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DECLARATI ON FOCR THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON
SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

Pl attsburgh Air Force Base (AFB)
Former Landfill LF-024
Pl att sbur gh, New York

STATEMENT COF BASI S AND PURPCSE

This Record of Decision (ROD) presents a selected renedial action, for soil and groundwater at site LF-024 on
Pl attsburgh AFB in Plattsburgh, New York. It has been devel oped in accordance with the Conprehensive

Envi ronnent al Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) as amended by the Superfund
Amendnent s and Reaut hori zati on Act of 1986 (SARA), and to the extent practicable, the National G| and

Hazar dous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision is based on the Adm nistrative Record
for this site, a copy of which is located at the Infornmation Repository at the Feinburg Library on the canpus
of the State University of New York at Pl attsburgh

The remedy has been selected by the US Air Force (USAF) in conjunction with the US Environnental Protection
Agency (USEPA) and with the concurrence of the New York State Departnent of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC) pursuant to the Federal Facilities Agreement anong the parties under Section 117(a) of CERCLA, dated
July 10, 1991

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Hazar dous substances present in fill and soil at LF-024, and contami nation of the, underlying groundwater, if
not addressed by inplenmenting the response action selected in this ROD, may present a potential endangernent
to human health and the environment.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE REMEDY

This action addresses the principal threat posed by LF-024 by preventing endangernent to human health and the

envi ronnent, through containment of the landfill to mnimze exposure to contam nants in the soil, waste and
groundwat er. The proposed source control renedy includes a re-establishnent and upgrade of the native soi
cap over the landfill; institutional controls to restrict site devel opment, maintenance to protect the

integrity of the cap, restrictions preventing the use of groundwater as a potable supply source on, and

i mmedi at el y downgradi ent of the site; periodic groundwater nmonitoring for 30 years; site reviews to be
conducted every five years; and devel opment of a post-closure plan specifying inspection, maintenance, and
noni toring prograns to be conducted over 30 years.

STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environment, conplies with federal and state
Appl i cabl e or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenments, and is cost-effective. The renedy is based on the
presunptive renedy approach devel oped by the USEPA for mlitary landfill sites. Using the presunptive remedy
for this site, treatnent of waste, soil and groundwater contami nation is considered inpractical and
consequently, the renmedy does not satisfy statutory preference for treatnent as a principal elenment of
remedi ati on.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remai ning on site, the USAF, USEPA, and NYSDEC will
conduct site reviews every five years to ensure that the source control renedy continues to provi de adequate
protection of human health and the environnent.
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analysis. During field investigations 18 drunms were observed protruding fromthe fill at the toe of the
landfill, many of which were crushed or without lids. Drunms that appeared to be intact sounded holl ow and
were presuned to be enpty. Efforts to sanple the druns during the SI were not undertaken, though a sedi nent
sanpl e was collected fromthe area of several drums and did not reveal the presence of contam nation
Subsequent inspection of the landfill by URS Consultants, Inc. (URS) personnel failed to identify any druns.
The USAF has no records indicating that druns were disposed of at the landfill, and it is believed they were
used for trash collection

A site investigation (SI) was performed at LF-024 in the sumrer of 1993 which included the following: 1)
terrain conductivity, nagnetometer, and soil gas surveys; 2) excavation of three test pits; 3) installation
and sanpling of one nmonitoring well and three well points; and 4) analysis of eleven soil, four sedinment, and
two surface water sanples. Sanples were analyzed for the full target conpound and target analyte l|ists.
Based on the results of the investigation, the Sl report (Ml colmPirnie 1994) concluded that no further
investigation or remedial action was necessary. The database conpiled as part of the SI was utilized to
quantify potential risk posed to hunan health (URS 1995a).

3.0 COWLUN TY PARTI Cl PATI ON

Pl att sburgh AFB has kept the community and other interested parties informed of the activities at LF-024

t hrough informational and public neetings, holding a 30-day public coment period fromJanuary 6, 1997 to
February 6, 1997 to solicit public input. During this period, the public was invited to review the Proposed
Pl an, the LF-024 SI and to comment on the renedial alternative being considered. These docurments, which
conprised the Adm nistrative Record for the LF-024 site, available at the Information Repository |ocated at
the Feinberg Library on the canpus of the State University of New York at Pl attsburgh

Pl att sburgh AFB al so hosted a public nmeeting on January 16, 1997 at the Gty of Plattsburgh O d Court House
to discuss the data gathered at the site, the preferred alternate, and the deci sion-maki ng process.

Imredi ately after the information presentation, Plattsburgh AFB held a fornal Public Hearing to accept
comrent s about the renedial alternative being considered for the LF-024 site. Public comrents were recorded
and transcribed, and a copy of the transcript was added to the Adm nistrative Record and Information
Repository and are a part of this Record of Decision (Appendix D). A response to the coments included in
the responsiveness summary is part of this Record of Decision (Appendix E)

4.0 SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTI ON

This ROD addresses all of the principal threats posed by LF-024 to human health and the environment. The
primary threat is risk associated with potential human inhal ati on of exposed fill material as fugitive dust
and physi cal hazards posed by exposed construction debris. Metals contam nation (principally nanganese) al so
occurs in aroundwater at the site. There is no inpact on surface water or air quality associated with the
landfill.

The USAF has utilized the USEPA s contai nment presunptive renmedy for mlitary landfills to help determ ne an
appropriate renedy for LF-024. Because of the |arge anobunt and het erogeneous nature of the material within
the landfill, and the fact that the local l|and reuse authority (PARC) cuffently has no plans for the future
use of the site, treatment is not considered practical. Containnent, therefore, is considered the
appropriate reponse action, or the presunptive renedy, for LF-024. The renedy recommended in this Plan
addresses the principal threats through the renoval of exposed debris, capping (containment), nonitoring of
groundwat er, and institutional controls to protect the integrity of the cap and prohibit the use of
groundwat er as a potabl e supply source on, and i nmedi ately downgradi ent fromthe site

5.0 SUWARY SI TE CONTAM NATI ON

5.1 Contam nant Pat hways



Potenti al pat hways by which contam nants mght | eave LF-024 are eval uated based on results of the S
investigation. Air pathways appear to be insignificant because dust generation is limted by the |andfil
vegetation and soil cover. Volatile organic conpounds (VOCs) were detected infrequently and at |ow
concentrations in the soil cover and waste, although elevated |evels of netals in the fill do present an
inhal ation risk where the waste is exposed. Inspection of the landfill indicates that surface run-off from
the landfill is confined to the landfill perimeter with rapid infiltration and evaporati on of run-off at the
margins of the landfill follow ng heavy rain events. The only potentially significant contam nant mgration
pathway is vertical |eaching of contam nants (i.e., netals) by percolating precipitation, wth eventua
transport downgradi ent through groundwater. The site conceptual nodel is shown in Figure 4. G oundwater
flow at the site is shallow and vertically confined by underlying silty sedinents which occur at or near the
base of the landfill. Contam nant novenent downgradi ent of the site (which will be nonitored) is expected to
be limted due to the relative imobility of netals. Chemicals detected in the various environmental nedia
at LF-024 are listed and nmapped in Appendi x A

5.2 Soil/Fill Contam nation

El even soil/fill sanples were analyzed during the Sl including two subsurface soil sanples fromthe
upgradient nonitoring well location (depths 0 to 2 feet and 5 to 7 feet), three near surface soil sanples
obtai ned fromthe three downgradi ent well point locations (1 to 3 feet depth), and six fill sanples taken
fromthe three test trenches (two per trench). The six fill sanples, which were obtained at depths up to 12
feet, consisted of soil backfill that was mxed with the landfill debris conposed of assorted trash
construction materials including corrugated steel, and wood.

In general, organic conpounds were detected infrequently in soil/fill sanples (Tables A-2, A3, and A-4)
Metal s were detected much nore frequently, as would be expected, since netals occur naturally in soil, are
non-vol atil e, and do not bi odegrade. The level of contamination in soil/fill was evaluated by conparing the

detected concentrati ons to NYSDEC gui delines for soil cleanup (TAGM #4046, January 1994). This conparison is
summarized in Table 1. One of the nineteen organic conpounds (benzo(a)pyrene), and seven of the nineteen
netal s (antinony, magnesium nanganese, mercury, potassium selenium and thalliun) were detected above the
gui del i ne val ues with nost exceedances occurring in one sanple (fill sanple 02 at 5 feet) from TP24-001 (see
Figures A-2, A-3, and A-4). As shown on Table 1, detection of these anal ytes above the guideline val ues was
infrequent and in nost cases margi nally above gui dance val ues. Low | evel exceedances of the guideline
criteria for manganese, nickel and potassiumal so were found in near surface soil sanples fromthe well point
locations. In general, the metals contam nation observed in the soil/fill sanples is likely attributable to
the |l eaching of netals from C& debris constituting the landfill.

<I M5 SRC 97011B5>



TABLE 1

CONSTRUCTI ON SPAO LS LANDFI LL (LF-024)
CHARACTER OF SO L/ FI LL CONTAM NATI ON

Anal yte

Benzo( a) pyr ene
Antinmony (mg/ kg)
Magnesi um (ng/ kg)
Manganese (ng/ kg)
Mer cury

Ni ckel (mg/kg)
Pot assi um (ng/ kg)

Sel eni um (ng/ kg)
Thal I i um (my/ kg)

O ganic results reported in 1g/kg.
* - NYSDEC Soil O eanup Objectives and O eanup Levels

SB - Site background val ue.

Qui dance
Val ues

61 *
12.6 (SB)

3,340 (SB)
474 (SB)
0.1 *

13 *

929 (SB)

2*
Non
Det ection

Frequency of
Det ecti on Above
Qui dance Val ue

1/ 14

1/ 14
2/ 14

3/ 14
1/ 14

1/ 14
3/ 14

2/ 14
1/ 14

Det ect ed

Maxi mum
Concentration

74
15. 4
5, 459
5, 455
0.17
28

1, 160

655
104

Inorganic results reported in ng/ kg

TAGM #4046, January 1994.

Based on base-w de background study (URS 1995b).

Sour ce of

Qui dance
Exceedance

Test
Test

Trench
Trench

Test Trench

Test
Test

Near
Test

Near
Test

Test

Trench
Trench

Sur face Soi l
Trench &

Surface Soil
Trench

Trench



5.3 Surface Water/Run-off and Sedonent Contam nation

Surface water and sedi ment sanples were collected at the toe of the landfill where water fromrun-off was
observed to pool after heavy rains. Flow ng seeps were not observed during the SI. Since these pools
subsequenty infiltrate into the underlying soil or evaporate within a few days, the sedinent sanples can be
considered to belong to the soil nedium

The I evel of contami nation fromrun-off and possible seeps was eval uated by conparing sedi nent/soil sanple
anal ytical data to NYSDEC soil cleanup guidelines (NYSDEC 1992) and the water data to NYSDEC standards for
Class A surface water quality (6 NYCRR 703.5). These conparisons are sumari zed in Table 2 and shown on
Figure A-1 (Appendix A). Two of thirteen organic conpounds and three of seventeen netals detected in

sedi nent (soil) sanples exceeded the soil cleanup guidelines (Table A-1). None of the four organi c conpounds
detected and three of fourteen nmetals detected exceeded surface water quality standards

5.4 QG oundwat er Contam nation

G oundwat er sanpl es were col |l ected fromone upgradient nonitoring well and three downgradi ent well points
that were installed using hand-driven well points. WlIlIl points were installed during the Sl instead of
nonitoring wells because of safety concerns in naneuvering drilling equipnent to the sanple | ocations and
in conducting drilling activities. Hence, hand driven well points were installed because of the relative
ease of driving well points to nonitor shallow groundwater. Since the nonitoring well was installed with a
sand filter around the well screen (whereas the well points were not), the sanple fromthe well contained

| ess suspended fines which probably accounts for the | ower concentration of total netals reported in the
nonitoring well sanple

Three organi ¢ conpounds, twenty netals, and cyanide were detected in groundwater. The |evel of groundwater
contami nation was eval uated by conparing unfiltered and filtered groundwater sanples to NYSDEC standards (6
NYCRR 703.5 and 703.6) and USEPA drinking water standards established by 40 CFR 141 and 143. Results of the
conparison are sumrari zed in Table 3. One of the three organi c conpounds detected and el even of twenty
netals detected in the unfiltered groundwater were present at concentrations above groundwater standards
(Table A-5). The concentrations of nmetals detected in the filtered groundwater sanples were considerably

I ess than concentrations reported in the unfiltered sanples, reflecting the effect of sanple turbidity on the

total metals concentration. In the filtered sanples, only four nmetals (iron, manganese, sodium and
thal l'iunm) exceeded groundwater standards at one well point location. In the groundwater sanple fromthe
upgradient nonitoring well, only one nmetal (an unfiltered iron sanple) exceeded groundwater standards. In

addition, the concentrations of nmetals in the upgradient unfiltered sanple were significantly |ower than
concentrations reported in the well point sanples (see Figure A-5, Appendix A).



TABLE 2

CONSTRUCTI ON SPAO LS LANDFI LL (LF-024)

CHARACTER OF SURFACE WATER RUN- OFF AND LEACHATE SEEPS
SEDI MENT (SO L) SAMPLES

Det ect ed
Maxi num

Frequency of
Det ecti on Above

Anal yte Qui dance Val ue Qui dance Val ue Concentration
Acet one 200 * 1/ 4 300
Benzo( a) pyr ene 61 * 2/ 4 130
Anti mony (ng/kg) 12.6 (SB) 2/ 4 20.5
Manganese (ng/ kg) 474 (SB) 1/ 4 542
Mercury (ng/ kg) 0.1~ 1/4 0.18

WATER SAMPLES
Frequency of Det ect ed
Water Quality Det ecti on Above Maxi mum

Anal yte Standard ** Qui dance Val ue Concentration
Al um num (Ig/1) 100 1/1 1, 960
lron (Ig/l) 300 2/ 2 15, 100
Manganese (1g/1) 300 1/1 1, 310

O ganic soil results reported in 1g/kg.
reported in Ig/l.

Inorganic soil results reported in ng/kg.

* - NYSDEC Soil Ceanup Objectives and O eanup Levels, TAGM #4046, January 1994.

SB - Site background val ue. Based on base-w de background study (URS 1995b).

** - NYSDEC Surface Water and G oundwater Quality Standards, 6 NYCRR 703.5.

Aqueous inorganic results



TABLE 3

CONSTRUCTI ON SPA LS LANDFI LL (LF-024)
CHARACTER OF GROUNDWATER CONTAM NATI ON

Al

*

* %

Anal yte ARAR
Val ue *

2- Met hyl phenol 1
Ant i mony 3
Bar i um 1, 000
Beryl | ium 3
Chrom um 50
I ron 300
Lead 15 **
Magnesi um 35. 000
Manganese 300
Sodi um 20. 000
Thal | i um 4
Zi nc 300

results reported in 1g/l.

Unfiltered Sanpl es

Frequency of
Det ecti on Above
Gai dance Val e

1/ 4
1/ 4
1/ 4
1/ 4
34
4/ 4
3/4
3/4
3/4
1/4
2/ 4
3/4

Det ect ed
Maxi mum
Concentration

2
87.6
1,790
10. 3
338
250. 000
85.9
65. 600
15. 100
31. 300
9.3
2.770

Filtered Sanpl es

Det ect ed
Maxi mum
Concentration

Frequency of
Det ecti on Above
Qui dance Val ue

0/ 4 ND
0/ 4 195

0/ 4 ND
0/ 4 ND
1/ 4 82.700
0/ 4 ND
0/ 4 33. 700
1/ 4 3.970
1/ 4 28. 900
1/ 4 6.8
0/ 4 96

Unl ess ot herwi se noted, ARARs are NYSDEC Anbi ent Water Quality Standards (6 NYCRR 703.5 and 703.6).

USEPA Drinki ng Water Standards 40 CFR 141.



6.0 SUWARY CF SITE R SKS

A human health risk assessnent was conducted to estinate current and future risks at the site if no Remedia
Action was taken. Chemicals selected for use in evaluation of risks are indicated on Table 4. Conpounds
were chosen based on frequency of detection, chenical-specific toxicity information, and exceedance of
background | evel s (for inorganics only).

6.1 Human Health Ri sk Assessnent

Five steps are followed in assessing site-related human health risks: Hazard ldentification - determ nes the
contami nants of concern at the site based on toxicity , frequency of occurrence, and concentration. Exposure
Assessment - estimates the nagnitude of actual and/or potential human exposures, the frequency and duration
of these exposures, and the pathways (e.g., dermal contact with soil) by which humans potentially are
exposed. Toxicity Assessnent - determ nes adverse health effects associated with chem cal exposures, and the
rel ati onshi p between nmagnitude of exposure (dose) and severity of adverse effects (response). Toxicity

val ues used for analytes of concern in this study are provided in Appendix B. Risk Characterization -

sumari zes and conbi nes outputs of the exposure and toxicity assessnents to provide a quantitative assessnent
of site-related risks. Uncertainty Analysis - qualifies the quantitative results of the risk assessnent
based upon the uncertainty associated with the assunptions nade in the analysis. GCenerally, assunptions made
in the assessnent process are conservative, so that actual risk is unlikely to be greater than the estinated
risk. For exanple, groundwater total metal results were used to assess risk associated with groundwater
ingestion as opposed to the filtered metals data. However, groundwater used for drinking water woul d be
better represented by filtered (no solids) data, hence risks are overestinmated. Consequently, the HRA for
LF-024 is not to be taken as a characterization of absolute risk, but rather, as an overestimation of the
actual risk.



TABLE 4

CONSTRUCTI ON SPAO LS LANDFI LL (LF-024)

CHEM CALS OF POTENTI AL CONCERN

SUMVARY TABLE

CHEM CAL

Met hyl ene Chl ori de
Acet one

2- But anone

Acenapht hyl ene

Ant hr acene

Benzoi c Acid

Benzo( a) ant hr acene
Benzo( a) pyr ene
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo(k) fl uorant hene
Benzo(g. h.i)peryl ene
bi s(2- Et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate
But yl benzyl pht hal at e
Chrysene

Di et hyl pht hal ate

Di - n- butyl pht hal ate
Fl uor ant hene

Fl uor ene

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-cd) pyrene
2- Met hyl napht hai ene
2- Met hyl phenol

Napht hal ene
4-Nitroaniline
Phenant hr ene

Pyrene

Al um num

Ant i mony

Arsenic

Bari um

Beryl | ium

Chromium (111)

Chrom um (V1)

Cobal t

Cyani de

Lead

Manganese

Mer cury

Ni ckel

Sel eni um

Thal I'i um

Vanadi um

Zinc

Not es

X -
C -

TOXIATY

C

OO0

OO0

I ndi cates chemi cal of potential
Chenical is classified as a carcinogen

concern

GROUNDWATER

X

X X

X X

SURFACE SO L

x XXX XX XX XX XX XX XX XX

x

XX XX XX XX

X

SaL

X XX X XX XX XX XX XX X XXXX

X X X X

X X



Two human exposure scenari os were eval uated as part of the risk assessnent at LF-024.

1) Current Site Conditions - This scenario assunes that the site will renain undevel oped and will be
accessible to trespassers. Potentially exposed popul ations include teenage (ages 13 through 18) and adul t
(ages 18 and over) trespassers. Potential exposure pathways include dernmal contact with and incidenta

i ngestion of soil.

2) Future Site Conditions - This scenario assunmes that the site will be renedi ated and devel oped for
industrial use. Potentially exposed popul ations include construction workers during site devel opment and
industrial workers after site developnment. Potential exposure pathways include dernal contact with and
incidental ingestion of soil, inhalation of fugitive dust, and ingestion of groundwater

Current federal guidelines for acceptabl e exposures are expressed as an individual lifetinme excess tota
cancer risk in the range of 10 -4 to 10 -6 and a maxi numtotal hazard index (which reflects noncancer risks)
equal to one. A hazard index (H') greater than one indicates a potential for adverse health effects.

The results of the HRA are summarized in Table 5. For current site conditions, cancer risks and hazard
indices for potentially exposed popul ati ons are bel ow federal guidelines, and risks to human heal th posed by
site contam nants are acceptable. For projected future site conditions, cancer risks fall near the upper end
of the acceptabl e range specified by federal guidelines; however, hazard indices for both construction and

mai nt enance workers (H = 20 for the inhalation of fugitive dust) and industrial workers (H = 10 for the
ingestion of groundwater) are above federal guidelines. Therefore, there is a potential for adverse health
effects. Inhalation of fugitive dust is the pathway of concern for construction workers, and ingestion of

groundwater is the pathway of concern for industrial workers. Manganese is the primary constituent driving
the unacceptable health risk for both soil and groundwater, with mnor contribution fromalum num antinony,
barium and vanadi umin groundwater.

G oundwater at the site currently is not used as a source of drinking water and is unlikely to be used in the
future given the extrenely linited yield capacity of the shall ow water-bearing zone. The assunptions
concerning risks associated with groundwater ingestion are also conservative given that the anal ysis was
perforned using total nmetals data fromturbid groundwater sanples.

<I MG SRC 97011B5A>

6.2 Ecol ogical R sk Assessment

An ecol ogi cal risk assessnent was not performed for LF-024 as part of the SI. Also, the ecological risks to

potentially inpacted terrestrial organi sms exposed to contam nated fill and groundwater are expected to be
negligible. Because of the [imted area of the landfill (approximately 1 acre), effects on popul ati ons of
smal | burrowi ng manmmal s (e.g., the meadow nouse) are expected to be mnimal and likely to inpact only aninmals
with a hone range restricted to the fill limts. Contam nants associated with groundwater also are unlikely

to affect area ecology significantly, since exposure to groundwater is limted and the netals plune is
confined to the area i medi ately downgradi ent of the landfill.

7.0 DEVELOPMENT OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VE
7.1 Selection of the Presunptive Renedy for Mlitary Landfills

Based on information acquired as a result of past experience with the Superfund Program the USEPA has

devel oped the presunptive remedy approach to accelerate the renediati on process. Presunptive renedies are
preferred technol ogi es for conmon categories of sites (e.g., landfills) that are based on historical patterns
of renedy selection and on scientific and engi neering eval uati ons of technol ogy performance. The presunptive
remedy approach is a tool for expediting of the renedial process devel oped by the Ofice of Federa

Facilities Restoration and Reuse

In keeping with this approach, a renedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) was not prepared for
LF-024. Instead, existing site data have been used to performa risk assessnent which provides the basis for



t he devel opnent of a renedial approach that anal yzes the various conmponents of the presunptive renedy.

The presunptive remedy for CERCLA landfills meeting the criteria specified by the USEPA' s gui dance is source
contai nnent (USEPA 1996). The deci sion whether the contai nment presunptive renmedy applies to a specific
mlitary landfill is subject to a-step-by-step analysis of site-specific conditions with respect to the USEPA
gui dance criteria. The decision framework for evaluating the applicability of the presunptive remedy is
provided in Figure 5. Specific-site circunstances which dictate the appropriateness of this approach include

the types of waste present, volune of landfill contents, |and use plans, and hydrogeol ogi c and safety
considerations. Wthin the decision framework, the effects of land use are considered first followed by a
determi nati on of whether the landfill contents nmeet the definition of nunicipal-type waste. Minicipal wastes

are defined to include household and conmmercial and industrial solid waste, with | ess quantities of hazardous
waste. Mlitary-specific waste which may pose unique safety risks are afforded special consideration

<I M5 SRC 97011B6>

Based on information presented in the Sl report and summarized in Sections 2.0 and 3.0, and | and use pl ans
for the site, the contai nment presunptive renedy is an appropriate renedy for renedi ati on of LF-024

Currently, PARC has no plans for the devel opment of the property. In addition, restrictions on future use of
the property will be enforced to prevent any adverse actions leading to the deterioration of the |andfil
cap, thereby ensuring source containnent. Al though the landfill is relatively small (approximately 1 acre in

size), excavation and consolidation would not be preferred given the difficulties associated with the

di sposal of the waste. Excavation is inpractical for several reasons. The excavation and incorporation of
the waste within other onsite landfills is not an option since these landfills either have been cl osed or

pl acenent of the waste woul d i npi nge on existing wetlands. Excavation and renoval of the waste to an offsite
landfill also would not be beneficial froma cost perspective. Finally, the contents of the landfill neet

t he gui dance definition for municipal-type waste, and includes a high proportion of nonhazardous C&D debris.
The presence of mlitary-type waste in LF-024 has not been docunented, and was not observed during Sl
activities. Levels of contam nation associated with the fill indicate a | ow |evel of risk coomensurate with
sour ce contai nnent .

7.2 Renedial Action Objectives

Renedi al action objectives are nmedi umspecific goals for protecting hunman health and the environnent, and
provide the basis for selection of an appropriate renedial action. Results of the HRA indicate that there is
no risk of adverse health effects fromdirect contact (either incidental ingestion or skin contact) with
contam nated soil/fill. However, there is a potential health risk to constructi on workers fromthe

inhal ation of fugitive dust during site renediation operations which include excavation and eart h-novi ng
activities. A conparison of analytical results fromsoil/fill sanples with New York State guidelines
indicates the onsite soil/fill contamnation is mninal. Mnganese is the primary constitute driving the
fugitive dust hazard index as discussed in the risk assessnent (Section 3.1). On this basis, the follow ng
renmedi al action objective has been established

1 Prevent construction workers frominhaling contam nated fugitive dust resulting from earth-noving
activities during site renedi ati on and post-cl osure nai nt enance operati ons.

The HRA also indicates that there is a potential health risk if a groundwater well is installed on, or

i mredi at el y downgradi ent of the site and utilized for drinking water. At present, there are no drinking
water wells on site. The potential risk is attributed prinmarily to the presence of manganese at el evated
concentrations in groundwater, with antinony, barium and vanadiumcontributing to a | esser degree to the
hazard index. On this basis, the follow ng renedial action objective has been established:

1 Prevent human ingestion of contaninated groundwater on and i nmedi ately downgradi ent of the site
In addition to the potential, chenically-related health-risks described above, the presence of exposed C&D

debris which protrudes fromthe surface of the landfill poses a potential safety hazard. Consequently, the
followi ng renmedi al action objective has been established



1 El i m nate potential physical hazards to onsite workers and mai nt enance personnel
7.3 Devel opnent of the Remedial Alternative

The contai nnent presunptive renedy consists of five remedial response actions which are eval uated separately
with respect to LF-024. The five conmponent parts of the presunptive remedy include:

1 Landfill cap

Source area groundwater control to contain plune

Leachate col |l ection and treatnent

Landfill gas collection and treatnment

Institutional controls to suppl enent engineering controls

Accordi ng to USEPA gui dance, response actions for individual sites are required to include only those
conponents that are necessary, based on site-specific conditions. An evaluation of each of the renedia
conmponents is provided bel ow

A landfill cap is a necessary conponent of the renedial action for LF-024. It is required in conjunction
with the renoval of exposed surface C& debris which presents a physical safety hazard and is a renedi a
action objective for this site. The landfill cap will serve to separate further the fill and debris from
surface exposure. The cap will incorporate erosion control neasures to reduce the effects of rain and w nd;
and will provide a growh nediumfor the |ong-term mai ntenance of the landfill cover

G oundwat er contam nation at the site is linited to the presence of netals which were detected in turbid
groundwat er sanples. Goundwater control and | eachate collection are unnecessary conponents of the
remedi ati on since the dissolved contam nants, which formthe greatest concern to groundwater ingestion, are
readi |l y absorbed by sedinents and immobile in groundwater. Therefore the netals contam nation woul d have an
insignificant inpact on the nearby Sal mon R ver. Preventing the ingestion of groundwater at the site (a
maj or renedi al action objective) will be addressed by institutional controls to prohibit the | ocal use of
groundwater. Landfill gas collection and treatnment is an unnecessary conponent of the renediation, since air
nonitoring results indicate that there is no appreciable landfill gas em ssions.

Institutional controls are a necessary conponent for renediation at LF-024 and are required to: (1) restrict
groundwater use and limt site devel opment, (2) provide for the continued protection and mai nt enance of the

landfill cap, and (3) provide notice of potential health risks associated with renedi ati on and devel opnent of
the site.
Specific alternatives for the two renedi al conponents consi dered appropriate for LF-024 (i.e., landfill cap

and institutional controls), are discussed bel ow.

Landfill Cap: Three potential options for the landfill cap include: 1) a double barrier (RCRA-based) cap
2) a single barrier (NYSDEC Part 360-based) cap and 3) native soil cover (i.e., naturally occurring).

I ndi vi dual conponents of these caps are described bel ow Each option was evaluated with respect to
effectiveness (i.e., the ability to neet the remedial action objectives and to protect human health and the
environnent), inplenentability (both adm nistrative and technical), and cost.

Al three landfill caps are expected to be effective. Any of the caps, if properly designed and nai ntai ned,
woul d prevent direct contact by humans with onsite soil/fill, gradually dimnish |eachate generation and
groundwat er contam nati on, and reduce risks associated with physical hazards and the inhalation of fugitive
dust .

The technical inplementability (i.e., constructability) of the three caps is related to the conponents
sumari zed bel ow



Doubl e Barrier Cap includes a gas collection, clay layer, flexible nmenbrane liner, sand drai nage |ayer
filter fabric, soil layer for frost protection, topsoil, and vegetative cover

Single Barrier Cap includes a gas collection, a |low pernmeability layer (or flexible menbrane liner), a soi
layer for frost protection, topsoil, and vegetative cover.

Native Soil Cap includes a soil l|ayer, topsoil, and vegetative cover.

Based on the components required, the double barrier cap and single barrier cap would be nore difficult to
construct, whereas the native soil cover would be conparatively easier to construct. Both barrier caps woul d
be particularly difficult to construct on LF-024 because a portion of the surface is heavily forested

Conpl ete clearing and grubbing of the site prior to cap construction is undesirable, since the significant
vegetation protects the surface agai nst erosion

Cap costs depend | argely on the nunber of conponents and total cap thickness. A native soil cover is the

|l east costly landfill cap. An order of magnitude estinmate for the construction of a 12-inch native soi

cover is $59,000 for this 1-acre site. The construction cost for a single barrier cap (wthout a gas
collection layer) is estinated to be over four tinmes greater than the native soil cover. The construction
cost of the double barrier cap is estimated to be significantly (approxinately 20 to 40 percent) greater than
the single barrier cap. Operations and naintenance (O&) costs for the double barrier cap are expected to be
the highest. O8&Mcosts for a single barrier cap are expected to be | ower than the double barrier, but
significantly higher than for a native soil cover.

Institutional Controls: Appropriate institutional controls to be inplenented for LF-024 include restrictions
that limt site devel opnent and protect the integrity of the cap. In addition, institutional controls are
necessary to address renedi al action objectives including water use restrictions that prohibit the use of
groundwat er as a potable water source on and i mredi ately downgradi ent of the site. These institutiona
controls will be inplenmented by PARC which is responsible for nanagerment of the property.

I npl erent ati on of these renedial nmeasures will require continued groundwater nonitoring, including five-year
site reviews to evaluate the effectiveness of the remedial nmeasures. These renedial neasures and the
rationale for their selection are supported by USEPA gui dance

8.0  COWPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES SUMVARY

Nine criteria are utilized for the evaluation of an alternative as specified in the NCP and di scussed in
detail in the RI/FS gui dance (USEPA 1988). These nine criteria are listed and described in Table 6. The
eval uation of the recomended remedial alternative at LF-024 with respect to these nine criteria is presented

bel ow.

Overal|l Protection of Human Health and the Environnment - The renedial alternative selected for LF-024 will

reduce human health risk to acceptable levels. The construction of a landfill cap, in conjunction with the
renmoval /real i gnment of protruding construction debris, will elimnate physical hazards while protecting
onsite industrial workers fromthe possible inhalation of fugitive dust. 1In addition, the landfill cap

effectively will reduce long-termleaching inpacts on groundwater quality, reducing risks associated with
groundwat er ingestion

The inplenmentation of institutional controls (including deed and | ease provisions to linit site devel opnent,
protect the integrity of the cap, and prohibit groundwater use) woul d ensure continued protection. Notice of
potential inhalation risks and, health and safety neasures required during earth noving activities, wll
further protect site construction workers. Regular inspection of the cap will ensure that the cap renains
effective in neeting the remedi al objectives. The groundwater nonitoning programw || assist in evaluating

t he adequacy of controls to protect downgradi ent receptors.

Conpl i ance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARS) - |In general, exceedances of
groundwat er ARARs (see Section 2.4.4) are nminimal and are believed to be due to the high turbidity of the
groundwat er sanples. Hunman health can be protected adequately by preventing groundwater use on and



i mredi atel y downgradi ent of the site until such tinme as groundwater quality is confirmed or |eaching effects
are sufficiently dimnished. Construction of the cap with proper drainage control and continued nonitoring
will protect against a release of contami nants exceeding ARARs in near-surface soil and fill. It is
anticipated that acceptable levels of nmetals will be obtained in groundwater within the first year of cap
construction.



TABLE 6

CONSTRUCTI ON SPAO LS LANDFI LL (LF-024)
EVALUATI ON CRI TERI A

Citeri
No

a Description

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment - Protectiveness is the prinmary
requi renent of renedial action at hazardous waste sites. Evaluation of this criterion
i nvol ves an assessnent of how an alternative achi eves protection over tine and how site
ri sks are reduced

Conpl i ance with ARARs - Conpliance with ARARs includes conpliance with chem cal -
specific, action-specific, and | ocation-specific requirenents.

Long-term Eff ecti veness and Pernmanence - This criterion requires an assessnent of: (a)

the nagnitude of residual risk after renediation; (b) the adequacy of controls to neet

requi red performance specifications, both initially and into the future, and (c) the reliability
of controls froman operational standpoint.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume TMW/ - This criterion addresses the statutory
preference, expressed in the Superfund Amendrments and Reaut horization Act (SARA),

for remedies that enploy treatnent as a principal elenent. It includes an assessnent of

the nagnitude, significance, and irreversibility of treatnment, as well as an evaluation of the
type and quantity of residuals renaining after treatnent.

Short-term Ef fectiveness - This criterion includes the short-terminpacts of an alternative
(i.e., during inplenmentation) upon the surrounding comunity, onsite workers, and the
environnent. It also addresses the time required tor the alternative to satisfy renedia
action objectives.

I npl ementability - Inplementability includes nmany of the practical aspects associated with

i npl ementation of the renmedial alternative, such as the ability to construct and operate
remedi al technologies, the reliability of the technol ogi es, ease of undertaking additiona
remedi al actions if necessary, ability to nonitor the alternative's effectiveness, availability
of required materials and services, permt requirements, and need to coordinate w th other
agenci es.

Cost - This quantitative evaluation criterion includes the capital and operation/naintenance
costs associated with each alternative, as well as its total present worth

State Acceptance - This criterion evaluates the technical and adm nistrative issues and
concerns the State may have regarding an alternative.

Community Acceptance - This criterion evaluates the issues and concerns the public nay
have regardi ng an alternative.



NYSDEC regul ati ons, nanely 6NYCRR Part 360 Solid Waste Managenent Facilities (effective January 14, 1995),
are the nost inportant action-specific ARARs for LF-024. They regulate closure and final design for
landfills. The recomrended renedial alternative is conpliant with these regulations and conplies with all
action-and | ocation-specific ARARs.

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Performance - The renedi al action objectives established for LF-024 will be
addressed by the remedy. Health risk associated with the future inhalation of fugitive dust and physi cal
hazards related to protruding debris will be elimnated by surface contouring and capping. R sks associated
with the ingestion of groundwater will be controlled by inplenmenting institutional controls on groundwater
use. In addition, the gradual reduction in groundwater contamnmination will be achieved by dimnished [andfill
| eaching over tine and ultimately, by the natural attenuation of the groundwater contam nants.

The site nonitoring programand five-year site reviews represent additional conponents that will be used to
eval uate the effectiveness of remedial measures and, consequently, to protect human health and the
envi ronnent .

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, and Volunme (TW) - A treatnment technology to reduce TW is not included in
the alternative. Goundwater contamnation at the site is limted to nmetals which are relatively immobile in
groundwat er due to the high affinity of dissolved netals for solid surfaces. Consequently the nmetals

contam nation woul d have an insignificant inpact on the Salnmon River. Health risks associated with the
ingestion of metals (primarily manganese) will be controlled by limting infiltration and landfill |eaching,
and by restrictions on groundwater use on and i mredi ately downgradi ent of the landfill.

Short-Term Ef fectiveness - Construction of the alternative will require some earth-work for site grading.
During the construction period including intrusive activities during site devel opnent, short-terminpacts to
workers and the environment is possible via inhalation of fugitive dust. However, these inpacts can be
mtigated easily by instituting conventional health and safety measures. It is estinated that
construction/inplementation of renedial nmeasures will require | ess than one year. The renedial action
objectives will be met upon conpletion of construction and the incorporation of deed restrictions on the use
of groundwat er.

Inpl ementability - The technol ogi es proposed for the alternative are conventional and are expected to be
constructed with little, if any, difficulty. Cap construction and grading in wooded areas is expected to
present the greatest difficultly during construction. Materials required for construction (i.e., topsoil and
common borrow) are avail abl e.

Cost - The capital cost includes the cost of cap construction and inplenmentation of deed restrictions. The
capital cost estimate for this alternative is S59,000. O8M costs include annual nonitoring, and cap
inspection and repair. The estinated annual O&M cost is $6,000. The present worth cost of the annual 0&M
cost, based on a 30-year period at an interest rate of 6 percent, is $77,000 (Table 7).

State Acceptance - The NYSDEC has provided input during the preparation of the SI and HRA and concurs with
the remedial alternative.

Community Acceptance - Community acceptance of the reconmended alternative has been obtained. Public
comrents solicited fromthe community during the public comrent period and responses to these comments are
provi ded in Appendices D and E

In accordance with the NCP, the recommended alternative is protective of human health and the environnent
will conmply with ARARs and is cost effective. The recommended alternative is not a pernmanent solution since
it does not include treatnent. However, it follows the NCP and USEPA gui dance whi ch specifies containnent as
the presunptive renedy for landfills.



TABLE 7

COST ESTI MATE SUWRARY FOR THE SELECTED REMEDY

UNIT
CAPI TAL COSTS:
1. VEGETATI VE COVER ACRE
2. TOP SO L | NCLUDI NG SPREADI NG ACRE
3. SO L BORROW LAYER | NCLUDI NG COVPACTI ON cy
4. REGRADI NG OF SO L cy
OPERATI ON AND MAI NTENANCE COST:
1 LANDFI LL CAP
| NSPECTI ON OF CAP HR
MAI NTENANCE ( CUT GRASS) NQ YR
REPAI R ( REPLACEMENT OF TOPSOI L NO

AND RESEEDI NG

QUANTI TY

1.0
1.0
890
890

Total Yearly Cost For Cap |nspection, Miintenance, And Repair

2 GROUNDWATER MONI TORI NG
SAVPLI NG - QUARTERLY
4 GROUNDWATER ' 2 QA QC SAVPLES HR
2 WORKERS x 15 DAYS x 8 HRS DAY

ANALYTI CAL TESTI NG OF SAMPLES (Metals Only) NO
6 SAMPLES 4 TI MES A YEAR

AUDI TI NG OF SAMPLI NG RESULTS AND HR
PREPARATI ON OF A REPORT - TOTAL OF
4 HRS ROUND x 4 EVENTS YEAR

32

24

16

UNIT COST

$ 2,300.
18, 000.
21.

22.

$ 50.
75.
500.

Total Cost of G oundwater Mnitoring Per Year on a Quarterly Basis for the First 5 years

Total Cost of G oundwater Mnitoring on an Annual
Present worth of O&M for 30 years @6% i nterest

TOTAL PRESENT WORTH OF ALTERNATI VE

Basis for Year 6 to Year 30

00
00
50
50

00
00
00

.00

.00

.00

TOTAL COST

$ 2, 300.
18, 000.
19, 135.
20, 025.

$59, 460.

$ 500.
525.
1, 000.

$2, 025.

$1, 600.

$1, 560.

$ 960.

$4, 120.

$1, 030.

$77, 125.

$136, 585.

00
00
00
00
00

00
00
00

00

00

00

00

00

00

00

00



9.0 THE SELECTED REMEDY

Pl att sburgh AFB has sel ected for renedi ation of LF-024 the presunptive remedy designated by the USEPA for
mlitary landfills consisting of containment with a native soil cap and institutional controls. USEPA
approval and NYSDEC concurrence are expected. The selected renedy is protective of human health and the
environnent, and is cost effective. The alternative includes the follow ng, elenents:

Native Soil Cap - A 12-inch native soil cap consisting of naturally occurring soils with a 9-inch |ayer

of inorganic soil, a 3-inch topsoil layer, and a vegetative cover, will be established at LF-024 as a

suppl ement to the existing soil cap to ensure fugitive dust control. Soil for capping will be chemcally
anal yzed before it is utilized at LF-024. Large trees (i.e., those over 6 inches in dianmeter) may be left in
pl ace during soil cover establishnent provided the trees do not interfere with the attainnent of the remedi al
goal or the maintenance of positive surface water run-off and erosion control. Soil layers will be conpacted
to reduce perneability and the site cap will be constructed to control surface water run-off and control
erosion. The soil cover will be inspected on an annual basis with repairs/replacenent of the cap as
required.

Institutional Controls - Restrictions will be inposed to linit devel opment of any structure on the landfill
site which would adversely effect human health and safety. Deed and | ease agreenents wll include
appropriate restrictions to prevent any adverse action leading to the deterioration of the landfill cap to
include prohibition frominstalling any wells for drinking water or any other purpose which could result in
the use of the underlying groundwater and the prohibition against any excavation of the landfill cap w thout
prior approval of New York State Departnent of Environnental Conservation. |In addition, notice is to be
provided in deed and | ease agreenents to warn of potential short-termhealth risks frominhal ati on of dust
during site construction activities. Area groundwater use will be restricted as shown on Figure 3 and
includes the area enconpassing the landfill and groundwater pathway between the landfill and the Sal non

Ri ver.

Monitoring - Long-term groundwater nonitoring will be perforned and anal yzed to eval uate groundwater quality
during the post-closure period (30 years). Goundwater sanples will be collected using a | owflow punp from
t hree shal | ow downgradi ent nmonitoring wells, which will be installed near the respective |ocations of the Sl
well points (See Figure A-5 - Appendix A). An additional well will be |located 100 feet farther downgradient,
between the landfill and the Salnon River to serve as a sentry well to nonitor plune containnent. A
groundwat er sanple also will be collected fromthe existing upgradi ent nonitoring well to provide a
background conparison. Sanples will be collected follow ng well purging and anal yzed for total netals (i.e.,
target analyte list inorganics). Sanpling will be conducted sem -annually for the first five-years after the
cap is constructed, and annually thereafter. Monitoring results will be reviewed by the USAF, USEPA and
NYSDEC. Detailed instructions for the conduct of the groundwater nonitoring programwill be included in the
site's Operation and Miintenance Plan and inplenmented as part of the Record of Decision (ROD).

Fi ve-Year Site Review - Every five years, data generated by the nonitoring programw || be reviewed to
eval uate the effectiveness of renedial neasures. Modifications to the extent of site nonitoring efforts wll
be recommended at that tinme.

10.0 STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

The remedi al action selected for inplenmentation at LF-024 is consistent with CERCLA and, to the extent
practicable the NCP. The selected renmedy is protective of human health and the environment, attains ARARs,
and is cost effective. The selected renedy uses permanent solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogies
or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi numextent practicable for this site. However, it does not
satisfy the statutory preference for treatnent which pernmanently and significantly reduces the nobility,
toxicity, or volunme of hazardous substances as a principal elenent.

10.1 The Selected Remedy is Protective of Hunman Health and the Environment

The remedy at LF-024 will permanently reduce the potential future risk posed to human health and the
envi ronnent through engi neering controls (i.e., construction of a native soil cap), as well as institutional



controls (i.e., restrictions on the future devel opment of the site and the use of groundwater as a potable
supply source). The construction of the cap, as well as its inspection every five years and any required
repair, will effectively elimnate the risks posed by the inhalation of fugitive dust and physical hazards
associated with protruding construction debris.

The site cap will be constructed so that soil layers are conpacted to reduce perneability and to control
surface water runoff and erosion. These features will reduce offsite migration of contaninants by surface
runof f and groundwater. Finally, inplenentation of the selected renmedy will not pose unacceptable short-term
ri sks that cannot be mtigated easily by instituting conventional health and safety neasures. |In addition,
no adverse environnental inpacts are expected frominpl enentati on of the renedy.

10.2 The Sel ected Remedy Attains ARARs

The remedy will conply with all applicable or relevant and appropriate chem cal -, action-, and

| ocation-specific requirenents (ARARs). Conpliance with the chem cal-specific ARARs will be achieved
gradual ly through the process of natural degradation and attenuation. Federal and state ARARs are presented

bel ow.

Chemi cal - speci fic

1 RCRA Hazardous Waste Toxicity Characteristic Limt, 40 CFR 261 - Establishes standards for soil.
1 6 NYCRR 700-705 Water Quality Regul ations - Establishes standards for groundwater.
1 USEPA Safe Drinking Water Act, National Primary and Secondary Drinking Water Regulations (40 CFR

Parts 141 and 143) - Establishes standards for potable sources.

Action-specific

1 NYSDEC Sol id Waste Managenent Facility Rules 6 NYCRR Part 360 Effective January 14, 1995 - Establishes
criteria for solid waste landfills and specifies cl osure and post-cl osure procedures

L NYSDEC Di vi sion of Air Resources Regul ation (6NYCRR Parts 200-202, 257) - Establishes regul ations
applicable to particulate matter (e.g., fugitive dusts) entrained in air during clearing, grading, and
cover systemconstruction activities.

Clean Air Act (40 CFR Part 50) - Establishes regulations applicable to particulate matter (e.g.,
fugitive dusts) entrained in air during clearing, grading, and cover systemconstruction activities.

Qccupational Safety and Health Administration Regulations (29 CFR Parts 1904, 1910, and 1916) -
Establ i shes regul ations applicable to all work conducted on site.

Location specific

1 Nati onal Environnmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (40 CFR Part 1501) - The Departrent of the Air Force
revised their protocols to be in conpliance with NEPA. The revision provides policy and gui dance for
consideration of environnental matters in the Air Force decision-maki ng process.



Section 404 of the Cean Water Act and 40 CFR 230 - Protects waters of the United States, including
aquatic and wetland habitats.

New York State Use and Protection of Waters (6 NYCRR 608)- Protects streans including dass A B, and
C(T) fromdisturbances or adverse inpacts through a permtting process.

New York State Water Quality dassifications (6 NYCRR 701-703) - dassifies and protects groundwater,
streans, and ot her water bodies.

10.3 COher Criteria, Advisories, or Quidance to be Considered for this Renedi al Action

NYSDEC soil TBCs ( TAGM #4046, 1994) will not be net since treatnment is not included in the alternative.
However, the NYSDEC concurred with the recomended alternative since TBCs are gui dance rather than

promul gated standards and the renedy adequately protects human health and the environnment. In addition,
surface water and groundwater results were conpared wi th NYSDEC anbi ent water quality guidance val ues (TOGS
1.1.1, 1993). Overall, contanminant |levels in groundwater are considered to be mnimal; therefore, human

health can be protected by prohibiting its use on, and i nmedi ately downgradi ent of the site. Construction of
a cap with proper drainage controls and continued nonitoring will protect surface water and sediment quality.

10.4 Cost-Effectiveness

The selected remedy is cost-effective, in that, it provides an effective renmedy at a significantly | ower cost

than the other capping alternatives evaluated. In selecting this remedy, the overall effectiveness of each
capping alternative was eval uated by assessing three relevant criteria: ability to protect human health and
the environnent, inplenentability, and cost. |Including the cap construction and inplenentation of deed

restriction, the capital cost is estinmated to be $59,000. &M costs include groundwater nonitoring, and cap
inspection and repair. The estinated annual &M cost is $6,000. The present worth cost of the annual O&M
cost, based on a 30-year period at an interest rate of 6 percent, is $77,000.

10.5 UWilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnent Technol ogi es (or Resource
Recovery Technol ogi es) to the Maxi mum Extent Practicable

The sel ected renedy uses permanent solutions and alternative treatment technol ogies to the extent practicable
for this site. The remedy will elimnate the risks associated with inhalation of fugitive dust and
groundwater. Mnitoring and five-year site reviews will be used to nmeasure its long-termeffectiveness in
protecting human health and the environment. However, the remedy will not reduce the toxicity, mobility, and
vol ume of contam nated site nedia. Regular inspection of the cap will ensure that the cap renmins effective
in nmeeting the renedi al objective.

10.6 The Sel ected Remedy Does Not Safisfy the Preference for Treatment Wiich Permanently and
Significantly Reduces the Toxicity, Mbility, or Volune of the Hazardous Substances as a
Princi pal El erment

Because treatnent of the principal threats at the site was found to be inpracticable, this renedy does not
satisfy the statutory preference for treatnent as a principal elenent of the renedy. Treatnent technol ogies
were considered during the identification, devel opnent, and initial screening of alternatives, but were
considered to be infeasible for the LF-024 landfill site. The fact that there are no definable onsite hot
spots that represent the major sources of contam nation preclude a renedy in which contaninants could be
excavated and treated effectively.

11. 0 DOCUMENTATI ON OF NO SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES



Pl attsburgh AFB presented a Proposed Plan for the preferred alternative for remedi ati on of LF-024 in Novenber
1996. The preferred alternative includes:

Clearing the site

Est abl i shing a continuous soil cover

Managi ng surface water runoff to mnimze erosion of the cover and m ni m ze nai ntenance
requi renents

Est abl i shing vegetation to mininize erosion of the final cover and enhance evapotranspiration

Placing institutional controls in property deed an | ease agreenents to prevent adverse actions
leading to deterioration of the cap and prohibitions on | ocal use of groundwater.

Devel opi ng a post-closure plan devel opnent to nonitor, naintain, and i nspect the site

Moni t or groundwat er

Conducting five-year reviews
The chosen renedi al action does not differ fromthe preferred alternative presented in the Proposed Pl an.
12.0 STATE RCLE

The NYSDEC, on behal f of the State of New York, has reviewed the various alternatives and has indicated its
support for the selected renedy. It also has reviewed the SI and Proposed Plan to deternine if the selected
remedy conplies with applicable or rel evant and appropriate New York State environnental |aws and

regul ations. The NYSDEC concurs with the selected remedy for the LF-024. A copy of the declaration of
concurrence is attached as Appendi x C
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GLOSSARY

Adm ni strative Record: A file established and maintained in conpliance with Section 113(K) of CERCLA

consi sting of information upon which the | ead agency bases its final decisions on the selection of renedial
nmet hod(s) for a Superfund site. The Admnistrative Record is available to the public.

Appl i cabl e or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARS): ARARs include any state or federal statute or
regul ation that pertains to protection of public health and the environnental in addressing certain site
conditions or using a particular renedial technology at a Superfund site. A state lawto preserve wetland
areas is an exanple of an ARAR  USEPA nust consider whether a renedial alternative nmeets ARARs as part of
the process for selecting a renedial alternative for a Superfund site.

Aquifer: A water-bearing formation or group of formations.

Carci nogeni c: Exposure to a particular |level of a potential carcinogen nmay produce cancer.

Conpr ehensi ve Environnmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA): A federal |aw passed in 1980
and nodified in 1986 by the Superfund Anendnents and Reaut horization Act (SARA). The act requires federal
agencies to investigate and renedi ate abandoned or uncontroll ed hazardous waste sites.

C&D Debris: Building waste resulting fromconstruction and denolition activities.

Ecol ogi cal Receptors: Fauna or flora in a given area that could be affected by contam nants in surface
soils, surface water, and/or sedinent.

G oundwater: Water found beneath the earth's surface that fills pores within materials such as sand, soil,
gravel, and cracks in bedrock, and often serves as a source of drinking water.

HDPE: Hi gh Density Pol yethene, plastic material often used to cover nunicipal and hazardous waste |landfills.

I norgani ¢ Conmpounds: A class of naturally occurring conpounds that includes netals, cyanide, nitrates,
sul fates, chlorides, carbonate, bicarbonate, and other oxi de conpl exes.

Installation Restoration Program (IRP): The U S. Air Force subconponent of the Defense Environnent
Restoration Program (DERP) that specifically deals with investigating and renediating sites associated with
suspected rel eases of toxic and hazardous naterials frompast activities. The DERP was established to clean
up hazardous waste di sposal and spill sites at Departnent of Defense facilities nation-w de.

Landfill Cap: A cover systemfor the landfill.

Leachate: Solution produced by percolating liquid in contact with contam nated natter.

NCP National Ol and Hazardous Substance Contingency Plan. A federal |aw governing hazardous substances (40
CFR Part 300. 1990).

National Priorities List: USEPA s |list of the nbst serious uncontrolled or abandoned hazardous waste sites
identified for possible |long-termrenedial action under the Superfund program

Noncar ci nogeni c: Exposure to a particular level of a potential noncarcinogen may produce adverse health
effects.

Organi ¢ Conpounds: Any chem cal conpounds built on the carbon atom (i.e., methane, propane, etc.)
PAHs:  Pol ynucl ear Aromatic Hydrocarbons, often associated with conbustion process and distillation tars.

PCBs: Pol ychl orinated Bi phenyls, fornerly used as a |lubricant and transforner cool ant.



ppb: Parts per billion.
ppm Parts per mllion.
RCRA:  Resource Conservation and Recovery Act.

Record of Decision (ROD): A public document that explains the renedial alternative to be used at a National
Priorities List (NPL) site. The ROD is based on information and technical analysis generated during the
Remedi al I nvestigation, and on consideration of the public comrents and comunity concerns received on the
Proposed Plan. The ROD includes a Responsiveness Sunmary of public coments.

Remedi al Action: A long-termaction that stops or substantially reduces a release or threat of a rel ease of
hazar dous substances that is serious but not an imedi ate threat to human health or the environnent.

Remedi al Alternatives: Options evaluated to address the source and/or mgration of contam nants to neet
heal t h-based or ecol ogy-based renedi ati on goal s.

Remedi al Investigation (RI): The Renedial Investigation determ nes the nature, extent and conposition of
contami nation at a hazardous waste site, and directs the types of renedial options that are developed in the
Feasi bility Study.

SACM  Superfund Accel erated C eanup Model .

SARA:  The Superfund Arendnents and Reauthorization Act of 1986 anmended the 1980 CERCLA. The anendnents that
re-aut hori zed the federal Superfund which had expired in 1985 and established the preference for renedies
that pernmanently reduce toxicity, volunme, or nmobility of hazardous constituents.

Sedi nents: Soil material found in water.

Sem vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds: (SVOCs) Organic constituents which are generally insoluble in water and are
not readily transported in groundwater.

Source: Area at a hazardous waste site fromwhich contam nation origi nates.

Superfund: The trust fund, created by CERCLA out of special taxes, used to investigate and clean up
abandoned or uncontrol |l ed hazardous waste sites. Qut of this fund USEPA either: (1) pays for site

remedi ati on when parties responsible for the contam nation cannot he | ocated or are unwilling or unable to
performthe work or (2) takes legal action to force parties responsible for site contamination to clean up
the site or pay back the federal government for the cost of the remediation. Federal facilities are not
eligible for Superfund nonies.

TBC. Non-pronul gated standards "To Be Consi dered" for consideration as ARARs.

Vol atil e O ganic Compounds: (VOCs) Organic costituents which tend to volatilize or to change froma liquid
to a gas formwhen exposed to the atnmosphere. Many VOC s are readily transported in groundwater.
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TABLE A-1

CONSTRUCTI ON SPO LS LANDFI LL(LF-024) - Sl TE | NVESTI GATI ON
SUMVARY OF ANALYTES DETECTED | N THE SEDI MENT (SO L) SAMPLES

LEVEL IV

TBC FREQUENCY DETECTED DETECTED

ANALYTE Val ues* oF M NI MUM MVAXI MUM

DETECTI ON CONCENTRATI ON CONCENTRATI ON
Met hyl ene Chl ori de 100 2/ 4 7 10
Acet one 200 1/ 4 300 300
2- But anone 300 21/ 4 22 98
Di et hyl pht hal at e 7,100 1/ 4 15 15
Phenant hr ene 50, 000 1/ 4 10 10
Di - n-butyl pht hal ate 8,100 4/ 4 39 5300

FI uor ant hene 50, 000 2/ 4 10 13
Pyrene 50, 000 21/ 4 6 6
But yl benzyl pht hal at e 50, 000 2/ 4 13 15
bi s(2- Et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate 50, 000 21/ 4 32 43
Benzo( a) pyr ene 61 21/ 4 67 130
Napht hal ene 13, 000 1/ 4 7 7
2- Met hyl napht hal ene 36, 400 1/ 4 2 2

Al results reported in 1g/kg

* - Unl ess otherwi se noted, To Be Considered (TBC) val ues are NYSDEC Soil O eanup bjectives and C eanup
Level s, TAGM HWR- 94- 4046, January 1994.

Not e:

Due to limted areal extent and intermttent subaqueous nature, these sanples were used in the HRA to
eval uate risks associated with soil



<I M5 SRC 97011B7>
<I M5 SRC 97011B8>
<I M5 SRC 97011B9>
<I M5 SRC 97011C

<I M5 SRC 97011C1>
<I M5 SRC 97011C2>
<I M5 SRC 97011C3>

Al results reported in pgfkg

Unl ess ot hernse noted, To Be Considered (TOC) val ues are NYSDEC Soil C eanup Objectives and O eanup Levels,
TAGM HWR- 94- 4046, Januwy 1994.

Not e~

Due to limted areal extent and internittent subaqueous nature. itiese sarriples were used

in the HRA to evaluate risks associated with soil

LEVEL IV
ANALYTE TRC FREQUENCY DUTF CTED DETECTED
Val ues* oF M N MUM MAXI MUM
DETECTI ON CONCENTRATI ON CONCENTRATI ON
- Met hyl ene Chl ori de 1100 2/ 4 7 10
Acet one 200 1/ 4 300 300
2 But anone 300 2/ 4 22 98
Di et h) 4pht hal at e 7.100 11 4 15 15
Pt i enar Ahi ene 50. 000 1/ 4 10 10
Di - n- buypht hat at e 8100 41 4 39 5300
FI uor ant hene VWow 214 10 13
Pyrem 50. 000 2/ 4 6 6
But ybenzyl pht haWe 50, 000 2/ 4 13 15
bi s( 2- El hyl heq) pvwhave 50. 000 2/ 4 32 43
Benzo( a) pyi ene 61 2/ 4 67 130
NapNhal ene ‘13, 000 114 7 7
2 Met hylnapht hal ene 36. 400 114 2 2
i %v,.~ i vwp"i r n?Av~i IS A | | Mt 109.

TABLE A-1 (cont'd)

CONSTRUCTI ON SPAO LS LANDFI LL(LF-024) - Sl TE | NVESTI GATI ON
SUMVARY OF ANALYTES DETECTED I N THE SEDI MENT (SO L) SAMPLES

ANAI . YTE TBC LEVEL |V DETECTED
Val ues' FREQUENCY DETECTED
OF M NI MUM MVAXI MUM
DETECTI ON CONCENTRATI ON CONCENTRATI ON

Al um nur v! 8,510 SO 4 | 4 2450 3490
Ant i mony 126 (SO 214 153 205
At seni c 7,5 114 35 3,5

Bari um 300 414 251 321

H Aum 074 (SO 114 07 07

Cal ci um 30, 200 (SB) 4/ 4 2390 3220
Chf or ni um 19,5 (SB) 414 39 64
Cobaf t 30 414 16 52

COoPI M 44. 11 (SB) 314 1.4 5.8

If on 36 414 6760 15600

Lead 79.4 (SB) 4] 4 4.6 115

.~ ~soum 3,340 (SB) 4/ 4 679 | ow
. Mai ngai n~ 474 (SB) 4/ 4 189 542
Mer cury 01 1/ 4 0.18 0.18



N ckel 13 1/ 4 85 85

Pol | assi um 929 (SB) 4/ 4 363 588
Vanadi um 150 4 |/ 4 105 124
Zi nc 634 (SB) 4/ 4 16.1 39,11

AD results reported in ng/ kg,

Unl ess otherwi se noted. To Be Considered (TBC) val ues are NYSDEC Sod O eanup Objectives and d eanup
Level s.

TAGM HAR- 94- 4046, January 1994
SB - Site background val ues for netals were used when |l ess stringent than the regulatory value Site
Backgr ound was

based on a basew de background study (URS 1995)

Not e
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VWAIMAt", 111 1, IN ug/t
IN, .

LF024 SITE | NVESTI GATI ON

CHEM CAl S OF TECTED I N SURF ACF
WATER ANI D SEDI MENT SAMPLF,

URS T-FI GURF A 11

llw. 4 A, -

TABLE A-2

CONSTRUCTI ON SPO LS LANDFI LL(LF-024) - S| TE | NVESTI GATI ON
SUMVARY COF ANALYTES DETECTED | N NEAR SURFACE SO L

ANAI YT | TBC I.FVIEL Il

Val ues' | RFQV NCY DF IFCIF D ()I 11-("TED
O M N MUM MAXI MUM

CETFCTI ON CONCI ENTRATI ON CONCI FNI RATI ON
~c ~C Vnpo i nds:

Acel or* 200 2/ 3 2 6
3d
bi s(2- El hyl hexyl ) phl hal ate 50. 000 3/ 3 21 42
I norgani ¢ CT~n
I'i nds:
Al um num 0.510 (SB) 3/ 3 4715 6752
Bari um 300 3/ 3 41 120
Cal ci um 30, 200 (SB) 3/ 3 1948 2467
Chrom um 195 (SB 3/ 3 79 103
Iron 36,200 (SO 3/ 3 13200 15414
Magnesi um 3.340 (SB 3/ 3 1141 1853
Manganese 474 (SB 3/ 3 307 2481
Mer cury 01 1/ 1 001 0 01
N ckel 13 113 28" 28
Pot assi um 929 t SB) I / 3 1160 a 1160
Vat i adi um 150 3/ 3 143 242
Zinc. 63.4 (SB) 3/ 3 80 137

Al results reported in pgtkg for organic analyles and in ng/kg for in(irganic analyles
ND - Not Detected
SB - Soil backgti-itind val ue Based on basew de background study (URS 1995)
Not es

Unl ess ot herwi se noted, To Be Considered (TBG values are NYSDIE C Soil O eanup Ohjectives and d eanup
Level s, TAGM

HAR-94 -404ri. January 1994 Site Background (SB) values for nmetals were used when | ess %ringent than
the regul atory val ue

Site Backgf otind was based on a basew de background study (URS 1995)
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LF024 SI TE | NVESTI GATI ON
CHEM CALS DETECTED
I N NEAR SURFACE SO L SAMPLES

FI GURE A-2
TABLE A-3

CONSTRUCTI ON SPA LS LANDFI LL(LF-024) - SITE | NVESTI GATI ON
SUMVARY OF ANALYTES DETECTED I N FI LL SAMPLES TAKEN DURI NG TEST TRENCH NG

ANALYTI F TBC LEM L 111 LEWt |V

Val ue, ' FREQUI F NCY DFTFCTI D [)ETFCTFD FREQUENCY nFTFCTf D DETECTED
()F MNTMUM MAXIMUM CF M N MM | MAXI MM

DETEC (| ON CONCUNf RATI ON CONCf NTRA110H  DETECTI ON CONCENTRATI ON CONCENTRATI ON

AcWone a 0/ 2 NO

Benzoic Acid 2,7W 3/ 6 16 30 011 NO ND

2 Met hyi napht hal ene 36. 400 0/ 6 NO NO /0 |

Acenapht hyl ene 91, 000 1/ 6 17 17 0/ 1 NO NO

I luorene 50. 000 116 26 26 0/ 1 NO NO
4-Nitroanilirm 1/ 6 57 57 0111 NO NO
Phenar dhr ene 50. 000 216 22 55 12 2 2

Ant hr acene 50, 000 1/ 6 28 28 01 NO NO

D - n-butyl pht hal at e 6.1100 116 18 18 01 ND ND

e

Fl uoi ari | hene 50. 000 2/ 6 34 100 0111 ND NO
Idle

Pyrene 50, 000 2/ 6 41 97 12 2 2

Benzo( a) ani t hr acene 224 2/ 6 20 58 01 NO NO

, e

Chrysene 400 2Ji 6 31 80 01 NO ND

bi s~2-Et hy") pl hl | hal ate 50. 000 416 96 1150 012 ND NO
Benzo(b) f t uar ar ghene 1,100 2/ 6 29 76 011 NO NO

Benzo( k) M ar f 1heqg* 1,100 2/ 6 22 78 0O/ I NO NO



Benzo( a) pyr ene 61 2/ 6 24 74
I ndeno( 1. 2, 3-cd 3. 200 216 19 46
' ene

Beri zo(q, hJ) pey~! ne 50. 000 2/ 6 27

Al resufts reported in pglkg
NO - Not Detected
Not es

Unl ess ot herwi se noted, To Be Considpied (TBC) val ues are NYSDFC Soi |

TAGM

|1 WR-94- 4046, January 1994 The listed TRC value is the nost stringent

Exceeds TI RCval up-,
TABLE A-3 (cont'd)

0/ 1 NO NO
0/ 1 NO ND
50 011 NO NO

regul atory val ue

CONSTRUCTI ON SPO LS LANDFI LL(LF-024) - SITE | NVESTI GATI ON
SUMVARY OF ANALYTES DETECTED I N FI LL SAMPLES TAKEN DURI NG TEST TRENCHI NG

ANALY- TE TBC LEVEL 111 [FVFl 1V

Val ue, -; FREQUENCY O TECI FO OF TFCLFO

OF MNIMUM MAXI MUM  or M NI MUM MAXI MUM
DE TECTI ON CONCENTRATI ON CONCENTRATI ON

Al um num - 1 ~6 2847 6303 2/ 2 --

~0

65

SB

8510 (SB)
Anl i mony 126 S FBI 06 ND NO

1
A -enic 75 06 ND ND 1/ 2 3

5
Bari um A3 26 43 210 | 114

300 212
Cal ci um 0 ;~ (Sol 6 6 1344 10213

30200 (SO
Chr om um 195 (SB) 6 6 36 99

A
Cobal t 30 016 ND NO 2/ 2 19
C2Eper 44 1 SO 36 36 6
Iron 36700 (SB) 6 6 4670 27295 2 2
Lead 794 (SBI 16 33 33 22
Magnesi um 3340 I.SB--) 56 752 5459
Manganese 474 (SB) 56 50 5455
Mer cury 01 06 ND ND 12 017 "
N ckel 13 26 6 6 8 6 12 017
Pot assi um 929 (SB) 36 691 1043
Sel eni um 2 016 ND ND 212 299 a
Thahi um ND ( SB) 0/ 6 ND ND
Vanadi um 150 5/ 6 68 18,11 0 2 NO
Zinc 634 (SB) 6/ 6 57 22 22
Solids, Total (9WW NA NA NA
Al results reported in nglkg

ND - Not Detected

NA - Not Anal yzed

SB - Soil baCkgrourbd val ue
Not es

FREQUENCY DFT[CI LD OF T[ C FD

DETECTI ON CONCENTRATI ON CONCENTRATI ON

---2--530
112 154 154

3

344

212 1180 6620
212 43 1

52

02 ND ND
6730 21500

23 28

22 667 3870 a
2 2 651 201
017 a

0 17

12 57 57
655 a

12 104 - 104 O
ND

104 14

22 73 167

G eanup bl eclives and C eanup L evels,



Unl ess ot herwi se noted, T6 Be Considered (TBC) val ues are NYSDEC Soil O eanup Objectives and d eanup
Level s. TAGM

| WR-94- 4046, January 1994 Site Background (SB) values for metals were used when | ess stringent than
the regul atory val ue

Site Background was based on a basew de background study (URS 1995)
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TABLE A-4
CONSTRUCTI ON SPA LS LANDFI LL(LF-024) - SITE | NVESTI GATI ON SUMVARY OF ANALYTES DETECTED | N SUBSURFACE SO L SAMPLES FROM BORI NGS

LEVEL [I1I1 LEVEL IV
TBC FREQUENCY DETECTED DETECTED FREQUENCY DETECTED DETECTED
ANALYTE Val ues * OF M N MUM MAXI MUM (on M N MUM MAXI MUM

DETECTI ON  CONCENTRATI ON CONCENTRATI ON DETECTI ON  CONCENTRATI ON CONCENTRATI ON
O gani ¢ Conpounds:

Acet one 200 1/ 2 5 5 1/ 1 11 11
Di -n butyl pht hal ate 8, 100 21/ 2 9 14 0/ 1 ND ND
Fl uor ant hene 50, 000 1/ 2 16 16 0/ 1 ND ND
Pyrene 50, 000 1/ 2 16 16 0/ 1 ND ND
bi s(2 Et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate 50, 000 2/ 2 110 140 0/ 1 ND ND

I norganics (metal s):

Al um num 8,510 (SB) 2/ 2 2723 7151 1/ 1 3090 3090
Bari um 300 0/ 2 ND ND 1/ 1 16. 8 16. 8
Cal ci um 30, 200 (SB) 1/ 2 1228 1228 1/ 1 955 955
Chr om um 19.5 (SB) 2/ 2 3.2 9.4 1/ 1 5.2 5.2
Cobal t 30.0 ND ND ND 1/ 1 1.6 1.6
Iron 36, 700 (SB) 2/ 2 3813 10250 1/ 1 6540 6540
Lead 79.4 (SB) ND ND ND 1/ 1 2.6 2.6
Magnesi um 3,340 (SB) ND ND ND 1/ 1 732 732
Manganese 474 (SB) 2/ 2 52 91 1/ 1 62.4 62.4
N ckel 13 ND ND ND 1/ 1 5.2 5.2
Pot assi um 929 (SB) ND ND ND 1/ 1 424 424
Sodi um 520 (SB) ND ND ND 1/ 1 106 106
Vanadi um 150 1/ 2 16. 8 16. 8 1/ 1 9.7 9.7
Zinc 63.4 (SB) 2/ 2 8.1 11.9 1/ 1 9.9 9.9

Al organic results reported in 1g/kg Al inorganic results reported in ng/kg

ND - Not Detected

SB - Soil background val ue Based on basew de background study (URS 1995)

Not es

* - Unl ess otherw se noted, To Be Considered (TBC) val ues are NYSDEC Soil O eanup Objectives and d eanup Levels. TAGM
HAR- 94 4046, January 1994. Site Background (SB) values for nmetals were used when | ess stringent than the regulatory val ue
Site Background was based on a basew de background study (URS 1995)
The listed TBC value for organics is the nost stringent regul atory val ue
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PUBLI C HEARI NG FOR REMEDI AL ACTI ONS AT FORMER
LANDFI LL LF-021 AND FORMER LANDFI LL LF-024
JANUARY 16, 1997
OLD COURTHOUSE, 133 MARGARET STREET, 2ND FLOCR
PLATTSBURGH, NEW YORK.

Thi s proceedi ng was stenographically reported by Susan
Bret schnei der, Certified Shorthand Reporter, and
comrenced at 7:00 p.m at the above-nentioned | ocation.

MR SOREL: Ckay, | guess we'll go ahead and
get started. This is the public nmeeting for Landfill 21
and Landfill 24. 1'd like to begin the public meeting
for the renedial actions at the Former Landfill LF-21
and LF-24. For those who don't know ne, |'m M ke Sorel,
t he BRAC Environnental Coordi nator working for the Air
Force Base Conversion Agency at Plattsburgh. | wll be
presi ding over the neeting, the main purpose of which is
to allow the public the opportunity to comment on the
Air Force's action for this site.

Assisting ne tonight in this presentation are
the followi ng people: Steve Gagnier, the project
manager for these actions, and Brady Baker, the project
engi neer, both with the Air Force Base Conversion
Agency, and Bruce Przybyl, the project nanager with URs
Geiner. These individuals are here to provide answers
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to technical questions you mght have about the
alternatives available to the Air Force for cleaning up
the site.

Tonight's agenda will consist of a description
of the remedial action and an expl anation of how it will
i mprove the environment. After that, we will nove to
the nost inportant part of this neeting, the part where
you provi de your comments on the renedial action.

First, however, | would like to take care of
several admnistrative details.

As you can see, everything being said here
tonight is being taken down word for word by a
prof essional court reporter. The transcript will becone
part of the adm nistrative record for the sites.

W woul d |i ke everyone to conplete the sign-in
sheet at the door. W will use the sheet to review our
mailing list for the site.

At the conclusion of the presentation, we wll
open the floor up to comments and questions. | would
ask that you hold your questions until the presentation
for both sides is conplete. |If you have a prepared
statement, you may read it out loud or turnit in
without reading it. 1In any case, your comrents will
becone part of the record. Al so, we have cards at the
front desk for your use for any witten comments. |If
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you turn in any witten coments, please wite your nane
and address on them

If you | ater decide to make comment or add

sonet hing that you said here, you may send additi onal
comrents to us at this address. The public conment
period ends today on Landfill 21 and on February 6th for
Landfill 24. | will show this address slide again at
the end of the neeting.

The final point is that our prinmary purpose
tonight is to listen to you. W want to hear your
comrents on any issues you are concerned about at these
sites, and we will try to answer any questions you nay
have. W want you to be satisfied with the action we
take will properly address and fully address the
problens at this site.

Now, | would like to turn the neeting over to
Bruce Przybyl.

MR PRZYBYL: Good evening. W'd like to talk
to you today about the Air Force's recomended
alternatives for remedial action at two landfills at the
Pl attsburgh Air Force Base. The first 1'd like to talk
about is Landfill 21. Landfill 21 is located in the
northwest corner of the base outside the perineter fence
and north of Route 22. The area is designated as open
space for |and use pl anning.

CAPI TOL COURT REPORTERS - (802) 863- 6067



O O ~NOO O WNPE

i
N RO

A
w

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

I would first like to go through the process
by which the decisions were made in reaching the
conclusions in comng to the reconmended al ternative.

The process started by preparation of a
prelimnary assessnent or records search which | ooked at
the history of the site and the disposal practice of the
site. At that tinme, a recommendati on was made, further
i nvesti gation was necessary, a site investigation was
under t aken.

The site investigation showed it is a
relatively small site, and the conclusions of that were
to recomrend a | arger scale investigation, a renedial
i nvestigation.

The remedi al investigation assessed health
(sic) to human health -- to humans and the environnent
in addition to collection of many sanples. Fromthat a
preferred alternative was determ ned and docunented in a
proposed plan which is available at the Feinberg Library
and has been for a period of tine.

Throughout this period, the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation and United
States Environnental Protection Agency have provi ded
review and conment to each document along the way and
have concurred in principle with the renedi a
alternative.
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W are at this stage, the public neeting and
coment, and we're here to answer your questions and
i ncorporate your conmments into the record of decision
which is the legal instrunent for the remediation.

The Landfill 21 is about six acres in size
It was active from 1956 to 1959. |t accepted donestic
waste and sludge fromthe industrial wastewater
treatment plant at the base. The other area i s adjacent
to some wetland areas and is | ocated 500 feet fromthe
Saranac River.

The character of the site is generally --
currently generally vegetative with mature trees and
grasses covering the site, but there is |ocations where
debris is protruding fromthe landfill surface. One
such location is depicted in the | ower of the two
phot ogr aphs.

The remedi al investigation included the
excavation of nmany test trenches to determ ne the extent

of the fill and to sanple the subsurface materials and
fill, boring, well installation and groundwater
sanpl i ng

A variety of chemcals were detected in
subsurface soil or fill materials. Polycyclic aromatic
hydr ocar bons were detected. These were the products of
i nconpl ete conbustion of fossil fuels, netals.
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Pesticides such as DDT and PCBs were al so detect ed.
These were not detected in any particular pattern. The
pattern of contami nation is sonewhat heterogenous in the
landfill.

In groundwater, only three conpounds were
detected that exceeded the New York State standards, and
those were two pol ycyclic aronatic hydrocarbons and
DDT. It was worthy to note that there was an absence of
vol atiles, which are quickly noving conpounds, in

groundwat er. There were none of those conpounds.

W al so exam ned contani nant nigration
pat hways at the site. Since few volatiles were found,
we consider the volatilization pathway for contaninant
mgration is insignificant.

In addition, since the site is vegetated,
there's a limted potential for dust generation and,
therefore, we considered contam nant transport via dust
pat hway as insignificant.

Al so, we consider run-off pathways to be
negli gi bl e because of the high perneability of the
landfill. Most of the precipitation will infiltrate
into the landfill and, also, topographic constraints
and actual ly the overhead here we have is sonewhat
m sl eadi ng, this slope sonewhat kind of rises again
before it drops again into the Saranac River. Al of

CAPI TOL COURT REPORTERS - (802) 863- 6367



1 the precipitation will infiltrate into the ground before
2 it gets to the river

3 One pathway that is potentially significant is
4 the percolation of rainwater through the |andfil

5 pi cking up contaninants along the way and then transport
6 t hrough the groundwater.

7 Agai n, the contam nants detected in

8 groundwat er were of the type that do not nove very

9 qui ckly or very far in groundwater

10 We conducted a human health risk assessnment to
11 determine the potential risk to hunan heal th posed by
12 the site, and that was broken down into two scenari 0s,
13 including a current use scenario in which we assessed
14 potential impacts to utility workers -- there was a

15 right-of-way, utility right-of-way adjacent to the site
16 -- and al so to trespassers.

17 The cal cul ations indicated no significant

18 car ci nogeni ¢ or noncarcinogenic risk to these potentia
19 receptors

20 The second scenario was a future use scenario
21 in which we assessed the risk to a canpground popul at ed
22 by canpers who were utilizing the groundwater for

23 showering and potabl e water, canping right on the

24 landfill. W considered this to be a conservative

25 hypot hetical scenario. |It's not sonething that's
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envi si oned; however, this is a conservative benchmark in
whi ch we can assess fhe potential of contam nant risk

The future use scenario yielded no
noncar ci nogeni ¢ ri sk to canpers; however, there was a
significant risk represented by this five tinmes 10 to
the mnus four due to exposure to soils on the

landfill. This is a carcinogenic risk
It's significant to note that there was no
risk calculated -- or no significant risk calculated for

groundwat er ingestion pathways despite the fact that
three New York State standards were exceeded. They were
exceeded but not to a great extent, enough to yield
risks in our calcul ations.

It also should be noted we performed an
ecol ogi cal risk assessment and determ ned a potential
potentially a slight potential risk to mammals that cone
into contact with the soil and fill of the landfill.
Based on the risk assessnent, we came up with a
remedi ation or renedial goal to the site

The goal is to prevent direct contact with
on-site soil, fill materials by human or ecol ogi ca
receptors basically as a response to the carcinogenic
risk calculated in the risk assessnent and the m nor
ecol ogical risk that was indicated in the ecol ogi ca
ri sk assessnent

CAPI TOL COURT REPCATERS - (802) 863- 6067
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Using the U S. EPA Superfund Accel erated
Cl eanup Model, we then devel oped the basic conponents of
our renedial alternative. And these include a |andfil
cap and institutional controls. There were three types

of landfill caps | ooked at, and they were exam ned for
their ability to achieve the goal that we set for

this -- this renediation, and all three of these
landfill caps acconplish the goal adequately.

Therefore, we | ooked at cost and picked the
nost cost effective cap, which is a native soil cover as
our selected renedi al conponent.

Al so, a basic conponent renedy is
institutional controls in which we propose site
devel opnent restrictions to protect the integrity of the
cap once it's established and also to restrict water
use, although that's not one of -- it's not reflected in
our goal, there are three exceedances of New York State
G oundwater Quality Criteria and then, therefore, we
thought it would be prudent to restrict the use of the
gr oundwat er .

Therefore, our remedial alternative includes
the followi ng el ements: A native soil cover to prevent
direct contact of human and ecol ogical receptors with
contam nated soil and fill materials and devel opnent
restrictions which include restrictions to prevent any
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adverse action leading to the deterioration of the
landfill cover and prohibition against any excavation of
the landfill cover w thout prior appropriate approvals,
and this will be inplenmented to protect the integrity of
the cap over the long term
We are also going to prohibit the installation

of any wells for drinking or any other purposes which
could result in the use of the underlying groundwater.
And this is in response to the exceedances of New York
State G oundwater Quality Criteria in groundwater

W are also -- two other elenents of the
remedy that are necessary, one is groundwater
monitoring. \We'll supplenent our existing groundwater

noni toring network and sanple it routinely in order to
ensure that the slow noving conpounds that we have
detected will not mgrate off site. W don't expect
themto, but the routine groundwater nonitoring wll
ensure that that will not happen in the future

And, finally, there's a five year site review
process in which the Air Force, the United States
Envi ronnental Protection Agency and the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation will review al
the data col |l ected throughout the five years and ensure
that the renediation is being effective in protecting
human heal th and the environment.
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The second landfill | amgoing to tal k about
today is the construction spoils landfill or Landfill
LF-24. This landfill is located to the -- in the
sout heast corner of the base about 200 feet north of the
Sal mon River as indicated on this figure right here.
This area has been designated as open space for |ight
industrial use for I and use planning purposes, either
or.

Once again, |'mshow ng an overhead show ng

the process by which we reached our renedi al
alternative, and it's simlar to that for LF-21 in which
we are soliciting public comments at this time, and
we' ve received New York State Departnment of
Envi ronnental Conservation input and United States
Envi ronnental Protection Agency input along the way and,
again, comments received today will be incorporated into
the record of decision.

Landfill 24 is less than one acre in size and
accepted construction and denolition debris, concrete
rebar, things of that nature, matals, fromthe period of
1980 to 1986. The landfill is covered generally with
brush and trees. There are very few sparse areas. One
of themis indicated in the | ower of the two photographs
here but generally well covered with brush and trees.

To the south near the toe of the slope, the landfill
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st eepens consi derably, and construction and denolition
debris is protruding fromthe landfill cover as
indi cated by the | ower of the two photographs.

The upper photograph is the top of the sl ope,
sout hern sl ope, and the | ower photograph depicts the toe
of the slope, the southern slope. The Air Force
considers this to be a general physical hazard to
trespassers and people walking in this area

The landfill was investigated and site
i nvestigation in which test trenching was conducted to
determine the extent of the fill and deternine its

character. W also did boring and nonitoring wells and
| ooked at groundwater sanples.
The nature of the fill material is essentially
free of organic contaninants; however, netals were
el evat ed above background in the fill materials

Agai n, groundwater was exam ned, and it was
also found to be essentially free of organic naterials
organi ¢ contam nants; however, several netals were
detected i n exceedance of New York State G oundwater
Quality Criteria.

I al so should note that there were severa
drums found during test trenches at the site; however,
none of these druns were found to be intact, nmany of
themhad no lids, were enpty or just crushed prior to
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being in the landfill.
W al so | ooked at the potential contam nant
m gration pathways. And very sinilar to LF-21, there
were no volatiles found and, therefore, the
vol atilization pathway was considered insignificant.
Since the landfill is heavily vegetated, there
is limted potential for dust mgration and
contam nation transport through that mechanism Al so,
once again, this doesn't quite depict the slope
correctly. It's much flatter there, and the run-off
pat hways are al so considered to be insignificant. Al
of the rainfall will percolate into the landfill surface
or be captured by topographic constraints and not reach
the Sal mon River directly.

However, again, we -- we have a potentially
significant groundwater mgrati on pathway, again, where
rai nwat er percolates through the fill, picks up neta

contam nants and transports themthrough the
groundwater. And it should be noted again that the
netal contam nants are al so very sl ow novi ng conpounds

Agai n, we conducted a human health risk
assessnent to determne potential risk to the receptors
and two scenarios were exam ned including current use
scenari o, which is basically no one is being exposed at
the site except for trespassers, and the assessnent
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indi cated no potential for carcinogenic risk
unaccept abl e carci nogeni ¢ risk or unacceptabl e
noncar ci nogeni ¢ ri sk
A future use scenario was al so exam ned. |t
was a bi-phased scenario in which the site woul d
hypot hetical |y be devel oped, and there would be a
construction phase in which excavation wuld occur and
bui | di ng woul d be constructed, and then a second phase
in which the buildings were al ready constructed and the
area were | andscaped and the industrial workers were
using the facility routinely.
There were no unacceptabl e cancer risks
indi cated by the analysis. However, there were
unaccept abl e noncarci nogeni c risks indicated for
i nhal ati on of fugitive dust to construction workers.
During construction there's considerabl e dust excavated,
and there's a potential for exposure and adverse effects
to these construction workers through inhalation of the
fugitive dust wi th manganese adhered to it. Also, if
groundwater were to be used at the site, there is a
potential for adverse effects again fromthe conpound
manganese, and there is also potential for future
probl ens from barium vanadi um and anti nony.
One thing to note is that currently there is
no risk to receptors via carcinogeni c or noncarcinogenic
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ri sk; however, there is a physical hazard posed by
protruding debris along the steep southern slope and a
couple other places in the landfill.

Based on the HRA, we determi ned some
remedi ation goals. The first is to prevent construction
wor kers frominhaling contaninated fugitive dust
resulting fromearth nmoving activities, and that's in
response to the risk calculated for the inhalation of
fugitive dust.

Second woul d be to prevent human ingestion of
contam nat ed groundwat er imredi ately down gradi ent of
the site, and that's in response to the risk cal cul ated
for the ingestion of groundwater

And, third, we would like to elimnate
potential physical hazards to on-site workers and
mai nt enance per sonnel

Again, using U S. EPA guidance, we determ ned
t he basi c conponents of a renmedy for the site. The

landfill cap is necessary to -- to acconplish the third
goal, and that is to elimnate potential physica
hazards on site. There is no -- there is no potential

chemi cal hazards due to direct contact with the fill.

So the cap is only to elimnate the physical hazards.
Therefore, all three caps -- since the area

will be regraded and debris covered and the potentially
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unstabl e slopes elimnated, all three caps will be
equal |y effective and cost is, therefore, |ooked at as
the deciding factor between the caps, and we sel ected
the | east expensive of the three options, and that is a
native soil cover
Second we -- the -- the second basic conponent
is institutional controls which includes site
devel opnent restrictions, and that is to protect the
integrity of the cap, water use restrictions to address
our second renedi ation goal which is to prevent human
i ngestion of contam nated groundwater and, third, a
cautionary notice concerning inhalation risks during
earth noving activities, and that is to address our
first renediation goals, to prevent construction workers
frominhaling fugitive dust.

To recap, our recomrended alternative consists
of the native soil cap, tolimt -- elimnate potentia
physi cal hazards fromdebris and al so devel op
restrictions including restrictions to prevent any
adverse action | eading to the deterioration of the cap
prohi bi ti on agai nst excavation of the landfill wi thout
prior appropriate approval and prohibition from
installing any wells that could result in the use of the
under | yi ng groundwat er

Al so, we are going to issue a notice
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concerning potential site risk which is a notice

provi ded concerning potential short-termhealth risks
frominhaling dust during construction activities.

Al so, groundwater nonitoring is a part of that. Al so,
metals in groundwater will nove very slowy and will not
get very far. W want to install a groundwater
nmonitoring network to track that through tinme and make
sure that the groundwater contam nants are not getting
far off site and, also, in LF-21, it will be reviewed
every five years by the U S. EPA and the New York State
Departnent of Environmental Conservation and the Ar
Force to determ ne whether it has continued to be
effective, and that concludes ny discussion.

MR SOREL: At this time, I'd like to open up
the neeting for questions. Since everything that is
bei ng said here tonight is being taken down, please
state your nane for the record before you nake a
st at ement .

Do we have any questions? M. Booth?

MR BOOTH. Robert Booth. In each of your
sites, we reach a concl usion about where you are headed
next with a list of prohibitions, for instance, to
prevent activities that would destroy the cap, prevent
the drilling of wells that would tap groundwater,
prevent excavation without a permt. Wwo or what sees
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that these limtations are carried out, who gives the
permt to excavate, howlong is this oversight as to
permts and prohibitions to continue, who's got the
responsi bility?

MR SOREL: Good question. |It's actually one
that's come up in our discussions with the regul ator
that they have the very same concerns that you do.

There will be a transfer by deed, and when we
start tal king about transfer by deed, what we are going

to do, in fact, if you |look in the proposed plan,
there's a paragraph in there that deals with that, and
let ne read what we put in there. It says: The deed
wi Il include appropriate restrictions to prevent any
adverse action leading to the deterioration of the
landfill cap to include prohibition frominstalling any
well's for drinking water or any other purpose which
could result in use of the underlying groundwater and

t he prohibition agai nst any excavation of the landfill
cap without prior approval of the New York State DEC

So, essentially, we are saying at that point

there will indeed be restrictions and, of course, the
Air Force at that point would no | onger be the owner of
the property, so some of that will rely on the -- the

| ocal agencies having jurisdiction in that area.
For instance, if we are in the town of
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Pl attsburgh, then | would assune if there were
construction, there would be issues of the building
permt and at that time, those prohibitions would be
noted. So through that process, we believe that that's
how t hese prohibitions would be controll ed.

MR BOOTH. That nakes sense that there woul d
be public records that followthe land that way and wl |
the restrictions nention that DEC is a reference point?

MR SOREL: Correct. In fact, we have al ready

coordinated that with them They have agreed to be that
ref erence point.

MR BOOTH: And that also if interested, why,
the township or the city or the county al so could step
in, but at least there's a list of restrictions and
restrictive covenants really?

MR SOREL: Right, right.

MR BOOTH. And who to refer to to start
conmpl ying or finding out the answers?

MR SOREL: And there would al so be a notice
of any hazardous materials present that would foll ow
this as well, so anybody that would be issuing that
bui I ding permt or whatever.

MR BOOTH In 25 years, that will all be
forgotten, and | was just wondering.

MR SOREL: We will file a deed.

CAPI TOL COURT REPORTERS - (802) 863- 6067
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MR BOOTH. And you have got it if there are
recorded documnents.

MR SOREL: Sure.

MR BOOTH.  Thank you.

MR SOREL: Any ot her questions?

Ckay, since everybody seens to have made their
comrents, we would like to conclude this neeting.

I would like to add that the proposed pl ans
and ot her docunents relating to these sites are
avail able for review at the infornation repository
| ocated in Special Collections at the Feinberg Library,
SUNY- PI at t sbur gh.

Thank you very much for com ng.

(This hearing was concluded at 7:37 p.m)
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CERTI FI CATE

STATE OF VERMONT )
COUNTY OF CALEDON A )

I, Susan Bretschneider, a Notary Public within and
for the State of Vernont, do hereby certify that |
stenographically reported the proceedi ngs of the public
hearing in re: Renedial Actions at Former Landfill LF-21
and Forner Landfill LF-24 on January 16, 1997 begi nning

at 7:00 p.m, at the A d Courthouse, 133 Margar et
Street, 2nd Floor, Pl attsburgh, New York.

| further certify that the foregoi ng proceedi ng was
taken by me stenographically and thereafter reduced to
typewiting, and the foregoing 20 pages are a full, true
and correct transcription of the proceedi ngs.

| further certify that | amnot related to any of
the parties thereto and that | amin no way interested
in the outconme of said proceedings.

Dated at Barre, Vernont, this 23rd day of January,
1997. M conmi ssion expires February 10, 1999.

<I M5 SRC 97011E>
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1 ERRATA SHEET

2
TO Marcia G Wl osz
3 DATE: February 14, 1997
RE: 1-16-96 Public Hearing
4 FROM Capitol Court Reporters, P.O Box 329
Burlington, Vernont 05402
5
Pl ease read through the enclosed transcript. |If you
6 wi sh to nake any corrections, please do so bel ow

referring to page and |ine nunber followed by the
7 correction.

<
Page Li ne No. Change

[ X

2 21 "sides" should be "sites"
10

3 3 insert "a" before "comrent"
11

3 13 wi th" should be "that"
12

4 11 smal|l site" should be "l ow contam n-
13 ation site"
14 5 8 ot her area" should be "site"
15 5 23 pl ace a colon after materials
16 5 25 "fuels. Metals,"
17 6 1 "Pesticides" should be "pesticides"
18 6 1 pl ace a comma after DDT,

8 12 before the word "enough" put "not"
19

17 9 before the words "in LF-021" put
20 " as with"
21 18 6 change "regul ator” to "regulators."
(period at end of word)
22
18 7 "They" starts a new sentence
23 18 10 change "do," to "do--"
24 19 2-3 repl ace "issues of the building
25 permt" with "a building permt
i ssued"
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ERRATA SHEET

TO Marcia G Wl csz

DATE: February 14, 1997

RE: 1-16-96 Public Hearing

FROM Capitol Court Reporters, P.QO Box 329,
Burlington, Vernont 05402

Pl ease read through the enclosed transcript. |If you
wi sh to nake any corrections, please do so bel ow
referring to page and |ine nunber followed by the
correction.

3 5 &6 Sent ence begi nning "the public coment"”.
shoul d read, "The public coment period
ends on January 23rd for LF 21, as
stated in the public notice advertised
in the Plattsburgh Press-Republican on
Monday, Decenber 23, 1996."
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APPENDI X E - RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
<I M5 SRC 97011&
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE - Al R FORCE BASE CONVERSI ON AGENCY

25 Feb 97
MEMD FOR RECCRD

SUBJECT: Responsiveness Summary: Public Comment Period for Renedial Action at LF-024

A. OVERVI EW

LF-024 is a former landfill located in the southeast corner of the former Plattsburgh Air Force Base, about
200 feet north of the Salnon River. The |ess-than-one-acre-sized landfill accepted construction and
denolition debris fromthe period of 1980 to 1986. Evidence of this can be seen in the debris protruding
fromthe landfill cover. The Air Force considers this to be a general physical hazard to trespassers and
people wal king in the area. The fill material and groundwater were found to be essentially free of organic
contami nants, but metals were detected at |evels el evated above background in the fill materials and in

exceedance of New York State G oundwater Quality criteria in the shallow aquifer.

The BRAC O eanup Teamrevi ewed a number of presunptive renmedies (as defined by the U S. Environmental
Protecti on Agency) for renediating the contamination at LF-024. Based on the nature of the contam nation and
know edge of site conditions obtained fromthe site investigation, the Air Force selected a conbi ned approach

of landfill capping and institutional controls for containing the site. This was found to be the nost
technically and econonical ly acceptable alternative for achieving the BRAC teanis goals, which are to prevent
direct contact with on-site soil/fill and groundwater by human or ecol ogi cal receptors. The renedial action

is detailed in the proposed plan dated Decenber 1996.
B. PUBLI C MEETI NG & PUBLI C COWENT PERI OD

A Public Meeting was held on the renedial action for LF-024 on 16 January 1997 at 7:00 p.m It was held at
the dd Court House in the Gty of Plattsburgh, County of dinton. NY. A prepared statenent was read by M.
M chael D, Sorel, PE, the BRAC Environnental Coordinator for the Air Force Base Conversion Agency (AFBCA).
M. Bruce Przybyl of URS Geiner, Inc., detailed the proposed renedi al action for the audience. The floor
was then opened to the public for questions and comments. Concluding the neeting was a statenent by M.
Sorel that additional conmments could be sent to the Air Force. As advertised in the Plattsburgh

Press- Republ i can, the public comrent period ran from6 January 1997 to 6 February 1997. The Public Meeting
was recorded by a court reporter, Ms. Susan Bretschneider of Vernontville, NY.

C. SUWARY CF COWMENTS RECEI VED DURI NG THE PUBLI C COMVENT PERI OD AND AGENCY RESPONSES

M. Robert Booth, a nmenber of the Plattsburgh AFB Restoration Advisory Board, wanted to know who woul d be
responsi ble for seeing that any linmtations on site devel opment are carried out.

M. Sorel replied that this has been the subject of discussion with the U S. Envirorinental Protection Agency
(USEPA) and the New York State Departnent of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC). M. Sorel read a paragraph
fromthe proposed plan that deals with the wording in the future transer deed. Included will be restrictions
of any activities leading to the deterioration of the landfill cap, and use of the underlying groundwater.
Since the Air Force will no | onger own the property, the |ocal agency responsible for issuing building
permits will need to nake witten reference to the prohibitions. Al of these docunents will remain on file.
Al so, the NYSDEC has agreed to act as the reference agency for oversight.

Fromthe time of the Public Meeting until the deadline of 6 February 1997, no further questions or coments
were received by the Air Force regarding this subject.
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RCD FACT SHEET

SI TE
Narre : Pl attsburgh Air Force Base
Landfill LF-024

Location/ State : Pl att sburgh, New York
EPA Regi on : 2
HRS Score(date): 30.34 (9/22/88) Basew de score, not landfill
Site ID : NY4571924774
ROD
Dat e Si gned: 3/ 25/ 97
Remedy/ i es: Native Soil Cover, Institutional Controls
Operating Unit Nunmber: QU8 (IRP Site LF-024)
Capi tal cost: $ 59,000 in 1997 dollars)
Construction Conpletion: April 1998
O & Min 1998: $ 4,120 (in 1997 doll ars)

1999: $ 4,120

2000: $ 4,120

2001: $ 4,120
Present wort h: $ 136,585 (6% di scount rate, 30 years O8&M

O& Mdrops to $ 1,030/yr in 6th year)

LEAD

Renmedi al - Federal Facility Lead

Primary contact - Bob Mirse (212) 637-4331
Secondary contact - Bob Wng (212) 637-4332
Main PRP(s) - U S Air Force

PRP Contact - Mke Sorel (518) 563-2871

WASTE

Type - Metals (mainly nanganese)

Medi um  Soil and G oundwat er

Oigin - Construction and Demolition (C & D) Landfill
Est. quantity - One acre



