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51'1"; .\iMlE AND MC-ITION 

'Ptii li.eco::ti of Decision (ROD) prc:i~-s a sciec.~ t d remedial action that will provide 
ea::.:,,~.imett of lacdm wastes st I.7.322 1;n Platts'mrgh AFB in Plattsburgh, New 
k : : .  T i s  document was dev.l.;;;:d in accsrdance with the Comprehensive 
131:~;roruncutal Response, Compexxion, ind Llatrility Act of 1980 as amended by 
k c  :Lper.?und Arnendmects and l?.?m,+orization Act of 1986, and to the extent 
pm :ic:sbie, the Natiocal Oil and Hj,mduus Substances Pollution Contingency Plan 
(XC: ?:. Tilrough this doauntn:, P!msbu:gh AFE plans to remedy the threat to 
111~:::ai health, welfare, or !he er;.?;r?ment posed by surface soil at LF-022. This 
dwickn is based on the Admin.is::aiivt Record for the site, a copy of which is 
!c~ca:ed at Plattsburgh AFB. 

'I'ik.': !%w York State Deparmenr r..f Enrirormental Conservation (NYSDEC) on 
ixI:.i.lf of be  State of New York zz.2 the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ..,.'"",4) 
4,l.i : l ~ .  (concur with the seiecrs2 rcmedy. The State's concuirence with this 
:&::~:ttti nzaedy is presented in Apxndiu B. 

i j  c?. i~ or tireatened releases of h-dous substances from LF-022, it not addressed 
k:,: ~ir:ple~r.enting the response actior: :elected b ths ROD, may present an imminent 
a !I l substiu~tial endangerment to hman  health, welfare, or the environment. - 

\ 

Thi! action addresses the pr1ncir;aI threat posed by LF-022 by preventing 
e.u~fnr.germent to human health, uelfsre, or the envirorment through containment 
of the landfill to minimize e.qosurr io pesticides present in the surface soils. 

7 3 : .  selected source control remeill includes establishing institutional controls, 
cl.n~i:~uaiag a soil and vegetative CoCO:cr system over the landfill to minimize exposure 
to ptt,ticitizs in the sudace soils. 3 c  renedy also includes development of a post- 



"I'...IL :st:lected remedy is protective : I '  ':*man health and the eavironment, complies 
r+:.il k:cler:L and state Apphahie dr  .~.zltvmt and Appropriare Requirements to the 
W:I. :$r comol remedial action, irl is ciist-effective. The selected remedy uses 
pcr!:;Ianent solutions and a!ternaii~: :reaiael?t technoiogies 6r resource recovery 
,y,, ......... ,. .., mlogies to the mauim.m ex:cr.: practicable. for this site. However, because 
I:r!:,:ii-c~e.nt of the principal tkreats 7.: :he site was not 5und  to be practicable, this 
~:t:n~.i:dy does not satisfy the r;atutor: ;rehence for treatment as a principal clement 
oil :ibc remedy. Treatment tech~oic$?s were considered duriq the identification of 
:.!i:r! t!lii:xl technologies and the dtvclopxnt  and initiai screening of alternatives, but 
w::.!! 11ut considered fesible for ths LF-023 site. Tne size of the IandfiU and the fact 
-.1?,,3: ~Z.erts are no on-site "hot j?ots" that represent the major sources of 
~:::wuninztion preclude a remedy i;i which contaminants could be excavated and 
:!:t :I[,:: j eFectively. 

Ekm: :.UX *US remedy could result h ;I L~ardrls subst~ices remaining on site, a review 
.11;:11. :)t: conducted by Plattsburgh AFd: USEPA, and h'YSDEC within five years aFter 
clo:i~~.re to ensure that the source i ~ ~ t r 0 1  remedy continues to provide adequate 
~:rci,x:tion of human health aad t?: cnvirmment. n i s  review will be conducted at .. 
11: :~  w e r -  five years thereafter as 1czg as hazardous s~bstances remain on site at 
1:t.v': 3 t h a ~  could pose a risk i . ~  humw. health and the environment. 
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i?i:i:.i':~@ Air Force Base (XFB) :- ',?cartd in CLimon Colii?ty in northeastern New 
I rj~ate:, bordered on Pe con!! i t ;  <be Civ of PlattjbE& on the south and west 
I)!; ::;c T o m  of Plarsburgh, a d  t;; Ar c a t  j:i M e  Champlain (Figure 1). The 
!~i~.h: ,I; apj):roAmarely 26 miles sou<; .>E ;he rCuadian b ~ r d e r  and i67 miles no& of 
t 1 .  Lsndfill LF-022 3 located . x s t  of the runway approximately 500 feet from 
f.111: ,;wsterrL Platuburgh .W Sour.2iry (Figure 2). 

A:::::s:i to !he landfill from the c c i  north is rzitrictrd because the sire is 
borc!~:.-ed on w o  sides by cot!rcUc~: x c e s s  areas, the active rmway to the east and 
1:lo i rriall arms range to ths'norrb<;.i:: (Figwe 3). .4ccess frorn the south and west 
i!, ~~~~~~~ewhat less restricted, bct is !;--red by an hitact 4-foot-high, three-wire fence 
p:u 1 :d with "No Trespassing" s igz 'i3.i~ area is patrolled regularly by Plattsburgh 
.!&!i! !e.cu:riry personnel. Vehicles :a access the landfill using a road leading from 
ti:!? tvestern Perimeter Road, .&hi& is within the controIled access flightline area. 

F'lar:rlwgh AFB controls access :s :.he Pzrimerer Road because it is next to the 
r.m1,:3y. Chly military persoanel ~ 3 . 2  need to work within the area are allowed 
3cc;i:is 1.0 l?l:rirneter Road. Oc~it>~:?i ,  cidiilian !aw enforcement agencies (e.g., state 

, . 
p>.~?:e) are permitted to use the nwirjy small arms range on the northwestern edge 
c . ,  e I .  Other rniiirary and &:dim personnel are not likely to come in contact 
viit.l:~ the 1;mdfU. . . 

1.F-iE2 is approximately i,350 fee:. north of a s m l l  mobile home development on 
P J '  :Route 22, near the interchange xi01 Interstate 87. 'Ile nearest on-base housing 
i.: ::::Ire than 6,000 feet east of rhe site. A light industrial area is located 
~.p~:cximately 700 feet west of :ke site along Route 22. Interstate 87 is 
s.ppxima!;'ery 200 feet further west of NY Route 22. 

I ropo,g~aphy slopes gradually toward the east and southeast with a surface 
gciu3cnt 'between 0 and 3 percex. The site's northern bounday has a steep 
tle;l:r:adiqg slope into a natural de2::ssion area There are no surface water features 
u?.i:in the LF-022 site. However, groundwater may collect in a natural depression 
i~p;:.::~:xim:ately 600 feet north of the site during high water conditions (i.e., spring 
rj:~o£f). 
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.-.-,..- SECTION 1 

' 1  . $ant commurity at LF.022 ::mix ~f staghorn smac ,  mul!ein, grasses, 
~:: : t r  o~~u ;oo t ,  and pbes. The $am .r:r;r.u?ity of :he depression n o d  of LF-0?2 is 
~!r:w:..;::ated by cattail, red-&r d o p o d ,  pussy willow, black willow, and sensitive 
, . , - .  I I . .  S;lrnuc aod trembling aspm ,-.car i:: upland areas surrolinding this area. No 
w '  imis regulated by the Se . s  ':'or2 State Deprtrnent of Environmental 
(::I:) i,;wqation (WSDEC) are presr-.: on cr adjscent to LF-023. Several species of 
I ,YIP . :  . :IS , a~anmals ,  reptiles, and a.st;L?.ia~ could inhabit the site; however, no state 
ds .'~id.reLy listed or propa& e o d s ~ e r e 2  .2r threatened species are known to exist 
witl:;..a 2 miles of Plattsburgh X3. 

Sib: gt:l:ulogy consists of appro:&.s:+ 80 feet of sulJ, 10 feet of clay, mf ?O feet of 
tL.1 i::vczlyi~g carbonate bedrock ScS d h i a  the !andfill is poorly graded, medium-to- 
6 : ~ :  saud with trace to some sat, zppeus to be native soil. Two aquifers at the 
:Ae .uc!ude an unconfined aquifer L-. Lqc sand unit on wMch LF-022 was f o n ~ t ~ c t e d  
am; a &ed aquifer in the bedrd:. n . e  water table in the unconfined aquifer is 
app:ccdmatcly 30 feet below grourd j h c e  (bgs) (below the depth of waste) and the 
u.:;:p:r surkce of the conficed acidifer in ihe bedrock is approximately 125 feet bgs. 
(i'r::.~nndwitter in the imcoafined q- i ie r  flows east toward Lake Champlain and 
i.::l::!.ir!ates local flow patterns at th: $12. LF-022 is locared on a topographic high 
C,I: :be western side of the b u r ,  :&hi& also affects local groundwater flow. 
Cir::: .n~dwrirer in the c o a e d  aqdife: aim flows east 'toward Lake Champlain. 

l!,. :!:.zc,re complete description of LF-022 can be found in the LF-022jL.F-023 
Il.c!:i~!:dialTnvtstiga:ion (RI) Repor! cn  pages 1-5 through 1-8, and 3.1 through 3-15 .. 

(.4iil W-ES, 1992a). 



.-....* SECTION 2 

2.0 SITE HISTORY 

Ij.. ~.i:cxduice with Section 1?7(a: i;f rhe Camprehendve Environmental Response, 
I:!;:r::i:~:uation and LiaMliv Act (::ERCiA), Plattsbugh .GB is publishing this 
:WC.:I.I.:~ of :Deckinn (ROC) to addrtrs public review and comment on the seiected 
;iI:<::c~ittive. Plattshurgh M B ,  in ccr:,dtathn with the US. Enbuonmental Prorection 
3 ') ', ' . ,,5.:.~..cy (WEPA) and NYSDEC, c,rsldcred public commznts as pan of the final 
I&::( iiic~n-making process for selr~ri?g 'I':c remedy for LF-I)Z. 'Ihis ROD summarizes 
::]:,I: tr:sidt~ and conclusions of the "n:? Fe~ibili ty Study (FS), and Proposed Plan. 

:L.F,.X!2, approximately 500 feet wid? and 1,200 feet !ong, is on the western side of 
E'tznburgh AFB, approximaxlj CGO feet from the base boundary (see Figure 3). 
]::hi:; lmdfill received domestic wasrrs from P!attsburgh AFB for disposal from 1959 
t :  ! 6  Daily operations comistrd ,d digging 2S-foot-deep trenches, spreading and 
b.:~.:i:ic~g the trash il the trenches, LI~ covering it 4 t h  sane soil. While the landfill 
via:; axive, several different disposai methods were available for hazardous waste. 
l i~;:!~:~ii~ ordnance was deactivatd > i  deiunared by the explosive ordnance disposd 
p::~'!;:::mel ton bae ;  residue was :heE disposed of in the landfill as nonhazardous 
v Other hazardous wastes we:: hmdled by civil engineering service contractors, 
or I k en  to the Defense Reutilizzlon a d  Marketing Office and disposed of or 
rrx:, Aed a£! site by hazardous wast:: comactors. Liquids such as out-of-specification 
foe,:!. waste solvents, and waste oil, were also taken to fire-training area FT-002 and 
bu.-:led during fire-training activitics. Because appropriate methods of hazardous 
n:we disposal were available d w i g  operation of the landfill, it i s  unlikely that 
h;s:rilrlmsus wastes were disposed of in LF-022. The maximum volume of fill is 
cstirnated ,at-524,MlO cubic yards. Shce landfilling operations ceased, vegetative 
growh (ie., trees and b w h )  covers the site, a small arms rahge has been constructed 
c n  :he northwestern side of the sire, md an access road to the small arms range has 
h e u l  built across the landfill. 

!ic w a l  site investigations have been conducted at LF-022 as part of the Installation 
l k  tcration Program (IRP) at Piattsburgh AFB. A Preliminary Assessment 
e v ~ l u z e d  whether the site was pctentially contaminated and requirtd funher 
i~wtstigation. The' Preliminary AEsrssmenc prompted a Site Inspection (SI) to 
co~tjrm the presence of contaminaton. SI activities included a magnetometer suntey, 



E C S 3  :)its, axd groundwater smpUq Because Sf results indicated the presence of 
c::;rsrninmts, an RI was coadw:d to characterize the nature and extent of 
I:::.[ r imination at LF-022.. XI a::!$,tties - ..' ' included groundwater and soil/waste 
<. .,81.r.~j~:..rg. . . A more detailed descl.-i;';;,n of the sits history can be found in the R1 
:%..i! :,rt on pages 1-8 through :-:O, i:ld 5-19 through 5-32 (ABB-ES, 1992a). 

.P,;.::,:i:ies at LF-022 hme been cs.::!l~ctzd as part of the Defense Environmental 
:F:c;iirs.ratiori Program (DEW), wki;?. was tstablished to clean up hazardous waste 
,j; (.. .. . l.s..!t.~!al and spill sites at De~artmrn: of Defense facilities nationwide. The IRP is - ~ 

tl:.i L'S.  Air Force subcon:poknt c;f tke CERP that specifically handles investigating 
u : ~ d  rlmediating sites associated icth sdspected re!cases of toxic and hazardous 
n:.ar:..~?als, s~ch & Plattsburgh -4FB. The Ill? opera'tes undu the scope of CERCLA, 
3:; ;emandd by the 1986 Saperfund &.nendmem and Reauthorization Act. 

'I'h: '[J.S. ~r Force Strategic &r Co.amand (SAC) entered into an Interagency 
Ayprnlent (IAG No. 1758-1758-A11 with !he Department of Energy (DOE), under 
.wbi,:3 DOE provides technical assi.irancr for implementation of SAC IRPs and 
r t : l ; e i  activities. SAC requested DOE support in assessing the extent of 
ccxlmination at sites on Plattsburgh AFB. Martin Marietta Energy Systems, Inc. 
(b.li.l'r:.$) 3unc a.cdpned the respondhilily for managjng the contamination assessment 
c%rt cnder the MG through the h'zardcus Waste Remedial Actions Program. In '. 

l'lll3i?, the :IRP technical perfomaxe at Plattsburgh AFB was assigned to ABB 
lirr~~t:rmmcntal Services, Inc. (ABBsES) (formerly E.C. Jordan Co.), an MMES 
s~:~tb:.antrac?or. The IRP at P1a;tsburgh AFB has included (1) a Preliminary 
h!.si;cs;me3t ro evaluate which sites are potentially contaminated, (2) SIs to confirm 
tht: 2resence or absence of contamhation at identified sites, and (3) an ongoing RI 
p n ~ i m  at -sites confirmed to hme contamination. On November 21, 1989, 
111;t31,urgh AFB was included or, the N a t i d  Priorities List (NPL) of sites and will 
be rcmediated according to the f e d d  facilities agreement entered into among the 
I.,.';. Air Force, USEPA, and NYSDEC. 



C h  Augu:;t 4, 1992, P!attsbu:gh +Fa made the LF-022 Administrative ~ e c o r d  
a w  iable ifor public review at T:zitsDurgb XFB in Plattsburgh, New York. 
F ' k i h r g h  AFBpublished a naticr snd brief analysis of the Proposed Plan in the 
E'rt.4 1,.'2epvblican m.d made tk Pr l :~scd  Plan available to the public at Plamburgb 
F'I.I :~l . ic:  Library. 

O::: : \ . ~ p t  4, 1992, Plattsbur@ ?&I a pub!ic infom~tional meeting to discuss 
t .  m J &  of the RI and the clear-i? alcenarives in ihe FS, present the Proposed 
I'k:::, and a m e r  questions from rht pbli;. Immediate!y following the information 
cr!.:r:t.Q, I1lattsburgh M E  held a ;xYk h;;iing ro d h s  tke Proposed Plan and to *. 

sol.i. it imrl accept any oral commemr. Froa  Aqust  J, 1992 to September 3, 1992, 
I':iv.iburgh AFB held a 3ddq pub52 cmment period to accept public comment on 
tht: ii.ternntives presented in the FS and the Proposed Plan and on any other 
tlo.:l~:exnts previously released to t2r pubiic. .A rranwipt of the public hearing, the 
w:;. c~ conments received during ::,; p k k  comment period, and Plattsbugh AFB's 
rs:;:o%je .to eommcnts are included h Appendices C and D. 



SECTION 4 

, . 
:Tit::: :3 the gatlire of its prima? -1-_<;:or, PldtUb~r;t .ZFE ir ecgaged in a wide 
, , : ,  , .,.. - ' :) of operations. A n1w+-.r ;.f :;-,rd:i:jr~ :$quire ihe u e ,  harrdling, storage, or 

+ ,di!i::l:sal c.f hazardous maierds. .:.e i?P addresses p a t  iastanses when these 
,:i:ii!:!~~:..z.ls ,:;me i m  contacr ..:.lth t -  - w i r c m e n  :Oroq$~ accidental spills, leaks in 
!; :,,.. , , . . : . j  ,, , . piping, landfill apersdoix, : - i r~ i ; z  of waste liquids during tire training .. " . 
*::::: ::i;es, and the ~xmulaCve cffe,:: .:i operations condgered zt the base's nightline 
;~!iti. i~idustrial area. n e z e  are :1? act&itics arLd &cumstances through which 
I i~rninants of concern came intc ;.i.2:,tm with si!c-related soil, sediment, surface 
.rr;s::.t and/or groundwater. The ir:;,ecteri sources of contanination at Plattsburgh 
AFli site:, are solvents, fiei:, pr;..:ides, and polychl3rilnated bip'henyls (PCBs). 
- 9  

'.:.I:! i:x!y, .!:here are thirty-nine IRP iim a: Plattsburgh AFB. 

'I".:: :selected remedy for the LF-Kl soLrce control operable unit will meet the 
.ri:.r:i!i.ill response objective i d e n t i 5 i  for this sire: Minimize potential current and 
I . .  eco!ogical risks associated \,.irh exposure to pesticides in surface soil. The 
r!: r ~ ::c!y will achieve rhe response :ibjective by: ( l j  clearing and grubbing the site; 
(:i) i~:maEjng surface wxer mnof :o rinimize erosion of the find cover and 
ni:: irlizr maiztcnance reqcir,-.-2nrj; (5)  establishing a cover thickness; 
(4) i.::iiitbL.~h& vegetatim ro mk.::ize srosion of the End  cover and enhance 
e x . : ;  otranspiration; (5) developing a post-closure plan to monitor, maintain, and 
~ 1 . s : :  ixt the sire; (6) monitoring ,-cm&ater; and (7) conducting five-year site . . 
r~~~~ll~:v/s, 

Cim::~:mdwarer contaminants were zo; found in levels that wariant remedial action. 
k!:r ::l:ver, rhe groundwater will be mnitcred as pan of the landfill closure plan. 
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!S:..t :::a:tiori 1.4 of the Land= LF-i-22 FS r q o n  contains an gveniew of the RI. 
C:, :::~:ctrat:onr, and frequenckr G C  ::iec[i~)n cf site contarinanrs in rhe various 
ITI:::. ;I ilt tF.022 are presen~cd ic T.:jle I. Figure 4 diagrms potential migration 
1~;i.t::' . ' : i j j  and receptors. RI actk;rl?s inc!cded a topographic. survey, geophysical 
!;i..:r.(:ys, i l ~ i  groundwater sod soil :.c.?plir,g. The s i m c a n t  findings of the RI are 
!;~;.c:.!incized in ;he followiq subw:::ons. Subsection 5.1 describes soil and waste 
~::r..ai.~r:t&ca; Subsection 5.2 &~rcs;.:i rzsiiiu of groundwater sampling. A complete 
~di.i~:!..s!;i,m caf site chatacterisriss c u  3.5 found in the RI repon on pages 3-15 zhrough 
3 . 9  I:.~BB-ES, 1992a). 

~:ic.::,;:l~;sics;~ survey techniques we?: ~ s e d  to investigate the depth and area1,extent 
. d l .  Seismic refraitior? .& terrain conductivity surveys did not provide 

'2:i~:jl;il information; a magnrtorr.etc: jgrve:: cortducted during the SI, site walkovers, 
a!x! ii. review of aerid photographs y b i d r d  the Sonnation necessary to delineate 
t::~: x e d  8::rtent sf the landfill. Tzz iandfi!l area is estimated to be 566,000 square 
h::. Momation born the Prtlid-i:ay Aiessment indicated that wastes could have 
t i : i : . i  buried as deep as 25 feet bgj 21 some areas. A profile of the depth of the 
lzdliid, however, could not be discerrred by the seismic refraction survey; The -. 

vcl::~:~e of material at the !arrdiil! is also difficult to estimate because of  the^ 
r.::~xr.:ilbnr manner in which w a t e s  . w e  disposed. Therefore, based on a maximum 
iiq:.~:!~ of :25 feet and the areal ext:;lt of !he landfili, the maKimurn volume of fill 
r:!~. ,  ::riid in . LF-022 - is estimated to be 524,000 cubic yards. 

. - 
F usive soil gas survey was conducted for LF-022 to identify areas of potential 

, cisntdnation and help identify the locatiAns of future explorations. Areas of high 
fl.u:r values for some compounds w r e  detected primarily along the access road. 
I.Iti':;cver, :results ftom subsequent sirface soil and groundwater sampling do not 
sq:;;r:st .. . the presence of contaminant "hot spots." 

' [ 'he. site wus divided into quacirms for surface soil sampling. Composite surface soil 
, wnpies ware collected from each quadrant and andyed  for semivolatile organic 

co::rp~~mtls (SVOCs), pesacides, polychlori~ated biphenyls, and inorganis. Discrete 
r;i,::-:i:ice soil samples were coliectcd from four locations and analyzed for volatile 







- org;::.i: co.n!poiu:ds (VGCs), in? '. !':: s z p k  :@c.atiox sw:2 iclectid based or, soil 
;;;!.I ,l.:T:ey  result^. YO VOCj or SI~L:ls k s r e  de:cited &boi.c background detection 
l i ~ n :  i; io I''F.G22 surface soti sx~.,:'::. The mar.-made aigaacichlorhe pesticide 
di;:"~:)rodiphen).lt~c%oroeti~.a?.e ;rL.''T) =?.d asociaxd ana!ogs dichlorodiphcnyl- . . 
idic ~ ' x o e t h a n e  (IDDD) =I: di::?~;: - i pher.yldichiornrth2ze (SEE) were identified 

.:#: j ~ f i c c  soil c o n t a r A a x .  1 . ~ 1  i;l.::~a~ii ar.a:,vies ?*err detected in surface 
! ;~ : i i  a! concenaarions s h e  j z c : i  -2nd .  

I '  pits s e r e  dug daring :ke 5 i  ::: e:.duatc [he I:aturz of contamination in 
!;:.:k nfxe soi! and buried i v ~ t e .  -.';!eriL uncovered dun3g :est pitring indicates 
&a!: ricst 3f the wastes d%sosed c:' 1: L% i;ik w r c  houchdd :-rjsh that was burned 
pri..::;. :a burial under at ieast 1 f s r  .jf sandy fili. ?k o r g a ~ c  contaminants were 
!.(!::I: .ificd in subsurface soii. I.& .-ii de:tcted at coxesra;ions above background 
-1: :~(:.il coLiccted from just :helotx :hi :-is::- , leed is coriidered a site contaminant. 

CI-:-.::irdw:iter rno~itorini we% :.:ti: ixtkller! at LF-C?? to collec: groundwater 
.jii.t.::;:'l:.j and to meuure grour.d:v;::r .::ev~ricr;s. Two irmganic analytes, iron and 
c::;?ripnese, were dttecied in groct-=i::r at concen:-ations exceeding New York 
5 : z  i:,: g:oundwater qua!irj stzdard:.. Yo c-gmic campounds were identified as site 
C~JI,, :runinants. . 
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. . I.!:,:: ::kk isscssment w u  co~.du;:~..-' in cs2ordmce u.lth C'SEPA and YYSDEC 
1 1  L C  T h e  humm. hrs!th rijk --sesjmcnt was conducted in accordance with 
Ll!j.III:~'A's Risk Assessmrnr G v i d ~ ~ t  for .%petfund, Voiunze I :  Human Health 
,5:.,c!.;,crhn .Umucal (Part '41 (L'SEP.\ 19896). Guidance followed in conducting the . 
~:c.:'iq;i~:al risk assessment incluts? the X.sk ASsessment Guidance for Supefmf:  
Eh:i: -ortmental E~dudon Munuai (U55?4 1989a) and ihe Habirar-Based Asrernnent 
Cirr;ii:'!znce Document for Catduclitt~ Emiwnmenraf Rkk Asstisments at Hnrordour 
F;.h::i,:. W s  (NYSDEC, 1989). 

. . 
11: haselule risk assessment for LE-322 consisred of three components: (1) data 
m.:  itt ti on, (1) human health :isk sjzssnxnt, a d  (3) habitat-based environmen:al 
ri.il;. ;lrses!irnent (ERA). The pupose of :he 'Data Evaluarionwas to identify the 
e:::~.::~:nmental data suitable for use L= the risk assesmefit based on results of the RI. 
Thi: purpose- of the baseline hurriaz . h l : ; t  risk assessment wzs to evaluate whether 
c~.~nwnination at the landfill poscs risks l o  h a a n  health in the absence of any 
rarr.::tlial action. The baseline h-ux?n health 8 risk assessment was composed of the 
hiIl:\sing components: 

exposure assessment 
0 toxicityassessment 

risk characterization 

C.,::t::tively, these components deszrtbe (1) human populations that might come in 
cl3 irs:t uith contaminants at the six and the pathways by which they could be 
t!s;)r;sed; (2) site contaminants that pose a potential risk to public health and the 



I ;;wposc of :he habitt:!oajed E?\ for LFm was to d e k s  potential ecological 
:&::a resulting from exposue to F~.;..:kals in emirormental media at the site. The -.,. I: I:!.:.$. contained the foilowing ?!eocs:s: 

ecological e.upasure aiessriisnt 
4~ hazard identificarion 
I* ecological risk chars;:rritation 

'Ih: licdlovijog subsections YJTTXWZ;: :h* kpproach used and pixxipal assumptions 
a x  ::.r.clwions of the LF-022 base-? risk assessmmf. The data evaluation, human 
h1:i.l .I], and ecological compcnenrs ?;f tht  baseline risk assessment are discussed 
s~:pi.ra.t,ely. 

~C:o:~;;ininiuits assodated with LF-CZ were detected in groundwater, surface soil, and 
s..~':; nface: soil/waste ~ a i z r i d  du%j the RI. No surface water is associated with 
.I .  . i ,. : Site contamioants were irXaliy identified in thz RI based on comparisons 
.n.t:~ Plcw York Stare or federal s+m~&.~Is or baclgroucd levels. These contaminants 
,we:.: fmher  evaluated for their 2otent:al effects on human health and the . 
.:I.n:i:onrnent. Based on this mdysL;: .:onniiants of potential concern were chosen 
R:rr 1h1: baseline risk assessment. 

1:I:t:: only orgacic con tam in an:^ detected in  groundwater were bis(2-.  
e.::"f:'ike.uyl):phthaiate (BEHP) and 2-butanone, both of which were attributed to 
1,: ..,i.~.~ratory '- centamination. The o;ly eltments considered to be site-related in 
g::cmdwater were iron and mangailese. heirher of these inorganic compounds are 
t.i,g;i~ly toxic to humans. H o w e r ,  these &o elements were detected above New 
?ic!'c State groundwater quality stacdards $e., 300 micrograms per liter bg/L] for 
e.~:::, element or 500 pg/L for bcth elements). Therefore, iron and manganese. 
reyaient contaminants of potential concern. 

?ii:-ic! iilorganic contaminants were detected in subsurface soil/waste material at 
c:~:u:cntrations above the expected range for soils in the Plattsburgh AFB area: 
r~i~~::linum, cadmium, copper, iron, lead, manganese, silver, sodium, and zinc. Of 
tht::!,-:, only cadmium, copper, !cad, rcangar..ese and silver are of todcological concern 
.a"----- 

I ! l f t t  6091-71 
6-2 



.- ...- . ...-- SECTION 6 

:cb : L ! n a ~ .  or ecoicgical xccprors .iluninum, iron, sodium, and zinc %&*.:re not 
:lv:.:.:t.:ld at concentrations that are :,:' ioxizalogica: coixern; therefore, they do not 
w l r  i.r.: f ixher conside:atioc. Tifie 23!y c:ganic compound detected in subsurface 
io.1 i waste w a s  BEHP, a p:ob.i!k i- ,.~.mn mchogen. This compound was detzaed 
:):!.:;: L1 awxiation with a s a ~ p l e  :.C xhite ash be!ieveil ro be incioerator ash. Its 
;):i:iime i:; liirely :he result of icial;'ri-~ f ro3  waste materials and it is considered to 
:)t i! !; t+nilated cuntamiiu.:. l"ht:?:':j:e, cadmium, COFper, led ,  manganese, silver! 
:!:,!I,: and BEHP represent .;or.tam.i:wts of potential coccern in LF-022 subsurface 
x iIi,%stc. 

'1::11:: ~:::l;y organic cortaminms d c : d e d  i:i surface soils at LF-022 above analytical 
q;!.::i: [ita:ion linits were GDD, CC5, acd DDT. VOCs and SVOCs were not 
:Ir:tc::ttd. The concemations c: inorganic compounds were within typical 
i ) ; r~. l~ound rages, and therefare x r c  nor considered site-refared. Because DDD, 
13l:l:ii. wd DDT were the only coz;aminaxs detected insurface soils, these three 
r:~:~.:~q?cmds represent the ody cor,:?.r..jnantj of potential concern for surface soils at 
the W022 site. 

'I'i:~i: '[.F-0̂ 2 site was evaluated !o ;dht::xify :he populations that could come in contact 
, A .'? I .  1 %:to:-related contikainants and :k pathways tkuoug!~ which exposure could occur. . 
'Sln,:~.e are three potential source; of eqosure associated with the LF-022 site: 
~lrrr~:ri'xa..er, subsurface soil/waste ~iaterials, and surface soil. However, based on 
,:u.rc::nt sit; uses, surface soil is the ~ 7 > i  .:i=dia to which individuals could be exposed. 
:i.r:lvac!~ater is not used as a &'&king water source downgradient of the site; 
'Wt, xer, 'USEPA guidance suggest; ;hat reasonable future-use exposure scenarios 
iim:,.ld be incorporated into the human health risk assessment. Therefore, future 
~xp::r,ure to groundwater contamimnts 'was evaluated in the risk assessment. 
EIq:lsure to subsurface soil/wasre r n h r i a l s  was not evaluated because 
co~:i:;ruetion/excavation at this site is not currently planned or proposed. 

A.!i ; result of the exposure assessna~t, the following four exposure scenarios were 
ick i~iified as being possible at LF-C2? under current nnd future site conditions: 



'I. Ingestion gi a d  C.r::r Cf.ntact uith Groudwater by a Future 
Resident. 

7 ... Incidental Isges~ior; :! 2nd Direct Contact .vi!h Surface Soii by a 
Future Resident. 

3 .  Inhalation of Vapors -:d Fqitive h s u  by a Future Resident. 

:F'k.:i:r:ial intake of contamcam i; a result of these exposure pathways was 
,:e.l:~,r.ix:ed using a series of s t ~ d a ~ 2  spations identified in LSEPA risk assessment 
, I :  r e  Estimates of the intake 6:' w f a x  soil contazhulu were calculated using 
r;$lc! :r~uface soil data sets: (:) 15: .ir2wi.ic averzge soil concentrations from four 
c v r  ?<,site cnmplec collected from Gie fcur quadrants nf the  cite: and (2) the 
ctw.:..-maciom from the most coi;_:i.zinared qcadrant of the landfill. The former 
~:;.cwi;c!es rul estimate of intaka if i.?,-;mirz were to occx across the entire landfill, 
v i l l i  ..i: the laxer provides an e s t i n x ; ~  of intake if exposure were to occur in one .. 
c;i.alrant. 

. :.:):ticity assessment was C O I I ~ U C ~ Z ~  to identify the relevant oral and inhalation 
t::l,:i.:.i:y values for carcinogenic 2nd noncarcinogenic effects of the LF-022 
cci:~!~niuatna of potential concerc. These va!ues were identified from either the 
I.! KPA's Integrated Risk Lrforrnaii~t Syym database or USEPA'S Health Effects 
t!,siii:ssment Summary Tables. W1-n values could not be identified from either of 
thrsr rive sources, surrogate values :vere ibentified based on similarities in toxicity 
m I i f c r  chemical stmnure of the ccmpofinds. 

li:.iir: c!hatacterization involves rhe qdditarive or quantitative evaluation of potential 
hi(k:h ris!cj associated with exposure to chemicals in the environment. For LF-022, 
tp:l"iritative estimates of both carcizrgenic and noncarcinogenic'risks were calculated 
f i l l .  :r.ch contaminant of potential crncem identified in the toxicity assessment and 
r:.z:::ti :omplets exposure scenario idzntified in the exposure assessment. 



. . I':I ::1'2iua!:e the j&Il!hcZlce c: -: e>:irnaxr, 3 * : q x r ; j o n  was ma& with 
t:!;': ii!ished txzet risk ievels. YSL:.? 4 h s  crtablishd target risk levels for the 
',)* . . + ?  . . '  ..c..ioc. of both cardnogeric i::.: ,:~s:::chcgenic risks a: hazardous waste sites. 
...( .,,. 3 8 

i , . : i .  P:;i ;p.idzhes stan: rhst : :L  +st:! i imemcnrd  cercirrogeoic dsk for an 
I .  i t  xsulticg froin cx;.:j.;L:; .: a 5lza:dms wajtc site should be below or 
.A,:::. n a rmge of lo4 to 10" i;.-iZFP, 1984b). Caxcr  risks below lo4 are . . 
':::x .i dered accept2Xe; risks i?ove : are ansidered i;naccep:able. The target risk 
r !br noncarcinogenic eff-crs ;: : %card hdex (HI? of below or equal to 1.0 
(1.J; ~2:?A, 1989b). 

7"r:i: total s.ite risk estimates ca!c.;!;'- : for :he one exposure scenario under current 
ii?c: i:onditions are below tbt L'f ?.:A, t2r32t Ssk levz!s (Table 2). The estimated 
to: i l  t4ne.nt ske cancer ria 5 r  t?;  : M d  irespassing on the site, usiq the two sets 
c:!' i ; . uke  soil d a * ~  are beiow i k  ? '1:S?A:arge! cancer rjsk range m d  therefore are 
e.::~,: ::cmsidered sipificant. Totd 51: i  cancer risks range between 2x10'' and 7x10'. 
1:'tl.: rvo sets of total site HIS n i  G5:'i ar.6 0.094 are also below the USEPA target 
Iil:I :,E 1.0. 

Lrc!:c:  f u n m  sire conditions, a -.*>.:by raident was selected as the receptor at 
grt ;i.:c:st pctential risk. Tnis indi:i::il w u  sssumed to be exposed to surface soil, 
g;!.c!s.ndwatar, and fugitive emissic.; .~ihile reiidhg near the landfill, both as a child 
mi. .ici an adult. The estimated :sL ii:c -cer risks for this receptor, calculated by 
iarf!:.ining all pathway-spedc risk, -;ere berween 6x106 and L&. Both estimates ' . 
2 . n  il~:low oi within the USEPA tarj.:: risk r a g e  (Table 3). 

:!I: I:. -:.rd site HIS for this hypoth&sl receptor were 1.0 and 2.0 for the child using 
hi: si;cwide average soil concenrr~ti:xs ard the soil concentrations from the more 
c:~:!.~;x&ted n'orthwest quadrant, rspeaively, md 0.3 far the adult using either data 
i . : ~ .  13nly t h  latter HI for the c L i ,  ivk421 incorporates the surface soil 'pathway 
uj:r!1$ mzdmum concentrari~ns, ir ;bow the USEPA target of 1.0. Most of the 
c:!.c?.;r.:ed index for a child receptljr is ~Ebciated with ingestion of manganese in 
g r ~ j  .mdwat cr. 





0.m 0.02 0.W 0.W 

Tool: 9urid8 hfq* 1 0.3 

-..a-,,....-- 
Tow: ?csmm Cudnnt 2 0.3 '' 



4.:: ::~:dogical exposue a.sei%~;..e,l- ::u cxducted :o cvahair the potential for 
i::cp::me of ecological r cceprs  :; :he rite-re!atzd chenica;~ at LF-022. ?his 
ir!l;~:~l~i-~:tf identification of acuai : - pte-~riai exposure routes to receptors and 
:::a .:ation of the magnitude c.f eq ; .  i ..re. Exposure corccntraiions were developed 
for t : ; ~ : h  receptor via each path  

 TI:^ ::stlid organisins may be rxp i ;d  :o chemicals in surface soils through several 
:::tpcwe pz~thways. No exposure ?:.>ways exist for groundwater or subsurface soil 
a,: thr site because terrestiial argG~1:m aie not expcaed to come in con:act ~ i t h  
i.ub~~~.rface (i.e., below an approxkme 2-bot depth) media and no prey of these 
qmiur, exist in subsurface areas. A&%oniilly, because there are no aquatic habitats 
ic: ( t ie  site, there are no expowe pxhway for aquatic organisms. 

E:':j::";lre 13 constituents in surfzci soil ntay occur via direct contact with and 
ir~g;!!rim of surface soils, and kgesji;:. of biota that have bioaccumulated chemicals 
I I t u e s  Because of the i x 2  ?,f S p 2 ~ i e ~ - ~ ~ t ~ i f i ~  data concerning uptake of 
c::~rol::aIs via dermal contact and ::lz ir-herent variability in uptake rates among 
!rj::~:~; E j ,  tb,e dermal contact e q w r e  pa:>way was not evaluated. Five indicator . . 
sl:crit::; wer,s selected to reprsenr eqosures to 1erresuial organisms via ingestion of 
fuor imd soil: 

o White-footed mouse CP$~omycus !eucopur), small mammal, omnivore 
*n . - 'Wood thrush (Hylocich'o muieiina), small bird, omnivore 
a . -Garter snake (Tkamx:c$ris s. sirtdis), hcrptile, carnivore 
~n Red fox (Vdpes), predil:oq hammal, omnivore 
@ Red-tailed hawk ( B u m  jmakenris), predatory bird, carnivore 

Th,:;: species were selected b e c a m  they are representative of exposures to the 
r;!npoi miunmals, birds, and herpcvSauna (reptiles and amphibians) that may occur 
;a: .:I:,:: rite. They are relatively cc rxon  species in the vicinity of Plattsburgh AFB 
;mti u : ~  :selected based on the types of habitat at the site and feeding preferences. 
, ,, 111:s~ species are used to represen: small mammals, small. birds, herpetofauna, 
p:e.if~:ory mammals, and predatory birds. 



. . :xi I;..:: Ffusrd Idectificatioa k e  !c. .ty of .each site-re!ated ci~emica! was described. 
P .  

,ri::(:: ir 5ticc. necessary to ~ v L c ~ ! c  - x p::ntial etYes?~ to rrctptors consisted of 
. . 

:l.i: !i.t:d :.aborarory-derit-eG :ox! ;:cgical dara asd threshii!d toxicity va!ues 
:I~ivi: .oped wing e f i r apc la~m rec?.-.,..:cs. Based on rhese dat% Reference Toxicity 
K!l .A (RWs) were drveio?ed , , ;?rrtstilal orgarisms h a t  represent a toxic 
.i:::tii::'i.d concentration in soii or f.1 :A.  

:Ti:)>::,:::? data f3r terrestria! r e c e p x .  ionskt of acute and chrcnic ingestion studies. 
Fral.~~. ihe ioxiiologi~al data set, t 3 t  : z w s t  acute or chionic value for each type of 
, . ~ . . p ' : s r  , ., ,, (i:.g., small aammals ar?d .:i:2!1 birds) w a  selected as the acute or chronic 
lWi~~, n!spectiveIy. However, Secsr r of :heir structural similarity, the same RTVs 
,vc~il: rscd fbr DDD, DDE, DET for 2 given indicator species. 

. . 
lj:~.,: risks to terrestrial receptors ;;.:mia!!y e.uposed to DDD. DDE, and DDT in 
inr::ic~: soil at LF-0'22 were idcntiF;1. R i ih  to terrestrial biota were evaluated by 
i:~:l:.tparing the acute and chronic htential  Dietary Exposures (PDEs) for each 
ir13b:a::or species with the acute U C  ckrodc RTVs, respectively. By dividing the 
PIMi '2.y the appropriate RTV, z ZF1 was calculazd. The HIS for indi'kidual 
c::~cr~llhls were then sum-ed ro ?-.#:id a total HI for the receptor. A technique 
dtw .oped for the ecological eva!u&n of pesticides (USEPA, 1986) was adopted to 
eis.sli1.3te t ! ~  significance of the c a k i h e d  HI risk estimates: 

HI < 0.1 Xo Adverse Effects 
0.1 5 HI < 10 ?ossibk Adverse Effects 
HI 2 10 Probable Adverse Effects 

'I'h :i rankkg scheme reflects effecis an individual orgaihms, and does not provide 
:XI i rrc!icat:ion of potential population-!eve1 effects. Because the number of affected 
kti:i;itiuals presumably increases with imeasing HI values, the likelihood that 
;?all .Litiou-level effects are 'occurkg is ex3eaed to increase as the HI increases. 

\ 

Ap~licationof this ranking scheme icdcates that chronic effects to small mammals, 
sr!:l:ill birds, and herpetofauna are p;isib!e k the northwest and southeast quadrants, 
a:: .wl l  as from sitewide exposure iTable 4). Because the summruy HIS for the 
nt:s:,.m.nv,st and southeast quadrants a-,d the entire site are on the lower end of the 
C.1 to 10 range, effects are expected cs be limited to a few individuals, with effects 
CII 1:upulations unlikely. KO eifecis arc predicted for the southwest and northeast 
c:cdrants, and no effects axe predic:td for p d a t o r y  birds or mammals exposed to 
c!le lnjcals in any quadrant. Acute eifects are possible for all modeled receptors in 
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:h:: xn5west quadrant, and for srr.2: mami~als, small birds, a d  predatorj m . d s  
.r tl.: I: soutl~east quadrant. DDD is rhc greatest contributor to total chronic risks in 
:t i t  ~i.,:rthwest quadrant and from ii::wide exposure, while DDT is the greatest 
:r:n::::i>utor to risks in the souaeu: ;cadrart. Effefects are expected to be limited to 
:i Ile:l:l ndi~A,duals, with no pcpu1at:c:~'~vel effects expected. 

Fur the hrzlnan health baseline rislk ssessnent, all estimated total site risks for the 
3n.e wren!; and three furxe expo5;:re scenarios were at or below USEPA target 
ri!& with ,one exception: the HI for a child receptor assumed to be simultaneously 
:::~:pc'st% to surface soil, groundwater, and Fugitive emissions was above the USEPA 
1arl;:t of 1.0. This elevated HI is mastly ajsociated with ingestion of manganese in 
r:o.~xlwater. This elevated HI does not indicate a sigdcant risk and human health 
2 ~::k;?wteti to be protected uader c-xient and future site conditions at LF-022. 

,b.cki!:r;e ecological effects associa::: :with surface soil exposure are not expected in 
rbe oilthwest and northeast quadrats of h e  site. Acute effects predicted for the 
nr:r::~uwt and southeast quadrants z i . s  expected to be limited to individuals and not 
p~ :~~rh t ions  at the site. Therefore, :here are current and future ecological risks 
i~v:l~:i;ited with exposure to chernicds in LF-022 surface soils. 



~'I:I !I::: its icgal authoribes. T!a;=sbx~? ME'S primary respoasibiliry at this 3TL site 
Ls r c ~  .mdcrrake remediai actions .+.ilt a:= protective of human health and the 
r:.:~ri!wmcnt. Section 121 af ZERCL.4 establishes several other statutory 
rc:qi;..r:lnents and preferences, incl!- 'l'sg: 3 rzquiremcnt that the remedial action, 
,ri:~c:.::. mmp:ete, m u t  compLy v4rh *:.:1 f&rd and more stringent state environmental 
:~t.:u:i:l;uds, requirements, c ~ i & a  ;I limitations, unless a waiver is invoked; a 
reqr.i::nent that the seirc!ed ren.z'.:d action is cost-effective and uses permanent 
i;i:liwi.;:a i ~ l d  alternative treamect whnoiogies or resource recovery technologies 
to : - I !  maxhum extent practicatllt, and a preference for remedies that include 
mwnent that permanently md zigc:.'.~mt& reduces the mobility, toxicity or volume 
I '  ::;uardous substances is a prkipal  e!tmenr over remedies not involving such 
 en. Response dternatives ,:<ere developed to be consistent with these 
o x  ywsional mandates. 

E i ~ m l  on types of contamin~nts, exironmectal media OF concern, and potential 
fa,-- . ..r:!;ure pathways, a remedial d o n  objective was developed to aid in the 
dri:r~:l,:prnent and screening of alterr,rttives: 

- 
$1 Minimize potential cxicnt 3ild future ecological risks associated with 

exposure to pesticidzs k~ surtace soil. . 

ICTIIXLA and the National Oil srC Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency 
'Fiau INCP) set forth the process by which remedial actions are evaluated and 
s~:!;:r~c!d. In accordance with these repirements, a range of alternatives was 
tdw:!ctped for the site. With respect to source control, the .RI/FS developed a 
d x ~ ~ z d  number of remedial alternatives appropriate for large landfill sites, iocusing 



:I::: ii ti~ining response objectivrc f;: : x r c ?  control aid m:i,+rbg ffsks usociated 
. ~ i ! l ,  !wrfaee soils. A no action slit:: :rive il..s also developed. 

i :: mlssetl in Subscfticn 4.1 of :?r 3.012 FS, rke RIjFS identified, assessz4 md 
i ( :~ t : . : l :A technclogies based 'cn ::.: ~ p p ? c h  or;rlincd in the SCP and USEPA's 
!;r:,~~::wlinirtg the RI/FS for < E X :  ~1 .\Imic&nl LmdfiIi Sirs (USEPA, 1990). 
;;,.:b ,,#...tion ., , + 4.2 cf nhc FS presextd 1: i icmdial dumarives developed by combining 
I 11:1:1mologies retained in rhr j.:.:i<d.;;p proctss in the wegoties identified in 

-. SM~. :m 30S..430(e)(3) of the YCP. I xhmiogjes were combined into source control 
d!e::.~;~tives ranging f r o n  an aitc,-:;:;ve :hat eliminates the need for locg-term 
~~ic: ;~gemeut  by removing o: des:-.>:;xg contaminants to the maximum extent 
ir:; i .#: :k, to alteniuives !bat p m i &  t j rrstrnent bur l a  protect human health and 
!hc rxwironment. Scaion 5.0 of '2;: r"S ?resented the initial screening of LF-022 
:L.L~: :wtives. The purpose of 1b.c ';:ti11 screening rvu to narrow the number of 
pt!::tti;J remedial actions for hr:!?er dztziled analysis while preserving a range of 
opti.,:.ns. Each alternative w z  ei3;i.sed 2nd screened based on its effectiveness, 
i r q ~ i  trnenability, and cost. 

lil. !:i:::rwy, of the five rems&al & r s ~ a b : j  screened in Secticn 5.0 of the FS, three 
is.i:I.c! retained for detailed analysi:. Tsbie 5 idzntifier ;he a!ternatives that were 
rc:ti:,.~~.c:d inrough the screenizg p:.,:ess, s well as those elirinated from further 
cl:~:: :: deration. 



T r r u  s 
Sbuur~  i.4 &naumrm Scnrr#;*cr 



'Il..ii .rc:ction prcvidts a narracie YL::.I.~~ sf each d!cmaSve evduatrd. A detailed . . :i.i:.i:::-ij)tion of each dternative 2;;: :.: :w=d in Section 6.0 of the FS report. The 
I(.,., ;4.. 1:t: ~:or:trol aiternativzs analjz:;' I:;t LF-022 inciiide Xo &tion (Alternative 1): 

i h e :  1:;:adhg and Vegttaticd Er:t:jiishent for Chsure (.4lternative 2), and 
I; l i ,~  tl.!xion of a Low-Permcahiliv Zmier  Cover System (Alternative 3). 

Il:i~.: ?lo ha ion  Nternatkz pio\idti :: b ~ r ! i n e  agaim which rhr other alternatives 
;::la 111: oar-  pa red, axd also assesses :k effesU on humaii health and the environment 
if a:.~ !::.medial act ios  are tskzn. 33: So  Action Alternative includes a program to 
mol: tor the status of groundwate; ;;sd siiiface water quality, w'th five-year reviews 
lo warate  how human heaith acd fl;e envimment zre protected. This monitoring 
prrq;r:am would meet the relevant t i ~ d  appropriate requirements of Part 360'of the 
I'Gs'l. 'l'ork State Solid Waste >Iangmcnt  Facility Rdes for closure and postilosure 
ol' !.';:lid wiute landfills (hereicaftcr :::erred to as Part 360) requirements for long- 
I:~:::I::! cwnitoring. Tke KO .+\&on .<: tmaice would n a  meet rhe remedial response 
objeT:tke. 

,5:!;t!i-~ted &&ration and iUaintenmice (OAV) Costs (30 yews, net present worth): 
L5:!li,C100 . 
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.E'sti;xtrted Total Costs (30 yetus, ner present worth): $676,000 

Abrmative 2 consists of a i2-ink soil cover (LC., no low-permeability layer) to 
sl:p/:ort &'ass growth and reduce ;?recipitation idltrating to buried wastes. The 
a: rt:rnativc: includes: 



1.. CIeariix and gr2bb:ri ... I :.4r landfill ji:e 

9 
&.. Surface water PA& -:.icagerr.enr to m i n i ~ i z c  erosion of the cover 

ar,d ~6nimiz.e r n a h t e s x e  requirements 

4 Vegetati~n csrablish-t?t !.j &.rnize erasion c'f the final cover and 
enhance evapotrampi - i ! i ~ n  

5. Post-closure plan deb: qxnr?t to monitx, maintain, and inspect the 
site 

6. Groundwater rnoni txi7~ 

7. Five-year site reviews 

1 E : : d ~ g  vegetation such as uers an;? i ~ ~ h  'would be cut, chipped, and removed from 
,. ..I.L . , i : . k  l 3 e  cleared site wodd bc iitababiy regraded to control rainwater runoff and 
:xi~:.::nii* r,r:osion Because the e & 3 g  o r g d c  soil layer is thin or nonexistent over 
LYI~:.:.. 13;:' tht: landfill, adciitional scil is needed. Six inches of compacted common 

. 3  

'JWI :xv covered by 6 inches of top,.:: wouid be laid dow. m support grass growth, 
I k through evapotranspirarion, :voi;!d reduce the amount of precipitation 
:x31:3ing the buried waste. Conseq~mly,  :he potential for contaminants to migrate 
.E:oi:. l)ur'.t:tl waste would be reduced. 

g r. ~..,,lt.clc~sure .,,.. plan would be deveisped s~eci$ing the inspection, monitoring, and 
n:!i3:i1r::narice programs for the ciosd landfill, to be continued for at least 30 years. 
~':x:.c~osur: activities would be re$%wd every five yeassas required by the NCP 
v i l w ~  c o n ~ & a n s  remain on sire. Tkk alternative would meet the response 
c'$ d v e .  . 
L;.ni~rtured Time of Operation: 30 y a r s  

Ilsi iwted Capital Cost: $1,245,000 



Clearing and gnbbb ,  ,:,f the site 

Surface water r-no? -. a;lagcrncnr to rriu.dze erosion of the cover 
and minimize =ainttt.,.nce rrquirernecrs 

InstalIation 9f a gas i.;:cctior. and management system 

Constmction of s h?:raulic barrier layer coiuisting of recompacted 
low-pelmeability soil .:r a s ~ t h e t i c  liner 

Placement of a b~rric-r protec!ion layer of soil over the low- 
permeability layer 

Installation of a topoi: cover layer 

Vegetation estal;lishc:r,t to ini~llmize erosion of the final cover and - 
enhance evapotranspixion 

Post-closure plan dei ::spment to monitor, maintain, and inspect the 
site - 

- 
Groundwater monit~ring - 
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Five-year site reviews 

1::uu: components are identical t~ :Lose of Aternative 2 except for components 3, 
4 I 5. Under this alternative, a &a3 detection system would be installed to monitor 
g;n :xigation beyond the bour?daries of the closed landfill. The barrier layer, placed 
a . ' ! ? ~ m  the gas-venting layer, wouX be formed of low-permeability soil (i t . ,  a 
-rc~rimpactcd, finegrained soil such as clay that is dift i~dt to penenate) or a synthetic 
l i n z  to keep rainwater or snowfficit from the landfill. Ovc this, a 



i;..ii.tl:.:,t birrier protection iay:: w-'  1 be icstded to ?rote<! !he barrier !a:;er from 
iiw x d o n  or root penetration. 3.;:: ~Aiitiocal soil r,wr the barrier layer will 
y:). ii:k an .ma for s d  p ! ~  : e c  . . h'uweve:. k rge  p!aiis rcquinhg deeper siii 
.. . :cr :.:;tic root systems %dl be z::.:~ ed t r c ~  grow over :he barrier cover in order to 
;):w::.t root penetration in:o &c 3j...>ctic iine:. ?%is dternarive would reduce the 
i::rp:: ;::e to pesticide contwinan:; Li 5-dace soils at LF-022. 

E:::.'ilmed Totd Costs (30 j m s ,  * t ~ :  : 23271: worth): $2,062,000 



.-.-,....- SECTION 9 

:. . - .  
.x:L.'::I l:!L(b)(:) of CERCiA ?:-seots several fac:ors hat,  at a rinirnum, 
IJla.i:~t;rgh !iFB is requircd t j  2c.i:: I$ r  i i l  its assessment of alternatives. Building 
.~,;:c : '  these spe&c statmorj mand;.-i, the NCP uticu!ates p i x  evahation criteria 
ro 1) :  11:;ed in assessing the idhid~2 ;emdial &,ernatives. 

A. t,l;:uiletl analysis was perfcnr.ri 2 2  :he alternatives using the nine evaluation 
::l.l.t:: .:.;I to select a site remedy. 2 . e  <allowing is a s u m q  of the comparison of 
,,. I .  I" ;Iltern.ative's strengths and ;ir:'messcs with rezpect to thc rine evaluation 
L ~ . .  'I?t2se criteria and their dcfkitions are as foliows: 

'Ihi dmshold criteria descr i t s  ?elow m ~ s ?  be met for !he alternatives to be 
~:l::g;i!:d: for selection in accordance .*lth the NCP: 

o Overall protection cf '.urnan health and the environment addresses 
whether or nor a r e r d ~  provides adequate 2rotection and describes 
hcw risk posed thro:!gi each pathway arc eliminated, reduced or 
controlled throilgh :-rsment, engineering controls, or institutional 
controls. 

,I Compliance with & ~ p l i c a b l e  or  Relevant and Appropriate 
Requirements (W) addresses xhethcr or not a remedy will meet 
ail of the A U R s  of othe? federal and state environmental laws 

-_and/or provide groilsds for invoking a waiver. 
\ 
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'9,2 B'RIM.~RY BWCING CRITEJU 

l'h: fo!lov~g Eve criteria are utiLzed :o compare and evaluate the elements of one 
al.tl:rnativc to another that meet the threshold criteria: 

Long-term effectlvenesj and permanence assesses alternatives for the 
long-term effectiverm; and permanence they afford, along with the 
degree of certainty that they will prove successful. 



I) Reducrfcn of mu bill^^, .;xicity, or volume through treatment addresses 
the degree to uhich :I-marives employ recychg or treatment that 
reduces toxicity, mcb:?, or volume, inciuding bow treatment is used 
to address the p k c ; ;  I: :?seats pored by the sit*. 

I) Short-term rffestivm:,j addresses the period of time needed to 
achieve pro tec t i ,~~ a;: m y  adverse impacts on human health and the 
environment. 

4 Impiementabili~ aZ&:rres :he technical md administrative feasibility 
of a remedy, inciudi,= '.".ewilabiility of material; and sexvices needed 
to implement a ~ a r i k ~ ! ~  option. 

H Cost addresses the ::anaied capital aad OSrM costs on a present- 
worth basis. 

'1'1:~': I M ~ L ~  criteria are 'sed o r  k.: 5 . d  evaluation of remedial alternatives h e r  
F'l.i;!:~.iltiugh MI3 has received p;;XL: corndent on the M/FS and Proposed Plan. 

8 State acceptance tidbirssses the state's position and key concerns 
related to the prefend alternative &d other alternatives, including - 
the state's comments on ARMS or the proposed use of waivers. 

8 Community acceptance addresses the public's general response to the 
. - alternatives described in the RI/FS and Proposed Plan. 

A ~ k t x l e d  tdular  assessment of ckih aitmative according to the njne criteria can 
t.: ~ r > ~ n d  in Tables 6-4, 6-7, and 6-9 of the iiS report. Following the detailed analysis 
cIf ~:~a.:h individual alternative, a ccrnparative analysis, focusing on the relative 
p::."xmance of each alternative against the nine criteria, w a ~  conducted. This 
co~i~parative analysis can be found in Table 7-1 of the FS report (ABB-ES, 1992b). 



SECTION 9 

'h i;;t.sedon below presents the --x c;!:ria and a brief narraa~e summary of the 
:i.!::;:l;uives and their strengh's 2:;: *es'aesscs actording :a the detailed and 
;:IX j r ;3rativ1: analyses. 

. . 1 Ove;r~ail Protection of Hurnaz :?~af th  and the Environment 

t!.ir,:.lnn:ive 1, the No Action Aier r~rv t ,  *odd not hdude any measures to protect 
ii;!.rr h c : ~ t h  or the tnviromenr. 4ki iat ives  ? and 3 would both minimize the 
[)I:%: :nid human health =d ec~icgis.2 risks wociated with surface soil exposures. 
Alti::.native:s 2 and 3 wai!d both rd:cc precigitation ihtiltrating to- the IandfiUed 
~ $ r l : : ;  and subsequenriy redue the ,qxtntial for contmhants to migrate from waste 
m:wrid.  The low-pemeabiiity barici  layer assodated with the Alternative 3 cover 
! ; : i : i ! . r :~~ would reduce the precipita:ii;n infihration and the potential for contaminant 
~~~.ilyation from waste material tc? a g e a t t r  degree than the Alternative 2 cover 
sy j: em. 

! Conrpliance Mth Appiicable Relersnt end Appropriate Requirements 

P,!1 j f  the alternatives comply . x i ?  poviiions of the C!ean Air Act, New York 
.d,:rrrl:ie:r;t ;Lir Qualiry Standards, a d  Cwupetional Safety and Health Administration 
I:N?;~:,. lations. . . 
.Airs..:natives 2 and 3 wodd comply w.;h the surface water runoff management, topsoil 
r!:i.::ness, post-closure care, m d  gscndwater monitorhg relevant and appropriate 
:~::c!.iiremems of the New York Reglatiom for solid waste IandfilIs (6 NYCRR 
:F;I.:; 350). Alternative 3 would akc rarer the relevant and appropriate requirements 
,3i  i 'ut 360' for a gwvetning layer. a low-permeability bamer layer, and a barrier 
p:rc~~txt.ion laier. Alternative 1 wo-d;l not meet the Pan 360 requirements. . 
9.4.) Long-term Effedveness and Fcnnanence 

A11c:rtlative 1 would provide the kst long-term protection because no remedial 
c:xraures .would be implemented to reduce, eliminate, or control access to 
colwninated media Some animais would remain at risk &om exposure to pestides 
a:: C.FC22 surface soil. Alternative 1. provides long-range protection of human health 
a;!:~i i::Yectiveiy reduces ecological rkh by covering contaminated surface soil with a 
1:;!.:1xh soil barrier and seeding :he new topsoil. The cover would also reduce the 



! I  I~Zeil~lctton of Mobility, T , ~ i - ' l i ~ ,  or Volume of Contaminants through 
Treatment 

I~.I::~!!II~:uo~ of Mobility, Taiciv, cr :':.:rix oi Cont-ts tt~ough Treannent are 
d1.1~ i. p~iotipal mwures of the w t r  gerfc)rmance of an alternative. This criterion 
~ : i s x i d y  does not apply 152 :ke i;:: ,:;e ccntrd akernativcs ecaluated for LF-022, 
1x:c:i:i~ic treatment would not he t;.-i.iy.l as a principal elemenr. Treatment is a 
!il;K:I;.:OIy preference undtr CERCL.4; however, c9vcr systems are ofter, more 
iip~!::~:pdate: for landfill sites sdsh rs IF-032. 

!).,;I ii Short-term EtPeftiveness 

:Yo ! hon-term impacts arc aritirip.iJ for Alternative 1 because remedial actions 
ws.;:cl not be impiemented. &caw .-Uternatives 2 and 3 involve removing existing 
pwg!::~:~.tion and grading the h1?-"". iuriase, dusi containing pesticides could be 
,gtmir;ued and inhaled by on-site b:.:.ckrs. Dust supprrssion measures and worker 
T I  xtive equipment would mi; l i~ i z  his .  .4lternatives 2 and 3 would result in .k-  
:ji!:rn itr direct short-tern impam tr, >crcniial czological receptors from clearing and -. 

,~~~.l:!:r:ng activities. 

9 Implementability 

it11t:rcativti i would be readily impimentabie because m remedial actions would be 
c ixxcted .  The implementability of .Utemdves 2 and 3 would be similar; however, 
a. glit~ble borrow source for Cite low-~rmeabIliy hydraulic barrier material must be 
i:fe:rrified before impiementation of .Qtenative 3, unless a synthetic liner is used. 

A.l.t::native 1 would be the least c ~ ~ e n s i v e  because it would involve no remedial 
sii;~in~!s. Alternative 3 would be the nost costly of the two cover system alternatives; 
iio.i~rver, the increased cost is ajj~ciated primariiy with the hydraulic barrier cover 
IIW ctiuls. 



SECTION 9 

9 .1,F State Acceptance 

'131.: litate Acceptaoce c:'itsrh h ~ i  beer. addressed by incorporating coinments 
11:;: i.:i'cd from WSDEC, 02 behi;: , I !he state, irto the Propcjscd Plan. Tne state 
I1i1.j :~r.d tbt: oppvtunity to revk-. ;x! ii:mXeni Gn ,ill docments prodxed far 
.'.. .*. L.P(.&.2. 

i 1 Coaununity Acceptance 

l?! i~! ! i t )~g.h A33 has not receive.;! ; .Xc comment on the LF-022 Proposed Plan. 
9: t:.: : pubu'c had cornmenred $n t k  ="tposed Plan, tlr conmcnts would have been 
arW~:ascd in the Responsivenzis S..::lr.a~ attached as an appendix to this ROD. 



10.0 TKE 5ELECTED REMEDY 

P:ii::sburgh AFB has chosen At=>-ltlve - h 2 as the sdected alternative to address 
!;w ;:: comol for LF-022. Sou:;e r:ne,;liatim at LF.022 wi!l be consistent with 
iiln :!: poundwater re~edies  and ~ l ? ' g t e  releases of bxardou subs:ances &om 
vhc i'o:mer landfill to groundwater, 

C:l:;:in,up levels have not been s~::b:ishI for the szrface soil contaminanrs of 
t:::r.mn identified in the base!ilc ;iik usessmenr that were found to pose an 
:l~w:cptable risk to either h u m m  ';caIth or the environment. Chemical-specific 
PL.P,,!'~.Rs arc not available for comminan:~ in soil. In the absence of a chemical 
sl;~ci:.:fc A R M ,  or other suitable criwia tn be considered, a 106 excess cancer risk 
I.ev:i for carcinogenic effecu or a mcentration corresponding to an HI of 1.0 for 
~:::m::;xrnnCs with noncarcinogenic aC5:xs is ?pically used to set clean-up levels. In 
.:I:;.:i ease, iisk-based target cieac-il? :eveis were not developed because discrete 
:;f:r.c.rx: areas (i.e., hot spots) were zs! found. Remedial alternatives developed for 
'L.F,:IZZ included containmen np: ica  to address the entire landfill area and 
.,,. L.,:.,.~.rrmt -, a options to address all 1mi,Wed soil and wasre. These alternatives were 
~dw::ioped to address mitigation of sxface soil risks. . . 
F';::~: :rdic assessments of the pioteaisn afforded by remedial actions will be made as 
Ci8: xmeCy is being implemented a7.d at the completion of the remedial action. If 

!ource control remedial action i: not found to be protective, funher action shall 
kc :I xluiretf. 

. - 

#r.l~c:rnative 2, Site Grading and Vegetation Establishment for Closure, consists 
prir:~ar?ly of placing 12 inches of soil over the landfill and planting it with grass to 
a.:h.:oe the response objective idcciified in Section 7.0 of this document. 

14ri i~1y vegetation such as trees and brush would be cleared, grubbed, and removed 
. hora the site. The cleared site wo-ld be regraded to control rainwater rpnoff and 

niu.inlS erosion. 



P.,. 3 1 1 .  . ~:.:hes af compstaed common 'c.c.-.r.s* ;:;wered by 6 'hches crf :opsoil would be laid 
!~;:I\~,IL to iupporr grass growih, we.>, through entilanced ec.apotranspirarion, w i l  
x d , . . ; : t :  the amount of precipitatiw 7eachicg the buried w s e .  Consequently, the 
p?r i:.:;tid f3r contaminants to 6 g a : :  ?on: juried waste v& be reduced. Additional 
51:; i.l;:r c:rsijp subgrade e!evaiim ,.:;id cmsist of comaon borrow or regraded site 
i .  F'igiires 5 through 7 Cicst:ar-- :it. plposrd  find grzChg schematic, proposed 
c::i<.:l: !;ys:em cross-section, 3nc ' x  p:oposeJ cover system components for 
&ti: -.I: ative 2. 

.9 ::i:l.jt..clc~sure plan will be deveir;cd spcifying the inspection, monitoring, add 
~~:aL:.tc:nar;ce programs for th.: dm:,! iam!:1.11 to be coxinued for 30 years. These 
p~:~rt.~:losure acthities will be subjec; :.I five-year site re-Ass as required by @.e NCP 
a h 1  :~mta.minanrs remain at a site In addition, institutional controls for this site 
wi:! ':be incorporated into the Platukisgh AfB Comprehensive Plan. This will ensure 
!bar h . w e  o m e n  will be made mxt of the IandEU iocatibn and are infomed that 
l i e  htl:grity of the final cover or iny orher component of the containment or 
!i!.o~:~ito..riug system must not be coqromised. 



:cmedial action seleited ftir 'zplementation at LF-022 is consistent with 
CL4 and, to the extent p:amh?l,-, the ?KP. Tie  sclttted remedy is protective 
:man heakh and the env i ronr t  -.:, at.ains -5, and is cost-effective. The 

!;~iil::;,.tc:d remedy uses permanent so:;5xu and alternative treatment technologies or 
17,,.,. ..,, ..,' .,rce , recovery technoiogies t c ~  rk: rrwimurn extent practicable for this site. 
;fl.oowcr, it (as w d  as the otker a!:txativcs evaluated) does not satisfy the statutory 
),j;,, r, ,,a 
, .,:~..,nca for treatment which perrmemly and significantiy reduces the mobility, 
!:l::ri.Ay or volume of hazardous S ; ~ ~ < : U C ~ S  as a principal eiement. 

11.aL THE SELECTED REMEDY l i  P R O T E C ~ F  OF HUXUY HEALTH A , ,  THE 
ENVIRONME~ 

'I'l.ct .rc:merQ at LF-022 will pernaner:ly reduce the risks posed to human health and 
ti:? i:r:tkcnnent by eliminating, r:&ang, or controlling exposures to humin and 
~t~:n~i:~:amerntal receptors through sr,ginezring controls (it., reduced permeability 
'?l:~;l:!:i.tio~ cover system). Moreover, :he selected remedy will reduce infiltration of 
;.:t:d.pitation into landfilled was!e material and minimize the potential for 
31:m :u&nt migration from iiiaste mrr&ls. Fially, hplementation of the seleaed 
r::r:x~y will not pose unacceptable sbn-term rish or cross-media impacts because 
t i :  ;clectl:d remedy includes eleme%s to rnitigate.potentia1 impacts (e.g., erosion 
:c:)r!:rol m:asures, and maintenaim aad monitoring programs). 

l " h i  remedydl  attain all applicabk or relevant md appropriate federal and state 
rtql!irements that apply to the site ~d selected remedy. Environmental laws from 
v,hl.-h , W s  for the selected source control remedial action are derived, and the 
sl:~ecific ARARS, are listed below. 

Irp~~lb:nble or Relevant and AppmpI'fate Requirements: 

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



Yo federal or state cke~i.;i-:peci!k hFWRs h v e  been promulgated for 
 contaminants in soil. Howt.:?:, the followic,, diedcal-specific ARARs and 
bai.deiines pertain to ?ots::A air emissions resuhirg from construction 
i~ct.irities at the site: 

I) Clean Air Act (40 C2 Part SO), applizable for particulate matter 
(e.g., fugitive dusts) tzirainzd in air dcring clearing, grading, cover 
system con~tnt~?ioil &c,iCties. 

~TSDEC Ambient 12 Q~idiry Standards (6 XYCRR Pan 257), 
applicable for partiniitr, matter (e.g., fugitive dusts) entrained in air 
during clearing, gradi7.g; and cover system construction activities. 

B NYSDEC Solid Wac:: Management Faality Rules (6 NYCRR Pan 
360), applicable to :sCd waite landfills, specifies closure and post- 
closure criteria. 

L Clean Air Act (40 C i R  Part SO), appl~clble for particulate matter 
(e.g,, fug~tive dusts) enz-zined in air during cleariag, grading, and m e r  
system construction zitivities. 

Occupational Saftty end Hea!th Admirbtration Regulations (29 CFR 
Parts 1904, 1910, and 1916), applicable for all work conducted on site. 

NYSDEC Groundw~te: Classification and Water Quality Standards (6 
NYCRR P a m  701 703),'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 
response objectives (see Section 6.0). 

New York State Depsrtment of Health Drinking Water Supplies (10 
NYCRR Chapter 5, 9lbpan 5-1) standards for uon and manganese are 
exceeded in LF-022 pundwater. However, the resulu of the baseline 
risk assessment prosnde the rationale for not .developing remedial 
response objectives (see Section 6.0). 



. .-..- ... . .-- .. - SECTION I 1  

~ I I  ;;;idition to the fcderai and ; t i t 2  .<.Wk, federd ncc-promulgated advisories or 
. . ,n.,.,,.. , .... . i , ~  , .r ce must be considered .*he:: . M . U s  for specific contaminants are not 

1~ai.iab1e. T 'e  following go!ic:es> .:?icria, and guidance to be considered in the 
!XI.$: irie ri,jk assessmenr f ~ r  LFC2 are USEPA Health .Advisori&, USEPA 
n:li::txe doses (RfDs), aid CSEP.?. Huxan Health Assessment Group Cancer 
!%3p : FWIOIS. 

L:!! :m SELECTED REMEDI.AL Ac-!,ON IS C O S T - E F F E C ~  

. . 
:k. 2: axsbv~gh AFB's judpeni, the !,?ixwi remedy is cost-effemhe (i.e., the remedy 
; ~ i k  LC, . J .  ov~:rall effectiveness propock:i:al tci itr, msts). Lq se1ectir.g thjs remedy, once 
'F:.ai:l:il)urgh AFB identified al!err,r;i,:es t h ~ t  are protective of human health and the 
1:1:n: :cnlol:nt and that attaiti AIL?,%, P!attsbsrgh .4FB evaluated the overall 
.:rit:l::::liven~i~~~f each alternative 3; zsess iq  the relevant three criteria: !ong-term 
d:Z:r:l.ivencss -and permanence; red-izion in toxicily, mobility, or volume through 
!::sK:~:nledt; and short-term effcctii~rsss, ih combination. The relationship of the 
~m~:::d1 effectiveness of this remedid 3lterAtive was determined to be proportional 
~I:I i::; C I ~ S L ~ .  The costs of this re~c:&al altzrnative are: 

.€:.;I,! ,mm.f Capital Cost: $1,248,000 

E i l !  w r e d  t3&W Costs (30 years, net ,:resent wonh): 5866,000 

Ll!l I m r e d  Total Costs (30 )em, n;r ;re?;eni wonh): $2.1 14,000 



T i  source control remedy w s  z;it.-ed by decidkg which one of the identified 
a..!:,:~.oativeu pravides the bzst b d a - 1  3t' i:ade.offs among alternatives in teims of: 
(1) 1 0  np:m effictiveness r?xl p.: : ~ i i c x e ;  (2) redudon of mobility, toxicity, or 
v ~ ~ j i ,  :ne h a u g h  treatment; (3) si;c:-..:zz 2fe~>~eness; (4) impkmentability; and (5) 
I The. balancing test eril~hasi;~..' long-tern eEec!iveness and permanence and 
ttx xdunion of toxicity, mobiky $2 colwe bough zeatmer.t; and considered the 
pt:ti'i:reace for treatment as a p r i ck  2 r!er:;ent, the bizs against off-sire land disposal 
of i:.;i!;ea:cd waste, and C O ~ W J - , .  and state accep!ance. The selected remedy 
p!:(:l,itles the besr balance of iradz.c;.% among the alternatives. 

".. 
..hi plint5pai element of ths srk. : :ed remedy is source cordrol. This e1,ement 

,-A 3 .  :.dL?i cses the p r h q  threat at LF c:ivironm*ntai risk vsociated with surface 
rail omtanination. 'Ihe selrctea :=!neJj was chesen primarily because it affords 
pn~tection to human health and :'re zhvironment. The short-term effects of 
i1.u~ kmenting the seleaed remed: x e  corhparable to Alternative 3. None of the 
thrt:: umce  control alternatives e v ~ x t e d  LQ the FS included a treatment component 
11, r .:duce mobility, toxicity, or vo lxx .  

. ? Sr c: selectt:d alternative complies ; i i r h  stare regulatior~ governing closure and post- 
ckl i  ..ae of solid waste landfill;, and ?;YSDEC has had the opportunity to review and 
coxx~cnt on all documems prodit::d ffir LF-022. State and public comments 
rct:.;itved on the LF.022 FS and Prap~srd Plan to date have bqen incorpo~ated into 
t 3 r  ROD. 



.. 
. !  'THE SELECTED RLV301 -'.!F.j '{OT SATISET THE PUFERESCE FOR 

'l'IUX4T&IEXT WHICH nF%'-:.c.Fkp:LY ;LW S I G X I F ? ( . ' A \ ~ Y  REDUCES THE 
'ro.ncm, Mo8n.m GR :';. !.E SF THE Hd.aJOSS SCBST.&YCES AS A 
PRINCIPAL ELEMEKT 



I. Clearing mi p~bbir?.g of rhs site 

'7 .... Surface water rmo3 :i.na*<mr,ni to mininizr erosion of the cover 
and minimize minrri;xd ieq*~irernenrs 

3. Cover thicksess est;'c'~zhmtnt 

4. Vegetation rsta'nlisLx:.e.:t ro  minimize erosion of the final cover and 
enhance evapotransplirion 

5. Post-closure p l a  &:-~'~cprncm to mclni:cr, maintain, and inspect the 
site 

6. Groundwater monao:l-tg 

'7. Five-year site reviews 

' 1 1 . :  c m e r  remedial action does ;tcr ,%e; fmm the preferred alternative presented 
LI. I::O Pramposed Plan. 



13.0 IZE;!fCLATORY ROLE 

I .  EE'X 2 . d  .VYjDEC 5.3  :e\?ec :.j :hc v x i o u j  aii,:rxi;icc~ acd have hdicated 
i l r :  , support fcx rhe se!ecred r e m i ;  T ~ c '  EPA ?;'iSDEC have also reviewed 

* , .  
!:I:: i l ,  risk assessmem a d  FS io .::I 2 the elsited remedy is in mmpliance 
~ajr:. '  n;?plicab:e or relevan; a::: ippnjpriare federal and Sew York State 
: n r  laws and r&a:ior;- n.c ETA and XYSDEC concur with the 
!;a:l~.: .tc:d rcnedy for LF-022. Tk ??A indicates its crjacurrence with the LF-022 .- ,-, .. 
. ? . l . . d  by cosigning the d o a ~ e n r  A:.:, ~!~rtsburgh'..~~~. A copy of the NYSDEC 
~l~i:,: .;~.r~rioa of concurencr: is attask: as Appendix 8. 



Dichlorodiphtny:dic;-.l ::seth ant 

Dichlorodipheny!disk~ -:roethylene 
Dichlorodiphenyltr~c~!~~~oethane 
Defense Environme:xi Restoration Program 
Department of en erg^. 

Feasibility Study 

Hazard Index 

Martin Marietta Energ? Syrterns, Inc. 

National Oil and Hazardous Substances Tollution Contingency Plan 
. - - 

NF!;. 
. - National Priorities List 

td'!.':i:I)EC New York State Drphr:%mi of Envircmental Conservation . 
(:all!: :if operation and mainienmce 

1' Potential Dietaxy E q ~ s u r e  

1::fCl reference dose 
I:!] Remedial Investigaticln 
I:!(: S Record of Decision 
l:!?l Reference Toxicity t'slue 





:\.'a :,, 'fork State Dcpartrrec: ;if ". 1;;-.xrra; Cccsercatix (SYSDEC), 1989. 
"H.abitat-Based Asicj<:?.:  : r  G.iidance Docurr ,e=t  for Conducting 
,- !=nvi:omen:al Risk X j S ? j ~ i -  :.i ti: F a z a i d ~ u ~  W u r e  Sites"; Draft Di~ision 
of Technical and iiini-.;:.;iti;z Guidance ?,fen;randurn (TAGM); 
13eo:mber 28, 1989. 

'I;.!;. E:nviranmentai Protec+?os Age:- ; &SFPA), i1986, "Hazard EduationDivjsion 
Standard Evduaiioc Trc~i.;:~::: Ecoiogcal Risk Assessment"; Office of 
Pesticide Progrsrrm; EEPX-54:. 9-85401; ivashinyton, DC; Jime 1986. 

'L.! Enviroamental Pro:.-iiion ?.;iq (LSEPA), 1989a. "Risk Assessment 
~Guitlance for S u p e r h d :  ',r':l?;me 2 - Environmental Evaluation Manual", 
.'interim F h l ;  OEce !;f E:-=:gency and Remedial Rspome;  EPA/S40/1- 
d9/'001; Washingron, C.C.; ?-f::rch 1389. 

L.'.!;. Er,vuonmemal Prouciion l*,tzq (USEPA), !989'0. "Risk Assessment 
,t r 3ui12ance for Superfml: a :;.me I - Humar. Hea!th Evaluation Manual 

(Put A); Interim Final"; S 5 c e  a:' Emergcnq and Remedial Response, .. 
'EPr1/540/1-89/W2; Washir j i , in ,  D.C.; December 1989. 

. . :E:~~v;rormcntal Protection .&pi..;. (WEPA), 1990. "Streamlining the RI/FS for 
CERCW Municipal LanC:"? Sitts"; Office of Emergency and Remedial 
R q o n s e  Hazardom Sire Ci!n[roi Division; Washingon, D.C.; September 
199b. . - 
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3.4 R! rcports rad cotrcn:, 

;DPUQ !taper, HIZ2RnP 
li, Lis ter ,  PI, HYSOEt 
iur. Retch, PC, USPA 
:Ooug b r m r ;  HbZYRIP 
;#I. Roach, PE, USEPA 
: I  l i s t e r ,  PE, M W E C  

:P.Von Bargrn, PlFB 
:UB. Roach, PE, USFA 

;irnCtill  LF-022;lf-023 Rlsi Aescs;r:.c. tiarbd : J .  Huru, P E ,  PkFa ; Y I . R ~ ~ C ~ , P E , U S E P ~  I i S : U N Q ! I  
or snfiitfrtd s i r p l i n g  r c t u l x  I. Huru, P L ,  P A f B  I; Lirtcr, PE,  NYSCEC 15 IUN 12 : 





'I:*!.I:: !j::ite 'letter of canct;i:ei.se . . -  \e  >:aced here afrcr VYSDEC revizws and 
t:cr (.:v.s with the Draft Find ROE 





> i j ; S E R :  Thank yoi i ,  s i r .  !4y n a x  i s  L i e u t e n a n t  Darren Purser  and I ' m  the  
Deputy Chie f  o f  2 ~ ~ 1 t c  A f f a i r s  here  a t  P l a t t s b u r g h  A i r  Fo rce  
aase, a a s i c a l l y ,  : ;us: naptea t c  i n t r c d u c e  you  t o  the 
speakers, a s  we!: as some o f  our  guests .  To my l e f t  f s  
Mr. P h i l  Von O a r ~ m ,  *no i s  our 1RP remedial  p r o j e c t  manager, 
M s .  Rachel Liecite?, o u r  1RP chemical eng ineer ,  and i n  t h e  
audience s e ' r e  ;)e3sed t o  have.Mr. Ji,m L i s t e r ,  a s t a t e  r e g u l a -  
t o r ,  Mr. B i l l  R a x n  w l i h  tnc € ? A ,  an0 M r .  Tom Lawson f rom uRS, 
which i s  one o f  sir ens ineer fng  i a c l l i t i e s .  A t  t h i s  p o i n t ,  



Tnank you.  W : '  aork ~ I g h t  from the overhead. F i r s t ,  I ' d  l t k e  
:: s t a r t  o f f  wi :? :;St d s imple  overvfew o f  t h e  I n s t a l l a t i o n  
Restc?ati;r. Pr:;-ii~, a'.d :flat's t c  e x p l a i n  what i t s  purpose i s .  
And t h a t ' s  sinp.1 t o  i m : i f y ,  i n v o s t i p t e ,  eva lua te ,  and 
yeemp: any task r.$:?ds?s t h a t  are necessary t o  do so. Our pro-  
cess i s  d r i v e n  ~j t he  S C L A  le. ; is lat ion o f  1980, and t h a t  
w3j r e a u i n o r i t e d  :r 1925, i t  was t h a t  l e g i s l a t i o n  t h a t  c r e a t e d  
:ne Hdtiona! ? ;  t j  - i s t  prccess,  o f  which P l a t t s b u r g h  A l r  - -  
Force base ~ a s  :?:>t52i t o  be o? mat .  l i s t  i n  J u l y  o f  1989, and 
was f i n a l  on thd: : is :  i n  Nsvern2er of 1989. i h a t  p u t s  us as a  
p r i o r i t y  s i t e  a%?; i:: lt ions across the Uni t e a  S t a t e s  t o  deal  w i t h  
these envir:nmerraT re:?ases.  A!mg wirn t h a t  then we have a  
Fecera l  Faci:!  t i e ;  Agr+?ment, whjch becaxe e f f e c t i v e  on 
12 Septenoer 199; An.: t h a t  r a s  an agreement t h a t  was en te red  
oetween sne A i r  ;$r:e, <he liSEP-4 and the  S t a t e  o f  New York. 
And t h a t  'etera: -3ci :  i ? i e s  A g r m i e n t  ?hen a r i v e s  t h e  process by 
which he ??a? k i t h  eacc and every s i t e  on o f  P l a t t s b u r g h  A i r  

..:.. h Force 'aase.  , L  *'rcL? UP very s i z p l y  i n t s  these four  s:ages-- 
i d e n t i i i c a t i : ~ ,  ' : - v e s t f g a t i o n ,  c leanup, and tnen e v e n t r i a l l y  
the  c l c s e o u t  o f  :-!?t s i t e .  Ue c u r r e n t l y  a re  work ing -a t  t h i s  
p u b l i c  m e t i n g  ??;nt hsre - -we ' re  i n  t h a t  stage o f  which we've 
gone o u t  anc i m : j t i g $ t ? d  tnese two l a n d f i l l s ,  documented ou r  
f i n d i n p s ,  dr,d the? eva: "a ted tne  number a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  of which 
w e ' r e  so in3  t o  ;? x l d e s s i n g  t o n i g n t ,  and then come up w i t h  an 
A i r  Force p r e r r r r a  re!.lc<y t n a t  we ' re  p u t r i n g  up For pub l i c  
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.: . . . , n  3 : c'. a  c : - r e e i t l /  S a s i s  ti;< 
;,.2j c9i?t* .--..- <:, - ,  

. I .=>F _ ,Y:l n i t 9  ; ; r  ji'.::. .e ka . ie  2t.f. ;cv?r?,-.-: 
i;cnc<es ';,::;.!~:, ,,q.:q is *- ..v;cis N-:? :he :?J:? sf Ye* '?;ri 

- - * ,  . - 
. : , ,  r: 5 1 3  !laye :" ?:r, :$r; o f  f - - <  , , E e e r j  a:C : :?  
lcg1- r ter r :  s f  j j ,  2" i 3 e n  1 we c h r  eng ineer i r is  
:sctrac:Jrs, i-;- .c:?*:  #e 33 ace36 a c t  ; r jCdre - - r?ce ive  i e r r ! c e ;  
f rc in y n d c r  2 ;;!-:-3::,;1 r e 1 a t i o n ; n f ~ .  %ay,  we l i  , t n ' j  p a t -  
t i c h l d r  ; r q r d l  :*er ' 5  r o v i n g  i :he C i r e c t i o n  t h a t  :he :NO 
si:es :ha; ~ e ' r ?  dric;;~ w i t n  : 3 ? 1 g n ~ - - ~ e i i ,  a i t ~ a ! i y  t i i s  i s  d 
"ap o f  2; s i t e s ,  22: * ? ' r e  wcrkic; ::ii;nt wi:? s;:es--ianaf::':; 
22 dnd 23, h i s -  .if? ' x a t e d  cn :h$ Mes: s i d e  O F  tne base. N;w, 

' m  gcin; t Q  $0 -:;ci ' n t o  a  l? : t :e  3i: o f  b a c ~ g r o ~ n c  about 
i a q d f l i i  23. A,T.: una: we ' re  go:rg :o Co i s  we ' re  ;oing t o  t r e a t  
each l a n d f i l l  sr ; i rate:y.  Sc ,  r i g h t  now w e ' l l  adhress l a n d f i l i  
23. This $ i c e  3:s ac:<ve fvom 1366 u n t i l  i921,  an4 i t  rece ived  
r e s f d e n t i a i  M C  k n i c i p a l  waste. And I want t o  c l a r i f y  t h a t ,  
t n a t  mrnlc:gai  *Js:e :s t o t a l i y  from the  base f a c i l f t y  i t S e ! f ,  
n o t  from en) &: i t  t e  6 - t i t i e s .  New, these wastes were deposi t e d  
i n t o  t i e n c k s ,  e : c h  k r r e  e p p r o x i n a t e l y  25 f e e t  and were covered 
d a i l y .  9 2 2 d f $ ~ c ~  W J ~ ' . B $  were nc: ro?c t lne ly  d isposed o f  f n  t h i s  
l a n d f i l l .  H o w e ~ s r ,  i c  our ;ndse i recoras sedrch,  t h e r e  was a  
r e p o r t  ~f a  Sui;?;ter* : n c f a e n t  o f  hazardous m a t e r i a l  b e i n g  
disposed o f  fn t?s  ! a x f i l ! .  C.r;und water  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h i s  
l a n d f t i ; ,  ! do want  t c  m n t f o n ,  i s  be ing  t r e a t e d  separa te l y . - .  
however, :Re r m e c y  t r a t  we s t l e c ?  f o r  the l a n d f i l l  u n i t  i t s e l f  
i s  go ing  t o  kin.? sf  acstess some o f  the problems assoc ia ted  w i t h  
around wdter.  m i e v e r ,  t n e r e  i s  a  f e a s i b i l i t y  s tudy process 
5e ing  :ond~cres j ~ s t  ':r t h a t  ~ r ~ u n d  water u n i t  i t s e l f .  GLay. 

. - S e l l ,  what k i c c  :? ~ c : ! v i t i e S  h i v e  Occurred :here? Again, ! go 
. - back t o  ;985, a ? n d X  ! recores sedrch, a t  which t h e r e  were 

I n t e r v i e w s  tha: *ere xnCuC:eC. A s i t e  i n s p e c t i o n  was performed 
and doclinecteC :- :dl.; sf 1989, when & e  went o u t  and con f i rmed  
b a s i c a l l j  :hat :?ere ads grcund water f c n t a m i n a t i o n  and 501iIe 
wastes were i ~ + ~ r : f i e r :  a t  t h a t  :in?. A remedial  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  
was then g e t f o r m $ ,  r;:h t h e  f ! n a l  r e p o r t  b e i n g  re leased  t h i s  
p a s t  February,  ar;c then the f e a s i b i l i t y  s tudy r e p o r t ,  wh ich 
Aachel--wni;h Ms. aecker w i l l  be t a l k i n g  about i n  a l i t t l e  
w h i l e .  And tna: f e r l s ; > i l i t y  s tsey,  h i c h  eva lua tes  a  number o f  
dl:ernarives, stet has a  s e l e c t e d  remeay t h a t  i s  p u t  f o r t h  i n  a 
proposed p l a n ,  irr:!ch !s what i s  cpen. f o r  p u b l i c  comnent r i g h t  
now. A c t u a l l y .  :-e f i ? s s i b i l i  t y  study and t h e  proposed. p l a n  a re  
9o tn  up i c r  p u l * . ;  c o w e n t .  G k d y .  Uell, very  q u i c k l y ,  t n e  type 
c f  events t h a t  t m  p':3;e t o  f n v e s t i g a t e  the  s i t e  i n v o l v e d  t h e  



,!8;:,:<ER: Tkanks. P h i l .  rlSl?r u? os ta ine6  the  data  from 3ur remed ia l  
i r . v e s t i g d t ? o n ,  y x e e a  an i;: t o e  ?rs:ess by p e r f o r m i n g  a  rtsk 
as jeSSMf l t .  Anc f ? j K  z,jSeSswer:s a re  D a s i c a l l y  per formed t o  
Getermine wriet'rcr ref ine; ia l  xt !x a t  a s i t e  i s  necessary.  These 
a r e  D r o ~ e n  in:: f;:: j m p s .  There i s  a  wman n e a t t h  r i s k  
assessmefit m a  ? *f:it3'. r i s k  dssrssmect, which a r e  f u r t h e r  

. - Droken dcwn i n t s  - 1 5 %  3f3u;ls .  There i j  c a r c i n o g e n i c  r i s k ,  the  
. - non-carc!?ocjeni.: ?;sic !3? hr;ma", and t h e  K u t e  r i s k s  and 

c h r o n i c  r t s i s  f t r  :;.e w v i r 3 n m e r i t a l  based r i s k  assessment. 
The EPA 2 2 5  de:+--iced t h a t  a  r i s k  va lue  f o r  c a r c i n o g e n l c  r i s k  
of 13 t s  :ne ce;l:lve 5 t o  !b t s  t he  n e ~ a t i v e  4 i s  c o n s i d e r e d  
acceptda le .  T h i s  i s  b a s i c a l l y  a  u n i t l e s s  p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  any 
adverse e f f e c t s  s,::urring f a r  a  p o ~ u l a t i o n .  T h i s  l e v e l  has been 
determined t0 :? Z i i e p t s b l e .  I n  ' r c d i t i c n ,  t h e  non-ca rc inogen ic  
r i s k  i s  m a s u r e c  3 i  a cazard inCex, and a hazard  index o f  l e s s  
than one i s  co:.oi.l,?rea acceptab le .  Fo r  the e c o l o g i c a l  r i s k ,  
i t ' s  brok?n dowc ;;st a l i t t l e  b i t  d i f f e r e n t l y .  A hazard index  
o f  l e s s  than . i r d i c a t e s  t n a t  r!o pos5iD'l.e e f f e c t s  w i l l  occur .  
A hazard index :*:bieefl .1 and ! d  i n d i c a t e s  tmt p0:glble adverse 
? i f e c t s  ,gay O C C ~ C ,  and d hdzard' i naex  g r ? a t e r  than i d  i n d i c a t e s  
t n a t  p r o ~ a b : e  c i e r s e  e f f e c t s  may occur  t a  some i n d i v i d u a l s .  
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n ;Tk i ? l  ' -  , . .  ..-: . %*..: ... .;,I: "5 . - < " - ' +  ., ., . ? : n 3 :  !: v.js a?y % r e  

:r]z$::;:;q :,; ,2- :,.~? <. . -?? :?<*? 3 : t e c - a ; < q e s ,  ] q  d < c i t f s , q  t 2  ; : j  

i , J  5 ,  3. :,?*?? 5 ;  :e-?a:i,es eya!u?:ee 
- s , , , ~  a , n e  :';.;~. . i .  , : a j : 3 ! ' : / ,  t : ~  ~ r i ; ~ r i a  i f  t!: eva- 
; d d l r  n:gZ'?c :: , r :.f 2 cea::r $9: :he z!?,,ir,;:- 
h?~:, 1 :j ;+r-,-..-- . . .? . ! , - e  efi+::ive*+sj, i t ' s  
' l 7 ? ' , 2 ~ ? * 1 - ? 3 i ? ' + . ;  : C j ' ,  i ? d  : 3 m ~ : i 3 n c e  k i t h  r ? g u i a c i ~ p j .  I n  
d " c : c : . $ : ,  t*e  ' ? i t  ,k: c r i t e r i d  d r ?  5td:e dLcc;:anc+ anC t h e  
L;:Xkr::Iy X:?S'.::.E?. A: ::is pcizr . ,  we nave ~ o t t e l  co?currec:e 
9 t a z ' :  I ? ;  or. ;i.cferr?< ai ;ernat ive,  and n e  
:z,mipj :- 5:ce;::::* . : . . j - a~ i z  .-. w j i y  i >e sia:sa'.ed a f t e r  a l !  c:n- 
~ u n i  :y :);TI??:s "?./.?. Leer! s,sl'::ed. Sased 3 1  our eva l  c a t i c n s ,  
? i d t X 3 u c $ t  A ! '  ':*:e f3se  f e e l s  :ha: sne p r e f e r r e d  remedia l  
d l  t e r z a t i v e  ! S  r i v e  i h r e e ,  the i n s t 3 l l a t i o r  of a  i 3 w  p e r -  
w a o i l i : ;  vsr::::i s c b e r  system, which '?  a d d i t i o n  t o  i t  b e i n g  
very  7rc:ec'i - i : t  a:so f i ; l f i ! :s the P a r t  360 New York S t a t e  
r e q i i i r e m e n ~ .  :: ; r 3 v f  e j  o v e r a l l  p r o t e c t i o n  o f  human h e a l t h  and 
t h e  e n v i r m e r t ,  i t  ;-ovices :mg-?ezm e f f e c t i v e n e s s .  And t t  
63s t h e  p a t e s :  2 f f e c -  on r e o u c i i g  the ~ o t e n t i a l  f o r  a d d i t i o n a l  
C o n t a n i r x : ~  X - 3 :  ? h w u ~ h  :3e waste in:o the  ground wa te r  
a: t h i s  i a n i f i l :  . k c  a t  t h i s  p o i n t ,  t h a t  conc ludes t h e  presen- 
t i t i c n  c i  i a n s f " i  2 i .  And Mr. Vjn Sarcjzn w i l l  come back and 
~ r i e f  me bac<g-:~r;C an l a n d f i l l  22. 

. . C" 

iJr;Ax;cN: -here are--3r!cc i r s x  rhe %cckg*ound, :nere a r e  a l o t  o f  . . 
s ! n i : a r i t i e s  o e r e e o  t r e  two l a r c f i i l s  as  we p r o g r e s s  a long  
nere.  The age :i : ? i s  l a n d f i l l  i s  $ ! i g%ly  o l d e r .  It was 
a c t i v e  from 133; 3 r o q h  1966. 1: again a l s o  r e c e i v e d  p r i m a r i l y  
r e s i a e n ? i a i  anc :;3in. w a s t e  i rcn the base e n t i t y .  i n  t renched  
c e l l s .  I t d i s c  -egcr:?a?y rece',ded slcC$e waste f rom our  base 

. - i n a u s t r i i l  vast: t.ater p r e t r e s r a e n t  f a c i l i t y ,  wh ich was b a s i -  
. - c a l l y  a  k i n d  of ; I ;  dr.? water separat:,r Drocess. And s ludges 

from t n a i ,  as :X.J wer; p ~ t  o u t  i n t o  tanks,  were then j u s t  
apparen t l y  dis;zs?C c ' b v e r  i n  t h a t  l a n d f i l l .  It a l s o  r e c e f v e d  
spen t  a i x r a r :  { L i f t e r  c a r t r i s e s ,  i h i c h  $+ere a t  one t ime  thought  
t:, have oeen rke i s p c s i t i o n  o f  ( m n i t i o n s  waste. However, i t  
r a a l l y  was a i r c r i f r  s t a r t e r  c a r t r i g e s .  Again, t h e  process i s  
r c r y  s i m i l a r  :a :.e l i ? d f i l l  23. Th is  s i t e  was l ooked  a t  in t he  
Jhase ! repor r  i a  1985. Hcwever, a t  t h a t  t ime.  i t was n o t  
r a n k e d - - i t  was c ~ :  cons idered f a r  f u r t h e r  a c t i o n .  I n  r e e v a l u a t i n g  
:he recc rds  an.: "r;er?:anding tne  waste water  t r e a t m e n t  f a c i l  i- 
t i e s  o p e r a t i ~ n s  s-d t h e  waste go ing  over  the re ,  we recons ide red  
tiut s i t e  i n  t.32 s i t e  ' n s p e c t i m  Stage. Ne went Out and d i d  
sane k m p l ~ n g  sf r h e  wzste and thought  t i l d t  we needed t o  yo 



. - . .. 
::.;KG: :his is  oasica:'; :he s m e  as ?.he o t h e r  s i t e .  Tnese a r e  con- 

s i d e r e d  arce2:;';- r i s k \  ' e v e l s .  knd $ga in ,  f o r  e c o l o g i c a l  r i s k s  
we have the ::TY d i f i e r e n :  l e v e l s  o f  r i s k s .  F o r  ! a n d f i l l  22, 
we had s i m i l a r  r:erarias. There was t ne  c h i l d  t r e s p a s s e r  and.  
;he f u t u r e  r e s 7 & 5 t .  This r i s k  assessment i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  the 
nazara i o d e x  f s r  ::e c ? i l d - - f o r ,  a f u t u r e  r e s i d e n t  i s  b o r d e r l i n e .  
The hazarc i n d e x  i s  1, whf:n i s  cons idered acceptab le .  I t ' s  t h e  
same recep to rs  ,,+re e leva ted  f3r l a n a f i l ?  22 as f o r  l a n d f i l l  23, 
w i th  s i m i l a r  res; l is .  O L ~  r i s k  assessment determfneo a few 
i n d i v t d - a l s  K a i  s s s f > : y  have adverse e f f e c t s ,  b u t  t h e r e  would 
be no popu;aticr> ;r?blzn:s. An6 agaln ,  we go tnrouyn the same 
process f o r l ~ ~ c f l l l  22 and ue d i d  f o r  landfill 2 3 .  In f a c t ,  
d l \  of Our 51:~s went tnrough t n i s  procpss t o  go ttlrougtl the 
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3 
:-,? :,qr?f A * : ? - ~ ; . . -  ;.+s js 1:: :-,c ,:rj:evi2, th j :  i j  2 : s ~  
: . - - n + ; c  i , , j ' i,: : -  ;y ; ; j ed  ; ' A ? ,  w @  :e:???i?~.!: : 2: ier?d:i.,? 

3 : . -  ~ , .  , ;+$ 1?;?;2t:~? e j t j j j i  j k .  ,- 8 

2 :  . , . :e:er;:r$.: :~ii 5 5 : 3 i s ?  it. ;r:,-i<es a," 
j ye ra ; :  .;?::?:;'.- ;f -;.,?dn k $ d :  :; a?: :.-. $ n , i r j ~ , ~ e ? : .  [ t  g r z .  
;ices loc;-:.',*7; : r '+ct ; igces; .  It's t e e  ipp:?. i a s t : y  z f  tne 
c o i e r  syj:?. ~ : : ; - - a -  - - i ,?~. ,  ar? t ~ e r ?  are  a c t u a l l y  ieSS ac re rse  
e c 3 l o g i r r '  :?;a::: *It? tb!s ?art!';?rlar a ' t e r n a t i v e ,  j l?c .  
a i t e r n a ? . , r e r  J ;excm3racies ; r?ve r t  5 f r m p l a ~ t ' g  r r e e s  
t r ;  ;no a r e a ,  : r : . .= - - f c -  . ,- :fie f a a j < > i : i t y  j t u i j  c racess,  de Ceve- 
l o p  a fe$r(:!ii:; , an6 :?it's a! j : - - t ha t ' s  13caced cn t:e . . t a a l e ,  i :  a r j t ~ c :  d q : r  :.? f l i ;  t r g ~ g 5  i t .  ! t ' s  j;;; 3 a s i c a l l y  
a  detail:. >c-s4;r :f H a a r  I ' v e  j u s t  i 313  you,  and a  CmCenSed 
v e r s i g a  3' , - ~ , - ~ p ~ ~  , p!an, whlcn e v e r y m e  i s  welccme t o  take.  

' 

A n d  t h a t  ; r  a c L ; : ' j  k h ' t  7 e s ; i c  are t o  c m n e n t  on. And t h a t  
conc iudes :te' i 2 : c i i l l  22 b r i e f i n g .  

! E :  A t  t h i s  poi:t, I'- 9 o i r . j  t o  :Qrn i; over  to Mt. Von &$en t o  
moderata :k ;zr<'.:;n 2 ~ d  a?sw'r ~ e r i o d .  Again, the pub:ic i s  
i n v i t e d  :a ; i ~ e  : - : i t s  : ha t  d l 1  be ljsed fn  the  f i n a l  decision, 
and comerm:s car :.+ m:e 3y t i t h s r  u s i n s  3 c o m e f i t  sheet, whfch 
a t e  cip here i n  fr2-', bz t r e  i i g n - i f 1  t a b l e ,  cr  they c a t 1  the  
P u b l i c  A f f a i r s  a i i ; c e  i i r e c t l y .  ( i n r u d i t ! e )  

F' i :  Y 3 5  : Can you c i e a r  d; 2 :it:; c a:: tee 5i f f e r e o c e  aetween p l a n  2 and 
p l a n  3--a1 t e r n a t i l ?  2 i n d  3? 

(:::4.:n: . .. For  b o t h  s i t e s ?  

i.i:Li;ER: ?he d i f f e r e ~ c e  i s  a: t e r l d t i v s  2 i s  stric::y a v e g e t a t i o n  cover .  
B a s i c a ! l y ,  i t ' s  2 - a t t e r  o f  ;lacing about a  f o o t  o f  s o i l  on t o p  
o f  the  e x i s t i n g  5 ~ 1 i  ar:a e s r a b l i s n i c g  v e g e t a t i o n  over t h a t  t o  
enhance :ae amoug: 9 ::ansporarion. It e s s e n t i a l l y  p r o t e c t s  
r e c e p t o r s  from tne s u r f a c e  i o i i  i t s e l f .  On t h e  o t h e r  nand, 
a1 t e r n a t i v e  3, tn? : 3 ~  pernletDil1:y cavef system-in a d d i t i o n  t o  
h a v i n g  s o i l  >err ;  ;:iacea an t h e  s c r f a c e ,  n a s  a eomea~brane, P .  whick  1s a  i i n p ~ r t n e ~ O l e - - w h i ~ 1  $ 5  a low permeabi 1 t y  m e ~ ~ ~ b r a n e .  I t  
p reven ts  a g p r c x l c d r e i y  7U pefctv: o f  the  p e r c i p i t a t i o n  f rom 



n g rass  c o r e r ,  2 - 2  jo;, won': be a3le :o :!ant t r e e s  ( i n a u d i b l e ) ?  

Rtght .  aeiaas? ,:, d m ' t  r z n t  %me--you don ' t  want the Voot 
sj.stens of '.Re ; : ? n i  t o  go cown and a f f e c t  t h e  gecrextile 
nemaranes t e d t  :-?:tee f n a t  )awy?r b a ? r i ? r  from tha: f n f i  1 t r a -  
t i o n .  Lie sho-i: kind :f j u s t  ~ o i n r  out t!la: these tho--and TOIII 
ula twnt !cn-- :s j - ,  :!?ejt two u a r ~ i c u l a r  I ~ n c f i l l s  nere o p c r a t i s n a :  



I..: AS : I ' d  l i k e  t s  tha".. . i 3 ~ ;  311 f o r  c:miig. An3 aga in ,  if you haven ' t  
s igned  i n ,  by d:.'; S S ,  y o u ' l l  be  ad led  l o  ?be  m a i l i n g  l i s t .  I . . . . d p p r e e i a t e  ysli 2 .  rsm53 sut. Thank  ycl; vary miCh. 

(The meeting has ~ ~ r m ~ ~ a t e t i .  J 
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