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1. INTRODUCTION AND PROJECT OVERVIEW

EA Engineering, P.C. and its affiliate EA Science and Technology (EA), under contract to the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), Work Assignment Number
(No.) D009806-05, was tasked to perform a remedial investigation (RI) and feasibility study (FS)
at the Gibson Scrapyard Site (Site) (No. 851058) located at the end of Main Street in the Hamlet
of Gibson, Town of Corning, Steuben County, New York. The Site is listed as Class 2 in the State
Registry of Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Sites (list of superfund sites), meaning that the Site
represents a significant threat to public health or the environment, and action is required.

1.1 PURPOSE AND SCOPE

This FS Report has been prepared to develop and evaluate alternatives for remedial action (RA)
and determine, which alternative is the most protective of public health and the environment, and
conforms to relevant and appropriate Standards, Criteria, and Guidance (SCGs) for the Site.

The FS was prepared in accordance with the most recent versions of the Guidance for Conducting
Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies under Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency [EPA]
1988) and Division of Environmental Remediation (DER)-10, Technical Guidance for Site
Investigation and Remediation (NYSDEC 2010), and focused on remedial alternatives proven
effective at addressing site-related contamination.

1.2 REPORT ORGANIZATION

The FS report has been organized as follows:

Section I—Introduction and Project Overview

Section 2—Summary of RI and Exposure Assessment

Section 3—Development of Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs)
Section 4—General Response Actions (GRASs)

Section 5—Identification and Screening of Technologies

Section 6—Scoping and Development of Remedial Alternatives
Section 7—Costing and Evaluation Criteria

Section 8—Detailed Analysis of Alternatives and Recommendations
Section 9—Green Remediation

Section 10—References.

1.3 BACKGROUND
1.3.1 Site Location

The Site is located at 2972 Main Street in the Hamlet of Gibson in the Town of Corning, Steuben
County, New York (Figure 1-1) in a rural residential and undeveloped area. The Site is comprised
of 3.2-acres from three parcels, bounded by Narrows Creek to the south, residential property to the
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southeast, the Norfolk Southern Railroad and Interstate-86 to the west, and a steep wooded hillside
to the east and north. The Norfolk Southern Railroad tracks are located approximately
25 feet (ft) west of the site boundary. The Site and surrounding area are shown on Figure 1-2. The
Gibson Fire Department is located to the southeast on the opposite side of Narrows Creek, within
500 ft of the Site.

1.3.2 Site History

The Site reportedly operated as an industrial waste landfill from about 1940 to 1950. The Corning
Materials facility, a metal scrap recycler, then operated at the Site from 1950 to 1975, and accepted
waste from industries including Ingersoll Rand, Corning Glass, Westinghouse, and General
Electric. The Site was listed as a Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System large
quantity generator for hazardous waste. Waste was reported to be buried at depths of up to 15 ft
below ground surface (bgs). Previous investigations identified World War II munitions debris
potentially from the Seneca Army Depot, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) oil, drums of solvents,
and lead powder as potential waste streams. During the RI, medium caliber practice projectiles
(i.e., 20 to 30 millimeter) were identified within the upper 5 ft of site soil. In addition, there are
verbal accounts that the facility historically detonated munitions on-site (Fagan Engineers 1998).

1.3.3 Current Site Land Use

The Site is zoned by the Town of Corning as vacant residential land and is currently unoccupied.
The vacant property contains no structures other than a concrete slab associated with a former
weigh station and is not under any current use. The southern half of the Site is overgrown with
knee- to waist-high grasses, shrubs, and brush while the northern portion of the Site contains open
areas with little to no vegetative growth. The ground surface at the Site is covered with metal and
other small debris including tires, tubing, hose, and piping, typical of a former dump site. Two
separate areas of the Site contain mounds of concrete, asphalt, and soil/gravel fill materials
deposited on-site during construction activities for the nearby Interstate-86.

Transient individuals have been observed occupying a wooden structure resembling a large shed,
located north of the footbridge at the southern entrance to the Site. The structure occupies the
property formally identified as 2971 Main Street, Gibson, New York. None of the individuals
attempted to enter the Site during RI field activities.

1.3.4 Physiography

The Site is approximately 900 ft above mean sea level (amsl). The nearest surface water feature is
Narrows Creek, which is located adjacent to the southern boundary of the Site and flows east to
west draining into the nearby Chemung River. The eastern border of the Site is defined by a steep
slope that is the southern extent of Denmark Hill (U.S. Geological Survey 2016). The Site is
described as generally flat and vegetated with low brush and small trees. Scattered metal debris is
visible at the surface and numerous mounds of construction debris are present. A high-resolution
topographic survey of the Site was conducted by Prudent Engineering from 26 to 28 April 2021
and is provided on Figure 1-3; the survey data are provided in Appendix J of the RI (EA 2022).
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1.3.5 Geology
1.3.5.1 Soil

Native soil identified at the Site consist of the Chenango channery silt loam characterized by
3-8 percent slope and those of the Lordstown-Arnot association characterized by a 40—70 percent
slope. The Chenango channery silt loam is described as well-drained gravelly loam developed over
sandy and gravelly glaciofluvial deposits, which were derived from sandstone, shale, and siltstone,
with an average depth to the water table of above 13 — 28 feet. The Lordstown-Arnot association
consists of shallow to moderately deep, well-drained, and moderately well-drained soil, formed
from a thin layer of glacial till on gently sloping ridges, hilltops, and valley sides (Natural
Resources Conservation Services 2021).

1.3.5.2 Bedrock

Based on review of the Finger Lakes Geologic Map of New York Sheet (Rickard and Fisher 1970),
the Site is located within the West Falls Group and is part of the Upper Devonian Age Gardeau
Formation. This formation consists of shale and siltstone. Bedrock outcrops of shale and siltstone
are visible on the eastern border of the Site.

1.3.6 Site Hydrology/Hydrogeology

As noted in Section 1.3.4, the topography of the Site is characterized by large open areas that are
flat, with several vegetated mounds of various fill and waste material. While these mounds
influence the flow of local precipitation, snowmelt, and other surface water drainage, flow is
limited to areas immediately adjacent to the base of the mounds.

There are no discernible channels or conduits on-site that would otherwise collect and influence
the flow of surface water runoff, and it is expected that for the majority of the Site, any precipitation
or other surface water runoff infiltrates into the subsurface and recharges local groundwaters. The
Site is flanked by a steep wooded cliff to the east and a railroad berm to the west and pinches out
to the north where the cliff and berm meet; it is expected that any off-site migration of surface
water 1s limited to the areas at the southern terminus of the Site, where the land slopes down to
Narrows Creek.

Narrows Creek is a small, shallow, rocky perennial stream, which exhibits low sediment
deposition. It flows to the southwest and drains into the larger Chemung River. The Chemung
River is a broad, rocky high gradient river. Water depths along the eastern edge of the Chemung
River range from 1 to 4 ft. Both Narrows Creek and the Chemung River are designated as Class C
water bodies, meaning that they are protected for uses such as secondary recreation, fishing,
wildlife, fish consumption, aquatic life including propagation, survival and maintenance of
biological integrity, and agriculture.

The 100-year floodplain of Narrows Creek has not been mapped, while the 100-year floodplain
for the Chemung River was mapped prior to the construction of Interstate-86. Currently the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) maps (FEMA 2022) indicate the 100-year floodplain
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of the Chemung River is confined to the Chemung River channel by the adjacent railroad
embankment and therefore does not impact the Site; however, the mapped floodplain boundaries
do not take into account changes in watershed development, or climate change impacts on
precipitation.

Bedrock beneath the Site is shallow, ranging from roughly 12 to 15 ft. bgs at the north end of the
Site and dipping southward to depths below 40 ft. Static groundwater elevations and general
groundwater flow direction were estimated based on gauging data collected from monitoring wells
during groundwater sampling in May 2021. Groundwater elevation contours and general flow
direction are presented in Figure 1-4. Groundwater elevations range from approximately
924.9 ft amsl at MW-03 to approximately 911.2 ft amsl at MW-02, and groundwater flows
predominately in the west-southwest direction toward the Chemung River.

1.3.7 Climate

The climate of the site and surrounding region (Steuben County) is generally marked by warm
summers and cold winters, with an average maximum summer temperature of 77.4 degrees
Fahrenheit (F) and an average minimum winter temperature of 14.6 degrees F. The average annual
temperature for the 1990s-2010s was 44.8 degrees F, and average annual rainfall for the same time
period was 35.83 inches; however, like much of upstate New York, the site is subject to seasonal
drought (New York Climate Change Science Clearinghouse, 2022). Severe weather that may occur
in the region includes, but is not limited to, tropical storms and hurricanes, severe thunderstorms,
freezing conditions, and heavy snowfall. Additional baseline climate data and a climate
vulnerability assessment is provided in Section 7.3.

1.3.8 Ecological Resources

No federally listed or proposed endangered or threatened species under jurisdiction of the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service have been identified at the site area, and no listed or suspected critical
habitats are present. However, the NYSDEC Environmental Resource Mapper (NYSDEC 2022a)
and NYSDEC List of Endangered, Threatened, and Special Concern Fish and Wildlife Species of
New York State (NYSDEC 2022b) indicates that the Narrows Creek and Chemung River water
bodies are aquatic habitats for some endangered, threatened, and special concern animal species
in the vicinity of the Site. The threatened species include the brook floater (4lasmidonta varicose)
and green floater (Lasmigona subviridis); and the swallowtail shiner (Notropis procne) is a high
priority species of greatest conservation need (NYSDEC 2022b).

1.3.9 Utilities

Utilities intersecting with the Site include 40 ft of an overhead electric utility line in the south-east
corner of the Site, and roughly 160 ft of a fiber optic line that runs from east to west in the southern
part of the Site. There is also an electrical cabinet located in the southwest corner of the Site.
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1.3.10 Site Access and Ownership

The Site has limited access via a partially paved road at the terminus of Main Street (Figure 1-1),
which is located at the south end of the Site and northeast of the intersection of Main Street,
College Avenue, and Delaware Avenue in Gibson, New York. A small steel bridge crosses over
Narrows Creek and connects Main Street with the Site. Vehicles are prohibited from crossing the
bridge by concrete blockades. The Site is also accessible via the right-of-way (ROW) along the
eastern side of the Norfolk Southern Railroad.

The Site is comprised of three parcels (318.11-01-001, 318.00-01-003, 318.11-01-041), which are
owned by Corning Waste Materials Inc (Figure 1-3). The adjacent parcel to the north and west is
owned by Pennsylvania Lines, LLC; adjacent parcels east of the Site are owned by Calvary Baptist
Church of Corning, and private owners. A portion of the south end of the site consists of the
northern extent of Main Street and NYS right-of-way.

1.3.11 Area of Concern

Based on historic site operations, the area of concern consists of the three parcels owned by
Corning Waste Materials Inc. The area is bounded by Narrows Creek to the south, residential
property to the southeast, the Norfolk Southern Railroad and Interstate-86 to the west, and a steep
wooded hillside to the east and north.

1.4 PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS
1.4.1 Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment

According to a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) conducted on the property in 1997
(Fagan Engineers 1998), the Corning Materials facility, a metal scrap recycler, operated at the Site
from 1950 to the mid-1980s. The Site was also reportedly operated as an industrial waste landfill
from about 1940 to 1950. A former employee at the facility was interviewed as part of the ESA
and stated that industrial waste was accepted from Ingersoll Rand, Corning Glass, Westinghouse,
and General Electric, including World War II munitions materials, PCB oil, lead powder, and
drums of solvents. Waste was reported to be buried at depths of up to 15 ft below the surface. The
Site was listed as a Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System large quantity
generator for hazardous waste. Additionally, the facility historically detonated munitions on-site.

No formal recommendations were made as a result of the Phase I ESA conducted in 1997. It
determined that there is an environmental condition associated with the site, in that it was an
industrial waste landfill and scrapyard.

1.4.2 Phase I Brownfields Environmental Site Assessment

The ARGO Systems, LLC (ARGO) Team (ARGO and its subcontractor EA), under contract to
EPA, completed a Phase I Brownfields ESA in April 2009 (The ARGO Team 2009). The 2009
Phase I ESA consisted of a review of current and historical activities, and conditions at the property
and surrounding properties, including non-intrusive visual inspections of the property on

Gibson Scrapyard (851058) Feasibility Study Report
Gibson, New York



Version: FINAL
EA Engineering, P.C. and Its Affiliate Page 1-6
EA Science and Technology September 2023

10 and 17 March 2009; review of local, state, and federal regulatory database records; review of
available historical records; a survey of adjacent land uses; and interviews with local government
officials and residents, including a former employee from the Site.

The following environmental conditions, including current and historical site conditions, were
identified during the completion of the 2009 Phase I ESA:

e Scrap metal wastes and industrial wastes littered the ground surface.
e Areas with no vegetation or stressed vegetation were observed.

e A historical record on the New York State Spills database indicated there was a spill
on-site that included petroleum-stained concrete and soil, which was closed by the
NYSDEC with no remedial activities required.

e Historical photographs obtained from the Town of Corning showed scrap metal and some
55-gallon drums stored on the property.

e A former employee reported that scrap metal was pounded into the ground to a depth of up
to 15 ft bgs.

e Based on an interview with a former employee, the Site received potential munitions and
munitions-related waste material from the Seneca Army Depot.

e Spills/releases might have occurred in association with the railroad embankment and
station that historically was located on and near the property.

As aresult of the known and reported history at the Site, the 2009 Phase I ESA Report concluded
that the potential for release of hazardous materials may have occurred on-site, and that further
investigation of the Corning Materials site was warranted.

1.4.3 Phase II Site Investigation

The ARGO Team, under contract to EPA, completed a subsequent Phase II Site Investigation (SI)
in February 2010 to evaluate existing on-site conditions, assess potential environmental impacts,
evaluate possible human exposure to chemicals of concern, and to develop a general remedial
approach to address site impacts (The ARGO Team 2010). Sample locations are included on
Figure 1-5. The SI consisted of the following field activities:

e Excavation of 15 test pits to depths of 5.5 to 15 ft bgs inside the limits of waste to determine
the characteristics, consistency, and depth of waste materials. A total of 17 subsurface soil
samples were collected from the test pits, with a minimum of 1 soil sample collected from
each test pit where waste material (metal, plastic, paint cans, black fill/burnt soil, munitions
debris, etc.) was visually observed.
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e Advancement of 9 soil borings to depths of 1.5 to 24 ft bgs and collection of 22 subsurface
soil samples, with approximately 1 sample collected from each 5-ft interval.

¢ Installation of 2 temporary monitoring wells at soil borings that encountered groundwater.
The monitoring wells consisted of 1-inch (in.) polyvinyl chloride casing (capped) and
10 ft of 0.010-slot screen, which was inserted into the open borehole.

e Off-site laboratory analysis of 39 subsurface soil samples (including quality
assurance/quality control [QC] samples) collected from test pits and soil borings for
volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), Target
Analyte List (TAL) metals including mercury, PCBs, and explosives.

e C(ollection of groundwater samples from 2 temporary monitoring wells and off-site
laboratory analysis of groundwater samples for VOCs, SVOCs, TAL metals including
mercury, PCBs, and munitions parameters.

e Collection of 2 surface water grab samples from Narrows Creek along the southern
boundary of the Site and off-site laboratory analysis for VOCs, SVOCs, and TAL metals
including mercury.

e (Collection of a water grab sample from an underground storage tank (UST) encountered
during test pitting at a depth of approximately 5 ft bgs and off-site laboratory analysis for
VOCs and SVOCs.

e Completion of a site survey to provide topographic information and record locations of
sampling points, structures, and site features for the preparation of a base map and cross
sections.

Areas of concentrated construction and/or industrial waste, including munitions debris, concrete
(bridge footers, rebar), car parts, paint cans, drums, and black granular fill consisting of
cinders/coal and crushed asphalt were observed in select locations. Munitions debris was
encountered at multiple locations across the Site and included: spent small arms munitions debris
(.50 caliber, 7.62 millimeter [mm)], etc.); spent medium caliber munitions debris (30 mm target
practice rounds); and a projectile fuze (rendered safe scrap). Based on site conditions and the
number and type of munitions debris located during the investigation, there is potential to find live
MEC.

Surficial material, including waste/debris observed in the southern and central portions of the Site
consisted of fill, household waste, and construction waste while scrapyard metal waste and
industrial materials waste were observed in the northern portion of the Site. Grass-covered
roadway construction materials were observed in two large mounds within the central portion.

Subsurface waste material in the southern portion of the Site consisted primarily of household and
construction wastes, with some metal waste (e.g., pipes, rods, wires) and rubber (e.g., tires,
hosing). The amount and variety of metal waste increased to the north while the amount of
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household waste decreased. A majority of waste material in the central portion consisted of metal
(e.g., pipes, rods, wires, sheets) and construction waste, with some scrapyard metal and industrial
waste. Subsurface waste in the northern portion, immediately north of the roadway construction
surface fill, consisted primarily of scrap yard metal/industrial metal/waste with some construction
waste.

A map depicting the lateral distribution of surface waste characteristics and a series of
corresponding cross sections depicting the vertical extent of various waste materials were
compiled as part of the Phase II SI (The ARGO Team 2010), using data collected from soil borings
and test pits. Various types of waste materials were observed in subsurface soil at several soil
boring and test pit locations. The vertical extent of the waste layer ranged from approximately
1 ft thick in the central portion of the property adjacent to the concrete slab-on-grade foundation,
to approximately 10.3 ft thick in the north. Depth to groundwater was recorded during the RI to
range from 13 to 28 ft bgs; therefore, groundwater does not appear to intersect the fill material.
Native soil was encountered at depths ranging from 2 to 15 ft bgs. Bedrock was not encountered
in any of the soil borings or test pits.

PCBs and metals were detected in soil samples collected from 0 to 20 ft bgs, with concentrations
of PCBs, lead, chromium, and mercury exceeding New York Codes, Rules and Regulations
(NYCRR) Title 6 (6 NYCRR) Part 375 Soil Cleanup Objectives (SCOs) for Unrestricted Use
(UU). The maximum concentrations of PCBs, lead, chromium, and mercury in surface soil were
103 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg), 14,400 mg/kg, 1,970 mg/kg, and 12.5 mg/kg, respectively.
The maximum concentrations of PCBs, lead, chromium, and mercury in subsurface soil were
110 mg/kg, 10,700 mg/kg, 2,100 mg/kg, and 18.5 mg/kg, respectively. New York State regulates
wastes containing PCBs at concentrations of 50 mg/kg or greater as hazardous wastes. Soil
containing PCBs at concentrations exceeding 50 mg/kg are considered Toxic Substances Control
Act (TSCA) hazardous waste.

Analytical results indicated that overburden soil was impacted with PCB contamination, likely
resulting from historical landfill activities at the Site. Analytical results for TAL metals indicated
that shallow soil (0 to 5 ft bgs) was consistently impacted with high levels of metals across the
entire Site, while deeper overburden soil was impacted in locations where signs of historical
landfill activities were evident.

Several metals, including aluminum, chromium, iron, lead, manganese, and sodium, were detected
in groundwater at concentrations greater than the NYSDEC Class GA Ambient Water Quality
Standards (AWQS). Lead was reported at concentrations greater than the Class GA AWQS of
25 micrograms per liter (ug/L). The maximum concentration of lead in groundwater was 103 pg/L;
however, as temporary monitoring wells were not developed after installation, high turbidity may
have resulted in elevated metals detections.

A UST that was disposed of at the scrapyard was encountered at a depth of approximately 5 ft bgs.
The tank was highly decomposed and filled with groundwater. Petroleum-related VOCs, including
benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and total xylenes (BTEX), were detected in a water sample
collected from the UST at concentrations greater than Class GA AWQS.
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Several VOCs were detected in groundwater collected west and likely downgradient of the UST,
with concentrations of petroleum-related VOCs (BTEX and methyl tert-butyl ether) greater than
Class GA AWQS.

Contaminants were not detected in surface water samples collected from Narrows Creek at
concentrations greater than the NYSDEC AWQS for surface water.

The Phase II SI results indicated that on-site surface and subsurface soil was significantly impacted
by several chemical constituents including SVOCs, PCBs, and metals (The ARGO Team 2010).
Additionally, sample analysis for explosives via Method M8330 during the RI reported one sample
with detected concentrations of total explosives; therefore, the presence of munition debris
presents a data gap and safety concern with respect to future intrusive activities at the site. A
qualitative human exposure assessment indicated that there were both complete and potential
pathways through which on-site and off-site populations could be exposed to potentially hazardous
materials related to the Site. The Phase II Report concluded that the surface condition of the
property in its current state presents a physical hazard for human health and wildlife and should
be addressed to protect human health and the environment either through elimination (removal) or
engineering controls (surface cover, fencing). The report recommended completion of an RI and
FS to characterize the Site and identify potential RA alternatives.
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2. SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT

The following sections briefly summarize the environmental impacts at the Gibson Scrapyard site
as determined during the RI (EA 2022). Media that were evaluated during the RI included surface
and subsurface soil/fill material, groundwater, and sediment and surface water. RI sampling
locations are shown on Figure 2-1.

This section is organized by media of potential concern. The impacts associated with the
environmental media are based on analytical results, and their comparison with the appropriate
SCGs referenced below based on site use:

e Soil—6 NYCRR Part 375 Environmental Remediation Programs — SCOs (NYSDEC 2006)

e Surface Water and Groundwater—NYCRR Part 703.5 Surface Water and Groundwater
Quality Standards and Groundwater Effluent Limitations, as presented in the Division of
Water Technical and Operational Guidance Series 1.1.1, (NYSDEC 1998)

¢ Sediment—Screening and Assessment of Contaminated Sediment (NYSDEC 2014)

e Soil and Sediment— 6 NYCCR Part 371 Identification and Listing of Hazardous Wastes,
14 January 1995.

A full analysis of all data collected during the RI is presented in the RI Report (EA 2022) and
results are summarized in the following sections.

2.1 UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK REMOVAL

A previously identified UST that was originally encountered during the 2010 Phase II Site
Investigation (The ARGO Team 2010) at a depth of approximately 5 ft bgs was removed during
the RI activities on 10 and 11 November 2020. It appeared that the UST was disposed of at the
Site as scrap metal waste, and not actually used in any capacity during prior Site operations. The
tank was cylindrical in shape and measured approximately 12 ft. in length and 5 ft. in width. Based
on these measurements the volume of the UST was estimated to be about 2000 gallons.
Approximately 900 gallons of groundwater that had infiltrated the tank was removed prior to
removing the tank from the pit. Four additional anomalies identified during a geophysical survey
were also investigated by excavating three test pits on 10 and 11 November 2020. The purpose of
the excavations was to determine the source of the geophysical anomalies and to further evaluate
and characterize the nature and extent of fill material at the Site. The anomalies were determined
to be rebar during the test pit excavation activities.

2.2 SOIL/FILL

Two soil/fill sampling efforts were conducted during the RI; a surface soil sampling effort
conducted in December 2019, and a subsequent subsurface soil/fill sampling effort conducted in
January 2021. The purpose of these sampling efforts was to determine the nature and extent of
contamination of fill material and evaluate the potential for contamination in fill material to

Gibson Scrapyard (851058) Feasibility Study Report
Gibson, New York



Version: FINAL
EA Engineering, P.C. and Its Affiliate Page 2-2
EA Science and Technology September 2023

migrate off-site. Analytical results for soil samples collected as part of the RI were compared
to UU, Residential, and Commercial SCOs.

2.2.1 Surface Soil/Fill

Surface soil along the corridor of Narrows Creek (a potential ecological resource area) did not
contain waste material or contamination. Soil boring logs in the area indicated the top two to four
ft of material was comprised of silt, sand, and gravel, and the surface soil sample (SS-01) contained
no exceedances of SCOs. The results discussed in the following sections are in reference to the
surface soil collected at a distance greater than 100 ft from Narrows Creek.

2.2.1.1 Munitions Debris

Munitions debris were observed in both surface and subsurface soil during the historical
investigations. During the Phase II Site Investigation, spent small arms munitions debris
(.50 cal, 7.62 mm, etc.), spent medium caliber munitions debris (30 mm target practice rounds),
and projectile fuze were observed in test pits TP-01, TP-02, TP-06, TP-14, and TP-15 and at the
location of the UST. All munitions debris located during the Phase II Site Investigation were
verified by the UXO personnel as rendered safe scrap. During the RI, UXO technician identified
a rifle round, small arms shell casing, and an unspent 30 mm round of ammunition from MW-01
and MW-05. Sample analysis for explosives via Method M8330 during the RI reported one sample
with detected concentrations of total explosives; therefore, the presence of munition debris
presents a data gap and safety concern with respect to future intrusive activities at the site.

2.2.1.2 Polychlorinated Biphenyls

Surface soil analytical results reported total Aroclor concentrations greater than the UU SCO of
0.1 mg/kg in 12 samples, including SS-02, SS-04, SS-05, SS-06, and SS-08 (and the corresponding
field duplicate sample), and SS-09 through SS-14, at concentrations ranging from
0.24 to 218 mg/kg. Aroclors 1260 and 1248 were the only detected Aroclors with concentrations
greater than the UU SCO of 0.1 mg/kg in multiple samples. Likewise, total Aroclor concentrations
were greater than the Commercial SCO of 1 mg/kg in 10 samples (SS-02, SS-04, SS-06, SS-08,
SS-09, and SS-11 through SS-14). Surface soil PCB concentrations are shown on Figure 2-2.

2.2.1.3 Target Analyte List Metals

Surface soil analytical results reported TAL metals at every sampling location. Eleven metals were
detected at concentrations greater than UU SCOs in multiple samples, including (with SCOs)
arsenic (13 mg/kg), barium (350 mg/kg), cadmium (2.5 mg/kg), copper (50 mg/kg), lead
(63 mg/kg), manganese (1,600 mg/kg), mercury (0.18 mg/kg), nickel (30 mg/kg), selenium
(3.9 mg/kg), silver (2 mg/kg), and zinc (109 mg/kg). Nine of these metals were detected at
concentrations greater than Residential SCOs in one or more samples, including (with SCOs)
arsenic (16 mg/kg), barium (350 mg/kg), cadmium (2.5 mg/kg), copper (270 mg/kg), lead (400
mg/kg), manganese (2,000 mg/kg), mercury (0.81 mg/kg), nickel (140 mg/kg), and zinc (2,200
mg/kg). Seven metals were detected at concentrations exceeding the Commercial SCOs in one or
more samples, including (with SCOs) arsenic (16 mg/kg), barium (400 mg/kg), cadmium (9.3
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mg/kg), copper (270 mg/kg), lead (1,000 mg/kg), mercury (2.8 mg/kg), and nickel (310 mg/kg).
Overall, the highest metals concentrations were reported at sampling locations in the northern
portion of the Site (SS-09, SS-11, SS-12, SS-13, and SS-14). Surface soil metals concentrations
are shown on Figure 2-2.

2.2.1.4 Semivolatile Organic Compounds

Surface soil analytical results reported SVOCs (primarily polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon [PAH]
compounds) at 12 of the 14 sampling locations. Seven PAH compounds were detected at
concentrations greater than UU and Residential SCOs at sampling locations SS 05, SS-09, SS-13,
and SS-14. These exceedances included (with their respective SCOs) benzo[a]anthracene
(1 mg/kg), benzo[a]pyrene (1 mg/kg), benzo[b]fluoranthene (1 mg/kg), benzo[k]fluoranthene
(0.8 mg/kg, 1 mg/kg), chrysene, (1 mg/kg), dibenz[ah]anthracene (0.33 mg/kg), and
indeno[1,2,3 cd]pyrene (0.5 mg/kg). In addition, benzo[b]fluoranthene and indeno[1,2,3 cd]pyrene
were detected at concentrations exceeding the UU and Residential SCOs at locations SS-11 and
SS-12; the concentration of benzo[k]fluoranthene did not exceed Residential SCOs at SS-14. Four
PAH compounds were detected at concentrations greater than Commercial SCOs, including (with
SCOs) benzo[a]anthracene (5.6 mg/kg) at location SS-05; benzo[a]pyrene (1 mg/kg) at locations
SS-05, SS-09, SS-13, and SS-14; benzo[b]fluoranthene (5.6 mg/kg) at location SS-05; and
dibenz[a,h]anthracene (0.56 mg/kg) at location SS-05. Overall, the highest SVOC concentrations
were reported at SS-05. Surface soil SVOC exceedances of UU SCOs were co-located with PCB
exceedances of UU SCOs.

PAHs can be common in fill material, especially in the type of fill material observed on-site in the
mounds of concrete, asphalt, and soil/gravel fill materials that were deposited during construction
activities for the nearby Interstate-86. PAHs can also originate from combustion and would be
consistent with observations in previous investigations of layers of black granular fill, cinders,
coal, crushed asphalt, and similar material in the subsurface.

2.2.1.5 Volatile Organic Compounds

There were limited concentrations of VOCs detected exceeding SCOs in site surface soil samples
collected during the RI. Surface soil analytical results reported acetone at concentrations greater
than the UU SCO of 0.05 mg/kg in 9 samples, including SS-02, SS-03, SS-04, SS-06, SS-07,
SS-09, SS-11, SS-12, and SS-14, at concentrations ranging from 1.2 to 210 mg/kg. Acetone was
detected greater than the Residential SCO of 100 mg/kg in 2 of those samples, SS-03 (160 mg/kg)
and SS-04 (210 mg/kg). Analytical results also reported methylene chloride at concentrations
greater than the UU SCO of 0.05 mg/kg in 1 sample, SS-11, at a concentration of 0.073 mg/kg. It
should be noted that while acetone and methylene chloride were detected at concentrations greater
than established SCOs, these analytes are common laboratory contaminants (EPA 2014) and were
detected in the laboratory QC samples. It is unlikely that the concentrations of acetone and
methylene chloride observed here are related to the Site.
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2.2.1.6 Pesticides

Surface soil analytical results reported pesticides at 10 of the 14 sampling locations. Three
pesticides were detected at concentrations greater than UU SCOs in multiple samples including
(with SCOs) dieldrin (0.005 mg/kg), endrin (0.014 mg/kg), and P,P’- Dichloro-diphenyl-
dichloroethylene (DDE) (0.0033 mg/kg). Dieldrin was detected at concentrations greater than the
Residential SCO of 0.039 mg/kg in 8 samples, SS-02, SS-04, SS-06, SS-09, and SS-11 through
SS-14, and at concentrations greater than the Commercial SCO of 1.4 mg/kg in 2 samples, SS-09
and SS-12.

2.2.1.7 Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

Of the 3 surface soil samples collected for analysis of Per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS),
analytical results reported perfluorooctanesulfonic acid (PFOS) at concentrations greater than
NYSDEC’s current guidance value of 0.88 micrograms per kilogram (png/kg) for unrestricted site
use in 2 samples, SS-09 and SS-12, at concentrations of 2 and 2.4 pg/kg, respectively.

2.2.2 Subsurface Soil/Fill
2.2.2.1 Polychlorinated Biphenyls

Subsurface soil analytical results reported total Aroclor concentrations greater than the UU SCO
of 0.1 mg/kg in 11 samples, including SB-MWO01-6FT, SB-MWO01-20FT, SB-MWO01-25FT,
SB-MWO02-8FT, SB-MWO02-13FT, SB-MWO03-6FT, SB-MWO04-5FT, SB-MWO04-13FT,
SB-MWO05-5FT, SB-MWO05-11FT, and SB-MWO06-11FT, at concentrations ranging from 0.18 to
206 mg/kg. Aroclors 1260, 1254, and 1242 were the only detected Aroclors with concentrations
greater than the UU SCO of 0.1 mg/kg in multiple samples. Similarly, total Aroclor concentrations
were greater than the Commercial SCO of 1 mgkg in 6 samples (SB-MWOI1-6FT,
SB-MWO01-20FT, SB-MWO03-6FT, SB-MW04-5FT, SB-MWO05-11FT, and SB-MWO06-11FT).
Additionally, subsurface soil PCB concentrations exceeded 10 mg/kg' at 3 locations, SB-MWO01
(at the 6-ft interval), SB-MWO04 (at the 5-ft interval), and SB-MWO05 (at the 11-ft interval).
Subsurface soil PCB concentrations are shown on Figure 2-3.

2.2.2.2 Targe Analyte List Metals

Subsurface soil analytical results reported TAL metals at all sampling locations. Eleven metals
were detected at concentrations greater than UU and Residential SCOs in multiple samples,
including (with their respective SCOs) arsenic (13 mg/kg, 16 mg/kg), barium (350 mg/kg),
cadmium (2.5 mg/kg), copper (50 mg/kg, 270 mg/kg), lead (63 mg/kg, 400 mg/kg), manganese
(1,600 mg/kg, 2,000 mg/kg), mercury (0.18 mg/kg, 0.81 mg/kg), nickel (30 mg/kg, 140 mg/kg),
selenium (3.9 mg/kg, 36 mg/kg), silver (2 mg/kg, 36 mg/kg), and zinc (109 mg/kg, 2,200 mg/kg).
Seven of these metals were detected at concentrations exceeding the Commercial SCOs in one or
more samples, including (with SCOs) arsenic (16 mg/kg), barium (400 mg/kg), cadmium

A TSCA self-implementing PCB criterion of 10 mg/kg is being compared to PCB concentrations in subsurface soil.
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(9.3 mg/kg), copper (270 mg/kg), lead (1,000 mg/kg), mercury (2.8 mg/kg), and nickel
(310 mg/kg). Ten metals were detected at concentrations exceeding the protection of groundwater
SCOs in one or more samples, including (with SCOs) arsenic (16 mg/kg), barium (820 mg/kg),
cadmium (7.5 mg/kg), copper (1,720 mg/kg), lead (450 mg/kg), manganese (2,000 mg/kg),
mercury (0.73 mg/kg), nickel (130 mg/kg), selenium (4 mg/kg), and silver (8 mg/kg). Overall, the
highest metals concentrations were reported in SB-MWOI1-6FT. Subsurface soil metals
concentrations are shown on Figure 2-3.

2.2.2.3 Volatile Organic Compounds

Subsurface soil analytical results reported acetone at concentrations greater than the UU and
protection of groundwater SCO of 0.05 mg/kg in five samples, including SB-MWO1-6FT,
SB-MWO03-6FT, SB-MWO03-7FT, SB MWO04-5FT, and SB-MWO05-5FT, at concentrations ranging
from 0.061 to 1.3 mg/kg. In addition, methyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone) was reported at a
concentration greater than the UU and protection of groundwater SCO of 0.12 mg/kg in one
sample, SB-MWO05-5FT, at a concentration of 0.2 mg/kg. It should be noted that while acetone
was detected at concentrations greater than established SCOs, this analyte is a common laboratory
contaminant (EPA 2014) and was detected in the laboratory QC samples. It is unlikely that the
concentrations of acetone observed here is related to the Site.

2.2.2.4 Semi-Volatile Organic Compounds

Subsurface soil analytical results reported SVOCs (primarily PAHs) at 5 of the 6 sampling
locations (SVOCs were not detected at MW-02). Five PAHs were detected at concentrations
greater than UU and Residential SCOs, including (with their respective SCOs) benzo[a]anthracene
(1 mg/kg), benzo[a]pyrene (1 mg/kg), benzo[b]fluoranthene (1 mg/kg), chrysene, (1 mg/kg), and
indeno[1,2,3-cd]pyrene (0.5 mg/kg), in samples SB-MWOI-6FT, SB-MWO04-5FT, and
SB-MWO06-11FT. Benzo[k]fluoranthene was detected at concentrations exceeding UU and
Residential SCOs (0.8 mg/kg and 1 mg/kg, respectively) in samples SB-MWO1-6FT and
SB-MWO04-5FT, and at a concentration greater than the UU SCO in sample SB-MWO06-11FT.
UU and Residential SCOs were exceeded in sample SB-MWO1-6FT for dibenz[a,h]anthracene
(0.33 mg/kg) and dibenzofuran (7 mg/kg, 14 mg/kg). Naphthalene was detected at a concentration
greater than the UU SCO of 12 mg/kg in sample SB-MWOI1-6FT.

Three soil samples exceeded the protection of groundwater SCOs, including (with SCOs)
benzo[a]anthracene (1.0 mg/kg), benzo[b]fluoranthene (1.7 mg/kg), benzo[k]fluoranthene
(1.7 mg/kg), chrysene (1.0 mg/kg), and naphthalene (12 mg/kg) in sample SB-MW-01-6FT;
benzo[a]anthracene (1.0 mg/kg), benzo[b]fluoranthene (1.7 mg/kg) in sample SB-MW-04-5FT;
and benzo[a]anthracene, (1.0 mg/kg) and naphthalene (12 mg/kg) in sample SB-MW-06-11FT.

In addition, four PAHs were detected at concentrations greater than Commercial SCOs,
including (with SCOs) benzo[a]anthracene (5.6 mg/kg) in sample SB-MWOI1-6FT;
benzo[a]pyrene (1 mg/kg) in samples SB-MWO01-6FT, SB-MWO04-5FT, and SB-MWO06-11FT;
benzo[b]fluoranthene (5.6 mg/kg) in sample SB-MWO01-6FT; and dibenz[a,h]anthracene
(0.56 mg/kg) in sample SB-MWO1-6FT. Overall, the highest PAH concentrations were reported
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in SB-MWO1-6FT. As with surface soil, subsurface soil SVOC exceedances of UU SCOs were
co-located with PCB exceedances of UU SCOs.

PAHs can be common in fill material, especially in the type of fill material observed on-site in the
mounds of concrete, asphalt, and soil/gravel fill materials deposited during construction activities
for the nearby Interstate-86. PAHs can also originate from combustion and would be consistent
with observations in previous investigations of layers of black granular fill, cinders, coal, crushed
asphalt, and similar material in the subsurface.

2.2.2.5 Pesticides

Subsurface soil analytical results reported pesticides in 16 of the 19 samples. Eight pesticides
were detected at concentrations greater than UU SCOs in one or more samples including
(with SCOs) beta bhc (beta hexachlorocyclohexane) (0.036 mg/kg), dieldrin (0.005 mg/kg),
endrin (0.014 mg/kg), gamma bhc (lindane) (0.1 mg/kg), heptachlor (0.042 mg/kg),
P.P'-Dichloro-diphenyl-dichloroethane (DDD) (0.0033 mg/kg), P,P'-DDE (0.0033 mg/kg), and
P,P'-Dichloro-diphenyl-trichloroethane (DDT) (0.0033 mg/kg). Dieldrin was detected greater than
the Residential SCO of 0.039 mg/kg in six of those samples, SB-MWO01-6FT, SB-MWO01-20FT,
SB-MWO04-5FT, SB-MWO05-5FT, SB-MWO05-11FT, and SB-MWO06-11FT, and greater than the
Commercial SCO of 1.4 mg/kg in two samples, SB-MWO01-6FT and SB-MWO04-5FT. Dieldrin was
detected at concentrations greater than the protection of groundwater SCOs (0.1 mg/kg) at five
locations, SB-MW-01, SB-MW-02, SB-MW-05, SB-MW-06. Endrin was detected at
concentrations greater than the protection of groundwater SCOs (0.06 mg/kg) at four locations,
SB-MW-01, SB-MW-04, SB-MW-05, and SB-MW-06. Gamma BHC (Lindane) was detected at
a concentration greater than the protection of groundwater SCO (0.1 mg/kg) at one location,
SB-MW-04.

2.2.2.6 Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

Of the 3 subsurface soil samples collected for analysis of PFAS, concentrations were greater than
NYSDEC’s current guidance values for unrestricted site use in 2 samples. PFOS was reported at
concentrations greater than the UU value of 0.88 pg/kg in sample SB-MWO04-5FT (2.5 pg/kg), and
SB-MWO05-5FT (0.98 ng/kg). Perfluorooctanoic acid was also reported at a concentration greater
than the UU and protection of groundwater SCOs (0.66 ng/kg and 1.1 pg/kg, respectively) in
SB-MWO04-5FT (1.5 ng/kg).

2.3 GROUNDWATER

Although 9 monitoring wells were installed during the RI, 5 were able to be sampled during
the February and May 2021 groundwater sampling events. The wells that could be sampled were
MW-01S, MW-01D, MW-02D, MW-03, and MW-04D. The remaining four wells were dry or
produced insufficient water for sampling. Figure 2-1 shows the locations of the monitoring wells.
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2.3.1 Polychlorinated Biphenyls

Groundwater analytical results reported a total Aroclor concentration greater than the NYSDEC
AWQS Class GA value of 0.09 pg/L in one sample, collected from MW-04D (0.6 ng/L) during
the first round of groundwater monitoring. Aroclors 1260 and 1248 were the only detected
Aroclors with concentrations greater than the applicable SCGs. PCBs were not detected in any of
the groundwater samples collected during the second round of groundwater monitoring
(May 2021). Lack of detections could be due in part to eventual stabilization of the aquifer
formation around the well screen over time. Information obtained during the RI (EA 2022)
suggests that groundwater 1s not a significant migration mechanism for PCBs contamination at the
Site.

2.3.2 Target Analyte List Metals

TAL metals are the only analyte group with reported concentrations exceeding NYSDEC AWQS
Class GA values in samples collected during both rounds of groundwater monitoring.

2.3.2.1 February 2021

Groundwater analytical results reported TAL metals at all five sampling locations during the
February 2021 groundwater sampling event. Thirteen metals were detected at concentrations
greater than NYSDEC AWQS Class GA values in MW-04D, including (with groundwater
screening levels) arsenic (0.025 milligrams per liter [mg/L]), barium (1 mg/L), beryllium
(0.003 mg/L), boron (1 mg/L), total chromium (0.05 mg/L), copper (0.2 mg/L), iron (0.3 mg/L),
lead (0.025 mg/L), magnesium (35 mg/L), manganese (0.3 mg/L), mercury (0.0007 mg/L), nickel
(0.1 mg/L), and selenium (0.01 mg/L). Exceedances of groundwater screening levels were also
reported for concentrations of iron at MW-01D and MW-03, manganese at MW-03, and sodium
(20 mg/L) at MW-01D, MW-01S, and MW-02D.

The number of detected metals observed in groundwater at MW-04D during the first round of
sampling is likely a result of fine solids and particulates that remained in the well after
development. Like PCBs, metals typically sorb to solids and may be detected at higher
concentrations in groundwater when particles are mobilized during the sampling process and
collected with the aqueous sample.

2.3.2.2 May 2021

Like the February 2021 sampling event, groundwater analytical results reported TAL metals at
five sampling locations. Three metals were detected at concentrations greater than NYSDEC
AWQS Class GA values, including (with groundwater screening levels) iron (0.3 mg/L) at
MW-01D, MW-03, and MW-04D, manganese (0.3 mg/L) at MW-03 and MW04D, and sodium
(20 mg/L) at MW-01D and MW-02D.

Of the 13 metals detected at MW-04D during February 2021 sampling, only iron and manganese
were detected during the May 2021 sampling, and at significantly lower concentrations. As with
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PCBs, this could be due in part to eventual stabilization of the aquifer formation around the well
screen over time resulting in less suspended particulates in the aqueous sample.

Information obtained during the RI (EA 2022) suggests that groundwater is not a significant
migration mechanism for metals contamination at the Site.

2.3.3 Pesticides

Groundwater analytical results reported concentrations of dieldrin greater than the NYSDEC
AWQS Class GA value of 0.004 pg/L at MW-01S (0.012 mg/L) and MW-04D (0.024 mg/L)
during the first round of groundwater monitoring. No other pesticide detections were reported in
samples collected during the first round of groundwater monitoring, and no pesticides were
detected in samples collected during the second round of groundwater monitoring.

2.3.4 Geochemistry

Groundwater geochemical parameters (i.e., water quality parameters and natural attenuation
parameters) were measured in the field and analyzed in the laboratory to further assess
groundwater conditions at the Site (specifically, the potential for mobility of heavy metals like
cadmium, chromium, and lead). The geochemical parameters analyzed to evaluate natural
attenuation processes (including sorption and anion exchange capacity) included total organic
carbon (TOC), major anions (chloride, bromide, nitrate/nitrite, and sulfate/sulfide), and chemical
oxygen demand (COD). Natural attenuation parameter results from the February 2021 sampling
event are included in the RI (EA 2022).

The concentration of heavy metals in soil is influenced by several multi-phase reactions
(e.g., inorganic and organic complexation, and oxidation-reduction, precipitation/dissolution,
adsorption/desorption reactions). The potential mobility of heavy metals in groundwater is
primarily controlled by specific sorption with organic matter and variable charge soil surfaces. The
solubility of metals in water is influenced by pH and oxidation-reduction conditions. In general,
heavy metals are more soluble at lower oxidation-reduction conditions, where the reduced species
predominates (e.g., Fe2+ is more soluble than Fe3+). Oxidation-reduction reactions are also
indicated by the reduction of anions, such as sulfate (SO42-) to sulfide (S2-), or nitrate (NO3-) to
nitrite (NO2-). The field parameter measurements collected during the RI indicated generally
slightly acidic to neutral (6.41 to 7.47 in February 2021 and 6.37 to 7.20 in May 2021), with
variable oxidizing and reducing conditions (oxidizing at MW-01D during each event, reducing at
MW-04D during each event, and varying from reducing to oxidizing at MW-01S, MW-02D, and
MW-03D from February to May 2021). Under these conditions, minimal solubility of heavy metals
in groundwater would be expected at MW-01S/D, MW-02D, and MW-03D, while increased
solubility of heavy metals would be expected at MW-04D.

2.3.5 Anion Exchange Capacity

To further assess potential metal impacts to groundwater and the influence of anion exchange
capacity on desorption of metals from soil/fill material to groundwater, major anions (chloride,
bromide, sulfate/sulfide, and nitrate/nitrite) were analyzed in groundwater collected during the
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February 2021 sampling event. A high anion exchange capacity indicates a likelihood of high
metal concentrations within groundwater, resulting from desorption of positively charged metals
from soil/fill particles as they bond with negatively charged anions in groundwater to form soluble
compounds. Chloride and sulfate, two commonly detected anions in groundwater, are typically
used to measure the dissolution processes occurring at a site.

Chloride was detected in each groundwater sample, with concentrations ranging from 6.4 mg/L at
MW-04D to 76.8 mg/L at MW-01S. Sulfate was detected in each groundwater sample, with
concentrations ranging from 12.8 mg/L at MW-04D to 22 mg/L at MW-01D. Total Kjeldahl
Nitrogen (TKN) and nitrogen as ammonia were not detected at MW-01S, and nitrogen as
nitrate/nitrite was not detected at MW 03D. TKN concentrations in remaining wells ranged from
an estimated 0.19 mg/L at MW-02D to 4.2 mg/L at MW-04D, while nitrogen as ammonia in
remaining wells ranged from an estimated 0.019 mg/L at MW-03D to 0.71 mg/L at MW-04D.
Nitrogen as nitrate/nitrite concentrations ranged from 0.18 mg/L at MW-02D t00.35 mg/L at
MW-01D. COD is used as a general indicator of the amount of organic compound pollution present
in a water sample. COD concentrations ranged from an estimated 5.5 mg/L at MW-04D to
15.9 mg/L at MW-01S. TOC concentrations ranged from 1.1 mg/L at MW-01D to 5.1 mg/L at
MW-04D. Bromide and sulfide were not detected in any of the groundwater samples collected.

2.4 SEDIMENT

A total of 8 surface sediment samples were collected (at paired locations with surface water
samples); 5 samples were collected near the east shoreline of the Chemung River west of the Site
and 3 samples were collected from Narrows Creek south of the Site (Figure 2-1). Samples were
submitted for laboratory analysis of VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, TAL metals and mercury, cyanide,
herbicides, pesticides, explosives, TOC, and PFAS. Analytical results for surface sediment
samples were screened against the sediment guidance values provided in the NYSDEC Freshwater
Sediment Class A and Class C Guidance Values (NYSDEC 2014).

Metals were the only analyte group with observed concentrations in surface sediment exceeding
NYSDEC Freshwater Sediment Class A and Class C Guidance; exceedances were observed at
7 of the 8 sampling locations. Three metals were detected at concentrations greater than NYSDEC
Freshwater Sediment Class A Guidance Values, including (with Class A screening levels) arsenic
(10 mg/kg) at sampling locations NSED-01, NSED-02, and NSED-03; lead (36 mg/kg) at sampling
locations CSED-05, NSED-01, NSED-02, and NSED-03; and nickel (23 mg/kg) at sampling
locations CSED-01, CSED-02, CSED-04, CSED-05, NSED-01, NSED-02, and NSED 03. Only
lead was detected at a concentration greater than its NYSDEC Freshwater Sediment Class C
Guidance Value of 130 mg/kg, at sampling location NSED-03.

Information obtained through the RI (EA 2022) suggests that this migration mechanism is not
significant at the Site.

2.5 SURFACE WATER

A total of 8 surface water samples were collected (at paired locations with surface sediment
samples); 5 samples were collected near the east shoreline of the Chemung River west of the Site,
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and 3 samples were collected from Narrows Creek south of the Site (Figure 2-1). Surface water
samples were submitted for laboratory analysis of VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, total and dissolved TAL
metals and mercury, total hardness, cyanide, herbicides, pesticides, explosives, PFAS, and
1,4-dioxane. Analytical results for surface water samples were compared to the NYSDEC AWQS
Class C, Type A(C), surface water standards and guidance values (6 NYCRR Part 703.5 Water
Quality Regulations, as presented in the Division of Water Technical and Operational Guidance
Series 1.1.1, 1998, as amended). No exceedances of surface water screening levels were reported
in any of the surface water samples.

2.6 HUMAN HEALTH EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT

A qualitative assessment of human health exposure pathways for all impacted media was
completed using analytical data obtained during the RI. Media evaluated include surface and
subsurface soil/fill material, groundwater, surface water, and sediment. The exposure assessment
concluded that there are actual and potential pathways through which populations on-site and
off-site could be exposed to potentially hazardous chemicals related to the former operations at the
Gibson Scrapyard Site. Surface and subsurface soil/fill has the greatest potential to impact current
and future human receptors due to concentrations of contaminants and exposure pathways
including direct contact and incidental ingestion.

There are few distinct human populations both on-site and in the vicinity of the Site that could
potentially be exposed to site-related contaminants of concern (COCs) through direct contact with
contaminated soil or inhalation of particulates (dust). Current potential on-site populations, which
may be exposed, include on-site trespassers, visitors, and workers (i.e., construction/utility
workers). While the Site is vacant, it is not fenced to restrict access. Individuals have been observed
occupying a wooden structure resembling a shed located north of the footbridge at the southern
entrance to the Site. Current off-site populations, which may be exposed, include commercial and
industrial workers, construction and utility workers, visitors and residents, and recreationists.
Under future use conditions, potential receptors at risk of exposure include on-site trespassers, on-
site and off-site construction workers, nearby off-site utility workers, on-site commercial workers,
on-site visitors to commercial/industrial establishments, and on-site residents. A summary of the
potential exposure pathways, by receptor, medium, and potential for exposure are presented in
Table 2-1.

Although metals were detected in groundwater samples at concentrations exceeding the NYSDEC
Class GA criteria, there is currently no groundwater usage at or in the immediate vicinity of the
site (e.g., potable or industrial wells), and no expected future use of groundwater, as connection to
a public water supply is available. Shallow on-site groundwater flows toward the Chemung River
and Narrows Creek.
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3. DEVELOPMENT OF REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

Goals for the remedial program have been established through the remedy selection process stated
in 6 NYCRR Part 375 (NYSDEC 2006). The remedial goal for all RAs is restoration of the site to
the pre-disposal/pre-release conditions to the extent practicable and legal. RAOs are the medium-
or operable unit-specific objectives for the protection of public health and the environment and are
developed based on contaminant-specific SCGs to address contamination identified at a site. The
areas of concern and the impacts associated with the environmental media were based on
laboratory analytical results and their comparison to the SCGs. Although multiple media were
evaluated during the RI, including surface water, sediment, and groundwater, under existing
conditions only, on-site soil was determined to be the medium of concern because of contaminant
concentration and exposure pathways. Surface and subsurface soil at the Site was determined to
be impacted by concentrations of PCBs, metals, and SVOCs (primarily PAHs) above the
UU SCOs. Exposure pathways and contaminant concentrations are based on current site and
climate conditions. It should be noted that site conditions may change as the global and local
climate changes (e.g., contaminants may mobilize in floodwater or groundwater, or become
exposed via disturbance of overlying soil). However, the actual changes that may occur at the Site
are currently not known. A climate vulnerability assessment (Section 7.3) identifies potential
impacts due to possible climate change vulnerabilities specific to the site and to the proposed
remedial alternatives.

The specific RAOs for human health and environment protection are described in the following
table.

Remedial Action Objectives

Soil Specific RAOs
Prevent ingestion/direct contact with contaminated soil.
RAOs for Public Health Prevent inhalation exposure to contaminants volatilizing from soil.
Protection Reduce the risk of direct contact by current and anticipated future

human receptors to potential MEC in the surface and subsurface soil.
Prevent migration of contaminants that would result surface water or
sediment contamination.

Prevent impacts to biota from ingestion/direct contact with soil causing
toxicity or impacts from bioaccumulation through the terrestrial food
chain.

RAOs for Environmental
Protection

Notes:
MEC = Munitions and explosives of concern

In addition to media impacts identified during the RI, one physical consideration that will factor
into the implementability of certain technologies is the presence of munitions debris on-site.
Although munitions debris were identified during investigation activities in the shallow subsurface
and depths of up to 10 ft bgs, the RI did not include a full characterization of MEC. World War II-
era munitions debris were also identified on the Site during previous investigations, and the Site
is documented as having historically detonated munitions on-site. The presence of munitions
debris presents a unique challenge to performing any intrusive activities, either investigation or
remediation at the site. This presence requires the assumption that a potential explosive condition
is present and intrusive activities must be executed accordingly. Geophysical detection equipment
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(e.g., magnetometer or electromagnetic detectors.) is typically used to locate subsurface MEC for
avoidance prior to a drill rig or excavator breaking ground; however, with the large amount of
metal debris present as a result of historical operations as a scrap yard in addition to potential
munitions debris, executing a geophysical survey is impractical. For a removal action, the entire
site would be excavated in 1-2 ft lifts, sifted, then the next lift would be visually cleared by a
specially trained UXO technician, and the process repeated. This is a painstakingly slow process.
The above requirements driven by the potential of an explosive hazard exponentially increase the
costs of a removal action effectively making it a non-starter. Alternatives developed as part of this
FS will address soil contamination (i.e., PCBs, metals, and SVOCs); however, alternatives will
include technologies to address the current site MEC hazards to varying degrees.

3.1 MEDIA CLEANUP GOALS

The media cleanup goals for surface and subsurface soil are based on New York State SCGs, the
site-specific risk assessment, COCs, site characteristics, and feasible actions. The COCs for soil at
the Gibson Scrapyard Site identified during the RI are PCBs, metals, and SVOCs (primarily
PAHSs).

The proposed cleanup goals for soil/fill at the Gibson Scrapyard Site are specified in the following
table. Since the SVOCs are co-located with PCBs and metals, the estimates are based on

exceedances for metals and PCBs.

Soil/Fill — Soil Cleanup Objectives®

No. of
samples No. of samples
above above
Unrestricted Restricted Use Location
Range of | Unrestricted Use SCO/ Commercial | — Commercial Exhibiting
Detections Use SCO No. of Use SCO SCO/No. of Maximum
Constituent (mg/kg) (mg/kg) detections (mg/kg) detections Concentration
Total PCBs
(surface ND-218 0.1 12/14 1 9/14 SS-09
soi)®
Total PCBs
(subsurface ND-206 0.1 11/18 1 6/18 SB-MW-04
soil)®
Notes:

(a) 6 NYCRR Part 375 Environmental Remediation Programs SCOs (NYSDEC 2006).
(b) Surface soil indicates 0-2 in. interval and subsurface soil indicates below 2 in.
PCBs analyzed by EPA Method 8082.
Table includes 2 duplicates in sample count.

3.2 EXTENT OF IMPACT TO ENVIRONMENTAL MEDIA

The extent of surface and subsurface soil samples that exceeded SCGs (based primarily on metals
and total PCBs concentration) is shown on Figures 3-1 and 3-2. As noted in Section 2.2.1, at least
the top two ft of surface soil within the 100-ft corridor of Narrows Creek (a potential ecological
resource area) did not contain waste material or contamination. The estimated volume of impacted
material by area is summarized in the following table.
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Estimated Volume of Impacted Material

New York State Estimated Volume of Impacted Material
Media SCGs® CY Tons®

On-site Surface and Subsurface Soil Unrestricted Use 68,500 109,600

Notes:

(a) 6 NYCRR Part 375 Environmental Remediation Programs SCOs (NYSDEC 2006).

(b) Estimates assume that 1 CY of material is approximately equal to 1.6 tons.

CY = Cubic yard(s)

3.3 POTENTIALLY APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE
REQUIREMENTS

Applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) are local, state, and federal
regulations, including environmental laws and regulations that are used in the selection of remedial
alternatives, as well as other non-environmental laws and regulations, such as the Occupational
Safety and Health Act. The development and evaluation of remedial alternatives presented in
Section 6 includes a comparison of alternative site remedies to ARARs. The recommended RA for
the Site must satisfy all ARARs unless specific waivers have been granted.

EPA defines “applicable” and “relevant and appropriate” in the revised National Contingency
Plan, codified at 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 300.5 as follows:

e Applicable Requirements—substantive environmental protection requirements, criteria, or
limitations promulgated under federal or state law that specifically address a hazardous
substance, pollutant, contaminant, RA, location, or other circumstances at a CERCLA site.

e Relevant and Appropriate Requirements—standards of control that address problems or
situations sufficiently similar to those encountered at a CERCLA site that their use is well
suited to the particular site.

To determine whether a requirement is relevant and appropriate, characteristics of the RA, the
hazardous substances present, and the current physical characteristics of the site must be compared
to those addressed in the statutory or regulatory requirement. In some cases, a requirement may be
relevant, but not appropriate. In other cases, only part of a requirement will be considered relevant
and appropriate. When it has been determined that a requirement is both relevant and appropriate,
the requirement must be complied with to the same degree as if it were applicable (EPA 1988).

ARARSs for RA alternatives at the Gibson Scrapyard Site can be generally classified into one of
the following three functional groups: chemical, action, or location-specific.

The following to-be-considered materials (e.g., federal/state criteria, advisories, and guidance
values) are non-promulgated advisories or guidance issued by federal or state government, which
are not legally binding; and therefore, do not have the status of potential ARARs:

e Federal criteria, advisories, and guidance documents
e State of New York criteria, advisories, and guidance documents.
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Federal and state guidance documents or criteria that are not generally enforceable, but are
advisory, do not have the status of potential ARARs. Guidance documents or advisories to be
considered in determining the necessary level of cleanup for protection of human health or the
environment may be used where no specific ARARs exist for a chemical or situation, or where
such ARARs are not sufficient to afford protection.

Federal and state requirements for soil, water, and air were considered to determine if they were
ARARs, based on site characteristics, site location, and the alternatives considered. The following
sections summarize the specific federal, state, and local ARARs for the RAs that may be taken at
the Gibson Scrapyard Site, and for the types of technologies that will be developed into remedial
alternatives. As identified at the beginning of Section 3, surface and subsurface soil are currently
the impacted media at the Gibson Scrapyard Site; in addition, the COCs identified during the RI
consist of PCBs, metals, and SVOCs (primarily PAHs). The RI did not include a full
characterization of the MEC on-site. Thus, each of the following ARARs has been chosen for its
potential applicability or relevance and appropriateness.

3.3.1 Chemical-Specific Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

Chemical-specific requirements are established health- or risk-based numerical values or
methodologies that establish cleanup levels or discharge limits in environmental media for specific
substances or pollutants. Cleanup standards for impacted soil are defined in 6 NYCRR Part 375
Environmental Remediation Programs with SCOs specified based on current and/or future land
use. TSCA, 40 CFR Part 761 provides guidance on capping PCB impacted material on site.

3.3.2 Action-Specific Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

Action-specific ARARs set controls or restrictions on the design, implementation, and
performance levels of activities related to the management of hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants. The potential action-specific ARARs include:

o Occupational Safety and Health Act, 29 CFR 1910—Site activities will be conducted
under appropriate Occupational Safety and Health Act standards.

e Department of Transportation Rules for Hazardous Materials Transport, 49 CFR, Parts
107, 171.1-500—Addresses requirements for marking, manifesting, handling, and
transport of hazardous materials; applicable if off-site treatment or disposal of wastes is
required.

o Solid Waste Management Facilities, 6 NYCRR Part 360—Provides standards and
regulations for permitting and operating solid waste management facilities.

o Waste Transporter Permits, 6 NYCRR Part 364—Provides standards and regulations for
waste transporters.

e Hazardous Waste Management System General, 6 NYCRR Part 370—Provides standards
and regulations for the state hazardous waste management system.
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3.33

Identification and Listing of Hazardous Wastes, 6 NYCRR Part 371—Provides standards
and regulations for the identification and listing of hazardous wastes.

Hazardous Waste Manifest System and Related Standards for Generators, Transporters,
and Facilities, 6 NYCRR Part 372—Provides standards, regulations, and guidelines for
the manifest system, as well as additional standards for generators, transporters, and
facilities.

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Toxicity Characteristic Criteria, 40
CFR Part 261.24—All waste generated during the removal alternative will be
characterized and handled per RCRA regulations.

Land Disposal Restrictions, 6 NYCRR Part 376—Pertains to alternatives that require land
disposal of hazardous wastes.

Environmental Conservation Law, Articles 3, 19, 23, 27, and 70, 6 NYCRR 371—
Identifies characteristic hazardous waste (PCBs) and lists specific wastes. Applies to
transportation and all other hazardous waste management practices in New York State.
Applicable if hazardous waste (PCBs greater than 50 mg/kg) is generated during
remediation.

TSCA, 40 CFR Part 761—Provides guidance on storage and disposal of PCB-
contaminated materials.

Location-Specific Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

Location-specific ARARs must be considered when developing alternatives because these types
of ARARs may affect or restrict remedial activities. Generally, location-specific requirements
serve to protect the individual site characteristics, resources, and specific environmental features.
The potential location-specific ARARs include:

Protection of Waters, 6 NYCRR Part 608—Provides standards, regulations, and
guidelines for the protection of waters within the state.

Freshwater Wetlands Permitting, Requirements, Classification, and Implementation,
6 NYCRR Parts 662 through 665—Provides standards, regulations, and guidelines.

Federal Endangered Species (Section 7) Consultation—Requires federal agencies to
consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the fish and wildlife agencies of
states, to ensure that any action authorized, funded, or carried out by such agency is not
likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened
species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species.
Alternatives that adversely affect the northern long-eared bat habitat would be avoided to
the extent practicable.
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e The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (Section 106) Consultation, 16 U.S.C.
470—Requires federal agencies to consult with the State Historic Preservation Offices to
assess activities, which may directly or indirectly impact historic properties.
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4. GENERAL RESPONSE ACTIONS

In general, remedial technologies fit into one or more categories of GRAs. GRAs are generic,
medium-specific, RAs that will satisfy the RAOs. GRAs may include no action, institutional
controls (ICs), containment, removal, treatment, disposal, monitoring, or a combination thereof
(EPA 1988). The development of RAs for this FS begins with the identification of GRAs that can
meet RAOs. These GRAs are then screened based on their effectiveness, implementability, and
cost and developed into remedial alternatives to address impacted media at the Site (i.e., soil).
GRAs for soil at the Gibson Scrapyard Site (including no action, site management, removal,
disposal, and containment) are detailed in the following sections.

4.1 SOIL

Six primary categories of technologies that may be applicable to soil remediation at the Site are
included in the following subsections.

4.1.1 No Further Action

The No Further Action Alternative is included for use as the baseline alternative against which
other remedial alternatives are compared.

4.1.2 Institutional Controls

Site management (also known as ICs) involves the placement of a restriction on the use of the
property that limits human or environmental exposure to COCs, provides notice to any individual
who might have physical contact with the site, or prevents actions that would interfere with the
effectiveness of a remedial program, or with the effectiveness and/or integrity of site management
activities at or pertaining to a site.

4.1.3 Removal

Physical removal of impacted fill would be conducted by excavation, using standard construction
equipment (e.g., excavators) to remove material from the ground and load it into transport
mechanisms (e.g., trucks) for off-site treatment or disposal.

4.1.4 Treatment

Treatment subjects contaminants to processes that alter their state, transform them to innocuous
forms, or immobilize them. Potentially applicable treatment technologies for soil at this site
include in situ and ex situ treatment. Treatment includes biological treatment, in situ soil flushing,
in situ or ex situ solidification, in situ or ex situ chemical stabilization, thermal destruction, ex situ
acid leaching, and ex situ vitrification. A short list of treatment types and their descriptions follows:

e Phytoremediation involves the use of plants to treat the impacted media. This can be
achieved through phytoextraction, which involves the physical removal of contaminants
from the soil through plant material.
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4.1.5

Soil flushing is the use of water or other suitable aqueous solution to flush contaminants
from soil. The fluid is then extracted in situ.

Stabilization is achieved using amendments that are mixed into the soil matrix and reduce
the toxicity and/or mobility of the contaminants. This results in the production of a
monolith of waste with high structural integrity and can be done in situ or ex situ.

Thermal destruction can be conducted in situ or ex situ. Ex situ treatment entails the
establishment of a mobile incinerator facility on-site, which uses high heat to volatilize,
combust, and destroy organic compounds; in situ treatment entails installation of heating
equipment. A pilot study would be required to determine applicability.

Acid leaching is the use of potentially hazardous acid to remove inorganic contaminants
from soil.

Solvent extraction is the use of organic solvents as an extractant to separate organic and
metal contaminants from the effected media.

Vitrification is the use of electric current to convert contaminants to an inert, solid form.
Following vitrification, the contaminants are trapped within the treated area, eliminating

mobility.

Disposal

Disposal involves transporting the soil to a TSCA permitted disposal facility or Municipal Solid
Waste Landfill or RCRA Subtitle D Non-Hazardous Landfill.

4.1.6

Containment

Contaminated soil and fill could be contained by installing a cover over the waste mass. The
existing physical setting would require some grading of on-site fill.
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5. IDENTIFICATION AND SCREENING OF TECHNOLOGIES

The potentially applicable technologies based on the GRAs identified earlier in Chapter 4 are
screened using the process defined in DER-10, Technical Guidance for Site Investigation and
Remediation (NYSDEC 2010). As shown in Tables 5-1 and 5-2, these technologies include ICs,
monitored natural attenuation, phytoremediation, in situ and ex situ stabilization and solidification,
soil flushing, in situ and ex situ thermal destruction, in situ capping, excavation, low temperature
thermal desorption, ex situ chemical treatment, off-site disposal, and off-site incineration. Three
preliminary screening criteria (i.e., effectiveness, implementability, and cost) were then used to
screen these remedial technologies (also shown in Tables 5-1 and 5-2) for each media of concern.

5.1 SCREENING CRITERIA
5.1.1 Effectiveness

Effectiveness is a measure of the ability of an option to: (1) reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume
of contamination, (2) minimize residual risks, (3) afford long-term protection, (4) comply with
ARARs, (5) minimize short-term impacts, and (6) achieve protectiveness in a limited duration.
Technologies that offer significantly less effectiveness than other proposed technologies may be
eliminated from the alternative development process. Options that do not provide adequate
protection of human health and the environment likewise may be eliminated from further
consideration.

5.1.2 Implementability

Implementability is a measure of the technical feasibility and availability of the option and the
administrative feasibility of implementing it (e.g., obtaining permits for off-site activities, ROW,
or construction). Options that are technically or administratively infeasible or that would require
equipment, specialists, or facilities that are not available within a reasonable period may be
eliminated from further consideration.

5.1.3 Cost

Qualitative relative costs for implementing the remedy are considered. Technologies that cost more
to implement, but that offer no benefit in effectiveness or implementability over other
technologies, may be excluded from the alternative development process.

5.2 SCREENING SUMMARY
5.2.1 Technologies Not Retained for Further Analysis

From the list of technologies potentially applicable for remediation of the COCs and media of
concern at this Site, a few technologies were excluded from further consideration because they
were considered ineffective, not implementable at this Site, or too costly relative to the other
technologies under consideration. In addition, the presence of munitions debris adds cost and
complexity for most technologies; all fill material would need to be screened prior to treatment.
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This screening is summarized in Tables 5-1 and 5-2.

The reasons for exclusion are detailed below:

5.2.2

Monitored natural attenuation was not retained because this treatment technology is not
effective for the site contaminants.

Phytoremediation was not retained because it is not applicable for sites with deep
contamination and would require a long timeframe with limited effectiveness. In addition,
phytoremediation is generally used for lower levels of contamination than what exists at
the Site and is limited in effectiveness to the length of the growing season.

Solidification was not retained because it would lead to an increase in volume of fill
and post-remediation use for this expansion is limited. Also, typically solidification is used
in situ for the stabilization of deep contamination that is impacting groundwater. The
majority of the contamination on-site is above the water table and groundwater is not
impacted by site-related contamination due to the presence of a confining layer.

Soil flushing was not retained due to the high relative cost and unknown level of
effectiveness. Soil flushing is an emerging technology, which has not been widely
implemented.

Ex situ thermal destruction was not retained because this treatment technology is not
effective at destroying inorganic contaminants.

Low temperature thermal desorption was not retained because this treatment technology is
not effective for treating inorganic contaminants.

Acid leaching, solvent extraction, and vitrification were not retained due to difficulty of
implementation. These technologies also require a long timeframe for implementation with

a significantly higher cost than other retained technologies.

Technologies Retained for Further Analysis

The list of technologies potentially applicable for remediation of the COCs and media of concern
at this Site are summarized in Table 5-2. After eliminating the technologies that were considered
either too expensive, not implementable, or ineffective; the remaining technologies were retained
to develop remedial alternatives.
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The technologies retained for soil include the following:

e No Further Action is retained, as set forth in the CERCLA National Contingency Plan, to
automatically pass through the screening and be compared with other technologies.

e ICs that consist of land use restrictions to limit human and environmental exposure were
retained due to low cost and ease of implementation.

e Containment would be implemented by placing a soil cover or low permeability cap over
remaining impacted soil and MEC.

e Removal through excavation of soil was retained, despite the high cost and difficulty, due
to the ability to remove large volumes of contamination from the site.

e Disposal would be implemented through loading and transporting excavated soil to
appropriate disposal facilities; soil would be characterized and accepted by the disposal
facility prior to transport.
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6. SCOPING AND DEVELOPMENT OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

Scoping for the FS was completed based on correspondence between EA and the NYSDEC (2022).
EA performed the alternative comparison in accordance with DER-10 (NYSDEC 2010) and the
EPA publication Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies under
CERCLA (EPA 1988). The screening of alternatives was designed to provide a basis for an overall
assessment of applicable technologies based on impacted media identified at the site and related
areas during the RI.

The scoping and development of the technologies/alternatives selected during the previous step of
the FS process and during later discussions with NYSDEC are listed and described below.
Alternatives were developed based on requirements set forth in PCB Regulations 40 CFR
Part 761.61 for both self-implementing and risk-based cleanups.
The following remedial alternatives are considered for this FS:

e Alternative I—No Further Action

e Alternative 2—No Further Action with Site Management (Risk-Based)

e Alternative 3—Full Removal of Fill to Unrestricted Use SCOs (Self-Implementing)

e Alternative 4—Partial Removal of Fill with Full 40 CFR Part 761 Cap; remove all soil
exceeding 100 mg/kg PCBs (Self-Implementing)

e Alternative 5—Partial Removal of Fill with Full 6 NYCRR Part 375 Soil Cover; remove
all soil exceeding 100 mg/kg PCBs (Self-Implementing)

o Alternative 6— No Removal with Full 40 CFR Part 761 Cap (Risk-Based)
e Alternative 7— No Removal with Full 6 NYCRR Part 375 Soil Cover (Risk-Based).

The extent and volume of soil requiring remediation was determined based on data collected
during the RI (EA 2022) as well as the Phase II SI (The ARGO Team 2010), where applicable.
A 10 percent contingency for volume is built into each alternative, unless otherwise noted
(Alternatives 4 and 5), to address areas where soil contamination is not horizontally or vertically
delineated. For cost estimation purposes, based on available data, it is assumed that the Site has
approximately 68,500 CY (109,600 tons) of fill/soil exceeding UU criteria.

Detailed alternatives screening is presented in Table 6-1.
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6.1 ALTERNATIVE 1: NO FURTHER ACTION

The No Further Action: Alternative 1 is evaluated as a procedural requirement and as a basis for
comparison. No activities would be undertaken to treat or remove the contamination or munitions
debris present or otherwise prevent or minimize the potential for exposure to the contamination.
This alternative would leave the Site in its present condition.

6.2 ALTERNATIVE 2: NO FURTHER ACTION AND SITE MANAGEMENT

Similar to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 would involve no removal of contamination or munitions
debris and require regulatory and public acceptance of restricted/diminished use. Site management
would be conducted with land-use controls to reduce the risk of human contact with munitions
debris and potential MEC. Land-use controls would include the installation of warning signs along
a chain-link fence to be installed along the perimeter, implementation of dig restrictions, and
regular inspections of the Site for any changes in condition. Controls would warn workers and
trespassers of the potential MEC hazards within the site.

6.3 ALTERNATIVE 3: FULL REMOVAL OF FILL TO UNRESTRICTED USE SOIL
CLEANUP OBJECTIVES (SELF-IMPLEMENTING)

Alternative 3 (Figure 6-1) includes the removal of all fill material, including soil and debris, for
offsite disposal at a permitted facility. This alternative is aimed at removing all fill material to
underlying clean, native soil which includes on-site soil that exceeds UU SCOs for total PCBs (0.1
mg/kg) and metals (mainly arsenic [13 mg/kg], lead [63 mg/kg], mercury
[0.18 mg/kg], nickel [30 mg/kg] and zinc [109 mg/kg]). Target removal depth will be confirmed
and refined following a Pre-Design Investigation (PDI) consisting of PCB site characterization
sampling pursuant to 40 CFR Part 761. This includes soil sample collection in a 10-ft by 10-ft grid
across the site. A Sonic drill rig would be used to minimize generation of soil cuttings during the
PDI, and preference would be given to the closest certified laboratory that can fulfill analysis
requirements to minimize greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with sample shipping.
GHG emissions and costs associated with PDI activities could be greatly reduced by requesting
EPA approval of a modified PCB site characterization sample spacing.

Current volume estimates were developed based on observed fill depth and PCB and metals
contamination observed during the Phase II SI (The ARGO Team 2010) and RI
(EA 2022). This alternative includes confirmation sampling following excavation to verify that
soil exceeding UU SCOs has been removed. This alternative would be a self-implementing clean-
up under 40 CFR Part 761.61 and would meet pre-disposal (unrestricted use) conditions as required
under DER-10.

Mechanical excavation will be used to remove the contaminated soil/fill. Due to the historical
presence of munitions debris and low potential for Material Potentially Presenting an Explosive
Hazard (MPPEH), UXO construction support would be implemented during excavation with a
UXO technician present during all removal activities. Excavation will be conducted in 1-2-ft lifts
using heavy equipment such as long-reach excavators. If suspected MPPEH is identified by the
UXO technicians, local Explosive Ordnance Disposal would be contacted for disposal, and UXO
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support would be evaluated with the stakeholders. It is assumed for this alternative that no MPPEH
will be identified. As an additional safety measure, excavated material will be sifted to further
screen for MEC and MPPEH prior to off-site disposal of the soil. Due to the nature of the site as a
scrap yard, this sifting would result in segregation of a variety of scrap, not only munitions debris,
from the fill material. The need to further identify munitions debris among other miscellaneous
debris would decreas