PCBs
weredetectedinsurfacesoilsat several locationsat concentrationsupto 33 ppm. Subsurfacesoilswere
alsofoundto becontaminated with PCBsin concentrationsupto 980 ppm. Groundwater wasfoundto
containlevel sof PCBs, dichloroethene, benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, xylenes, and severa semi-volatile
organic compoundsat concentrationsinexcessof NY Sstandards. Atleast onemonitoringwell
encounteredanon-aqueousphaseliquid. Based ontheseresults, thesitewasplaced back ontheRegistry
in December 1996 as a Class 2 site, site |.D. number 447028.

Additionallyin1996, theNew Y ork Sate Department of Health sampled four residential wellsin thearea.
None of the samples indicated site-related contamination.

SECTION 4: ENFORCEMENT STATUS

Potentially Respons bleParties(PRPs) arethosewhomay belegally liablefor contaminationat asite. This
may include past or present owners and operators, waste generators, and haulers.

The PRPsfor thesite, documented to date, include: thecurrent steowner/operator, Lyon’ sVentures, Inc.,
andtheformer operator and disposer of themajority of thewaste, Kitchton Cooperage Company.
Kitchton has long been out of business and is not considered a viable entity.

ThePRP(Lyon’sVentures, Inc.) declinedtoimplement theRI/FSat thesitewhen requested by the
NY SDECin1998. Thesitewassubsequently referredtotheDivisionof Environmental Remediationfor
the performance of an RI/FS under the State Superfund program.

After theremedy issel ected, the PRPwill againbecontacted to assumeresponsibility for theremedial
program. If anagreement cannot bereachedwiththe PRP, theNY SDEC will eval uatethesitefor further
actionunder the State Superfund. PRPsaresubjecttolegal actionsby thestatefor recovery of all
response costs the state has incurred.
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SECTIONS5: SITE CONTAMINATION

Aremedia investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) hasbeen conducted to evaluatetheal ternativesfor
addressing the significant threats to human health.

5.1: Summary of the Remedial | nvestigation

The purposeof theRI wasto definethenatureand extent of any contamination resulting from previous
activitiesattheste. TheRI wasconductedintwo separate phasesbetween January 2000 and November
2001. Thefiddactivitiesandfindingsof theinvestigationaredescribedintheRI report. Figure3shows
the location of samples taken during the investigation.

The following activities were conducted during the RI:

. Research of historical information, including aerial photograph interpretation;

. Geophysical survey toinvestigatethefill and determineareasto explorewithtest pitsand test
trenches;

. Excavationof 35 test pitsandtest trenchestoinvestigateconditionsinthefill and samplesoilsand
wastes;

. Collection of 147 soil samples from test pitting operations;

. Installation of 25 soil borings using direct push technology;

. I nstalation of 24 soil borings and24 new monitoringwells(inadditiontothe 7 already existing),

withthecollectionof 65samplesfor chemical analysisof soilsand groundwater, aswell as
physical testing to determine properties of soil and hydrogeol ogic conditions;

. Installation of threelargediameter (18-36") culvert wellstoeval uate NAPL propertiesand assess
potential remedial alternatives;

. Sampling of 31 new and existing monitoring wells;

. Collectionof groundwater samplesfrom 261ocations, includingasamplefromaninterior building
Sump;

. A survey of publicand privatewater supply wellsintheareaaroundthesite, and collection of

water samples from three residential wells;

. Collection of surface water samplesat 6 locations;
. Collection of 12 aquatic sediment samples at 6 locations;
34 Freeman’s Bridge Road (447028) March 2004
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To determinewhether thesoils, groundwater, surfacewater, and sedimentscontain contaminationat levels
of concern, data from the investigation were compared to the following SCGs:

. Groundwater, drinkingwater, and surfacewater SCGsarebasedonNY SDEC* Ambient Water
Quality Standards and Guidance Values’ and Part 5 of the New Y ork State Sanitary Code.

. Site-specificsoil cleanup goalsweredevel oped by theNY SDECinconsultationwiththe
NYSDOH. Theseinclude:

Total Carcinogenic SVOCsin soil - 10 ppm
Total SVOCsin soil - 500 ppm

Total VOCsin soil - 10 ppm

Total PCBsin surface soil - 1 ppm

Total PCBsin subsurface soil - 10 ppm
Lead in soil - 1200 ppm

Total Chromium in soil - 50 ppm

Mercury in soil - 2 ppm

. Sediment SCGsarebased ontheNY SDEC* Technical Guidancefor Screening Contaminated
Sediments.”

. Background surfaceand subsurface soil samplesweretakenfromtwolocations. Theselocations
wereupgradient and acrossastreamfromthesite, and weredeemed to berepresentativeof fill
conditionstypical for theareaand unaffected by historicor current siteoperations. Thesamples
wereanayzedfor PCBs, metals, and vol atileand semi-volatileorganiccompounds. Theresults
of theanalysiswerecomparedtodatafromtheRI (Table 1) todetermineappropriatesite
remediation goals.

BasedontheRl results, incomparisontothe SCGsand potentia public hedthand environmenta exposure
routes, certainmediaand areasof thesiterequireremediation. Thesearesummarizedbelow. More

complete information can be found in the RI report.

5.1.1: Site Geology and Hydr ogeology

Thesiteislocatedinthevalley andflood plainof theMohawk River. Atitsclosest point, theriver
approacheswithin 350feet. TheMohawk RiverisaClassA water body inthevicinity of thesite, i.e., the
waters’ best useis as a source of drinking water.

Warner Creek, atributary of theM ohawk River, formsthenorthwest boundary of thesite. Thecreekis
anapproximately 2-1/2 milelong drainageway that originatesinawetlandjust northeast of the Scotia-
GlenvilleIndustrial Park. Thedrainagebasinfor thecreek includesthehighly devel oped Route 50 corridor
andthewesternhalf of the Schenectady County Airport. Asitleavesthesitearea, thestream passes

34 Freeman’s Bridge Road (447028) March 2004
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through aculvert penetrating therailroad embankment ontheeastern edgeof thesite. Thestream passes
throughaNY SDEC regulated wetland (S-112) beforedischargingtotheM ohawk River, approximately
2,000 feet downstreamfromthesite. ThecreekisclassifiedasaC(TS) stream, meaningitsbestuseis
supporting fisheriesand non-contact humanactivities. Figures1and lashow thesteanditssurroundings.

Thesiteisrelatively level and most areasrangein elevationfrom 224to 228 abovesealevel . Surface
drainageontheeasternand northeastern sidesof thesiteistotheeast towardtherailroad embankment,
thennorthtoWarner Creek. Runoff fromthenorthern portion of thesiteflowsnorthwest directly tothe
creek. Thesouthern part of thesitedrainssouth and west toward Freeman’ sBridgeRoad. Historic
topographicmapsindicateaformer tributary that flowed throughthesitearea, originating near thecurrent
parkingareaandfollowingastraight courseto Warner Creek near therailroad culvert. Thisdrainage
pathway hassincebeensignificantly atered by thesitefill, butit may still control theflow and migration of
groundwater and NAPL in the subsurface.

Theremedial investigationidentifiedfivestratigraphicunitsat thesite. Inorder of increasing depth, they

are:
. Fill

. Floodplain Alluvium

. Deep Sand

. Glacial Till and other Deposits
. Bedrock

Fillisthesurficia unitand most sgnificantly impacted hydrogeol ogicunit of thesite. Mot of thefill consists
of constructionanddemolitiondebris, including brick, asphalt, concrete, andwood. Insomeareas,
domesticwastesand piecesof drumsand containerswereobserved. Theheterogeneousnatureof thefill
createspotentia contaminant pathwayswithinthefill. Fill underliesessentialy theentiresiteproperty and
several adjacent propertiestothenorthandwest. Thefill thicknessrangesfrom1.5feetto 11 feet. (Figure
2 showsthelocationandthicknessof thefill.) Thefill representsthemajor zoneof contamination, bothin
soils and groundwater.

Thefloodplainaluviumisanatura siltand clay deposit underlyingthefill. It appearstoprovideare atively
low permeability layer that retardsthevertical migration of groundwater and NAPLSs. For thisreason, it
has significantimportancerel ativetothemigration of contaminantsthat may havebeenreleasedat the
existing or former ground surface. A prominent feature of the alluvium istheformer drainage
tributary/pathway to Warner Creek that existed prior tothefilling of thesiteproperty. Thisdrainageswale,
shownonFigures5and 6, controlled thethicknessof fill and may represent apreferred pathway for
contaminant migration.

Thefloodplainalluviumisunderlainby athick layer of sand. Thislayer representsasignificant water
bearing zonethatisusedlocally for publicand privatedrinking water supply. Thislayerisnotednear the
surface of theground ontheeasternsideof thesite (at MW-18) and at depthsgreater than 16 feettothe
west at MW-13.
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Theglacial till and bedrock layersrepresent deep confininglayersbeneaththesite. Thetill iscomposed
of siltand clay andwasencounteredinboringsat depthsranging from 23to 56 feet bel ow theground
surface. Thebedrock isshaleandwasfound at depthsrangingfrom 15feetat MW-17 ontheeast to
greater than 70feet at MW-23D onthewest. Thetill and bedrock unitsarenot significant water bearing
Zones.

The34 Freeman’ sBridgeRoad siteislocated near theeastern edgeof the Schenectady Aquifer, ahighly
productivesole-sourceaquifer. Thepart of theaguifer inthesiteareaisnot used for publicwater supply
andisclassifiedasageneral aquifer rechargearea. Groundwater impactsfromthesitearenot expected
to affect public or any other known drinking water supplies.

Therearetwo principal zonesof groundwater flow at thesite, theshallow zoneand thedeep zone. The
shallow zonecons stsof thesaturatedfill and upper portionsof thefloodplainalluvium. Thedegpzoneis
comprisedof thedeep sand unit. Thefloodplainaluvium, wherepresent, actsasabarrier betweenthetwo
Zones.

Groundwater flowissomewhat complex and seasond ly variable. Theshallow zonegroundwater occurs
under unconfined water tableconditions. Depth of water rangesfrom4to 13feet bel ow ground surface.
Groundwater indrier monthsof theyear flowsradiadly outward fromagroundwater mound | ocated beneath
the gravel parkingareatotherear of thebuilding. Tothenorthof thesite, flowisgenerally eastward
towardtheM ohawk River. Inwetter timesof theyear, flow isgenerally eastward onto the southern part
of thesiteand northeastwardinthenorthernportionsof thesite. Flow directionsfor theshallow zoneare
shown on Figure 5.

The deep aquifer zoneiscomprised of groundwater inthedeep sand unit underlying thefill andfloodplain
deposits. Groundwater inthesand occursunder confined artesian conditionsbeneath thel ow permesbility
floodplainaluviuminmost areasof thesite. Groundwater flow inthedeepzoneindrier monthsisquite
low, but generally inanortheasterly direction. Higher flow gradientsarenotedinthewetter monthsand
groundwater flowsontothesitefromtheeast and west marginsand flowsoffsiteinanortheasterly
direction. Figure 6 shows the deep zone groundwater flow.

5.1.2: Nature of Contamination

AsdescribedintheRI report, many soil, groundwater, surfacewater, and sediment sampleswerecollected
to characterizethenatureand extent of contamination. AssummearizedinTable 1, themain categoriesof
contaminantsthat exceedtheir SCGsarevol atileorganic compounds(V OCs), semivolatileorganic
compounds (SVOCs), polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and inorganics (metals).

TheVOCsof concernareprimarily petroleum hydrocarbons, such asbenzene, toluene, and xyleneand
some chlorinated compounds such as trichloroethene and 1,2-dichloroethene.

The primary SV OCs of concern arepolycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHS) such as

benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(b)phenanthrene, and benzo(a)pyrene. Some phenolics, phthalates,
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naphthal enes, and chlorobenzenesareal so present. PAHsarecommonly associatedwith coal, ash, heavy
petroleum oils and products of incomplete combustion.

ThePCBsof concernareAroclor-1242, Aroclor-1248, Aroclor-1254, and Aroclor-1260. PCBsare
agroup of 209 different synthetic organic chemical sthat wereusedinindustry duetotheir resistanceto
heat and el ectrical insul ating properties. Polychl orinated bi phenyl swereblendedin different combinations
(called Aroclors) accordingtotheir desired properties. PCBsshow astrong affinity toorganic material

andareoftenboundupinsoil layers. They arenot readily dissolvedinwater andthus, arenot generally
foundingroundwater or surfacewater unlessassoci ated with fine-grai ned parti culatematter suspendedin
thesemedia. Intheenvironment, PCBsarere atively pers stent, and aredegraded only under certainhighly
favorableconditions. PCB distribution at 34 Freeman’ sBridgeRoad i sassociated with thedistribution of
NAPL and asogenerally occursinthesameareaswherethesoil iscontaminated with SY OCsand PAHSs.

The primary metalsof concernat thesitearelead and chromium. Thesemeta shavethewidest distribution
and occur at the highest concentrations relative to background levels and the cleanup goals.

5.1.3: Extent of Contamination

Thissectiondescribesthefindingsof theinvestigationfor all environmental media that wereinvestigated.

Chemical concentrationsarereportedin partsper billion (ppb) for water and partsper million (ppm) for
waste, soil, and sediment. For comparison purposes, whereapplicable, SCGsareprovidedfor each
medium.

Table1summarizesthedegreeof contaminationfor thecontaminantsof concerninwaste(NAPL), surface
and subsurfacesoils, shallow and deep groundwater, sediment, and surfacewater and comparesthedata
with the SCGsfor the site.

Refer toFiguresland lafor theSiteL ocationand Site Surroundingsand Features. Figure2 showsthe
thicknessof fill coveringthesite. Figure3givesthelocationof all samplestaken duringtheRemedial
Investigation. Figures4 through 13 present detail on the extent of contamination by mediaand
contaminants of concern.

Theresultsof theRemedial Investigationindicatethat thefill (thesurfacesoil plusthesubsurfacesoil) and
the upper surfaceof theunderlying aluvial material sarecontaminated withvolatileorganiccompounds,
semi-volatiles, PCBs, and metal sin concentrationsinexcessof New Y ork Statestandards, criteria, and
guidelines.

Significant soil contamination, includingNAPL , ispresentinthreeprincipal areasof thegite: 1) thevicinity
of theexisting buildingand parking area; 2) tothenorth and east of theparking area; and, 3) several
i sol ated areasbeyondthe parking areaassociated with buried drumsand debris. Thedistribution of soil
contaminationiscong stent withthereported and inferred patternsof past rel easesand disposd , including:
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. spillageandroutinedisposal of liquidstotheformer ground surfaceandinto pitsandlagoonsnear
thebuildingand parking area, particularly d ong aformer drainageditch at the southeast s deof the

building;

. migration of contaminantsal ong former ditchesand drai nage pathwaysaway fromthepoint of
disposal;

. buria of low-lying areas, including pitsand lagoonsby construction and demolition debrisand other
waste material;

. entrainment of waste materials such asliquidsin thefill; and

. burial of waste drums and containers, subject to potential corrosion and leakage, in thefill.

Shallow groundwater, withinthefill and abovetheunderlyingaluvial materials, iscontaminatedwithsite-
related contaminants. Thecontaminationisgenerally associated withthesoil contamination sourcearess,
though somegroundwater exceedancesare observed at the northeast end of thesite. Thedeeper
groundwater, within or below the alluvium, is not significantly contaminated.

Surfaceand subsurface soil contamination doesextend beyondthe L yonsproperty lines, particularly inthe
subsurface tothenorth of theparking area. Contamination on adjacent propertiesisclosaly associated with
the observedlimitsof fill onthoseproperties. Soil and groundwater withinthe Niagara-M ohawk Power
Corporationright-of-way a ongthesouth sideof thesitedoesnot appear to beimpacted by site-rel ated
contamination.

The following are the media which were investigated and a summary of the findings of the investigation
Waste Materials (NAPL)

Non-agueous phaseliquidshavebeenobservedinseveral locationsat thesite. Bothlight NAPLs
(LNAPL) that float onthewater tableand denseNAPL s (DNAPL ) havebeenfound. LNAPL stendto
be hydraulically controlled and may concentratein areassimilar to the shall ow groundwater mound
observedintheparkingarea. LNAPL swereobservedinwell MW-2, MW-4, MW-6, MW-7, and MW-
8andinthelargediameter culvert wellsCW-1, CW-2,and CW-3. Exceptfor MW-4, al thesewellsare
located near thebuildingintheshallow groundwater moundinparkingarea. NAPL wasal so observed
in several test pitsincluding TP-21, TP-26, and TP-35.

DNAPL migrationand occurrencetendsto bestratigraphically controlled and DNAPL smay accumul ate
intopographicdepressionsinthesubsurface. LocationsMW-2, MW-5, MW-6, GB-22, TP-21, TP-26,
TP-35, CW-2,and CW-3all arelocated withininterpreted depressionsinthesurfaceof theunderlying
alluvium surface in the area behind the building. All of these locations encountered NAPL.

Chemical analysisof threeNAPL samplesindicatehigh concentrationsof volatiles, semi-volatiles, and
PCBs. Severa different Aroclorsof PCBsweredetected (1242, 1248, 1254, and 1260), withindividual
PCB concentrationsranging upto 1,500 ppm; well abovethe 50 ppm concentrationthat would classify
themateria ashazardouswaste. V ol atileorganicanalysi sindicated significant concentrationsof severa
compoundsincluding benzene (1.2 ppmmaximumat MW-6), toluene (280 ppm maximumat M\W-8),
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xylenes (1,600 ppm maximum at MW-8), trichloroethene (28 ppm maximum at MW-8), and
tetrachloroethene (48 ppm maximum at MW-8).

Tablel1providesasummary of analytical resultsfor NAPL. Figure3showsthelocationsof samples.
Figure 4 shows the extent of NAPL observed in the subsurface.

Surface Soil (0-2 feet)

For remedia costing purposesandfor the purposeof discussing theextent of contamination, surfacesoil
has been defined asextending fromtheground surfaceto adepth of twofeet. For risk assessment and
human exposureeval uati on purposes, contaminantsintheupper twoinchesof soil wereconsidered.
Surfacesoil inmost areasof thesiteisnon-nativefill material covered by pavement, gravel, or vegetation.
In some areas, it is covered by recently deposited debris.

V ol atileorgani c contamination of surfacesoilsisnot of primary concern. Only onelocation (test Pit TP-35)
of the14 sampledfor volatilesexceeded theremedial goal of 10 ppmfortotal volatiles. Several

compounds, primarily benzene, toluene, and xylene, exceededtheir individual cleanup goalsat thesame
location.

Semi-vol atileorganic contaminationwaswidespread acrossthesite, though at moderately | ow total
concentrationlevelsrelativetotheremedial goals. Noneof the19locationssampl ed exceeded the 500
ppmtotal SV OCscleanupgoal. However, anumber of locationsdid have specificcompoundsin
concentrations that exceeded specific cleanupleve s. Themaximum concentrationof SVOCswasnoted
inTP-35, near theformer drainageditch behindthebuilding. Total carcinogenic SV OCsweredetected

at two locations in excess of the 10 ppm cleanup goal: TP-35 at 32.2 ppm and TP-18 at 38.6 ppm.

PCBsaretheprimary contaminantsof concernfor surfacesoil at thesite. PCBsweredetected at
concentrations exceedingtheoneppmtotal PCB cleanupgoal at 17 of 18locations. Threesamples
exceededthe50 ppmregulatory limit for thedefinition of hazardouswaste. Themaximum concentration
detected was 1,100 ppm at TP-35 behind the on-site building.

M etal sweredetected above SCGsinanumber of ocations. Compari sonto background concentrations
of fill materia fromtheareaand comparisonto published va uesfor background concentrationsindicate
chromium andleadtobeof concerninsurfacesoils. Chromiumwasfound at levelsfrom 10.4t0 962 ppm
at 17 of 191ocations. Theestablished cleanupgoal is50 ppm. Lead wasdetected at level srangingfrom
895 to 5,140 ppm, in excess of the cleanup goal of 1,200 ppm.

Tablel providesasummary of analytical resultsfor Surface Soil. Figure3 showsthelocationsof samples.
Figures 9 through 13 show the extent of SVOCs, PCBS, and metals in the surface soil.

Subsurface Soil (>2 feet)

For remedial costing purposesandfor thepurposeof discussing extent of contamination, subsurfacesoil
hasbeen defined asall soilsfound at depthsgreater than twofeet bel ow theground surface. Subsurface
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soil inmost areasof thesiteisnon-nativefill material covered by pavement, gravel, or vegetation. Thefill
maly becongtructionand demolitiondebris, soil and rock, or mixed wastesincluding portionsof drumsand
containers.

Generally, the subsurface soil is the most contaminated medium at the site.

Five locationsof the43 sampled exceeded theremedial goal of 10 ppmtotal for volatileorganic
contamination. Thesewere: MW-8 (5,542 ppmat 4-6feet), MW-9 (15 ppmat 4-6feet), TP-7(135ppm
at 6-8feet), TP-26 (1,450 ppm at 2-4 feet), and TP-35 (366 ppm at 2-4 feet). The predominant
contami nantswere petroleum hydrocarbons(benzene, toluene, and xylene). M ost of thesel ocationswere
withintheareaof observed NAPL andtheresultsareconsistent with visual observationsof gross
contamination in these areas.

Semi-volatilecompoundsweredetectedinnumerouslocationsat thesite. Fiveof the45|ocationshad
concentrationsthat exceed the 500 ppmremedial goal for total SV OCs. A maximum concentration of
4,918 ppmwasnotedat MW-10. Aswiththevolatiles, all thehigh areasareassociated withtheareaof
NA PL observationsand visual indicationsof contaminationinthesample. Thehighest concentrations
typically occur within the 4-6 feet depth interval near the building and parking area.

PCBsarepreva entin el evated concentrationsat numerouslocationsinthesubsurface. Of the44locations
sampled, 16 exceedthe10ppmremedia goal for total PCBsinsubsurfacesoil. Thehighest concentrations
werefoundin TP-14 (1,860 ppm at 2-4 feet) and TP-26 (1,160 at 2-4 feet). Again, the highest
concentrationsweregenerally found behindthebuilding and under theparking areainareasof observed
NAPL.

Metal swerefoundinelevated concentrationsin several locations. Theprimary metalsof concerninthe
subsurfacearechromium, lead, and mercury. Chromiumwasdetectedin43of 44 |ocationswitha
maximum valueat location TP-35 (1,130 ppmat 4-6feet). Leadwasfoundin9of 44|ocationswitha
maximum valueat TP-35(6,410 ppmat 4-6feet). Mercury wasfound at onelocationthat exceeded the
remedial goal of 2 ppm (TP-1, 116 ppm at 4-6 feet).

Tablel providesasummary of analytical resultsfor Subsurface Soil. Figure 3 showsthelocationsof
samples. Figures 9 through 13 show the extent of contamination in the subsurface soil.

Surface Water

Samplesof surfacewater weretaken at six locationsinWarner Creek. A singlevolatileorganic
compound, tetrachl oroethene (PCE), wasdetectedinthreel ocations(SW-1at 6 ppb, SW-2at 18 ppb,
and SW-3 at 16 ppb). SW-1islocated upstream of the site near where the stream passes under
Freeman'’ s Bridge Road, suggesting an upstream sourceof thecontaminant. No SV OCsor PCBswere
detectedinsurfacewater. Metalsin SW-1and SW-2wereall bel ow standards. Theonly exceedance
for metals was in sample SW-3 which contained iron at 364 ppm, slightly above the SCG.

Sediments
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Sediment samplesweretakeninWarner Creek at 6 ocationsat two depths(0-6inchesand 6-12inches)
per location. Samplesweretaken upstream and downstream of thesiteand along thesiteboundary with
the creek. Generally, it appearsthat site-related impactstothesedimentinWarner Creek, if any, are
minor. Whilesomecontami nantsweredetected at concentrati onsin excessof sediment screeningcriteria,
impactsarelikely relatedto upstream or of f-sitesources, or arerelated tothegenerally poor quality of the
terrestrial and aquatic habitat.

Tetrachloroethene (1.5 ppmat SW-2) andvinyl chloride(0.7 ppmat SW-2) weretheonly volatiles
detectedin sedimentsat concentrationsabovethesediment criteria. While tetrachl oroethenewasdetected
onthemainsiteproperty, thepresenceof thiscontaminantin surfacewater samplesupstream and adjacent
to the site may better explain the presence of this contaminant in the sediment.

Semi-volatilesweredetected at level ssightly above sediment screening criteriainboth upstreamand
downstream samples.

PCBs(Aroclor-1248at 0.067 ppm) weredetectedinonesample, SED-2, downstream of thesite.
Elevatedlevel sof several metal sweredetectedinlocationsSED-2 and SED-3. Thesemetalsinclude
copper, iron, manganese, mercury, andzinc. Theconcentrationsdetected weregenerally higher thanthe
Lower EffectsLevel (LEL) whichindicatessedimentsarecontaminatedtoamoderatelevel. However,
noneof thecontami nantsexceeded the Severe EffectsL evel (SEL ) and thecontaminantsarenot thesame
asthose considered to be of concern at the sitedisposal areas. Itislikely that the source of the
contaminants is off-site or upstream and reflects the general poor quality of the aquatic habitat.

Tablelprovidesasummary of analytical resultsfor Sediment. Figure3 showsthelocation of sediment
samples taken in Warner Creek.

Groundwater

The shallow groundwater zoneissignificantly contaminatedin areasassociated withtheextent of NAPL
and surfaceand subsurface soil contaminationinand aroundthegravel parkingareaandthesitebuilding.

Volatileorganicsweredetectedinanumber of wells, however, exceedancesof SCGsarelimitedmainly
to MW-8(themost highly contaminated soil and NAPL area) and sporadichitsinwellsMW-5, 10, 14,
and 15. Contaminantsarepetroleum hydrocarbonssuch asbenzene (120 ppb maximumat M\W-8),
toluene (2,400 ppb maximumat MW-8), and xylene( 3,500 ppb at MW-8) and chl orinated compounds
such as 1,2-dichloroethene (1,400 ppb maximum at MW-8).

Semi-vol atileorganic contaminantsa soweredetected primarily inareasassociated with theparking area.
MW-8, again, wasthemost contaminated well, containing 34,410 ppb of total SV OCs. Only four other
wellshad exceedancesof SVOCs: MW-19 (total SV OCsof 164 ppb), MW-13(37 ppbtotal SVOCs),
MW-20 (33 ppb total SVOCs), and MW-10 (1 ppb total SVOCs).

PCBsweredetectedinconcentrationsthat exceed groundwater standardsat six of the 16 locations
sampledintheshallow zone. Thedistribution of the PCBsintheshallow zonegroundwater isconsi stent
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withother data. Themaximum concentrationsnoted areintheMW-8area, whichmeasured 46 ppbtotal
PCBSs. Other wellswith highval uesof PCBswere: MW-10 (1.6 ppbtotal PCBs), MW- 13 (6.3 ppbtotal
PCBs),MW-14 (4.7 ppbtotal PCBs), MW-16 (0.44 ppbtotal PCBs),and MW-20(21.8 ppbtotal
PCBSs). Thesewellsareall located withintheburied swal e/former tributary notedintheunderlying
floodplandluvium, suggesting thisfeature playsanimportant rolein contaminant distributionand migration.
These wells are also located in the areas of greatest NAPL contamination.

M etal swerefoundinseveral wellsinconcentrationsinexcessof SCGs. Thegreatest frequency of
exceedanceswerefor chromiumandlead, whichareprimary metalsof concerninthesurfaceand
subsurfacesoils. Thehighest valueswerefoundin MW-1, apotentially upgradient |ocation adjacent to
Freeman'’ s Bridge Road.

Table1providesasummary of analytical resultsfor Shallow Groundwater. Figure7 presentstheshallow
groundwater contamination data and well locations in detail.

Thedeepgroundwater issignificantly lesscontaminated thantheshallow zone. Thelow permeability of
theoverlyingfloodplainaluviumappearstoretard thefl ow and migration of contaminationdownfromthe
fill into the lower units.

V olatileorgani c contaminants, weredetectedin several wellsmonitoring thedeep zone. MW-9, located
immediately downgradient of thehighly contaminated M\W-8 area, isthemost contaminated well inthe
deepzone. Theprimary contaminant of concerninthedeep zoneis1,2-dichloroethene. Thiscompound
wasfoundinwellsMW-9 (52 ppb), MW-24 (20 ppb), MW-16D (14 ppb), and at anupgradientwell,
MW-19D (53 ppb). Thiscontaminantistheonly VOCfoundinany significant concentrationoutsidethe
principal contamination source area.

Onlyonewell inthedeep zone, MW-9, contained SV OCsat concentrationsthat exceed SCGs. The
majority of SV OCsdetected are phenoliccompoundssuch as2,4-dimethyphenol found at 250 ppbin
MW-9.

Inthedeep zone, only MW-9 contained PCBs (41 ppbtotal PCBSs) at concentrationsabove SCGs.
Likewise, metalsimpactstothedeep zoneareal so considerably | essthan that noted for theshallow zone.
Only MW-9encountered elevatedlevel sof metals, principally chromiumat 84.7 ppbandlead at 238 ppb.

Four nearby residential wellsweresampled by theNew Y ork State Department of Healthin 1996. Three
residential wellsweresampledagainin2002. All of thewellswerelocated near thesiteontheother side
of Freeman’ sBridgeRoad. Noneof thesamplesdetected site-rel ated contamination. Therearenoknown
residential wellslocated downgradient of the site source areas.

Tablel providesasummary of analytical resultsfor Deep Groundwater. Figure8 presentstheshallow
groundwater contamination data and well locations in detail.

Air
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Noambient air sampleswerecollected at thesitefor analysis. However, real-timemonitoring of theair
duringintrusiveinvestigationswasperformed. Nosignificantlevelsof volatileorganicsor particulateswere
encountered. Indoor air surveys, including sub-floor soil gas, of thesitebuilding areproposed aspart of
the remedy discussed later in this document.

5.2: Interim Remedial M easures

Aninterimremedial measure (IRM) isconducted at asitewhen asourceof contamination or exposure
pathway can be effectively addressed before completion of the RI/FS.

Therewerenoformal IRMsperformed at thissiteduringtheRI/FS. However, wastesandtest pit spoils
generated during theinvestigation activitieswerestockpiled and subsequently removed. Approximately
125tonsof contaminated soilswereremoved and disposed of f-gite. Additionaly, six partidly crushed, 55-
gallondrumsof apaint-likematerial discoveredinthetest pit programand 22, 55-gallondrumsof well
development and decontamination water were sent off-site for disposal.

5.3:  Summary of Human Exposur e Pathways:

Thissectiondescribesthetypesof human exposuresthat may present added healthrisksto personsat or
aroundthesite. A moredetail ed discussion of thehuman exposure pathwayscan befoundin Sections2
and 8 and Appendix L of the RI report.

Anexposurepathway describesthemeansby which anindividual may beexposedto contaminants
originatingfromaste. Anexposurepathway hasfivee ements:. [ 1] a contaminant source, [ 2] contaminant
rel ease andtransport mechanisms, [ 3] apoint of exposure, [4] arouteof exposure, and[5] areceptor
population.

The sourceof contaminationisthelocationwherecontaminantswererel eased totheenvironment (any
wastedisposal areaor point of discharge). Contaminant rel easeand transport mechanismscarry
contaminantsfrom thesourceto apoint wherepeoplemay beexposed. Theexposurepointisalocation
whereactual or potential human contact withacontaminated mediummay occur. Therouteof exposure
isthemanner inwhichacontaminant actually entersor contactsthebody (e.g., ingestion, inhal ation, or
direct contact). Thereceptor popul ationisthepeoplewhoare, or may be, exposed to contaminantsat a
point of exposure.

Anexposurepathway iscompletewhenall fiveelementsof anexposure pathway exist. Anexposure
pathway iscons dered apotential pathway when oneor moreof theel ementscurrently doesnot exist, but
could in the future.

Environmental datacollected at thesitewereusedto devel opaQualitativeHumanHealth Exposure
Assessment. Environmental samples were grouped into five media:

. groundwater
. surface soil
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. subsurface soil
. surface water
. sediment

Contaminants of potential concern include volatile organics, semi-volatile organics, PCBs, and metals.

Shallow groundwater beneath the sitecontainsdetectabl e concentrationsof contaminantsof potential
concern. Muchof theshallow groundwater dischargesdirectly toWarner Creek at theeasternend of the
site. Publicwater providesdrinkingwater tothesiteand thesurrounding community. Thereareafew
privatewellsintheareathat provide water for consumption. Several of thesenearest thesitehavebeen
sampledandfoundtobefreeof site-related contaminants. Thesiteisintheeasternperiphery of the
Schenectady Aquifer, asolesourceof potablewater for several municipalities. However, giventhe
distancetothewelIfieldsandthecurrent groundwater flow direction, sitegroundwater doesnot posea
threat tothispublic supply of groundwater. Therefore, thegroundwater pathway isconsideredtobean
incompl eteexposure pathway for current useconditions. Futureconstructionand utility workersmay be
exposed to contaminated groundwater through direct contact and inhalation of vapors.

A portion of thesitecontainsfree-phase product (NAPL) ongroundwater. Althoughno current exposures
areoccurring, thepresenceof NAPL may poseathreat tofutureconstruction and excavationworkersdue
to direct contact andinhal ation of vapors. Additionaly, theNAPL may affectindoor air quality of on-site
buildings due to migration of vapors.

Surfacesoil samplesindicatethepresenceof semi-volatiles, PCBs, and metal sof concern. Currenton-site
workersand sitetrespassers(nearby residents) may beexposed onalimited basisduetoincidental
ingestionand dermal contact withsitesoils. Potential futurereceptorsmay includeresidentsand
construction and utility workers.

Subsurfacesoil samplesreveal ed the presenceof semi-volatiles, vol atiles, PCBs, and metal sof concern.
Giventhedepth bel ow theground surface, itisunlikely that any current exposuresto contaminantsof
concern are occurring. Potential future exposures may occur to construction and utility workers.

Surfacewater and sedimentinWarner Creek werefoundto containvol atileorganics, semi-volatiles, and
metals. Potential receptorsmay includenearby residentsusingthecreek for recreational purposes.
However, duetothelow perceived useof thecreek (duetoitsunappealing natureandlimited physical
access), itisexpectedthat any exposuresto contaminantsin sediment and surfacewater would be
extremely limited.

Althoughnoambient air sampleswerecollected at thesitefor analyss, real-timemonitoring of theair during
intrusiveinvestigationswasperformed. Nosignificant level sof volatileorganicsor particul ateswere
encountered. Therefore, theambient air pathway isnot expected to present athreat of human exposure.
Future constructionworkersmay beexposedto particulatesand vol atileorganicsinambient air during soil
excavation activities

5.4:  Summary of Environmental | mpacts
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Thissectionsummarizestheeval uation of potential futureenvironmental impactspresented by thesite.
Environmenta impactsincludeexisting and potentia futureexposurepathwaystofishandwildlifereceptors,
as well as damage to natural resources such as aquifers and wetlands.

TheFishandWildlifelmpact Analysis, whichisincludedintheRI reportin Appendix M, presentsa
detailed discussion of site habitats and the potential impacts from the site to fish and wildlife receptor

Ingeneral, based on environmental sampling and sitereconnai ssance, thepotential for thesitetoimpact
fish and wildlife and their associated habitats is minimal.

Significant environmental resources and habitats identified nearby include:

. Mohawk River (NY SDEC Class A water body)

. Warner Creek (Kromme Kill) (NYSDEC Class C(TS) water body)
. NY SDEC regulated wetland S-112

. Federal wetland (Warner Creek wetland)

Theproject siteisextremely disturbed. Constructionand demolitiondebris, including metal, concrete,
asphalt,wood, brick, and applianceparts, arevisibleinmany partsof thesite. Eveninareasthat are
predominantly coveredinvegetation, debrisisevident. Inthesouthwest corner of thesite, thereisa
commercial facility andaparkingarea. Outsideof thebuildingand parking areas, small trees, shrubs, and
grassescover theremainingland. Plant speciesfound onsitearethosetypically foundindisturbed
locations. Norareor endangered speciesof plantsor animalswereidentified withinone-haf mileof the
site.

Aquatichabitat centerson Warner Creek. Withinthesitearea, thestreamisseverely degraded by
activitiesunrel ated to hazardouswastedisposal . Thesouthernbank of thestream often markstheextent
of fill onthesite. Thenorthernbank iscomposed of lawn or shrub/forested habitat, and commercial
property. Refuseand debrislinethecreek onbothbanks. Althoughthestreamisclassified assupporting
trout propagation, field observationsindicatethestreamisseasonally stagnant, warm, and turbid and
probably not suitablefor trout at thislocation. Water quality islow duetothedegraded upstreamriparian
corridor and runoff. The stream exits the site area through a culvert under the railroad embankment.

Theterrestrial and aquati c habitat offerspoor tomarginal habitat for wildlife. Themgjority of thesiteis
vegetated, however construction debrisdoesnot of fer asound basi sfor ecosystem devel opment. The
unnatural south bank of Warner Creek doesnot provideasuitablesubstratefor riparianvegetation and
wildlife. Ingenerd, thestream hasevidenceof channel ateration, littleor nofloodplain, lack of anatural
riparian zone, and poor water appearance.

Off-site, thereismoresuitablewildlifehabitat within one-haf mileof thesite. Theforestedterrestrial and
aquatic habitat downstream offers a more natural habitat for wildlife.

Although elevated concentrati onsof chemical compoundshavebeen detectedin surfaceand subsurface
soilsandwastes, thepotential for wildlifeexposureislimited. Thesiteisreatively small, disturbed, and
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debris-littered. Contaminantsinsitemediaareprimarily concentratedinthevicinity of thesitebuildingand
parkingarea. Riskstowildlifethroughdirect exposureisminimal duetothelow habitat quality andlimited
extent of contaminated surface soil.

Contaminant concentrationsdetectedin surfacewater and sediment weregenerally very low. Asnoted
inSection5.1.3. of thisPRAP, thecontaminationfoundismorereflectiveof theoveral poor qudity of the
habitat, rather than significant impacts from site-related activities.

Sitecontamination hassignificantly impacted thegroundwater resourceintheshalow zone. However, due
tolow flow gradients, migration of contaminantsfromtheshallow zonetothesurfacewater isslow.
Eventually, somedischargeof groundwater fromthenortheast portionsof thesiteintowetland habitatsis
expected, but concentrationsof contaminantsinthat area, at somedistancefromthesourceareas, arelow.
The deep zone of groundwater is markedly less contaminated.

The34 Freeman’ sBridgeRoad siteislocated near theeastern edgeof the Schenectady Aquifer, ahighly
productivesole-sourceaguifer. Thepart of theaquifer inthesiteareaisnot usedfor publicwater supply
andisclassifiedasageneral aquifer rechargearea. Groundwater impactsfromthesitearenot expected
to affect public or any other known drinking water supplies.

SECTION 6: SUMMARY OF THE REMEDIATION GOALS

Goal sfortheremedia program havebeen established through theremedy selection processstatedin 6
NY CRR Part 375-1.10. Ataminimum,theremedy selected must eliminateor mitigateall significant
threatsto public health and/or theenvironment presented by thehazardouswastedisposed at thesite
through the proper application of scientific and engineering principles.

The remediation goals for this site are to eliminate or reduce to the extent practicable:
. exposuresof personsat or around thesiteto polychlorinated biphenyls, volatileand semi-vol atile
organic compounds, and metal sinwastes, contaminated surfacesoil, subsurfacesoil, soil vapor,

groundwater, and non-agueous phase liquids;

. the rel ease of contaminantsfrom soil into groundwater that may create exceedances of
groundwater quality standards; and

. the releaseor migration of contaminantsfrom sitesoil sand wastesinto groundwater, surfacewater,
and ambient air.

Further, the remediation goals for the site include:
. attai ning totheextent practicable, ambient groundwater and surfacewater quality standardsand

applicable cleanup criteriaand guidelines for soil.
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. eliminating, totheextent practi cable, thepotential for contaminated groundwater, which doesnot
meet NY SDOH Part 5 Drinking Water Quality Standards, to beused asadrinking water supply.

Assoilsandwastemateria sarethe primary contaminated mediaat thesite, site-specificand contaminant-
specificcleanup goa swereestablished. Thesegoa swereusedtodeterminetheareal extent and volumes
of impacted soil s, excavationand treatment vol umes, and costsassociated withtheremediation. For the
purposeof thiseva uation, surfacesoil isdefined assoil sfound fromthesurfacetotwofeet bel ow ground
level. Subsurfacesoil isdefined assoilsfound at depthsgreater thantwofeet. Thespecificgoasarelisted
below:

Total Carcinogenic SVOCsin soil - 10 ppm
Total SVOCsin soil - 500 ppm

Total VOCsin soil - 10 ppm

Total PCBsin surface soil - 1 ppm

Total PCBsin subsurface soil - 10 ppm
Lead in soil - 1200 ppm

Total Chromium in soil - 50 ppm

Mercury in soil - 2 ppm

SECTION 7: SUMMARY OF THE EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

The sel ected remedy must beprotective of human health and theenvironment, becost-effective, comply
withother statutory requirements, and utilize permanent sol utions, alternati vetechnol ogiesor resource
recovery technol ogiesto the maximum extent practicable. Potential remedial alternativesfor the34
Freeman’ s Bridge Road Sitewereidentified, screened and eval uatedinthe FSreport whichisavail able
at the document repositoriesidentified in Section 1.

A summary of theremedia alternativesthat wereconsideredfor thissitearediscussed below. Thepresent
worthrepresentstheamount of money investedinthecurrent year that would besufficientto cover all
present andfuturecostsassociated withthealternative. Thisenablesthecostsof remedial aternativesto
becomparedonacommonbasis. Asaconvention, atimeframeof 30yearsisusedto eval uate present
worth costsfor alternativeswithanindefiniteduration. Thisdoesnotimply that operation, maintenance,
or monitoring would cease after 30 years if remediation goals are not achieved.

7.1: Description of Remedial Alter natives

Thefollowing potential remedieswereconsideredto addressthe contaminated wastes, soil and
groundwater at the site. The alternatives and costs are further summarized in Tables 2 and 3.

Alternative 1: No Action

TheNoActionAlternativeisevaluated asaprocedural requirement and asabasisfor comparison. It
normally requirescontinued monitoringonly, allowingthesitetoremaininanunremediated state. This
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aternativewouldleavethesiteinitspresent conditionandwoul d not provideany additiona protection to
human health or the environment.

Present WOrth: . .o $0
Capital oSt ..ottt e $0
Annual OM&M:

(YEAIS LoD . ot $0
(YEAIS 5-30): . oottt et e $0

Alternative lispresentedintheFeasibility Study asatrue” no-action” dternative, inthat nogroundwater
and surfacewater monitoringisproposed. Theonly protectiveactivitiesenvisioned aredeedandland use
restrictions(institutional controlsor environmental easements) to beplaced ontheproperty. No cost
estimates weredevel oped for therestrictionsasimplementation and certificationwould bethe
responsibility of theproperty owner. Thisaternativewasdevel opedto providearigorouscomparisonto
Alternative2, Monitored Natural Attenuation, whichisanaggressivemonitoringand eval uation program.

Alternative2: Monitor ed natur al attenuation of groundwater andlong-ter minstitutional controls
on site and groundwater usage.

Present WOorth: . ..o $2,140,000
Capital oSt ..ttt $104,000
Annual OM& M:

(YEAIS LoD . oo $132,500
(YEAIrS 5-30): . oo ittt $132,500

Monitored natural attenuationreliesonthereduction of thevolumeandtoxicity of contaminantsover time
by naturally occurring processesin soil and groundwater. Extens vesitemodelingand monitoringwould
be performed aspart of thealternativeto demonstratethat contaminantsdo not represent asignificant risk
andthat degradationisoccurring. Monitoring would continue until contaminated groundwater
concentrationsattaingroundwater standards. Ingtitutional controlsontheuseof theland and groundwater
would beimposed. Designandimplementation of theremedy would beaccomplished withinoneyear of
remedy selection.

Alternative3: Containment with durrywall and geomembrane, pumpingwithin containment cell
tomaintaininwar d hydraulicgradient, treatment of NAPL and groundwater with on-stetreatment
plant, consolidation of contaminated soilswithin containment cell, long-ter mingtitutional controls
on site and groundwater usage.

Present WOrth: . ... $5,266,000
Capital CoSt: .. ot e $2,690,000
Annual OM& M:
= N <) $167,000
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YRS 5-30): . .ottt e e e $167,000

Thisaternativewouldinvolvetheconsolidation of soils(approximately 5,418tons) containing highlevels
of metal sfromoutlying areasof thesiteintothemain sourceareaof approximately 4 acres. Themain
sourceareawoul d beisol ated fromtheenvironment with asubsurface cut-off wall andamulti-layer,
impermesabl ecapping system (seeinsert). Extractionwellswould maintainaninward gradient to prevent
escapeof contaminated groundwater and NAPL . A treatment systemwould beconstructedtotreat water
prior tosurfacedischarge. Thisalternativewould requireindefinitel ong-term operation, maintenance, and
monitoring of thetreatment system, contai nment structures, and remaining contaminated groundwater. The
containment cell and groundwater would requireingtitutiona controlstolimit futurereuse. Designwould
takeapproximately oneyear andimplementation of theaternativewoul d becompl eteapproximately three
yearsfromsel ection of remedy. Ashazardouswastewould remainon-site, thetimeto meet remediation
goalsis estimated to be greater than 30 years

Alter native4: Excavation and removal of contaminated soils, groundwater,and NAPL s, on-site
ther mal treatment, stabilization of tr eated soils, backfill of excavation with treated soils, site
restoration, groundwater monitoring, short-term institutional controlson groundwater usage

Present WOorth: . ... $12,320,000
Capital oSt ..ttt e $12,027,000
Annual OM& M:
(YEAIS LD o et $60,500
(YEAIrS 5-30): . ot ottt et e $0
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Thisdternativewoul dinvolvetheexcavationand on-sitethermal treatment of all soil andwastematerials
(approximately 71,743tons) that exceed thesoil cleanupgoals. Thetreated material wouldbeusedas

Miul ti-layer | nperneable Cap

Alternative 3 includes a cap with an inperneable subsurface barrier to
prevent precipitation fromentering the fill and groundwater and waste from
m grating out of the site.

This cap would be designed to nmeet the requirenents for landfill capping
(6NYCRR Part 360) and PCB disposal facilities (TSCA Part 761). However,
because fill at the site doesn’t generate nethane, the gas venting

requi renments of a Part 360 cap woul d be waived. The conponents of the cap
frombottomto top woul d be:

. Beddi ng layer of sand or geotextile to protect the barrier from
under | ying debris

. | rper meabl e | ayer of geomenbrane or conpacted cl ay

. Barrier protection |layer of 18" of soil

. Layer (6") of vegetated topsoil or asphalt

The underlying fill and/or bedding | ayer woul d be properly sl oped to pronote

drainage along the overlying barrier layer and away from the site.
Addi ti onal drainage |ayers or structures may be necessary to convey water
col l ected above the barrier to the discharge point.

cleanbackfill torestorethesitegrades. Asmetal sarenot amenabletothermal treatment, somesoils
(approximat ey 21,238tons) contai ning high concentrationsof metal swould bechemicaly andphysicaly
stabilized prior tobeing used asbackfill. Thismaterial would beplacedinadesignated areaof thesitefor
management and monitoring. Thestebuildingwould potentially beremovedtoallow accesstounderlying
contaminatedmaterial, if present. Theremainingsmall groundwater plumewouldbemonitoredand
allowedtonaturally attenuate. Asall of thecontaminated materialswouldbetreated or stabilized,
ingtitutional controlsonthefuturecommercial or lightindustria useof thesitewouldbeminimal; some
controlsontheuseof sitegroundwater would berequired until concentrationsreach groundwater
standards. Designof theremedy would takeapproximately oneyear andimplementation of theadternative
wouldbe completeapproximately three yearsfrom sel ection of remedy. Itisestimatedthatthe
remediation goals would be met within 5 years of implementation of the remedy.

Alternative 5: Excavation and removal of contaminated soilsand NAPL s, off-sitedisposal and
treatment of contaminated media, backfill of excavationwith clean soils, siterestoration,
groundwater monitoring, short-term institutional controls on groundwater usage.

Present WOrth: . .. .o $14,918,000
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Capital CoSt: .. ot $14,625,000
Annual OM&M:

(YEAIS LoD . ot e $60,500
(YEAIS 5-30): . oottt et e $0

Thisdternativewouldinvolvetheexcavation, transport, and of f-sitedi sposal andtreatment of all soilsand
wastesthat exceed thecleanup goals. Clean backfill wouldbebroughtintorestorethesitegrades. The
stebuildingwould potentialy beremoved toallow accessto underlying contaminated materid, if present.
Theremaining small groundwater plumewould bemonitored. Asall of thecontaminated materialswould
be removed, ingtitutiona controlsonthefutureuseof thesitewouldbeminimal; controlsontheuseof site
groundwater would berequired until concentrationsreach groundwater standards. Design of theremedy
wouldtakeapproximately oneyear andimplementation of thealternativewoul d becompl etegpproximately
threeyearsfromsdlection of remedy. Itisestimated that theremediation goa swould bemet withinSyears
of implementation of the remedy.

Excavation Alternatives

Several of the alternatives under consideration involve varying degrees of
excavation and/ or renoval of contaminated fill at the site. The follow ng
el ements are conmon to the alternatives involving excavation

Dependi ng upon the results of pre-design investigations, buildings and ot her
structures located in areas targeted for excavati on woul d be denolished and
their foundations would be renoved. Asbestos and | ead abatenent woul d be
conducted as necessary prior to demplition

Excavation cells woul d be created by driving sheet piles around the perinmeter
of the targeted area. Additional pre-design investigation nay be necessary
incertain areas to delineate the targeted area. As excavation proceeds, the
cells woul d be de-watered by punping groundwater and NAPL with subnersible
punps. Punped groundwater and NAPL woul d be treated/filtered to renpove fine
soil particles, along with suspended and dissolved contam nants, and free
product separated, with subsequent off-site disposal of the filtered solids
and free product. The treated water would be discharged to the ground in
conpliance with the State Pollution Discharge Elimnation System ( SPDES)

The excavated material would be de-watered and nmixed with naterials on-site
as necessary to either conply with transportation requirenments as a solid
mat eri al or to adjust water content or handling characteristics to facilitate
thermal treatnent. The material would be stockpiled on-site and tested to
deternmi ne whether it shoul d be di sposed/treated as hazardous or non-hazardous
waste. Material to go off-site would then be transported by truck or rai

for disposal in a permtted off-site landfill which neets all state and
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7.2 Evaluation of Remedial Alternatives

Thecriteriatowhich potential remedial alternativesarecompared aredefinedin6 NY CRR Part 375,
whichgovernstheremediation of inactivehazardouswastedisposal sitesinNew Y ork State. A detailed
discussion of the evaluation criteria and comparative analysisisincluded in the FS report.

Thefirsttwoevaluationcriteriaaretermed” threshold criteria” and must besatisfiedinorder for an
alternative to be considered for selection.

1. Protectionof Human Healthandthe Environment. Thiscriterionisanoverall evaluation of each
alternative’s ability to protect public health and the environment.

2. CompliancewithNew Y ork State Standards, Criteria, and Guidance(SCGs). Compliancewith SCGs
addresseswhether aremedy will meet environmental |aws, regul ations, and other standardsand criteria.
Inaddition, thiscriterionincludesthecons deration of guidancewhichtheNY SDEC hasdeterminedtobe
applicable on a case-specific basis.

Thenextfive” primary balancingcriteria’ areused to comparethepositiveand negati ve aspectsof each
of the remedial strategies.

3. Short-term Effectiveness. Thepotential short-term adverseimpactsof theremedia actionuponthe
community, theworkers, and theenvironment during theconstructionand/or implementation areeval uated.
Thelengthof timeneeded to achievetheremedial objectivesisal so estimated and compared against the
other alternatives.

4. Long-term Effectivenessand Permanence. Thiscriterionevauatesthelong-termeffectivenessof the
remedial alternativesafter implementation. If wastesor treated residual sremainon-siteafter theselected
remedy hasbeenimplemented, thefollowingitemsareeva uated: 1) themagnitudeof theremainingrisks,
2) theadequacy of theengineeringand/or ingtitutional controlsintendedtolimit therisk, and 3) therdliability
of these controls.

5. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume. Preferenceisgiventoalternativesthat permanently and
significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility or volume of the wastes at the site.

6. Implementability. Thetechnical andadministrativefeasibility of implementingeachaternativeare
evaluated. Technical feasibility includesthedifficultiesassociated withtheconstruction of theremedy and
the ability tomonitor itseffectiveness. For administrativefeasibility, theavailability of thenecessary
personnel and material siseval uated alongwith potential difficultiesinobtai ning specificoperating
approvals, access for construction, institutional controls, and so forth.

7. Cost-Effectiveness. Capital costsand operation, mai ntenance, and monitoring costsareestimated for
eachalternativeand compared onapresentworthbasis. Although cost-effectivenessisthelast balancing
criterionevaluated, wheretwo or morealternativeshave met therequirementsof theother criteria, it can
be used asthebasisfor thefinal decision. Thecostsfor eachalternativearepresentedin Table3 at the
end of this PRAP.
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Thisfinal criterionisconsidereda“modifying criterion” andistakeninto account after eval uating those
above. Itisevaluated after publiccommentsontheProposed Remedial Action Planhavebeenreceived.

8. Community Acceptance. Concernsof thecommunity regardingtheRI/FSreportsandthePRAPhave
beenevauated. Theresponsivenesssummary (Appendix C) presentsthepubliccommentsreceivedand
the manner in which the NY SDEC addressed the concerns raised.

Ingeneral, thepubliccommentsreceived weresupportiveof acomprehensiveremedy at thesitewhich
wouldinvolvepermanent destruction or removal of thewastesand maximizefutureuseof theproperty.
Several commentswerereceived pertainingtoapreferencefor off-siteremoval of thewasteover the
proposedthermal treatment and on-sitebackfilling of thetreated soils. Most of theconcernswereover
operational issues, suchasnoiseandtruck traffic. Several commentsrelatedtotheimpact onpotentia re-
development of the use of stabilized metals-contaminated soils as site backfill.

SECTION 8. SUMMARY OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

Based onthe Administrative Record (A ppendix D) and thediscuss on presented bel ow, theNY SDEC has
sel ected Alternative4 - Excavationand On-site Thermal Treatment and Stabilization astheremedy for
thissite. Theelementsof thisremedy aredescribed at theend of thissection. Table4 providesadditional
detail onthecostsand activitiesassociated with Alternative4. Figure14 providesaplanview of the
selected remedy.

Thesel ected remedy i sbased ontheresultsof theRI and theeval uation of alternativespresentedintheFsS.

Alternative4isbe ng proposed because, asdescribed bel ow, it sati sfiesthethreshol d criteriaand provides
the best balance of the primary balancing criteriadescribedin Section 7.2. 1t would achievethe
remediationgoal sfor thesiteby treating or destroying thewastesand soil sthat createthemost significant
threat topublichealth. Itwould essentially eliminatethe sourceof contaminationto groundwater, and
woul dcreatetheconditionsneededtorestoregroundwater quality totheextent practicable. Alternative
4 asotreatsor destroys nearly all wastesand contaminated mediaonthesite, withtheexception of asmall
areaof contaminated groundwater. Therangeof possiblefutureusesof theproperty isthusenhanced.
Alternatives 3and 5would a so comply withthethreshold sel ection criteriabut to alesser degreeor with
other mitigating factors.

Alternativeland 2 (theNoActionand Monitored Natural Attenuationaternatives) donotincludeactions
tocontain, remove, or treat contami nantsthat poseacurrent or potential threat to human healthandthe
environment. WhileAlternative2would monitor thegroundwater plumeand soil concentrationsandwould
providesomemeasureof reduction of thepotentia for direct contact throughtheinstallation of fencingand
deedredtrictions, thisalternativewoul d not fully meet theremedial objectives. Theaternativewouldnot
reducethemigrationof sitecontaminants. Thus, thesetwoalternativesfail tomeet thethresholdcriteria.

BecauseAlternatives3, 4, and 5 satisfy thethreshold criteria, thefivebalancing criteriaareparticularly
important in selecting afinal remedy for the site.
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I mplementation of Alternatives3 (containment and consolidation), 4 (removal and on-sitetreatment) and
5(removal and of f-sitedisposal) all posesimilar short-termimpactswhich canbemitigated through
engineering controls. Congtructionimpactswouldincludeincreasedtraffic, and potentia vapors, dusts, and
noi se generation. Alternative 3 hastheleast associated short-termimpactsfrom soil excavationduetothe
smaller volumeof material to beexcavated and consolidated withthemainsourcearea. Vehicular traffic
anditsassociated problemswoul d behigh duetotheneed to construct thecover and containment system.
On-siteexcavationandthermal processingin Alternative4 dightly increasesthepotential for exposureto
contaminated Stemedia; however, most activity would stay ontheproperty, minimizing potential affects
tothecommunity. Alternative5 posesthehighest short-termrisk duetotheneedtotransportlarge
guantitiesof hazardousmateria sviavehiclesand public highways. Thepotentid for accidenta releaseis
high and vehicular traffic in the community would be at a maximum.

Moni tori ng and Mi nt enance

Alternatives that include excavation of contanm nated soil or long-term
managenment by capping or contai nnent would require nonitoring, both during
the construction phase and in the long term

Constructi on-Phase Monitoring

Moni toring during soil excavati on would be necessary to protect the health
of site workers and the surrounding conmunity. A Health and Safety Pl an
(HASP) and Conmunity Air Monitoring Plan (CAMP) woul d be devel oped during
the renedial design phase. These plans would specify the nonitoring
procedures, action |levels, and contingency neasures that are required to
protect public health. Generally, air nonitoring for PCBs would include
both | aboratory analysis for volatile em ssions and real -ti me neasurenent
of dust levels. A sanple CAMP is attached as Appendi x B of this PRAP

Post - Construction Monitoring and Mai ntenance

Long-termnoni tori ng and mai nt enance woul d be required for alternatives that
i nvol ve contai nnent or cappi ng of contam nated soil

Water quality and water elevation nonitoring would be perforned inside the
contai nnent area to ensure that the i nperneable cap, slurry wall, and seal ed
sheet piles are properly functioning, and that excessive groundwater does

Achievinglong-termeffectivenessat thesiteisbest accomplished by completeremoval of thecontaminated
wastesand soils(Alternatives4 and5). Alternative4is favorablebecauseit wouldresultinthe
excavation, treatment, and stabilization of all wastesand contaminated soil sthat existin concentrations
abovecleanupgoals, includingthoseintheshallow groundwater table. Alternative5wouldlikewise
removestewastes. Alternative3wouldbeeffectiveinthelong-term, however, significant monitoring and
maintenance would be required to keep the containment system
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inpeak performanceshape. Whilecontainmentisan effectiveand acceptedremedy, itislikely that
maodification or enhancement of thecontal nment systemwoul d berequired to meet futureregul atory needs.

Low Tenperature Thermal Desorption

Alternative 4 calls for the on-site thermal treatnent of excavated soils.
Thermal desorption is a proven technology suitable to treat volatile and
sem -vol atil e organics, pesticides, and PCBs.

Soils and sedinents are excavated, screened to renmove |arge objects and
debris, and processed through a nobile |lowtenperature thermal desorption

direct-fired unit |ocated on the site. Typical operating tenperatures are
around 1, 000 degrees Fahrenheit. Gases and desorbed organics are captured,
filtered, condensed, and treated by carbon. The treated soil is analyzed to
confirm renmoval of contam nants to |levels below the established treatnment
standards. This material would be used to backfill excavated areas.

The thermal treatnent unit would be required to nmeet stringent air emn ssion
requi renents determ ned by the NYSDEC, as well as adhere to the Community Air

Alternatives3, 4, and5all wouldrequiremonitoring of theremaining small areaof groundwater
contamination. Aswasteswould beleftinplacein Alternative 3, themonitoring period would beindefinite.
Short-term monitoring, ontheorder of fiveyears, based ongroundwater flow rates, would berequiredfor
Alternatives 4 and 5.

Alternativedisfavorableinthatitisreadily implementable. Numerousprovidersof portablethermal

treatment systemsareavailableandthematerial sto compl etethisalternativearereadily available.
Alternative5reliesontheavailability of permitted and operating hazardouswastedisposal facilitiesto
accept the waste from the site.

Thermal treatment under Alternative4 would permanently reducethevolume, toxicity, and mobility of a
significant portion of thewastespresent at thesite. Permanent remediesarepreferred under thesite
remedy sel ection process. Stabilizati on of themetal swastesremaining after thermal trestment wouldreduce
thetoxicity and mobility, but not sgnificantly reducethevolume. Alternative5removes, toanequa degree,
wastesfromthesite, theremedy isthuscons dered permanent, rel ativetothesite. Much of thewastewill
bedisposedinapermitted|andfill somewhereel se, requiring monitoring and mai ntenancetherefor an
indefiniteperiod. Alternative3isacontainment remedy, thusnoreductioninvolumeor toxicity will occur.
Somereductioninmobility will occur dueto containment, but thi sreductionisdependent uponthelong-

term maintenance of the containment system.

Thecost of thethreeprimary aternativesvariessignificantly. Although containment (Alternative3) isless
expensivethanremoval (Alternatives4 and5), itisnot apermanentremedy. Alternative4istheleast
costly of thetreatment/removal remedies. Activitiesassociated with soil and wasteexcavation, and
backfilling of thesitearesimilar for thea ternatives. Thedifferencesinthecapital costsarisefromtheper
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unit cost for trestment and stabili zation under Alternative4 compared totheper unit cost for transportation,
treatment and disposal under Alternative5. Thewastesal sowouldrequireadditiona handling, screening,
and separationunder Alternative5toaccommodatetheneedsof thevariousoff-sitedisposal facilities.
Designing theremedy, mobilizing theequipment, preparing thesite, and construction management are
substantial costs associated with each of these remedies.

Theestimated present worth cost toimplement the sel ected remedy is$12,320,000. Thecapital costto
construct theremedy isestimatedtobe$12,027,000 and the estimated average annual operation,
maintenance, and monitoring costsfor 5 yearsis $60,500.

The elements of the selected remedy are as follows:

1. Aremedial design programto providethedetail snecessary for the construction, operation,
maintenance, and monitoring of theremedia program. Thiswill includeanengineeringevauationof thesite
building todetermineitsstructura stability and theneedtoremovethestructureaspart of theremediation.
Anindoor air quality study, including sub-dlab soil gas, will alsobeconducted. Additional soil andwaste
material samplesmay betakentofurther definetreatment quantitiesand aidinthefinal designof the
remedy. Whiletheproposed remedy call sfor stabilization and on-site placement of metals-containing soils,
anevaluationwill bemadeduring thedes gn phasetofurther definethequantitiesand concentrationsof
meta sexpectedtoremaininthesoil after thermal trestment. Off-sitedisposal optionsfor that material may
then be considered, depending on cost and technical feasibility.

2. Site preparation including access roads, fencing, and miscellaneous field installations.

3. Excavation, preparation, andtherma treatment of approximately 71,743tons of contaminated wastes,
soils,anddebris. A mobilelow temperaturethermal desorptionunitwill beplaced onthesitetotreat the
materials. Testingof thetreated material will beconductedto ensurematerialsmeet all treatment
standardsand cleanup goals. Uponcompletion of thetreatment, themobilethermal unitwill beremoved
fromthesite. A portionof thematerial (approximately 21,238 tons) containing high concentrati onsof
metals will be chemically stabilized and consolidated after thermal treatment.

4. Groundwater and NAPL collectionandtreatment. Wellsandtrencheswill beemployedto collectand
treat contaminated liquids from the main source area prior to and during excavation activities.

5. Thesitewill berestored by grading, placement of topsoil, and seeding of excavated and/or filled areas.
All treated and stabilized materia swill beused asbackfill torestoresitegrades. Thestabilized soilswill
be placedinadesignated areatofacilitatemanagement and monitoring. Whiletheremedy intendsto treat
or stabilizeall soils, surfaceand subsurface, that exceed cleanup goal s, asitemanagement plan, smilar to
theexampleincludedasAppendix A, will beimplemented. Thisplanwill guidefutureuseof thesitesoils
and property.

6. Aninstitutional control, suchasanenvironmental easement, will beimposed, insuchformasthe
NY SDEC may approve, that will prevent theuseof groundwater asasourceof potableor processwater
without necessary water quality trestment asdetermined by the Schenectady County Department of Health.
Duetothecontinued presenceof vol atileorgani c compoundsingroundwater for someperiod of timeafter
remediation, thepotentia for vapor intrusiontoindoor air must beeval uated prior to any new construction
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ontheste. Additionally, depending onthelevel of post-remedial soil contamination, it may benecessary
toimposecontrolsontheproperty whichmay limit theuseof the property tocommercia and/or industria
purposes. Theproperty owner will completeand submittotheN'Y SDEC anannual certification, until the
NY SDEC notifiestheproperty owner inwriting that thiscertificationisnolonger needed. Thissubmittal
will containacertificationthat theingtitutional controlsputinplace, pursuant totheRecord of Decision, are
still in place, have not been altered, and are still effective.

7. A notificationwill besenttothecounty clerk for filing, tonotify futureownersof theresidual
groundwater contaminants remaining on the site.

8. Sincetheremedy resultsinuntreated groundwater remaining at thesite, a monitoring programwill be
ingtituted. Thisprogramwill allow theeffectivenessof thesoil and wasteremoval tobemonitored andwill
beacomponent of theoperation, maintenance, and monitoringfor thesite. Thesmall areaof contaminated
groundwater remaining outs dethemai n contaminant sourceareato beexcavated will bemonitored and
alowedtoattenuatenaturally. With thesourceof thegroundwater contaminationremoved, itisanticipated
the groundwater plume will reach SCGs within five years.

SECTION 9: HIGHLIGHTSOF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

Aspart of the 34 Freeman’ sBridgesiteenvironmental restoration process, anumber of Citizen
Parti cipati onactivitieswereundertakentoinformand educatethe publicabout conditionsat thesiteand
thepotentia remedia aternatives. Thefollowing publicparticipationactivitieswereconductedfor thesite:

. Repositories for documents pertaining to the site were established.
. A publiccontactlist, whichincluded nearby property owners, el ected officials, local mediaand
other interested parties, wasestablished Fact sheetsand/or compl ete copiesof thePRAPwere

mailed to the contact list.

. A publicmeetingwasheld on February 11, 2004 to present information and receivecommentson
the PRAP.

. A responsivenesssummary ( Appendix C) wasprepared to addressthecommentsreceived during
the public comment period for the PRAP.
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TABLE 1

Natur e and Extent of Contamination

Remedial Investigation - January 2000 to November 2001

WASTE Contaminants of Concentration SCGP Frequency of
(NAPL) Concern Range Detected (ppm)? (ppm)? |Exceeding SCG
Volatile Organic benzene ND to 1.2 n/a -
Compounds (VOCs) chlorobenzene ND to 13 n/a -
ethylbenzene 5.5t0 290 n/a -
toluene 1.7 to 280 n/a -
xylene 14 to 1,600 n/a -
trichloroethene ND to 28 n/a -
tetrachloroethene ND to 48 n/a -
Semivolatile Organic bis (2- ethylyhexyl) 87 to 380 n/a -
Compounds (SVOCs) phthalate
di-n-butylphthalate ND to 370 n/a -
PCBs/Pesticides Aroclor -1242 ND to 1,400 50 1 of 3 samples
Aroclor - 1248 ND to 610 50 20f 3
Aroclor - 1254 ND to 1,500 50 1lof 3
Aroclor - 1260 ND to 570 50 1lof 3
Inorganic lead 102 to 285 n/a -
Compounds chromium 29 to 105 n/a -
SURFACE SOIL Contaminants of Concentration SCG" Frequency of
Concern RangeDetected (ppm)? | (ppm)?® | ExceedingSCG
Volatile Organic methylenechloride NDt00.34 0.1 2 of 14 locations
Compounds (VOCs) 1,2-dichloroethene ND to 0.56 0.3 1of 14
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SURFACE SOIL

Contaminants of

Concentration

Frequency of

Concern RangeDetected (ppm)? | (ppm)?* | ExceedingSCG
trichloroethene NDto 1.3 0.7 1of 14
benzene ND to 3.8 0.06 1of 14
toluene ND to 88 15 1of 14
xylenes ND to 300 1.2 1of 14
chlorobenzene ND to 38 1.7 1of 14
ethylbenzene ND to 88 55 1of 14
tetrachloroethene NDto 7.4 1.4 1of 14
TOTAL VOCs NDto533 10 1 of 14 locations
Semivolatile Organic benzo(a)anthracene NDt06.8 0.224 | 8 of 19locations
Compounds (SVOCs) | benzo(b)fluoranthene ND to 4.8 0.224 8 of 19
benzo(k)fluoranthene NDto7.1 0.224 8 of 19
benzo(a)pyrene ND to 6.3 0.061 10 of 19
dibenzo(ah)anthracene NDto 1.9 0.014 9of 19
chrysene NDto7.1 0.4 7 of 19
1,3-dichlorobenzene ND to 4.9 1.6 1of 19
1,4-dichlorobenzene ND to 11.0 8.5 1of 19
1,2,4-trichlorobenzene ND to 9.6 3.4 1of 19
4-methylphenol ND to 2.9 0.9 1of 19
2-methyphenol ND to 0.35 0.1 1of 19
naphthalene ND to 28 13.0 1of 19
indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene ND to 4.6 3.2 1of 19
TOTAL SVOCs ND to 149 500 0of 19
TOTAL Carc. ND to 38.6 10 20f 19
SVOCs
PCBs TOTAL PCBs ND to 1,100 1 17 of 18
locations
Inorganic arsenic 10.2to14.1 7.5/SB | 2of 19locations
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SURFACE SOIL Contaminants of Concentration SCG" Frequency of
Concern RangeDetected (ppm)? | (ppm)?* | ExceedingSCG
Compounds barium 361t0 618 300 4 0f 19
*ranges for exceedances beryllium 0.31t00.60 0.16 19 of 19
only
cadmium 1.5t05.3 10.0 5o0f 19
chromium 10.4 to 962 50 17 of 19
copper 27.6to 701 25 14 of 19
lead 895 to 5140 1200 3of 19
nickel 15.3t0 29 13 12 of 19
zinc 46.7t0 1,710 20 19 of 19
SUBSURFACE Contaminants of Concentration SCG" Frequency of
SOIL Concern RangeDetected (ppm)? | (ppm)? | Exceeding SCG
Volatile Organic methylene chloride ND to 5.3 0.1 1 of 43 locations
Compounds (VOCs) 1,2-dichloroethene ND to 29 0.3 1 of 43
trichloroethene ND to 230 0.7 1 of 43
benzene ND to 14 0.06 3 of 43
toluene ND to 670 1.5 4 of 43
xylenes ND to 3,700 1.2 6 of 43
chlorobenzene ND to 23 1.7 3 of 43
ethylbenzene ND to 560 55 4 of 43
tetrachloroethene ND to 250 14 3 of 43
chloroform ND to 58 0.3 1of 43
1,2-dichloroethane ND to 2 0.1 1of 43
TOTAL VOCs NDto5,542 10 5of 43 locations
Semivolatile Organic benzo(a)anthracene NDto310 0.224 | 21 of 45|ocations
Compounds (SVOCs) | benzo(b)fluoranthene ND to 300 0.224 22 of 45
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SUBSURFACE Contaminants of Concentration SCG" Frequency of
SOIL Concern RangeDetected (ppm)? | (ppm)? | Exceeding SCG
benzo(k)fluoranthene ND to 210 0.224 23 of 45
benzo(a)pyrene ND to 270 0.061 26 of 45
dibenzo(ah)anthracene ND to 64 .014 22 of 45
chrysene ND to 230 0.4 18 of 45
1,3-dichlorobenzene ND to 6.2 1.6 1 of 45
1,4-dichlorobenzene ND to 22 8.5 1 of 45
1,2,4-trichlorobenzene ND to 130 3.4 2 of 45
4-methylphenol ND to 46 0.9 5 of 45
2-methyphenol ND to 35 0.1 6 of 45
naphthalene ND to 150 13 5 of 45
2-methylnaphthalene ND to 77 36.4 2 of 45
indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene ND to 150 3.2 8 of 45
Semivolatile Organic hexachlorobenzene ND to 1.7 0.41 2 of 45
Compounds (SVOCs) phenanthrene ND to 833 50 4 of 45
fluoranthene ND to 840 50 4 of 45
pyrene ND to 550 50 4 of 45
2,4-dimethylphenol ND to 300 0.1 11 of 45
phenol ND to 19 0.03 8 of 45
dibenzofuran ND to 150 6.2 6 of 45
TOTAL SVOCs NDto 4,918 500 5 of 451ocations
TOTAL Carc. ND to 412 10 18 of 45
SVOCS locations
PCBs TOTAL PCBs ND to 1,860 10 16 of 44
locations
Inorganic arsenic 7.7t051 7.5/SB | 13 of 44 |ocations
Compounds barium 3291t0 1,460 300 8 of 44
beryllium 0.2to 1.4 0.16 44 of 44
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SUBSURFACE Contaminants of Concentration SCG" Frequency of
SOIL Concern RangeDetected (ppm)? | (ppm)? | Exceeding SCG
cadmium 1.1to 25.7 10.0 9of 44
chromium 69.81t0 1,130 50 8 of 44
copper 25.4t0 420 25 24 of 44
lead 2,140t0 6,410 1200 5of 44
nickel 13.3t051.3 13 36 of 44
zinc 32.7t0 1,740 20 44 of 44
mercury 53.5t0116 2 2 of 44
SEDIMENTS Contaminants of Concentration SCGP Frequency of
Concern Range Detected (ppm)? | (ppm)? | ExceedingSCG
Volatile Organic tetrachlorethene 1.5 0.8 1 of 6 locations
vinyl chloride 0.7 0.07 lof 6
Semivolatile Organic phenanthrene ND to 240 120 1 of 6 locations
Compounds (SVOCs) benzo(a)anthracene ND to 120 12 lof 6
chrysene ND to 130 1.3 lof 6
benzo(b)fluoranthene ND to 110 1.3 lof 6
benzo(k)fluoranthene ND to 79 1.3 lof 6
benzo(a)pyrene ND to 90 1.3 lof 6
indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene ND to 63 1.3 lof 6
PCB/Pesticides 4,4"-DDE 0.44 0.01 1 of 6 locations
Aroclor-1248 .067 0.0008 lof 6
Inorganic copper 7t041 LEL®-16 | 2 of 3locations
Compounds SEL°-110 | O of 3 locations
iron 10,200 to 29,900 2LoE,<§o_o 20f 3
SEL - 4% 0of 3
manganese 270t0 1,020 LEL - 460 20f 3
SEL - 1,100 0of 3
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SEDIMENTS Contaminants of Concentration SCG* Frequency of
Concern Range Detected (ppm)? | (ppm)? | ExceedingSCG
mercury ND to 0.28 LEL-015 lof 3
SEL -20 0of 3
zinc 39.6 t0 202 LEL - 120 20f 3
SEL - 820 0of 3
GROUNDWATER Contaminants of Concentration SCGP Frequency of
Shallow Zone Concern Range Detected (ppb)® | (ppb)* | ExceedingSCG
Volatile Organic vinyl chloride NDto69 2 2 of 13 locations
Compounds (VOCs) methylene chloride ND to 110 5 1of 13
acetone ND to 290 50 2 of 13
chloroform ND to 200 7 1 of 13
Volatile Organic trichloroethene ND to 96 5 1of 13
Compounds (VOCs) benzene ND to 120 1 4 of 13
tetrachloroethene ND to 82 5 1 of 13
toluene ND to 2,400 5 1of 13
chlorobenzene ND to 26 5 3of 13
ethylbenzene ND to 570 5 2 of 13
xylene ND to 3,500 5 1of 13
1,2-dichloroethene ND to 1,400 5 2 of 13
chloromethane ND to 20 5 1of 13
Semivolatile Organic | benzo(b)fluoranthene NDto1l1l 0.002 | 3of 13locations
Compounds (SVOCs) | benzo(k)fluoranthene ND to 10 0.002 4 of 13
benzo(a)anthracene ND to 15 0.002 3of 13
chrysene ND to 15 0.002 3of 13
benzo(a)pyrene ND to 10 0.002 3of 13
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GROUNDWATER Contaminants of Concentration SCGP Frequency of
Shallow Zone Concern Range Detected (ppb)® | (ppb)* | ExceedingSCG
indeno(1,2,3- NDto7 0.002 3of 13
cd)pyrene
phenol ND to 3 1 1of 13
naphthalene ND to 210 10 3of 13
acenaphthene ND to 26 20 1of 13
phenanthrene ND to 54 50 1of 13
2-methyphenol ND to 1,900 1 1of 13
4-methylphenol ND to 9,200 1 1of 13
2,4-dimethylphenol ND to 20,000 1 2 0of 13
PCB/Pesticides alpha-BHC NDt00.18 0.01 2 of 13 locations
beta-BHC ND to 1.8 0.04 2 of 13
4,4"-DDE ND to 0.77 0.2 1of 13
gamma-chlordane ND to 0.12 0.05 1of 13
PCB/Pesticides Aroclor-1242 ND to 3 0.09 1of 13
Aroclor-1248 ND to 16 0.09 1of 13
Aroclor-1254 ND to 32 0.09 4 of 13
Aroclor-1260 ND to 14 0.09 3of 13
Inorganic antimony 3.1t026.4 3 8 of 13 locations
Compounds arsenic 25.8t0 142 25 4 of 13
*ranges for exceedances barium 1,890 to 3,130 1000 2 of 13
only
beryllium 3.4t041.9 4 4 of 13
cadmium 5.5t023.9 5 3of 13
chromium 58t0 1,010 50 5of 13
copper 2471t01,770 200 3of 13
lead 28.710 2,470 25 12 of 13
mercury 1.4t03.2 0.7 2 of 13
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GROUNDWATER Contaminants of Concentration SCG* Frequency of
Shallow Zone Concern Range Detected (ppb)® | (ppb)* | ExceedingSCG
nickel 206 to 2,260 100 3of 13
thallium 5.5t0911 0.5 11 of 13
zinc 2,380t0 5,120 2000 2 of 13
GROUNDWATER Contaminants of Concentration SCGP Frequency of
Deep Zone Concern Range Detected (ppb)® | (ppb)* | ExceedingSCG
Volatile Organic vinyl chloride NDto69 2 3 of 13 locations
Compounds (VOCs) methylene chloride ND to 110 5 1of 13
acetone ND to 290 50 2 of 13
chloroform ND to 200 7 1 of 13
trichloroethene ND to 96 5 1 of 13
benzene ND to 120 1 3of 13
tertrachloroethene ND to 82 5 1 of 13
Volatile Organic toluene ND to 2,400 5 2 of 13
Compounds (VOCs) chlorobenzene ND to 66 5 2 of 13
ethylbenzene ND to 570 5 3of 13
xylene ND to 3,500 5 2 of 13
1,2-dichloroethene ND to 1,400 5 4 of 13
1,2-dichlorobenzene ND to 4 3 1of 13
1,3-dichlorobenzene ND to 4 3 1of 13
1,4-dichlorobenzene NDto7 3 lof 13
Semivolatile Organic phenol NDto3,100 1 2 of 13 locations
Compounds (SVOCs) 2-methylphenol ND to 1,900 1 2 of 13
4-methyphenol ND to 9,200 1 2 of 13
2,4-dimethylphenol ND to 20,000 1 2 of 13
2,4-dichlorophenol ND to 4 0.3 1of 13
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GROUNDWATER Contaminants of Concentration SCGP Frequency of
Deep Zone Concern Range Detected (ppb)® | (ppb)* | ExceedingSCG
2,4,5-trichlorophenol ND to4 1 1of 13
naphthalene ND to 210 10 20of 13
bis(2- ND to 69 5 1of 13
ethylhexyl)phthaate
benzo(k)fluoranthene NDto1l 0.002 1of 13
PCB/Pesticides beta-BHC NDto1.8 0.04 1 of 13 locations
4,4'-DDE ND to 0.77 0.2 2 of 13
Aroclor-1242 ND to 38 0.09 2 of 13
Aroclor-1254 ND to 32 0.09 1of 13
Aroclor-1260 ND to 14 0.09 2 of 13
Inorganic antimony 3.1t012.2 3 6 of 13 locations
Compounds arsenic 25.8t064.9 25 4 of 13
beryllium 6.4 3 1of 13
*ranges for cadmium 5.5 5 1of 13
exceedances only
chromium 58 to 145 50 4 of 13
Inorganic copper 247 200 1of 13
Compounds lead 43.1t0 1,030 25 50f 13
nickel 206 100 1of 13
thallium 9.2t0 103 0.5 5of 13
SURFACE WATER Contaminants of Concentration SCG" Frequency of
Concern Range Detected (ppb)? (ppb)? Exceeding
SCG
Volatile Organic tetrachloroethene NDto 18 0.7 2 of 5 locations
Inor ganic Compounds iron ND to 364 300 1 of 5locations

2ppb = parts per billion, which is equivalent to micrograms per liter, ug/L, in water;
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ppm = parts per million, which is equivalent to milligrams per kilogram, mg/kg, in soil;
ug/m? = micrograms per cubic meter

® SCG = standards, criteria, and guidance values;

°LEL = Lowest Effects Level and SEL = Severe Effects Level. A sediment is considered to be contaminated
of these criteria is exceeded. If both criteria are exceeded, the sediment is severely impacted. If only the LE
exceeded, the impact is considered to be moderate.

SB = site background levels determined from sampling

ND = Not Detected

Table 2 - Summary of Alternatives
34 Freeman’s Bridge Road

Alternative 1: No Action

# No Action response action must be considered in the detailed analysis of alternatives to provide a base
which other alternatives can be evaluated.
# No actions would be taken to reduce the potential impacts associated with Site contaminants.

Alternative 2: Monitored Natural Attenuation

# Reduction of the volume and toxicity of contaminants over time by naturally occurring processes in so
groundwater.

# Site modeling and monitoring are performed to demonstrate that contaminants do not represent signifi
and that degradation is occurring.

# Institutional controls such as restrictions on groundwater use without treatment through deed restrictic
prohibition of new well construction.

Alternative 3: On-Site Containment (with Consolidation)

34 Freeman’s Bridge Road (447028) March 2004
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FHRHFEHFHFHHH

Install barrier wall around main source area
Install low permeability final cover system over main source area
Remove and consolidate isolated areas into main containment area
Install pumping wells inside containment cell to maintain inward gradient
Construct long-term treatment facility for groundwater and NAPL
Discharge of treated water to surface water
L ong-term monitoring
Institutional controls such as land use restrictions and future groundwater use restrictions

Alternative 4: Excavation and On-Site Thermal Treatment and Stabilization [Selected Remedy]

FHEHFEHFHHH

Install trenches/wellsto remove NAPL and groundwater from main source area
Construct temporary water treatment system to handle liquids

Excavate contaminated soil and debris

Perform on-site low temperature thermal treatment and stabilization on contaminated soil
Backfill and restore property with treated soil, topsoil, and vegetation

Monitoring to confirm no further potential impacts

Institutional controls such as future groundwater use restrictions

Alternative 5. Removal and Off-Site Disposal

FHHFHHH

Install trenches/wells to remove NAPL and groundwater from main source area
Construct temporary water treatment system to handle liquids

Excavate and remove contaminated soil and debris for off-site disposal or treatment
Backfill with clean, imported soils

Monitoring to confirm no further potential impacts

Institutional controls such as future groundwater use restrictions

Table3

Comparison of Alternative Costs

34 Freeman’sBridge Road Site

Components Alternative |Alternative2 | Alternative 3 Alternative4 | Alternative5

1 No Action Monitored Containment Excavation and Removal and Off-
Natural (with On-Site Treatment Site Disposal

Attenuation Consolidation) and Stabilization
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Removal Volume

0 0 5,418 tons 71,743 tons 71,743 tons
Capping Area

0 0 4 acres 0 0
Capital Costs $0 $74,000 $1,933,000 $9,543,000 $11,704,000
Engineering & $0 $30,000 $757,000 $2,484,0002 | $2,921,000 2
Contingency
(20% each) !
Total $0 $104,000 $2,690,000 $12,027,000 | $14,625,000
Capital Costs
Total Annual $0 $132,500 $167,000 $60,500 $60,500
O&M Costs
Present Worth $0 $2,036,000 $2,576,000
O&M Costs®
Present Worth $262,000 $262,000
O&M Costs*
Total Present $0 $2,140,000 $5,266,000 $12,320,000 | $14,918,000
Worth Costs

Notes: ! Engineering costs are estimated at 20% of capital costs. Contingency costs are also estimated at 20% of capital costs.
2 Engineering costs are 20% of capital costs not including disposal costs
3 Present worth costs are based on 30 years of O&M and a 5% discount rate.
4 Includes five years of monitoring and closeout costs.

Table4

Alternative 4 Details
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Appendix A: Example of Institutional Controlsfor 34 Freeman’s Bridge Road Site.

Theowner of thesitewill submittotheNY SDECfor review and approval alegal instrument (e.g.,
environmental easement), torunwiththeland, that will in perpetuity notify any potential purchasersof the
property of thecontamination present at the property and of theengineeringandinstitutional controls
necessary to protect public hedthand theenvironment. Ataminimum, thelanguageof theinstrument will
include provisions that:

. Requirethat any i nstitutional and engineering control sspecifiedintheRecord of Decisionshall
continueinfull forceand effect and shall bemaintained unlesstheowner first obtainspermission
from the NY SDEC to discontinue such controls,

. Requireannual certificationthat theinstitutional and engineering control sputin placepursuantto
the Record of Decision are still in place, have not been altered, and are still effective,

. Identify the presence and location of any area containing residual contamination,

. Prohibit theextraction of water from beneath the surface of theproperty other thanfor remedial
purposeswithout specificapproval fromtheNY SDEC and theappropriatecounty Department
of Health,

. Notify futureland owners, that under the authority of the New Y ork State Department of

Environmental Conservation, anexisting hazardouswasteremedia programisongoingtoaddress
the on-site and off-site contamination in soils, sediments, surface water and groundwater.

. Provide that theenvironmentd easement shal runwiththeland and shal bebindinguponal future
ownersof theProperty, and shall providethat theowner and itssuccessorsand assignsconsent
toenforcement by theN'Y SDEC of these prohibitionsand restrictions, and agreenot to contest
the authority of the NY SDEC to seek enforcement.

. Prohibit theexcavationof soilsat thefacility or removal of soil fromthefacility unlessundertaken
inaccordancewithaNY SDEC-approved Site M anagement Plan submittedtotheN'Y SDEC by
the proponent that describesproceduresfor soil excavationand removal of soilsfromthefacility
andthat aredesignedto protect human health and theenvironment. Ataminimum, suchaplan
shall include:

. aprovisionfor prior notificationand approval of NY SDECand NY SDOH for any
intrusive activities that could result in exposure to subsurface soils.

. protocols and procedures for sampling soilsto determine the concentration of
contaminants.

. adescriptionof thehealth and saf ety requirementsand general proceduresto befollowed
duringtheexcavationof soils. Theplanshall bedesignedtominimizethepossibility that
personnel at thefacility and thesurrounding community will beinjured or exposedtosite



contaminants during excavation of such soils.

. shouldsoil bedisposed off-site, ahazardouswastedeterminationtoverify whether
deposition into a secure hazardous waste landfill or a solid waste landfill is necessary.

. aprovisionfor submittal of aconstructioncompletionreporttotheNY SDECfor all
activities conducted pursuant to the Site Management Plan.

The owner may implement the Site Management Plan at any time after NY SDEC approval.
Thisinstrument will berecorded andfiled withthe Schenectady County Clerk, and proof of recordingand

filingwill besubmittedtotheNY SDEC withinthirty daysof the Department’ sapproval of thelanguageof
the instrument.
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Appendix B: Community Air Monitoring Plan (CAMP) Example

NY SDOH Generic Community Air Monitoring Plan

A Community Air Monitoring Plan (CAMP) requiresreal -timemonitoring for vol atileorganic compounds
(VOCs) and particulates(i.e., dust) at thedownwind perimeter of each designated work areawhen certain
activitiesareinprogressat contaminated sites. The CAMPisnotintendedfor useinestablishingaction
level sfor worker respiratory protection. Rather, itsintentisto provideameasureof protectionfor the
downwind community (i.e., off-sitereceptorsincl uding res dencesand businessesand on-siteworkersnot
directly involvedwiththesubject work activities) from potentia airbornecontaminant rel easesasadirect
result of investigativeand remedial work activities. Theactionlevel sspecified hereinrequireincreased
monitoring, correctiveactionsto abateemiss ons, and/or work shutdown. Additionally, the CAMPhel ps
to confirm that work activities did not spread contamination off-site through the air.

Thegeneric CAMP presented below will besufficientto cover many, if not most, sites. Specific
requirementsshouldbereviewedfor each situationinconsultationwith NY SDOH to ensure proper
applicability. Insomecases, aseparatesite-specific CAMPor supplement may berequired. Depending
uponthenatureof contamination, chemi cal -specific monitoring with appropriately-sensitivemethodsmay
berequired. Depending upontheproximity of potentially exposedindividual s, morestringent monitoring
or responselevel sthan those presented bel ow may berequired. Specia requirementswill benecessary
forwork within20feet of potentialy exposedindividua sor structuresand for indoor work with co-located
residencesor facilities. Theserequirementsshoul d bedeterminedinconsultationwithNY SDOH. Reliance
onthe CAM Pshouldnot precludesimple, common-sensemeasurestokeep V OCs, dust, and odorsat
aminimum around the work areas.

Community Air Monitoring Plan

Depending uponthenatureof known or potential contaminantsat each site, real-timeair monitoring for
volatileorganiccompounds(V OCs) and/or particul atel evel sat the perimeter of theexclusionzoneor work
areawill benecessary. Most siteswill involveV OC and parti culatemonitoring; sitesknownto be
contaminated with heavy meta salonemay only requireparticulatemonitoring. If radiol ogical contamination
isaconcern, additional monitoring requirementsmay benecessary per consultationwithappropriate
NY SDEC/NY SDOH staff.

Continuousmonitoringwill berequiredfor all groundintrusiveactivitiesand during thedemolition of
contaminated or potentially contaminated structures. Groundintrusiveactivitiesinclude, but arenot limited
to, soil/wasteexcavationand handling, test pitting or trenching, and theinstall ation of soil boringsor
monitoring wells.

Periodic monitoringfor VOCswill berequired during non-intrusiveactivitiessuch asthecollection of soil
and sediment samplesor thecollection of groundwater samplesfromexistingmonitoringwells. “ Periodic”
monitoring during samplecollection might reasonably cons st of takingareadinguponarrival at asample
location, monitoringwhileopeningawd | cap or overturning soil, monitoring duringwel baling/purging, and
takingareading prior toleaving asampl el ocation. |n someinstances, depending upontheproximity of



potentially exposedindividuds, continuousmonitoring may berequired duringsamplingactivities. Examples
of such situationsincludegroundwater sampling at wellsonthecurb of abusy urban street, inthemidst of
apublic park, or adjacent to a school or residence.

VOC Monitoring, Response L evels, and Actions

V olatileorganiccompounds(V OCs) must bemonitored at thedownwind perimeter of theimmediatework
area(i.e., theexclusionzone) onacontinuousbasisor asotherwise specified. Upwind concentrations
shouldbemeasured at thestart of eachworkday and periodically thereafter to establish background
conditions. The

monitoringwork shoul d be performed using equi pment appropriateto measurethetypesof contaminants
known or suspectedto bepresent. Theequipment should becalibrated at | east daily for thecontaminant(s)
of concernor for anappropriatesurrogate. Theequipment should becapableof cal culating 15-minute
running average concentrations, which will be compared to the levels specified below.

« | f theambient air concentration of total organicvaporsat thedownwind perimeter of thework areaor
exclusionzoneexceeds5 partsper million (ppm) abovebackgroundfor the15-minuteaverage, work
activitiesmust betemporarily halted and monitoring continued. If thetotal organicvapor level readily
decreases (per instantaneousreadings) bel ow 5 ppm over background, work activitiescanresumewith
continued monitoring.

« If total organicvapor levelsat thedownwind perimeter of thework areaor exclusonzonepersist atlevels
inexcessof 5 ppmover background but lessthan 25 ppm, work activitiesmust behal ted, the source of
vaporsidentified, correctiveactionstakento abateemiss ons, and monitoring continued. After thesesteps,
work activitiescanresumeprovided that thetota organicvapor level 200feet downwind of theexclusion
zoneor half thedistancetothenearest potential receptor or residential/commercial structure, whichever
isless - but in no case less than 20 feet, is below 5 ppm over background for the 15-minute average.

«If theorganicvapor level isabove25 ppmat theperimeter of thework area, activitiesmust beshutdown.
All 15-minutereadingsmust berecorded and beavail ablefor State(DEC and DOH) personnel toreview.
I nstantaneous readings, if any, used for decision purposes should also be recorded.

Particulate Monitoring, Response L evels, and Actions

Parti cul ate concentrati onsshoul d bemonitored continuoudy at the upwind and downwind perimetersof
theexclusionzoneat temporary particul ate monitoring stations. Theparti cul ate monitoring should be
performedusingreal-timemonitoring equi pment capabl eof measuring particulate matter lessthan 10
micrometersinsize(PM-10) and capableof integrating over aperiod of 15minutes(orless) for
comparisontotheairborneparticulateactionlevel. Theequipment must beequippedwithanaudiblealarm
toindicateexceedanceof theactionlevel . Inaddition, fugitivedust migration should bevisual ly assessed
during all work activities.

* |f thedownwind PM-10 particul atelevel is100 microgramsper cubic meter (mcg/m3) greater than
background (upwind perimeter) for the 15-minuteperiodor if airbornedust isobserved | eaving thework
area, then dust suppressi ontechniques must beemployed. Work may continuewith dust suppression
techniquesprovided that downwind PM-10 particul atelevel sdo not exceed 150 mcg/m3 abovethe



upwind level and provided that no visible dust is migrating from the work area.

« I, after implementati on of dust suppressiontechniques, downwind PM-10 particul atelevel saregreater
than 150 mcg/m3abovetheupwindlevel, work must bestopped and are-eval uation of activitiesinitiated.
Work canresumeprovided that dust suppression measuresand other control saresuccessful inreducing
thedownwind PM-10 parti cul ate concentrationtowithin 150 meg/m3of theupwindleve andinpreventing
visible dust migration.

All readings must be recorded and be available for State (DEC and DOH) personnel to review.
PCB Monitoring, Response L evels, and Actions

PCB air sampleswill becollected to determineif off-siteemissionsof volatilized PCBsfrom contaminated
soils poses athreat to the surrounding community.

1. Thescopeof thesamplingwill includecollection of threeambient air samples: onecollectedasa
repr esentativebackground sample(preferably upwind), onecollected at thedownwind perimeter of the
work zone, and threenear community occupied structuresor recreationa areas(preferably downwindfrom
thework site). 1deal samplecollection pointsfor thelatter threesampleswoul d bebetweenthework site
and the structures and recreational areas. The samples will be taken at the following intervals:

Twice, prior to the initiation of the soil removal activities;
Daily, during the first five days of soil removal activities,
Weekly, during the remainder of the soil removal activities.

Samplingfrequency may increaseif resultsequal or exceedtheactionlevel sdescribedinthePCB Emission
Response Plan.

Thesamplesshall becollected and analyzedfor PCBsusngNY SDOH Method 311-1. A fieldblank will
be senttotheNY SDEC/NY SDOH-approved|aboratory for analysi swith each sampleshipment. The
sampleswill bedeliveredtothelab onthesameday of collection. PCB sampleswill beanalyzed and
resultswill bemadeavail ablewithin 24-hoursfollowing delivery. Documentation of thesampleresultswill
be provided to the on-site coordinator (OSC) and the State for immediate review.

PCBs Emission Response Plan

A thresholdvalueof 100 nanogramsper cubic meter (ng/m3) will beusedfor thesiteto minimizethe
potential for community exposures. Activitiesmust beexamined and engineering controlsmust be
consderedto mitigateoff-steemissionsif total PCB concentrationsat theexclusion zoneperimeter exceed
100 ng/m3abovepreviousbackground samplestakeninthearea. Activitieswill betemporarily terminated
and modificationsmust beemployed toreduceoff-siteemissionsif asampl ecollected near thecommunity
containstotal PCB concentrationsthat equal or exceed 100 ng/m3. If asampleresult exceedsthe
thresholdva ue, additiona samplingwill benecessary to determineif themodificationsemployed have
successfully reduced emissions.
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

34 Freeman’s Bridge Road Site
Town of Glenville, Schenectady County, New Y ork
Site No. 447028

The Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for the34 Freeman’ sBridgeRoad site, wasprepared by
theNew Y ork State Department of Environmental Conservation (NY SDEC) inconsultationwiththeNew
Y ork State Department of Health (NY SDOH) and wasi ssued to thedocument repositorieson January
30, 2004. ThePRAPoutlinedtheremedial measuresproposed for thecontaminated waste, soil, and
groundwater at the 34 Freeman’ s Bridge Road site.

Public Participation Activities

ThePRAPwasprepared by theNew Y ork State Department of Environmental Conservation(NY SDEC),
inconsultationwiththeNew Y ork State Department of Health (N'Y SDOH) and announced viaaFact
Sheet (Attachment 1) senttothesitemailinglist, articlesinthelocal newspapers, and sel ected mailingsof
the completePRAPtolocal officialsandinterested parties. Themailinglistincludeslocal citizens,
businesses, local, stateand federa governmental agencies, media, and environmenta organizations. A
public meetingwasheldat the Town of GlenvilleMunicipal Center (TownHall) on February 11, 2004.
The meetingincluded presentationsby NY SDECand NY SDOH officia sontheresultsof theRemedial

I nvestigationand Feasibility Study and discussionsof theproposed remedy. Themeetingsprovidedan
opportunity for thepublictoask questions, discusstheir concerns, and providecomment ontheproposed
plan. Approximately 30 peopleattended themeeting. Thepubliccomment period ended on February 28,
2004. Writtenandverbal commentswill becomepart of the AdministrativeRecordfor thissite. Written
commentswerea soreceived fromthefollowing partiesduring the course of the public comment period:

. L etter and e-mail dated February 12, 2004 fromNeil Turner, President, CitizensAdvocating
Responsible Development, Inc., Scotia, NY;;

. L etter dated February 25, 2004, fromHenri T. Plant, Conservation Chair, Mohawk Valey Hiking
Club, Scotia, NY;

. L etter andfax dated February 27, 2003, from Jason M. Pelton, Schenectady Co. Ground Water
M anagement Planner, Schenectady Co. Intermunicipal Watershed Rulesand Regul ationsBoard;

. E-mailsdated February 13and February 23, 2004, from Peter Keegan, aTown of Glenville
resident;
. L etter dated February 28, 2004, from ClarenceM osher, Supervisor, Town of Glenvilleandthe

Glenville Environmental Conservation Commission.
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Comments and Responses

Thisresponsivenesssummary respondstoall questionsand commentsrai sed during the public comment
period. The following are the comments received, with the NY SDEC's responses:

Wherethesameor similar issueswereraised either inwriting or verbally during the public meetingsor
phone calls, they havebeen groupedtogether and areaddressed once. Theremainingissueswere
addressedindividually. Theissuesrai sed havebeen groupedintothefollowingcategories: (1) Remedy
Selection | ssues(thermal treatment/wasteremoval/lead); (11) Construction | ssues(excavation, dewatering,
noise, traffic); (111) Extent of Contamination/Investigation Issues; (1V) HealthIssues; (V) SiteRestoration
and Redevelopment; and, (V) Other Issues.

(I) REMEDY SELECTION ISSUES (thermal treatment/waste removal/lead)

COMMENT1: Will theNY SDEC consider Alternative5 (excavation and off-stedisposa) should
disposal feesdeclinerdativetotheestimatesusedinthecurrent cost comparison?

RESPONSE 1. TheNY SDECwill seekto refineall disposal andremedial costsduringthedesign
phase, particul arly asweprogressthroughthe pre-designinvestigation and confirm thewastevolume
numbers. Cogtsfor off-sitedisposal of wasteswill beinvestigated again duringthedesign processtoalow
further evaluation of that option.

COMMENT 2: Isitfeasibletoconsider ahybrid of Alternatives4and5? That is, theexcavation
andthermal treatment of appropriatesoil and off-sitedisposal of only themetals
contaminated soil (approximately 21,238 tons).

RESPONSE 2: TheRecordof Decision(ROD) doescurrently consider and discussthepossibility of
sending themetal s-contaminated soilsto an off-sitefacility for disposal (see Section 8, number 1 of the
PRAPandROD). Thismay turnout to beacost-effectiveand technol ogically effectiveway todispose
of thesoils, particularly sincethevolumeestimatesintheROD (the21,238tons) areconservativeand
represent aworst-casescenario. Theareascontaining highmetalswill beexcavated separately and
carefully andthetreated materia sstaged after thermal treatment toallow their discretesampling. Oncethe
concentrationsof contaminantsand thetotal volumesof metal s-contaminated soilsaredetermined, a
decision will be made as to their ultimate disposition.

COMMENT 3: Were any remedial alternatives considered that address ground water
contaminationinthedeepzoneor will thepreferred aternativetreat thisground
water also?

RESPONSE 3. Asthedeeper regional aquiferisnot significantly contaminated, no specificremedial
activitiesareplannedfor that groundwater at thesite. Thepre-excavation phase(NAPL and groundwater
removal) of thecongtructionwill removeasmuch of thes gnificantly contaminated shallow groundwater as
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possible. Theexcavationof thesoilswill thenremovethecontaminated soil, theonly potential sourceof
shallow or deep groundwater contaminationinthefuture. AstheROD notes, asmall areaof low level
groundwater contamination outsideof theexcavationareawill remainand requiremonitoring after the
excavationandtreatment phaseiscomplete. Monitoringwill beperformedintheshallow and degp zones.

COMMENT4: Whatissoil stabilization? What will betheimpact of leaving meta scontaminated
soils behind after the remediation?

Other concernsinclude...: Lead concentrationsof 1200 ppm will beexcavated
and replaced at the site.

RESPONSE 4: Soil stabilizationisabroadtermreferringtothephysi cal and chemical treatment of soils
to makethem|esssusceptibletoleaching fromwater, reducedissol ution of soil contaminantsinto
groundwater, or reducethepotential for contact with soil contaminantsto potential receptors. Itisan
accepted and proventechnol ogy totreat metal s-contaminated materials. Commonly, thisisdoneby
addition of chemical ssuchascement or polymerstothesoil to changethephysical and chemical
characteristicsof thesoil. It should benoted that werethemetal s-contaminated soil sbesenttoan off-site
disposal facility, asignificant portion of thosesoils would a so bestabili zed prior to being disposedinthat
facility.

The plancurrently callsfor thestabilization of sitesoilsthat exceed thecleanup goal sfor metal safter going
throughthethermal treatment process. Thesesoilswouldbeused asbackfill at thesite. Stabilizationwill
significantlyreduceany impact the soilsand metal swould haveontheenvironment, particularly
groundwater. Whileconcentrationsof |lead, for example, inexcessof 1200 ppm, wouldremain, they would
beunavailablephysicaly and chemically to poseathrest. Itisnot anticipated that thestabilized soilswould
poseany engineering obstacl eto futuredevel opment or construction. They will bepacedinadesignated
areaof thebackfilled zoneand will beat depth (at the bottom of theexcavation). Thesiteand soils
management planwould guidedevel opment of thesite. Theultimateuseof theproperty, envisionedas
commercial and light industrial, would not be greatly affected by the presence of stabilized soils.

Asnotedin RESPONSE 2:,if thevolumeof metal scontaminated soil sremai ning after thermal treatment
islow,theNY SDECwill consider off-sitedisposal of thematerial, if cost effective, rather than soil
stabilization.

COMMENT 5: Theprimary issueof concernisthe proposed excavation and thermal treatment of
soil contai ning hazardousconcentrationsof metal's, specifically lead. Theconcern
iswithconcentrationsof |eadin soil of approximately 1200 partsper million
(ppm), ahazardousconcentration. Thermal treatment of soil doesabsol utely
nothingtoremediateor destroy metals. Thermally treated soilscontaining
concentrationsof lead at 1200 ppmwill bereintroducedintotheenvironment at
thissite. Thisareaismost likely withinthe 100-year floodplain of theMohawk
River. Soilscontaininglead at hazardousconcentrationscould potentially be
exposed to flooding, re-suspended in floodwaters, and transported off-site.
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RESPONSE5: Thecleanupgoal for lead (1200 ppm) usedintheROD isaheal th-based cleanup goal.
Thedetermination of whether metal sareahazardouswasteor notisdoneby ananalytical testtodetermine
the metal spropensity to bedissolved (or leached) intogroundwater. L ead concentrationsof 1200 ppm
are unlikely to fail any leaching tests for hazardous waste determination.

Thermal treatment will dolittletoremediatel ead and other metal slevelsinthesitesoils, sincethe
technol ogy isdesigned primarily for organic contaminants. Therewill besomeminor lossesof metalsto
volatilizationduringthethermal process. Asnotedin RESPONSE 2, theareascontaining highmetalswill
beexcavated separately and carefully and thetreated material sstaged after thermal trestment toalow their
discretesamplingandhandling. Stabilization of thosesoilswill significantly reduceany impact onthe
environment, particularly groundwater. While concentrationsof lead, for example, inexcessof 1200 ppm
would remain, they would be unavailable to pose athreat.

Giventhehistory of thearea, thetopography, andthedrainageinfrastructurethat existsaroundthesite, it
isunlikely that flooding onthemagnitude necessary tofully scour thesiteand causethestabili zedfill tobe
transportedoff-sitecould occur. If thereissuchathreat fromflooding, itisalsolikely that any future
development of the site would also be precluded.

COMMENT6: Thecost estimateof $12 MM [million] for theproposed remedia strategy versus
acost of $14 MM [million] for excavationand off-sitedisposal makesno sense.
Thecost differential of $2MM [million] doesnot adequately justify theproposed
strategy versus off-site disposal of hazardous wastes.

RESPONSE 6: Thecost differencebetweenAlternative4 and 5isestimatedtobe$2,598,000.
Alternative5isthusnearly 21%higherincost. Thisisasignificant costincrease, giventhat bothremedies
areequaly protectiveof thepublichedthand environment and provideextens veand permanent remedies.
For thetworemedies, thereareno perceived significant differencesinthefutureactivitiesthat would be
allowed at the site once remediation is compl ete.

It should benoted that theprimary criteriafor choosing remediesat sitesisprotectivenessof publichealth
andtheenvironment. Costisonly abalancingfactor if al other criteriaareequivaent. Alternative3, at

$5,266,000, isa soprotectiveof thepublic hedthand environment, istechnically feasible, and haslimited
short-termimpactscomparedtotheAlternative4and 5. Alternative 3isnot apermanent remedy,
however, andwould requiremonitoringand maintenanceindefinitely. Futureuseof portionsof theproperty
wouldbeseverdy limited, comparedtothepossiblerangeof usesafter implementation of Alternative4 or
5. Becauseof this, seriouscons derationwasgivento thetwo excavation remedies, eventhoughfutureuse
of theproperty isnot acriterionformally usedinremedy selection. Futureuseand devel opment potential

arecons derationsonly whenthey arecons stent withtheother selection criteria, such asprotectiveness
of the public health and environment, and are cost effective.

COMMENT 7: Several general commentsrelated to apreferencefor Alternative 5 over
Alternative 4werereceived. Most wereconcerned over thepresenceof leadin
stabilized soils.
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Alternative5 (excavation, removal, and off-sitedisposal of contaminated soils) [isthe] thepreferred
dternativefor thissite. Thisremedia optionismoreappropriatefor thesiteandwill sgnificantly benefitany
futureuseof theproperty. Excavationand off-sitedisposal of contaminated mediawill dsoeiminateany
threat of residual chemical compoundsfrom being scoured and transported of f-siteduring flood conditions.

Alternative5may not bethel east-cost approach comparedto Alternative4, but thelong-term benefit of
anon-metal scontaminated siteproviding for asafer and moreattractivedevel opment location, aswell as
the reduced community impact during remediation and thereduced monitoring requirementsall makethis
the most desirable approach.

Alternative 5 should be the choice for the safest and wisest choice even though it is more costly.

Alternative 5 will:

. Ridthecontaminated areaof thevol atileorgani csand heavy metal sfor now andintothefuture(it
doesnot seemto beprudent toremoveonly thevolatilesbut returntheheavy metal saspart of the
backfill asproposedinAlternative4. Theback filled heavy metal swould posefuturerisksfrom
leaching and probable disrupt development activities down the time line.)

. Providemoreemployment and businessfor local trucking and sand and gravel compani esrather
than outside contractors.
. Reduce the disruptive timein the local area.

Alternative 5isattractivesinceit essentially removesthecontaminationfromthesiteand placesless
restrictions on future property reuse.

RESPONSE 7: Responses2, 4, and 5 specificaly discusstheimpact of |ead and other metal s-containing
soilsthatwill remainonthesiteinastabilized state. Stabilizationwill reducepotential publichealth
exposureasitwill fix themetal sinthesoil andthematrix of thestabilized material, thusmakingit
unavailablefor direct contact andingestion. Thestabilization processal soreducestheleaching potential

of themetals, thusfuturegroundwater impact frommetal sismitigated. Thestabilized soils, whileato-be-
consideredfactor inany engineeringwork at thesite, should not poseaconstruction problem. Asnoted
iINRESPONSE 2, theNY SDECwill investigate poss bleoff-sitedisposa optionsfor themeta's, depending
upon the volume and concentrations of metals remaining after thermal treatment.

Thecost differencesbetween Alternative4 and 5isdiscussedinRESPONSE 6. Thedifferenceis
considerablegivenfinite Stateresourcesand thetechnical consi derationsof theremedy selectioncriteria.
Bothremediesareprotectiveof public healthandtheenvironment, provideextensiveremoval and/or
control of site wastes, and provide essentially equal potential for future use and development.

Theissueof employment and businessopportunity isaddressedin RESPONSE 13l ater inthissummary.
FloodingisaddressedinRESPONSES. Redevelopmentissuesarediscussedin (V) Restorationand
Redevel opment.

(I) CONSTRUCTION ISSUES (Excavation, dewatering, noise, dust, traffic)
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COMMENTS8: Other concernsinclude...: Reintroduction of “ cleaned materid” into contaminated
groundwater.

Will clean soil/fill be put back into contaminated groundwater?

RESPONSE 8: Cleanandtreated soil will not beplaced back into contaminated groundwater. The
proposedremedy callsfor removal of contaminated groundwater and NAPL prior toexcavation. This
woul dbeaccomplished by thecreation of discreteexcavation cells, asdiscussedinthe Excavation
Alternativesbox on page21 of theROD. Oncedewatered, thesoilswouldbeexcavated downtothe
bottom of thefill and top of alluviumandthenthermally treated. Thetreated soilswouldthenbeplaced
back intothedewatered excavation. Theonly contaminated groundwater that will remainisthat outside
of the excavated area, downgradient of the main contaminated soil area.

COMMENTQ: CantheNY SDEC provideinformation ontheeffectivenessof Alternative4?
Specificdly, ontheeffectivenessof excavating, thermally tresting, and returning soil
to an excavation containing contaminated groundwater.

RESPONSE 9: Thermal treatment isatechnologically provenand extremely effectiveremedial
technology. Thetechnology hasbeen used at anumber of inactive hazardouswastedisposal sitesinNew
Y ork and throughout thecountry. TheU.S. Environmental Protection Agency currently lists43thermal
treatment projectsunderway or plannedintheU.S. Another 19 projectsusingthermal treatment asa
remedial component areproposed or under consideration. INNY S, severa projectshavebeenrecently
compl etedincludingthe SaratogaState TreeNursery (pesticides), theGlensFallsDragstrip (PCBs),
AmericanValve(chlorinated solvents), andthe GCL Tie& Treatingsite(creosote) inSydney, NY. The
GCL siteisalsomanaged by MartinBrand, theNY SDEC project manager for 34 Freeman’ sBridge
Road. Approximately 195,000tonsof contaminated soil weresuccessfully treated andthematerial used
as clean backfill.

Asnotedin RESPONSE 8 above, theclean (treated) soil swill not bere-introducedinto contaminated
groundwater.

COMMENT 10: Other concernsinclude...: Particulatematerial introducedintotheatmosphere
during operations at the site.

Will DOH do particulate monitoring during construction?

RESPONSE 10: Airquality will bemonitoredrigoroudy duringal aspectsof theremediation, including
excavation, thermal treatment, and backfilling. Asshownintheexample Community Air Monitoring Plan
(CAMP) inAppendix B of theROD, theeffort will beextensiveand mandatory. Generaly, thecontractor
chosenfortheremedia constructionwill performthemonitoring, under thesupervisonandreview of the
NY SDEC and the NY SDOH.
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COMMENT11: Many peoplewereconcerned about thenoi selevel screated by themobilethermal
unit. How loudwill theunit be? What will beitsoperating hours? Eight hoursa
day, 24 hours aday?

Thereisconcernover thethermal desorption equipment operation. Usingthe
DECfiguresof 71,000tonsof soil, 20tonsper hour of desorption capability, and
assuming 24/7 conti nuousoperati on thisamountsto about six monthsof operation
- probably longer astheprocesswill not attainthat level of operation continuoudly.
Thisround-the-clock operationwithitsattendant equi pment and truck noise, as
well aspotential light pollution, for alengthy period of timeishighly undesirable.
Itisrecognizedthat additional trucking activity will berequiredfor Alternative5,
but thehoursof operation should havelessimpact and thetrucking routeswill no
doubt beaway fromthemoresensitiveresidential and commercial areas. Witha
nearby rail facility, strong consideration should begiventofill removal and
replacement by rail. We alsowonder if barging the soil could beaviable
approach.

RESPONSE 11: Thethermal treatment unitwill produce mechanical noiseduringitsoperation.
Anecdotally, thisnoisehasbeen described asbeing similar tothat of asd ow movingtrain. TheNY SDEC
hasperformed noisesurveysat other sitesusing thermal trestment equipment. Themost recent survey was
doneattheAmericanValvesitein Coxsackie, NY , wherethethermal unitwaslocated adjacent torailroad
tracksinasimilar settingto Freeman’ sBridgeRoad. Theaveragedecibel level associatedwithroutine
operationof arotary kiln, themost likely typeof low temperature thermal desorber tobeused here, was
approximately 70decibels, measured at 75 feet fromtheunit. Passingfreight trainsweremeasured at
approximately 73 decibds. Generd stenoise(combination of thethermal unit and other equi pment noises)
averaged about 80 decibels. Thisisbelow the85decibel limit for workingwithout hearing protection.
Generally, the noise generated by these units was not objectionable to the average listener.

Theexcavation, processing, and staging of soil swill beaccomplished duringthecourseof anaverage
constructionwork day, duringdaylight hours. Itislikely that thethermal unit, oncetested and calibrated,
will operateonacontinuousbasis(24 hoursaday). Thisisnecessary to maintainaproper operating
temperatureto achievethedesired remova of organiccontaminants. Itisnotlikely theunitwill beoperated
continuoudly for many monthsat atime. Therewill beperiodic shutdownsfor maintenance, calibration,
testing, etc. Of thetotal volumeof sitewaste(the 71,000tons) somepercentagewill not requiretreatment,
suchasthelargedemolition debrispieces, thusthetotal volumeto betreated may besomewhat |essthan
thecurrentestimate. Theremedial designandthework planssubmitted by thethermal and excavation
contractorswill detail theexact operational activitiestotakeplaceat thesite. Thiswill includeeffortsto
minimize where possible the impacts of the treatment operation.

Giventhecommercial natureof thesurrounding areaand the proposed | ocation of theunit at somedistance
away fromFreeman’ sBridgeRoad and adjacent totheexisting railroad tracks, the potential short-term
noi seandlightimpactsof theunit operation aredeemedto beacceptabl e, giventhebenefitsof thefinal
outcome. AsnotedinRESPONSE 9above, theNY SDEC and USEPA recently completedthethermal
treatment of approximately 195,000tonsof soilsattheGCL Tie& Treatingsitein Sydney, NY. The
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surrounding community isremarkably similar tothat of Freeman’ sBridgeRoad. Theprojectwas
completed without incident and with minimal disruption to the community.

Theamount of truck traffictoremove 71,000 tonsof soil and subsequently bringinan equivalent amount
of cleanfill wouldbeconsiderable. A reasonableestimatewould beapproximately 5,000individual trips
with large20-yard capacity dumptrailers, twicethat if standard dumptruckswereused. Thelikely route
wouldincludeFreeman’ sBridgeRoad and/or Route50tothenearest interstatehighway. Theimpacts
from noise, congestion, andthepotential for accidentsfor thisscenarioarevery high. Rail wouldbea
viableoption, but that method requiresan activerailroad siding for |oading and of f-loading. Construction
of suchasidingwouldbevery expensiveandtimeconsuming. Useof anexistingnearby sidingwoul d till
requirethelevel of truckingdescribed earlier. Barging of thesoil andfill might beaviableoption, butagain
would require movement of the materialsto theriver.

There areunavoi dableshort-termimpactsassociated with both of theexcavationremedies. However, they
aredeemedto beacceptablewhen comparedtothealternativeof |eaving thewasteuntreated and
contained on-site, withitsattendant | ong-term mai ntenancerequirementsand thenecessary restrictionson
the use of the property.

COMMENT12: Much of thesifting, sorting and removal of soil and C& D debrisrequired on-site
for thedesorption approachwouldbeeliminated[in Alternative5], asthespoil
couldberemoved, classified and disposed of off-site. Thiswouldreducethe
impact onthesurrounding areafrom noiseand parti cul atedrift of contaminated
soil, and reduce exposure of on-site workers to contaminants.

RESPONSE 12: Theexcavationand materia shandling and preparation activitiesfor Alternative4 (on-
sitetreatment and backfilling) areadmost identical tothat requiredfor Alternative5 (off-sitedisposal and
backfilling withcleanfill). Thefill material swill haveto besorted, screened and staged on-sitetoprepare
themfor processingthroughthethermal treatment unit. Likewise, thefill materialswould havetobe
prepared on-siteprior totheir being transportedto an of f-sitedisposal facility. Thisisduetothepermitting
andtransportationrequirementsthat exist for different classesof contaminantsand hazardouswastes. No
onefacility canhandleequally dl thewasteclassespresentinthesitefill. Theconstructionanddemolition
debrishasto besegregated and senttoaC& D facility, thehigh concentrationsof PCBswouldneedtobe
senttoanother facility permitted to handlesuch waste, and themetal swastemust bestabilized prior to
disposal, andsoon. All of theseactivitieshavebeenfactoredintothecostsassociated withtheoff-site
optioninordertocomply withdisposal regul ationsand achievethelowest cost possible. Otherwise, the
disposal facility would chargefor thehighest, most restrictiveiteminthewastestream (suchasPCBs) and
the cost for off-sitedisposal would beconsiderably higher thanthecurrent $14.9 million. Thus, verylittle
differenceexistsinthepotential short-termimpactsassociated withtheon-siteactivitiesfor eachremedy.

COMMENT 13: Fromalocal economy standpoi nt theemployment of local truckersandworkers
ismoredesirablethan bringingin specialized equipment and workersfromoutside
the area.

RESPONSE 13: Itisdifficulttoascertaintheextent of local involvement in construction projectsof this
kind. Procurement of contractors, subcontractors, and vendorsiscarefully controlled by NY SDECfisca
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policiesandNY Sfinancelawsandregulations. Much of theremedial work ishighly specializedand
requiresexperienced andtrained personnel andfirms. For example, workerson-sitemust betrained and
certifiedannualy towork onhazardouswastesites. That said, thereshould beampleopportunity for local
economi cinvolvementinmany areasof Siteactivitiessuchasfencing, security, trucking, andfill materids
and supplies, regardless of the remedy selected.

(111) EXTENT of CONTAMINATION/INVESTIGATION ISSUES

COMMENT 14: Were sediment samplescollected fromtheMohawk River, particularly from
possible deltaic sediments at the confluence of the Kromme Kill?

RESPONSE 14: No. Surfacewater and sediment sampleswerecollected fromtheKrommeKill
(Warner Creek) andfromthewetlandstotheeast of thesiteandtherailroad tracks. Thelack of significant
siterelated contaminationinthedownstream samplesdid not indicatetheneed to samplefurther
downstream to the Mohawk River.

COMMENT 15: Thereportindicatesthat the sand unitisunder confined artesian conditions.
During theinvestigation, wastheconfiningunit (floodplainalluvium) foundtobe
laterally contiguous beneath the site?

RESPONSE 15: Thealluviumwasgenerally foundthroughout thesite, particularly under themain
contaminated area. Thisisimportant asthealluvium providesameasureof protectiontothelower sand
aquifer. Thealluviumisthinor absentinthesouthwest portion of thesite, intheareaof thehighvoltage
power lines. Fortunately, no contamination was noted in that area.

COMMENT 16: The PRAPindicatesthat light non-aqueousphaseliquids(LNAPL) and dense
non-agueousphaseliquids(DNAPL) wereobservedinsevera on-stemonitoring
wells, but does not provide information on the NAPL thickness.

RESPONSE 16: NAPL swereobservedinmany areasof thesite, indifferentforms. Someappear as
sheens onthetop of groundwater, someasstained and wet soils, andin other areas, assignificant
thicknessesof liquidinmonitoringwells. Discussionsof NAPL thicknessand other observationsare
locatedin pertinent sectionsof theRemedial I nvestigationreport. Thicknessesof fourinchesand more
werereportedinseveral wells(MW-2, 4, 6, 7, and 8) and measurabl ethicknessesof NAPL were
reported in the CW series of wells located near the on-site building.

COMMENT17: Mercury wasdetected at aconcentration that exceeded the maximum contami nant
level (MCL) a onelocationaongthenorth-margin of thesite. DuringtheRI, was
additiona sampling performed to determinetheextent of mercury contamination?

RESPONSE 17: Mercurywasdetected at concentrationsabove?2 ppminatest pit(TP-01) onthe
northeast portion of thesitenear theKrommeKill. Themercury appearsto beassociated with el ectrical

lighting materia s(possiblemercury vapor lights) that werepart of commercia buildingmateria sdisposed
at that location. Mercury waspart of theanalysisprogramthroughout thesite. Only theonelocationwas
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foundwithlevelsabovethecleanupgoal. Thislocationisslated for excavationunder theproposed
remedial plan.

COMMENT18:  Accordingtothe PRAPtext, trichloroethene (TCE) wasdetectedinthree
separatesurfacewater samplescollected fromtheKrommeKill (Warner Creek)
at concentrationsthat exceedtheM CL. TheinsettablesincludedinFigure7
however, report that tetrachol oroethene (PCE) wasthe contami nant detectedin
thethreesurfacewater samples. Regardlessof thechl orinated sol vent detected
intheKrommeKill, wasapossiblesourcefor thesolventidentified? Were
additional surfacewater sasmplescollected upstreamfromthe SW-1sampling
location adjacent to the east-side of Freeman’s Bridge Road?

RESPONSE 18: Tetrachlorethenewasthevolatileorganic contaminant detected insurfacewater
sampl esat thesite. Asthecontaminant wasdetectedinupstream samplesaswell asdownstream samples
andwasnot foundinlevelsof concernonthesite, itisnot considered acontaminant of concernfor
remedial purposes. A possiblesourcehasnot beenidentified. Additional surfacewater samplesupstream
of SW-1werenot takenduringtheinvestigation. TheNY SDECisconsideringaninvestigationto
determine the source of the tetrachloroethene.

COMMENT 19: Please clarify theconstruction of monitoringwell MW-08. Thefootnoteson
Figures7and8indicatesthat theMW-08 screenedinterval interceptsboththe
shallowandthedeep groundwater systems. Thegroundwater elevationdata
suggests that a downward hydraulic gradient exists at the site. The well
constructionalongwiththedownward hydraulic gradient may resultinthe
trangport of highly contaminated ground water and possi blenon-agueousphase
liquids from the shallow zone to the less contaminated deep zone.

RESPONSE 19: MW-08wasinstalledduringthefirst phaseof Rl activitiesin August 2000. Thewell
wasapproximately 11.5feet deep. Thewell boring penetrated approximately 4feet of fill, 7.5feet of
floodplainaluviummaterial, andjust penetrated thetop of theunderlyingsand. A well screenwasingalled
from 3feet bel ow ground surfaceto 11 feet bel ow ground. MW-08isoneof themost highly contaminated
wellsfoundin-site. Itisalsosituatedinthemost highly contaminated soil area. A downwardhydraulic
gradient doesexistinthearea. After analysisandthedetection of contaminants, and theobservation of
NAPL inthewell, thewell wasabandoned (plugged and seal ed) dueto concernsover thepotential for
providing aconduit for contaminant migrationdownthroughthea luviumandintothelower sand aquifer.
Severd other older wells, from previousinvestigationswereal so abandoned after sampling. Thereisno
indication that NAPLs have entered the deeper groundwater from the shallow zone.

COMMENT 20:  Wasthe geophysical survey conducted during the Rl extensive?

RESPONSE 20: A geophysical survey wasperformed at thesiteinanattempt to definethefill limits,
delineatecontamination, and detect any burieddrumsor waste. Thesurvey includedterrainconductivity
measurementsand metal detection measurements. Anomal ousareasand reading weresubsequently
checked with test pits or soil borings.
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COMMENT 21: Delineati onof thecontaminationtothenorthwasnot explainedwell duringthe
presentation. What i stheextent of contaminationtothenorth? How didwe
determinetheedgeof thefill? How wastheboundary of theNAPL/plumearea
determined? Didthefill materid pushthewasteout of theponds/origina disposal
area?

RESPONSE 21: Contaminationinsoilsat thesiteisessentially confinedtothefill materialsdisposed on
the Lyon'’ sproperty and portionsof adjacent propertiesonthenorth edgeof theL yon’ sproperty. The
demarcationof thefill boundary tothenorthisdramaticandvisualy obvious. Geophysica surveystaken
at thesiteduringtheRI a so confirmedthelocation of thefill. Samplestakenfromtest pitsand soil borings
onthenorthern edgeof thesiteconfirmthat thecontaminationislimitedtothefill area. WhiletheRI was
extensive, additional investigationisproposed to beperformed during thedesi gn phaseof thisprojectto
further refinetheextent of contamination and theareasand volumesof wasteto beexcavated, treated
and/or disposed.

Groundwater contaminationand NAPL extent weredetermined by analysi sof water samplesfrom
numerousgroundwater monitoringwellsand borings. Additional direct observationof NAPL intest pits,
wells,andborings, dlowed NY SDEC’ sconsultant to map theextent of NAPL asshowninFigure4 of the
ROD.

It appearsthat fill material wasusedtofill inwastepondsandlagoonsand other low areas, including
trenches, onthesite. Somedisplacement of wastematerial sfromtheseareasmay haveoccurred, but this
isnot certain. Thefill material andthetop of theoriginal ground surfaceisnow themost significantly
contaminated media at the site.

COMMENT 22: Werethedrumsfoundin 1984 and removedin 1989 rel ated to thecontamination
found in 19967?

RESPONSE 22: No. Thedrumsfoundin 1984 werelocated alongtherear of theproperty andwere
of morerecent vintage, compared totheactivitiesat theformer cooperage. Thecontaminationfoundin
1996, andinthelater Remedia Investigation, appearsprimarily relatedtodisposd activitiesduringthetime
of the operation of the cooperage.

COMMENT 23:  Didyou find drums with material in them?

RESPONSE 23: Y es,several full andintact drumscontai ning material werediscovered duringthe
investigation. Someof themappeared to contain paint-likematerials. Thesedrumswereremovedat the
conclusionof theinvestigation (sseRESPONSE 35). Most of thedrum-related materia sfound wereparts
and pieces of old 55-gallon drums.

COMMENT 24:  What isthe stratigraphy at the site?

RESPONSE 24: TheRl identifiedfiveseparateunitsat thesite. Inorder of increasing depth, they are:
. fill
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. floodplain alluvium

. deep sand
. glacial till
. bedrock

Thefill isthemost impacted unit onthesiteand containsmost of thesoil volumeand shall ow groundwater

toberemediated. Thethicknessrangesfrom1.5to11feet. Thefloodplainalluviumisanatura siltand

clay deposit and represents the original ground surface prior to filling of the site.

COMMENT 25: What ismeant when you say that thedeep/regiona groundwater isnot significantly
affected?

RESPONSE 25: Themost significantly contaminated mediaat thesiteisthesubsurfacesoil andfill inthe
vicinity of thesitebuilding. Shallow groundwater (generally within 10feet of theground surface) found
primarily withinthefill ishighly contaminated. Monitoringwellsplacedinthedeeper sasnd aquifer a thesite
(the agquifer of concernfor regional drinkingwater) did not detect significant Site-rel ated contamination.
Severa of thedeepwell sdid havedetectionsof low |level sof volatileorgani c contaminants, particularly
1,2-dichloroethene. Thiscontaminant wasa sofound off-siteinanupdgradient locationaswell. Onewel |
|ocatedontheproperty (MW-8), drilledintothevery top of thesand, did havehigh concentrationsof
contaminants. However, thewell alsodrawswater fromtheshallow aquifer anditislikely that the
contaminationisrelatedtothefill and shallow groundwater. That well hassincebeen abandoned and
sealed as a precautionary measure.

COMMENT 26: Didyoufindevidenceof thetrenchesthat extended fromthe cooperagebuilding
out back to the creek?

RESPONSE 26: Someevidenceof trencheswasfound duringtheinvestigation. A number of thetest
pitswereplacedinareasof suspectedtrenches, asdetermined fromaerial photointerpretation. One
particular test pit didintercept aknown trench and significant contamination wasconfirmed. Ingeneral,
the sitecontaminationisconcentrated along theformer drainage pathway/tributary toWarner Creek that
existed at the rear of the building prior to filling of the property.

COMMENT 27: All theconcretefromtheold Freeman’ sBridgewentintothesite, somevery large
pieces.

RESPONSE 27: Muchof thefill at thesiteiscomprised of constructionand demolitiondebris. Wehave
had other reports that significant quantities came from the new and old Freeman’ s Bridge(s).

COMMENT 28: Wereweawarethat NY SDOT did somedrainagework along Freeman’ sBridge
Roadinfront of thesiteandthat oil wasusedto displacewater fromunder the
road?

RESPONSE 28: No, NY SDEC wasunaware of thisevent. The pre-designinvestigation to be
performedwill belooking at theareaaroundthesitebuilding, adjacent totheroad, among other areas.
The investigation could be modified to determine the existence of any oil in that area.
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(IV) HEALTH ISSUES

COMMENT 29: ThePRAPIndicatesthat severa domesticwater supply wellslocated near thesite
weresampled and that no sitecontami nantsweredetected. Pleaseprovidethe
residential well samplinglocations. Wasany long-termgroundwater level
monitoring performed aspart of theremedial investigationto determineif cyclic
pumpingfromtheresidential wellsinfluenceswater level sbeneaththe 34
Freeman’ s Bridge Road site?

Inthat [ public] meeting you mentioned that water saf ety testshad been conducted
a 6locationstomakesureitwassafetodrink, if | amnot mistaken. | wouldlike
to know theaddresseswherethosetestswereconducted and thenamesof the
owners of those properties.

RESPONSE 29: Water samplesweretakenby theNew Y ork State Department of Healthfrom several
residential wellsintheareain 1996 and 2002. Four wellsintotal wereidentified asbeing closetothesite
andavailablefortesting; threeweresampledin 1996 and all fourin2002. Thewater sampleswere
analyzedfor volatileorganiccompounds, ketones, petroleum products, and polychl orinated biphenyls
(PCBSs). Nosdte-related contaminantsweredetectedinany of thesampl estaken onboth dates(theresults
werecomparedtoNY Sdrinkingwater and groundwater standards). Thewellsweresampled by the
NY SDOH asaconservativemeasureto eval uatethe possiblehealthimpactsof thesite. Theresults
indicate the water in those wells was not contaminated from site-related contaminants.

Two propertieson M apleAvenue (#8 and #10) weretested and two on Sunnyside Avenue (#213and
#219). Theownerswereall notifiedinwriting of theresultsof thetesting. All of thesepropertiesare
located hydrologically upgradient of thesite(or sidegradient for theM aple Avenuewells) and werenot
expected to beaffected by thesitecontaminants. Thesamplingresultsconfirmthis. Wehavenotidentified
any private wells directly downgradient (east-northeast) of the site.

Whileseveral roundsof samplesand groundwater level shavebeentaken at thesite, nolong-term
monitoringfor the purposesof determining theeffectsof thehomeowner wellsonthesitehasbeen
completed. Giventhedistancefromthesiteandthedepthsand usageof thewells, itisunlikely that the
residential wells could significantly impact the site groundwater.

COMMENT 30: IS 1200 ppm of lead ahigh number? What i sthe source of thelead? How was
the cleanup goal of 1200 ppm determined?

RESPONSE 30: Thecleanupgoal forlead, at 1200 ppm, wasestablishedinconsultationwiththe
NY SDOH. Soil concentrationsat or bel ow 1200 ppmwoul d beacceptabl efor unrestricted commercial
orlightindustria use. Thisconcentrationwould beacceptablefor residential useif appropriatesoil cover,
suchasvegetation, wereused and maintained. For unrestricted residential use, thecleanup goal used by
NY SDEC and USEPA is generally 400 ppm of lead in surface soils.

The exact sourceof theleadinsitesoilsisunknown. However, thehighest |eadlevel sinsoil sdetected at
the site have been observed to be associated with waste paint.
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COMMENT 31: What isthethreat if nothing is done?

RESPONSE 31: TheHumanHeath Risk Assessment performed duringtheRI indicatesthat current
threatsposed by thesiteare primarily through direct contact and ingestion of wastesor inhalation of vapors
by siteworkers, or futureconstructionworkersor excavators. However, no current exposuresare
occurring. Theshallow groundwater iscontaminated but thereareno known usersof thegroundwater
downgradient of thesite. Soilsarecontaminated but thereisgood vegetativecover over most of thesite
sothepotential for exposureislow. Fortunately, thereisnosignificant off-sitecontaminationin
groundwater, surface water, or sediment.

(V) SITE RESTORATION and REDEVEL OPMENT

COMMENT 32: The removal and replacement of contaminated earthwith cleanfill will resultina
clean layer of fill up toten feet, rather than having metal s-contaminated
reprocessedfill withacleantwofoottoplayer onit. Fromastandpoint of usage
wherefoundationand other devel opment excavationwork takeplace, thisisa
much moredesirableoutcomefromahealth and saf ety and recontamination
standpoint,andworthadditional cost. Theincreased utility of thesitewith
resultingincreased valueof theproperty, benefitting thesurrounding region, should
more than offset the added cost.

Why will thesitetopography bebrought back tothefill/currentlevel ? The
wetlandscouldberestored. Why not restoretheproperty toitsoriginal contours?
Thiswould savethestatemoney by not havingtobring cleanfill backin. Why
should the taxpayers pay to make the site “ shovel ready” for a developer?

RESPONSE 32: Theconceptua excavation plan, treatment plan, and subsequent restoration plans, and
theassociated costs, weredevel oped withtheintent of restoringthesitetoitscurrent topographiclevel
and condition. Thiswasthought to betechnically feasible, timely intermsof implementation, and provided
the best balanceof publichealth and environmental protectivenessand potential re-useof thelandfor
activitiesamenabl eto thesurrounding neighborhood. Giventhecurrent environmental andlanduse
conditionsalong Freeman’ sBridgeRoad, it did not seem practical toattempt torestorethesiteto some
pre-release wetland or native state.

Restorationof fill level swasa soincludedinorder to properly compare costsand technol ogi esbetween
thetworemoval remedies(Alt. 4and5). Thermal treatment resultsinaready supply of cleanfill that must
be managed (i.e., usedfor backfill). Off-siteremoval requirestheimportation of cleanfill, at someadded
cost. Equivalent restorati on goal sbetween thetwo remediesall owed arigorouscomparison of costs,
implementability, and potential short-term impacts.

From afutureusageand engineering standpoint, thetreated soil and stabilized soil sshould providenomore
impediment tofuturecommercia andlightindustria congtructionthanwould cleanimportedfill. Themetds-
containing soils will bechemically and phys cdly fixed through thestabili zation processand pl aced at depth

34 Freeman’s Bridge Road Site (447028)
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intheexcavation. Theupper layer of soil, ineither scenario, will beclean soil and posenothreat of
exposure to any receptor.

COMMENT 33:  What would prohibit future residential development?

RESPONSE 33: The potential for future residential development will be determined by the
concentrationsandtypesof contaminantsthat remainat thesiteafter remediation. Thethermal treatment
will destroy theorganicsinthesoils. A portionof theshallow groundwater plumeoutsidetheexcavation
areawill remainandrequiremonitoring. Thus, groundwater usefor drinkingwater at thesitewill be
controlledfor sometimeuntil concentrationsof groundwater contaminantsreach acceptablelevels. Due
tothecontinued presenceof volatileorgani csingroundwater, thepotential for vapor intrusiontoindoor
airwill haveto beevauatedfor any new construction. Stabilized soil scontainingmetasmay remainat the
siteafter remediation. Thesesoilswill beplacedinadesignated area, at depth. Thesoilscomponent of
the site management plan would guide use of that portion of the site.

Thesiteremedial planwasdevel opedwiththecurrentand most likely useof thelandinmind. Thisis
commercia andlightindustrial. Giventhecurrent mixed commercia andindustrial useof thesurrounding
properties(commercial stores, body shops, asphalt tank farms, etc.), thepresenceof high voltagepower
linesacrossalargeportionof thesite, and theproximity of therailroadtracks, futureresidential
development of the property seems unlikely.

(VI) OTHER ISSUES

COMMENT 34:  How long will the remediation take?

RESPONSE 34: Theremedial designandremedial action processwill takeapproximately threeyears
to complete. TheRecord of Decisionwill beissued at theend of March 2004. ThePRPwill againbe
contactedtoassumeresponsibility for theremedia program. If anagreement cannot bereachedwiththe
PRP, alegal referral tospend NY S State Superfund money will beobtained and aconsultant for design
serviceswill beprocured. Thedesignwill takeapproximately oneyear. Itisanticipatedthat theremedial
activitieswill startin2005. Construction activitiesareplannedfor twofield seasons, withall activities
anticipated to be complete by 2007.

COMMENT 35:  Were there any Interim Remedial Measures (IRMs) conducted?

Thereisnoactiveremediationat thesiteat thepresent time, eventhoughlight non-
aqueous phase liquid (LNAPL) material is present on groundwater at the site.

RESPONSE 35: Noactiveremediationisongoingat thesite. Nosignificant remedial measureswere
performedduringtheinvestigation phase. However, material sgenerated during theinvestigationtest pit
anddrilling programswereremoved. Approximately 125tonsof contaminated soil sweredisposed at off-
sitefacilities. Several 55-gallondrumsof suspected paint wasteand 22, 55-gallondrumsof well
development and decontamination water were al so removed.
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COMMENT 36: Arethereadequatesuppliersof thermal desorption systemsto get agood pool of
bidders?

RESPONSE 36: At present, thereareanumber of thermal vendorsoperatingintheUnited Statesthat
wouldbequalifiedto performthiswork. Itisassumedthat adequate, qualified bidderswill beavailable
when this project is offered to bid at the conclusion of the design process.

COMMENT 37: Therewasa meeting for thissitein 1996 at thebeginning of theprocess. Why
has it taken so long to get to this point?

RESPONSE 37: The1996 meetingwastoinformthepublicof theresultsof thepreliminary investigation
(referredtoasthelmmediatel nvestigation Work Assignment inthe PRAP) performedin1996. That
investigationcausedthesitetobere-listed ontheNY SRegistry of | nactiveHazardousWaste Disposal
SitesasaClass2site. A legal searchwasdonetodetermineif thepreviousownerscouldbefoundand
made to pay for any investigation and cleanup costs. That searchwasunsuccessful andthesitewas
referredtothe State Superfundfor actionin 1999. TheRI and Feas bility Study (FS) wasinitiatedin1999
andfieldwork wasperformed through 2002. Theculmination of that processisthecurrent Record of
Decision.

Theactual timeneededto compl etestudiesonasiteisafunction of thesite’ scomplexity, funding
availability, andthedte srelativepriority, intermsof publichealthand environmenta impacts, relativeto
other sites.

COMMENT 38:  Arethere adequate state funds to accomplish the work? Will it happen?

RESPONSE 38: Fundsareavailablefor remediation of sitesunder the State Superfund program.
However, thedecisionto proceed withthesel ected remedy at thissitewill bemadeafter thecompletion
of thedesignand prior tobidding. Atthat time, adetermination of theavailability of fundswill bemade.

Upon sel ection of remedy through thisPRAPand ROD process, another attempt will bemadetoget the
responsi bleparties(thecurrent siteowner andthepast owners) tofundtherequiredwork. Statemonies
canbeexpended only after itisdetermined that therespons blepartiescannot or will not performthework.

COMMENT 39: How many other sitesareinthestate processahead of thisone? How many sites
need funding? Is this site ahigh priority?

RESPONSE 39: Itisnotknownexactly how many sitesarecurrently being consideredfor funding; there
arequiteafew state-wide. Thedecisionto spend Statemoney onasiteisaffected by several factors,
including availability of fundsandtherel ativethreat posed by thesitecomparedto other sites. The
NY SDEC doeshaveapriority ranking systemthat isusedinthedecisionmaking process. Thissiteranks
quite high in that system.
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COMMENT 40: What mechanismsarein placetoenforceand track theinstitutional control sthat
will beputinplace? Whowill beresponsiblefor enforcement and monitoring of
the institutional controls?

RESPONSE 40: Ingenera, thesiteowner and/or the partiesresponsiblefor thewastedisposal bear
most of theresponsibility for theingtitutional controls. For example, theowner will haveto certify annually
totheNY SDEC that all theengineeringandinstitutional controlsrequiredfor thesitearestill inplaceand
functioning effectively. Thereissomemeasureof diligencerequired by thestate, municipalities, andlocal

heal thdepartmentsastheinstitutional controls(such aseasementsand groundwater restrictions) will be
reviewed and ultimately controlled by those entities.
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Administrative Record
34 Freeman’s Bridge Road
Site No. 447028

Proposed Remedial ActionPlan (PRAP) for the34 Freeman’ sBridgeRoad site, dated January 2004,
prepared by the NY SDEC.

Preliminary Investigation by Touhey Associates:
Preiminary Investigationreport 1996, Environmental Design Partnershipfor Touhey & Associates

Immediate Investigation Work Assignment (I11WA):
[TWA report 1996, Superfund Standby Program Work A ssignment D002478, prepared by

Parsons Engineering Science, Inc.

Remedial Investigation (RI) Report:
Remedial Investigation, 34 Freeman’ sBridgeRoad Site, Site4-47-028, Superfund Standby
ProgramWork Assignment D003821-17, Volumeslandll, prepared by EarthTechNortheast,
Inc., January 2004

Feasibility Study (FS) Report:
Feasibility Study, 34 Freeman’ sBridgeRoad Site, Site4-47-028, Superfund Standby Program
Work Assignment D003821-17, Onevolume, prepared by EarthTech Northeast, Inc., January
2004



Residential Well Sampling:
NY SDOH 1996 and 2002

Interim Remedial Measures (IRMs)
Correspondenceand Contract I nformation, Earth Tech Northeast, Inc., aspart of Superfund
Standby Program Work Assignment D003821-17

Referral Memorandum from Division of Environmental Enforcementto DER, dated 1998, for Remedial
Investigation.

Fact Sheet: Proposed Remedial ActionPlan (PRAP) and public participationprocessforthe34
Freeman’s Bridge Road site, dated January 30, 2004.

Correspondence/comments related to remedy sel ection:

L etter and e-mail dated February 12, 2004 fromNeil Turner, President, CitizensAdvocating
Responsible Development, Inc., Scotia, NY;;

L etter dated February 25, 2004, fromHenri T. Plant, Conservation Chair, Mohawk Valey Hiking
Club, Scotia, NY;

L etter and fax dated February 27, 2003, from Jason M. Pelton, Schenectady Co. Ground Water
M anagement Planner, Schenectady Co. Intermunicipal Watershed Rulesand Regul ationsBoard;

E-mailsdated February 13and February 23,2004, from Peter Keegan, aTown of Glenville
resident; and,

L etter dated March 2, 2004, from Clarence Mosher, Supervisor, Town of Glenville.



Table4
Remedial Action Alternative 4 (Excavation and Onsite Treatment)
34 Freeman's Bridge Road-Feasibility Study

ITEM [ QUANTITY [ UNIT COST | TOTAL *REF # |
Site Preparation

Temporary Access Roads - The temporary accessroad will be 20 ft wide and will be placed

through the center of the siteto accessall areasthat require excavation. Theroad will be

constructed from 3" of subbase and 6" of gravel. Theroad will be systematically removed asthe

excavation and removal actions advance. The accessroad is estimated to be 600 If in length.

600.00 If $ 30.11 |$ 18,066 4-1
Temporary Fencing - 5 ft high boundary fence with that will enclose the site during
construction. 2,150.00 If |$ 917 [$ 19,726 42
Overhead Electrical Distribution - The overhead electrical system will supply the treatment
facility. Assume 1000 amp service. Assume approximately 200 ft to facility. 200.00 If $ 167.29 |$ 33,457 4-3
Miscellaneous Field Installation - These costsinclude officetrailers, and a paved area for the
treatment system. 1.00 Is [$ 120,299.00 [$ 120,299 4-4
Structural and Environmental Review of Onsite Building - Thisisa program to review the
current status of the onsite building. 1.00 Is $ 25747.00 |$ 25,747 34

Demo Building - Assume a masonry building with 10% of the debrisrequiring hazardous waste
disposal. Disposal facility isassumed to be approximately 200 miles from site.
[CONTINGENCY ITEM BASED ON RESULTSOF EVALUATION]

100 Is |$ 120,913.00 |$ 120,913 4-5
f to nearest $1,000) $ 338,000
Groundwater and NAPL Removal and Treatment
Free Product Removal - Estimate for cost of one oil recovery pump and skimmer unit. Water
from the excavation will be pumped to a frac tank before entering the oil water separator.
Accumulated oil will recovered with a skimmer from the top of the water in frac tank and
pumped to the temporary 550 gallon stedl oil storage tank.
1.00 Is |$ 5,371.00 [$ 5371 4-6

Oil/Water Separator - Thistechnology includes an oil/water separator to handle 150 gpm. The
water will be pumped from the excavation area and will passthrough the oil water separator.

Alsoincluded in thisitem istwo water treatment trailersto process 25 gpm for 24 hoursper day
during excavation activities. 1.00 Is $ 153,949.00 [$ 153,949 4-7
Water Storage Tanks- It isassumed that 4 - 20,000 gallon Frac Tankswill be used for thisitem.
The cost is estimated based upon 4 frac tanksfor 12 months at arate of $35 per day and a setup

and breakdown fee. 4.00 ea |[$ 1844225 [$ 73,769 4-8
Carbon Adsorption (Liquid) - Ground water collected during excavation activitieswill be
treated and then sent through the carbon adsor ption system to be polished. 1.00 ea |$ 57,887.00 [$ 57,887 4-9

Off-site Transportation and Disposal of NAPL - thisincludesthe costsfor the disposal of
collected NAPL during excavation activities. Theliquid is considered to be hazardous waste
with a hazar dous waste disposal fee of $1.60 per gallon. Additional costsfor transportation and
loading at $1 per gallon areincluded in the unit price. 32,000.00 gd [$ 2.60 |$ 83,200 4-10
Operation and Maintenance Startup Costs - This cost is associated with work required to set up
the operation and maintenance program.

100 Is [$ 9652390 [$ 96,524 3-16

Operation and Maintenance - Thisisthe cost for operation and maintenance for the treatment
system during construction activities. Thetreatment system includesthe oil water separator,
GAC, and oil skimmer. O& M calculatesthe amount of GAC to be consumed and the electrical
requirementsfor the water treatment system. The cost for the thermal treatment plant and
stabilization plant are estimated under the respective technologies. These costs also coversthe
sampling of thetreated water prior to discharging the water to the onsite stream. Thewater will

be tested once a week for SVOC, VOC, PCB and Metals.
1.00 Is $ 402,677 4-11

fl to nearest $1,000) $ 873,000

Soil Removal and Treatment

Excavation and Backfill - The costsfor thisitem coversthe excavation of 51245 yds (or 71,743
tnsat 1.4 tnsper yard) of impacted material and spreading and compacting the treated material
after ishasbeen stabilized and isready to be backfilled. It also coversthe cost of dewatering
during the excavation activities. It isassumed that 100% of the material that is excavated and
treated onsite will be utilized as clean backfill. In addition thisitem includes costs for screening
and washing the excavated material. It isassumed that the process plant operates at 50 tons per
hour dueto thelarge amount of foreign debris expected in the soil

71,743.00 tn |$ 2387 |$ 1,712,316 4-12

Onsite Low Temp Thermal Desor ption - Thisitem isa cost estimate for using alow temp thermal
desorption system to treat the VOC, SVOC, and VOCsin theimpacted soil. The cost may be
dlightly high, thisisdueto the fact that thereisalarge percentage of material that is below the
water table and will therefore have a high moisture content. 71,743.00 tn_[$ 78.65 |$ 5,642,695 4-13
Ex-situ Solidification/Stabilization - Ex-Situ solidification/stabilization will be used to stabilize
the soil due to metals contamination. Approximately 21,238 tons (15,170 yds at 1.4 tnslyd) of
material will require stabilization. Upon stabilization and solidification the soil can be backfilled

into the excavated areas. 21,23800 tn [$ 44.28 |$ 940,461 4-14
f to near est $1,000) $ 8,295,000
Site Restoration
Clean Up and Landscaping - This cost isto seed the entire site and pickup after all construction
activitiesare completed. It isassumed that 7 acreswill be seeded. 100 Is |$ 17.364.00 |$ 17,364 415
H to nearest $1,000) $ 17,000
Monitoring Well Installation
Ground Water Monitoring Well - The costs associated with thisitem are for replacing 6
monitoring wells destroyed during excavation. 6.00 ea |$ 3,359.17 |$ 20,155 4-16
ITEM subtotal (rounded to nearest $1,000) $ 20,000
Earth Tech Northeast, Inc. Page 1 of 2
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Subtotal Capital Costs $  9,543,000.00
Engineering (20% construction costs less treatment or disposal costs rounded to nearest $1,000) $ 575,000.00
Contingency (20% construction costs rounded to nearest $1,000) $  1,909,000.00
Total Capital Costs $ 12,027,000.00
ANNUAL O&M COSTS (Long-term)
Annua Operation and Maintenance $ 0.00
Annua Long-Term Monitoring (quarterly sampling and monitoring) $ 59,111.00
Five Year Review $ 1,500.00
Total Annual O& M Costs $ 60,611.00
Present Worth O& M Costs (5% discount Rate/5 yrs) $ 262,400.00
OTHER COSTS (short-term O& M and Closeout)
Site Closeout $ 30,647.00
Total Other Costs $ 30,647.00
PRESENT WORTH OF COSTS
Total Capital Costs $ 12,027,000.00
Total Present Worth O&M Costs $ 262,400.00
Total Other Costs $ 30,647.00
TOTAL PRESENT WORTH $ 12,320,047.00
COST TOIMPLEMENT REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE 4 $ 12,320,000
* REF # refersto line item in cost estimating software output located in appendix B-3
Earth Tech Northeast, Inc. Page 2 of 2
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