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DECLARATION £OR THE RECORD OF DECISION

51T NAME AND LOCATION

Pla:sourga Alr Force Base (AFB;, Tandfill LF-(022
Platsburg, New York

ST TEMENT OF BASIS AND PER?GSE

Thi: Record of Decision (ROD) pre:cas a selected remedial action that will provide
coznviamernt of landfill wastes at L.E.022 on Plantshurgh AFB in Plattsburgh, New
Yo' Thais document was devaicped in accordance with the Comprehensive
Erevironmental Response, Comperiziion, and Liability Act of 1980 as amended by
the fuperfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986, and to the extent
prasicable, the Natioral Oil and Harardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
{MC 2, Through this document, Plattsburgh AFB plans to remedy the threat to
huzran health, welfare, or the environment posed by surface soil at LF-022. This
decicion i based on the Administrative Record for the site, a copy of which is
loeated at Plausburgh AFB, ' :

The Mew Yark State Departmen: «f Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) on
dehilf of tae State of New York and the U.S, Environmental Protection Agency
(AT3E2A) concur with the sslected remedy. The State's concurrence with this
semeted remedy is presented in Appandix B. ‘

AS: ESSMENT OF THE SITE

Agna. or tareatened releases of hazardous substances from LF-022, if not addressed

kv Linplementing the response action selected in this ROD, may present an imminent
a:ul substantial endangerment to human health, welfare, or the environment,

'ECRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

This action addresses the principal threat posed by LF-022 by preventing
endirgerment to human health, welfare, or the environment through containment
of the landfill to minimize exposure o pesticides present in the surface soils.

“he selected source conmtrol remedy includes establishing institutional controls,

emsstucting a soil and vegetative cover system over the landfill to minimize exposure
to pesticides in the surface soils. The remedy also includes development of a post-
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o .t plan specifying ipspectior, —ainiznance, and monitoring programs to be
comidizoted over 30 years, In adciziom, instwtional controls for this site will he
inzoperated into the Platsburgh A2 Comprehensive Plan. This will ensure that
fun. ¢ owners will be made awars ¥ 1 fundfill location, and will be informed that
the . aegrity of the final cover o iny ciher component of the containment or
M0 oL system must not be commpromised.

STANITORY DETERMINATIONS

‘T selected remedy is protective :1 uman health and the eavironment, complies
w1 federal and state Applicabie or Rzlevant and Appropriate Requirements to the
s sd control remedial action, ard is cost-sffective. The selected remedy uses
petrianent solutions and alternaiive rreacnent technologies or resource recovery
teeriologies to the maximum exien: practicable for this site. However, because
irzalment of the prineipal threats o2 (he site was not found to be practicable, this
remedy dees not satisty the statutgry preference for tréatment as a principal element
of i remedy.. Treatment technoicgzs werze considered during the identification of
ramedial technologies and the deveinpmen: and initial screening of alternatives, but
were not considered feasible for the LF-022 site. The size of the landfill and the fact
lar there aré no on-site “hot spots” that represent the major sources of
soramination preclude a remedy i which contaminants could be excavated and
weied effectively.

Beiuse this remedy could result in “zzardcus substances remaining on site, a review
wil se conducted by Plattsburgh AFE, USEPA, and NYSDEC within five years after
closnce to ensure that the source <ontro! remedy continues to provide adequate .
proection. of human health aad t=: snvircnment. This review will be conducted at
lzas- every five years thereafter ac long as hazardous substances remain on site at
live s that could pose a rigk 10 human health and the environment. ‘

CONSTANTINE SIDAMON-ERISTOFF Date
F.ejicnal Administrator, USEPA Region II

+
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o tiorraan, Environmental Progecos Tommittee
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SECTION 1

1.0 SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION

Plaviturgh Air Force Base (AFB) . ‘wcated in Clinton County in northeastern New
T State, bardered on the north by the City of Plaushurgh, on the south and west
by e Town of Plattsburgh, and o~ the ¢ast by Lake Champlain (Figure 1). The
base b approximately 26 miles south of the Capadian border and 167 miles north of
Alb:ny. Landfill LF-022 is focated w25t of the runway approximately 500 feet from
the western Plattshburgh AFB boundary (Figure 2).

Aziies to the landfill from the $ast and north is restricted because the site is
bordered on two sides by ¢ontrolled sccess areas, the active runway to the east and
rhe 1mall arms range to the northwess {Figure 3). Access from the south and west
15 somewhat less restricted, but i3 Lmirad %y an intact 4-foot-high, three-wire fence
postad with "No Trespassing” signs  This area is patrolled regularly by Plattsburgh
AL security personnel, Vehicles can access the landfill using a road leading from
the western Perimeter Road, which is within the controlled access flightline area.

Blar-shurgh AFB conirols access ¢ :he Perimeter Road because it is next to the
rureeay, Ooly military personnel w50 need to work within the area are allowed
an(eis 10 Perimeter Road, Occasionslly, civilian law enforcement agencies (e.g., state
po-ive) are permitted to use the neardv small arms range on the northwestern edge .
¢ .- o landfill. Other military and ciiian personne! are not likely to come in contact
with the landfll.

LE-122 is approximately 1,250 feet north of a small mobile home development on
NY Rcoute 22, near the interchange with Interstate 87, The nearest on-base housing
i more than 6,000 feet east of the site. A light indusiial area is located
cparcximataly 700 feet west of the site along Route 22. Interstate 87 is
aparoximately 200 feet further west of NY Route 22. '
) k]

Site topography slopes gradually toward the east and southeast with a surface
gracient between 0 and 3 percsnt. The site’s northern boundary has a steep
desending slope into a natural deprassion area. There are no surface water features:
wilin the LF-022 site, However, groundwater may collect in a natural depression
ap;-cximately 600 feet north of the site during high water conditions (i.e., spring

ranoff).

117 &091-71
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SECTION 1

The zlant commurity at LF.022 :onsists of staghorn sumac, mullein, grasses,
¢t onwood, and pines. The piant <o nmunity of tae depression north of LF-022 is
dorz.nated by cattail, red-osier doswood, pussy wiliow, black willow, and sensitive
fer:, Sumac and rrembling aspen ~<our in upland areas surrounding this area, No
we: ands regulated by the New York State Department of Environmental
Coniervation (NYSDEC) ace preser: on or adjacent to LF-022, Several species of
birdi, marmals, reptiles, and amgilkians could inhabit the site; however, no state
ar Gidarally listed or proposed endungered or threatened species are known to exist
witt.n 2 miles of Plattsburgh AFB.

Site geology consists of appraxdmarei &0 feet of sand, 10 feet of clay, an 20 feer of
i1 cverlying carbonate bedrock. Sci within the landfill is poorly graded, medium-to-
fime sand with ace to some silt, ar:d appears to be native soil. Two aquifers at the
site nclude an unconfined aquifer in the sand unit on which LF-022 was constructed
and 2 confined aquifer in the bedruck. The water table in the unconfined aquifer is
approdmately 30 feet below ground sirface (bgs) (below the depth of waste) and the
uppie surface of the confined aquifer in ihe bedrock is approximately 125 feet bgs.
Ciroundwater in the uncoafined aquifer fows east toward Lake Champlain and
comirates local flow patterns at ths site. LF-022 is located on a topographic high
cii he western side of the bass, which also affects local groundwater flow.
Cirr andwater {n the confined aquitz: also flows east toward Lake Champlain.

M sore complete description of LF-022 ean be found in the LF-022/LF.023
Ramedial Investigaiion (RI) Report on pages 1-5 through 1-8, and 3-1 through 3-15
(ARB-ES, 1992a). '

sl 4091-11
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 SECTION 2

2.0 SITE HISTORY

1 2

o aeeordance with Section 117(a) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Coxpeasation and Liability Act (TERCLA), Plattsburgh AFB is publishing this
“&.urd of Decision (ROD) 10 addrass public review and comment on the selected
alveaative,  Plattsburgh AFB, in corsidtation with the US, Environmental Protection
Agicy (USEPA) and NYSDEC, cansidered public commants as part of the final
decirion-making process for selecting the remedy for LF-022. This ROD summarizes
el results and conclusions of the RI, Feasibility Study (FS), and Proposed Plan.

2.1 LAND USE aND RESPONSE HISTORY

LF-122, approximately 500 feet wide and 1,200 feet long, is on the western side of
Flze-shurgh AFB, approximaiely GO feet from the base boundary (see Figure 3).
Thii landAll received domestic wasies from Plattsburgh AFB for disposal from 1959
ta 10€6, Daily operations consistzd of digging 25-foot-deep trenches, spreading and
turring the trash in the trenches, and covering it with sandy soil. While the landfill
wias active, several different disposal methods were available for hazardous waste.
Exslosive ordnance was deactivated oo detonated by the explosive ordnance disposal
pericinel on base; residue was then disposed of in the landfill as nonhazardous

wai:2, Other hazardous wastes were handled by civil engineering service contractors, .

or t:ken to the Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office and disposed of or
reecy hed off site by hazardous waste contractors. Liquids such as out-of-specification
fe!, waste solvents, and waste oil, were also taken to fire-training area FT-002 and

buried during fire-training activities. Because appropriate methods of hazardous

waire disposal were available durirg operation of the landfill, it is unlikely that
ha:nrdous wastes were disposed of in LF-022. The maximum volume of fill is
estimated ‘at’ 524,000 cubic yards. Since landfilling operations ceased, vegetative
gro=ta (Le, trees and brush) covers the sitey a small arms range has been constructed
on :he northwestern side of the site, and an access road to the small arms range has
been built across the landfill.

Several site investigations have bean conducted at LF-022 as part of the Installation

Restoration Program (IRP) at Plattsburgh AFB. A Preliminary Assessment
eviluased whether the site was potentially contaminated and required further

- invistigation, The Preliminary Assessment prompted a Site Inspection (SI) to

coatirm the presence of contamination. SI activities included & magnetometer survey,

PrT .

st 609171
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SELTION 2

reansam

tes its, and groundwater sampling Because SI results indicated the presence of

cuattaninants, an RI was conduc:zd to characterize the nature and extent of

ectlstnination at LF-022.  RI acivities included groundwater and soil/waste
samp.ng. A more detailed deseription of the site history can be found in the RI
Rz >ott on pages 1-8 through 1-10, ind 3-29 through 3-32 (ABB-ES, 1952a).

3.} FIDERAL FACILITIES AGREEMENT HISTORY

Acidiies at LF-022 have been ¢orducted as part of the Defense Environmental
Besioration Program (DERP), which was ssiablished to clean up hazardous waste
Jissosal and spill sites at Department of Defense facilities nationwide. The IRP is
tre LS. Alr Force subcomponent o the DERP that specifically handlés investigating
and remediating sites associated with suspected releases of toxic and hazardous
natenals, such as Platsburgh AFB. The IRP operates under the scope of CERCLA,
35 amended by the 1986 Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act.

Thz 1.8, Air Force Strategic Air Command (SAC) entered into an Interagency
Agreement (IAG No. 1758-1753-A1) with the Department of Energy (DOE), under
which DOE provides technical assisiance for implementation of SAC IRPs and
telaied activities, SAC requested DOE support in assessing the extent of
conamination at sites on Plattsburgh AFB. Martin Marietta Energy Systems, Inc.
(MIIFER) wae ascigned the responsibility for managing the contamination assessment
et under the IAG through the Hazardous Waste Remedial Actions Program. In

1945, the TRP technical performance at Plattsburgh AFB was assigned to ABB.

Environmental Services, Inc. (ABB-ES) (formerly E.C. Jordan Co.), an MMES
sut:ioatractor.  The IRP at Platisburgh AFB has included (1) a Prelimipary
Asizssment to evaluate which sites are potentially contaminated, (2) SIS to confirm
the presence or absence of contamination at identified sites, and (3) an ongoing RI
program at sites confirmed to have contamination, On November 21, 1989,
Plziusburgh AFB was included on the National Priorities List (NPL) of sites and will
be ramediated according to the federal facilities agreement entered into among the
1.5, Air Force, USEPA, and NYSDEC.

a1y . §091-
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SECTION 13

3.0 COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

Foaisburgh AFB has kepr the c¢n. oinity and other interested parties apprised of
acti ties at LT-022 through inforr- lon a} meetings, fact shees, press releases and
ub ¢ mestings. On August 1, 1685 Planstargh AFB held its first Technical Review

x '*.,mbers of the Clinton County community
ang state aand federal regulatery 230.00e3 in decisions cencerning IRP envirormental
response activities, The TRC cwrzzily meats quarterly to discuss plans and results
of g RI/FS activides, In Decernb:o 1597, Plattsburgh AFB released.a community
silicicns plan outlining a program 2 xddress community concerns and keep citizens
formed about and mvolver’ in aciiities during remedial activities,

Cormittes (TRC) meeting to vt

Cn August 4, 1992, Plattsburgh 2B made the LF-022 Administrative Record
ava lable for publie revisew at Platisburgh AFB in Plattsburgh, New York.
' '1; shurgh AFB published a noticz aad brief analysis of the Proposed Plan in the

Pre::-Republican and made the Prosased Plan available to the public at Plattsburgh
Piuyiic Library,

Gz 4oagust 4, 1992, Planshurgh AFS held a public informational meeting to discuss
ti2 -esalts of the RI and the clean-u7 alt=rnatives in the FS, present the Proposed
Pz, and answer questions from Lz public. Immediately following the information
L tﬂ:u, Platsburgh AFB held a p.tlic hearing 1o discuss the Proposed Plan and to
soli:it and accept any oral commerzs. From August 4, 1992 to September 3, 1992,

- Plzrsburgh AFB held a 30-day pubiic comment period to accept public comment on
the aternatives presented in the FS and the Proposed Plan and on any other -
c{-;)‘n‘*lé'nts previously released to t3: public. A transcript of the public hearing, the
WIni 21 comments received during tis pubic comment period, and Plattsburgh AFB's
reepg 1se to eomments are included (2 Appendices Cand D.

A

6327 6091-11
3-1




SECTION 4

. S¢COPE AND ROLE OF . ZZRABLE UNIT OR RESPONSE ACTION

Thes 1 the pature of its primary oision, Platsburgh AFB is engaged in a wide
vz oy of operations, A mumber of [ z2rations require the use, handling, storage, or
dis ial of hazardous materials. The IRP addresses past instances when these
oxaznrels came into contact with i : ravircament through accidental spills, leaks in
'y piping, landfill operadons, !-irming of waste lquids during fire training
an¢: ises, and the cumulative effec: ~f operations conducred at the base’s flightline
and. industrial area. These are e activities and circumstances through which
seuuninants of concern came into - ontact with site-related soil, sediment, surface
cwecir and/or groundweter. The suspected sources of ¢ontamination at Plattsburgh
AL sites are solvents, fuels, pe:.cides, and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).
Charrzatly, there are thirty-nine IRP ites at Platsburgh AFB.

T selected remedy for the LF-022 source control operable unit will meet the
earzecial response objective identifizd for this site: Minimize potential current and
Firive ecological risks associated w.ith exposure to pesticides in surface soil. The
rar- x(ly will achieve the response hiective by: (1) clearing and grubbing the site;
(%) managing surface water runoff w0 minimize erosion of the final cover and
rricirize maintenance requirarsnis; (3) establishing a cover thickness;
(4} ustablishing vegetation to mininize c¢rosion of the final cover and enhance
eviy; otranspiration; (5) developing a post-closure plan to monitor, maintain, and
L1sp 1 the site; (8) monitering groundwater; and (7) conducting five-year site
TiEvhew s, :

-----

Howaver, the groundwater will be monitored as part of the landfill closure plan.

b

s307 8091-71
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SECTION §

5.0 SUMMARY (f SITE CHARACTERISTICS

Subiection 1.4 of the Landfill LF-322 FS report contains an overview of the RI
Coentrations and frequencies of ,..{ec':ion of site contaminants in the various
me 2 at LF.022 are presented iz Tuble 1. Figure 4 diagrams potential migration
pgit'“ ~375 and receptors, RI aetivirias included a topograp‘m; survey, geophysical

cuys, and ground‘*ater and so*l 3 Jphrg The signifiecant “ndmgs of the RI are
s.ounisized in the following subse.:ions. Subsection 5.1 describes soil and waste
cias.lteristics; Subsection 3.2 5 discusias results of groundwater sampling. A complete
dise. ssion of site characteristics ¢an 2 found in the RI report on pages 3-15 through
3-34 {ABB-ES, 1992a).

n:-..-rh‘ sical survey tcchn.qx.e; wers uacd to investigate the depth and areal extent
C e landfill, Seismic refraction wnd terrain conduectivity suiveys did not provide
piedil information; a magnetomete urve;; conducted during the SI, site walkovers,
andd a review of aerial photographs provided the information necessary to delineate
taz areal axtent of the landfill. The landfill area is estimated 1o be 566,000 square
fre:. Information from the Preliminary Assessment indicated that wastes could have
Eze:n buried as deep as 25 feet bgs in some areas. A profile of the depth of the
lszodiid, however, could not be disczarned by the seismic refraction survey. The
vilumre of material at the landiill is also difficult to estimate because of the
rovaniforre manner in which wastes were disposed. Therefore, based on a maximum
cepath of 25 feet and the areal extaat of the landfili, the maximum volume of fill
ra. xtial in LF-022 is estimated 1o bz 524,000 ¢ubic vards.
A gi.sxve soil gas survey was conducted for LF-022 to identify areas of potential
contarination and help identify the locations of future explorations. Areas of high
flus values for some compounds ware detected primarily along the access road.
Herever, results from subsequent surface soil and groundwater sampling do not
gyrpest the presence of contaminant "hot spots.”

t‘ﬁ f\
I -

"Ths site was divided into quadrants for surface soil sampling, Composite surface soil
samples were collected from each quadrant and analyzed for semivolatile organic
co ~u;n)uncls (SVOCs), pesticides, powchlormated biphenyls, and inorganics. Discrete
siv'ace soil samples were collected from four locations and analyzed for volatile

w1 , 809171
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org:ic compounds (VOCs). The V07 sample locatons were selected based on soil
gu3 uvey results, No VOGs or j;"_; Csvere dezected above vackground detection
i s ia LF-022 surface soil saw)'z: made o rga-lochionne pesticide
dicarodiphenylirichloroethane ‘:“ and associated znalogs dichlorodiphenyle
dic = aroethane (DDD) ard dishic 'sphe vidichioroethene (DDE) were identified
as e surface soil contarminaats. o ias Tjaniv araiyles wars detected in surface
§uif At concentrazions above Hachp and,

ot}

T pits were dug during the 7 o evaluate the namre of contamination in
sty arface soil and buried waste. ~7azerial uncovered during test pitting indicates
dar rest of the wastes d._pOScd ¢f a1 oRs site were household rash that was burned
prici .o burial under at ieast I foor of sandy fill. No organic contaminants were
wer-ified in subsurface soll. Iead «:3 deracted at concentrations above background
1 il coliected from just below th= wwaste; lead is cousidered a site contaminant.

3.4 (GROUNDWATER

Croandwater monitoring wels we:s installed at LF-022 10 collect groundwater
sarzples and to measure groundwar:r sievations. Two inorganie analytes, iron and
n.;a.x.ug;mesc. were detected in grov: ';wate* at congeatrations exceeding New York
Stz groundwater quality standards. No crganic compounds were identified as site

coraminants,
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SECTION 6

8.0 SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

A lasgline risk assessment weas <07 Jucted for LF-022 1o 2valuate whether site
coteirainanig pose a risk to humzr and/or ecoiogical receptors.  This section
smiuizes the human kealih and @, ogical risk assessmients foc the site, Although
the caseline risk assassment is praz:o-zed in the RI repory, it is summarized here to
prov dz the radonale for selecing < vaminani of concern and Jeveloping remedial
aroin strategies. In addition, ary wssumptions used to describe the distribution
arcl or fate of contaminan’s in the - avironment have bea2a idantified to the extent
posi:bie.

The risk assessment was conduci.d in accordance with USEPA and NYSDEC
riuisance, -The human health nak cisessment was conducted in accordance with
USEPA's Risk Assessment Guidaee for Superfund, Volume 1@ Human Health
Eietion Manual (Par 4) (USERA, 198Sh). Guidance followed in conducting the
geciogical risk assessment inclucdad the Risk Assessmert Guidance for Superfund:
Eravonmental Evaluation Manual {T"SEPA, 1989a) and the Habitar-Based Assessment
Ciuic'ance Document for Conducting Environmental Risk Assessments at Hazardous
Pz Sites (NYSDEC, 1989).

6.1 APPROACH OF THE BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT

Th: haseline risk assessment for LF-022 consisted of three components: (1) data
eve. Jution, (2) human health risk assessment, and (3) habitat-based environment
rizls assessment (ERA). The purpose of the Data Evaluation was to identify the
e comental data suitable for use in the risk assessment based on results of the RI
The purpose of the baseline humaxz health risk assessment was to evaluate whether
¢oflamination at the landfill posas risks :o human health in the absence of any
rerzacial action. The baseline human health risk assessment was composed of the
foll. wing components:

e exposure assessment
L toxicity assessment
o risk characterization

(Cclleatively, these components describe (1) human populations that might come in
cortast with contaminants at the site and the pa:thways by whigh they could be
expased; (2) site contaminants that pose a potential risk to public health and the

st , : 6091-71
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patiutial woxie effeets and toxic porzney of contaminazts; and (3) poteatial risks
asierinted with contaminant exposyrz. |

The: purpose of the habditat-dased EF.A for LF-022 was to define potential scological
sifers resulting from exposure to chaicals in environmental media at the site, The
E'. contained the foilowing elements:

» ecological exposure a:szasment
» hazard identification
L ecological risk chara:zrization

T following subsections surmmarizs the zpproach used and prineipal assumptions
anc srelusions of the LF-022 baseili2 risk assessment. The data evaluation, human
“heelh, and ecological compenenis of the baseline risk assessment are discussed
sepicately. |

4.2 LF+022 DATA EVALUATION

Cosrzninants assoclated with LF-022 were detected in groundwater, surface soil, and
5.t: nface soil/waste maierial during the RL No surface water is associated with
gl wive, Site contaminants were inliially identified in the RI based on comparisons
witl Mew York State or federal stardards or background levels. These contaminants
we: farther evaluated for their potental effects on human health and the |
envionment, Based on this analysis, ~ontaminants of potential concern were chosen

fur 1l baseline risk assessment. ' '

The only organi¢ contaminan:is detected in groundwater were bis(2-
e vihexyl)phthalate (BEHP) and 2-butanone, both of which were attributed to
lzkuratory centamination. The ozly elgments considered to be site-related in
gzoindwater were iron and manganese. Neither of these inorganic compounds are -
Lighly toxic to humans, However, these two elements were detected above New
Yr'c State groundwater quality standards {i.e., 300 micrograms per liter [ug/L] for
ear: slement or 500 ug/L for beth elements). Therefore, iron and manganese.
repesent contaminants of potential concern.

Nize inorganic contaminants were detected in subsurface soil/waste material at
¢oicentrations above the expected range for soils in the Plattsburgh AFB area:
altainum, cadmium, copper, iron, lsad, manganese, silver, sodium, and zine, Of
the:.s, only cadmium, copper, lead, manganase and silver are of toxicological concern

FTr
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¢ nmans or ecological receprors  Alyminum, iron, sodium, and zing ware not
divioad at concentrations that ars <7 toxicological concern; therefore, they do not
witxtt fueiher consideration. The only organie compound detected in subsurface
- inliowaste was BEHP, a probable ¥iman carcinogen. This compound was detected
yage D1 assoclation with a sa:np’e ¢i white ash belisved 10 be incinerator ash. Its
areirnce is likely the result of leaching from waste materials and it is considered to
o 3§ re-related contaminant, Thi-:i)i‘é, cadmium, copper, lead, manganese, silver,
s:i::‘_-_;,: and BEHP represent zontamirants of poiential concern in LF-022 subsurface
W0ils Tosaste.

The coly organie contaminanis deteuiad in surface soils at LF-022 above analytical
qusiditation limits were DDD, DL2E, and DDT. VOCs and SVOCs were not
dutyvted.  The concentrations ¢! inorganic compounds were within typical
bazi ground ranges, and therefore were not considered site-related. Because DDD,
DI, end DDT were the only contamninants detected in'surface soils, these three
:,u.l.-k..a;.wunds represent the only contzminants of potential concern for surface soils at
the .F-022 site. .

8.3 LF022 HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT

T TF022 site was evaluated 10 igenzify the populations that could come in contact
Wit ste-relaled contaminants and th2 pathways through which exposure could occur.
Thare are three potemtial source: of exposure associated with the LF-022 site:
Jroumiwaser, subsurface soil /waste _1ater'als and surface soil. However, based on-
Furrent site uses, surface soil is the cnly media to which individuals could be exposcd
Grrudwater is not used as a dr inking water source downgradient of the site;
aau sver, USEPA guldance suggests that reasonable future-use exposure scenarios
stonld be incorporated into the human health risk assessment. Therefore, future
srpisure to groundwater contaminants wva.s evaluated in the risk assessment.
Exposure to subsurface soxlfwabte materials was not evaluated because
corisruction/excavation at this site is not currently planned or proposed.

As = result of the exposure assessment, the following four exposure scenarios were
ideritified as being possible at LF-(22 under current and furure site conditions:

S 609171
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ey Sirg Conditions

Incidental Ingesuon <. :nd Direct Contacy with Surface Soll by a Child

Trespasset.
Eusuee Site Condigons
1. Ingestion of and Tireci Contact with Groundwater by a Future
Resident,

.
[
-+

Incidental Ingesuon .»- and Direct Contact with Surface Soil by a
Future Resident. '

3. Inhalation of Vipors aad Fugitive Dusts by a Fuwure Resident,

Pamial intake of contamuranis =5 a result of these exposure pathways was
aolzntazed nsing a series of standard :quations identified in USEPA risk assessment
Zuit atice. Estimates of the inrake of surface soil contaminants were calculated using
reo surface soil data sets: (1) tha rawide average soil ¢concentrations from four
surr posite camples collacted from :he feur quadrants of the cire: and (2) the
conariratons from the most cont:inated quadrant of the landfill. The former
praniges an estimate of intake if exposure were to occur across the entire landfill,
whi 3 the Jatter provides an estimz:s of intake if exposure were to occur in one
¢wiibrant,

‘A, upeicity assessment was conducizd to identify the relevant oral and inhalation
teoiofty values for carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic effects of the LF-022
caniazinants of potential concern. These values were identified from either the
LitIPA’s Integrated Risk Informaticn Sys;em database or USEPA’s Health Effects -
Asiessment Summary Tables. WE:n valus could not be identified from either of
theue two sources, surrogate values were identified based on similarities in toxicity
ai] ‘ot chemical structure of the compounds.

Fi;r characterization involves the Guslitasive or quantitative evaluation of potential
hex'th risks associated with exposure to chemicals in the environment. For LF-022,
(rintitative estimates of both carcincgenic and noncarcinogenic risks were calculated
for sech contaminant of potential concern identified in the toxicity assessment and
ea:h complete exposure scenario idantified in the éxposure assessment.

(YL 609i-71
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T» wvajuate the significsnce of % #siimates, 3 comparison was made with
ati:lished target risk levels. UST04 has established target risk levels for the
gve.iztior of both car¢inogeric al ~ichicinegenic risks at hazardous waste sites.
USEPA'S guidelines state that :mc atal ineremenial carcinogenic tisk for an
dbidual resulting from axposurs oo 3 hazardous waste site should be below or
witt noa range of 10°% to 107 (I7PA, 1985b). Cancer risks below 10% are
st dered acceptabie; risks above 7 are comsidered unacceprable. The target risk
levy for noncarcinogenic effzers 5 @ Hazard Index (HI) of below or equal to 1.0
(LJ5:2PA, 1989b).

T total site risk estimates caleuizt=d for the one exposure scenario under current
sive conditions are below the USEZA target risk levels (Table 2), The estimated
tail current sive cancer risks for the Child irespassing on the site, using the two sets
¢f suriace soil datg, are beiow the T “ZPA 1arget cancer nsk range and therefore are
co sonsidered significant. Total =02 cancer risks range between 2x10* and 7x10%,
Tha twvo sets of total site HIs of G501 and 0,004 are also below the USEPA target

HI f 1.0.

Utea: funire site conditions, a n=.rby resident was selected as the receptor at
greasest potential risk. This indivizasl was assumed to be exposed to surface soil,
gror ndwater, and fugitive emissions while residing near the landfill, both as a child
a2l a5 an adult The estimated il site cancer risks for this recepror, calculated by
coubining all pathwaysspecific risks, were berween 6x10¢ and 1x10°. Both estimates’
zre relow or within the USEPA tarzet risk rapge (Table 3). '

Tl 22l site Hls for this hypotherical receptor were 1.0 and 2.0 for the child using
the si:ewide average soil concentrations and the seil concentrations from the more
¢oitaminated northwest quadrant, raipectively, and 03 for the adult using either data
sat, Oaly the latter HI for the chid, whizh incorporates the surface soil pathway
usng madmum concentrations, is above the USEPA target of 1.0. Most of the
¢levaned index for a child receptor is astociated with ingestion of manganese in
freandwater, ‘

-y
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SECTION 6

Bt 117022 HABITAT.BASED ENVIRC N MENTAL RISK ASSESSMENT

[he following paragraphs sumrr‘;’,_r the ibree components of the habitat-based
ervitonmertal risk assessment for L5 022
A neological exposure assessmezs w23 conducted o evaluate the potential for

zepoire of ecological receptors o the site-related chemicals at LF-022, This
Cnvnlved identification of actual - potemuial exposure roctes to receptors and
s :ation of the magnitude of exposire. Exposure concentrations were daveloped
for vach receptor via each pathwa;

T zstrial organisms may be expaose.d to chemicals in surface soils through several
xposure pathways, No exposure pichways exist for groundwater or subsurface soil
a: the site Decause terrestrial organitms are not expected to come in coniact with
subsirface (i.e., below an approximaie 2-foot depth) media and no prey of these
ipevies exist in subsurface areas. Ad: ;;ona‘_ly, because there are no aquatic habitats
at the site, there are no exposure pithways for aquatic organisms,

Faposire 10 constituents in surfacs sofl may occur via direct contact with and
ingeizion of surface soils, and inges-on of iota that have bioaccumulated chemicals
in ther tissues. Because of the lack of species-specific data concerning uptake of
coarnizals via dermal contact and a2 inhereat variability in uptake rates among
g0 es, the dermal contact exposucs pathway was not evaluated, Five indicator
species were selected to represent sxposures 10 terresirial organisms via ingestion of
fooc and soil: .

9 White-footed mouse {Peromyscus leucopus), small mammal, omnivore
& _Wood thrush (Hylocicila musteling), small bird, omnivore

®  Garter snake (Thamncphis 5. sintalis), herptile, carnivore

» Red fox (Vidpes), predatory nammal, omnivore

» Red-tailed hawk (Butzo jamalcensis), predatory bird, carnivare

Tlize species were selected because they are representative of exposures to the
rang> of mammals, birds, aad herpetciauna (repmes and amphibians) that may occur
at e .1te They are relatively comznon species in the vicinity of Plattsburgh AFB
and were selected based on the types of habitat at the site and feeding preferences.

Thzee species are used to represent small mammals, small. birds, hcrpetofauna_
arédasory mam.mais and predatory birds.

07 89111
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SECTION 6

Tt Hazard Idestification, the 1. 1y of zach site-related chemical was described,
qile T aticn. mecessary o evaluats e potential effects to recaptors consisted of
»il sazd laboratory-derived tox:. clogical dara and threshold toxicity values
Iy oped using extrapelation tech: - 25, Based on these dara, Reference Toxicity
Yal.ze (RTVS) were developed o ierrestrial orgarisms that represent a toxic
heeinyld concentration ia soil or food

Ty data for terresirial recepios: wonsist of acute and chrenic ingestion studies,
Frem the oxicological data set, the lowest acute or chronic value for each rype of
et 120t (e.g., small mammals and < all hir ds) was selected as the acute or chronic
RT%, respectively. However, hecat ¢ of ¢ neir structural similarity, the same RTVs
weie 1sed for DDD, DDE, and DDT for a given indicator species.

The risiks to terrestrial raceprors poiaatially exposed to DDD. DDE, and DDT in
suriice sotl at LF-022 were identifizd. Risks to terrestrial biota were evaluated by
coziparing the acute and chronic Potential Dietary Exposures (PDEs) for each
indianor species with the acure a;w_' chronic RTVs, respectively, By dividing the
PDDE 7y the appropriate RTV, za HI was calculated. The HIs for individual
castiicals were then summed 1o y:eld a total HI for the receptor. A technique
deve oped for the ecolegical evaluaton of pesticides (USEPA, 1986) was adoptcd 1o
gvilinate the significance of the caicizted HI risk esnfnates

HI < 0.1 No Adverse Effects
0.1 s HI < 10 Possible Adverse Effects

HI 2 10 Probable Adverse Effects

Th: rankicg scheme reflects effecis on individual organisms, and does not provide
an incication. of potential population-level effects. Because the number of affected
adividuals presumably increases with increasing HI values, the likelihood that
aop dation-level effects are occurting is exbected to increase as the HI increases.

Application of this ranking scheme irdicates that chronic effects to small mammals,
staill birds, and herpetofauna are pussible in the northwest and southeast quadrants,
as well as from sitewide exposure {Table 4). Because the summary Hls for the
e mwast and southeast quadrants and the entire site are on the lower end of the
C.1 1o 10 range, effects are expected 10 be limited to a few individuals, with effects
- on [;opulations unlikely. No eifects are predicted for the southwest and northeast
ciadrants, and no effects are precdicied for predatory birds or mammals exposed to
che micals in any quadrant. Acute e:fects are possible for all modeled recsptors in

sy 6091-71
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P2 OR SPELIES

SrRONIC SUMMARY HAZARD INSEX BY AREA

- A | A

Moty

v Endre Site Homtw #at 2outheast Southwest Hartheast
_ANapad Mouse | 291 4" 33010 | 2.9 12129
\_\:ﬂii:?aﬂ.m 34 x 1y 'J"__' . 39410 14 g 10? 1.4 x 180
.EEEE:,:;""‘" 14110° T 141y BRI ANl 42x10*
LB 1.8x 107 kA 36 1w0? 18 19" 1.4x18°
_Rad- Tl 1o Wawk 4.5 197 1 15107 7.4 219" 59«10
MBS OR SPRGIES ACUTE SUMMARY HAZARD INDEX BY AREA
. _ Entire Sia* Nerthsra st Seutheast fouthwest Nartheast
;‘ﬂ!\_im:'m::r:m Moute 14 x10% 1410 49 010" 21 x10° 2.0x10°
_ Vhoudt The s 32110 32x ¢ 12x 10 49 x 10 48x10*
Qi faaew 14x 10" 14018 45 x 19! ‘21 x 10 2010
_Rig 10x107¢ 10x 157 38 <10 1.4 % 187 1.5x21¢°
Rig. i vt Hawk 200100 20219 73x1¢% 39 20 20 10"

YA Lamemiry Wl fer antire site is the highest Hi ¢! Sy lour quadrants. |

TELATIVEL AR RANKING (USEPA, 1688a):

=l ethd Ni) Adverse Etlects

J1 s <1} Possible Advarie ENects
eloEvd Prodabie Adversa Effscrs
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- SECTION 6

ke rotowest quadrant, and for smzl mamunals, small birds, and predatory mammals
L.t e southeast quadrant. DDD is the greatest contributor to total chronic risks in
he northwest quadrant and from <iiewide exposure, while DDT is the greatest
aniizutor to risks in the southeast juadrant, Effects are expected to be limited to
1 fev ndividuals, with no populan ~c-izvel effects expected.

5.8 JINCLUSIONS OF THE BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT

For the hurman health baseline risk assessment, all estimated total site risks for the
ne surrent and three future ¢xpos.ire scenarios were at or below USEPA target
tisks with ane exception: the HI for & child receptor assumed to be simultaneously
saposed to surface soil, groundwater, and fugitive emissions was above the USEPA
targrst of 1.0. This elevated HI is mOStly associated with ingestion of manganese in
groaadwater, This elevated HI does not indicate & significant risk and human health
is expected to be protected under current and future site conditions at LF-022.

-

Advirse ecological effects associatad with surface soil exposure are not expected in

“the woathwest and northeast quadrznts of the site. Acute effects predicted for the

noe.west and southeast quadrants are expected to be limited to individuals and not
poprlations at the site. Therefore, there are current and future ecological risks
assiated with exposure to chemicals in LF-022 surface soils.

!‘Ji;'.'; 6-11
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SECTION 7

70 DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES

Fior ternatives were deveioped anv torzenad in the FS. Three of these alternatives
~uty reiained for detailed ana’ysis Tue fo:lowing subssctions describe the response
yu;inouves and the development and ioreening of alternatives, '

S 1 ATATUTORY REQUIREMENTS/RZIPONSE OBJECTIVES

Uvder its legal authorities, Plastsburzt AFB's primary responsibility at this NPL site
s 1o undertake remedial actdons hat are protective of human health and the
grvirenment.  Section 121 of CERCLA establishes several other statutory
e rameants and preferencas, inciuirg: - a requirement that the remedial action,
Wwher, compiete, must cornply with ai fzderal and more siringent state environrnental
stanclards, requirements, eriteria or limitations, unless a waiver is invoked; a
requ.rament that the selected rema<ial action is cost-effective and uses permanent
schiliczs and alternative treatment r:chnologies or resource recovery technologies
to ¢ maximum extent practicabiz and a preference for remedies that include
ez ment that permanently and sizm “cantly reduces the mobility, toxicity or volume
of zizardous substances is a principal slement over remedies not involving such
trenorent.  Response alternatives were developed to be consistent with these
cor¢ressional mandates.

Based on types of contaminsnts, ¢3iironmental media of concern, and potential -
ayzigsure pathways, a remedial sstion objective was developed to aid in the
devel:pment and sereening of alternatives:

o _Minimize potential current and future ecological risks associated with

exposure to pesticides in surface soil.
A

1.5 TECHNOLOGY AND ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING

CERCLA and the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency
Flan {NCP) set forth the process by which remedial actions are evaluated and
suacted.  In accordance with these requirements, a range of alternatives was
developed for the site, With respect to source control, the .RI/FS developed a
lmiled number of remedial aternatives appropriate for large landfiil sites, focusing

0139 ; 6091.71
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SECTTION 7

a5 4 taining response objectives fo: aures conmrol and mitigating risks associated

with surface soils. A no actien alteitive was also developed.

Ay o eussed in Subsection 4.1 of the LF022 FS, the RI/FS identified, assessed, and
icre o ned technologies based on the rrezch outlined in the NCP and USEPA’s

Sereembining the RI/FS for TERITI 4 Municipal Lardsill Sices (USEPA, 1990).

Suleecton 4.2 of the FS presezted (¢ remedial alternatives devs loped by combining
b eehnclogies retained in rhe sor:zning process in the categones identified in
sieion 300.430(e)(3) of the NCP. E:r*mo.og:es were combined into source control
alteraatives ranging from an altz-iiiive that eliminates the need for long-term
'r-,ru,gemem by removing or desiroving contaminants to the maximum extent
fes. ole, to alternatives that pr «:mr*ﬁ 3 treatment but do protect human health and
the rnvironment. Section 5.0 of i FS presented the initial screening of LF-022
aterautives. The purpose of the ~ltial screening was to narrow the number of

puteuial remedial actions for furthe: detziled analysis while preserving a range of

nptions. Each alternative was evaiuatad and screened based on its effectiveness,
iy sroentability, and cost. ]

[n smmary, of the five remedial aii:matives sereened in Secticn 5.0 of the FS, three
wary retained for detailed analysis. Table 5 identifies the alternatives that were
reti.ned through the screening process, as well as those elirinated from further
cozideration. :

6091-71
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SECTION 8

8.0 DESCRIPTION GOF ALTERNATIVES

Thii section prc\fidcs a narratve sicrary of sach alternarive evaluated, A detailed
fesdption of each alternative can ‘: > found in Section 6.0 of the FS report. The
tounee control alternatives analvzed Jor LF-022 include No Action (Alternative 1),
SIS .:hadmg and \fegete.tm E ..... adishment for Closure (Alternative 2), and
[nsailazien of a Low-Permeability Sarrier Cover System (Alternative 3),

3.1 ALTERNATIVE 1: NO ACTION

Il No Action Alternative provide: @ baseline against which the other alternatives
san be cornpared, and also assesses e effects on human health and thé environment
if no remedial actions are taken. T- N0 Action Alternative includes a program to
mor tor the status of groundwata; and surface water quality, with five-year reviews
lo ¢vaate how human heaith and !Ze environment zre protected. This monitoring
prograr would meet the relevant and appropriate requirements of Part 360 of the
New York State Solid Waste Mansgement Facility Rules for ¢losure and post-closure
of t:1id waste landfills (hereinafter referred to as Part 360) requirements for long-
ter1n raonitoring,. The No Action Alzmative would not meet the remedial response
nhjective,

Zituacred Time for Construction: immediate
- Ertiwed Time of Operation: 30 yeass
Esticvated Capital Cost: 30
Fiti-unted Operauon and Maintenance (O&M ) Costs (30 years, net prasen: worth):
$671.000
\

Esti-wued Total Costs (30 years, net present worth): $676,000

8.2  ALTERNATIVE 2: SITE GRADING AND VEGETATION ESTABLISHMENT FOR
. CLOSURE .

Aliernative 2 consists of a 12-inck soil cover (i.e, no low-permeability layer) to
siport grass growth and reduce precipitation infiltrating to buried wastes. The

a.tzrnative includes:

$ive §091-71
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SECTION 8

Clearing and grubirg .f the landfill sice

2 Surface water runofl ~1anagement to minimize erosion of the cover
and minimize maintes:ace requirements

3. Cover thickness establzhment

4, Vegetation ¢stablishi=znt 1o minirnize 2rosion of the final cover and
enhance evapotranspisstion

5 Post-closure plan devs opment to monitor, maintain, and inspect the
site )

6.  Groundwatér monitoring

7. Five-year site reviews

Z.dsting vegetation such as trees and irush would be cui, chipped, and removed from
e vt The cleared site would be suitably regraded o control rainwater runoff and
2tz nize erosion. Because the exiizag organic soil layer is thin or nonexistent over
mos of the landfill, additional seil s neaded. Six inches of compacted common
Bt aw covered by 6 inches of top+2i! wouid be laid down to support grass growth,
wit ok, through evapotranspiration, would reduce the amount of precipitation
r2a¢ing the buried waste, Consegquantly, the potential for contarninants to migrate
fror. huried waste would be reduced. |

A yuat-closure plan would be developed specifying the inspection, monitoring, and
nxaiirznance programs for the closad landfill, to be continued for at least 30 yeats,
Pas-closure activities would be reviewed every five years as required by the NCP
when contaminants remain on site. Thi alternative would meet the response
cinective. » '

Estimated Time for Construction: 4 months

Esitmared Time of Operation: 30 years

Esibnated Capital Cost: '$1,248,000

Esiinated O&M Costs (30 years, net present worth): $866,000

sorxL _ $091.71
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SECTION 38

LTI U

Zeaeated Total Costs (30 years, ne: =-zsene worthy: §2,114,000

5.3 ALTERNATIVE 3; INSTALLATIUN OF A LOW-PERMEARILITY BARRIER COVER
SYSTEM

A.nrvnative 3 consists of a low-per—sabilicy cover system to achieve the respanse
yajietive identified in Section 7.0, The aliernative includes:

L. Clearing and grubbia; of the site

2 Surface water runoff management to minimize erosion of the cover
and minimize maintensnce requirements

3. Installation of a gas deizction and management system

4. Construction of a hyJraulic barrier layer consisting of recompacted
low-permeability soil ¢ a syathetic liner '

5, Placement of a barrier protection layer of soil over the low-
permeability layer

B. Installation of a topsnil cover layer

7. Vegetation establishmant to minimize erosion of the final covér and
enhance evapotranspiration

3. Post-closure plan devz.opment to monitor, maijntain, and inspect the
site

9. 'Groundwater monitoring

b

10.  Five-year site reviews

Thzse components are identical to those of Alternative 2 except for components 3,
4, und 5. Under this alternative, a ga3 detection system would be installed to monitor

gas :migration beyond the boundaries of the closed landfill. The barrier layer, placed
anove the gas-venting layer, would be formed of low-permeability soil (ie., a
recompacted, fine-grained soil such as clay that is difficult to penetrate) or a synthetic
linsr to keep rainwater or snowmeit from infiltrating the landfill. Qver this, a

spz , 609171
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SECTION 8

3.35-tict barrier protection layar wei 4 e installed 10 protect the barrier 'a er from
T001 ction or root penetranm '_“:e dditional soil gver the barrier layer will
aradide an area for small p-ants 0 cal However, large plants requiring deeper soil
‘o nutie root systems will not be wllia ed o grow over the barrier cover in order to
premitt 1ot penetration into the 53 hetic liner. This alternative would reduce the

mipe e to pesticide contami nane '_'s surface soils at LF-022,
Eenrtared Time for Construction: £ —onths

Estinazed Time of Operaticn: 30 yezrs

Evnmiated Capital Cost: $4,165,000

Exnwicted O&M Costs (30 years, ner prasent worth):  $866,000

Estmeoted Total Costs (30 years, ne: & :5ent worth): $3 062,000

[FTI 91N
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SECTION 9

SUMMARY OF THE CONMP <RATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

Sy L2L(b)(1) of CERCLA prosents several faglors that, at a minimum,
Plariourgh AFB is required to ¢onsiler in its assessment of alternatives. Bmldmg
2a¢1 these specific statutory rmandz.=s, the NCP articulaies nine evaluation criteria
io b used in assessing the iadiﬁdua?; remedial alternatives.

A «Jitailed analysis was perfonnex_ o1 the alternatives using the nine evaluation
arits it to select a site remedy. The following is a summary of the comparison of
enct alternative's strcngths md w2ixnesses with respect to the nine evaluation
cn.,m 1a, These criteria and their definitlons are as fohows

5.1 [HMRESHOLD CRITERIA

Tae = tarashold eriteria descritsd below must be mat for the alternatwcs to be
elgilils for selection in accordance #1th the NCP:

o Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses
whether or not a remsdy provides adequate protection and describes
‘how risks posed through each pathway are eliminated, reduced or
controlled through tr:atment, engineering controls, or institutional
controls.

" Compliance with Applicable or Reievant and App,roprlate'

Requirements (ARARs) addresses whether or not a remedy will meet
ail of the ARARs of other federal and state environmental laws
" and/or provide grounds for invaking a waiver.
. %
A Y

9,2 PRIMARY BALANCING CRITERIA

Th: following five criteria are utilized 10 compare and evaluate the elements of one

altarnative to another that meet the threshold criteria:

*  Long-term effectiveress and permanence assesses alternatives for the
long-term effectiveness and permanence they afford, along with the
degree of certainty that they will prove successful.

-
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9.3 MODIFYING CRITERIA

Reducticn of mobility, ‘,uxiCil}‘, or volume through treatment addresses
the degree to which ~i: rndtives employ recycling or treatment that
reduces toxicity, mebil'w, or volume, ingluding how treatment is used
to address the princi; ,;; {Areats posed by the site.

Short-term effectivensss addresses the period of time needed to
achieve protection ac.l any adverse impacts on human health and the
eavironment.

Implementability add - +iies the technical and administrative feasibility
of a remedy, includic _;, e availability of materials and services needed
to 1mplement a particu’ar opuon,

Cost addresses the ::siimated capital and O&M costs on & present-
worth basis.

The modifying criteria are used on 'hs final evaluation of remedial alternatives after
Fiarshurgh AFB has received puniic comment on the RI/FS and Proposed Plan.

State acceptance addresses the state’s position and key concerns
related to the preferied alternative and other alternatives, mcludxng.
the state’s comments oz ARARs or the proposed use of waivers,

Cbmmnnit}f acceptance addresses the public’s general response to the
alternatives described in the RI/FS and Proposed Plan,

A Jezaled tabular assessment of each alternative according to the nine criteria can
t: tound in Tables 64, 6-7, and 6-9 of the FS report. Following the detailed analysis

[ sazh individual alternative, & comparative analysis, focusing on the relative
p¢= “simance of each alternative .:.gamst the nine criteria, was conducted, This
comparative analysis can be found in Table 7-1 of the FS report (ABB-ES, 1992b).

soaLt
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SECTION 9

Dt DIMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF AL TERNATIVES SUMMARY

Tl :-bsection below presents the ~.ne ¢ritena and a brief narrative summary of the
Lhenitives and their szrengt“a ind weaknesses according o the detailed and
seiiparative analyses.

94,1 Cverall Protection of Buman Health and the Environment

Airumnative 1, the No Action Alternazve, would not include any measures to protcct
hutr aft heaith or the snvironment. Alternatives 2 and 3 would both minimize the
petr attal human health and ecologics! risks associated with surface soil exposures.
Altzrnatives 2 and 3 would both reduce precipitation infiltrating to the landfilled
wigtng and subsequently reduce the [oiential for contaminants to migrate from waste
maerial, The low-permeability barrics iayer associated with the Altemative 3 cover
svsrere would reduce the precipitaticn infiitration and the potential for contaminant
migration from waste material 1o 2 greater degree than the Alternative 2 cover
SV,

9,42 Compliance with Applicable o+ Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

All of the alternatives comply with provisions of the Clean Air Act, New York
Amiliert Air Quality Standards, and Oecupational Safety and Health Administration
reg.lations,

Arenatives 2 and 3 would comply wath the surface water runoff management, tOpsoi.l :
[‘ i::ness, post-closure care, and groundwaier monitoring relevant and appropriate
felirements of the New York Regulations for solid waste landfills (6 NYCRR
13 i 350). Alternative 3 would alsc taeet the relavant and appropriate requirements
a? Part 360 for a gas-venting layer, a low-permeability barrier layer, and a barrier
prolzction layer. Alternative 1 would not 'meet the Part 360 requirements.

A Y

9.4.5 Long.term Effectiveness and rermanence

Aliernative 1 would provide the !zast long-term protection because no remedial
risusures would be implemented to reduce, eliminate, or control access to
con:aninated media. Some animais would remain at risk from exposure to pesticides
g [.F022 surface soil. Alternative 2 provides long-range protection of human health
a tud Fectively reduces ecological risks by covering contaminated surface soil with a

12-inch soil barrier and seeding the new topsoil. The cover would also reduce the

——asy
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wrizt of precipitation reaching i aadfiied wastes. The postclosure monitoring

progrant wowd maintain the cover svem. Alternalive 3 provides the greatest long-

siem s the least permeable and it reduces the

aount of water infiltrating o ‘:;;: filed wastes. The post-closure monitoring
iy 201 would also maintain the .. zr system. :

B0  Reduction of Mobility, Toit:liy, or Volume of Contaminants through
Treatment

Revlncdon of Mobility, Toxdcizy, or “'Ziume of Contaminants through Treamment are
thre: principal measures of th., oversl: periormance of an alternative. This criterion
eisaitially does not apply 1y the soorce control alternatives evaluated for LF-022,
becruse treatment would rot be <o ~ioved as a principal element. Treatment is a
stantory preference under CERCLA; however, cover systems are often more
apyicpriate for landfill sites such 1 LF-022,

9,4.F Short-term Effectiveness

Mo vhort-term impacts are anticipa.zd for Alternative 1 because remedial actions
Wil not be impiemented. Becausz Alternatives 2 and 3 involve removing existing
vegetation and grading the lansfil surfzce, dust containing pesticides could be
Zuncrited and inhaled by on-site w.orkers. Dust supprassion measures and worker
grodsctive equipment would minimize this. Alternatives 2 and 3 would result in -
sitty ar direct short-term impacts 1o porential esclogical receptors from clearing and

- grekbyng activities.

9.4~ Implementability

Allerrative 1 wculd be readily impizzaentable because no remedial actions would be
coructed. The implementability of Alternatives 2 and 3 would be similar; however,
2. e1.itable borrow source for the low-permeability hydraulic barrier material must be
{derified before implementation of Alternative 3, unless a synthetic liner is used.

94.7 Cost

Alzmative 1 would be the least expensive because it would involve no remedial
actions. Alternative 3 would be the most costly of the two cover system alternatives;
however, the increased cost is associated primarily with the hydraulic barrier cover
malsrials,

-
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SECTION 9
3 4.0 State Acceptance
The State Acceptance criterion h.i been addressed by incorporating comments

recnved from NYSDEC, oz behall . ¢ rhe state, into the Proposed Plan. The state
has ed the opportunity to revies :nd comrment oa all documents produced for
LF22,

3.4.5 Communiry Acceptance

Plarisburgh AFB has not recsived [ :bilc comment on the LF-022 Proposed Plan.
I trs public had commented on the Proposed Plan, the comments would have been

[

acdeessed in the Responsiveness Suimary attached as an appendix to this ROD.

LR - 80917
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SECTION 19

10.0 THE S£LECTED REMEDY

Placsburgh AFB has chosen Alrsr-:iive 2 as the selected alternative to address
st se conirel for LF-022 Sou:cc A"'le:i;au'on at LF-022 will be consistent with
A e groundwater remedies and e - nitigate releases of hazardous substances from
the {o-mer landfill to groundwater.

Lt ZLEAN-UP LEVELS

Clsun-up levels have not been e:iinlished for the surface soil contaminants of
cotaern identified in the baseline risk assessment that were found to pose an
unacceptable risk to either human %ealth or the environment. Chemical-specific

AR.Rg are not available for contaminants in soil. In the absence of a chemical
.,]_.s--u. fic ARAR, or other suitable critcria 1o be considered, a 10 excess cancer risk
wvsi for ca.rcmogemc effects or a cancentration corresponding to an HY of 1.0 for
cottpouncs with noncarcinogenic zffocis is typically used to set clean-up levels. In
s case, risk-based target ciean-up levels were not developed because discrete
BT "e areas (le,, hot spots) were nct found. Remedial alternatives developed for
LE-722 included containmert opiicns to address the entire landfill area and
wasrment options to address all landfilled soil and waste, These alternatives were -
duvipped to address mitigation of surface soil risks.

‘i odic assessments of the protectica afforded by remedial actions will be made as
U2 "emedy is being implemented ar~d at the completion of the remedial action. If
tae :purce control remedial action i not found to be protective, further action shall
ba v acquired. |

"

133 DESCRIPTION OF REMEDIAL COMPONENTS

Alurnative 2, Site Grading and Vegetation Establishment for Closure, consists
pricarily of placing 12 inches of soil over the landfill and planting it with grass to-
ach ive the response objective idenufied in Section 7.0 of this document,

Ex.iing vegetation such as trees and brush would be cleared, grubbed, and removed
. frarn the site. The cleared site would be rcgradcd to control rainwater mnoff and

riinimize erosion.,

sozr - 809171
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SEZTION 10

LE LI PP

Six rishes of compacted comman e 2w covered by 6 inches of 1opsoil would be laid
dinor 1o support grass growth, wikill, through enhanced evapotranspiration, will
red..z¢ the amount of precipitation rzaching the buried waste, Consequently, the
poiatied £ar contaminants to migrai- Tom butied waste will be reduced. Additional
3l i design subgrade elevations »-.1d ¢onsist of common borrow or regraded site
seils Figures 5 through 7 Hlustrate She proposed final grading schematic, proposed
civar systeml Cross-section, and 2 proposed cover system components for
Alte-native 2. :

A nst-closure plan wiil be develr;ed spacifying the inspection, monitoring, a0d
malitenacce programs for the clessd 1apdil to be continved for 30 years. These
post-closure activities will be subject ©o Sve-year site revizws as required by the NCP
when contaminants remain at a site. In addition, institutional controls for this site
wil "¢ incorporated into the Platisivzgh AFB Comprehensive Plan. This will ensure

- «har frrare owners will be made awara of the landfill location and are informed that

the aegrity of the final cover or any other component of the containment or
MO0y system must not be CUqu‘.TOmISCd -

LI Tel ‘ §091.71
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SECTION 11

1L0 STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The remedial action selected for ’L.plemcntation ar LF-022 is consistent with
CEECLA and, to the extent practicaie, the NCP. The selected remedy is protective
oi? runan health and the environmar:, attains ARARS, and {5 cost-affactive. The
s¢liited remedy uses permanent sol-tions and alternative treatment technologies or
ressirce recovery technologiss 1o ‘hs maximum extent practicable for this site.
flov.aver, it (as well as the otker al:2matives evaluated) does not satisfy the statutory
prafirance for treatment which pex“‘* anently and s gmh‘.amiy reduces the mobility,

wexlsity or volume of hazardous sutalances as a principal element.

1.1 THE SELECTED REMEDY i3 PROTECTIVE OF HU\[AN HEALTH AND THE
ENVIRONMENT

Tha rc:medy at LF-022 will permaner:ly reduce the risks posed to human health and

toe snvironment by eliminating, reducing, or controlling exposures to buman and

anvicomental receptors through <rzineering controls (i.e., reduced permeability.

yeeg 2 tiOn. cover system). ‘vforeouer the selected remedy will reduce infiltration of
precipitation into landfilled wave material and minimize the potential for
somi arninant migration from waste inaierials, Fmally, implementation of the selected
r=- micy will not pose upaccepiable short-term risks or cross-media impacts because

: selected remedy includes elements to mitigate_potential impacts (¢.g, erosmn

cor.rol maasures, and maintenance and monitoring programs).

11.. THE SELECTED REMEDY ATTAINS ARARS

Thi: remedy will attain all applicabic or relevant and appropriate federal and state
reqirements that apply to the site and sedected remedy. Environmental laws from
whizh ARARS for the selected source control remedial action are derived, and the
specific ARARS, are listed below.

A.p;p!j_l-:ublé or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements:

» ad

No location-specific ARARs apply to site LF-022.

st - ’ 6091-71
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Chemical-specifics

No federal or state chemic.!-:ipecific ARARs have bean promulgated for
coftaminants in soil. Howezv=7, the following chemical-specific ARARs and
Juidelines pertain to potenial air emissions resuliing from construction
activities art the site: ' '

)

Clean Air Act (40 CTR Part 50), applicable for particulate matter
(e.g., fugitive dusts) entrained in air during clearing, grading, cover
system construction avtivities.

NYSDEC Ambient Air Quality Standards (6 NYCRR Part 237),
applicable for partici'ate master (e.g, fugitive dusts) entrained in air
during clearing, grading, and cover system construction activities.

NYSDEC Solid Wasi2 Management Facility Rules (6 NYCRR Pant
360), applicable to soiid waste landfills, specifies closure and post-
closure criteria,

Clean Air Act (40 CFR Part 50), appiicable for particulate matter

(e.g., fugitive dusts) errained in air during clearing, grading, and caver -

system construction activities.

Occupational Safety and Hea!th Administration Regulations (29 CFR

Parts 1904, 1910, and 1916), applicable for all work conducted on site.
NYSDEC Groundwas=r Classification and Water Quality Standards (6

"NYCRR Parts 701 and 703), promulgated for iron and manganese, are

exceeded in LF-022 groundwater, However, the results of the baseline
risk assessment provide the rationale for not developing groundwater
responseé objectives {see Section 6.0).

New York State Depurtment of Health Drinking Water Supplies (10 -

NYCRR Chapter 5, Subpart 5-1) standards for iron and manganese are
exceeded in LF-022 groundwater. However, the results of the baseline
risk assessment provide the rationale for not developing remedial
respanse objectives (s¢e Section 6.0).

gy
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SECTION 11

. NYSDEC Divizion ¢ Air Resources Reguiations (6 NYCRR
Parts 200.202, ::7", : ,., ligamie for part ‘culate matter (e.g, fugirive
dusts) entrained n oo during cisaring grading, and cover system
cofistruction activities. \

A roore detated discussion of vhy vose reg ma-ments a2 applicable of relsvant and
g triate may be found iz the T <20rt on pages 3-1 shrough 3-8, and 4-7 through

15 Withia these pages of the T7 "spors, other laws that are not applicable or
:e.-l.e a2t and appropriate 0 this s are discussed and the rationale for their
e rdicn as ARARS is presented.

Federnd Nonregulatory Criteria:

[n v.dition to the federai and stat: ARAR;, federal nen-promulgated advisories or
muilirce must be considered when ARARs for specific contarminants are not
avaiiable, The following pelickes, :rteria, and guidance to be considered in the
buss ine risk assessment for LF.22 are USEPA Health Advisoriss, USEPA
refi:;ence doses (RiDs), and USEPA Human Health Assessment Group Cancer
Skop @ Factors.

"THE SELECTED REMEDIAL ACION 18 COST-EFFECTIVE

ln F-ansburgh AFB's judgmeni, the ::acted remedy is cost-effective (i.e., the remedy
affo:ds overall effectiveness proportisnal to its costs), In selecting this remedy, once
Flatisburgh AFB identified alternati-zs th2t are protecrive of human health and the
anvenment and that attain ARARs, Plausburgh AFB evaluated the overall
sitzutiveness of each alternative by Cisessing the relevant three criteria: long-term
eifactiveness and permanence; redction in toxicity, mobility, or volume through
treiwment; and short-term effectiveness, if combination. The relationship of the
averall effectiveness of this remedia alternitive was determined to be proportional
t it costs, The costs of this remscial alternative are:

Estiuared Capital Cost: $1,248,000
Esiivuued Q&M Costs (30 years, net sresent worth):  $866,000

Entwared Total Costs (30 years, nei zresent worth): $2,114,000

Sy - 603171
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:.!L‘.:‘::,"-ative 2 is considered the e
2roaction agamst contact Wil sus
wiematve 3

i el inciude a tredatment comp

10

EXTENT PRACTICABLE

Ta: selected remedy is protective
witt federal and state requiremu: :
appopriate to the sourge ¢onwol rio
FErecy uses permanent solutions 1.
eatavery technologies to the maxio.-

The source control remedy was ss!

a.vinatives provides the best balas
(1) toag-tarm effectiveness end ;:;_ :

voi..me through treatment; (3} sno
¢ The balancmg test gemch
the -eduction of toxicity, moouty

3 in regard 10 shor- oo

THE SELECTED ReEMEDY U
TREATMENT OR R.E%C?.RC‘ T

.,_.,!

L oY

5t m-cu'-va aitérnative because it provides the
'eontamination. Adternative 2 is similar
acts, NMone of the alternatives evaluated

2
i

:at

8 FIRMANENT SCLUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVE
TOVERY TECHNOLOGIES TO THE MAXIMUM

“unzn health and the eavironment, complies
hat are iegm.v applicable or relevant and
=dial action, and i3 cost-effective, The selected
siternadve wzamment technologies or resource

A exiznt practicabla for this site.

r‘*d by deciding which one of the identified
2 of irade-offs among alternatives in terms of:
-anence; (2) reduction of mobility, toxieity, or
crm 2 Fectveness; (4) implementability; and (5)
ionur -term effectiveness and permanence and
volume through treatment; and considered the

pre-“reuca for trearment as a princiyil elerient, the bias against off-site land disposal

ot natreated waste, and communiT,
proides the best balance of irads.c

The principal ¢lement of the sele
cidiraises the primary threat at LF ¢
s0il contamination. The selected ¢

pmtm,uon to human health and :he e¢hvironment.

cied remedy is source control.

iy,
2 iy

< and state aucepfame The selected remedy
oifs among the alternatives. :

This element
zuvironmental risks zssociated with surface
:medy was chosen primarily because it affords
The short-term effects of

img ‘ementing the selected remed, =re comparable to Alternative 3. None of the
thre:s source control alternatives eva.zated in the FS included a treatment component
to 12duce mobility, toxicity, or vohume.

TTu selected alternative complies w:

14 state regulations governing closure and post-

cleiare of solid waste landfills, and NYSDEC has had the opportunity to review and
corment on all documents prod.ced for LF-022. State and public comments
raoiived on the LF.022 FS and Proposed Plan to date have been incorporated into

tais ROD.
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SECTION 11

L..; THE SELECTED REMzZIO0Y TnES WOT SATISFY THE PREFERENCE FOR
TREATMENT WHICH PERNIVENTLY AND SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCES THE
TOXICITY, MOBILITY &R V' (ME OF THE HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AS A
PRINCIPAL ELEMENT '

Zxsiwse treatment of the prncipad a8 40 the sile was not found to be practicable,
han remedy does not satsiy (hs i tory preference for treaiment as a pringipal
~elerent of the remedy.  Treatr it t:ohincicgies were considered during the
wer iication of remedial technole s &3 and the devslopment and initial s¢resning of
altenidtives, but were considerad o V2 infzasible for the LF-022 landfill site. The
s of the landfill and the facr that Tere cwe no on=site hot spaws thar represent the
331 sources of contamination pre:ude 1 remedy ir which contaminants could be
eancnvated and reated effecrively.

T
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SECTION 12

12.0 DOCUMENTATION OF NO SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

2 asburgh AFB pre~¢nt=d Dras Final Source Conuwel Proposed Plan for the
praiorred zlternarive for rema 1;1’t' of LF-022 in August 1992, The preferred
alte muacive for source a.onf-rl inchatads

L. Clearing agd grubbing of the site

2 Surface water rincif -ana ée meni to minimize érosion of the cover
and minimize mainienande requirements

k3 Cover thickness estab’ishment

4. Vegetation establistinzat to minimize erosion of the final cover and

enhance evapotranspistion

S, Post-closure pic.n devslapment to moniter, maintain, and inspéct the
site

8. Groundwater momtc: g

7. Five-yeat site reviews

Tas casser. remedial action does not differ from the preferred aiternative presented

1 1~ Proposed Plan,

-
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SECTION 13

13.0 REGULATORY ROLE

T EPA snd NYSDEC has revie~ o4 the various altzrnatives and have indicated
the. support for the selected remed, The EPA and NYSDEC have also reviewed
the i), risk assessment and FS to -'»ermine if the selacted remedy is in compliance
wit: applicable or relevani and appropriate federal and New York State
ety cnmental laws and regulatior:  The EPA and NYSDEC conecur with the
selited remedy for LE-022. The RPA indicates its ¢oncurrence with the LF-022
S0 by cosigning the document with Plansburgh AFB. A cupy of the NYSDEC
deciiraton of concurrence is attact2d as Appendix B.
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S T - S e @y CTEELEE
ACRONYMS
ABEES ABB Ervironmental Fs:rvices, Inc
AFH Air Force Base
ARLE Applicable or Relevsr zad Appropriaie Requirement
EELT bis(2-ethyhexd)pathalz:
hys pelow ground surface

CEBCLA Comprzhensive Envis - izenizl Respense, Compensation, and Liability
Act of 1980 {the Sup=-7und starute)

DL Dichlorodiphenyidicrizroethane

DD Dichlorodiphenyidich’ -roethylene

DL Dichlorodiphenylirichlaraethane

DERP Defense Environmental Restoration Program

COE Department of Energy

ER.a enviropmental risk su:2ssment

F'S Feasibility Study

BT Hazard Index

P Interagency Agreemsn:

IR Installation Restoratict Program

MIMES Martin Marjetta Energy Systams, Inc.

At National Qil and Hazzrdous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan

NEL " National Priorities List |

MYSDEC — New York State Depariment of Environmental Conservation
A

G M operation and mainignance

PDIE Potential Dietary Exposure

R reference dose

] Remedial Investigation

RCD Record of Decision

RY Reference Toxicity Value

[P 53] i ) 6091-71




ACRONYMS

Scrategic Air Comma.!

Site Inspection

semivolatile organic <~ mpound
Technical Review Com mities

U.S. Eavironmeaatal 7r taerion Agency

volatile organic comyuad

-——

LR bal

6091-71

o




RETERENCES

A3l Zavironmental Services (AET.79), 1392a. “lnstailation Restoration Program
{Rernedial Imesagamng Fex "Ly .‘:.udy) at Plattsburgh Air Fioree Base, New
Yorx; Final LF-022/LF- % Remedial Iavestization Reaport”; ABB
Environmental SertcssInc, Tirtland, Maize; February 1992,

N fork State Depanmert of T ronmertal Cooservauon (NYSDEC), 1989,
"Habitat-Based Assessm::t Guldance Document for Conducting
Eavironmental Risk Assessi 23 ar Hazardous Wasta Sites”; Draft Division
of Technical and Admir.:ivative Guidance Memorandum (TAGM);
Decsmber 28, 1989.

(.4 Envirenmental Protectica Ager 2 {USEPA), 1986, "Mazard Evaluation Division
Standard Evaluatica :mw”j Ec omgcal Risk Assessment";. Office of
Pesticide Programs; EPA-542:9-85.001, Washington, DC; June 1986.

U4 Envirconmental Protacton AgZ:ncy (L’SEPA), 1989a. "Risk Assessment
Suidance for Superfand: “iume 2 - Environmental Evaluation Manual®;
Intzrim Final, Office of Ernezgency and Remedial Rasponse; EPA/540/1-
89,001, Washingron, D.C,; M ruh 1989.

.41 Environmen:al Protecion 2. :5¢ (USEPA), 198%b. "Risk Assessment
Guidance for Superfund: Valume 1 - Human Health Evaluation Manual
(Part A); Interim Final"; Ofice of Emergency and Remedial Response,
EPA/540/1-89/002; Waskirjion, D.C.; December 1989, '

i

{.i. Environmental Protecdon Agsniy (LSEPA), 1990. "Streamlining the RI/FS for
CERCLA Municipal Landtiii Sites"; Office of Emergency and Remedial
Response Hazardous Site Cnntrol Division; Washmg*on D.C.; September
1990. .

%

b

Lt 9 8091-71




APPENDIX 4 - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX




i‘u
Fle
IR
Y
Pk

B
Al
&
A

4@
RY;

('R

it

[
1,20
.24

11

AR

Abandfil) (F-022/LF-023 Risk Assessart,

i Bis 63 it S UEE ORARR NG
.
’
BUATTISR A o7 LIATNITTAT IR Rn T JHENT TaiEx
e -
-l"h -'--ith
. s
1A EAL i WA
- Yy -a wa - -sn - .- - - - - = am - - - P L L LA -
- £ OJETLLN.
VESOFRLGTIE hE3TIATSés LIt v LT LLTL, TLLiEED wd SlahiedyTSN MFA us’
- * L IR
L9 LivE IhSsestli
s Thsmsanr e Rama. o e ot : - ; ' s
,.68 S00GRR T NG N=§, Lot Ctirent oAt Sael WETIET LU ANTLIENG LeLalishuTan A8, NI , PR X
Tad LocuBRRl Mo MeY ) didens : : o 1Y
Sag dacuhent MA N-1D, ASRatdi: L ; \ NI ¥

.

35 Regecal Imventigatis 5T

3.0 SaaPiing 3nd Analysis--ses 2oy L

SAF-G0T A1 Readrr-iavorstoes Tlank cata ABR fav, 3uzg, Ing,
7 Surface soil mestisidesszcn zaaples 1)L Wyfu, 9. PaFy -
2 Surface soll pesticidesssos zzssies |1, Huru, #%, PAF

2 Surf. soil pesticides/ocs sisciaw dary [AR8 Eav, Sves. De.

[y
5
Lreyie/
- _a
Fa

i
:=‘ ‘2
I

Wf=iz
LF-32

'Vl.l* ted sample reguitss LF-200 520 LF-021  1%4.. Atapla, Parl
Halidared sanpls FeAY 0 Mol Htapiz, FAFS

8 OIRBULLSS LT -000 wad PRI
3.4 RL reports and sonEents

JAYSEC Comments on LF-C22/LF-G23 4] Aspert T uistar, PE, ATSDEC
JReSY, T8 Sommantg om LFN22/LTCRI0 U Repary )L Huru, RE, AFR
(Rag3. 10 EPA Coamenty on LF G22/30% 91 Rmpart [J. dure, FE, PAF3

iMeeLiag Mimules, LF-Q20/ F<022 7152 i tscL'~: i3

WYSSES comments-LF-022/0F-023 f:‘a' Ro Reagry LT oLister, PE, NYSOEQ
WEESE comRentseiF =022/ F-6a3 a. EN Q-ss': ;in Raach, PE, USEPA
efA approvay oF LFd220F-020 Finas A1 Resorr Lam, Roach, AT, J3EPA
WEili/AFR0lT AL Reparifinal ,nas Eav. Ives, [ne,
'F'JZZ LF-023 RE Report-Fisgi-Agsstsicas (488 Erv. Sves, Inc.
"
.0 Feasibiiiby Study (F3) . .

ldentification of ARARS for LF~027 sag LF-233 ;488 €av. Sves, Inc.
NYSIEC Comagnts on oF-022 Oraft 58 WILister, PE, NYSDEC
andfill LF-022 FS Report Srafi Fora, .1 A88 E£rv. Sves, Ine.
‘Lanafill LF-002 Proposed Resecia. s:tion “lan aBR £av. Sues, [ne.
(NYSIEC Coamants on LF=022 Jraft Eias .chhlci

-

4.0 Heelth Assegsaents

naced 7. Huru, FE, PAFR

ab ynfiitered saapling resulis 1. Huty, PE, PAFR

Q'Toole HYSDEC

-jel 3.4

WUoug Draper, HALURAP
1], Lister, PE, NYSOEC
(k. Rsach, PE, USEPA
'Doug Oraper, HAZURAR
Jdn. Roach, PE, USEPA
Y7 Listar, PE, NYSDEC

1P .Von Bargen, PAFR
‘Wa. Roach, PE, USEPA
11 Lister, PE, NYSDEC
(Attendees ‘
1AL Rascon, PE, AAFR
'P. Maioy, FAFS

1AL Rascoe, FE, PAFS
plattsturgn AFS
LPlattshurgn aFg

Qoug Oraper, RAZHAMR
Al Rascee, PE, PAFB
Piattsburgh AFB
iPlattsburgh AFB

(Al Raseoe, PE, PAFR

‘Na. Raach, PE, USEPA
)3 Lister, PE, RYSDEC

13 NGY 3

i
11980 #
1L ¥

11 JEC 51
13723 %2
13FE8 9N

1387 %

3} DEC 51

1ol 3

: 04 NAR 3D

23 MaR 97

26 RAR 97 .
48 APR 32
PER §2

FE3 97 :

16 SEP 51
18 FEB 2
APR 92
JUN 52
3 1IN 92

15 JUN 92
15 JUKk 92

wolge

1IPE BLOCK MEARINGS<- Leialter ¥:¥asisge DeData R=Report




APPENDIX B - 3TATE LETTER OF CONCURRENCE
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T State letter of concurrerce o be nlaced here afiar NYSDEC reviews and
carss with the Draft Final ROD |
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Lo Liab:

SUFSER:

Tois 263 Sia7 IS0 UER PARE MY ' - -

THANGIEIET 0 TOmn MEET PNUAPIE Lk
w2 5Ty 3tates To tho c204elR7s 1NN wEta yery fircarned,
We'ra going to t3ilve. wrire et ot ocompts, [imaudinte)
AN WEFR wETY [Tl 7 fur o aclImpiishments 1n tvess greas,
&rd 1T Mentice L5 o7 thase rers Sn g s2cand. Agnefyily,
souire &0 farilige atin o Uren, Tez 2thes goal that we rad
reldated Liotng TiToanTi; we watt ot Se 3oec retgrsors,  We arg
TaThers 2ns We 37 (l-innagitants of tre ”fE‘j erih country,
welged he~e Zelwcir Lasa [hamplalins and tne Adireoncacks, And
D2 a4 §Gts msighczs, weé .8 33t %5 08 just as king uc the enviran-
ment 2% po3sinie. S, th0se are ¢ur gaats, They're right up
trare wWitn fn2 ~ai1 of cor 02%s, an2 we tike them very seriousiy.
The {iraudiclal 1-%s5 past year are 3 *eam of real professicnals
working on enviroamenta’ fssues and Thay've win numerdus awards,
Ard I'm goirng o have U0 @t 2 carg to r2ad trem Secause ! zin't
ram@mper them a't  Tri Stratejic Afr lommand in 1991, thay wan
the Tnomas E. An:izz awi-g competition fer winner of the
instaliaticn ;rh.fzfua awdras 7or envirsnmental cempliance;

winner of ine ‘rgiatlatien 1ﬂd’v1dua’ awards for enyironmental
restoration. We woh tha fnstallatien {ndividual awards fcr
poliution praveriion. AU the Air Force level, we won the
installation gwarc for eavircnmental comp]1ance We also
received heriorasi= meptions in the awarc for pollution.-
environmental resuarat':n, pol.ut1on prevention., And at the
Department of Deferse lavel, we'rs currently competing for the
1991 Thomas E. whiis auard for--1nsta lation award environmental
compliance, We'rz keeping cur fingers crossed, because we Know
that we're a feacirg firce in that competition, and we're very
proud of it. Arc cur p20ple are very proud of that because it
takes more than i.st ocur environmental zechnicians that work in
Civil Engineering. [t takes {inaudible) wrench bender who works
down in the maintznance shops te Se aware, It takes the guys--
our ¢ivilians tnat workad nere for years to bring areas of
possidle predlems (o the s*af., 2ur environmentail people, and we
go out there and rasearch §t. {fnaudidle) talk about it
tonfght. The cursese of this meeting is to inform the people -of
our findings ana cur reccmmenced remedies, and the environmental
impacts of our saiected remedial alternatives regarding two
1andf11]s And ['i1 tarn ft over to our experts. Hopefully,
you'll find (inaudf ble!‘

Thank you, sir, ™y name is Lisutenant Darren Purser and I'm the
Deputy Cnief of Puclic Affairs here at Plattsburgh Air Force
Base. Qdasically, [ jus:t wanted t¢ intreduce you to the
speakers, as well as some of our guests. To my left fs

Mr, Pnil von Bargen, wno is our IRP remedial project manager,
Ms. Rachel Becker, our IRP chemnical enginéer, and in the
audience we're -laased 10 have . Mr. Jim Lister, a state regula-
tor, Mr, 8i11 Rcach with the EPA, ana Mr. Tom Lawson from URS,
which i§ one of cur eng singering facilities. At this point,

1




L NBARGEN :

By 63 TieT §G CEDOPAFD NY -
AR A W7D LY Tlen ama Vrgek o B TR AP ,
PReT 4TETL Datles 7wl 370 LT e gnnlnn regeting tna IREL gng
ST owhtie 33 ralt m2@1L. WD e Al 4 jeciey oF taCT 3re2ts in
print, 3ng oty oWe zce veieas g faur mern. 11 omastaall;
SIYES 3% tusrutie ind e 2P 3und oul owmet tn2 IRP orograT s
& 23l Tme nITIftileratvew m200rs Isoners 3t Platisburgn -
FIrte S22 ara 1otlancs 371 otm2ognzuments leating up to receds’
25 nfi 2% et aaroaeg Tre 'r‘lf_:r--la':-'-\n re:.:s-;g;:,-y is 3
TIRSEn3IT wirsy o v ntiy reglnt atT that s avallalie at the
PTaNts0ungn Pusiil fieary. Guasterly TRL meatings, ane wniin res
ehotre iie oF Taov mcothaatney <0d 3 site tour ard vistted
Seiieve czyer itz Ana tha TRT g made up 3f local community
t2aders, as we'7 33 0L base anuirgamental group. and again, the
$T418 370 TECEri. egu 2%0r3. Newd rele3ses--anylime the
program vealhss @ milaiione or & not2 9F Interest, we have variec
¢ranrels wiln to: irg’ meata 3¢ are 35 very gooc ¢om-
Municaticr st 1221 org Pudlic meatings lika the one we're
raving toniznt <ioxs o7F wnat 18 2 30 g2y comment periad in which
we invite tne puliic il offer treir 1rpu. iats prejects thal we
are urfe*-"*zg. 313 th2se are al) incluced in tne final deci-
sion, .n~ maiitng Tiiz--if you signed tne s1gn-up sheet, you'll
be added 1o the (%P maiting Tist., Anc again, anytime there is
notes af {nterest ar imsgrtant informaticn, we like to stay in
ciose touch. Arz at tnis geiat, I'm going to turn 1t over to
Mr, ¥sn Bargen an2 he w'11 give you the breakdown ¢f aqur program,

Thank you. we'il =ork rignt from the overhead, First, 1'd like
t3 start off wiih just a s1np1e overyiew of the Installation
Restoratison Prajram, and tnat's te explain what its purpose s,
Arnd that's simpiy to izentify, investigate, evaluate, and
oreempt any task rolgazas that are necessary to do s9. Our pro-
cess is driven oy the CIRCLA ‘tegislatign of 1980, and that
was reautnorizad ir 1923, It was that legislation that created
tng National Prisrity List precess, of which Platisburgh Air -
Force Base was zripcsac %0 he on that list in July of 1989, and
was final or that T1s% in November of 1939, That puts us as a
priority site ameng iccations across the Unitag States to deal with
these envirinmenrta! relsases, Along witn that then we have 2
Feceral Facilitizs Agrzement, which bDecame effective on
12 Septemper 1931  An2 that was an agreament that was entered
petween tha Air -crce. che USEPA and the State of New York.
And that Federa® “aciiisies Agraement Yhen drives the process by
which we d2a) with eacr and every site on of Plattisburgh Air
Force Base. .t's broken up very simply into these four stages--
feentification, *rvestigation, clearup, and tnen eventually
the closeout of that site. e currently are working--at thus
public meating ~'ynt hareg--we're in that stage of which we've
gone oQut anc 1r¥"5*1gaueu tnese two landfills, documented our
f1nd1ngs ard then evaluated the number alternatives, of which
- we're going to C2 addressing +an1gnt. and then come up with an

Atr Force prererred resgdy that we're puiting up for public

2
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B3 383 TieT 30 UEE FafE o -
L
semient arTo2ne TAL TN 4nT Conlarretii, e th na hgtn nf vay
shal S LA AE SR LT R T I B TR n"," LT OGht 3re tra
CRr@SIGAL 4 3T 231 2100%y 313363 of Wncs oeocens. Sagaurras
1O ogeT Ui gL li oMIVIng 3i3TIe-tng :eoaf:“e”Z 2% Davenss ras
TLS 2w Segaraie =ItTltt, UMat '3 3% 4ralgout 13 Goee trz junges
fumg acioust. =3 f3ve ner2 3t 1T Dase 4n enyirconmeilal marage-
manl Tt whens a2 mave 2 $93F7 oF approximately L7 peanie
nieking Tnotme Dol Dogrmgnriag Sguadean urcer tre girage
czagersniy of i Dovoranmentyt Srgtsltian lommfitez Chateman,
Covanel Lia3. owe rav: Qur Lnvasonmertal WOrking Lroup, memdets
FOWRICN a2 msqE LomRt, NEt mRets on a bi-weekly basis anc
305 C¥ar LnEif Ciugt Witn our 31U25. ae Rave otngr govarnmecs
agancies *rysivat, wnion §5 20yizas wiih the 3tate of New York
ane WIEPA rnEva.  #2 g 10 have tha Arry Jgrp of frgineers ang tna2
cepartmert of Troogy, ang tren fingily, we nave cur enginearing
ontractars, frovoanice we 30 ehead and ;*Afure--re:elve seryice;
frem wnder 3 coriractlsl relaticnsnin.  Jkay. well, this par-
Ticu:ar progran then s moving in the direction thal the we
siies that we're workisg with tinigri--well, actualiy tris s 2
map of 2+ sites, anc we're working tenizht with sices--langfit's
gz and 24, whizr ar2 T2Cated on the west side of the Dase. Naw,

‘m geing ta g0 ~gnt ‘nte a little oit of Backgroun ¢ about
.andfisl 23, Ard wnat we're going t0 <o is we're joing to treat
each lanafill sacsrately, 3o, right now we'll address landfili
23. Tnis size wis aciive from 1356 until 1961, and it received
resfdential s1¢ muni¢ipal waste. Anc I want to clarify that,
that municipai waste s totaliy from the base facility itself,
not from any oulsice entities. Now, these wastes were deposited
into trencres, wnich were approximately 25 feet and were covered
datly. Hezardsus wastes were not routinely disposed of in this
tandfill., Howaver, in our chase | records search, there was 2
report of a suspasted ~n»1aen' of hazardous material being
dispesed of in the lanifill, Ground water associated with this
landf{17, [ do want tc mention, is being treated separately.-
Kowever, the remedy trat we salect for the landfill unit 1tse1f
is going to xinZ ¢f acsress some of the problems associated with

e
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28
ground water. rdowever, tnere is a feasibility study process
seing conductiea just 3 that sround water unit itself, Okxay.
well, what king of activities have accurred there? Again, [ go
back to 1985, a nhase | records search, at which there were
intarviews thai were cgngducted. A site inspecticn was performed
and documerted in July of 198%, when e went out and confirmed
pasically that :nere was ground water contamination and some
wastes were fge~i:fiec at that time, A remedial investigation
was then gerformed, with the final report deing released this
past February, and then the feasibility study report, which
Rachel--wnizh Mg, Becker will be talking about in a little
while. And tha: feasinility study, which evaluates a number of

y l-.

. alternatives, trner has a selected remedy that is put forth in a

proposed plan, whiich s what is cpen for public comment right
now., Actually, :re faasibiltty study and the proposed plan are
sotn up for pudlic comnent, QJkay. Well, very quickly, tne type
of events that toox prace 1o investigate the site inyolived the

K| , .
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TIiv 23 e Y odL ZARD Lo
S = S SWTTEIZ LTI, LTLLtE LA g rrace walar
B3LC0TATET it D_at3i@ees TH5N2028 2wdy fram o tee §ite. the antlg
ma3iE TAlzota “ma anat , 3G SITA SRLUTTAntS YA §3TE speniga
3raag snLvn of oo Taedfid e METASTE 13t we L3ed 3 )
Celarmize »nat os gatert i tre tanaf Tl nas ez ,dad test
trengning 3 se il iuevey T0ogoie w3 o3 srefiia of tra zeslagy
2T MRR §TNE, & L catITETar sUn, 3y AnEre e werl 3.t and Tognag
firomen3t eyt it fn 338 16 trava wersoany §itag of pErriaps
BLTYen Cruss, ftiucest seVi 330 Ting, IiTsosiue sampling of tﬁe
$0T18 3% the s.-7ars, porassive 3017 jan stuly, ang grourd wat
tasting,  fag 277 oF Ttiv rafgemavicr 45 zzntained in the
ramagial ityestioitisa cesort. Ukay. waiy, our firdings--
sasicaliy, wm tlyvotfies 1€ giffarent samasolinile orgenic
compaunds i T ocurface sSiis, ing we 1132 found some trace
stlver. AnZ ¢rs s:amples has g trace levs2t of PI5, which was
aDsdy 224 Zarts rz~ oititen.  Tast trercres Jug show that the
#aste inciuliac tzzzec nsusene d trash, cinstructicn detris, and
sCrap metat., A0l inare w@re A0 anomaiied such as duried drums
nolarge Guantit'as foung thers. A nearly seen in the water
sample inciuded 27 .airum, arsenic, zing, and iron. Alsc, fn tne
sediment sampie "..ozied near--by that surface water sample were
scme (fnasc 2le,  Ajair, [ Co mentison that the ground water is
being treated s2s:vately at this site.  And the genaral conclus

stons trat me Cam nike 2Boui this particular landfil) were that
we found no areas of concentirated elevations that we considered
T De hee spgts of any signifance were found in that 'site. Cur
primary ¢oncern ¢t that }andfitﬁ is surface soil and minimizing

infiitration of -iinfal! through trhat landfill basin. At tnis
point, Ms. Sacker s going to give us an cverview and infor-
mation pertainirz 72 a risk assessment arnd a feasihbility study
process and that result,

Thanks, PRil, A¥tar w2 obtained the datz from our remedial
investigation, w& [rocsed on in the prgcess Dy performing a risk
assessment, Anc #isk assessments are Dasically performeq to
cetarmine wnether remezial action at a site is necessary. These
are broken inTc “we groups. There is 2 numan health risk
assessment and a ranitas risk assassmert, which are further
Droken dewn ints ~isk groups. There §s ¢arcinogenic risk, the
non-carcinogeni: ~isk for numans, and the acute risks and
chronic risks for sna eevironmental based risk assessment,

Tne EPA nas dets-Tined that a risk value for carcinogenic risk
ef 10 to the nejative & to 1U to the negative 4 js considered
acceptadle. *h1~ ig bastca.iy a unitless pronapility of any
agverse effects ozcurring for a population, This Yevel has been
detarmined to 52 acceptable. In additign, the non-carcinagenic
risk is measures &s a nazard ingex, and 3 hazard index of less
than one is considared acceptable, For the ecological risk,
i1's brokan down iust a little bit gifferently. A hazard index

¥

of less than .. irdicates tnat no .possitle affects will occur.

A hazard index metween .l and lu indicates that poisible adverse

affects may occur, and a hazard ingex greater than iU fndicates

that probadle asverse effects may occur U0 some individuals,
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jeneralize Init 3 LK MAMKTAE, ATIotdiag 4l vha 2ittarant
128N3 0t TE - el Atesn2nt o otRr oo aggEiitent i3
TReTLLT Ty LErIc U3 0 TrgEc Ty 33353 Mng ik, ArI tased
PangfiTh ozI, owe .2 Umeae mizk do4m3rils Ire inyolyes
e GELTIF 2t T LE, wiOr 32 3m o 00stat’e csursa tmat's iasates
onounfs et fnliher vy otrat 3f 2 ontld teaszasser Asg
me 2.5 1nzluts DoTeitimatisgt Yunues reifrant dmosur otk
@¥aluanIon To e iotg VAN wece TLIKIrg tnopre lerj.otarn, Sases
C7 Thede Fulnlgri | @ Elurily TUUC@ and gD hrespasser ricks
are within TiE 2esls. rowedven, The future -esizent dras
SPTW A7 LTETISITII 2 cTEN D2sen on IFA risk Tewels forocar.
CINIGENIC rlaa 20 %10 23 AfAecarciccgeris risk for ¢niloraen,
Fer o tne 227850 asizssiment, wa 120x27 3% saveral refesicrs
tnat we 2l wer: “a0re3entative of our tancfiiis., Trese
s8re tre wnile Tosted touie, the wWaLO tnridn, the garter snaxe,
ang red Toa, a8 .2t i the reg 11l Paex,  Ano we tried t3 Tz
a nige reprasefiaciiva df ocarmivoras 35 w21l a3 Birds ang things
of that =atire, 371 z:3ed za cur risg 255235ment, whicn again
is {n more data’’ i (re nandcuz, it i1cicates that tne hazars
index i3 primart . setegen L and L3, wnich means tnat possible
affects couid ooy %o some inarviduals, However, wide-spread
popuiaticn affests wer: noy anticipated. After we get done the
risk asssssment, w2 determine whether remedial actifon is
nacess_ry. Im 7rni3 2asa, we have determined that it is, The
first thing thal -2 nesd o do i3 develop remedial response
gbjectives. Witn thess cbjectives, we develop a string of
aiternatives, :-zsning the ones out that we don't feel are
agprosriate for tns site, analyza the several alternatives we
pick, anc tnen osare fnem 1o chose cur preferred alternative,
For this s1te we laveicped ~evera1 ontectives, Primarily,
they 'ré casag &r wininizing the pouentiai threat and future
human ang ecolsg sa) risks ¢f the conitaminants found on site, as
wall as minimize ne iﬁf;Ttra.1cn of parcipitation through the

waste and inta t12 3mcund water, which is what Phil was trying
to impress upon yiu. ne purpese of <nis feasipility study is
not to ¢lean up Tna gr*~"d water, Hewever, it addresses source
contral aspects of tne iapd®ill. Theredy, one of cur objectives
being preveatin; more sigration tnrough the waste and into the
ground water. ;, =M ogux gbjectives, we came up with several
alternatives, 31- is ro action, which includes just monitoring
the site., The sacong Jne s site grading and a vegetation
estadlisnment, »nilh is Jusy 2asically zdding approximately a
foot of soil and putting a vegetative cover. Instaliation of a
Yow permeadilizy barrier cover system, which entails a lot more
sofl as well 43 in inpermeable membrane. Excavation and inct-
reration means 2a3ically removing all the waste and destroying
it through incinzraticn, And stab!ization/sol1dification, which .
is an on-site procass cof solidifying the waste .in place. We
screeneg these aiiernatives using essentially three different
criterta, that 13, effsctiveness, implimentadility, and c¢ost,

nd'
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D2%387 07 L. wli L3NILT, el IZtacnifgl taat traorl o 30tise yaap.
VITTRE Lu.87 0 R LIf%22310 N0 25,87 9y350T) wEts M2 A0Se
dnarlntiig Yl S8 LEIZLIE ERliy3TTIT o 3nd ingineratigr anz
STAXTTIIatiIe ot At ranian gra ea3lly deranisnt usee rayiag
notosLat: oro cfotnat raturz. It atsz oentadls a3 lat ot
SALT EA13v@T0LT 7L Tg-emiy oY 3rerl terdm effects o the
NIPKEPE TN IR itei. AN w3 21r 't fee Tnat i was any more
ratection lnar e gitar inead 3ilecmativas, in addition s s
selrg eatremet. lsti, Jur tneze 3lissnatives were avalyated
L3105 e Iriteota. Zasinaliy, tne M1ez criveria is te evas
vLdte AnELN27 1L G protEctils af humar rzaltr oand the enyirgn-
Tent, 1% pErmamotca ong longetavwm effectivenass, it's
mptement-3311 1y zost, ard compiiance with requiaticrs, (e
gacitior, he T3t two Criteria drz state acceptance anc the
SSAMWMt Ly alzastinga. AL tMis peint, we nave gotten congurrerce
from tre 3late v LFA On Cur preferrasd aiternative, and the
community o asgernite aritaris Wwiil Se eavaluated after 21 com-
munity comments nave zien suimitsed, Based o gsur evaluaticns,
Platisburgn Arr “:orce Zfaseé fzels tnat tne preferred ramedial
alternative 15 altarnztive three, the inrstallatior of a low per-
meanility variactz oover System, which ‘n adgdition to it being
vary pretective, ftoalse fulfilis the Part 360 New York State

sroviies overail protection of numan heaith and
the environment, It z-ovices long-term effectiveness. And it
nas the greatest zffect on regucing the potantial for additional
contamirants t: =r3rate through the waste into the ground water
at this 'andfi Anc at this point, that concludes the presen-
tation ¢n }andff‘f 23. And Mr, Von Bargan will come back and
nrief tne backgriund on Tandfill 22,

requirement. it

There ars--a3idz from the background, tnere are a lot of
similarities beiw2en tne two landfills as we progress along
nere. The age of tnis landfill is slightly older., It was.
active from 1337 inrough 1968, [t again also received primarily
resfcen*ia1 an¢ zjain, waste frem the base entity, in trenched
cells. It aisc rapartadly recefvad sluc;e waste from our hase
industrial wastz water pretreatment facility, which was basi-
cally a xind of i drd water separator orocess, And sludges
from tnat, as *her were cut out into tanks, were then just
apparently drsposad ¢f bver in that lanafill, [t also received
spent airgrari starter cartriges, which were at one time thought
t0 nave been trg dispesition of munitions waste, However, it
raally was aircra®t starter cartriges. Again, the process is
yery similar t2 7ne 1andfill 23. This site was lcoked at in the
phase | report in 198%. Hewever, at that time, it was not
ranked--it was rgt constdered er further action. In reevaluating
the reccrds and urdarstanding the waste witer treatment facili-
Lies operatisns 74 the waste going over thare, we reconsidered
that site in the site inspection stage. We went out and did
same sampling ¢f the waste and thought that we needed to go

.
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Tartnsr rtn Tag "‘-i'::',f";-_":-'_'i.'--" roaney Tr3t mas timat.
led Ir centuan, LT Ro, lastovezatily, 2ng o tnal gentifics tea
FATUrE 373 axtest LF otte LrnlaminaliIn we fLng in Lhat refcr-t
CTavas Tomtatrr ve vk atsessTact tegt gy Ragxar greaks
ACul. Tme FaalcsiiAN; STuty PE2I0t ags lust recently
IIMETENED, wnise cencfizyovhe yartags slcernativad than wera
Iirsicersl Arcocman ons aroplied ghan, whion !s'aefng SuT Sult
PUNY R, th Tt InE "20L4MAENCRS riaecy for that sits, and
Zachet 28%42r m sp2ak abret trat. ARd a73in, wrat d1Q we. 25
2Lt there. Y .ai 30MEWRAL SImilar, sxtect :nat at this zar-
licular §ria, w2 lPIn L onay? furfage walgs and sediMents i g
Sulo2ng 2aTala, 2ot owe 3ampiac tre surface so|1 an2 subsurface
IUOLNS wilen 1tootne w258, We uszl vary similar tecnnmigues as
we 472 gvar o2t TargfiTT 230 Ard cur firgings for this par-
vicuiar Tanafilt agraa-ip this czs3e, there were ng vilitile or
ami-vyliniie ¢ S;r*: lompeunds in the surface soits, There was
37, a pgesticice, gstested at less fran 20 carts pnf mitltgn in
ne surface ¢¢'t:.  Tre wastes thamssives were analyzed and
gtacted carton wetrcondlorige and chalrefzrem. This (fnauginla)
etra el rydrcgarzans and (inaudisle) metals.  However, tne
nly contaminars :ﬁat ~3s site relatec for dasically througnout
ne site was le: Cur general conclusion would he, again, that

-

there are no 2:-:3 of elevated contamination or what are known
as hot sp0ts, ani that we anau gelieve that tne site condition--
the Jow oxygen s 12 coenditions which are typical of many land-
filis may e ircraasirg tne soludility of the naturdlly
occurring iron ity maginese, which are in e)evated con-
centraticns at tnat site. [ should also say that the ground
water--20C § Gin % sae 1t on the bullet there--that the ground
water @i2 have 'ivals of--levels of iron and maganese that
axceedad Naw Yorx 3tate ground water standards. And again, that
may be because ¢f tne anersbic conditions at the site and the
tron and Maganess thet naturaliy occur soing into the solution,
or $t could alsz sossizly be from metals that are rusting awsy
hasically it ths }3ﬂdfi]1 site, There also--we don't believe
that there !s any horizantal--cr jimited horizontal migraticn of
site contaminants at at rarvizuiar landfill, Ms, Becker now
15 going e g¢ 1513--a,a1n tne site risks and the feasibility
study leading tc 1 racommended parferred alternative,

9
-
-
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Tals 1s basical v <he wame as the other site. Tnesa are con-
sidared acceptaziz risk levels. And dgain, for ecological risks
we have the trres Jifrerent levals of risks. For landfill 22,
we nad similar s:zrarios, There was the child trespasser and-
the future res dent, This risk assessment indicatas that the
hazard index for sne cnild--for a future resident is borderline.
The hazarc index i3 1, wnicn is considered acceptadle. It's the
same receptors ~ird eiavated for lanafil! 22 as for landfill 23,
witn similar resuixs. Our risk assessment determined a few
individuals may 20ssibiy have adverse effects, but there would
be no popuiation problams, And again, we go Lhrough the same
process far-landf11l 22 and we dia for landfill 23. In fact,
all of our sites went through tnis process to go through the

7 ‘ '
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frasiurivy suul ooinsin. Tre vacedng’ oeaiiirge niiettv.a foe
this €¥1z wa3 e zatty LD troza tre ynoslca t: ::.93:7-;-:':5
PReed DT WS T3l e SUd RN A0, A8 T30 The 1yTe Camel'a
2ilaralives T3 oeiTuala. A 21800, we ayaluited tnesd usicg
Lre crmze Inftes o 1f osrfalTieensss, mplemertaniicny, ang cose
ARG MGT OSLTLETSTO TPt 3IvEefed 20wt 4L tes fiege tpeez alias
nELives, tnE osem: o33 W Q13 fIr TenafRIT 220 After evgluating
tne hnrag 3T Tzrn:lT e85 35 10 e criteria, thit ds also
izentifying in woe Zrgpised plan, w2 l2larmined tnit 2liternative
TG TR Tmti ten s THIY aas 3zoeszriate, tte vejetativa estaniisn.
MenT faver i,3%5T.  wk letertirad 4nis macagse it osravices an
svarail srotect’ o of -uman hea’:r and w2z environment. It pro-
/fdes Jorg-tarm srfactiveness, [t's the least ¢dstly af tne
Cover sysiam gitz-rativis, and tn erg are act tuglly less adverse
scalogica’ “moaty: with this particular aitarnaiive, sfnce
alternat ves 4zi~j geonamdranes gravent us from olanting trass
in the arei, Trz.z--fo~ tne fnzs‘nf1i.y STUdy process, de LEVE-
Top a feasintiicy iiify, and that's also--that's located on tne
tadle, if aryhocs -ants t2 flin thrgugn ‘t, It's just Da51”a11y
a detatleq wvarsicr If wnat I've just 114 you, ang a concensed
versionr 0f the prozosec gplan, wbic everyona is welcome 1o take,

-And that 5 actuzi'y what ceocie are 5¢ comment or.  And that
¢onciudes the” lanafill 22 briefing.

o

going to turn it over to Mr. ¥en Bargen to

At this paint
Again, the pudlic is

moderate the gqu es-.un and answar period.
invited %0 give ‘-;uts that will e used in the final decfision,
and comments car -2 mage dy either using 3 comment sheet, which
are up here fn freat by trhe sign-in table, cor they call the
Public Affairs ¢fiice directly. ({inaudible)

Thank you, We ars spen

Can you clear up 2 1i e petween plan 2 and
plan 3--alternative 2

For both sites?

asr
4L we

What is ast.allyitne gifference beiween alternatives 2
“

Yeah,
and 32

The differance i3 ,terrativﬂ 2 is strictly a vegetation cover.
Basfcally, it's a matter of “lac'ng about 3 foot of soil on top
of the existing 331 ara estabiisning vagetation over that ta
enhance the amount of Lransporaf1on It essentially protects
receptors from tna surface scii itself. On the other nand,
altarnative 2, ow permeadility cover System--in addx*ion to
kaving soil 2eirg 1cea on the surface, nas a geomambrane,’
which is a 1mpermeabie--wh1cn is a Tow permeability membrane,
prevents agpreximately TU percent of the percipitation from
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13 LDoLEET T oLl PRI dE3EL3T.E Luvst foromrgtecttr of tns
saorface 5o

I3, 0% s Tee popiEntTT Imatrog oot osimetriez Vike 3 fivartcg
‘-at :-:d-, SedAr triaa

1Tog8el 7 eta-e o 3t Tayoms. Dt otazt Tam Lawsin 2L
SrOGAD Ly G4 ol x Yiiiie LUt omea Ienilioon tre 3cztuadl Jome
canents of lra -

Lm o Tam iasgn 23153 Ty, wrat itesnziive 3ods, de o3 fuld

NS 23rt LAl fin. ATToIUL Z2%thg inng 2ti of the gesign
details, Tmie v ca3isiity owhat Ytodgzs s it's i layered
aizreacnad. SF v, owhit oyoo 48 s you regrade tha landfill <o
that it mas & oD sw7stert deaingge or tne <20, and then wral you
35 1§ G Dut o Lo tayirs, sray,  Arg wnat you're soing o do i3
Tirgl 08 ¥oa'TE LIS 1Y DUt Gown 3 variad layer,  Yiu wint U0
B2 3bte 2 teage - ingucidiel.  Ana tren what i8 put on 10D of
crat is an tape-serdle dayer Luilt o up, ARG then you put 4 vega-
tative Tawyzr ¢ i3 oF tnat, Ang tre rationale for alternative
3 as oppased tr 1, as Fachel merticned, 15 because you nad cone
cern for Tangfilt 23 s:ing & gemsrator--a waste generator for
ground watér ¢ontaninacion, $& you want to be able to track the
IourCE Cowh, 377 Iisac a0 that, the perculation rate .down from
about 124 facnes jer y2ar down to about 2% inches per year basad

on grecadiiity. g nzlessity for tnat--alternative 2 for lang.
fi11 22 is ngt in: drising force because the big concern of the
risk assessment ‘. wnat we call direct terminal contact, which
i Vike toucning yzur 3cin or ingastion things in the soil., So
143t @ reassn f3- that [inguaiple), whicn solves the orodlem for
the assessment 2t also alliws [inaudinia), which is always a.
gancern wnan you “ase cancfills that are closed. They weren't
closed T0 3%a%te 3tandards because tney preclude most state regu-
Tations. 55, what you want to <o is you've got positive
readings sc ycu =:~'t want pockezs of percipitation laying
tnere. 55, thi: miainun sot! grade {s 4 percent, and the maxi-
mum {fnauainla) zarcert and i generally accepted fn New York
State. ‘

”

A}

0id you mentiocn 7rat y2u won't Se able to Jrow vegetation on

FLE I

tevel 3, or atterrative 37

You would Do 3% 5 2ut a grass. cover t2 stabilize the soil.

A grass cover, Sui you won't be aple to 2lant trees {inaudidle)?
Right. Recauss yo. don't want some--you don't want the root
systams of <he piaat 1o 3o ¢own and affegt the gecrextile
memdranes that s-cited tnat lawyer barrier from thal infiltra-
tion. We shouiz xind of just goint out that these two--~and Tom

Qi@ enticn--thzt wrese o particular landfills were operational

&

9




Fer
A
[PR]

Y Ay T
v ke A,’J ()
L3 A% Fie' e

LIAS:

i 83 3167 o OET AR oM
372 £05367 30 4~ il R ouoe gt W ln tharz ozl wiinT L omsb
suigange rofarmi D7 onge 49 J1278 1n233 amgfilla 3ra otrat nas
changes sognifiii s AR S A O R FAE - - - T
your Quesnigns
naugi

Dorad @niines sie o iIr TR0 geeple TETUILTED tra ground
waler, e 4r (Tres NINGS Lral sl40 7@ IMng 0 T8 Ifing
#ith the groun? - 207 Lan 50U 8x20330 Ia yiure FoTri ot e
nardiies tnat?  Trut's oargtna® orggraT 30 oW 5 that?

WeT1, we nave Iu f.itEcoan tivastijaticr g% a3t lanofill 23 ars
Tongs {rgialer snitetiing LRR 4rlunZ w3l 25 3 medium. And we
have fourd o triv 1ggTicf BT tnerd s ;'Guﬂd watar ¢an-
tanination n s;:-.zcw ‘aveis tnat w2 it tnis tima are tryiny
acdress the scurs: angd whetner 7t 13 d‘rs;: Y frem the Tandfil!
or mayte perdagn: ‘=:m 37 2utsige sourse, we're trying T2 assess
tnat situatisn 3r: letzrmine wnal Tignt 2 directly contriduted
from tre 1anhafil’ ‘zsel’, and what comas from some ather sourdge
neardy, Tne griutl wWatsre at that sartiziiar site moves in a
direction tcwar<: =he ~unway, in the $0u%n 6 southeasteriy
directisn. Tne »rocass will De now 0 1s¢k at the issues of
what 1§ tnerg ir 1me ground water, and fc evaiuate what perhaps

‘nv an action, whether 1t will De some state
or EPA r semathing *hat driven by risk, and then
deve}oparg the sa™e process, this s=1ecz1on of remedies. and
evaluating them :~2 cstermining wtat would be an appropriate
acticn at thas stz that wiil be follewing 1n the very
near future,

may be dr;viﬁﬁ..;g
:’Jia .;l)

E

iy

I'¢ 1ike %2 thans you all for czming. And agaih,'if you haven't
signed in, by di %y s¢, you'll be acdced to the mailing list. *1
appre¢iate you 350 ¢aming cut. Thank ycu very ftuch. )

(The meeting was terminatad.)
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RESPONS(VENESS SUMMARY

e arpose of this Responsivenest & mmavy is to address comments received during
b2 August 92 through 3 Seprember %2 public comment pericd for Landfill LF-022.
o sver, n0 comments from the putile were received.
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