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DECLARATION STATEMENT - RECORD OF DECISION 

ALCOA - Storage Tank No. 51 Inactive Hazardous Waste Site 
Town of Massena, St. Lawrence County, New York . 

Site No. 645023 

The Record of Deciion (ROD) presents the selected remedial action for the ALCOA - Storage Tank 
No. 51 (ST 51) inactive hazardous waste disposal site which was chosen in accordance with the New York 
State Environmental Conservation Law (ECL). The remedial program selected is not inconsistent with the 
National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan of March 8, 1990 (40 CFR 300). 

This decision is based upon the Administrative Record of the New York State Department of 
Environmental Cot~~emtion (NYSDECJ for the ST 51 inactive hazardous waste disposal site and upon public 
input to the Proposed Remedial Action Plan @'RAP) presented by the NYSDEC. A bibliography of the 
documents included as a part of the Administrative Record is included in Appendix B of the ROD. 

Based upon the results of the Remedial Investigation/Feasi~Iity Study (RIFS) for ST 51 and the 
criteria identified for evaluation of alternatives, the NYSDEC has selected closure of the tank in place and 
excavation of commimted soils firom around the tank for disposal in ALCOA's on-site Secure Landfill. The 
components of the remedy are as follows: 

The tank and associated pipe have been emptied of all remaining liquid and sludge, and the 
interior surfaces have been pressure-washed. 

The tank and pipe chase will be backfilled with flowable fill. 

Soils in the viciaity of the tank with PCB concentrations above 10 ppm will be excavated for 
disposal in ALCOA's on-site Secure Landfill. 

The excavation will be backfilled and paved. 

A post-closure groundwater monitoring program will be implemented to assess the 
effectiveness of the remedial work. 



The New York State. Deparhnent of Health (NYSDOH) concurs with the remedy selected for this site 
as being protective of human health. 

" .The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with State and 
federal requiremen6 that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial action to the extent 
practicable, and is cost effective. This remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative tteatment or 
m u r c e  recovery -logics, to the maximum extent practicable, and satisfies the statutory preference for 
remedies that reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal element. 

Division of ~nviron&m& ~emdliat ion 
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SECTION 1: 

ALCOA's Massena Operations are situated on 
2,700 acres in the Town of Massena, St. Lawrence 
County, New York, less than half a mile north of 
NYS Route 37. The plant is bordered on the north 
by the St. Lawrence River, on the southwest by the 

- k n a  Power Canal, and on the southeast by the 
Grasse River. The village of Massena (population 
15,000) is located to the west and to the south. 

To date, the NYSDEC and the NYSDOH have 
identified 17 hazardous waste disposal areas at the 
plant, including ST 51 (Site No. 645023). 

ST 51 is a below-grade, 70,000-gallon concrete 
vault located in the southwest portion of the Wire, 
Rod, and Bar facility within Area I of the plant 
(Figure 1). It is bordered on three sides by a 
paved parking area, while Building 140 is located 
approximately 18 feet to the south. . 

ST 51 was constructed in 1941 as a wet well for 
soluble oils utilized in the Building 140 rolling 
mill. Rolling mill operations were discontinued in 
the 197Lk, after which time the vault was used for 
the tempomy storage of soluble oils associated 
with the Building 140 continuous mill during 
maintenance shutdown periods. At one point, it 
was also utilized to store sediment and liquid that 
had been cleaned from Storage Tank No. 56, 
which conhind #6 fuel oil. The vault was drained 
in 1990, and has not been used since. 

A series of subsurface investigations were 
performed in the vicinity of ST 51 during 1991 and 
1992. The results indicated that the soils 

surrounding the vault contained elevated levels of 
PCBs. The local groundwater was also found to 
be impacted by PCBs. 

SECTION 3: 

The NYSDEC, under the State Superfund 
Program, initiated a Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) in September 1995 to 
address the contamination at the site. 

3.1: fimmwy of the . . 

The purpose of the RI was to gather the data 
aecessary to evaluate various remediation 
alternatives for the site. 

Ihe RI was conducted between October 1995 and 
January 1996. A May 1996 report entitled, 
Remedial Znvestigation/FeeariiI~ Study for 
Sromge Tank 51 has been prepared describing the 
field activities and 6ndings of the RI in detail. The 
RI activities consisted of the following: 

P Coring through the vault bottom and 
cG&.&&g Gx &km& kc 

extent of contamination beneath the vault; 

c Completing soil borings around the vault 
to visually classify the subsurface 
shatigraphy and determine the lateral 
extent of contamination; 

. InstaUing monitoring wells around the 
vault to evaluate hydrogeologic conditions. 

The analytical data obtained from the RI was 
compared to applicable Standards, Criteria, and 
Guidance (SCGs) in determining remedial 
alternatives. Groundwater SCGs identified for the 
site include NYSDEC Groundwater Quality 
Standards and Guidance Values. NYSDEC soil 
cleanup guidelines for the protection of human 
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health and groundwater were used to develop 
cleanup goals for soil. 

Based upon the results of the site investigations in 
comparison to the SCGs and potential public health 
and environmental exposure rates, certain areas 
and media of the site require remediation. 

Soils 

PCB concentrations in the soil surrounding the 
vault range from nondetectable to 260 ppm, with 
levels greater than 10 ppm (the site-specific 
cleanup goal) limited to the western side and 
northeast comer of the vault. The maximum depth 
of this contamination is approximately 10 f e t  
below ground surface. 

PCB concentrations in the soil beneath the vault 
range from nondetectable to 2.28 ppm at a depth 
of 1 foot. 

Groundwater 

Groundwater in the shallow overburden (Stratum 
I) flows from south to north, and appears to be 
discharging along a 12-inch storm draii which 
G A ~ &  t l u d  arc .wa &vu Bd&g 1-3. rZ& 
have been detected in a number of Stratum I 
monitming wells located downgradient of the vault 
at concentrations exceeding the NYSDEC 
Groundwater Quality Standard of 0. l ppb. 

In addition, 1,ldichloroethane was detected above 
the NYSDEC Groundwater Quality Standard of 
5.0 ppb in a deeper downgradient monitoring well 
screened in Stratum IIB. This suggests that a 
hydraulic connection exists between Stratum I and 
Stratum IIB where an intermediate clay layer 
(Stratum IIA) is absent, or where the drain line 
penetrates into Stratum IIB. 

This section describes the types of human exposure 
that may present added health risks to persons at or 
around the site. 

An exposurf: pathway is how an individual comes 
in contact wiw. contamination. The five elements 
of an exposure pathway are: 1) the source of 
contamination; 2) the environmental media and 
transport mechanisms; 3) the point of exposure; 
4) the route of exposure; and 5) the receptor 
population. All of these elements must be present 
to form a completed pathway. 

Based upon this criteria and data in the RIIFS 
Report, there are currently no completed pathways 
at this site. Possible future pathways include: 

Inhalation of dust during excavation 
activities. 

. Skin contact with contaminated soil during 
excavation activities. 

ST 51 is within a secured industrial facility, thus 
eliminating any threat to the general public. In 
additiirisn, the aia ~ d i ~ d i i g  the tar& is wid, 
preventing direct contact with the contamination by 
plant employees. Tbe threat to workers associated 
with excavation activities would be minimized 
through use of a site-specific Health and Safety 
Plan. 

Exposure pathways for environmental receptors 
are possible through contact with, and ingestion of 
contaminated soils and groundwater. There is no 
significant aquatic or wildlife population which 
could come into contact with the affected media. 
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SECTION 4: 

The NYSDEC and ALCOA entered into a Consent 
Order on January 16, 1985. The Order obligates 
the responsible parties to implement a full remedial 
program. 

The following is the chronoIogica1 enforcement 
history of remediation activities at ALCOA. 

1/16/85 T112184 RIPS, RDIRA 
9/14/89 TI12184 RIIFS, RDIRA, 

IRM 
11/22/89 TI12184 IRMs 
8/16/90 TI12184 IRM 
10/31/90 A6-0234-W-05 RIPS, RDIRA, 

ROD 
11/4/91 A6-0275-9 1-09 ROB 
4/92 A6-0280-92-04 ROD 

SECTION 5: - 
&& f,)'. & Lem&,l .p'.o.&ard . i * ~ " ~  qSkG 

established through the remedy selection process 
stated in 6 NYCRR 375-1.10. 'Ihese goals are 
estabIished under the guideline of meeting all 
standards, criteria, and guidance (SCGs) and 
protecting human health and the environment. 

At a minimum, the remedy selected should 
eliminate or mitigate all significant threats to 
public health and to the environment presented by 
the hazardous waste disposed at the site through the 
proper application of scientific and engineering 
principles. 

The goals selected for this site are: 

Reduce, control, or eliminate the 
contamination present within the mils on 
site. 

Eliminate the threat to surface waters by 
eliminating any future contaminated 
surface water run-off from the 
contaminated soils on site. 

Eliminate the potential for direct human or 
animal contact with the contaminated soils 
on site. 

Prevent, to the extent possible, the 
migration of contaminants to groundwater. 

SECTION 6: SUMMARY OF THE 

Potential remedial alternatives for ST 51 were 
identilied, screened, and evaluated in the May 
19% RI/FS Report. A summary of the detailed 
analysis follows. 

The potential remedies are intended to address the 
contaminated soils and groundwater at the site. 

The No Action alternative is evaluated as a 
procedural requirement and as a basis for 
comparison. It requires continued monitoring 
only, allowing the site to remain in an 
unremediated state. 

This is an unacceptable alternative as the site 
would remain in its present condition, and human 
health and the environment would not be 
adequately protected. 

Present Worth: $168,867 
Capital Cost $ 0 
Annual 0 & M: $ 1 5 , m  
T i  tohplement: Immediate 
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ve 2 - -ure m Place. Benuye 
Sails 

Under this alternative, the tank and associated pipe 
chase would be backfilled in place with flowable 
fill. Soils surrounding the tank with PCB 
concentrations above 10 ppm would be excavated 
for disposal in the SLF. The area would then be 
backtilled and paved. Long-term activities would 
include groundwater monitoring. 

Present Worth:$432,527 
Capital Cost:$141,900 

Annual 0 & M:$ 15,000 
Time to Implement: 1 week 

This alternative is similar to Alternative 2, except 
that the tank and pipe chase would be excavated 
along with the contaminated soil for disposal in the 
SLF. 

Present Worth: $721,783 
Capital Cost: $344,390 
Annual 0 & M: $15,000 
T i e  to Implement: 1 week 

T6e criteria used to compare the potential remedial 
alternatives is defined in the regulation that directs 
the remediation of inactive hazardous waste sites in 
New York State (6 NYCRR Part 375). For each 
of the criterion, a brief description is provided 
followed by an evaluation of the alternatives 
against that criterion. A detailed discussion of the 
evaluation criteria and comparative analysis is 
contained in the RIES Report. 

1. p . . Cntena.. Compliance with 
SCGs addresses whether or mt a remedy will meet 
applicable environmental laws, regulations, 
standards, and guidance (Table 1). 

Alternative 1 would not meet the requirements of 
chemical-specific SCGs because soils with PCB 
concentrations greater than 50 ppm would be left 
in place, and because the potential for PCBs to 
leach into the surrounding groundwater and cause 
exceedances of NYS water quality standards would 
remain. Alternatives 2 and 3 would meet the 
~equirements of chemical-specific SCGs since the 
contaminated soil would be removed and isolated 
in the SLF. 

2. of and & 
Environment. This criterion is an overall 
evaluation of he health and environmental impacts 
to assess whether each alternative is protective. 

Alternative 1 would not provide long-term 
protection to the environment due to the potential 
for groundwater impacts. Alternatives 2 and 3 are 
both effective in protecting human health and the 
environment since potential groundwater impacts 
would be mitigated by isolating the contaminated 
soil in the SLF. 

3. Short-term. The potential short- 
term adverse impacts of the remedial action upon 
the community, the workers, and the environment 
dw& the C O L B ~ C ~ ~  aid iinplemeiltsfioii a x  
evaluated. The length of time needed to achieve 
the remedial objectives is also estimated and 
compared with the other alternatives. 

Alternative 1 would be effective in the short term 
because there would be no construction and, 
therefore, no short-term dishlrbances to the 
environment. Alternatives 2 and 3 would also be 
effective in the short term. Short-term effects of 
construCton activities associated with Alternatives 
2 and 3 could be easily mitigated through dust 
control and other measures. 

4. -. 
This criterion evaluates the long-term effectiveness 
of alternatives after implementation of the respouse 
actions. If wastes or treated residuals remain on 
site after the selected remedy has been 
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implemented, the following items are evaluated: I) 
the magnitude of the remaining risks, 2) the 
adequacy of the controls intended to limit the risk, 
and 3) the reliability of these controls. 

Alternative 1 would not be effective in the long 
term since potential impacts to groundwater would 
not be mitigated. Alternatives 2 and 3 would both 
be effective since each reduces the potential 
impacts to groundwater. 

5. v-. . . . . 
Preference is given to alternatives that permanently 
and significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility or 
volume of the wastes at the site. 

Alternative 1 would not reduce the toxicity, 
mobility, or volume of the contaminated soil in the 
ST 51 area. Alternatives 2 and 3 would 
significantly reduce the mobility of the 
contaminants through isolation in the SLF. 

6. . . . The technical and 
&=ty of implementing each 
altemtive is evaluated. Technically, this includes 
the difficulties associated with the construction, the 
reliability of the technology, and the abiity to 
mG&a; eza*".ciG kc rc&i&. 
Administratively, the availability of the necessary 
personal and material is evaluated along with 
potential difficulties in obtaining specific operating 
approvals, access for construction, etc.. 

Each of the alternatives is technically feasible. 
Alternatives 2 and 3 would be administratively 
feasible since cleanup goals would be met. 
Alternative 1 would require extensive 
administrative effort since it would not meet 
regulatory requirements. 

7. C h i .  Capital and operation and maintenance 
costs are estimated for each alternative and 
compared on a present worth basis. Although wst 
is the last balanc'i criterion evaluated, where two 
or more alternatives have met the requirements of 
the remaining criteria, wst effectiveness can be 

used as the basis for the final decision. The costs 
for each alternative are presented in Table 2. 

8. -. Concerns of the 
community regarding the RIIFS Report and the 
Proposed Remedial Action Plan have been 
evaluated. A "Responsiveness Summary" has been 
prepared that describes public comments received 
and how the Department will address the concerns 
raised. 

SECTION 7: SUMMARY OF THE - 
Based upon the results of the RIIFS, and the 
evaluation presented in Section 7, the NYSDEC 
has selected Alternative 2 as the remedy for this 
site. 

This selection is based upon the fact that while 
Alternatives 2 and 3 were considered equally 
effective, the present worth cost of Alternative 2 
was considerably less than that of Alternative 3. 
(Alternative 1 did not satisfy the evaluation 
criteria.) 

'IC - 
A- &ii~td pia i i t  =cAi *O~@CLCZ~ k 
remedy is $432,527. The cost to construct the 
remedy is estimated to be $141,900 and the 
estimated average annual operation and 
maintenance cost for 30 years is $15,000. 

The elements of the selected remedy are as 
follows: 

1. A remedial design program to verify the 
components of the conceptual design and 
provide the details necessary for the 
construction, operation and maintenance, 
and monitoring of the remedial program. 
Uncertainties identified during the RIIFS 
will be resolved. 
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The tank and pipe chase have been 
emptied of all remaining liquid and 
sludge, and the interior surfaces have been 
pressure-washed. Verification sampling 
will be conducted to document the 
concentration of any residual 
contamination. 

The tank and pipe chase will be backtilled 
in place with tlowable fill. Flowable fill is 
a low-strength, self-compacting, . 
cementitious material used in lieu of 
compacted soil. 

Soil surrounding the tank with PCB 
collcentf;ltions above 10 ppm will be 
excavated for disposal in the SLF. The 
area will then be backfilled with clean fill 
and paved. 

ALCOA will submit a long-term 
groundwater monitoring pian to the 
NYSDEC for approval. The plan will 
assess the effectiveness of the remedial 
work, and include contingencies for 
additional action in the event that 
groundwater conditions do not improve. 

SECTION 8: 
P 

On June 11, 1996, copies of the PRAP were 
distributed for public review and comment. An 
infixmational session was held on June 27, 1996 to 
provide interested parties with an opportunity to 
ask questions or express concerns regarding the 
proposed remedy. 

The public comment period concluded on July 15, 
1996. A summary of the comments received can 
be found in Appendix C, along with the 
NYSDEC's responses. 
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TABLE 2, con~irtrred 

COSTS 01; ALTERNATIVES 

Alterpatlve 2 - T enk Closure In PlaceRemove Soll 
Present 

Unll Prbe Tolal Cost Duratlon Worih 
llem Descrlpllon Unlls Ouenllly (S) ($1 (YW (Sl 

Slte Prsperetlorl 
MobltlzallonlDemoblllzellon 

Excevellon 
Excnvale Soll(1) 

MaIerlel Placsmenl 
Conslrmi SLF Space 
Place Residuals In SLF 

Cover Ercevetlon Atse 
Place Flll In Excavallon Area 
Place Asphel(3 Inchas) 

Other 
Flll Tank wNh Flowable Flu 
Cleanup VerHlcallon Tesllng (2) 
Traal Conslrudlon Walers 

, Seal Exlsllrg Tunnel 

L.S. 1 

C.Y. 600 
sq. yd. Bw 

C.Y. 440 
L.S. 1 
gal 218.000 
C.S. 1 

SUBTOTAL $141.800 $141.900 

Contlngmy (30%) 
Englneerlng Deslgn Cool (10%) 
C o n ~ t ~ c l l o n  ClUelfl~ ConlroVAnrunnca Coal 
Addlllonal Enghewlng (3) 
Long Term Oroundwaler Monllorlng Coals (4) 

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST $432.527 

kolei: 
1. Assumes 10 mgkg PCB cleanup wl cleanup level 
2. Includes on-slla hnmunowsay lasts and chmkel laboralmy leslr lor 2 PCB conlhmaUon Iesb and 5 VOc Iarts. 
3. Includes Post Closure Mdulng Re&. 
4. Longlenn monllorlng Includes lnonltorlng d 4 wells - CompIIanea monlorlng lor 2 yearn (quarler(y samplfng). - Seml-annuel sampling petformed lor yenn 3 lhrough 30. - bsumss mlaca waler InonHohg and donnrmlar msnagamanl Is covered undet plan1 adlvltlss. 



TAULE 2, conti~rued 

COSI'S OF ALTERNATIVES 

Al le rna l l ve  3 - Remove  Tank and Soll . Present 
Unll Price Told Cost Ourellon Worltr 

!\em Desulpllon UnHs Ouanllly ($1 (S) (yrs) ($1 

Slle Prapsrallon 
MoblllzallonlDernoblIlra(lon 

Excsvnllon 
Excnvale Soll ( I )  
Oemdlsh Tank 

Malmrlsl Placemen1 
Conslrucl SLF Space 
Place Reslduals In SLF 

Cover Excsvallon Area 
Place Flll In Excevellon Area 
Place Asphell (3 Inches] 

Other 
Bulldlng 140 Foundallon Suppod - 
Cleanup Verlllcallon Tesllng (2) 
Tree1 Conshucllon Waters 

L.S. 

c.y. 
C.Y. 

c.y. 
C.Y. 

c.y. 
sq yd 

L.S. 
L.S. 
gal 

SUBTOTAL $344,940 $344.940 

Conllngancy (30%) $103.482 $103,482 
Englnearlng Vaalgn Coal (10%) $34.494 $34.494 
Conafrucilon Uusiiry Controiin~aunnca coal  J50.W 550.000 
Addlllonal Englnserlng (3) $20,000 S2O.WO 
Long T a m  Oroundwalar Monllorlng Coala (4) $IS.WO 30 $168,BB7 

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST $121.783 

Notes: 
1. Assumes 10 mglkg PCB so l  cleanup kvel  
2. Includes on-slle lmmunoas$ey lasls and chemkal laboratory lesls tor 2 PCB conlkmallon lasts and s VOC teats. 
3. Includes Post Closure Monllorlng Rep&. 
4. Longlen monllulng Includes monilohg d 4 wefls 

Compliance monilorlng for 2 years (quarterly sampling). - Seml.annual sampllng perlormed lor years 3 through 30. - Assumes surlece water rnonllorlng and stonwaler management Is covered Under planl actlvllles. 
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EXHIBIT 1 

RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 
TO ORAL AND WRI'ITEN COMMENTS 

COMMENT: On the federal level and in many states, PCB cleanup levels have been set higher for 
indusaial and brownfield remedial actions. A cleanup i t 4  consistent with the federal policy 
would be more appropriate. 

RESPONSE: The PCB-contaminated soil surrounding the tank is contributing to a contravention of 
groundwater quality standards. Accordingly, the NYSDEC has selected a cleanup level of 
10 ppm, which will be protective of the groundwater. This is consistent with the cleanup 
level that is W i g  utilized to remediate other hazardous waste disposal areas throughout the 
ALCOA facility, as well as the nearby General Motors plant, a federal Superfund site. 

COMMENT: It is recommended that the tank be removed, rather than contained in place. This would 
result in a more thorough cleanup of the site, and be more protective of human health and the 
environment. 

RESPONSE: The tank and associa& pipe chase will be emptied of all remaining liquid and sludge, and 
the interior surfaces will be pressure-washed. Future activities will include backlilhg the 
tank and pipe chase with flowable fill. This is intended to preclude the movement of 
groundwater into and out of the strucblres, which wwld have the potential to mobilize 
con taminants that may be present in cracks along the floors and walls. A post-closure 
gr0undwate.r monitoring program will a h  be implemented to asses the effectiveness of the 
red xxk .  XnJc af &z d pip chase would. t d t  k a 65% kcr- in 
remedial me&, the NYSDEC does mt believe that any liutk.1 protection of human health and 
the environment would be realized. 

COMMENT: There is no discussion of the basis of the decision to landfill the material. 

RESPONSE: 'Ihe regulations governing b e  management of PCBcontarninated materials are administered 
by the USEPA's TSCA program and the NYSDEC. According to these regulations, PCB- 
contaminated soil may be placed directly into an approved chemical waste landtill, regardless 
of the concentration of PCBs. ALCOA's on-site Secure Landfill is a TSCA and NYSDEC- 
approved facility. 

COMMENT: Wi this material be solidified prior to landfilling? 

RESPONSE: A minimum long-term bearing strength of 16 p i  has been specified for all material entering 
the Secure Landfill to insure the inteeritv of the tinal cover svstem. While solidification is 
typically necessary for materials such & &dge and sediment tb satisfy this requirement, the 
physical properties of mast soil, including that associated with ST 51, are inherently suitable 
for disposal. 



COMMENT: The groundwater in this area eventually flows to the St. Lawrence River, and this should be 
considered a pathway for exposure to humans and the environment. Any remedial action 
should reduce or eliminate discharges of PCBs to the St. Lawrence River via groundwater, 
and any additional remedies to control and/or treat groundwater should be provided. 

RESPONSE: Based upon the current understanding of site conditions, it is unlikely that the contamination 
has migrated away from the immediate vicinity of the tank. Nonetheless, the remedial 
program has been designed to eliminate further releases of contaminants to the groundwater. 
In addition, a post-closure groundwater monitoring program will be implemented to assess 
the effectiveness of the remedial work. In the event that conditions do not improve, then 
additional remedial actions, such as groundwater recovery, will be considered. The remedy 
description has been modified in the ROD to reflect this concern. 



EXHIBIT 2 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD 

1. Phase 1 Assessment of Stomge Tank 51, Engineering-Science, 1991. 

2. ST-51 Phase 2 Site investigation Repon, Engineering-Science, 1992. 

3. Remedial Investigation/Fea&ility Study Work Plan for Stomge Tonk 51,  Camp Dresser & McKee, 
November 9, 1995. 

4. Remedial lirwsrigatioPI/Feability Study Reponfor Stomge Tank 51, Camp Dresser & McKee, May 
1996. 

5.  Proposed Remedial Action Plan, NYSDEC, June 1996 

6. . Record of Decision, NYSDEC, July 1996 
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