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1.0 DECLARATION

1.1 Site Name and Location

The Building i01 Area of Concern (AOC) (site identification designation 5T-06) is located at the
former Griffiss Air Force Base, Rome, Oneida County, New York.

1.2 Statement of Basis and Purpose

This Record of Decision (ROD) presents the selected remedial alternative for the Building 101

AOC at the former Griffiss Air Force Base (AFB) in Rome, New York. It has been developed in
accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
of 1980 (CERCLA),42U.5.C. $$ 9601-9675, as amended, and to the extent practicable, the

National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (Ì.{CP), 40 C.F.R. Part 300.

This decision is based on the Administrative Record for this site, a copy of which is available on-
line at https ://afrpaar.trackland.af.rni l/ar.

The remedy of Land-Use Controls/Institutional Controls (LUC/ICs) has been selected by the
United States Air Force (Air Force) in conjunction with the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) and with the New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation (NYSDEC) pursuant to the former Griffiss AFB Federal Facility Agreement
(FFA).

1.3 Description of the Remedy

The Selected Remedy of LUC/ICs for the Building 10i AOC is protective of human health and

the environment and complies with the federal and state Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements (ARARs). As a result of prior performed Building 101 response actions, the
majority of soil and groundwater contamination has been removed. LUC/ICs will be in the form
of land use restrictions limiting future use to industrial/commercial purposes and re-evaluation
for soil vapor intrusion (SVÐ if new construction is performed in the SVI restriction area

identified in Figure 1. Five-year reviews will be performed by the Air Force, in conjunction with
the EPA and NYSDEC, to ensure that future land use is in compliance with the deed restriction
for industrial/commercial use and to ensure that future land use is in compliance with the land

use controls to manage the potential for SVI. Five-year reviews will ensure that the selected

remedy is protective of human health and the environment. The transfer documents will contain

the following restrictions to ensure that the reuse of the site is consistent with the risk
assessment:

Development and use of the entire Building 101 AOC property for residential housing,
elementary and secondary schools, childcare facilities and playgrounds will be prohibited
unless prior approval is received from the Air Force, EPA, and NYSDEC.
The owner/occupant of the property shall evaluate the potential for soil vapor intrusion if
future construction is performed in the SVI restriction area.

a
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The soil vapor intrusion evaluatior. cond.ucted at the Building 101 AOC in fall2006 and winter
2007 included soil vapor (exterior) and sub-slab vapor (interior) (2006) and indoor and outdoor
air samples (2007). Results indicale thal all exterior soil vapor and indoor and outdoor air
detections were below screening levels f'or industrial/ commercial u,se. Sub-slab contamination
was detected above screening levels but was within one order of magnitude of the sub-slab
screening levels. Because no exce{sdances were detected in the indoor air samples, no further
acticn or evaluation of SVI is required unless construction within the SVI restriction area
identif,red in Figure 1 is to be perforrned,

1.4 Statutory Determinations

The selected remedy (LUC/ICs) for Site 5T-06 is protective of hurnLan health and the
environment and complies with fecleral and state ARARs. Five-yea.r reviews will be performed
by the Air Force, in conjunction with the EPA and NYSDEC, to ensure that future land use is in
cornpliance with the deed restrictio;ns for industrial/commercial/nor¡residential use and to ensure
that future land use is in compliance with the land use controls to manage the potential for SVL
These reviews will also ensure that the selected remedy is protective of human health and the
environment.
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1.5 Authorizing Signatures

On the basis of the remedial investigation and successfully completed removal actions performed

at the Building l0l AOC, there is no evidence that residual contam¡nat¡on at the site poses a

cuffent or future potent¡al threat to human health or the environment. NYSDEC has concuned

with the Selected Remedy presented in this Record of Decision.

2tat

M. Date

Director
Air Property Agency

2

¿
7

{-J 2 br,
DateWALTER E. MUGDAN

Director, Emergency and Remedial Response Division
United St¿tes EnvironmentalProtection Agency, Region 2
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2.0 DECISION SUMMARY

2.1 Site Name, Location, and Description

The former Griffiss AFB, located in Oneida County in central New York State, covered
approximately 3,552 contiguous acres in the lowlands of the Mohawk River Valley in the city of
Rome. Topography within the valley is relatively flat, with elevations on the former Griffiss
AFB ranging from 435 to 595 feet above mean sea level. Three Mile Creek, Six Mile Creek
(both of which drain into the New York State Barge Canal,located to the south of the base), and

several state-designated wetlands are located on the former Griffiss AFB, which is bordered by
the Mohawk River on the west.

The Building 101 AOC is located south of Apron 3 in the central portion of the base along the

northern margin of the industrial complex (see Figure 2). It is bounded by Hangar Road to the
south, Building 100 to the east, and Apron 4 parking area to the west. Building 101 operated as

an aircraft maintenance hangar. The Building 101 AOC consists of three separate areas, a

former 12,000-gallon reinforced fiberglass underground storage tank (UST), known as the

Yellow Submarine, a former Battery Acid Disposal Pit (BADP), and a former Battery Acid
Drainage Pit (BADTP) (see Figure 3).

The former Yellow Submarine UST was located approximately i5 feet from the Southern wall of
Building 101 until June 1993, at which time it was removed. The Yellow Submarine UST was

situated within a small graveled area of approximately 20 feet by 30 feet and rested on a concrete
pad approximately 15.5 feet below grade. The UST measured approximately 10 feet in diameter

by 20 feet in length. A partially buried vault above the UST housed a pump station. The Yellow
Submarine UST was used as a holding and dilution tank for plating wastes from a metals plating
shop that was located within Building 101. The wastes were discharged into the sanitary sewer

system. The UST was in operation from 1973 to 1987 and reportedly received about 20 gallons

per day in plating wash-down and about 10 gallons per year of plating solids and plating bath

solutions

The former BADP was located in the central portion of the building in an area designated as the

Lead Battery Room. The BADP was in use from the early 1940s until 1985, when it was

excavated. The BADP consisted of a pit beneath the concrete floor measuring approximately 2

feet long by 2 feet wide by 10 feet deep and was covered with a steel grate. Acids from spent

batteries were neutralized with baking soda and poured into the BADP, where the neutralized

liquid was allowed to percolate into the underlying soil. A 4-inch floor drain and overflow
piping from the BADP ran west to the BADrP located beyond the west wall of the Lead Battery
Room. The BADrP was approximately 17.5 feet long by 5.5 feet wide. Following removal of
the BADP, a new 4-inch floor drain was installed at the former BADP location and piped to the

BADTP. The BADrP was removed along with underlying soils in 1997. The former BADrP
location was backfilled and sealed with concrete.
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Figure 2
Building 101 AOC Site Locat,i.on ìMap
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2.2 HistoryandEnforcemenl;Activities

The Former Griffiss AFB Operational Flistorv
The mission of the former Griff,rss AFB varied over the years. The base was activated on
February l, 1942, as Rome Air Derpot, rvith the mission of storage, maintenance, and shipment of
material for the U.S. Army Air Co.rps. lUpon creation of the U.S. hir Force in 1947 , the depot
was renamed Griffiss Air Force B¿rse. ilhe base became an electronics center in 1950, with the
transfer of Watson Laboratory Cornplex (later Rome Air Development Center [195i], Rome
Laboratory, and then the Information Directorate atRome Research Site, established with the
mission of accomplishing applied research, development, and testing of electronic air-ground
systems). The 49th Fighter Intercejptor Squadron was also added. The Headquarters of the
Grounds Electronics Engineering llnstal]lations Agency was established in June 1958 to engine,er
and install ground communications equipment throughout the world.

On July I,7970,the  líthBombardmerrt Wing of the Strategic Ain Command (SAC) was
activated with the mission of maintenance and implementation of both effective air refueling
operations and long-range bombarrlment capability.

Griff,iss AFB was designated for realignment under the Base Realignment and Closure Act
(BR.AC) in 1993 and 1995, resultir:Lg in rJeactivation of the 4líthB,ombardment Wing in
September 1995. The Information Direr:torate at Rome Research Site and the Eastern Air
Defense Sector (EADS) will continue tc, operate at their current locations; the New york Air
National Guard OIYANG) operate'C the runway for the 1Oth Mountain Division deplo¡nnents
until October 1998, when they were relocated to Fort Drum; and the Defense Finance and
Accounting Services (DFAS) has establ.ished an operating location at the former Griffiss AFB

Environmental Background
As a result of the various national rlefense missions carried out at the former Griffiss AFts since
7942,hazardous and toxic substances wr3re used and hazardous wastes were generated, stored, or
disposed at various sites on the inslallation. The defense missions involved, among others,
procurement, storage, maintenance, and shipping of war material; research and development; and
aircraft operations and maintenanco" Nurmerous studies and investigations under the IJ.S.
Department of Defense InstallatiorL Restoration Program (IRP) have been carried out to locate,
assess, and quantify the past toxic and hazardous waste storage, disposal, and spill sites.

These investigations include the followirrg: a records search in 198 r1, interviews with base
personnel, a field inspection, comp;ilatio;n of an inventory of wastes, evaluation of disposal
practices, and an assessment to determine the nature and extent of site contamination; Froblem
Confirmation and Quantification studies (similar to what is now designated a Site Investigation)
in 1982 and 1985; soil and groundvrater analyses in 1986; a base-wide health assessment in 1988
by the U.S. Public Health Service, ,\gency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (.ATSDI{);
base-specific hydrology investigations irr 1989 and 1990; a groundwater investigation in 1991;
and site-specific studies and investÌigations between i989 and 1995. The ATSDR issued a Pubtic
Health Assessment for Griffiss AFIB, dated Octob er 23, 7995, and an addendum, dated
September 9,1996.
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Pursuant to Section 105 of CERCLA, Griffiss AFB was included on the National Priorities List
(NPL) on July 15,1987. On August 21,1990, the agencies entered into a FFA under Section
120 of CERCLA. On March 20,2009, approximately 2,900 acres of the 3,552 acres at the
former Griffiss AFB were removed from the NPL. The AOC which is the subject of this ROD
remains on the NPL.

2.3 Community Participation

A proposed plan for the Building 101 AOC (Air Force Real Property Agency (AFRPA), August
2012), recommending LUC/IC, was released to the public on August 15,2012. The document
was made available to the public in the administrative record file available on-line at

https : I I afrp aar. I ackl an d. af.m i l/ar.

The notice of the availability of these documents was published in the Rome Daily Sentinel
Newspaper on August 15,2072. In addition, a 30-day public comment period was designated
from August 15,2012 to September 14,2012 to solicit public input on the Proposed Plan for the
Building 101 AOC. During this period, the public was invited to review the Administrative
Record and comment on the preferred altemative being considered.

In addition, Griffiss AFB hosted a public meeting on August 28,2012 at the Griffiss Institute
located at725 Daedalian Drive, Rome, New York 13441. The date and time of the meeting was

published in the Rome Daily Sentinel Newspaper. At the meeting, the Air Force provided data

gathered at the site, the preferred alternative, and the decision-making process. The meeting
provided the opportunity for the community to comment officially on the Proposed Plan. The
public meeting has been recorded and transcribed, and a copy of the transcript has been added to
the Administrative Record. No public comments on the Proposed Plan were submitted. A
Responsiveness Summary documenting the comment solicitation process is included in
Section 3.0.

2.4 Scope and Role of Area of Concern

The Building 101 AOC is one of several sites administered under the Griffiss AFB Installation
Restoration Program (IRP). The Building 101 AOC includes both previously contaminated soil
in the unsaturated zone and previously contaminated groundwater at the site. LUC/ICs are

recommended for the Building 101 AOC. Interim actions conducted at the site have eliminated
the source of soil and groundwater contamination.

2.5 Site Characteristics

Various actions undertaken at the AOC have removed the sources of groundwater and soil
contamination. Currently, no signif,rcant threat to human health is posed by the groundwater or
soil at the Building 101 AOC. Previous investigations and removal actions (Section 2.5.7),
groundwater monitoring (Section 2.5.2), and soil vapor intrusion evaluations (Section 2.5.3) are

summarized below. In the discussion below, "most stringent criteria", "soil clean-up goals", and

"groundwater standards" refer to the lowest values among all identified federal and state
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standards that have been identihed as A.RARs at the site or in other federal and state advisories,
guidance, and standards referred to as T,c-Be-Considereds (TBCs).

2.5.n Previous Investigations and Re:moval Actions

2.5.n J Yellow Submarine

The aqueous and sludge phase contents ,cf the Yellow Submarine I;ST were sampled in 1992.
Cacmium, chromium, nickel, lead, cyanide, and chlorinated solven,ts (methylene chloride,
tetrachloroethylene, 1,2-trans-dich.loroethylene, and trichloroethylene) were detected in both thre
aqu?ous and sludge phase samples. In addition, benzene,l,1-dichloroethylene, ethylbenzene,
and toluene were also identif,red in the sludge sample. The UST wars evacuated and removed irr
1993. Samples of soil from the exr:;avation and the tank contents (sludge and liquid) were
ana,yzed for chemical characterization. Fourteen soil samples collected from the tank
excavation and sidewall samples collectr:d from just above the groundwater table revealed the
presence of only one volatile organiic compound (VOC) (tetrachloroethylene) and three metals
(chromium, lead, and nickel), which were below screening levels. The soil was determined to be
suit¿ble to use as backfill for the excavation and was not rernoved from the site.

As part of the 199211993 quarterly groundwater sampling program, monitoring well 101MW-1
was sampled for three consecutive quart(3rs. Samples were analyzed for semi-voiatile organic
corrçounds (SVOCs), VOCs, meta.[s, and glycols. Tetrachloroethylene (PCE), trichloroethylene
(TC.E), manganese, andzinc were 1.[re only chemicals detected in the quarterly groundwater
samples with the highest concentrations occurring in June 1993.

ln 7994, an RI was performed by Law E.ngineering and Environmental Services, Inc. The main
objective of the RI was to investigaite the nature and extent of environmental contamination from
historical releases at the AOC in order to determine whether any further remedial action was
necessary to prevent potential threerts to lhuman health and the environment that might arise from
exposure to site conditions. The RI field investigation activities performed at the fonner location
of the Yellow Submarine UST included a soil gas/groundwater screening survey at 30 sample
locations; the installation and samp ling of two groundwater monitoring wells (101MW-2 and
101MW-3), the sampling of the one existing well (10iMW-1), and the collection of a sedimenl.
sarnple from one storm water catch basirr nearest the former UST location.

The soil gas/groundwater screening surv,ey was performed in order to determine if fuel products,
petroleum-based solvents, or chlorinated solvents were present. Analysis of the soil
gas/groundwater screening samples reveraled the presence of fuel products or petroleum-based
solvents in the headspace of 8 out of the 30 groundwater samples arLd in 2 of the 30 gas samples,
and chlorinated hydrocarbon comp,lì.rnds were detected in the headspace of 16 of the 30
groundwater samples and in 1 of the 30 sroil gas samples. The analy'te concentrations were
greatest near the southwest corner of Building 101 and af an adjacerft arca on Hangar Road.

Analyses of the groundwater sampl:s from monitoring wells 101MIM-1, 101MW-2, arLd
101MW-3 indicated the presence of eight VOCs, 15 SVOCs, five polychlorinated biplrrenals
(PCBs), six pesticides,2l metals, and cyanide (Table 1).
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A sediment sample was collected fìrom a catchbasin located near the former Yeilow Submarine
USI. The sample was collected tc, evaluate potential residual contamination in the storm water
system associated with the discharge of plating wastes directly into the storm water systern pri,cr
to the installation of the UST in 1973. One VOC (acetone) and 11 metals were detected in the
sedirnent sample. Six metals (hexa.valerrt chromium, lead, molybdenurn, sodium, strontium and
zinc) exceeded background screen;Lng concentrations for soil. Acetone is not expected to be
associated with the plating waste d.ischa;rges occurring before 1973 becatse it is highly volatile:
and would have evaporated. It is nlost likely a laboratory contamin.ant because it is used to clean
glassware and is present at low levels in most laboratories.

Both catch basins shown on Figure 3 we,re removed during the reconstruction of Hangar Road in
1997 and1998.

2.5"n.2 Batterv Acid Disnosal Pit

In 1984, split-spoon soil samples viere taken every 2 feetto a depth of I feet from within the
BADP. Battery sludge was encourrtered to a depth of 6 feet. The soil samples were amalyzed f'or
heavy metals and revealed high concenû:ations of antimony, copper', lead, andzinc at shallow
depths. In 1985, the BADP was ex.cavated to a depth of approximately 10 feet and replaced with
Nerv York State T5'pe 4 fill, and a iiloor rfrain with new piping between the BADP and the
BADrP was installed (see Figure 3). The former BADP is currentl¡z evident by the presence of
the floor drain, which was sealed with a rubber cap in 1992 to prevent the emission of vapors
from the drainage pit.

The RI field investigation activities perfirrmed at the location of the former BADP included the:
drilling of one soil boring; the collection of six soil samples from the soil boring; and the
collection of one gtoundwater sam;cle from the soil boring.

Analyses of the groundwater samp.le indicated the presence of one ry'Oc, one SVOC, three
pesticides, and 19 metals. The conoentrations of one pesticide and l0 metals exceeded the mosit
stringent criterion for groundwater (Table 2)" The results of the subsurface soil sampling
indioated the presence of two VOCrs, eight SVOCs, three pesticides,lPCBs, and 23 metals. The
concentrations of two SVOCs and six metals exceeded the most stringent criterion (Table 3).

2.5.1.3 Supplemental Investieatio,,q

A supplemental inl'estigation (SI) r'¡as conducted in 1997 . The SI included resampling the three
existing wells; installing and sampl.ing one new, permanent, upgradient well (101MW-4) and
installing and sampling two downgradient temporary wells (101TW-5 and 101TW-6). Analysis
of the samples indicated the presen'i:e of bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, chloroform,
trichloroethylene, and tetrachloroethylene. The only chemicals that exceeded the most stringent
criteria were bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthaLlate in the upgradient well (8.9 micrograms per liter (¡rg/L);
criteria : 6 pglL) and chloroform in two downgradient wells (19 ¡tglL; criteria : 7 WgL).
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2.5.1.4 Lonq Term Monitorins Biaseline

In 1998, as part of the proposed long term rnonitoring plan, two ne,¡¿ groundwater monitoring
wells (101MW-1R and 101MW-2JL) were installed. During a groundu.ater baseline study
conducted in 1999, which included four quarterly sampling rounds, all of the wells were sampJled
and analyzed for the chemicals of potential concern identifred durirrg the 1994 RI (cis-1,2-
dichloroethene (DCE), tetrachloroe:thyle:ne (PCE), trichloroethylene (TCE), chloroform, and
vinyl chloride). Analysis of the samples indicated the presence of DCE, pCE, TCE, and
chloroform. The concentration of r;hloroform in one well exceeded the NYSDEC Groundwate,r
Standards, Criteria, and Guidance raluers (SCGs) during the April and August sarnpling rounds at
8.08 ¡rg/L and 11.4 p'glI-;the conc{.'ntrations of all other chemicals were below the groundwater
standards.

2.5.n.5 Battery Aaid Drainase Pit;

A sarnple of the BADrP contents v¡as cc'llected for analysis in August 1992. Metals, including
cad:nium, chromium, cobalt, lead, mercury, nickel, silver, vanadium, and zinc were detected, a.s

well as chlorinated hydrocarbons, solvents, and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs).

A removal action lvas performed fi'om June 1997 to January 1998 (Figure 4). The work
consisted primarill' of sludge removal, rr:moval of the concrete floor and sump, soil excavation,
waste characterization sampling, cr-rnfimratory sampling, backfilling, concrete restoration, and
smoke and dye testing of the drain oiping under the floor.

Work activities began on June 2,7997. The BADrP was free of any residual liquids and
conçained a dry sludge layer that was ap¡rroximately 8 inches thiok and exhibited a solvent-like
odor. Photoionization detector @LD) screenings of the sludge vapor indicted the presence of
VOCs ranging frorn 0 to 127 parts per million (pp-) and a four point composite sample was
obtained. One VOC, two SVOCs, ìPCBsr, and six metals were detected. The sludge was
rer¡'loved from the pit, placed into dirums for disposal, and the concrete bottom was pressure-
washed and scrubbed on July 11, 1997 . Six wipe samples were colliected following the surface
renrediation and analyzed for PCB¡r and metals. While no PCBs were detected in any of the
samples at concentrations above th,; wipre action levels (as indicatedl by 40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) 761.125(b)(1) a:nd site-specific action levels derived from two studies of
indoor surface contamination), sevtlral rrLetals were detected above the action levels in each of
the six wipe samples.

Two smoke tests of the BADrP were conLducted in September 1997 in order to determine flie
drainage discharge location of the pit. Although both tests showed smoke rising f,rom nearby
floor drains, it was not clear as to r¡¡here the drains ultimately discharged. A dye test, also
performed in September 1997, revealed 1;hat the discharge from the BADrP entered the sanitary
sewer system on the south side of Fìiangar Road just outside the south side of Building i 0 I .
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The concrete sump and a portion cf the concrete bottom of the pit rvere removed in early
September 1997 in order to assess soil contamination underneath the pit. PID screenings in the
headspace of samples from the pit indicreted the presence of VOCs ranging from 50 to 115 ppn:r.
One bucket auger sample (8P01) v¡as collected from where the sump had been removed and r¡'as
submitted for analysis of VOCs. SVOCs, PCBs, and metals. The results were compared to New
York State's Technical and Administrative Guidance MemorandurrL (TAGM) 3028 action levels,
and this comparison indicated no exceeclances. However, the Air Force later determined that this
site fell under CERCLA regulator¡, guidance, and the action levels were replaced by the
recommended soil cleanup objecti.res in TAGM 4046 which were established at that time"
Results indicated that two SVOCs rþhenLol and 4-methylphenol) and five metals (cadmiurn,
chrornium, lead, mercury, and silvrlr) were detected at concentrations above their respective
TAGM 4046 actian levels. Another round of soil and wipe sampling \ .as recomrnended at the
time to confirm the results of the initial soil sample and to assess the possibility for remaining
contamination on the concrete surfâce.

In october 1997,three soil samples (CSOi, CS02, and CS03) and two r,vipe samples were
collected from the bottom and concrete '¡¿alls of the pit, respectively. The soil samples were
ana\yzed for VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, and metals; the wipe samples were analyzed for metals only.
At the time of the investigation the soil siample results were compared to TAGM 3028 action
levens, which indicated only i,4-dichlor<¡benzene in sample CS02 at levels above the action
level. The central portion of the pit was recommended for excavation and confrnnation samples
where analyzed for 1,4-dichlorobenzene only. Later analysis of the same data indicated several
SVOCs, including phenol,  -meth54phenol, 1,2-dichlorobenzene, 1,3-dichlorobenzene, and 1,4-
dichlorobenzene amd one metal (.cadmiurn) were detected at concentrations above their respective
TAGM 4046 action levels in the sc,il sample collected from the central portion of the pit bottona
(CS02), and 4-methylphenol was firund slightly above the TAGM 4046 action level in sample
CSOI

In November 7997, the remaining sections of the concrete pit floor were removed, and the
underlying soil in the central sectio;n of the pit was excavated to a d,epth of 3 feet. Three soil
samples were collected and analyzr..d for 1,4-dichlorobenzene only. This compound was not
found above TAGM 3028 action le'vels in any of the three soil samples collected.

A sarnple of crushed concrete floor material was also collected and analyzed for PCBs and
metals, and a sample from the pile of exçavated soil was collected and, analyzed for VOCs,
SVOCs, PCBs, and metals. No chemicals were detected at levels above regulatory guidance
levels in either the concrete waste sampl3 or the soil waste samples. The concrete removed fro;m
the bottom of the BADrP and soil excav:rted from under the pit were transported to a Subtitle tl
landfill in Camillus, New York, for disposal.

Also, as a result of this removal acti.on, nine drums of solid material and two drums of rinse
water were transported and disposed of as hazardous waste at the Michigan Disposal Vy'aste
Treatment Plant in Belleville, Michigan.

In December 1997, one final confrrmation soil sample (FSOa) was collected from the
overexcavated area of the disposal pit and analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, and metals. No
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compounds were detected above either the TAGM 3028 or 4046 action levels. Although the

October 1997 w\pe samples of the pit walls indicated site-specific action level exceedances for
cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and silver, the concrete walls were not recommended for
removal. The BADrP was backfilled and covered with a 6-inch concrete pad in January 1998.

In June 2002, one additional sampling event was performed to compare the existing soil
concentrations beneath the former BADrP to TAGM 4046 levels and determine whether closure

would be appropriate for the site. A total of seven soil borings were installed within the footprint
of the former BADTP. Two soil samples were collected from each boring: one was collected in
the native soils directly beneath the fill area, and the second was collected 2 ft. below the top of
the native soil (i.e., if native soil was encountered at 4 ft BGS, one soil boring was collected from
4 ro 6 ft BGS, and a second from 6 to 8 ft BGS). The results of the sampling indicated the
presence of 17 VOCs, 8 SVOCs ,22 metals, and 3 PCBs. The concentrations of one SVOC

exceeded the TAGM 4046level (see Table 4); however the data was qualified as being below the

laboratory method detection limit. Six metals exceeded the background screening

concentrations. Following this sampling event, TAGM 4046 standards were superseded by the

Title 6 of the New York Codes, Rules, and Regulations (6 NYCRR) Part 375 (Ì.{YSDEC 2006)
Unrestricted Use Soil Clean-up Objectives (SCOs). Under the 6-NYCRR Part375 Unrestricted
Use SCOs, no SVOCs and only 3 metals concentrations are above the SCOs.

To confirm that previous soil contamination did not affect the groundwater quality in the vicinity
of the former BADTP, a groundwater sample was collected from the top of the groundwater table

within 100 feet downgradient of the former BADrP (101TW-21). The sample was submitted and

analyzed for total VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, and metals, the results of which did not exceed

NYSDEC Groundwater SCGs. Due to the temporary nature of the groundwater monitoring well,
the groundwater sample demonstrated excessive quantities of suspended solids, which
compromised the integrity of the sample collected at 101TW-21 for metals analysis. Metals
results for downgradient wells (101MW-2, -2R, and -3) sampled in March 2002, however,

showed minor exceedances for only iron, manganese, and sodium, which are not considered to

be chemicals of potential concem.

2.5.2 Groundwater Monitoring

FPM Group, Ltd performed groundwater sampling from September 2001 to September 2008.

Monitoring wells 101MW-1R, 101MW-2, and 101MW-2R were sampled in September and

December 2001, March, June, September, and December 2002, March, June, September, and

December 2003 and March 2004 for the target VOCs. Monitoring well 101M'W-3 was sampled

only during the first five sampling rounds, September 2001 through September 2002, before it
was decommissioned in November 2002 during the removal of the asphalt parking lot adjacent to
Building 101. Due to the confirmed absence of VOC contamination at the other long term
monitoring (LTM) network wells, only 101MW-2 was sampled in June, September and

December 2004, and March, June, September, and December 2005, May, September, December
2006, April, October, December 2007, Ãpril2008, and September 2008 for target VOCs. The

Building 101 LTM network is illustrated on Figure 3. Sampling results reported several VOC
detections, including TCE and DCE. Only DCE was detected in exceedance of the NYS
Groundwater SCGs during the sampling events.
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In December Z})5,Hydrogen Release Compound (HRC) Advancedru was injected at the

Building 101 AOC. HRC Advancedru is "a product designed specifically for the in-situ
treatment of chlorinated solvent based contamination or any anaerobically degradable substance

in the groundwater environment. HRC is a viscous liquidthat is pressure injected directly into
the subsurface. Upon contact with water, HRC Advanced"u' slowly hydrolizes and is broken

down by microbial action. During this process, lactic acid is released and utilized by microbes to
produce hydrogen. The resulting hydrogen is then used in a microbially mediated process

known as reductive dechlorination. This step-by-step biodegradation process (reductive

dechlorination) reduces harmful contaminants into harmless end products." (Regenesis website,

9 January 2006). Five injection points were planned-in a 50-ft wide injection wall in the former
Yellow Submarine UST location. HRC Advancedru was injected from 20 to 10 ft bgs with an

application rate of 8 pounds of product per ft of depth. HRC Advancedru was also applied in
mônitoring well 101MW-2 in February-2006. A second HRC Advancedru injection was

performed in August 2006 atthe Building 101 AOC. HRC was injected at 5 points from 20 to

10 ft bgs at arate of 8 pounds of product per foot. These points were directly west of the former
Yellow Submarine IJST location.

As recommended in the August2007 monitoring report (FPM, August 2007), an injection of
Newman Zone@ (a proprietary vegetable oil emulsion with lactate) was performed on November
19,2007 in monitoring well 101MW-2 at the Building 10i AOC. This product is injected in the

soil matrix to create an anaerobic aquifer zone to make it (more) conducive to anaerobic

degradation of chlorinated solvents. This injection was performed in the monitoring well due to
the difficult utilities layout on the site. In addition to the LTM sampling performed in December

2007, Aprrl2008, and September 2008, sampling was also performed at monitoring well
101MW-2 in November 2007, January 2008, and March 2008 to monitor the effect of the

Newman Zone@ injection. The first sample (November 2007) was collected two days after

injection. The DCE and TCE results are illustrated in Figure 4. The detected concentrations

reported at the Building 101 AOC changed little until the Newman Zone@ injection in November
2007 . Originally, DCE has consistently been reported at2 to 3 times the NYSDEC Groundwater

Standard lf S p,glf;however, the sampling ,.ruit. collected after the Newman Zone@ injection
show that the enhancement of the naturally occurring bioremediation on site has had a positive

effect on site COC concentrations; the DCE concentrations have decreased to levels at or below
the New York State Groundwater Standard o15 p"glL, while TCE has remained below state

standards.

2.5.3 Soil Vapor Intrusion Evaluations

SVI sampling was conducted at the Building 101 AOC in fall2006 and winter 2007. Soil vapor
(exterior) and sub-slab vapor (interior) samples were collected in October 2006. The samples

were collected and analyzed for VOCs using the EPA Method TO-15. The results of this initial
sampling round were evaluated by the agencies and additional sampling was recommended. The

second round of SVI sampling occurred in February 2007. Indoor and Outdoor air samples were

collected and also analyzed for VOCs using the EPA Method TO-15. The soil vapor, sub-slab

vapor, indoor and outdoor locations are illustrated on Figure 6. Sampling results are provided in
Tables 5 and 6, October 2006 and February 2007, respectively. Results were compared to the
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T¡ble 5
Building 101 AOC Detected Soil Vapor and Sùb-slâb VâporAnalytical Rsul{s
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Table 6

Building 101 AOC Short List Indoor and Outdoor Analytical Results
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calculated Industrial/Commercial scenario screening levels provided in the Report for SVI
Sampling at Building 101 (FPM, lrlovember 2007). Results indicate that all soil vapor, indoor
air, and outdoor air detections are below screening levels. Five sub-slab vapor detections were,
above the sub-slab vapor screening levels, but the detections are within one order of magnitude
of the screening levels. This provides er¿idence that the concrete slab at the building (7-12 inches
thick) provides an adequate SVI barrier. Moreover, although not part of the final remedy, the
current occupant (an aircraft maintenanc:e operation) has coated the entire floor it occupies witJn
epoxy paint. This type of epoxy coating is one of the options generally applied to eliminate S\/I
potential, since this epoxy coating oan b,e an effective vapor barrier,

Since the sub-slab detections above screening levels are within one order of magnitude of the
sub-slab screening levels and no e>',ceedances have been reported for the indoor air samples, ncr

further action or evaluation of SVI is required at the Building 101 AOC unless building use
changes in the future from aircraft mainlenance to another industrial/commercial use or to
residential use (the latter of which is prohibited).

2.6 Current and Potential Future l-and and R.esource IJse

The Griffiss Local Development Corporation is responsible for maintaining property and
developing base facilities, as necessary, to promote advantageous reuse. The planned future
land-use designations for the Buildiing 1()l AOC are industrial/commercial/non-residential.

2.7 Summary of Site Risks

In 7994, as part of the RI, site risks were analyzed based on the extent of contamination at the
Building 101 AOC. The baseline rjisk assessment was conducted to evaluate current and future,
potential risks to human health and the environment associated with contaminants found in the
soil and groundwater at the site. This risk assessment was performed for the BADP, prior to the
investigation and removal action at the EIADTP in 1997 and 1998. llhe results of this assessment
and the removal action were consiclered when formulating this proposed plan.

Hum an He a I t h Ri s k A s s e s s m ent B a c kgr o' un d Info r m at i o n

A baseline human health risk assessmenl. was conducted during the RI to determine whether
chernicals detected at the Building .[01 ,Á.OC could pose health risks to individuals under current
and proposed future land use. As p;art of'the baseline risk assessment, the following four-step
process was used to assess site-related human health risks for a reasonable maximum exposure
scenario: Hazard identification-i<ilentifies the contaminants of concem at the site based on
several factors such as toxicity, freçJuency of occurrence, and conce:ntration; Exposure
Assessment-estimates the magnitr.rde ollactual andlor potential human exposures, the frequenr:y
and duration of these exposures, and the pathway (e.g., ingestion of contaminated soil) by which
humans are potentially exposed; Toxicit¡r Assessment-determines the types of adverse health
effects associated with chemical ex¡rosures and the relationship between magnitude of exposure
(dose) and severity of adverse effec;ts (response); and Risk Characterization-summarizes and
combines outputs of the exposure and to:<icity assessments to provide a quantitative (e.g., one-in-
a-million excess cancer risk and noucancer Hazard Index value) assessment of site-related risks
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and a discussion of uncertainties associated with the evaluation of the risks and hazards for the

site.

Chemicals of potential concern (COPCs) were selected for use in the risk assessment based on
the analytical results and data quality evaluation. All contaminants detected in the soil and

groundwater at the site were considered chemicals of potential concern with the exception of
inorganics detected at concentrations less than twice the mean background concentrations; iron,
magnesium, calcium, potassium, and sodium, which are essential human nutrients; and

compounds detected in less than 5o/o of the total samples (unless they were known human
carcinogens). As a class, petroleum hydrocarbons were not included as a chemical of concern;

however, the individual toxic constituents (e.g., benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene) were evaluated

The human health risk assessment was conducted consistent with the anticipated future land use

identified in the Master Reuse Plan, which is industrial. As such, the risk assessment evaluated

exposure to potential recreational populations and occupational populations (utility, construction,
and industrial workers) that may be exposed to chemicals detected in the site media. The various
exposure scenarios for each population are described in Table 7. Intake assumptions, which are

based on EPA guidance, are more fully described in the RI. The risk assessment was not
performed for unrestricted land use receptors.

Table 7
Building 101 AOC Risk Assessment Scenarios and Exposures Pathways

Quantitative estimates of carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risks were calculated for the

Building 101 AOC as part of a risk characterization. The risk characterization evaluates

potential health risks based on estimated exposure intakes and toxicity values. For carcinogens,
risks are estimated as the incremental probability of an individual developing cancer over a

lifetime as a result of exposure to the potential carcinogen. The riskspf the individual chemicals
are summed for each pathway to develop atotal risk estimate. The range of acceptable risk is
generally considered to be 1 in 10,000 (1 x 10-4) to 1 in 1,000,000 (1 x l0-6) of an individual
developing cancer over a 7}-year lifetime from exposure to the contaminant(s) under specif,rc

Industrial Worker -
Yellow Submarine
UST Guture)
Ingestion of
groundwater

Dermal contact with
groundwater.

Inhalation of volatiles
from groundwater.

Industrial Worker -
BADP (Future)

Ingestion of
groundwater

Dermal contact with
groundwater.

Inhalation of volatiles
from groundwater.

Construction Worker
(Future)

Incidential ingestion
ofsubsurface soil.

Inhalation of fugitive
dust from subsurface
soil.

Dermal contact with
subsurface soil.

Utility Worker
(Cunent and Future)

Incidential ingestion
ofsubsurface soil.

Inhalation of fugitive
dust from subsurface
soil.

Dermal contact with
subsurface soil.
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exposure assumptions. Therefore, sites with carcinogenic risk below the risk range for a
reasonable maximum exposure do ;not g,lnerally require cleanup based upon carcinogenic risk
under the NCP.

To assess the overall noncarcinogenic elÏects posed by more than one contaminant, EPA has
developed theHazard Quotient (HtQ) and Hazard Index (HI). The HQ is the ratio of the chronj.o
daily intake of a chemical to the reterenoe dose for the chemical. The reference dose is an
estimate (with uncertainty spanning perhaps an order of magnitude or greater) of a daily
exposure level for the human popuJ.ation, including sensitive sub-populations, that is likely to tre
without an appreciable risk of delelerious effects during a portion of a lifetime. The F{Qs are
surnmed for all contaminants within an exposure pathway (e.g., ingestion of soil) and across
patfiways to determine the HI. Wh,en thr¡ HI exceeds 1, there may be concern for potential
noncarcinogenic health effects if the contaminants in question are believed to cause similar toxic
effects.

Whether to conduct site remediaticn is based on the risk to human health and the environment.
Under EPA regulations, for known or suspected carcinogens, acceptable exposure levels are
generally concentration levels that represent an excess cancer risk to an individual of between I
x l0-" and I x l0' (USEPA 1990) 'cr the noncarcinogenic HI exceeds a level of 1. Once either of
these thresholds has been exceedeii, the I in 1,000,000 (1 x 10-6¡ risk level and an HI of I may be
used as the point of departure for determining remediation goals for alternatives.

Results of Site-Specific Health Risl Assessment

Potential risks from exposure to COPCs at the Building 101 AOC v¡ere evaluated for utility,
construction, and industrial workers during the RI, prior to the interim remedial action at the
BADTP. The potential carcinogenii: and nonoarcinogenic risks from exposure to soil and
groundwater are summ arized belovv.

Carcinogenic Risk

The total carcinoge_nic risk associatr¡d with exposure by utility workers ro subsurface soil at the
BADP was 1 x 10-6 The pathway-rirpecilic risks for utility workers flrom incidental ingestion ol
soil, inhalation of fugitive dust, ancl dermal contact were 6 x 10-7, 7 x 10-10, and 6 x 10-7
respectively. The chemical contributing most to the estimated cancer risks for these exposure
scenarios was arsenic, which was detecte:d in all six subsurface soil samples. Although arsenic
did not exceed standards, it was inc,ludeil in the risk assessment and did contribute to the
potential risk at this site.

The total carcinogenic risk associated with exposure by construction workers to subsurface soil
at the former BADP was 9 x tr0-7. 'llhe pathway-specific risks for construction workers from
incidental ingestion of soil, inhalation of fugitive dust, and dermal contact were 8 x 10-7, 2 x 70-
'", a.Tld I x l0-'respectively. The risk frc,m incidental ingestion of subsurface soil contaminatecl
with arsenic was the greatest contritrutor to the risk.
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The total carcinogenic risk associated with exposure by industrial workers to contaminants in

groundwater at the former BADP was2 x 10-o. The pathway-specif,rc risks for industrial workers

from ingestion of groundwater, inhalation of VOCs released from groundwater, and dermal

contactfith groundwater were 2 x 10-6, 1 x 10-11, and 2 x10-8 respectively. The risk from
ingestion of groundwater contaminated with aldrin was the greatest contributor to the risk.

The total carcinogenic risk associated with exposure by industrial workers to contaminants in
goundwater at the former Yellow Submarine UST was 3 x 10-4, which is above EPA's target risk
range. The pathway-specific risks for industrial workers from ingestion of groundwater,

inhalation of VOCs released from groundwater, and dermal contact with groundwater were 3 x
I0-4 , 3 x 10-7, and 2 x 1 0-s respectively. The chemicals contributing to the ingestion pathway

were arsenic, tetrachloroethylene, and trichloroethylene. These same chemicals and

benzo(a)anthracene were the major contributors to the risk associated with the dermal contact

pathway.

Noncarcinogenic Risk

The total HI for potential utility workers exposed to subsurface soil was 0.01. This cumulative

HI is below the acceptable level of 1.

The total HI calculated for potential construction workers exposed to subsurface soil was 0.3

This cumulative HI is below the acceptable level of 1.

The total HI for potential industrial workers exposed to groundwater atthe former BADF was

0.01. This HI is below the acceptable level of 1.0.

The total HI for potential industrial workers exposed to groundwater collected in the vicinity of
the former Yellow Submarine UST was 5. This HI exceeds the acceptable level of 1. The

calculated hazard indices for industrial workers from ingestion of groundwater, inhalation of
VOCs released from groundwater, and dermal contact *ith gtound*ater were 5,2 x 10-6 , and

0.2, respectively. The exposure pathway presenting the greatest potential noncarcinogenic

hazard was from the ingestion of groundwater contaminated with arsenic and manganese.

Toxicity values were not available for 2-methylnaphthalene, phenanthrene, lead, and five PCB

congeners (2,2,3,3,4,4,6-heptachlorobiphenyl,2,2,3,3,4,6,6-octochlorobiphenyl,2,2,3,4,5'
pentachlorobiphenyl, 2,2,4,4,5,6-hexachlorobiphenyl, and2,2,4,4-tetrachlorobiphenyl) and,

therefore, the risk arising from exposure to these compounds was assessed qualitatively. In
addition, lead was evaluated using the Exposure Uptake Biokinetic Model for Lead in Children
(IEUBK) model. Possible exposures to the site concentrations of these compounds are unlikely
to pose a health hazard for occupational receptors potentially performing intrusive activities at

this site.

The results of the human health baseline risk assessment indicate that chemicals in soil should

not present a risk to current and future construction, utility, and industrial workers. The only
potentially unacceptable risk was to industrial workers from ingestion of groundwater at the
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Building 101 AOC. Quantitative r:valuation of risk is subject to se.i¡eral conservative
assumptions and should not be corrsidered an absolute measure of risk.

Uncertainties

Uncertainties exist in many areas of the human health risk assessment process. However, use r¡f
conservative variables in intake calculations and health-protective assumptions throughout the
entire risk assessment process resu.lts in an assessment that is protective of human health and the
environment in the absence of remedial actions or controls. Examples of uncertainties associaled
with the risk assessment for this AOC irrclude the following: (1) chemical samples were
collected from the suspected source of contamination rather than through random sampling,
which may result in a potential ovi:restirnation of risk; (2) the HIs associated with dermal oontact
with soil were not quantified for the majority of COPCs based on the lack of a dermal absorption
factor, which may lead to underestimation of the overall risk due to dermal contact; (3) the
models used in the RI are likely to overestimate exposure point concentrations in air, which
would cause a potential overestimation of risk for the inhalation pathway; (4) construction at the
site was assumed to occur over a one yeirr period. Since construction may take less time to
complete, this would result in a poilential overestimation of risk; anrJ (5) it was assumed that
groundwater would be used as a potable water source under the industrial use scenario (i.e.,
showering, ingestion, industrial processes) in the future, which is unlikely since the site has
ready access to the existing water s upplies at the former base and in the City of Rome. This
assurnption would result in a potential o.r¡erestimation of risk.

Ecolo gic al Risk As se s sment

A baseline risk assessment for ecological receptors at the Building t01 AOC was conducted
during the RI. Since Building 101 is located in a highly developed portion of the base, no
complete exposure pathways for ec ological receptors were identified. Contamination rhatmay
be associated with the site is expected to be well below ground surface and ecological receptors
are not expected to be found at the¡ie deprths. In addition, the future land use designation is
expected to remain industrial/comnrercial. Therefore, potential exposures related to this AOC
are not expected to exist.

Altlaough certain state-listed endangered plants and animals have been on or in the vic;inity of tlhe
base, no threatened andlor endangered species have been identified at this site. There are no
federally listed (U.S. Department of the Interior) threatened or endangered plant or animal
species at the former base.

2.8 Remedial Action Objectives

The following are the remedial action objectives developed for this AOC based upon tnre
site data presented in the RI, Supplermentll Investigation reports and Interim Remedial
Action reports:
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Restrict Exposure to Contamination

Land use restrictions within the site boundary (Figure 1) will be implemented to restrict site use

to industrial/commercial use only and restrict the potential sub slab soil vapor exposure.

The following are the goals and objectives of the use restrictions:

Prevent residential housing, elementary and secondary schools, childcare facilities
and playgrounds on Building 101 AOC since the risk assessment was evaluated
for only non-residential use scenarios (future use) and not for unrestricted use.

Prevent the potential for soil vapor intrusion if future construction is performed in
the SVI restriction area.

Evaluate Effectiveness of the Remedy

Five-year reviews will be performed by the Air Force, in conjunction with the EPA and

NYSDEC, to ensure that (1) the Selected Remedy is protective of public health and the
environment, (2) land use is in compliance with the deed restrictions limiting use to
industrial/commercial use, and (3) SVI is fuither evaluated if construction is performed in the
SVI restriction area.

2.9 Description of Alternatives

CERCLA regulations mandate thataremedial action must be protective of human health and the
environment, cost effective, and utilize permanent solutions and treatment technologies to the
maximum extent practicable. This ROD evaluates a No Action scenario as dictated by
CERCLA, and compares it to the land use and SVI restriction alternative. A summary of the
two alternatives is presented below.

No Action Alternative

CERCLA requires that the No Action alternative be compared with other alternatives. Under
the No Action alternative, no remedy would be implemented at the Building
101 AOC. The site would remain as it is presently and no land use restrictions would be
established. Costs and construction time are not associated with this alternative.

Land Use Restrictions for IndustriaVCommercial Use and SVI Restriction Alternative

This alternative includes land use restrictions for industrial/commercial use and SVI
restrictions. Ifthe property is transferred to a non-federal entity in the future, the deed from
the United States, which includes property within the boundary of the Building 101 AOC, will
contain the following elements to ensure that the reuse of the site is consistent with the risk
assessment:

Development and use of the entire Building 101 AOC property for residential
housing, elementary and secondary schools, childcare facilities and playgrounds

a

a
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will be prohibited unless pri,cr approval is received from the Air Force, EPA,
andNYSDEC.

The owner/occupant ol. the property shall evaluate the potential for soil vapor
intrusion if future cons,truction is performed in the SVI restriction area.

Five-year reviews will be performerl by the Air Force, in conjunction with the EPA and
NYSDEC, to ensure that (1) the Selectecl Remedy is protective of public health and the
environment, (2) land use is in con:ipliance with the deed restrictions for industrial/commercial
use, and (3) the potential for soil vapor irrtrusion is evaluated if future construction is
performed in the SVI restriction area. C,rsts will range between $2,000 and $5,000 per review
and construction time is not associ¿Lted r¡'ith this alternative.

2.10 Comparative Anaþis of ¡lrlterrratives

Remedial alternatives are assessed on the basis of both a detailed and a comparative araalysis
pursuant to the NCP. The analysis of tho Building 101 AOC consisted of (1) an assessment of
the individual altematives against n,ine e'r¡aluation criteria and {2) a comparative analysis
focusing upon the relative performance of eaah alternative against the criteria. In general, the
following "threshold" criteria must be satisfied by an alternative for it to be eligible for
selection:

Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether a
remedy provides adequate protection and describes hor¡' risks posed through each
exposure pathway (based on a reasonable maximum exposure scenario) are
eliminated, reduced, or conû'olled through treatment, engineering controls, or
institutional controls.

2. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs)
addresses whether a rer:nedywould (a) meet all of the ARARs or (b) provide
grounds for invoking a waiver.

In addition, the following "primary balan.cing" criteria are used to m.ake comparisons and
identify the major trade-offs among altematives:

3. Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to the ability of a remedy to
maintain reliable proter;tion ,of human health and the en'vironment over tirne once
cleanup goals have bee;n me1.. It also addresses the magnitude and effectiveness of
the measures that may be rec¡uired to manage the risk posed by treatment residuals
andl or untreated wastes.

4. Reduction of toxicity, rnobility, or volume via treatmenl refers to a remedial
technology's expected abilit'y to reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume o.[
hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants at the site.

5. Short-term effectivene¡is addresses (a) the period of time needed to achieve

o
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protection and (b) any adverse impacts on human health and the environment that
may be posed during the construction and implementation periods until cleanup
goals are achieved.

6. Implementability refers to the technical and administrative feasibility of a
remedy, including the availability of materials and services needed.

7. Cost includes estimated capital, operation and maintenance, and present-worth
costs.

Finally, the following "modifying" criteria are considered after the formal public comment
period on the Proposed Plan is complete:

8. State acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of the RI and the Pro-
posed Plan, the State supports or opposes the preferred alternative and/or has

identified any reservations with respect to the preferred alternative.

9. Community acceptance refers to the public's general response to the alternatives
described in the Proposed Plan and the RI reports. Factors of community
acceptance include support, reservation, or opposition by the community.

A comparative analysis of the two alternatives based on the nine evaluation criteria follows

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The No Action alternative would potentially not provide adequate protection of
human health and the environment since no remedy would be implemented at the
Building 101 AOC to restrict its use. The potential risks to utility and construction
workers from exposure to soil are expected to be minimal because the contaminated
soil was removed and it is unlikely that any residual contamination remains in the
soil above the water table. Sub-slab vapors were detected above screening levels
but are within one order of magnitude of the sub-slab screening levels. Since no
exceedances have been reported for the indoor air samples, no further action or
evaluation of SVI is required, unless construction within the SVI restriction area is
to be performed.

The proposed alternative will prevent unnecessary exposure to the soil and sub-slab
vapors (not evaluated for residential use scenarios) by limiting the future use of the
site and through the implementation of land use restrictions for
industrial/commercial use.

2. Compliance with ARARs

Contaminant concentrations will not immediately comply with the ARARs under the
No Action alternative or the Selected Remedy alternative.
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In the RI report, the results of the risk assessment were compared to available
SCGs using federal anr:l state environmental and public health laws that were
identified as potentiall.r'ARr\Rs at the site. Chemical specific ARARs are usually
health- or risk-based nnrnerical values or methodologies that result in a numerical
value rvhen applied to site-specific conditions. Also considered were other non-
promulgated federal anLd stal.e advisories and guidance r¡alues, referred to as TBCs,
and background levels of the contaminants in the absence of TBCs.

The Selected Remedy alternative applies to soil and sub-slab vapors at the site. The
Selected Remedy altenrative will limit exposure to soil and Sub-slab vapors
through the implementation of land use restrictions. There is no evidence that
chemical concentratiorrs in tlhe soil at this site pose a current or future potential
threat to human health or the environment when used for industrial/commercial
purposes and when construction within the SVI area is nestricted. Further, five-
year reviews will be perforrrLed by the Air Force, in conjunction with the EPA and
NYSDEC, to ensure that (1) the Selected Remedy is protective of public health and
the environment, (2) fuJure land use is in compliance with the deed restrictions for
industrial/commercial use, and (3) the potential for soil vapor intrusion is further
evaluated if future constructjion is performed in the SVI restriction area.

3. Long-term Effectivene,ss ancl Permanence

The No Action alternative would not allow for reliable protection of human health
and the environment in the Lrng term due to the potential for exposure to
potentially contaminated soil and sub slab vapors by portions of the human
population other than u.tility, construction, and industrial workers.

For the Selected Reme,Jy alternative, the implementation of land use and sub slab
soil vapor restrictions r,vill eliminate human contact with any potentially
contaminated soil and sub slab soil vapors. This action, coupled with the f,rve-year
reviews, provides reliaLrle long-term protection of hum¿m health and the
environment.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment

The No Action alternatiive provides no treatment or containment of contaminants,
and therefore does not result in any reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volurne.

The Selected Remedy ¿llternative provides no treatment or containment of
contaminants other tharr those as a result of response acilions already taken, and
therefore, it does not result in any additional reduction of toxicity, mobility, or
volume. Flowever, the levels of contamination found in the soil and sub slab do
not warrant treatment. Although treatment will not be employed, this alternative
will eliminate potential exposures to the soil and sub slab vapors.

--) L-



5. Short-term Effectiveness

The No Action alternative would not be an effective alternative because the
potential for human exposure to contaminated soil and the potential for sub slab
vapor exposure would continue to exist.

For the Selected Remedy alternative, land use and sub slab vapor restrictions would
be implemented if the property were transferred to a non-federal entity. The
present and immediate future use of the property is industrial/commercial.

6. Implementability

There would be no limitations to implementing the No Action alternative.

There would be no limitations to implementing the Selected Remedy alternative.
Implementation of land use and soil vapor restrictions is feasible and has been

incorporated into other property transfers.

7. Cost

There would be no costs associated with the No Action alternative.

There are no capital costs or project construction durations associated with the
Selected Remedy. Reviews to ensure that the remedy is still performing as planned
will cost between $2,000 and $5,000 per review.

8. Agency Acceptance

AFRPA, NYSDEC, and EPA have mutually agreed to select the land use and SVI
use restrictions altemative. The Selected Remedy satisfies the threshold criteria
and ensures compliance with applicable regulations.

9. CommunityAcceptance

Community acceptance of the Selected Remedy was assessed at the public
meeting and during the public comment period.

2.ll Principal Threat Wastes

There are no principal threat wastes at the Building 101 AOC

2.12 Selected Remedy

The Selected Remedy of LUC/ICs for the Building 101 AOC is protective of human health and

the environment and complies with the federal and state ARARs. As a result of the Building 101

remedial actions, the majority of soil and groundwater contamination have been removed.
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LUC/ICs will be in the form of lanrl use restrictions for industrial/commercial and re-evaluation
for SVI if new construction is perfi.rmecl in the SVI restriction area identified in Figure 6 (BADP
or BADrP). The tnansfer documents will contain the following restrictions to ensure that the
reuse of the site is consistent with the risrk assessment:

Development and use of the, entire Building 101 AOC property for residential housing,
elementary and secondary srchoo,ls, childcare facilities and playgrounds will be prohibited
unless prior approval is rec,lived from the Air Force, EPA, and NYSDEC.
The owner/occupant of the ;loroperrty shall evaluate the potential for soil vapor intrusion if
future construction is to be Jrerformed in the SVI restriction arca in coordination with the
Air Force, EPA, and NYSIIEC.

The soil vapor intrusion evaluation conducted at the Building 101 liOC in fallr2006 and winter
2007 included soil vapor (exterior) and sub-slab vapor (interior) (2006) and indoor and outdoor
air samples (2007). Results indicale that all soil vapor, indoor, and outdoor air detections are
below screening levels for industriaLl/ commercial use. Sub-slab detections were detected above
screening levels but are within one order of magnitude of the sub-slab screening levels. Becaurse
no exoeedances have been reported for the indoor air samples, no further action or evaluation of
SVi is required unless construction withjin the SVI restriction area i,Jentified in Figure I is
undertaken in the future.

The above restrictions will be mainitainerj until it is determined that the concentrations of
hazardous substances are at such le'vels as to allow for unrestricted use. An assessment based o.n

unrestricted use shall be performed príor to making any such determination. The assessment and
determination will be coordinated v¿ith the EPA and NYSDEC.

Prior approval by EPA and NYSDIIC will be required for any modifîcation or termination of
land use controls, use restrictions, or antìicipated actions that may disrupt the effectiveness of or
alter or negate the need for land use controls.

In addition to implementing the afc,reme:ntioned deed restrictions, the Air Force will take the
following actions to ensure that the conû'ols are effective at protecting human health and the
environment:

The Air Force shall notifu the proprlrty owner of the annual Institutional ControlÆngineering
Control Certificationrequirements of 6ì{YCRRPart375,1.8, (hX3). If thepropertyownerfails
to provide an annual certification to the r\ir Force, the Air Force will notify EPA and NYSDEC
as soon as practicable.

Should the required certification not be p,rovided by the property o\ /ner. the Air Force shall
determine the status of land use controls and provide its written findings to EPA and NYSDEC
unless either EPA or NYSDEC, in its sole discretion, acts to confirm the status of the land use
conkols independently.

The Air Force is responsible for insuring implementation, maintenance, monitoring, and
enforcement of the LUC/ICs. Although tlhe Air Force may later transfer the task to another party,

G

o
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the Air Force shall retain ultimate responsibility for implementing, maintaining, monitoring, and

enforcing the LUC/ICs.

Five-year reviews will be performed by the Air Force, in conjunction with the EPA and

NYSDEC, to ensure that future land use is in compliance with the deed restriction for
industrial/commercial use and to ensure that future land use is in compliance with the land use

controls to manage the potential for SVI. Five-year reviews will ensure that the selected remedy

is protective of human health and the environment.

2.13 Documentation of Significant Changes

There are no significant changes between the preferred alternative presented in the Proposed

Plan for the Building 101 AOC and the selected remedy presented in this ROD.
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3.0 RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

on August 15,2012, the Air Force center for Engineering and the Environment (AFCEE),following consultation with and concunence of pÞe an¿Ñysopc, released for public commentthe proposed plan fol fe Building 101 Aoc located at the former Griffiss AFB. The release ofthe proposed plan initiated the public comment period, which concluded on Septemb er 14,2012.

During the public comment period, a public meeting was held on August 2g,20r2at the GriffissInstitute located at725 Daedalian Drive, Rome, Nei york tiqlJ. Tie selected remedy for theBuilding 101 Aoc was presented' atthe public meeting, unJá .ora reporter recorded theproceedings of the meeting' copies of the transcript aãd attendance list are included in theAdministrative Record' the public comment period and the public meeting were intended toelicit public comment on the proposed pran for tt . guitJing ior aoc.
No verbal or written comments were received at the public meeting or during the publiccomment period.
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5.0 GLOSSARY

Administrative Record: A file established and maintained in compliance with section 113(K) of
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act consisting of
information upon which the lead agency bases its final decisions on the selection of remedial

method(s) for a site. The Administrative Record is available to the public.
Applicable Requiremenls: Applicable requirements are those cleanup standards, standards of
control, and other substantive requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated under federal or
state environmental or facility sitting laws that specifically address a hazardous substance,

pollutant, contaminant, remedial action, location, or other circumstance found at a CERCLA site.

Only those state standards that are identified by a state in a timely manner and that are more

stringent that federal requirements may be applicable. See also Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements.
Aquifer: A water-bearing formation or group of formations.
Chlorinated Hydrocarbons: Organic compounds that contain chloride such as trichloroethylene
(TCE) and cis-1,2-dichloroethylene (DCE). Also refened to as chlorinated solvents.

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA): A
federal law passed in 1980 and subsequently amended. The act requires responsible parties

under the law to investigate and remediate releases of hazardous substances.

Contaminant Plume: A volume of contaminated groundwater with measurable horizontal and

vertical dimensions. Plume contaminants are dissolved in and move with groundwater.

Environmental Impact Statement'. A study conducted to provide information on potential

environmental impacts that could result from a proposed action.

Groundwater: Water found beneath the earth's surface that fills pores within materials such as

sand, soil, gravel, and cracks in bedrocks, and often serves as a source of drinking water if found
in an adequate quantity.
Hydrogeologic: Pertaining to subsurface waters and the related geologic aspects of subsurface

waters.
Installqtion Restoration Program (IRP): The United States Air Force subcomponent of the

Defense Environment Restoration Program (DERP) that specifically deals with investigating and

remediating sites associated with suspected releases of toxic andhazardous materials from past

activities. The DERP was established to clean up contaminated sites at Department of Defense

facilities nationwide.
Monitoring: Ongoing collection of information about the environment that helps gauge the

effectiveness of a cleanup action. Information gathering may include groundwater well
sampling, surface water sampling, soil sampling, air sampling, and physical inspections.

National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan Q'{CP): The NCP is a

federal regulation which provides the organization, structure, and procedures for preparing for
and responding to discharges ofoil and releases ofhazardous substances, pollutants, and

contaminants. The NCP is the implementing regulation of CERCLA and the Clean Water Act,
and USEPA has been delegated the responsibility for preparing and implementing the NCP. The

NCP is applicable to response actions taken pursuant to the authorities under CERCLA and the

Clean Water Act.



National PrioritÌes Z¿sl: USEPA'r; list of the most serious uncontrolled or abandoned releases of
hazardous substance identified for possible long-term remedial action under the Superfund
program.
Organic Compounds: Any chemical coimpounds built on the carbon atom, i.e., methane,
propane, phenol, etc.
Polychlorinated Biphenyl (PCB,): An organic pollutant that was fonmerly used in electrical
transformers and capacitors, their manu1:acture was banne d 1n 1979. There are 270 different PCB
compounds thattypically have 4}o/oto 60% chlorine by weight.
Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbon,s (PA.Hs): Compounds often associated with combustion
process and distillation tars.
Proposed Plan: Apublic document that solicits public input on a recommended remedial
alternative to be used at a site. The Proposed Plan is based on information and technical analysis
generated during the RI/FS. The recom¡nended remedial action could be modif,red or changed
based on public comments and connmunity concerns.
Record of Decision (ROD): A pubtic document that selected and explains the remedial
alternative to be used at a CERCLTII site, The ROD is based on information and technical
analysis generated during the remedial irrvestigation, and on consideration of the public
cornments and cornmunity concerns received on the Proposed Plan. The ROD includes a
Responsiveness Summary of publi,; comrments.
RemedÌal Action: The action which is clhosen to address a release of hazardous substances that is
serious but not an immediate threal. to human health or the environment.
Remedial Alternatives: Options evaluated to address the source and/or migration of
contaminants to meet health-based or ec,clogy-based remediation goals.
Remedial Investigation (RI)' An investigation that determines the nature and extent and
cornposition of contamination at a lrazar,lous waste site. It is used to assess the types of remedial
options that are developed in the feasibility study.
Semivolatile Organic Compounds (SVOlls): Organic constituents which are generally insoluble
in water and are not readily transpc,rted in groundwater.
Sowce: Area at a hazardous waste site fiom which contamination originates.
Vadose Zone: The volume located tretween the ground surface and the water table. Also known
as the unsaturated zone.
Volatile Organic Compounds (t/OCÐ. Organic constituents which tend to volatilize or to
change from a liquid to a gas form when exposed to the atmosphere. Many VOCs are readily
transported in groundwater.
Water Table: The surface of a body of unconfined groundwater atrvhich the water pressure is
equal to that of the atmosphere.


