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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 
(EPA’s) selection of a remedial action to augment the previously implemented remedial 
action and to address contamination detected outside the containment system 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 et 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 Administrative Record upon which the selection of 
the remedial action is based.
The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) has been 
consulted on the planned remedial action in accordance with CERCLA § 121(f), 42 U.S.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 include:



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 leachate 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 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.

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 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 bedrock aquifer’s 
water quality, and to determine potential impacts of bedrock groundwater pumping 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 performed, followed by 
implementation of the bedrock groundwater extraction and treatment. Should the 
investigation indicate that bedrock groundwater pumping will have a significant, adverse



impact 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 State1.
The preferred option for the treatment and disposal of the leachate and groundwater 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 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 sediments 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(c) and Section 300.435(c)(2)(i) of the NCP, if bedrock groundwater pumping 
is not implemented, then an Explanation of Significant Differences, describing the modification to the selected remedy 
and the basis for the change, will be published;
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DECLARATION OF STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS
The selected remedy meets the requirements for remedial actions set forth in CERCLA 
§121, 42 U.S.C. §9621: (1) it is protective of human health and the environment; (2) it 
attains a level or standard of control of the hazardous substances, pollutants 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; (4) it utilizes 
permanent solutions and alternative treatment (or resource recovery) technologies to the 
maximum extent practicable; and (5) it satisfies the statutory preference for remedies 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(c), 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.



Site:
Site name: Pollution Abatement Services (PAS)
Site location: Oswego, Oswego County, New York 
HRS score: 70.80
Listed on the NPL: September 1983 
Record of Decision:
Date signed: December 29, 1993
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 consultant (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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SITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The PAS site is located on 15 acres near the eastern edge of the City of Oswego, 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 (see 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 farmland 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 flow 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 1973 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 action's.

From 1982 to 1984, NYSDEC's contractor performed a Site Investigation and Remedial 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 accordance with RCRA 
requirements, installation of a leachate and groundwater collection and treatment system, 
and groundwater monitoring (Operable Unit 2). NYSDEC implemented 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.



During the period 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 groundwater, 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, ah Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) was entered into between 
EPA and a group of potentially responsible parties (PRPs) to conduct a supplemental 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 health or the 
environment caused by the release of hazardous substances outside the containment 
system, and to identify and evaluate remedial alternatives.

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 groundwater 
from within the containment system for 36 months or until 1,080,000 gallons of leachate 
and groundwater have been removed, whichever comes first. The extracted leachate 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 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 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 Oswego 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 Plan, 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 ).
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SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT

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

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 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 called 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, installing 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.

Hydrogeologic Evaluation of the Site and Containment System

Three hydrogeologic 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 till (from 15 ft. to 36 ft.); and the low permeability confined bedrock 
aquifer (below 36 ft.)2. The containment system slurry wall extends through the overbur­
den into the top of the lodgement till.

Groundwater flow in the overburden outside of the containment system is generally 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

2
All depths are at monitoring well SWW-1 (see Figure 1).
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from the overburden outside of the containment system discharges into White and Wine 
Creeks, which appear to act as hydraulic barriers.

Overburden groundwater levels within the containment system are controlled by 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 wall.

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 wall).

t
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 to 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 from 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. The 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 monitoring 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 the contained 
area.

Subsurface Soil Quality

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.

One 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 soil samples collected above the
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overburden water table to the north and east of the containment system (lowest points of 
the slurry wall) contained only trace levels (at or below detection limits) of contamination.

The two samples from each SRI boring with the highest VOC headspace concentration 
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 CLP laboratory. 
A summary of the analytical results is presented in Tables 5-1 thru 5-5 of the SRI. O f 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 /zg/kg, and one sample had TVOCs of 102 /zg/kg. The compound 
detected at the highest concentration in the latter sample was 4-methyl-2-pentanone (76 
/̂ g/kg)-  ̂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 not detected in 
groundwater above the New York State Class GA 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 /zg/kg) in subsurface soils outside the containment 
system consist of ethyl benzene," xylene, toluene, and 2-butanone.

TCL SVOCs were detected in 10 of the 19 SRI soil 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 /zg/kg 
to 2,869 /zg/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 had the highest 
concentrations.

Four TCL pesticides (methoxychlor, endrin, 4,4'-DDD, 4,4'-DDT) were detected at 
concentrations ranging from 2.1 /zg/kg to 6.3 /zg/kg (all below the CRQL, but above the 
method detection limit) in 3 of 19 samples. Aroclor-1260 was the only PCB detected in the 
subsurface soil. It was detected in one sample at 36 /zg/kg, and in another sample at 690 
Mg/̂ g- 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 founcT in the SRI (Tables 5-1 thru 5-5). Antimony, mercury, 
selenium, thallium, 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 4.2 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
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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 metajs were not detected 
in subsurface soils at concentrations greater than the background range for the Eastern 
United States.

Groundwater Quality

Groundwater 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 containment 
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 wells (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 SRI (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 for comparative 
purposes. During the SRI, samples were collected from bedrock monitoring wells M-21, 
M-22, and M-23 and analyzed for TCL VOCs, 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 ng/\), nickel (173 fig/\), arsenic 
(34 Mg/I), and phenolic compounds (79 Mg/I) were detected north of the containment 
system in both the overburden and bedrock aquifers; chlorinated ethanes/ethenes (278 
Vg/\) exceeding ARARS were detected in areas northwest of the containment 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 Groundwater Quality Standards (NYCRR, 
Title 6, Parts 701-703). The above standards are tabulated, alorig with site monitoring data 
for downgradient and upgradient monitoring wells, in Table 1 for the overburden and 
bedrock units. The significance of the presence of groundwater contaminants 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 /ig/l to 3,409 /ig/l. TVOCs detected in groundwater within the slurry wall 
at LCW-2 ranged from 43,770 /xg/l to 45,930 /ig/l. Xylene, toluene, ethylbenzene, acetone, 
4-methyl-2-pentanone, 1,1-dichloroethene, and 1,2-dichloroethene were present at 
concentrations greater than 5,000 /ig/l during at least one sampling event. Benzene 
concentrations were much lower (100 and 470 /ig/l, respectively). Chemical-specific ARARs 
were exceeded for several VOCs.

Groundwater samples collected from bedrock well M-21 contained TVOC concentrations 
ranging from 387 /ig/l to 1,035 /ig/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 SRI 
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 /ig/l 
to 129 /ig/l. The only SVOC above ARARs is 2,4-dimethylphenol in LR-8 . The highest total 
SVOC concentration detected was in LR-3 (92 /ig/l), which is located side-gradient to the 
containment system. The highest detected concentration for a single SVOC was di-n- 
butylphthalate (76 /ig/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-n-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 Spring 
1991 and Fall 1991). r  5

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

Chemical-specific ARARs were marginally exceeded only in M-21 . Phenol was detected at 
3 Mg/I; 2/4-dimethylphenol was detected at 45 /ig/l; and naphthalene was detected at 7 
Mg/I-

The following metals were detected in both filtered and unfiltered samples collected from 
all of the wells that were sampled: aluminum at concentrations ranging from 59.9 /ig/l to 
10,900 Mg/I, barium at concentrations ranging from 454 /ig/l to 1,640 /ig/l, calcium at 
concentrations ranging from 118,000 /ig/l to 199,000 /ig/l, iron at concentrations ranging 
from 67 /ig/l to 8,780 /ig/l, magnesium at concentrations ranging from 33,500 /ig/l to 
69,400 /ig/l, manganese at concentrations ranging from 110 /ig/l to 4,480 /ig/l, nickel at
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concentrations ranging from 9.4 /ig/l to 173 /ig/l, potassium at concentrations ranging from 
4,500 /ig/l to 198,000 /ig/l, sodium at concentrations ranging from 88,000 /ig/l to 
155,000 /ig/l; and zinc at concentrations ranging from less than 2 /ig/l to 26.3 /ig/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 
MgA ar|d copper was detected in unfiltered samples at concentrations ranging from 7.4 to 
84 /ig/l. Vanadium was detected in unfiltered samples at concentrations ranging from 6.8 
to 17.8 /ig/l. Chromium, copper, and vanadium were not detected in any filtered 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 /ig/l. Arsenic was not detected in filtered or unfiltered samples from well.M -22, 
which is located immediately downgradient of the containment system. Concentrations of 
arsenic ranged up to 18 /ig/l in upgradient bedrock groundwater samples collected during 
the initial RI/FS at the PAS site. Therefore, the arsenic concentrations detected 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 
/ig/l. Lead was also sporadically detected in both filtered and unfiltered samples from all 
three wells at concentrations ranging up to 4.1 /ig/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 /ig/l which 
is above the 100 /ig/l 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. Butylbenzylphthalate 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 site. Phthalates 
are commonly reported as false positive results because they are common laboratory 
contaminants, and are also contained in plastic sampling gloves.

8



Benzene (0.09 /xg/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 SRI was 2-butanone at a concentration of 27 jtg/kg.

Trace levels of Methoxychlor, endrin, ketone, 4,4'-DDE, 4,4'-DDT were detected in 
upstream sediment samples from White Creek. Trace levels of Dieldrin, endosulfan II, 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 /xg/kg to 5,500 /xg/kg. Aroclor-1260 was detected on White Creek at a concentration of 
1,300 fxg/kg, and at the Smith's Beach wetland at a concentration of 36 /xg/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 upstream of its 
confluence with White Creek.' 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.

The highest concentrations of SVOCs, pesticides, and PCBs are jprimarily 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 PAHs, pesticides, PCBs, and metals.

Contaminant Fate and Transport

The data suggest that contaminants in the bedrock aquifer originated from within 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 results 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
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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 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 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 dose to the values reported 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 PCBs.

SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

Based upon the results of the Rl, a baseline risk assessment was conducted to estimate the 
risks associated with current and future site conditions3. 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 health in sampled 
matrices is listed in Tables 2 thru 8 for human health and the environmental receptors, 
respectively. These contaminants include: arsenic, benzene, vinyl chloride, barium and' 
manganese. Several of the contaminants are known to cause cancer in laboratory animals 
and are suspected to be human carcinogens. Several exposure pathways were evaluated

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 within 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 chemicals 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)'1, 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 10'4 to KT6 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 under specific 
exposure conditions at the site. 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 (see Table 5).

The cumulative upper-bound cancer risk at the site is 7x1 O'4 for children and 8x1 O'4 for 
adults. Hence, the risks for carcinogens at the site are not within the acceptable risk range 
of 1CF4 to 10"6 (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 7x1 O'4 (i.e ., 7 additional persons out often 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 (Reference 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
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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 environmental 
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 HI is obtained by adding the hazard quotients for all compounds across all 
media that impact a particular receptor population.

An HI greater than 1.0 indicates that the potential exists for noncarcinogenic health effects 
to occur as a result of site-related exposures. The HI provides a useful reference 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. 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.

Uncertainties

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 error can stem 
from several sources including the errors inherent in the analytical methods and 
characteristics of the matrix being sampled.

Uncertainties in the exposure assessment are related to estimates of how often an 
individual would actually come in contact with the chemicals of concern, the period of time 
over which such exposure would occur, and iri the models used to estimate the 
concentrations of the chemicals of concern at the point of exposure.
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Uncertainties in toxicological data occur in extrapolating both from animals to humans and 
from high to low doses of exposure, as well as from the difficulties 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 populations near 
the site, and is highly unlikely to underestimate actual risks related 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 of magnitude 
when compared to RME risks.
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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 Assessm ent-a quantitative evaluation of contaminant release, 
migration, and fate; characterization of exposure pathways and receptors; and measurement 
or estimation of exposure point concentrations. Ecological Effects Assessm ent-literature 
reviews, field studies, and toxicity tests, linking contaminant concentrations to effects on 
ecological receptors. 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/habitat 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 landfill 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 with 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 value 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 shrew 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 qualitative ecological 
assessment, literature-based values, indicative of contaminant concentrations that are 
known to produce adverse effects to the receptors, were used to screen the 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. Sublethal effects of 
contaminant toxicity may be occurring at the site. As some of the contaminants present 
bioaccumulate, 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 portion of its exposure) from DDT/DDE, PCBs, aldrin, and metals. 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. 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, PAHs, 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- 
based levels established in the risk assessment.
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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 established for 
groundwater:

prevent potential future exposures to contaminated groundwater on-site, 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 and 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, 
pollutants, and contaminants, which at least attains 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).

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, procure 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 treatment/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:
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Alternative 1 - No Further Action

€ost\Option POTW On-site TSD

Capital $115,000 $1,220,000 $0

Annual Operation & Mainte­
nance

$110,000 $205,000 $395,000

Present Worth $1,450,000 $3,750,000 $4,870,000

Estimated Construction Time 2 months 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 and removal 
actions continue to provide hydraulic control of the existing containment system.

No Further Action involves continued operation of the source control remedial systems, 
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. •.
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Alternative 2 - Enhanced Source Control

€ost\Option POTW On-site TSD

Capital $870,000 $1,970„000 $755,000

Annual Operation & Mainte­
nance

$140,000 $245,000 $560,000

Present Worth $2,590,000 $5,040,000 $7,730,000

Estimated Construction Time 4 months 8 months 2 months

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

enhancing the present source control system by optimizing the leachate 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;

connecting downgradient residents in the Smith's Beach area using who are 
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 relies on enhanced source control through optimization of pumping rates 
and frequencies and other methods as well as natural attenuation of contaminants to 
restore groundwater qualify outside the existing containment system. The current pumping 
rate is achieving hydraulic control, however, it is estimated that the rate(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 development of 
hydraulic controls outside the containment system will be evaluated during the remedial 
design. Potential methods which could be employed to provide enhanced source control 
might 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;
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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 low water levels in the leachate and groundwater collection systems by 
controlling the pumping frequency and/or rate (potentially with automated controls) 
in order to enhance inward horizontal gradients across the slurry wall (i.e ., 
groundwater flow inward rather than outward toward the slurry w all), and at the 
same time enhancing upward vertical gradients from the bedrock.

Alternative 3 - Enhanced Source Control With Bedrock Groundwater Extraction and
Treatment

Cost\Option POTW On-site TSD

Capital $1,110,000 $1,940,000 990,000

Annual Operation & Mainte­
nance

$200,000 $300,000 $1,260,000

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

Estimated Construction Time 8 months 1 year 6 months

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 groundwater ARARs more quickly than with 
Alternative 2 (all groundwater will be combined and treated and disposed of in the same 
manner).

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 the 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 bedrock 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 TSD Option. These 
treatment and disposal options do not impact the remedial alternatives' effectiveness or
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implementability with respect to other components. Each treatment and disposal option 
provides a permanent solution which reduces the toxicity and volume of contaminants, and 
provides for the discharge of treated effluent and the disposal of any treatment residue. 
The treatment and disposal options are described in the following paragraphs.

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 less 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 deemed 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 would 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 leachatq includes organic 
contaminants 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 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

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

On-Site Treatment Option
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This option provides for the construction of an on-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. I. 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 pursuant 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:

1. Overall protection o f 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 (pertaining 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 to 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, once 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 o f 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 cleanup goals are 
achieved.

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

7. Cost includes estimated capital 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 any reservations 
with the selected alternative.

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.

o Overall Protection of Fluman IHealth 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 considered 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 related 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 contaminants 
from within the existing containment system.

Since Alternative 3 involves pumping the groundwater in the bedrock aquifer, it would 
provide a greater degree of protection to human health 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 ARARs 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.

o 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 alternatives, 
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 reliable 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 contaminants more 
quickly than Alternative 1 due to treatment of potentially higher volume of leachate and 
groundwater removed from within the containment system. The highest reduction 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.

o Short-Term Effectiveness

It is anticipated that the study, design, and implementation of hydraulic source control 
enhancements for Alternatives 2 and 3 would be able to be accomplished relatively 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 uncertainty 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 \h 
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 its 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 Option would likely 
take several months longer to design, construct and begin operation (early 1995) than the 
POTW Option (late 1994).
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o Implementabilitv

Each of the alternatives employs commonly available technologies, methods, and proce­
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 w ill be conducted to determine whether 
bedrock groundwater pumping would affect the hydraulic control capability 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 bedrock wells 
will be easy to implement.

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

There are differences in administrative implementation for the three treatment 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.

Alternative 1 Costs

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 $4,870,000

Alternative 2  Costs

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  Costs

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

Present Worth $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 Alternative 2 (enhanced 
source control) to Alternative 3 (enhanced source control plus bedrock pumping) is due to 
the increase in volume of groundwater and leachate.

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 long-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 w ells, 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 were 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 evaluation criteria for 
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 site, including the 
existing containment system (slurry w all, cover, and leachate and groundwater collection 
systems); treatment and disposal of the collected leachate and groundwater; site security 
and access control by the perimeter fence; site operation and maintenance; 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 gradients from 
the bedrock toward the containment system; bedrock groundwater extraction 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 controls 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 low 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 horizontal 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 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 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 bedrock aquifer's 
water quality, and to determine potential 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 w ill 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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impact 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 State4.

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 wastewater 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 groundwater 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 arid 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 sediments 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, a 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 attributable to the PAS 
site, then remedial alternatives to address this contamination will be evaluated.

Also, a flood plain 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 w ill be 
conducted in the floodplain, a floodplain 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-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

In accordance with CERCLA Section 117(c) and Section 300.435(c)(2)(i) of the NCP,.if bedrock groundwater pumping is not 
implemented, then an Explanation of Significant Differences, describing the modification to the selected remedy and the basis for 
the change, will be published.
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preference for remedial actions which employ treatment to permanently and 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 health 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 Standards 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 

Chemical-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 .S.C. 470

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

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

• New York State Endangered and Threatened Species of Fish and Wildlife Requirements, 
6 N YCRR182

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 York State Air Cleanup Criteria, January 1990

• SDWA Proposed MCLs and MCL Goals
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• NYSDEC Technical and Operational Guidance Series 1.1.1, November 1991 

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 $5,660,000 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 technologies to the 
maximum extent practicable. The extraction and subsequent treatment of groundwater will 
permanently and significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume of contaminants in 
the groundwater. The selected remedy provides the best balance of trade-offs 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.
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PR O JEC T NO. U33-U131
A UGUST IUU3

SUMMARY OF BEDRO CK GROUNDWATER DATA AND FEDEITAI./ST ATE 
C H EM IC A L-S P EC IF IC  AKARs 

1*01LUTTON ABATEMENT S E R V IC E S  S IT E  
O SW EGO , NEW YORK

CON31I n

CanstlUrenl:

CAS No. Aulhoilty: .
(Status):

7 5 -0 1 -4 VINYL OIHORIOE ......... ...

7 5 -0 0 -3 C lll OfKJE NIANE _______________

7 5 -0 9 -2 M E IIIY lE R E  CRLOITIDE__________________

6 7 -0 4 -1 a c e t o n e  ___________ ___________________

7 5 -3 5 -4 I.V- D CIII OITOETI IE N E ________

7 5 -3 4 -3 i ’ l - D C I I I  OROE THANE ; ....................

5 4 0 -5 9 -0 1,2 -  b ici li.OROETT IENE (lolnl)__________

107-00-2 i!i -  n ic i u o r o e w  ia n e _ _ .......................

71 -5 5 -0 i l l .  1 - T f lf c / im i^ T H A N E ................. _

7 9 -0 1 -0 ilTlCI II OROE IR E N E ______________________

M : 4 3 ;2 BERYEN E _____' ....................... .

100-00-3  _ lO llJEN G

100 - 00 -7 C lll OHOHEN2ENE ............. .............

11X1-4 1-4 E IIIYIIIEN YEN I: .......................

MX)- 42 -5 SIYHGNG ____ ________________
1330-20-7 XYI ENES (lotil) ...................................

95- 50 -  1 W ' d ic i II O R O B EN Z EN E..... .... .... .

100-95-2 PHENOL _______ ___  _____

100-44-5 T -M E IIIY ll'!  lE N O L __ -________________

105-67-9 2,-l-raM ER lYLP IIEN O L_____ ___________

91 - 20 •• 3 NAI'RIRAI.ENE

100 -  4 7 -* 0 T-CIIIOITOANU jN E _____________________

01 - 57 - 0 2 - m e1 i i y i n a p i i t i i a l e n e  _

04 - 60 -  2 die 11 iYi.Pi i i i i a l a t e _____________________

04 -74 -2 ITI --N -U U IYI p i ITI lA IA T f.......

0 5 -6 0 -7 Bur.Yl.UENZYLPI ITI IALATE______________

117 -  01 7 7 BIS - |2 - ii n’lYI,1 IEXYI_)PI ITI IAI ATE

117 7 917.9....* [X -N -O CIY I.fT IT IIA LA TE________ _______

3 1 0 -0 4 -6 ___ ALPHA-Bl 1C_______________________________

309 -  00 -  2 AIDFTN..................... ....................................

5103 -7 1 -0 a i p r a - c j i i o r o a n e  ......... ............

5103 - 74 :  2 GAMMA ••Clll OITDANE ....................

7429-00-5 ALUMINUM ........................................

7440-30-2 ARSENIC ........ ................ ......... .................

7440-39-3  _ BARIUM ________  ___________________

lU E N T  INF'CHTMATION

FED ER A I. SA FE  
DRINKING W ATER  

ACT

NEW YORK  
STATE C LA SS  

G A GROUND WATER  
QUAUTY  

STANDARDS—

NEW YORK  
STATE  

CHUNKING 
W ATER ACT

PREIJMINARY
REMEDIATION

GO AL

Upyrudlent 
Concuntullon 

Hunyo ol 
Constituent

NA

NO

NO

NO

ND

NO

NO
NO
NO
NO

NO

NO
NO

NO
NO

NO

NO

NO
NO
NO

NO
NO

NO
N 0 _

NO

NO
N D _
NO

NO

NO -  1000 

N 0 :  M _ 
34-3700

0 0  (J)..
1 -  4b

D-U

Downyrudlunt 
Conconbullon 

Hao ye ol 
Constituent 

(uy/l)

NA

NO-32  

N O -4 7 ;
_  NO - I (-J)

_  N D -2(JJ

 NO-O.OJJ)
NO -

 NO

N 0 -4 (J )...
NO - 100 

_ N O-2(J) _  
NDZ 100 

„  N D-05 _  
NO-34  

NO- 100 

N 0 : 3{J)
_  ND-670

_ N O -3(J)....
N D 7 3 P )__

 NO "2(d)
N O -45 _  

N 0-7(J) 

N0-3(.Ji _  

_  NQ-0;8(J)

 NO — 1 ( J )__
N O -70 _

  N D- 10____

ND —12
. ND- 3(J)__

N D -0 L0043(dP) 

NO-0.0004 (JN) 
NO : 0.02n(,IP) 

N O -0.0034 (JP) 
59.0-10900 

N 0 -2 l):2 

454- 1040

Maximum Concentration 
Gruuler Hun ARARs

Oownyradlent 
(Yes / No)

NA

Y

Y

_ N

*1
N
Y
Y 

_ N
Y 

N

Y
Y
Y
Y 
N

Y 

N
_Y

Y
Y 

N 

N_

_N  _

M-
Y
N _

N
N _

_Y

Y _

N
N
N

N
Y

Upyradlent1 
(Yes/No)

NA

4QCFR  
Sec. 141.11- 
141.10 
(Relevant &. 

Appropriate)

__N_
N

_N__

_ N_
__N_
^_N_ 

N_ 
_ N _  

/ N
_ N _  

_  N_ 
~N 

N 

N 
_  N 

_ N _  

N_ 

_ N _  

_ N _  

N_ 

N 

N 

N

JL
N_
N_

N_

N

MCL
(uy/l)

 5
200

_  5
 5

1000

_  100 
700 
100 

10000 
000

no
2000

SMCl.s
(uyfl)

40O=R 
Sec. 143.3

(Relevenl & 
Appropriate)

50-200

MCLGs
(uy/l)

40C FR  
Sec. 141

(Relevant & 

Apl2.r2E!!9.!?)..0) 
zero

zero
20°

zoro 

zero 
_  1000 

100 

700
1(H)

10000
000

zero

zero

zero
zero

Standard (2)

(uyfl)

’ NYCRR, Title 0 
Sect. 701-703

 (Ap̂ Itcabje) _
2 (s)
_5(s)

5(s)

_ 5 ( ? ) _

_ _ 5  <?!
5 ( 3 )

5(sj
 5 (*)„
_
_0.7 (3}_

 5  ( s j _
J ? .  !?!—

~ 5 (s)

J J . f e ) -
_L!?L_
 !Js)_
J9.(QL

5(3)

50 (0)

50 (0)

j>ojo)_
N 0(s)

 ND(a)_

_._0: 1 (s).  
0.1 (s)

2(X)0

 25 (3) _
1000 (s)

MCLs 
(uy/l) (3)

NYCRR, THIo 10 
Part 5 -1

(Relevant &
 Appropriate)___

2 (-)
 5 (POC)
_ 5 J I '° C )  

_50 (UOC)_ 

_ 5  (PO C)_  
5 (POG>_ 

"5 (POC)

 5 (POC)_

J _ 5 ( P O C ) .
S (POC) _

_5  (POC) 
5 (POC)

 5 (POC)_______

 5 (POC) _
 5 (POC)

 5 (POC)_____
 5 (POC)____
 50 (UOC)____

 50 (UOC)___

 50 (UOC)____
  50 (UOC) _

_ [ _ 5  (POC)____

  50 (UOC)____

50 (UOC)____

~  50 (UOC) _
50 (UOC)____
50JUOC) 

50 (UOC)_ 

_5 (POC)_ 
" 5 (POC)

50
2000

(uy/l) (4)

40 CFR  
Part 300

5__
NA
NA

_NA  
5 __ 

_  5 _  
_N A _  

_  5 
NA_ 

0.7
__5__

5
5 _ 

NA 

5
NA

1

_N A

NA
_N A _

NA_
50
N A_

NA

NA ,

NA .
_NA  |j

NA 1
NA  *

_NA_____

NA
NA

c t W D J f C I  S v w n a i J U w r » \ y w  ;/ • / ¥ >  2  OOp m
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AUGUST 1UU3

CAS No.

7440-70-2  

7 440 -4 7 -3  _ 
7440-50-8  

7430-80-8  _  

7439-92-r I _ 
7 439-05-|4^

7 439 -6 8 -5  _

7440 -0 2 -0  
7 440-09-7  

7 440-23-5

7440-862®
NOTES:

l>ROJECT NO. 033-0131

SUMMARY OF BED R O CK  GROUNDW ATER OATA AND FED ERAL/STA TE  
C H EM IC A L-S P EC IF IC  ARARs 

POLLUTION ABATEMENT SER V IC ES  S IT E

CON STITUEN T INFORMATION

Upgmdlont 
CuncenYutlon 

(VuiQa ol 
Constituent

(ug/l)

NA

15000-471000

 NO-22__
ND-29__

244-12000_

_ N D ;;a ___
10400-185000

45.55-10700

_  N D -9 2 J___
1300 -  59100 

4010-2771000 

4.2-45

Oowna'adlent 
Concentialloii 

Range ol 
Constituent 

(uq/1) .

NA

118000.- 199000

 ND-21J.
 ND -04 _
 ND-8700

ND-4.1
_33500-_89400

 110-4480

ND-.173

Maximum Concontiatlon 
Greater Ilian ARARs

Downgiadlenl 7 
(Yes / No)

NA

Upgradlent 7 
(Yes / No)

NA

N

FEDERAL SAFE 
DHINWNG WATER 

ACT

NEW YORK  
STA TE C LA S S  

GA GROUND W ATER  
QUAUTY  

STANDAHOa

NEW YORK  
STATE  

DRINKING 
W A TEn A C T

PREUMINAITY
REMEDIATION

GOAL

MCL
(uo/0

SMCLa
(U0/I)

MCLGs '*

(utyi)

Standard (2)

(uoll) .
MCLa 

(UQ/1) (3) (UQ/iJ («)

40C FR  
Sec. 141.11- 
141.16 
(Relevent & 
£PB.r2E.r!®!?l-

40C FR  
Sec. 143.3

(Relevent &

40C FR  
S e c .141

(Rolevonl &

NYCRR, Title 8 
Sect. 701-703

(Applicable)

NYCRR. Tills 10 
Pari 5 -1

(Relevant & 
Appropriate)

40C FR  
Part 300

NA

100 . 100 10 NA

TT (1300)_ 

TT (15)

1000

300

1300

zero

200 (s) 1300 (7) NA

300 (a) 300 (5) NA

25 (3) 15 (7j NA

35000 (0) A NA

50 200 300 (s) 300 (5) NA

100 100 100

-----------
/ NA

20000 (a) 20000-270000 (0)_  
5000

NA

5000 300 (s) NA

N D - 10800  N...... ................  N_
88000-155000 ________ N__________________Y_

_ND^28.3_______________ N________________ N_

" Oniy n o n -iero  MCLGs aie ARAR In accoidunce wllh the NCP.
S -  SlumUrd o -  NYSDEC fluliiince vuluo, which Is ‘To he considered-, not ARAR.

] nkii concenliullun ol Iron and muiifiintjao muy not exceed 500 u q / I .
SodLm  MCL o. 20000 u t f  reser^dTo, people on severe restricted sodium dials; Sodium MCL ol 270000 u«/l reserved lo, people on 

muduiaiely reshlcted sodium diets.

, U,.0.,a. .c»on ..v ., .n »». no „ ,u .  S ..n

Pag* 2 o l 2
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August 1993 TABLE 1 ( c o n t ' d )  933-6131

MEDIA
Groundwater

WATER-BEARING
UNIT
Overburden

Bedrock

REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

TO PROTECT HUMAN HEALTH:_________
Prevent Ingestion of water containing the following 
contaminants which are either (1) present at 
concentrations greater than ARARs (or background, 
whichever is greater), (2) calculated to present a 
potential carcinogenic risk greater than 1E-04 to 1E-06, . 
or (3) calculated to present a potential for non-carcinogenic 
health effects, based upon a Hazard Quotient greater than 1.

MAXIMUM
DETECTED

CANCER RISK
DOWNGRADIENT LIMITING

CHEMICAL CONC (ug/1) ARAR (ug/1)
Benzene 680 0.7
Chlorobenzene - 16 ■ 5
Chloroethane 180 5
1,1-Dichloroethane 56 5
1,2-Dichloroethane 8 5
1,2-Dichloroethene (total) 28 :5'
Ethylbenzene 640 5
Methylene Chloride 8 5
Toluene ---- 160 5
Trichloroethene 9 5
Vinyl Chloride 33 2
Xylenes 1900 5
2,4-Dimethylphenol 69 1
4-Methylphenol 33 1

MAXIMUM
DOWNGRADIENT LIMITING

CHEMICAL CONC (ug/l) ARAR (ug/l]
Benzene 100 0.7
Chlorobenzene 34 5
Chloroethane 47 5
1,1-Dichloroethane 49 5-
1,2-Dichloroethene (total) 8 5

. Ethylbenzene 180 5
Toluene 95 5
1,1,1 -Trichloroethane 180 5
Vinyl Chloride 32 2
Xylenes 670 5
Di-n-butylphthaiate 76 50
4-Methylphenol 2 1
2,4-Dimethylphenol 45 1
Phenol 3 1
Nickel 173 100

1.60E-04

2.00E-04

CANCER RISK 
1.60E-04 "

2.00E-04

Fi!e:REMOB9-1.WK1 Golder Associates Page 1 of 1



TABLE 2

PAS OSWEGO SITE 
EXPOSURE POINT CONCENTRATIONS (EPCs)

Chemicals ol Potential Concern: 5=r« UCL | . . Maximum | ErC i!
GROUNDWATER j

OVERBURDEN
(ug/1) (ug/l) (ug;l) j

Volatile Omanirs . . 1
Benzene AS 630 48| Vinyl Chloride . 5.0 33 S.OSemivolatile Omarics
None. |
Inoraanics j

| Arsenic NA NABarium NA NAManganese NA NA -
(Uwl) (ug/1) (ug.-l)BEDROCK

Volatile Oraanics
Benzene 120 34 34 • 1Vinyl Chloride ' ' 15 22 1 -. Semivolatile Omanics
None
Inoroanics
Arsenic 29 20 20Barium 1200 1500 13G0Manganese 1.2CO.OCO 4400- 4400

 ̂| • SUSSUP.FACR SOU S
(ug/Vg) (ugrVg) fug/kg)1 Pesticides/POPs

j Arador-1248 73.OCO.OCO • 2200 2200Arodor-1250 5500 530 650 jDieldrin iao 43 43 'Alpha-Chloraane 150 25 25 i
(mc/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg)Inoroanics

Arsenic A. 7 5.1
.

4.7 .Barium 71 SO 71Beryllium 0.38 0.33 0.36Cadmium 0.52 1.2 0.92Chromium. VI 2.0 2.2 2.0Manganese 1 ICO '1100 • 1100Nickel 15 13 16Vanadium 13 22 13

SUFFACE WATER. 1
(ug/l) (ugrl) I (UC.-1)Pesticides/PCSs jBeia-BHC ' 0.042 0.0073 0.0073

Dieldrin 0.17 ' 0.013 0.013ilnomarics
Barium -•78 75 75Cyanide 11 12 U
Manganese 250 230 220

err IMFNT5 1.'ug/kgj (ug/kg) i (uc/kg)
| Semivolatile Orcanics 1I
j Benzo(a)pyrene 7=00 . 1200 : 200
i Benzoib)Ruorantrene 7-ICO 1900 19*30
| PesncidesrPCBs 1
Aldrin 380 730 360
Heptacnior Epoxide '19 35 '.9
j Arodbr-1248 2200 1900 1900
j Arodor-1254 7100 5500 = 300
ArodoM2S0 . 170 1300 170

(mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg-kg)
Mnorrarios
! Arsenic. 3.9 12 3.9
, Barium 330 2500 =50
Cadmium 1.9 3.1 1.9
Manganese 1700 - 3400 ■ : 700
Nickel 23 ' 39 23
Vanadium 25 48 25

Notes:
NA : Cvemurcen weils not anaJyrsa for inorganics.



TABLE 3
PAS O SW EG O  S iTE

- ' . „  IDENTIFICATION O F E X P O S U R E  PATH W AYS
PR ESEN T-U SE SCEN ARIO

MEDIA R E C E P T O R
PO PULATIO N

EXPO SU R E
RO U TE

R ETA IN ED  FO R  
Q U AN TITATIV E 

A N A LYSIS

COMMENT

GROUNDW ATER Resident Ingestion ' No Residences on pubiic water, except one well at Smith’s Beach.
Dermal Contact No •
Inhalation No *

Commercial/ Ingestion No Commercial and industrial properties on public water:
Industrial Dermal Contact No •

- Employees Inhalation No •

SOILS
SU RFIC IAL Tresoassers Incidental Ingestion No Known contaminated areas covered by cap system  and

Dermal Contact No other areas within the fence covered with vegetation.
Inhalation No Pathway will be qualitatively evaluated.

SU B SU R FA C E Construction- c Incidental Ingestion No ' No excavation activitas being conducted at site.
and Utility Dermal Contact No ■

Workers Inhalation No

SU R FA C E W ATER Residents Incidental Ingestion Yes Low levels of contaminants detected in surface waters.
Dermal Contact . Yes •

Inhalation No Two VOCs detected in site samples, also detected in blanks.
Fish ingestion Yes Low levels of contaminants detected in surface waters.

SED IM EN TS Residents Incidental Ingestion Yes Contaminants detected in sediments.
Dermal Contact Yes

FU TU RE-U SE SCEN ARIO

MEDIA R EC EP T O R
PO PULATIO N

EX P O S U R E
R O U T E

R ETA IN ED  FOR 
Q U AN TITATIV E 

A N A LYS IS

COMMENT

GROUNDW ATER Resident Ingestion ’ Yes Future use of groundwater is possible because the
Dermal Contact" No aquifers are considered potable.
Inhalation Yes

Commercial/ Ingestion Yes Future use of groundwater is possible because the
Industrial aquifers are considered potable.

> Empioyees Dermal Contact No Workers are assum ed not to shower on-site.
Inhalation No

SO ILS
SU RFIC IA L Trespassers Incidental Ingestion No Known contaminated areas covered by cap system  and

Dermal Contact No other areas within the fence covered with vegetation.
Inhalation No Pathway will be qualitatively evaluated.

SU B SU R FA C E Construction Incidental Ingestion Yes Possibiy if excavation activities conducted in the future.
and Utility Dermal Contact Yes •

Workers Inhalation of Particulates Yes •

Inhalation of VO Cs No No VOCs detected.

SU RFA C E W ATER Residents Incidental Ingestion Yes Low levels of contaminants detected in surface waters.
Dermal Contact Y e s - •

Inhalation No Two VOCs detected in site sampies, aiso detected in olanks.
Fish ingestion j Yes

SEDIM EN TS Residents
1
jlnctdentai Ingestion Yes Contaminants detected in sediments.'
iDermal Contact Yes

1

' - The dermai contact pathway will only be qualitatively discussed.



TABLE 4
PAS OSWEGO SITE 

TOXICITY VALUES FOR POTENTIAL CARCINOGENIC HEALTH EFFECTS 
OOSE - RESPONSE RELATIONSHIP (1)

C A R C IN O G EN S : 
S L O P E  FA C T O R S  (SF)

CH EM ICA LS
Oral S F  " 

(mg/Vq-davM
Inhalation S F  

(mo/kq-dayH '
Weight ol 
Evidence

V o la tile  O rgan ica  
Acetone 0
Benzene 2.S0E-02 2.90E-02 A
2-Butanone - - D
Chlorobenzene - t D
Chloroethane - - .
Chloroform ■ 6.10E-O3 8.10E-02 B2
1,2-Dichloroeihane 9.10E-02 9. IOE-02 B2
1.1-Dichloroe thane 6.00E-01 t .2 0 E t0 0 C
1,2-Dichloroethene, cis : . D
1,2-Dichloropropane 6.70E-02 (2) - B2
Ethylbenzene - - : D
Methylene Chloride 7.50E-03 1.65E-03 B2
4-Mathyl-2-Pentanone - - -

Styrene - - -
Toluene - D
t . 1,1-Trichloroethane - D
1,1.2-Trichloroeihane S.70E-02 • 5.70E-02 C
Trichloroethene T.10E-02 (3) 6.00E-03 (3) B2
Vinyl Chloride 1.90E»00 (2) 3 .0 0 E0 1  (2) A
Xylenes (Total) - - D

S e m iv o la tile  O rgan lca
Acsnapthene - - D
Anthracene - - D
8enzo(a)anthracene 7.30E-01" 6 .1 0 E -0 I" B2
Benzoic Acid - - D
Benzo(a)pyr8ne 7.30E+00 6.10E+00 (2) B2
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 7.30E-01" 6 .10E-01" ' ’ B2
Benzo(g.h,i)perylene - - B2
8enzo(k)fluoranthene 7.30E-01" 6 .10E-01" B2.- _
Benzyl alcohol '- ; -
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 1.40E-02 - B2
Butylbenzylphthalate - - C
4-Chloroaniline " - - ' •
Chrysene 7.30E-02" 6 .10E-02" B2
Di-n-butylphthalate - - D
Oibenzo(a,h)anthracene 7.30Ei-00" S .IO ErO O " B2
Diethyl phthalate . ' D- ’
Di-n-octylphthalate - ' -
4-Chloro-3-methylphenol - - -
1,2-Oichlorobanzane - - D
1,4-Oichlorobenzene 2.40E-02 (2) - C
2.4-Dimethylphenol - -
Fluoranthene - 0
lndeno( 1,2.3-cd)pyrene 7 .30E-01" S .1 0 E -0 t" B2
2-Methylnaphthalene - -
4-Methylnaphthalene - - -
2-Methylphenol - - C
4-Methylphenol - C
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 4.90E-03 — - B2
Naphthalene - - D
Nitrobenzene - - 0
Phenanthrene 0
Phenol 0
Pyrena - D

P eatlc ldas/P C B a
Aldrin 1.70E*Ol 1 .7 0 Er0 l 32

Alpha-BHC S.30E»00 6.30E rOO B2

Beta-BHC 1.80E*O0- - 1.90E-»-00 C

Delta-BHC - 0

Gam m a-BHC (Lindane) 1,30ErOO (2) .• B2-C
Alpha-Chlordane 1.30ErOO t.aoErO o 82
Gemma-Chlordane 1.30EAX) t.3O Ef00 82
4.4'-DOO 2.40E-0I 82

4.4--DOE ■- 3.J0E-01 82
4.4--ODT 3.40E01 3 .4 0 E 0 I 32

- Dieldrin t 60E»01 I .6 0 E .0 I B2
Endosullan - -
Endrin -
Endrin Aldehyde - -
Heptachlor 4.SOEHX5 4.50E rOO 82

Heptachlor Epoxide 9.10E«OO 9 ,I0 E r0 0 82

Methoxychkrr - D

P C B s (Aroclors) 7.70E fCQ 82



TABLE 4 ( C o n t 'd )

' PAS OSWEGO SH E  
TOXICITY VALUES FOR POTENTIAL CARCINOGENIC HEALTH EFFECT S  

COSE • RESPON SE REU U IO N SI IIP (I)

CARCINOGEN S:
SI O l'E  FACTO RS ISF)

CHEMICALS
Oral S r Inhalation SF Weight ol

fmr.Vn day)-1 (mq/kq day)-1 Evukmcn
Inorganics
Arsenic 1.7SE»00 . 1 .50E.0I A
Barium -
BoryiBum 4 20E.OO 84OE.0O 82
Cadmium (lood) 6 30E.00 81
Cadmium (water) 6.30E .00 81
Chromium III (insoi. saltf •
Chromium VI (insol. salt) 4 2OE.0I A
Cobalt
Copper 0
Lead (and compounds-inorg.) 82
Manganese 0
Mercury (inorganic) D
Nickel (sol. salt)
Nickel (refinery dust) 3 40E 01 A
Vanadium
Zinc (and compounds) O
Cyanide ffree) D

NOTES.
• Aluminum, calcium, iron, magnesium, potassium and sodium are considered essential nnuiunis and wnl not bu quanmauvuly uvaiuatod 

tn the risk assossmeni.
"Toxiciry Equivalency Factors (TEFs) used in conjunction with slooe lactors per EPA guidance.

(1) All toxidty values obtained from IRIS (on-line October 20. Novembor 2-11. 1992. April 12. 1993) unless otherwise noted 
' (2) Toxicity values obtained from H6AST Annual FY-1992. ' ' '
(3) Toxicity values obtained Irom the Superfund Health Risk Tochnical Support Centor. Oucumoor 7. 1902.

EPA WEIGHT OF EVIDENCE:
A - Human Carcinogen
8 1 - Probublu Human Carcinogun Liimturi human (lata aro avauuhlu.
82 * Prooonlu I lumon Carcinogun. Sulhaunt eviuoncu of carc:nogumeity in animals and iu;ulm|u.itu or no ovkUhicu -n humans.
C * Possible Human Carcinogen
0 • Not Classilioole as to human curcinogunicity. 
c • Evidunco of noncarcinoQonicity for itumans.

102
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PWArAOIIZ.XIS
PAS OSW EGO S ITE  

COMBINING CARCINOGENIC R ISK S  A CRO SS PATHW AYS

MEDIA R EC EPTO R
POPULATION

EXPO SU R E
ROUTE

INDIVIDUAL 
CAN CER R ISK

C H EM ICAL CONTRIBUTING TH E GHEA TEST 
AMOUNT TO R ISK

GROIJNDW ATER- 
. O VERBU RD EN

Resident:
Adulls Ingestion

Inhalation (Shower model) 
Total Carcinogenic R lek ■

2.20E-04 • 
2.20E-05 
2.4E-04*

Vinyl Chloride 
Benzene, Vinyl Chloride 
Benzene, Vinyl Chloride

Children Ingestion
Inhalation (Shower model) 
Total Carcinogenic R lek »

1.90E-04 
1.90E-05 
2. IE-04*

Vinyl Chloride • 
Benzene, Vinyl Chloride 
Benzen'e, Vinyl Chloride

GROUNDW ATER-
BED RO CK

Rosldont:
Adulls Ingestion

inhalation (Shower inodol) 
Total Carclnogonlc R isk  ■

7.7E-04
3.7E-05
8.1E-04*

Arsenic, Vinyl Chlpride 
Benzene, Vinyl Chloride 

Arsenic, Benzene, Vinyl Chlorido

Children Ingestion
Inhalation (Shower model) 
Total Carclnogonlc R isk  ■

6.8E-04 
3.2E-0S 
7. IE-04*

Arsenic, Vinyl Chloride 
Benzene, Vinyl Chloride 

Arsenic, Benzene, Vinyl Chloride

S U R FA C E  W ATER, 
SEDIM ENT, AND FISH 
INGESTION

Rosldont:
Adults Ingestion (Suiloce Water) 

Dermal Contact (Surface Water) 
Ingestion (Sediment)
Dormal Contact (Sodimonl) 
Ingestion (Fish)
Total Carclnogonlc R isk  -

1.4E-08
8.8E-10
1.2E-05
1.4E-05
7.0E-05
9.6E-05*

Aroclor-1248, Aroclor-1254, 8onzo(n)pyrene, Arsenic 
Aroclor-1254 

Dieldrin
Aroclor-1248, Aroclor-1254, Benzo(a)pyrono, Arsonic, Dioldiin

Childron ngestion (Surluco Water) 
Dermal Contact (Surface Water) 
ngestion (Sediment)
Dermal Contact (Sediment) 
ngestion (Fish)
Total Carcinogenic R isk  =■

3.8E-08 
1.2E-09 
2.1E-05 
6.1E-06 
6 .IE-05 
8.8E-05*

Aldrin, Aroclor-1248, Aroclor-1254, Arsenic, Benzo(a)pyrene

Aroclor-1248, Aroclor-1254 
Dieldrin

Aldrin, Aroclor-1?48, Aroclor-1254, Arsonic, Bonzo(a)pyrene, Dieldrin

SU B SU R FA C E SO IL Construction/ 
Jtility Workers

■

ngoslion 
Dermal Contact 
nhalntion
Total Carcinogenic R isk  *

1.7E-06
1.0E-06
8.3E-09
2.7E-06*

. Aroclor-1248, Aroclor-1260, Arsonic 
Aroclor-1248

Aroclor-1248. Aroclor-1260. Arsenic

Ui

Site workers (commercial/i ndusltiul) war* only evaluated lo, groundwater Ingestion exposure, Iherelore no.exposure pathways could be combined.
• Indicates that the total carcinogenic risk exceeds 1.0E-06.

12?
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TABLE 6
PAS OSW EGO SITE

CHRONIC TOXICITY VALUES FOR POTENTIAL NONCARCINOGENIC HEALTH EFFEC T S  
DOSE • RESPONSE RELATIONSHIP (I)

NONCARCINOGENS:
REFEREN CE DOSES/CONCENTRATIONS (RID, RfC)

CHEMICALS
Oral RIO 

(m<ykQ/dav)
Uncertainty

Factor
Inhalation RIC 

-> (mQ/ko/dav)
Uncertainty

Factor

Volatile Organica 
Acetone t.OOE-Ot 1000
Benzene • * ' -

2-8utenone 5.00E-02 (2) 1000 2.90E01 1000
Chlorobenzene 2.00E-02 1000 S. 70 E -03 (3) 10000
Chloroethane - 2.90E*-00 -

Chloroform 1.00E-02 . 1000 -
1,1 -Dichloroethane t.OOE-Ot (2) 1000 1.40E-01 (3) 1000
1.2-Dichloroethane - -
1.l-Dichloroethene 9 00E-03 1000 •
1.2-Oichloroelhene (mixed) 9.00E-03 1000 -
1.2-0ichloropropane 1.10E-03 300
Ethylbenzene 1.00E-01 1000 ' 2.90E01 300
Methylene Chloride 6.00E-02 100* 8.60E-0I (2) too
4-Methyl-2-Pentanone 5.00E-02 (2) 1000 2.30E-02 (2) 1000
Styrene 2.00E-01 1000 2.5OE-01 (2) 30
Toluene 2.00E-01 1000 1.00E-01 300
1.1,1 -Trichloroethane ■ 9.00E-02 (2) 1000 2.90E-01 (3) 1000
1.1,2*Trichloroethane 4.00E-03 1000 -

Trichloroethene 6.00E-03 (4) 3000 *

Vinyl Chloride -
Xylenes (Total) 2.00E+00 100 *

Somlvolatlla O rganic* 
Acenapth ene 6.00E-02 3000 .
Anthracene 3.00E-01 3000 •

Benzo(a)anthracene - -
Benzoic Acid 4.00E+-00 1 -

Benzo(a)pyrene -
Benzo(b)fluoranthene
Benzo(g.h.i)perylene -
Bonzo(k)lluoranthene *
Benzyl alcohol •
Bis(2*eihylhexyl)phthalate 2.00E-02 1000
Butyl.benzylphthalate 2.00E-01 1000
4-Chloroaniline 4.00E-03 3000
Chrysene - -
Di-n-burviohthalate t.OOE-Ot 1000
Dibenzota.hJanlFiracene • *

Diethyl phthaiate 8.00E-01 1000 *

Di-n-octyfphthalate 2.00E-02 (2) 1000 -  '
4-Chloro-3-methylphGnoi - '

5.70E-02 (3) . 10001.2-0 ichtorobenzene 9.00E-02 1000
1,4-Oichlorobenzene v - r  .... 2.00E-01 (2) 100 ■

2,4-Oimethylphenol 2.00E-02 • 3000 •

Fluoranthene 4.00E-02 3000
lndeno( t ,2.3-cd)pyrene * *

2-Melhyinaphthalene
4-Methylnaphthalene •

2*Methylphenol 5.00E-02 1000
4-Methylphenol 5.00E-03 1000 * *

- N-Nitrosodphenylamine • •

Naphthalene 4.00E-02 (2) 1000 ‘
10000Nitrobenzene 5.00E-04- 10000 5.70E-04 (3) • '

Phenanthrene • - • ■

Phenol 6.00E-01 100 -

Pyrene 3.00E-02 _  3000 *

Pastlcldes/PCSa
Aldrin 3.C0E-05 1000

Alpha-BHC
Beta-BHC
Delta-SHC -

Gamma-BHC 3.00E-04 ■ 1000
Alpha-Chlordane 6.00E-0S 1000
Gamma-Chlordane . 6.00E-05 1000

4.4'-D00 • •

4,4*-DDE
4.4*-0DT S.00E-04 100

Oieidrin 5.00E-05 100 •*

Endosullan S.OOE-OS 3000
Endrin 3.00E-04 100
Endrin Aldehyde *
Heptachlor 5.00E-04 300
Heptachlor Epoxide t.30E-05 tooo
Methoxychlor S.00E-03 1000
PCBs (ArocJora)



PA S O SW EG O  S ITE
CHRONIC TO XIC ITY  VA LU ES FO R PO TEN TIAL NONCARCINOGENIC HEALTH E F F E C T S  

DOSE - R ESP O N SE  RELATIO N SH IP (1).

NON CARCIN O GEN S:
R E F E R E N C E  DO SES/CO N CEN TRATIO N S (R ID , R IC )

CHEM ICALS
Oral RID 

(mfl/kq/dny)
Uncertainty

Factor
Inhalation R IC 
(mgrkg/day)

Uncertainty
Factor

I n o r g a n i c a 
Arsonic 3.00E-04 3 . .
Barium 7.00E-02 3 1.40E-04 (3) 1000

Beryllium 5.00E-03 100 - ;:- -

Cadmium (lood) 1.00E-03 10 - -

Cadmium (water) 5.00E-04 10 - -

Chromium III (insol. salt) 1.00E+00 100 -

Chromium VI (Insol. salt) 5.00E-03 500 - -

Cobalt - - - -

Copper 1.3 mg/l* (2) - -

Lead (and compounds-inorg.) - - - ■

Manganese (lood) 1.40E-01 1 1.10E-04 300

Manganese (water) 5.00E-03 1 1 .10E-04 300

Mercury (inorganic) 3.00E-04 (2) 1000 8.60E-05 (2) 30

Nickel (sol. salt) 2.00E-02 300 - ■

Nickel (refinery dust) - - • *

Vanadium 7.00E-03 (2) 100 - ■

Zinc (and compounds) 3.00E-01 3 - ■

Cyanido (Ireo) 2.00E-02 100 - ■

N O TES:
- Aluminum, calcium, iron, magnosium, potassium and sodium nro considorod ossonlinl nutrionls and will not bu quantitatively ovnlunlod 

in tho risk assessment.
- The inorganics load und copper cannot bo quantitatively ovalualod due to insufficient toxicity data.

• Curronl drinking walor standard ol 1.3 mgri DWCD (1987) concluded toxicity data wore inadequate lor calculalion ol an RID lor coppor.

(1) All toxicity valuos obtained Irom IR IS  (on-line October 30, November 2-11. 1992, April 12,1993) unless otherwise noted.

(2) Toxicity valuos obtained Irom H EA ST Annual FY-1992.
(3) Toxicity valuos obtainod Irom H EA ST Annual FY-1992: Toxicily values are lound in Agency documents but woro calculated by alternative 

mothods not curronlly practiced by Uio RID/RIC Wotk Group.
(4) Toxicily valuo obtainod Irom Suporlund Health fecbnical Support Center. December 7. 1992.

I

TABLE 
6 

(Cont'd)



CHEMICALS

TABLE 6 ( C o n t 'd )

PAS OSWEGO SITE
SUBCHRONIC TOXICITY VALUES FOR POTENTIAL NONCARCINOGEN1C HEALTH EFFEC TS  

DOSE - RESPONSE RELATIONSHIP (1)-

NONCARCINOGFNS? SUBCHRONIC REFEflENCE DOSES (RtDsl AND R E F E RENCE CONCENTRATIONS (RtCst

Oral RIO Uncertainty Inhalation RIC Uncertainly
_________________________ (mq/kq-day)  Factor    (m q /k q -d a y )________ Facto’’

VoJatlla Organlca

Benzene . . -
1 ,2-Dlchloroethene (mixed) 9.00E-03

Ethylbenzene 1.00E+00
Toluene 2.00E+00
1 .1 , 1-Trichloroethane 9.00E-01
Trichloroelhene -
Vinyl Chloride *

Samlvoiatlle Organlca

Benzo(a)pyrene -
Benzo(b)fluoranthene -
Bls(2-ethylhexyl)phthalata 2.00E-02
2.4-Dlmethylphenol 2.00E-01
4-Methylphenol -

Paatlcldoa/PCBa

Aldrin 3.00E-0S
beta-BHC -
Chlordane (3) 6.00E-05
Dieldrin 5.00E-05
Heptachlor Epoxide 1.30E-05
PCBs (Aroclors) (4) *

Inorganlca

Arsenic 3.00E-04
Barium 7.00E-02
Beryllium S.00E-03
Cadmium
Chromium VI (Insol. salt) 2.00E-02
Manganese 1.00E-01
Nickel 2.00E-02
Vanadium 7.00E-03
Zinc (metallic) 2.00E-01
Cyanide (Iree) 2.00E-02

100
100
100.

100

2.90E-01 
5.70E-01 

2.90E+00 (2)

300
100
100

1000
300

1000

1000
100
1000

3
3

100

*100
1

300
100
10

500

1.40E-03 (2)

1.10E-04

100

900

NnNCARCiNQGFNR- s i ir c h r o n ic  R E F E RFNCE QOSES (RID?) AND R E EEREN CE CONCENTRATION? (R l& U

!'AKimlnum, calcium. Iron, magnesium, potassium and sodium are considered essential nutrients and will not be quantitatively evaluated

In the risk assessment. „. . . . .
■ The Inorganics lead and copper cannot be quantitatively evaluated due to insufficient toxiaty data_
- AJI Inhalation RfCs ware converted from mg/m3 to mg/k^cfey-Using the formula presented in HEAST Annual FY-1992.
It Toxicity values obtained from HEAST Annual FY-1992. . . . , .  a|larr.ai;v,a
2) Toxldty values obtained from HEAST Annual FY-1992: Toxicity values are lound in Agency documents but were calculated by allemali
nethods not currently practiced by the RIO/RIC Work Group.
3) The toxldty value lor chlordane was used (or the alpha-chlordana Isomer.
4) All Arodors detected at the site were assigned the toxldty values lor Aroclor-1260.

EPA WEIGHT OF EVIDENCE:
A - Human Carcinogen
01 - Probable Human Carcinogen. Umited human data are available.
B2 . Probable Human Carcinogen. Suflldent evidence of carcinogenicity in animals and inadequate or no evidence in huma . .

C - Possible Human Carcinogen 
D - Not Classifiable as to human carcinogenicity.
E - Evidence ot noricarclnogenicity lor humans.
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PWAYA002.XLS
PAS OSW EGO S ITE  

COMBINING NONCARCINOGENIC HAZARD INDICES A C RO SS  PATHW AYS

MEDIA R EC EPTO R
POPULATION

EX P O SU R E
RO U TE

INDIVIDUAL 
HAZARD INDE)

CH EM ICAL CONTRIBUTING THE G R E A T E S T  
; AMOUNT TO HAZARD INDICES

GROUNDW ATER- Resident:
O VERBURDEN Adults Ingestion NA "

Inhalation (Shower model) NA •
Total Hazard Index « NA

Children Ingestion NA
Inhalation (Shower model) NA
Total Hazard Index a NA

G RO U N D W ATER- Resident
BEDRO CK Adults Ingestion 26 Arsenic, Manganese

Inhalation (Shower model) NA
Total Hazard Index a 26“ Arsenic, Manganese

Children Ingestion 15 Arsenic, Barium, Manganese I
Inhalation (Shower model) NA -
Total Hazard Index a 15“ Arsonic, Barium, Manganese

SU RFA C E W ATER , Rosldent
SEDIM ENT, AND FISH Adults Ingestion (Surface Water) 7.3E-03 -•
INGESTION Dermal Contact (Surface Water) 4.5E-04 —

Ingestion (Sediment) 2.2E-02 ”
Dermal Contact (Sediment) 1.8E-04 —
Ingestion (Fish) 3.0E-01 ”
Total Hazard Index a 0.33

Childron ngestion (Surface Water) 8.4E-03 -
Dermal Contact (Surface Water) 2.6E-04 . .

ngestion (Sediment) 2.0E-01 ’
■ Dermal Contact (Sediment) NA -

ngestion (Fish) 1.5 Dieldrin, Manganese
otal Hazard Index a 1 .7 " Dieldrin, Manganese

SU BSU R FA C E SO IL Donslruclion/ .

Jtllity Workers 1ngestion 1.2E-01 --
C)ermal Contact NA --
1nhalation 3.6E-0.2 --
1otal Hazard Index 3 0.16 I

H2l21
• Indicates that the total carcinogenic risk exceeds 1.0E-06.
*' Indicates that the total hazard Index exceeds 1.
•• Indicates that the carcinogenic risk or noncarclnogenlc hazard index doe9 not exceed target values; therefore, no chemicals were selected os contributors.
NA: The total hazard Index could not be calculated for residents as only carcinogenic VOCs were detected In overburden wells.

: The total hazard Index could not be calculated lor residents as only .carcinogenic VOCs and Inorganics were delected In bedrock wells.
: The hazard Index.could not be calculated for child dermal contact with sediment as no subchronic toxicily value was avallbje lor cadmium.
: The hazard Index for construction/utility worker derma! contact with subsurface soil could not be calculated as Aroclors do not have noncarclnogenlc toxicity values.

TABLE



SUMMARY OF ECOTOXICITY VALUES 
REPORTED IN THE LITERATURE 

PAS SITE. Oswogo. New YorH

"TABLE 8

RECEPTOR
ALDRIN ALUMINUM

REPORTED VALUES 111 --------------------—

WINK Data Not Available Oaia Not Available Oaia Not Available

DENZOIC ACIO

SHOflTTAIl SHREW Data Not Available Oaia Not Available Oaia Not Available

!. Oral LO 50 ol 3.1 g/Vg body woight 
n rats.

GREEN HERON Oata Not Available Data Not Available Oaia Not Available Data Not Available

SPRING PEEPER DaJa Not Available

1. LC 50 ol <71 ug/1 at pH 4.8 lor 
leopard trog.

2. LC 50 ol 827 ug/1 ai (H 4.5 lor 
bullfrog larvae.

3. Significant toxicity to pine barrens 
tree Irog at 0.2 mg/1 at pH 4.4.

Data Not Available Oaia Not Available Data Not Available

FATHEAO WINNOW

t. Acute LC 50 ol 32-37 ug,1 lor 
laihead minnow.

2 Chronk±C.50ol 0.22 lor. 
rainbow trout.

1. Acute LC 50 ol 35,000 ugA lor 
juvenile laihead minnow.

2. Reduced weight in chronic ' 
exposures ol 2.300 ug/1 lo laihead 
minnow.

Oaia Not Available

1. Acute LC 50 ol 33.000 ug/1 
lor laihead minnow.

Oata Not Available

AQUATIC INVERTEBRATES

1. Chronic LC 50 ol 57 ug/1 lor 
Oaphnia magna

1 .Acute LC 50 ol 1,900 ug/1 lor 
Ceriodaphnia dubla.

Data Not Available

1. Acute LC 50 ol 203,000 ug4 
lor Oaphnia magna. Oaia Not Availablo

PAS SITE COCS 

(Maximum detected values!

SED ■ 730 ug/Vg SW - 928 ug/1 SED - 2470 mg/Vg SED • 0.09 ug/Vg SED. - 120 ug/Vg

RECEPTOR REPORTED VALUES (1)
BENZYL ALCOHOL BIS12-ETHYLHEXYT.1PHTHALATE OELTA-BHC 2 8UTANONE CAOMIUM

MINK Oaia Not Available Oaia Not Available Oaia Not Available

SHORTTAIL SHREW

1 .Oral LD 50 ol 3.1 g/fcg body 
weight in rats.

1. LO 50 ol 31 g/Vg body weight in 
raw.-

Oaia Not Available

1. Oral LO 50 OF 2.750 ug/Vg~ 
body weight lor rats.

Oaia Not Available
2. Cancerous lumora in rats/mice 
when led 12,000/6.000 oom.

GREEN  HERON Oaia Not Available Dai a Not Available Oaia Not Available Oaia Not Available Oata Not Available

SPRING PEEPER Oaia Not Available Oaia Not Available Dala Not Available Oata Not Available
■

FATHEAO MINNOW Oaia Not Available

1. Chronic LC 50 ol 5 • 14 ug/1 lor 
earty llle stage rainbow trout.

1 .Acute LC 50 o i l  3,000 and 15.000 
ug>1 (or laihead minnow, (mixture ol 
BHCa).

1. Acute LC 50 ol 5.600 ug/1 
lor freshwater Ash.

1. Acute LC 50 ol 30.5 ug/l lor 
laihead minnow.

2. Chronic LC 50 ol 45.92 ug/1 lor 
laihead minnow (201 mg/Vg caldum 
carbonate).

AQUATIC INVERTEBRATES Oaia Not Available

1. Reproductive impairment in chronic 
exposure to 3 ug4 lor Oaphnia 
magna.

1. Acute LC 50 ol 3,150 ug/1 lor 
freshwater worms, (mixture ol 8HC 
Isomers). Oata Not Available

1. Acute LC 50 ol less than 26.0CO 
ug/1.

2. Chronic toxicily values range from 
0.12 to 6.3 ua/1.

PAS SITE COCS  
(Maximum detected values)

SED - 32 og/Vg SED • 790 ug/Vg SED - 0.46 ug/Vg SED - 27 ug/Vg SED • 3.1 mg/Vg



TABLE 8 (C o n t'd )
.. _SUMMARY OF ECOTOXICITY VALUES 

REPORTED IN THE LITERATURE 
PAS SITE. Oswego. New YorV

RECEPTOR REPORTED VALUES (1)
CHROMIUM ! CALCIUM 1 COBALT j • COPPER CYANI0E

MINK Oaia Not Available Oaia Not Available Dai a Not Available Data Not Available Daia Not Avadable

SHORTTAIL SHREW Oaia Not Available Oaia Not Available Oaia Not Available Data Not AvaJable Oata Not Avadable

GREEN HERON Oaia Not Available Oaia Not Available Oata Not Available Oaia Not A variable Oaia Noi Avadable

SPRING PEEPER

1. 100 % monaJhy in Rana 
tlgrina ladpoles after 72-hour 
exposure lo 2 ug/1. Dai a Not Available Data Not Available

1. 72-hour LC SO ol 150 ug/1 lor 
Rana ppiens.

2. Mortality ol Buto boreas 
ladpoles ai 20 lo 44 ug/1.

3. 30-day LC  50 tor adult Rana 
pipiens and Xenopus laevis at 
1.500 and 1.800 ug/1.

Oaia Not Available

FATHEAD MINNOW

1. Acute LC 50 of 41.050 ug/1 
lor chromium (VI) and 10.320 
ug/1 tor chromium (III) in 
laihoad minnow!
2. Chronic LC 50 ol 1.907 ug/1 
lor chromium (VI) lor laihead 
minnow.

Oaia Not Available Data Not Available

1. Acute LC 50 ol 115.5 ug/1 lor 
laihead minnow.

2. Chronic LC 50 ol 24-32 ug/1 
tor laihead minnow (200 mg/1 
calium carbonate).

1. Acute LC 50 ol 125.1 ug/1 lor 
laihead minnow.

2. Chronic LC 50 ol 16 39 tor laihead 
minnow.

AQUATIC INVERTEBRATES

1. Acute LC 50 ol 23.07 ug/1 lor 
a dadoes ran a pedes.

• - Oaia Not Available Daia Not Available

1. Acute LC 50 ol 10 ug/1 lor 
Oaphnia magna.

2. Chronic LC 50 values range 
irom about 7 lo 30.51 ug/1.

1. Acuie LC 50 range from 83 lo 
2.490 ug/1 lor Ireshwaier
invert ebraies.
2. Chronic LC 50 range Irom t6 lo 40 
ug/1 lor Ireshwaier invertebrates.-

PAS SITE COCS - 

(Maximum doiected values)

S E0  - 42.5 mg/kg S E D -20.600 mg/Vg SED * 10.0 mg/Vg SW - 5 ug/1 

SED • 89.9 mq/Vg

SW - 12 ug/1

RECEPTOR REPORTED VALUES (1)
OOT/OOE I OIETHYLPHTHALATE GAMMA CHLORDANE

MINK Oaia Not Available Data Not Available Data Not Available

SHORTTAIL SHREW Daia Not Available Data Not Available Oaia Not Available

GREEN HERON

1. Impaired reproduction of Japanese 
quail ted a diet of 300 mg DOT/fcg body 
weigh!. No eggs laid when fed 700 
mg/Vg. Daia Not Available

1. LD 50 oi 14.1 mg/Vg body weight lor 
California .quail.

2. 57-day LD 50 oM .5 mg/Vg diet (or 
european starling.

SPRING PEEPER

1. Acme LC 50 ol 7.6 mg/kg body 
weight.

Oata Not Available

1. Acuie LC 50 ol 2 mg/1 lor common 
load.

FATHEAO MINNOW

1. Acute LC 50 of 48 ug/1 lor laihead 
minnow.

2. Chronic LC 50 of 0.74 ug/1 tor 
laihead minnow.

1. Acuie LC  50 ol 98.000 ug/1 lor bluegill. 1. Acuie LC 50 ol 37 ug/l lor laihead 
minnow.

AQUATIC INVERTEBRATES

1. Acute LC 50 of 2.4 ug/1 for Oaphnia 
magna.

1. Acute LC  50 ol 52.100 ug/1 lor 
Daohnia magna.

1. Acute LC 50 values rango liom 3 lo 
190 ug/1.

2. Chronic LC 50 ol 16 ug/1 lor a 
cladoceran species.

PAS SITE COCS  

(Maximum deiectod values)

SW • DOT: 0.0029 ug/1. DOE: 0.0047 
ug/1

SED - DOT: 74 ug/Vg. 006: 41 ug/Vg
SED • 49 ug/Vg SED - 0.76 ug4<g



SUMMARY OF ECOTOXCITY VALUES 
REPORTED IN THE LITERATURE 

PAS SITE Orwgqo, Now York

TABLE 8  (C o n t 'd )

RECEPTOR . 

MINK

1 HEPTACHLOR EPOXIDE 

Oaia Nor Availabte

m a g n esiu m

Data Not Available

REPORTED VALUES M) 
1 4-METHYLPHENOL

Data Not Available

1 NICKEL NITROBENZENE

SHORTTAIL SHREW- Oaia Not Available Oata Nor Available Oata Not Available

1. Oral LO 50 ol 640 mg/Vg body 
woight lor rats.

GREEN HERON Oaia Not Available Data Not Available Data Not Available

1. 92% mortality over a 30-day 
period when mallard ducklings 
were fed a diet ol 1.200 mg/Vg

SPRING PEEPER Oaia Not Available Oata Not Available • - Data Not Available

FATHEAO MINNOW
1
j

freshwater ish from 5 3 lo 120 
ug/1.

Data Not Available

.

1. 24-hour median thresoid limit ol 7 
mg/1 lor Irom embryos.

2. 24-hour and 96-hour median 
threshold limits ol approximately 11.8 
mo/1 lor blueqiU.

1. Acute LC 50 ol 8.027 ug/t lor 
fathead minnow.

2. Chronic LC 50 ol 526.7 ug4 
tor lathead minnow.

1. Median threshold limi oC20 - 24 
mg/1 per 6-hour period In disiiled 
water and 90 • 100 mg/1 per 6-hour in 
hard water.

i
i
1

AQUATIC INVERTEBRATES

1. Acute LC SO values lor 
Ireshwaier invertebrates Irom 
120 ug/1 lo greater than 10.000 
ug/1.

!
I

Data Not Available j Data Not Available

1. Acute LC 50 ol 554.4 ug/1 lor 
Oaphnia magna.

2. Chronic LC 50 ol 14.77 ug/1 
lor Oaphnia magna in soft 
water.

1. Acute LC 50 ol 60 mg/1 lor a 
Oaphnia spedes.

{Maximum detected values)
oeu-jaug/Kg | SED - 6.960 mg/Vg SEO  -110 ug/Vg SED - 39.1 mg/Vg SED -40 ug/Vg

RECEPTOR
----------------  REPORTED VAl UFS m  " 1

MINK Data Not Available

p c  as

reduced reproduction.

2. Diet ol 0.1 mg/Vg Arodor 1254. 
mortality was reooned.

PAHs 

Daia Not Available

PHENOL 

Data Not Avai»Ne

SOOIUM

t
Data Not Available

SHORTTAB. SHREW

1. Rats led diets ol 1.000 
mg/Vg lor 100 weeks produced 

urinary bladder cancer. Oaia Not Available Daia Not Available

GREEN  HERON Data Not Available

1. Mortality in sensiNe bird apeoes 
with diet ol 200 mgVg over several 
days.
2. ExienaJve mortality in senaah/e bird 
species and some mortal fry in other 
bird apedes with diet ol 1.500 mg/Vg.
3. Reduced sperm oounu in 
American kestral led 9-10 mg/Vg body 
weight lor 62-69 days.

Data Not Available Data Not AvaJable Oaia Not Available

SPRING PEEPER . Oata Not Available Oata Not Available Data Not Available Oata Not Avatable

FATHEAO MINNOW

1. Acute LC 50 ol 5,650 ug/1 
for btuegi.

1. AoJe LC 50 ol 7 7 ugri tor laihead 11. 65-hour LC 50 ol 1.8 ug/1 lor 
minnow. j fathead minnow for t>enzo(a)

j anthracene.
2. Chronic LC 50 values ol 0.2 to 2.3 |2. 80% m on ally In WuegiH exposed lo 
ug/1 tor laihead msutow. ibenzofatayrene

1. Acute LC 50 ol 36,000 ug/1 
tor lathead minnow.

2. Chronic LC SO ol 2,560 ug/1

i AOUATC INVERTEBRATES
1

1. Acute LC 50 ol 7.760 ug/1 lor 
Oaphnia magna.

1. Acme LC  50 ol 29 ug/1 (or a scud 
apedes.

2. Chronic LC 50 ol 4.3 ug/1 tor 
Dapnnia magna.

■c*.*- • • i 
1 
i

1. One-hour LC 50 ol 4 ug pyrerveri 
lor Oaphnia magna.

2. 24-hour LC  50 ol 0.7 ug/1 
benzo(a)pyrene tor Oaphnia magna.

3. 24-hour LC SO values lor 
Muoranthene Irom 1.000.000 ug/1.

1. Acute LC 50 values ohom 
18.000 to 248.000 ugA lor 
Ireshwaier invertebrates. Oaia Not Avatable

PAS SITE COCS 
(Maximum detected values)

SED * Arodor 1248: 1.900 ug/Vg, I SED  - (others n text)
A/octor 1254: 5.500 ug/Vg j benzo(a)snthracene: 1.400 ug/Vg 
Arodor 1260: 1.300 ug/Vg j beruo<a)pyreoe: 1.200 ug/Vg 

i fluoranthene: 2.000 ug/Vg 
! oyrene:2.500 uq/Vq

SEO - 5! ug/Vg SEO - 3.590 mg/kg



SUMMARY OF ECOTOXICITY VALUES 
REPORTED IN THE LITERATURE 

PAS SITE, Oswego. New York

RECEPTOR

MINK

J jlO R T T A IL  S H R E W ___

GREEN HER O N __________ _

SPRING P E E P E R __________

FATHEAD MINNOW

a q u a t ic  INVERTEBRATES 

. PAS SITE COCS

Daia Not Available

Daia Not Available

Daia Not Available

Daia Not Available
1. Acme LC 50 lot aquailc organisms 
as low as 18,000 ug/1. I

1. Acute LC 50 lot aquailc ofganlams 
as low as 18,000 ug/1.

SED -0.4 tig/kg

REPORTED VALUES (I) 
TOLUENE

Daia Nol Available
1. Death ol mice repoiied al 10,000 
mg/kg body wolgh l . ________________

 Data No[ Available^_________
iTOraTLD 50 ol 23 and 130 mg/kg body 
wolghl lor vatlou3 toims ol vanadium In

Dal a Nol Available

Daia Nol Ayailabte__________
1 . Acuie LC 50 ol 34.270 ug/l lor laihead 
minnow.

1. 48-hour EC 50 values lor Oaphnia 
magna Irom 60.000/IO 313,000 ug/l.

SED - 1 ug/kg

VANADIUM

Daia Nol Avalliililu___________

Data Nol Avallabjo ______
t . O elio Jr LC 50 valuos lof Iroshwaler 
lish Irom 5.000 lo 100,000 ug/l.

1. 96-hour LC 50 values lor Daphnia 
spp. less Ilian 0.16 ug/l.

SED - 47.7.ug/kg

(I) - Relof lo lexl lof reference clluilona.

EC 50 denotes ellectk/e concentraijon 50. 
1C 50 denotes teilial concenuuilon 50.
I D 60 denotes lethal dose SO 
SED denotes sediment.
Sw denotes surlace walor.

t

TABLE"8 
(Cont'd)
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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

100001-
100169

100170-
100414

Report: Engineering Investigations at Inactive 
Hazardous Waste Sites. Preliminary Site Assessment. Niagara 
Mohawk Fire Training School. SITE No. 738030. prepared for 
NYSDEC, prepared by URS Consultants, Inc., October 1991.

Report: Engineering Investigations at Inactive 
Hazardous Waste Sites. Phase I Investigation. East Seneca Street 
Dump, SITE No. 738027. prepared for NYSDEC, prepared by URS 
Company, Inc., September 1989.

1.4 Site Investigation Reports

p. 100415- Report: Engineering Investigations at Inactive
100701 Hazardous Waste Sites. Phase II Investigation, East Seneca Street 

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

3.0

3.1

P-

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

Sampling and Analysis Plans

300001-
300010

300011-
300630

Report: Addendum to the Field Operations 
Plan Supplemental Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study. 
Pollution Abatement Services Site. Oswego. New York, prepared by 
Geraghty & Miller, Inc. Environmental Services, January 29, 1992, 
(revised March 5, 1992).

Report: Field Operations Plan Supplemental 
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study. Pollution Abatement 
Services Site, Oswego. New York, prepared by Geraghty & Miller, 
Inc. Environmental Services, May 1991.

1



3.2

P-

Sampling and Analysis Data/Chain of Custody Forms

300631-
300654

300655-
300972

p- 300973-
301344

p- 301345-
301554

p- 301555-
301600

3.3 W ork Plan

P- 301601-
301661

301662-
301715

Letter to Mr. Richard Ramon, P.E., Remedial 
Project Manager, Western New York Superfund Section I, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency Region II, 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 Data 
Validation Standard Operation Procedure Format For USEPA Region 
II Pollution Abatement Services Site. Oswego. New York, prepared 
by Geraghty & 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 
II Pollution Abatement Services Site. Oswego. New York. Volume I. 
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 
II Pollution Abatement Services Site. Oswego. New York. Volume II. 
prepared by Geraghty & Miller, Inc., February 6, 1992.

Report: Data Validation Tables, prepared by 
Geraghty & Miller, Inc., (undated).

Report: Final Work Plan. Oversight of
Supplementary RI/FS for the Pollution Abatement Services Site. 
Oswego, New York, prepared by TAMS Consultants, Inc., June 
1991.

Report: Revised Work Plan for Supplemental 
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study. Pollution Abatement 
Services Site, Oswego. New York. Volumes I & II. prepared by the 
USEPA, March 21, 1990, revised by Geraghty & Miller, Inc., 
September 1990.

2



p. 301716- Report: Final Supplemental Remedial Investigation
301776 Work Plan for Pollution Abatement Services Site, Oswego, New

York, Volume II, prepared by TAMS Consultants, Inc., March 1990.

3.4

P.

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 Colder Associates, August 1993.

Report: Report on Field Oversight of Supplemental
RI/FS for Pollution Abatement Services Site, Oswego, New York.
prepared by TAMS Consultants, Inc., May 1993.

Report: Draft Site Summary Report Pollution
Abatement Services Site, Oswego, New York. Volume I of II,
prepared by Geraghty & Miller, Inc., August 1992.

Report: Draft Site Summary Report Pollution
Abatement Services Site, Oswego, New York. Volume II of II.
prepared by Geraghty & Miller, Inc., August 1992.

Report: Addendum I. Summary of the East Seneca 
Street Dump's Phase I and II Investigation and the Niagara Mohawk 
Fire Training School's Preliminary Site Assessment, addendum to 
Draft Site Summary Report, prepared by Geraghty & Miller, Inc., 
August 1992.

Report: Site Investigations and Remedial
Alternative Evaluations at the Pollution Abatement Services (PAS) 
Site in Oswego. New York. FINAL REPORT, prepared by URS 
Company, Inc., January 1984, Revised 1985.

3



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 Protection Agency, 
from Mr. Robert J. Mozer, Senior Associate, Geraghty & Miller Inc., 
re: Submittal of Responses to Comments on the Draft Site 
Summary Report PAS Oswego - Supplemental Remedial 
Investigation/ Feasibility 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 Manager, Western 
New York Superfund Section I, 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 & 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 II Data Validation Standard 
Operating 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 I, re: letter of August 29, 1991 requesting 
approval to shift soil boring locations, August 30, 1991.



p. 303097- Letter to Mr. Mark Valentine, Project Manager, de
303098 Maximus, Inc., from Mr. Richard Ramon, P.E., Project Manager,

Western New York Superfund Section I, re: follow-up of conference 
calls on August 13, and 14 regarding the scope of work for the 
Ecological Assessment at the Pollution Abatement Services site, 
August 26, 1991.

p. 303099- Letter to Mr. Mark Valentine, Project Manager, de
303100 Maximus, Inc., from Mr. Richard Ramon, P.E., Project Manager,

Western New York Superfund Section I, 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.

p. 303101- Letter to Mr. Mark Valentine, Project Manager, de
303101 Maximus, Inc., from Mr. Richard Ramon, P.E., Project Manager,

Western New York Superfund Section I, re: revised Field Operations 
Plan for the Pollution Abatement Services (PAS) site submitted by 
Geraghty & Miller, Inc. in May 1991, June 24, 1991.

p. 303102- Letter to Mr. Richard Ramon, P.E., Project
303104 Coordinator, Western New York Remedial Action Branch, U.S.

Environmental Protection Agency, from Mr. Robert J. McNamee, 
Senior Engineering Geologist, Bureau of Central Remedial Action, 
Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation, re: Pollution Abatement 
Services Site Revised Field Operations Plan for Supplemental RI/FS, 
Site Code: 7-38-001, June 19, 1991.

p. 303105- Letter to Ms. Laine Vignona, Senior Scientist,
303106 Geraghty & Miller, Inc., from Robert J. McNamee, Senior

Engineering Geologist; Bureau of Central Remedial Action, Division 
of Hazardous Waste Remediation, re: Pollution Abatement Services 
Site, Oswego, New York, Site Code: 7-38-001, concerning eleven 
groundwater monitoring wells abandoned at PAS, May 13, 1991.

p. 303107- Letter to Mr. Mark Valentine, Project Manager, de
303111 Maximus, Inc. from Mr. Richard Ramon, P.E., Remedial Project

Manager, Western New York Superfund Section 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.

p. 303112- Letter to Mr. Richard Ramon, P.E., Project
303116 Coordinator, Western New York Remedial Action Branch, U.S.

Environmental Protection Agency, from Mr. Robert J. McNamee,

5



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 by 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 I, 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 Remedial 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 Plan, 
regarding TAMS' response to revisions to the SRI/FS Work Plan 
(Volumes I and II) proposed by Geraghty & 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 & M iller, Inc., re: Pollution Abatement 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 II, 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 Division of Water, 
Division of Fish and Wildlife, and Division of Hazardous Waste



Remediation on the Draft Field Operations Plan (FOP), April 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. New York. 

prepared by Colder 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, New York,

June 6, 1984.

7.0 ENFORCEMENT

7.2 Endangerment Assessments

p. 700001- Report: Final Endangerment Assessment, PAS Oswego
700421 Site, Oswego, New York. Volume I of II. prepared by CDM Federal

Programs Corporation, May 26, 1993.

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

Programs Corporation, May 26, 1993.

7.3 Administrative Orders

p. 700537- Removal Order, Index No. 10221, Constantine
700638 Sidamon-Eristoff, Regional Administrator, September 30, 1991.

700639- Administrative Order on Consent for Supplemental
700748 Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, Index No. II CERCLA-00214,

Constantine Sidamon-Eristoff, Regional Administrator, September 27,

7



1990.
7.7 Notice Letters and Responses - 104e's

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

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 W . Moorman 
on behalf of the PAS Management Committee (for Respondents) re: 
Pollution Abatement Services Sites, Oswego, New York, 
Administrative Order on Consent for PAS Oswego Site Interim 
Groundwater Removal, October 4, 1991.

Letter to James Wt Moorman, Esq., Cadwalder,
Wickersham, and Taft, from Joel Singerman, Chief, Western New 
York Remedial Action Section, re: March 16, 1990 telephone 
conversation concerning contamination detected outside the slurry 
wall at the Pollution Abatement Services Superfund site, March 21, 
1990.

10.0 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

10.9 Proposed Plan

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

York, August 1993.
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N0U-2y-1393 16=03 FROM NYS. EN^-1R. C GNSERUflT I ON TO P. 01

New York State Department of Environmental C
50 Wolf Road, Albany, New York 12233 7 Q 1 0

Mr. William J. Muszynski, P.E. 
Acting Regional Administrator 
US Environmental Protection Agency 26 Federal Plaza - Region II 
New York, NY 10278

PosMf“ brand fax transmittal m m n  -nm * of p a g e s  ► /
/ P r u . _ cfcs/><p~

O LnEsOye oo.  ̂ , -------- —
A/'Z/XXGCL,

Phong ----------------------- -----

s=2/cj_- / O O hu # ---------------J
*A 5~ 7-/0 P P

NOV 2 9 1993 Commissioner

Dear Mr, Muszynski:
RE: Pollution Abatement Services Site No.: 7-38-001

Record of Decision

language i^the^Record ofVDJcisionthpollutiPr°?SSJd chan^e in Site, Oswego New Y o r k  s c   ̂ Abatement Services
t . x «  to  1S- 1 9 9 3acceptable to the State M e d i a t i o n  staff isnow include: ’ Record of Decision, will

bedrock p S a p i ^ i i i i ^ e ^ n ^ f  Jvef^i^ation determine that
contamination in the bedrock am»?JVe maans of addressing the. V? oear°ck aquifer without adverselv

that bedrock groundwater pumping will have**1!*41”? •lndloate 

design study report concurred u p o r S n ^ Y o ^ S t a ? ; ! ^ 131

(NYSDEC)5 andPMr?dGarynLitwin (NYSDOH?d be5we?" Mr- Raymond Lupe resolve the concerns of thi s S f  l( •and V111 satisfactorilyirasiScT • ss-ss  k b
^ ^ S J r j J s a s & a r * ! .  s s s s - , ,

Sincerely,

Ann Hill DeBarbieri 
Deputy Commissioner 
Office of Environmental Remediation

CC: A - Carlson, NYSDOH
W. McCabe, USEPA



NOU—05-1993 15=46 FROM NYS.ENUIR.CONSERUATI ON TO 85926872122646192 P.01

New York State Department of Environmei 
50 Wolf Road, Albany, Now York 12233 7 0 1 0

Post-It - brand tax transmittal memo 7671 Uot pagea ► ^ ( J
From  yp ydJ 

A O i/ C TStSA A

co <US& >/7 Co. ^ '
s s y s & / : c .

A/ .9*
T jL t l)  2  A 7~&rH

Mr. William J. Muszynski, P.E*
Acting Regional Administrator 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
26 Federal Plaza - Region II 
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 Decision, Supplemental 
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS), Pollution 
Abatement Services Site, Oswego, NY, to include the following language is satisfactory to. New York State:

Should the investigation indicate that bedrock groundwater 
pumping will have a significant, adverse impact on the 
containment system or the wetlands (which would be 
documented • in a pre-remedial design study report), then, 
upon obtaining the concurrence of New York State, bedrock 
groundwater pumping will not be implemented1. "

1 "In accordance with CERCLA Section 117(c) and Section
3 0 0 . 4 3 5 ( C ) (2)(i) of the NCP, if bedrock groundwater pumping
is not implemented, then an Explanation of Significant
Differences, describing the modification to the selected 
remedy and the basis for the change, will be published."
Discussions between Raymond Lupe (NYSDEC) and Gary Litwin 

(NYSDOH) on October 29, 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 concern wasthat:

"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 tbe 
event that the results of hydrogeologic, pre—remedial design 
studies show that pumping the groundwater is not an 
effective means of remediating the contaminated water in the 
bedrock aquifer without adversely affecting the containment 
system or the adjacent wetlands and creeks."

MOV 5 1993 Thomas C. Jorllng
Commissioner



NOU-05-1993 15:47 ■ FROM NYS.ENUIR.CONSERUATI ON TO 85926S72122S4S192 P  . 8 2

Mr. William J. Muszynski, P.E. P ag e 2

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
concurs with the Record of Decision upon incorporation of the revisions outlined above.

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

S in c e r e ly ,

Ann Hill DeBarbieri 
Deputy Commissioner 
Office of Environmental Remediation

cc: D. Munro, NYSDOL
A. Carlson, NYSDOH 
G. Litwin, NYSDOH

)



APPENDIX V
RESPONSIVENESSSUMMARY



APPENDIX V 
RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

Pollution Abatement Services Superfund Site
INTRODUCTION
A  responsiveness summary is required by Superfund policy. It 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 containment 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 groundwater 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 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 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



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 the 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 n , 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 Oswego 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 comments 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 behalf 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 at the September 
8, 1993 public meeting.
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Letter dated September 21, 1993 to Richard Ramon, EPA, from Anne Rabe, 
Executive Director, Citizens’ Environmental Coalition, concerning the Proposed Plan.

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

Comment # 1: 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 commenter expressed 
concern that the public is now being told that there is a better understanding of how the 
system works and the preferred remedy will solve the contamination problems.
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 direct contact and 
preventing volatile emissions.
The hydraulic integrity of the containment system was 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 slurry wall is performing 
effectively. The lack of response of groundwater levels inside the containment system to 
precipitation suggests that the cover system is performing effectively. Therefore, based on 
extensive monitoring data collected at the site, the existing containment 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 o riginal 
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 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 relative­
ly thin. Based upon the RI data, it appears that the increased interim groundwater 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 to 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 leachate 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 pumping 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 address 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 compounds 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 potential source 
which may be contributing to PCB contamination in the wetlands adjacent to the Smith’s 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 ongoing 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 contained highly contaminated soils and sediments after 
they were drained and backfilled in 1982, to remove the sediments at that time would have 
only eliminated a portion of the contamination on-site. The original R I data indicate that 
soil contamination was significant, widespread, and non uniform  across the site, suggesting 
multiple on-site sources of contamination. Although the removal of the contaminated 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 other 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 consider 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. Although 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 monitor 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 substantially diluted by the 3 million gallons per day flow at the wastewater treatment 
plant. At this dilution, the analytical protocols would not allow effective monitoring of the 
wastewater treatment plant’s discharges to determine whether the contaminants 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 performed 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 contaminants 
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, 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
• 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 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 option cannot be implemented, the on-site 
treatment option would be implemented as a contingent option for treatment and disposal.
If the wastewater treatment plant option is implemented, the groundwater and leachate 
would be monitored at the PAS site using strict protocols defined by the City of Oswego, 
NYSDEC and E P A  Specific monitoring protocols would be developed, which would 
include frequency of sampling and reporting, sampling methods and locations, 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 this type of 
instrumentation and analytical techniques. With detection limits in the low parts per billion 
range, treatment effectiveness at the wastewater treatment plant could be adequately 
monitored and demonstrated even considering that the proposed PAS discharge would 
comprise less than one percent of the total wastewater entering the treatment plant. If the 
influent concentrations are, at any time, determined to be unacceptable, pretreatment of the 
influent or on-site treatment may be required.
Monitoring at the wastewater treatment plant would be performed both on the in fluent and 
the effluent. Current monitoring protocols at the wastewater treatment plant would be 
modified, as necessary, to insure that the treatment system performance is not inhibited and 
that the proposed PAS discharge is treated properly. The monitoring program 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 permit, 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 to 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 Creek would have 
to comply with SPDES discharge requirements to insure protection of White and Wine 
Creeks and Lake Ontario. The discharge requirements would be based upon water quality 
criteria that would maintain the quality of these waters and prevent any adverse 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 told 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 whether 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 to 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 generated from an 
on-site treatment facility would be taken off-site for treatment. The sludges from the City 
of OsVvego’s Eastside wastewater treatment plant me incinerated, not landspread.

Comment #9: A  commenter wanted to know whether or not there is any monitoring 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 ash 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 introduction 
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 associated 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 bedrock 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 for carcinogens 
at the site are not within the acceptable risk range of 10"* to 10-6. 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 a more appropriate 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 contingent 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 and 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 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 the wastewater treatment plant alternative cannot be implemented, the on­
site treatment/disposal alternative would be implemented as a contingent option for treat­
ment and disposal.

Comment #12: One commenter expressed concerns relative to the reasonableness 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 un iform ly 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 is appropriate. 
Therefore, the potential future exposure to overburden and bedrock aquifers via ingestion 
needs to be addressed. The computing of a less conservative "average" case was done in 
accordance with EPA policy, which requires this be done when the RME analysis exceeds 
EPA’s risk thresholds.
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 aquifer 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 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. 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 contaminants 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 D D T/D D E 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 portion of its exposure) from DDT/DDE, PCBs, aldrin, and metals. 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. 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 impair­
ment and mortality, via their dietary (aquatic sources) exposure.
It should be noted that, while the levels of PCBs, PAHs, 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 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 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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APPENDIX V-a 
RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

LETTERS SUBMITTED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD



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, 1993Dear Mr. Ramon:
I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Proposed Plan for 
the Pollution Abatement Services Site, August, 1993. Although I 
have not had the opportunity to review the supplemental 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 Ontario. In 
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 concentrations 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 and sediments 
remain buried at the PAS site, the groundwater will continue to be 
contaminated requiring withdrawal and treatment of the groundwater 
or leachate for decades. If this is the case, why wasn't
excavation of known sources of highly contaminated 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.



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 groundwater 
contamination of the PAS site doesn't, at least in part, derive 
from upgradient sources?
Based on these points, it is likely that the source of the 
contaminants in the groundwater derive from either highly 
contaminated 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. Where 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. What 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 POTWs 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.



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 proposed now 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 mandates of SARA 
and strive to cleanup the PAS site rather than conducting piecemeal 
containment strategies. The containment strategy 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. Nowhere is it mentioned how long the pump and 
treat system will have to operated. The public should be made 
aware of the time that will be required to remediate the site to 
ensure they understand the long term ramifications and required 
commitments.
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 to contact me.



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. Ramon: September 14, 1993

I want to follow up on my letter of September 1, 1993 and comments 
I made at the September 8, 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 consideration 
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 with 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 explanation of whether or how 
the Old 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 Old Dump continues to be problemened by



leachate breakouts and that there is a reasonable likelihood that 
the Dump may be partially responsible for the PAS groundwater 
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 that VOCs 
serve as a solvent and can cause the mobilization of these 
compounds. In addition, as PCBs undergo degradation, they 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 should 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.

cc: T. Hammill



de maximis, inc.
9041 Executive Park Drive Su ite 401  Knoxville, TN 3 7 9 2 3  (615) 6 9 1 -50 5 2

September 16, 1993

Mr. Richard Ramon, P .E .
U .S. Environmental Protection Agency 
26 Federal Plaza 
Region II
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 Assessm ent and Endangerment Assessm ent.(June 16, 1993). 
Additional comments related to the USEPA Endangerment Assessm ent 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.

If you have any questions, please call me.

Sincerely,

Mark Valentine

MV/mt

cc: PAS Oswego Management Committee

File:pas91693/3023



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



Menzie-Cura & Associates, Inc. has reviewed Volume I - Risk Assessment of the "Final 
Endangerment Assessment, PAS Oswego Site, Oswego, New York" and Volume II "Final 
Endangerment Assessment" prepared for the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
by CDM Federal Programs Corporation (May 26, 1993). Comments regarding the 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 5, 1993), are incorporated herein.
PART A COMMENTS ON EPA HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT
Organization of Comments
Comments are presented in the following format:

•  Summary of Evaluation for Reasonable Maximum Case
•  Summary of Evaluation for Central Tendency Case
•  Comments (these are presented, in italic typeface)

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 also performed a quality assurance check on data transcription and on the 
calculations. The results of this evaluation are presented at the end of this document.
I. General Comments
Use of Reasonable Maximum Exposures fRME")
The goal of using "reasonable maximum exposures" in risk assessment is to combine upper- 
bound and mid-range exposure factors, which result in an estimation of risk which is both 
protective and realistic. The RME is not intended to represent unlikely or improbable 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 using upper-bound 
estimates of exposure durations, exposure frequencies, intake and uptake of contaminated 
media, and exposure point concentrations. By evaluating only upper-bound assumptions for 
the RME scenarios, risks are generated based on highly unlikely exposures.



Use of Central Tendency or Average Exposure Assumptions
The EPA’s risk assessment uses a central tendency, or average case, to assist in 
interpretation of uncertainty. However, the exposure parameters used for these scenarios are 
not indicative of "average" conditions. Instead of incorporating average values, such as the 
arithmetic or geometric means, the EPA risk assessment uses 95% upper confidence limits 
on the mean and maximum concentrations. In addition, as detailed later in the document, 
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.

Selection of Compounds of Potential Concern
EPA’s Compounds of Potential Concern may 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 Selection of Chemicals of Potential Concern (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 chemical concentrations relative to upgradient concentrations. Several compounds, such 
as manganese and arsenic, were detected in upgradient surface water samples at similar 
concentrations to those'found on-site. However, this does not appear to have been 
considered even though the risk assessment identified this as a criterion. The risk 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/Indust rial Site Workers - Exposure to Groundwater
Summary of Evaluation for Reasonable Maximum 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 thousand) over a 
lifetime, and hazard indices for systemic toxic effects exceed the benchmark of 
” 1. "

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 population, but rather a possible future exposure in



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 scenario
involving 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 as those for residents.

Summary of Evaluation for Central Tendency Case
1. Risks associated with exposure to overburden groundwater exceed 1.0 E-05 for

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

• ■»

Comments
1. Risks to residents and site workers have been calculated for hypothetical future

cases and do not reflect current conditions. If the results of the risk analyses 
are to be used to evaluate the need for remediation1, then it is appropriate to 
consider the following:

•  the locations of possible future wells - the presence of wetlands 
and other features at and around the site significantly restricts 
where, if  at all, any future wells might be placed; an assessment 
of possible fUture well locations would provide a better basis for 
evaluating where exposure could occur;

•  the likelihood of possible future wells - this should first consider 
the likelihood of future development within the area of 
potentially impacted groundwater, as well as likelihood that 
juture homes or commercial properties would be serviced by 
individual wells, or rather, would be tied into the city water 
supply inasmuch as city water is now available to this general 
area now;

1 Remedial decisions regarding contamination of groundwater typically include a 
consideration of ARARs, as well as estimates of risk. In the present case, risks 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 risk, should provide useful guidance on how 
to proceed.;
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•  an appropriate model to estimate exposure point concentrations 
for constituents in groundwater at possible future well sites or 
with distance from the site - this model would also serve to 
indicate the zone or area within which MCLs and other ARARs 
may be exceeded.

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

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

'41 Arsenic concentrations in groundwater are less than the MCL values and may
reflect background conditions.

HI. Risks to Residents - Exposure to Surface Water
Summary of Evaluation for Reasonable Maximum Case

1. Risks associated with ingestion of surface water from the creeks, or direct
contact with creek water, are de minimus.

Comments
1. No comment.

IV. Risks to Residents - Exposure to Sediments
Summary of Evaluation for Reasonable Maximum Case

1. ELCR risks associated with ingestion of sediment exceed 1.0E-05 (one in one 
hundred thousand) for both adults and children. These risks are due primarily 

- to PCBs and to-a lesser extent, arsenic and benzo(a)pyrene. The PCB values 
are the maximum detected in the creek at the site (from the beaver pond).

2. Exposure to sediment via dermal contact were calculated to exceed risk levels 
of 1.0 E-05 for adults and 1.0 E-06 for children. These risks were due 
exclusively to PCBs.



3. Overall, 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 to
1.0 E-04 range.

Summary of Evaluation for Central Tendency Case

1. The sediment ingestion and dermal contact pathways result in less than 1.0 E- 
06 lifetime ELCR risk individually. When the two pathways are combined, 
the risk slightly exceeds 1.0 E-06 for children.

Comments
1. 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 estimate incidental

ingestion of sediment associated with visits to the site. The EPA’s default 
numbers for soil ingestion are generally recognized as conservative estimates 
for daily exposure. We suspect that they are very conservative when applied to 
sediment ingestion associated with short-term visits to the site. The 
conservative nature - or at least uncertainty - associated with this exposure 
pathway should be explicitly considered in the risk assessment report. The 
conservative nature of this exposure pathway should be taken into account as 
part of the risk management stage o f the analysis.

2. 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 to a maximum exposure duration o f 30 years). This value of 78 
days per year is carried through all other aspects of the exposure scenario.
The exposure scenario combines this frequency of visits with ingestion of, and 
dermal contact with, sediment. In addition, data for the maximum value of 
PCBs in White Creek are used as an exposure concentration. This 
combination results in the estimated risk levels in excess of 1.0 E-5 for 
children and adults that may trespass on the site.
At the February 1993 EPA meeting regarding this site, the likely frequency of 
visits to the site were discussed at a conceptual level. In particular, the 
discussion included: i) the number of total visits, ii) the number of visits that 
would involve fishing, and iii) the number of likely visits during which the visit 
would involve coming into direct contact with sediments, resulting in an 
ingestion rate of 100 mg/day for adults and 200 mg/day for children. It seemed 
reasonable to presume that these were not all identical, as specified in Table
3-12 by EPA. Fishing, for example, was recognized to be very seasonal; and 
entry into the water with subsequent contact with sediment was also recognized 
to be a less likely event than a visit (walk through) of the area. As another 
example, if EPA concluded that exposure to surface soils needed to be
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considered, would the exposure route have included incidental ingestion of 
both surface soils (at 100 or 200 mg/day) as well as sediment (at 100 or 200 
mg/day) ? This would have amounted to a soil/sediment ingestion in excess of 
anything reported in the literature for non-pica behavior. Clearly, relaxing 
one or more of the assumptions on frequency of visits, sediment ingestion, or 
selection of data, would result in a much lower estimate of risk for the 
reasonable maximum case.
EPA should separate out visits to the general area, fishing events, and events 
involving sediment contact for the reasonable maximum exposurez. 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.

3. Arsenic should not be a chemical of potential concern for sediments because it 
is present at background concentrations, well within the range of typical 
elemental abundance for sediments and soils. The maximum concentration at 
and below the site is essentially the same as the maximum value in upstream 
sediments. Both maximum values fall within the typical 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 considered.

4. Risk management decisions related to the presence of chemicals in sediments 
should take into account potential upstream sources as well as the spatial 
distribution of sediment type. There are a number of sources upstream from 
the PAS site which contribute PCBs, pesticides, other organic compounds, and 
metals.
Two of these sites - East Seneca Street Dump and the Niagara Mohawk Fire 
Training School - have been investigated by URS Consultants'A. 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 o f50,000 ug/kg) have 
been found at this site and have been detected in creek sediments adjacent to

2EPA has made this distinction for the Central Tendency Case and we suggest that the 
logic used there should also be reflected in the Maximum Reasonable Exposure Case.

3URS Consultants. 1991. Engineering Investigations at Inactive Hazardous Waste Sites: 
Preliminary Site Assessment for Niagara Mohawk Fire Training School, Oswego. Prepared 
for New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, Albany, New York.

4URS Consultants. 1992. Engineering Investigations 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.



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

5. For soil ingestion there are several published papers by Calabrese, Thompson? 
and others that provide statistics on the median values for soil ingestion. 
Calabrese6 has completed a re-evaluation o f soil ingestion data, and these 
values should be consulted. The available data indicate that the median values 
fo r soil ingestion in children are less than 50 mg/day. Sediment ingestion is 
probably much les.

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

7. Page 150 of Section 7.0 summarizes the risks for residents’ exposure to 
sediment 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 truly below the target 
risk range, an updated table showing these risk estimates should be included in 
the appendices.

V. Risks to Residents - Eating Fish
Summary of Evaluation for Reasonable Maximum Exposure

1. ELCR risks due to ingestion of fish exceeded 1.0 E-05. These risks 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.

Tom pson, K.M.; Burmaster, D.E. Risk Analysis 1991, 11, 339-42.
6Personal communication with Edward Calabrese, University of Massachusetts at 

Amherst, (413) 545-3164.
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Summary of Evaluation for Central Tendency Case
1. ELCR risks were slightly less than 1.0 E-05 for adults, and slightly greater 

than 1.0 E-05 for children.
Comments

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

2. Manganese should not be included as a site-related chemical of potential
' ' concern for surface water or fish. Manganese concentrations in surface water,

on-site and downgradient, do not appear to be elevated as compared to 
upstream samples. Concentrations downstream ranged from 115 ug/l to 230 
ug/l, as compared to 160 ug/l to 189 ug/l for the upstream stations. This 
information suggests manganese concentrations in surface water may be 
naturally occurring, or from an upstream source.

3. The draft risk assessment tables do not indicate the species offish 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 less 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 actually be 
fished for in the creeks will reflect primarily Lake Ontario conditions.

4. The fishing frequencies for the maximum reasonable exposure (78 times per 
year) and central tendency (48 times per year) are probably high fo r this 
creek. It is more likely that the creek is fished on an occasional basis, near 
the mouth, in years when salmon or trout enter from the lake.

5. 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 "I,” due primarily to 
dieldrin and manganese.

6. Site-specific information is available on where fishing is likely to take place for 
the species of interest. When this occurs it will be primarily in the 
downstream stretch o f White Creek below the beaver dam. Particular interest 
would be in those areas that are accessible to people, near Lake Ontario.
Such site-specific information should be considered when identifying 
information and data for use in the risk assessment.



VI. Risks to Construction/Utility Workers
Summary of Evaluation for Reasonable Maximum Exposure

1. Risks were calculated for exposures to subsurface soils during any potential
future excavations outside the slurry wall. Presumably these would be related 
to placement or maintenance of subsurface utilities, or new construction.

2. Risks slightly exceeded 1.0 E-06, due primarily to PCBs.
Summary of Evaluation for Central Tendency Case

1. Risks slightly exceeded 1.0 E-06.
Comments

1. The exposure variable fo r days-per-year specifies a relatively large number of
days for the maximum reasonable exposure (195 days) and central tendency 
(130 days) cases. This reflects a major construction project rather than 
placing a utility line or pipe. Is that the intent? Based on site-specific 
information, 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:

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

2. Review of the exposure assumptions used in the assessment; and,
3. Spot-check of the risk assessment calculation spreadsheets.

Analytical Data Tables
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 was checked
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against values presented 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 Validation 
Table

EPA ConcentrationMedia Compound Station Concentration
Subsurface Soil Dieldrin B-5 43 JP 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 1
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.
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Comment 2
The Endangerment Assessment recognizes that the "food web" (figure 3-1) is simplistic. 
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 likely to contribute to mink. It is 
important to understand these quantitative relationships in at least a relative manner, to arrive 
at reasonable exposure scenarios and risk characterizations.
Comment 3
The ecotoxicity profiles nearly all summarize only aquatic databases drawn from EPA’s 
Ambient Water Quality Support Documents. There is 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 from 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 sediments" 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 system 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 relative ranking and the implied opinion 
regarding the potential for effects

7Long 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. Seattle, Washington.
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Comment 5
The statement on page 71 that "However, detected PCB levels in the sediments are at levels 
that could affect avian and mink reproduction and cause death of sensitive invertebrate and 
fish" is highly speculative. In particular, a statement such as this regarding higher order 
predators such as birds or mink should explicitly state the underlying assumptions. For 
example, is this statement based upon the assumption that all of the mink’s diet is 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? Does it assume that the mink or green heron reside at the site, or 
associated wetlands, all year? The attachment to these comments is a quantitative 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 from 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 ecotoxicological 
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 methodology 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 value 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 comparison to 
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 accompanied by some 
explanation of the underlying 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.
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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 evidence 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 to PCB’s 
should include the assumptions behind the speculation that transfer of PCB and other COCs 
through the food chain "...could provide a significant exposure...". The attachment to these 
comments is a quantitative analysis which provides such assumptions and constraints.
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810-04-1893 10:56 FROM nENZI E-CURA PSSCC. INC. TO 16156916485 P.02

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

Chelmsford, MA 01824 
(508) 453*4300 (508) 453-7260 (fax)

August 4, 1993

Project No: 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 to PCBs in sediments in White and Wine creeks. 1 have reviewed these 
comments and am providing our responses below. In some cases these involve 
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 Intake
EPA Comment: The model estimates dietary intake from food. EPA suggests 
thflf exposure may be underestimated because other sources of PCBs are not 
included. In particular, they mention the possibility of exposure due to 
incidental ingestion of sediment.
Response: The model is designed to link dietary concentrations to potential 
effects. This is the form of the model that has been used by EPA at other 
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

1
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their foraging areas. Exposure to soil as a result of burrowing has not been 
included because the focus of the effort has been on sediments in the creek beds 
and because soils at the site have been capped. Because the mink preys 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 concert with U.S. Fish and Wildlife have reported out some of 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 not seen 
such information incorporated into mink models used by EPA or others.

Composition of_thfi. T>M
EPA Comment: The use of equal proportions of fish, frog, and small m^mmaic 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 considered the following:

•  frogs were the most abundant vertebrates observed in White Creek
during our field studies and site visits; to the extent that mink are 
feeding on aquatic biota, their diet is expected 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 including equal proportions
of frogs and fish in the diet, the model is made more conservative
than what is probably actually occurring;

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

2
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are evenly distributed throughout the creeks and that mink would 
be exposed to PCBs in fish body burdens in locations where we know that fish are not abundant; this assumption makes the estimate 
of exposure more conservative than what is actually occurring;

•  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 own 
observations of the site (which included turning over rocks 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 o f Toxicological Endpoints and lifesiage

EPA Comment: By using only adult mink in the analysis, potentially more 
sensitive life stages are excluded, as well as the potential restrictions of the 
foraging area during denning.
Response: The toxicological endpoint that is used in this assessment is impairment of reproduction in female mink. This has been the "critical effect 
most often associated with exposure of mink to 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 generally 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.
Treatment of  Non-DeteclValues
EPA Comment: The assessment uses a zero value for creek segments with 
non-detects rather than one-half the detection limit.

3



RUG-04-1S93 10;57 FRQn MENZ1E-CURfi ASSCC. INC. 7G 10136916435 P.05

Response: With a few exceptions, non-detect values were entered at one-half 
the detection limit. Those exceptions involved data where detection limits were 
not reported. If a default non-detect value of 16.5 ug/kg is substituted for 0 
the exposure concentration of PCBs in food increases slightly but is still less
than 640 ug/kg 
Discussion of Uncertainty
EPA Comment: The mink model document does not discuss uncertainties.
Response: The mink model document does not include a formal discussion of 
uncertainties although such a discussion could be included. However, the 
document does discuss the issues related to the assumptions and does attempt to 
provide a conservative analysis. It is expected that the analysis overestimates 
actual exposure to mink. As such, the analysis provides a better and more technically sound basis for judging risk than the qualitative statements provided 
in EPA’s risk assessment. A formal discussion of uncertainties could be 
included in support documentation.
Justification for StreamJDiyisions
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 locations of that stream segment; 2) 
the levels of PCB contamination 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, alternative 
divisions of the creeks would likely yield similar results.

4
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Conclusions
Ultimately, the infonnation developed using the mink model and other 
evaluations will be used to determine if some form of sediment remediation is 
needed at this site. We offer the following comments related to that matter:

1 Based on our analysis, the risks to mink and the mink population
associated with PCBs in sediments of White Creek is judged to be low. We would not recommend sediment remediation on the basis
of this information.

2. Our 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 time.

3. In our view, the primary issue related to PCBs in sediments of 
White Creek is the potential of an ongoing source to the sediments. 
In the absence of an ongoing source, natural processes should 
decrease the exposure levels with time and, since they do not 
appear to be a significant source of risk to wildlife, reliance on 
these natural processes is preferable to 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 a result of the PAS 
Site or some other site, the significance of that source could be 
determined and appropriate actions defined.
In summary, we do not recommend that a 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.

6
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Uncertainty Associatetijyith  Toaic fa .
EPA Comment: Dietary concentrations in the range of 596 ug/kg has been 
cited as showing severe reproductive effects in cattle.
Response: Mink are reported to be particularly sensitive to PCBs and are the 
most sensitive wildlife species tested for which data are available . Birds and 
other m am m als  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 attempted to be 
consistent with the approach that EPA has 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.

Identification of Receptor?
EPA Comment: The selection o f the mink as a receptor is to show the risk to a 
sensitive species. While the actual presence of individual mink or a lack of 
population effects is a factor to consider, it is the potential for impact to site receptors, as represented by the mink and demonstrated in this assessment, 
which is of special concern.
Response: The mink and mink model should not be used to represent other site 
receptors. The mink is especially sensitive to PCBs and the toxicological data 
relied upon in the model were specific to mink. Data exist for other small 
mommalg and it would be appropriate to consider that information if a 
quantitative analysis is contemplated for other receptors. In addition, the 
exposure a sse ssm e n t incorporated into the mink model is designed specifically 
for m ink and would not be appropriate for other site receptors. An assessment 
of risks to these other receptors should be based on a consideration of their 
foraging habits and behavior as well as observations already reported on site 
conditions.

Eisler, R. 1986. Polychlorinated biphenyl hazards to fish, wildlife, and 
invertebrates: a synoptic review. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Biological Report 
85(1.7).
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F S  D W A C for Environmental Concerns. Inc.
819 W. Third St.,S. - Fulton, NY 13069-3220 - (315) 592-9731

S e p t e m b e r  1 8 ,  1 9 9 3

Mr.  R i c h a r d  Ra mo n,  P . E .
P r o j e c t  M a n a g e r
W e s t e r n  New Y o r k  S u p e r f u n d  S e c t i o n  1 
E m e r g e n c y  a n d  R e m e d i a l  R e s p o n s e  D i v i s i o n  
U . S .  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  P r o t e c t i o n  A g e n c y  
2 6  F e d e r a l  P l a z a  
New Y o r k ,  New Y o r k  1 0 2 7 8

REs P o l l u t i o n  A b a t e m e n t  S e r v i c e

D e a r  Mr.  Ramon:
A s  we s u p p o r t  t h e  c o m m e n t s  made  b y  O s w e g o  C o u n t y  r e s i d e n t s  a t  t h e  
S e p t e m b e r  8 ,  1 9 9 3  p u b l i c  m e e t i n g  h e l d  t o  d i s c u s s  U S E P A ' s  p r e f e r r e d  
r e m e d y  f o r  t h e  PAS s i t e ,  we o f f e r  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  b r i e f  c o m m e n t s :
1 )  I n  r e g a r d s  t o  t h e  c o n t a m i n a n t s  f o u n d  o u t s i d e  t h e  c o n t a i n m e n t  
s y s t e m ,  we b e l i e v e  i t  i s  t h e  r e s u l t  o f  NYSDEC' s  f a i l u r e ,  d u r i n g  t h e  
o r i g i n a l  R I / F S ,  t o  a s c e r t a i n  a n d  a c c u r a t e l y  d e p i c t  t h e  c o n t a m i n a t e d  
s t a t u s  o f  t h e  a q u i f e r  u n d e r  t h e  s i t e ,  a n d  U S E P A ' s  f a i l u r e  t o  t r e a t  
a n d / o r  r e m o v e  h i g h l y  c o n t a m i n a t e d  s o i l s .
2 )  A s  t h e  u p g r a d i e n t  E a s t  S e n e c a  S t r e e t  Dump ( d e l i s t e d ) ,  N i a g a r a  
Mohawk F i r e  T r a i n i n g  S c h o o l  a n d  O s w e g o  C a s t i n g  may  b e  p o t e n t i a l  
s o u r c e s  o f  c o n t a m i n a t i o n  t o  t h e  PAS s i t e  a n d  t h e  s u r r o u n d i n g  a r e a ,  
we e n c o u r a g e  USEPA t o  s t r o n g l y  r e c o m m e n d  t o  t h e  NYSDEC t h a t  t h e y  
i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e s e  p r o p e r t i e s  i n  a  t i m e l y  f a s h i o n  t o  r u l e - o u t  t h e s e  
p r o p e r t i e s  a s  p o t e n t i a l  " s o u r c e s "  a n d  i f  c o n f i r m e d ,  d e v e l o p  a 
b i n d i n g  a g r e e m e n t  w i t h  t h e  NYSDEC a s  t o  h o w  a n d  i n  w h a t  t i m e f r a m e  
t h e  a g e n c y  p r o p o s e s  t o  a d d r e s s  t h e m  b e f o r e  a  ROD i s  s i g n e d  f o r  t h e  
s i t e .  To s u p p o r t  o u r  p o s i t i o n ,  we a s k  USEPA t o  r e v i e w  NYSDEC' s  
i n v o l v e m e n t  a t  t h e  NPL F u l t o n  T e r m i n a l s  S i t e  r e l a t i v e ,  t o  u p g r a d i e n t  
s o u r c e s .
3 )  A l t h o u g h  t h e  POTW o p t i o n  p r o v i d e s  t h e  P R P s  w i t h  a  c o s t - e f f e c t i v e  
w a y  t o  h a n d l e  t h e  l e a c h a t e ,  POTW's  w e r e  n o t  d e s i g n e d  t o  t r e a t  
h a z a r d o u s  w a s t e .  We s t r o n g l y  o b j e c t  t o  U S E P A ' s  a d v o c a c y  o f  t h e  u s e  
o f  POTW's t o  r e m e d i a t e  h a z a r d o u s  w a s t e  s i t e s  a s  t h e  u s e  o f  POTWs 
w i l l  a d d  t o  t h e  o v e r a l l  c o n t a m i n a n t  l o a d i n g  o f  L a k e  O n t a r i o  ( a  
m a j o r  d r i n k i n g  w a t e r  s o u r c e  f o r  m i l l i o n s  o f  U . S .  a n d  C a n a d i a n
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r e s i d e n t s )  a n d  c o u n t e r  t h e  i n t e n t  o f  t h e  GLI w h i c h  c a l l s  f o r  a
r e d u c t i o n  i n  t h e  c o n t a m i n a n t  l o a d i n g  t o  t h e  G r e a t  L a k e s .  We s u p p o r t  
t r e a t i n g  t h e  l e a c h a t e  o n - s i t e .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  we w o u l d  l i k e  t o  d i r e c t  
y o u r  a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  p r o b l e m s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  d i s p o s a l  o f
l e a c h a t e  f r o m  t h e  NPL V o l n e y  L a n d f i l l  S i t e  t o  t h e  C i t y  o f  F u l t o n ' s  
POTW a n d  NYSDEC' s  p o s i t i o n  i n  t h e  m a t t e r  ( s e e  e n c l o s e d ) .
4 )  I n  r e g a r d s  t o  t h e  r e s i d e n t s  o f  S m i t h ' s  B e a c h ,  we f i n d  i t
a p p a l l i n g  t h a t  t h e  USEPA,  i n  k n o w i n g  t h a t  c o n t a m i n a n t s  h a d  m i g r a t e d
o u t s i d e  t h e  c o n t a i n m e n t  a r e a  s o o n  a f t e r  t h e  s o u r c e  c o n t r o l  r e m e d y  
w a s  i m p l e m e n t e d ,  d i d  n o t h i n g  t o  c o n f i r m  t h a t  a l l  o f  t h e  r e s i d e n t s  
l i v i n g  d o w n - g r a d i e n t  a n d  i n  p r o x i m i t y  t o  t h e  s i t e  w e r e  c o n n e c t e d  
t o  m u n i c i p a l  w a t e r  a n d  t o o k . n o  a c t i o n  t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e  n u m b e r  o f  
s a m p l e s  t a k e n  f r o m  p r i v a t e  w e l l s  a n d  i n  w e t l a n d s  a d j a c e n t  t o  t h e i r  
h o m e s  t o  s a f e g u a r d  t h e i r  h e a l t h .
I n  c l o s i n g ,  we h o p e  t h a t  we  h a v e  ma d e  o u r  p o s i t i o n  c l e a r .  A l t h o u g h  
U S E P A ' s  t r a c k  r e c o r d  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  t h e  a g e n c y  w i l l  p r o c e e d  w i t h  t h e  
r e m e d y  t h e y  s e l e c t e d  f o r  a  s i t e  d e s p i t e  p u b l i c  o b j e c t i o n ,  we a s k  
USEPA t o  c a r e f u l l y  c o n s i d e r  o u r  c o m m e n t s  a n d  r e s p o n d  a c c o r d i n g l y .
S i n c e r e l y :

B o a r d  o f  D i r e c t o r s
F u l t o n  S a f e  D r i n k i n g  W a t e r  A c t i o n  C o m m i t t e e  

f o r  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  C o n c e r n s ,  I n c .

C a r o l  P i a s e c k i

G e n e  P i a s e c k i
J

S a n d r a  W e s t o n
4 %

1 a o n  M i  1 r » n v  -*^

\

K a t h l e e n  W i l c o x
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New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
50 Wolf Road, Albany, New York 12233 - 7010

Mr. Robert Howe 
Project Manager 
US Envi ronmental 
Protection Agency 

Region II 
26 Federal Plaza 
New York, NY 10278

Dear Mr. Howe:

Thomas C. Jorling JUN 1 5 1f)8° Commissioner
:n

Re: Volney Landfill Site
NYSDEC Site Code: 7-38-003

and
v̂ ity of Fulton Water Pollution 
Control Plant
SPDES Permit Number: NY0026301

fSPnF^Cn?c0S 1S tS9 S^ t! Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(SPDES) Discharge Permit for the City of Fulton Water Pol lu t io n
Control Plant (FWPCP) in Oswego County, New “ r k A s  pei oSr

scussion at the public availability session held on May 24 1989 I
have researched the history of the FWPCP and the general requirements 
for wastewater treatment plants. requirements

4-u0 r P f  en^erfd 'into a Judicial Order (Index No. 88-422) with
the State of New York on July 10, 1988. The judicial order was
(USFPfl?’NPi^SUa?trt0^ he Urnted states Environmental Protection Agency
to meet its'SPDES d 7 ^ h 96nCy Pol^ y> as.a result of the ™PCP failing to meet its SPDES discharge permit requirements.

. The present upgrade ordered at the FWPCP must be completed bv 
October 1, 1989. The discharge limits and requirements specified in 
the enolosod SPDES permit most be net by March 31, W90. P?f any 
discharge limits, permit requirements, reporting deadlines or
onntheUFWP?P ,!n1estonas are ^ t  met> a schedule of fines can be levied 
on the FWPCP in accordance with the judicial, order.

_ In accordance with 6 NYCRR subdivision 754.4(g) and (h) prior to 
the acceptance of the landfill leachate, an off-site SPDES-permittpd 
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 
disc re te of the NYSDEC to either prohibit or condition the

with 6aNYCRR^ i t 33'6 a7^ ? , M dify the SPDES Permit-1n. accordance 
wlid  subdlvifion 754.4(i) to reflect the discharge of the
(POTW's) f l ! i 9U Sf ? ly to publicly owned treatment works 

s) as well as privately owned treatment plants.



Mr. Robert Howe
Page 2

r

FWPCP0 C?h"ty a,,t " g ^ " ^ f i l l ^ e a c h a ^ t S ’be ^ e a t ^ a t ' t t e  

the FWPCP approvingS°he t r e a t ^ H ?  ?he f o d f m  W h a ^  " K S cp

^  s f

th . *■

? K : r ' * - v  —  •>»
NYSDEC until the judicial irder “  ^ " U l J I u l f n E r *  by the

The i S e * P t i : n S° e t ^ e * e ° „ ? s Û : A- - PP? I ^

landf,M1S-°U,d 5e -°ted that ,f the leachate migrating frnm the
lithlr J h l % «  a""nrt0d ^  a .listed hazardous waste, pursuant to 
27 T i t l e  9 o f ° ? h p ew 5 e r I!a^ 0n and R e co ve ry  A c t  (RCRA) o r  A r t i c l e
(E C L )  tho  l u * W u S t a t e  En v iro n m e n ta l  C o n s e rv a t io n  Law I t L L ) , th e  le a c h a te  may be c l a s s i f i e d  ac a u Ldw
under 40 CFR ? f i i  i  fn\i o\  c M l l l n  l i s t e d  h aza rd ou s  w asteunaer hu ur K 2 6 1 .3  ( c ) ( 2 )  o r 6 NYCRR 3 7 1 .1  ( d ) ( 3 )  ( i i ) ( a )  Tn t-hai-
ca se  th e  sewage t re a tm e n t  p l a n t  w h ich  r e c e i v e s  th e  l e l c h a t e f  

6°NYCRRW3 7 3 - l hl  ? d i m r ? 7 ™ l e  !!®q u ire m e n ts  ( 4°  CFR 2 7 0 .6 0  or
t r X n ^ a J i l i ^ ' ^ ^

i f  any haza rd ous  c o n s t i t u e n t s ,  f o r  w h ich  th e  le a c h a t e  wolHH ou s1Va s t e
? e l 1ht ? d h a za *jd° us w ast e ,  a re  found in  th e  s lu d g e .  S h i p m e n t s ^ 1 Y ^
le a c h a te  would have to  be m a n i fe s te d  anH a tv'ancnnw+ i •
6 NYCRR P a r t  364 , would be r e q u i r e d .  t r a n s p o r t e r ,  l i c e n s e d  under

A decision is currently being made by the USEPA and th* Nvcnrr

d e 'c i^ o 'n ^ ^ lc 33 J  I j ^ e d ^ L a ^ d ^ ^ ^ t r
potential RCRA impl icatTdns a t Y ^ r X Y ^ l a £ t  ? ? «  t h *  ^  ‘
a c c e p ta n c e ,  l i e s  w i th  th e  t re a tm e n t  p ian t .~ 7



Mr. Robert Howe

Please call me at (518) 4ci7-t;R77 u  .
5677 if You have any questions.

Sincerely,

Y ,  . / /M i n  /■ t v---
Mark D. Kauffman —  /
Assistant Sanitary Engineer 
Central Remedial Projects Section

Diveao f ° L Ea$? rn Remed1al Action 
of Hazardous Waste Remediation

Enclosure

cc:  J .  Singerman - USEPA - Region I I

E* Walsh8 ~nClty °f Fulton Engineer
c :

M. Austin - Volley Town Bolrd^9 A°ti0n Committee
U  Rose - Volney Town Board



ĵ n v ir o n m e n t a l 

( o a l i t i o i \ ^

33 Central A venue, Albany, N ew  York 12210
# * L #  _

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) Superfund site 
in Oswego, New York into a local sewage treatment facility. Sewage treatment facilities 
are not equipped to handle hazardous wastes. Disposing of hazardous waste 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 Fulton Safe Drinking Water Action 
Committee’s recommendation to conduct waste treatment at the site.

CEC is a statewide organization of over 90 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 plants for toxic 
waste disposal. We believe the environmental and public health risks caused by disposal 
of hazardous waste into a sewage treatment plant are significant and justify a prohibition 
on their use. I would be happy to provide you with information on the serious 
contamination of sewage sludge which already exists in New York State today, as well 
as the state programs allowing its use on agricultural lands. We urge EPA to withdraw 
their proposal to use the sewage treatment plant for any hazardous waste from the site, 
and to support on-site waste treatment.



Thank you for your anticipated consideration. I look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

Anne Rabe 
Executive Director
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