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SECfION 1: PI !ROOSE OF THE PROPOSED 
.I'LAlj 

The New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation (NYSDEC) in consultation v.ith the 
New York Sm'" Departtnent of Health (NYSDOH) 
is propooing Site Wide Alternative #5 for the 
Stuart,Olver-Holtz (SOH) site. This remedy is 
~ 10 addl'es8 the threal to hwnan health and 
the environment created by the presence of 
elevated levels of contaminants in the on-site 
groundwater and surface soils. Site Wide 
Alternative #S would consist of several actioru;: a 
short tenn, source area extraction system for 
higher level contaminants found in the area arouOO 
well OW-7S; a down gnu:1ient collection trench 
system for contaminated overburden groundwater; 
pasgve pretreatment of contaminated groundwater 
by zero valence iron and discharge to the local 
Publicly Owned Treatment Works (p01W); 
isolation ani/or excavation and off-site disposal of 
contaminated swface soils; construction of rnioor 
drainage improvements: and restoration of the 
excavated areas. If nece&sary, a barrier waU 
would be constIucteO to help the collection trench 
achieve hydrauJic contlinmenl of contaminaied 
overburden groundwater. Bedrock groundwater 
would be addressed by institutional controls. 

This Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) 
identifies the preferred remedy, summarizes the 
other alternatives considered, and discusses the 
rationale for this preference. The NYSDEC will 

~Iec[ a final remedy for the site only after careful 
co'l'6ideratioll of all comments suhmitted during the 
public comment period. 

The NYSDEC has issued this PRAP as a 
component of the citizen participation plan 

developed pursuant to the New York State 
Environrnenla1 Conservation Law (ECl) and 
6 NYCRR Part 375. This docwnent swnmarizes 
the information that can be fourxl in greater detail 
in the Remedial Investigation (Rt) and Feasihility 
Study (PS) reports available at the document 
repositories. 

The NYSDEC may m<ldity the preferred 
alternative or select aoother alternative based on 
oow information or public comments. Therefore, 
!he public is encourag!!d to review and comment on 
all of the alternatives identified here and in the 
Feasibility Study. 

To better WldelSrand me sire, BOO the alternatives 
evaluated, the public is encowaged to review the 
project docwnents which are availablt: at the 
following repositories: 

Town of Henrietta, Town library 
455 Calkins Rood 
Henrietta, New York 14467 
(716) 359-7092 
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NYSDEC - Central Office, Albany 
50 Wolf Road, Room 242 
Albany, New York 12233-7010 
(518) 457-5636 
Attn: Salvatore F. Priore, P .E. 
Project Manager 

NYSDEC-Region 8 Office 
6274 East Avon-Lima Road 
Avon, New York 14414 
Attn: Mr. Joseph Hamm 
(716) 226-2466 

Written comments on the PRAP are encouraged 
and should be submitted to Mr. Salvatore F. 
Priore, P .E. at dIe above address. 

DATES TO REMEMBER: 

JB.I1uary 23, 1997 through February 24, 1997 - Public 
comment period on the PRAP and preferred alLemuive. 

Fd>nlllry 12, 1997 - 7:00 p.m. F\Jblie Meeling 
Town or H\;nric:tta, Town Hall 
475 Clllhm Road, Henrietta, N. Y. 

SECTION 2: SITE WCATJON AND 
IlESCRIPTION 

The approximacely 3.8 acre site is located at 39 
Commerce Drive, in a mixed commercial· 
industrial area of the Town of Henrietta, Monroe 
Coanty, New York (See Figure 1). A 
manufacturing buiJding occupies the eastern half 
of the site. "The remaining area consists of a paved 
parking lot, driveways and grass covered areas. 
Immediately to the west is a weed and brush 
covered area with a swale that drains the site. 

The site is bounded on the east by several small 
businesse.<;: on the west by Pullman 
Manufacturing; on the soulh by Ruby Gordon 
propeny; and on the north side by Commerce 

Drive and several commercial properties, 
including a former Town of Henrietta Fire StatiOIl. 

The site is located within the .Red Creek drainage 
basin. Red Creek: is located about Ih mile north 
and west of the site and flows into the Erie Canal 
about 2 miles north of me site. The westernmost 
portion of the site is located within the 100 year 
floodplain of the creek. 

SECfION 3: SITE HISTORY 

3.J: OperationallDisp«M1 ";story 

The Stuart-Olver-Holtz site was first develuped 
from farm land in 1962 as Electro Chemical 
Products, Inc., a company formed by Maury H. 
Ryan am others. The company evolved into 
SIlIart-Qlver-Holtz, Inc. (SOH) as the business aod 

properties were passed on to successors. SOH 
operated a specialty finishing business which 
included painting, conversion coating aDd meW 
plating of parts on a contract basis. In 1974 a fire 
occurred at the site, destroying a portion of the 
facility and also causing the release of plating and 
coating solutions into thc environment. 

In 1980 SOH applied for a permit to operate a 
solvent recovery unit at the facility and began 
accumulating drums of waste solveots for 
~ng. Due to regulation changes, the permit 
was not issued, however SOH had accumulated a 
substantial volume of waste in the interim. 
Subseqt£ndy the NYSDEC issued an enforcement 
order against SOH requiring removal of the 
drums, some of which had been observed to be 
leaking. In August 1983 SOH removed some 200 
drums from the sHe, but more than 100 remained. 
The accumulation of drums has since been a 
recurring problem at this facility. After efforts to 

have SOH complete a clean up of lhe site were not 
successfuj. the site was listed as an inactive 
hazardous waste disposal site with a Class 2 
designation. 
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In 1986 SOH filed a Chapter II BanJcruplcy 
petition. A plan foc business reorganization was 
approved by the court that entailed transfer of the 
rnam..a:fdeturing facility to MetaIade, Inc. Metalade 
eslabUshed SOH Acquiring, Inc. 10 hold title to the 
facility and then leased it back from this holding 
company. Metalade conduCts the same type of 
manufacturing operations at the facility as had 
SOH. A separate parcel of me property is still 
owned by principals of the original SOH, however. 
SOH as a corporation was dissolved. 
En...ironmental assessments of the site made in 
conjunction with this transfer confinned the 
presenre of soil and groundwater contamination at 
the site. 

Adjoining the property to the south is Ruby 
Gordon, Inc., a furniture sales and warehousing 
enterprise. Ruby Gordon applied for a NYSDEC 
permit to discharge groundwater collected from 
basement sumps to a nearby surface drainage 
ditch. Due to the proximity to the SOH site and 
the presence of Volatile Organic Compounds 
(VQCs) there, Ruby Gordon was required to 
analy:ze its sump water for YOCs. Because of 
YOC contaminant levels found in the sump water, 
this water is row pretreated and then discharged to 
the Monroe County Pure Waters POTW. 

3.2:	 Remedial History 

In April 198.5 and again in March 1986, the 
NYSDEC conducted an inspection of the SOH 
Facility. During those inspections several 
chemical containet'S and drums 'Here observed 
unprotected outside of the facility, in the 
southwestern IXlrtiOll of the site. Container and 
drum contents were reported to consist of 1,1,1­
Trichloroethane, etching waste, Methylene 
Chloride. waste thinner. nickel stripping solution, 
plating waste paint. and other solvents. The 
inspection a.I.9J revealed the presence of three large 
dun:Jpsten.; containing electroplating sludge outside 
of the SOH facility. 

In 1987, a Site Assessment was conducted by 
SOH. Based on the results of this investigation, 
the following conclusions 'Here reached.: 

•	 Groundwater flow in the overburden 
aquifer is generaUy towards the west to 
oorthwest. 

•	 Volatile Organic Compounds (VQCs) 
were discovered in soil samples collected 
from the southwestern portion of the site, 
particularly in the vicinity of the drum 
storage area. 

•	 VOCs were found in the three new 
monitoring wells in the southwestern 
portion of the site. 

e	 VOCs were fOWld in the two existing on­
site production wells. Due to the lack of 
information about construction of these 
wells and indications that they may be 
screened at a different interval than the 
newly installed monitoring weUs, the 
source of contamination and the direction 
of bedrock flow at these locations could 
not be detennined. 

In April 1991, Ruby Gordon conducted 
hydrogeologic investigations of the Ruby Gordon 
property to detennine if SOH was contributing to 

contaminants detected in the Ruby Gordon 
basement sumps. nus study concluded that 
contaminants found in water from the three 
basement sumps were attributable to contaminated 
gruundwater migrating from the SOH site. 

SECfION 4: QIRRENT STATUS 

In fCSIXlnse to a determination that the presence of 
hazardous waste at the Site (lresent~ a significant 
threat to hwnan health and/or the environment 
The NYSDEC has recently completed a Remedial 
Investigation and Feasibility StUlJy (RlIFS). A 
Final RI Report, entitled MRemediaJ InvestigaJion 
RepoTf. Stual1·0lver-Holtz Sile. Henriefta. New 
Yorie, September 199f/' has been prepared 
describing the field activities and findings of the RI 
in detail. A Final FS ReIXJrt, entitled 'Feasibili/y 
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Srudy Report. StuaTt-Otver-HolJ:z. Sileo Henrietta. 
New Yo",*. Oaober 1996" lias also been prepared 
to identify and evaluate remedial options for site 
cleanup. 

4.1:	 Summary of the Remedjallny,;:;tjgation 

The purpose of the Rl was to define the nature and 
extent of contamination resulting from previous 
activities at the site. 

The RI was conduc1ed in two phases. Field work 
for the first phase was conducted between 
October 3, 1994 and December 6, 1994. Field 
work for a supplemental phase conducted between 
June 19, 1995 and October, 1995. 

The Rl	 included the following activities: 

.. Geophysical survey 

.. Soil vapor survey 
• Air sampling during intrusive activities 
.. Test pit excavations 
.. InstaUation and sampling of Sllil borings 
.. Installation and sampling of overburden 

monitoring wells 
•	 Installation and sampling of lOp of rock 

monitoring wells. 
..	 SOH interior bedrock supply wetl 

assessment and sampling 
•	 Hydraulic conductivity testings and 

groundwater leveJ measurements 
..	 Drainage lSwale surface water and 

sediments sampling 
• Surface soil sampling 
.. Cateb basin/sump sampling 
.. Ruby Gordon basement sump sampling 
•	 Private well survey 

To determine which media (soil, groundwater, 
etc.) contain contamination at levels of concern, 
Rl data was compared to environmental Standards, 
Criteria, and Guidance (SCGs). Groundwater and 
surface wattr SCGs identified fur the Stuan-Olver­
Holtz (SOH) site were based on NYSDEC 
Ambient Water Quality Standards and Guidance 

Values. NYSDEC Technical As<istance Guidance 
Memorandum (TAGM) 4046 and guidance from 
the New York State Department of Health were 
used 10 evaluate site soils. NYSDEC TAGM 3028 
UcontaUled in criteria" was used for 
characterization of soil, sediment and groundwater 
for disposal purposes. USEPA Risk-Based 
Reme&ation Criteria and Preliminary Remedial 
Goals (PROs) 1993 were also used as SCOs for 
soil and groundwater. 

The RI identified a probable source area where 
levels of contamination in overburden groundwater 
were much higher than groundwater standards. 
This area is Tal' the MetaJade Joading docks where 
well OW-7S was installed and where the most 
significant ooncentrations of contaminants of 
concern were detected in the two rounds of 
groundwater sampling conducted. Significant 
concentrations of chemicals of concern were also 
detected in the OW-6S area, where drums were 
historically .~tockpjJed and where overburden 
groundwater may be migrating from the OW-7S 
source area due 10 the influence of the gradient 
induced from the Ruby Gordon basement sumps. 
The OW-7S source area along with the OW-6S 
area contribute to a larger contaminated 
groundwater plume found migrating in the 
overburden towards the northwest and SllUth 
towards Ruby Gordon. Contaminant levels in the 
nonhwest overburden plume near the SOH 
property are also quite high, with weU OW-3S also 
containing levels well above groundwater 
stllldards. 

There are discontinuous areas where the surface 
~ have been contaminated to leveJs of concern, 
presumably by chemical spills and migration that 
occurred over the years of operation at this 
f"cility. Top of Bedrock groundwater immediately 
beneath the site also showed Sllrne contamination 
at levels of concern. 

Based upon the resWts of the Remedial 
Investigation (RI), comparison to seGs, and 
evaluation of potential human and environmental 
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exp:Nlre routes, areas of contaminated overburden 
groundwater, surface soils and sediments at the sire 
were identified that WaIT30t remediation. The 
results of the RI are summariz;ed below. More 
complete infonnation can be found in the Final RI 
and fS Reports. 

Concentrations of oontaminants in groundwater are 
reported in pans per billion (Ppb), Concentrations 
of contaminants in soils and sediments are 
reported in parts per million (ppm) for inorganics 
(metals) and in ppb for organic compounds. 

4.1.1 Nature of Contaminatiog; 

As described in the Remedial Investigation (RI) 
Report, soil, groundwater, surface warer, and 
sediment samples were collected to characterize 
the nanlre and extent of contamination at the site. 
Various samples were analyzed for Volatile 
Organic CompoUllds (VOCs), Semi-Volatile 
Organic Compounds (SVOCs), pesticides and 
Poly-Chlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs), cyanide hased 
compounds and inorganics (metals). 

Analytical results from the RI indicate the presence 
of elevated concentrations of VOCs, SVOCs, and 
metals in environmental media in and around the 
SOH site. Numerous chlorinated VOCs and 
metals were detected at concentrations above 
applicable Standards, Criteria and Guidance 
(SeGs) values in overburden groundwater 
(including water samples from the Ruby Gordon 
basement), in bedrock groundwater (irn::Juding the 
:mnp\es from the SOH interior bedrock wells), in 
subsurface soils, and in water and sediment 
samples from sumps and catch basins. The 
compounds detected are typical for sites where 
plating, finishing and painting wastes were 
disposed or spilled. 

Overburden groundwater appears to be the media 
with the most significant concentrations of 
chlorinated VOCs. The highest concentration of 
chlorinated VOCs was detected in the on-site well 
OW-7S near the loading dock area. In this well 

Trichloroethene was reported at up to 140,00:> 
ppb, 1,1,1 Trichloroethane was reported up to 
24,000 ppb, 1,1 Dich1oroelhane was repocte<l up 
to 10,(0) ppb, and Vmyl Chloride was reported up 
to I I ,ox) ppb. Monitoring weU QW--6S, located 
in the scuthwest area of the site near where drums 
had historically been stored, C<lntained similar 
VOCs and metals at very high levels. (See 
Figure 2 for monitoring well and sampling 
locations). 

In the down gradient (nonhwest) plume, 
groundwater samples from well OW-3S showed 
lower but still significant levels of VOCs, with 1,2 
DichJoroethene (DeE) (fOlal) reported at up to 

4,800 ppb, Vinyl Chloride (6,200 ppb); 
Trichloroethene (800 ppb); and TetrachJoroetbene 
(1,500 ppb). 

SVOCs v.ere found at concentrations above seas 
in J;ample.<; of surface soils and water from site 
sumps and catch basins. The most significant 
levels of SVOCs found were Poly-Aromatic 
Hydrocarbons (pAHs) detected in samples of the 
surface soils from on-site. The presence of high 
PAH levels in surface roil 'HaS sporadic, with some 
areas found above levels of concern, and other 
areas found below levels of coocem. 

Metals were detected at concentrations above 
SCGs in samples obtained from the overburden 
groundwater, bedrock groundwater. subsurface 
soils, surface water and in water' and sediment 
from site NUmps and catch basin.<;. The more 
frequently encountered metals include cadmium, 
chromium, copper, lead, mercury, nickel, and 
zinc. 

No Poly-Chlorinated Biphenyl compounds (PCBs) 
v.ere detected during the RI. 

4.1.2 Site Geologic and HydrOJ:eolOJDc 
Summary 

The site geology and hydrogeologic setting are 
generally consistent with regional conditions. The 
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sire overburden consists of flU soils, which overlie 
(in descending order) lacustrine silt and clay and 
glacial till. The glacial till consists of an upper 
unit which was relatively less dense and sandy and 
a dense lower till unit which contaifL<' a greater 
percentage ofclay IUd silts. The glacial till deposit 
is the most prevalent overbw-den deposit 
encountered al the site and the upper till unil 
appears to be the primary Welter bearing unit in the 
overburden. 

Bedrock underlying the glacial till is the Vernon 
Formation. The top of bedrock consists of 
weathered shale and is the second water bearing 
unil encountered during the RI at the site. 

The overburden groundwater and top of bedrock 
groundwater appear to be under semi-confined 
conditions at the site. However, unconfined 
overburden groundwater conditions may exist at 
the site where the thickness of the overlying 
1acustI'irJe deposit is absent or too thin to provide a 
semi-pervious layer. The top of bedrock 
groundWeltec hydrogeologic conditions at the site 
are also apparently represented by semi-confined 
conditioll'i. The top of bedrock ground\lrl3ler is 
bounded above by the semi-pervious (low 
permeability) lower glacial till. 

~ overburden groundwater at the site tlows in a 
north to northwest direcWJn. However, during 
periods of high groundwater, a southward 
component of groundwater tlow was observed 
along the Ruby Gordon property line in the vicinity 
of the building's basement (finished floor elev. 
521.77). This southWelrd tlow direction is 
appareOlJy induced when the basement sumps are 
pumping. 

The top of bedrock groundwater flow direction is 
generally toWelrds the northwest. The bedrock: 
groundwater gradients are relatively consistent 
between the low are high groundwater tlow 
conditions measured at the site. 

4.1.3 Extent Qf Contamination 

Tables I through 9 summarize the contaminant 
findings for soils, groundWelter, surface Welter, 
sediments, and sump samples and compares the 
data with the proposed seas for the site. The 
follD\ving are the media wroch were investigated 
and a summary of the findings of the Remedial 
Investigation (RI). 

SQjh <SUbsurface> 

A total of forty-one (41) subsurface soil samples 
were coUected during the RI. Thirty-five (35) 
subsurface soil samples were collected from the 
split spoon samples during the test borings and 
monitoring well ins1allatioJl'>. Six (6) composite 
subsurface soil samples were collected from the 
test pit excavations. 

Analyses of the subsurface soil samples showed 
that Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) were 
below SCGl. Semi-Volatile Organic Comp:nands 
(SVOCs), including total PAHs, were below the 
~tive seGs. Inorganics, except Arsenic, were 
also below SCGs. Arsenic levels slightly above 
SeGs appropriate for pmtection of groundwater 
were found in two samples. However, Arsenic 
w.as not found above seGs in any groundwater 
samples from the site. As such, Arsenic found in 
these twO subsurface soil samples and at similar 
levels in two surface soil samples is not considered 
a COntaminant of concern for lhis site. Table 1 
summarizes contaminant findings for these soils. 

Soils (surface) 

Eight (8) surface soil samples were collected. 
during the RI at depths ranging from 1 to 6 inches. 
Surface soil ~mples S5-I, 5S-2, and SS-3 were 
collected to evaluate spills which may have 
impacted the surface soils at the site. Surface soil 
:amples SS4, SS-S, and SS-6 were collected from 
off site locations to represent background 
concentrations. Surface soil samples desigmted Ill) 

SED-J and SED4 were coUected near the 
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drainage swale at the western edge of the property. 

No VOCs were detected in surface soils at or 
ahove SCGs. SVOCs, primarily PAHs, were 
detected above SCGs at two locations. The more 
significant individual PAHs detected included: 
Benzo(a)Ambl'acene, ClU'ysene, Benzo(b) 
Auoranthene, and Benzo(a)Pyrene. Total PAH 
conrentratiom of 197,520 ppb at location 5S-3 and 
741,500 ppb at 55-1 were aOOve lhe 5CG for tolal 
PAHs. Ioorganics, except for Cobalt and Lead 
were below seGs. Cobalt am Lead slightly above 
SCGs were fouOO in one sample. No pesticides or 
PCBs were detected. Table 2 summarizes 
contaminant findings for the surface soils. 

Seclimmts fon=s.ile sump/caleb basin} 

Two (2) on-site sump and catch basin samples, 
NSM·2 aDd NSM-3, were collected during the R1 
to characterize contamination of site drainage 
structures. Several VOC's were found to exceed 
SCGs, including: 1,I,l-Trichloroethane (at a 
muimwn concenrration of 2,txX>,(XX) ppb); 
Tetrachloroethene (max 91,cm ppb); Toluene 
(max 110,000 ppb); and total 1,2 Dichloroethane 
(max 17,000 ppb). SVQC's cOr6isting mainly of 
PAHs were detected, however, the maximum total 
PAH concentration of 131,600 ppb did not exceed 
the respective SCG. Severdl inorganics were also 
fot.tOO above SCGs, including: Cadmium (max 63 
ppm); Chromium (max 714 ppm); Copper (max 
355 ppm); Nickel (max 983 ppm); and Selenium 
(max 89 ppm). Table 3 sumnurizes the 
contaminants of concern for sump sediments. 

Surface Soils Cswille area) 

Two (2) surface soil samples were collected during 
the RI. These samples were taken from the 
drainage swale on the western edge of the 
property. Samples SED-2 and SED-3 were 
collected at corresponding surface water locations 
SW·2 and SW-3. Though labeled as sediments, 
these samples were from an intennittent drainage 
swale and are more appropriately conctidered 

surface soil samples. As such, SCGs for surface 
soils are considered instead of sediment SCGs. 

No VOCs were detected in these samples at or 
above SCGs. SVOCs derected consisted of mainly 
PAHs. The maximum total PAH concentration at 
location SED 3 (220,830 ppb) was the only 
location to exceed the SCG for PAHs. lnorganics 
except for Zinc (max 844 ppm), Nickel (max 26 
ppm)and Copper (max 68 ppm) were below their 
respective scas. Table 4 ~zes 

contaminant findings for these samples. 

SOH Sump/Catch Basin Water 

Two (2) water samples from on-site sumps and 
catch basins were collected and analyzed during 
the RI. These samples, NSM-l and NSM-4 were 
collected to characterize contamination of on-site 
drainage structures. 

High levels of VOCs were detected in these water 
samples. VOCs found above SCGs included: 
1,1 Dichloroelhaoe (maximum n,OOJ ppb); 
1,1,1 Trichloroethane (max 7,900 ppb); Toluene 
(max 5,800ppb); Ethyl benzene (max 2,700 ppb); 
and total Xylene (max 15,000 ppb). One 5YGC, 
Phenol (max 360 ppb) was found above its 
respecti~ sca. Several inorgaoics were detected 
above SCGs, including Aluminum (max 15,700 
ppb); Antimony <max III ppb); Cadmium (max 
4,430 ppb); ChrooUum (max 4,940); Copper (max 
3,580 ppb); and Lead <max 696 ppb). Table 5 
summarizes contaminant finding8 for these water 
samples. 

Ruby Gordon Basrmeot Sump Water 

Water samples were co1Iecled from the three Ruby 
GJrdon basement sumps in two separate sampling 
events during the RI. 

Several VOCs were found in these sump samples 
in both sampling events. fuceedances of SCGs 
were found for the following compounds: 1,1,1 
Trichloroethane (maximum 2,000 ppb); total 1,2 
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DichJoroethene (max 590 ppb); Tetrachloroethene 
(max 150 ppb); 1,1 Dichloroethane (rnax 630 ppb); 
Methylene Chloride (max 84 ppb); and Vinyl 
Chloride (rnax 30 ppb). 

No SVe>c:s ~ detected at or above SCGs during 
the first sampling event. SVOCs were not 
analyzed during the second sampling event. No 
metals were found at or above scas in the first 
sampling event, therefore they were not analyzed 
in the second sampling event There were no 
detection of pesticides or PCB's in these samples. 
Table 6 summarizes contaminant findings for the 
Ruby Gordon sump. 

Qverburden Groundwater 

Overburden groundwater samples were collected 
from sixteen (16) monitoring wells during two 
sampling rounds of the Rl, to characterize the 
overburden groundwater at the site. In general, 
overburden groundwater was found w contain 
significant contaminant levels next to the Metalade 
building, ncar well OW-7S and the loading dock. 
This area represents a probable source area, 
though subsurface soil data does DOl confirm this. 
It is possible that the acbJal source is under the 
Metalade building, or that the limited number of 
soil borings simply missed the source area. 
However, a contaminant plume with levels well 
above scas extends to the west and northwest 
from this area. Contaminated overburden 
groundwater was also tound to be migrating 
southward, towards the RUby Gordon property, 
moot likely in response to gradients created by the 
sump pumps in the Ruhy Gordon basement. 

VOCs were found in both rounds of overburden 
groundwater at levels well above SCGs. V()Cs 
found to exceed SCGs during Round 1 include: 
Vmyl Cbloride (max 11,0CKl ppb); Trichloroethene 
(max 140,lXXl ppb); total 1,2 Dichloroethere total 
(max IO,lXXl ppb); 1,1,1 Trichloroethane, (max 
24,000 ppb); 1,1 Dichloroethane (rna. 10,000 
ppb); l,1 Dichloroethene (max 900 ppb); and 
TetrachJoroethene (max 8,800 ppb). During 

RounJ 2 VOCs found at or above scas included: 
Trichloroethene (max 140,(0) ppb); 1,2 
Dichloroethene (total) (max 9,300 Wb); 1,1,1 
Trichloroethane (max 14,000 ppb); 
Tetrachloroethene (max 4,300 ppb); 1, J 
Dichloroethane (max 7,800 ppb) and 1,1 
Dichloroethene (max 260 ppb). There appears to 
be a consistent spatial trend of overburden 
contamination to the northwest and south as 
evidenced by the two rounds of sampling. 

SVOCs were analyzed in the Round I sampling 
event, but were not found above their respective 
SCGs. Only ~II OW-7S was resampled for 
SVOCs during Round 2. Again 110 SVOCs were 
detected at or above scas, 

Inorganics \\ere analyzed in both: sampling rounds. 
In Round 1 tile mela1s found above seas included: 
Aluminum (max 14,900 ppb); Manganese (max 
1,420 ppb); and Nickel (max 169 .ppb). The 
Round 2 sampling detected similar metals, hut 
generally at IO'NCr levels. No spatial trends in 
metals contamination were apparent from the two 
rounds of sampling. 

No pesticides or PCBs were detected in either 
sampling nJI.lOO. Table 7 summarizes contaminant 
tinrnngs for the overburden groundwater. 

Bedrock Groundwater 

Top of Bedrock MQoitoring Wells: 

Growdwater samples were collected from five (5) 
top of bedrock wells that were installed during the 
RI. Two sampling rounds were conducred, In 
ge~ra1. bedrock grouIX1water was found 10 contain 
higher contaminant levels neat the manufacturing 
facility, but with rapidly decreasing levels away 
from the building. Most of the maximum SCG 
exceedances were from well OW-7R, Jocaled near 
the facility's loading docks and the presumed 
overblJ[deo source area. 
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Sever.u VOCs were found in bedrock groundwater 
at or above SCGs during the Round J sampling, 
including: Trichloroelhene (maximum 11,(XX) 
ppb); lDtal 1,2 Dichloroelbeoe (max 9,lXXl ppb); 
1,1,1 Trichloroethane (max 170 ppb); 1,1 
Dichloroethane (max 6,300 ppb); f, 1 
Dichloroethene (max 270 ppb); Tetrachloroelhene 
(maximum 66 ppb); Vinyl Chloride (max 110 
ppb); and Methylene Chloride (max 6,lXXl ppb). 
Similar VOO; were detected in the Round 2 
sampling, but \lllith fewer exceedances of scas and 
at generally lower numbers. During Round 2 the 
VOCs found at or above SCGs were: 
Trichloroethene (max IS ppb); 1,1,1 
Trichloroethane (max J10 ppb); Vinyl Chloride 
(max 24 ppb); and Methylene Chloride (max 7 
ppb). The generally lower VOC levels seen in the 
top of rock wells during Round 2 were likely the 
result of seasonal variations in groundwater 
infiltr.uion. rather than from a sudden occurrence 
of natural attenuation mechanisms. 

SVOCs were analyzed in Round 1. The only 
exceedance of groundwater SCGs for SVOCs in 
the top of rock wells was Phenol, found at ]3 ppb 
in well OW-7R. Only rock well OW-7R was 
reanalyzed for SVOCs in Round 2. Phenol at 10 
ppb was again the only SVOC detected above its 

respective SCG. 

Ioorganics were analyzed in both the Round J and 
Round 2 sampling events. The Round I analytical 
data showed Aluminum. ard Manganese above 
SCGs, with maximum concentrations of 1,400 ppb 
and L,670 ppm respectively. The Round 2 
sampling detected no metals compounds at or 
above seGs. 

There were DO Pesticides or PCBs detected in the 
two sampling rounds. Conlaminants findings for 
bedrock groundwater are summarized in Table 8. 

SOH Interior Bedrock: Wells 

Two (2) preexisting bedrock wells located within 
the SOH (Metalade) building were sampled and 

analyzed during the Rl. These interior wells, 
designated lW-JR and rw-2R, are reportedly no 
longer used, but in the past were used for supply 
and recirculation of cooling water for plant 
operations. When sampled, these wells s6ll 
contained intact down hole pump equipment and 
discbarge/return lines. 

During Round] sampling of me interior bedrock 
\WUs several YOCS were found at or above SCGs, 
including: Vinyl Chloride (max 110 ppb); 
Trichloroethene (max 64 ppb); total 1,2 
Dichloroethene (max 6,700 ppb); and 1,1 
Dichloroethane (max 21 ppb). Round 2 sampling 
of these wells found similar VOCs above seGs: 
Vinyl Chloride (max 69 ppb); Tridiloroethene 
(max ISO ppb); Dtall,2 Dichloroetheoe (max 670 
pph); I, I Dichloroetbaoe, (maximum 96 ppb) and 
1,1,1 Trichloroethane, (maximum 110 ppb). 
There was no obvious trend in VOC levels in the 
interior bedrock. wells from Round L to Round 2. 

No SVQCs at or above SCGs were detected during 
lhe Round I interior bedrock sampling. SYOCs 
were not reanalyzed in Round 2. 

Ioorganics were analyzed in both the Round 1 and 
Round 2 interior bedrock well sampling events. 
The Round 1 sampling event found the following 
metals at or above SCGs: Aluminum (max 753 
ppb); Cadmium (max 190 ppb); Chromium (max 
3,700 ppb); Nickel (max 7,770 ppb); Lead (max 
78 ppb) and Zinc (max 2,790 ppb). The Ruund 2 
results shov..'ed similar exceedances by metals: 
Cadmium (max tcn ppb); Chromium (max 4.380 
ppb); Lead (max 75 ppb); Nickel (max 4,660 ppb) 
and Zinc (max 4,280 ppb) above their respective 
SCGs. 

There were no pesticides or PCBs detected in 
either sampling event. Contaminants findings for 
bedrock groundwa1er are summarized in Table 8. 
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Surface Water ISwale Area) 

Three (3) surface water samples, SW-l, SW-2, 
and SW-3 were oollected from the adjacent 
drainage swale during tbe RJ. Sample SW-I was 
collected from the swale west of where it bends. 
Samples SW~2 and SW~3 were collected from the 
swale closer to the SOH facility, near surface 
sediment samples 5ED-2 and 5£0-3 respectively. 
No VOCs were detected at or above seGs in the 
surface water samples. No SVOCs, with 
exception ofone occurrence of Pentachloropheool 
at 4 ppb, were detected at or above SCGs. 

Inorganics found at or above SCGs included: 
Aluminum (maximum 997 ppb); and Manganese 
(max 909 ppb). There were no pesticides or PCBs 
detected in these samples. Contaminant findjngs 
for these surface WIlter samples are summarize(! in 
Table 9. 

4.2	 Summary of Human Exposure 
Pathways: 

This section describes the types of hwnan 
exposures that may present added health risks to 
perS(JnS at or around the site. A more detailed 
discussion of potential exposures and health risks 
can be found in Section 6.00 of the RI Report. 

An exposure pathway is defined as how an 
individual may come into contact with a 
contaminant. The five elements of an exposure 
pathway are 1) Ihe source of contamination; 2) Ihe 
enviromnental media and IraDSpOrt mechanisms; 3) 
the point of ell:posure; 4) the route of eXp05l1Ie; 
and 5) the receptor population. These elements of 
an exposure palhway may be based on past, 
present, or future events. 

A qualitative risk assessment was completed in the 
RJ 10 identify potential risks to human health due to 

contaminants present at tbe site. lbis assessment 
evaluated the toxicological properties of the 
contaminants detected at the site and potential 
exposure pathways. The concentrations of 

contaminants at potential points of exposure were 
then compared to SCGs such as Drinking Water 
Standards, Surface Water Standards, Soil 
Guidance Values, USEPA Preliminary 
Remediation Goals and Risk Based Concentration 
Goals, and NYSDEC Aquatic Sediment Guidance 
Values. 

Conclusions drawn from the risk a5!ieS-Snteot 
indicated that, although SCGs were exceeded for 
some VOCs, SVOCs and metals, there are 00 

immediate health threats posed by the site uDder 
current exposure conditions. This is based in large 
part because groundwater near the site is rot 
currently used as a water supply by residents or 
businesses and because the site is used primarily 
for industrial purposes. However, two areas were 
identified during the RJ ..mere trere is the potentiaJ 
for unacceptable exposure. 

Ore potential exposure area identified was within 
the drainage SW<LIe at Ihe SED-3 sampling location, 
(southwest of the RUby-Gordon Building), where 
the drAinage swale bends to the west. This area is 
accessible to children playing or exploring the 
swale. As such, a residentiaJ exposure scenario 
W&'I comidered appropriate for evaluating remedia.l 
options for this area. Surface soil SCGs 
appropriate for residentiaJ exposures were 
exceeded in this area. 

The second potential exposure area iaentified was 
the overburden groundwater in the source area 
and the plume that extends from this area towards 
the soutb and northwest. This source area and 
plume poses a future long term threat of exposure 
to site contaminants. Utility workers working on 
subsurface uliliries along Commerce Drive in !be 
immediate site area, and construction workers 
involved in excavation or other intrusive activities 
in tbe plume area would lil::ely be exposed to 
contaminants at levels of concern. Other 
unacceptable exposures could also occur if the site 
usage changes in the future. 
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The New York State Department of Health 
(NYSDOH) conducted two off site groundwater 
sampling events from sumps, one located at 
56 Commerce Drive and the other at SO 
Commerce Drive, to determine if contaminated 
groundwater from the SOH site is impacting off 
site receptors. Sampling was also conducted in an 
off site wetland located approximately 1,500 feet 
north of the site. The analytical results from the 
sampling concluded that there are no apparent 
impacts at this time from the SOH site to buildings 
or human receptors across Commerce Drive from 
the site or to the wetland area. 

4.3 Summary of Environmental Exposure 
Pathways: 

This section summarizes the environmental 
exposures which may be presented by the sileo 
The Fish am Wtldlife Impact Assessment included 
in the Rl presenlS a more detailed discussion of the 
potential impacts from the site to fish and wildlife 
resources. 

Under current conditions, surface water runoff 
from the site and erosion of surficial soils to the 
drainage swale on the weslern edge of the SOH 
facility may be contributing trace contaminants to 
the surface water and soils in the drainage swale. 
In the past, uncontrolled releases and subsequent 
runoff would likely have produced significantly 
higher loadings to the swale area. 

Although SCGs appropriate for residential 
exposures were exceeded by tow PAHs in surface 
soil location SED 3, they were not at levels where 
observable or significant impacts to fish or wildlife 
would likely occur. Since this is shallow swale 
that has very low flow and no significant fish 
propagation or population identified, very minimal 
impacts to fish or wildlife resources would be 
expected from the site contaminams found in the 
surface water and swale soils. 

SECfION 5: ENFORCEMENT STATUS 

In 1992, the Department began efforts to negotiate 
with Potentially Responsible Parties (pRPs) to have 
them conduct a Remedial Investigation and 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) for the site. PRPs are 
those who may be legally liable for contamination 
occurring at a site. PRPs may mclude past and 
present owners and operators, waste generators, 
transporters, and those who arrange for the 
disposal of wastes. PRPs identified for this site 
ioclude the following: SOH as owner and operator 
at the time of releases; Maury A. Ryan, Dr. James 
H. Ryan, Ir., and Stanley Klimek, as owners at 
the time of releases and as current owners of part 
of the property; SOH Acquiring, Inc., as cuttent 
owner of the manufacturing facility; and Metalade, 
Inc., as current operator and as an operalOr at the 
time of releases. Negotiations with the PRPs were 
unsuccessful, and the site was subsequeudy 
referred to the State Superfund for implementation 
of the RIIFS program. 

Once final remedy selection is completed for this 
sile, the NYSDEC will again approach site PRPs. 
The NYSDEC will seek to obtUn an agreement for 
PRP implementation of the remainder of the 
remedial prognm, including design, coDStnlCtion, 
and long term operation and maintenance of the 
remedy. 

Also in 1992, Ruby Gordon, Inc. filed a private 
Comprehensive Environmental Response. 
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) suit 
against SOH, Metalade, and related parties in the 
United States DL"itrict Court, Western District of 
New York, to recover costs and damages 
associated Vl'ith the treatment and discharge of 
contaminated groundwater emanating from the 
SOH site. In 1994, the Department was ordered 
by the court to join that CERCLA suit as a 
nece,s.,o;;ary party for resolution of issues raised by 
the suit. The court retairu; jurisdiction over the 
parties am resolution of the CERCLA suit for this 
site. 

STIJART-OLVER-HOLTZ 01/12/97
 
PROPOS£D REM£DIAL AC110N PLAN (pRAP) PAG£ II
 



In addition to the remedial program being 
implemented to address contamination at the site, 
the Department has pursued ReM enforcement 
procedures against SOH and Metalade for 
violations of hazardous waste management 
regulatiol'l'l dwing their respective operation<> at the 
site. These actions have been independent of this 
remedial program, except where leaking drums of 
wastes have established releases. 

SECTION 6: SUMMARY OF THE 
REMEDIATION GOALS 

Goals for the remedial program have been 
established tfuough the remedy selection process 
set forth mregulations (6 NYCRR Part 375-1.10). 
The overall remedial goal is to meet Standards, 
Criteria, and Guidanre (SCGs) and be protective 
of human health and the enviromnent. 

At a minimum, the remedy selected should 
eliminate or mitigate aU significant threats to the 
public health and (0 the environment presented by 
the hazardous waste disposed at the site through the 
proper application of scientific and engineering 
principles. 

The goals selected for this site are; 

•	 Slimina~e the potontial fOr 
dire~t human or animal ~onta~t 

with si~e contaminants. 

•	 Redu~e, ~ontrol, or eliminate 
to the extent practicable the 
contamination present within 
the ~oil~ and waS~$ on site. 

•	 Reduce, control, or eliminate 
to the extent practicable any 
further migration of 
contaminated groundwater ~rom 

the site, including migration 
into the Ruby Gordon basement 
sumpS. 

• Provide, to the extent 
practicable, for attainment of 

groundwater SCGa in the area 
sffected by the site. 

SECTION 7: SUMMARY OF THE 
EyAUJAIION OF ALTERNATIVES 

The selected remedy should be protective of 
human health and the environment, be cost 
effective, comply with other statutory laws and 

utilize permanent solutions, alternative 
techoologies or resource recovery technologies to 
the maximum extent practicable. A large number 
ofpotential remedial technologies and alternatives 
for the site were identified, screened and evaluated 
in the Final FS Report entitled "'easibilify Study 
Report. Sruart-ONer-HolJt. Sue, Henriena. New 
yort, October /996". 

The alternatives presented in this PRAP reference 
Site Wide Alternative (SWA) designation<; used in 
the FS Report. However, for simpler 
presentation, the PRAP discusses a smaUer number 
of alternatives that represent the range of 
alternatives evaluated in the FS. Not aU Site Wide 
Alternatives presented in the FS Report are 
repea1e<l m this PRAP. Specifically, SWA-4 is 00' 
presented becaw;e tittle difference sepantes SWA­
3 and SWA-4, with the substantive difference 
being in the disposal for surface soils and 
sediments. 

A summary of the detailed analysis of alternatives 
follows. As used in Ibe following lext, me TLme to 
Implement reflects only the time that would be 
required CO implement the remedy, it does not 
include time required to task a design contractor, 
design the remedy and procure contracts for 
C()[J.'>1rUL1ion under a State fundeJ program, oor to 

~gotiate coment orders ard design details with the 
responsible parties for PRP implementation of the 
remedy. 
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7.1: Oes;riotion of Alternatiyes 

'The potential remedies are intended to address the 
contaminated soils, sediments, su.rf.lce water and 
groundwater at the site. Because of the presence 
of an ove,burden source area near and plssibJy 
beneath the Meta1ade building, and the presence of 
a significant conraminant plwnt. migrating from the 
site in the overburden groundwater._all of the 
alternatives except No Action also include source 
area and groundwater plwne controls. 

Site Wide Alternative 'llSWA-J); No Action 

Total Present Worth: $201,500 
Capital Cost: $ 10,000 
Annual O&M: (Present worth) $191,500 
Time to Implement immediately 

The No Action Alternative is evaluated as a 
procedural requirement and as a basis for 
comparison. It wouJd allow the site to remain in 
an unremediated SlBte. but......auld require continued 
operation of the existing pretreatment system for 
the Ruby Gordon basement swnp water. This 
alternative wouJd leave lhe site in its present 
condition and would Dot provide any additional 
protection to human health or the environment. 

Site Wide Alternatiye 12 (SWA-2); Dee» 
!::AIlecljon Trench; Source Area Extractioo 
WeDs; Active GrmlOdwater Pretreatment and 
Discharge to POnY; Excavation and orc SUe 
Disposal of Soil and Sediment 

Total Present Worth: $2,986,700 
caphal Cost; $1,410,000 
Annual o&M:(present worth) $1,576,700 
Time to Implement: 12-18 months 

SWA-2 is shown conceptually on Figure 3 and 
wouJd include the following remedial actions: 

OverlJunJen GrowuiwaJer Actions for SWA-2 

•	 Install and operate a groundwater 
collection trench approximately 23 feet 
deep along the north. and west SOH 
property boundaries (across !be 
overburden plume) to coUect and contain 
comaminated groundwater. Groundwater 
from the collection system would be 
pumped for pretreatment on the SOH &ite. 
The system would be operated for loog 
tenD control of contaminated 
groundwater. 

•	 Instal) and operate a groundwater 
pretreatment system on the SOH site. The 
pretreatment system would consist of an 
air stripper (or perfonnance equivaleot) 
and any water conditioning needed to 
facilitate reliable stripping. Pretreated 
water 'Nl)U\d be discbarge4.1 via gravity line 
to the exisling sanitary sewer aDd POTW. 
Air treatment may be necessary for 
coatrol of air emissions from the air 
stripper. 

•	 lnstall and operate groundwater extraction 
wells for removal of contaminant8 from 
the source area near OW-7S. Operation 
would occur until the source area is 
removed or unlil contaminant removal 
becomes inefficient as evidenced by steady 
state contaminant levels. Source area 
groundwater would be treated as described 
for the collection trench system. 
Alternately, a Soil Vapor Extraction 
system or Dual Phase Vacuum Extraction 
System could be wed if design evaluations 
show this technology to be more efficient. 
An additional investigation to locale a soil 
contaminant source area would be done 
during design to support the evaluation fur 
possible vapor extraction. 

•	 Pump contaminated water collected from 
the Ruby Gordon basement sumps to the 
groundwater pretreab11ent system on the 
SOH site. Take the existing- Ruby Gordon 

STlJART-OLVER-HOLTZ 01/22197
 
PROPOSED R.EMEDIAL ACTION Pu.N (PR.AP) PAGE 13
 



pretreatmeOl :-,-ystem off-lioe. Diven: 
surface water currently entering the 
basement drainage system from the Ruby 
Gordon looding dock to reduce the volume 
of water requiring pretreatment. 

•	 Conduct periodic, long tenn overburden 
groundwater monitoring to evaluate the 
extent to which the remedial action 
objectives are being met. 

•	 Construct drainage improvements in the 
area between the Ruby Gordon basement 
ani the SOH site to minimize groundwater 
recharge to the basement sumps. 
Improvements would include a lined (low 
permeability) swale or equivalent. 

•	 Dee.d restrictions would be recommended 
to prevent future uses (If the site which are 
incompatible with the Site Wide 
Alternative. 

Bedrock Gruundwater Action for SWA-2 

•	 Implement institutional controls to reduce 
the potential for ex.posure to contaminated 
bedrock groundwater. The proposed 
controls would include: disconnecting the 
SOH interior bedrock wells; conducting 
periodic groundwater use surveys in the 
site area; and conducting bedrock 
groundwater monilOring to track 
groundwater movement and contaminant 
levels. The monllOring program would be 
narrow in scope, but would require action 
be taken if corilitions change and produce 
significant potential exposures Of off site 
loodings. SWA-2 would also include a 
recommendation that deed restrictions be 
implemented to preclude future use of 
groundwater at the SOH site. 

Soil Surface Adions for SWA-2 

• E"cavate the on-site and off site surbce 
soils that are above SCGs and haul off site 
for disposal at a pennitted waste disposal 
facility. Regrade the ex.cavated areas, 
place topsoil and restore vegetation. 
Within SOH property boundaries, isolatiob 
of contaminated surface soils using a clean 
soil or a.'\(lbalt cover could be done inst.ead 
of excavation provided proper drainage 
ani grading is maintained. It is estimated 
that as much as 875 CY of surface soU 
would require excavation or isolation. 
Prior to surface soil removal or isolation, 
a focussed soil samplmg effort would be 
implemented to retine the limits of sucface 
soils exceeding SCGs. 

SOH Sump/CaJch Basin Actionsfor SWA-2 

•	 Evaluate all waste lines and other piping 
leading from the SOH building III identify 
any additional connections to sumps, catch 

basins or other uncontrolled discharge 
locations. 

•	 Clean all accumulated sediments and 
debris from site romps, catcb basins and 
related piping. Transport off site for 
disposal in a permitted hazardous waste 

di~l facility. 

•	 After cleaning, upgrade or decommission 
lines as appropriate to prevent further 
potential releases from spills or migration 
of contaminants from the source area. 

Site Wide AJt«natiye #3 (SWA-3li 
DOWP(!I'adjent and SCKlrce Area Extractjoo 
Wells: Groundwater Pretreatment and 
D'sWane to POTW: Excayation and OU Site 
Disposal of Soil and Sediments. 

Present Worth: ·$2,778,300 
Capital Cost: $1,114,500 
Annual O&M:(Present worth) SI,663,800 
Time 10 Implement: 12-18 months 
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SWA-3, shown in Figure 4, wouJd include the 
same remedial activities described in SWA-2 
except that extraction wells would be wed to 

intercept the overburden plume in lieu of the deep 
collection trench along the north and west SOH 
property boundaries. The extraction wells would 
be designed and operated to provide hydraulic 
conlainment of the overburden plwne and to collect 
contaminated groundwater for treatment. The 
extraction wells wouJd be installed approximately 
50 feet apart to a depth of approximately 23 feet. 
Treatment of collected groundwater would occur 
as described for SWA-2. 

Areas of contaminated surface soils, on-site sumps, 
catch basins aId piping, and contaminated bedrock 
groundwa1er would an be addressed as outlined for 
SWA-2. 

Sife Wide Alternatjye itS lSWA-S); ShallOW 
Cnllection Trench System; Source Area 
Emaction WeIll;; Pretmrtmmt by Zero valence 
Iron and Discharge to POTW: Excavation or 
Isolation of Soils and Sediments with orr Site 
Djsposal 

Total Present Worth: $2,778,100 
Capital Cost $1,917,000 
Annual O&M (Present Worth) $861,100 
Time to Implement: 12-18 months 

SWA-5, shown in Figure 5, is similar to SWA-2 
with the major difference being a shallower 
collection trench augmented by high penm:able 
relief coltUrUIS (or an equivalenl) and with passive 
pretreatment by zero valence iron. SWA-5 
includes (he following remedial actions: 

Overburden GrvUNiwaJer Actions.fvr SWA-5 

•	 Install and operate a shallow groundwater 
collection trench sys1em along the north 
and west property boundaries (across the 
overburden plume) to collect and contain 
contaminated groundwater. The trench 
system would consist of a shallow 

(approximately 15 feet deep) coUection 
trench with high penneability relief 
oolWlllL"i (or functional equivalent) beneath 
the trench designed to intercept deeper 
oontarninated sand lenses. Collected 
groundwater wouJd flow by gravity to a 
passive on-site ground"Nater pretreatment 
vault. The system would be operated for 
long tenn control of contaminated 
groundwater. 

•	 If necessary to achieve or enhance 
hydraulic containment by the collection 
trench system, a sheet piling barrier wall 
wouJd be constructed just downgradient 
from the collection system. (The cost of 
sheet piling is included in the capital cost 
estimate, ifoot ~ then approximately 
~240,OOO of cost savings would incur) 

•	 Install and operate a passive groundwater 
pretreaunent system on the SOH site. The 
pretreatment system would consist of 
subsurface vaults containing zero valence 
iron filings for destruction of chlorinated 
VOC's. Groundwater pretreated by 
contact with the irun would discharge by 

gravity to the sanitary sewer for final 
!rea tment a t the local POTW. 

•	 Install and operate groundwarer extt'action 
wells for removal of contamimnt:> from 
the source area near OW-7S. Operation 
\YOuld occur until lhe source area is 
removed or until contaminant removal 
becomes inefficient as evidenced by steady 
state contaminant levels. Source area 
groundwater wouJd be pumped for 
pretreatment as described for the 
collection trench system. Similar to 
SWA-2 additional source area 
investigation would be done during design 
and installation of a Soil Vapor or Dual 
Phase Vapor Extraction System may be 
implemented if found cost effective for 
remediation at the source area. 
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•	 l.nsWl and operate a shallow groundwater 
collection trench along the portion of the 
routh SOH property boundary adjacent to 
the Ruby Gordon basement. This trench 
would be installed deeper than the 
basement to intercept contaminated 
groundwater before it enters basement 
sumps. Collected groundwater \VOuJd 
flow by gravity to the pretreatment vault. 

Operate for long term control of 
groundW3ter between the SOH site and the 
Ruby Gordon basement. Operation of the 
existing Ruby Gordon pretreatment system 
'WOuld continue until the groundwater 
collection trench becomes effective and a 
evaluation is made to disconnect the 
existing system. 

•	 Conduct periodic, long term overburden 
groundwater monitoring to evaluate the 
extent to which the remedial action 
objectives are being met. 

•	 Construct drainage improvements in the 
area bety,leen the Ruby Gordon basement 
and the SOH site to minimize groundwater 
recharge to the Ruby Gordon basement 
aDd the overburden collection system. 

•	 Deed restrictions would be recommended 
to prevent future uses of the site which are 
incompatible with rhe Site Wide 
AJternative. 

Bedrock GroundwaJer Actions/or SWA-5 

•	 SWA-5 wouJd include aU the same 
institutional controls to address bedrock 
groundwater contamination that are 
described for SWA-2. 

Soil Surju.ce ACTions/or SWA-5 

•	 SWA-5 would include all the same actions 
ser foMb fur surface soils that are 
described for SWA-2. 

SOH SumplOdch Basin Aetionrfor SWA-5 

•	 SWA·S would inchkie aU the same actions 
for site sumps, catch basins and related 
piping that are described fur SWA~2. 

7.2	 E,raluatioD of Remedial Alternatiye; 

The criteria used to compare the potential remedial 
alternatives are defined in the regulations that 
direct the remediation of inactive hazardous waste 
sites in New York State (6 NYCRR Part 375). 
For each of the criteria, a brief description .is 
provided foUowed by aD evaluation of the 

alternatives agaimt that criterion. A more detailed 
di!:clL'iSion of the evaluation. criteria and 
comparative analyses are contained in the 
Feasibility SLudy (FS). 

The first two crileria are cOlUidered as 'threshold 
criteria" which must be satisfied in order for an 
altemtJtive to be eligiblefor the selection process. 

1. Compliance with New York State Standards. 
Criteria, and Guidance lSCGsi. Compliance 
Ylith SCGs addresses whether or not a remedy will 
meet applicable environmental Jaws, regulations, 
standards, or guidance. 

Site Wjde Alternative #1 (SWA-J). (No Action) 
would not be in compliance with SCGs, since no 
action is raken to .1.ddress site contaminants found 
exceeding soil, water, and sedimcnt criteria. 

SWA-2llJeep Trench), SWA-3 (Extraction Wells) 
and SWA-5 (Shallow Trench System) would be 

cornparahle in their ability to meet the groundwater 
SCGs in the long tenn. Groundwater SCGs would 
not be met quickly. but over a longer period each 
would be expected to reduce contaminants to levels 
approaching SCGs. Each of these al1ernatives 
would be expected to readily achieve SCGs for 
treatment and dischar~ of contaminated water 
through use of on-site pretreatment and discharge 
for final off site treatment at the local POTW. 
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SWA-2, SWA-3 and SWA-5 have the same 
remedial elements for soil and sedimenl:S and 
would be comparable in achieving soil SCGs. 
Each altemative would require that areas of 
contaminated mrface soils that exceed SCGs be 
removed from the site or isolated. 
2. Protection of HUJIJUl Healtb and tbe 
Environment, Thls criterion is an overall 
evaluation of the health and environmental impacts: 
to assess whether each alternative is protective. 

SWA-J (No Actioo), would not be protective of 
human health and the environment. No action 
would be taken to address contaminated 
groundwater, lDUs or sediments and the site would 
continue to pose a potential unacceptable risk of 
human exposure. 

SWA-2 CDeep Trench). SWA-3 (Extraction Wells) 
and SWA-5 (Shallow Trench System) would each 
provide adequate overall protection of human 
health and the environment. These alternatives 
would equally limit the potential fur unacceplable 
human exposure to site contaminants through the 
combined effect of surface soil remediation, 
control of conlarninated groundwater and 
implemenlation of illStitutional controls. SWA-5 
'oVW1d provide an additional benefit by intercepting 
contaminated groundwater prior to entering the 
Ruby Gordon basement sumps and minimizing 
potential exposures through that route. 

The nex1five 'Primary ballUlcillg criteria·are used 
to compare the positive 0JU1 negaJive aspects of 
each of the remedial strategies. 

3. Short-tew Impacts and Effectivegm. The 
potential short tenn adverse impacts of the 
remedial action upon the community, worrer,!; and 
the environment during the construction and/or 
implemenlation are evaluated. The length of time 
needed to achieve lhe remedial objectives is also 
estimated and compared against the other 
alternatives. 

SWA-l (No Action) would not be expected to 
pnxhJce any short-term impacts" since there 'NW..Id 
be no construction activities and the site would be 
left in its present condition. Remedial objectives 
wouid not be expected to be achiev~ by SWA-l 
within any reasonable time frame. 

The most likely short term community impacts that 
could result from construction of SWA·2, SWA-3 
or SWA-5 VrQUId be a temporary increase in truck 
traffic and construction noise, and an increased 
potential for nuisance dust emissions. Potential 
short term impacts to workers would be from the 
risks common to heavy constnJction activities and 
the risk: of short term. exposures to potential high 
levels of site contaminants. 

SWA-3 (Extractipn Wells) would produce less 
short term impacts to the community and to 
workers than SWA-2 and SWA-5 because the use 
of drilled wells iD.'ltead of trench excavation v..'Ould 
result in the least amount of site disturbance. 

SWA-2 (Deep Trench) and SWA-S (Shallow 
Trench System) would produce a higher risk of 
short term impacts to the community and to 
workers than SWA-3 due to Ihe relatively large 
amount of excavation required and the greater 
quantities of potentially contaminated soils and 
construction water that would have to be handled. 
.Because of differences between trench systems, 
SWA-5 VrQUId probably require Ies; excavation and 
less soil and water handling than SWA-2 and 
somewhat lower short tenn impacts would be 
expected. 

The time required to achieve remedial action 
objectives would be comparable for SWA-2, 
SWA-3 and SWA-5. Objectives applicable to the 
soil and sediment media would be n;tet quickly. 
The objective for contra) of funher migration of 
contaminated groWldwater would also be met 
relatively quickly (months). The objective for 
atlainment of groondwater scas in the overburden 
plume would be expected to take mucb longer 
(years), with SWA-2, SWA-J and SWA-5 being 
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considered equivalent SWA-5 has the benefit of 
a south side collection trench that would be 
e:tpected to help attain SCGs in water collected 
from the Ruby Gordon sumps more quickly than 
either SWA-2 or SWA-3. 

4. Long·term Effectiveness and Permanence. 
This criterion evaluates the long term effectiveness 
of the remedial alternatives after implementation 
of the response actiorn. 

SWA-I (No Actioo) would not provide any 
effective long term or permanent improvements to 
site conditions since no action would occur at the 
site. 

SWA-2 (Deep Trencb) aDd SWA-3 (Extractioo 
~ would be comparable overall in terms of the 
long term effectiveness and reliability of the 
remedial actions. SWA-5 (Shallow Trench 
System) would have an advantage from simpler 
long term operation and better operational 
reliability. SWA-5 would be a passive system and 
would continue to operate even if left untended for 
long periods. Both SWA-2 and SWA-3 would 
have a higher Iilrellbood for periodic brealWown 
that if left untended. woukl result in lower long 
tenn effectiveness than SWA-5. 

For surface soil and sediment media, SWA-2, 
SWA-3 and SWA-5 would be equally effective in 
the long term because excavation and off site 
disposaJ ofsoils an:! sediments would be permanent 
and irreversible. 

S. Reduction of Toxicit)'. Mobility or volume. 

Preference is given to alternatives thai permanently 
300 significantly reduce the to~city, mobility or 
volwne of the wastes at the site. 

SWA-l (No Actiop) would not reduce the toxicity, 
mobility or volume of contaminants at the site. 

SWA-2 Q)ew Trench) SWA-3 (Extraction Wells) 
and SWA-S (Shallow Trench System) would be 

generally comparable in reducing the mobility and 

volume of contaminants in the overburden 
groundwater. The collection systems proposed in 
there alternatives would hydraulically limit further 
off site migration and over time would extract 
significant volumes of contaminated overburden 
groundwater from the area of concern. SWA-5 
has the added advantage of a collection system lhat 
would directly intercept groundwater migrating 

from the site bJwards Ruby Gord<Jn, before it gets 
to the basement sumps. 

SWA-2. SWA.3 aM SWA-5 would all be effective 

in reducing the toxicity of contaminants present in 
the colJected groundwater since it would be 
subjected to on-site pretreatment and off site 
disposal to the local POTVI. SWA-5 would have 
a significant advantage over SWA-2 aDd SWA-3 
since the zero valence iron pretreatment would 
destroy the chlorinated vacs without air 
emissions. SWA-2 and SWA~3 would move 

contuninan1s from groundwater to another media, 
either into the atmosphere by direct stripping, or 

into a carbon stripper if that treatment is used for 
the air stream. 

Reduction in contaminants from surface soils and 
sediments \\Quid be comparable for SWA-2. SWA· 
3 and SWA-5 since the soils and sediments would 
be permanently removed and disposed off site at a 
permitted facility. 

6. Implementability. The teclmical and 
administrative feasibility of implementing each 
alternative are evaluated. Technical feasi!ill.ity 
includes the difficulties associated witb the 
construction, the reliability of the technology, and 
the ability to monitor the effectiveoess of the 
remedy. Administratively. the availability of the 
necessary personnel and equipmenl are evaluated 
along with potential difficulties in obtaining 
specific operating approvals, access for 
construction, and availability of adequate disposal 
capacity at permitted disposal facilities. 
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SWA·J (No Aetiou) is easily implementable in that 
it involves no action other than the continued 
operation of the existing groundwater pretreatment 
system in the Ruby Gordon basement. 

SWA·2 IDeeu Trench), SWA-3 (Extraction Wells) 
and SWA-S <Shallow Trench System) are generally 
comparable with regard to the administrative and 
monitoring considerations of this criterion. 
However, there are sume significant differences in 
constructability and the amount of operation and 
maintenance required. SWA·3 would be the 
easiest to construct because the amount of 
excavation and soil handling is reduced by the 
reliance on drilled wells instead of conventional 
excavated collection trenches. Both SWA-2 and 
SWA-5 'NOUId involve more inuusive construction 
than SWA-3 and could encounter implementation 
difficulties from Ihe quantities of excavated soil 
that would need to be handled and staged on-site 
while trench construction OCCUI'S. SWA-2 would in 
turn be more difficult to construct than SWA~5, 

because more excavated dirt would be expected 
from the deeper tremh, and because of 
construction difficulties (equipment needs, shoring, 
dewalering) associated with placement of an open 
trench to a depth of 25 feet. 

Contractors, equipment and material should be 
readily availahle for SWA-2, SWA-3 and SWA~5. 

However, the deeper trench of SWA~2 may 
require more specialized equipment for excavation 
and trench shoring. SWA-5 would require the 
acquisition of special iron media, however, other 
sileS including one in UPStilte New York have used 

this material with success and without undue 
difficulties. 

With regard to operation and maintenance, SWA-5 
has a significant advantage over both SWA-2 and 
SWA-3 as both the collection and pretreatment 
syslems would be passive in nature and require the 
least amount of labor and expense. However, 
SWA-5 is a relatively new technology with some 
question about how long the iron media would last 
before replarement is needed. SWA-2 and SWA-3 

would incluie active groondwater pumping and 
pretreatment systems that would require regular, 
long term operational attention and maintenance. 
SWA-2 would be expected to have hig!ler 
operation and maintenance costs than SWA-3 due 
to the reliance on pumping wells and their 
propensity for wen clogging and pump failure over 
the long term. Because of the higher chance of 
well and pump failure, the long term reliability of 
SWA·2 would be considered somewhat less than 
SWA-3, and significantly less than SWA-5. 

7. CIS. Capital and operarion and maintenaace 
costs are estimated for each alternative and 
compared on a present woetb basis. Operation and 
maintenance costs are usually based on 30 years. 
AJthough cost i~ the last balancing criterion 
evaluated, where two or more alternatives have 
met the requirements of the remaining criteria, 
cost effectiveness can be used as Ibe basis for lhe 
final decision. The costs for each alternative are 
presented in Table 10. 

SWA-J (No Action) would be the lowest cost Site 
Wide AJternative, as no site remediation would 
occur except for the continued operation and 
maintenance of the Ruby-Gordon basement 
pretreatment system. 

SWA-2 (Der.p Trench) includes major construction 
activities such as excavation and collection trench 
installation along with high operation and 
maintenance cos~. Likewise, SWA-5 has major 
construction activities and components associated 
with it, but has lower overall operational and 
maintenan:.e costs. The capital costs of lbe barrier 
wall have been included in SWA-5 and if not 
implemented, the cost ofSWA-S would be reduced 
by approximately $240,(0). However, either with 
or without the barrier W"dll the operation and 
maintenance coots of SWA-5 are not as great when 
compared to SWA-2 and SWA-3. Furthermore, 
although SWA-3 involves less physical 
construction than SWA-2 and SWA·5, the long­
term operation and maintenance costs clearly 
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outweigh any cost savings in capital construction 
costs. 

Additionally, the alternatives t!lat involve off site 
:iOil disposal, (SWA-2, SWA-3 and SWA-5) may 
have significant CC5t variations due to unanticipated 
events such as larger soil volumes or changes in 
off-site disposal pricing. The cost estimates for 
soil remediation may be modified based on pre­
design sampling to further refine the area of soils 
requiring remediation. 

This .final criterion is considered a modifYing 
criterion and is taken iIuo uccown/ after n-olwJJing 
those above. It is j'vcused upon after public 
COml1'l£llJS on the Proposed Remedial Action Plan 
(PRAP) Mve been recetved. 

8. Community AtceJ)tance - Concerns of the 
community regarding the RIfFS reports and the 
Proposed Remedial Action Plan will be evaluated 
and considered before a final selection of remedy 
is made. A" Responsiveness Summary" will be 
prepared to describe public comments recei\led and 
provide responses on how the Deparonent will 
address the concerns raised. If the final remedy 
selected differs significantly from the proposed 
remedy, ootices to !he public will be issued 
describing the differences and reasons for the 
changes. 

SECTION 8: SUMMARY OF THE 
PREFERRED REMEDY 

Based upon the rew/ts of the RIfFS, and the 
evaluation presented in Section 7, the NYSDEC is 
proposing Site Wide Alternative #5 (SWA-5) as 
the remedy for this site. 

This recommendation is based on the folJowing 
factors; 

Site Wide Alternative #l(No Action) would not 
adequately comply with the SCGs for any of the 
contaminated site medja and wouJd not be 

protecdve of human health and the environment. 
SWA-I is rejected on that basis. 

Site Wjde Alternative #2 CDeep Trench) would be 
protective of human health and the environment 
and would adequately comply with seas, but it 
would oo~ achieve the remedial objectives as fully 
as SWA~5. SW A-2 would be more oostly than 
both SWA-3 and SWA-S, even if the SWA-5 
barrier wall were to be constructed. SWA-2 
would abu likely produce more temporary impacts 
during construction than either SWA-3 or SWA-5. 
SWA-2, while likely more reliable than SWA-3 
over the long tenn, would DOt be as reliable as 
SWA-5. Because of these considerations, SWA-2 
is not recommended over SWA-5. 

Site Wide Alternative #3 <Extraction Wells) would 
be proIeCtive ofhuman health and the environment 
and would adequately comply with SCGs, but it 
wooid not achieve the remedial objectives as fully 
.. SWA-5. SWA-3 Y.UllId be comparable 10 SWA­
5 in coot if the SWA-5 barrier wall were 
COllStruCted. If the barrier were not constructed, 
then SWA-3 would be more CCl'l.tly than SWA-5. 
SWA-3 would produce less temporary impacl'i 
during construction than would either SWA·2 or 
SWA-5. SWA-3 would require significantly more 
long term operation and maintenance effOr1 and 
cost than SWA-5, yet have less long term 
reliability. Because of these considerarions SWA-3 
is not recommended over SWA-5. 

SWA-5 would offer the added benefit of on-site 
contuninant destruction without air emissions. Air 
emjssiohS 'rVOuid be a. concern under SWA-2 and 
SWA-3 since both would rely On moving 
contuninants from the water media to air. 
Contaminant destruction under SWA-2 or SWA-3 
would occur only as pan of any air treabnent that 
may be required for control ofemissions. 

The estimated total present worth cost to 
implement the remedy is $2,778,100. The capital 
cost to construct the remedy is estimated to be 
$I,SlI7,000 and the estimated average annual 
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operation and maintenance present worth cost for 
30 years is $861,100. 

The elements of the proposed remedy are as 
follows: 

OVERBURDEN GROUNDWATER 

•	 1nsIall and operate a shallow groundwater 
collection trench system along the north 
and west property boundaries (across the 
overburden plume) to collect and contain 
contaminated groundwater. The trench 
system would consist of a shallow 
(approximately 15 feel deep) collection 
trench INith high permeability relief 
ooJlJJllm (or functional equivalent) beneath 
the trench designed to intercept deeper 
contaminated :;and lenses. Collected 
groundwater would flow by gravity to a 
passive on-site groundwater pretreatmem 
vaul!. The system would be operated for 
long term control of contaminated 
groundwater. 

•	 If necessary to achieve or enhance 
hydraulic containment by the collection 
trench system, a sheet piling barrier wall 
would be consU'Ucted just downgradient 
from the collection system. (The COSI of 
sheet piling is included in the capital cost 
estimate for SWA-5. If nol needed then 
approximately $240,CMXJ of cost saving:> 
would incur) 

•	 Install and operate a passive groundwater 
pretreatment system on the SOH site. The 
pretreatmenl system would consist of 
subsurface vaults containing zero valence 
iron filings for destruction of chlorinated 
VOC's. Groundwater pretreated by 
contact with the iron would discharge by 
gravity to the sanitary sewer for final 
treaonent at the local POTW. 

•	 Imtall and opera1e groundwater extraction 
wells for removal of contaminants from 
the source area near OW-7S. Operation 
would occur until the source Mea is 
removed or oontaminant removal becomes 
inefficient as evidenced by steady state 
contaminant levels. Source area 
groundy,.'3ter would be pumped for 
pretreatment as described for the 
collection trench S)'Slem. A Soil Vapor or 
Dual Phase Vapx Extraction System may 
he implemenled to address the source area 
if found cost effective for remediation at 
rile source area. An additional 
investigation to locate a soil contaminant 
source area wwld be done during design 
to support the evaluation for possible 
vapor ex;traction. 

•	 Install alld operate a shallow groundwater 
collection trench along the portion of the 
south SOH property boundary adjacent to 

the Ruby Gordon basement. This trench 
would be installed deeper than the 
basement to intercept conta.minated 
groundwater before it enters basement 
sumps. Collected groundwater would 
flow by gravity to the pretreatment vault. 
Operate for long term control of 
grooOOwater between the SOH site and the 
Ruby Gordon basement. Operation of the 
existing Ruby Gordon pretreatment system 
would continue until the groundwater 
collection trench becomes effective and an 
evaluation is made to disconnect the 
existing system. 

•	 Conduct periodic, long term overburden 
groundwater monitoring to evaJuate the 
extenl to wltich the remedial action 
objectives are being mel. 

•	 Construct dnlillage improvements in the 
area between the Ruby Gordon basement 
and dIe SOH site to minimize groundwater 
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recharge to the Ruby Gordon basement 
and the overburden collection system. 

•	 Deed restrictions would be recommended 
10 prevent future uses of the site which are 
incompatible with the proposed remedy. 

BEDROCK GROUNDWATER 

•	 Implement institutional controls to reduce 
!he polelltial: for exposure to contaminated 
bedrock groundwater. The proposed 
controls would include: disconnecting the 
SOH interior bedrock wells; conducting 
periodic groundwater use surveys in the 
site area; and conducting bedrock 
groundwater monitoring to track 
groundwater movement and contaminant 
levels. The monilOring program wouJd be 
narrow in scope, but would require action 
be taken if conditions change and produce 
significant potential exposwes or off site 
loawngs. SWA-5 would also include a 
recommendation that deed restrictions be 
implemented to preclude future use of 
groundwater at the SOH site. 

SURFACE SOILS 

•	 Excavate the on-site and off site surface 
soils that are above SeGs and haul off site 
for disposal at a permined waste disposal 
facility. Regrade the excavated areas, 
place copsoil and restore vegetation. 
Within SOH property boundaries, isolation 
of contaminated surfuce soils using a clean 
soil or asphalt cover could be done instead 
of excavation, proVided proper drainage 
and grading can be maintained. It is 
estimated that about 815 CY of surface 
soil would require excavation or isolation. 
Prior to surface soil removal or isolation, 
a focused 9Jil sampling effort would be 
irnplemenled to refine the limits of surfac:e 
soils exceeding SCGs. 

SOU SUMP CONTENTS
 

•	 Evaluate all waste lines and other piping 
leading from the SOU building to identify 
any additional connections to sumps, cateb 
basins or other uncontrolled discharge 
locations. 

• Clean all accumulated sediments and 
debris from she sumps, catch basins and 
related piping. TraDSJX'lrt off site for 
disposal in a permitted hazardous waste 
disposal racilil)'. 

•	 After cleaning, upgrade or decommission 
lines as appropriate to prevent further 
potential releases from spills or migration 
of contaminants from the source area. 
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Table 1
 
SUMMARY OF CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN
 

IN SUBSURFACE SOILS
 

Contaminant of 
Concern 

Conuntration 
RaD2e",,11 (DDb) 

SCG. 
",,11 (DDb) 

FrequeDcy of 
ExceediD2 SCGs 

Volatiles: .-~- No Exceedances 
above SCGs (I), (2), 

--­

Semj.Volatiles: ---­ No Exceedances 
above seGs, (I), (1) 

---­

Metals: Concentration Range 
mg/kg (oom) 

No Exceedances 
above seGs 

FootnoIof,: III NYSDOC TAGM 400U sec.
 
lJl SCG '--I Up<lD USE-PA Reclon IX PreIbaInu1 Rem....dOllo GolIII (pRCe) 1993
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Table 2 
SUMMARY OF CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN
 

IN SURFACE SOILS
 

Contaminant o( 
Concern 

Concentration 
Ranee ""Ik" (PPb) 

SCC. 
J4!1kJ! (ppb) 

Frequency o( 
Exteedine SCG. 

Volatiles: -­ -- No Exceedances (1).(2) 

above SCGs 
-. - ­

Semi-Volatiles: 

Total PARs 815 -74I.S00 100000"), 2/8 

Metals: Concentration 
Range mg/kg (ppm) 

SCGs 
mglkg(ppm) 

Cobalt 3.2 - 366 30 0 ) 1/8 

Lead 15.8 - 529 500(1) 1/8 

PooCltote:	 (I' NYSDEC TAGM of046 SCG. 
lJISC'G .... upon USEPA RtponIX PRGtll99J,. 
(w) Total PAils l00,eoo ppIl, SCG bawd DfI"ft. oI*nnm.uo. II]' NVSDOH -" l'(YSDECorpote.ual. 

bealth bnpKb from Rurf.~ lIOiI e"lJMJ'llft~. 
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Table 3
 
SUMMARY OF CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN
 

IN SOH SUMP/CATCH BASIN SEDIMENTS
 

Contamiuant of Concentration SCG. Frequency 
Concern Range I'CI/ I'gl/ (ppb) of 

(ppb) Exceeding 
SCG, 

Volatiles: 

I, I Dichloroethane ND-32,OOO 200(1) --­ 1/2 

J,2 Dichloroethene (total) ND-17,000 300(') 1 400 (2), 1/2 

],1,1 Trichloroethane 8,300-2,000,000 800(1) 49000 (2), lI2 

Carbon TetrlU:h1oride ND-140,000 600<') 1,600(2) lI2 

Chlorobenzene ND-8,600 ) 700(1) -­, lI2 

Trichloroethene ND-8,900 700<') -­ 1/2 

TetrachJoroethene 350-91,000 1 400(1) 650 (2), 1/2 

Toluene 580-110,000 1 500(1) -­, 1/2 

Ethylbenzene ND-9,200 5 500(1) -­, 1/2 

Xylene (total) 490-46,000 1 200(1) -­, lI2 

Semi-Volatiles: 

Total SVOCs (a, PARsl 43,680 - 131,690 500 000 nob (I), 0/2 

Metals: mglkg(ppm) mglkg(ppm) 

Cadmium 4,2-63.3 10.0 (l) 1/2 

Chromium 165-714 50.0(3) 2/2 

Copper 908-355 25.0(1) 2/2 

Nickel 233-983 )3 (I) 2/2 

Selenium 4.4-89.8 2 til 2/2 

Zinc 256-2210 20 (1) 2/2 

r ....b1ole, (l) sec from NYSDEC TACM 4046 
0IlSCG lluedupon USEPA RPJlon IX PRC.(1"3) 
(J)SCG from M8Y I~ draft TAGM 4046....,.,...... 
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Table 4
 
SUMMARY OF CONTAMINANT OF CONCERN
 

IN SURFACE SOILS IN SWALE AREA
 

Contaminant of 
Concern 

Concentration 
Ran.e !l211 (nDbl 

SCG, 
!l211 (DDbl 

Frequency of 
Exceedin. SCGs 

Volatiles: --- ­ None Exceeded 
SCGs (I), (2) 

- ­ ~ -

Semi-Volatiles: 

Total PAHs 3,707 - 220,830 100 000 (.), 1/2 

Metals mglkg(ppm) mglkg(ppm) 

Copper 17.1-68.9 25 (I) 1/2 

Nickel 11.2-26.2 13 (I) 1/2 

Zinc 442-844 20 (I) 2/2 

FootrIot.,: OOTotod PAH." 100.000 ppb, sec b-.illlpclII. "'"-"ftl\llladon lly NYSOOWNYSDEC or pvkntW hcaltb ..........
 
no-. ""cot IOiIIHdlmmt f'lpomrt' ..dNa,..
 

~llN\'SDECTAGM 4046 sec.
 
\>IR'G ...... IIJ1O" lISE"" R~tto.. IX PAr.. (1993)
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TableS
 
SUMMARY OF CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN
 

IN SOH SUMP/CATCH BASIN WATER
 

Contaminant or Concentration SCGs Frequency o( 
Concern Ran2e I'M b\ jJ,2A ,b\ Exceedine SCGs 

Volatiles: 

1. J Dichloroethane ND-72,OOO 5.0 (~) 112 

1,1,1 Trichloroethane ND-7,900 5.0 (f) 1/2 

Toluene ND-5,800 5.0 (4) 1/2 

Ethylbenzene ND-2,700 5.0 (4) 1/2 

Xylene (total) ND-15,OOO 5.0 (4) 1/2 

Semi·Volatiles: 

Phenol ND-360 1.0 (4) 1/2 

Metals: 

Aluminum 2,940-15,700 100 (..) 2/2 

Cadmium 34.7-4,430 10.0 (") 2/2 

Chromium 454-4,940 50 (4) 2/2 

Copper 261-3,580 1 300 (~), 112 

Lead 457-696 25 (4) 2/2 

Manganese 288-7,980 500 (4) 112 

Mercury ND-2.4 2.0 (4) 1/2 

Nickel 840-56,700 100(') 2/2 

Silver 6.3-99.9 50 (4) 1/2 

Zinc 7,610-63 500 300(4) 212 
FooQlote.• '0 NYSDEC DtvW00 ofw.ter AItIbient Water QuaUty StQd...... Gtddmae. TOGS 1.1.1, Oct. J993 

l'lUSEPA MeLt: ... MCLGs 
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Table 6
 
SUMMARY OF CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN
 
IN RUBY·GORDON BASEMENT SUMP WATER
 

Contaminant of 
Concern 

Concentration 
Ran"/l..11 bl 

SCG. 
/l..11 (nobl 

Frequency of 
E.ceedin2 SCGs 

Volatiles: 

Vinyl CWoride ND-30 2.0 If) 316 

Methylene CWoride ND-120 5.0 (4) 4/6 

1,1 DichJoroethene ND-120 5.0(4) 3/6 

1,1 DichJoroethane 26-750 5.0 (4) 6/6 

1,2 Dichloroethene 
(total) 

ND-760 5.0(4) 5/6 

1,1,1 Trichloroethane 15-3,200 5.0 (4) 616 

Trichloroethene 
(TCE) 

44-550 5.0 (4) 416 

Tetrachloroethene 
(PCE) 

3-180 5.0 (4) 416 

Semi-Volatiles: --- ­ No Exceedances (4) 

above SCGs 
-. - ­

Metals: 

Aluminum 36.5-951 100 (4J 213 

Antimony ND-l2.1 6.0 (') 113 

,Footnote...NYSDEC DlvWon...fW• fer Ambif,n Water Qua1ity SUIndardlIA: ~ TOGS 1.1.1. Oct. 1993 
"'USEPA MC'I...ll4 MCLG! 

mJART.QLVER-HOLTZ 1122197 
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Table 7
 
SUMMARY OF CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN
 

IN OVERBURDEN GROUNDWATER
 

Contaminant of 
Concern 

Concentration 
Ran.e 1'.11 (oobl 

SCGs 
1',,11 (oobl 

Frequency or 
Exceedin. SCGs 

Volatiles: 

Vinyl Chloride ND-I1,Ooo 2 (4) 9/32 

Methylene Chloride 39-350 5(4) 4/32 

1,1 DichJoroethene 3.6-900 5 (4) 14/32 

1,1 Dichloroethane ND-IO,OOO 5 (4) 18/32 

1,2 DicWoroethene 
(total) 

2.9-10,000 5(4) 13/32 

1,1,1 Trichloroethane 3.1-24,000 .5 (4) 12/32 

Trichloroethene 
(TCE) 

1.4-140,000 .5 (4) 12/32 

1,1 ,2~ Trichloroethane 12.0-530 35 (4) ])32 

Tetrachloroethene 
(PCE) 

33-8,800 5 (4) 8/32 

Metals: 

Aluminum ND-14,9oo 100 (4) 15/16 

Manganese ND-I,420 500 (') 7/16 

Nickel ND-169 100 (5) 2/32 

Footnote.." NYSDEC Dhislon o(Watrr Ambient W.ar Qoabty StQdIlJ'ft'" GuW_ TOGS 1.1.', Oct. I"J 
""USf;PAMCL.&MCLG. 

SWART.oLVER-HOLTZ Ill"'" 
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Table 8
 
SUMMARY OF CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN
 

IN TOP OF BEDROCK AND INTERIOR BEDROCK GROUNDWATER
 

Contaminant of 
Concern 

Concentration 
Ranee "ell (nobI 

SCGs 
uell (DDbl 

Frequency of 
ExceediDe SCGs 

Volatiles: 

Vinyl Chloride ND-IIO 2 (4) 4/14 

Methylene Chloride ND-5,500 5 (4) 3/14 

1,1 Dich)oroethene 5.0-250 5(4) 2/14 

J1 1 Dichloroethane 1.5-5,900 5(4) 6/14 

1,2 Dichloroethene 
(total) 

3.8-9,000 5(4) 7114 

1, 1, 1 Trichloroethane ND-l70 5 (4) 3114 

Trichloroethene 
(TeE) 

1.5-10,000 5(4) 6/14 

Tetrachloroethene 
(PCE) 

4.0-66 5{4} 

1(4) 

1/14 

1/8 

Semi-Volatiles: 

Phenol ND-IO 

Metals: 

Aluminum 247-1,400 JDO (4) 7n 

Cadmium ND-797 10 (4) 4114 

Chromium ND-4,380 50 (4) 4114 

Lead ND-78.1 25 (4) 4114 

Manganese ND-I,670 500 (4) 6n 
-

Nickel ND-7,770 100 (~) 4114 

Vanadium ND-22.7 20 (6) In 

Zinc 20.7-4,280 300 (oil 3114 

FOOItmte: ... Ny'SPEC D\vIIdon ofW.'"rA-.bkntW.rQu.BtySta....omiI."'-('~TOGS1.1.I,Oct.I9?3 
"USEPA MCLa A Mcu;. 
(0) VSEPA UaIIlb A4vts.ry, A4utt urdbae 
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Tabl.9
 
SUMMARY OF CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN
 

IN SURFACE WATER (SWALE AREA)
 

Contaminant of 
Concern 

Concentration 
Rano. /l.1I bl 

SCG. 
u.1I bl 

Frequency of 
Exe.edino (SCGs) 

Volatiles: _. -- NODe Eueeded (4) 

SCG, 

0.4 (4) 

100 (4) 

526 (4) 

300 (4) 

. -~ -

Semi-Volatiles: 

Pentachlorophenol ND-4.0 

158-997 

7.4-8.2 

185-909 

113 

Metals: 

Aluminum 313 

Lead 013 

Mamzanese 213 
Fuutnott.. '" NYSDEC D1vls....n o(W.ft,r AJnbl"M Wm.,r QualIty &:.lIdarda" GuldaMeTOGS 1.1.1, ()d. '991 

snJART.oLVER-HOLTZ laWl 
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Table 10
 
SITE WIDE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE COSTS
 

Remedial Alternative Capital Co,t Present Worth 
nrAnn"'I~ 

Total , 

Site Wide Alternative No. 1 
(No Action) 

$10,000 $191,500 $201,500 

Site Wide Alternative No.2 $1,410,000 $1,576,700 $2,986,700 

Site Wide Alternative No.3 $1,1l4,500 $1,663,800 $2,778,300 

Site Wide Alternative No. S $1,917,000 $861,100 $2,778,100 

SWART-OLVER·HOLTZ 'n1i97
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