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DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION

SITE NAME AND LOCATION
Pollution Abatement Services (PAS)

City of Oswego, Oswego County, New York

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This Record of Decision (ROD) documents the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s
(EPAs) selection of a remedial action to augment the previously implemented remedial
action and to address contamination detected outside the containment systeri at the PAS
site in accordance with the requirements of the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act of 1980, as amended (CERCLA), 42 U.S.C. §9601 gt seq.
and to the extent practicable the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CFR Part 300. This decision document explains the factual and
legal basis for selecting the remedy for the Site. The attached index (Appendix III)
identifies the items that comprise the Adminisirative Record npon which the selection of

the remedial action is based.

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDIC) has been
consulted on the planned remedial action in accordance with CERCLA §121(f), 42 US.C.

§9621(f), and it concurs with the selected remedy (see Appendix IV).

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from the site, if not addressed by
implementing the response action selected in this ROD, may present an imminent and
substantial endangerment to public health, welfare, or the environment.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The selected remedial action represents the third operable unit of site remediation. The
first operable unit was for removal actions taken from 1973 to 1982 by EPA and NYSDEC.
The remedy for the second operable unit which addressed the on-site contaminated

groundwater was specified in a ROD issued in June 1984.

The selected remedy for this operable unit will incorporate all of the existing components
of the second operable unit of site remediation. These components incluce:
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. the existing containment system (including a cover, slurry wall and leachate and
groundwater collection system);

. treatment and disposal of the collected leachate and groundwater;

. site security and access control by a perimeter fence;

. site maintenance; and

. long-term monitoring,

The selected remedy will also incorporate the following additional components:

. enhancing the present source control system by optimizing the lsachate and
groundwater extraction rate and other operating parameters in order to achieve, to
the degree practicable, inward horizontal gradients in the overburden and upward
vertical gradients from the bedrock toward the containment system;

. bedrock groundwater extraction and treatment;

. connecting downgradient residents in the Smith’s Beach area, who are using
residential wells, to the public water supply to ensure that potential fuure exposure
to contaminants in the bedrock groundwater does not occur; and

. recommending institutional controls on groundwater usage through de«d restrictions
at the PAS site and downgradient from the site to and including the 3mith’s Beach

area.

During the remedial design, an investigation will be undertaken to better define the extent
of contamination of the bedrock aquifer, to verify that the increased interim groundwater
removal pumping from the overburden aquifer within the containment system has created
upward vertical gradients between the bedrock and overburden aquers, to determine the
potential effectiveness of pumping to contain impacted groundwater in the bdrock outside
the containment system, to evaluate the hydraulic potential to restore the beidrock aquifer’s
water quality, and to determine potennal impacts of bedrock groundwater puinping on verti-
cal gradients beneath the containment system and the creeks and wetlands. Should the
results of this investigation determine that bedrock pumping will be an effective means of
addressing the contamination in the bedrock aquifer without adversely impacting the existing
containment system or the creeks and wetlands, then an analysis to determine the rate of
extraction and the location of the bedrock extraction wells will be performad, followed by
implementation of the bedrock groundwater extraction and treatment. Should the
investigation indicate that bedrock groundwater pumping will have a significant, adverse
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impact on the containment system or the crecks and wetlands, this decision will be
documented in a pre-remedial design study report concurred upon by New York State'.

The preferred option for the treatment and disposal of the leachate and groindwater is
discharge to the City of Oswego’s Eastside Wastewater Treatment Plant. The contingent
option is construction of an on-site treatment system and discharge to White or 'Wine Creek
or to groundwater. The current system for treatment and disposal of the leachate and
groundwater via the off-site Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) treatment,
storage, and disposal (TSD) facility will continue until a final treatment option is selected

and implemented.

Since there i{s some uncertainty related to the source of the pesticides detected in the
surface water of the adjacent creeks and the PCB contamination in the sedirnents in the
adjacent creeks and wetlands, a study will be conducted to determine the: sources of
pesticide and PCB contamination. If it is determined that the contamination in the adjacent
creeks and wetlands is attributable to the PAS site, then these areas will be designated as
a separate operable unit and a focused feasibility study will be conducted to evaluate

appropriate remedial alternatives.

! In accordance with CERCLA Section 117{¢) and Section 300.435(c}(2)() of the NCP, if bedrock groundwater pumping
is natimplemented, then an Explanation of Significant Differences, describing the madification to the selected remedy

ang the basis for the change, wiil be published.
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DECLARATION OF STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

I S

The selected remedy meets the requirements for remedial actions set forth it CERCLA
§121, 42 US.C. §9621: (1) it is protective of human health and the environ nent; (2) it
attains a level or standard of control of the hazardous substances, polutants and
contaminants, which at least attains the legally applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements (ARARs) under federal and state laws, (3) it is cost-effective; (¥) it utilizes
permanent solutions and alternative treatment (or resource recovery) technologies to the
maximum extent practicable; and (5) it satisfies the statutory preference for re medies that
employ treatment to reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of the hazardous substances,

pollutants or contaminants at a site.

A review of the remedial action pursuant to CERCLA §121(c), 42 U.S.C. §9621(¢), will be
conducted five years after the commencement of the remedial action, and every five years
thereafter, to ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate protection to human
health and the environment, because this remedy will result in hazardous substances

remaining on-site above health-based levels.
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‘Date signed: December 29, 1993

RECORD OF DECISION FACT SHEET
EPA REGION II

Site:

Site name: Pollution Abatement Sém’ces (PAS)
Site location: Oswego, Oswego County, New York
HRS score: 70.80

Listéd on the NPL: September 1983

Record of Decision:

Selected remedy: Enhanced Source Control With Bedrock Groundwater Extraction and
Treatment

Capital cost: $1,110,000
Construction Completion - Estimated June, 1995
O & M cost in 1994: $200,000 (1993 dollars)
O & M cost in 1995: $§200,000 (1993 dollars)
O & M cost in 1996 §200,000 (1993 dollars)
O & M cost in 1997: $200,000 (1993 dollars)
Present-worth cost - $3,600,000 (7% discount rate for 30 years):
Lead:
Site is enforcement lead - EPA is the lead agency
Primary Contact: Richard Ramon, P.E., Esq,, (212) 264-1336
Secondary Contact: Joel Singerman, Chief, Western New York Superfund Section I

Main PRPs; There are almost 100 PRPs, de maximus is the PRP consuitant (615) 691-5052
Waste:
Waste type: metals, volatile organics, semi-volatile organics and PCBs

Waste origin: Hazardous waste

Contaminated medium: soil, ground water, and surface water
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RECORD OF DECISION
DECISION SUMMARY
Pollution Abatement Services

City of Oswego, Oswego County, New York

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region i
New York, New York
December 1993
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SITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The PAS site is located on 15 acres near the eastern edge of the City of Oswegc, New York.
The site is bounded on the south by East Seneca Street, and on the east, north, and west
by wetlands formed along the stream channels of White and Wine Creeks (sce Figure 1).
Just to the north (downstream) of the PAS site is the confluence of White and Wine Creeks.
Wine Creek flows approximately 1800 feet farther north to a wetland adjacent to the com-
munity of Smith’s Beach, and then into Lake Ontario (see Figure 2). Prior to passing
through the PAS site, White and Wine Creeks originate in and flow through farrnland to the
south. White Creek is proximate to the East Seneca Street Dump (also referred to and
operated as the Oswego County Landfill) and both White and Wine Creeks fiow through
or are proximate to the Niagara Mohawk Fire Training School. The Oswego (Castings site
is upstream of the wetland adjacent to Smith’s Beach.

The area between the PAS site and Lake Ontario (to the north) is mostly undeveloped and
currently includes three land uses. These uses, from west to east include a cemetery, a
wetland, and a residential community. The residential community, Smith’s Beach, consists
of approximately 25 dwellings and is located on the shore of Lake Ontario, about 1/2 mile
north of the PAS site. Public water supply is available in Smith’s Beach, but some residents
may not be connected to that public supply.

SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

The PAS facility, a high-temperature liquid chemical waste incineration facility, operated
from 1970 through 1977. Beginning in 1973, a series of incidents, including liquid waste
spills and the overflow of liquid wastes from lagoons into White Creek, led to the
involvement of EPA and NYSDEC at the site. Removal actions taken from 1373 to 1982 by
EPA and NYSDEC resulted in the removal of the incineration facilities, drummed wastes,
bulk liquid wastes, and contaminated soils and the closure of two on-site lagoons (Operable
Unit 1). In 1981, the PAS site, which was ranked number seven on the original National
Priorities List, was selected as one of the first sites in the nation to receive CERCLA Trust

Fund monies for cleanup actions.

From 1982 to 1984, NYSDEC’s contractor performed a Site Investigation and Hemedial Alter-
natives Evaluation of the PAS site which was the initial RI/FS conducted at the site. Based
on the results of this study, EPA signed a ROD in 1984, which specified the following
remedial actions: limited excavation and off-site disposal of contaminated materials, instal-
lation of a perimeter slurry wall, site grading and capping in accordanze with RCRA
requirements, installation of a leachate and groundwater collection and treatment system,
and groundwater monitoring (Operable Unit 2). NYSDEC implementec the remedial
actions identified in the ROD, with the exception of the on-site treatment system. Rather
than install an on-site treatment system, leachate and groundwater were collected by
NYSDEC from 1986 through 1991 and transported off-site to an approved RCRA treatment

and disposal facility.




|

[

S

During the petiod 1984 to 1986, NYSDEC's contractor performed an environmental as-
sessment of the area in the vicinity of the PAS site, which included White and Wine Creeks.
Based on the results of the environmental assessment, NYSDEC determined that no
remediation of the creeks was required. The long-term monitoring program, which
commenced in 1989 by NYSDEC, includes routine monitoring of the groundwz: ter, surface
water, and sediments in the vicinity of the PAS site.

In 1987, the results of water sampling and down-hole camera investigations of the existing
monitoring wells at the site indicated that contamination may exist outside the slurry wall
containment system.

In September 1990, an Administrative Order on Consent {AOC) was entered into between
EPA and a group of potentially responsible parties (PRPs) to conduct a suppleriental RI/FS
to evaluate the integrity of the existing containment system at the site, to determine the
nature, extent, and source of contamination and any threat to the public hzalth or the
environment caused by the release of hazardous substances outside the «ontainment
system, and to identify and evaluate remedial aiternatives.

In September 1991, EPA and a group of PRPs entered into an interim groundwater
(leachate) removal AOC. This AOC requires routine removal of leachate and jjroundwater
from within the containment system for 36 months or until 1,080,000 gallon:; of leachate
and groundwater have been removed, whichever comes first. The extracted eachate and
groundwater (approximately 15,000 gallons every two weeks) is currently transported to an
approved RCRA treatment and disposal facility.

HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

The Rl report, FS report, and the Proposed Plan for the site were released to the pubiic for
comment on August 23, 1993. These documents were made available to the public in the
administrative record file at the EPA Docket Room in Region il, New York and the
information repository at the Oswego City Hall. The notice of availability for the above-
referenced documents was published in the Oswego Palladium Times on August 21, 1993.
The public comment period related to these documents was held from August 24, 1993
to September 22, 1993.

On September 8, 1993, EPA and NYSDEC conducted a public meeting at Osv/ego City Hall
to inform local officials and interested citizens about the Superfund process, to review
current and planned remedial activities at the site, to discuss the Proposed P'an, to receive
comments on the Proposed Plan, and to respond to questions from area residents and

other interested parties.

Responses to the comments received at the public meeting and in writing during the public
comment period are included in the Responsiveness Summary {see Appendix V).

2
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SCOPE AND ROLE OF QPERABLE UNIT

The primary objectives of this action are to control the source of contaminatior. at the site,
to reduce and minimize the downgradient migration of contaminants in the gioundwater,
and to minimize any potential future health and environmental impacts.

The first operable unit was for removal actions taken from 1973 to 1982 sy EPA and
NYSDEC. The remedy for the second operable unit which addressed the on-site
contaminated groundwater was specified in a ROD in issued in june 1984,

This third operable unit addresses conditions not permanently resolved by previous site
actions. First, this action will modify the groundwater treatment requirements cailed for in
the 1984 ROD. Second, this action will include measures to address contamination located
outside the containment system. And third, this action will convert the current interim
groundwater (leachate) removal program-into a permanent means of treating and disposing
of leachate removed from the existing containment system.

SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS

The purpose of the Supplemental Remedial Investigation (SRI) was to evaluate the hydraulic
integrity of the containment system and assess the nature and extent of the site-related
contaminants outside the containment system.

From May 1991 through March 1992, field activities were conducted at the site. These
field activities consisted of drilling soil borings, collecting soil samples, installixg monitoring
wells, measuring water levels, conducting a pumping test of the leachate collection system,
and collecting groundwater, surface water, and sediment samples for laboratory analysis.

L9

Hydrogeologic Evaluation of the Site and Containment System

Three hydrogeclogic units are present at the site: the unconfined overburden unit consisting -
of man-made fill and low permeability ablation till {from surface to 15 ft.); the lower per-
meability lodgement tifl (from 15 ft. to 36 ft.); and the low permeability corfined bedrock

aquifer (below 36 ft.)2. The containment system slurry wall extends through the overbur-
den inta the top of the lodgement till.

Groundwater flow in the overburden outside of the containment system is generaily to the
north/northwest. It responds seasonally to variation in precipitation, and is locally influ-
enced by changes in the surface water levels in White and Wine Creeks. Groundwater

All depths are at monitoring well SWW.1 (see Figure 1).

3
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from the overburden outside of the containment system discharges into Whitz and Wine
Creeks, which appear to act as hydraulic barriers.

Overburden groundwater levels within the containment system are controlled sy pumping
from the leachate and groundwater recovery systems. Horizontal gradients within the
containment system are generally to the northwest. September 1991 data indicated that
the horizontal groundwater flow gradients across the slurry wall were outward along most
of the eastern and northern {downgradient) sides of the slurry wali.

Based upon April 1993 data, it appears that the increased interim groundwater removal
pumping under the September 1991 AOC has modified the horizontal gradients across the
slurry wall resulting in inward gradients along much of the length of the slurry wall (i.e.,
groundwater tends to flow inward rather than outward toward the slurry wal).

The bedrock groundwater flow direction is northward, toward Lake Ontario, and the hydrau-
lic gradient {and flow velocity} decreases with distance from Lake Ontario. In general,
naturally-occurring upward hydraulic gradients from the bedrock toward the overburden
deposits exist in the vicinity of White and Wine Creeks adjacent to the site, and downward
vertical gradients exist in the remaining areas. Based on April 1993 data, it appears that
upward vertical gradients between the bedrock and overburden may have been produced
over part of the containment system. These upward gradients are believed 10 be due to
increased interim groundwater removal pumping from the overburden within the contain-
ment system.

The hydraulic integrity of the containment system was assessed using data front continuous
monitoring of water levels at selected monitoring well pairs located on opposite sides of the
slurry wall, monthly water level measurements, and associated meteorological data. The
monitoring data demonstrated that the slurry wall is performing effectively. Thhe lack of re-
sponse of groundwater levels inside the containment system to precipitation suggest that
the cover system is performing effectively. Therefore, based on extensive mcnitoring data
collected at the site, the existing containment system with the interim groundwater removal
pumping (30,000 gallons per month) appears to provide hydraulic control of tne contained
area.

ubsurfac il Quaii

A soil boring program was conducted by Geraghty & Miller at the PAS site from August 26,
1991 through September 17, 1991. Eleven soil borings designated B-1 through B-7, B-9,
M-21, M-22, and M-23 were drilled at the locations indicated on Figure 3-3.

Qne hundred ten (110) subsurface soil samples from nine borings drilled during the SRI
were subjected to field headspace screening analysis using both a total organic vapor
detector and a field gas chromatograph (GC). Subsurface sail samples collected above the
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overburden water table to the north and east of the containment system (lowest points of
the sturry wall) contained only trace levels (at or below detection limits) of con-amination,

The two samples from each SRI boring with the highest VOC headspace ccncentration

were subjected to laboratory analyses for the TCL VOCs by CLP. CLP data are usually

considered to provide higher quality data than field screening analyses. Low concentrations

of VOCs were reported for these SRI subsurface soil samples by the off-site CL laboratory.

A summary of the analytical results is presented in Tables 5-1 thru 5-5 of the SRI. Of the

19 samples analyzed, 15 samples had no VOCs detected, three had trace concentrations

(i.e., below the contract required quantitation limits [CRQL]) with total VOCs (TVOCs)
ranging from 1 to 6 pg/kg, and one sample had TVOCs of 102 ug/kg. The compound
detected at the highest concentration in the latter sample was 4-methyl-2-pentanone (76
pg/kg). It was the only VOC detected above the CRQL in the SRI subsurface soil samples,
it was not detected in any other SRI subsurface soil samples, and it was nol detected in
groundwater above the New York State Class CA Groundwater Quality Standard of 50
micrograms per liter (NYCRR, Title 6, Parts 701-703), suggesting that its presence in soil is
not having an adverse impact on groundwater quality. Other VOCs detected at trace
concentrations (i.e., at or below 9 pg/kg) in subsurface soils outside the containment
system consist of ethylbenzene, xylene, toluene, and 2-butanone.

TCL SYOCs were detected in 10 of the 19 SRl scil samples. Of the 64 targeted
compounds, only 13 were detected, 12 of which are phenols, PAHs, or phthalates. In the
samples in which SVOCs were detected, their total concentrations ranged from 88 pg/kg
to 2,869 ug/kg. Only three compounds were reported at concentrations greater than the
CRQL: phenol in boring B-1, and bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate in borings B-3 and B-4.
Bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate was detected most frequently and also hac the highest
concentrations.

Four TCL pesticides (methoxychlor, endrin, 4,4-DDD, 4,4'-DDT) were detected at
concentrations ranging from 2.1 ug/kg to 6.3 ug/kg (all below the CRQL, sut above the
method detection limit) in 3 of 19 samples. Aroclor-1260 was the only PCB cletected in the
subsurface soil. It was detected in one sample at 36 pg/kg, and in another sample at 690
ug/kg. These pesticides/PCBs were not detected in groundwater samples collected under
the SRI and Long Term Monitoring Plan (LTMP).

Nineteen soil samples were analyzed for TAL inorganic parameters (metals. and cyanide).
No site-specific background samples were collected as part of the SRI. A summary of the
analytical results can be found in the SRI (Tables 5-1 thru 5-5). Antimony, mercury,
selenium, thailium, and silver were not detected in any of the SRI subsurface soil samples.
Cadmium was detected in only one sample at a concentration of 1.2 mg/kg. Cyanide was
detected in six soil samples ranging in concentration from 0.75 mg/kg to +.2 mg/kg.

There are no federal or New York State ARARs for soils. In addition, site-specific
background data for soils do not exist. SRI soil samples collected between the containment

5




system and White Creek to the north and east of the PAS site contained TCL compounds,
mostly at trace concentrations below the CRQL. Additionally, TAL metals were r.ot detected
in subsurface soils at concentrations greater than the background range for the Eastern

United States.

Groundwater Quality

GCroundwater quality has been assessed through a review of data generated under the
LTMP being conducted by NYSDEC and URS, as well as data generated during the SRI, in
order to evaluate the potential release of site-related contaminants from the izontainment
system. A complete listing of the analytical results summarized and discussed below is

presented in tables 5-6 thru 5-19 of the SRI.

As part of the LTMP, URS sampled wells located in both the overburden and bedrock

hydrogeologic units. The three new SRI bedrock monitoring welis (M-21, M-22, and M-23)

were sampled as part of the SRI. Three rounds of LTMP data (November 1990, May 1991,

and November 1991) and two rounds of data collected during the SRl (October 1991 and
November 1991) have been evaluated. The LTMP includes collection of groundwater
samples for VOCs and SVOCs from 15 overburden monitoring wells, 4 bedrock monitoring
wells, and a leachate collection well LCW-2 (inside the slurry wall). Although the SRI/FS
study area is outside the slurry wall, data from LCW-2 have been included foi comparative
purposes. During the SRI, samples were collected from bedrock monitoring; wells M-21,
M-22, and M-23 and analyzed for TCL VQCs, SVOCs, pesticides/PCBs, and TAL inorganic
parameters (total metals, dissolved metals, and cyanide). Overburden groundwater
samples were not collected during the SRI.

Benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, xylenes (total BTEX - 1790 pg/h, nickel (173 ug/l), arsenic
(34 pg/N, and phenolic compounds (79 pg/!) were detected north of the containment
system in both the overburden and bedrock aquifers; chlorinated ethanes, ethenes (278
g/l exceeding ARARS were detected in areas northwest of the containmen’; system. (See
Table 1.) There is no indication that groundwater quality in the overburden north of White
Creek has been affected because the Creek appears to act as a hydraulic barrier to shallow
groundwater flow beyond the Creek. '

Chemical-specific ARARs for groundwater at the PAS site include Federal Safe Drinking
Water Act Maximum Contaminant Levels and Maximum Contaminant Level Goals (MCLs
and MCLGs, respectively, 40 CFR Part 141), New York Safe Drinking Water Act MCLs
(NYCRR, Title 10, Part 5-1), and New York State Croundwater Quality StandJards (NYCRR,
Title 6, Parts 701-703). The above standards are tabulated, along with site nionitoring data
for downgradient and upgradient monitoring wells, in Table 1 for the overburden and
bedrock units. The significance of the presence of groundwater contarainants is also

summarized in the next section of the ROD.
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TVOCs reported in the other ten overburden monitoring wells outside the slurry wall have
ranged from 2 pg/! to 3,409 pg/l. TVOCs detected in groundwater within the slurry wall
at LCW-2 ranged from 43,770 pg/| to 45,930 ug/Il. Xylene, toluene, ethylbenze e, acetone,
4-methyl-2-pentanone, 1,1-dichloroethene, and 1,2-dichloroethene were present at
concentrations greater than 5,000 pg/! during at least one sampling event. Benzene
concentrations were much lower (100 and 470 ug/|, respectively). Chemical-specific ARARs
were exceeded for several VOCs.

Groundwater samples collected from bedrock well M-21 contained TVOC co1centrations
ranging from 387 ug/l to 1,035 ug/l. VOCs were not detected in upgradient bedrock well
LR-2 during any of the LTMP events. The primary compounds detected, in order of
decreasing concentration, were xylene, ethylbenzene, benzene, chloromethane,
chlorobenzene, toluene, acetone, and styrene.

Chemical-specific ARARs for several VOCs were exceeded in M-21. Based upon the SRl
bedrock groundwater data, in conjunction with the LTMP data for LR-8, OD-3 and OD-4,
the VOCs found in the vicinity of these wells occur in a narrow plume.

Total SVOC concentrations detected in the overburden monitoring wells ranged from 1 ug/i
to 129 pg/|. The only SVOC above ARARSs is 2,4-dimethylphenol in LR-8. The highest total
SVOC concentration detected was in LR-3 {92 pg/1), which is located side-gradient to the
containment system. The highest detected concentration for a single SVOC was di-n-
butylphthalate (76 ug/l), also in LR-3. With the exception of benzene detected during only
one sampling round, VOCs were not detected at monitoring well LR-3 and di-in-butylphtha-
late was detected above chemical-specific ARARs in upgradient overburden wells LD-2 and
SWW-1. Therefore, these SVOCs in LR-3 are likely not to be site-related.

Chemical-specific ARARs were exceeded in LR-6 (naphthalene for all three sampling rounds)
and LR-8 (naphthalene for all three sampling rounds and 2,4-dimethylphenol for Sprin
1991 and Fall 1991). . RS

Six SVOCs were detected in samples collected from bedrock well M-21 in evels ranging
from 1 ug/! for butylbenzylphthalate to 45 ug/! for 2,4-dimethylphenol.

Chemical-specific ARARs were marginally exceeded only in M-21. Phenoal wis detected at
3 pg/l; 2,4-dimethylphenol was detected at 45 ug/l; and naphthalene was detected at 7

ug/\.

The following metals were detected in both filtered and unfiltered samples c:ollected from
all of the wells that were sampled: aluminum at concentrations ranging from 59.9 ug/( to
10,900 pg/l, barium at concentrations ranging from 454 g/l to 1,640 pg/l, calcium at
concentrations ranging from 118,000 ug/} to 199,000 pg/l, iron at concentrations ranging
from 67 ug/l to 8,780 ug/l, magnesium at concentrations ranging from 33,500 ug/| to
69,400 ug/l, manganese at concentrations ranging from 110 ug/1 to 4,480 pg/!, nickel at

7
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concentrations ranging from 9.4 ug/l to 173 ug/l, potassium at concentrations rianging from
4,500 pg/l to 198,000 ug/l, sodium at concentrations ranging from 88,000 ug/! to
155,000 pg/V; and zinc at concentrations ranging from less than 2 ug/l to 26.3 ug/l. In
general, higher concentrations were observed in unfiltered samples.

Chromium was detected in unfiltered samples at concentrations ranging from 4.4 to 21.1
ug/l, and copper was detected in unfiltered samples at concentrations ranging from 7.4 to
84 ug/l. Vanadium was detected in unfiltered samples at concentrations ranging from 6.8
to 17.8 ug/f. Chromium, copper, and vanadium were not detected in any filterad samples,
indicating that they are present in suspended sediments or colloids.

Arsenic was detected in filtered and unfiltered samples at concentrations ranging from 6.4
to 20.2 ug/l. Arsenic was not detected in filtered or unfiitered samples from well M-22,
which is located immediately downgradient of the containment system. Concentrations of
arsenic ranged up to 18 pg/l in upgradierit bedrock groundwater samples collected during
the initial RI/FS at the PAS site. Therefore, the arsenic concentrations cetected are
considered to be within the range of local background concentrations. Cobalt was
sporadically detected in filtered and unfiltered samples at concentrations ranging up to 6.6
ug/!. Lead was also sporadically detected in both filtered and unfiltered samles from all
three wells at concentrations ranging up to 4.1 ug/l. Antimony, beryllium, cadmium,
mercury, selenium, silver, thallium, and cyanide were not detected in any of the
groundwater samples.

Chemical-specific ARARs for barium, chromium, iron, manganese, and nickel were exceeded
in well M-21. However, with the exception of nickel, the concentrations of these metals
detected at well M-21 were less than the upgradient wells including those at the East
Seneca Street Dump. The maximum reported concentration of nickel was 173 pg/l which
is above the 100 ug/f MCL. Therefore, nickel appears to be the only site-related metal in
groundwater. Nickel was detected in the leachate collection system at concentrations
greater than that detected in groundwater outside the containment system. -

Surface Water and Sediment Quality

No VOCs or PCBs have been detected in surface water at the PAS site, but PCBs have been
detected in upstream surface water and sediment near the Fire Training School. The
surface waters near the PAS site were found to contain only trace amounts of SVOCs and
pesticides. TAL inorganics were detected at concentrations which are less than both
chemical-specific ARARs and upstream sample concentrations. Butylbenzylshthalate was
detected at slightly higher concentrations in downstream samples, but no chemical-specific
ARARs are available for this compound. Its detection in upstream surface water samples
indicates that it is probably due to a source located upstream of the PAS sile. Phthalates
are commonly reported as false positive results because they are commion laboratory
contaminants, and are also contained in plastic sampling gloves.




Benzene (0.09 pg/kg at location SS-4B) was the only VOC detected in sediment during the
LTMP. However, benzene was detected in White Creek sediments upstream: of the PAS
site during the original RI/FS (URS, 1985a). The only VOC detected in samples collected
during the SRl was 2-butanone at a concentration of 27 ug/kg.

Trace levels of Methoxychior, endrin, ketone, 4,4’-DDE, 4,4'-DDT were detected in
upstream sediment samples from White Creek. Trace levels of Dieldrin, endos alfan i, 4,4’-
DDD, 4,4’-DDE, and 4,4’-DDT were detected in upstream sediment samples from Wine
Creek.

The Hazard Index, which reflects noncarcinogenic effects for a human receptor, was
estimated to be 1.7 for children from surface water, sediment, and fish ingestion. It should
be noted that, while the Hazard Index associated with the ingestion of surface water,
sediment, and fish by children exceeds the acceptable level, it is uncertain whether the PAS
site is the source of this contamination, since there are several potential sources of surface
water and sediment contamination located upstream of the site.

PCBs were detected in six of the eight sediment samples. The most frequently detected
PCB was Aroclor-1254, which was reported in six samples at concentrations ranging from

7 ug/kg to 5,500 ug/kg. Aroclor-1260 was detected on White Creek at a coricentration of
1,300 ug/kg, and at the Smith’s Beach wetland at a concentration of 36 ug/kg. However, -
Aroclor-1260 was also detected in upstream sediment samples at the Fire Training center
adjacent to White Creek. No PCBs were detected in Wine Creek just ugstream of its
confluence with White Creek.” Based upon the results of the qualitative ecological
assessment, a potentially significant impact may occur to mink, if preserit at the site,
because of their extreme sensitivity to PCBs.

The highest concentrations of SVOCs, pesticides, and PCBs are primarily located in areas
of low stream velocity, which allows deposition of fine-grained sediments and colloids to
which these constituents are adsorbed. Sediments upgradient of the PAS site have
elevated levels of PAHSs, pesticides, PCBs, and metals.

Contaminant Fate and Transport

The data suggest that contaminants in the bedrock aquifer originated from viithin the con-
tainment system and have migrated vertically downward through the lodgement till.

The inferred source area for contaminants in the bedrock aquifer is the center of the
containment system where the lodgement till is relatively thin. Analytical resuits from a
monitoring well located northeast of the containment area indicate the contaminants from
this area are primarily volatile organic compounds. '

Investigations at Adjacent Sites




|

| S

The upgradient East Seneca Street Dump, Niagara Mohawk Fire Training School, and Oswe-
go Castings site (see Figure 2) are potential sources of contamination to the PAS site.
Reports prepared for the NYSDEC indicate that both the East Seneca Street Dump and the
Fire Training School may have contributed to the contamination of the sail, g -oundwater,
surface water, and sediments in the vicinity of the PAS site. According to these reports,
volatile organic compounds, semi-volatile organic compounds, and metals were detected
in the groundwater at the East Seneca Street Dump. Because of the lack of cata, it is not
clear if the volatile organic compounds are also contaminants of concern at the Fire Training
School. Available information suggests that the Fire Training School may be a source of
PCBs in the surface water and sediments in White Creek in the vicinity of the PAS site. In
addition, the Oswego Castings site remains a concern as a potential source which may be
contributing to PCB contamination in the wetlands adjacent to the Smith’s Beach communi-
ty. PCB concentrations in the sediments are close to the values reparted to cause adverse
reproductive and survival effects. Based upon the results of the qualitative ecological
assessment, a potentially significant impact may occur to mink if present at the site
because of their extreme sensitivity to PCB8s.

SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

Based upon the results of the R, a baseline risk assessment was conducted to estimate the
risks associated with current and future site conditions®. The baseline risk. assessment
estimates the human health and ecological risk which could result from the contamination
at the site, if no remedial action were taken.

Human Health Risk Assessment

EPA conducted a baseline risk assessment to evaluate the potential risks to human health
and the environment associated with the PAS site in its current state. The Risk Assessment
focused on contaminants in the groundwater, subsurface soils, surface soils, and sediments
which are likely to pose significant risks to human health and the environment. -

EPA’s baseline risk assessment addressed the potential risks to human health by identifying
several potential exposure pathways by which the public may be exposed to contaminant
releases at the site under current and future land-use conditions. The baseline risk
assessment began with selecting contaminants of concern that would be representative of
site risks. The summary of the contaminants of concern for human healh in sampled
matrices is listed in Tables 2 thru 8 for human health and the environmentai receptors,
respectively. These contaminants include: arsenic, benzene, vinyl chiorid2, barium and
manganese. Several of the contaminants are known to cause cancer in labcratory animals
and are suspected to be human carcinogens. Several exposure pathways v/ere evaluated

3 , :
The baseline risk assessment assumed that the groundwater containment system was in place and that the
groundwater leachate was being pumped at a sufficient rate to contain the contamination viithin the containment
system,
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under possible on-site current and future land-use conditions. The exposure pathways
considered are shown in Table 3. The reasonable maximum exposure (RME), defined as
the maximum exposure that could be reasonably be expected to occur, was evaluated.

Under current EPA guidelines, the likelihood of carcinogenic (cancer-causing) and noncarc-
inogenic effects as a result of exposure to site chemicals are considered separately. An
assumption is made that carcinogenic toxic effects of the site-related chemica s would be
additive. The same assumption is made for noncarcinogens at the site.

Potential carcinogenic risks were evaluated using the cancer slope factors (SFs) developed
by EPA for the contaminants of concern. Cancer SFs have been developed by EPA’s
Carcinogenic Risk Assessment Verification Endeavor for estimating excess lifetime cancer
risks associated with exposure to potentially carcinogenic chemicals. SFs, which are
expressed in units of (mg/kg-day)', are multiplied by the estimated intake of a potential
carcinogen, in mg/kg-day, to generate an upper-bound estimate of the excess lifetime
cancer risk associated with exposure to the compound at that intake level. The term
"upper bound” reflects the conservative estimate of the risks calculated from the SF. Use
of this approach makes the underestimation of the risk highly unlikely. The SF for the
compounds of concern are presented in Table 4.

For known or suspected carcinogens, EPA considers excess upper-bound individual lifetime
cancer risks of between 10™ to 10* to be acceptable. This level indicates that an individual
has approximately a one in ten thousand to one in a million chance of developing cancer
as a result of site-related exposure to a carcinogen over a 70-year period vnder specific
exposure conditions at the site. The results of the baseline risk assessmen! indicate that
only the potential future exposure to the bedrock aquifer via ingestion posed an
unacceptable risk to human health (see Table 5).

The cumulative upper-bound cancer risk at the site is 7x10™ for children and 8x10™ for
adults. Hence, the risks for carcinogens at the site are not within the acceptable risk range
of 10™ to 10® (see Table 5). The estimated total risks are primarily due to arsenic, which
contributed 29.45% to the carcinogenic risk calculations, and which was attributable to
ingesting water from the bedrock aquifer. This presents an unacceptable carcinogenic risk
for children, for example, of 7x10™ (i.e., 7 additional persons out of ten thousand are at risk
of developing cancer if the groundwater is not remediated). Other than groundwater
bedrock ingestion, the other carcinogenic risks associated with the site are in the acceptable
range. These estimates were developed by taking into account various; conservative
assumptions about the likelihood of a person being exposed to these media.

Noncarcinogenic risks were assessed using a hazard index (HI) approach, based on a
comparison of expected contaminant intakes and safe levels of intake (Refarence Doses).
Reference doses (RfDs) have been developed by EPA for indicating the potential for adverse
health effects. RfDs, which are expressed in units of milligrams/kilogram-day (mg/kg-day),
are estimates of daily exposure levels for humans which are thought to be safe over a

11
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lifetime (including sensitive individuals). The reference doses for the compounds of concern
at the site are presented in Table 6. Estimated intakes of chemicals from enviranmental
media (e.g., the amount of a chemical ingested from contaminated drinking water) are
compared to the RfD to derive the hazard quotient for the contaminant in the particular
medium. The Hl is obtained by adding the hazard quotients for all compounds across ali
media that impact a particular receptor population.

An HI greater than 1.0 indicates that the potential exists for noncarcinogenic hzaith effects
to occur as a result of site-related exposures. The HI provides a useful refererice point for
gauging the potential significance of multiple contaminant exposures within a single
medium or across media. A summary of the noncarcinogenic risks associated with these
chemicals across various exposure pathways is found in Table 7.

Referring to this table, the Hazard Indexes were estimated to be 26 for adults and 15 for
children (both for future use) from ingestion of groundwater from the bedrock aquifer and
1.7 for children (for both current and future uses) from surface water, sediment, and fish
ingestion. All other Hazard Indexes were less than 1. 1t should be noted that, while the
Hazard Index associated with the ingestion of surface water, sediment, and fish by children
exceeds the acceptable level, it is uncertain whether the PAS site is the source of this
contamination, since there are several potential sources of surface water and sediment

contamination located upstream of the site.

Uncerainties

The procedures and inputs used to assess risks in this evaluation, as in all such
assessments, are subject to a wide variety of uncertainties. In general, the main sources

of uncertainty include:

environmental chemistry sampling and analysis;
environmental parameter measurement;

fate and transport modeling;

exposure parameter estimation; and
toxicological data.

Uncertainty in environmental sampling arises in part from the potentially uneven
distribution of chemicals in the media sampled. Consequently, there is significant
uncertainty as to the actual levels present. Environmental chemistry-analysis i2rror can stem
from several sources including the etrors inherent in the analytical methods and

characteristics of the matrix being sampled.

Uncertainties in the exposure assessment are related to estimates of now often an
individual would actually come in contact with the chemicals of concern, the period of time
over which such exposure would occur, and in the models used to estimate the
concentrations of the chemicals of concern at the paint of exposure.

12
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Uncertainties in toxicological data occur in extrapolating both from animals to F umans and
from high to low doses of exposure, as well as from the difficuities in assessing the toxicity
of a mixture of chemicals. These uncertainties are addressed by making conservative
assumptions concerning risk and exposure parameters throughout the assessment. As a
result, the Risk Assessment provides upper-bound estimates of the risks to popt lations near
the site, and is highly unlikely to underestimate actual risks refated to the site.

More specific information concerning public health risks, including a quantitative evaluation
of the degree of risk associated with various exposure pathways, is presented in the Risk

Assessment Report.

Central tendency is a statistical measure that identifies the single most representative value
for an entire distribution of values. It represents the mid-range risk scenario. In the PAS
risk assessment, the central tendency calculations for adult carcinogenic risks for residential
‘ingestion and inhalation of overburden groundwater decreased by an order cf magnitude

when compared to RME risks.

13
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Ecological Risk Assessment

A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related ecological risks for a reasonable
maximum exposure scenario: Problem Formulation - a qualitative evaluation of contaminant
release, migration, and fate; identification of contaminants of concern, receptors, exposure
pathways, and known ecological effects of the contaminants; and selection of endpoints for
further study. Exposure Assessment--a quantitative evaluation of contaminant release,
migration, and fate; characterization of exposure pathways and receptors; and i easurement
or estimation of exposure point concentrations. Ecological Effects Assessment--literature
reviews, field studies, and toxicity tests, linking contaminant concentrations o effects on
ecological receptars. Risk Characterization--measurement or estimation of both current and

future adverse effects.

The ecological risk assessment began with evaluating the contaminants present in the
vicinity of the site in conjunction with the site-specific biological species/habita! information.
A qualitative field survey and habitat characterization of the PAS site identified potential on-
site habitats of concern: a grassy field overlying the capped area of the lar dfill and two
wetland habitats (White Creek stream run and the White Creek ponded marsh). Off-site
habitats of concern included the Wine Creek wetlands and the Smith’s Beach marsh at Lake

Ontario, located to the north of the site.

Contaminants of concern related to the surface waters of these habitats included
aluminum, cyanide, and the pesticide DDT. The contaminants of concern in the
sediments located adjacent to and downstream of the site included four volatile organic
compounds, nineteen semi-volatile compounds, seven pesticides, three PCB mixtures, five
metals, and cyanide. A summary of the majority of contaminants of concern and the

environmental receptors is presented in Table 8.

Following a biological characterization of the resident species associated vvith the site, a
select list was developed for the purpose of assessing actual or potential risks that may
accrue to these receptors (and other similar species) when exposed to site-related
contaminants. Consideration was given to the economic and/or cultural vilue of species,
statutory concerns (e.g., threatened or endangered status), representation of different
trophic levels, habitat suitability, the actual species occurrence within the site environs, and
home ranges. The selected organism list consisted of the Shorttail shrev and mink (as
terrestrial fauna), the mink, green-backed heron, and Spring Peeper (as organisms
dependent upon the aquatic environment, i.e., surface water and sediment), and the
fathead minnow {as a surface water only ecological receptor). In the quali-ative ecological
assessment, literature-based values, indicative of contaminant concentiations that are
known to produce adverse effects to the receptors, were used to screen “he affected site
media. Individual toxicity endpoints such as survival, reproductive effects, and growth

impacts were considered.
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The qualitative ecological assessment found that aquatic species and aquatic invertebrates,
in particular, are the most at risk as indicated by the similarity of detected surface water
and sediment values in the vicinity of the site to toxicity values. Sublethai effects of
contaminant toxicity may be occurring at the site. As some of the contaminants present
bicaccumulate, affected aquatic invertebrates may be posing a risk ta upper trophic level
species who use them as a food source. The potential for transmitting risk through the
food chain is present for the fathead minnow, a resident species at the site, as PCBs have
been detected in fish collected from creeks at the site. In addition, the minnows are
expected to have continual exposure to elevated levels of aluminum, DDE, and DDT,
although this exposure is not likely to threaten fish survival, Although a definitive statement
cannot be made regarding impacts to the Spring Peeper and other amphib ous life, the
contaminants aluminum and DDT/DDE are present at levels that strongly incicate toxicity
to these aquatic receptors. . There is a potential risk to the green-backed heron through its
diet (a significant portion of its exposure) from DDT/DDE, PCBs, aldrin, and rnetals. PCB
concentrations in the sediments are close to the values reported to ciuse adverse
reproductive and survival effects. The shrew, typifying small mammals at the site, 'is
expected to have relatively low exposures to surface water/sediment, and thereby any
adverse health risks are assumed to be sublethal. Contaminant body burdens, however,
may transfer contaminants to higher trophic level organisms {e.g., mink and 3reen-backed
heron). Reproduction or survival of these higher forms could be impacted via this transfer,
mostly caused by the bioaccumulable DDT/DDE, PCBs, aldrin, and some metals. Based
upon the results of the qualitative ecological assessment, a potentially significant impact
may occur to mink if present at the site because of their extreme sensitivity to PCBs.
Detected sediment levels are well within the range of values reported to cause reproductive
impairment and mortality, via their dietary (aquatic sources) exposure. An additional
investigation will be conducted to determine whether PAS is a source of this contamination.

It should be noted that, while the levels of PCBs, PAHSs, and pesticides present in the
sediments (in the depositional areas of the creeks and wetlands) in the vicinity of the site
may pose an unacceptable risk to individual mink that might use the creeks and adjacent
wetlands as foraging areas, it is uncertain whether the PAS site is the source of this
contamination, since there are several potential sources of surface water and sediment

contamination located upstream of the site.

In summary, actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this site, if not
addressed by implementing the response action selected in the ROD, may present an
imminent and substantial endangerment to public health, welfare or the environment.

REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

Remedial action objectives are specific goals to protect human health and the environment.
These objectives are based on available information and standards such as ARARs and risk-

hased levels established in the risk assessment.

15
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Groundwater contamination has been detected outside the containment area in
concentrations above ARARs and background concentrations in the overburden and bedrock
aquifers. Therefore, the following remedial action objectives have been es:ablished for
groundwater:

. prevent potential future exposures to contaminated groundwater on-si-e, as well as
off-site in the area between the site and Smith’s Beach;

. restore groundwater quality to levels consistent with federal and state groundwater
quality and drinking water standards;

. mitigate the off-site migration of contaminated groundwater.

DESCRIPTION OF REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES

CERCLA §121(b){1), 42 U.S.C. §9621(b)(1), mandates that a remedial action must be
protective of human health and the environment, cost-effective, and utilize permanent
solutions and alternative treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to the
maximum extent practicable. Section 121(b)(1) also establishes a preference for remedial
actions which employ, as a principal element, treatment to permanently ard significantly
reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobility of the hazardous substances, pollutants and
contaminants at a site. CERCLA §121(d), 42 U.S.C. §9621(d), further specifies that a
remedial action must attain a level or standard of control of the hazardous substances,
poliutants, and contaminants, which at least attains ARARs under federal znd state laws,
unless a waiver can be justified pursuant to CERCLA §121(d)(4), 42 U.S.C. §9621(d){4).

This ROD evaluates in detail, three remedial alternatives for addressing the contamination
associated with the PAS site. The time to implement a remedial alternative reflects only
the time required to construct or implement the remedy and does not include the time
required to design the remedy, negotiate with the responsible parties, procu re contracts for
design and construction, or conduct operation and maintenance activities at the site.

For each of the three remedial alternatives evaluated, three options for treztment/disposal
of the extracted groundwater and leachate are presented: discharge to the City of
Oswego's Eastside Wastewater Treatment Plant without any pretreatment, other than flow
equalization (the "POTW Option"); on-site treatment and discharge to the White/Wine
Creek (the "On-Site Treatment Option™); and off-site treatment and disposal at an approved
TSD facility (the “TSD Option”). Each of the three disposal options are discussed in detail
following the discussion of the remedial alternatives.

The remedial alternatives are:

16
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Alternative 1 - No Further Action

| CostyOpti POTW: - | L Tspe
Capital $115,000 $1,220,000 $0
Annual Operation & Mainte- $110,000 $205,000 $395,000
nance
Pre_s_ent Worth $1,450,000 $3,750,000 ==E4,870,000
| Estimated Construction Time 2 months L=6 months _On-going

The Superfund program requires that the "no-action” alternative be considered as a baseline

for comparison of other alternatives. At this site, the "no-action” alternative has been inter-
preted as the "No Further Action,” since previously implemented remedial iand removal
actions continue to provide hydraulic control of the existing containment sysiem.

No Further Action invoives continued operation of the source control remedial systems,
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which includes:

" a containment system (including a cover and a soil-bentonite slurry wall);

extraction and collection of leachate and overburden groundwater from within the

containment system;

treatment and disposal of the collected leachate and groundwater;

site security and access control by a perimeter fence;
continued site maintenance; and

long-term monitoring.

17
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Alternative 2 - Enhanced Source Control

Capital $870,000 $1,970,,000 $755,000

Annual Operation & Mainte- $140,000 $245,000 $560,000

nance

37,730,000

;m
2 months

" Enhanced source control includes the actions and technologies as described for No Further
Action, plus the following additional measures:

Present Worth $2,590,000 $5,040,000

—

Estimated Construction Time

8 months

4 months

. enhancing the present source control system by optimizing the leachate and
groundwater extraction rate and other operating parameters in order 10 achieve, to
the degree practicable, inward horizontal gradients in the overburden and upward
vertical gradients from the bedrock toward the containment system;

. connecting downgradient residents in the Smith’s Beach area using who are
residential wells to the public water supply to ensure that potential fu'ure exposure
to contaminants in the bedrock groundwater does not occur; and

. recommending institutional controls on groundwater usage through deed restrictions
at the PAS site and downgradient from the site to and including the 3mith’s Beach

area.

This alternative relies on enhanced source contral through optimization of sumping rates
and frequencies and other methods as well as natural attenuation of ccntaminants to
restore groundwater quality outside the existing containment system. The current pumping
rate is achieving hydraulic control, however, it is estimated that the rat2(s) would be
optimized between the present 30,000 gal/month and about 50,000 gal/month to achieve
inward and upward gradients. An evaluation of potential methods for dzvelopment of
hydraulic controls outside the containment system will be evaluated during the remedial
design. Potential methods which could be employed to provide enhanced source controt

might include:

. raising water levels in White Creek using the present dam in orcler to enhance
inward gradients along the northern side of the containment systern;

18
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- constructing a groundwater controt trench along the upgradient, southvvestern side
of the containment system to eliminate potential overtopping of outside groundwater
into the containment system in this location; and

- maintaining low water levels in the leachate and groundwater collectior. systems by
controlling the pumping frequency and/or rate (potentially with automared controls)
in order to enhance inward horizontal gradients across the slurry wall (i.e,
groundwater flow inward rather than outward toward the slurry wall), and at the
same time enhancing upward vertical gradients from the bedrock.

Alternative 3 - Enhanced Source Control With Bedrock Groundwater Ex'raction and
Treatment

—

$1,110,000 $1,940,000 990,000
$200,000 $300,000 $1,260,000

Capital

Annual Operation & Mainte-
nance

$3,600,000 $5,660,000 16,670,000

6 month
8 months 1 year onths

This alternative includes the same components as Alternative 2 and adds extraction,
treatment, and disposal of groundwater from the bedrock aquifer downgradient from the
containment system, with the goal of achieving grouridwater ARARs more qu ckly than with
Alternative 2 (all groundwater will be combined and treated and disposed 5f in the same

manner). ..

Present Worth

rom— — —

Ljstimated Construction Time

e —— —

Under this alternative, bedrock extraction wells would be placed to intercept the
contaminants detected in the bedrock aquifer downgradient of the containment system.
The extraction wells would be located and pumped to effect drawdown in "he area where
contaminated groundwater has been detected. So as not to adversely impact the vertical
hydraulic gradients beneath the existing containment system, a preliminary estimate of the
potential amount of bedrock groundwater that may be removed from the hedrock aquifer
in this area is very low, only one to two gallons per minute (gpm).

Summary. of Treatment and Disposal Options

Three options for the treatment/disposal of the extracted groundwater and leachate were
evaluated: the POTW Option; the On-Site Treatment Option; and the TSC Option. These
treatment and disposal options do not impact the remedial alternatives’ effectiveness or
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implementability with respect to other components. £ach treatment and disposal option
provides a permanent solution which reduces the toxicity and volume of contariinants, and
provides for the discharge of treated efiluent and the disposal of any treatment residue.
The treatment and disposal options are described in the following paragraph:s.

POTW Option

This option provides for the discharge of leachate and groundwater removed from the site
to the City of Oswego’s East Side Wastewater Treatment Plant. The Wastewater treatment
plant is [ess than a mile from the PAS site and discharge from the site storage tank would
be conveyed to the wastewater treatment plant via a sewer connection to the Mitchell
Street sewer extension, which was constructed in 1989. Alternatively, if deemied appropri-
ate, the bedrock groundwater could be directly discharged by connection to the Mitchell
Street sewer; with a pipeline to the on-site storage tank, thus, eliminating the need to
cross White Creek and its wetland. The POTW Option cannot be implemented until the
facility completes an upgrade and expansion of the existing system to 5.35 mgd by
November 30, 1994, as required under a consent order with the NYSDEC. Additionally, the
PAS site would be considered a significant industrial user (SiU) and woud require an
industrial wastewater discharge permit. The permit would be obtained from the City of
Oswego and would regulate the leachate quality from the site. All the permits necessary
to allow the connection of the leachate to the sewer line can be obtained before the
completion of the upgrade/expansion. The construction of the sewer line connection can
be completed prior to the completion of the POTW expansion/upgrade.

A study conducted by the PRPs regarding the feasibility of discharging leachate from the
PAS site to the wastewater treatment plant indicated that the PAS leachate includes organic
contaminants that are amenable to treatment in a biological treatment systen, such as the
one at the wastewater treatment plant. Also, the study indicated that the metals in the
leachate are low in comparison to the allowable levels at the wastewater treatment plant,
and would not inhibit wastewater treatment effectiveness or restrict sludge incineration.
Although the leachate would be classified as a RCRA-listed waste (waste code F039), it
would fall within the Domestic Sewage Exclusion, 40 CFR 261.4, and would not require a
RCRA permit for purposes of discharge to the wastewater treatment plant. The study
concluded that the PAS leachate would:

. not affect wastewater treatment plant employee health and safety;
. conform with the City of Oswego’s pretreatment requirements; and
«  notimpact the wastewater treatment plant’s ability to comply with its effluent limita-

~ tions or sludge disposal requirements.

On-Site Trea_atment Qption
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This option provides for the construction of an an-site treatment system for the leachate
and groundwater removed from the site and discharge to White or Wine Creek or to
groundwater. A preliminary, conceptual design was performed for the on-site treatment
and disposal option. The design study considered a flow rate up to 50,000 gallons per
month (1.2 gpm) with a treatment system. The design considered the New York State
Class C surface water quality standards as discharge criteria. The conceptual system for
on-site treatment and disposal at the PAS site might include equalization in an on-site tank,
coagulation/flocculation, filtration, ultraviolet (UV)/chemical oxidation, ion exchange,
pressure filtration of residual solids, and batch discharge from an on-site tank. The actual
components and sizing of the on-site treatment system would be determined during the

remedial design.

TSD Option

At present, the leachate and groundwater pumped from within the PAS site containment
system are being transported to the E. |. duPont de Nemours Co., Inc.’s RCRA-permitted
TSD facility located in Deepwater, New Jersey for treatment and disposal. This option has
the flexibility to accommodate future changes in volume and contaminant loading of the
leachate and groundwater removed from the site.

SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

In selecting a remedy, EPA considered the factors set out in CERCLA §121, 42 U.S.C. §9621,
by conducting a detailed analysis of the viable remedial alternatives pursuat to the NCP,
40 CFR §300.430(e)(9) and OSWER Directive 9355.3-01. The detailed analysis consisted
of an assessment of the individual alternatives against each of nine evaluation criteria and
a comparative analysis focusing upon the relative performance of each alternative against

those criteria.

The following "threshold" criteria are the most important and must be satisfied by any
alternative in order to be eligible for selection: '
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1. Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether or not
a remedy provides adequate protection and describes how risks posed through each
exposure pathway (based on a reasonable maximum exposure scenario) are
eliminated, reduced, or controlled through treatment, engineering controls, or institu-

tional controls,

2. Compliance with ARARs addresses whether or not a remedy would meet all of the
applicable (legally enforceable), or relevant and appropriate (pertairing to situations
sufficiently similar to those encountered at a Superfund site such that their use is
well suited to the site) requirements of federal and state environmental statutes and

requirements or provide grounds for invoking a waiver.
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The following "primary balancing" criteria are used to make comparisons and tc identify the
major trade-offs between alternatives:

3. Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to the ability of a remedy to maintain
reliable protection of human health and the environment over time, o1ce cleanup
goals have been met. It also addresses the magnitude and effectiveness of the
measures that may be required to manage the risk posed by treatment residuals

and/or untreated wastes.

4. Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume via treatment refers to a remedial
technology’s expected ability to reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous
substances, pollutants or contaminants at the site, '

5. Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to achieve protection
and any adverse impacts on human health and the environment that may be posed
during the construction and implementation periods until cleanip goals are
achieved.

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

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

The following "modifying” criteria are considered fully after the formal public comment
period on the Proposed Plan is complete:

8. State acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of the RI/FS reports and the
Proposed Plan, the State supports, opposes, and/or has identified ary reservations
with the selected alternative. oo

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

A comparative analysis of the remedial alternatives based upon the evaluation criteria noted
above follows.

0 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

For the present land-use scenario, all alternatives are considered to provide nearly equal
protection to human health and the environment, since there were no present risks defined
by the risk assessment. For the future land-use scenario, Alternative 2 is caonsidered to be
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more protective than Alternative 1 for mitigation of the future human health risk of inges-
tion of contaminated groundwater, Alternative 2 provides protection of human health
through the connection of downgradient residents in the Smith’s Beach area using
residential wells to the public water supply and institutional restrictions relate to the use
of the groundwater at the site and downgradient of the site to Smith'’s Beach. Alternative
2 also includes enhanced source control to mitigate any future release of ¢ontaminants
from within the existing containment system.

Since Alternative 3 involves pumping the groundwater in the bedrock aquier, it would
provide a greater degree of protection to human heaith and the environment than
Alternative 2. The three treatment and disposal option components are considered to be
equal for this evaluation criterion.

o Compliance with ARARs

Alternative 2 would attain ARARs more quickly than Alternative 1 due to the enhanced
source controls provided under Alternative 2. Both alternatives rely on natural attenuation
and source control to achieve compliance with groundwater ARARs outside the contain-
ment system. Alternative 3 includes extraction of the bedrock groundwater ‘which should
achieve groundwater ARARs more quickly than the other options. The ARAR; for restoring
groundwater quality to drinking water standards are listed in Table 1.

The three treatment and disposal option components are considered to be equal for this
evaluation criterion.

0 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Potential future migration of the contaminants from the containment system would be
reduced by Alternatives 2 and 3 in comparison to Alternative 1, by optimizing leachate/
groundwater removal system pumping rates and frequencies. For all altematives,
contaminant concentrations due to previous releases to the groundwater would be at
present levels in the short-term. In the long-term, Alternative 3 would better reduce
contaminant concentrations in the bedrock aquifer. Bedrock groundwater pumping at this
site, however, could adversely affect the hydraulic control capability of the containment
system, as well as adversely impact the creeks and wetlands. If studies indicate that
bedrock groundwater pumping would adversely affect the containment system or the
wetlands, then it would not be implemented. Alternative 2 has less long-term reliability
than Alternative 3 because it relies to some extent on institutional controls on groundwater
usage, until drinking water standards are reached through natural attenuation.

Treatment and disposal of the collected leachate and groundwater by any of the treatment
and disposal options would be refiable and essentially equal in eliminating environmental

risks from treatment residuals.
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o  Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment

Alternatives 2 and 3 would reduce toxicity, mobility, and volume of the contarrinants more
quickly than Alternative 1 due to treatment of potentially higher volume of lzachate and
groundwater removed from within the containment system. The highest reduiction would
be achieved via Alternative 3, since it involves the extraction and treatment of the bedrock
aquifer. The three treatment and disposal options would permanently reduce the toxicity,
mobility, and volume of contaminants for all alternatives and, therefore, be considered
equal.

0 Short-Term Effectiveness

it is anticipated that the study, design, and implementation of hydrauiic source control
enhancements for Alternatives 2 and 3 would be able to be accomplished relztively quickly
in the short term. in the short term, the bedrock groundwater pumping will stop further
contamination of the bedrock aquifer,

There are differences between the treatment and disposal options with respect to short-
term effectiveness. Since the off-site TSD Option is presently used, no time would be
needed for construction and implementation of this option to achieve protection. Hence,
there would be no adverse impact on human health and the environment. |

The POTW Option requires construction of the sewer connection pipeline, and connection
of the tank to the pipeline which might take several weeks to complete. There would be
some potential for on-site accidents and worker exposure to contaminated media from
these construction activities. These risks would be minimized with proper health and safety
training and personal protective equipment. Also, there is some uncertzinty as to the
period of time needed to complete the POTW expansion and receive the necessary
approvals for accepting the leachate and groundwater from the site. It is estimated that 1%
years will be required to complete these activities. All the permits necessary to allow the
connection of the leachate to the sewer line can be obtained before the completion of the
upgrade/expansion. The construction of the sewer line connection can be completed prior
to the completion of the POTW expansion/upgrade. Additionally, the POTW must be
willing to accept the PAS leachate and issue the PRPs an SiU permit under is pretreatment
program.

As with the POTW Option, there would be some potential for on-site accidents and worker
exposure to contaminated media from the construction activities associated with the On-
Site Treatment Option. These risks would be minimized with proper health and safety
training and personal protective equipment. The On-Site Treatment Opt'on would likely
take several months longer to design, construct and begin operation (early 1995) than the
POTW Option (late 1994).
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n  Implementabili

Each of the alternatives employs commonly available technologies, methods, and prace-
dures. No Further Action is already implemented and the additional actions included in
Alternative 2 could be implemented easily. Alternative 3 would be slightly more difficult
to implement than Alternative 2, since Alternative 3 involves the additional action of
pumping from the bedrock aquifer. A study will be conducted to determine whether
bedrock groundwater pumping would affect the hydraufic control capebility of the
containment system adversely, or adversely impact the creeks and wetlands. If this study
concludes that there will be no adverse impacts, then the installation of the hedrock wells

will be easy to implement.

Implementability of the three treatment and disposal options is considered equivalent in
terms of their refiability, constructability, and operation. The on-site treaiment option,
however, would require the performance of treatability studies to determine tae design and
operating parameters of the treatment system. Connection of the leachate a1d groundwa-
ter collection system(s) to the sewer would be easily implemented. However, the Oswego
POTW must receive approval from the NYSDEC and £PA to accept the PAS leachate.

There are differences in administrative implementation for the three treatmer:t and disposal
options. The POTW Option requires approval from the City of Oswego, EPA, and NYSDEC
to accept the PAS leachate and groundwater discharge. Additionally, the City of Oswego
must be in compliance with their discharge permit and have completed an up-
grade/expansion (scheduled for November 1994). An on-site treatment facility would
require compliance with New York State stream standards, but no formal permit would be
required. The TSD Option is presently implemented, and no additional administrative
requirements have been identified.
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o Cost

Cost estimates were developed for each of the remedial alternatives and treatment and
disposal options. The present-worth costs are calculated using a discount rate of 7 percent
and a 30-year time interval. The estimated capital, annual operation and maintenance
(O&M), and present worth costs for each of the alternatives are presented below.

_—

POTW Option On-site Option TSD Option
Capital © $115,000 $1,220,000 $0
Annual O&M $110,000 $205,000 $395,000
Present Worth $1,450,000 $3,750,000 54,870,000

POTW Option On-site Option TSD Option
Capital $870,000 $1,970,000 $755,000
Annual O&M $140,000 $245,000 $560,000
Present Worth $2,590,000 $5,040,000 $7,730,000

Alternative 3

POTW Option On-site Option TSD) Option

Capital $1,110,000 $1,940,000 $990,000
Annual O&M ~ $200,000 $300,000 $1,260,000

$3,600,000 $5,660,000 $16,670,000

For each of the three alternatives, the POTW Option has the lowest present worth cost and
the TSD Option would be the most costly. For each of the treatment/discharge options,
the increase in costs from Alternative 1 ("No Further Action") to Alternativi2 2 {enhanced
source control) to Alternative 3 (enhanced source control plus bedrock purr ping) is due to
the increase in volume of groundwater and leachate.

Present Worth

The capital costs of the POTW Option for each alternative includes the design and
construction of the sewer line connection to the Mitchell Street sewer. The annual cost for
this option includes operation and maintenance of the groundwater extraction, treatment,
and discharge system, operation and maintenance of the site cover, user fee paid to the

East Oswego POTW, and for fong-term monitoring.
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The capital costs of the On-site Treatment Option for each alternative includes. the design
and construction of the on-site treatment plant. The annual cost for this option includes
operation and maintenance of the groundwater extraction, treatment, and discharge system
in addition to the operation and maintenance of the site cover, and for long-term
monitoring. The capital costs of the TSD Option for Alternatives 2 and 3 include: installation
of additional investigatory wells, pumping tests and analysis and preparation of a report.
The annual costs for this option includes operation and maintenance of the groundwater
extraction, (at an increased pumping rate), and transportation and disposal fees, in addition
to the operation and maintenance of the site cover, and for long-term monitoring.

The least costly alternative and option is the "No Further Action” Alternative with the POTW
Option. The most costly alternative and option is Alternative 3 with groundwater and
leachate treatment/disposal at an off-site TSD facility.

o State Acceptance

NYSDEC concurs with the selected remedy.

o Community Acceptance

Comments received during the public comment period indicate that the public generally
supports the preferred remedy, however, there were some concerns that wire expressed
related to the treatment and disposal of the leachate and groundwater from the PAS site
at the City of Oswego’s wastewater treatment plant. The primary concerns were related
to the wastewater treatment plant's ability to adequately treat the contaminated
groundwater and leachate. Comments received during the public comment period are
summarized and addressed in the Responsiveness Summary, which is attached as

Appendix V to this document.

SELECTED REMEDY

After reviewing the alternatives and public comments, EPA and NYSDEC have determined,

that (subject to the outcome of the bedrock aquifer investigation referred to below)
Alternative 3 is the appropriate remedy for the site, because it best satisfies the require-
ments of CERCLA §121, 42 U.S.C. §9621, and the NCP’s nine evaluaiion criteria for

i . [T

remedial alternatives, 40 CFR §300.430(e)(9).

The major components of the selected remedy are as follows:

— -

Alternative 3 incorporates all of the existing components currently at the size, including the
existing containment system (slurry wall, cover, and leachate and groundwater coliection
systems); treatment and disposal of the collected leachate and groundwater; site security
and access control by the perimeter fence; site operation and maintenancz; and long-term
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monitoring. Alternative 3 would also incorporate the following additional components:
enhancing the present source control system by optimizing the leachate and groundwater
extraction rate and other operating parameters in order to achieve inward horizontal
gradients in the overburden and, to the degree practicable, upward vertical grzdients from
the bedrock toward the containment system; bedrock groundwater ext-action and
treatment; connecting downgradient residents in the Smith’s Beach area using residential
wells to the public water supply to ensure that potential future exposure to contaminants
in the bedrock groundwater does not occur; and recommending institutional controls on
groundwater usage through deed restrictions at the PAS site and downgradient from the
site to and including the Smith’s Beach area.

This alternative also includes other potential methods for providing, to the degree
practicable, enhanced hydraulic gradient control of the existing containment system. The
feasibility of potential methods for development of hydraulic controis outside the contain-
ment system will be evaluated during the remedial design. Potential methods which could
be employed to provide enhanced source control include: raising water levels in White
Creek using the present dam in order to enhance inward gradients along the northern side
of the containment system; constructing a groundwater control trench along the upgradient,
southwestern side of the containment system to eliminate potential overtopping of outside
groundwater into the containment system in this location; and maintaining lowr water levels
in the leachate and groundwater collection trenches by controlling the pumping frequency
and/or rate, potentially with automated controls, in order to enhance inward t orizontal gra-
dients across the slurry wall, and at the same time enhancing upward vertical gradients

from the bedrock.

During the remedial design, an investigation will be undertaken to better def ne the extent
of contamination of the bedrock aquifer, to verify that the increased interim groundwater
removal pumping from the overburden aquifer within the containment system has created
upward vertical gradients between the bedrock and overburden aquifers, to determine the
potential effectiveness of pumping to contain impacted groundwater in the bedrock outside
the containment system, to evaluate the hydraulic potential to restore the bedrack aquifer's
water quality, and to determine potentiai impacts of bedrock groundwater pumping on
vertical gradients beneath the containment system and the creeks and wetlands. Should
the results of this investigation determine that bedrock pumping will be an effective means
of addressing the contamination in the bedrock aquifer without adversely impacting the
existing containment system or the creeks and wetlands, then an analysis to determine the
rate of extraction and the location of the bedrock extraction wells will be performed,
followed by implementation of the bedrock groundwater extraction and treatment. Should
the investigation indicate that bedrock groundwater pumping will have a significant, adverse
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irpact on the containment system or the creeks and wetlands, this decision will be
documented in a pre-remedial design study report concurred upon by New York State®.

The preferred option for the treatment and disposal of the leachate and groundwater for
the selected alternative is the POTW Option, which provides for discharge of the leachate
and groundwater removed from the PAS site to the City of Oswego's wastewaler treatment
plant. Selection of the POTW Option is contingent upon final acceptance of the PAS
discharge by the City of Oswego, as well as approval by EPA and NYSDEC. In the event
that the POTW Option cannot be implemented, the On-Site Treatment Option would be
implemented for treatment and disposal. The On-Site Treatment Option provides for the
construction of an on-site treatment system for the leachate and groundwiter removed
from the site and discharge to White or Wine Creek or to groundwater. The components
and sizing of the treatment system would be determined during the remedial design. The
treatment and disposal of the leachate and groundwater via the off-site TSD will continue
until a final treatment option is selected and implemented.

Since there is some uncertainty related to the source of the pesticides detected in the

surface water of the adjacent creeks and the PCB contamination in the seciments in the

depositional areas of the creeks and wetlands, in conjunction with evaluating the data

generated by the ongoing and planned studies related to the adjacent East Seneca Street
Dump, Niagara Mohawk Fire Training School, and Oswego Castings sites, & study will be
conducted to determine the source of contamination to the surface water and sediments
located in the adjacent creeks and wetlands. If, based upon these investigations, it is deter-
mined that the contamination in the adjacent creeks and wetlands is attributible to the PAS
site, then remedial alternatives to address this contamination will be evaluated.

Also, a floodplain delineation will be completed during remedial design, to determine
whether the site is located within the 100- or 500-year flood contours. If the site is located
within the 100- or 500-year floodplain and it appear that remedial activities will be
conducted in the floodplain, a fidodplain assessment will be completed so that appropriate
measures can be incorporated into the remedial design, to protect against potential flood

impacts. :

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

As previously noted, CERCLA §121(b)(1), 42 U.S.C. §9621(b)(1), mandates that a remedial
action must be protective of human health and the environment, cost-effetive, and utilize
permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies or resource recovery
technologies to the maximum extent practicable. Section 121{(b)(1) al;o establishes a

“n accordance with CERCLA Section 117(c) and Section 300.435{c)2)(}) of the NCP, if bedrock groundwater pumping is not
implemented, then an Explanation of Significant Differences, describing the modification to the selected -emedy and the basis for

the change, will be published.
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preference for remedial actions which employ treatment to permanently anc significantly
reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobility of the hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants at a site. CERCLA §121(d), 42 U.S.C. §9621(d), further specifies that a
remedial action must attain a degree of cleanup that satisfies ARARs under federal and state
laws, unless a waiver can be justified pursuant to CERCLA §121(d)(4, 42 U.S.C.

§9621(d)(4).

For the reasons discussed below, EPA has determined that the selected remedy meets the
requirements of CERCLA §121, 42 U.S.C. §9621.

Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The selected alternative will mitigate future human heaith risk of ingestion of contaminated
groundwater through the connection of downgradient residents in the Smith’s Beach area
using residential wells to the public water supply and institutional controls related to the
use of the groundwater at the site and downgradient of the site to Smith’s Beach. The
selected alternative also includes enhanced source control to mitigate any future release
of contaminants from within the existing containment system and extraction of contaminat-

ed groundwater from the bedrock aquifer.

Compliance with ARARs

Attainment of chemical-specific ARARs outside the containment system in the overburden
and bedrock aquifers will be hastened by optimizing the leachate and groundwater
extraction rate and other operating conditions of the present source control system in order
to achieve, to the degree practicable, inward horizontal gradients in the overburden and
upward vertical gradients from the bedrock toward the containment system. In addition,
bedrock groundwater extraction will hasten the attainment of chemical-specific ARARs in
the bedrock aquifer. A summary of chemical-specific ARARS for specific contaminants is
presented in Table 1. Action- and location-specific ARARs will be complied with during

implementation.
Action-specific ARARs:

+ National Emissions Standardé for Hazardous Air Pollutants

6 NYCRR Part 257, Air Quality Standards

6 NYCRR Part 212, Air Emission Standards

'6 NYCRR Part 373, Fugitive Dusts

+ 40 CFR 50, Air Quality Standards
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« State Permit Discharge Elimination System
» Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

Chemicai-specific ARARs:

+ Safe Drinking Water Act Maximum Contaminant Levels and Maximum Contaminant

Level Goals (MCLs and MCLGs, respectively, 40 CFR Part 141)

« 6 NYCRR Parts 700-705 Groundwater and Surface Water Quality Regulations

» 10 NYCRR Part 5 State Sanitary Code

Location-specific ARARs:

Clean Water Act Section 404, 33 U.S.C. 1344

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, 16 U.S.C. 661

National Historic Preservation Act, 16 U.5.C. 470

New York State Freshwater Wetlands Law ECL, Article 24, 71 in Title 23

New York State Freshwater Wetlands Permit Requirements and Classificition, 6 NYCRR
663 and 664

New York State Endangered and Threatened Species of Fish and wildlife Requirements,
6 NYCRR 182

Other Criteria, Advisories, or Guidance To Be Considered: _

Executive Order 11990 (Protection of Wetlands)

Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management)

EPA Statement of Policy on Floodplains and Wetlands Assessments for (CERCLA Actions
New York Guidelines for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control

New York State Sediment Criteria, December 1989

New Ydrk State Air Cleanup Criteria, January 1990

SDWA Proposed MCLs and MCL Coals

31




L. [T

S—

L. L OO0 O O

[_“._V*

|

—_
— L

|

a—

|

« NYSDEC Technical and Operational Guidance Series 1.1.1, November 1931

Cost-Effectiveness
The selected remedy provides effectiveness proportional to its cost. The total present-

worth cost for the selected remedy is $3,600,000 for the POTW Option and $3,660,000 for
the On-Site Treatment Option.

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment Technologies to the Maximum
Extent Practicable )

The connection of downgradient residents in the Smith’s Beach area using residential wells
to the public water supply is a permanent solution to meeting their drinking water needs.
Also, groundwater will be collected via permanent extraction wells and collection systems
and either treated off-site at a POTW or at a treatment system located on-site.

The selected remedy utilizes permanent solutions and treatment technclogies to the
maximum extent practicable. The extraction and subsequent treatment of grcundwater will
permanently and significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume of ccntaminants in
the groundwater. The selected remedy provides the best balance of trade-cffs among the

alternatives with respect to the evaluation criteria.

Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element

The statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment as a principal element is
satisfied by all three groundwater and leachate treatment options.

DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

There are no significant changes from the selected alternative presented in the Proposed
Plan. o
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August 1993 TARLE 1 (comt'd)
‘ REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES
MEDIA TO PROTECT HUMAN HEALTH:
Groundwatar Prevent ingastion of watsr cantaining tha lcllowing

WATER-BEARING MAXIMUM ‘
UNIT CETECTED '
Cvarburden SCWNGRADIENT LIMITING )
CHEMICAL CTNC (ug) ARAR (ug/M  CANCER RISH E
Banzsne EEN] o7 1.60E-04 '
Chlorcbenzana - 18 3
Chlgroathane 180 5
1,1-Dichioreethana 38 3
1,2-Dichioroethana 3 3
1.2-Dichioroethena (total) 28 5
Ethylbenzene 340 5 |
Methyisna Chicride 3 3
Tolyens -— 180 5
Trchlorcsethaneg 9 s
" Yinyl Chiloride i 2 2.0CE-0
Xylanas 1800 3
2.4-Dimethyiphenol 63 1 ‘
4-Mathylphenol ) 1 .‘\.'
MAXIMUM !
Badrock COWNGRADIENT LIMITING |
| CHEMICAL CONC (uglh ARAR(ugl)  CANCER R SK |
Banzene 100 Q.7 1.80E-{K4
Chiorobenzane e 5
Chiorceihane 47 3
1,1-Dichiorcethana 49 s
1,2-Dichlorcathena (tatad | 3
Eihylbenzene 180 3 |
Toluena 35 5 i
1,1,1-Trighloroethana 120 3 %
Vinyl Chioride 32 2 2.0CE--C4 i
Xylanaes 670 5 !
Di-n~butyiphthalate 75 39 ',
4-Mathyipnanal 2 1 i
2,4-Dimethyiphenct 45 1 i
Pranal "_ 3 1 i
Nigkal 173 o)

cantaminants which are aither (1) presant at

coreantrations graatar than ARARS (or background,

whichaver is graatar), (2) calculatad to prasant a

potantial carcingganic risk greatar than 1£-04 to 1E-06,
or (2) caiculated to presant a potantial for nen-carcinoganic
naalth affects, hasad upen a Hazard Cuctiant graatar than 1.
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3
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l } POPULATION i AQUTE CQUANTITATIVE !
. J ANALYSIS i
' - [ i |
h GRCUNDWATER iSasidant Hlegastan Na (Rlasizanzas 30 Sulic walar sxzeltane wed al 3mnas Zaazs
{Carmal Contac: Na i :
linnaianon Na | . |
U. Carmmers:al Ingasuan N2 EC.:.-.'..Tsrcial anc INSUSinal 5737 aries an Sugis walar ;
\nausinal Darmai Cantact Na i ‘
Empioyses Innaigtion No ! .
? L
i
L} so1Ls !
; JUAFCIAL iTrascassars inc:Zantal ingasuon No E.'(n:w.'\ zzntaminated Areas covarad Sy 230 sysiam and
lC)ermal Cantact Na |3thar araas within the fancs suvered with vegaianes.
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Gentana 2302382 2382 32 A
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.

Chiarobenzana
Chloroathane
Chigrglam
1,2.Dichtorcathane
1.1-Cichloros hane

1. 2-Cichlorcamana, cis
1,2-Cichloreprapane
Snylbanzens
Meathylene Chioride
4-Mathyl-2-Pentangne
Styrens

Toluens
1.1,1-Trichiorosthane
1.1.2.Trchloraathane
Trchiarcanans

vinyl Chlaride
Xylanas (Total

Samivaiatte Qrganics
Amnapthene
Anthracane
Sanzo(a)anthracang
Zanzaic Aad
Sanzo{ajpyrena
Sanzo{blfuoranihane
Benzoig,hiiparylane
Aanzoii)fiusraninans
Sanzyl aicshal
Bis(2-ethylhexyliphhaiale
Butylbenzyiphthaista
4-Chigreaniline
Ghrysane
Di-n-burylphthaiate
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Diathyl phthalate
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Fluaranthans
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1. MatylnaphTialens
4-Mamyinaghthaisne
2.Metyipnenal
4-Methylphensl
N-Nilrosadiphenyiamine
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Nizotenzsone
Phanantirens
Pheancl
Pyrana

Pasticidex PCHs
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TABLE 6

245 OSNESQ SiTS

<3 TS T AL MCNCARTIMCGENIC ~Z2ALTH Z53I3I0TS
L ZESPCNGE RELA TICNSHIP (1)
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NCMCAACINOGENS:
REFERENCE 20SES. CONCENTRATICNS (RIQ, AICY

CHEMICALS

: Cral AIQ Uncantainy innalangn RIC LnEmtanry
54 gav] Fiziar T vz2av) Zagiar
vaisule Organics
Acarone 1 }EQ 000
3anzene - .t - . .
2-dulanane §I8242,:2) 1260 230801 oo
Chigraceniane 2WES2 o] € T0E 330 1GOC0
Chigrgathane . - 2308.30 .
Chiqrolorm 10212 000 . .
1, 1-:0rnigroetene 1E3T D) saa VAgEA1 D 1000
1.2.Qichiarosthane . . - .
1, 1-Orchiorasdiene 3CEDD et ]
1. 2-Dichioroediane (mizad) IS o' ] . .
1.2-Oichiarsaropane . teE 33 100
Ethyihenzene L EE S oot ] 2130EM il ]
Mathylens Chionde §MEL2 12 38CE M D) 100
4-Mathyl. 2-Pentanone £EIY 1900 LIEND 1000
Styrene 2°CEQN jgals) 2 50E-Q% (2) 30
Taluens 2REN B} 1 3CE-N %0
1,1,1-Tnehiarosttane IWEDT D 0G0 20EQ1 1GCQ
t,1.2-Trichiarcehane 4B e vl . .
Trenlersethendy 30521 51 plves] .
Yinyl Chlande : . - .
Xylanes Tolsi) 2. A 100 .
Semivelsilie Organics N
Acansohene FmE 92 000 . .
Anshracane 12N 000 - .
Banzatalenthiacane . . .
Benzog Acxd 13080 ! . .
Jenzoinipyine - . R
Benza(bilusranthene
Banzaig.h.ijperylens .
Banzois)lluoranthene . .
Banryl akcohol . . .
3is| 2-ethythaxyliphthaiate ;e 1000 .
Aurylbenzyichthelaw 2WEMN - 5000 . .
4-Chiatoaniiine 4 CEQ 3040 .
Chrysane . . .
Qi-n- iphmahu i ‘-:E Qs 1000 .
D\b-nz;! hTamhrace ] .
Diattryl phthaiate 3OE N 1900 . .
Oi-n-octyiphtialaw 29CEI:YY 1000 - . "

i 4-Chiora-3mathyiphenol . - - -
t,2-Qicnierobenzene FCEN 1008 S 7DE-NZ (N [+ 4
1,4-Oichiarodentene - . 300E-31 (2 100
2, 4-Dimesyiphenal * 25CE Q2 1009 - .
Fflugranthane 4305 200
‘agenay b, 2, 3-coigyrene - -
1. Msthyingohihalens
4-Melhyinaphthalens . .
2-Mathyipnenal 5 JCE a2 1000
4. Mty prranal 5 JCE 1000 .
N-Nigzsadohanylamine . 0-00
N 4 0EH2!T ' . .
N::;::::o 5 ;cg.‘;.l 10000 5.70E-34 (2} [[+{o} L]
Phenanfirene - - - -
Phanol 590E01 100 *
Pyrane 126ELQ2 ~ 3coa . .

l PesilcidesPCIR
Aldrin ! 332845 1000

‘ Alona-3HC !

| a1a-3HC l

Dena-3HC | -

Gamma-2HC || Pt -1 1000

Alpha-Chiordane i 3 CESS 0co

Gamma-Chiorcane : 508 7% QG0
1 44000 . .

4.4-00E - .
1 4 4-00F \ 52834 120 .

Disdon 3 g s .900 .
1 Endasuilan i 17548 2000 . :
; Endan , 1 ITE e ca
| Endnn Am\gdl | : 2 .
; rapLacmar ! §IE e =0
i rieptaenior Souo8 ! PR e
‘ Ugthaxyshior § WENI :
} 3CAs (Arociors) \ . .
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. PAS OSWEGO SITE
CHRONIC TOXICITY VALULS FOR POTENTIAL NONCANCINOGENIG HILALTH LIFECTS
DOSE - AESPONSE RELATIONSHIP (1)

” ' NONCARCINOGENS:
REFERENCE DOSES/CONCENTRATIONS (D, NIC) _
CHEMICALS -
Oiul RID Uncornaity tnliidistran RUG Uhncui yngy
{migykipday) Facior {mphgpdiy ) Facios
Inosganics
_ Aisunic 3.00E-04 k| - -
Butiun 7.00E-02 3 1.4DE-04 (3) 1000
Baryllmm 5.00E-03 100 - -
Cadonum (lood) 1.00E-03 10 - -
Cadaium {walor} 5.00E-04 10 -
Chiomwin K {Insol. salt) § DOE 00 100 -
Clwomium Vi {insol. sult) 5 00E-03 500 .
Cobuli - - -
Coppus : 1.3 mpA" (2) - -
Luud {und compounds-inarg.) . - - -
Mangunuso (foad) 1.40E-0) t 1.10E 04 300
Munganuse (wator) 5.00E-03 1 1.10E 04 300
Murcury (norganic} 3 00E-04 {2) 1000 8 60E-05 (2) 30
Nickal (s0l. sull) 2.00E-02 300 - -
Nichol {rohnory dusi) - -
Vanadui 7 GUE-03 (2) 100 -
2ine {and compoundsj 300z-01 3 - -
Cyuanidh [livu) ) 2 00E-02 100 - -
HNOTES:

~ Al culuiin, Hon, Magnusiun, polissium pid sodives ute considuiod essentid nutnuas and wili nol bu quanitativoly uvidunilud

)y thu sk ussoassinom i
- i nworganics luad nnd Goppur CUnnot by quaniilaiiveoly vvulusied duy 1© insulliciont loxmcily dats

* Cuttunl donbang walot standard of 1.3 mgid DWCD (1987} concluded toxicily duta wora inaduquale tor calculutun of un FULE for copp.

(1) Al waicity vatuus obitginod ram (IS (on-ling Ociober 30, Novamber 2-11, 1892, Apil 12, 1993) unluss ohwiwisn nolud
(2] Tuxicily vutuws ablained from HEAST Asnual FY-14992.

{3) Toxicity values abisined from HEAST Answul EY-1992; Toxiciy valuus aru
snatluds not cununlly pruchiced by ho UDANC Wark Groug,

{4) Tomoily vihiu olstistiiod hom Supuedund Houlih o Buppani Susiden sz 7O10LL2

found in Agoncy ducumioits bl werg calculutod by altorilive

b

(p.,3mwe)) g ATEVL

-
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TABLE 6 (Cout'd)

- =

[ § N

Cyanids (lresj

U P4S OSWESO SITE .
SUBCHACNIC TOXICITY VALUES FCA POTENTIAL NCNCARCINGGENIC HEALTH E3FZCTS
DOSE - AESPANESE AZLATIONS=IP ()
U SxAF ‘r!ﬂt s,atg ”
Cral 710 Uncectainty irralatlon AIC Uncartainty
g Yg-dayh Factar mokg-dav) Zactar
D CHEMICALS
Yolatle Organics P
: Sanzans . .
U 1,2-Olchioraathans (mixad) 9.00E-23 130 . .
E'hylbanzane 1. 20E 0 150 23080 ol
Telusna 2.00E «0 jelv} 5.70E-01 100
§ 1,1,1-Tdchiorosthana $.00€-31 ~ 100 2.90E+00 (2 100
) Trichlorosthans . . . .
Yinyl Chicdde . - . ;
Semivolatie Organics
Banzo(a)pyrans . . .
Sanzo(bjfiucranthens . . .
Bla(2-sthylhaxyiiphthalate 2.00E.02 10200 .
) 2,4+-Dimethyiphanci 2.20E.31 s .
J 4-Matnylprenal - ~ .
Peaticides/FC8a
N Aldrtn J.20E-38 1000 . -
bala-BHC L. . . .
Chiordans (3) 8.00E-08 1000 . .
Diatdrin 5.00E-05 100 . .
Haptachlor Epoxide 1.208-05 1000 . .
8 PCBs (Aroclors) (4) - B . .
_J Inorganics
Arsanic J.O0E 24 1 . .
Banum T.00E-02 3 1.40E-33 (2} Mo
Baryitium 5.00E-03 100 . - .
Cadmium . - . .
Chiramium Vi (insol. sali} 2.00E-02 Hs) . .
\fangansse 1.00E-0 1 1.10E-04 00
Mickal 20E-02 jeiels . *
\fanaciym 7.30€-Q3 e
Zing (matalie) 2.00E-01 ~ n -
2.00€-02 300 B -
—_ ' . . =

NOTES: -
- Aluminum, calcium, lran, magnesium, potassium and sodium ara considersd assantial nulrienta and wiil nal D8 quan Ltatvely avaiuated

In the dak asaasamant,
- The inorganica isad and coppsr cannat Da quantitatively avaluatad dus to insulfic
- All inhalation AICs wara convertad from mgm3 fo mokydagusing the lemula gresanted
{1} Texicily vaiues obiained from HEAST Anaual F7-1992
(2} Toxlcity vaiuas antained from HEAST Annual FY.1992! Toxic:ry valuss are [oung :n Agancy decumants Bul ward ¢alcutalad Oy aitematve
maihods not curtenily practiced Oy dis AIDVRIC ‘Nork Greup,
{3) Thae toxicity valus lor chlordans was usad lor (ha alpna-cniorganae isomat,
(4} All Arociors detected al ihe sile ware aiugnad Te taxiaty values lor Aroclor-1260.

iant toxicity dala,
in HEAST Annual FY-1992.

ZPA WEIGHT OF EVIDENCE:
A« Human Carcinogan
B1 « Probabis Humen Carcinegen, Umited human dala ase svadable. ’
82 . Probabls Human Carcinagan, Sumictent avicenca of carancgenicity in ammais and inadaquald ar No avidencs in humans.
C - Possibia Human Carcinogan
0 - Nat Claasillatis as 1o human carcinagariicify.
E - Evidance of DONcarcinoganiciyy ‘ar numans.
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S1iig
FWAYADDZ XL 5
PAS OSWEGO SITE
) COMBINING NONCARCINOGENIC HAZARD INDICES ACROSS PATI (WAYS
MEDIA RECEPTOR EXPOSURE INDIVIDUAL CHEMICAL CONTRIBUTING THE GREATEST
POPULA'I.'I‘ON ROUTE HAZARD INDEX AMGOUNT TO HAZARD INDICES
GAOUNDWATER- Hesident;
OVERBUADEN Adulls Ingastion NA
Inhataton {Showar model) NA - .-
Yolal Hazard Jndex = NA ’ -
Childien Ingaslion NA -
inhalallon {Showar modal) NA -
Total Hazard Index = NA - -
» |GROUHDWATER- Haslkdenl:
BEDROCK Adults Ingastion 26 Arsenlc, Munganese
{nhatation {Showay mixlul) NA -
Tolal Hazard indax = 26" Atsunie, Manginusu
Chuldion Ingastian 15 Arsanic, Batiun, Minkgnuase
Inhalation {Showudt (10dul} NA -
Tolal Hazard Index » 15" Arsonic, Baum, Mangondsa 5
SURFACE WATER, Hosldanl: ' g:
SEGIMENT, AND FISH Atkills ingestion {Sustaca Walar) 7.3E-03 - ~
INGESTION Dennal Contact (Surlace Walar) 4.5E-04
Ingastion {Sedimenl) : 2.2E-02 -
Deimal Contuct {Sadument) 1.86-04 -
fngasilon {Fish}) 2.0E-0) .
Tolal Hazwd Index = 0.33 -
Chikdien ingestlon (Sutluce Waler) 0.4E-03
Doanul Contact {Suiface Waler) 2.6E-G4 -
- Iingu shon {Swdiment) 2.0E-01 -
Dannal Contuct {Sudinut) NA --
Ingusiion (Fish) 1.5 Diuidrin, Manganase
Tolal Hazard Indox = - Disldiin, Manganasa
SUBSURFACE SQIL Constiuctlon/ »
Uliily Warkers  |ingestion . 1.2E-014
Deimasi Contact ; NA -
inirainim E 3 6E-02 -
Tolal Hazatd index = J 0.16 - ;
Hotws
* Indicatas Ml M lotal carcinogunic ilsk exceads 1.0E-06.
== |pdicales that the tola hazesd Indax exceeds 1. B : i
-- Inckcates hiat the carcinagenlc sk of napcaicinogenic hazard ngex doas not axceai targel values; horalore, ho chemitals wurd soluciud us coninbutors.

NA: Tha total huzaid index could not be calculatad lor rasickenls 43 ofly cacinogenic VOCs were deleclad in ovuibutden walls.,
w0l be cakculalod tor 1aslidents s only caicinogenic VOCs and inoiganics waie dufuctod In budioCk walls.
onic toxicily valug wus nvallbig fur cadinlunt

: Tha el harmd lndex could ¢
latod 3 Asoclurs do nol huva noncuicnugeiic foxlcily vakias.

- The hszard Indux could not be calculated for chlld darnul coninct with sadirment as no subichi
© Ihe hazud (e far coastucsonullity workas dennal contuct wilh subsuitace soli could not be calcu

PR




SR TABLE 8 \

SLMMARY CF STOTOXICITY VAL UES
REACTATII N TRE LTERATURE

"
)

J 43 5iTE. Jaweqgo New Yo
_,L
i BEoZATCA 1 BEXCATED WALLES N
i MLCAIN ! AL WML JATIM TR - TETTTOs
! | . ; =
} ~ 212 Not A “aia M ! z ! Syan '
K : Saja Not Aviylae | Saia Mot Availapie : ‘ Talg Not Avanarie ! Catd Not Avavanie . IHLNE banee
; ' : | . PAbL S S a I gy soey PRTRT
SrORTIML SHAEN ! ~a Mo Avaiade | Sala Nol Avanapie ' Zata Mok Avadania ! 2212 Mok Avananid "
. ———— ; T —_
i | : II i
GAEIN HEROH ; Cara Mot Avananw | Caa Mo Availabie ! Taid Not Avasapie Cald Mot Avdedoid : a3 Mol Avaianie
(LG ol 47 g o 4 3 :
. ) sacpard 704, - . | -
ARG PE3AER Caia Mot Avaiace | e ' Zala Not Avaiagi Data Not Avadacie D413 Mar Avanapie

ZLCW ANE U H S i

‘bmmog wrae :
, :‘3 Sigruikearn 121Gty 19 Du Darrens i ;
blfﬂMIQZ'ﬂqu:Hll : | ;
T T T T AG (G 0 0l 3237 wgt toa| 1 Acue LC 50 of 35 000 4t lov I1 Acute L5001 33000151 ! Tt
luhéad mnnow, Huvnie &iwaad THRNGw Lior tainead mIANGw :

i Gaa Not Avauacie
2 Chrom G 50 6l 3 2 lor.

, Jala MOV Availably
I

EATREAD MINHOW = i
' 3 Asduced wannt in < .
r 9 nron '
’ |

faNhow 1. ‘eipeaured ol 3 500 UG 0 taingad .
i fmnmv .
" 17 Cheore LC 50 of 57 ugd tor |1 Acute LG S0 .1t 300 g e . Co i1 Acule LG 50 of 203.000 ugd
ACAUIATIC MVEATE3RA TEg (DW9AMA Magne Canodapnia o ' 2 a1a Mol Avadable o Capnma magra. ' Sara Nat svpasie

PAS SITE CCCS SED- T uwghg - | SW . 129 gt ) 3ED - 7T mghg i SED - Q09 ugng 380 129 upkg
f ‘ .
R : ' | : .

Jagmum Jadded vauasi

—

i . RECEPTOA t AEPCRTED YALUES (1}
! [T BENIYUALCOHOL | SISIZ ETHYLOEXAL PRIFALATE . SELTA-GRC T TEUTARGNE YT
[ | “ ,
. MiNK s Laa Not Avedatie | Caua Mol Avadanie : Caia Noi Avaiaole o DuaNonAvadably | Oarg Mot Avakapie
1 Cral LD 53 ot 2.1 g oty |3 L0 50 al 11 3Rg Dody seagniin | !l.OruLDSGOFz,TSO;qﬁq ;
SHORTTAL SHAEW WM e . ' Dazs Ned Availapie Doty wawgit 1or rats. | Oz Nat Avauanis
l2, Cancorous lumong in rausmes ! '
[B Tarugny od 12 SO0 H00 pom. I
i
GHESN HERON I Dasa Not Avalaive ’ Cua Mot Availabia ! Dara Not Avaulaie Daia Nol Avaiatle Data Not Avadable
E ) L3
1 SPRING PEEPER D Not Avarabie Tauia Not avalasie i Sasa Nl Availaote Data Nol Avadatie
1 Chvone LG 5ol §- 1 gt tor 1 Acute LG 50 of 13,000 and 15,000 %I,Acum LC S0l $600ugs |1 AcutelLC 50 ot 305 ugifor
i " ourty Ui SLagE rLODOW U, 'ugd Tor fainead minnow. minure ol ioe frashwater Ash. luhyad minnow.
FATHEAD MINNOW Daie Nov Avaaoe | arcal, ‘ :
. ' I i . 2 Chuame LG 30 6145 32ugd 3
[ E ] tavead minnow (201 mg.wg caiGELot
. i . ~armanalel.
T3, Aeoroduaia Mpaument n chrong 1. Aate LG 50 al 1150 ugi tor \ o Ague LG 500l leas nan 13
\ "sxposure to 3 ugA lor Capnma Hgenwajar worms, miauis ol BHC [ s
AQUATIC INVERTEBRATES Dala Nos Avadabie ! magra. momers). ‘ Daia Not Avali Die i
1 ! -2, ZhrOnG 1GRICLY vaNes 1ange mr
1 1 i ' 3083091
AS SITE COCS SED - 12 uyrhg [ SED . 190 g ) SED . 0.46 wghg , SED. 27 ugrig ' SED - 31 my'g
Manmum deteed vaurs) | ; !
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TABLE 8 (Cont'd)
SUMMARY OF SCOTQUCITY VALUES
2g22RATED N M2 LITEAATURSE

315 5iTE. Cewago Maw ok

| S

AECEPTOR

2ZCATED WALUES | 1)

SRACMIUM SALTUM s28aLT

PRI

ik

Daa Hot_bvalable ! Sala Not Availaoie

Zara Nol Avadaple 2113 Mot Avanatie

~ala Not Avalabie

;

~ara ot Avalanie i Zala Mol Avaiabie

Sata Mot Avaiaple 2313 Lov Auaiacie

S ATTAL SHAEN

GAREEMN I'ERCH

|
i
|
! S s Mot Avalacw
1
|
i

Dain NGt AvBAODa Caa Ho Avalacie Caia Mot Avaiabie

|
i
Jala Not Avalanie i 2 aia Mo Avaeanig

SPRING PSESER

n 100 % mortuRy o Aans
ugnmuq:o-l w72 hour

Iupcsur. 19 2 ugd

¥| Dasa Mot Avanagie ' Sara Not Avaladie

1 72nour LC 50 ol 150 ugn o
iRana speans.

Ta1a Mot bvananle
-2 Wonalny ol Sulo bareas
1acpoms &l 20 10 44 ugd.

1 0-cay LG 50 lor adun Ramd
(pgiens and Lanoous 'devis A
l 56 and 1,800 ugl.

FATHEAD MiNNOW

.
|
i
1
l‘ Actie LG 50 ol 41,050 ug! \
Iot cnromium (Vi) andg 30, 120
| ugat tor chremium (11 in }
'lanmad mnnow i
2 Crrone LG SO al 1.387 ugt I
ioc auomnm (V1) o tunead
' mannow

Dain Mot Avauara Cala Mot Avaianie

' c3iium cartanale).

Y Acute LG SD o 1281 b ler
Hlatngad minngw

|i Acuie LG Ts0ot 1188 ugd lcr
itainead MINNOW.

L2 enrgme LG %0l 24.324g 2 Uhronie LS 50 of 16 23 or taraad

!
i
‘lge tainaad mnnow 1200 mgd  Irinnow

\QUATIC iNVERTESRATES l

11 AcuelC Wl 2307 ugd i

| & CaCoCEN IpeCHes.

Data ot Avqnaois Cata Not Avallable

11 scuie L X range rom FRRE)
12450 ugh ‘o leeshwanar

i el e

12 Chrome LG 50 values range 12 Chrome LC 50 range ioin 1519 4"
1mm-n anout 710 30 31 ugd. UG tOr Lgshwalef vaneordies

1 Aeute LS 5Q of 10 ugrh lor
\Daanl magna.

L L2 b L0 Kk

PAS SITECOCS SED - 42.5 iy SED. s mgrg | SED - 100 nghg ‘ SW- S ugd | SW-12ug0
gy (ManImuUm dereced VAL ' SED - 89 $makg l
AECEPTOR | IEPORTED VALUES i)
— i JCTCCE L SIETHYLPHTHALATE H GAMMA CHI CROAME
1
= MINK ‘ Cata Mol Availasle ! Data Mot Avadable l Daia Not; vadabie —_ '
i .
-y SHCGRTTAL SHAEW Cata Mot Avasiabie : Cata Noi Avadaole ‘ Qaa Not Lvailable
T impated racrooucion of Japaness {rLos0a 14.1 mg) q body waight for
- !qunl lad & dles ot 300 mq COT.Ag ooyt ‘cmilamu qual.
lwegit.  Na 9q33 ad whan (e e ¢t i
SAEEM HERON | morg. : Oaia Mot Avatapie ;
B - 2 §7.4ay LD S0 ol 1 § mgkg diet for . T
i ! qurcoaan s1anng.
'
= 1 Acyia LG S0 ol 2 ngd 'or commen

iy

1. Az LG S0 al 7 5 mg/hg boay

wght. i
SpANG PESPEA Jala Not Avanable

-load.

T Acue LG 50 of 8 ugl iv (mhasd
MINNOW. i
FATHEAD MINNOW R

2 ChroncLC a0 Taugidor |
tauhead MIOaw.

1. Acuie LC 50 of 98.000 ugst for diueqill. 11 Acuie LS 30 ol 27 ugidtar

‘anead
| RIATIDW,

|

1 Acuie LS 3330 2 4 A tor CRonnia
imagna.
AQUATIC INVEATEBRATES |

S achma magna

1. Acde LC 50 ol 52,100 ugs ol

T Acui LG 50 vai a8 range rom 110
: 150 ugd.

!2. Chome LC S0a !6uglicra

TH - wG) - Lo Al ous. 3047 :

T
| ',
| :

SED-OOT "¢ mwy ZCE 410N

PAS SITECOCS SED . 49 ughg

dasimym aeiect od vihan

SED-3765ug*g




TABLE & (Coat'd}

SLMMARY OF ECOTQXKCITY VALLUES

SHORTTAL SHREW aia Mot Aviulabe

Caiz Nas Avalanie

Saa Now Availaoi Cala Noa Avalashe {

” REPCATIO M THE LITERATURE
245 3ITE Tawean Naw 13
—
RECEPTOR L AEPDATSD YALUES i Y

© mEPTACHLOR EPOXIDE | WASNESIUM A METHYLSHENCY, : G| EL IR DD
! ) i !
4r MINK Daa Nol Avalabe Nasa Not Avalabia ! Tald Not Avajlapie I Zaia Not Avavagis 213 Mot Avasarie

] !

1 Tral LD 53 ot 40 mgkg Sogy
-G or cgig

iy -

1
ST |

GAEEN MEACH ! Dala Mot Avuiane

Caia Nal Avaltapie
—

1 ITV% monany aver 3 3353y

. "panod when makasd Jucaings

; lware lad & dim at 1 200 mg/g
Tala Nol Avalapie 'body wegnt.

Sala Nt dygrabie

L

SARING PEERERA Oals Nt Avaulanw

Tals kot Availagig

: l

Caua Nol Avaitab

Cala Not Avaiabie

D313 Mot Avinanie -

1 Acte LG 50 vilues kv
lrgshwaler Wshirom 5 110 120

.

FATHEAD MINNOW

Saia Mot Availania
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POLLUTION ABATEMENT SERVICES SITE
OPERABLE UNIT TWO
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE
INDEX OF DOCUMENTS

1.0 SITE IDENTIFICATION
1.3 Preliminary Assessment Reports

p. 100001- Report: Engineering Investigations at Inactive

100169 Hazardous Waste Sites, Preliminary Site Assessment, Niagara
Mohawk Fire Training School, SITE No. 738030, prepared for
NYSDEC, prepared by URS Consultants, Inc., October 1991.

p. 100170- Report: Engineering Investigations at Inactive
100414 Hazardous Waste Sites, Phase | Investigation, East Seneca Street

Dump, SITE No. 738027, prepared for NYSDEC, preparad by URS
Company, Inc., September 1989.

1.4  Site Investigation Reports

p. 100415- Report: Engineering Investigations at Inactive
100701 Hazardous Waste Sites, Phase i Investigation, East Ser &&@3

Dump, SITE No. 738027, prepared for NYSDEC, prepared by URS
Consultants, Inc., June 1992,

3.0 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

3.1 Sampling and Analysis Plans

p.  300001-  Report: Addendum to the Field Qperations

300010 Plan Suppilemental Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study,
~ Pollution Abatement Services Site, Oswego, New Yorlk;, prepared by

Ceraghty & Miller, Inc. Environmental Services, January 29, 1992,
(revised March 5, 1992).

p. 300011- Report: Field Operations Plan Supplemental

300630 Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study, Pollution Abatement
Services Site, Oswego, New York, prepared by Geraghty & Miller,

Inc. Environmental Services, May 1991.
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3.3

Sampling and Analysis Data/Chain of Custody Forms

300631-
300654

300655-
300972

300973-
301344

301345-
301554

301555-
301600

Work Plan

301601-
301661

301662-
301715

Letter to Mr. Richard Ramon, P.E., Remedial
Project Manager, Western New York Superfund Section |, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency Region Il, from Mr. Richard Eby,
Project Scientist, Geraghty & Miller, Ms. Laine Vignona, Principal
Scientist, Geraghty & Miller, Inc., re: Leachate Collection System
Pumping Test Data, Pollution Abatement Services Site, Oswego,
New York, June 21, 1991, Tables and Figures attached.

Report: Supplemental Remedial Investigation

Analytical Data Tables and Contract Laboratory Program 'Jata
Validation Standard Operation Procedure Format For USEPA Region
Il Pollution Abatement Services Site, Oswego, New York, prepared
by Ceraghty & Miller, Inc., June 2, 1992.

Report: Supplemental Remedial Investigation

Analytical Data Tables and Contract Laboratory Program Data
Validation Standard Operation Procedure Format for USEPA Region
Il Poltution Abatement Services Site, Oswego, New York, Volume |,
prepared by Geraghty & Miller, inc., February 6, 1992.

Report: Supplemental Remedial Investigation

Analytical Data Tables and Contract Laboratory Program Data
Validation Standard Operation Procedure Format for USEPA Region
Il Pollution Abatement Services Site, Oswego, New Yor¢, Volume i,
prepared by Geraghty & Miller, inc., February 6, 1992.

Report: Data Validation Tables, prepared by 5
Ceraghty & Miller, Inc., (undated). '

Report: Final Work Plan, Qversight of
Supplementary RI/ES for the Pollution Abatement Services Site,

Oswego, New York, prepared by TAMS Consultants, luc., June
1991.

Report: Revised Work Plan for Supplemental

Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study, Pollution Abatement
Services Site, Oswego, New York, Volumes | & Il, predared by the
USEPA, March 21, 1990, revised by Ceraghty & Miller, Inc.,
September 1990. '




301716~ Report: mal Su leemental Remedial Investigation
301776 Work Plan for Pollution Abatement Services Site, Oswego, New

York, Volume i, prepared by TAMS Cansultants, Inc., March 1990.

- o o

3.4

Remedial Investigation Reports

301777-
302351

302352-
302480

302481-
302693

302694-
302867

302868-

302883

302884-
303026

Report: Final Supplemental Remedial Investigation

Report, Pollution Abatement Services Site, Oswego, New York,
prepared by Golder Associates, August 1993.

Report: Report on Field Oversight of Supplemental
RI/ES for Pollution Abatement Services Site, Oswego, New York,

prepared by TAMS Consuitants, inc., May 1993.

Report: Draft Site Summary Report Pollution

Abatement Services Site, Oswego, New York, Volume i of I,
prepared by Geraghty & Miller, Inc., August 1992.

Report: Draft Site Summary Report Pollution .

Abatement Services Site, Oswego, New York, Volume Il of 1l
prepared by Geraghty & Miller, Inc., August 1992.

Report: Addendum |, Summary of the East Seneca
Street Dump’s Phase | and i Investigation and the Niagara Mohawk

Fire Training School’s Preliminary Site Assessmept, addendum to
Draft Site Summary Report, prepared by Ceraghty & Miiller, inc.,

August 1992.

Report: Site Investigations and Remedial

Alternative Evaluations at the Pollution Abatement Setvices iP&S_)
Site in Qswego, New York, FINAL REPORT, prepared by URS '

Company, Inc., January 1984, Revised 1985.
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Correspondence

303027-
303083

303084-
303092

303093-
303093

303094-
303095

303096-
303096

Letter to Mr. Richard Ramon, P.E., Project

Coordinator, Western New York Remedial Action Section, New
York/Caribbean Remedial Action Branch, Emergency and Remedial
Response Division, United States Environmental Protecticn Agency,
from Mr. Robert }. Mozer, Senior Associate, Geraghty & ivlifler Inc,,
re: Submittal of Responses to Comments on the Draft Site
Summary Report PAS Oswego - Supplemental Remedial
Investigation/ Feasibifity Study, November 24, 1992. Enclosed

Report: Responses to USEPA/NYSDEC Comments.

Letter to Mr. Mark Valentine, Project Manager, de

Maximus Inc., from Richard Ramon, P.E., Project Managzr, Western
New York Superfund Section |, re: the EPA review of the Site
Summary Report for Pollution Abatement Services submitted by
Geraghty & Miller Inc., October 29, 1992.

Letter to Mr. Mark Valentine, Project Manager, de

Maximus, Inc., from Mr. Richard Ramon, P.E., Project Manager,
Western New York Superfund Section i, re: Geraghty &8 Miller's
initial data validation, September 23, 1992.

Letter to Mr. Richard Ramon, P.E., Project

Manager, Western New York Remedial Action Section, New York/
Caribbean Remedial Action Branch, Emergency and Remedial
Response Division, United States Environmental Protection Agency
from Ms. Laine Vignona, Principal Scientist/Project Manager,

Geraghty & Miller, Inc., re: EPA Region 1l Data Validation Standard

Qperating Procedures; Pollution Abatement Services Site, Oswego,
New York, November 6, 1991,

Letter to Ms. Laine Vignona, Principal Scientist/

Project Manager, Geraghty & Miller, Inc. Environmental Services
from Mr. Richard Ramon, P.E., Project Manager, Western New York
Superfund Section |, re: letter of August 29, 1991 requesting
approval to shift soil boring locations, August 30, 1991.

i g e
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303097-
303098

303099-
363100

303101-
303101

303102-
303104

303105-
303106

303107-
303111

303112-
303116

Letter to Mr. Mark Valentine, Project Manager, de

Maximus, Inc., from Mr. Richard Ramon, P.E., Project Ma1ager,
Western New York Superfund Section |, re: follow-up of conference
calls on August 13, and 14 regarding the scope of work far the
Ecological Assessment at the Pollution Abatement Services site,
August 26, 1991.

Letter to Mr. Mark Valentine, Project Manager, de

Maximus, Inc., from Mr. Richard Ramon, P.E., Project Mznager,
Western New York Superfund Section |, re: follow-up to letter of
june 24 1991, and conference call of August 2, 1991 regarding
comments from NYSDEC concerning Tentatively Identified
Compounds (TICs), August 8, 1991.

Letter to Mr. Mark Valentine, Project Manager, de

Maximus, Inc., from Mr. Richard Ramon, P.E., Project Manager,
Western New York Superfund Section |, re: revised Fielc. Operations
Plan for the Pollution Abatement Services (PAS) site submitted by
GCeraghty & Miller, Inc. in May 1991, june 24, 1991.

Letter to Mr. Richard Ramon, P.E., Project

Coordinator, Western New York Remedial Action Branch, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, from Mr. Robert ). MccNamee,
Senior Engineering Geologist, Bureau of Central Remedial Action,
Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation, re: Pollution Abatement
Services Site Revised Field Operations Plan for Supplerental RI/FS,
Site Code: 7-38-001, June 19, 1991,

Letter to Ms. Laine Vignona, Senior Scientist, oo
Geraghty & Miller, Inc., from Robert ). McNamee, Senior
Engineering Geologist, Bureau of Central Remedial Action, Division
of Hazardous Waste Remediation, re: Pollution Abaterrient Services
Site, Oswego, New York, Site Code: 7-38-001, concerring eleven
groundwater monitoring wells abandoned at PAS, May 13, 1991.

Letter to Mr. Mark Valentine, Project Manager, de

Maximus, Inc. from Mr. Richard Ramon, P.E., Remedial Project
Manager, Western New York Superfund Sectlon i, re: follow-up of
February 28, 1991 and conference call of March 15, 1991 regarding
the draft Field Operations Plan (FOP) for the Pollution Abatement
Services (PAS) site, April 3, 1991.

Letter to Mr. Richard Ramon, P.E., Project

Coordinator, Western New York Remedial Action Branch, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, from Mr. Robert J. McNamee,

i




303117-
303118

303119-
303119

303120-
303122

303123-
303124

303125-
303126

Senior Engineering Geologist, Bureau of Central Remedial Action,
Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation, re: Pollution Abatement
Services Site, Field Operations Plan for Supplemental RI/FS, Site
Code: 7-38-001, resubmission of comments generated bv State of
New York regarding the Field Operations Plan, March 22, 1991.

Letter to Mr. Mark Valentine, Project Manager, de

Maximus, Inc., from Mr. Richard Ramon, P.E., Project Manager,
Western New York Superfund Section 1, re: February 22, 1991
meeting regarding the draft Field Operations Plan (FOP) for the
Pollution Abatement Services Site (PAS) site, February 28, 1991.

Letter to Mr. Joel Singerman, Chief, Western New

York Remedial Action Section, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, from Mr. Raymond E. Lupe, P.E., Chief Central Remedial
Projects Section, Bureau of Central Remedlal Action, Division of
Hazardous Waste Remediation, re: Pollution Abatement Services
Site Supplemental RI/FS Site Code 7-38-001 prepared by Geraghty
& Miller Inc., notification that comments to the EPA will not be
available until January 15, 1991, December 13, 1990.

Letter to Mr. joel Singerman, New York/Caribbean

Remedial Action Branch, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
from Mr. R. Bruce Fidler, Site Manager, TAMS Consultants, Inc., re:
Pollution Abatement Services (PAS) Site, SRI/FS Work Flan,
regarding TAMS’ response to revisions to the SRI/FS Work Plan
(Volumes § and ff) proposed by Ceraghty & Miller Inc., in letter of
August 2, 1990, August 16, 1990,

Letter to Mr. joel Singerman, New York/Caribbean

Remedial Action Branch, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
from Ms. Laine Vignona, Senior Scientist, Thomas Lobasso, Senior
Associate, Geraghty & Miller, Inc., re: Pollution Abatemient Services
(PAS), Oswego, New York, Revised Supplemental Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study (SRI/FS} Work Plan, August 2, 1990.

Letter to Mr. Joel Singerman, Chief, Western New

York Remedial Section, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 11, from Mr. Raymond E. Lupe, Chief, Central Remedial
Projects Section, Bureau of Eastern Remedial Action, Division of
Hazardous Waste Remediation, re: Pollution Abatement Services (7-
38-001), Oswego County, comments from the Divisicn of Water,
Division of Fish and Wildlife, and Division of Hazardous Waste
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Remediation on the Draft Field Operations Plan (FOP), Aaril 10,
1990.

4.0 FEASIBILITY STUDY -

4.3 Feasibility Study Reports

p. 400001- Report: Final Supplemental Feasibility Study

400332 Report, Pollution Abatement Services Site, Oswego, Nevr York,
prepared by Golder Associates, August 1993.

5.0 RECORD OF DECISION

5.1 Record of Decision

p. 500001- Record of Decision, Remedial Alternative Selection
500044 for Pollution Abatement Services, Inc. (PAS), Oswego, Mew York,
June 6, 1984.

7.0 ENFORCEMENT
7.2 Endangerment Assessments

p. 700001- Report: Final Endangerment Assessment, PAS Oswegc
700421 - Site, Oswego, New York, Vclume | of ll, prepared by CDM Federal

Programs Corporation, May 26, 1993.

p. 700422- Report: Final Endangerment Assessment, PAS Oswegn
700536 Site, Oswego, New York, Volume il of i, prepared by CDM Federal

Programs Carporation, May 26, 1993.

7.3 Administrative Orders

p. 700537- Removal Order, Index No. 10221, Constantine
700638 Sidamon-Eristoff, Regional Administrator, September 20, 1991.

p. 700639- Administrative Order on Consent for Supplemental
700748 Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, Index No. il CERCLA-00214,
Constantine Sidamon-Eristoff, Regional Administrator, September 27,
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7.7 Notice Letters and Responses - 104e’s

P

700749-
700751

Letter re: General Notice for the Supplementary
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study at the Pollution
Abatement Services Site, Oswego County, New York, March 23,

1990.

7.8 Correspondence

p.

700752-
700754

700755~
700755

Letter to Chief, Western New York Remedial Action

Section, New York/Caribbean Remedial Action Branch, Emergency
and Remedial Response Division, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Attn: PAS Oswego Site Manager, from James V/. Moorman
on behalf of the PAS Management Committee (for Respaondents) re:
Pollution Abatement Services Sites, Oswego, New York,
Administrative Order on Consent for PAS Oswego Site Interim
Croundwater Removal, Qctober 4, 1991.

Letter to James W. Moorman, Esq., Cadwalder,

Wickersham, and Taft, from Joel Singerman, Chief, Western New
York Remedial Action Section, re: March 16, 1990 telephone
conversation concerning cantamination detected outside the slurry
wall at the Pollution Abatement Services Superfund site, March 21,

1990.

| S L | | -

10.0 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION oo

10.9 Proposed Plan

P. 1000001-  Plan: Superfund Proposed Plan for the Pollution
1000013 Abatement Services Site, Town of Oswego, Oswego County, New

o

/e

York, August 1993.
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New York State Department of Environmental ¢ [ Lo
50 Wolf Road, Albany, New York 12233 7010 Cept. et

Post ™ brand fax tznsmittal merro 7571 [-m pagesr

Z//M/wr /T ose F"V,%fc:wo 9?;({/&,

AL

AT - 4‘:57‘\9({- 7 /7

Fax » .y &
SO - LS~ £ /DD | AT o B

' . . At — e N
Mr, William J. Muszynski, 2.E,

Acting Regicnal Administrator

US Environmental Protection Agency
26 Federal Plaza - Region II

New York, NY 10278

NOY 2 @ 1983 Commlssi;:nar
nu w o

Dear Mr., Muszynski:

ot
11

Pollution Abatement Services
Site No.: 7-38-001
Record of Decision

This letter is to advise you that the proposed charge in
language in the Record cof Cecision, Pellution Abatement Services
Site, Oswego, New York, as cutlined in the November 18, 1993
telex to the Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation stzff is

acceptable to the State. Page 6 ©of the Record of Decision, will
now ine¢lude:

"Should the results of this investigation determine that
bedrock pumping will be an effective means of addressing the
contamination in the bedrock aguifer without adversely
impacting the existing containment system or the cireeks and
wetlands, then an analysis to determine the rate and the
lecation of the bedrock extraction wells will be' performed,
feollowed by implementation of the bedrock groundwater
extraction and treatment. Should the investigation indicate
that bedrock groundwater pumping will have a signi:licant,
adverse impact on the centainment system or the creeks and
wetlands, this decisicn will be documented in a pre-remedial
design study report concurred upon by New York Sta:ze."

The proposed change was discussed between Mr. Raymond Lupe
(NYSDEC) and Mr. Gary Litwin (NYSDOH), and will satisfactorily
resolve the concerns of the State outlined in my Novembar 5, 19953

letter to you. Therefore, the State now concurs with the Record
of Decision.

Please contact Mr. Michasl J. O'Tgole, Jr., Director,
Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation at (513) 457-5361 if you
have any questions.

Sincerely,

. . VA
Ciz;wu/ f¥*ﬁl\;ab4sz~A\__
Ann Hill DeBarbieri T

Deputy Commissioner .
Office of Environmental Remediation

cc: A. Carlson, NYSDOH
W. Mrahao MSEFDA




)

=

| S

| B

......

New York State Department of Environme! Geot,
50 Welf Road, Albany, New York 12233 7010

Post-It™ brand fax transmittal meme 7671 #of pages » 207 ]

Ta R From
|co‘ Y /17((-:4"5? A?O.'a/ a-(f/jge
287724 S NAose
gr9x  {PE) $LT7
| ﬁ{r__~2£21__q_____
(212) 244« Tl 0L 3) 45 1 OEF

S

NOY D 1993 Themas C. Jorling
Commissioner
Mr. William J. Muszynski, P.E.
Acting Regional Administrator
US Environmental Protection Agency )
26 Federal Plaza - Region II v
New York, NY 10278 '

Dear Mr. Muszynski:

RE: Pollution Abatement Services
Site No.: 7-38-001
Record of Decision, Supplemental RI/FS

The purpose of this letter is to advise you that the
revision of page 27 of the Record of Pecision, Supplemental
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS), Polluticen
Abatement Services Site, Oswego, NY, to include the following
langquage is satisfactory to New York State:

"Should the investigation indicate that bedreock groundwater
pumping will have a significant, adverse impact or. the
containment system or the wetlands (which would bea
documented in a pre-remedial design study report), then,
upon obtaining the concurrence of New York State, bedrock
groundwater pumping will not be implemented!.”

! "In accordance with CERCLA Section 117(c) and Sec':ien
300.435(c) {2) {1} of the NCP, if bedrock groundwate:r pumping
is not implemented, then an Explanation of Significant
Differences, describing the modification to the salectad
remedy and the basis for the change, will be published.”

Discussiong between Raymond Lupe (NYSDEC) and Gary Litwin
{(NYSDOH) on October 2%, 1993 confirmed that the revision to the
Record of Decision will adequately resolve the major concern of
the New York State Department of Health outlined on page 2 of my
October 5, 1993 concurrence letter to you. This concarn was
that:

"The Declaration of the Record of Decision and the
discussion of the selected remedy in the Record of Decision
should include follow=-up actions that will be pursued in the
event that the results of hydrogeclegic, pre-remadial design
studies show that pumping the groundwatey is not an
effective means of remediating the acontaminated water in the
bedrock aquifer without adversely affecting the containment
system or the adjacent wetlands and creeks."
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Mr. wWilliam J. Muszynski, P.E. Page 2

The New York State Department of Environmental Consiervation
concurs with the Record of Decision upon incorpeoration of the
revisions ocutlined above.

Thank you for the efforts of your staff to resolve this
matter. Please contact Michael J. 0‘Toole, Jr., at
(518} 457~-5861 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,
Ann Hzll DeBarbieri ,

Deputy Commigsioner
Office of Environmental Femediation

cc: D. Munro, NYSDOL
A. Carlson, NYSDOH
G. Litwin, NYSDCH
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APPENDIX V
RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

Pollution Abatement Services Superfund Site

INTRODUCTION

A responsiveness summary is required by Superfund policy. [t provides a summary of
citizens’ comments and concerns received during the public comment period, and the United
States Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) and the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation’s (NYSDEC's) responses to those comments and concerns. All
comments summarized in this document have been considered in EPA’s and NYSDEC's
final decision for selection of a remedial alternative to augment the previously implemented
remedial actions and to address the contamination detected outside the contairment system
at the Pollution Abatement Services site.

OVERVIEW

The public generally supports the preferred remedy, enhanced source control with bedrock
extraction and treatment. However, there were some concerns that were expressed related
to the preferred option for the treatment and disposal of the leachate and groundwater from
the PAS site at the City of Oswego’s wastewater treatment plant. The primary concerns
were related to the wastewater treatment plant’s ability to adequately treat the contaminated
groundwater and leachate. It was explained at the public meeting that the identification of
the City of Oswego’s wastewater treatment plant as the preferred option for the treatment
and disposal of the leachate and contaminated gronndwater in no way obligates the City to
accept the leachate and contaminated groundwater, nor does it imply that EPA and
NYSDEC will ultimately approve the discharge. Assuming that all of the City’s obligations
related to the wastewater treatment plant are satisfied (such as the implemsntation of an
Industrial Pretreatment Program) and that the City is willing to accept the discharge, EPA
and NYSDEC approval of the subject discharge would be contingent upon a determination
that the proposed discharge (with or without pretreatment) would not adversely impact the
plant’s treatment processes or sludge disposal practices and that it would not contribute to
permit violations or cause water quality criteria in the receiving waters to be exceeded. In
the event that this option cannot be implemented, the on-site treatment option would be
implemented as a contingent option for treatment and disposal.

The potentially responsible parties (PRPs) expressed concerns relative to the reasonableness
of a number of the exposure assumptions used in the human health risk evaluation and the
applicability of a number of the comparisons made between the toxicological databases and
scientific literature and the actual on-site case exposures that are occurring to non-human
receptors. EPA, in its response, noted that the Agency adopts a conservative approach in
its risk assessments. The values/criteria that are claimed to be unreasonable are standard
" default values that EPA uniformly applies at all sites. Hence, the computed risks represent
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the reasonable maximum exposure case. With regard to the ecological threat, the levels of
some constituents exceed those that are believed to be protective of 95% of aquatic life.
Hence, continued exposure to the present contaminant levels are predicted to result in
impacts either through direct exposure to the contaminated medium or through feeding on
forms that have assimilated contamination from the water.

SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES

The RI report, FS report, and the Proposed Plan for the site were released to he public for
comment on August 23, 1993. These documents were made available to the public in the
administrative record file at the EPA Docket Room in Region II, New York and the
information repository at the Oswego City Hall. The notice of availability for the above-
referenced documents was published in the Oswego Palladium Times on Aujgust 21, 1993.
The public comment period related to these documents was held from August 24, 1993 to

September 22, 1993.

On September 8, 1993, EPA and NYSDEC conducted a public meeting at Oswrego City Hall
to inform local officials and interested citizens about the Superfund process, to review
current and planned remedial activities at the site, to discuss and receive copiments on the
Proposed Plan, and to respond to questions from area residents and other interested parties.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The following correspondence (see Appendix V-a) was received during the public comment
period:

. Letter dated September 1, 1993 to Richard Ramon, EPA, from Ronald J. Scrudato,
concerning the Proposed Plan.

. Letter dated September 14, 1993 to Richard Ramon, EPA, from Ronald J. Scrudato,
following up his September 1, 1993 letter and his comments made at the September

8, 1993 public meeting,

. Letter dated September 16, 1993 to Richard Ramon, EPA, from Mark Valentine of
de maximus, inc. on behaif of the PAS Oswego Management Committee, concerning
the human health and ecological risk assessments.

.« Letter dated September 18, 1993 to Richard Ramon, EPA, from the Board of
Directors of the Fulton Safe Drinking Water Action Committee for Environmental
Concerns, Inc., concerning the Proposed Plan and comments made a: the September

8, 1993 public meeting.-




—— [

L

| S | | L L.

o L

| S

L. L. [

. Letter dated September 21, 1993 to Richard Ramon, EPA, from Anne Rabe,
Executive Director, Citizens’ Eavironmental Coalition, concerning the Proposed Plan.

A summary of the comments contained in the above letters and the comment: provided by
the public at the September 8, 1993 public meeting, as well as EPA’s anc. NYSDEC's
response to those comments, follows.

Comment #I: A commenter noted that, at the time of the initial remedial action at the
PAS site, it was stated that the slurry wall and cap would remedy the contamination
problems. Since contamination has been found outside the containment system, the
commenter concluded that the original remediation was either incomplete. because the
extent of contamination was missed during the original RI/FS, or the system failed to
contain the contaminants within the slurry wall and cap, since contaminants are migrating
through the area of the site with thinner till into the bedrock. The commerter expressed
concern that the public is now being told that there is a better understandmg of how the
system works and the preferred remedy will solve the contamination problens.

Response #1: The containment system was constructed to not only contain the contaminat-
ed groundwater in the overburden aquifer, but to prevent direct contact, prevent volatile
emissions, and reduce infiltration, which in turn, will reduce the generation of contaminated
groundwater.

Based upon post-closure site inspections and long-term monitoring results, it has been
determined that the containment system is effectively preventing dxrect contact and
preventing volatile emissions. -

The hydraulic integrity of the containment system vvas assessed during the supplemental RI
using data from continuous monitoring of water levels at selected monitoring wells located
on opposite sides of the slurry wall, monthly water level measurements, and associated
meteorological data. The monitoring data demonstrated that the shurry wall is performing
effectively. The lack of response of groundwater levels inside the containinent system to
prempltauon suggests that the cover system is performmg effectively. Therefore, based on
extensive monitoring data collected at the site, the existing contamment system is providing
hydraulic control of the contained area.

While the bedrock aquifer was, apparently, already contaminated at the time the
containment system was constructed, this contamination was not detected when the original
RI was performed. The supplemental RI has yielded a better understanding of the
hydrogeological conditions at the site. The data suggest that contaminants in the bedrock
aquifer originated from the area within the containment system and migrated vertically
downward thmugh the lodgement till. The inferred source area for contaminants in the
bedrock aquifer is the center of the containment system where the lodgemeut till is relative-
ly thin. Based upon the RI data, it appears that the increased interim grourdwater removal
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pumping has modified the horizontal gradients across the slurry wall, resulting in inward
gradients along much of the length of the slurry wall (i.e., groundwater tends tc flow inward
rather than outward toward the slurry wall). In addition, it appears that upward vertical
gradients between the bedrock and overburden may have been produced over part of the
containment system, Therefore, the data suggest that the subject contamination will be
addressed by enhancing the present source control system by optimizing the eachate and
groundwater extraction rate and other operating conditions in order to achieve, to the
degree practicable, inward horizontal gradients in the overburden and upward vertical gradi-
ents from the bedrock toward the containment system, and by actively pumpiny; the bedrock
aquifer.

Comment #2: Several commenters wanted to know what future action is planned to
determine whether other potential sources of contamination are contributors to the PAS site
groundwater problem, concluding that it would be a waste of money to addres: the PAS site
problems now, as long as there continues to be a source of upgradient contamination.

Response #2: It is recognized that the upgradient East Seneca Street Dump, Niagara
Mohawk Fire Training School, and Oswego Castings site are potential sources of contamina-
tion to the PAS site. Reports prepared by an NYSDEC contractor indicate that both the .
East Seneca Street Dump and the Fire Training School may have contributed to the
contamination of the soil, groundwater, surface water, and sediments in the vicinity of the
PAS site. According to these reports, volatile organic compounds, semi-volatile organic
compounds, and metals were detected in the groundwater at the East Seneca Street Dump.
Because of the lack of data, it is not clear if the volatile organic compcunds are also
contaminants of concern at the Fire Training School. Available information (data from
NYSDEC'’s 1991 preliminary site assessment) suggest that the Fire Training School may be
a source of PCBs in the surface water and sediments in White Creek in the vicinity of the
PAS site. In addition, the Oswego Castings site remains a concern as a pntential source
which may be contributing to PCB contamination in the wetlands adjacent to the Sxmth’
Beach community,

Since the data suggest that contaminants in the bedrock aquifer have originated from within
the containment system and have migrated vertically downward through the lodgement till,
it would be appropriate to address the contamination that is believed to be attributable to
the PAS site, while the ongomg studies at the upgradient sites continue. Any contamination
attributable to the upgradient sites will be addressed upon completion of the ongoing studies
at these sites.

Comment #3: A commenter noted that a number of interim remedies were conducted at
the PAS site to reduce the off-site migration of contaminants to the two local tributaries and
to Lake Ontario including the removal of leaking drums, surface and subsurface storage
tanks, and the incinerator, and the draining and backfilling of the two on-site lagoons, The
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commenter further noted that, although it was clear that the lagoons contained highly
contaminated soils and sediments, the removal and treatment of the highly contaminated
lagoon sediments was not considered. The commenter expressed concern that, as long as
highly contaminated soils and sediments remain buried at the site, they will continue to be
a source of contamination to the groundwater. The commenter suggested that select
excavation of the areas which were occupied by the two lagoons would significantly reduce
the source of contaminants, thereby accelerating the eventual reduction of substances in the
surrounding groundwater. The commenter added that, continuing with the containment
strategy selected in the 1984 Record of Decision (ROD) will require that groundwater be
withdrawn and treated for decades, particularly since there is a large volume of highly
contaminated sediments buried beneath the cap.

Response #3: While the lagoons coatained highly contaminated soils and sediments after
they were drained and backfilled in 1982, to remove the sediments at that timie would have
only eliminated a portion of the contamination on-site. The original RI date, indicate that
soil contamination was significant, widespread, and non uniform across the s:te, suggesting
multiple on-site sources of contamination. Although the removal of the contiminated soils
and sediments would have provided the most effective and complete removal of contami-
nants from the site, given the size of the site, containment of the waste mass was determined
to be the only practical means to remediate the site.

Since the containment of the waste, as called for in the 1984 ROD, is providing adequate
protection to the public and the environment, and since there are otter sources of
contamination at the site, to eliminate the lagoon sediments at this time would not provide
a greater degree of protection to public health and the environment.

Since the extent of the source of contamination present in the containment cell is largely
unknown, determining how long the leachate and contaminated groundwater must be
controlled is indeterminate.

-

Comment #4: Several commenters expressed concern that EPA would corsider using the
City of Oswego’s wastewater treatment plant, which discharges to a major source of drinking
water, particularly when there is such great emphasis on the reduction and virtual
elimination of persistent toxic chemical discharges to the Great Lakes. Althcugh the current
plume does not appear to contain PCBs, one commenter was concerned that the PCBs
which are contained at the site might be mobilized by the volatile organics or that PCBs
from the upgradient sources might find their way into the wastewater treatment plant and
pass through to the sludge. In addition, a commenter expressed concern that the sludge
would concentrate the trace metals known to exist at the site.

A commenter also expressed concern that one will never be able to mon tor whether the

wastewater treatment is treating the influent from the PAS site since a contribution of
50,000 gallons per month of leachate and contaminated groundwater from the site would
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be substantiaily diluted by the 3 million gallons per day flow at the wastewater treatment
plant. At this dilution, the analytical protocols would not allow effective moni oring of the
wastewater treatment plant’s discharges to determine whether the contaminan's have been
degraded.

Several commenters suggested that the contingent treatment option, on-site treatment, be
employed.

Response #4: The purpose of wastewater treatment plants is to serve as central facilities
which remove pollutants and contaminants from municipal and industrial wastes that are
generated in specific areas. The results of treatability studies that were perfcrmed on the
site’s leachate and a study of the feasibility of discharging leachate from the PAS site to the
wastewater treatment plant indicated that the PAS leachate includes organic ontaminants
that are amenable to treatment in a biological treatment system, such as the one at the
wastewater treatment plant. Also, the study indicated that the metals in the leachate are
low in comparison to the allowable levels at the wastewater treatment plant, and would not
inhibit wastewater treatment effectiveness or the sludge incineration process. Although the
leachate would be classified as a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) listed
waste (waste code F039), it would fall within the Domestic Sewage Exclusion, <0 CFR 261.4,
and would not require a RCRA permit for purposes of discharge to th: wastewater
treatment plant. The study concluded that the PAS leachate would:

. not affect wastewater treatment plant employee health and safety;
. conform with the City of Oswego’s pretreatment requirements; and

. not impact the wastewater treatment plant’s ability to comply with its effluent limita-
tions or sludge disposal requirements.

Assuming that all of the City’s obligations related to the wastewater treatment plant are
satisfied (such as the implementation of an Industrial Pretreatment Program) and that the
City is willing to accept the discharge, EPA and NYSDEC approval of the subject discharge
would be contingent upon a determination that the proposed discharge (with or without
pretreatment) would not adversely impact the plant s treatment processes or sludge dJsposa.l
practxccs and that it would not contribute to permit violations or cause water guality criteria
in the receiving waters to be exceeded.

In the event that the wastewater treatment plant option cannot be implemented, the on-site
treatment optlon would be implemented as a contingent option for treatmert and dlsposal

If the wastewater treatment plant opuon is implemented, the groundwater and leachate
would be monitored at the PAS site using strict protocols defined by the City of Oswego,
NYSDEC and EPA. Specific monitoring protocols would be developeci, which would
include frequency of sampling and reporting, sampling methods and locatior s, analytes, and
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analytical testing methods. For example, instrumentation used for analysis of organic
compounds could include a gas chromatograph or a gas chromatograph/masspectrometer.
Analytical detection limits would be in the low parts per billion range with his type of
instrumentation and analytical techniques. With detection limits in the low part; per billion
range, treatment effectiveness at the wastewater treatment plant could be adequately
monitored and demonstrated even considering that the proposed PAS disckarge would
comptise less than one percent of the total wastewater entering the treatment plant. If the
influent concentrations are, at any time, determined to be unacceptable, pretrea:ment of the
influent or on-site treatment may be required.

Monitoring at the wastewater treatment plant would be performed both on the influent and
the effluent. Current monitoring protocols at the wastewater treatment plaat would be
modified, as necessary, to insure that the treatment system performance is not iahibited and
that the proposed PAS discharge is treated properly. The monitoring progrem would be
coordinated with the timing of specific PAS discharge events and related monitoring at the
PAS site, since the proposed PAS discharge would be intermittent. The wastewater
treatment plant’s effluent would be monitored in accordance with requirements provided
in its State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) discharge parmit, which
contains monitoring requirements for specific parameters required to insure that Lake
Ontario’s water quality is being protected.

Comment #5: Several commenters asked what impact to Lake Ontario would be expected
from the proposed discharge of PAS site groundwater and leachate to the wastewater
treatment plant? One commenter also asked what impact to the adjacent Wine Creek or
White Creek and, subsequently Lake Ontario, would be expected if the PAS site’s
contaminated groundwater and leachate were treated on-site and discharged t> Wine Creek
or White Creek?

Response #5: One condition of approval of the wastewater treatment plant treatment
option will be a determination that the proposed discharge would be treated properly at the
wastewater treatment plant prior to discharge to Lake Ontario. The SPDES permit for the
subject plant was issued by NYSDEC with specific discharge requirements that were
developed based on the protection of water quality in Lake Ontario.

A discharge from an on-site treatment system to Wine Creek or White Crezk would have
to comply with SPDES discharge requirements to insure protection of Wiite and Wine
Creeks and Lake Ontario. The discharge requirements would be based upoa water quality
criteria that would maintain the quality of these waters and prevent any acverse impacts.

Comment #6: A commenter wanted to know whether or not the City of Oswego will incur
any costs related to sewerline construction and maintenance.
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Response #6: If the City of Oswego’s wastewater treatment plant treatment option is
ultimately selected, the construction of the sewer connection to the Mitchell Street sewer
extension and all associated costs would be incurred by either the potentially responsible
parties (PRPs) (if, following EPA’s post-ROD negotiations they agree to design and
implement the selected remedy) or EPA and the State (if the PRPs do not agree to design
and implement the selected remedy). The maintenance of the sewerline would be the
responsibility of the City. The cost related to this maintenance should be covered by the
fees that will be charged to the PAS site as a customer of the wastewater treatment plant.

Comment #7: A commenter asked whether EPA would pay for the upgrade, since the City
of Oswego has been toid to upgrade its treatment processes and EPA is supporting the
utilization of the wastewater treatment plant to treat the leachate and contaminated
groundwater from the site, contingent upon, among other things, the upgrade of the
wastewater treatment plant.

Response #7: The connection to the wastewater treatment plant assumes that the upgrade
has been completed. Since the upgrade is necessary regardless as to whetter or not the
PAS leachate and contaminated groundwater is treated at the wastewater treatment plant,
paying for the upgrade would not be the responsibility of EPA.

Comment #8: One commenter noted that New York State allows sludge tc be spread on
agricultural lands. The commenter expressed concern that landspreading sludge contaminat-
ed with hazardous substances from the PAS site could eventually cause groundwater and
surface water contamination, The commenter urged utilizing on-site treatment as a means
of solving the "sludge problem." ‘

Response #8: Sludges will be generated regardless of whether the PAS leachate and
contaminated groundwater is treated at an on-site treatment facility or at the City of
Oswego’s Eastside wastewater treatment plant. It is likely that sludges gensrated from an
on-site treatment facility would be taken off-site for treatment. The sludges from the City
of Oswego’s Eastside wastewater treatment plant are incinerated, not land:pread.

Comment #9: A commenter wanted to know whether or not there is any  onitoring of air
emissions from the wastewater treatment plant’s sludge incinerator.

Response #9: The air emissions are monitored to ensure compliance with its air emission
permit requirements, :

It should also be noted that monitoring of the sludge incinerator ash quality is performed
in accordance with EPA and NYSDEC requirements. Sludge incinerator ish is and would
continue to be monitored to compare ash quality with state and federal regulatory
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requirements. A June 1993 evaluation of the wastewater treatment plant option performed
by O'Brien & Gere Engineers, Inc., on behalf of the PRPs, concluded that the ntroduction
of contaminated groundwater and leachate from the PAS site into the Eastside Wastewater
Treatment Plant would not cause the incinerator ash quality to exceed state or federal ash

quality standards.

Comment #10: Several commenters asked what the current health risk assoctited with the
site was, Of particular concern was the threat to Smith’s Beach.

Response #10: Private wells in Smith’s Beach have been tested, with no site-related
contamination indicated. The results of the baseline risk assessment performed during the
supplemental RI indicate that only the potential future exposure to the bedro:k aquifer via
ingestion poses an unacceptable risk to human health, The cumulative upper-bound cancer
risk at the site is 7x10* for children and 8x10* for adults. Hence, the risks fcr carcinogens
at the site are not within the acceptable risk range of 10* to 10°. Connecting downgradient
residents in the Smith’s Beach area using residential wells to the public water supply and
implementing institutional controls on groundwater usage through deed restrictions at the
PAS site and downgradient from the site to the Smith’s Beach area will protect public health
while the contaminated groundwater is extracted and treated.

Comment #11: Several commenters expressed concern that the treatment of the leachate
and contaminated groundwater at the City of Oswego’s wastewater treatment plant was a
foregone conclusion, since it was identified as EPA’s and NYSDEC’s preferred remedy.

Response #11; The purpose of a Proposed Plan is to inform the public of EPA’s and
NYSDEC’s preferred remedy and to solicit public comments on all of the remedial
alternatives evaluated, as well as the preferred remedy. Changes to the preferred remedy
or a change from the preferred remedy to another remedy can be made if public comments
or additional data indicate that such a change will result in 2 more apprepriate remedial
action. A final decision regarding the selected remedy is made only after EPA has taken
into consideration all public comments.

The Proposed Plan for the PAS site identifies the treatment and disposal of the leachate
and groundwater from the site at the City of Oswego’s wastewater treatment plant as the
preferred treatment option, with on-site treatment/disposal as a contingeat option. After
reviewing the three leachate and contaminated groundwater treatment and disposal options
that were considered, as well as public comments, EPA has determined that treatment of
the leachate and contaminated groundwater at the City of Oswego’s wastewater treatment
plant is the most appropriate treatment and disposal alternative, with on-site treat-
ment/disposal as a contingent alternative. The selection of the City of Oswego’s wastewater
treatment plant for the treatment and disposal of the leachate and contaminated
groundwater, however, in no way obligates the City to accept the leachate :ind contaminated
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groundwater, nor does it imply that EPA and NYSDEC will ultimately approve the
discharge. Assuming that all of the City’s obligations related to the wastewater treatment
plant are satisfied (such as the implementation of an Industrial Pretreatment Pogram) and
that the City is willing to accept the discharge, EPA and NYSDEC approval o! the subject
discharge would be contingent upon a determination that the proposed discharge (with or
without pretreatment) would not adversely impact the plant’s treatment procestes or sludge
disposal practices and that it would not contribute to permit violations or cause water
quality criteria in the receiving waters to be exceeded.

In the event that the wastewater treatment plant alternative cannot be implemented, the on-
site treatment/disposal alternative would be implemented as a contingent opt.on for treat-
ment and disposal.

Comment #12: One commenter expressed concerns relative to the reasonzbleness of a
number of the exposure assumptions used in the human health risk evaluation, including
exposure duration, exposure frequency, and the methodology for the selection of chemicals.
The commenter also expressed concern relative to the impact of upgradient sources of
surface water contamination of the risk assessment conclusions.

Response #12: EPA, in following its risk assessment guidelines (Risk Assessment Guidance
for Superfund), adopts a conservative approach in its risk assessments. The values/criteria
that are claimed to be unreasonable are standard default values that EPA uniformly applies
at all sites. Hence, the computed risks represent the reasonable maximum exposure (RME)
case, defined as the maximum exposure that can reasonably be expected to occur. In those
cases where EPA’s acceptable target/range is exceeded, remedial action ii appropriate.
Therefore, the potential future exposure to overburden and bedrock aquifer; via ingestion
needs to be addressed. The computing of a less conservative "average" cass was done in
accordance with EPA policy, which requires this be done when the RME aralysis exceeds
EPA’s risk thresholds. o

The results of the baseline risk assessment indicate that only the potential future exposure
to the bedrock aquifer via ingestion posed an unacceptable risk to human health. The other
carcinogenic risks associated with the site are in the acceptable range.

The Hazard Index, which reflects noncarcinogenic effects for a human receptor, exceeded
unity for adults and children for ingestion of groundwater from the bedrock iquifer and for
children ingesting surface water, sediment, and fish.

While the Hazard Index associated with the ingestion of surface water, sediment, and fish
by children exceeds the acceptable level, it is uncertain whether the PAS site is the source
of this contamination, since there are several potential sources of surface water and
sediment contamination located upstream of the site. In conjunction with evaluating the data
generated by the ongoing and planned studies related to the adjacent East Seneca Street
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Dump, Niagara Mohawk Fire Training School, and Oswego Castings sites, a study will be
conducted to determine the source of contamination to the surface water and sediments
located in the adjacent creeks. If, based upon these investigations, it is determined that the
contamination in the adjacent creeks or wetlands is attributable to the PAS site, then
remedial alternatives to address this contamination will be evaluated.

Comment #13: One commenter expressed concerns relative to the ecological risk
assessment in terms of the applicability of a number of the comparisons made between the
toxicological databases and scientific literature and the actual on-site case exposures that are
occurring to nonhuman receptors, The commenter also expressed concern relative to
upgradient sources of surface water and sediment contamination.

Response #13: The qualitative ecological assessmeat found that aquatic species and aquatic
invertebrates, in particular, are the most at risk as indicated by the similarity of detected
surface water and sediment values in the vicinity of the site to toxicity values. In the case
of surface water, levels of some constituents exceed those that are believed to be protective
of 95% of aquatic life forms (i.e., Federal Ambient Water Criteria). Sublethal effects of
contaminant toxicity may be occurring at the site. As some of the contaminarnts present bi-
oaccumulate, affected aquatic invertebrates may be posing a risk to upper trophic level
species who use them as a food source. The potential for transmitting risk through the food
chain is present for the fathead minnow, a resident species at the site, as PCBs have been
detected in fish collected from creeks at the site. In addition, the minnows are expected to
have continual exposure to elevated levels of aluminum, DDE, and DDT, although this
exposure is not likely to threaten fish survival. Although a definitive statement cannot be
made regarding impacts to the Spring Peeper and other amphibious life, the contaminants
aluminum and DDT/DDE are present at levels that strongly indicate toxicity to these
aquatic receptors. There is a potential risk to the green-backed heron through its diet (a
significant pomon of its exposure) from DDT/DDE, PCBs, aldrin, and ioetals. PCB
concentrations in the sediments are close to the values reported to cause adverse
reproductive and survival effects. The shrew, typifying small mammals at the site, is
expected to have relatively low exposures to surface water/sediment, and thereby any
adverse health risks are assumed to be sublethal. Contaminant body burdens, however, may
transfer contaminants to higher trophic level organisms (e.g., mink and green-backed heron).
Reproduction or survival of these higher forms could be impacted via this transfer, mostly
caused by the bioaccumulable DDT/DDE, PCBs, aldrin, and some metals. 13ased upon the
results of the qualitative ecological assessment, a potentially significant impact may occur
to mink if present at the site because of their extreme semnsitivity to PCBs. Detected
sediment levels are well within the range of values reported to cause reproductive impair-
ment and mortality, via their dietary (aquatic sources) exposure.

It should be noted that, while the levels of PCBs, PAHSs, and pesticides present in the
sediments in the depositional areas of the creeks in the vicinity of the site may pose an
unacceptable risk to individual mink that might use the creeks and adjacent wetlands as
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foraging areas, it is uncertain whether the PAS site is the source of this contam nation, since
there are several potential sources of surface water and sediment contamination located
upstream of the site. In conjunction with evaluating the data generated by the ongoing and
planned studies related to the adjacent sites, a study will be conducted to determine the
source of contamination to the surface water and sediments located in the adjacent creeks.
If, based upon these investigations, it is determined that the contamination in the adjacent
creeks or wetlands is attributable to the PAS site, then remedial alternatives to address this

contamination will be evaluated.
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Mr. Richard Ramon, P.E.
Project Manager
Western New York Superfund Section 1
Emergency and Remedial Response Division
USEPA :
26 Federal Plaza
New York, N.Y. 10278
September 1, 1993
Dear Mr. Ramon:

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Proposeci Plan for
the Pollution Abatement Services Site, August, 1993. Aalthough I
have not had the opportunity to review the supplement.al RI/FS,
there are a number of points I would like to address regarding the
preferred remedy.

At the time the PAS site was being investigated, a number of
interim remedies were conducted to curb the offsite migration of
contaminants to the two local tributaries and to Lake Ortario. 1In
addition to the removal of leaking drums, removal of surface and
subsurface storage tanks and the actual incinerator,. the two on-
site "lagoons" were drained and backfilled. At the time the lagoons
were emptied and in subsequent investigations, it was known that
the lagoons contained some of the highest concentirations of
contaminants. The NYS Department of Environmental Conservation
assumed lead status for the remediation of the PAS site and
although it was clear that the lagoon areas contained highly
contaminated soils and sediments, DEC refused to consider the
removal and treatment of the highly contaminated lagoonal
sediments. The sediments were simply buried and I‘m confident
continue to contribute to the problems related to groundwater
contamination. As long as highly contaminated soils ani sediments
remain buried at the PAS site, the groundwater will continue to be
contaminated requiring withdrawal and treatment of the jroundwater
or leachate for decades. If this is the case, why wasn’t
excavation of known sources of highly contaminatec. sediments
considered in the remedial alternatives? Select excavation of the
ares which were occupied by the two lagoons would significantly
reduce the source of contaminants thereby accelerating the eventual
reduction of substances in the surrounding groundwater.




e

i

| —

| V——

At the time of the initial remedial action at the PAS site, it was
stated that the slurry wall and the tight cap would clearly remedy
the problem. In addition, DEC also refused to conduct a detailed
investigation of the upgradient source(s) of contaminants to the
PAS site including the relationship of the East Seneca Street Dump
to groundwater contamination. How is it known that grcundwater
contamination of the PAS site doesn’t, at least in part, derive
from upgradient sources?

Based on these points, it is 1likely that the source of the
contaminants in the groundwater derive from either highly
contaninated sediments or from offsite migration into the PAS
property. Why isn‘t sediment source reduction being considered at
this time to remove the source(s) of the groundwater contamination?

In addition, if the slurry wall and cap were designed and
constructed to significantly reduce the quantity of groundwater
within the site, why is it that contaminated groundwater continues
to flow from the site into the surrounding areas. Wher2 are the
contaminants originating from? From within the slurry wall or from
offsite? If the cap is working, as designed, then the major source
of groundwater has to be from outside the cap perimeter and slurry
wall suggesting that groundwater, and possibly contaminated
groundwater from the East Seneca Street Dump and elsewhere, is
migrating through the slurry wall into the PAS site. Wrat future
action is planned to determine whether the East Seneca Street Dump
and other potential sources, are contributors to the PAS site
groundwater problem? ‘

Regarding the use of the POTW for the disposal of contaminated
groundwater and leachate collected from the site, it |is
unconscionable that USEPA would consider using the sewage treatment
plant that discharges to a major source of drinking water
particularly when there is such great emphasis on the reduction and
virtual elimination of persistent toxic chemical discharges to the
Great Lakes. At the estimated 50,000 gallons per month
groundwater withdrawal and at the estimated total BTEX
concentration of 1790, almost 10 pounds of BTEX will be discharged
to the POTW annually. In addition, over a pound of nickel and
arsenic (combined), and about a pound and a half of chlorinated
ethanes and ethenes will be discharged to the POTW and eventually
to Lake Ontario.

The alternative that should be implemented is the one requiring on-
site treatment coupled with discharge to the groundwater rather
than to local tributaries and Lake Ontario. The treated effluent
should be discharged to the groundwater upgradient of the slurry
wall and not be transported to a local POTW. Local POT'Ws were not
designed or ever intended to be used for the disposal of hazardous

wastes and although it would reduce the overall remedial cost, this

alternative does not advance the overall reduction of contaminants
to an already stressed system. '
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As I commented to DEC at the time they insisted on ignoring the
highly contaminated sediments known to be associated with the
lagoons in the early to mid-1980s, the remedy is flawed and driven
by expediency as well as a lack of experience on the effectiveness
of caps and slurry walls. What is being propcsed row is a
continuation of a remedy that has proven to be ineffective. USEPA
is continuing to build on a poor initial remedy on the Number One
NPL Site in New York. It is now time to meet the mandate:s of SARA
and strive to cleanup the PAS site rather than conducting jpiecemeal
containment strategies. The containment strategy will requiire that
groundwater be withdrawn and treated for decades particularly since
there is a large volume of highly contaminated sedimeni:s buried
beneath the cap. Nowhere is it mentioned how long the pump and
treat system will have to operated. The public shoulc be made
aware of the time that will be required to remediate the site to
ensure they understand the long term ramifications and required

conmitments.

Hopefully these comments will receive serious consideration before
USEPA makes its final decision on this site and if you have
questions relating to my comments, please don’t hesitate t.0 contact

ne.
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Mr. Richard Ramon, P.E.

Project Manager

Western New York Superfund Section 1
Emergency and Remedial Response Division
USEPA

26 Federal Plaza

New York, N.Y. 10278

Dear Mr. Ranon: September 14, 1993

I want to follow up on nmy letter of September 1, 1993 ancd comments
I made at the September 38, 1993 public meeting on the supplemental
RI/FS for the Pollution Abatement Services NPL Site.

As I mentioned, I believe USEPA is not giving enough coniideration
to the store of contaminated sediments within the slurry wall and
the contributions deriving from upgradient sources. If you review
the comments of the public meeting you will note that there were
two explanations provided to explain the source of contaminants

outside the slurry wall including:

1. the contaminants were always there and were not detected at the
time the original RI/FS was conducted; or/and

2. contaminants are migrating through the area of the site w1th
thinner till into the bedrock.

In either case, the original remediation was either incomplete
because the extent of contamination was missed during the original
RI/FS, or the system failed to contain the contaminants within the
slurry wall and cap. Now we are being told that there is a better
understanding of how the system works and the preferred remedy will

resolve the problem.

To date, there has been no adequate explanatlon of whether or how
the 0ld Dump or the Niagara Mohawk Fire Fighting School relates to
the PAS site problem. DEC has delisted the Old Dump and with that
action, it is assumed the problem is resolved even though it is
documented that the 0ld Dump continues to be problemened by
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leachate breakouts and that there is a reasonable likelitood that
the Dump may be partially responsible for the PAS grcundwater
problem. Again, I want to restate that it is foolish and a waste
of money to address the PAS site problems as  long as there
continues to be a source of upgradient contamination.

Regarding the use of the Oswego POTW for getting rid of the PAS
leachate, I want to reemphasize that these systems were never
intended to be used for treating hazardous wastes. The plume of
contaminants from the PAS site consist primarily of VOCs although
it is known that the site contains PCBs and also that there is an
upgradient source of PCBs. Although the current plume does not
appear to contain PCBs at this time, it is well known ihat VOCs

-serva as a solvent and can cause the mobilization of thesa

compounds. In addition, as PCBs undergo degradation, thay become
increasingly more soluble. It is therefore possible that the PCBs
may become mobilized through time. Disposal of VOCs to a POTW
should take into consideration the potential for other contaminants
reaching the system, and if the City of Oswego agrees to> receive
this leachate, no batch of leachate should be discharged to the
POTW without full analysis being conducted including congener-
specific PCB analysis. It is important to conduct congener
specific analysis to be able to determine whether other sources of
PCBs will also be mobilized in time. PCBs will not be affected by
the biological degradation of the POTW and will concentrate in the
sludge essentially unaffected as will the trace metals known to
exist at the site.

There are viable alternatives to POTW discharges including. the
photocatalytic process described in the enclosed. Photocatalytic
degradation is much faster than biodegradation and can be conducted
on site without modifications to the current "pump and treat!
process. I realize photolysis was used at the PAS site in the
past. The photocatalytic process is more effective and is capable
of degrading a broader range of contaminants including PCBs (see
enclosed CHEMOSPHERE article).

What also concerns me about the POTW issue is that this will set
precedent and that it will set the stage for similar preferred
remedies for the other area sites including the FTS and Silk Road
Landfill NPL sites. The City of Oswego must weigh this factor since
both of these sites are upstream of the City and Lake Ontario. The
use of POTW for disposal of hazardous waste shou.d not be
considered because as I stated at the public meeting, you will
never be able to monitor whether the system is working. - the
dilution factor of 30,000 gallons per month against 3,000,000
gallons per day from the POTW, results in a dilution factor of
0.0003 or about .03 of one percent. At this dilution, the
analytical protocols do not allow effective monitoring of the POTW
discharges: to determine whether the contaminants have been
degraded.




Hopefully, these comments help clarify my concerns relative to the
preferred remedy and I hope that USEPA will not continue the

policies and practices that almost guarantee that we will be
revisiting this matter periodically over the next several decades

because poor decisions continued to be made.

Ve

onald J. Scrudato
encl.

ce: T, Hammill
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de maximis, inc.

9041 Executive Park Drive
Suite 401
Knoxville, TN 37923
{615) 691-3052

September 16, 1993

Mr. Richard Ramon, P.E.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
26 Federal Plaza

Region Il

New York, NY 10278

RE: PAS Oswego SRI/FS Comments on
final USEPA Human Health Risk Assessment
and Endangerment Assessment

Dear Mr. Ramon:

Enclosed please find comments prepared by Menzie-Cura & Associates on the final US
EPA Human Health Risk Assessment and Endangerment Assessment.(June 16, 1993).
Additional comments related to the USEPA Endangerment Assessment are: also provided
in Menzie-Cura's letter of August 4, 1993. The August 4, 1993 Menzie-Cura comments
are specifically related to the USEPA's response to the "Estimate of PCB-Related Risks
to Mink for the White and Wine Creeks" dated June 22, 1993. S

If you have any questions, please call me.
Sincerely,

oy Mncllapmnn £,

Mark Valentine

MV/mt

cc:  PAS Oswago Management Committse

File:pasd1893/3023




COMMENTS ON
EPA HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT
AND ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT
FOR THE PAS SITE, OSWEGO NEW YORK

June 16, 1993

Prepared For:

PAS Oswego SRI/FS Trust

Prepared By:

Menzie-Cura & Associates, Inc.
Chelmsford, MA 01824
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Menzie-Cura & Associates, Inc. has reviewed Volume [ - Risk Assessment of the: "Final
Endangerment Assessment, PAS Oswego Site, Oswego, New York" and Volume I "Final
Endangerment Assessment" prepared for the U.S. Environmental Protecdon Agericy (EPA)
by CDM Federal Programs Corporation (May 26, 1993). Comments regarding t1e EPA
human health risk assessment are based on our review of Volume I - Risk Assessment and
Volume II - Risk Assessment Appendices. Previous comments from Menzie-Cura &
Associates, Inc., as summarized in a technical memorandum to EPA (May 35, 1993), are
incorporated herein.

PART A COMMENTS ON EPA HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT
Sreanization of C .
Comments are presented in the following format:

o Summary of Evaluation for Reasonable Maximum Case
. Summary of Evaluation for Central Tendency Case
o Comments (these are presented in italic rypeface)

The Summary of Evaluations provided for both the Reasonable Maximum Case and Central
Tendency Case are based on the information and assumptions included in the EPA risk
assessment. Any restatement or summary of the information provided in the text, tables, or
calculations, does not necessarily represent agreement or concurrence with the information

presented.

We have aiso performed a qualiry assurance check on data transcription and on the
calculations. The results of this evaluadon are presented at the end of this document.

1. General Comments
n i XDOsu

The goal of using "reasonable maximum exposures” in risk assessment is to ccmbine upper-
bound and mid-range exposure factors, which result in an estimation of risk which is both
protective and realistic. The RME is nat intended to represent unlikely or imgrobable worst-
case scenarios (EPA, 1991). The EPA's RME scenarios for this risk assessment do not
combine mid-range and upper-bound exposure factors to arrive at risks; rather, only upper
bound estimates are used. Specifically, the RME scenarios are evaluated usiny upper-bound
estimates of exposure durations, exposure frequencies, intake and uptake of ccntaminated
media, and exposure point concentrations. By evaluating only upper-bound assumpdons for
the RME scenarios, risks are generated based on highly unlikely exposures.
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ncy or Average Exposure Assumpton

The EPA's risk assessment uses a central tendency, or average case, :0 assist in
interpretation of uncertainty. However, the exposure parameters used for these scenarios are
not indicative of "average” conditions. Instead of incorporating averags alues, such as the
arithmetc or geometric means, the EPA risk assessment uses 95% upper confidence limits
on the mean and maximum concentradons. In addition, as detailed later in the ducument,
many of the exposure factors such as ingestion rate of soil and water are above reported
average values. This results in an arbitrary estimate of exposure, and does not represent
"average” exposure conditions.

tenti n

EPA's Compounds of Potential Concern nmay include several compounds not related to
previous site activities, and therefore should not be included in the risk assessment.
According to Section 2.3, Criteria for the jon hemi Potenti ncern (p.
42), nine different screening criteria were to be used to select the Compounds of Potential
Concern. Some of these criteria were discussed within the risk assessment. The: most
significant criteria, not discussed or apparently evaluated in this section, was the comparison
of chemicai concentrations relative to upgradient concentrations. Several compounds, such
as manganese and arsenic, were detected in upgradient surface water samples at similar
concentations to those found on-site. However, this does not appear to have been
considersd even though the risk assessment identified this as a criterion. The rivk assessment
should also note the data available for PCBs in upstream sediments. References for these
data are provided later in the comments.

II. Risks to Residents and Future Commercial/Incdustrial Site Workers - Ex)yosure to
Groundwater

u of Evaluaton for Reasonable Maximym Case

1. Risks were calculated separately for the overburden and for bedrock. Excess
lifetime cancer risks (ELCR) exceed 1.0 E-4 (one in ten thousan«) over a
lifetime, and hazard indices for systemic toxic effects exceed the benchmark of
Ifl..

2. Most of the ELCR risk for overburden wells was related to vinyl chloride, and
secondarily to benzene. For groundwater in bedrock, most of the ELCR risk
was due to a combination of arsenic and vinyl chloride as well as benzene.

3. The risks associated with exposure to groundwater are calculated, based on
measurements from wells outside the slurry wall. They do not reflect an
actual exposure to a real populaton, but rather a possible future exposure in

[
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the event of development in the area (assuming such development would not
rely on the existing city water supply in the area).

4. Risks to site workers were estimated for a hypothetical future sceriario
invoiving placement of a commercial or industrial well in the contaminated
groundwater, ELCR risks exceed 1.0E-04 and hazard indices exceed "1°.
Chemicals contributing to the risks for site workers are the same us those (or

residents.
m v jon for Central Tendency
L. Risks associated with exposure to overburden groundwater exceeci 1.0 E-0S for

adults and 1.0 E-04 for children. Values exceed 1.0 E-04 for bedrock
groundwater exposure.

1 Risks to residents and site workers have been calculated for hypo:herical fisure
cases and do not reflect currens condisions. If the results of the iisk analvses
are 10 be used to evaluate the need for remediation®, then it is agpropriase 0

consider the following:

° the locations of possible fisure wells - the presence of wetlands
and other features ar and around ihe site significaivly resiricts
where, if at all, any future wells might be placed; an assessment
of possible future well locations would provide a letter basis for
evaluaring where exposure could occur; :

. the likelihood of possible future wells - this shoula. first consider
the likelihood of future development within the area of -
potentially impacted groundwater, as well as likel’hood thar -
fiture homes or commercial properties would be serviced by
individual wells, or rather, would be tied into the city waser
supply inasmuch as city water is now available to this general

areg now;

! Remedial decisions regarding contamination of groundwater typically include a
consideration of ARARs, as well as estimates of risk. In the present case, risgs are to
hypothetical future residents or workers. Resolution of the risk issues with respect to their
likelihood, as well as the best means to reduce tisk, should provide useful guidance on how

to proceed.




L an appropriate model o estimate exposure point concentrarions
Sor consdruenss in groundwazer ar possible future well sites or
with distance from ihe site - this model would also serve (o
indicate the zone or areg within which MCLs and otrer ARARs

may be exceeded.

2 The suggested drinking waser volume of 2 l/day is too high for chiidren in the
1-6 year age group. A value of 1 l/day is more appropriase for both the
maximum and central tendency cases (Exposure Facrors Handbook, 1989).

3. Inhalation of chemicals from shower water is included as an exposure
pathway, Given the hypothetical nature of the scenario and uncertaingy in the
data, does the analysis support this level of sophisticarion?

4! Arsenic concentrarions in groundwazer qre less than the MCL values and may
reflect background conditions.

II. Risks to Residents - Exposure to Surface Water

Summary of Evalyation for Reasonsble Maximum Case
L. Risks associated with ingestion of surface water from the creeks, or direct
contact with creek water, are de minimus.

Q'ngr_!._z:

1. No commanz.

IV. Risks to Residents - Exposure to Sediments

S ¢ Evaluation for Reasonable Maximum C

1. ELCR risks associated with ingestion of sediment exceed 1.0E-(S (one in one
hundred thousand) for both adults and children. These risks are due primarily
to PCBs and !0 a lesser extent, arsenic and benzo(a)pyrene. Thz PCB values
are the maximum detected in the creek at the site (from the beaver pond).

2. Exposure to sediment via dermal contact were caiculated to exczed risk levels
of 1.0 E-05 for aduits and 1.0 E-06 for children. These risks vvere due

exclusively to PCBs.
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1.

Commenss
1.

2.

QOverall, combined risks associated with exposure to sediments via incidental
ingestion and dermal contact exceed 1.0 E-05 but fall within the 1.0 E-06 t0
1.0 E-04 range. ‘

{ Evaluation {or Central Ten

The sediment ingestion and dermal contact pathways resuit in less .man 1.0 E-
06 lifedme ELCR risk individually. When the two pathways are zombined,
the risk slightly exceeds 1.0 E-06 for children.

EPA has used standard EPA values for daily incidental ingestion of soil (100
mg/day for adults and 200 mg/day for young children) to estimar? incidental
ingesrion of sediment associated with Visits to the site. The EPA's default
numbers for soil ingestion are generally recognized as gonservagve estimates
for dailv exposure. We suspect thaz they are very conservazive when applied 10
sediment ingestion associated with short-term visits to the site. The
conservative ngiure - or at least uncertainty - associared with this exposure
pathway should be explicitly considered in the risk assessment report. The
conservarive nature of this exposure pathway should be taken invo account as
part of the risk managemens stage of the analysis.

For both adults and children, an exposure frequency of 78 days per year is
used by EPA for the maximum reasonable exposure (from the time a child is
one year old t0 a maximum exposure duration of 30 years). This value of 78
days per year is carried through ail ozher aspects of the exposure scenario.
The exposure scenario combines chis frequency of visits with ingestion of, and
dermal contact with, sediment. In addirion, data for the maximum value of
PCBs in White Creek are used as an exposure conceruration. This |
combinazion results in the estimated risk levels in excess of 1.0 E-J for
children and adults thar may irespass on the site.

At the February 1993 EPA meering regarding this site, the likely frequency of
Visits to the site were discussed at a conceptual level. In parvicular, the
discussion included. i) the number of rotal visits, ii} the number of visits thas
would involve fishing, and iii) the number of likely visits during which the visic
would involve coming into direct conracr with sedimerts, resulting in an
ingestion race of 100 mg/day for adults and 200 mg/day for children. It seemed
reasonable to presume thar these were not all idendical, as specified in Table
3-12 by EPA. Fishing, for example, was recognized to be very seasonal; and
. emry into the water with subsequent conzact with sediment wes also recognized
to be a less likely event than a visit (walk through) of the are1. As another
example, if EPA concluded rthar exposure to surface soils needed to be
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considered, would the exposure route have included incidental inge:tion of
both surface soils (ar 100 or 200 mg/day) as well as sediment far 130 or 200
mg/day)? This would have amounted to a soil/sediment ingestion in excess of
anything reported in the lizerature for non-pica behavior. Clearly, relaxing
one or more of the assumprions on frequency of visits, sediment ingestion, or
selecrion of data, would result in a much lower estimate of risk for the
reasonable maximum case. :

EPA should separate our visits to the general area, fishing everus, and evenis
involving sediment corsact for the reasonable maximum exposure®. These
should be specified differently to reflect the available site-specific knowledge
concerning use of the area for fishing, and logic concerning reasonable
maximum exposure.

Arsenic should not be a chemical of potensial concern for sediments because it
is present ar background concentrations, well within the range of 'ypical
elemental abundance for sediments and soils. The maximum concentration ai
and below the site is essentially the same as the maximum value in upstream
sediments. Borth maximum values fall within the rypical background range for
this metal reported in the literature for states in the Northeast. The available
data for New York, Massachusetts and New Jersey should be coniidered.

Risk management decisions related to the presence of chemicals in sedimenis
should iake inzo account potential upstream sources as well as the sparial
distriburion of sediment vpe. There are a number of sources up.itream from
the PAS site which coneribwe PCBs, pesticides, other organic compounds, and

metals.

Two of these sites - East Seneca Street Dump and the Miagara Mohawk Fire -
Training School - have been investigared by URS Consultanus™*. With regard
to PCBs, the Fire Training School appears to be particularly important as a
source to White Creek. High levels of PCBs (in excess of 50,000 ug/kg) have
been found at this site and have been detecred in creek sedimerus adjacens (0

*EPA has made this  inction for the Central Tendency Case and we suggest that the
logic used there should aiso be reflected in the Maximum Reasonable Exposure Case.

*URS Consultants. 1991. Engineering Investigations at Inactive Hazardou: Waste Sites:
Preliminary Site Assessment for Niagara Mohawk Fire Training School, Oswzgo. Prepared
for New York State Deparument of Environmental Conservation, Albany, New York.

‘URS Consultants. 1992. Engineering LnQestigations at Inactive Hazardous Waste Sites:
Phase II Investigation for East Seneca Street Dump Oswego. Prepared for New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation, Albany, New York.

6
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the Fire Training School (51 - 535 ug/kg). PCBs introduced to White Creek at
the Fire Training School could be transported downstream and beiome
deposited in the slower moving portions of the creek behind the beaver dams.
The main source of the pesticides is probably the agricultural lanc thar drains
into the creek systems. The distribution of contaminants in Whire and Wine
Creeks reflects possible source areas, as well as grain size and orgamc content
of the sediment.

J. For soil ingestion there are several published papers by Calabrese, Thompsor®
and others that provide staristics on the median values for soil ingestion.
Calabrese® has completed a re-evaluation of soil ingestion dasa, and these
values should be consulted, The available dara indicate that the imedian values
Jor soil ingestion in children are less than 50 mg/day Sediment i ngestion is
probably much les.

6. For the central tendency case, ELCR risk estimares slightly exceeded 1.0 E-06
Jor children. If the mean, rather than maximum concentrations for chemicals
in sediments are used, ELCR risks would be less than .0 E-06.

7. Page 150 of Secrion 7.0 summarizes the risks for residents’ expoyure to
sedimers as being below the EPA target risk range. However, the risk
estimates listed in Table 12 for this exposure scenario are 1.2 E-05 and 2.1 E-
05 for adults and children, respectively. If the risks are rruly be'ow the targes
risk range, an updated table showing these risk estimates should be included in

the appendices.
V. Risks to Residents - Eating Fish
A ion fi n Maxj Xposu
I.  ELCR risks due to ingestion of fish excesded 1.0 E-0S. These :isks were due
primarily to the pesticide dieldrin in water. A bioaccumulation model was

used to estimate body burdens in fish from the water concentration.

2. The Hazard Index for noncarcinogenic (systemic) health risk exceeded the
benchmark of "1" for children in the 1 to 6 age group. This was due to
estimated exposure to dieldrin and manganese.

*Thompson, K.M.; Burmaster, D.E. Risk Analysis 1991, 11, 339-42.

Personal communication with Edward Calabrese, University of Massachu setts at
Amherst, (413) 545-3164.
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ELCR risks were slightly less than 1.0 E-05 for adults, and slightly greater
than 1.0 E-05 for children. _

Dieldrin should not be included as a site-related chemical of potertial concern
Jor surface water or fish. Dieldrin, and other pesticides, are present in the
creeks ar low levels, probably as a result of historical use in agricultural
applications. The concemtration of dieldrin in surface water,at and below the
site, was essentially the same as upstream from the site.

Manganese should not be included as a site-related chemical of potential
concern for surface water or fish. Manganese concentrarions in surface waser,
on-~site and downgradient, do not appear o be elevated as compared to
upstream samples. Concentrarions downstream ranged from 115 ug/l to 230
ug/l, as compared ro 160 ug/! to 189 ug/l for the upstream starions. This
information suggests manganese concentrarions in surface water inay be
nacturally occurring, or from on upsiream source.

The draft risk assessment tables do not indicate the species of fisis that are
being caught for White and Wine Creeks, Based on discussions with local Fish
and Game personnel, it appears that Wine and White Creek are fished only
occasionally (reasonable maximum exposure is expected to be le:s than 78

days per year) and only for fish (e.g., Salmon or Rainbow Trout) that enter the
creeks from Lake Ontario to spawn. Thus, the fish that would aztually be
fished for in the creeks will reflect primarily Lake Ontario condi'ions.
The fishing frequencies for the maximum regsonable exposure (73 times per
year) and central tendency (48 rimes per year) are probably high for this
creek. It is more likely that the creek is fished on an occasiona! basis, near
the mouth, in years when salmon or trout enter from the lake.

When all pathways are combined for surface water and sediments, the ELCR
risk is still within the 1.0 E-06 to 1.0 E-04 range. However, the hazard index

for children eating fish exceeds the benchmark of "1," due primarily to
dieldrin and manganese.

Site-specific informasion is available on where fishing is likely 10 take place for
the species of interest. When this occurs it will be primarily in the
downsiream strerch of White Creek below the beaver dam. Paiticular irzerest
would be in those areas that are accessible to people, near Laice Onrario.
Such site-specific information should be considered when idenr fying

information and data for use in the risk assessment.
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V1. Risks to Construction/Utility Workers
mm v ion for Reasonable Maximum Exposu

L. Risks were calculated for exposures to subsurface soils during any potendal
future excavations outside the sfurry wall. Presumably these wouid be related
to placement or maintenance of subsurface utlides, or new constricton.

2. Risks slightly exceeded 1.0 E-06, due primarily to PCBs.
A jon fi nden

L. Risks slightly exceeded 1.0 E-06.
Commerus
I The exposure variable for days-per-year specifies a relatively large number of
days for the maximum reasonable exposure (195 days) and centrcd rendency
(130 days) cases. This reflects a major consirucrion project rathar than
placing g wlity line or pipe. Is that the intens? Based on site-specific

informazion, there were relatively few areas where construction could occur
adjacent to the site and few locations where utility lines or pipelines could be

placed or serviced.,

VII. Quality Assurance Review of PAS Risk Tables

.

The Quality Assurance (QA) review included:

L. A QA check of the analytical data used to develop Compounds-of-Conceml and
Exposure Point Concentrations;

2, Review of the exposure assumptions used in the assessment; anc,

3. Spot-check of the risk assessment calculation spreadsheets.

-

Analvtd ata Table

A Quality Assurance check was run on the data used by EPA in the human health risk
assessment. These values were compared to the analytical data reported by Geraghty &
Miller in both the draft “Site Summary Report” (August 1992) and revised report (November
1992). Each value used by EPA to arrive at exposure point concentrations wis checked
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against values presentad in the Geraghty & Miller reports. This data includes surface water,
groundwater, sediment and subsurface soil.

All of the data used by EPA in the draft risk assessment tables are identical to the values
presented in the "Site Summary Report.” Three of the values, however, differ from those
presented in the "Data Validation Tables.” These values are:

Data Valdadon
Table
- EPA Concentration

Media Compound Station Concentration
2 SEORSE R L L s = ey
Subsurface Soil  Dieldrin. B-5 43P R
Groundwater Benzene M-21 37 100
Groundwater  Vinyl Chloride  M-21 5 ND 14 ND

All other values appear identical to those presented in the "Data Validation Table."

PART B COMMENTS ON EPA ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT

Comment

In several areas, the assessment attributes observations or data to the Additional Ecological
Assessment (Menzie-Cura, 1992) as if it were the primary source. For example: '

on page 7 it attributes flow estimates to Menzie-Cura, 1992 which were not made by
the authors;

on page 8, Menzie-Cura, 1992 did not make a characterization of the cap; and,

on page 80, Menzie-Cura, 1992 did not gather primary data on fish.

10
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Comment 2

The Endangerment Assessment recognizes that the “food web” (figure 3-1) is sitnplistic.
However, the text should elaborate on the level of simplicity. For example, the figure shows
mink feeding on creek chub, short-tail shrew, and green heron, but the accompanying text
does not indicate what fraction of the diet these species are liksly to conuibute to mink. [t is
imporant to understand these quanttatve relatdonships in at least a refative manner, to arrive
at reasonable exposure scenarios and risk characterizatons.

Comment 3

The ecotoxicity profiles nearly ail summarize only aquatic databases drawn frora EPA’s
Ambient Water Quality Support Documents. There {s little terrestrial data, and no attempt to
develop toxicity values from literature values. In several subsequent places, the document
suggests that there should be more site-specific data collected. This may not be necessary, if
more effort was expended in developing toxicity values for receptor species frem literature
data on closely related species.

Comment 4

On page 71, the statement, "The media quality standards/guidelines have been developed to
protect ecological receptors exposed to contaminated surface water or sedimenis” in reference
to NOAA criteria, is not consistent with NOAA's description of the use of ER-L’s and ER-
M’s. NOAA explicitly states 7 that "...guidelines were developed for use in assessing the
potential for effects,” not as guidelines to protect ecological receptors. NOAA further
indicates that their system for using ER-L and ER-M is a relative ranking sysiem for various
sites. Long and Morgan state that "The potential for biological effects was assumed to be
highest for those sites in which the sediments exceeded the individual ER-M values. The
potential was assumed to be lower for those sites that exceeded many of the ER-L values, but
not the ER-M values.” This explicit method for using the NOAA guidelines does not suggest
that a single ER-L or a single ER-M is a criteria developed to be protective of ecological
receptors. Rather, it is a true weight of evidence approach which requires looking at as
many contaminants as possible to develop a relatve ranking and the implied Jpinion
regarding the potential for effects

"Long and Morgan, 1990. The Potential for Biological Effects of Sediment-Sorbed
Contaminants Tested in the National Status and Trends Program. NOAA Technical
Memorandum NOS OMA 52. Seartle, Washington.

11
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Comment 5

The statement on page 71 that "However, detected PCB levels in the sediments ave at levels
that couid affect avian and mink reproduction and cause death of sensitive invertebrate and
fish" is highly speculadve. In particular, a statement such as this regarding higher order
predators such as birds or mink should expiicitly state the underlying assumpdons. For
example, is this statement based upon the assumption that all of the mink’s diet i; derived
from the site? Does it assume that all of the diet is creek chub, shrew, and green heron as
implied in figure 3-1?7 Does it assume that the mink or green heron reside at the site, or
associated wetlands, all year? The attachment to these comments is 2 quantitativa analysis,
which provides such assumptions and constraints.

Comment 6

On page 79 in the third paragraph, the statement "Characterization of risks to site ecological
receptors was determined on the basis of comparison of ecotoxicological values ‘rom the
literature with site surveyed contaminant levels" is misleading. The statement applies only to
surface water, ‘which is the only media for which the assessment provides ecotoricological

values.

Comment 7

On page 79, the section on invertebrates is speculative and unsupported by the information
presented in the risk assessment. The authors characterizing risk to invertebrates when they
are admittedly not using invertebrates as a receptor. It is contrary to EPA methiodology to
assess risk to a group which has not been characterized as a receptor. If status of and risk to
invertebrates is uncertain, they should be discussed in the uncertainty section of the report,
not the risk characterization section. The statement that "Aquatic invertebrates are most at
risk to PAS site contaminants as indicated by the similarity of detected values to toxicity ..
values,” is not accurate. The only toxicity values used in the R/A are from the: Ambient
Water Quality Criteria (Table 4-1 in the Endangerment Assessment), and the only surface
water vaiue exceeding the AWQC is aluminum. The AWQC were developed to protect
sensitive receptors, and in the present instance, all COCs except aluminum are below these
very protective values. On the contrary, Table 4-1 indicates that based on com parison t0
ecotoxicity values, the invertebrates are unlikely to experience risk.

Comment 8

The risk characterization of fathead minnow is highly speculative. The detection of PCB in
creek chub indicates that these fish have been exposed to PCB. However, the statement that
this indicates a potential for risk through the food chain should be accompamai by some
explanaton of the undcrlymu assumptions and a sense of the uncertainty in this statement.
The issue of uncertainty in speculations. such as this should be addressed in the uncertainty

section.

12
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Comment 9

The section on spring peepers does note that the pH on-site and in adjacent areas, is outside
the range commonly associated with aluminum toxicity. It should also note that 2vidence of
a mating population (i.e. spring peepers calling) has been observed on-site.

Comment 10

On page 82, the speculations regarding mink exposure and potential effects due 10 PCB’s
should include the assumptons behind the speculaton that transfer of PCB and cther COCs
through the food chain ”...could provide a significant exposure...”. The attachment to these
comments is a quantitative analysis which provides such assumpdons and constrzints.

13
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Menge-Cura & Associates, Inc.
1 Courthouse Lane, Suite 2

Chelmsford, MA 01824
(508) 45343600
(508) 453-7260 (fax)

Auguse 4, 1993

Project i*io: 265 (PAS)

To: Mark Valentine and Bob Glazier

From: Charles Menzie
Subject: EPA Comments Related to Mink Model

EPA provides two paragraphs of comments related to the mink model we
applied o PCBs in sediments in White and Wine creeks. [ have reviewed these
comments and am providing our responses below. In some cases these invoive

clarifications concerning the nature of the modeling.

EPA is concerned about the degree to which the model is conservative as well
as the uncertainty associated with the analysis. These are discussed under

several headings:
Dietary Iatgke
EPA Comnent: The model estimates dietary intake from food. EPA suggests

that exposure may be underestimated because other sources of PCB:s are not
included. In particular, they mendon the possibility of exposure due to

incidental ingestion of sediment.

Response: The model is designed to link dietary conceatrations to potential
effects. This is the form of the model that has been used by EPA at othar
Superfund sites and is the basis for the development of the Aquatic Water
Quality Criteria. Exposure via the food is expected to be the predominant
source of exposure to mink that may use the White and Wine Creeks as part of
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their foraging areas. Exposure to scil 1s a result of burrowing has ot been
included because the focus of the ffort has been on sediments in the creek beds
and because soils at the site have been capped. Because the mink prey's on
animals such as frogs, birds, mammals, and fish, it is not expected to dig into

sediment or soil in order to obtain its prey.

Limited data exist on the amount of soil incidentally ingested by mammals.
EPA in concart with U.S. Fish and Wildlife have reported out some ¢f this
information. Most of the available data are for smaller burrowing mammals.
To our knowledge, there are no reported data for mink and we have :10t seen
such information incorporated into mink models used by EPA or others.

- ion of the Di

EPA Comment: The use of equal propordons of fish, frog, and small
mammals rather than proportions adjusted for site-specific prey availability may

reduce or increase estimated exposure.

Response: The use of equal proportions is a simplification but is expected to
be representative and probably conservative for the site. We relied upon the
literature as well as our field study of the area and that of URS as a basis for

establishing a diet. In particular we cossidered the following:

®  frogs were the most abundant vertzbrates observed in White Creek
during our ficld studies and site visits; to the extent tha: mink are
feeding on aquatic biota, their diet is expectad to be weighted
heavily toward frogs and this is consistent with what is reported in
the literature for mink; frogs are expected to have lower PCB
body burdens than fish; therefore, by inciuding equal proportions
of frogs and fish in the diet, the model is made more conservative

than what is probably actually occurring;

L fish were not observed in stretches of the White Creek above the
beaver dam; these animals occur more frequently in the lower
~ stream segmeats near Lake Ontario; these stream segnients have
lower or non~detectable PCB levels in sediments as compared to
locations farther upstream; however, the model assunies that fish

-~
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are avenly distributed throughout the creeks and that mink would
be exposed to PCBs in fish body burdens in locadons where we
know that fish are not sbundant; this assumption makes the estimate
of exposure more conservadve than what is actually cccwiting;

the one macroinvertebrate that might be present in White and Wine
creeks and that mink might feed on is the crayfish; mussel beds do
not occur within these small creeks; a previous study attempted to
collect crayfish for tissue analysis of PCBs but could not find
sufficient organisms; based on this information and our Jwan
observations of the site (which inciuded turning over rocis to look
for these animals), we have concluded that crayfish are not an
important component of the diet for mink foraging along White and

Wine creeks.

Selection of Toxicalogical Eadpot (Lt

EPA Comment: By using only adult mink in the analysis, potentiaily more
sensitive life stages are excluded, as well as the poteatial restrictions of the

foraging area during denning.

Response: The toxicological endpoint that is used in this assesszﬁemt is
impairment of reproduction in female mink., This has been the "critical effect”
most often associated with exposure of mink w PCBs in the diet and is the basis

for the EPA’s Chronic Aquatic Water Quality Criterion for PCBs. Thus, the
approach taken is consistent with what is geaerally viewed as the appropriate

endpoint.

Because reproductive effects in female mink was identified as the critical
endpoint, the foraging area of female minks was used as the basis for the
analysis. The analysis assumes that females would be restricted to the area

around White and Wine creeks.

EPA Comment: The assessment uses a zero value for creek segments with
non-detects rather than one-half the detection limit.
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Response: With a few exceptions, non-detect values were entered at one-half
the detection limit. Those sxceptions involved data where detection limits wers
not reported. If a default non-detect value of 16.5 ug/kg is substituted for "0”
the axposure conceatration of PCBs in food increases siightly but is sill less

than &40 ug/kg
Di on of Uncartzi

EPA Comment: The mink model document does nct discuss uncertaintes.

Response: The mink model document does not inciude a formal discussion of
uncertainties although such a discussion could be included. Howeve:, the
document does discuss the issues relatad to the assumptions and does, attempt o
provide a conservatve analysis. It is expected that the amalysis overesumates
acrual exposure to mink. As such, the analysis provides a better amil more
technically sound basis for judging risk thaa the qualitative statements provided
in EPA’'s risk assessment. A formal discussion of uncertainties could be
included in support documeatation.

Tustification for S Divisi

EPA Comment: The justification for specific divisions used for the creek .
foraging segments was not presented.

Response: The division of stream segments was based on three factors: 1)
physical features of the streams such that PCB data collected at one location of
the stream could be representative of other locatioas of that stream segment; 2)
the levels of PCB contamipation such that segments with higher PCB
concentrations in segments were not merged with segments of lower PCB
concentrations; and 3) locations relative to the site. These criteria provided a
logical basis for organizing the available information. relative to stream
morphometry, PCB levels in sediments, and proximity to the site.

Because the methodology uses a weighted-average approach, aiteraative
divisions of the creeks would likely yieid similar results.



ot

' K r +

- e - e - i oy -
SENZIE=IURG I330S. NG,

Toyeoam y T W-

EPA Comment: Dietary concentrations in the range of 396 ug/kg has been
cited as showing severs reproductive effects in caitle.

Response: Mink are reported to be particularly sensigve w0 PCBs and are the
most seasitive wildlife species testad for which data are available’. Birds and
other mammals are much less sensitive. The analysis focuses on mink and uses
the LOEL value used by EPA for other assessments of risks associated with
exposure of mink to PCBs (640 ug/kg in the diet). We have azempted to be
consistent with the approach that EPA bas taken in other situations in
identifying an appropriate endpoint and associated target concentration.

I could not find within Eisler, the reference made by EPA to effects on cattle.

EP4 Comment: The selection of the mink as a receptor is to show the risk t0 a
sensitive species. While the acrual presence of individual mink or 4 lack of
population effects is a factor to consider, it is the potential for impact t0 site
receptors, as represented by the mink and demonstrated in this assessment,

which is of special concem.

Response: The mink and mink model should not be used to represent ocher site
receptors. The mink is especially sensitive to PCBs and the toxicclogical data
relied upon in the model were specific to mink. Data exist for other smail
mammals and it would be appropriate to consider that information if a
quantitative analysis is contemplated for other receptors. In addition, the
exposure assessment incorporated into the mink model is designed specificaily
for mink and would not be appropriate for other site receptors. An assessment
of risks to these other receptors should be based on a consideraticn of their
foraging habits and bebavior as well as observations already repoited on site

conditions.

~ 'Eisler, R. 1986. Polychiorinated bipheayl hazards to fish, wildiife, and
invertebrates: a synoptic review. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Biclogical Report

8517,
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Ultimatsly, the information developed using the mink model and other
evaluatons will be used to determine if some form of sediment remediation is
needed at this site. We offer the following comments related to that raatter:

Based on our analysis, the risks 0 mink and the mink popuiaton
associated with PCBs in sediments of Whits Creek is jud:zed to be
low. We would not recommend sediment remediation ori the basis

of this information.
Qur site observations revealed that the area is supporting an

apparently healthy wildlife community. These site observations do
not support the need for sediment remediation at this tixe.

1.

.
g

3. In our view, the primary issue related to PCBS in sediments of
White Creek is the mﬂmngmnmm to the sediments.
In the absence of an ongoing source, natural processes should
decrease the exposure levels with time and, since they o not
appear to be a significant source of risk to wildlife, reliance on
these natural processes is preferable 0 significant physical
alteration of the habitat that would result from a sediment removal

program.

The potential for an ongoing source should be considered as part of
the FS. If an ongoing source exists either as 2 result ¢f the PAS
Site or some other site, the significance of that source could be
determined and appropriate actions defined.

4, In summary, we do not recommend that 2 sediment removal
program be implemented on the basis of available information.
However, we suggest that efforts be directed at identifying ongoing
sources to the sediments that may need to be addressed.
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819 W. Third St..S. - Fulton, NY 13869-3229 - (315) 592-9731

September 18, 1993

Mr. Richard Ramon, P.E.

Project Manager

Western New York Superfund Section i
Emergency and Remedial Response Division .
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

26 Federal Plaza

New York, New York 12278

RE: Pollution Abatement Service

Dear Mr. Ramaon:

AS we support the comments made by Oswego County residents at the
September 8, 1993 public meeting held to discuss USEPA’'s preferred
remedy for the PAS site, we offer the following brief comments:

1) In regards to the contaminants £found outside the c¢ontainment
system, we believe it is the result of NYSDEC's failure, during the
original RI/FS, to ascertain and accurately depic¢t the contaminated
status of the aguifer under the site, and USEPA’'s failure to treat
and/or remove highly contaminated soils,

2) As the upgradient Bast Seneca Street Dump (delistied), Niagara
Mohawk Fire Training School and Oswego Casting may be potential
cources of contamination to the PAS site and the surrounding area,
we encourage USEPA to strongly recommend to the NYSDEC that they
investigate these properties in a timely fashion to rale-out these
properties as potential "sources" and if confirmed, develop a
binding agreement with the NYSDEC as to how and in what timeframe
the agency proposes to address them before a ROD is signed for the
site. To support our position, we ask USEPA to review NYSDEC's
involvement at the NPL Fulton Terminals Site relative to upgradient
sources.

3) Although the POTW option provides the PRPs with a cost-effective
way to handle the leachate, POTW's were not designed to treat
hazardous waste., We strongly object to USEPA's advocacy of the use
of POTW’S to remediate hazardous waste sites as the use of POTWs
will add to the overall contaminant loading of Lake Ontario (a
major drinking water source for millions of U.8. and Canadian
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residents) and counter the intent of the GLI which calls for a
reduction in the contaminant loading to the Great Lakes. We suppor:
treating the leachate on-site. In addition, we would like to direct
your attention to the problems associated with the disposal of
laachate from the NPL Volney Landfill Site to the City cf Fulton's
POTW and NYSDEC's position in the matter (see enclosed).

4} In regards to the residents of Smith’s Beach, wve find it
appalling that the USEPA, in knowing that contaminants had migrated
outside the containment area soon after the source con:rol remedy
was implemented, did nothing to confirm that all of ths residents
living down-gradient and in proximity to the site wer:? connected
to muhicipal water and took no action to increase the number of .
samples taken from private wells and in wetlands adjacent to their

homes to safeguard their health.

In closing, we hope that we have made our position clezr. Although
USEPA's track record suggests that the agency will proc:ed with the
remedy they selected for a site despite public objection, we ask
USEPA to carefully consider our comments and respond accordingly.

Sinceraly:

Board of Directors

Fulton Safe Drinking Water Action Committee
for Environmental Concerns, Inc.

[ Nasep £—

Mary Orqj

Carol Piasecki .

Gene Piasecki

MQ =

Robért Weston

o et

Sandra Weston

R Ie .

Kathleen Wilcox <
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New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
50 Woli Road, Albany, New York 12233 - 7010

Thomas C. Jorling
JUN 135 e : Commissioner

______

Mr. Robert Howe

Project Manager

US Environmental
Protection Agency
Region I1

26 Federal Plaza
New York, NY 10278

Dear Mr. Howe:

Re: Volney Landfill Site
NYSDEC Site Code: 7-38-003
and
City of Fulton Water Pollution
Contral Plant
SPDES Permit Number: NYO026301

Enclosed is the State Pollutant Discharge Elimination Systam
(SPDES) Discharge Permit for the City of Fultonm Water Pollution
Control Plant {FWPCP) in Oswego County, New York. As per our
discussion at the public availability session held on May 24, 1989, 1
have researched the history of the FWPCP and the genera1 requ1rements
for wastewater treatment plants.

The FWPCP entered into a Judicial Order {Index No. 88-422) with
the State of New York on July 10, 1988. The judicial order was
jmposed, pursuant to the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) National Contingency Policy, as a result of the FWPCP failing
to meet its SPDES discharge permit requirements.

The present upgrade ordered at the FWPCP must be completed by
October 1, 1989. The discharge 1imits and requirements specified in
the enclosed SPDES permit must be met by March 31, 1830. I any
discharge limits, permit requirements, reporting deadlines or
construction milestones are not met, a schedule of fines can ba levied
on the FWPCP in accordance with the judicial order.

In accordance with 6 NYCRR subdivision 754.4{g) and (h), orior to
the acceptance of the landfill leachate, an off-site, SPDES-permitted
wastewater treatment facility must notify the NYSDEC of its intention:
to accept the waste. This shall include qualitative and quantitative
information necessary to characterize the waste. It is at the
discretion of the BYSDEC to either prohibit or condition the
acceptance of the waste and to modify the SPDES permit in accordance
with 6 NYCRR subdivision 754.4(i) to reflect the discharge of the
waste. These regulations apply to publicly owned treatment werks
(POTW's) as well as privately owned treatment plants.
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Mr. Robert Howe Page 2

There is a contract in place between the City of Fulton and
Oswego County allowing the landfill leachate to be treated at tha
FWPCP. There is also a letter dated May 14, 1986 from the NYSDEZ %o
the FWPCP approving the treatment of the landfill leachate. The FWPCP
is currently not accepting the 1andfill leachate because the treatment
required to properly treat the waste and achieve their SPDES pernit
1imits is not yet complete.

Since approvals granted to the FWPCP by the NYSDEC were prior to
the judicial order, the FWPCP must reapply to the NYSDEC upon
completion of the construction required by the order. Any proposal by
the FUPCP to receive Tandfill leachate will not be approved by the
NYSDEC until the judicial order is completely fulfilled.

The FWPCP is subject to a USEPA-approved Pretreatment Program.
The implementation requirements are specified as enforceable
conditions of its SPDES permit. The landfill would be considercd a
Significant Industrial User (SIU) and would need to be issued an
Industrial Discharge Permit by the City of Fulton. The discharge

permit is then subjected to State review and appropriate revision, as
necessary.

It should be noted that if the leachate migrating from the
landfill is contaminated by a listed hazardous waste, pursuant :o
either the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) or Article
27, Title 9 of the New .York State Environmental Conservation Law
(ECL), the leachate may be classified as a 1isted hazardous waste
under 40 CFR 261.3 (c)(2) or 6 NYCRR 371.1 (d)}{3)(ii)(a). In trat S
case, the sewage treatment plant which receives the leachate must
comply with the permit-by-rule requirements (40 CFR 270.60 or
6 NYCRR 373-1.1 (d)(3)(iii)). The sludges generated at the sewage
treatment facility may also be classified as a listed hazardous waste
if any hazardous constituents, for which the leachate would qualify as
a listed hazardous waste, are found in the sludge.. Shipments of
leachate would have to be manifested and a transporter, licensed under
6 NYCRR Part 364, would be required.

A decision is currently being made by the USEPA and the NYSDEC on
whether or not the leachate is classified as a listed hazardous waste
under RCRA or the ECL. \The decision to accept the waste, and the
potential RCRA implications at the treatment plant from that
acceptance, lies with the treatment p]ant;]
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Mr.

Robert Howe

Page 3

Please call me at {518) 457-5677 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

A . v ‘. ‘
/"b"L J . ,K f:__;,/ A
Mark D. Kauffman
Assistant Sanitary Engineer
Central Remedial Projects Section
Bureau of Eastern Remedial Act on
Div. of Hazardous Waste Remediation

Enclosure

ce:

nzmomfnc-a

. Singerman - USEPA - Region 11

Patane - City of Fulton Engineer
Walsh - Oswego County Health Department
Rush - Oswego County Public Administrator

. Weston =~ Fulton Safe Drinking Water Action Committee

Austin - VYolney Town Board
Rose - Volney Town Board
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33 Central Avenue, Albany, New York 12210

@Qllﬁor\/ 518-462-5527

Richard Ramon, P.E.

Project Manager

Western New York Superfund, Section 1

Emergency & Remedial Response Division

U.S. E.P.A.

26 Federal Plaza

New York, New York 10278 September 21, 1993

Dear Mr. Ramon:

Citizens’ Environmental Coalition strongly opposes the EPA's proposal to
discharge hazardous waste from the Pollution Abatement Services (PAS) Siuperfund site
in Oswego, New York into a local sewage treatment facility. Sewage treatment facilities
are not equipped to handle hazardous wastes. Cisposing of hazardous w.aste into such
a facility will cause additional environmental contamination. Currently, New York is
allowing sludge to be spread on agricultural lands. Sludge contaminated with hazardous
wastes could then be spread on land and may eventually cause groundwater or surface
water contamination. We strongly support the Fuiton Safe Drinking Water Action
Committee’s recommendation to conduct waste treatment at the site. .

CEC is a statewide organization of over 30 community and environmental
organizations working on pollution problems in New York State. Since 1983, we have
worked to upgrade the Federal and State Superfund programs. We are especially
concerned about recent governement proposals to use sewage treatment piants for toxic
waste disposal. We believe the environmental and public health risks caused by disposal
of hazardous waste into a sewage treatment piant are significant and justi'y a prohibition
on their use. | would te happy to provide you with information c¢n the sericus
contamination of sewage sludge which aiready exists in New York State today, as well
as the state programs allowing its use on agricuitural lands. We urge EIPA to withdraw
their proposal to use the sewage treatment plant for any hazardous waste from the site,

and to support on-site waste treatment.
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Thank you for your anticipated consideration. |look forward to hearing from you.

Sinceraly,

(s Koo

Anne Rabe
Executive Director




	COVER
	DECLARATION STATEMENT
	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	SlTE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION
	SlTE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES
	HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION
	SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT
	SUMMARY OF SlTE CHARACTERISTICS
	SUMMARY OF SlTE RISKS
	REMEDIAL ACTION OBjECTlVES
	DESCRIPTION OF REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES
	SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES
	SELECTED REMEDY
	STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS
	DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES
	FIGURES
	TABLES
	ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
	STATE LETTER OF CONCURRENCE
	RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY



