DAVIS-HOWLAND OIL COMPANY -
" Rochester, Monroe County, New York \
Site No. 8-28-088 |

February 1997

SECTION "1:
" PROPOSED PLAN

PURPOSE _OF _THE

“The New York State Department  of

»:".Envixjonmenta_l Conservation. (NYSDEC) in~

consultation  with - the  New  York State
Department of Health (NYSDOH), is proposing
a remedy which combines excavatioh and off-site
disposal of metals contaminated soils, sparging to
remove shallow groundwater contamination with
Jvapor extraction as nceded, and monitoring of®
‘groundwater  to. confirm  the  long-term
Ceffgetiveness of the remedy, for the Davis-
{owland Oil Company site. This remedy is
proposed to address the threat to human health
and the environment created by the presence of
"volatile organic solvents in shallow groundwater-
and metals in surface soils,

“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
‘select a final remedy tor the site only after
- careful consideration of all comments submitted
.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 ‘Stite’
Environmental  Conservation “Law (ECL) and’
state regulation 6 NYCRR Part 375, This

found in greater deiail in the
Investigation (RI) and Feasibility Study (FS)
reports availadle at the document repositories.

The NYSDEG, may modify the preferred
alternative or select another alternative based on

_new information or public comments. Therefore,

the public is encouraged to review and comment
on all of the alternatives identified here.

To better understand the site, and the alternatives
evaluated, the public is encouraged to review the
project documents which-are available at the
tollowing repositories:

Rochester Pubiic Library

Rundel (Central) Branch

115 South Avenue

Rochester, New York 14604

(716) 428-7338

Contact: Local History Documents .

NYSDEC Region 8 Headquarters .
6274 East Avon-Lima Road

Avon, New York 14414

(716) 226-2466

Contact: Joe Hamm, _Citizen Participation

NYSDEC Central Office.
50 Wolf Road
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Albany, New York 12233-7010
(518) 457-0315
) C(_)nt'zic‘tf ‘Michael DiPietro, Project Manager

-Wfitte‘n_ comments on the PRAR can be submitted
to.Mr. DiPietro-at the above address.

DATES TO: REMEMBER:

" February I8 - March.20 Public comment period an RIZFS
Repart, PRAP, and preferred aiteraative.

March §, 1897 at 7:00 PM Public meeting at* Writers &
Books, 740 University Avenue, Rochester,

SECTZON 2 SITE _LOCATION AND
DESCRIPTION

The Davis-Howland Oif Company site is defined
as adjacent parcels of land located on Anderson
Avenue in the City of Rochester,  Monroe
County. Those adjacent parcels are described as

190-220. Anderson Avenue and the portion of

176. Anderson Avenue immediately north and
west of 190-220 Anderson. See Figure | for the
“location map and Figure 2 for the detailed site
map. The site is approximately 1 acre in size.
The site is situated in an area which combines
residential, commercial, and industrial faciiities.
No significant surface water is located in the
immediate area of the site. The site is bounded
on the south by Anderson Avenue, west by light
" industrial and commercial/retail buildings, and
~ onthe north and &L\t by Conrail tracks and right-

i of -way.

: The, site is underlain by a thin fill layer (2-5 feet
thick), outwa:h sand and gravel (5-20 feet).

'gldu.&l tith (5-15 feet), and bedrock consisting o

the Pentield Dolostone. Shallow groundwater is
encountered  in  the outwash and  deep
groundwater is encountered in the bedrock unit,

The area is served by the public water supply
system and we are aware of no local gronndwater
usige.

Operable Unit No. 1, which is the subject of this
PRAP, consists of shallow groundwater, surface
50il, and subsurface soil.

An Operable Unit represents a portion of the site
remedy which for technical or administrative
reasons can he addressed separately to eliminate
or mitigate ‘a release, thyeat- of release or
exposure - pathway  res uH'm" from the site

] umtdvn'nanon _The remaining cperable unit for

this site is de thw in Section 2.2 below.
SECTION 3: SITE HISTORY

3.1 Operatioual/Bisposal History

During the course of operations at the Davis-
Howland site there were evidently numerous
incidences when material leaked or were spilled
onto the ground. Thereis no single occurrence
which can be blamed for the majority of the
contamination now found at the site,

Between 1974 and the early 1990s, there were
many reports to the NY %DTC of releases of
materials ranging from waste ard mineral oil
te hydrochloric and sulforic ac J_ at the Davis-
Howtand site

In June 1991, the NYSDEC staff inspected
site in response to @ report of an oil § il .
found several hundred dmm&m oils and s

and several areas of stained soils.

and identified Aumerous drums. some of which
were leaking. . A follow-up inspection was
conducted which included soil sampling and the
containerizing of ] king drums,  Soil sampling

B
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indicated that soil . was  contaminated  with
Spetroleum and solvents, B
In Octéber 1991, Dunn Geosciences performed
.2 soil investigation for Davis-Howland. They
confirmed the results of the initial DEC
“* inspection.

« From April through June 1992, Clean Harbors,
Inc. conducted a soil and groundwater sampling
eftort. Results of this investigation indicated soil
contamination and significant contamination of
-groundwater  with  chlorinated ~ and . non-
. chlorinated. selvents.  During the same period,
Clean Harbors also conducted 2 deum removal
and :surface soil excavation and removal, The
sail removal consisted of the removal of the top
one foot of soil and subsequent offsite disposal.

In December 1994, the NYSDEC resampled the
Ctean Havbors wells and found similar types of
contamination. :

Operable Unit 2 (0U2), consists of the bedrock
aquifer in the vicinity of the Davis-Howland site.
The bedrock groundwater is contaminated by
compounds similar to those described in this
PRAP as heing present in the shallow
groundwater and soils. This deeper groundwater
will be addressed in a future document after
further assessment of the nature and extent of
bedrock groundwater contamination and the
clafification of uncertainties which have been
identitied.  The nature and - extent of this
contamination, as we now understand it, are
described in the rest of this PRAP. Areas of
current uncertainty inchede the total areal extent
ofthe coptamination and details of flow rates and
exact direction.

SECTION 4: CURRENT STATUS

In response to a determination that the presence
of hazardous waste at the Site presents a
significant threat to human health and the

environment, the NYSDEC  has  recently
completed a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study (RVES).

4.1:  Summary of. the Remedia
Investieation

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

The RI was conducted in two phases. The first
phase was conducted between July 1995 and
Octoher: #1996, the second phase between
November 1996 and lznuary 1997. A repost
entitfed "Davis-Howland Ol Corperation
Remedial Investigation,” dated October 1996,
has been prepared deseribing the field activities
and findings of the Phase 1 R in detail,

The RI included the following activities:

@  Area well inventory and literature

Soil gas survey to help define the limits
of contamination.

Piezometer and  monitoring  well
installation to  coflect  groundwater
samples and determine the direction of
groundwater flow.

Surface and subsurface soil sampling and
analysis.

The instailation of exploratory  seil
borings.

The sewer line near the site was
inspected using a remote camera system.

An exposure pathway analysis and
habitat based assessnient were conducted

Davis-Howland Gil Company (8-28-088)
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to determine potential impacts to humans
and the enviropment,

To determine which media (soil, groundwater,
gte.) contain contamination at levels of concern,
the R analytical *data was compared to

environmental Standards, Criteria, and Guidance -

(8CGs).  Groundwater, drinking .water and
~surface water SCGs identified for the Davis-
-Howland Qi Company site were based on
NYSDEC Ambient Water ‘Quality Standards and
Guidance Valves and Part V of NYS Sanitary
Cade. "NYSDEC TAGM 4046 soil- cleanup
guidelines for the protection of groundwater,
backgrounit  conditions,  and  risk-based
remediation criteria were used as SCGs for soil,

Based wupon the results of the remedial
investigation in comparison to the SCGs and
potential  public  heaith  and  environmental
exposure routes, certain areas and media of the
site require remediation. These are summarized
below. More complete information can be found
in the RI Report.

Chemical concentrations are reported in parts per
billion (ppb} and parts per million (ppm). For
comparison purposes, SCGs are given for each
medium.

4.L.1 Mature of Contamination;

As described in the RI Report, many surface soil,
subsurface soil and groundwater were collected

at the Site to characterize the nature and extent of

contamination.

During the RI soil and groundwater samples
were analyzed for volatile organics (VOCs),
semivolatile  organics  (SVOCs), pesticides,
PCBs, and metals. Surface soils were found to
contain SVOCs including benzo(a)anthracene,
benzo(a):pyren‘e, and  chrysene, and metals
including lead, chromium, cadmium, and zinc.
Subsurface solls were found to contain VOCs
‘e

including 1,2-dichioroethene and trichloroethene,
and  metals including mercury and zine, Low
fevels of SVOCs were also detected in sybsurface
soils. Groundwater was found to contain VOCs
inctuding those found in soil, vinyl chloride,
11, I-téichloroethane, and xylene. The only
SVOC ™ detected  at significant levels  was
naphthalene. Metals detected include lead and
mangange. PCBs and pesticides were not
detected at concentrations of concern in these
medid.

Some of the SVOCs detected are known to be
carcinogens in animals. The metals, particularly
lead, is known to have adverse health effects in
humans when there is long-term exposure at high
levels, The VOCs detected can have both short
and long-term health effects. The short-term
impacts “include headaches and dizziness, the
long-term effects may include damage to the
central nervous system and the liver as well as
other internal organs. These effects are known
to oceur in cases of high fevel and Jong-term
exposure.

4.1.2 Extent of Contaminafion

The remedial investigation determined that the
primary contaminated media at the site consist of
soil and groundwater. These are further divided
into  surface <oil, subsurface soil, shallow
groundwater, which is found in the fill and soil
overlying bedrock, and deep or bedrock
groundwiter which is located in the upper-most
hedrock unit encountered at the site.  The
shallow  groundwater is separated from the
bedrock groundwater by a layer of material
classified as a glacial till, This materisl consists
of clay rich silt with small amounts of sand and
gravel encountered,

Each of the iwo subdivisions of ‘the media
described above are contaminated to a greater or 7
lesser degreer The highest level of soil
contamination is found in the wrea behind the

Davis-Howland Ol Company (8-28-08X)
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Overburden Groundwater

' Concentration Range, ppb SCG No. that| No. of

Coutaminant P«ixmmumli‘/laxxmum] ;wemge (pph) | Exceed Samples
1,1-Dichloroethane | 2.2 2800 875 | 8 1
1,2-Dichloroethene (total) | 98000 20935 | 11
1, {-Dichloroethene | 3900 977 | 11
Ethvlbenzene | 2500 629 | 11
Toluene f 3400 690 | 11

L1, i-Trichloroethane | 34000 5149 |

Trichloroethene - 7| 98000 | 16595 |

Vinyl Chlaride | 5800 1723 |
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Bedrock Groundwater
Councentration Range, pph e }Z‘éo. that! No. of |
___Contaminant Minimum I—Max:mumf Aver "1;;7 (ppb) | Exceed _Szzmpieiég
,2-Dichloroethene (o | 300 [ 8600 | 2866 !
Vinyl Chioride | 56 [ 80 1402
Trichloroethene {27 | 740 | 3
| | |
) | |
f (
l !

o
1,1-Dichloroethene 8 88
1. 1-Trichloroethane 0 190
I, I-Dichloroethane 28
4-Methyl-2-Pentanone
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Surface Soil |
Concentration Range, ppm | No. th:ztl‘ No. of {
Contaminant ' meunum [szmum{ Avera eﬁj {ppm) | Exceed ’Samples;
Benzo@janthracene | 019 | 37 4.5
Benzo(a)pyrene | 0.1l .26 3.4
Chrysene { 0.26 - 33 4.3
_Dibenz(a,hanthracene | i1 1.6
Cadmium ,’ . 30.6 4.7
|
|

_Chromium_ 80.1 22.5
Lead 2020 : 82.3
Zinc 43800
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7 Subsurface Soil
‘ : l Concentration Range, pom SCG  {No. that] No. of
Coutaminant | Minimum [ Maximum | Aver o {(ppm) | Exceed Samples

3| s
1 | 18
18
18
18
13
18
18

1,2-Dichlorosthene (total) | 0.003 | 29 | 0.40 . 0.3.

Toluene 0.0035 4.6 0.26 1.5

]

Trichlorocthene 0.00 6.4 0.44 0.7

]
|
!
0.003 5.1 0.30 .20 |
0.032 0.3 0.17 3
i

|

|

{

|

1

Kylene t
Benzo(a)anthracene ™ |
i

!

|

0.047 1.0 0.25
0.038 1.0 0.19
12.8 139.0 38.27

Fluoranthene
Phenol
Zinc
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Davis-Howland building.  Shallow soils are
contaminated with SVOCs and metals, and
subsurface soils with VOCs and, . a lesser
extent, SVQCs and metals. Growndwater
contamination is highest in shallow g groundwater
with the area behind the building showing the
highest levels, The hedrock groundwater s

contaminated at levels generally an order of

magnitude less than that observed in shallow
groundwater, '

Table 1 summames the extent of contamination
for the contaminants of concern in soils and
gmundwater and compares the data with the
proposed remedial action levels (SCGs) for the
Site. For most of the ssted compounds in Table
1,2 single sample point was much higher than
the rest. This resulted in a substantial upward
skewing of the average values for cach
.contaminant shown. For surface soils, sample
-DHSS-7  generally  showed  the  highest
contaminant levels, this location is the sut hject of
a proposed soil removal in Alternatives 2-4. The
followmg are the thedia which were e investigated
and a summary of the findings of the
investigation,

One of the SCGs relevant to this site.is TAGM
4046 which presents soil clean- -up objectives.
Some of the soil analysis detected the presence of
several SVOCs at levels above reconmendad
levels, While these SVOCs.are found in surface
soil above standards, distribution and past
operations at the site seem to indicate that they
_are not site related. Some of the worst of this
contamination would be removed with the soil
which ~was identified as a health risk,  The
removal of SVOTs would not be comprehensive.

: Su.[mg‘g SQ!] wAfter completion” of the sxxrxz{pe’
soil removal IRM, only trace levels of VOC
contaminaiion-were found in this media. Total
SVOC contamination in this media ranged from

non-detect to 448 ppm. AL samples excey
DHSS-5 had at least one exceedence of  soi
standards for SVOCs.  In general, the highest
levels of contamination were found in the area
behind the site building and along the railroad
tracks. Specifically, the highest levels of SVOCs
consist of a class of compounds known as PAHs.
These are compounds such as creosote and
related chemicals. Individual SYOCs with the
greatest exceedences of their soil cleanup goals
were benzo(a)anthracene (37 ppm) and chrysene
(33 ppm).  Also found at elevated concentrations
in this media were metals. Elevated levels of
cadmium, chromium, mercury, fead, and zing
were detected in soil samples. The highesi levels
of these were detected at DHSS- 7, located
hetween  the . gray brick warchouse and the
railroad iracks.  Highest of these metais were
lead (2020 ppm) and zinc (43800 ppm)  (Ses
Figure 3 for surface soil sample focations).

b
;
1

Two areas of surface soi} contamination were
identified as requiring remediation due 1o
elevated metals contamination (see Figure 4 for
locations). These two areas comprise an
estimated 33 cu-yds of soil. Despite the fact that
the PAHzs described above are not thought to be
attributable to disposal activities at the site. they
are most concentrated in the vicinity of DHSS-7
and  will  be removed with the merals
contaminated soils.

Subsurface Soil:  The subsurface soil sam ples
were higher in concentrations of VOCS and
lower in SVOCs and metals. Highest VQCs
were trichloroethene (6.4 ppm), xylene (5.1
ppm). and toluene (4.6 ppm). SVOCs were not
encountered at levels of concern in subsurfuce
soils.  Of the metals, significant levels of
mercury (0.37 ppm)iwere detected. i ;

The highest levels, 6f VOCs were erally”
encountered at or near the water table.
likely to be associated with the groundwater
contamination. 1t is likely that the metals and

Davis-Howland Qil Company (8-25-088)
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SVOCs are a surface astifact and are 1ot
necessarily associated with the spillage of o
and solvents at the site,

Groundwater

Shallow g,u"oundthu' flows to the south with a
limited component of flow in a more easterly
direction under "the site. . Data from the
investigation mdxcat es that the contamination
levels reach non-detect just south of Anderson
Avenue in front of the Davis-Howland t building
(see Figure §)., Highest contamination is found
in -the  are: + immediately - behind the Davis-
Howiand building.

Bedrock groundwater flows predominantly to the
east in the area of the: site.
contamination s preatest inA the areas of
monitoring weils MW-IR and MW-5R (see
Figurs 4) which are located on the south side of
Anderson Avenue and northwest of the Davig-
Howland building, respectively. Contamination
levels decrease to the east of the site (see Figure
6).

" It may be postuiated that the difference in levels

of contam’nun(m between the “shallow and
bedrock groundwater units are due to the glacial
till between the two units. This layer inhibits the
rate of migration of u)nmmumtum from the near
-surface to the bedrock located, on average, at o

depth of 20 to 25 feet.

Please note that in Tahle I, groundwater
contamiration values are given in parts per
- biflion (pph). One ppim is cqual o one thousand
ppbd.

.Sha'llpwgimmg water: Shallow
{overburden) groundwater contamination consists
primarily of the same VOCs found in subsur
seils, Highest  contaminant levels were SR
dichloroethene and trichloroethene (both 98 ppm)
and 1,1, I-trichloroethane (34 ppm). T

¢
2-

Fhe only,

. i ®
:

Bedrock '

SYOC detected at significant concentiations was
naphthalene (0.29 ppm).  The only i

metal detee mu was fead (0.819 ppm).

V‘L'iggjm 'k Gmgmdmm;[: Bedrock groundwater is
contaminated with mest of the same components
found in shallow groundwater.  Levels of
contamination are, for the most part, lower.
Highest levels are for 1.2-dickloroethene (8.6
ppm),  vinyl  chloride . (0.84 ppm), and
trxcnlomethunu 0.74 ppm)

Exposure

Summary__of  HWuman

This section describes the types of human
exposures that may present added heajth risks
persons at or sround the site, " A more detailed
discussion of the health risks can be found
Section 4.7 of the RI Report.

An exposure pathway is how an individual may
come into contact with a contaminant. The five
elements of an exposure pathway are 1) the
source of contamination: 2) the environmentai
media and transport mecharisms; 3) the point of
exposure; 4) the route of exposure; and 5) the
receptor population.  These elements of an
exposure pathway may be based on past, present.
or tutux events

Path w.x) which are kx.ov 0o or may e

site include:

® Ingestion of contaminated surfac
or groundwater.  The possibili
“that peopie coming onto the si e
ingest contaminated surface soil.
Rathway is only complete for persens on
the site or in the limited arcas of off-site
umtzumnzliwn For groundwater, the
only likely point of contact would be it
someone were using groundwater as

drinking water source.  Sinee

Davis-Howland Oil Coempany (8-28-088)
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residents are on City water this pathway
is not complete.

tnhalation of contaminated dust of
volatile organic compounds - (VOCs).

The potential exists for inhalation of -

contaminated dust from the site. The
‘most likely people to be effected by this
would be onsite workers during activities
whick would disturb soil. - VOCs are

primarily found in subsurface soils and -

groundwater .’ The most likely receptors
“ for this route of exposure would be
.workers digging up, soil releasing VOCs
or coming inte contact with mnundwatu
. when VQCs are volatizing from the
- water. This is not curtently, considered
a “completed pathway but it may be
completed in'the future "

Dermal conact wii}_m‘cantaminzm:d soils.
This pznhwziy,:‘! ;cm’n‘ple’te for individuals
on the site.- There i&galso a limited
amount Q off-gite>; surface  soil
contamination. which others could come
into contact with. Dermal contact with
subsurface »-soil  would only be a
completed ", pathway  for  persons
conducting exci vating activities on the
site.

4.3 fzm’mmr,v_(zf,uwgmm piol Exposure
Pathways:

There is no significant habitat in the immediate
area of the site which would provide an active
breeding or dwelling area for most wild species.
Only those animals which have shown tolerance
for, urban uwellmg can 1u\somhlv be expected in
the area of the sit "“The Fish and Wildlife
Impact Assessment mdudt,d in the RI presents a
more detailed discussion of the potential impacts
seam the site to fish and wildlife resources.

SECTION 5: ENFORCEMENT STATUS

Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) are those
who may be legaily liable for contamination at a
site. THis may include past or presept:owners
and operators, waste generators, and huulers,

The Potential Responsible Parties (PRP} for the
site, documented to date, include: the Davis-
Howland Oil Company.

The PRPs failed to implement the RI/IS

site when requested by the NYSDEC. A
remedy is selected, the PRPs will again b
contacted to assume responsibility for the
remedial program. If an agreement cannot he
reached with the PRPs, the NYSDEC will
evaluate the site for futher action under the State
Supertund. The PRPs arg subject to legal actions
by the State for recovery of d“ response costs the
State has incurred.

SECTION 6: SUMMARY QF THE
REMEDIATION GOALS

xuncdnl goal 1$:to meet all Standaros Cr
and Guidan (SCG\) and be protective of hu:mn

health and it IL environment.
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At a minimum, the remedy selected shiould
elirainate or mitigate all significant threats o the
public health and to the enviromnent presented
by the hazardous waste disposed at the site
through the proper application of seientific and
engineering principles. :
The goals selected for this ite'are:
Eliminate the potential for direct human
contact with the contaminated soils on
site.

Mitigate the impacts of contaminated
groundwater to the environment, o the

extent practicable.

Prevent, to the extent possible, migration
of soil contaminants o groundwater:

Provide for attainment of SCGs for
groundwater quality at the limits of the
area of concern (AOC), to the extent
practicable.

SECTION 7: SUMMARY 10 THE
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

The selected remedy shonld be protective of
human health and the environment, be cost
effective, comply with environmental standards,
criteria, and guidance, and utilize permanent
solutions, alternative technelogies, or resource
recovery -technologies to the maximum extent
practjcable. Potential remedial aiternatives for
the Davis-Howland Oil Company site were
identified, screened and evaluated in a Feasibility
~Study. This evaluation is presented in the repart
‘entitled Davis-Howland Oil Company Feasibility
Study, dated January 1997.

“ A summary-of the detailed analysis follows. As
“used-in the following text, the time to implement
reflects only the time required 10,¢0

to design the remedy, procure contracts for
design and congtrnction, or 10 negotiate with
responsible parties for. implementation of the

remedy.

7.1: Description of-Alternatives
The potential remedies’ are intended to address
the contaminated soil ‘and groundwater at the-.

site.

Alternative 1: Mo Action + Monitoring

The no action aiternative is evaluated as.a
procedural requirement and as a basis for
comparison, It requires continued monitoring
oniy, wlowing the site remain  in an
unremediated state. This aiternative would leave
the site in, its present condition and would not
provide any additional- protection an
health or the envirenment.

Present Worth: $ 77,900
Capitat Cost . $ 0
Annual O&M: $ 12,000
Time to Implement Immediate

Alternative 2: Shallow_ Groundwater
Extraction-+ Groundwater Freatment +Targeted
Surface. Soil_Excavation  and Offsite

Disposal + Groundwater Monitoring

This alternative would ~ collect  shaliow
groundwater  from the area of highest
contamination located in the back of the Davis-
Howland building using several extraction wells.
Shallow groundwater extraction would target the
highest levels of contamination. The goal for
this procedure is to remove groundwater
contamination which , might in the future,
impact human health through exposure in nearby
hasements or sumps; This pumping would not

inking water standards, but
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to the sanitary sewer through the use of an wir
stripper to remove VOCs which constitute the
majority of the groundwater contamination. Two
areas  of surface soil  contamination  were
identified “as warranting action.  These are
located just north of MW-IS and (R and
northwest of MW-6R. These soils are impacted
by significant metals contamination. These soils
would be excavated ‘and - disposed of offsite.
Monitoring of groundwater contamination and
tevels would be conducted in order to assess the
effectiveness of the remedy.” '

Present Worth: S $ 824,386
Capital Cost: - Tw % 185,864
Annual O&M: LoFe 8 87.600
Time to Implement ' 6 months

Alternative 3. Shallow.._ Groupdwater
Sparging+VYapor Extractions Targeted Surface
Soil Exg¢ayation angd Qffsite
DRisposal + Groundwater Monitoring

Rl

Alternative 3 would entail the insf%xl.};&ion of
several alr sparging points in the areas of highest
shallow  groundwater  contamination. * Air
sparging  would  strip  VOCs  from  the
groundwater, As needed, vapor extraciion paints
would be installed to collecred the VOCs released
from groundwater and enhanceé the removal of
VOCs found insoil.  Soil removal and disposal.
and meonitoring would be done i the same
manner as described in Alternative 2.
Present Worth: $
Capital Cost: $
¢

473,196
182,615
Anmnual O&M: g 61,000

Time to Implement 6-9 months
Alternative 4: In Well. Air Stripping +Targeted
Surface  Soil  Excavation and  Offsite

_ Disposal + Groundwater Monitoting

In well air stripping would be utilized to remove

VGCs  from  shatiow  groundwater in  this

alternative,  These wells utilize air lift (o

cireulate water from. a screened zone located

helow the water tablé and discharging the water

from a screen located in the zone above the water !
table.  As the air moves the- water upward,
bubbles strip VOCs from the water. The VOCs

are removed under Tow vacuum from the wall,

The other elements of this alternative would be
the same as in Alternative 2,

738,163
414,064
61,000

6 months

Present Worth: $
Capital Cost: &
Armual O&M: $
Time to Implement

7.2 Evaluation of Remedial Alternatives

sedd to compare, the. potential

remedia’ alternatives are defined in the regulation
that directs the remediation of inactive hazardous
waste sites in New York State (6NYCRR Part
375). For each of the criteria, 2 brief description
is previded followed by an evaluation of the
alternatives against that criterion. A detailed
discussion  of  the evaluation criteria  and
comparative analysis is  contained in the
Feasibility Study.

The first two evaluation criteria are termed
iheeshiold criterta and must be satisfied in
order for an alternative to be considered for
selection. -

(. Compliance with New York State Standards
Criteria.and Quidance (SCGR).  Compliance
with SCGs addresses whether or not 2 remedy
will mect applicable environmental  laws,
regulations, standards, and guidance.

The Feasibility Study identified SCGs for this
ite.  The most significant of the SCGs, by
1cude the following: :
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Soil
TAGM HWR-94-4040, Guidance regarding soil
clean-up levels,

6 NYCRR Part 376, Land disposal regul;mnns
(LDRs).

sroundwater
6 NYCRR Part 703, Ambient Water Quality
© Standards and Guidance Values

6 NYCRR Parts 750-758 State  Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (SPDES).

Municipal Sewer Permit, Requirements covering
new discharges to fhe local sanitary sewer.

_Air
6 NYCRR Part 212

NYSDEC Air Guide 1.

Alternative [, No Action, would not change

current conditions at the site.  Since there are
ccurrently  contraventions  of  the  soil and
groundwater SCGs, it wouid not achieve the
SCGs.

Alternative 2, would  addiess  shallow
groundwater contamination through extraction
and treatment. It might eventally achieve
groundwater SCGs.  Surface soil excavation
would address soil contamination in the areas
“wrhich have the most significant identified surface
soil contamination, however, areas of soil would
remain with exceedences of soil clean-up crireria.
It is not anticipated that contaminant levels in
gxcavated soil would trigger LDRs.

One of the SCGs relevant to this site is TAGM
4046 which presents soil clean-up objectives.
Some of the soil analysis detected the presence of
several SVOCs at levels above recommended
levels: While these SVOCs arefound in surface
it andards,  distribution . and. pasi

operations at the site seem (o indicate that they
are not site refated. Same of the worst of this
contamination would the removed with the soii
which wags identified as a health risk,  The
removal of SYOCs would not be comprehensive.

Alternative 3, would treat shallow groundwater
through the use of air sparging. - It is believed
that this approach would achieve ‘better results
than the -extraction ‘and treatment of shallow
groundwater in Alternative 2 in approaching
groundwater SCGs.  Vapor extraction would
collect the VOCs removed from groundwater and
enhance the removal of VOCs from soil. This
would help in the clean-up of subsurface soil and
may meet soil SCGs.  As with Alternative 2,
SCGs for sarface soil weuid not'be universally
met due to the fact that some surface soils with
non-site related contaminants would remain.
Discharge controls: on the vaporss-collected
through soil vapor extraction would allow Air
SCGs ta be met. 4

Alternative 4 would achieve SCGs 1o a similar
extent as Alternative 3. Shallow groundwater
would be stripped o VOCs in the installed
wells.  Subsurface soil clean-up would be
promoted by the recirculation of water around
the wells,

2. Protection of Human Health and the
Environmeng.  This criterion is an overall
evaluation of the health and environmental
impacts to assess whether each alternative is
protective.

Alternative 1 would do nothing 1o improve
conditions at the site. This -alternative would not
be  protective  of human  health and  the
environment.

Alternatives 2-4 would be protective of human
health and the environment. The only exposure
pathway which is currantly complete is contact

face soils, of these

%
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remedies would address the two identified areas
of surface soil contamination which are thought
to be of concern.  Shallow groundwater

contamination would be addressed in each of

these alternatives, Even though this is not a

currently complete exposure pathway, it is of

future concern. Inkalation of VOCs escaping
from contaminated groundwater is also a non-
complete pathway which’ might be of future

concern should highly contaminated shallow
groundwater migrate to basements or sumps.
- This too would bs addressed by this alternative's

treatment of groundwater contamination.  No
significant environmental exposures or impacts
werg identified at this site.  Potential receptors
are extremiely Hmited at the site.

The next five "primary balancing eriteria® are
used to comparz the positive and negative
aspects of each of the remedial str ategies.

3. Short-term Impaets and Effectiveness. The
potential short-term  adverse impacts of the
remedial action upon the community, the
workers, and the environment during the
construction  and/or  implementation  are
evaluated. The length of time needed to achieve
the remedial obiectives is also estimated and
compared against the other alternatives.

Alternative 1, No Action has no impacts and
effects no change in the condition of the site.

Each of the other alternatives have similar
potential for impacts to site workers and workers
in the surrounding buildings as a result of surface
soil excavation. The excavation of soil has the
potential for causing the mobitization  of
contaminated dust.  This could easily be
controiled by proper application of engineering
controls such as misting or other dust
suppression techniques.  Alternatives 3 and 4

involve treating groundwater "’m p!ace' throu“

velthc.r ':pargmv or in wdl air

medid. Uncm‘tmllcd either of these could
expose those on or near the site 10 VOCs. Air
emission controls can mw[vdv prevent any
significant exposures;  Alternagive 3 calls for

vapor extraction which, properiy applied, would
control the release of such vapers. Alternative 4
would control emissions through-the application
of a fow fevel vacuum above thv Wmer column in
the well.

While the length of time cach’ remedy would
require to meet the Remedial Action Objectives
(RAQs) for groundwater cannot ‘be precisely
stated, it is anticipated that Alternative 2 (pump
and treat) would requir > fonger to achieve RAOs

~than Alternatives 3 or 4. Alternatives 3 and 4

hoth contain a more active approach to removing
VOCs from groundwater and would be more
rapidly eftective.

4. Long-term. Effectiveness and’Permanence.
This  criterion  evaluates  the long-term
effectiveness of the remedial alternatives after
implementation, 1f wastes or treated residuals
remin on site after the xclected remedy has been
imnlsmented, the following items are evaluated:
1) vhe magnitude of the rcmammg risks, 2) the
adequacy of the controls. intended o Jimit the
risk, and 3) the reliabifity of these controls.

Alternative No Action would not achieve
RAOs and has the lowest long-term
etfectiveness.

Tne surface soil  removal compoaent of
Alternatives 2-4 would be permanent. The zoil
would be taken offsite and disposed of at an
appropriate landfill. We anticipate that no site
related residuals would remain in surface soil af
the site.

The extraction and collection of groundwater
proposad in Alternative 2 would be a permanent
groundwater remedy.  There would be an
e : fing contaminagion from one

i Iy :
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media or system to another because the water
diseharged to the POTW would have some
concentration of VOCs:* Also, with pump and
treat technology, there is a significant potential
for "rebound" in groundwater contaminant levels
once the pumps are shut off.  Pump and treat
may also leave a slightly higher level of residual
contamination in subsurface soil. This would
need to be monitored for in order to facilitate
appropriate response.

Alternatives 3 and 4 would be permanent
remedies which remove contamination from the
groundwater.  Once these remedies achieve
RAOs there should be no residual problems with
groundwater. No significant potential exposure
pathways would remain once either of these
alternatives was completed.

5. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Yolume.
Preference -is ~ given to  alternatives © that
permanently and significantly reduce the toxicity,
mobility or volume of the wastes at the site,

Alternative 1 would do nothing to reduce
toxicity, mobility, or . volume of site
contamit

The soil removal component of Alternatives 2, 3,
and 4 would efiminate the mobility (leaching
potential to groundwater) of contamination in the
excavated soils.  Landfill disposal would do
nothing to reduce toxicity or volume but would
. eliminate the contact threat posed by this soil,
- Altérmative 2's. groundwater collection system
~wotlld, control the mobility of contaminated
"gl‘f.\'u'n(vi.'«vater.x The volume of contamination
would be rediced through the stripping of VOCs
rom groundwater and. the concentration of thege
in a control media such as. carbon.  Toxicity
would eventually be reduced when the carbon
was recycled.

Atternatives 3 and 4 weuld remove VOC
contamination from groundwater and capture it
through soil vapor extraction (Alt. 3) or through
a vacuum placed on the well (Alt, 41 In cither
case the VOCs could then e collected by vapor
phase carbon.  Either alternative twould be
effective in reducing mobility and vdlume, and
'mxici'ﬁ} could be reduced by rccf{cling the
carbon. .

6. Implementability.  The technical and
administrative feasibility of implementing each
alternative are evainated. Technical feasibility
includes the difficuities associated with the
construction and the ability to monitor the
effectiveness of the remedy. For administrative
feasibitity, the availability of the necessary
personnel and material is evaluated along with
potential  difficulties  in  obtaining  specific
operating approvals, access for construction,
ete.. . B i

There would be no difficulties in "implementing”
Alternative 1 since it involves no action.

lternatives 2, 3, and 4 would all be
implementable,  Alternative 2 would require
treatment and disposal to the POTW of a
significant guantity ot shaliow groundwater.
Alternatives 3 and 4 would not extract or handle
groundwater. Alternatives 2 and 3 involve well
eastablished and readily available technologies and
materials,  Well installation and pumps, in
Alternative 2, and vapor extraction, and
sparging, in Alternative 3, are provided by
numerous vendors,  Aliernative 4 relies on a
newer process available from fewer vendors.
The technolo is, however, understoed and
reliahle, One site specific technical concern for
Alternative 4 would be the relatively shatlow
water table in the area behind the site building.
This could pose a problem for the reinfiltration
of groundwater from the stripping  wells.
Acquiring POTW discharge permits would be the

‘Dnvis'Howland [o})] ‘C;‘uknp:x'ny {8-28-088)
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primary administrative.  action  needed  in
Alternative 2 and should be easily achievable,

7. Cost. Capital and operation and maintenance:

costs are estimated for each alternative and
<compared on a present worth basis. Although

cost -is the last balancing criterion evaluated,

where two or more alternatives have met the
requirements of the remaining criteria, cost
effectiveness can be used as the basis for the final
decision., The costs. for each alternative are
.presented in Table 2. )

This final triterion is considered a modifying

criterion and is taken nfo account after
evaluating those above. It is focused upon
after public ¢haments on the Proposed
Remedial Action Plan have been received,

8. Communify Acceptance - Concerns of the
community tegarding the RI/FS reports and the
Proposed Remedial Action Plan are evaluated. A
" Responsiveness Suminary” will be prepared
that describes public comments received and how
the Department will address the concerns raised.
If the final remedy sclected differs significantly
from the'proposed remedy, notices to the public
will be issued describing the differences and
reasons for the changes.

SECTION 8: SUMMARY OF  THE

~ Based upon the results of the REFS, and the
...evaluation presented in Section 7, the NYSDEC
is proposing Alternative 3 as the remedy for
this site,

This selection is based upon the conclusion that
the remedy proposed in Alternative 3 would
achieve each of the assessment criteria o the

greatest extent feasible.

“of human health and the environment. Each

Alternative 1 was not selected since it did not
meet any of the relevant requirements,

- Alternatives 3 and 4 are coually'likely t¢ achieve
gl

SCGs."  Alternative 2 has ar slightly Jower
likelihood of achieving groundwater standards in
a reasonable time frame though ;i( would control
migration of groundwatur contamination.

Alterndtives 2, 3, and 4 would all be protective

™

would  control  or  climinate the  exposure
pathways at the site.

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would ail have very
limited short-term impacts on the community.
Those nipacts present wonld be ¢asily managed.
RAOs would be achieved more quickly with
Alternatives 3 and 4 than o Alternative 2,

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would have about the
same level of long-term effectiveness and
permanence. They each would involve removal
of contamination and not just the isolation of
same. Alternative 2 would have the potential to
ievel slightly more residual contamination in the
subsurtace.

Reductions in toxicity, mobility, and volume
would be comparable for Alternatives 2, 3. and
4,

Alternative 2 would te easiest to” implement
because of the established technology and the fact
that it has the fewest elements.  Alternative 3 and
4 would have 3 similar level of technical
implementability, with Alternative 4 complicated
by some site specific considerations.,

Cost of Alternative
“he estimated present worth cost to implement

the remedy is $478,196. The cost to construct
the remedy is estimated to be $182,015 and the
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estimated  average  annval  operation  and
maintenance cost tfor 6 years is $61,000.

The elements of the selected remedy are as
follows:

1. Aremedial design program to-verify the
~ components of the conceptual design and
provide the details necessary for the
construction, operation and maintenance,
and monitoring of the remedial program.
Any uncertainties identified during the

RI/FS would be resolved,

Several air sparging points located in the
areas. of highest shallow groundwater
contamination, .

Vapor extraction points beneath thigsit

", - released by sparging,

Vapor phase treatment
extracted VOCs,

5. ‘Since the remedy results in untreated
hazardous waste remaining at the site, a
long term monitoring program would be
instituted.  This program would allow
the effectiveness of the selected remedy
to be monitored and would be a
component  of the operation  and
maintenance for the site.

0872198
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Table

Z

‘Remedial Alternative Costs

Capital Cost

Annual Q&M

"Remedial Alternative

No Action

30

e e

Alternative 2 - Pump and Treat-

$185,864

$12,000
$87,600

Alternative 3~ Air 8 arging
) ging

. Alternative 4 - In-well Alr Stripping

- $182,015
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$77.900
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