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site to groundwater that is used as a source of 
potable water; with no action, the 
contamination would continue to migrate to 
utility conduits and eventually create a 
completed environmental or public health 
exposure pathway. The Groundwater 
Extraction & Treatment alternative would be 
the best course of action because it would 
effectively dewater the perched aquifer, 
removing the source of contamination and 
essentially eliminating contaminant mobility. 
It would also lower groundwater elevations to 
below the elevation of the utilities conduits 
present under Chambers Street, preventing 
migration via this route. 

Soil 

Based on the available information, the 
limited amount of soil contamination that has 
been identified near the former underground 
tank does not warrant active remediation of 
the soils. However, a qualitative soil gas 
survey and soil analyses under the southwest 
corner of the building did indicate the 
presence of VOCs. Although sub-slab soil 
sampling did not indicate the presence of large 
quantities of contaminated soil, an SVE pilot 
study would be performed to determine if 
there is a recoverable source of VOC 
contamination present under the building. If 
warnnted by the pilot study, a full scale SVE 
system would be installed. If not, No Action 
would then be selected. Selecting No Action, 
without first performing the pilot study, could 
leave in place a volume of contaminated soil 
which could act as a continuing source of 

contamination to the groundwater. 

If the pilot study indicates a recoverable 
source of contamination under the building, a 
full scale SVE system would be the best 
course of action because it would successfully 

address the VOC contamination under the 

building, would eliminate the potential source 

of contamination for indoor air, and it is the 

only viable, in-situ alternative due to the 
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presence of the active commercial operation in 
the building. 

The estimated present wo11h cost to 
implement the remedy is $898,600 
($1,468,200 is a conservative estimate if the 
SVE pilot study indicates that full scale SVE 
is warranted). The cost to construct the 
remedy is estimated to be $130,000 ($345,000 
if the SVE pilot study indicates that full scale 
SVE is warranted) and the estimated overall 
present worth for the operation and 
maintenance of $768,600 (since different 
elements of the program would be operated 
for different durations, an average annual 
O&M cost has been replaced by the estimated 
present worth) [$1,123,200 if the SVE pilot 
study indicates that full scale SVE is 
warranted]. 

The elements of the proposed remedy are as 

follows: 

• 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.
Any uncertainties identified dming the
RI/FS would be resolved;

• Installation of a groundwater

extraction system to address the on­
s i t  e pe r ch e d  c o n t ami n a ted
groundwater. The on-site system

would include groundwater extraction

wells and/or extraction trench on the

west side of the southern portion of

the on-site building. This component

of the remedy would include all

associated piping and the water

treatment system (current treatment

proposal is via an air stripper, but the

treatment option may be modified in

design).
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