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DECLARATION

SITE NAME AND LOCATION
Plattsburgh Air Force Base (AFB), Lodtiil L5023
Plattsburgh, New York

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document prasents a selectzd  ~irce control remedial action ¢ 1 #il!
provide containmeat of wastes at Laodil LI 723 on anttsburgh AFB in Plattit urgh,
New York. This decision document was developed in accordance with the
Comprehensive Environmental 'L:pcc:e, _ -mpensation, and Liability Acg o 230
(CERCLA) as amended bv the Superfund . ~zndments and Reauthorzatia- ot 2
1986, and to the extent prwthdblc the N:icnal Oil and Hazardous Suoiung:s
Pollution Contingency Plan. Through this Jocument, Plattsburgh AFB zlics o
remedy the potential expesure sk to human faalth and welfare and the envireme at
posed by surface soul at LF-023. This decisice 5 based on the Administrative F.ecord
for the site, which was developed in accordance with Section 113(kK) of CERCL ard
which is available for review at Plattsburgh FB ia Plattsburgh, New Yoric. Tre
attached index identifies the items comprising ‘22 Admunistrative Record upcn which
the selection of the remedial action is ‘*a:s d fzse Appendix A),

The New York State Department of Envircoraental Conservation (NYSDEC, and
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency [USEPA) concur with the seiccred
remedy. The State’s staterment of concurrencs vith this selected remedy is preivnted
in Appendix B. '

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from LF-023, if not acdisssed
by implementing the response action selected 2 this Record of Decision (ROD), may
present an imminent and substantial ¢endangerment to human health and welfar2 and
the environment.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The action described in this decision document addresses the principal thraut at
LF-023 by preventing e¢undangerment to human health and welfare anc the
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environment ¢hrough wi:titutiozal g centanment of the i ol

minimize (1) exposure o surface soi s

a7 ran and (2) leaching of con o an
present in surface soils and waste,
The selected source control remedy incl.'=s establishing institutiona. o ;..
constrycting a low-permeability b“ﬂff st ‘I-""“n" over tite landfil to sola

contaminated soils and minimize infiliration -7 water into the landfill. The

also includes the developmsent of 1 pre-cicsvre plan specifying insp rc

malatenance, and monitering pregrars to "o conducted over a 30-year r,( _—
't be incorporated into the Plat b

addition, institutional controls for this

1 UQ 4 :_—'1 [N

AFB Comprehensive Plan. This will 2nsurz “2at f2ture owners will be mads pwir
of the landfill location ind are informed tho the integrity of the final covars iner,
or any other component of the coniaiomst or menitoring system must 0! 22
compromised.

This ROD addresses the groundwater on's n roference to source continl. A

separate Feasibility Stucy (F3), Proposed lar, and ROD will be prepared o loiss
potential risks associated with groundwater, -.rface water, and sediment.

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The selected remedy is protective of buman -ealth and the environment, canpliay
with federal and state requirements that arz frpIICdble or relevant and apprepriate
to the source control remedial action, and is cost-effective, This rersdy was
evaluated along with others that utilize Z=rmarent solutions and alterrative
treatment technologies or resource reccvasy technologies. However, biuaise
treatment of the principal threats at ke site +as not found to be practicablr., this
remedy does not satisfy the statutory prefers=-» for treatment as a principal el2meat
of the remedy. Treatment tecimologies were ‘J2ntified during the developme:: wd
initi ' :re Corzrmined to be infeasible: for LF-0:3
because (1) there are no on-site hot 5 that represent major sourees of
contamination and (2) the estimated large ~~iume of waste at the site precizde a
remedy in which contaminants could be exczvated and treated effectively.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on site, a review
will be conducted by Plattshurgh AFB, USEFA, and NYSDEC within five years aitec
closure to ensure that the source control remedy continues to provide adeguate
protection of human health and the environment. This review will be conducied it
least every five years as long as hazardous substances remain on site at levels that
may pose a risk to human bealth and the environment,
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SEC "'(I"I l

1.0 SITE NAME, LOCATIG™, AND DESCRIPTION

Plattsburgh Air Force Base (AFB) is iceate s Clinton County in noctheaste © Now
York State, horderad on the nortH by e O of Plawshurgh, on the south wi! wess

by the Town of Platsbursh, and on athe e sy Lake Cnn.lxplam (Figure 1), Tz
base 1§ approxdinatzly 29 ;_‘e\ south «f the Tanadizn bocder and 167 aules ool ¢f
Albany. Landfill LF-025 s {ocated west of "2 rupway approximately 300 feet frem

the Plattsburgh AFB boundary (Figure 2).

Access to the landfill from the east and shuth s restricted because the site
hordered by a controlled zccess area. Access Tom the north and west is sor ewha;
less restricted, but 18 liruted by an imiact <-2oot-high, three-wire fence poste s with
"No Trespassing” signs. T‘;.is area is p;‘r-::L‘-" regul, l,f by Plattsburgh AFB s:cunty
personnel. Vehicles €aN Geress the landfill +o 1 dirt road leading from the Per'meter
Road within the contro d ceess t'chtl“f area through a gate near :hn Fice
Training Area (FT -002).

An obstacle course in the northeast portion - LF-023 is used regularly by U5 Ajr
Force personnel during the warmer months. Other military and civilian personcel
are not likely to come in contact with the lucdf

LF-023 is approxunately 600 feet northeast of 1 small mobile home developnitnt ca
Old NY Route 22, near the interchange w“f’" ".*K."State §7. A dirt road formetly led
from the mobile home park road to the nortizast and onto the base, just sauth of
LF-023. This road intersects with Perimeter Road on base. Vehicle access viu :his
road from off base is prevented by an earthe s barrier and gate. The area beween
LF-023 and the mobile home park is mostly scded. The nearest on-base he using
is more than 6,000 feet east of the site. The ight industrial area along Route 22 s
approximately 600 feet north of the site.

Site topography slopes gradually toward the 2ast and south with a surface gradisnt
of approximately 0.026, There are no surface water features within the LF-02 site;
however, shallow groundwater discharges to the ground surface downgradieat of the
landfill in seeps and drainages approximately 500 feet south of the site.

The plant community at LF-023 consists of a pitch pine plantation surrounding aa
open area with sparse weedy vegetation. The wetland south of the site is primarily
a red maple-hardwood swamp, and is regulated by the New York State Departrnznt

59213 1-1 171
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SECTION L

of Envirnnmental \J»DEE"QHO"I (NYSCELT.  Several species of birds, moiizl
reptiles, and amphiblans may inhabit ':&e o nowevar, ng state or federall, iz
ot proposed enda;"xed af threateaed speo’=: are Xoown to ¢xst within 2 udes ¢
Plattsburgh AFB.

Site geclogy consists of u?:"OﬂIDafClv' S0 f=-- of sand, § feer of sily, 10 fes: - oly,
and 25 feet of till overly’'rg carbonarze Be:ll ok Soil within the landfill s ool
graded fine-to-medium saad with tracs silt, =d appears to he native soil m ed in
the area. Two aquifers a: the site imclude ~2 uncenfined aquifer in the szl
(below the depth of waste), located approdmately 20 feet below ground @ .riace
(bgs), and a confined aguiféc in the hedrack. TGroundwater in the unconfined - ‘il.LLf;‘.'
flows south and scutheast toward Lake Chzrpiain and a topographic low s 20
the site. Groundwater in the confined agquif:; flows east toward Lake Charglaln

A more complete dewr’ption of LF-023 cin be found in the LF-022/01-003

Remedial Investigation (RI) Report on pagzs 1-3 through 1-8 and 4-1 throug «- .3
(ABB-ES, 1992a).

59213 1.2 _ te9t.71
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SEC IOM G

2.0 SITE HISTORY

aceordance with Section 1177a) of 22 T —orahensive Environmental F
Compensanon, and Liabin CLA), Platisburgh AFB i ;
t‘m Racord of Dacisicn p\OD; to addreo public review and cou&n“nr n T§‘..3

selected containment Mtsraative, krown o3 remedial alternative, for 1
P!attsburgh AFB, in corsgltation with NYSDEC and the US. Environ 1{.{‘...;‘1
Protection Agency (USEPA), considered [ blic comments as part of ™ -7l
deumon—n‘a,\mg process for selecting the LI702 centrol remedy T RCD
summarizes the rasults mac‘u<1um F astbility Study TF&3, aad
Proposed Plan.

2.1 LAND USE AND RESPONSE HISTGRY

LF-023, the last active landtill at Platisburgh AFB, is approximately S00 fee! wide
and 800 feet lonyg and reportedly received dontestic wastes for disposal from 1365 to
1981 (Figure 3). Daily operations consisied of digging 25-foot-deep trerches.
spreading and compacting the trash (typic

lly bagged household garbage anc
backfilling with 6-inch layers of sandy soil. Hazardous wastes were rot rouiirely
disposed of in this landfill; however, hazardcis materials might have been deposited.
The maximum voilume of fill {s 2stimated ar 406,000 cubic yards. Since laadtilling
operations ceased, secondary growth has b:gua to cover the site and an exsriise
training course has been constructed in the zcrthern section of the site.

Several site investigations have been conducizd at LF-023 as part of the Insiziiyicn
Restoraton Program (IRP) at Plattsburgh ASB. A Preliminary Assessment veified
that the site was potentially contaminated. The Preliminary Assessment pro:rpred
a Site Inspection (SI), which confirmed the prasence of contamination. SI actitics
included soil, waste, and groundwater smmlmg An RI was conducted to
characterize the nature and extent of contamination at LF-023 and inclided
groundwater, surface soil, sediment, and surface water sampling. A more de:nled
description of the site history ¢an be fourd in the RI Report on pages 1-10 through

1-11 (ABB-ES, 1992a).

-~ -
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SECTION 2

2.2 FEDERAL FACILITIES AGREEMENT HISTORY

Field investigation activities at LF-023 “uve " oon conducted as part of the D¢ 2o
Environmental Restoratics Program (OERF -ﬁrhich was established e .:!c: ]

hazardous waste disposal and il Citles
nationwide. The T_RP :'s f‘ﬂ.e US, 'that

::-121;_5 sdtes associated mth m:,;u:t 3l
rials, =wh as Plattsburgh AFB. The IRP
amended by the 1986 Supe: ad

specifically deals with
releases of toxic ,y_d :
operates under the
Amendments and Reauthorzatl

The Stratsgic Air f""r"_r""i-.; {SAC) entered o an Interugency Agre’meﬂt i '("
No. 1758-1758-Al) vmh the Department rf _uergy (DOE), under which

provides technical assisiancz fn: implemzntat=n of SAC [RPs and related actisities.
SAC requested DOE suppert i assessing the extent of contamination at sitis on
Plattsburgh AFB. Martin “arietta Energy Sy:irems, Inc. (MMES) was assigned the

responsibility for managing the contaminaticn assessment effort under the [AG
ons Program. Im 1986, the (KP

theough the Hazardous ‘Waste Remedial A
15 assigned to ABB Environm::nta!

technical pecformance at Platisburgh AFB -
(formerly E.C. Jordan Co.}. The
dnary Assessment to eva.luate etk

Services, Inc. (ABB-ES), an MMES subconirs

nfirm the presence or absenue 3
contamination at identified sites, and (3) an «:
National Priorities List (NPL) of sites and -+l be remediated according to the

[RP at Plattsburgh AFB has inciuded (1) a Pr=
sites are potentially contaminated, (2) Sis o

ving RI program at sites confiiined
to have contamination, In November 1939, ?’; -:sburgh AFB was included e the
tederal facilities agreement entered into amory he US. Air Force, the USEPA, an
NYSDEC on September 12, 1991. '

19213 2-2 S31.7
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SEC H( ‘1

3.0 COMMUNMNITY ¢iRTICIPATION

Dl L oty LT Loae L . ..
Coors AT B has kept the commurity ol

otaer Lnterened ;a"‘ 3 weoss oot LEW025 through infors: oral
meetings, fact shezts, ;.fz.-,-:. re!cases azd put

On August L, 1989 Plucshurgh AFS Teil (s frst Technical Review Cerm it

(TRC) meeting 1o velve members of the Tlinon County community and 1202 2nd

federal regulatory agencies in decisions < erning IRP environmental efvorse

actvities. The TRC cuirendy meets quarter’s o dizcuss plans and results o7 1 uud
:or 18

FS activities. During Tzacember 1990, Plaisburgh AFB raleased a conrunt
relations plan that outlined a program to «Jdress comumunity eoncerns an. % 2op
citizens informmed about ond | d iz activities during the remedial proca i

On August 4, 1992, Pla: *~ourgn AFB madz the LF-023 Administrative l2egd
available for public resview at Plausbu AFB in Platisburgh, New “Cork.
Plattsburgh AFB published a notice aad bri«f analvsis of the Proposed Ploit in the
Press-Republican and made the Proposed Plan available to the public it the

Plattsburgh Public Library.

On August ¢4, 1992 Plattshargh AFB h2id a zublic infermational meeting to :liscuss
the results of the RI and the cleanup aiter=::ives presented in the FS, preser: the
Proposed Plan, and answer questions {rom :-e public. Immediately following the
informational mes=ting, Flattsburgh AFB ":!d a public hearing to discvis the
Propesed Plan and to accept oral commenL crom August 4, 1992 to Septerber 3,
1992, Plattsburgh AFB held a 30- d..j public comment period to accept [ublic
comment on the alternatives presented i in rs TS and the Proposed Plan and 1 any
other documents previously released to the pubiic. A transcript of the public hearng,
the written comments recewed during the public comment period, and Platt:burih

AFB’s response to comments are included in Appendices C and D.

,n_.

=
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4.0 SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERAB! ~ LNIT OR RESPONSE ACTIU N

Due to the nature of s primary mission, 7 iitsburgh AFB is enguged 1 - ‘,if"n.fc

variety of opzratior:. A riunber of operatis = require the use, handling, stor: 2, o)
disposal of hazardous materials, The IRT _idresses past instances wheo r!:_e;;c

materials came into contact with the er sattheough accidental spills, ks ¢
<upply piping, landfiil owfauone, bu: ‘:' waste liquids ducing (ire iriining

s eonducted at the base’s §

exercises, and the cumulative effect of op
and industrial area. T“f.«e are the actiy’ '\nj circumstances throug?
contaminants of concern came to contact site-related soil, sediment, s
water and/or groundwaier. T‘1e U3 ch ad o orees of contamination at Pla:!
AFB sites are sol-ents, fiels, ge\n“' Jx, "~ polychlorinated bipheryls (_! ;-‘.:,_.
Currently, there are tmrtymne IRP site

The LF-023 source control remedial action wi! meet most of the remedial responie
objectives identified for this site. These includer

L Minimize potential future huian health and curreat and luture
ecological risks associated - exposure to polynuclear arormatc
hydrocarbons (PAHS) in surface soil.

Lhci

2 Minimize potential future humaz health risks associated with exposwce
to vinyl chloride in groundwater,

3. Minimize potental future humor “ealth risks associated with expesure
to PAHs in dust emissions.

4, Minimize potential risks (0 aquitic organisms associated with exprsiue
_ to inorganics in wetland surface water downgradient of 1.F-023.

s. Minimize infiltration of precip:'z::.:ion into landfilled waste mate:-als.

6. Minimize potential for contaminant migration from waste materials.

7. Minimize erosion of existing cover soils.

Remedial response objectives 2 and 4 will be tully addressed in a separate FE,
Proposed Plan, and ROD for groundwater, surficg water, and sediment. This source

59213 4.1 4 09071
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SECTION 4

control remedial aztion will address the foll ing nrincipal threats to humaa Lty

and the environmernt posed by the site: (U - ental! future human health csb e
r J N ,

. and {2) potential effects to tersir ol

404
Hnants.

exposure to contamirants in site surface so
wildlife from expesure tn cyrface soil contan

59213 4-2 o
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SECTION

Y]l

5.0 SUMMARY OF SiTY :HARACTERISTICS

1
4

Subsecticn 1.4 of he Landfil [F-023 Sour S report contains an (hev e
of the RI (ABB-£8, '9=72). The signiloo ;a" g5 of the RI are sum ol
below, Concentrations sad fmucn-:i 5 af of site contaminant. in t
varinus media at LF-022 are preserte Figure 4 diagrams poten il
contaminant migration pth&}S and recenptors,

;

5.1 WASTE/SOIL

Most of the landfll toundary is defined by large pine trees that predate f1:dfil

activides. The boundary was confirmed by o .3g11~f0mcter survey. The arca. exten.
of two small sections of the landfill, which a2 gorth of the main portion ot londiill,
was defined by a combination of a magnetometer survey and a ground-pen: irat ng
radar survey. The area of the landfill is =stimated to be 438,000 square fze:. The
Preliminary Assessment indicated that wast2s may have been buried as deap s
25 feet bgs in some areas. Observation durizyg test pit excavation indicated *nat the
landfill is at least 13 feer deep. The madm:m volume of fill material is esti mated

10 be 406,000 cubic yards, based on a reporizd maximum depth of 25 feet,

Test pits were dug during the SI ‘o evzl:ite the nature of contamination in
subsurface soil and buried waste. Materia! *ncovered during test pitting indica es
that the type of wastes disposed of at this s*= ranged from bagged househo’d t:sh
to construction debris and automobile part:. Site contaminants were not duested
in subsurface soil; however one waste sarmp!= contained 1,2-dichlorobenzens.

A passive soil gas survey was conducted 2t LF-023 to identify areas of pcreatisl
contamination and assist in identifying the location of future explorations. A:sas of
high flux values for some compounds were dz:2cted primarily along the dirt read that
runs north-south through the site. However, results form subsequent grouniwarer
and surface water sampling do not suggest the presence of contaminant “hot spots”™.

The site was divided into quadraats for surface soil sampling. Composite surtace s2il
samples were collected from each quadrant and analyzed for semivolatile crganis
compounds (SVQCs), pesticides, polychlonnated biphenyls (PCBs), and inora:iizs.
Discrete surface soil samples were collected from four locations and analyzed for
volatile organic compounds (VOCs). The VOC sample locations were selected bisad

$9213 S-1 609171
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on soil gas survey results. SVQGCs (ail of - vich were PAHY), silver, anz 'UF

(Aroclor 1284 were wdentified as site “urfac: il contaminants,

5.2 GROUNDWATER

~1

Groundwater monitcricg +2ils were [mstal= ! at LF-023 1o collect growiu.:
samples and to measure groundwater =izval’ s Croundwater at the site conairs
the following inorganics [Ceniified as site ¢or - 7inants: aluminum, iron, mang: mv

aad potassium. Tie VCCs detec:e A._..*ude chloroform, vinyl chl: e,
chlorobenzene, benzene, 2thylbenzene, and 272l xylenes. One SVOC, naphta: ene,

was also detected ia one groundwater sams’e.

5.3 SURFACE WATER/SEDIMENT

Surface water and sediment samples were obiained at seeps approximately 601} fuet
al for contaminant transport via

south of the site to investigate the po
groundwater discharge. Aluminum, arsenic, 1291, and zinc were detected ia 5 fice
water at concentrations above Ambient “Vater Quality Criteria. No rargmt
compounds were identified as site ccntaminants in sediment samples; howeve:
petroleum hydrocarbons (PHCs) were detected in sediment samples.

A complete discussion of site characteristics can be found in the RI resnrt on
pages 4-13 through 4-64 (ABB-ES, 1992a).

59213 , 5-2 509171
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LFG23 SITE CoMTammanTy Br Mivia

LF023 Scvace TonTL Pioep If DETiTow
PLATTaBUOH AFB

ZancEyrmaTay Jings'

. Cercon e g e Maxiwed | eoses
[ GROUNDOWATER /yasL) ‘r } | i
wETALS | |
Aluminum <200 562 38 #_‘
'ron . i <QQ 47,100 o -lili N ..__}
L Manganese ; <!$ 984 i w18
Patassium ] ] ' <5000 48.000 R
vCs |
Chiereterm o L «0.2 0.4 s
Viayt Chioride ‘ <3.3 31t . "’i_‘_
Chiorebenzene !I . <8 10 138
Benzene i <$ 14 ‘ -‘:3,'2!_ ____ _
Etfrvibenzane i <3 84 1728
Yyienes (Totay) 7 2N <3 7 428 o
VG | | |
Naphthaiens | <10 " o |
T : - B2t e ey m—r gy
SURPAGE SQILS?® (roncenirationy !4 ;q/kq unless othorwize ~oled) ' ‘
SVioe ]
Flucranthene <330 122,300 274 —
Naphthaane <33 2728 "4 ‘
2:Methyinaphtnalens : _ <130 . 2,125 A _‘
Acenzphthens <330 . 12.823 . _‘Z.ﬁ_m___‘
Qlbenzoturan . <330 7.323 14
Phenanthrene <330 144,000 1/4
Anthracene <330 ) 25.700 1’4
Pyrene <330 108,500 i/
Benzo(a)anthracene , <30 *4.500 AS—
Qurysane . <330 ' 35,000 1,4 .
Senzofiuaranthene (Totwl) .<3.‘.\0 ) 37,000 ‘ 2,'4___“
Bentolalgyrene «3%0 21,200 2/e -—T
indena {1.2.3-cdipyrens <330 4,8%0 e
$9213.7/1
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LF023 St ConTimnants 3y Meow

LF-C23 SourcE Ton ol SH4Cor0 2 DEcineM
. PLATTIBURGH AFB

i
. “ONCEMTRATIAN Tange!
Crreenow . LAy Maxamuse
AL~ il ';,"
F Olbenzofa.Miantracsre 7 7? <330 2.500
Flugrane «< 330 ; 12,328 14
+- i wrrr e o
Banza(g.h.:jperviane ' <336 I 3.3% 14
F R e S5 S o ——— - T rtm———y
{ PESTICIDES: PLE) )
' PCB (Aracior- 1 254 , : <160 190 4 !
ST T —— et S PSR St P ]
YETALG imq/kq) ,
Silver ‘ <2 12.8
- T 3 — . ~—¢ 3
PHCs | 1.07% 272
Pnat et =t — e —e o e e — R T Sr—
SURFACS WATER (yq/\) :
Numinum <200 1990 ‘ 1'2
Arsenic . <10 318 1/2
fron ‘ <109 §72.00Q 42
Jnc <0 ss ’ 1/2
- L = - — e — - — — 42 RN ILIWYER €S Iy
WASTE (raskal l
RrioLe )
1,2.Cichiorobenzene $20 520 . th
Notsa:

! Concentrations of dupiiCais SATDIES wers Iversced, Yihat 3 Somoound was gatected 'n one cuplicats .uwd nct ha other,
W sverage Scncenyation was sajculatad by ying e Sxaclon limit, agjusted for aliution.

' Number of sampies in which the compound was Jets t2d abcve background concentratens ar appeunrinte ttardards
divided by the totai numbaer of samptes analyzed 'or *hat paramater. Ouplicate sampies were courte:l ut gne wumpio.

! Concentrations dstected in compasits samples.

¢ .. Concentratons repcried fram Method 8010 antlyses.

' Concentrs= - na ragQrted from CLP-CCP and Math.. 400 analyses.

voC Voiatie Organio Compound
SVCC  Semivolatle Crgame Compeund
pCB Polychiorinated 8ipheayt

PHC Pevcieym Hydrocarbon
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6.0 SUMMARY F SITE RISKS

A risk assessmien!t was cerformed oo 2siitole !tai orobability and magni d2 o7
potential adverse human ftealth dzd <& o 2ntal effects from expo.ira b
contaminants asscelated with LF-023.

6.1 HUMAN HEALTH RIS & ASSESSMENT

The human health risk 2::essment followed - Sur-step process: (1) data eva. satiorn,
that identified those hazordous substances -1z, given the specifics of the <"r:' W g2

of significaat congary; () exposu sesar o at, which identified actual or norevicd
exposure pathways, the o otentially exposed populat Onn, and

le exposiire; 7} toxicity assessment, which conzidersd

determined the 2xtent of ~noss
the types und magnitude of adverse heaisr affects associated with exporirs to
on, which integrated the three carler

hazardous substances; and {4) risk characteriz

steps to summarize the potential and actua! osks posed by hazardous subs-anzes at
the site, including carcinogenic and neacarcinogenic risks. The results of the uman
health risk assessment tor LF-023 are discussad below, followed by the conclusions
of the environmental risk ossessment. The <:mplete risk assessment for LE-023 can
be found in Subsection 4.4 of the RI v=zart, with supporting informaton in
Appendices J, M, N, O, and P.

.

~y
3
=

Thirty-two contaminants of concern wers s2lected for evaluation in th: sk
assessment, These contaminants includ: zll compounds identified s site
contaminants at [LF-023 during the RI, :vcept PHGS (see Table 1). The 32
contaminants of concern were selected t0 :2present potential site-related hazards
based on toxcity, concentraton, frequency ietection, and mobility and persisten:e
in the environment; however, some coniamizanits were evaluated only in the Tnmnan
health risk assessmest, while others were only evaluated in the environmentl risk
assessment. A summary of the health effects of each of the contaminants of concerr.
can be found-on pages 432 through 4-83 of the RI report. Toxicity profiles for ¢ach
compound can be found in Appendix O of the RI report.

Potential human health etfects associated witl exposure to contaminants of ccrcarn
were estimated quantitatively through the development of several hypotletical
exposure pathways. These pathways were daveloped to reflect the potential for
exposure to hazardous substances based on the present uses, potential furure uses,
and location of the site. The following is a brief summary of the exposure pathways

59213 6-1 609171
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- K . I R ] Do L~ - T A N R T ol - ! ! ot
gvaluated. A more therough deserpt-on <o T2 foand on pages 4-69 “hiroz, 4

of the RI report.

Eight exposure pathways ware gvaluarl

L [acidental fiegeston of and <220 oontact with surface soll by a semnt

policeman.

2. Incidental ingestion of and &7 ¢ 2 conzaet with surface soil by - chi
trespasser.

3. Incidental ingestion of and dir=.# contact with surface water by & clic
trespasser.

4. Inhalation of vapors and fugitiva dusts by a nearby resicent.

E Site Condit]

% [ngesuon of, direct contact wits, and inhalation of volatile corzp:unds
from groundwater by a future -:sident.

2 [ncidental ingestion of and diz-1 contact with surtace soil by 2 fittute’
resident.

3. [ncidental ingestion of and Jirzct contact with surface watzr by a

future child resident.
4,  Inhalation of vapors and fugitiv= dusis by a future resident,

Security police use the obstacle course 48 ays per year (four days per week, 12
weeks per year) for four years (the average tour of duty). Because they may be
exposed to the soil to a greaier extent than a typical adult, an ingestion rate «{ 200
milligrams per day (mg/day) was assumed. Ctemical concentrations were ave:iged
over the four quadrants and chemical concentrations in the most contarmizatel]
quadrant were used to evaluate risks. Security police are more likely to be 2xosed
to soil in the northeast quadrant (where the cbstacle course is located), where silver
is the only contaminant of concern detected in surface soils. .

$9213 6-2 19131
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" pathways were evaluated together because a

ot WIS PRAET 5P HES

SECT "IN 6

Dermal contagt valgated for a ¢hild tre o ass 2y
betweeq :he 5‘ T »—:i‘-rtiwd fve days per yel 1 oths
10-year pericd Teexposad via LILS pathway. [ ot
fature residect sc )‘,.li would he P"P()‘Ed ek
childhood and into : ‘5:9.*3:{ WS ev J.Augued fer Lo

Lt

Jer AH‘:”&um hetweer: the [ ai

-~

between the ages ~f n
= “ecur 175 days per vear tor a ool o

seven and 30 years,
30 years.

Children berween the age ay ilso be tpnsed to sarface viter
in the wetland ;ou‘x sELI m‘:z\l ntal .ngesuon of sifae
water was evaluated for a . gspassar Bvs ln, car for one hour per « v o1
the 10-year period. Simularly, a i shild resig -)Jld explore the wetly . ind
be exposed to contam L expe frequency of 26 days per ye. vis
assumed for the fururs child resident becaus- izcess would likely be easier = fur

a child trespasser.

The {nhalation pathway was evaluated for currant residents of the mobile home park
600 feet soutiwest of the -ite, as well o5 futir2 residents living on the site. Fu: (hs
pathway, a model was used to predict ambizzt air concentrations at the n:arat
residence (200 meters away for the current sosnario and 1 meter away for the litws
scenario). Exposure was evaluated for a resifent who may spend 16 Hours pai cay
for 175 days per year breathing the predictz.l i concentrations, This pathwéy was
assumed for a child resident (one to six v=-:= old) and adult residents (37-y=ar
exposure duration).

however, a future resident cculd b

water, dermal absorption <iring
smpounds during showering, “hes:
ture resident could be exposed -ia al
three pathways. Most of the exposure pwmeters used were default values
astablished by USEPA. Madmum detected concentrations in groundwater wers
assumed. Air concentrations were calculated using partitioning equations (ses
Appendix P of the RI report). ' :

Groundwater at tha site i3 not currently
exposed to groundwater via lngestior. i
showering or bathing, and ‘nhalation of vslat!

Excess lifetime cancer risks were determinad for each exposure pathway by
multiplying the exposure level with the chemicil-specific cancer slope factor. Cinrer
slope factors have been developed by USEPA Tom epidemiological or animal studie;
to reflect a conservative “upper bound" of the tisk posed by potentially carcine;ziie

59213 6-3 i 1.T1
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compounds. That is, the true risk is very oo %2ly 1o be grearer than the przilwed
risk. The resuling risk estimates are expras:s Jlenuflc nctadon as a pr(\} 1.7
e T

wl

{8.g, L x 10° for 1/1,600,200) and indicats 's example) that an indivionl s
not likely to have greater “han & one-i1-2 ¢hance of developing cancer ooir
70 years as a result of site-related 2xposure 73 d-:: ed) to the compound . the
stated conccntntio" C-*z*nt USEPA 1 pras’ oz considers carcinogenic rishs o te

additive when : SXpOSUTE to a it af h;za:uous substances.

The Hazard Index was alsa calculated for 2.7 pathway as USEPA's me asurs i-’ the
potendal for noncarcinogernic health effects, e Hazzard Index is the sum of .z
Quotients, which are calculsted by dm'-ﬂa i e(pomre level by the rcfurerv dose
(RED) or other switable ! seachmark for nores tnogenic health effects for 21¢1
compound. RfDs have besn developed by :'?EPA to protect sensitive ind.vicuals
over the course of a fetime, and reflect '3; - 2xposure levels that are unlikey
have an appreciable risk of an adverse hbeuith effect. RfDs are cderived ?'1'1'»1‘1
epidemiological or animal studies and incorporate urcertainty factors to help ersurs
that adverse health sffects will ot ocaur, T Hazard Index is often expressad as
a single value (e.g., 0.3) indicating the ratio ! the stated exposure as defined ¢ the
RID (in this example, the exposure as characizrized s approxmately one-third of 3
acceptable exposure level ’or the gwn ( ouad). The Hazard Index is only
considered additive for compounds that havs the same or similar toxic endpoin:s
(e.g., the Hazard Index for a compound kngv = to produce liver damage shou’! not
be added to a second whose toxic endpoint i <dney damage).

Tables 2, 3, and 4 depict the carcinogenic 2! noncarcinogenic risk summari:s for
cwrent and potential future receptors for ths exposure pathways described aizove.
Human health risk calculations can be found in Appendix N of the RL. .

All current human health cisks were estimats< !0 be below or within the acceplable
limits established by USEPA (i.e.,, carcinogenic risks below or within 10* and 10" and
noncarcinogenic effects with a Hazud Index of below or equal to 1.0). Tlree
potential future human health risks were estimated to be above acceptable lirzis.
Evaluation of-Ingestion, direct contact, and inhalation of VOCs in ground..atas

yielded a risk estimate of 7 x 10®. Ninety-eight percent of the total cancer risks wia

the three e'cposure pathways are attributable to vinyl chloride. Average and
maximum cancer risks for both future child and adult residents via direct contact. ad
incidental ingestion are above acceptable limits. Essentially 100 percent of (hese

risks are attributable to carcinogenic PAHs. Carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic iis<s
59213 6-4 ¢e91-7L
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estimated for a future chiid resident va ! tlation of vapors and dusts fronn twe
landfill above acceptable limits,

s

The interpretation of these risk estimates is ct to a4 number of uncertair ! as 1
a result of the muitisle !a}ers of assu“:pzic-z ’ fent in risk assessment. M iny 9!
these assurmptions e intended to be prote ‘/t)
Therefore, risk estimates aze not tfuiy oo sk
conditional estimates gives a series of conse-

auman health (i.e., comser

Ve issumptions about exposu:? anc
toxicity. Further information on the uncert = 2ty of risk estimates can be fourw. or.
pages 4-97 through 4-100 in the RI report.

6.2 ENVIRONMENTAL RISK ASSESSMENT

A habitat-based environmental risk assessmet (ERA) was pertormed for LF-023.
Terrestrial wildlife could he exposed to surfzce soil at the landfill and ground water
seeps in the wetland south of the landfill. Ther2 are no aquadc habitats on sit:, wd
the wetland to the south is not expected to support fish because standing watar i5 20t
present throughout the vear. However, aquaiic invertebrates may live in the wetl:rd
and could be exposed to chemicals ia the surface water. Selection of aiju:t.c
receptors and modeling of exposures wis not necessary because cieraicil
coucentrations couid be compared directly to water quality criteria,

Chronic and acute Hazard Indices for 2ach 'zdicator species exposed to surface 50il
were between 107 and 10°° indicating tha: <ffects to individuals may occu: but
population effects are unlikely. Effects !5 ‘errestrial organisms as a result of
exposure to contarninants in the wetland ar2 not likely, based on Hazard Ir.dices
between 107 and 102 However, acute and chronic toxicity to aquatic orgamurx. in
the wetland may be occurring because the Hazard Indices calculated o ths
exposure were between 1 and 10,

The ERA for LF-023 is presented on pages +4-100 through 4-111 and Appendix< J f
the RI report._

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this site, if not addressed
by implementing the response action selected in this ROD, may present an imurinent
and substantial endangerment to human health and welfare, and the environunenr.
The following risks must be addressed through this or subsequent remedial activities:
(1) potential future human health risks via exposure to vinyl chloride in groundvsaier,
(2) potential future human health risks via exposure to carcinogenic PAHs in sit2

59213 6-5 509171
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surface soil, (3) porendal fiture humar heaith ~sks «ia inhaation of vapor an. Juty
from landfill surface soil, (4) potential envi- “mental tisks to terrestrial wiid 7
exposure to surface soils, 1ad (5) potendal < ronmental risks to aquatic a0 Ty
in the wetland. As statzd, *his ROD asddrass-: risks associated with landg] + i
soils.  Mitigation of risks asscciated with roundwater and surface witer arnc
sediment in the dowrgradzar wetland sl ¥+ :ddrassed in a separate RO

I N

Fa
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SUMMARY OF LF-023 SiTe Diax Ty MATIS - Sgouarty Poyce

1 F-023 Sourcx ToNTATL 94zorg oF CEC.qiom
Puarrsaunax AFB

. Laomoag AQUTs, MIDIUS LT itromay s SPeCiae TancER 1
Tyt oF ErrtcT Exposune Pon fisx 24 Hazaan Incex
P - e o . i =
A | |d

Site-wice Average Cirect 2nntact with wrfaca il BELS

'ngesicn gt surface soil 1ECS £
Southeest Quadranm Zirect 22130t with sufacs ol 3EO4

‘ngeyticn af urfacs sci 1808
N FFE
Site-wide Average Cirect ~anwact with surtace ol 3.08

mgeston of surface soil Q.01 OF
Sauthesst Cuadrant Direct contact with surtace sGil Q3

ngestdon of wriice soil 0.0% vl

L]
6-7
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LE-0Q23 Saunce Cowmac Trzgro cF DrcisioN
Prarregunan AFB

) Ecpcai 7y Roure, MED @ 1xs SATvwAY-SPECIFIC CaNcER THTAL oA B Fige o g
Tyee or ErvecT TpotURE Poinr Riax or Hazaig Incex Mazize 1,
e — T - T e 8.5 Snt — wen 3 S - e R v
CARCIN NIC EFEECY
Sile-wide Average Riract comract with surface Wi 5E08
legastcn of wrface soil IEDE Git e
T Southeast Quadrant Clract coattact with airfacs Cil 2EO8
ingestien of wrisce ol 1E08 KR
'reidertai IngesUuen af wurface walss 1E<8
Tiregt cortact with sirface valer JE08
—m s T T
‘ Total - Site-wide Average IRt
Tatal - Scuthsast Cuadrant . KRR
NONCARGINQGENIC EFFECTY
Site-wide Aversge = Cirect 20atact with surface wil 0.002
ingestion of surfacs ot 0.001 QK
Southeast Quadrant Siract contact with surface soil ' 0.01
ngeston of wiface sou : c.ox3 an
incidental Ingestion of swirface water 0.008
Direct contact with surface «atw 0.0001 .irg-
- [ I RIS TN
Total - Site-wide Average Q2.{08
Ystal - Southeast Quadrant gl
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SusMARY OF LF023 ST A13= T3 waTes . Fyrume ResioenT

LF023 Scunct Coxm=« B¢corn op DFCI2ION
- PLATTBSUAGH AFB

D L T ———

Ecoayrd RouTe, METUM dms Patvway-SaeCine Cancer ToraL oxaes € 50 2m
Tyre or ErrcT EXPCauRE POINT 2isx o/ Hazaro 'mpex M
b ——— O e e — R — 1]
AR ENIC EFFECT LHILQ AQULY Qg £
Cliect contact with grounsiwater 4€97 {ECB
'ngesticn of groundwatsr 4EQ4 TEO4
nnaatcon of volaties - yhower=3 S80S dEQS 7204 304
Site-wide Average Clr a6t cootact with syrfacs sad 4E04 4€04
ingeston of surface il IEC4 1E-G4 7IE 4 LR
Northwaest Cuadrant Tiract scatact with syrtace g1 1803 26493
ngestion of surface soi €03 IEQ4 233 3203
‘neigental ingeston of surface watae 2647
Cirect contact with surface wate: 7€A 8528
nhalaton of vapars and dusts B4 1E04 2224 1E .4
= - —— - L - - ——— T S ———— b H =i
T T T T T Tona Site-Wide Average - - - 2800 - - 203
Towal: Nortrwesat Quadrant &3 . 4€-03
Total: Site-wide Average 3801
Totai: SQutheast Quadrant €00
N N FE cHLD AQULT QLR LT
h Olrect contact with groundwatsr 0.003 0.002
ingestion of groundwaetsr 0.9 0.2
nhalagon of volaties « shawering 0.3 0.08 1.2 .3
Site-wide Aversge Olrect contact with surface soil 0.2 0.08
Ingestion of surface 0l 0.2 0.02 0.4 o1
Northwest Cuadrart Ditect contact with syrface soil -, 08 0.4 '
ingestion of surface i t .09 o 0.5
Incidental Ingestion of surface water 2.0007 )
Direct contact with surface water .03 0.03
Inhaladen of veoors and dusts s Y 5 0.
L M - o — Bt — 2§
- Totai: Sitewide Average ? 1
Totsl: Northwest Quadrant 8 2
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"remedial action, when complete, must <om

SECTIONM 7

7.0 DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES

7.1 STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS/RESPONSE CORJECTIVES

The primary goal at NPL sites is to undertass remedial actions that are prote:tivs
of human health and the environment. Sectiz= 121 of CERCLA establishes severs|
otller statutory requirements and preferencss, ncluding: a requirement thar th:
with all federal and more stringent
-iteria or limitations, uniess a v.iiver

state environmental standards, requirements,
is invoked; a requirement that the selected rezdial action is cost-effective and uies
permanent solutions and aliernative treatment technologies or resource recovery
technologies to the maximum extent practicabie; and a preference for remedics in
which treatment that permanently and significantly reduces the toxicity, mobilizy, oc
volume of hazardous substances is a principa’ 2iement over remedies not inveiving
such treatment. LF-023 source control alternatives were developed to be consistent
with these Congressional mandates.

-

Based cn the types of contaminants, environmental media of concern, and potantial
exposwre pathways, remedial response objectives were developed to aid in :he
development and screening of alternatives. These remedial response objectives were
developed to mitigate existing and future potexntial threats to human health ani the
environment: '

L Minimize potential future human health and current and futuree
ecological risks associated with 2xposure to surface soil contarainart;

(primarily PAHs).

2 Minimize potental future human tealth risks associated with expusure
~to vinyl chloride in groundwater.

3. Minimize potential future human health risks associated with exposure
to PAHS in dust emissions.

4. Minimize potential risks to aquatic organisms associated with exposure
to aluminum, arsenic, and zinc in wetland surface water downgradient

of LF-023.

5. Minimize infiltration of precipitation into landfilled waste materials.

9213 7-1 109171
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SECTION 7

6. Minimize porential for cintary’™~ant migration from waste mate s

Lo

7. Miniinize erssion of exisiing ¢over sol

rves 2 and 4 wil e fully addressed in a seporat: £°

ice water, and sediment.

Remedial response cihjec
Proposed Plan, and ROD % groundwater, =
7.2 TECHNOLOGY AND ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING

]

CERCLA and the National Ol and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contiag2ney
Plan (NCP) set forth the process by whic: remedial actions are evaluated 1l
selected (USEPA, 19%0a). [n accordance =+ith these requirements, a romg2 of
alternatives was developed for the site. With respect to source control, the Bi,/1F5
developed a limited number of remedial alternatives appropriate for large l21dfill
sites, focusing on attaining response objectives o¢ source control and mitigating sisks
associated with potental exposure to surface scils. A No Action Alternative was also
developed to provide a baseline for comparison against the other alternativas.

As discussed in Subsection 4.1 of the LF-022 Zcurce Control FS (ABB-ES, 1942h),
the RI/FS identified, assessed, and screened technologies based on the app:oach
outlined in the NCP and USEPA’s Strewmniin:ng the RI/ES for CERCLA Murcipal
Landfill Sites (USEPA, 1590b). Subsection +2 of the FS presents the rem:dial
alternatives developed by combining the technologies retained from the screcning
process in the categories identified in Scction 300.430(e)(3) of the (P
Technologies were combired into source «oatrol alternatives ranging frooy ao
alternative that eliminates the need for long-term management by rémoving or
destroying contaminants to the maximum extect feasible, to alternatives that provide
no treatment but do protect human health ard the environment. Section 5.0 of the
FS presents the initial screening of LF-023 alternatives. The purpose of the iiivia
screening was to narrow the number of potential remedial actions for detailed
analysis while-preserving a range of options. Each alternative was evaluated and
screened based on its effectiveness, implernentability, and cost.

In summary, of the five source control remedial alternatives screened in Section 5.0
of the FS, three were retained for detailed analysis. Table § identifies the
alternatives that were retained through the screening process, as well as those that
were eliminated from further consideration. ‘

59213 7-2 sP-T

LT AT Do T oty - [l e R Wl ot ey S U



Tamiz $

SUBMARY OF ALTERMATVER SCREFNING
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ALTOUATYR ) Srarus S
Altgrmative 11 No Actian Retained for detaiied analyss.
Aternative 22 Site Grading ar Vegataron Extablishmant Qetained {or detaied anal i, e
Altermative 3. lostalfation f & cw-Termeakiity Barrier Zover 3o-am Batalned for 1stailed analals. .
INtletiw 4: Excavaton and 'ncineraton Slminated ‘rom further conude-atc: —
Altornative % Stabilization/Scidifiertica Silminated from further conaidersda: '
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SECTHIM 4

8.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

This section provides a narrative summary of -:.h alternative evaluated. A dai{ed
description of each alternative can be found = Section 6.0 of the FS resport,

The source coatrol aiternatives maly"ed for LE023 include Altermative L1 Mo
Action, Alternative 2: Sire uaadmo and tion Establishment for Closure awd

Alternative 3; Instailation of 2 an pe.m anitity Barrier Cover System.

8.1 ALTERNATIVE I: NO ACTION

The No Action Altersative (Alternative L) _f.-'“‘v'x(_% a baseline against wihch the
other alternatives ¢an be compared, and also issesses the effects on human boecith
and the environmenst if no remedial actions ar2 taken. The No Action Alterr it
includes a program o mo:utor the status of zoundwater and surface water quality,
with five-year reviews to evaluate how human health and the environment are
protected. This mouitoring program would meet the relevant and appropriate
requirements of Part 360 of the New York S:at2 Solid Waste Management Fa:ility
Rules for closure and post-closure of solid wastz landfills (hereinafter referred ' as
Part 360) requirements for long-term menitorizg. The No Action Alternative would
not meet the remedial response objectives. :

Estimated Time for Construction (installation of 1 jroundwater mornitoring well): 3 1luys
Estimated Time of Operation: 30 years
Estimated Capital Cost: §9,000

Estimated Operation and Maintenance (O&M; Costs (30 years, net present wisrih
assuming a 10 percent discount factor): $784,100

Estimated Total Costs (30 years, net present worth assuming a 10 percent discounr
factor): $793,000

59213 8-1 108171
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SECTION 8

8.2 ALTERNATIVE 2: SITE GRADING +~2 VEGETATION ESTABLISHMIN ™ F )i
CLOSURE

This alternative (Alternative 2) consists of 1 sail cover (i.e., no low-pert.ibilit
layer) to support grass growth and reduce poeciputation intiltrating to buried + ot
The alternative includes:

L. Clearing and grubbing of the site.

2. Surface water runoff management to minimize erosion of the couer
and minimize maintenance requirements.

3, Soil cover installation.

4. Vegetation establishment to ninimize erosion of the final covir 1ad
enhance evapotranspiration.

S, Post-closure plan development to monitor, maintain, and insp:it the
site.

6. Groundwater and surface water monitoring,

7. Five-year site reviews.

This alternative would only slightly reduce ::2 infiltration of precxpzt.a ion througk:
the wastes from current levels, and therefors would not minimize the poten lak for

contaminant migration from wastes to grounwater.
Estimated Time for Construction: 3 months
Estimated %ime of Operation: 30 years

Estimated Capital Cost: $987,000

Estimated O&M Costs (30 years, net present worth assuming a 10 percent divcciuu
factor): $988,000

Estimated Total Costs (30 years, net present worth a.mmung a 10 percent discovnt
factor): $1,975,000
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8.3 ALTERNATIVE 3: INSTALLATION OF A LOW-PERMEABILITY BARRIER ("OWVER.
SYSTEM _

Alternative 3 consists of a low-permeability cover system to achieve the reipciie
objectives identified in Section 7.0. The alternative includes: -~

L Clearing and grubbing of the site.

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

3. Tostallation of a gas detection 21d management system.
4, Construction of a barrier layer.
3. Placement of a barrier protecticn layer,

6. Installation of a vegetative cover layer.

7. Vegetation establishment to mizimize erosion of the firal ccva: and
enhance evapotranspiration.

8. Post-closure plan developmen: ‘o monitor, maintain, and inspe:t *le
. site.

5. Groundwater and surface water monitoring.

10.  Five-year site reviews.

This alternative would greatly reduce both inSitration of precipitatior. throu;h the
wastes, and minimize the potential for ccataminant migration from wasies to
groundwater. This alternative would mest *he source control response objec ivis
Estimated Time for Construction: 4 months

Estimated Time of Operation: 30 years

Estimated Capital Cost: $3,586,000
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SECTION 8 v e

Estimated O&M Costs (30 years, net present worth assuming a 10 percent dio ot
factor): $988,000

Estimated Total Costs (30 years, net presen: «crth assuming a 10 percent di .t

factor): $4,574,000
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9.0 SUMMARY OF THE COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATI S

Section 121(b)(1) of CERCLA presents :=veral factors that, at a mir nan
Plattsburgh AFB is required to consider in s assessment of alternatives. Biilding

upon these specific statutory mandates, the TP articulates nine evalvaticr < faric
to be used in assessing the individual remedia] alternatives.

A detailed analysis of alternatives was perfimed using the nine evaluation - reriy
to select a site remedy. These criteria and *heir definitions are diszuss2i 1 e
following subsections.

9.1 THRESHOLD CRITERIA

The two threshold criteria described below mu3: be met in order for the alter :tives
to be eligible for selection in accordance with the NCP.

*  Overall protection of human health and the environment aduresses
whether or not a remedy providsas adequate protection and decrribes
how risks posed through each pathway are eliminated, reduc:d, or
controlled through treaiment sngineering controls, or institutizn
controls.

*  Compliance with Applicst’z or Relevant and Appro-:iare
Requirements (ARARs) addre: << whether or not a remedy will ree
all of the ARARs of other “=deral and state enviromen:al livs
and/or provide grounds for irvnking a waiver. -

9.2 PRIMARY BALANCING CRITERIA

The following five criteria are used to comy:re and evaluate the elements /' are
alternative to another that meet the threshe!d criteria,

. Long-term effectiveness and permanence assesses alternatives [t ke

long-term effectiveness and perranence they afford, along witly “le
degree of certainty that they wll prove successful.
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SECTION 9

o Reduction of toxicity, mobility, »t volume through treatment ¢ irzs:es
the degree to which alternatives employ recycling or trﬂatmc: 1t thed
reduces toxicity, mobility, or voiume, including how treatmers & used
to address the principal threats posed by the site,

’ Short-term effectiveness addr=s32s time needed to achieve prc o)

and any adverse impacts on human health and the environme: .

. Implementability addresses the technical and administrative £2: kil tv
of a remedy, including the avai:bility of materials and services nzedzil
to implement a particular option.

. Cost includes estimated capital and O&M costs, as we'l as oresent-
worth costs.

9.3 MODIFYING CRITERIA

The modifying criteria are used on the fina! evaluation of remedial alternative; afiz:
Plattsburgh AFB has received public comm==t on the RI/FS and Preposed Flua.

¢ State acceptance addresses New York State’s position arl kv
concerns related to the prefo-r2d alternative and other alterr tives

and New York State’s commerts on ARARs or the proposed Jse !
waivers.

. Community acceptance addre::==: the public’s general responue 10 the

alternatives described in the rioposed Plan and RI/FS report.

9.4 CRITERIA SUMMARY

A detailed tabular assessrceat of each a{tef""*zi"e according to the nine critern cio
be found in Tables 6-4, 6-7, and 6-9 of the £5 report (ABB-ES, 1992b).

Followu]g the detailed analvsis of each indivi:ual alternative, a comparative aiilysis,
focusing on the relative performance of 2ack sl'¢rnative against the nine criter :, wis
conducted, This comparative analysis car te found in Table 7-1 of the FS r:vor,

$9213 9-2 a9t
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The subsections below present the nine criterizc and a beief narrative suramary tz
alternatives and the strengths and weakr=:ses according to the deta:l: u[ ani
comparative analyses.

9.4,.1 Overall Protection of Human Health arnd the Environment

Alternatives 2 and 3 would both minimize the zotential human bealth and ecolo el
risks associated with surface soil exposures. Alternative 2 would only slightly riduc:
precipitation infiltrating to the wastes; conscquently, the potential for contam:ant

migration from waste material to groundwater would not be minirmizad.

Alternative 3 would minimize the infil:ration of precipitation, thereby reducing 172
potential for contaminant migration fror waste material to groundyvater.
Alternative 1, the No Action Alterpative, would net include any measures to piotact

human health or the environment.
9.42 Compliance with Applicable or Relevani and Appropriate Requirement ;

Alternative 3 meet the relevant and apoproprizte requirements of Part 360 fur “ral
cover systems governing landfill closure. Alternative 2 would comply with sem 2 but
not all Part 360 requirements. Alternative I would not comply with Part 250
regulations for landfill closure.

943 Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence
Alternative 3 would provide the grea'::t 1o 3-term effectiveness by (1) reduciag
potential human health and ¢cological risks s:sociated with surface soil eXpC ires,

(2) significantly reducing tke infiltration. of Zz=cipitation through the cover syivem,
and (3) reducing the net leachate discharge t~ the wetland. Alternative 2 woultd ot
effectively reduce the potential for contamin=:t migration to grouqdw.uer biease
only a slight reduction of infiltration through the cover system s expectad,
Alternative 1 would provide the least long-terr protection because it woild not mee:
any remedial respouse objectives. :

9.44 Reduction of Toxcity, Mobility, or “Volume of Contaminants through
Treatment

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume <7 Tontamninants through Treatmen: are
three principal measures of the overall peuc‘ ance of an alternative. This ¢ri:rion
essentially does not apply o the source con':~! alternatives evaluated for 1.F.723,

$921) 9.3 TR




SECTION 9

because treatment would not be employed 23 a principal element. Treatre:: is a
statutory preference under CERCLA; however, cover systems are often more
appropriate for landfill sites such as LF-023. :

9.4.5 Short-term Effectiveness

Short-term impacts are not anticipated for Als¢rnative 1 because no remedial actions
would be implemented. Alternatives 2 and 3 would result in similar direct shor-term
impacts to potential ecological receptors from clearing and grubbing activitie..
9.4.6 Implementability

The implementability of Alternatives 2 and = would be similar; however, z s able

borrow source for the low-permeability hydraulic barter material must be iceoriled
before implementation of Alternative 3, uni2ss a synthetic liner is used {r: @ad.

. conducted.

9.4.7 Cost

Alternative 1 would be the least expensive “ecause it would involve no rer.adizl
acdons, Alternative 3 wculd be the most costv of the two cover system altetn. ive:;
however, the increased cost is associated prizarily with the hydraulic barrier over
materials.

9.4.8 State Acceptance

The State Acceptance criterion has been zddressed by incorporating comients
received from NYSDEC on behalf of the siat= on the Proposed Plan. The sta:: las
had the opportunity to review and comment -z all documents produced for LIk,
New York State coacurs with the selected remedy for LF-023 source contron (is2

Appendix B).
9.4.9 Communi_ty Acceptance
Plattsburgh AFB has not received public conunent on the LF-022 Proposed Flir.

If the public had commented on the Proposec Plan, the comments would have heen
addressed in the Responsiveness Summary at*iched as an appendix to this X720,
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SECTION 10

10.0 THE SELECTED REMEDY

Plattsburgh AFB has chosen Alternative 3 as :te selected remedy for LF-023 I zcause

it addresses source control response objectis
groundwater, surface water, and sediment ¢oztamination will be_addressed f.rthe:
in a separate FS, Proposed Plan, and ROD. Source remediation at LF-023 « il he
consistent with future groundwater remedies and will mitigate releasw of hazi:doa
substances from the former landfill to groundwater.

10.1 CLEANUP LEVELS

Cleanup levels bave not been established for i=e surface soil contaminants of ¢inceT
(primarily PAFIs). Chemical-specific ARARs are not available for contan nittts in
soil. In the absence of a chemical-specitic ARAR, or other suitable eriterit. to be
considered (TBC), a 10° excess cancer rizx level for carcinogenic effe:s: or &
concentration corresponding to a Hc.za.u Index of 1.0 for compom:d « writh
noncarcinogenic effects is typically used to st cleanup levels. Risk-dased -arge:
cleanup levels were not developed for LF-0Z7 source control because discrete 3 Jurse
areas (i.e., hot spots) were not found. Reme.fial alternatives developed for L5005
included containment options to address ::e entire landfill area and ‘rezimen:
options to address all landfilled soil and wzs:e. These alternatives were devaiopad
to address mitigaton of surface soil risks and 22 potential for contaminants le zcling;
to groundwater. The Hvdrologic Evaluation =7 Landfill Performance (HELP) :zcde.
was used to evaluate expected performance 2 2., amount of water that can peicolate
through the waste) of the three alternztive:. HELP model results were uicd ¢
calculate dilution factors for the shallow 1F.023 aquifer for two scenarics (...
Alternatives 1 and 3). Based on this znzalysis, a 2.7-fold improvem:u: .
downgradient groundwater quality is exps=—2d for Alternative 3 over bureline
conditions.

- .r'u

Cleanup levels for otber contaminated m:cia asiociated with the site will ‘\e
developed in the FS for groundwater, surface water, and sediment. if approypriae.

rded by remedial actions (i.e., fis 2-vear
g melcrrveuted and at the com-retior

Periodic assessments of the protectior afio
site reviews) will be made as the remedy is &

of the remedial action. f the source contri remedial action is not fourd © %«
protective, further action will be required.
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SECTION 10

10.2 DESCRIPTION OF REMEDIAL COMPONE* TS

The Installation of a Low-permeability Barri:r Cover System (i.e., Alternaf vg 1)
consists primarily of a low-permeability ¢o er system to achieve the reiicn:e
objectives identified in Section 7.0 of this do< iment,

Existing vegetation such as trees and brush w« ild be cleared, grubbed, and re oved
from the site. The cleared site would be reg-aded to control rainwater runo!? and
minimize erosion. The installation of a gas detection system around the lLiadfill
would be used to monitor for the presence or migration of methane and othir
landfill gases after closure of LF-023. A gas = anagement system also would be pact
of the landfill cover including venting pipes == ween a gas-venting soil layer ail the
cover system surface.

The cover's barrier layer would be constructed of a synthetic liner to keep reiriiter
ot snowmelt from infiltrating the landfill. ™ he low-permeability barrier lavzr is
covered by a soil barrier protection layer to 7 “0tect the barrier layer from frost cr
root penetration. The additional soil cver the barrier layer will provide an arit for
small plants to root. However, large plants requiring deeper soil for their roct
systems will not be allowed to grow ovar the “arrier cover in order to preven! roct
penetration into the synthetic liner. Six inches of topsoil would be placed on wup cf
the barrier protection layer to plant grass, which will minimize soil erosior. and
enhance evapotranspiration.

Tving the inspection, mounitoring i1
fii (o be continued for 30 years. 1Tins2
post-closure acuvities will be subject to five-ys -~ site reviews as required by the NP
when contaminants remain at the site. In ac.rfon, institutional controls for "l st
~ will be incorporated into the Plattsburgh AFF Tomprehensive Plan. This will ¢sure
~ that future owners will be made aware of the 'andfill location and are infonme.. that
the integrity of the final covers, liners, or an: >ther component of the contairriznt

or monitoring system must not be compromis<d.
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SECTION 11

11.0 STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The remedial action selected for imple meria tion at LF-023 is consisten: with
CERCLA and, to the extent practicable, the X The selected remedy is proective
of human health and the environment, attaizs ARARS, and is cost-effective “(te
selected remedy uses permanent soluticns acd alternative treatment technoloyizi or
resource recovery technologies to the masimum extent practicable for tiin site,
However, it (as well as the other alternatives <valuated) does not satisfy the st 1iory
preference for a treatment which permanen:’y and significantly reduces the t¢-ic'ts,
mobility, or volume of hazardous substances as a principal element,

11.1 THE SELECTED REMEDY IS PROT:E.TIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AN JHE
ENVIRONMENT

The remedy at LF-022 Wl't permanently reducs the risks posed to human healts and
the environment by elimirating, reducing, < -:-’m:rolling exposures to human und
environmental receptors through enginzering antrols (i.e., low- permeablhty barrter
cover systerm). Moreover, the selected rzmedy will minimize infiltratica of
precipitation into landfilled waste mater’z! and minimize the potenial fcr
contaminant migration from waste materials.
remedy will not pose unacceptable short-ter=
the selected remedy includes elements to

risks or cross-media impacts be caise

i-

control measures, gas detection and manags: - it, aad maintenance and monLoring
DINGrams).
11.2 THE SELECTED REMEDY ATTAINS ARARS

This remedy will atwain all federal and state r-uirements that apply or are rel:vint

and appropriate to the site and seiected sour-= <onosl remedy. ARARs that petuin
to groundwater; surface water, and sef“'“.ﬂ-'f '“11 be identified for these e lia i1
separate FS and ROD documents, and sele.od 'F"\eJ es fm 'hOse m:-dn y '1 o
required to comply with ARARs. Enviromm-- A
selected source coniral remedial action are - :;;v&d, and thc :pemﬁc .ARAR:‘ ar:
listed below.
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SECTION 11

Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements:

Location-specific;

. Fish and Wildlife Coordinatin Act (16 U.S.C. 661, et seq.), relzvan:
and appropriate because of the regulated wetland downgrad:int of

LF-023.

A

) National Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR Part 6), Appenilic &
(except for floodplain requirements), relevant and appropriat2 bezause

of the regulated wetland downgradient of LF-023.

. Clean Water Act, Section 404, rzlavant and appropriate tecause ot the
regulated wetland downgradient of LF-023.

NYSDEC Freshwater Wetlanis Regulations (6 NYCRR Paz: 662
through 665), relevant and appropriate because of the regilotic
wetland downgradient of LF-023.

=specific;

No federal or state chemical-specific ARARs have been promulgatid for
contaminants in soil, However, the *:towing chemical-specific ARAN. ord
guidelines pertain to potential air ssions resulting from corstricticn

activity at the site:

¢ Clean Air Act (40 CFR Part °9), applicable for particulate :ater
(e.g., fugitive dusts) entrained 'n air during clearing, grading, (ove
system construction activities.

Y

o NYSDEC Ambient Air Quziiy Standards (6 NYCRR Past 257,
applicable for particulate mat:-- {e.g., fugitive dusts) entraired inar
during clearing, grading, cove:r .ystem construction activities.

J NYSDEC Solid Waste Manag=ent Facility Rules (6 NYCER Fart
360), applicable to solid was'= ‘andflls, specifies closure ardl pos -
closure criteria.
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SECTICN 11

. Fish and Wildlife Coordinatior. Act (16 U.S.C. 661, et seq.), relcvart -
and appropriate because of tLe regulated wetland dowrgradi:nt of
LE-023.

. National Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR Part 6), Apper.iin .\
(except for tloodplain reql.::.dents) is relevant_and appropriate
because of the regulated wet!znd downgradient of LF-023.

. Clean Water Act, Section 404, relevant and appropriate becaus2 of the
regulated werland downgradient of LF-023.

. Clean Air Act (40 CFR Part 0}, applicable for particulate mater
(e.g., fugitive dusts) entrained in air during clearing, gradiny, cover
system construction activities.

. Occupational Safety and Health Administration Regulations (20 TFR
Parts 1904, 1910, and 1916), appiicable for all work conducted o sites.

. NYSDEC Freshwater Wetland: Pegulatlons (6 NYCRR Perii 962
through 663), relevant and appropriate because of the regiatel
wetland downgradient of LF-023.

. NYSDEC Use and Protection of Waters, Excavation, and Placoinert
of Fiil in Navigable Water (6 NYCRR Section 608.4), relevart «ri
_appropriate because of the regulstzd wetland downgradient of LI"023

. NYSDEC Division of Air Fa2sources Regulations (5 NYIRR
Parts 200-202, 257), app: ficable for particulate matter (e.g, fugitive
dusts) entralned in air during “’1armg, grading, cover s
- construction activities, and emixsions from landfill gas vents.

. New York State Air Pollutiz» Control Regulations (6 D aUuR
Chapter 3, Part 212), appliczt'z if pollution control equipmn: is
required as part of the gas maragement system.

A more detailed discussion of why these requ’-oments are applicable or relevan! urd
appropriate may be found in the FS report on pages 3-1 through 3-8 and 4-9 though
4-16. Within these pages of the FS report, 2:her laws that are not gpplical’e or
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SECTION 11

relevant and appropriate to this site are <:cussed and the rationale for theis
exclusion as ARARs is presented.

Federal and State Nonregulatory Criteria:

In addition to the federal and state ARAR:, federal and state oon-promui,iteid
advisories or guidance may be considered wher: ARARs for specific vontaminari are
not available. The following policies, criteriz, and guidance (i.e., TBCs) were
considered:

o New York Air Guide - 1, Guideiings for the Control of Toxic Am zler;
Air Contaminants, guidance ¢ be coosidered for ‘ancfil gas
management.

J USEPA Health Advisories, USEPA RfDs, and USEPA Huran | :atk
Assessment Group Cancer Siope Factors, criteria used ir i
preparation cf the baseline risk issessment for LF-023.

11.3 THE SELECTED REMEDIAL ACTION IS CusST-EFFECTIVE

In Plattsburgh AFB’s judgment, the selected remedy is cost-effective (i, the ternedy
sts). In selecting this remedy. «ice
crotective of human heaith an:l the
argh AFB evaluated the ovirall
 relevant three criteria: loag-ie:nm
ccity, mobility, or volumie throgh
hination. The relatiorship of the
wis determined to be propo:t tnal
¢ are:

Plattsburgh AFB identified alternatives that s
environment and that attain ARARs, Pla
effectiveness of each alternative by assessing
effectiveness and permanence; reducticn in

overall effectiveness of this remedial alt=rnat
to its costs. The costs of this remedial alternat

Estimated Capital Cost: $3,526,000

Estimated O&M Costs [30 yzars, net presenr —oth assuming w10 percent dise !
factor): $988,000

R
RAM

Estimated Total Costs (30 years, net present ~crth assuming a 10 percent disc.
factor): $4,574,000
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SECTIUIN 11

. —

Alternative 3 is considered the most cost-effz:=ve alternative because it providis the
most protection against contaminant leaching and meets the relevant and appre sriate
requirements of Part 360 regulations, as compurad to Alternatives 1 or 2. Aitzrinalye
3 is similar to Alternative 2 in regard to shorr-:erm impacts. None of the alterr atives
evaluated in detail include a treatment component.

11.4 THE SELECTED REMEDY UTILIZES PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND ALTERM \TIVE
TREATMENT OR RESOURCE RECOVERY TECHNOLOGIES TO THE MAXIIIUY
EXTENT PRACTICABLE

!

The selected remedy is pratective of human h2alth and the environment, o3/
with federal and state requirements that ase ngady applicable or relevin «n
appropriate to the source control remedial action, and is cost-effective. The selecied
remedy uses permanent solutions and :L'Lemb-k treatment technologies or re:oue:
recovery technologies to the maxdmum exter practicable for this site.

2l

[N ff‘

The source contro] remedy was selecred b;s Jeciding which one of the ider.tfizd
alternatives provides the best balance of tra<:-offs among alternatives in terms of;
(1) long-term effectiveness and permanence: {2} reduction of toxicity, mobili v, or
volume through treatment; (3) short-term elzctiveness; (4) implementability aad
(5) cost. The balancing test gmphasized tong-=rm effectiveness and permanenc:: and
the reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume through treatment; and ¢onsiders . the
preference for treatment as a principal sleme=t the bias against off-site 'end dl L Gsal
of untreated waste, and community and stzt2 acceptance. The selected -emnedv
provides the best balance of trade-offs amery *he alternatives.

v is source control. This elé¢ ment
wan health and environmental risks
pot\,j,ha_ leaching of contarninznt;
edy was chosen primarily beause
d the environment, even thouay its

The principal element of the selected ren:
addresses the primary threats at LF-C23: *.
associated with surface soil contaminaicn o

from the waste to groundwater. The selected ~2;
it affords the most protection to human healt:

increased level-of protection over the othe: alternatives makes it siightly nore
difficult to implemaent and more costly. The si-term effects of implementir ; the
selected remedy are comparable to Alternati-» '-3. None of the three source cur ol

alternatives evaluated in the FS included a tr=ztment component to reduce toxiciy
mobility, or volume.
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SECTION 11

The selected alternative complies with state :=gulations governing closure wic cos-
closure of solid waste landfills, and NYSDEC has had the opportunity to revie.s ind
comment on all documents produced for LF-023. State and public commizs
received on LF-023 Source Control to date Five been incorporated into th's 1M
for the site.

115 THE SELECTED REMEDY DOES N7 SATISFY THE PREFERENCE FIR
TREATMENT THAT PERMANENTLY sND SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCES TUE
TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR VOLUME Gf THE HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES 43 A

PRINCIPAL ELEMENT

Because treatment of the principal ihrea’s at the site was not found to be pract (zlle,
this remedy does not satisfy the statutory pr=ference for treatment as a priz:ip:l
element of the remedy. Treatment t2ch-.logies were considered durin; ths
development and initial screec. i o f
e for the LF-023 landfill site. The
20 on-site hot spots represen:iry; the

identification of remedial technologies and th=
alternatives, but were considered to be infexs
size of the landfill and the fact that there ar
major sources of contamination preciude a remedy in which contaminants could be
excavated and treated effectively. The FS report to be prepared for other site wedia
(i.e., groundwater, surface water, and sec 'w—f_;f will consider treatment opticos £
cleanup goals are appropriate for those medis.
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SECTIOM 12

12.0 DOCUMENTATION OF NO SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

Plattsburgh AFB presented a Draft Final Saurce Control Proposed Plaa for the
preferred alternative for remediation of LF-023 in August 1992. The pre lerroc

alternative for source control included:

9.

10.

Clearing and grubbing of the site.

Surface water runoff munagerment to minimize erosion of it sover
and minimiz¢ maintenance requirements,

Installation of a gas detection snd management system..
Construction of‘a barrier layer.

Placement of a barrier protecticn layer.

Installation of a vegetative cover layer,

Vegetation establishment to mizimize erosion of the firzl cover and
enhance evapotranspiration.

Post-closure plan developmer! :o menitor, maintain, and inspe it the
site.

Groundwater and surface wate- monitoring.

Five-year site reviews.

The chosen remedial action does not difer S the preferred alternative preicrnied
in the Proposed Plan. :

$9213
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SECTION 12

13.0 REGULATORY ROLE

The EPA and NYSDEC have reviewed the various alternatives and have inc ased
their support for the selected remedy. The EPA and NYSDEC have also revizwed
the R, risk assessment, and FS to determine i{ the selected remedy is in corapiance
with applicable or relevant and appropriate federal and "New Yorx 5:ate
environmental laws and regulations. The EPA and NYSDEC concur witt lLe
selected remedy for LF-023 source control. The EPA {ndicates its conqurrenc: with
the LF-023 source control ROD by cosignirg the document with Plattsburgh AFB.
A copy of the NYSDEC declaration of concirrence is attached as Appendix [,

59213 13-1 ' W97
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ACROMYMS

ABB-ES ABB Environmental Services, Inc.
AFB Air Force Base
ARAR Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement
bgs below ground surface
CERCLA  Comprehensive Environmentai Response, Compensation, and [.ut Ity
Act of 1980 (the Superfund statute)
DERP Defense Environmental Restoration Program
DOE Department of Energy
ERA environmental risk assessmen:
ES Feasibility Study
HELP Hydrologié Evaluation of Landfill Performance
IAG Interagency Agreement
IRP Installation Restoration Prograin
mg/day milligrams per day
MMES Martin Marietta Energy Systems, Inc.
NCP National Cil and Hazardous S.5stances Pollution Contingeney Pla:,
NPL National Priorities List
NYSDEC  New York State Department -7 Environmental Conservation
o&M operation and maintenance
PAH - polynuclear aromatic hydrocar=-a
PCB polychlorinated bipheny!
PHC petroleum hydrocarbon
RID risk reference dose
RI Remedial Investigation
ROD Record of Decision
- SAC Strategic Air Command
913



ACRONYMIS

SARA Superfund Amendments Reauthorization Act
SI site Lnspection
SvoC semivolatile organic compound
TBC to be considered
TRC Technical Review Committee
USEPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
vVOC volatile organic compound
59213
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