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Scobell Chemical Operable Unit #2 | nactive Hazardous Waste Site
Town of Brighton, M onroe County, New Y ork
Site No. 8-28-076

Statement of Purpose and Basis

TheRecord of Decision (ROD) presentsthe sel ected remedy for the Scobel | Chemical Operable
Unit #2 class2inactivehazardouswastedisposa sitewhichwaschoseninaccordancewiththeNew Y ork
StateEnvironmenta ConservationLaw. Theremedid program sdectedisnotincons stent withtheNationd
Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan of March 8, 1990 (40CFR300).

Thisdecisionisbased onthe AdministrativeRecord of theNew Y ork State Department of
Environmenta Conservation(NY SDEC) for the Scobell Chemical OperableUnit#2inactivehazardous
wastesiteand upon publicinput tothe Proposed Remedial ActionPlan (PRAP) presented by the
NY SDEC. A listing of thedocumentsincluded asapart of theAdministrativeRecordisincludedin
Appendix B of the ROD.

Assessment of the Site

Actual or threatened rel ease of hazardouswaste constituentsfromthissite, if not addressed by
implementing theresponse action selectedinthisROD, presentsacurrent or potential significant threat to
public health and the environment.

Description of Selected Remedy

Basedontheresultsof theRemedial I nvestigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for the Scobel
Chemical OperableUnit#2andthecriteriaidentifiedfor evaluation of alternatives, theNY SDEC has
selectedin-situthermal treatment for the of f-sitesourcearea, flushing of contaminantsintheshallow
bedrock under therailroad tracks, alimited downgradient groundwater extractionand treatment system,
and long-term monitoring. The components of the remedy are as follows:

C In-situthermal treatment to addressthe concentrated sourceareal ocatedinthebedrock and
bedrock groundwater north of on-siteoperableunit#1 (north of therailroad tracks). Theremedy
will includeinjectionwells, tointroduceaheat source(e.g., steam), aswell asgroundwater/vapor
extraction wellsto remove the mobilized contamination from the bedrock.

C To addressthecontaminationunder therailroad tracksanin-situremediationtechnology (e.g.,
surfactant flushing or injecting chemical oxidants- to bedetermined duringthedesign) will be
implemented to prevent disruption of rail service.



. At the completion of the in-situ thermal treatment the NYSDEC will also evaluate the need
for additional remedial measures and/or property use restrictions to control threats posed by
any residual contamination.

. A downgradient groundwater extraction and treatment and/or in-situ treatment system (e.g.,
enhanced in-situ bioremediation) will be put in place to address the portion of the
groundwater plume downgradient of the source area.

. Since the remedy results in residual contamination remaining at the site, a long-term

monitoring program will be instituted.

New York State Department of Health Acceptance

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

Declaration

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with State
and Federal requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial
action to the extent practicable, and is cost effective. This remedy utilizes permanent solutions and
alternative treatment or resource recovery technologies, to the maximum extent practicable, and
satisfies the preference for remedies that reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal element.

_;aﬁ?'?/?ml %M

Date J Michael ./ O'Toole, Jr/ Director
Division of Environmental Remediation
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RECORD OF DECISION

SCOBELL CHEMICAL - Operable Unit No. 2 (Off-site)
Town of Brighton, Monroe County, New York
SteNo. 8-28-076
March 2002

L ____________________________________________________________________________________|
SECTION 1. SUMMARY OF THE RECORD OF DECIS ON

The New Y ork State Department of Environmental Conservation (NY SDEC) in consultation with the New
Y ork State Department of Health has selected this remedy to address the significant threat to human healtl
and/or the environment created by the presence of hazardous waste at the Scobell Chemical Site, Operabl¢
Unit #2, a Class 2 inactive hazardous waste disposal site. Asmore fully described in Sections 3 and 4 of tl
document, past storage and handling practices at the on-site area have resulted in the disposal of a number
hazardous wastes, including toluene, tetrachloroethene, trichloroethene, and their breakdown products, at t
site. Dueto the significant historical releases at the on-site area, contamination has migrated from the sit:
surrounding areas (operable unit #2), especially to the bedrock below the open field located north of the s
(on Rochester Gas & Electric property adjacent to their substation). These disposal activities have result
the following significant threats to the public health and/or the environment:

C a significant threat to human health associated with 1) the potential for exposure to contaminated
groundwater if wellswere to beinstalled in the plume, and 2) the potential for contamination to mi¢
below adjacent buildings and generate vapors causing indoor air problems.

C asignificant environmental threat associated with the site continuing to act as a source of contamin
to the off-site groundwater due to the presence of a highly contaminated source area containing der
non-aqueous phase liquid (DNAPL).

In order to eliminate or mitigate the significant threats to the public health and/or the environment that the
hazardous wastes present at the Scobell Chemical off-site operable unit have caused, the following remed
was sel ected:

C In-situ thermal treatment to address the concentrated source arealocated in the bedrock and bedroc
groundwater north of on-site operable unit #1 (north of the railroad tracks). The remedy will incluc
injection wells, to introduce a heat source (e.g., steam), as well as groundwater/vapor extraction we
to remove the mobilized contamination from the bedrock.
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C To address the contamination under the railroad tracks NY SDEC will use an in-situ remediation
technology (e.g., surfactant flushing or injecting chemical oxidants - to be determined during the de
to prevent disruption of rail service.

. Due to the difficulty of addressing the entire contaminant source area present in afractured bedroc
system, residuals will likely remain after the completion of the in-situ thermal treatment. At that t
NY SDEC will also evaluate the need for additional remedial measures and/or property use restrictit
to control threats posed by any residual contamination. If property use restrictions are implemente
there will be an annual certification to ensure they are still in place and effective.

. A downgradient groundwater extraction and treatment and/or in-situ treatment system (e.g., enhanc
in-situ bioremediation) will be put in place after the completion of the in-situ thermal treatment of
source area.

. Since the remedy resultsin residual contamination remaining at the site, along-term monitoring prt

will beinstituted. The details of the long-term monitoring program will be coordinated with what w
needed for the on-site operable unit. This program will also monitor the effectiveness of the remec
program.

The selected remedy, discussed in detail in Section 8 of this document, is intended to attain the remediatic
goals selected for this site in Section 6 of this Record of Decision (ROD), in conformity with applicable
standards, criteria, and guidance (SCGSs).

SECTION 2: SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Scobell Chemical on-site operable unit (OU#1) (Site No. 8-28-076) islocated at 1 Rockwood Place i
the Town of Brighton; the off-site operable unit (OU#2) is located north of OU#1, north of the railroad tre
and just east of the Rochester Gas & Electric substation (see Figure 1). The siteislocated in a highly urbe
areain the Town of Brighton, at the eastern boundary of the City of Rochester. Industrial and commercial
properties are located directly to the west of the site. A major CSX railroad line separates the on-site ope
unit (south side) from the off-site operable unit (north side), and to the east and south is the 1-490 and I-5¢
highway interchange. OU#1 isthe location of aformer chemical operation that conducted chemical store
warehousing, repackaging and sales of hazardous materials. In 1988, as a part of the New Y ork State
Department of Transportation’s (NY SDOT) “can-of-worms” highway reconstruction project, an Interim
Remedial Measure (IRM) was conducted by NY SDOT which essentially removed soil and bedrock from h:
of the property for off-site disposal [Note: NY SDOT completed the IRM in order to finish the highway
interchange re-construction project]. The portion of the site that remained (the current footprint of OU#1
placed on NY SDEC’ s Registry of Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Sites.

Operable Unit No. #1 consists of the site property itself (“on-site operable unit”). An Operable Unit repre
aportion of the site remedy which for technical or administrative reasons can be addressed separately to
eliminate or mitigate arelease, threat of release or exposure pathway resulting from the site contaminatior
Operable Unit #2, which is the subject of this ROD, consists of the area north of OU#1 where significant
contamination has migrated from OU#1, mainly in the shallow bedrock.
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SECTION 3: SITE HISTORY

3.1: Opeational/Disposal History

The Scobell Chemical Siteisthelocation of aformer chemical repackaging company. The site was operal
from the 1920s until 1986. This site was owned by Scobell Chemical Company from about 1920 until 19:
and then by Raeco Products, Inc. until 1988. Both corporations ran chemical distribution and repackaging
operations. Assorted chemicals were purchased by the company in bulk and repackaged into smaller
containersfor resale. The site had one main building, two smaller structures and four above ground storag
tanks. The amount of and type of the materials handled is unclear, but significant subsurface contaminatior
been identified at both OU#1 and OU#2. The main source of contamination is most likely the result of spi
that occurred on-site over along period of time.

3.2 Remedial History

In 1998 NY SDEC initiated a Site Investigation (Remedial Investigation) for the Scobell Chemical Site. As
result of the data collected during this investigation, it became apparent that a significant amount of
contamination had migrated to the north of the site property, mainly in the shallow bedrock. The 1998 Sit«
Investigation generated enough information, for the on-site areaitself, to develop and screen remedial
alternatives as a part of the Feasibility Study (FS). However, additional information was needed to definet
extent of the contamination downgradient (to the north) of the on-site area. Asaresult, the site was divid
into two operable units: the on-site operable unit (OU #1) and the off-site operable unit (OU #2). Enough
information was available for the on-site area to evaluate and select aremedy; the remedy selected include
overburden groundwater collection and treatment, soil vapor extraction to address the contaminated soils, .
the installation of DNAPL recovery wells (as documented in the March 1999 Record of Decision for OU{

The off-site investigation was initiated in 2000; the results of that investigation were used to evaluate potel
remedial alternatives for the off-site operable unit. This ROD summarizes the information generated, as w:
the evaluation of potential remedies for the off-site operable unit (OU#2).

SECTION 4: SITE CONTAMINATION

To evaluate the contamination present at the site and to evaluate alternatives to address the significant threi
human health and the environment posed by the presence of hazardous waste, the NY SDEC has recently
conducted a Remedial Investigation/ Feasibility Study (RI/FS).

41: Summary of the Remedial | nvestigation

The purpose of the RI for OU#2 was to define the nature and extent of any contamination that resulted fror
previous activities at the site and has migrated to the area north of the site. A report entitled Remedial
Investigation Report, Scobell Chemical Site, dated February 1999 (Operable Unit #1)/Revised January 20!
(Operable Unit #2), has been prepared which describes the field activities and findings of the RI in detail.
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The RI included the following activities:

# Geophysical studies, including a shear wave seismic reflection survey and a multi-electrode resisti\
survey, to help determine the orientation and depths of bedrock fractures that may contain significa
contamination such as DNAPL.

# Monitoring well installation and development, hydraulic conductivity testing, and groundwater samy
to help determine the nature and extent of the contamination, as well as to gather information on the
properties of the groundwater system beneath the site.

# Surface water sampling to determine the degree to which site-related contamination is migrating in
media (sediment sampling had been performed during the 1998 Site Investigation).

# Site survey and mapping to update the information/ base map from the OU#1 RI.

To determine which media (soil, groundwater, etc.) are contaminated at levels of concern, the RI analytice
data were compared to environmental standards, criteria, and guidance values (SCGs). Groundwater, drinki
water and surface water SCGs identified for the Scobell Chemical off-site operable unit are based on

NY SDEC Ambient Water Quality Standards and Guidance Values and Part 5 of New Y ork State Sanitary
Code. Guidance valuesfor evaluating contamination in sediments are provided by the NY SDEC “ Technice
Guidance for Screening Contaminated Sediments.”

Based on the RI results, in comparison to the SCGs and potential public health and environmental exposure
routes, certain media and areas of the site require remediation. These are summarized below. More comg
information can be found in the Rl Report.

Chemical concentrations are reported in parts per billion (ppb) for groundwater and surface water, and part
per million (ppm) for soil and sediment. For comparison purposes, where applicable, SCGs are provided f
each medium.

4.1.1: Site Geology and Hydr ogeology

The siteis underlain by approximately 6-12 feet of overburden consisting of silty sand with trace amounts
clay. Bedrock was found immediately below the overburden and is classified as a Dolostone with the top
feet being “weathered.”

Overburden groundwater at the site was encountered near the bedrock overburden interface. A thin zone o
groundwater was found in some of the overburden/rock interface wells/piezometers and, at OU#2, flows tc
north-northeast.

Shallow bedrock groundwater elevations are at, or just below the surface of the bedrock (from approximat
0-4 feet of the bedrock surface) north of the site (MW-4D, MW-5D, MW-6S, MW-7S). Groundwater flc
in the bedrock appearsto flow to the north-northeast.
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Deep bedrock groundwater was encountered just below the surface of the bedrock in MW-6D, but was
encountered at elevations approximately 30-60 feet below the bedrock surfacein MW-7D, MW-8D, and
MW-9D.

Tests performed during the Site Investigations indicate that the groundwater can move relatively easily thi
the thin zone of saturated soil (overburden) on top of bedrock (average hydraulic conductivity is 1.8 x 10?2
cm/sec). Inthe shallow bedrock wellslocated north of the railroad tracks, the ability of the water to flow |
much lower (the average hydraulic conductivity was approximately 1.0 x 10° cm/sec for MW-4D and MW
5D; the hydraulic conductivities were too low to be measured in MW-6S and MW-7S [all of which are
shallow bedrock wells located north on the on-site area]). Of the four deep bedrock wells, one had a hydre
conductivity of 2.86 x 10 cm/sec (MW-6D) while the other three either did not produce enough water to
perform the appropriate conductivity testing, or had a hydraulic conductivity too low to be measured.

4.1.2: Nature of Contamination

As part of the OU #2 field activities, groundwater samples were collected from seven existing wells install
part of the OU #1 Rl (MW-1D, MW-2D, MW-3D, MW-4D, MW-4S, MW-5D, and MW-5S) and the nine
monitoring wellsinstalled as part of the OU #2 Rl (MW-6S/6D, MW-7S/7D, MW-8S/8D, MW-9S/9D, an
overburden well OB-1).

In addition to the groundwater samples discussed above, surface water samples were collected from the
retention pond (located east of OU#2 and just north and west of 1490/1-590 interchange) and from the
drainage ditch that is the outlet for the retention pond.

Asdescribed in the RI report, a number of groundwater and surface water samples were collected at the sit
characterize the nature and extent of contamination. The main category of contaminants which exceed thei
SCGs are volatile organic compounds (VOCs). The VOCs of concern are benzene, carbon disulfide, 1,1-
dichloroethene (DCE), 1,2-dichloroethene, tetrachloroethene (PCE), toluene, trichloroethene (TCE), viny
chloride, and xylene.

4.1.3: Extent of Contamination

Table 1 summarizes the extent of contamination for the contaminants of concern in groundwater and surfa
water and compares the datawith the SCGsfor the site. The following are the mediawhich were investige
and a summary of the findings of the investigation.

Groundwater

The discuss on of thegroundwater contamination hasbeen dividedinto three separate sections: overburden, shallow
bedrock, and deep bedrock groundwater.

Four monitoringwell couplets(MW-6S/MW-6D throughMW-9S/MW-9D) wereinstalled approximately 15to
25 feet bel ow ground surface (bgs) and approximately 60to 80feet bgsintothebedrock aquifer. They were
| ocatedbased ontheresultsof afracturetraceanalysis; theintent wastol ocatethewell sal ong predominant
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fractures (asinterpretedfromthefracturetraceanaysis) to eval uatethe potential for non-agqueousphaseliquid
(NAPL) contamination to migrate from the site via gravity flow in bedrock fractures.
Oneoverburdenwell, OB-1, wasinstalled near an apartment compl ex, located onthe south sideof Blossom Road,
north-northeast of thesite. Thebedrock wellsconsist of openholemonitoringwellswith samplinginterval sof
approximately 10to15feetinlength. Therearesix shallow bedrock wells(MW-4D, MW-5D, MW-6S, MW-
7S, MW-8S, and MW-9S) with monitoredinterval sstarting asshallow as4 feet bel ow thebedrock surfaceand
endingaslow as24feet bel ow thebedrock surface. Therearefour “deep” bedrock wells(MW-6D, MW-7D,
MW-8D, and MW-9D) with monitoredinterval sstarting asshallow as44 feet bel ow thebedrock surfaceand
ending as deep as 73 feet below the bedrock surface.

All of thegroundwater and surfacewater standards, for the contaminantsdi scussed below, are5 ppb, withthe
exceptionof thegroundwater standardsfor benzene(0.7 ppb), carbondisulfide (50 ppb), andvinyl chloride(2

ppb).

Overburden/Bedrock I nterface Groundwater

Monitoringwellsinstalled at theoverburden/bedrock interfaceincludeMW-4S, MW-5S, and OB-1. Reported
concentrationsof total VOCsarehighest nearest theonsiteareaand decreaseaway fromthesite[ Note: OB-1,
theoverburdenwell | ocated farthest downgradient, wascontaminated withonly oneVOC (1,2-DCE at 9 ppb)].
Themajority of VOCsdetected werechlorinated VOCs. Asapercentageof thetotal V OCs, chlorinated VOCs
comprisenearly 100%. Only tracequantitiesof BTEX (benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, tol uene- compounds
typically associated with petroleum products) VOCs were detected in MW-4S,

Contaminantsdetected at el evated concentrationsinclude1,1-DCE (upto8ppb), 1,2-DCE (upto 4,200 ppb),
PCE (up to 140 ppb), TCE (up to 3,500 ppb), and vinyl chloride (up to 100 ppb).

Shallow Bedrock Groundwater (off-site)

Monitoringwellsintheshallow bedrock zoneincludeMW-4D, MW-5D, MW-6S, MW-7S, MW-8S, and MW-
9S. Themagjority of VOC detectionswerechlorinated VVOCs, particularly TCE and PCE. Therea sowasaBTEX
component of VOC detections (see Figure 2 for total VOCsin the shallow bedrock).

Contaminationispresent at thehighest concentrationsat, andjust north of theon-sitearea. Theconcentrations
decreaserdatively quickly asyoumovedowngradient (north-northeast) with concentrationsat MW-7Stwoorders
of magnitude(afactor of 100) lessthanat MW-4D; MW-7Sisapproximately 600 feet north-northeast of MW-
4D. Contaminant concentrationsat MW-6S (approximately 150 feet west, or sidegradient, of thelinebetween
the on-site area and MW-4D) are also two orders of magnitude less than what was detected in MW-4D.

Contaminantsdetected at el evated concentrationsincludebenzene (upto 23 ppb), carbondisulfide (upto 130
ppb), 1,1-DCE (upto 330 ppb), 1,2-DCE (upto 49,000 ppb), PCE (upto 21,000 ppb), toluene (up to 260 ppb),
TCE (up to 500,000 ppb), viny! chloride (up to 750 ppb), and xylene (up to 100 ppb).

TCEwasalsodetected abovegroundwater standardsat MW-9S (140 ppb; thisisabovestandards, but three
ordersof magnitude (afactor of 1,000) lessthanwhat hasbeen detected on-site), |ocated approximately 900feet
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south-southeast of theon-sitearea. 1tispossiblethat contamination may havebeentransportedtothisareainthe
past asasmall “slug” of product that moved along bedrock fractures. If theon-siteareaisthesourceof this
contaminationthetransport mechanismwasnot theresult of migration asadissolved component of the
groundwater, since groundwater flow isto the northeast.

Deep Bedrock Groundwater

M onitoringwellsinthedeep bedrock groundwater zoneincludeMW-6D, MW-7D, MW-8D, andMW-9D. In
monitoring wellsMW-6D and MW-7D, themajority of V OCsdetected wereprimarily chlorinatedVOCs. In
monitoringwell MW-8D, themagjority of V OCsdetected wereBTEX compounds. Chlorinated V OCswerenot
detectedinupgradient monitoringwell MW-9D. However, low concentrationsof BTEX compoundswere
reportedin MW-9D indi cating thesitemay not bethesourceof theBTEX inthedeepbedrock. Levelsof BTEX,
where detected, were generally quite low and could be due to small localized spilling of fuel.

Site-related chlorinated VOCs(i.e., TCE, DCE) werepresent inthedeep bedrock at €l evated concentrations; the
concentrations just north of the on-site areawere the highest (3,300 ppb of DCE at MW-6D) with the
concentrations quickly dropping to the north-northeast (140 ppb DCE/ 220 TCE at MW-7D, located
approximately 750 feet northeast of MW-6D).

Contaminantsdetected at €l evated concentrationsinclude benzene (upto 180 ppb), carbon disulfide (upto 190
ppb), 1,2-DCE (upto 3,300 ppb), PCE (upto 28 ppb), toluene (up to 13 ppb), TCE (upto 370 ppb), vinyl
chloride (up to 180 ppb), and xylene (up to 57 ppb).

Surface Water

A tota of fivesurfacewater samplesweretaken downstream of thesite(tothenortheast of theon-sitearea); three
of thesamplesweretakenfromtheretention pond, located west of [-590 and north of therailroad tracks, and two
of thesamplesweretaken downstream of the outl et of the detention pond. Thesamplelocated farthest
downstream (SW-5) wascollected just north of Blossom Road between |-590 and theon-rampfrom Blossom
Roadtol-590N. TCE and DCE weretheonly two contaminantsdetectedinthesurfacewater samples. The
resultsindicated concentrationsranging from 30 ppb (for both TCE & DCE at SW-1, | ocated closesttothesite)
to non-detect (TCE wasnot detected at SW-3, | ocated at the midpoint/west sideof thepond). TCEand DCE
weredetected at thedownstream sampl el ocation (SW-5), but the concentrati onsdetected werebel ow surface
water standards for those contaminants.

DNAPL

Duringthe2000investigation, DNAPL wasencounteredinMW-3D (0.02feet thick) and MW-4D (0.01 feet
thick); oneDNAPL samplewascollectedfromMW-3D (northwest corner of on-sitearea). Therewasinsufficient
volumetoobtainasamplefromMW-4D. Analytical resultsof the DNAPL samplefromMW-3D indicated that
the highest organic contaminant concentration was for TCE at 780,000 ppb.

Duringthe 1998investigationamores gnificant volumeof DNAPL wasencountered whenmonitoringwel ISMW-
3D and MW-4D weresampl ed (threeinchesof DNAPL inthebailer wasnoted onthesamplinglogfor MW-3D).
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Thecontamination presentinthe DNA PL sampletakenfrom MW-4D included TCE (640,000,000 ppb or 64%),
PCE (43,000,000 ppbor 4.3%), 1,2-DCE (260,000 ppb), carbon disul fide (490,000 ppb), toluene (540,000
ppb), xylene (460,000 ppb), and chloroform (1,200,000 ppb).

4.2:  Summary of Human Exposur e Pathways

Thissectiondescribesthetypesof human exposuresthat may present added heal thrisksto personsat or around
the site. A more detailed discussion of the health risks can be found in Section 6.1 of the RI report.

An exposurepathway isthemanner by which anindividual may comein contact withacontaminant. Thefive
elementsof anexposurepathway are 1) the sourceof contamination; 2) theenvironmental mediaand transport
mechani sms; 3) thepoint of exposure; 4) therouteof exposure; and 5) thereceptor popul ation. Theseelements
of an exposure pathway may be based on past, present, or future events.

Pathways which are known to or may exist at the site include:

C Direct contact withgroundwater could occur if wellswithinthecontaminant plumeareinstalled/usedfor
irrigation or other non-potable purposes (the area around the site is served by public water).

C Thereisthepotential for contaminationto migrateto existing buildingsadjacent tothesiteand generate
vapors which could cause indoor air problems.

C Futuredevel opment onsitepresentsthepotential for exposureviathemigration of contaminated
groundwater and/or vapors into buildings.

4.3 Summary of Environmental Exposur e Pathways

Thissectionsummarizesif, andwhat typesof environmental exposuresand ecol ogical risksmay bepresented by
the site. TheFishand Wildlifel mpact AssessmentincludedintheRI presentsamoredetailed discussionof the
potential impacts from the site to fish and wildlife resources.

Therearerelatively low level sof site-rel ated contaminantsinthesurfacewater adjacent tothesite, but these
contaminantsarenot persistent intheenvironment (e.g., when exposed at thesurfacethey vol atilizequickly/they
don’t tendtobio-accumulate). After consideration of theabove-mentioned potential impacts, relativetothe
conditions present at thesite, it wasdetermined that impactstowildlifeasaresult of contaminationfromthesite
IS not occurring.

SECTION 5: ENFORCEMENT STATUS

Potentially Responsi bleParties(PRPs) arethosewho may belegally liablefor contaminationat asite. Thismay
include past or present owners and operators, waste generators, and haulers.

The documented Potential Responsible Parties(PRP) for thesiteinclude: Raeco Products, Inc. and Mr. JohnH.
Rae (Raeco defendants); Scobell Chemical Company and Mr. JamesB. Scobel | (Scobell defendants). 1n1995
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settlementswerereached with both the Raeco defendantsand the Scobell defendants. Asapart of the settlement
the PRPsmadeacash payment tothe State inexchangefor areleasefromfutureenvironmental liability. Asa
result, a State funded remedial program is being conducted at this site.

SECTION 6: SUMMARY OF THE REMEDIATION GOALS

Goalsfortheremedial program havebeen established throughtheremedy selection processstatedin6NY CRR
Part 375-1.10. Theoverall remedia goal istomeet all standards, criteriaand guidance (SCGs) and beprotective
of human healthand theenvironment. Ataminimum, theremedy selected must iminateor mitigateall sgnificant
threatsto public healthand/or theenvironment presented by thehazardouswastedi sposed at thesitethroughthe
proper application of scientific and engineering principles.

The goals selected for this site are:

# Reduce, control, or eliminate, totheextent practi cabl e, thehighly contaminated off-sitesourcearea, located
in the shallow bedrock north of the railroad tracks.

# Reduce, control, or eliminate, to theextent practi cabl e, the continued migration of contaminated
groundwater and dense non-agueous phase liquid (DNAPL) from the off-site area.

# Reduce, control, or eliminate, to theextent practi cabl e, the continued migration of contaminated
groundwater tothesurfacewater drainage sy stem/retention pond, adjacent tothesite, at concentrations
above surface water standards.

# Eliminate, to the extent practicable, exceedances of groundwater quality standards.

# Eliminate, totheextent practicabl e, thepotentia for exposureto contaminated groundwater and/or vapors
and/or contaminated surface water.

SECTION 7. SUMMARY OF THE EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

Thesd ected remedy must be protectiveof human heal th and theenvironment, becost effective, comply with other
statutory lawsand utilize permanent sol utions, alternativetechnol ogiesor resourcerecovery technol ogiestothe
maximum extent practicable. Potential remedial aternativesfor the Scobell Chemical off-siteoperableunit were
identified, screened and evaluated in the report entitled Feasibility Sudy Report, Scobell Chemical Ste
(Operable Unit #2), dated February 2002.

TheUnited StatesEnvironmental Protection Agency (EPA) hasdevel oped policy and proceduresfor presumptive
remediesat Siteswherecommonly encountered characteristicsarepresent. Presumptiveremediesarepreferred
technol ogiesfor common categoriesof sites, based on historical patternsof remedy selectionand EPA’ sscientific
andengineering eval uation of performancedataontechnology implementation. The EPA has: evaluated
technol ogi esthat have been cons stently sel ected at Sitesusing theremedy selection criteriaset outintheNational

Oil andHazardous SubstancesPollution Contingency Plan (NCP); reviewed currently availableperformancedata
ontheapplication of thesetechnol ogi es, and; hasdetermined that aparticular set of remediesispresumptively the
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most appropriatefor addressing specifictypesof sites. Theobjectiveof thepresumptiveremediesinitiativeisto
usepast experienceto speed up theeval uation and sel ection of remedia options, to ensureconsi stency inremedy
selection, andtoreducethetimeand cost requiredto clean up similar typesof sites. Thepresumptiveremedies
directiveeiminatestheneedfor theinitial step of identifyingand screening avariety of alternativesduringthe
Feasibility Study. TheNCP<atesthat “thelead agency shdl includean aternativesscreening step,whenneeded

to select areasonablenumber of aternativesfor detailedanalysis.” EPA hasanalyzedfeas bility studiesfor sites
withcommonly encountered contamination (i.e., siteswithV OC-contaminated soil) and foundthat certain

technol ogiesareroutindy screened out based on effectiveness, implementability, or excessivecosts, consistent with
theproceduresset forthintheNCP. Accordingly, EPA hasdeterminedthat, for sitesthat meet therequirements

of the presumptive remedies directives, site-specific identification and screening of alternativesis not nec

The FSfor thissiteused thefoll owing presumptive remedy guidancedirectives: PresunptiveRemedies Pdlices
and Procedures, USEPA Directive 9355.0-47FS, September 1993; andPresumptiveResponse Srategy and
Ex-situ Treatment Technologies for Contaminated Groundwater at CERCLA Stes, USEPA Directive
9283.1-12, October 1996.

A summary of thedetailed analysisfollows. Aspresented below, thetimetoimplement reflectsonly thetime
requiredto construct theremedy, and doesnot includethetimerequiredto designtheremedy, procurecontracts

for design and construction or to negotiate with responsible parties for implementation of the remedy.

7.1: Description of Remedial Alternatives

Thepotentia remediesareintended to addresstheDNA PL and contaminatedgroundwater present at thisoperable
unit, and by doing so addressthecontinuing sourcefor contaminant migrationin surfacewater andingroundwater
further downgradient.

Note that the cost estimates included for all of the alternatives includes a 20% contingency.

Alternative 1: No Action/ Groundwater Monitoring

Present Worth . ... $ 229,100
Capital COSt . ..ot $ 25,200
Annual O&M ... $ 32,000 (1% year)

$ 9500 (years 2-30)
TImeto IMpPlemMeNt . ... NA

Thenoactionalternativeisevaluated asaprocedural requirement and asabasi sfor comparison. Itrequires
continued monitoring only, allowingthesitetoremaininanun-remediated Sate. Thisaternativewouldleavethe
siteinitspresent conditionandwould not provideany additional protection to humanhealth or theenvironment.
Groundwater monitoringwouldbeconducted. Itisassumedthat: 1) twoadditiona downgradient bedrock well
pairswouldbeinstaled; and 2) thefour new wells, aswell asthethirteenexisting off-sitewells, woul d bemonitored
quarterly for the first year and then annually for up to 30 years.
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Alternative 2: Groundwater Extraction and Treatment (via either Air Stripping, Granular Activated
Carbon, or UV/Oxidation)

Pump & treat (Air stripping)

Present Worth . . ..o $ 2,083,135
CaPital oSt . . .ttt $577,860
ANNUAl O& M ..o $81,600
TimetoImplement . .......... . approximately 3 months
Estimated Timeto Completion .. ... ... i e 30 years

Pump & Treat (Granular Activated Carbon)

Present Woorth . . ..o $ 3,420,010
Capital COSt . . .ttt $ 578,065
ANNUAl O& M ..o $154,060
TimetoImplement . ... e approximately 3 months
Estimated Timeto Completion . .......... . e 30 years

Pump & Treat (Ultraviolet Oxidation)

Present Worth . ... $2,028,725
CaPital oSt . . .ttt $ 676,560
ANNUAl O& M .. o $68,300
TimetoImplement . .......... . approximately 3 months
Estimated Timeto Completion . .......... . e 30 years

Thisaternativewouldinvolvetheingtdlation of gpproximately 8 groundwater pumpingwelsintheoff-Steareajust
northof therailroadtracks. Itisassumedthat four of thewellswould beinstalled to adepth of approximately 35
feet below ground surface (bgs), approximately 25to 30feet into thebedrock; theother four would beinstalled
approximately 70feet bgs. Itisestimatedthat thesystemwould operateat anaveragewithdrawal rateof
approximately 25 - 30 gallonsper minutefor an estimated period of 30years. Onceremoved, thegroundwater
wouldbetreated on siteand discharged to either surface water or the sanitary sewers, asnecessary and

appropriate.

Theshallow bedrock under therailroadtracksisare atively small area, but most likely containsasignificant amount
of contamination. Inorder for theoff-siteremediationtobemoreeffective, it would benecessary to addressthe
contaminationunder thetracks. Anin-situremedial technology would benecessary sincetheareaisunder anactive
rail line. Possibilitiesinclude, but arenot limitedto surfactant flushing, enhancedin-situbioremediation, andin-situ
chemical oxidation (ISCO). For thepurposeof thisROD, andto devel op cost estimates(addedtoall “ active’
remediesincludedinthedetailed analysisof aternativesinthisROD), theuseof |SCO hasbeenincludedasthe
component toaddresscontaminationunder thetracks (assumedthat fivewe lswould beingtalled al ong thenorthern
boundary of theon-sitearea, oneto extract groundwater and four toinject thegroundwater mixedina2%
potass um permanganate sol ution - see A ppendix A of the FSfor cost estimate/assumptionsmade). However, the
final decision on the method of treatment for this areawould be deferred until the Remedial Design.
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[ Note: This component of the alternative (to address the bedrock under the railroad tracks) has been
included in all of the following alter natives, except DNAPL extraction and treatment.]

Thissectiondiscussesgroundwater extractionandtreatment asonedternative. Three different treatment options
arepotentially applicablefor thissiteincludingair stripping (volatileorganicsarepartitioned from extracted
groundwater by aerating or increas ng thesurfaceareaof thecontaminated water exposedtoair; aeration methods
include packedtowers, diffused aeration, tray aeration, and spray aeration), granular activated carbon (water
passesthrough the carbon system and contaminant mol ecul esareremoved fromthewater by adsorptiontothe
carbon), and ultraviol et oxidation (UV oxidationisadestruction processthat oxidizesorganic contaminationinthe
water by theaddition of strong oxidizersandirradiationwithUV light). If groundwater extractionandtreatment
isselected astherecommended remedial alternative, treatmentviaair strippingwouldbeincluded sothat
acost estimatecouldbedevel oped. However, if included asapart of therecommended remedial alternative,
thefinal decisiononthemethod of treatment for theextracted groundwater would bedeferred until theremedial
design.

Alternative 3: In-Situ Chemical Oxidation (1SCO)

Present Woorth . ..o $2,233,780
Capital COSt . ...ttt $1,959,180
Annual O&M (Years 1-10) . ... ..ottt e e $26,700
Annual O&M (YEars 11-15) ..ottt e e $8,400
Timeto ImMplemeNnt . ... .. ~2 years
Estimated Timeto Completion .. ... e ~15 years

Thisdternativewouldinvolvetheinstallation of asystemtoinject chemica oxidantsintogroundwater tooxidize
contaminants. Thisisatechnol ogy that can beapplied at highly contaminated sitesor sourceareastoreduce
contaminant concentrations. Itisgenerally not cost effectivefor plumeswithlow contaminant concentrations. The
common oxidantsarehydrogen peroxide-based Fenton’ sreagent, and potass um permanganate. Fenton’ sreagent
would beproduced on-siteby adding aniron catal yst to hydrogen peroxidesol ution. A pH adjustment may be
needed, asFenton’ sreagentismoreeffectiveat acidicpH. For permanganateapplication, alto 5% solutionwould
be prepared on-site from potassium permanganate crystals that would be delivered in bulk to the site.

For thepurposesof thisROD it hasbeen assumed that potassium permanganatewoul d beused asthechemical

oxidant. Itisassumedthat upto 25 additional wells(well locationsplaced al ong bedrock fracturesbased upon
resultsof thegeophysical work performed duringtheOU#2 R1) would beinstalled toadepth of 35feet. These
wellswould belocated fromjust north of therailroad trackstotheareaof MW-5S/MW-5D. Approximately five

of thesewell swould beused to extract groundwater, whichwoul d bemixed with the potassium permanganate
crystalsina2% sol utionand thenre-introduced to thesubsurfacethroughtheother 20newly installedwells. Itis
assumed that therewoul d bethree separate applications; thetota timeframefor thethreeapplications/performance
monitoring would be approximately 2 years.

Atthecompl etion of thethreeapplicationsitisassumed that, although the contaminant concentrationswoul d be
sgnificantly reduced, therewoul d besomeresidua contaminationremaininginthegroundwater at concentrations
abovegroundwater standards. Therefore, theNY SDEC could also eval uatetheneed for additional remedial
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measuresand/or property userestrictionsto control threatsposed by any residua contaminationleft after thel SCO
treatment wascompl eted. For thepurposesof thisROD itisassumed that adowngradient groundwater extraction
andtreatment system (6 wells, 30gpm) would beputin placeafter thel SCO would havebeen performedto
addressthesourcearea. Thepurposeof thissystemwould beto* contain” thedowngradient part of theplume.
Itisenvisionedthat thesystemwoul d beinstalled downgradient of thetreatment area, cl oser tothenorthern extent
of theRG& E property (towardsBlossom Road). Althoughthegroundwater concentrationsaremuchlower inthis
areathey aredtill present abovegroundwater standards. Installingagroundwater containment systeminthisarea
would minimizethepotential for residual contaminationto continueto migratefromthesite. Thecost assumption
includestenyearsof operationfor thissystem. Itisal so assumed that thegroundwater would bemonitoredfor
aperiod of approximately 15 years (following the completion of the ISCO source arearemediation).

Thisalternativewoul dincludeacomponent to addresstheshall ow bedrock under therailroad tracks; adescription
isincluded in Alternative 2.

Alternative4: In-Situ Thermal Treatment

Present Worth . ... $3,599,255
Capital COSt . . ..ttt $3,460,500
ANNUAl O&M (B YAIS) . o vttt e e e e e $26,700
O&M Present COSt . ..ottt ettt e e e e e e $138,755
Timeto Implement . ... ~ 6 months
Estimated Timeto Completion . ............. i, ~1%-2yrs

(+ 5 years groundwater extraction & treatment/monitoring)

For discussion purposes, steam hasbeen included, inthetext bel ow, asthe method for introducing heat into
the subsurface. If thisalternativeis selected asthe preferred alternative, the details of the thermal system
would be developed during the remedial design and may not necessarily include steam. Other in-situ
thermal treatment technologies include radio frequency heating (uses electromagnetic energy to heat
contaminated media) and electrical resistance heating (uses an electrical current to heat contaminated
subsurface).

Thisalternativewouldincludetheinstall ation of approxi mately 80-100 steaminjection and groundwater/vapor
extractionwellsacrossthesite. Thedetail sof thelayout/configuration of thewel|swould bedevel opedlater inthe
process. Oftentheconfiguration of asuchasystemwouldinvolvedividingtheareaintoindividua gridareaswith
steam injection pointsat theperimeter of thegrid andtheextractionwell inthecenter of thegrid. Withthistype
of systemtherewould bemoreinjectionwells; for the purposesof thisROD assume64-80 steaminjectionwells
and 16-20 groundwater/vapor extractionwells. Inaddition, itisassumed that 20-30 boreholeswould beinstalled
inorder tomonitor subsurfaceconditions. Thewellswould beinstalled approximately 30-40feet apart alongthe
bedrock fractures(well locationsplaced al ong bedrock fracturesbased upon resultsof thegeophysical work
performed duringthe OU#2 RI); most of thewel swould beinstalled to adepth of approximately 35feet; some
may beinstalled degper sothat steam coul d beintroduced bel ow theareawherethe contaminant concentrations
are the highest.
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Steam would beinjected at theperiphery of, and bel ow, theconcentrated sourceareato heat thesubsurface. The
| ST would heat thesubsurfacetovolatilizethe contaminantsinthebedrock, after whichthey would becollected
by thegroundwater/vapor extractionwells. Thesteaminjectionwoul d removecontaminantsfromthegroundwater
aswel| asthebedrock matrix, and thuswould morefully addressthevolumeof contaminated mediainthesource
area. Contamination would be extracted and collected on-site for off-site disposal.

Thethermal systemwould operatefor approximately 12-18 months, after which along-term groundwater
monitoring programwould beinitiated; it isassumed monitoring woul d beconducted for approximately fiveyears.
Duetothedifficulty of addressingtheentirecontaminant sourceareapresentinafractured bedrock system, IST
may not compl etely remedi atethesystem so that groundwater standardsareachieved. Therefore, theNY SDEC
coulda soevaluatetheneedfor additional remedial measuresand/or property userestrictionsto control threats
posedby any residual contaminationleft after thein-situthermal treatment wascompleted. For thepurposesof
thisROD itisassumed that adowngradient groundwater extraction and treatment system (6 wells, 30gpm) would
beputinplaceafter thein-situthermal treatment remedy woul d have been performedto addressthesourcearea.
Thecost assumption assumesfiveyearsof operation (estimatefor O& M durationisshorter than other alternatives
becauseitisfelttherewouldbelessresidual mass) for thissystem. Thepurposeof thissystemwouldbeto
“contain” thedowngradient part of theplume. Itisenvisioned that thesystemwoul d beinstalled downgradient of
thetreatment area, closer tothenorthern extent of theRG& E property (towardsBlossom Road). Althoughthe
groundwater concentrationsaremuchlower inthisareathey arestill present abovegroundwater standards.
Installingagroundwater contai nment systeminthisareawould minimizethepotential for residua contaminationto
continue to migrate from the site.

Thisaternativewouldincludeacomponent to addresstheshall ow bedrock under therailroad tracks; adescription
isincluded in Alternative 2.

Alternative 5: Enhanced In-stu Bioremediation

Present Woorth . ..o $2,497,320
Capital COSt . ..ottt $2,349,120
ANNUAl O& M ..o $11,900
Timeto Implement . ... .. ~2years
Estimated Timeto Completion ............. i e ~15 years

Thisalternativewouldinvolvetheinstallation of asystemtointroducematerial that would enhancenaturally
occurringbiodegradation processes. Bioremediationisaprocessthat attemptsto accel eratethenatural

bi odegradationprocesshby providing suchthingsasnutrients, el ectron acceptors, competent degrading
microorganisms, etc. that may otherwisebelimiting therapid conversion of contamination organi cstoinnocuous
end products.

For thepurposesof thisROD it hasbeen assumedthat upto 250i njectionwells(approximately 160well locations
intheareaimmediately north of therailroadtracks, spaced 10feet apart, placed a ong bedrock fracturesbased
uponresultsof thegeophysical work performed duringthe OU#2 RI; approximately 90 well locationsplaced
downgradient of thefirst areato addressbreakdown products) would beinstalledto adepth of 35feet. Itis
assumedthat two applications(injection events) would be performed. Thetotal timeframefor thetwo
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appli cations/performance monitoring would beapproximately 2 years. Atthecompletion of thetwo applications
itisassumed therewoul d beresidua contaminationremaininginthegroundwater. Therefore, itisassumedthat the
groundwater would be monitored for up to 15 years.

Thisaternativewouldincludeacomponent to addresstheshall ow bedrock under therailroad tracks; adescription
isincluded in Alternative 2.

DNAPL Extraction and Off-dgte Treatment

Present Woorth . . ..o $150,600
Capital oSt . ..ot $84,600
ANNUAl O& M .. o $66,000
Timeto Implement . ... ... ~2 months
Estimated Timeto Completion .. ... e e e e e ae e 5years

SinceDNAPL ispresentintheshallow bedrock, physical removal of DNAPL that may becollectedinsmall
“pools’ could beimplementedto addressthisconti nuing sourceof contaminationtogroundwater. Atthissiteone
possi bleway to addressthegoal to control migrationof DNAPL, possibly in conjunctionwith someother active
remediation, wouldbetoinstall DNAPL recovery wellsinthebedrock. Thisalternativewouldincludethe
installation of approximately five DNAPL recovery wells, located al ong thebedrock fracturesnorth of therailroad
tracks. TheDNAPL extractionwellswould befour inchwellsinstalled approximately 30feet into bedrock (40
feet below ground surface(bgs)). Thewellswould becased/groutedinto thetop of thecompetent bedrock with
openholeconstructioninthecompetent rock. A rough estimateof 1000 gallonsof recovered DNAPL , over 5
years, hasbeenincluded. Therecovered DNAPL wouldbetemporarily stored on-siteuntil enoughaccumul ates
tobesent off-gitefor incineration. Attheend of theestimatedfiveyear period, thesystemwould beeva uatedand
adetermination madeonwhether to conti nue/makeadjustmentsto enhancetherecovery system, asappropriate.

Sincethegroundwater extraction andtreatment (Alternative2) andthe DNAPL recovery alternativeswould be
best suited working together, future discussion will combine these two alternatives as Alternative 2.

7.2 Evaluation of Remedial Alternatives

Thecriteriaused to comparethe potential remedial alternativesaredefinedintheregulationthat directsthe
remedi ationof inactivehazardouswastesitesinNew Y ork State (6 NY CRR Part 375). For each of thecriteria,
abrief descriptionisprovided, followed by an eval uation of thealternativesagainst that criterion. A detailed
discussion of the evaluation criteriaand comparative analysisisincluded in the Feasibility Study.

Thefirsttwoeva uation criteriaaretermed threshol d criteriaand must besati sfiedin order for analternativetobe
considered for selection.

1. Compliancewith New York StateStandards, Criteria, and Guidance(SCGs): Compliancewith SCGs
addresseswhether or not aremedy will meet appli cabl eenvironmental laws, regulations, standards, and guidance.
The most significant SCGs for this site include:
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. 6 NY CRR Part 375, Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Site Remedial Program

. 6NY CRR Part 700-705, Water Quality Regulations for Surface Water and Groundwater
. NY SDEC Division of Water TOGS 1.1.1

. NY SDOH Sanitary Code Part 5.1 (drinking water standards)

. Air Guide 1 - Guidelines for the Control of Toxic Ambient Air Contaminants

Alternative 1would notachievegroundwater sandards. Alternative2wouldcontainthemigrationof contaminated
groundwater and, by doing so, would sl owly reduce contaminant concentrationsinthegroundwater. Thelength
of timefor Alternative 2to achieve SCGswould depend, inpart, onthesuccessof the DNAPL recovery system.
Duetothedifficulty inremediating DNAPL, residual scould remain behindfor quitesometime. Asaresult,
although groundwater concentrationswoul d bereduced, it may beimpossi bleto achievegroundwater standards.

BothAlternative 3and Alternative 5 would actively treat the contaminated groundwater. However, the
effectivenessof bothaternativesdependsontheability for theinjected material tocomeindirect contact withthe
contaminated groundwater, something that woul d bedifficultinafractured bedrock aquifer. Asaresult,itwould
be difficult/may not be possibleto achievegroundwater SCGsfor theentireareaof thegroundwater plumetobe
treated.

Alternative4 would heat the subsurface, including thebedrock massinthetreatment area, driving off theVOC
contaminationfor collection; contaminant concentrationsinthegroundwater woul d begreatly reduced, withthe
possibility that groundwater SCGs could be achieved in the treatment area using this alternative.

2. Protection of Human Health and the Environment: This criterion is an overall evaluation of each
alternative’s ability to protect public health and the environment.

Alternative 1would not beprotectiveof human hedthor theenvironment. Alternative2, Alternative 3, Alternative
4,andAlternative5wouldall actively addresstheon-sitegroundwater contaminationand woul d offer varying
degreesof protectiontohuman health and theenvironment by reducing thevolumeandthemobility of the
contamination. Alternative2wouldoffer someprotectionby controllingthemigration of thecontamination, but
would not beaseffectiveassomeof theother alternativesat address ng/removing theconcentrated sourcearea
fromtheenvironment. Alternative4would offer agreat deal of protection by addressing theentirevolumeof
contaminated bedrock inthetreatment area; Alternative 3woul d beeffectiveinaddressing thecontaminationit
cameincontact with, but delivery of thistechnol ogy to theentirecontaminant volumewoul d bedifficult/not possible
duetothenatureof thefractured bedrock system; Alternative5woul d not beaseffectiveontheconcentrated
source area (DNAPL) and has the delivery problem mentioned for Alternative 3.

Thenextfive"primary balancingcriteria’ areusedto comparethe positiveand negativeaspectsof each of the
remedial strategies.
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3. Short-term Effectiveness: The potential short-term adverseimpactsof theremedial action uponthe
community, theworkers, and theenvironment during theconstructionand/or implementation areeval uated. The
length of timeneededto achievetheremedial objectivesisal so estimated and compared agai nst theother
alternatives.

Alternative 1wouldresultinthefewest short-termimpacts, astheonly actiontakenwoul d begroundwater
monitoring. Alternative2 couldincorporateanair emissionsourceandawater discharge, however air emissions
andthewater dischargewould betreated to prevent worker and resi dent exposureto contaminants; therewould
besomeshort-termimpactsrelated to handling of theextracted DNAPL, however, proper executionof healthand
safety procedures would address these potential impacts.

Relative toAlternatives3and 5, therewoul d beapotential for worker exposureduringinstallation of theinjection
wellsandthehandling of thematerial tobeinjected (moresofor Alternative3for); thisexposurepotential could
besignificantly reduced throughtheuseof personal protectionequipment. Alternative4wouldposeasmall risk
to nearby residentsthat the systemwoul dremoveV OCstoo quickly fromthesite, overwhel ming thetreatment
system. Thisrisk canbeeasily controlledthrough proper design and operation of thetechnology. For steam
stripping, thebulk of thecontaminant masscould beremovedinarel atively short period of time (estimated at
approximately 12-18 months).

4. Long-term Effectivenessand Permanence: Thiscriterionevaluatesthelong-termeffectivenessof the
remedial alternativesafterimplementation. If wastesor treated residual sremainon-siteafter thesel ected remedy
has beenimplemented, thefollowingitemsareeva uated: 1) themagnitudeof theremainingrisks, 2) theadequacy
of the controlsintended to limit the risk, and 3) the reliability of these controls.

Alternative 1 wouldnot providelong-termeffectiveness. Alternative2wouldremove contaminants withthe
contaminantscaptured by thetreatment component of thesealternatives. Thecontaminant concentrations
associatedwiththisalternative would beexpected to decreaseover time, but achieving groundwater standards
woul d not beanticipatedfor asignificant length of time, if at all. Itisanticipatedthat Alternative3wouldbe
effectiveinaddressing sourceareas/areasof high contaminant concentrations(not cost-effectivetoaddresslarge
areaswithrelatively low contaminant levels). Oneof themainlimitingfactorswiththistypeof technology isthe
abilityfor theinjected chemical (inthiscase KMNO,solution) tocomein contact with thecontaminated
groundwater inorder tobeeffective. Inafractured bedrock aquifer it canbedifficult toinsuregood mixing sothat
all/most of the contaminated groundwater is addressed.

For Alternative5, theability for theinjected material to comein contact withthecontaminated groundwater would
bethemajor factor limitingthealternative’ seffectiveness. Onceagain, inafractured bedrock aquiferitcanbe
difficult to insure good mixing so that all/most of the contaminated groundwater is addressed.

Alternative 4would heat thesubsurfacetovolatilizethe contaminantsinthebedrock, after whichthey would be
collected by thegroundwater/vapor extractionwells. Thesteaminjectionwould removecontaminantsfromthe
groundwater aswel | asthebedrock matrix, and thuswould morefully addressthevolumeof contaminated media
in the source area.
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5. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume: Preferenceisgiven to alternativesthat permanently and
significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility or volume of the wastes at the site.

Alternativelwould not actively reducethevolumeof contaminantsalready inthegroundwater. Alternative2
woul dremovecontaminantsfromthesubsurfaceandtreat them, thereby reducing themobility and volumeof
contaminantsinthegroundwater. Asdiscussed above, duetothedifficulty inremediating DNAPL, resduascould
remain behind for quite some time.

Relativeto Alternatives3and5, by treating thegroundwater thetoxicity of thecontaminantsinthegroundwater
i nthislocationwoul d bereduced; by addressing the highly contaminated sourceareathe contaminant mobility
would be significantly reduced, and an increase in the volume of contaminated groundwater would be avoic

With Alternative4, becauseasignificant amount of thecontaminant sourcewoul d beremoved under thisaternative,
there would be a substantial reduction in the volume, toxicity, and mobility of the contamination.

6. Implementability: Thetechnical and administrativefeasibility of implementing each alternativeareeva uated.
Technical feasibility includesthedifficultiesassociated with the construction and theability tomonitor the
effectivenessof theremedy. For adminigtrativefeas bility, theavailability of thenecessary personnel and materia
isevaluated alongwith potential difficultiesinobtaining specific operating approva s, accessfor construction, etc.

Alternative 1wouldbetheeasiesttoimplement. Alternative2wouldbestraightforwardtoimplement, asthe
systemsarecommercially availablefromsevera vendors. There would benoanticipated administrativeor legal
barriers to the implementation of Alternatives 3, 4, or 5.

7. Cod: Capital and operation and mai ntenance costsareestimated for each alternativeand comparedona
presentworthbasis. Although costisthelast balancing criterion eval uated, wheretwo or morealternativeshave
met the requirements of the remaining criteria, cost effectiveness can be used as the basis for the final dec

A summary of the cost estimatesis presented in Table 2.

Thisfinal criterioniscons dered amodifyingcriterionandistakeninto account after eval uatingthoseabove. Itis
evaluated after public comments on the Proposed Remedial Action Plan have been received.

8. Community Acogptance: Concernsof thecommunity regardingtheRI/FSreportsand the Proposed Remedial
ActionPlanhavebeenevauated. The"ResponsivenessSummary"included asAppendix A presentsthepublic
comments received and the Department’ s response to the concerns raised.

Thereweremany guestionsabout theextent of thecontaminationfor thedifferent media. Ingeneral thepublic
comments received were supportive of the selected remedy.
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SECTION 8 SUMMARY OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

Basedupontheresultsof theRI/FS, and theevaluation presentedin Section 7, theNY SDEC issel ecting
Alternative 4 as the remedy for this site.

Thisselectionisbased ontheevaluation of thefiveaternativesdevel opedfor thissite. Alternativelwasrejected
becauseitwouldleavein placehighlevel sof groundwater contamination/DNAPL that would act asacontinuing
sourceof contaminationfor thegroundwater. Alternative2wouldbeeffectiveat containingthisareaof
contaminated groundwater, but it would takeal ong period of timeto significantly reducethe contaminant
concentrations in the groundwater.

BothAlternative3and Alternative5 arepromising technol ogiesto addressthetypeof contamination present.
However, Alternative5isnot aseffectivefor thehigh contaminant level S DNAPL that ispresent at thesite. Also,
for both Alternative3and Alternative 5 theconditionspresent at thissitemakedelivery (totheentirevolumetobe
addressed in the treatment area) of the active remedial components for these alternatives very difficult.

Althoughthecost estimateishigher thanthosefor theother aternatives, andtherewill bechallengesassociated with
designing Alternative4for thissite, thisalternativewill bemorecomprehensiveinaddressing thevolumeof
contamination present in the bedrock, both in the groundwater and the DNAPL present in the bedrock.
Specifically, Alternative4 will bemoreeffectiveinthelong-term, will havethebest chanceof achievingtheremedia
objectivesin areasonable time frame, and will provide better overall protection.

Theestimated present worth cost toimplement theremedy is$3,599,255. Thecost to construct theremedyis
estimated to be $3,460,500 and the estimated averageannual operation and maintenancecost of $26,700for 5
years corresponding to an O& M present worth cost of $138,755.

The elements of the selected remedy are as follows:

1. Aremedial designprogramto verify thecomponentsof theconceptual designand providethedetails
necessary for theconstruction, operation and maintenance, and monitoring of theremedia program. Any
uncertainties identified during the RI/FS will be resolved.

2. In-situthermal treatment to addressthe concentrated sourceareal ocatedinthebedrock/groundwater north
of theon-siteoperableunit (north of therailroadtracks). Theremedy will includeinjectionwells, to
introducetheheat source, aswell asgroundwater/vapor extractionwellstoremovethemobilized
contamination from the bedrock (see Figure 3 for the Conceptual Plan).

3. Toaddressthecontaminationunder thetrackssometypeof in-situremedial technology will benecessary
sncetheareaisunder anactiverail line. Possbilitieswill include, but arenot limited to surfactant flushing
or in-situ chemical oxidation (1SCO).

4, Duetothedifficulty of addressingtheentirecontaminant sourceareapresentinafractured bedrock system,
residualswill remainafter thecompletionof thein-situthermal treatment. AtthattimetheNY SDECwill
eval uatetheneedfor additional remedia measuresand/or property userestrictionsto control threatsposed
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by any residual contamination. If property userestrictionsareimplemented, therewill beanannual
certification to ensure they are still in place and effective.

5. A downgradient groundwater extractionandtrestment and/or in-situtreatment system(e.g., enhancedin-
situbioremediation) will beputin placeafter thecompletion of thein-situthermal treatment of thesource
area.

6. Sincetheremedy resultsinresidua contaminationremaining at thesite, along-termgroundwater monitoring
programwill beinstituted. Thedetail sof thisprogramwill becoordinatedwithwhat will beneededfor the

on-site operable unit. This program will also monitor the effectiveness of the remedial program.

Theoperation of thecomponentsof theremedy will continueuntil theremedia objectiveshavebeenachieved, or
until the NY SDEC determines that continued operation is technically impracticable or not feasible.

SECTION 9: HIGHLIGHTSOF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

Aspart of theremedial investigation process, anumber of Citizen Participation (CP) activitieswereundertakenin
anefforttoinformand educatethe public about conditionsat thesiteand thepotential remedial aternatives. The
following public participation activities were conducted for the site:

# Two document repositories, for documents pertaining to the site, were established.

# A sitemailinglist wasestablished whichincluded nearby property owners, local political officialslocal
media and other interested parties.

# InJune2000 aFact Sheet wasprepared, and sent tothose peopleonthesitemailinglist, toannouncethe
initiation of the Remedial Investigation/ Feasibility Study (RI/FS) at this site.

# In February 2002 aM eeting Announcement wasprepared, and sent tothosepeopleonthesitemailinglist,
to summarizethe Proposed Remedia Action Plan (PRAP) for OperableUnit#2 andtoannounce: 1) the
public meeting schedul edto present the PRA Pto the public, and 2) the public comment period (February
22 - March 25, 2002) during which people could provide their comments on the PRAP.

# InM arch 2002 aRespons veness Summary wasprepared and madeavailabletothepublic, toaddressthe
comments received during the public comment period for the PRAP.
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Tablel
Nature and Extent of Contamination (Off-site - Based upon OU#2 RI Analytical Data)

MEDIUM CATEGORY CONTAMINANT | CONCENTRATION | FREQUENCY SCG
OF CONCERN RANGE (ppb) of (ppb)
EXCEEDING
SCGs

Groundwater | Volatile Organic | 1,1-Dichloroethene ND - 8 13 5

from Compounds )

Overburden/ | (vOCs) 1,2-Dichloroethene 9-4200 3/3 5

Bedrock Tetrachloroethene ND - 140 13 5

Interface
Trichloroethene ND - 3500 2/3 5
Vinyl Chloride ND - 100 1/3 2

Shdlow Volatile Organic | Benzene ND - 23 2/6 0.7

Bedrock Compounds .

Groundwater (VOCS) Carbon Disulfide ND - 130 1/6 50
1,1-Dichloroethene ND - 330 2/6 5
1,2-Dichloroethene ND - 49,000 4/6 5
Tetrachloroethene ND - 21,000 3/6 5
Toluene ND - 260 2/6 5
Trichloroethene ND - 500,000 5/6 5
Vinyl Chloride ND - 750 3/6 2
Xylene (total) ND - 100 2/4 5

Deep Voldtile Organic | Benzene ND - 180 3/4 0.7

Bedrock Compounds —

Groundwater | (vOCs) Carbon Disulfide ND - 190 214 50
1,2-Dichloroethene ND - 3300 2/4 5
Tetrachloroethene ND - 28 24 5
Toluene ND - 13 3/4 5
Trichloroethene ND - 370 214 5
Vinyl Chloride ND - 180 1/4 2
Xylene (tota) ND - 57 3/4 5

Surface Voldile Organic | 1,2-Dichloroethene 4-30 4/5 5

Water Compounds

(VOCs) Trichloroethene ND - 30 3/5 5
DNAPL VOCs Trichloroethene 780,000 U1 —
[MW-3D]

ND=Not detected



Table 2
Remedial Alternative Costs

ALTERNATIVE CAPITAL COST | PRESENT WORTH TOTAL PRESENT
of 0& M WORTH
Groundwater

1. No Action/ $25,200 $203,900 $229,100
Groundwater Monitoring
2. Pump & Treat (Air $577,860 $1,505,275 $2,083,135
Stripping)

$578,065 $2,841,945 $3,420,010
Pump & Treat (GAC)

$676,560 $1,352,165 $2,028,725
Pump & Treat (UV/OX)
3. In-situ Chemicd $1,959,180 $274,600 $2,233,780
Oxidation
4. In-situ Thermal $3,460,500 $138,755 $3,599,255
Treatment
5. Enhanced In-Situ $2,349,120 $148,200 $2,497,320
Bioremediation

DNAPL Recovery (bedrock)

Extraction and Off-site $84,600 $66,000 $150,600
Incineration
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APPENDIX A
RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

Scobell Chemical Site, Operable Unit #2
Proposed Remedial Action Plan
Town of Brighton, Monroe County
Site No. 8-28-076

The Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for the Scobell Chemical Site, Operable Unit #2, was
prepared by the New Y ork State Department of Environmental Conservation (NY SDEC) and issued to
the local document repository on February 18, 2002. This Plan outlined the preferred remedial measu
proposed for the remediation of the Scobell Chemical Site, Operable Unit #2. The preferred remedy
includes in-situ thermal treatment for the off-site source area, flushing of contaminants in the shallow
bedrock from under the railroad tracks, alimited downgradient groundwater treatment system, and lonc
term monitoring.

The release of the PRAP was announced via a notice to the mailing list, informing the public of the PRy
availability.

A public meeting was held on March 13, 2002 which included a presentation of the Remedial Investiga
(RI) and the Feasibility Study (FS) as well as a discussion of the proposed remedy. The meeting provic
an opportunity for citizens to discuss their concerns, ask questions and comment on the proposed reme
These comments have become part of the Administrative Record for thissite. The public comment pel
for the PRAP started February 22, 2002 and ended on March 25, 2002.

This Responsiveness Summary responds to all questions and comments raised at the March 13, 2002
public meeting, as well asto a comment | etter received.

Section I: Comments Received at Public Meeting
The following comments were received at the public meeting:

COMMENT 1: The DEC has been diligent in responding to the Town and in expanding the scope of the
investigation off-site. The DEC has done agood job. Could you put in perspective for the folks here, w
these levels of contaminants are and what these concentrations mean? Also what are the goals and
objectives to lower the concentrations? What standards will be used and reached? Finally, how will you
keep everyone here in the loop on the subsequent clean up? How will you communicate to everyone h
the clean up isgoing? (From Tim Keef, Brighton Town Engineer)

RESPONSE 1: Looking at Table 1 from the PRAP it is clear that the concentrations found in the bedro
arevery high. On Table 1 the far right column lists the groundwater standards for the individual
contaminants listed; most of them are 5 ppb. Looking at the contaminant concentrations found, the she
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bedrock has the highest levels with concentrations of individual contaminants as high as 500,000 ppb
(trichloroethene in MW-4D, a shallow bedrock well). There are elevated concentrationsin the
overburden/bedrock interface and the deep bedrock just north of the tracks, as well as in samples taken
little further north-northeast (direction of groundwater flow). However, the highest concentrations are
found in groundwater in the shallow bedrock (about 30 feet below the ground) just north of the railroac
tracks. Some contamination was seen in surface water in the highway retention pond northeast of the ¢
The highest surface water concentration was found closest to the site (trichloroethene and dichloroeth
both at 30 ppb compared to a surface water standard of 5 ppb). A sample taken downstream of the ponc
adjacent to Blossom Road at the northbound on-ramp to 1-590, indicated concentrations below standar

The goal of the remedy isto achieve groundwater standards, but realistically that probably won’t happet
considering the fact that we have significant contamination/DNAPL in the fractured bedrock. We belie
that the remedy selected will be the most effective at addressing the entire volume of contamination pr
Although it is not likely that groundwater standards will be achieved, it is believed that the volume of
contamination in the environment will be significantly reduced. Thiswill result in asignificant reducti
contaminant concentrations in the groundwater north of the site as well as removing alarge volume of
contamination that no longer will act as a source for the off-site migration of contaminants.

As far as future communication with the public, at important stages in the process fact sheets (like the
sent to announce this public meeting) will be sent to everyone on the site’s mailing list. Fact sheets wi
sent at least at the following milestones. once the Record of Decision (ROD) isin place and once the
remedial design is nearing completion/before construction of the remedy starts. Additional fact sheet:s
be sent as necessary.

COMMENT 2: When you do the in-situ thermal treatment, how will you filter the contaminants? Will
they go in atank? How will the contaminants be extracted from the ground? How does this work
mechanically?

RESPONSE 2: The extraction wells will remove both vapor and water from the bedrock after the steam
injected. Once brought to the surface, the contaminated vapors and water will be treated before the
cleaned air and water is allowed to be released back to the environment. The concentrated contaminati
generated as aresult of thistreatment will then be disposed of off-site. All of the specifics and the det
the remedy will be devel oped during the remedial design.

COMMENT 3: How many gallons of water will be generated during the in-situ treatment? How many
gallons of steam? Will there be |ots of steam generated, comparable to a steam plant?

RESPONSE 3: Again, the details of the system will be developed during the design. The bedrock may
de-watered prior to initiating the injection of heat. The Feasibility Study assumed steam would be used
the heat source, however other options are available. If steam is used, the Feasibility Study includes a
conceptual plan that would use a 12,000 pound/hour steam boiler with an assumed water extraction rate
30 gallons/minute.

COMMENT 4: How long will the treatment take, time wise?
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RESPONSE 4: It is assumed that the in-situ thermal treatment system will operate for 12-18 months.

COMMENT 5: Will you use the wells you already drilled to monitor the in-situ treatment?

RESPONSE 5: The wells that are already there would be used as a part of the long-term monitoring
program. In addition, more wells are planned downgradient of the current well system (closer to Bloss
Road). Also, wellswould be installed inside the treatment area to monitor the subsurface conditions (I
temperature) during the operation of the treatment system.

COMMENT 6: | liveon Yarmouth Road. Our property backs right up to the RG& E substation. How
did you decide where to place the monitoring wells? My home islocated outside of the circles on you
map. |I’'m concerned about my property and there are no monitoring wells by my property. We also
checked the maps at the document repository at the library and there are no wellsin our area. Isour
property located down hill from the contaminants?

RESPONSE 6: The placement of the off-site bedrock well pairs was determined based on both the
groundwater flow direction and on what is called a fracture trace analysis. A fracture trace analysisis
performed by examining historical aerial photographs of the area. Subsurface conditions, like bedrock
fracture systems, show themselves at the surface and can be seen upon an evaluation of aerial photograj
by someone with the appropriate training, expertise, and experience. The groundwater flow direction is
the north-northeast; Y armouth road is located to the west-northwest, so no, your home is not downgrad
of the source area. Also, it isimportant to realize that the off-site contamination is all well below the ¢
with the majority of it present in the shallow bedrock approximately 30 feet down.

COMMENT 7: Why are there no wells by the apartment complex? Were any groundwater studies done
nearby the apartments?

RESPONSE 7: During the two phases of the investigation, a number of shallow groundwater samples
were collected from the overburden/bedrock interface - the first groundwater encountered below the
ground in the area of the site. Some of the samples were collected from geoprobe pointsinstalled duri
the first part of the investigation back in 1998. Samples were collected to the north of the sitein the a
between the site and the apartment complex, along the gravel access road for the substation, and
approximately 1300 feet to the northeast of the railroad tracks, in the direction of groundwater flow
downgradient of the site. All of the overburden/bedrock interface groundwater samples collected betw
the site and the apartment complex were below groundwater standards. The sample collected 1300 fet
to the northeast of the railroad tracks indicated a concentration of one site related contaminant
(dichloroethene) at a concentration of 9 ppb, only slightly above the standard of 5 ppb. Sincethe areai
served by municipal water, the potential exposure pathway in the area of the apartments would be
contaminated groundwater getting into basements/sumps and causing elevated indoor air concentration:
Since the shallow groundwater between the site and the apartments is not contaminated, it was determit
that this potential exposure pathway did not exist.

COMMENT 8: Were the sampling points temporary or permanent geoprobe points?
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RESPONSE 8: During the Remedial Investigation for operable unit #1, 11 temporary geoprobe points
were installed down to bedrock in the area north of the railroad tracks. Asapart of both investigations
operable units #1 & #2) atotal of 9 monitoring wells were installed to the north-northeast of the railro
tracks - 3 overburden/bedrock interface wells, 4 shallow bedrock wells, and 2 deep bedrock wells.

COMMENT 9: How deep are the monitoring wells?

RESPONSE 9: The overburden/bedrock interface wells were installed across the surface of the bedrocl
which is approximately 8-10 feet below the ground surface. The shallow bedrock wells are approximat:
20 feet into the bedrock, approximately 30 feet below the ground surface. The deep bedrock wells are
approximately 60 feet into the bedrock, approximately 70 feet below the ground surface.

COMMENT 10: Does the in-situ steam treatment go down deeper than the wells?

RESPONSE 10: Most of the injection/extraction wellswill be installed in the shallow bedrock, some w
be placed deeper.

COMMENT 11: I also live on Yarmouth Road. | have dampness in my basement. Should | worry
about any vapors coming into my basement? Isthe water in my basement contaminated?

RESPONSE 11: Asdiscussed relative to the question from the person living in the apartment complex,
only way for contamination to get to your basement would be in the shallowest groundwater present at 1
overburden/bedrock interface. The groundwater samples collected from the overburden/bedrock intert
between the site and the apartment complex/Y armouth Road area were all below standards.

COMMENT 12: If I tried to sell my house, do | have to disclose information about Scobell and the
contamination?

RESPONSE 12: Y ou should confirm local real estate transaction requirements with your attorney and r
estate agent if you decide to sell your house.

[ The person expressed this concern because he/she received the fact sheet and wanted to know why the
received the fact sheet.] The reason you received the fact sheet about this site is because you are on th
mailing list. Receiving the fact sheet does not imply that there are impacts to your property from this:

COMMENT 13: What factors are used to determine and prepare your mailing lists?

RESPONSE 13: The mailing list for this site was devel oped by placing everyone within approximately ?
mile of the site on the list. There are approximately 650 addresses on the mailing list.

COMMENT 14: If the State knew about this contamination since 1988 and reached a settlement with tt
responsible party in 1995, why did it take so long to notify people that there’ s a chemical waste site? |
wife knew this, she would not have purchased her home nearby. Isthere areason why it took 13 yearst
get information out about this site?
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RESPONSE 14: Once we initiated the Remedial Investigation, a mailing list was devel oped and periodi
fact sheets have been sent out. When the site was initially listed, a notice was sent to the County Clerk
Office.

COMMENT 15: | wastrying to research the Scobell site on the internet. | saw there are ratings from 1
and thissiteislisted asa2. Why isn’t there anything recent on the internet? When we went to the Wir
Road Library to research the repository, the librarian did not know there was a repository set up there.

RESPONSE 15: The Department’ s classification system is a characterization of the site. Classificatiol
categoriesrange from Class 1 to Class 5. A Class 2 site, like this one, is defined as a site that poses a
significant threat to human health and/or the environment. The site classification is discussed in Sectio
the Record of Decision.

The most comprehensive sources of information for this site are at the two local document repositorie
(Winton branch of the Rochester Library and the Brighton Town Library). In February the reference
librarians at both libraries were contacted by DEC staff; they are familiar with and are actively maintain
the document repositories for this site. Information available over the internet has been steadily expan
and Department staff are always available to provide information to concerned or interested citizens.

COMMENT 16: My biggest complaint is that residents need to actively look for information—there’sr
other way to get it and its not all that forthcoming.

RESPONSE 16: We have sent out fact sheets on this site on aregular basis (the one announcing this
public meeting was the fifth since 1998). Included in each fact sheet are the project manager’s name a
phone number as well as the location of both document repositories. Y ou can always contact the proje
manager, Mr. James Moras, at 518-402-9671 with questions.

COMMENT 17: If you can’'t clean up the site, will there be some sort of buy-back program? Would th
State purchase properties impacted by the contamination?

RESPONSE 17: New York does not have a“buy-back” program. Recovering damages caused by
contamination from asite is something that would have to be pursued through legal actions against a
responsible party for any site. The NYSDEC’s/INY SDOH'’ sresponsibility is the protection of human he
and the environment. If relocation of residents were required for the protection of human health, it wo
be done. However, that would be an extreme case that rarely is necessary at asite.

COMMENT 18: Isthe Scobell Company bankrupt or dissolved?

RESPONSE 18: Based on the 1995 settlement with the responsible parties for this site, they were not
financially viable to do the work that was needed at this site. Effectively, they are bankrupt.

COMMENT 19: Will RG&E be unable to use their property because of the contamination?
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RESPONSE 19: RG&E has been, and will continue to use their property. The property use restrictions
mentioned in the formal presentation would involve restrictions like preventing someone from installir
well in the area where the groundwater is contaminated and/or making sure proper precautions are takel
someone does subsurface work into an area where contamination is present.

COMMENT 20: We were planning on using the corner lot (pointed to map) and making a community
garden. Isit safeto grow food there? There are lots of Russian immigrants who live in the apartments
(Ellison Park Apartments on Bobrich Drive) and are growing vegetables along the fence. Isit safe to d
that?

RESPONSE 20: The contamination that has migrated north of the railroad tracksis all well below the
ground and would not prevent persons from putting in a vegetable garden near the apartment complex.

COMMENT 21: How often do you sample the wells?

RESPONSE 21: The groundwater has been sampled twice so far, once as a part of the 1998 investigatic
and once as a part of the 2000 investigation. During and after the implementation of the remedy more
frequent sampling would occur, at least every year with more frequent sampling (probably 4 times ayei
occurring during and just after the implementation.

COMMENT 22: | see children playing and people walking their dogs back by the site all the time. Isth
apublic access area or should it be fenced off? Thereis agate there and its always open. If someone h
contact with anything back there, is that dangerous? Isit dangerous to be back there?

RESPONSE 22: Thereisafence all the way around RG& E’ s property with alocked gate at the gravel
access road that goes out to Blossom Road. The DEC project manager has found the gate locked on the
occasions he has been to the site. Regardless, as mentioned earlier, all of the contamination present n
of the railroad tracks is below the ground surface and people walking through the area would not be
exposed to contaminants. Even at the on-site area south of the railroad tracks the site is fenced and the
6-12 inches of clean soil at the surface.

COMMENT 23: Did I understand this correctly—is the contamination sinking lower because the
groundwater is contaminated?

RESPONSE 23: The contamination is sinking lower (the dense non-aqueous phase liquid or DNAPL)
because it is present in an amount greater than what could dissolve in the groundwater and the contamin
are more dense than water so they sink rather than float on the groundwater.

COMMENT 24: What were the test results from the well that is the farthest from the highway?

RESPONSE 24: The well location referred to is MW-8, located just east of 1-590, just north of the
interchange with 1-490. The groundwater samples collected from this location did not indicate elevate
site-related contamination. The other well cluster installed away from the site area during the 2000
investigation was location No. 9 (MW-9S and MW-9D), located approximately 900 feet south-southez
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of the on-site area. TCE was detected above groundwater standards at MW-9S (140 ppb; thisis above
standards, by three orders of magnitude (a factor of 1,000) less than what has been detected on-site. It
possible that contamination may have been transported to this areain the past as a small “slug” of prodt
that moved to the south-southeast along bedrock fractures by gravity rather than with groundwater whic
flowing to the northeast.

Slightly elevated concentrations of some BTEX compounds (benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, xylene) v
detected in the sample collected from MW-8D, located hydraulically side-gradient from the site area.
levels of BTEX compounds were also detected at wells MW-9S/MW-9D, located southeast and
hydraulically upgradient of the site. Thisindicates the siteis not the source of this BTEX contaminatic
BTEX contamination could be due to small localized spilling of fuel.

COMMENT 25: | have a question regarding Grass Creek and the retention pond and weir beside the
highway. Does any contaminated surface water get in these bodies of water? What were the test result:
the monitoring well by these waterways? What contaminants were found in this well?

RESPONSE 25: Surface water samples were collected from the inlet of the retention pond (south end)
two from the midpoint of the pond - one from the west side and one from the east side of the pond, one
from the outlet near the weir, and one from just north of Blossom Road next to the north bound on-rarr
for 1-590. The sample at the pond inlet (closest to the site) had the highest concentrations (30 ppb of b
trichloroethene and dichloroethene, compared to a standard of 5 ppb); the concentrations decreased
downstream with the sample taken next to Blossom Road containing concentrations below surface watt
standards.

COMMENT 26: Do you expect the weir and retention pond can be used someday as flood control for
the neighborhood? What capacity of water can they hold?

RESPONSE 26: Tim Keef, Brighton Town Engineer answered this question:

The DOT has determined that increasing the capacity of water held in the retention pond would increast
water level to a point that would flood portions of the highway just upstream of the pond. The
determination made by DOT about the use of the retention pond had nothing to do with the Scobell site

COMMENT 27: Will you treat on or off-site the contaminated water and steam you will be recovering
from the ground? Will the treated water be filtered on-site and put back into the ground?

RESPONSE 27: Due to the cost savings associated with on-site treatment, it is anticipated that the
extracted vapor and water will be treated on-site with the treated air and water discharged at the site.

COMMENT 28: Was there any evidence of aquarry on-site?

RESPONSE 28: A gentleman in the audience answered this by describing how the canal was built nearby
and the stone from this area was used. This stone was used in the canal locks. After the public meeting
indicated that rock had been quarried in the past in the area from the retention pond to behind the Sister
of Mercy High School (located on the east side of 1-590).
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COMMENT 29: Would you explain the State Superfund and how the monies are allocated for this
project. Would lack of funding effect this clean up?

RESPONSE 29: Up until recently State Superfund projects have been funded by funds from the 1986
Environmental Quality Bond Act (EQBA). The money from this bond act has recently become fully
allocated to projects. Legislation to provide new funding for the State Superfund has been proposed fo
the last two years. Governor Pataki has again proposed Superfund Reform and Refinancing. Hopefully
proposed legislation will be passed some time in the next few months. Until that happens, new funding
not be available for State funded projects. This may result in adelay in the schedule for the design and
implementation of this project.

COMMENT 30: What are the costs to operate the wells? What isthe cost of the remedy, particularly
treating the steam?

RESPONSE 30: The cost estimate for the design and implementation of this project is $3.6 million.

COMMENT 31: Isthe recommended remedy more expensive than the alternatives?

RESPONSE 31: Yes, the remedy is more expensive than the other remedies evaluated. However, due t:
the nature of the contamination (high concentrations/DNAPL present in fractured bedrock) a more
aggressive approach was considered necessary. The in-situ thermal technology will be the most effecti
dealing with the source area north of the railroad tracks.

COMMENT 32: Have you worked out your differences with the DOT and issues of payment on this
project?

RESPONSE 32: Thereis currently a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) in place between DEC anc
DOT to fund the OU1 Remedial Design (RD) and the OU2 RI. Aswe move to the OU2 RD and the
implementation of the remedies for OU1 & OU2, new MOU’ swill be needed.

COMMENT 33: Will the DNAPL keep settling lower and deeper into the ground and bedrock? Has it
sunk deeper since you’ ve been sampling?

RESPONSE 33: DNAPL will continue moving, by gravity, to the lowest point it can move until somethi
stops it from moving further. From the sampling data we have collected since 1998, the DNAPL does
appear to have moved significantly.

COMMENT 34: How many deep bedrock wells do you have installed? How did you determine where
they should be placed?

RESPONSE 34: A total of 4 deep bedrock monitoring wells were installed. The locations of these well
were determined based upon the fracture trace analysis discussed above in response #6.
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COMMENT 35: Arethe wells 60 feet from the surface? Regarding the placement of the wells on the ¢
and south—did you subtract for the surface of the bedrock and bedding planes?

RESPONSE 35: The deep bedrock wells are approximately 60 feet below the surface of the bedrock,
approximately 70 feet below the ground surface. The deep bedrock wells were placed to monitor the
bedding plane between the Penfield member and the Decew member of the Lockport dolomite. Rock
cores, removed as the well was being advanced, were monitored until the depth of this bedding plane ha
been achieved. At that point the well was compl eted.

COMMENT 36: Regarding the DNAPL that’ s flowing towards the northeast well, was that well sample
one or two times?

RESPONSE 36: DNAPL was actually encountered in on-site well MW-3D and MW-4D, located north
of therailroad tracks. Both wells were sampled twice, but a DNAPL sample was collected from MW-:
only once.

COMMENT 37: What is the heavy solvent you’'re trying to locate for clean up? (The DNAPL or TCE?
Probably the TCE?) Does it evaporate when exposed to air? Can you evaporate this solvent
underground, 30-40 feet below the surface?

RESPONSE 37: The predominant contaminants at the site are tetrachloroethene, trichloroethene, and
dichloroethene, with trichloroethene being found in the highest concentrations. All of these contaming
heavier than water; trichloroethene was found to be the main contaminant found in the DNAPL as well.
of these contaminants are considered volatile organic compounds, or VOCs. When exposed to air they
tend to evaporate (volatilize) rather quickly. Thirty feet below the ground, under normal conditions, th
contaminants are not exposed to air, so they tend to remain as DNAPL or dissolve in the groundwater.
When heat is added, VOCs can volatilize in the bedrock fractures and can be collected by
groundwater/vapor extraction wells.

COMMENT 38: Does TCE get mobilized and travel along fractures or will it be captured in the wells?

RESPONSE 38: When heat is added to the subsurface, as a part of in-situ thermal treatment, the
contaminants are mobilized, moving from “dead-end” fractures and very small fracturesinto the larger
(relatively speaking) bedrock fractures. Once in the larger bedrock fracturesit is easier to remove the
contamination through the extraction wells.

COMMENT 39: Isthein-situ thermal treatment used successfully in other locations? Wasit used in tl
falls (assumed to be referring to Niagara Falls)?

RESPONSE 39: The application of thistechnology to hazardous waste sitesis still relatively new. The
U.S. Department of Defense isusing it at some of their sites; asite in the Rochester area will be
implementing in-situ thermal treatment in the same bedrock formation in the near future. The oil indus
used this type of technology to remove oil from the subsurface for quite some time with a great deal of
success.
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COMMENT 40: What isthe steam like? Isit superheated or low pressure? Isit just like steam used ir
train?

RESPONSE 40: The steam used will be low pressure steam at a temperature of approximately 212
degreesF.

COMMENT 41: Will evaporating the chemicals be noticeable in the air? Will we smell things during t
clean up? When the contaminants are being treated at the surface, should we all be indoors or will it be
to be outside? | hope it won't smell outdoors like the plant used to in the 1960-70's!

RESPONSE 41: No, the removal of the contaminants will be donein a closed vessel system and the
air/vapors will be treated before being discharged to the atmosphere, so there should be no smell.

COMMENT 42: Do you have alist of the chemicals that Scobell handled and processed? Did Scobell
handle or process mercury or other metal s?

RESPONSE 42: We do not have a comprehensive list of all of the material handled by Scobell Chemic:
However, samples from the site have been analyzed for an extensive list of chemicals. Based on there
of these analysisalist of contaminants of concern was developed as a part of the Remedial Investigatio
Thislist is made up of VOCs, with the predominant contaminants discussed in response #38, above.

COMMENT 43: I work with a City firefighter responsible for the site area. It used to be terrible there.
The company used to just dump chemicals out the back door. They also used to burn chemicals at nigh

RESPONSE 43: This comment is acknowledged. The NY SDEC cannot confirm thisinformation. Itis
included to document what was offered by a member of the public in attendance at the public meeting.

Section I1; Written Comments Received

A letter dated January 23, 2002 was received from Mr. Mauricio Roma, NY SDOT which included the
following comments on the PRAP (page and section of the PRAP specifically referenced at the beginn
each comment):

COMMENT 44. Page1, Section 1, Paragraph 2 (asignificant...). This paragraph indicates that the
Scobd | siteisasignificant threat to human heal th associ ated withtheinstal l ation of (water supply) wells. To
our knowledge, wearenot awareof any groundwater well sused for drinking, or other domestic use, that could
result insignificant human exposureto thecontaminantsof concern. If suchwellsexist, pleaselet usknow.
Thepresenceof potentia contaminant receptorsisvery important for choosinganddesigningaremedia action
plan.

RESPONSE 44: Thestatement madeinthe PRAP(rel ativetosignificant threatsposed by the Scobel |
Chemical site) was* asignificant threat tohuman health associatedwith 1) thepotential for exposureto
contaminatedgroundwater if wellswereto beingtalledintheplume...”. Theareaisserved by publicwater and
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therearenowellscurrently usedinthearea. However,if someoneweretoinstall awell orwell pointinthe
plumeinthefuture, therewould bean exposureissue. Thestatement usesthewords*threat” (rather thanactual
exposure) and “potential” and, as stated, it is accurate.

COMMENT 45: Page 5, Section 4.1.1, Paragraph 3 (Overburden groundwater...). This paragraph
discusseshydraulic conductivitiesintheoverburden and thebedrock. Thevalueof thehydraulicconductivity
(K) isimportantin selectingaremedial action. Webelievethat thebedrock K valuesshowninthe PRAPmay
beinaccuratebecause, accordingtoNY SDEC, 2001, they wereobtai ned by thesl ug test method which
assumesthat theagquiferisaporousmedia. Theaquifer at Scobell isfractured carbonaterock (L ockport
Formation). TheK valuesshowninthePRAPareuseful todeterminerel ativeorder of magnitudeestimates
(NY SDEC, 2001. Page3-7). Thetruehydraulicconductivity of thesitebedrock ispossibly higher for the
following reasons:

Theaverageyieldof 56 well stapping theupper and middlepartsof theL ockport Formationis31 gallonsper
minute (gpm). Wellsat M edina(about half way between NiagaraFallsand Rochester) may yield over 100
gpm. (USGS, 1964). Thetransmissivity (T) vaueof 2,300 gpd/ft., derivedfromananaysisof datafromthe
NiagaraFallsconduit excavation, isprobably themost representativeval uefor theL ockport asawhol e
(USGS, 1964).

ThisUSGeological Survey report showsthat the T at awell wherethetotal thicknessof Lockportis38fest,
the T1s1000gpd/ft. Therefore, thehydraulic conductivity (K)isabout 1.2 x 10(-3) cm/s. Notethat the T of
theupper part of theformationishigher intheupper L ockport thanthemiddleor lower Lockport (USGS,
1964). Consideringthat themost contaminated portionof bedrock at thesiteistheupper Lockport (DEC,
2001) it is possible that the true overall K is closer to 10(-3) cm/sec.

RESPONSE 45: Flow infractured mediaistypically described by the CubicLaw, whichrelatestheflow rate
tothenumber of jointsandtheir aperture. In practice, both of those parametersareunknown becauseof the
difficulty of measurement. Fortunately, theform of the Cubic L aw isidentical tothat of theDarcy’ sLaw (that
is, flow isexpressed asaproduct of aconstant, ahydraulic gradient and acrosssectional flow area).
Therefore, for practical purposes, flowinafractured medium can berepresented by theflow inan* equivaent”
porousmedium. Thenotionof “equivaence” referstotheporousmedi um capableof conducting thesameflow
asthefracturemediumin question, under thesamehydraulic gradient through the samecrosssectional area.
Inother words, theconstant of the Cubic L aw isexpressed ashydraulic conductivity (or transmissivity), which
isalsoaconstant. For agood discussion of thisissue, seefor exampl ePhysi cal and Chemical Hydrogeology
(Domenico and Schwartz, 1990, John Wiley and Sons). Figure 3.18 containsaconversionfromafracture
medium, based onthenumber of joi ntsper unit formation thicknessand thejoint aperture, tothehydraulic
conductivity of anequival ent porousmedium. Bothwoul dtransmit thesameamount of water under thesame
gradient.

Treating afracturemedium asan equiva ent porousmediumisalegitimatemethod whenit comesto cal culating
ground water flow rates.
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At the Scobell site, theonly available dataare from slug tests, which measure small-scal e val ues of
transmissvity. Itiswell established that regiona valuesof transmissvity may bedifferentfromloca, small-scae
values, especially inafractured aquifer. Thiswill betakeninto account intheprocessof designingtheremedy.

Itisalsopossiblethat small-scalevaluesat thesite, asmeasured by meansof dlugtesting, arerepresentative
of Ste-widetransmissivity. Notethat several of thewellsinstalled during theinvestigation produced water at
verylow ratesandrecoveredvery owly (MW-7D), andin somecasesmorethan 24 hours(MW-9D). This
suggests that the transmissivity in some portions of the siteislow.

COMMENT 46: Section4.2, Page8. Wearenot awareof knownHuman ExposurePathways. If any are
known, thisshouldbestated. Otherwisethedescription of pathways shouldindicatethat thesearepotential

and not known pathways. Thissection, aswritten, could causeunnecessary alarmtothepublic. Tobetter
determine exposure pathwaysit may be agood ideato perform asoil gas survey and measureVOC
concentrationsat afew pointsnear inhabited buildings. A PID couldbecost effectivesinceit candetect awide
range of VOCs, including TCE.

If thereareknown human exposure pathways, pleasel et usknow sowecan providesuggestionsonthetype
of remedial action needed at this site, including design concepts.

RESPONSE 46: Thereareno exposure pathwayswhich arecurrently completed pathways. Thetext of the
PRAP neither statesthat thereare, nor doesitimply that therearecompleted pathways. Thesummary of the
human exposure pathway andys sbeginswiththefollowing statement: * Pathwayswhi ch areknowntoor may
exist atthesteinclude’; inthethreebulletsthat follow thisstatement thefol lowing phrasesareused: first bul l et -
“...couldoccurif...”; secondbullet- “..thereisthepotential...”; third bullet - “....site presentsthe potential....” .

Relative totheneedfor asoil gassurvey, it wasdetermined not to beneeded at thistimebased, insummary,
oninformationincludedintheresponseto comment #7 fromthe 3/13/02 public meeting (presented above).
The backup information which supports response #7 is included in the Rl Report.

COMMENT 47: Section6, Page8. Theoverall goal (to meet Standardsand GuidanceV alues) isoften
difficult or, sometimes, impossibleto achieve (especially for highly contaminated sites). ThePRAPshould
mentionthis. Atother sites, somewithvery sensitivehuman and environmental receptors, wework with
NY SDECandNY SDOH to select cleanup objectives. Ourintentistotry to exceedtheobjectives, but
sometimesitisnot possible. Wenoted that thelast paragraphsof thissection (inbullets) imply that theoverall
goal may not be achieved.

RESPONSE 47: Atany sitetheultimategoal istoreturnthesiteto pre-releaseconditions. ThePRAPdoes
mentionthatitwill bedifficult, if notimpossibleto achievegroundwater standards. In Section 1 astatement
ismadethat resdualswill remain after thein-situthermal treatment; Section 7.2 presentstheeval uation of the
dternativesandindicates, severa times, that groundwater stlandardswill bedifficult, if notimpossibletoachieve;
Section8, inthepresentation of the proposed remedy, paragraph 4 statesthat “ Duetothedifficulty of
addressi ng theentirecontami nant sourceareapresent inafractured bedrock system, residualswouldremain
after thecompletion of thein-situthermal treatment. Atthat timetheNY SDECwouldevaluatetheneedfor
additional remedial measuresand/or property userestrictionsto control threatsposed by any residual
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contamination.”
Section 6 of the PRAP presents the site specific remediation goals for the Scobell Chemical site.
COMMENT 48: Section7.1, Pages10thru14. Air Spargingasanenhancement for Soil V apor Extraction

shouldbeevaluatedinthePRAPasaremedial alternative. TheEPA (1997) hascitedthisremedial actionas
an effective technology for the remediation of halogenated hydrocarbons in fractured limestone.

RESPONSE 48: TheFeasbility Study (FS) could not eval uateevery avail ableremedia technology, butitdid
evaluatean appropriateand widerangeof alternatives. Thepresenceof ahighly concentrated sourcearea,
with DNAPL inthefractured bedrock, presentsavery difficult Stuationtoremediate. Air spargingwouldhave
thesamedifficulty with effectivenessasan dternativelikein-situchemical oxidation (andternativeevaluated
intheFS) would; thatis, inorder to besuccessful direct contact with theentirecontaminant massisneeded.
In the fractured bedrock system present below this site this would not be possible.

Inaddition, in-situthermal treatment i seffectively “ hot” air spargingwhichincludesvapor and water extraction
fromthesubsurface. Theheat mobilizesthecontaminantsfromthedead-end fracturesandtherel atively small
fractures so the extraction system will be much more successful in collecting the contaminants.

COMMENT 49: Section7.1, Page10(Groundwater Extractionand Treatment; P& T). Webelievethat
thistechnol ogy isfeas blein areaswherecontaminant concentrationsingroundwater arevery highor where
freeproductispresentinthesaturated zone. Thistechnology iswidely usedtoremovefreeproduct and highly
contaminatedgroundwater (e.g., areaswhereconcentrationsareover 100,000 ug/l). Asconcentrations
decrease, theuseof surfactantscan enhancetherecovery of contaminants. Asconcentrationscontinueto
decrease, other remedial actionsmay beneeded to achievecleanup objectivesat thesource, or near source,
areas. Weunderstandthat the Statehasnot yet found afunding sourcetoimplement aremedial action. We
suggest that if limited fundingisidentified, priority should begiventotheremoval of DNAPL andhighly
contaminated groundwater using P& T, a proven technology for this purpose.

RESPONSE 49: Theuseof groundwater pump and treat to addresshighly concentrated sourceareaswith
DNAPL wouldtakeavery longtimeto besuccessful, if successwouldbepossibleat al. Thefollowingquotes
areexamplestodocument thecurrent techni cal approach being takentobemoreaggressiveinaddressing
DNAPL contamination: (1) “ TheFederal Remediation Technol ogiesRoundtabl ehasdevel oped anational

action planfor accel erating thedevel opment and i mplementati on of innovativetechnol ogiesfor remediating
DenseNon-AqueousPhaseLiquids(DNAPLs)ingroundwater. .. Thefocusof thenew initiativeisonsites
contaminatedwithfreeDNAPL product at which current technol ogies(particularly pump andtreat systems)

taketoolongtomeet national needs.” [takenfromthefollowingarticle: “ Federa RoundtableProposesNational

ActionPlanfor DNAPL SourceReduction”, by Jim Cummings, U.S. EPA Technology Innovation Office; as
includedin Ground Water Currents, March 2000, IssueNo. 35]. (2) “ Theability toidentify thelocationof and
remediate DNA PL sisthesubject of much debate. It wasprevioudy thought that the pump and treat technol ogy
couldbeusedfor DNAPL remediation. Itisnow widely accepted that pump andtreatisnot an effective
remediationtechnol ogy for DNAPL, but can providecontaminant plumecontrol.” [takenfromthefollowing
article:“DNAPL spresent aremediation puzzle’, By David Fleming, printedin The SeattleDaily Journal of
Commerce - Environmental Outlook section, dated August 20, 1998].
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Ingeneral, surfactant flushingisapromising technol ogy toaddressDNAPL contamination. However, as
discussed above, and asdiscussedintheFS, inorder for atechnol ogy likesurfactant flushing to be successful

it would needto comeindirect contact withthecontamination. Inthefractured bedrock below the Scobel |
Chemical sitethiswouldnot bepossiblefor much of thecontamination presentinthesmaller fracturesandin
“dead-end” fractures. In-situthermal treatment hastheadvantageof heat distributingitself directly throughthe
fracturesystem, aswell asthroughthebedrock itsel f viaconduction, addressing much moreof thevolumeof
bedrock affected by the contamination.

Relativetothefunding portion of thecomment, thereiscurrently nofunding availablefor thenext phasesof this
project, whether itwouldbefor aninterim remedia measure(IRM) or for thefull scaleremedy. Whenthat
Situation changestheprogramcanmoveforward. Asfar astheremedy selected, technical decisionsaremade
based onwhat isneeded toremediatethesiteand provideprotection of human healthand theenvironment,
regardless of the funding source(s) or lead responsibilities for the site.

COMMENT50: Section7.1, Page12 (In-Stu Thermal). Based onthereferencesthat wehave, it appears
that thistechnol ogy may not bean efficient remedial actionfor removing contaminantsat thissite. Itisalso
possiblethat thistechnol ogy could contributeto additional negativeenvironmental impact at thesiteby forcing
TCE and other contami nantsinto previously unaffected, or littleaffected, rock strata. TheEPA (1997) has
indicated that thistechnol ogy islimitedfor soilswith moderateto high permeability. Atthissite, contaminated
groundwater is, for themost part, infracturedlimestone/dol ostone. Inaddition, the EPA (1997) hasindicated
that aconfininglayer isespecialy important for applicationswhen steam strippingisusedtoremove DNAPL
(densenon-agueousphaseliquid) to prevent contamination frommigrating vertically downwards. Wearenot
awareof any confininglayerswithintheL ockport Formationto prevent DNAPL migrationinto deeper areas
of thisrock formation.

To heat rock and groundwater wouldlikely requirelargeamountsof energy which, inadditiontothevery high
cost, may havean adverseimpact toour globa environment unlesstheenergy comesfromrenewablesources.
TheEPA (1997) hasal soindicated that high soil temperaturescan del ay useof thesiteor inhibit natural

biodegradation of the residual contamination.

TheFederal Remediation Technol ogiesRoundtable(chaired by the EPA ; www.frtr.gov) hasdetermined that
steam flushing/strippingisapilot-scal etechnol ogy primarily usedfor theremoval of semivolatileorganic
compounds(SVOCs) andfuels. Therearemorecost-effectiveprocessesfor sitescontaminatedwithVVOCs
(such as those present at the Scobell site).

RESPONSE 50. Theextractionwell network will provide* confinement” and prevent contaminationfrom
migrating away fromthetreatment area. Thepoint of thistechnology isto mobilizethecontamination; once
mobilized thiscontaminationwill bedriventowards, and removed through, theextractionwell network. The
remedia designwill evaluatesubsurfaceconditionsand designan extractionwel | network that will providethe
needed hydraulic and vapor containment and collection system.

Itisunderstoodthat agreat deal of energy will beneeded asapart of thein-situthermal treatment systemat
thissite. Duetothes gnificant amount of uncontrolled contamination presentinthesubsurfaceat thissite, itwas
determined that an aggressi vesourcearearemedy wasneeded to provideprotectionto humanhealthandthe
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environmentinthelong-term. Thetreatment areaproperty iscurrently anopenfield owned by Rochester Gas
& Electric(RG& E) adjacent tooneof their el ectrical substations. Wehavebeeninclosecontact withRG& E
throughthisprocess, andwill continuetobeastheproject progresses. Theproperty will continueto be* used”
inthefuture. If follow-uptreatment of residual contaminationviabiodegradationisneeded, enhancedin-situ
bioremediationwouldallow for thecreation of conditionstoallow for biodegradation of res dua sat amuch
faster rate than natural biodegradation.

For agueousphaseV OC contaminationtherearemorecost eff ectivetreatment technol ogies. However, for
DNAPL presentinafractured bedrock system, thosetechnol ogieswould not bevery effectiveduetothe
difficultiesinremoving thecontamination (e.g., for groundwater pump andtreat) or deliveringthesystemtothe
entire contaminant mass (e.g., in-situ chemical oxidation).

Asdiscussed/quotedin Response#6, above, “ TheFederal Remediation Technol ogiesRoundtablehas
devel opedanational action planfor accel erating thedevel opment and i mplementation of innovative
technol ogiesfor remediating DenseNon-AqueousPhaseLiquids(DNAPLSs) ingroundwater.” “ The
Roundtableisaninteragency group that undertakescooperativeeffortsto promotegreater application of
innovativetechnol ogiesfor sitecleanup. ItsmembersincludetheU.S. EPA, theU.S. Departmentsof Defense
(DoD), Energy (DOE) andInterior (DOI), theU.S. Geologica Survey (USGS) andtheNational Aeronautics
and SpaceAdministration(NASA).” “ Thefocusof thenew initiativeisonsitescontaminated withfree
DNAPL product at which current technol ogies(particularly pump and treat systems) taketoolong to meet
national needs... TheRoundtablehasidentifiedthreetechnol ogy classesashaving potential togreatly
augment, if not replace, pump andtreat systems, themost common DNAPL remediation methods. Theseare
insituthermal, surfactant flushing, and chemical oxidation.” [takenfromthefollowingarticle: “ Federal
RoundtableProposesNational ActionPlanfor DNAPL SourceReduction,” by Jim Cummings, U.S. EPA
Technology Innovation Office; asincludedin Ground Water Currents, March 2000, IssueNo. 35]. Although
surfactant flushingandin-situ chemical oxidationarepromisingtechnol ogies, duetothenatureof thefractured
bedrock bel ow thissiteit wasdetermined that in-situthermal treatment would bemoreeffectiveintreatinga
much greater volume of the source area.

COMMENT 51: Weunderstandthat theN'Y SDEC isplanningtoimplementin-situthermal groundwater
remediation at the Chemical SadlesCorp. site(NY SDEC|D #828086) which hassignificant similaritiestothe
Scobell site. If thisactionisimplementedwewouldliketoevaluateitsperformanceand consider itasa
potential remedial action for the Scobell site.

RESPONSE 51: Theinformationgathered asapart of the Chemical Salesdesignwill beusedduringthe
design of theremedy for Scobell Chemical OU2. Thisinformationwill beavailablefor your review, once
available.

SCOBELL CHEMICAL, Operable Unit #2 March 28, 2002
RECORD OF DECISION RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY Page 15



APPENDIX B

Administrative Record



Administrative Record
Scobell Chemical Site, Operable Unit #1
Monr oe County
Site No. 8-28-076

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

File Index.
Record of Decision - OU1, prepared by NY SDEC, dated March 31, 1999.
Proposed Remedial Action Plan - OUL, prepared by NY SDEC, dated February 1999.

RI/FS Work Assignment; letter dated February 10, 1998 from R. Lupe (NY SDEC) to P. Petrone
(Parsons Engineering Science).

Oversized figures summarizing sample locations/results from 1988 NY SDOT subsurface soil
sampling.

Environmental Report, prepared by Erdman Anthony, Associates, dated October 1988.
Results from May 5, 1992 surface water/sediment samples, dated May 13, 1992.

L etter report, from Seeler Associatesto NY SDEC, presenting results from samples taken at
Blossom Village Apartments construction site, dated May 18, 1995.

Site Investigation Work Plan, prepared by Parsons Engineering Science, dated May 1998.
Remedial Investigation Report, prepared by NY SDEC, dated February 1999.

Feasibility Study Report, prepared by NY SDEC, dated February 1999.

Citizen Participation Plan, prepared by NY SDEC, dated February 1998.

Fact Sheet, issued by NY SDEC, dated February 1998.

Public Meeting Announcement, prepared by NY SDEC, dated February 1999.

(confidential file) NY SDEC Site Referral Memorandum dated February 6, 1997 from C. Sullive
toM. O’ ' Toole.



Administrative Record
Scobell Chemical Site, Operable Unit #2
Monr oe County
Site No. 8-28-076

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

File Index - OU2.
Record of Decision - OU2, prepared by NY SDEC, dated March 2002.
Proposed Remedial Action Plan - OU2, prepared by NY SDEC, dated February 2002.

RI/FS Work Assignment; letter dated July 21, 1999 from R. Lupe (NY SDEC) to J. Gorton (URS
Consultants).

Site Investigation Work Plan, prepared by URS Consultants, dated October 1999.

Memorandum of Understanding between the New Y ork State Department of Transportation and
the New Y ork State Department of Environmental Conservation for Investigation (OU2) and
Design (OU1) Services for the Scobell Chemical Site, dated May 30, 2000 (date of execution b
DOT).

RI/FS Work Assignment Notice to Proceed; letter dated July 3, 2000 from M. O’ Toole
(NYSDEC) to J. Gorton (URS Consultants).

Remedial Investigation Report for OU1 and OU2, prepared by NY SDEC, dated February 2002.
Feasibility Study Report for OU2, prepared by NY SDEC, dated February 2002.
Fact Sheet, issued by NY SDEC, dated June 2000.

Public Meeting Announcement, prepared by NY SDEC, dated February 2002.
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