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RECORD OF DECI SI ON
Oean Wll Field

Gty of dean, Cattaraugus County, New York

United States Environnental Protection Agency
Region |1

New Yor k, New York

Sept enber 1996

DECLARATI ON FOR THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON

SI TE NAVE AND LOCATI ON

dean Wl Field

Cty of dean, Cattaraugus county, New York
STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPCSE

This Record of Decision (ROD) presents the selected remedial actions for the Qean Wll| Field Site (Site),
whi ch were chosen in accordance with the Conprehensive Environnent Response, Conpensation and Liability Act
of 1980, as ammended (CERCLA), 42 U. S.C 88 9601-9675 and the National O and Hazardous Substances Pol | ution
Contingency Plan. This decision docunent explains the factual and | egal basis for selecting the renedies for
the Site. The attached index (Appendix Il11) identifies the itens that conprise the Administrative Record
upon which the selection of the renedial actions is based.

The State of New York concurs with the selected renedy per the attached letter (Appendix V).
ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe site, if not addressed by inplenenting the
response actions selected in this ROD, nmay present an inmnent and substantial endangernent to public health,
wel fare, or the environment.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

This operable unit, which is the second of two operable units for the Site, addresses the violatile organic
conmpound (VOC) contam nation at four properties, as described below. The first operable unit focused on
determ ning the nature and extent of volatile organic conpound (VOC) contamination in the groundwater. The
first operable unit ROD, which was signed on Septenber 24, 1985, specified the installation of two air
strippers, which are effectively removing VOC contani nants fromthe groundwater to concentrations, which are
bel ow t he maxi num al | owabl e concentrations that have been set by EPA and the New York State Department of
Health, for drinking water. G oundwater is a source of drinking water for the Gty and Town of O ean, New
Yor k.

The maj or conponents of the selected renedy for the second operable unit for the Al cas property includes the
foll owi ng:

1 Vacuum Enhanced Recovery (VER) of VOCs from contaninated soil.

Upgr adi ent and downgr adi ent groundwat er nonitoring.
I npl erent ati on of groundwater use restrictions.

The maj or conponents of the selected renmedy for the Loohn's Dry cleaners and Launderers property include the
foll owi ng:



1 Vacuum Enhanced Recovery or Soil Vapor Extraction with air sparging (SVE AS). Shoul d design studies
indicate that VER and SVE/AS are inpracticable due to the influence of the Allegheny River, the source
area will be excavat ed.

1 Upgr adi ent and downgr adi ent groundwat er monitoring.

1 I npl erent ati on of groundwater treatment if VER and SVE/ AS or excavation does not adequately inprove
the quality of the Gty Aquifer, and if the property continues to affect the groundwater entering the

muni ci pal wel | s.
1 I mpl erent ati on of groundwater use restrictions.

The maj or conponents of the selected remedy for the MG aw Edi son property include the foll ow ng:
1 G oundwat er treat nent

Upgr adi ent and downgr adi ent groundwat er mnonitoring.
I npl erent ati on of groundwater use restrictions.

The maj or conponents of the selected renedy for the AVX property include the foll ow ng:

1 Excavation and renoval of contaninated soil.

1 Of-Site |low tenperature desorption of soil contam nants, if necessary.

1 Upgr adi ent and downgr adi ent groundwat er monitoring.

1 I npl erent ati on of groundwater treatment, if excavation and renoval of the contam nated soil does not

adequately inprove the quality of the Gty Aquifer and if the property continues to affect the
groundwat er entering the nunicipal wells.
1 I mpl emrent ati on of groundwater use restrictions.

The Site Mnitoring Plan, which is being inplenented as part of the renedy selected for operable unit one,
will be nodified to determne the effect of the remedi es on the upper and | ower aquifers and the influence
groundwat er to Municipal Wells 18M and 37/ 38M

DECLARATI ON OF STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The sel ected renmedi es neet the requirenents for renedial actions set forth in CERCLA 8121, 42 U S.C. §9621:
(1) they are protective of hunan health and the environnent; (2) they attain a level or standard of control

of the hazardous substances, pollutants and contam nants, which at |least attain the legally applicable or

rel evant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) under federal and state laws, (3) they are cost-effective; (4)
they utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment (or resource recovery) technologies to the maxi num
extent practicable; and (5) they satisfy the statutory preference for renedies that enploy treatnment to
reduce the toxicity, nmobility, or volume of the hazardous substances, pollutants or contam nants at a site.

Pursuant to CERCLA 8121(c), 42 U S.C. 89621(c), a review of the remedial action will be conducted five years
after the commencenent of the renedial action to ensure that the renedy continues to provi de adequate
protection to hunman health and the environnent, because this renedy will result in hazardous substances
remai ni ng on-site above heal t h-based | evel s.

<I M5 SRC 02962810>
SI TE NAVE, LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

The A ean Field Site is located in the eastern portion of the city of dean and east and south of the Gty in
the Towns of dean and Portville in Cattaraugus County, New York. The Well Field is roughly rectangular in
shape and enconpasses approxi mately 800 acres (see Figure 1). The Site is approximately 65 m|es southeast
of Buffalo, New York and 7 mles north of the New York/Pennsyl vani a border at 42° 05' latitude, 78° 25
longitude. State Routes 16 and 417 provide access to the area.

SI TE H STORY AND ENFCRCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

Three muni ci pal water supply wells (18M 37M and 38M were constructed in the md- to late 1970s to provide



water for the Gty of Adean, New York. The supply wells draw water fromthe | ower aquifer also known as the
Cty Aquifer. Prior to the construction of these nmunicipal wells, city water was supplied by a surface-water
treatnent facility, which drew water fromthe O ean Creek. In January 1981, trichloroethene (TCE) and ot her
chlorinated organic solvents were detected in the Aean water supply. The municipal wells were shut down at
that time as TCE | evel s exceeded acceptabl e drinking water standards set by the New York State Departnent of
Health (NYSDOH). Surface-water treatnent facility operations were reactivated.

On Cctober 23, 1981, the EPA Region Il Field Investigation Team (FIT) evaluated the Site for inclusion on the
National Priorities List. as aresult of this evaluation, the Site was included on the National Interim
Priorities List, published on Cctober 23, 1981, and was included on the first official Superfund National
Priorities List (NPL), published on Septenber 9, 1983.

I'n Novenber 1981, an EPA consultant initiated a prelimnary hydrogeol ogic investigation at the Site (al so
referred to as the "Renedial Action Master Plan" or "RAMP'). This investigation, conpleted in Cctober 1982,
i ncl uded, anong other things, the installation of nonitoring wells and sanpling of those wells, and an

aqui fer punp test utilizing municipal wells 18M and 37M

Fol | owi ng the di scovery by the Cattaraugus County Departnent of Health and NYSDOH that a nunber of private
wells in the Gty and Town of dean, all of which received groundwater fromthe upper aquifer, were

contam nated with TCE, EPA perfornmed an initial renmoval action in January 1982. This action involved the
installation of carbon adsorption filters on 16 contanminated private wells in the Gty and town of O ean and
periodic monitoring of those wells. EPA ultimately conducted two additional renoval actions at the Site.

The first of these commenced in June 1984 and included the replacenent of one of the carbon filters installed
for the additional renoval action, installation of carbon units on ten additional contam nated private wells,
and nonitoring. The second action, inplenmented in March 1985, involved the installation of two additional
carbon filter systens.

EPA conducted additional activities including a 1993 investigation by the FIT, which involved installation of
two wel | s upgradient of the Cooper |ndustries/ MG aw Edison conpany facility (MG aw Edison), a potentially
responsi bl e party (PRP) for the Site, and a 1985 FIT action including an aquifer punp test and further
sanpling at the municipal wells.

A Renedi al Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) was funded through an EPA Cooperative Agreenent and
perforned in 1984-85 by a contractor to the New York State Departnent of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC).
During the course of the RI/FS, it becane apparent that a plunme of TCE was threatening a nunber of private
wells in the city and Town of dean before a pernmanent renedy for the Site could be inplenented. A focused
feasibility study was perforned and an Initial Renedial Measure (IRVM was conducted which included regul ar
nmonitoring of private wells and installation of carbon adsorption units, as necessary, until the permanent
remedy was in place.

In 1983-84, pursuant to an adm nistrative order issued by EPA, MG aw Edi son perforned an investigation at
its facility. This and subsequent investigations performed by MG aw Edi son reveal ed that soil and
groundwater in both aquifers at the facility were contamnated with TCE, 1,1,1- trichloroethane (1,1, 1-TCA),
1, 1-di chl oroet hyl ene, 1, 1-dichl oroet hane, trans-1, 2-di chl oroet hane, tetrachl oroethane (PCE) and net hyl ene
chloride. The studies further indicated that a pathway exists for migration of contaminants away fromthe
MG aw Edi son facility and toward the contam nated mrunici pal wells.

AVX Corporation (AVX), another PRP at the Site, perfornmed an investigation of its facility in 1984-85
pursuant to an adm nistrative order issued by EPA. this investigation indicated that soils and groundwater
were contamnated with TCE, 1,1, 1-TCA tetrachl oroethyl ene and other VOCs. Data collected by AVX during this
and subsequent investigations denonstrated that contami nation migrates downward fromthe surficial soils at
the AVX facility through the till and into the |ower aquifer.

Al cas Cutlery Corporation (A cas), another PRP, conducted an investigation at its facility pursuant to an
adm ni strative order issued by EPA in 1984. The investigation found that soil at the Alcas facility was
contam nated with VOCs. Upper and | ower aquifer ground water was al so determined to be contam nated with TCE
and trans-1, 2-di chl oroet hyl ene. Subsequent EPA anal yses showed el evated TCE concentrations of up to 12 parts



per mllion (ppm in nmonitoring well B-2, which is screened in the lower aquifer at the facility and | ocated
approxi mately 100 yards from nunicipal well 18M

EPA i ssued a Record of Decision (ROD) on Septenber 24, 1985, which required the following: 1) installation of
an air stripper to treat the groundwater fromnunicipal well 18M which is located on the north side of the
Al | egheny River, and a second air stripper to treat the groundwater from runicipal wells 37M and MB8M which
are | ocated south of the River. Because wells 37Mand 38M are | ocated next to one another, only one air
stripper was required.; 2) extension of the City of dean's public water supply line into the town of d ean
to connect approxi mately 93 residences served by private wells, including those equi pped with carbon filters
as part of EPA's Renbval Actions conducted in 1982, 1984 and 1985; 3) inspection of an industrial sewer at
MG aw Edi son and performance of any necessary repairs on the sewer; 4) recommendati on for institutional
controls to restrict the withdrawal of contam nated groundwater; 5) institution of a Site Mnitoring Pl an;
and, 6) initiation of a supplenmental RI/FS (SRI/FS) to evaluate source control neasures at facilities that
are contributing to the groundwater contani nation.

On February 7, 1986, EPA issued a Unilateral Administrative Oder, Index Nunber ||l CERCLA-60201, under
Section 106(a) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. 89606, (the 106 O der) to AVX, Al cas, MG aw Edi son, Cooper Industries,

I nc. (Cooper), Al unmi num Conpany of Anerica (ALCQA), and WR Case and Sons Cutlery Co. (Case), (the PRPs).

The 106 order required the PRPs to carry out the renedial actions selected in the ROD. Al of the PRPs, with
the exception of Case, performed the actions pursuant to the 106 Order. The trustee in bankruptcy for the
bankruptcy estate of Case subsequently entered into a consent decree with the United States which required

t he bankruptcy estate to pay a portion of EPA's past costs and a penalty for Case's failure to conply with
the 1986 unilateral order. |In exchange, Case was granted a covenant not to sue for all past and future
liability.

The extension of the Gty of Oeans's water |ine was conpleted in 1988. In 1989, the private well users were
connected to the water line extension. A so in 1989, the industrial sewer at the MG aw Edi son property was
inspected and repaired. In February 1990, physical construction of the air strippers was conpleted and the
nmuni ci pal wells were put back on line. Current punping rates for Municipal well 18Mand the conbi ned punping
rates for Minicipal Wlls 37M and 38M are approxi mately 1.2 and 1.9 million gallons per day (M),
respectively. Since the system began operating, treated water fromthe air strippers has net State and
Federal drinking water standards.

On Novenber 13, 1989, EPA issued an administrative order to Alcas. The order required the Alcas to excavate
approxi mately 10 cubic yards of contami nated soil froman area at the Al cas property where TCE had previously
been used as a weed killer. The work was conpleted in 1989.

On June 25, 1991, an Adninistrative O der on Consent, |ndex Nunber |l CERCLA-10202 (the SRI/FS Order) was
entered into between EPA and Al cas, AVX, MG aw Edi son, Cooper Industries and ALCOA. The SRI/FS was a m xed
work project. the PRPs were required to undertake a study of their respective facilities and wite the
SRI/FS. EPA conducted studies on 10 additional properties and gave the information to the PRPs for
incorporation into the SRI/FS. |In 1994, EPA oversaw the conpletion of a renoval action at the A ean Steel
property (see figure 1). dean Steel, which was one the properties investigated as part of the suppl enental
R, is a scrap nmetal recycling operation. EPA ordered the owner of the property to renove approxi mately 500
pail s and druns and 120 cubic yards of contam nated debris and soil fromthe property. The debris and soil
was contani nated with phenol, chromum |ead, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, copper and zinc. In 1994, a
groundwat er sanpl e was coll ected by EPA froman upper aquifer well, as a follow up to the Renoval Action.
Anal ysis of the sanple reveal ed arochl or-1254, a pol ychl ori nated bi phenyl conpound, at a concentration of 5.4
ppb. However, because the groundwater at O ean Steel is not hydraulically connected to the dean Wll Field
Site, EPAis referring this matter to the NYSDEC for further action.

H GHLI GHTS CF COVWUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON

EPA's public neeting for the Record of Decision for the first operable unit was held on March 29, 1988. The
maj or concern of the community then was on the potential econom c inpact of EPA s sel ected renedies on the
conpani es whi ch were held responsible for the for the Site. The |local community feared the | oss of jobs;
while the Gty feared the |oss of tax revenue, which would result fromjob | oss.



The suppl emental R report, supplenental FS report, and the Proposed Plan for the second operable unit for
the sight were released to the public for comment during the period: July 9,1996, through August 26, 1996.
These docunments were nade available to the public in the admnistrative record file at the EPA Region |1
Super fund Records Center, located on the 18th floor at 290 Broadway, New York, New York and the infornation
repository at the Adean Public Library, located at Second and Laurens Street in Oean, New York. The notice
of availability for the above-referenced docunents was published in the Qean Times Herald on July 9, 1996.
The public conment period on these docunments was held fromJuly 9, 1996 to August 26, 1996.

On July 16, 1996, EPA and NYSDEC conducted a public neeting at the A ean Minicipal Building to informlocal
officials and interested citizens about the Superfund process, discuss the Agency's preferred renedi al
alternatives, review current and planned renedial activities at the Site, and respond to any questions or
comrent s rai sed.

Responses to the comments received at the public meeting and in witing during the public coment period are
included in the Responsiveness Summary, attached hereto as Appendix V.

SCOPE AND ROLE OF CPERABLE UNI T TWD

The remedi es discussed in this Record of Decision constitute the second and | ast of two operable units
planned for the Site. The first operable unit focused on determning the extent and | evel of VOC

contam nation in the groundwater. Goundwater is a source of drinking water. The Record of Decision for the
first operable unit, which was signed on Septenber 24, 1985, specified the installation of two air strippers
on Municipal Wlls 18M and 37/38M which have been treating VOC contam nated groundwat er since 1990. The
treated groundwater is punped into the Gty and Town of O ean public water supply system

A SRI/FS, which was conducted pursuant to the 1985 ROD, identified four areas on-Site which are acting as
sources of VOC contanmination to the groundwater. VOC contam nated soil, itself, does not pose an

unaccept abl e risk, however, it is the source of contanmination to the groundwater. contam nated groundwater
is the principal threat posed by the Site.

This second operable ROD sets forth EPA's sel ected remedies for the four sources of VOC contami nation to the
groundwater. The goal of the second operable unit is to restore the aquifer to its beneficial use as a
drinki ng water supply.

SUMVARY CF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS
GEOGRAPHY

Oean is located in the All egheny River Valley near the border of the northwestern Appal achian plateau. The
Al | egheny River, a principal tributary of the Chio R ver, flow west-northwest through the southern portion
of the Site. dean and Haskell Creeks, tributaries of the Allegheny, are located to the west and east of the
Site, respectively. Surface runoff, direct precipitation, and groundwater inflow sustain the annual flowin
these river/stream systens.

Site Ceol ogy and Hhydr ogeol ogy

The A ean WIlIl Field is underlain by approxi mately 300 feet of unconsolidated sedi ments. Previous
groundwat er investigations in the dean WII| Field have shown that the upper 100 feet of sedinent can be
divided into five lithologic units based on color, texture, grain size, and node of deposition. These
lithographic units have geen grouped into four hydrogeologic units referred to as the upper aquifer, upper
aquartard, |lower aquifer, and | ower aquartard.

The upper aquifer is conprised of glaciofluvial coarse sands and sandy gravels, and recent fluvial deposits
of fine sands and silts with some clay. The upper aquifer is not continuous across the O ean Wll Field.
The thickest portion of the aquifer (approximately 41 feet) is found along the Al egheny River. The aquifer
thins to the north, pinching out south of the AVX facility.



The upper aquartard is |ocated above the lower aquifer. This unit is a low perneability |odgment till
conposed of greater than 50 percent silt and clay. The thickness of the upper aquartard in the study area
ranges fromas little as 6 feet in the south to over 30 feet in the north. In the northern portion of the
Oean WIl Field, this unit is present at the surface and consists of surficial till.

The lower aquifer, also referred to as the Gty Aquifer, consists of glacial outwash deposits of sand, silt,

and gravel. The lower aquifer is approximately 70 feet thick in the northern portion of the Aean WIll| Field
and thins to approxi mately 30 feet south of the Allegheny River. The |lower aquifer is the main source of
water for the city and Town of Aean. In addition, several industrial facilities (dean Steel

MG aw Edi son, and AVX) utilize wells conpleted in the |ower aquifer for process water

The | ower aquartard has been described as silt, clay, and fine to very fine sand deposited in a preglacia
envi ronnent .

The upper aquifer is recharged by the infiltration of precipitation. Recharge to the |ower aquifer is via

| eakage fromthe upper aquifer (or till where the upper aquifer is not present) through the upper aquartard.
The nagni tude of |eakage over the study area is variable and is dependent on the thickness and perneability
of the till (upper aquartard) and relative head differences between the upper aquifer (or till) and | ower
aqui fer.

SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON SUMVARY

Pursuant to the June 25, 1991, SRI/FS Order, EPA and five PRPs for the Site collected soil gas, soil and
groundwat er sanples at 13 properties to deternmine if the properties are sources of contam nation to the d ean
Wll Field Site. The PRPs were responsi ble for sanpling the AVX, A cas and MG aw Edi son properties.

Ebasco, under contract to EPA, sanpled 10 other properties, which are |located throughout the Site. These
properties included: Oean Steel; dean Wolesale; the immediate vicinity of Fay Avenue and Shaefer Street; a
Private Dunp | ocated at the end of Butler and Andrews Avenues; the "Borrow Pit," a common di sposal area
located al ong Riverside Drive; Sandburg O l; Mstel Ford; Giffith Ql; Loohn's O eaners and Launderers, Inc.
(Loohn's); and Aean Tile. Figure 1 shows the |ocations of the 13 properties investigated.

Wth the exception of Aean Steel, soil gas surveys were conducted on 100-by-100 foot grid spaci ngs across
each property during Septenber and October 1991. A grid could not be established at the A ean Steel property
due to the presence of large anounts of scrap netal on the property. Two additional soil gas surveys were
conducted in February 1993 and February 1995 at finer grid spacings of 25 feet.

In 1991, using the results of the soil gas surveys to locate the soil borings, forty-six borings were |ocated
and drilling at the suspected source areas. |In February 1993 and February 1995, a total of 25 additiona

soil borings were drilled to better deternmine the extent of contam nation at the suspected source areas.

Each soil boring extended down to the water table to determne the verticle extent of contam nation

Sedi nent sanples were taken at three locations in a wetlands area behind the AVX facility. The sanples were
taken to determine the potential inpact of the AVX property on the wetlands area

Four upper and four |ower aquifer groundwater nonitoring wells were installed to collect data to deternine
the extent of groundwater contanination in the upper and | ower aquifers and the inpact of the source areas on
the groundwater. The upper aquifer wells were installed at dean's Wol esale, dean Steel, MG aw Edi son

and the Loohn's Dry C eaners properties. The lower aquifer wells were installed at dean Wol esale, dean
Steel, Loohn's and Sandburg Q.

In addition to the groundwater sanples obtained fromthe 8 wells descri bed above, sanples were collected from
24 existing wells (13 upper aquifer; 11 |ower aquifer wells), which were installed during previous studies of
the Site. In addition, groundwater grab sanples were collected fromthe 25 soil borings, which were drilled

at the properties being investigated in 1993 and 1995

A 72-hour punp test was conducted on the upper aquifer at the MG aw Edi son property in 1991. The results of
the test assisted in determning the feasibility of punping contam nated groundwater fromthe aquifer for



treat nment.

Finally, pilot tests were prefornmed to determ ne whether vacuum enhanced recovery (VER) or soil vapor
extraction with air sparging (SVE/ AS) would be an effective means of in-situ treatment of VOC contani nated
soils at areas of sinmilar subsurface conditions in the study area. SVE/AS and VER are two treatnent

t echnol ogi es possi bl e under renedial Alternative 4 for the site. See section below entitled "Description of
Remedi al Alternatives" for an explanation of the two technol ogies.

A summary of the soil, sedinent and groundwater sanples, which were collected at the 13 properties which were
investigated during the SR follows.

AVX
Soil gas, soil and groundwater sanples were collected fromthe AVX properties in 1991 and 1993.

VOCs were detected at significant concentrations in the southern portion of the property at soil boring SB06
(see Figure 1). The maxi num concentrati ons detected were 1,1, 1-TCA (1, 300,000 ppb), TCE (500,000 ppb), PCE
(270,000 ppb), xylene (73,000 ppb), and cis-1,2 dichloroethene (1,2-DCE) (45,000 ppb). Lower |evels of PCE
(610 ppb) and TCE (29 ppb) were detected in a sanple from SBO5.

Soi|l sanples were collected fromfour other borings at the facility. VOC contami nants were either not
detected in these sanples or were detected at |evels, which were bel ow the nunerical cleanup goals
establ i shed to neet the soil Renedial Action (bjectives (RAGs) for the Site. See the section on RAGs bel ow.

Anal ysis of a groundwater grab sanple taken fromthe bottomof soil boring SB06 reveal ed TCE (110, 000 ppb),
1,1,1-TCA (360, 000 ppb), 1,2-DCE (73,000 ppb), PCE (14,000 ppb), toluene (21,000 ppb), 1,1-DCE (16,000 ppb),
1, 1- DCA (26, 000 ppb), acetone (180,000 ppb), and xylene (3,900 ppb). Each of these conpounds exceeded its

State or federal Maxi mum Contam nant Level (MCL) value (i.e., drinking water standards). See Table 1.

The soil and groundwater sanple results confirmed that the AVX property is a source of VOC contam nation to
the dean Wllfield Superfund Site groundwater.

Al cas

Soil gas, soil and groundwater sanples were collected fromthe Alcas property in 1991 and 1993.

Significant levels of VOCs were detected in the southern portion of the facility in soil sanples from boring
SBO7 (see Figure 1). The follow ng maxi mum soncentrations of VOCs were detected: TCE (12,000 ppb) and PCE
(200 ppb). In addition, 1,2-DCE (1,000 ppb), TCE (690 ppb), and vinyl chloride (100 ppb) were detected in a
sanpl e from boring SBO4.

Soi|l sanples were collected fromfive other borings at the facility. VOC contam nants were either not
detected in sanples fromthese borings or were detected at |evels which were below the RAGs for the Site.

Anal ysis of a groundwater gab sanple taken fromthe bottom of boring SB0O7 showed TCE (8,800 ppb), 1,1,1-TCA
(500 ppb), 1,2-DCE (640 ppb), and vinyl chloride (25 ppb). Each of these conmpounds exceeded its State or
federal MCL value. See Table 1.

Chrom um copper and nanganese were al so detected in the soil fromboring SB0O5 at 944, 000 ppb, 93, 600 ppb,
and 4, 680, 000 ppb, respectively.

The soil and groundwater sanple results confirned that the Al cas property is a source of VOC contamination to
the A ean Wll Field Superfund Site groundwater.

Me GRAW EDI SON

Soil gas, soil and groundwater sanples were collected at the MG aw Edi son property in 1991 and 1993.



Soi|l sanples were collected fromnine borings at the facility. VOCs were either not detected in soil sanples
fromthose borings or were detected at |ow | evels, which were below the RAGCs for the Site.

TCE was detected at 860 ppb in a saturated (bel ow the water-table) soil sanple, which was collected from 24
to 26 feet below the ground surface. The sanple was collected during the installation of the upper aquifer
well EW3, which is located in the southeastern part of the property.

Anal ysis of the groundwater fromwell EW3 showed 2, 1000 ppb of TCE. A ground water grab sanple from boring
SB08 reveal ed TCE and 1, 2-DCE at 400 ppb and 51 ppb, respectively. Each conpound exceeded its State or
federal MCL value. See Table 1.

G oundwat er sanpl es were al so collected in Decenber 1991 from upper aquifer monitoring wells A1, G1, and
EW3. TCE was detected in sanples fromwells A1, C1, and EW3 at concentrations of 40 ppb, 50 ppb, and
2,400 ppb, respectively, which exceeded the State and federal MCL of 5 ppb for this contaninant.

The saturated soil and groundwater sanple results confirned that the MG aw Edi son property is a source of
VOC contamination to the AQean Wll Field Superfund Site groundwater.

LOCOHN S CLEANERS AND LAUNDERERS
Soil gas, soil and groundwater sanples were collected fromthe Loohns property in 1991 and 1995.

Significant concentrati ons of VOCs were detected in the soil from borings SB09, SB12, SB47 and SB48. The
soi|l sanpled from boring SB09 showed TCE (24, 000 ppb), 1,2-DCE (59,000 ppb), PCE (91, 000 ppb) and 2-butanone
(5,400 ppb). Soil sanples fromboring SB12 reveal ed PCE (38,000 ppb) and TCE (18,000 ppb). Sanples from
boring SB47 reveal ed TCE (4, 3000 ppb), PCE (370,000 ppb), 2-butoanone (2000,000 ppb) and TCE (400, 000 ppb).
Finally, a soil sanple fromBoring SB48 showed 1, 2-DCE (2,000 ppb), TCE (510 ppb) and PCE (18,000 ppb).

Soi | sanples were collected fromtwo other borings at the facility. VOC contamninants were either not
detected in sanples fromthese borings or were detected at |evels which were bel ow RAGCs for the Site.

In January 1995, grab sanpl es of groundwater from borings SB47 and SB48 reveal ed TCE (29 ppb) in the grab
boring SB48 and cis-1,2-DCE (23 ppb) in the grab sanple from boring SB47.

In addition, a lower aquifer well was installed at boring SB47 and an upper aquifer well was installed at
boring SB48. (G s-1,2 DCE, TCE and PCE were detected at 6.3 ppb, 88 ppb and 1, 800 ppb, respectively, in
groundwat er fromthe upper aquifer well. PCE was detected at 11 ppb in the |ower aquifer well. Each
compound exceeded its State or federal MCL value listed on Table 1.

The soil and groundwater sanple results confirnmed that the Loohn's property is a source of VOC contam nation
to the Oean Wll Field Superfund Site groundwater.

OLEAN STEEL

Soi |l gas, soil and groundwater sanples were collected at Adean Steel in 1991, 1993, and 1995.

In 1991, four soil borings, an upper aquifer well, MAM3, and a | ower aquifer well, MM4, were drilled and
sanpl ed at the |ocations shown in Figures 1 and 2. VOCs were not detected above the nunerical cleanup goals
established to neet the RAGs for soil. Analysis of groundwater sanples obtained fromthese wells in Decenber

1991 did not reveal VOCs above the nunerical cleanup goals established to neet the RAGs for groundwater.

In 1993, two additional soil borings were drilled at the |ocations shown on Figure 1. Low concentrations of
VOCs wer e det ect ed.

In 1994, another groundwater sanple was collected from M4 by EPA as a follow up to the Removal Action which
was conducted in 1994 (See discussion of Site H story on pages 4 and 5). Analysis of the sanple reveal ed
arochl or-1245, a pol ychl ori nated bi phenyl conpound, at a concentration of 5.4 ppb.



In February 1995, one additional boring (SB44) was drilled down to the top of the upper aquifer. VOCs were
not detected above the nunerical cleanup goals established to nmeet the RAGs for soil.

VOC contani nants were either not detected in the soil and groundwater sanples fromthe dean Steel property

or were detected at |evels which were bel ow the nurerical cleanup goals established to neet the RAGs for the
Site. The soil and groundwater sanple results indicate that the Aean Steel property is not a source of VOC
cont am nati on.

In addition, after review of the groundwater flow data for the upper aquifer, EPA has al so concl uded that
O ean Steel is not hydraulically connected to the Qean Wll Field Site. After discussion with NYSDEC EPA
is however referring the PCB sanple results to the NYSDEC for further action.

MASTEL FORD
Soil gas, soil and groundwater sanples were collected at the Mastel Ford property in 1991, 1993, and 1995.

In 1991, three soil borings were drilled at the |ocations shown on Figure 1. Mninmal concentrations of VOCs
wer e det ect ed.

In 1993, two additional soil borings were drilled at the Mastel Ford facility. Mninal concentrations of
VOCs wer e det ect ed.

In February 1995, a sixth soil boring SB45 was drilled down to the top of the upper aquifer. No significant
contam nati on was found.

Two groundwat er grab sanples were collected in 1993 fromsoil borings SB31 and SB32 and one grab sanpl e was
collected in January 1995 from SB45. VOCs were not detected in the sanple SB31. Mnimal |evels of VOCs were
detected in the grab sanples from SB32 and SB45.

VOC contaninants were either not detected in the soil and groundwater sanples fromthe property or were
detected at | evels which were bel ow the nunerical cleanup goals established to meet the RAGs for the Site.
These results indicate that the Mastel Ford property is not a source of contamination to the AQean WIl Field
Superfund Site groundwater.

SANDBURG O L
Soil gas, soil and groundwater sanples were collected at the Sandburg G| property in 1991, 1993 and 1995.

In 1991, one soil boring (SB23) was drilled. Analysis of soil fromthe boring showed benzene (9 ppb) and
xyl ene (4,500 ppb). These VOCs are associated with petrol eum and petrol eum product derivati ves.

In February 1995, a third soil boring (SB46) was advanced down to the top of the upper aquifer. A
groundwat er grab sanple collected fromthe boring reveal ed: ethyl benzene (540 ppb), xylene (157 ppb),
napht hal ene (110 ppb) and 2-net hyl napt hal ene (54 ppb). These VOCs are associated with petrol eum and
petrol eum product derivati ves.

A lower aquifer nmonitoring well was installed in the borehold for SB46. Methylene chloride was the only VOC
detected (15 ppb) in the groundwater, which exceeded State and federal MCLs. However, the presence of the
conmpound in the groundwater was not attributed to Sandburg G, since it was not detected in the soil at
concentrations above the nunerical cleanup goals established to neet the RAGs for the Site.

The soil and groundwater sanple results confirnmed Sandburg G| as a source of petroleumrel ated contam nation
to the Aean WIl Field Superfund Site groundwater. Because CERCLA prevents EPA fromusing the Superfund to

clean up or oversee the cleanup of petrol eumcontam nation, EPAis referring this property to the NTSDEC for

action under the State petrol eum cl ean up program



GRIFFITH A L
Soil gas, soil and groundwater sanples were collected at the Giffith G| property in 1991, 1993 and 1995.

During 1991, three soil borings were drilled and sanpled at the | ocations shown on Figure 1. SVOCs were
detected from sanples fromsoil boring SB24, namely, 2-nethyl naphthal ene (7,600 ppb) and phenant hrene (1, 100

ppb) .

Two groundwater grab sanples were collected at soil borings SB41 and SB42 during 1993. M ni nal
concentrations of VOCs were detected.

I'n January 1995, soil boring SB49 was drilled down to the top of the upper aquifer. The location of SB-49 is
shown in Figure Gl-6 of the SRI/FS report. Analysis of the soil reveal ed el evated concentrations of benzene
(650 ppb), toluene (5,900 ppb) and xyl ene (23,000 ppb), which are associated with petrol eum and petrol eum
product derivatives.

Anal ysi s of groundwater froman upper aquifer well DWR-01, located on the Giffith G| property, reveal ed
six VOCs, nanely, nmethyl chloride (14 ppb), 1,1-DCA (6.1 ppb), cis-1,2-DCE (79 ppb), TCE (78 ppb), benzene
(220 ppb) and ethyl benzene (5.7 ppb).

Al t hough nonpetrol eumrel ated VOC contam nants were al so detected (1, 1-DCE, cis-1,2-DCE, and TCE) in the
groundwat er, they were not attributed to Giffith Gl, since the VOCs, which were detected in the soil, were
bel ow t he nurnerical cleanup goals established to nmeet the soil RAGCs for the Site. The sanple results
therefore indicate that the Giffith Ol property is not a source of the VOC contam nati on.

The soil and groundwater sanple results confirmed Giffith Gl as a source of petroleumrelated contam nation
to the Aean Wl Field Superfund Site groundwater.

The NYSDEC is currently overseeing a spill response clean-up of fuel oil and gasoline spills at the Giffith
Al facility.

FAY AVENUE/ SCHAEFER STREET
Soil gas, soil and groundwater sanples were collected in the imediate vicinity of Fay Avenue and Schaefer
Street in 1991 and 1993, in order to determ ne whether past alleged dunping activities may be a source of

contami nation to the groundwater.

In 1991 and 1993, three soil boring were drilled and sanpled at the |ocations shown on Figure 1. Al VCC
concentrations were bel ow the nunerical cleanup goals established to meet the soil RACs for the Site.

One groundwat er grab sanple was collected at soil boring SB40 during 1993. 1In this sanple only, cis-1,2-DCE
was detected at 2 ppb.

The soil and groundwater sanple results indicate that the Fay Avenue/ Shaefer area is not a source of

contam nation to the Oean Well Field Superfund Site groundwater. VOC contam nants were either not detected
in the soil and groundwater sanples fromthe property or were detected at |evels which were bel ow the

nureri cal cl eanup goals established to meet the RAGs for the Site.

OLEAN TILE

Soil gas, soil and groundwater sanples were collected at the AQean Tile property in 1991 and 1993.

In 1991, four soil borings were drilled at the |locations shown on Figure 1. VOCs were not detected with one
exception - acetone was detected (26 ppb) in sanple SB13-0002.

In 1993, three additional soil borings were drilled at the | ocations shown on Figure 1. The follow ng VOCs
were detected in soil sanples fromboring SB34: toluene (28,000 ppb); xylene (10 ppb), and 2-butanone (14



ppb) .

Two groundwat er grab sanples were collected at soil borings SB35 and SB36 during the 1993 soil boring
program VOCs were not detected in the sanples.

EPA does not believe toluene is a source of contam nation to the groundwater which reaches the nunici pal
well's. The compound was detected from4 to 10 feet bel ow the surface. No organic contam nants were detected
from1l feet to 42 feet. The boring termnated at a depth of 42 feet; groundwater was not observed in the
borehole. Therefore, EPA believes that the toluene contam nation is isolated and shoul d not inpact the
groundwat er. However, because of the elevated | evel of toluene found, EPA will be evaluating this natter
further using its Site Assessnent program

In February 1995, a surface water sanple was collected fromthe Al egheny Rver to determne if any
contanmination emanating fromthe Aean Tile property was inpacting the river. Results of the water sanple

anal ysis indicated that no VOCs, including toluene, were detected.

The soil, groundwater and surface water sanple results indicate that Aean Tile is not a source of
contam nation to the O ean Well Field Superfund Site groundwater or the Al egheny R ver.

OLEAN WHOLESALE
Soil gas, soil and groundwater sanples were collected fromthe dean Wol esale property in 1991 and 1993.

In 1991, four soil borings were sanpled at the locations shown on Figure 1. VOCs were detected at
concentrations, which were bel ow the nunerical cleanup goals established to neet the RAGs for the Site.

In 1993, soil sanples were collected fromone additional soil boring. No VOCs were detected.

G oundwat er sanpl es were collected in Decenber 1991 from upper aquifer nonitoring well MA2 and | ower aquifer
monitoring well MM1. VOCs were not detected in the sanples fromeither well.

One groundwat er grab sanple was collected at soil boring SB43 in 1993. TCE was detected at 7 ppb.

The soil and groundwater sanple results indicate that A ean Wolesale is not a source of contam nation to the
Oean WIl Field Superfund Site groundwater. VOC contaminants were either not detected in soil sanples from
the property or were detected at |evels which were bel ow the nurerical cleanup goals established to nmeet the
RAGCs for the Site.

PRI VATE DUWVP

Soil gas and soil sanples were collected fromthe Private Dunp in 1991, in order to determ ne whether past
al | eged uncontrol |l ed dunping activities may be a source of contamnation to the groundwater.

In 1991, two soil borings (SB25 and SB26) were drilled and sanpled at the | ocations shown on Figure 1. Three
sedi nent sanpl es (SDO1, SD02, and SDO3) were also collected froma swanpy area. VOCs were not detected in
the soil with one exception - toluene (6 ppb) and 2-butanone (60 ppb) were detected at boring SB26. PCE was
detected in the sediment at 10 ppb.

No soil sanples were collected in 1993.

The soil sanple results indicate that the Private Dunp is not a source of contamination to the O ean Well
Fiel d Superfund Site groundwater.

BORROWV PI T

Soil gas, soil and sedinment sanples were collected fromthe Borrow Pit in 1991 and 199, in order to determ ne
whet her past alleged uncontrolled dunping activities may be a source of contanmination to the groundwater.



In 1991, one soil boring (SB28) was sanpled at the location shown in Figure 1. VOCs were not detected.

Three sedi ment sanples (SD4, SD5, and SD6) were al so collected froma pounded area (see Figure 1) in 1991.
Mnimal |evels of VOCs were detected.

In 1993, one additional soil boring (SB39) was drilled at the | ocation shown on Figure 1. VOCs were not
detected with one exception - nethylene chloride (12 ppb).

One groundwat er grab sanple was collected fromsoil boring SB39 in 1993. The only VOC detected was TCE at 13
ppb.

The soil and groundwater sanple results indicate that the Borrow Pit is not a source of contam nation to the
Oean WIl Field Superfund Site groundwater. VOC contam nants were either not detected in the soil sanples
fromthe property or were detected at | evel s which were bel ow the nunerical cleanup goals established to neet
the RAGCs for the Site.

BACKGROQUND SO L SAMPLES

In 1991, two soil borings (SB29 and SB30) were drilled and sanpled off-Site at the intersection of King and
Seneca Streets, in the Gty of Aean. The sanples were collected as background sanples to establish a
basel i ne upon which the Site data could be conpared. PCE and nethyl ene chloride were detected at 8 ppb and
10 ppb, respectively, in a soil sanmple fromboring SB29. Al so, inorganic analysis of the sanples indicated
metal concentrations were within background concentrations of netals for the soils in the eastern United

St at es.

S| TE- W DE GROUNDWATER SAMPLES

G oundwat er sanpl es were al so collected fromtwenty-four existing nonitoring wells on Site in Decenber 1991,
Novenber 1994, and March 1995. The wells included: A1, CG1, CW1B, CW3B, CW4, CW4A CW5, CW5A CWT7A
CW9A, CW10, CW10A, CW12, CW12A, CW13, CW13A, CW15A, CW18, CW18A, well located at S&S Car C eaners,
DWR- 01, Alcas D2, AVX-5D, and MEGC A-2. See Figure 2 for the well |ocations.

Maxi mum concentrations of VOCs detected between 1989 and 1995 in sanples fromseveral of the existing wells
were as foll ows:

Moni t ori ng Concentration Feder al State

Cont ami nant Vel | Det ect ed MCL MCL

TCE Al cas D2 6, 500 ppb 5 ppb 5 ppb
AVX- 5D 2,000 ppb C1 40 ppb
CW7A 590 ppb CW9A 400 ppb
CW 10 340 ppb CW 18A 1, 400 ppb
MEC- A2 170 ppb S&S d eaners 39 ppb

1,1,1-TCA AVX- 5D 7,200 ppb 200 ppb 5 ppb
CW7A 7 ppb CW 18A 15 ppb

Cs-1,2 DCE AVX-5D 15, 000 ppb 70 ppb 5ppb
CW 18A 41 ppb

PCE CW 18A 3.1 ppb 5 ppb 5 ppb

In addition, bis (2-Ethylhexyl) phthalate, an SVOC, was detected in CW5 (190 ppb) and CW12 (560 ppb).

State and federal MCLs, were exceeded for Chromiumin sanples fromthe existing wells CW12 and CW12A (1, 720
ppb). Chromumwas detected in CW12 (22,500 ppg) and CW12A (1,720 ppg). The federal and State MCL val ues
for chromumat 100 ppb and 50 ppb, respectively. However, analysis of the groundwater, before it is treated
at municipal wells 18M and 38M has not reveal ed chronmiumor any other inorganic contam nants. Because of
the proximty of the nonitoring wells to well 18M and the high concentration of chrom um detected, EPA

bel i eves that chrom um al so be added to the |list of contam nants which are analyzed for as part of the Site



Moni toring Plan, which was required as part of the renedy selected for the Septenber 24, 1985 ROD.
UPPER AQUI FER PUVP TEST

A 72-hour constant rate punping test was perforned on well EW3 in January 1992 at the MG aw Edison facility
to determne the transnissivity and storativity of the upper aquifer in the OQean Wll Field. Results from
this test will be used in designing a systemfor treating contam nated groundwater fromthe upper aquifer.

DI RECTI ON CF GROUNDWATER FLOW

G oundwat er water |evel neasurements were collected in selected upper aquifer and | ower aquifer nonitoring
well's | ocated throughout the Site on February 13, 1992, February 27, 1992, and March 26, 1992

Wat er-1 evel neasurenents were also collected fromexisting nonitoring wheels in the vicinity of Haskell Creek
and used in the preparation of potentionetric surface maps, which are included in the SR report.

The potentionetric surface nmap for the upper aquifer indicates that |lines of equal elevation for the upper
aqui fer generally parallel the Allegheny Rver. This indicates that groundwater flow is towards the river
fromboth sides of the river valley. |In general, the horizontal conponent of groundwater flow is consistent
with the flow pattern for the upper aquifer described in the RI/FS conducted in 1984.

G oundwater in the lower, or Cty Aquifer, flows fromeast to west. Flow conditions in the | ower aquifer
have been altered since the 1985 R in that during the R, the nunicipal wells were inactive and the AVX
production well was punping at approxi mately 200 gpm Since 1990, the three nunicipal wells have been
punpi ng at a conbined rate of 2,150 gpm and the AVX production well has been decreased to approxi mately 50
gpm due to decreased demand. The principle difference between the groundwater flow regine at the tine of the
1985 Rl report and the March 1992 SR potentionetric maps, is the increased hydraulic gradient in the study
area which resulted fromthe punping stress inposed by the now active nmunicipal wells. A figure identifying
the capture zones is included in the SFS report.

CULTURAL RESCQURCE SURVEY

In April 1992, an EPA contractor conducted a Stage 1A Cultural Resources Survey (CRS-1A) of the Site which
entailed a review of the historic maps and archival records on file at the New York State Ofice of Parks and
Recreation, Historic Division; the Cattaraugus County H storical Society; and the Assessor's and Engi neer's
Ofice of the Gty of Oean. The contractor also reviewed previous cultural resource surveys of the region
and conducted on-Site reconnai ssance. A copy of the CRS-1A report is included in the Admi nistrative Record
for the Site, which is located in the public repositories listed on page 2.

After review of the CRS-1A report and pursuant to the National H storic Preservation Act, EPA has deci ded
that additional cultural investigations nust be conpleted at the Alcas and Loohn's facilities. Specifically,
the Alcas and the Loohn's have been deternmined to be sensitively for the discovery of cultural resources. As
such, a Stage 1B Cultural Resources Survey will be conpleted early in the renedial design. |f, based on the
results of the CRS report, it is necessary to carry out additional CRS work at the site, it will be conpleted
during the renedial design to neet the requirements of the National H storic Preservation Act.

SUMVARY OF SI TE RI SKS

Based upon the results of the SRI, a baseline risk assessnent was conducted to estimate the risks associated
with current and future site conditions. The baseline risk assessment estimates the human health and
ecol ogical risk which could result fromthe contam nation at the if no renedi al actions were taken

Human Heal th R sk Assessnent
A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related human health risks for a reasonabl e naxi mum

exposure scenario: Hazard ldentification--identifies the contaninants of concern at the site based on
several factors such as toxicity, frequency of occurrence, and concentration. Exposure Assessment--estimates



t he nagni tude of actual and/or potential human exposures, the frequency and duration of these exposures, and
the pathways (e.g., ingesting contam nated well-water) by which humans are potentially exposed. Toxicity
Assessnent --determ nes the types of adverse health effects associated with chem cal exposures, and the

rel ati onshi p between magni tude of exposure (dose) and severity of adverse effects (response). Risk
characterizati on— sumrari zes and conbi nes outputs of the exposure and toxicity assessnents to provide a
quantitative assessment of site-related risks

EPA' s baseline risk assessnent addressed the potential risks to human health by identifying several potentia
exposure pathways by which the public may be exposed to at the site under current and future | and-use
conditions. The contam nants of concern which were detected in the groundwater and the soild at each of the
properties investigated are listed in Tables 2 and 3, respectively.

The baseline risk assessnment evaluated the health effects which would result from exposure to groundwater
contami nation through three pathways, nanely, ingestion, dermal contact and inhal ation of volatilized
contami nants during showering. The groundwater exposure scenarios are presented in Table 4.

Ri sks due to contaminants in the surface and subsurface soil were calculated for exposure as a result of
ingestion or inhalation of contam nants by construction workers. A residential exposure scenario was not
cal cul ated because all of the properties studied during the SRI/FS are zoned and operated as either
industrial or comrercial, and it is expected that such use would continue in the future

Ri sk due to dermal contact with soils was assessed qualitatively due to the absence of dermal absorption
factors for all Site-related contai nments except cadmium Cadmiumwas found at five of the 13 properties
investigated. However, of the five properties the highest concentrati on of cadm um detected was just above 4
ppm which woul d not pose an unacceptable risk

Under current EPA guidelines, the likelihood of carcinogenic (cancer-causing) and noncarci nogenic effects due
to exposure to site chemcals are considered separately. It was assuned that the toxic effects of the
site-related chenicals woul d be additive. Thus, carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risks associated with
exposures to individual conpounds of concern were summed to indicate the potential risks associated with

m xtures of potential carcinogens and noncarci nogens, respectively.

Noncar ci nogeni ¢ ri sks were assessed using a hazard index (H') approach, based on a conparison of expected
contam nant intakes and safe levels of intake (Reference Doses). Reference does (RfDs) have been devel oped
by EPA for indicating the potential for adverse health effects. the reference doses for the conpounds of
concern at the site are presented in Tables 7 and 8. RfDs, which are expressed in units of
mlligrams/kilogramday (no/kg-day), are estimates of daily exposure |evels for humans which are thought to
be safe over a lifetime (including sensitive individuals). Estimted intakes of chem cals from environmental
nedia (e.g., the anount of a chem cal ingested from contam nated drinking water) are conpared to the RID to
derive the hazard quotient for the contam nant in the particular medium The H is obtained by adding the
hazard quotients for all conpounds across all nedia that inpact a particular receptor popul ation

An H greater than 1.0 indicates that the potential exists for noncarcinogenic health effects to occur as a
result of Site-related exposures. The H provides a useful reference point for gauging the potential
significance of nultiple contami nant exposures within a single nmediumor across nedia. A summary of the
noncar ci nogeni ¢ risks associated with these chem cals across various exposure pathways is found in Tables 5
and 6.

Potenti al carcinogenic risks were eval uated using the cancer slope factors devel oped by EPA for the

contami nants of concern. Cancer slope factors (SFs) have ben devel oped by EPA's Carcinogenic Ri sk
Assessnent Verification Endeavor for estimating excess lifetinme cancer risks associated with exposure to
potentially carcinogenic chemcals. SFs, which are expressed in units of (ng/kg-day)-1, are nultiplied by
the estimated intake of a potential carcinogen, in ng/kg-day, to generate an upper-bound estimate of the
excess lifetinme cancer risk associated with exposure to the conpound at that intake level. The term "upper
bound" reflects the conservative estimate of the risks calculated fromthe SF. Use of this approach nakes
the underestinmation of the risk highly unlikely. The SF for the conpounds of concern are presented in Tables
7 and 8.



For known or suspected carci nogens, EPA considers excess upper-bound individual lifetinme cancer risks of
between 10-4 to 10-6 to be acceptable. This level indicates that an individual has no greater than a one in
ten thousand to one in a mllion chance of devel oping cancer as a result of site-related exposure to a

carci nogen over a 70-year period under specific exposure conditions at the site

The results of the baseline risk assessnment indicate that ingestion of and dernmal contact with untreated
groundwater at the Site poses unacceptable risks to hunan health. Cancer risks due to ingestion of
groundwat er were determned to be approxi mately one-in-one-hundred for adults and young children (1.49 x 10-2
and 1.3 x 10-2, respectively) and six-in-one-thousand (5.94 x 10-3) for older children. Noncarcinogenic H's
for these exposure groups were 3.36 for adults, 14.7 for young children and 6.73 for older children. The

af orenenti oned cancer and non-cancer risks are referenced in Table 5.

Cancer risks due to dermal contact with groundwater contam nants were determined to be 2.35 x 10-3 for
adults, 9.21 x 10-4 for young children and 6.68 x 10-4 for older children. The H for each group was | ess
t han one.

Cancer and noncancer risks due to inhalation of contam nants fromuntreated groundwater during showering were
within EPA's acceptable risk range. Cancer risks for adults were determned to be 6.38 x 10-5 for adults and
5.98 x 10-5 young children, and 2.73 x 10-5 for older children. The H for each group was |ess than one

Ri sks were al so calculated for ingestion and inhalation of surface and subsurface soil contam nants by
construction workers. The risks were calculated for a two year exposure period and are referenced in Table
6. Cancer risks were found to be acceptable for each of the thirteen properties investigated. Noncancer

ri sks were also found to be acceptable at twelve of the thirteen properties with the exception of

MG aw Edi son. A mininal non-cancer risk (H of 1.14) due to soil ingestion was cal cul ated for

MG aw Edi son.  The elevated risk is due mainly to arsenic.

The cumul ati ve upper-bound cancer risks for exposure to untreated groundwater at the Site are 1.73 x 10-2 for
adults, 1.39 x 10-2 and 6.64 x 10-3 for ol der children, which are greater than the acceptable risk range of
10-4 to 10-6. The estimated total risks are primarily due to trichl oroethene, which contributed
significantly to the carcinogenic risk calculations and was attributable rel eases of the contami nant onto the
ground and eventually into the groundwater.

Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent

A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related ecol ogical risks for a reasonabl e maxi num exposure
scenario: ProblemFornulation - a qualitative evaluation of contam nant rel ease, mgration, and fate
identification of contanminants of concern, receptors, exposure pathways, and known ecol ogi cal effects of the
contanminants; and sel ection of endpoints for further study. Exposure Assessment--a quantitative eval uation
of contam nant release, nigration, and fate; characterizati on of exposure pathways and receptors; and
nmeasurenent or estimati on of exposure point concentrations. Ecological Effects Assessnment--literature
reviews, field studies, and toxicity tests, linking contam nant concentrations to effects on ecol ogi ca
receptors. R sk characterization--neasurenent or estinmation of both current and future adverse effects.

EPA conducted an assessnment of a wetlands area, which is located to the south of the AVX facility. The
assessnent was conducted to deternine if the wetlands area overl apped the area of contam nation at the AVX
facility. Sedinment sanples were taken to deternine if AVX was inpacting the wetlands area.

The wetl ands area, which enconpasses approxi mately 18.5 acres, is bordered to the north by Seneca Avenue, he
south by a Conrail right-of-way and AVX, the east by Dugan Road and the west by AVX Three sedi nent
sanpl es were collected fromthe wetlands area south of the AVX property and north of the Conrail railroad
tracks. Analysis of the sanples did not reveal any VOC contamination. Several seni-volatile organic
conmpounds (SVQCs) were detected, but were attributed to the Conrail railroad tracks. Al so the SVOCs were not
determined to be inpacting the groundwat er

No ot her studies were conducted to assess other ecological risks since the Site is located in an urban
commercial/industrialized area. The three other source areas, A cas, MG aw Edi son and Loohn's, which are



included as part of the Site, are devel oped properties with |lawns, planting, and one or nore buildings with
asphalt entry ways and parking areas. There are no significant habitats present at the Site which could
potentially support indigenous wildlife receptor species. These properties, however, nmay provide a habitat
for various non-native species which have adapted to highly urbani zed areas (e.g., rats, starlings and

pi geons) .

Uncertainties

The procedures and inputs used to assess risks in this evaluation, as in all such assessnents, are subject to
a wde variety of uncertainties. In general, the main sources of uncertainty include

envi ronnental chem stry sanpling and anal ysi s
envi ronnent al parameter neasuremnent

fate and transport nodeling

exposure paraneter estimation

t oxi col ogi cal data

Uncertainty in environnmental sanpling arises in part fromthe potentially uneven distribution of chemcals in
the nedia sanpled. Consequently, there is significant uncertainty as to the actual |evels present.

Envi ronment al chemi stry-anal ysis error can stemfrom several sources including the errors inherent in the
anal ytical methods and characteristics of the matri x being sanpl ed.

Uncertainties in the exposed assessnment are related to estimtes of how often an individual would actually
come in contact with the chemcals of concern, the period of tine over which such exposure would occur, and
in the nodels used to estinate the concentrations of the chemcals of concern at the point of exposure

Uncertainties in toxicological data occur in extrapolating both fromanimals to humans and fromhigh to | ow
doses of exposure, as well as fromthe difficulties in assessing the toxicity of a mxture of chemcals
These uncertainties are addressed by meki ng conservative assunptions concerning risk and exposure paraneters
t hroughout the assessnent. As a result, the R sk Assessment provides upper-bound estimates of the risks to
popul ations near the site, and is highly unlikely to underestinmate actual risks related to the site.

More specific informati on concerning public health risks, including a quantitative eval uati on of the degree
of risk associated with various exposure pathways, is presented in the Ri sk Assessnent Report. The report is
part of the Administrative Record for the Site, which nay be found in the public repositories |isted on page
2

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis site, if not addressed by inplenenting the
response action selected in the ROD, may present an inmminent and substantial endangerment to the public
health, welfare, or the environnent.

REMEDI AL ACTI ON OBJECTI VES

Remedi al action objectives are specific goals to protect human health and the environnent. These objectives
are based on available information and standards such as applicable or rel evant and appropriate requirenments
(ARARs), To Be Considered (TBC) guidance val ues, and risk-based | evels established by th risk assessnent.

Remedi al action objectives for the Site were devel oped for two contam nated nedia - groundwater and soil
Both sets of objectives are designed to restore the upper and | ower aquifers to their beneficial use a source
of drinking water.

G oundwat er objectives include: 1) renoval and/or control of the sources of contanination to the groundwater;
and, 2) renoval of sources of contami nation already in the groundwater

Soi|l objectives include the elimnation of |eaching of contam nants of concern fromthe soil at each of the
source areas into the groundwater.



In order to determ ne which source areas require renedi ati on, EPA conpared contam nants in the groundwater
and soil at all of the properties to various criteria. For soil, EPA used the NYSDEC s Technical and

Adm ni strative Qui dance Mermor andum ( TAGM) cl eanup nunbers, which represent concentrations of VOCs which will
not | each fromthe soil and dissolve into the groundwater at |evels which are above federal or State MCL
concentrations. For groundwater, EPA used federal and State MCLs. Facilities where soil and groundwater
contanmination | evel s exceeded these criteria were targeted for remedi ation. These criteria, which will also
be used as cl eanup goals, are presented in Table 1.

As a result of this analysis, EPA has determ ned that the AVX, Al cas, Loohn's and MG aw Edi son properties
are sources of contamination to the groundwater and therefore require renedi ation.

For the AVX and Loohns source areas, the renediation will be phased. First, a soil cleanup will take pl ace,
after which EPA will rnonitor the groundwater to deternine if VOC concentrations are decreasing at a rate
sufficient to neet the goal of aquifer restoration in a reasonable tine frame. |f necessary, EPA will
install a groundwater punp and treat systemat the two source areas to facilitate aquifer restoration.

Because of the close proximty of the Alcas source area to nmunicipal well 18M renediation of the
contamination will only consist of a soil renediati on phase. Additional groundwater renediation is not
necessary since any groundwater which is contaninated by the property is captured and treated by an air
stripper, which is currently operating at the nunicipal well.

Remedi ati on of the McG aw Edison facility will only consist of a groundwater phase, since the soil was not
found to be contam nated. (The contamination in the saturated soil zone will be addressed by the groundwater
cl eanup.)

The Sandburg G| and Giffith Ol properties were also determned to be sources of groundwater contam nation,
al though the contam nation was found to be petroleumrelated. As such, CERCLA prohibits the use of Superfund
Trust Fund nonies to clean up or to oversee the clean up of the petroleumcontanmination. EPA will therefore
refer the contami nation at these properties to the NYSDEC for action under the State's petrol eum cl eanup
program

DESCRI PTI ON OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

CERCLA 8121(b)(1), 42 U S.C 89621(b)(1), nmandates that a renedial action be anong other things protective of
human health and the environnent and cost-effective, and nust utilize pernmanent solutions and alternative
treatnment technol ogi es or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi mum extent practicable. Section

121(b) (1) al so establishes a preference for renedial actions which enploy, as a principal elenent, treatnent
to permanently and significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobility of the hazardous substances,

pol lutants and contaminants at a site. CERCLA 8§121(d), 42 U.S.C. 89621(d), further specifies that a renedial
action nust attain a |level or standard of control of the hazardous substances, pollutants, and contaninants,
which at least attains ARARs under federal and state |laws, unless a waiver can be justified pursuant to
CERCLA 8121(d)(4), 42 U.S. C. 8§9621(d)(4).

Di scussed bel ow are the six renedial alternatives which were evaluated in detail for addressing the

contam nation associated with the dean WIll| Field Site. The tine to inplement a remedial alternatives
reflects only the time required to construct or inplenent the renmedy and does not include the time required
to design the remedy, negotiate with the responsible parties, procure contracts for design and construction,
or conduct operation and nai ntenance at the site.

Alternative 1 - No Action

The Superfund programrequires that the "no-action" alternative be considered as a baseline for conparison of
other alternatives. No Action results in |eaving the source area properties as they currently exist with no
additional work to be performed. At present, groundwater recovery and treatment with air strippers on the
muni ci pal water supply wells and on a production well at the MG aw Edison site are in operation. A
quarterly Site Mnitoring Programis also being carried out as part of the renmedy sel ected by the Septenber
24, 1985 ROD.



Because this alternative would result in contam nants being | eft on-Site above health based | evels, CERCLA
Section 121(c), 42 U S.C 89621(c) requires that the Site be reviewed every 5 years.

There are no capital or operation and mai ntenance costs associated with this alternative.
Construction Tine: Since this is a no action alternative, no tine wuld be required for construction.
Alternative 2 - Institutional Controls and Access Control

This alternative includes educational prograns, such as public nmeetings and presentations, designed to

i ncrease public awareness about the hazards present in the identified source areas. |In addition, this
alternative includes the inplenmentation of institutional controls, such as deed restrictions, and ot her
notices, contractual agreenents, local |aw or ordinances or other governmental actions for the purpose of
restricting installation and use of groundwater wells throughout the Site, ensuring that excavation of soils
in or near an identified soil source area is acconpani ed by inplenentation of a worker/local area health and
safety plan and appropriate off-Site treatnent and/or disposal of contam nated soils, and ensuring that the
property renmains for industrial use. Institutional controls restricting groundwater use, |and use and
excavation would be required until the groundwater has been denonstrated to nmeet RAGs as set forth in Table
1.

Because this alternative would result in contaninants being |l eft on-Site above health-based | evels, CERCLA
requires that the Site be reviewed every five years.

Capital, present worth, and operation and mai ntenance costs for this alternative are summarized in Table 9.
Costs were devel oped by source area. Capital costs would include fencing and nanpower to obtain |and access
use and deed restrictions and to educate the public on the level and extent of contamination at the Site.
Operation and nai ntenance costs woul d i nclude Site-w de sanpling and anal ysis of the groundwater for thirty
years.

Construction Tine: this alternative could be inplemented within 3 to 6 nonths.

Alternative 3 - Capping and G oundwat er Treat ment

This alternative would involve the following ngjor el enents:

Cappi ng of contam nated soil.

I mpl erent ation of |and use/access restrictions to maintain integrity of the cap and groundwater use
restrictions.

Moni toring prograns at selected nmonitoring wells and at the A ean Wll Field nunicipal wells.

I npl erent ati on of groundwater treatment if capping does not sufficiently renediate the groundwater.
Conducting a 5-year review

Stage 1

Alternative 3 would require capping of inpacted soils at the soil source areas with a clay and soil cap.

This woul d reduce further migration of the contam nation fromthe soil to the groundwater. Land use and deed
restrictions and groundwater nonitoring, as described for Alternative 2, would al so be inplenented. Land use
restrictions would prevent any activities which would adversely affect performance of the cap. Deed
restrictions would al so be inposed to prevent the installation of private drinking water wells.

The soil source areas would be covered with a clay cap. The surface area capped woul d be approxi mately 9, 800
square feet at Alcas, approximately 3,200 square feet at AVX and approxi mately 6,000 square feet at Loohns.
Since no soil contam nation was detected at the McG aw Edi son property, a cap would not be necessary.

Stage 2

After capping is conpleted at Al cas, AVX and Loohns, EPA will assess the effect on the groundwater after



waiting the tinme for three pore volunmes of groundwater to travel fromall three source area properties to the

muni cipal wells. It is estinated that it will take four years for the three pore volunes of groundwater to
pass or flush fromthe source areas to the nunicipal wells. Therefore, groundwater nonitoring wll be
required. The effectiveness of the renediation will be evaluated at four year intervals. |If it is
deternmined that the Gty Aquifer still contains contaninant concentrati ons above drinking water standards and

if it is deternmined that the renedial source are continues to effect the groundwater entering the Gty

Muni ci pal wells 18M 37M and 38M a groundwater punp-and-treat systemnmay be installed at either AVX or the
Loohns Dry C eaners source areas. However, such treatment will not be necessary at the Al cas source area due
to the close proximty of the source area to nunicipal well 18M

If groundwater treatment is deternined to be necessary for the AVX source area, EPA will also evaluate the

i mpact of a groundwater punp and treat systemon the wetlands area. This evaluation will weigh the need for
reduci ng contani nant concentrations in the groundwater with any potentially adverse affect on the wetl ands
area.

Because this alternative would result in contami nants being | eft on-Site above health-based | evels, CERCLA
requires that the Site be reviewed every five years.

Capital, present worth and operation and mai ntenance costs for this alternative are sunmmarized in Table 9.
Costs were devel oped by source area. Capital costs were devel oped for the construction of a cap at each
source area and construction of a groundwater collection and treatnment systens at the Loohns and AVX source
areas. The capital cost for the Al cas source area does not include groundwater treatnent, since contaninated
groundwater fromthe source area will be captured and treated by the air stripper at nmunicipal well 18M The
capital cost for the A cas source area includes only construction of the cap. Qperation and nai nt enance and
present worth costs for AVX and Loohn's were devel oped for nami ntenance of a cap and groundwater treatnent
systemfor thirty years and Site-wi de sanpling and analysis of the groundwater for thirty years.

Construction Tine: Capping of the source area properties could be inplenented within 1 year. G oundwater
treatment, if deternined to be necessary, could be inplemented within 9 to 12 nonths after the design of the
groundwat er extraction and treatment system has been conpl et ed.

Alternative 3A - Goundwater Punping and Treating
This alternative would involve the foll owing el ements:

1 G oundwater treatnment at the source areas
1 I npl enent groundwat er use restrictions.

Under this alternative, groundwater recovery systemwould be installed. Contamnants in the recovered
groundwat er woul d be renoved by an air stripping system The treated groundwater would be treated further,
if necessary, with granul ated activated carbon (GAC) and discharged to the City of O ean sewer system and
ultinmately to the Publicly Owmed Treatment Plant. |[|f necessary to nmeet New York state air emission linits,
the off-gas fromthe air stripping systemwould be treated with vapor phase GAC.

This alternative would al so involve deed restrictions which would be inposed to prevent the installation of
private drinking water wells.

Capital, present worth and operation and mai ntenance costs for this alternative are summarized in Table 9.
Qperation and nai ntenance and present worth costs are for Site-wi de sanpling and anal ysis of the groundwater
for thirty years.

Construction Tine: Goundwater recovery/treatnent systens, if determ ned to be necessary, could be
constructed at the AVX or Loohns properties within 9 to 12 nonths. Goundwater treatnent at MGRAW EDI SON,
could be inplenented within 3 to 6 nonths, since an air stripper with sufficient excess capacity already
exists on site. MGaw Edison installed the air stripper in the early 1980's to treat groundwater for
industrial use on-Site.



Alternative 4 - Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE/ Vacuum Enhanced Recovery (VER) and G oundwater Treatnent

This alternative consists of inplementing the follow ng:

SVE/ VER of contam nated soil.

Moni toring prograns at selected nonitoring wells and at dean WIll Field nunicipal wells.

I npl erent ati on of groundwater treatment if SVE does not result in sufficiently |ower contam nant
concentrations in the ground water.

| mpl erent groundwat er use restrictions

Stage 1

Two different types of in-situ treatment systens were considered for treating VOC contaninated soil: SVE
with Air Sparging (SVE/ AS) and Vacuum Enhanced Recovery (VER

Eval uations of the Alcas and AVX properties determned that a SVE/AS treatnent systemwoul d not be effective.
However, pilot tests were conducted at the source areas in 1994 and the tests confirned that vacuum enhanced
recovery (VER) could effectively desorb VOCs fromthe contam nated subsurface at both properties. Additional
data needs to be collected for the Loohns property in order to determ ne whether SVE/AS or VER woul d be the
nore effective nmeans of soil treatnent. EPA intends to collect these data during a pilot test, which would
be conducted as part of a remedial design for the Loohn's source area.

This remedial alternative would al so include the inposition of deed restrictions that would prevent the
installation of private drinking water wells.

Descriptions of VER and SVE/AS are provided as fol |l ows:

A VER systemuses negative air pressure which is applied to a series of recovery wells. The negative
pressure, which is generated by a high vacuum punp, causes the novenment of soil vapor and sone groundwater
towards the wells for recovery. The vapor recovery causes desorption (removal of contami nants which are
adsorbed onto soil particles) and volatilization of VOCs by continuously remnmoving contam nated vapors and
forcing clean air into the contam nated areas. An off-gas treatnment systemw || use granul ated acti vated
carbon (GAC) to renove contam nants which are above federal and New York State air em ssion levels. Any
groundwat er which is recovered with the soil vapor, would also be treated with GAC prior to discharge to the
Gty sewer system

An SVE/ AS system woul d use a soil vapor recovery process, which is discussed above, conbined with air
injection wells which woul d extend bel ow the water table. Ar, which is injected under pressure into the
wells, would enter water bel ow the water table.

The air bubbles, which are forned, traverse horizontally and vertically through the water colum. Volatile
conpounds, which are exposed to the sparged air, volatilize intot he gas phase and are carried into the
vadose zone where they are captured by the vapor recover system An off-gas treatnment systemwll use GACto
renmove contani nants which are above federal and New York State air enission |evels. Any groundwater which is
recovered with the soil vapor, would also be treated with GAC prior to discharge to the Gty sewer systemor
to the surface water with a New York State Pollution Discharge Elimnation Systempermt.

Essentially, a VER systemworks by applying a higher vacuumto the subsurface than a SVE/ AS system The
hi gher vacuumall ows VER to operate nore effectively than SVE/AS in varied geol ogi cal settings.

The SVE/ VER system woul d be operated until contaminant levels in the soil vapor and water effluents cease to
decline and renain constant at a negligible rate. At which tine, the systemwoul d be shut off. EPA expects
that the soil cleanup objectives in Table 1 will be net.

Stage 2

After soil remediation is conpleted at Al cas, AVX and Loohns, EPA will assess the affect on the groundwater



after waiting four years to allow three pore vol unes of groundwater to pass, or flush through, fromthe
source areas to the nmunicipal wells. The groundwater quality will be nonitored and the effectiveness of the
remediation will be evaluated at four-year intervals. |If it is deternined that the City Aquifer still

cont ai ns contani nant concentrations above drinking water standards and if it is deternmined that the

remedi at ed source are continues to affect the groundwater entering the Gty Minicipal wells 18M 37M and 38M
a groundwat er punp-and-treat systemmay be installed at either the AVX or the Loohn's Dry O eaners source
areas. However, additional groundwater treatnent will not be necessary at the Al cas source area due to the
close proximty of the source area to nunicipal well 18M

If groundwater treatment deternined to be necessary for the AVX source area, EPA will also evaluate the
impact of a groundwater punp and treat systemon the wetlands area. This evaluation will weigh the need for
reduci ng contani nant concentrations in the groundwater with any potentially adverse affect on the wetl ands
area.

Capital, present worth, and operation and mai ntenance cost for this alternative are summarized in Table 9.
Costs were devel oped by source area. Capital costs were devel oped for the construction of SVE/ VER systens at
the source areas and construction of groundwater collection and treatnent systens at the Loohns and AVX
source areas. Because contam nated groundwater fromthe source area will be captured and treated by the air
stripper at nunicipal well 18M the capital cost for the A cas source area does not include groundwater
treatment. Operation and mai ntenance and present worth costs were devel oped for naintenance of an SVE/ VER
systemfor five years and groundwater treatnent systemfor thirty years for AVX and Loohn's and Site-w de
sanpling and anal ysis of the groundwater for thirty years.

Constrruction Tine: Installation of SVE/VER systemat the source area properties could be inplemented within
one year. Goundwater treatnent, if determned to be necessary, could be contructed within 9 to 12 nonths
after the date the decision is nade.

Alternative 5 - Soil Renopval And G oundwat er Treat nent

Alternative 5 woul d consist of inplenenting the follow ng:

Excavati on and renoval of contam nated soil above and bel ow the water table.

Of-Site |low tenperature desorption of soil contam nants (if necessary).

Moni toring prograns at selected nonitoring wells and at dean Wll Field nunicipal wells.

I npl enentati on of groundwater treatment if excavation and renoval of the contam nated soil does not
sufficiently | ower contam nant concentrations in the groundwater.

I npl erent | and use/ access and groundwater use restrictions.

Stage 1

The soil source area(s) woul d be excavated and the soils tested to determne if the excavated soils are

classified as RCRA hazardous waste material. |f hazardous, the soils would be transported off-Site to a
facility for |low tenperature desorption of soil contami nants. |If not hazardous, the soils would be di sposed
of at alocal landfill. dean fill material would be brought in to restore each of the areas to grade.

Confirmatory soil sanpling and anal yses woul d be conducted during soil excavation to ensure that all soils
with contam nant | evels exceeding the RAG as set forth in Table 1 are renoved.

Until restoration of the excavated areas is conplete, |and use/access restrictions would be placed on the
source area restricting current and future use. These actions would also include the inposition of deed
restrictions that would be inposed to prevent the installation of private drinking water wells. During all
phases of the soil renoval, it would be necessary to inplenent dust and volatile em ssion control neasures,
soi |l erosion, and sediment control measures.

Stage 2

After soil remediation is conpleted at Al cas, AVX and Loohns, EPA will assess the affect on the groundwater
after waiting four years to allow three pore vol unes of groundwater to pass, or flush through, fromthe



sources areas to the nunicipal wells. The groundwater quality will be nonitored and the effectiveness of the
remediation will be evaluated at four-year intervals. |If it is deternined that the City Aquifer still
contai ns contani nant concentrati ons above drinking water standards and if it is determned that the

remedi ated source area continues to affect the groundwater entering the Gty Municipal wells 18M 37M and
38M a groundwater punp-and-treat systemmay be installed at either the AVX or the Loohn's Dry C eaners
source areas. However, additional groundwater treatnent will not be necessary at the A cas source area due
to the close proximty of the source area to mnunicipal well 18M

If groundwater treatnent is determned to be necessary for the AVX source area, EPA will also evaluate the

i npact of a groundwater punp and treat systemon the wetlands area. This evaluation will weigh the need for
reduci ng contani nant concentrations in the groundwater with any potentially adverse effect on the wetl ands
area

Capital, present worth and operation and mai ntenance costs for this alternative are summarized in Table 9.
Costs were devel oped by source area. Capital costs were devel oped for the renoval of contam nated soil at
each source area and construction of groundwater collection and treatnent systens at the Loohn's and AVX
source areas. Because contam nated groundwater fromthe source area will be captured and treated by the air
stripper at nunicipal well 18M the capital cost for the A cas source area does not include groundwater
treatnment. Operation and mai ntenance and present worth costs were devel oped for mai ntenance of the
groundwat er treatnent systenms for thirty years for AVX and Loohn's and Site-w de sanpling and anal ysis of the
groundwater for thirty years.

Construction Tine: Renoval of contam nated soil from Al cas, AVX and Loohns coul d be inplenmented w thin one
year. QGoundwater treatnent, if determned to be necessary, could be constructed within 1 year after the
date the decision is made

SUMVARY OF COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

In selecting a remedy, EPA considers the factors set forth in CERCLA 8121, 42 U S.C. 89621, by conducting a
detail ed anal ysis of the viable renedial alternatives pursuant to the National Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CFR
§ 300.430(e)(9)(iii) and OSWER Directive 9355.3-01 entitled "Cuidance for Conducting Remedial |nvestigations
and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA." The detailed analysis consists of an assessnent of the individua

al ternatives against each of nine evaluation criteria and a conparative analysis focusing upon the relative
perfornmance of each alternative against those criteria

The followi ng "threshold" criteria nmust be satisfied by any alternative in order to be eligible for
sel ection:

1. Overal |l protection of human health and the environment addresses whether or not a remedy provides
adequat e short-and | ong-term protection and describes how ri sks posed through each exposure pat hway (based on
a reasonabl e maxi num exposure scenario) are elimnated, reduced, or controlled through treatnent, engineering
controls, or institutional controls.

2. Conpl i ance wi th ARARs addresses whether or not a remedy would attain all of the applicable (legally
enforceabl e), or relevant and appropriate (requirements that pertain to situations sufficiently simlar to

t hose encountered at a Superfund site such that their use is well suited to the site) requirements of federal
and state environnental statutes and requirenents or provide grounds for invoking a waiver.

The following "prinmary bal ancing” criteria are used to nake conparisons and to identify the major trade-offs
between al ternatives:

3. Long-term effecti veness and permanence refers to the ability of a renedy to naintain reliable
protection of human health and the environnment over tine, once cleanup goals have been net. It also
addresses the nagnitude and effectiveness of the nmeasures that nay be required to nanage the risk posed by
treatnent residuals and/ or untreated wastes.

4. Reduction of toxicity, nobility, or volume via treatnment refers to a renedial technol ogy's expected



ability to reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volune of hazardous substances, pollutants or contam nants at
the site.

5. Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to achi eve protection and any adverse
i mpacts on human health and the environment that rmay be posed during the construction and inplenmentation
periods until cleanup goals are achieved.

6. Inplenentability refers to the technical and admnistrative feasibility of a remedy, including the
availability of naterials and services needed.

7. Cost includes estimated capital and operati on and mai nt enance costs, and the present-worth costs.

The follow ng "nmodi fying" criteria were considered fully after the fornmal public comrent period on the
Proposed Pl an was conpl et ed:

8. State acceptance indi cates whether, based on its review of the RI/FS and the Proposed Plan, the State
supports, opposes, and/or has identified any reservations with the preferred alternative.

9. Community acceptance refers to the public's general response to the alternatives described in the
Proposed Plan and the RI/FS reports. Factors of community acceptance to be discussed include support,
reservation, and opposition by the community.

The following is a conparative analysis of these alternatives by source area, which is based upon the
eval uation criteria noted above.

ALCAS SQURCE AREA

Thi s subsection presents the conparative analysis of alternatives for the Alcas source area. Available data
for this source area indicate that the upper aquifer cannot effectively be punped, and that the | ower aquifer
is within the capture zone of the nunicipal wells. Therefore, groundwater treatment via punp-and-treat
(Alternative 3A and Stage 2 of Alternatives 3, 4 and 5) is not considered applicable for the Al cas source
area.

Alternative 4, as discussed in this subsection, does not include soil vapor extraction with air sparging
(SVE/AS). A field investigation conducted in July 1994 determi ned that a SVE/AS treatnment system woul d not
be effective due to a non-honbgenous subsurface geol ogy. A pilot test conducted in Novernber 1994 confirnmed
t hat vacuum enhanced recovery (VER) could effectively desorb VOCs fromthe contani nated subsurface.

Ef fecti ve mass renoval of VOCs was observed during the test for both the vapor and the dissol ved phases.

Overal |l Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

Alternative 1 (No Action) is not protective of hunan health and the environnent. Existing restrictions on
groundwat er use would renain, but no further restrictions would be inplenented. This Aternative would not
neet the remedi al action objectives (RAGCs) for the Site.

Alternative 2 (Institutional Controls) provides sone |evel of protection of human heal th, since groundwater
and | and use restrictions would be inplenmented to reduce exposures to contam nated soil and groundwater;
however, since no renedi ati on of contam nation takes place under this alternative, it is not protective of
the environnent. This alternative would neet only some of the RAGs for the Site, since it prevents exposure
to contam nants, but does not provide treatnent of the source area to expedite cleanup of the Gty Aquifer.

Alternative 3 (Capping) would reduce the risk of exposure to contami nated soils and potentially reduce the
mgration of contaminants fromthis source area to the groundwater. After inplenentation of the alternative,
the risk of exposure to contami nated soils would be reduced. G oundwater and | and use restrictions would be
inmplenented to further reduce the risk of exposures and to ensure cap intergrity. This alternative could
neet the groundwater RAGCs by preventing exposure to contam nants and reducing migration of contam nants from
the source area to the groundwater, thereby expediting cleanup of the Gty Aquifer. However, there is



probability that after inplementation of this alternative, mgration of contam nants fromthe source area
could continue as a result of groundwater flow beneath the cap, with the result that cleanup of the Gty
Aqui fer is not expedited.

Alternatives 4 (Vacuum Enhanced Recovery) and 5 (Excavation, Treatnent and D sposal), which both include
reduction or elimnation of the source area by renoval and treatnent, would be protective of human health and
the environnent. Alternative 4 would reduce the |evel of contaminants in the source area using vacuum
enhanced recovery (VER), while Alternative 5 would conpletely elimnate the identified source area by
excavation and off-Site treatnent and disposal. Upon conpletion of either of these alternatives, the soil
RAGs for the Site would be achieved.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

Chem cal -, location- and action-specific ARARS were evaluated for the A cas source area. The major ARARS
consi dered included: state and federal maxi numcontaninant |evels (MCLs) for drinking water, and federal and
state air emssion limts (chemcal-specific ARARs); historic preservation requirenents (location-specific
ARARs); and, RCRA hazardous waste generator, transporter and treatnent, storage and di sposal requirenents
(action-specific ARARs).

Alternatives 1 and 2 would not conply with chem cal -specific ARARs. Existing contam nant concentrations in
t he groundwat er, which already exceed chenical -specific ARARs, would continue to exceed these levels, with a
potential increase in contam nant |evels, since the A cas source area would continue to contribute

contami nation to the aquifer. Aternative 1 involves no renedial activities, and therefore does not trigger
any location- or action-specific ARARs. Alternative 2 would be inplenented in such a nmanner so as to conply
with location- and action -specific ARARs. Neither of these alternatives would conmply with the soil RAGs,
which are TBCs (to be considered |evels) for soil remediation.

Alternative 3 would not initially conply with chem cal -specific ARARs for the groundwater, since the
cont am nant concentrati ons would not be inmediately reduced by inplenentation of this alternative. However,

by reducing the migration of contaminants fromthe soil it is expected that this alternative could result in
conpliance with the chenical -specific ARARs. This alternative may not fully conply with groundwater RAGCs
since it may not be adequate in reducing the migration of contam nants fromthe soil. Conpliance with

l ocation- and action-specfic ARARs woul d be achi eved through proper inplenentation of this alternative.

Alternative 4 would not initially conmply with chem cal -specific ARARs, since the groundwater contam nant
concentrations would not be i mredi ately reduced by inplenentation of this alternative. However, significant
quantities of contam nants in both the soil and groundwater would renoved by VER thereby elimnating

addi tional contributions of contanmination to the Gty Aquifer and eventually resulting in conpliance with
chem cal -specific ARARs. Proper design and inplenmentation of the VER system and treatnent of the extracted
groundwat er and vapor woul d ensure that the inplenmentation of the alternative would be in conpliance with

| ocation- and action-specific ARARs. This alternative, upon conpletion of VER treatnent, would also be in
conpliance with the soil RAGs.

Alternative 5 woul d provide the nost rapid conpliance with chem cal -specific ARARs, since the groundwater
cont am nant concentrations would be rapidly reduced by inplenmentation of this alternative. Contani nated
soil, including an extensive anount of soil in the saturated zone, that is acting as a source of
contamination to the groundwater would be renoved in this alternative, thereby elimnating additional
contributions of contamination to the Gty Aquifer and resulting in conpliance with chem cal -specific ARARs.
Proper design and inplenentation of the excavation, transportati on and di sposal of the contam nated soil
woul d ensure that the inplenmentation of this alternative would be in conpliance with | ocation- and
action-specific ARARs. The alternative would also be in conpliance with the soil RAGs.

Short-term Ef fecti veness

Alternative 1 involves no renedial activities, and therefore results in no increase in short-termrisks to
workers or the community. Inplementation of this alternative would be inmediate.



Alternative 2 includes adm nistrative actions and mnimal construction activities (e.g., fence construction).
Wirkers and the nearby community woul d be subject to a slightly increased risk of exposure to contam nants
due to disturbance of contam nated soil during these activities. These risks would be mnimzed thought the
inmplenentation of a site-specific health and safety plan and appropriate engi neering controls (e.g., dust
suppression). Inplenmentation of this alternative could be conpleted in approxinately 6 nonths

Alternative 3 includes construction activities for placenent of a cap over the source area. W rkers and the
nearby comunity woul d be subject to an increased risk of exposure to contam nants due to di sturbance of
contam nated soil (e.g., grading) during these activities. These risks would be mnimzed thought the

inpl enentation of a site-specific health and safety plan (e.g., use of personal protective equi pnrent) and
appropriate engineering controls (e.g., dust suppression) |nplenentation of this alternative could be
conpleted in approxi mately 1 year

Alternative 4 includes construction activities; however, as this alternative involves in situ treatnent, the
di sturbance of contam nated soils during construction activities would be limted. Any increased risks due
to disturbance of contam nated soil would be mitigated through the inplenentation of a site-specific health
and safety plan and appropriate engineering controls (e.g., dust suppression). This alternative could be
constructed in approximately 1 year. Operation of the systemshould not result in any increased risk of
exposur e

Alternative 5 includes the nost intensive construction activities, including excavation and off-Site

transportati on of contam nated soil. W rkers and the nearby community woul d be subject to an increase in the
ri sk of exposure to contaminants due to di sturbance of contam nated soil during excavation and transportation
of contam nated naterials for off-Site treatnent (if necessary) and disposal. These risks would be mtigated

by inplenmentation of a site-specific health and safety plan, a site-specific traffic control plan and
appropriate engineering controls (e.g., dust suppression). This alternative could be conpleted in
approximately 1 year.

Long-term Ef f ecti veness

Alternative 1 does not renove or contain the source of contam nation. Therefore, the current risks from
exposure to contam nated groundwater and soil would remain, and future risk may even be greater as the source
area continues to rel ease contamnants to the groundwater. Long-termnonitoring and assessnent woul d
required under this alternative, and there is the potential that additional renedial activities mght be
necessary in the future

Alternative 2 al so does not renpve or contain the source of contam nation, but does provide some reduction in
the risk of exposure to contami nated soil and groundwater vial access and use restrictions, provided these
restrictions are adequately maintained and enforced. Long-termnonitoring would required under this
alternative, and there is the potential that additional remedial activities mght be necessary in the future.
In addition, it could be difficult to maintain institutional controls in the long term

Al ternative 3 provides contai nment of the contam nated source area, which would reduce the risk of exposure
to contam nated soil and woul d reduce mgration of contam nants fromthe source area to groundwater
Long-term moni toring and mai ntenance woul d required under this alternative to ensure to integrity of the cap
Due to | ateral nmovenent of groundwater, it is possible that the cap may not adequately prevent migration of
contanmination fromthe source area to the groundwater, and that additional renedial activities could be
necessary in the future

Alternative 4 provides treatnent of both the source area and associ ated groundwater. This alternative
provi des a pernmanent renedy for the contam nated source area, including source areas bel ow the water table,
since contamnants are renoved fromthe soil. During the operation of, and upon conpletion of, the VER
treatnent, long-termnonitoring would be required to assess the conpl eteness of the renmediation and to

noni tor inmprovenents in the quality of the Gty Aquifer; however, no further remediation of the source area
shoul d be required.

Alternative 5 provides renoval of the source areas. This alternative provides a permanent renedy, in that



contami nated soils renoved fromthe Site would not pose any future risk would not be subject to any further
remedi al action on the future. No long-termnonitoring or nai ntenance would be required for the source area;
however, long-termmonitoring woul d be required under this alternative to nmonitor inprovenents in the water
quality of the Gty Aquifer

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility or Vol unme Through Treat nent

Alterative 1 and 2 provide no renoval or treatnent of contam nated soils or groundwater, and therefore
provide no reduction in toxicity, nobility or volume of contami nated materials

Alternative 3, if properly naintained, should reduce the nobility of contam nants without treatment, thereby
m ni m zi ng addi tional contam nation of the groundwater fromthis source area. This alternative does not
provide any reduction in toxicity or volume of contaninated material, and does not provide for treatnent of
the soil which is preferred

Alternative 4 provides treatnent of contam nated soil and capture and treatnment of contam nated groundwater.
A pilot test, which was conducted at Al cas in Novenber 1994, confirned that a VER system woul d reduce the
nobi lity of contami nants by capture, and upon conpletion of the renediati on would significantly reduce the
vol ume of contam nated soil at this source area. Reduction of the contam nant |evels in the groundwater
within the influence of a VER system should al so be achi eved under this alternative.

Alternative 5 provides a reduction in nobility and vol ume of contamninated soil by excavation and off-Site
treatment and di sposal of contaninated nmedia. Contami nated soil renmoved fromthe Site would no | onger pose
any risk of further contam nation of the groundwater.

Inpl emrentability

Alternative 1 would be easily inplenmented, as it does not include any renedial activities. Aternative 2 nay
be difficult to inplenment, since it requires cooperation fromindividual property owners, which would be
difficult to enforce. Mnor construction activities (e.g., fence) included in this alternative wuld be easy
to inplenment, and would not require a significant admnistrative effort. Long-term mai ntenance woul d be
required for Alternative 2

Capping (Alternative 3) is a readily avail able and wel | -devel oped technol ogy that could be conpl eted using
conventional construction techniques. Long-term nmai ntenance of the cap woul d be required

For Alternative 4, on-site construction activities would be mnor, consisting of well installation and
construction or nobilization of a small treatnment system This would result in a mniml disruption of
facility operations and would al so mnimze any effects to the on-Site building, which may be situated cl ose

to or over the subsurface contanmination. In addition, a VER systemnay be nodified, as necessary, to
renmedi ate larger or inaccessible areas. However, in situ treatnent technologies are still considered
innovative, and there are only a snall nunber of vendors offering these services. In addition, effective

operation requires intensive nonitoring and assessment. Admnistratively, coordination with |oca
authorities and other agencies may be required for the discharge of treated water and vapor; however, this
alternative does not involve any off-Site transportation of hazardous materials

Alternative 5 would require excavation to depths of approximately 16 feet with approxinately 12 feet bel ow
the water table. Dewatering and shoring would be required; however, this alternative could be inplenented
usi ng conventional construction techniques. Of-Site RCRA storage, treatnent and disposal facilities are
avail able for treatnment and di sposal of VOC contam nated soil. Admnistratively, this alternative would
require coordination with the local authorities and other agencies for transportation, treatnent and di sposal
of hazardous naterials

Cost

The 30-year net present worth (NPW of the renedial alternatives for the Alcas source area range from$0 to
$1, 013, 495 based on a discount rate of 7% Alternatives 1 and 2 are the |east expensive to inplement, with



NPV of $0 and $152, 295, respectively. Aternative 3 is slightly nore expensive, with a NPWof $298, 158.
Alternative 4 is significantly nore expensive, with a NPWof $837,721. Alternative 5 is the nost expensive,
with a NPWof $1,013,495. Cost estimates are summarized in Table 9.

AVX SCQURCE AREA

Thi s subsection presents the conparative analysis of alternatives for the AVX source area. Avail able data
indicate that groundwater and soil are contami nated and are anenable to renediation. Therefore, the

eval uation presented in this subsection considers all stages of each of the alternatives (i.e., no action for
Alternative 1; institutional controls for Alternative 2; groundwater renediation for Alternative 3A; and
stages 1 and 2 for Alternatives 3, 4 and 5).

Alternative 4, as discussed in this subsection, does not include soil vapor extraction with air sparging
(SVE/AS). An evaluation of the AVX property concluded that a SVE/AS treatnent systemwoul d not be effective,
due to low soil permeability at the property. However, a pilot test conducted in August 1994 confirmed that
vacuum enhanced recovery (VER) could effectively desorb VOCs fromthe contam nated subsurface. Effective
nmass renoval of VOCs was observed during the test for both the vapor and the dissol ved phases.

Overal|l Protection of Human Health and the Environnment

Alternative 1 (No Action) is not protective of human health and the environnent. Existing restrictions on
groundwat er use would renain, but no further restrictions would be inplenented. This alternative would not
meet the RAGs for the Site.

Alternative 2 (Institutional Controls) provides sone protection of human heal th, since groundwater and | and
use restrictions would be inplenmented to reduce exposures to contam nated soil and groundwater; however,
since no renediation of contam nation takes place under this alternative, it is not protective of the
environnent. Because this alternative prevents exposure to contam nants, but does not provide treatnent of
the source area to expedite cleanup of the Gty (lower) Aquifer, it would nmeet only sone of the RAGs for the
Site.

Alternative 3 (Capping) would reduce the risk of exposure to contaninated soils and potentially reduce the
mgration of contam nants fromthe source area to the groundwater. After inplenentation of the alternative,
the risk of exposure to contam nated soils would be reduced. G oundwater and |and use restrictions woul d be
inplenented to further reduce the risk of exposures and to ensure cap intergrity. This alternative would
neet the RAGCs for soil by preventing exposure to contam nants, and shoul d neet the RAGs for groundwater by
reducing nmigration of contamnants fromthe source area to the groundwater, thereby expediting cleanup of the
Gty Aquifer. The groundwater quality will be nmonitored and the effectiveness of the remnedi ation reeval uat ed
at four-year intervals. |If it is determned that stage 1 of this alternative has not adequately inproved the
quality of the Gty Aquifer and it is deternmined that this source area continues to affect the groundwater
entering the nmunicipal wells, stage 2 may be inplenented. Proper operation and mai ntenance of this system
woul d ensure that the RAGs for groundwater woul d be achi eved and therefore would be protective.

Alternative 3A (G oundwater Punp-and-Treat) is identical to the punp-and-treat portion (i.e., stage 2) of
Alternative 3, the difference being that the groundwater treatnment systemwould be installed i mediately upon
selection of this alternative. The evaluation is identical to stage 2 of Alternative 3.

Alternative 4 (Vacuum Enhanced Recovery) and 5 (Excavation, Treatment and D sposal ), which both include
reduction or elimnation of the source area by renoval and treatnent, would be protective of human health and
the environnent. Alternative 4 would reduce the level of contaminants in the source are using vacuum
enhanced recovery (VER), while Alternative 5 would conpletely elimnate the identified source area by

excavation and off-Site treatnent and di sposal. Upon conpletion of either Alternative 4 or 5, the RAGs for
the Site should be achieved. The groundwater quality will be nonitored and the effectiveness of the
remedi ation reeval uated at four-year internals. |If it is deternmined that stage 1 of this alternative has not

adequately inmproved the quality of the Gty Aquifer and it is determned that this source area continues to
affect the groundwater entering the nmunicipal wells, stage 2 may be inpl enented. Proper operation and
mai nt enance of this systemwoul d ensure that the RAGs for groundwater woul d be achieved.



Conpl i ance with ARARs

Chem cal -, location- and action-specific ARARs were evaluated for the AVX source area. The najor ARARs
consi dered included: state and federal naxi mum contaninant |evels (MLs) for drinking water and federal and
state air enmission linits (chemical-specific ARARS); wetlands protection and historic preservation
requirenents (location-specific ARARS); and, RCRA hazardous waste generator, transporter and treatnment,
storage and di sposal requirenments (action-specific ARARs).

Alternatives 1 and 2 would not conply with chem cal -specific ARARs. Existing contam nant concentrations in
the groundwat er, which already exceed chem cal -specific ARARs, would continue to exceed these levels, with a
potential increase in contam nant |evels, since the AVX source area would continue to contribute
contamination to the aquifer. Aternative 1 involves no renedial activities, and therefore does not trigger
any |l ocation- or action-specific ARARs. Alternative 2 would be inplenmented in such a manner so as to conply
with location- and action-specific ARARs. Neither of these alternatives would comply with the soil RAGs.

Alternative 3 would not initially conply with chem cal -specific ARARs for the groundwater, since the
contam nant concentrati ons woul d not be i mediately reduced by inplenentation of this alternative. However,

by reducing the migration of contaminants fromthe soil it is expected that this alternative could result in
conpliance with the chem cal -specific ARARs. This alternative may not fully conply w th groundwater RAGCs
since it may not be adequate in reducing the mgration of contam nants fromthe soil. Stage 2, if required,

woul d suppl enment stage 1 to bring this area into conpliance with ARARs. Through proper inplenentation of
this alternative, conpliance with |ocation- and action-specific ARARS woul d be achieved. This alternative
woul d not conply with the soil RAGs, since it does not include renoval or treatment of contaninated soil.

It would take |l onger to cone into conpliance with chemcal-specific ARARsS with Alternative 3A for groundwater
that those alternatives that include source area renediation of the soil (i.e., Aternatives 3, 4 and 5),
since contami nation could continue to mgrate fromthe contam nated soil source area, which is not renedi at ed
under this alternative. Through proper inplenentation of this alternative, conpliance with |ocation-and
action-specific ARARs woul d be achieved. This alternative would not conply with the soil RAGCs, since it does
not include treatnent or renoval of contami nated soil, which would elimnate the | eaching VOCs into the

gr oundwat er .

Alternative 4 would not initially conmply with chem cal -specific ARARs, since the groundwater contam nant
concentrations would not be i nmedi ately reduced by inplenmentation of this alternative. However, significant
quantities of contam nants in both the soil and groundwater woul d be renoved by VER, thereby elimnating
additional contributions of contamnation to the Gty Aquifer and eventually resulting in conpliance wth
chem cal -specific ARARs. It is expected that conpliance with chem cal -specific ARARs woul d be achi eved over
time. If it is deternined that stage 1 of this alternative has not adequately inproved the quality of the
Gty Aquifer and it is determned that this source area continues to affect the groundwater entering the
muni ci pal wells, stage 2 nay be inplenmented. Proper design and inplenentation of the VER system and the
groundwat er punp-and-treat system (if necessary) would ensure that the inplenentation of both stages of this
alternative would be in conpliance with |location- and action-specific ARARs. This alternative, upon

conpl etion of VER treatnent (stage 1), would also be in conpliance with the soil RAGs.

Alternative 5 woul d provide the nost rapid conpliance with chenical -specific ARARs, since the groundwater
contami nant concentrati ons woul d be rapidly reduced by inplenmentation of this alternative. Contam nated soil
that is acting as a source of contamination to the groundwater woul d be renmoved in this alternative, thereby
elimnating additional contributions of contamnation to the Gty Aquifer and resulting in conpliance with
chem cal -specific ARARs. If it is determned that stage 1 of this alternative has not adequately inproved
the quality of the Gty Aquifer and it is determned that this source area continues to affect the

groundwat er entering the nunicipal wells, stage 2 may be i npl enented. Proper design and inplenentati on of

t he excavation, transportati on and di sposal of the contam nated soil and proper operation of the
punp-and-treat system (if necessary) would ensure that the inplenentation of both stages of this alternative
woul d be in conpliance with | ocation- and action-specific ARARs. This alternative, upon conpletion of soil
excavation and disposal (stage 1), would also be in conpliance with the soil RAGs.

Short - Term Ef f ecti veness



Alternative 1 involves no renedial activities, and therefore results in no increase in short-termrisks to
workers or the community. Inplenmentation of this alternative would be inmmediate

Al ternative 2 includes adninistrative actions and mninal construction activities (e.g., fence construction).
Wirkers and the nearby community woul d be subject to a slightly increased risk of exposure to contam nants
due to disturbance of contam nated soul during these activities. These risks would be m ninized through the
inmplenentation of a Site-specific health and safety plan and appropriate engi neering controls (e.g., dust
suppression). Inplenentation of this alternative could be conpleted in approximately 6 nonths

Alternative 3 includes construction activities for placenent of a cap over the source area. W rkers and the
near by comrunity woul d be subject to an increased risk of exposure to contam nants due to di sturbance of
contam nated soil (e.g., grading) during these activities. These risks would be ninimzed through the

inmpl enentation of a site-specific health and safety plan (e.g., use of personal protective equi prent) and
appropriate engineering controls (e.g., dust suppression). Inplementation of stage 1 of this alternative
could be conpleted in approximately 1 year. |If it is determned that stage 2 of this alternative (i.e.
groundwat er punp-and-treat) is required, there would be additional Site disturbances during construction of
the system resulting in additional risks of exposures to contam nated groundwater for workers. Wrkers may
al so be exposed to excessive noise during construction activities. These risks would be mnim zed through
the inplementation of a site-specific health and safety plan. There would be no increased risk to the public
during construction of the punp-and-treat system since contam nated soil woul d be contained beneath the cap
however, operation of the punp-and-treat system m ght pose slightly increased risk of exposures to the public
fromfugitive air emi ssions. These risks would be mtigated by proper design and operation of the system and
conpl i ance with any em ssions control requirenents. Inplementation of stage 2 could be conpleted in

approxi mately 1 year; however, the punp-and-treat systemwoul d be operated for an extended period of tine (up
to 30 years). The short-termeffectiveness of Alternative 3Ais identical to the short-termeffectiveness of
stage 2 of Alternative 3.

Al ternative 4 includes construction activities; however as this alternative involves in situ treatment, the
di sturbance of contami nated soils during construction activities would be limted. Any increased risks due
to disturbance of contami nated soil would be mitigated through the inplementation of a site- specific health
and safety plan and appropriate engineering controls (e.g., dust suppression). Operation of the system
should not result in any increased risk of exposure. |t would take approximately 1 year to inplenent stage 1
of this alternative. There would be no increased risk to the public, since contam nated soil woul d have

al ready been renediated during stage 1 of this alternative. The construction of the groundwater
recovery/treatnent system (stage 2) could be conpleted in approximately 1 year; however, the punp-and-treat
system woul d be operated for an extended period of time (e.g., 30 years).

Alternative 5 includes the nost intensive construction activities, including excavation and off-Site

transportati on of contam nated soil. W rkers and the nearby community woul d be subject to an increase in the
ri sk of exposure to contami nants due to di sturbance of contam nated soil during excavation and transporation
of contam nated naterials for off-Site treatnent (if necessary) and disposal. These risks would be mtigated

by inplenmentation of a site-specific health and safety plan, a site-specific traffic control plan and
appropriate engineering controls (e.g., dust suppression). This alternative could be conpleted in
approxinmately 1 year. |If it is determned that stage 2 of this alternative (i.e., groundwater
punp-and-treat) is required, there would be additional site disturbances during construction of this system
resulting in additional risks of exposures to contam nated groundwater for workers; however, there would be
no increased risk to the public, since contam nated soil woul d have al ready been renedi ated during stage 1 of
this alternative. The groundwater punp-and-treat system m ght pose slightly increased risk of exposures to
the public fromfugitive air em ssions; these risks would be mtigated by proper design and operation of the
system and conpliance with any em ssions control requirenents. The construction of the groundwater
recovery/treatnent system (stage 2) could be conpleted in approximately 1 year; however, the punp-and-treat
system woul d be operated for an extended period of time (e.g., 30 years).

Long-term Ef f ecti veness

Alternative 1 does not renove or contain the source of contam nation. Therefore, the current risks from
exposure to contam nated groundwater and soil would remain, and future risk may even be greater as the source



area continues to rel ease contam nants to the groundwater. Long-termnonitoring and assessnent woul d be
required under this alternative, and there is the potential that additional renedial activities mght be
necessary in the future

Alternative 2 al so does not renove or contain the source of contam nation, but does provide sone reduction in
the risk of exposure to contami nated soil and groundwater via access and use restrictions, provide these
restrictions are adequately maintained and enforced. Long-termnonitoring would be required under this
alternative, and there is the potential that additional renedial activities mght be necessary in the future.
In addition, it could be very difficult to maintain institutional controls in the long term

Al ternative 3 provides contai nment of the contam nated source area, which would reduce the risk of exposure
to contam nated soil and reduce mgration of contami nants fromthe source area to

groundwater. Long-term nonitoring and mai nt enance woul d be required under this alternative to ensure the
integrity of the cap. Due to |lateral moverment of groundwater, it is possible that the cap may not adequately
prevent mgration of contami nation fromthe source area to the groundwater, and that additional renedia
activities could be necessary in the future.

I mpl erent ati on of the stage 2 punp-and-treat systemwoul d provide an additional reduction in the risk of
exposure to contam nated groundwater by preventing further mgration of contam nation fromthis source

Alternative 3A provides some contai nment of the source area by preventing migration of contam nation, but
woul d not be as protective as Alternative 3, which includes the cap and the punp-and-treat system (if
necessary). Long-term nonitoring and mai ntenance woul d be required to ensure proper and effective operation
of the punp and treat system

Alternative 4 provides treatnent of both the source are and associ ated groundwater. This alternative

provi des a pernmanent renedy for the contaninated source area, including source areas bel ow the water table,
since contamnants are renoved fromthe soil. During the operation of, and upon conpl etion of, the VER
treatment, nonitoring would be required to assess the conpleteness of the renediation and to nonitor
inmprovenents in the quality of the Gty Aquifer; however, no further renediation of the source area should be

required. |If it is deternmined that stage 1 of this alternative has not adequately inproved the quality of
the Gty Aquifer and it is determined that this source area continues to affect the groundwater entering the
muni ci pal wells stage 2 may be inplenented. Inplenentation of the stage 2 punp-and-treat system woul d proved

and additional reduction in the risk of exposure to contam nated groundwater by preventing further mgration
of contam nation fromthis source. Long-termnonitoring and naintenance woul d be required to ensure proper
and effective operation of the punp-and-treat system

Alternative 5 provides renoval of the source areas. This alternative provides a permanent renedy, in the
contaninated soils renoved fromthe Site would not pose any future risk and woul d not be subject to any
further renedial action in the future. No long-termnonitoring or naintenance would be required for the
source area; however, long-termnonitoring would be required under this alternative to nonitor inprovenents

inthe quality of the Gty Aquifer. |If it is determned that stage 1 of this alternative has not adequately
improved the quality of the City Aquifer and it is determned that this source area continues to affect the
groundwat er entering the nunicipal wells, stage 2 may be inplenented. |Inplenentation of the stage 2

punp-and-treat systemwoul d provide an additional reduction in the risk of exposure to contam nated
groundwat er by preventing further nmigration of contamination fromthis source

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility or Volume through Treatnent

Alternatives 1 and 2 provide no renoval or treatnent of contaminated soils or groundwater, and therefore
provide no reduction in toxicity, nobility or volume of contami nated materials

The cap that would be installed in stage 1 of Alternative 3, if properly maintained, should reduce the

nobi ity of contam nants without treatment, thereby mnimzing additional contam nation of the groundwater
fromthis source area. |If the stage 2 punp-and-treat systemis inplenented, this systemwould further reduce
the toxicity, nobility and vol une of contami nation by extracting toxicity, mobility and vol ume of
contamination by extraction contani nated groundwater, treating it and preventing off-Site nmigration. The



reduction in toxicity, nobility and volume for Alternative 3Ais identical to stage 2 of Alternative 3.

Stage 1 of Alternative 4 provides treatnment of contaminated soil and capture and treatnment of contam nated
groundwat er using VER  This systemwould reduce the nobility of contaninants by capture, and upon conpl etion
of the remedi ation, would significantly reduce the volune of contam nated soil at this source area.

Reduction of the contaminant levels in the groundwater within the influence of the systemm ght al so be

achi eved under this alternative. |If stage 1 does not adequately neet the RACs and stage 2 is inplenented,
the groundwater punp-and-treat systemwould further reduce the toxicity, nmobility and vol unme of renaining
contam nation by extracting contam nated groundwater, treating it and preventing off-site mgration.

Stage 1 of Alternative 5 provides a reduction in nobility and volume of contam nated soil by excavation and
off-Site treatnent and di sposal of contaninated media. Contaminated soil removed fromthe Site would no

| onger pose any risk of further contam nation of the groundwater. |f stage 1 does not adequately mneet the
RACs and stage 2 is inplenmented, the groundwater punp-and-treat systemwould further reduce the toxicity,

mobi lity and vol une of renamining contam nation by extracting contam nated groundwater and preventing off-Site
m gration.

implenent, since it requires cooperation fromindividual property owners, which is difficult to enforce.
M nor construction activities (e.g., fence) included in this alternative would be easy to inplenent, and
woul d not require a significant admnistrative effort. Long-term maintenance would be required for
Alternative 2.

Alternative 3 would involve on-Site construction. However, capping is a readily avail able and wel | -devel oped
t echnol ogy that coul d be conpl eted using conventional construction techni ques. Long-term nai ntenance of the
cap would be required. |If stage 2 of this alternative is required, it would be relatively easy to inplenent
techni cally, since groundwater punp-and-treat systens consist of readily avail abl e technol ogies and are
routinely installed at sites with contam nated groundwater. Adninistratively, coordination with |ocal
authorities may be required for the discharge of treated water and emi ssions fromthe treatnent system The
inmplenentability of Alternative 3Ais identical to the inplementability of stage 2 of Alternative 3.

For Alternative 4, on-Site construction activities would be mnor, consisting of well installation and
construction or nobilization of a small treatnent system However, in situ treatnent technologies are still
consi dered innovative, and there are only a small nunber of vendors offering these services. |In addition,

effective operation requires intensive nonitoring and assessnment. Admnistratively, coordination with |ocal
authorities and other agencies may be required for the discharge of treated water and vapor; however, this
alternative does not involve and off-Site transportati on of hazardous naterials. |f stage 2 of this
alternative is required, it would be relatively easy to inplenent technically, since groundwater

punp- and-treat systens consist of readily avail able technologies and are routinely installed at sites with
contami nated groundwater. Administratively, the requirements would be simlar to the VER system
requirenents.

Alternative 5 woul d require excavation to depths of approxinmately 6 feet in close proximty to on-site
structures. Dewatering and shoring woul d be required; however, this alternative could be inplenented using
conventional construction techniques. Gven the shallow depth of contami nation, technical inplenentation of
this alternative would not be difficult. Of-Site RCRA storage, treatnent and disposal facilities are

avail able for treatment and di sposal of VOC contaminated soil. Admnistratively, this alternative would be
noderately difficult to inplenent, since it would require coordination with the |ocal authorities and ot her
agencies for transportation, treatnent and di sposal of hazardous materials. |If stage 2 of this alternative

is required, it would be relatively easy to inplenent technically, since groundwater punp-and-treat systens
consist of readily avail able technologies and are routinely installed at sites with contam nated groundwat er.
Adm ni stratively, coordination with |local authorities may be required for the discharge of treated water and
em ssions fromthe treatnent system

Cost

The 30-year net present worth (NPW of the renedial alternatives for the AVX source area range from$0 to
$1, 747,533 based on a discount rate of 7% Alternatives 1 and 2 are the | east expensive to inplement, with



NPW of $0 and $165, 295, respectively. Aternative 3 (stage 1) is slightly nore expensive, with a NPW of
$187,113. If stage 2 of Alternative 3 is inplenmented, the overall cost of this alternative is approxi mately
$821, 117, but treatnment of contam nated groundwater is provided. Alternative 3A which includes
punp-and-treat for |onger period of tine, but no capping, has a cost of $1,070,610. Alternative 4 (stage 1)
is significantly nmore expensive than Alternative 3 (stage 1), with a NPWof $2,223,529. |f stage 2 of
Alternative 4 is inplenented, the cost increases to $1, 747,533, and additional groundwater treatment is
provided. Aternative 5 (stage 1) is significantly less costly than Alternative 4 (stage 1), with a NPW of
$376,295. |If stage 2 of Alternative 5 is inplenented, groundwater treatnent is provided, and the NPWis

$1, 010, 299. Cost estinates are summarized in Table 9.

McGRAW EDI SON SOURCE AREA

Thi s subsection presents the conparative analysis of alternatives for the MG aw Edsi on source area.

Avail abl e data indicate that there is no contam nated soil source in this area. Therefore, Alternatives 3, 4
and 5, which all specify some kind of soil renediation, are not applicable. Al ternative 3A, which specifies
groundwat er punp-and-treat, is applicable and was evaluated for this area.

Overal|l Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

Alternative 1 (No Action) is not protective of human health and the environment. Existing restrictions on
groundwat er use would renain, but no further restrictions would be inplenented. This alternative would not
neet the RAGs for the Site.

Alternative 2 (Institutional Controls) provides sone |evel of protection of human heal th, since groundwater
use restrictions would be inplenmented to reduce exposures to contam nated groundwater. However, since no
renmedi ati on of contam nation takes place under this alternative, it is not protective of the environnent.
After inplenentation of the alternative, risks of exposure would be reduced as long as the adm nistrative
restrictions were maintained. This alternative would neet only some of the RAGs for the Site, since it
prevents exposure to contam nants, but does not provide any treatnent to expedite cleanup of the Gty

Aqui fer.

Alternative 3A would be inplenented i mediately at the MG aw Edi son site, since there is no soil source area
to be renedi ated. Proper operation and nmi ntenance of the groundwater punp-and-treat system woul d ensure
that the RAGs for groundwater woul d be achieved. Extraction of contam nated groundwater will protect hunman
heal th and the environment by renoving contam nation fromthe aquifer and preventing migration of

contam nants fromthis area to the nunicipal well field.

Conpl i ance wi th ARARs

Chemi cal -, location- and action-specific ARARS were evaluated for the MG aw Edi son source area. The major
ARARs considered included: state and federal maxi mum contam nant |evels (MCLs) for drinking water and
federal and state air emssion limts (chem cal-specific ARARs); historic preservation requirenents

(1 ocation-specific ARARs); and, RCRA hazardous waste generator, transporter and treatnent, storage and

di sposal requirenents (action-specific ARARS).

Alternatives 1 and 2 would not conply with chemical -specific ARARs. Existing contam nant concentrations in

t he groundwater, which already exceed chenical -specific ARARs, would continue to exceed these |levels for an
extended period of time. Alternative 1 involves no renedial activities, and therefore does not trigger any
location- or action-specific ARARs. Alternative 2 would be inplenented in such a manner so as to conply with
| ocation- and action-specific ARARs.

Alternative 3A would not initially conply with chem cal -specific ARARs, since the groundwater contam nant
concentrations would not be i mredi ately reduced by inplenmentation of this alternative. However, by treating
t he groundwat er beneath the McG aw Edi son site, further contamination mgration to the nunicipal supply wells
woul d be elimnated, eventually resulting in conpliance with chem cal -specific ARARs. Through proper
inmplenentation of this alternative, conpliance with |ocation- and action-specific ARARs woul d be achi eved.
The soil RAGs do no apply to the MG aw Edi son site, since there are no identified areas of soil



cont am nati on.
Short-term Ef fecti veness

Alternative 1 involves no renedial activities, and therefore results in no increase in short-termrisks to
workers or the community. Inplementation of this alternative would be inmediate.

Alternative 2 includes only admnistrative actions, since no access restrictions are required at the
MG aw Edi son site. Therefore, there would be no change in the risks to workers or the nearby community
during inplenmentation of this alternative. Inplenentation of this alternative could be conpleted in
approxi mately 3 nonths.

Alternative 3A includes installation of a groundwater punp-and-treat system As there is already a well and
an air stripper on site, only mninal construction activities would be required to upgrade the treatnent
systemand install one or more wells in the shallow aquifer. Wrkers would be subject to a slightly
increased risk of exposure to contam nated groundwater and exposure to noise during these activities. These
ri sks woul d be minimzed through the inplenentation of a site-specific health and safety plan (e.g., use of
personal protective equipnent). Qperation of the groundwater punp-and-treat system m ght pose slightly
increased risk of exposures to the public fromfugitive air em ssions; these risks would be nitigated by
proper design and operation of the systemand conpliance with any em ssions control requirenents.

I npl erent ati on of the groundwater punp and treat systemcould be conplete in approxinmately 3 to 6 nonths;
however, the punp-and-treat systemwould be operated for an extended period of time (e.g., 30 years).

Long-term Ef f ecti veness

Alternative 1 does not renove or contain the contam nated groundwater. Therefore, the current risks from
exposure to contam nated groundwater persist, and future rusk nay even be greater as the contam nated
groundwat er beneath the site continues to migrate. Long-termnonitoring and assessnent woul d be required
under this alternative, and there is the potential that additional renedial activities mght be necessary in
the future.

Alternative 2 al so does not renove or contain the contam nated groundwater but does provide sone reduction in
the risk of exposure to contam nated groundwater via access and use restrictions, provided these restrictions
are adequately numintai ned and enforced. Long-termnonitoring would be required under this alternative, and
there is the potential that additional renedial activities mght be necessary in the future. |In addition, it
could be difficult to maintain institutional controls in the long term

Alternative 3A provides for renoval and treatnment of groundwater contam nants beneath the site, thereby
reducing the risk of exposure to contam nated groundwater and nigration of contam nated groundwater off site.
Long-termnonitoring woul d be required under this alternative to confirmthe effectiveness of the system

Asi de fromoperati on and nai ntenance of the groundwater punp-and-treat system no further renedial actions
woul d be required in the future.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility or Volune through Treat nent

Alternatives 1 and 2 provide no renoval or treatnent of contami nated soils or groundwater, and therefore
provide no reduction in toxicity, nobility or volume of contami nated material s.

Alternative 3A would reduce the mobility and volune of contam nants in the groundwater via extraction and
treatnent of contam nated groundwater beneath the site.

I npl enentability

Alternative 1 would be easily inplenmented, as it does not include any renedial activities. Aternative 2 may
be difficult to inplement, since ie deals with individual property rights and could be difficult to enforce.
There are mnimal construction activities in this alternative as it applies to the MG aw Edsion site.
Long-term mai nt enance of adninistrative actions would be required for Alternative 2.



Alternative 3A would be easily inplenmented, since it would require only well installation and possibly
upgrades to an existing groundwater treatment system(i.e., air stripper). As mentioned previously,
MG aw Edi son installed the air stripper in the early 1980's to treat groundwater for industrial use on-site.
Adm ni stratively, coordination with |ocal authorities may be required for the discharge of treated water and
em ssions fromthe treatnent systemafter these nodifications are made.

Cost

The 30-year present worth (NPW of the renedial alternatives for the McG aw Edi son site range from$0 to
$935, 610 based on a discount rate of 7% Alternative 1 and 2 are the | east expensive to inplement, with NPW
of $0 and $138, 295, respectively. Alternative 3A has a NPWof $935,610. The costs for inplenentation of
Alterantive 3A include the expenses for operation and nai ntenance of an existing air stripper system which
is currently treating groundwater formthe | ower aquifer at MG aw Edi son, and the necessary upgrades to the
systemto treat groundwater fromthe upper aquifer. Cost estimates are summarized in Table 9.

LOCHN S DRY CLEANERS AND LAUNDERERS

Thi s subsection presents the conparative analysis of alternatives for the Loohn's Dry O eaners source area.
Avai |l abl e data indicate that both groundwater and soil are contam nated and are anenable to renediation.
Therefore, the evaluation presented in this subsection considers all stages of each of the alternatives.

Overal |l Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

Alternative 1 (No Action) is not protective of human health and the environnent. Existing restrictions on
groundwat er use would renmain, but no further restrictions would be inplenented. This alternative would not
neet the RAGs for the Site.

Alternative 2 (Institutional Controls) provides sone |evel of protection of human heal th, since groundwater
and | and use restrictions would be inplenmented to reduce exposures to contam nated soil and groundwater;
however, since no renedi ati on of contami nation takes place under this alternative, it is not protective of
the environnment. After inplenmentation of the alternative, risks would be slightly reduced as |long as the
adm ni strative and physical restrictions were maintained. This alternative would neet only sone of the RAGCs
for the Site, since it prevents exposure to contam nants, but does not provide treatnent of the source area
to expedite cleanup of the Gty Aquifer.

Al ternative 3 (Capping) would reduce the risk of exposure to contami nated soils and potentially reduce the
mgration of contamnants fromthis source area to the groundwater. After inplementation of the alternative,
the risk of exposure to contami nated soils would be reduced. G oundwater and | and use restrictions woul d be
inplenented to further reduce the risk of exposures and to ensure cap intergrity. This alternative would
prevent exposure to soil contam nants, and should neet the RAGs for groundwater by reducing migration of
contami nants fromthe source area to the groundwater, thereby expediting cleanup of the Gty Aquifer. The
groundwater will be nonitored and the effectiveness of the renediation will be reevaluated at four-year
intervals. |If it is determned that stage 1 of this alternative has not adequately inproved the quality of
the Gty Aquifer and it is determned that this source area continues to affect the groundwater entering the
muni ci pal wells, stage 2 may be inplemented. Proper operation and mai ntenance of this systemwoul d ensure
that the RAGs for groundwater woul d be achieved.

Alternative 3A (G oundwater punp and treat) is identical to the punp-and-treat portion (i.e., stage 2) of
Alternative 3, the difference being that the groundwater treatnent systemwould be installed i mediately upon
selection of this alternative. The evaluation is identical to stage 2 of Alternative 3.

Al ternatives 4 (Vacuum Enhanced Recovery (VER) or Soil Vapor Extraction with Air Sparging (SVE/ AS)) and 5
(Excavation, Treatment and Disposal), all of which include reduction or elimnation of the source area by
removal and treatnent, would be protective of human health and the environnent. Alternative 4 would reduce
the I evel of contam nants in the source area using VER or SVE/AS, while Alternative 5 would conpletely
elimnate the identified source area by excavation and off-Site treatnment and di sposal. Upon conpl etion of
either of these alternatives, the RAGCs for the Site should be achieved. The groundwater quality will be



nonitored and the effectiveness of the renedi ation reevaluated at four-year intervals. |If it is determ ned
that stage 1 of this alternative has not adequately inproved the quality of the Gty Aquifer and it is
determined that this source area continues to affect the groundwater entering the nunicipal wells, stage 2
may be inplemented. Proper operation and mai ntenance of this systemwoul d ensure that the RAGs for
groundwat er woul d be achi eved.

Conpl i ance wi th ARARs

Chem cal -, location- and action-specific ARARs were evaluated for the Loohn's source area. The nmj or ARARs
consi dered included: state and federal naxi mum contami nant |evels (MLs) for drinking water and federal and
state air emssion linits (chem cal-specific ARARs); historic preservation requirements (location-specific
ARARs) ; and, RCRA hazardous waste generator, transporter and treatment, storage and di sposal requirenents
(action-specific ARARs).

Alternatives 1 and 2 would not conmply with chemical -specific ARARs. Existing contam nant concentrations in
the groundwater, which already exceed chemical -specific ARARs, would continue to exceed these levels, with a
potential increase in contam nant |evels, since the Loohn's source area would continue to contribute

contam nation to the aquifer. Alternative 1 involves no remedial activities, and therefore does not trigger
any |l ocation- or action-specific ARARs. Alternative 2 would be inplenmented in such a manner so as to conply
with location- and action-specific ARARs. Neither of these alternatives would conply with the soil RAGs.

Alternative 3 would not initially comply with chem cal -specific ARARs for the groundwater, since the

contami nant concentrati ons woul d not be imediately reduced by inplenentation of this alternative. However,
by reducing the migration of contaminants fromthe soil it is expected that this alternative could result in
conpliance with the chenmical -specific ARARs. This alternative nay not fully conply wi th groundwater RAGCs
since it may not be adequate in reducing the mgration of contam nants fromthe soil.

Conpliance with | ocation- and action-specific ARARs woul d be achi eved through proper inplenentation of this
alternative. Stage 2, if required, would supplement stage 1 of bring this area into conpliance with ARARs.
Through proper inplenmentation of this alternative, conpliance with |ocation- and action-specific ARARs woul d
be achi eved.

It'" would take longer to cone into conpliance with chem cal-specific ARARs with Alternative 3A for

groundwat er than those alternatives that include source area renediation (i.e., Alternatives 3, 4 and 5),
since contami nation could continue to mgrate fromthe contam nated soil source area, which is not renedi ated
under this alternative. Through proper inplenentation of this alternative, conpliance with | ocation- and
action-specific ARARs woul d be achieved. This alternative would not conply with the soil RAGCs, since it does
not include renoval or treatnment of contam nated soil.

Alternative 4 would not initially conply with chem cal -specific ARARs, since the groundwater contam nant
concentrations would not be i medi ately reduced by inplenentation of this alternative. However, significant
quantities of contam nants in both the soil and groundwater would be renoved by VER or SVE/ AS, thereby
elimnating additional contributions of contamination to the Gty Aquifer and eventually resulting in
conpliance with chem cal -specific ARARs. It is expected that conpliance with chenical-specific ARARS woul d
be achieved over time. |If it is deternmined that stage 1 of this alternative has not adequately inproved the
quality of the Gty Aquifer and it is deternmined that this source area continues to affect the groundwater
entering the municipal wells, stage 2 may be inplemented. Proper design and inplenentati on of the VER or
SVE/ AS system and t he groundwat er punp-and-treat system (if necessary) would ensure that the inplenentation
both stages of this alternative would be in conpliance with location- and action-specific ARARs. This
alternative, upon conpletion of VER or SVE/AS treatnment (stage 1), would also be in conpliance with the soil
RAGs.

Alternative 5 woul d provide nost rapid conpliance with chem cal -specific ARARs, since the groundwater

cont am nant concentrations would be rapidly reduced by inplenentation of this alternative. Contaninated soil
that is acting as a source of contam nation to the groundwater woul d be renmoved in this alternative, thereby
elimnating additional contributions of contamnation to the Gty Aquifer and resulting in conpliance with
chem cal -specific ARARs. If it is determned that stage 1 of this alternative has not adequately inproved



the quality of the Gty Aquifer and it is determned that this source area continues to affect the
groundwat er entering the nunicipal wells, stage 2 may be inplenented. Proper design and inplenentati on of

t he excavation, transportation and di sposal of the contam nated soil and proper operation of the
punp-and-treat system (if necessary) would ensure that the inplenentation of both stages of this alternative
woul d be in conpliance with |ocation- and action-specific ARARs. This alternative, upon conpletion of soi
excavation and disposal (stage 1), would also be in conpliance with the soil RAGs.

Short-term Effecti veness

Alternative 1 involves no renedial activities, and therefore results in no increase in short-termrisks to
workers or the community. Inplenmentation of this alternative would be imrediate

Alternative 2 includes adm nistrative actions and mnimal construction activities (e.g., fence construction).
Wrkers and the nearby community woul d be subject to a slightly increased risk of exposure to contam nants
due to disturbance of contam nated soil during these activities. These risks would be m ninized through the
inplenentation of a site-specific health and safety plan and appropriate engi neering controls (e.g., dust
suppression). Inplenentation of this alternative could be conpleted in approxinately 6 nonths

Alternative 3 includes construction activities for placenent of a cap over the source area. W rkers and the
near by comrunity woul d be subject to an increased risk of exposure to contami nants due to di sturbance of
contami nated soil (e.g., grading) during these activities. These risks would be ninimzed through the
inplenentation of a site-specific health and safety plan (e.g., use personal protective equi pnent) and
appropriate engineering controls (e.g., dust suppression). Inplantation of stage 1 of this alternative could
be conpleted in approximately 1 year. |If it is determined that stage 2 of this alternative (i.e.

groundwat er punp-and-treat) is required, there would be additional Site disturbances during construction of
this system resulting in additional risks of exposures to contam nated groundwater for workers. Wrkers may
al so be exposed to excessive noise during construction activities. These risks would be mnimzed through
the inplementation of a site-specific health and safety plan. There would be no increased risk to the public
during construction of the punp-and-treat system since contam nated soil woul d be contained beneath the cap
however operation of the punp-and-treat system night pose slightly increased risk of exposures to the public
fromfugitive air emi ssions. These risks would be mtigated by proper design and operation of the system and
conpliance with any em ssions control requirenents. |Inplementation of stage 2 could be conpleted in

approxi mately 1 year; however, the punp-and-treat systemwoul d be operated for an extended period of time
(e.g., 30 years). The short-termeffectiveness of Alternative 3Ais identical to the short-term
effectiveness of stage 2 of Alternative 3.

Alternative 4 includes construction activities; however, as this alternative involves in situ treatnent, the
di sturbance of contam nated soils during construction activities would be limted. Any increased risks due
to disturbance of contami nated soil would be mitigated through the inplenmentation of a site- specific health
and safety plan and appropriate engineering controls (e.g., dust suppression). It would take approxinmately 1
year to inplenment stage 1 of this alternative. Qperation of the systemshould not result in any increased

ri sk of exposure. There would be no increased risk to the public, since contam nated soil would have already
been renedi ated during stage 1 of this alternative. |Inplenentation of stage could be conpleted in

approxi mately 1 year; however, the punp-and-treat systemwoul d be operated for an extended period of time
(e.g., 30 years).

Alternative 5 includes the nost intensive construction activities, including excavation and off-site

transportati on of contam nated soil. W rkers and the nearby comrunity woul d be subject to an increase in the
ri sk of exposure to contam nants due to di sturbance of contam nated soil during excavation and transportation
of contam nated naterials for off-Site treatnent (if necessary) and disposal. These risks would be mtigated

by inplenentation of a site-specific health and safety plan, a site-specific traffic control plan appropriate
engi neering controls (e.g., dust suppression). This alternative could be conpleted in approxi mately 1 year
If it is determned that stage 2 of this alternative (i.e., groundwater punp-and-treat) is required, there
woul d be additional Site disturbances during construction of this system resulting in additional risks of
exposures to contam nated groundwater for workers; however, there would be no increased risk to the public,
since contani nated soil woul d have al ready been renediated during stage 1 of this alternative. The
groundwat er punp-and-treat system night pose slightly increased risk of exposures to the public fromfugitive



air emssions; these risks would be mtigated by proper design and operation of the systemand conpliance
with any emissions control requirements. |nplenentation of stage 2 could be conpleted in approximately 1
year; however, the punp-and-treat systemwoul d be operated for an extended period of tine (e.g., 30 years).

Long-term Ef f ecti veness

Alternative 1 does not renove or contain the source of contam nation. Therefore, the current risks from
exposure to contam nated groundwater and soil would remain, and future risk may even be greater as the source
area continues to rel ease contam nants to the groundwater. Long-termnonitoring and assessnent woul d be
required under this alternative, and there is the potential that additional renedial activities mght be
necessary in the future

Alternative 2 al so does not renove or contain the source of contam nation, but does provide sone reduction in
the risk of exposure to contam nated soil and groundwater via access and use restrictions, provided these
restrictions are adequately maintained and enforced. Long-termnonitoring would be required under this
alternative, and there is the potential that additional renedial activities mght be necessary in the future.
In addition, it would be difficult to nmaintain institutional controls in the long term

Al ternative 3 provides contai nment of the contam nated source area which woul d reduce the risk of exposure to
contam nated soil and reduce mgration of contam nants fromthe source area to groundwater. Long-term

nmoni tori ng and mai nt enance woul d be required under this alternative to ensure the intergrity of the cap. It
is possible that the cap may not prevent mgration of contam nation fromthe source area to the groundwater,
and that additional remedial activities could be necessary in the future

I mpl emrent ati on of the stage 2 punp-and-treat systemwoul d provide an additional reduction in the risk of
exposure to contam nated groundwater by preventing further mgration of contam nation fromthis source

Alternative 3A provides sonme contai nment of the source area by preventing migration of contam nation, but
woul d not be as protective as Alternative 3, which includes the cap and the punp-and-treat system

Alternative 4 provides treatnent of both the source area and associ ated groundwater. This alternative

provi des a pernmanent renedy for the contam nated source area, including source areas bel ow the water table,
since contam nants are renoved fromthe soil. During the operation of, and upon conpletion, of the VER or
SVE/ AS treatnment, long-termnonitoring would be required to assess the conpl eteness of the renediation and to
nonitor inprovenments in the quality of the Gty Aquifer; however, no further remediation of the source area

should be required. |If it is determned that stage 1 of this alternative has not adequately inproved the
quality of the Gty Aquifer and it is deternmined that this source area continues to affect the groundwater
entering the municipal wells, stage 2 may be inplenmented. |nplenentation of the stage 2 punp-and-treat

system woul d provide an additional reduction in the risk of exposure to contam nated groundwater by
preventing further mgration of contam nation fromthis source

Alternative 5 provides renoval of the source areas. This alternative provides a permanent renedy, in that
contami nated soils renoved fromthe Site would not pose and future risk and woul d not be subject to any
further renedial action in the future. No long-termnonitoring or naintenance would be required for the
source area; however, long-termnonitoring would be required under this alternative to nonitor inprovenents

in the quality of the Gty Aquifer. |If it is determined that stage 1 of this alternative has not adequately
inmproved the quality of the City Aquifer and it is determned that this source area continues to affect the
groundwat er entering the nunicipal wells, stage 2 may be inplenented. |Inplenentation of the stage 2

punp-and-treat systemwoul d provide an additional reduction in the risk of exposure to contam nated
groundwat er by preventing further migration of contam nation fromthis source

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility or Volune through Treat nent

Alternatives 1 and 2 provide no renoval or treatnent of contam nated soils or groundwater, and therefore
provide no reduction in toxicity, nobility or volume of contam nated nmaterials

The cap that would be installed in stage 1 of Alternative 3, if properly maintained, should reduce the



nobi lity of contami nants, without treatnent, thereby mnimzing additional contam nation of the groundwater
fromthis source area. Stage 1 of this alternative does not provide any reduction in toxicity or volume of
contaminated material. |If the stage 2 punp-and-treat systemis inplenented, this systemwould further reduce
the mobility of contanination by preventing off-Site nmigration. The reduction in toxicity, nmobility and
volume for Alternative 3Ais identical to stage of Alternative 3

Stage 1 of Alternative 4 provides treatnment of contaminated soil and capture and treatment of contam nated
groundwat er using VER or SVE/AS. This systemwould reduce the nobility of contam nants by capture, and upon
conpl etion of the renediation, would significantly reduce the volume of contami nated soil at this source
area. Reduction of the contam nant levels in the groundwater within the influence of the systemm ght al so
be achi eved under this alternative. |f stage 1 does not adequately neet the RAGs and stage 2 is inplenented,
t he groundwat er punp-and-treat systemwould further reduce the mobility of renaining contam nation by
preventing off-Site mgration

Stage 1 of Alternative 5 provides a reduction in nobility and volume of contam nated soil by excavation and
off-Site treatnent and di sposal of contam nated nedia. Contaminated soil renmoved fromthe Site would no

| onger pose any risk of further contam nation of the groundwater. |f stage 1 does not adequately neet the
RAGCs and stage 2 is inplenmented, the groundwater punp-and-treat systemwould further reduce the nobility of
remai ni ng contanination by preventing off-Site mgration

Inpl ementability

Alternative 1 would be easily inplenmented, as it does not include any renedial activities. Aternative 2 nay
be difficult to inplenment, since it requires cooperation fromindividual property owners and difficult to
enforce. Mnor construction activities (e.g., fence) included in this alternative would be easy to

inpl enent, and would not require a significant admnistrative effort. Long-term naintenance woul d be
required for Alternative 2.

Alternative 3 would involve on-Site construction. However, capping is a readily avail able and wel | -devel oped
t echnol ogy that coul d be conpl eted using conventional construction techniques. Long-term mai ntenance of the
cap would be required. |If stage 2 of this alternative is required, it would be relatively easy to inplenent
techni cally, since groundwater punp-and-treat system consist of readily available technol ogies and are
routinely installed at Sites with contam nated groundwater. Administratively, coordination with | oca
authorities may be required for the discharge of treated water and em ssions fromthe treatnent system The
inplenentability of Alternative 3Ais identical to the inplenmentability of stage 2 of Alternative 3.

For Alternative 4, on-Site construction activities would be mnor, consisting of well installation and
construction or nobilization of a snmall treatnent system A pilot test will be necessary at the Loohn's
source area in order to determ ne whether VER or SVE/AS would be the nore effective means of treatnent and to
design the treatnent system However, in situ treatnent technol ogies are still considered innovative, and
there are only a small nunber of vendors offering these services. In addition, effective operation requires
intensive nonitoring and assessment. Administratively, coordination with local authorities and other
agencies may be required for the discharge of treated water and vapor; however, this alternative does not
involve any off-Site transporation of hazardous materials. |If stage 2 of this alternative were required, it
woul d be relatively easy to inplenment technically, since groundwater punp-and-treat systens consist of
readily avail able technol ogies and are routinely installed at sites with contam nated groundwater.

Adm ni stratively, the requirenents would be similar to the requirenents for a VER or SVE/ AS system

Alternative 5 would require excavati on ot depths of approximately 22 feet with approximately 14 feet bel ow
the water table. Dewatering and shoring would be required; however, this alternative could be inplenented
usi ng conventional construction techniques. Of-Site RCRA storage, treatnent and disposal facilities are

avail able for treatment and di sposal of VOC contam nated soil. Administratively, this alternative would be
noderately difficult to inplenent, since it would require coordination with the |ocal authorities and ot her
agencies for transportation, treatnent and di sposal of hazardous materials. |f stage 2 of this alternative

is required, it would be relatively easy to inplenment technically, since groundwater punp-and-treat systens
consist of readily available to technologies and are routinely installed at Sites with contami nated
groundwater. Administratively, coordination with local authorities may be required for the discharge of



treated water and em ssions fromthe treatnent system
Cost

The 30-year net present worth (NPW of the renedial alternative for the Loohns source area range from$0 to
$4, 186, 299, based on a discount rate of 7% Alternatives 1 and 2 are the |east expensive to inplement, with
NPW of $0 and $153,295, respectively. Alternative 3 (stage 1) is slightly nore expensive, with a NPW of
$256,340. |If stage 2 of Alternative 3 is inplenented, the overall cost of this alternative is approxi mately
$890, 344, but treatnent of contam nated groundwater is provided. Alternative 3A which includes a
punp-and-treat for |onger period of tinme, but no capping, has a NPWof $1,070,610. Alternative 4 (stage 1) is
significantly nore expensive than Alternative 3 (stage 1), with a NPWof $1,011,024. |f stage 2 of
Alternative 4 is inplenented, the cost increases to $1, 645,028, and additional groundwater treatnent is
provided. Alternative 5 (stage 1) is significantly nore expensive than Alternative 4 (stage 1), with a NPW
of $3,552,295. |If stage 2 of Alternative 5 is inplenented, groundwater treatment is provided, and the NPWis
$4,186,299. Cost estinmates are summari zed in Table 9.

STATE ACCEPTANCE

The State of New York concurs with the selected renedies for the identified source areas. Their letter of
concurrence is attached as Appendix |V.

COMMUNI TY ACCEPTANCE

Community acceptance of the preferred renedi es has been assessed in the Responsiveness Summary portion of
this ROD, follow ng review of all public comments received on the supplenental RI/FS report and the Proposed
Plan. Al conments received during the public comment period were eval uated and are addressed in the
attached Responsiveness Summary.

Comrents on EPA's Proposed Plan were received fromthe public and the Potentially Responsible Parties. No
specific objection were raised by the public on inplenentation of the renedies stated in the Proposed Pl an.
EPA' s specific responses to the comments received on the Proposed Plan and all other comrents received during
the public conmment period can be found in Appendix V.

SELECTED REMEDI ES

The following is a discussion of the selected renedial alternatives for the four source areas. The
alternatives best satisfy the requirenents of CERCLA § 121, 42 U.S.C. 89621, and the NCP' s nine eval uation
criteria for renedial alternatives, 40 CFR 8300.430(e)(9).

ALCAS

Based on the treatability tests, Vacuum Enhanced Recovery (VER), Alternative 4, is selected for the Al cas
source area. This alternative is the nost effective in protecting human health and the environment, while
being the nost cost-effective. Approxinmately 28,800 cubic feet of contam nated soil needs to be renediat ed
at Al cas.

A VER system which will be installed at Al cas, uses negative air pressure which is applied to a series of
recovery wells. The negative pressure, which is generated by high vacuum punp, causes the novenent of soil
vapor and groundwater towards the recovery wells. The vapor recovery causes desorption (renoval of

contam nants, which are adsorbed onto soil particles) and volatilization of VOCs by continuously renoving
contam nated vapors and forcing clean air into the contam nated areas. An off-gas treatnent systemwill
renmove contam nants which are above federal and New York State air em ssion | evels using granul ated activated
carbon (GAC). Goundwater, which will be recovered with the soil vapor, will also be treated with GAC prior
to discharge to the Gty sewer system

The VER systemwi || be operated until contami nant |levels in the soil vapor and water effluents cease to
decline and renain constant at a negligible rate, at which time, the systens will be shut off. After the VER



systemis shut off, soil sanples will be collected to confirmthe effectiveness of the alternative.

Finally, the remedy selected for the Alcas property will include deed restrictions which will prevent the
installation of drinking water wells on the property.

The present worth for Alternative 4 is $837,721 for the Alcas source area. Table 9 provides the costs for
each renedial alternative by source area.

LOCHN S DRY CLEANERS AND LAUNDERERS

Alternative 4 is selected for the Loohn's Dry O eaners source area. This Alterative is the nost effective in
protecting human health and the environnent, while being the nost cost-effective. EPA is also selecting
Alternative 5 as a contingency for renediating the Loohns source area. Alternative 5 would be inplenented
if the pilot testing, which is planned for the Loohn's property, indicates either that a VER or SVE/ AS system
woul d be ineffective or, if running either systemwoul d be infeasible due to the effects of the Al egheny
River. Wile not quite as cost-effective as Alternative 4, Alternative 5 will be just as effective in
protecting human health and the environnment. Approxinmately 132,000 cubic feet of contam nated soil needs to
be renedi ated at Loohn's Dry C eaners.

Alternative 4 will involve using either one of two different types of in-situ treatnent systems: SVE with
Air Sparging (SVE AS) or Vacuum Enhanced Recovery (VER), based on the results of pilot tests which will be
conducted as part of the renedial design.

An SVE/ AS system woul d use a soil vapor recovery process conbined with air injection wells, which would
extend bel ow the water table. Air, which is injected under pressure into the wells, would enter water bel ow
the water table. The air bubbles, which are formed, traverse horizontally and vertically through the water
colum. Vol atile conpounds, which are exposed to the sparged air, volatilize into the gas phase and are
carried into the vadose zone where they are captured by a vapor recover system An off-gas treatnment system
woul d use GAC to renove contami nants which are above federal and New York State air enission |evels.

G oundwat er, which is recovered with the soil vapor, would also be treated with GAC prior to discharge to the
Gty sewer system

A VER system uses negative air pressure, which is applied to a series of recovery wells. The negative
pressure, which is generated by high vacuum punp, causes the novenent of soil vapor and groundwater towards
the recovery wells. The vapor recovery causes desorption (renoval of contam nants, which are adsorbed onto
soil particles) and volatilization of VOCs by continuously renoving contam nated vapors and forcing clean air
into the contanminated areas. An off-gas treatment system woul d renove contam nants whi ch are above federal
and New York State air enission |levels using granul ated activated carbon (GAC). G oundwater, which is
recovered with the soil vapor, would also be treated with GAC prior to discharge to the Gty sewer system

The systemwi |l be operated until contaminant levels in the soil vapor and water effluents cease to decline
and renmain constant at a negligible rate, at which tine, the systens will be shut off. Thereafter, soil
sanples will be collected to confirmthe effectiveness of the alternative.

Any contanination which is not renoved by inplenentation of a VER or SVE/AS system will be addressed, if
necessary, by the installation of a groundwater punp-and-treat system The need for groundwater treatnent
will be assessed every four years and will be based on a review of sanple data for the influences to the city
Muni ci pal wells 18M and 37/ 38M and upgradi ent and downgr adi ent groundwat er sanples fromthe Loohn's source
area.

Finally, the remedy selected for the Loohn's property will include deed restrictions, which will prevent the
installation of drinking water wells on the property.

The costs for inplementing Alternative 4 and 5 is $1, 654,028 and $4, 186, 299, respectively, for the Loohn's
source area. Table 9 provides the costs for each renedial alternative by source area.

AVX



Alternative 5, excavation, is selected for the AVX source area. This alternative is the nost effective in
protecting hunman health and the environnent, while being cost-effective. The area of contam nated soil is
very shal l ow (approximately 6 feet bel ow the surface), which can be easily excavated. The soil to be
excavated is located in and around soil borings SBO4 and SBO7 and is estinmated to be 10, 000 cubic feet.

Contanminated soil at AVX will be excavated and tested to deternine if it is a RCRA hazardous waste naterial.
If hazardous, the soils will be transported to an off-Site facility for | ow tenperature desorption of soil
contam nants. |If not hazardous, the soils will be disposed of at a local landfill. dean fill material will
be brought in to restore the excavated area to grade. Confirmatory soil sanpling and anal yses will be
conducted to ensure that all soils with contam nant |evels higher that the levels provided in Table 1 of this
ROD are renoved.

Until restoration of the excavated areas is conplete, |and use/access restrictions will be placed on the
source area to restrict its use. Deed restrictions will be inposed to prevent the installation of drinking
water wells on the property. Finally, during all phases of the soil renmoval, it will be necessary to

i npl enent dust and vol atile em ssion control, soil erosion and sedi nent control neasures.

Alternative 5 proved to be nore cost-effective than Alternative 4, which was also found to be protective of
human health and the environnent. The estinmated present worth for Alternative 5 was $1, 010,299 verses
$1, 747,533 for Alternative 4.

Any contanination which is not removed fromthe AVX source area, will be addressed, if necessary, by the
installation of a groundwater punp-and-treat system The need for groundwater treatment will be assessed
every four years and will be based on a review of sanple data for the influences to the city nunicipal wells
18M and 37/38M and upgradi ent and downgradi ent groundwater sanples fromthe AVX source area.

Also, if groundwater treatnent is determned to be necessary for the AVX source area, EPA will al so evaluate
the inpact of a groundwater punp-and-treat systemon the wetlands area. This evaluation will weigh the need
for reducing contani nant concentrations in the groundwater with any potentially adverse affect on the

wet | ands ar ea.

Me GRAW EDI SON

Alternative 3A is selected for the MG aw Edi son source area as the nost effective in protecting human health
and the environnment, while being the nost cost-effective. An extensive investigation of the MG aw Edi son
property was conducted during the SR, but no soil contam nation was found, which could act as a source of
contanm nation to the groundwater. However, groundwater contam nation was detected at the facility, which EPA
believes is the result of previous disposal activities. By capturing and treating the groundwater rather
than letting it be treated by the municipal wells, cleanup of the aquifer can be expedited. Contam nated
groundwat er fromthe upper aquifer will be punped and treated by an existing air stripping system which is
currently treating groundwater fromthe |l ower aquifer. The existing air stripper has enough excess capacity
to treat additional groundwater fromthe upper aquifer. Goundwater nonitoring will also be institued

upgr adi ent and downgradi ent of the source area in order to determne the continued effectiveness of the
rermredy.

The remedy selected for the MG aw Edi son property will also include deed restrictions which will prevent the
installation of drinking water wells on the property.

The present worth of Alternative 3A is $935, 610.
SI TE MONI TORI NG

Based on information collected during the SRI/FS, EPA has al so decided to expand the list of chem cal
conpounds, which are currently being tested for under the current groundwater Site nonitoring plan (SWP).
The PRPs were required to devel op and inplenent the plan, as a requirenent of the EPA Adninistrative O der
i ssued on February 7, 1986. The plan was required in order assess the condition of the groundwater in the
upper and |l ower aquifers as the renedies, which were specified in EPA's 1985 RCD, were inpl enented.



Currently, the SWP specifies that 13 groundwater nonitoring wells be sanpled every three nonths for the
presence of trichloroethene, 1,1,1-trichloroethene, 1,1-dichlorethane, 1, 1-dichloroethene, 1, 2-
di chl oroet hene and tetrachl oroet hane.

During the supplenental RI/FS, other VOCs, which were not tested for as part of the SMP, and chrom um were
detected in the groundwater. Chromumwas al so detected in recent sanples taken fromthe influent
groundwater to Minicipal wells 18Mand 37/38M Therefore, EPA is proposing that the SMP be revised to
include analyses for a full scan of volatile organi c conpounds and chrom um

EPA wi || use the expanded SMP data al ong with the groundwater nonitoring data, which will be collected to
det erm ne whet her or not groundwater punp and treat is needed for the AVX and Loohn's source area properties,
to assess the overall inprovement of the groundwater as the source control remedies are inplenented.

The chrom um sanple data will be collected to deternmine if there are unacceptabl e concentrations of chrom um
in the groundwater, which flow to the municipal wells.

STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

As previously noted, CERCLA 8121(b)(1), 42 8§U. S.C. 80621(b)(1), nandates that a renedial action nust be
protective of human health and the environnent, cost-effective, and utilize permanent solutions and
alternative treatnment technol ogies or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi num extent practicable.
Section 121(b)(1) al so establishes a preference for renedial actions which enploy treatnment to permanently
and significantly reduce the volune, toxicity, or nobility of the hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contam nants at a site. CERCLA 8§121(d), 42 U S.C 89621(d), further specifies that a renedial action nust
attain a degree of cleanup that satisfies federal and state ARARs, unless a wavier can be justified pursuant
to CERCLA 8121(d)(4), 42 U.S.C. 89621(d)(4).

For the reasons discussed bel ow, EPA has deternined that the selected renedy for each source area property
neet the requirenents of CERCLA 8121, 42 U S.C. 8§9621:

ALCAS
Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Alternative 4 (Vacuum Enhanced Recovery) will reduce or elimnate the Al cas source area by renoval and
treatment. Einmination of soil and groundwater contam nation is protective of human health and the
environnent, since it will lead to restoration of the aquifer, which is a source of drinking water and
el im nate unacceptable risks due to ingestion and dernal contact with untreated groundwater.

Any short-termrisks due to the construction of a VER systemw || be mtigated through a site-specific health
and safety plan appropriate engineering controls. Engineering controls would al so address cross-nedi a
inmpacts. This would involve air em ssions fromthe operation of a VER system

The remedy selected for the Al cas property will also include deed restrictions which will contribute to the
protection of human health by preventing the installation of drinking water wells on the property.

Conpl i ance wi th ARARs

Significant quantities of contaminants in both the soil and groundwater woul d be renoved by VER thereby
elimnating additional contributions of contamnation to the Gty Aquifer and eventually resulting in
conpl i ance with chem cal -specific ARARs.

Proper design and inplenentation of the VER or SVE/ AS system and treatnment of the extracted groundwater and
vapor wWill ensure that the inplementation of this alternative will be in conpliance with |ocation- and
action-specific ARARs.

Speci fic ARARs incl ude:



1. Federal hazardous waste managenent requirenents: Regulations for Organic Air Em ssion Standards, 40
CFR Part 26 Subparts AA and BB, and the nonitoring and detection requirenents for Solid Waste Managenent
Units under 40 CFR part 264 Subpart F, are applicable. Al so, groundwater nonitoring regul ations under 40 CFR
Part 264, Subpart F standards are applicable to long-tine nonitoring of the site. These standards provide
gui dance for well construction and pl acenment, sanple collection and anal ysis procedures applicable to the
remedi al action.

2. NYSDEC s hazardous waste managenent requirenments may be found at 6 NYCRR Parts 370-372.

3. NYSDEC s Techni cal and Admi nistrative Qui dance Menorandum (TAGM), nunber HWR 94-4046, for determ ning
soi |l cleanup objectives.

4, State and federal air requirements: 6 NYCRR Parts 200-257, 6 NYCRR Parts 360-373 and 40 CFR Parts 50
and 61 and the NYSDEC s Air Quide-1

5. State and federal water requirements: federal requirenments at 40 CFR Part 141, Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act, and Executive Order 11988 (Fl oodpl ai n Managenent); New York State requirenents at 6 NYCRR
Parts 701-703 and the NYSDOH requirenents at 10 NYCRR Subpart 5-1; Water Supplies.

6. Applicable requirenments of the National H storic Preservation Act of 1966, as anended.
This alternative, upon conpletion of VER treatnment, should also be in conpliance with the soil RAGCs.
Cost - Ef fecti veness

Alternative 4 is the nost cost-effective alterative for the Alcas source area which is protective of hunman
heal th and the environment and which conplies with ARARs. Only Alternatives 4 and 5 net these criteria. The
present worth of Alternative 4 is $837,721, while the present worth for Alternative 5 is $1, 013, 495.

Utilize Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment Technol ogi es or Resource Recovery Technol ogies to the
Maxi mnum Extent Practicabl e

Alternative 4 will permanently renove contam nation in the soil and groundwater and therefore will meet the
statutory requirenent for utilization of treatnent as a permanent solution for elimnating contam nation.
The alternative is also the nost bal anced sel ecti on when considering all the NCP criteria.

Preference for Treatment as a Principal El ement

Alternative 4 involves treatnent of contam nated soil and groundwater and therefore satisfies the statutory
requirenent for selecting an alternative which has treatnment as its primary el enent.

LOCHN S DRY CLEANERS AND LAUNDERERS

Protection of Human Health and the Environnment Alternative 4 (Vacuum Enhanced Recover (VER) or Soil Vapor
Extraction with Air Sparging (SVE/AS)) or Alternative 5 (Excavation) will reduce or elininate the Loohn's
source area by renmoval and treatnent. Upon conpletion of the remediation of soil contamination at all of the
source areas, groundwater quality will be nonitored and the effectiveness of the remedi ation reeval uated at
four-year intervals. |If it is determined that the City Aquifer still contains contani nant concentrations
above drinking water standards and if it is determned that the renedi ated source area continues to affect
the groundwater entering the Gty Minicipal wells 18M 37M and 38M a groundwater punp-and-treat system nmay
be install ed.

Eli mi nation of soil and groundwater contam nation is protective of human health and the environnent, since it
will lead to restoration of the aquifer, which is a source of drinking water. The risk assessnment reveal ed

unaccept abl e risks due to ingestion and dernmal contact with untreated groundwater.

Any short-termrisks due to the construction of a VER of SVE/ AS systemor due to excavation will be mtigated



through a site-specific health and safety plan and appropriate engineering controls. Engineering controls
woul d al so address cross-nedia inpacts. This would involve air em ssions fromoperation of a soil treatnent
systemor a groundwater extraction and treatnent system

The remedy selected for the Loohn's property will also include deed restrictions which will contribute to the
protection of human health by preventing the installation of drinking water wells on the property.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

Significant quantities of contamnants in both the soil and groundwater will be renoved by VER or SVE AS,
thereby elimnating additional contributions of contamination to the Gty Aquifer and eventually resulting in
conpliance with chemcal -specific ARARs. It is expected that conpliance with chenical-specific ARARS woul d
be achieved over time. |If selected as the contingency alternative, Alternative 5 would provide rapid

conpl i ance with chemi cal -specific ARARs, since the groundwater contam nant concentrations would be rapidly
reduced by inplenentation of this alternative. Contaninated soil that is acting as a source of contanination
to the groundwater would be renoved in this alternative, thereby elimnating additional contributions of
contamination to the Cty Aquifer and resulting in conpliance with chemcal-specific ARARs. If it is

determ ned that chem cal -specific ARARs in the groundwater have not been achieved, a groundwater
punmp-and-treat systemmay be installed to ensure conpliance w th groundwater ARARs.

Speci fic ARARs incl ude:

1. Federal hazardous waste nmanagenent requirements: Regulations for Organic Air Em ssion Standards, 40
CFR Subparts AA and BB, and the nonitoring and detection requirenents for Solid Waste Managenent Units under
40 CFR Subpart F, are applicable. Al so, groundwater nonitoring regul ations under 40 CFR Part 264, Subpart F
standards are applicable to long-termnonitoring of the site. These standards provide guidance for well
construction and pl acement, sanple collection and anal ysis procedures applicable to the renedial action.

The followi ng federal requirenments may also apply if Alternative 5, is inplenented: 40 CFR Part 262, as a
generator, and 40 CFR Part 263 as a transporter. |In addition, the RCRA | and di sposal restrictions of 40 CFR
Part 268 are applicable. As with Alternative 4, 40 CFR 264 Subparts F, AA, and BB are applicable to the
groundwat er treatmnment system

2. NYSDEC s hazardous waste managenent requirenments may be found at 6 NYCRR Parts 370-372.

3. NYSDEC s Techni cal and Admi nistrative Qui dance Menorandum (TAGV), nunber HWR 94-4046, for determ ning
soi|l clean up objectives.

4, State and federal air requirements: 6 NYCRR Parts 200-257, 6 NYCRR Parts 360-373 and 40 CFR Parts 50
and 61 and the NYSDEC s Air Quide-1

5. Applicable requirenents of the National H storic Preservation Act of 1966, as anended.

6. State and federal water requirenments: federal requirenents at 40 CFR  Part 141, Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act, and Executive O der 11988 (Fl oodpl ai n Managenent); New York State requirenents at 6 NYCRR
Parts 701-703 and the NYSDCH requirenents at 10 NYCRR, Subpart 5-1; Water Supplies.

Cost - Ef f ecti veness

O the alternatives evaluated for the Loohn's source area, Alternatives 3, 3A, 4 and 5 were protective of
human health and the environnent and coul d achieve ARARs. Alternative 4 was | ess costly than Alternatives 3A
and 5, but slightly nore costly (about 13.5% than Alternative 3. This additional cost is justified since
Alternative 4 will permanently renmove the contanminated soil while Alternative 3 will only contain it.

Utilize Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment Technol ogi es or Resource Recovery Technol ogies to the
Maxi num Ext ent Practicabl e



Alternative 4 and contingency Aliternative 5 will pernmanently renove contam nation in the soil and groundwater
and therefore will nmeet the statutory requirement for utilizing a permanent solution for elimnating

contam nation. The alternative is also the nost bal anced sel ection when considering all the NCP criteria.
Preference for Treatnment as a Principal Element

Alternative 4 is EPA's preferred alternative for Loohn's and invol ves treatnent of contam nated soil and
groundwater. This selection satisfies the statutory requirenment for selecting an alternative which has
treatnent as its prinary el enent.

AVX

Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

Alternative 5 will conpletely elimnate the identified source area by excavation and off-Site treatnent and

di sposal. Upon conpl etion of the renediation of soil contam nation at all of the source areas, the
groundwater quality will be nonitored and the effectiveness of the renediation reeval uated at four-year
intervals. |If it deternmined that the Cty Aquifer still contains contaninant concentrati ons above drinking

water standards and if it is determned that the renedi ated source area continues to affect the groundwater
entering the Gty Minicipal wells 18M 37Mand 38M a groundwater punp-and-treat system may be install ed.

Eli mi nation of soil and groundwater contamination is protective of human health and the environnent, since it
will lead to restoration of the aquifer, which is a source of drinking water and will elim nate unacceptabl e
ri sks due to ingestion and dernmal contact with untreated groundwater.

Any short-termrisks due to excavation will be mtigated through a site-specific health and safety plan and
appropriate engineering controls. Engineering controls would al so address cross-nedia inpacts. This would
involve air emi ssions fromoperation of a groundwater extraction and treatnent system

The remedy selected for the AVX property will also include deed restrictions which will contribute to the
protection of human health by preventing the installation of drinking water wells on the property.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

Alternative 5 will provide the nost rapid conpliance with chem cal -specific ARARs, since the groundwater
contami nant concentrations will be rapidly reduced by inplenentation of this alternative. Contam nated soil
that is acting as a source of contamination to the groundwater will be renoved in this alternative, thereby
elimnating additional contributions of contamnation to the Gty Aquifer and resulting in conpliance with
chem cal -specific ARARs. If it is determ ned that chenical-specific ARARs in the groundwater are not

achi eved, a groundwater punp-and-treat systemmay be installed to ensure conpliance with groundwater ARARs.

Speci fic ARARs incl ude:

1. Federal hazardous waste management requirenments: The follow ng regulations may apply: 40 CFR Part
262, as a generator, and 40 CFR Part 263 as a transporter. |In addition, the RCRA | and di sposal restrictions
of 40 CFR Part 268 are applicable. Also, 40 CFR 264 Subparts F, AA, and BB are applicable to the groundwater

treat nent system

2. NYSDEC s hazar dous waste managenent requirenments may be found at 6 NYCRR Parts 370-372.

3. NYDEC s Techni cal and Adm nistrative Qui dance Menorandum (TAGV), nunber HWR-94-4046, for determning
soi|l clean up objectives.

4, State and federal air requirements: 6 NYCRR Parts 200-257, 6 NYCRR Parts 360-373 and 40 CFR Parts 50
and 61 and the NYSDEC s Air Quide-1.

5. State and federal water requirenments: federal requirenents at 40 CFR  Part 141, Section 404 of the



Clean Water Act, and Executive Order 11988 (Fl oodpl ai n Managenent); New York State requirenents at 6 NYCRR
Parts 701-703 and the NYSDOH requirenents at 10 NYCRR Subpart 5-1; Water Supplies.

6. Federal Managenent Practices, which can be found in the Federal Register at Vol. 51, No. 219, Part
330.6, will be followed in order to mnimze the spread of contami nation and habitat inpacts to the wetl ands
fromthe selected renmedial activities. |n addition, Executive Order 11990 on Protection of Wtlands and

EPA' s Statement of Policy on Wtlands and Fl oodpl ai n appli es.
Cost - Ef fecti veness

O the alternatives evaluated for the AVX source area, Alternatives 3, 3A, 4 and 5 are protective of human
health and the environment and coul d achieve ARARs. Alternative 5 is less costly than Alternatives 4 and 3A
but slightly nore costly (about 23% than Alternative 3. This additional cost is justified since Alternative
5 will permanently renove the contam nated soil while Alternative 3 will only contain it.

Utilize Permanent Sol utions and Alternative Treatnment Technol ogi es or Resource Recovery Technol ogies to the
Maxi mnum Ext ent Practicabl e

Alternative 5, excavation, neets the statutory requirement for utilizing treatnent as a pernmanent sol ution
for elimnating the contanination. The alternative is also the nost bal anced sel ecti on when considering all
the NCP criteria.

Preference for Treatment as a Principal Elenent

Al though treatnment is not a principal elenment of Aliternative 5 the excavated soil will be treated, if
necessary, in order to dispose of it properly. Also, if excavation does not result in adequate inprovenent
of the groundwater, the groundwater will be treated, which will satisfy the statutory requirenent for
selecting an alternative which has treatnment as its primary elenent.

M GRAW EDI SON
Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

Alternative BAwll be inplenented i mediately at the McG aw Edi son site, since there is no soil source area
to be renedi ated. Proper operation and naintenance of the groundwater punp-and-treat systemw || ensure that
the RAGCs for groundwater will be achieved. Extraction of contam nated groundwater will protect human heal th
and the environment by renoving contanination fromthe aquifer and preventing migration of contaninants from
this area to the municipal well field.

El i m nation of groundwater contam nation is protective of human health and the environnent, since it wll
lead to restoration of the aquifer, which is a source of drinking water. In addition, the risk assessnent
reveal ed unacceptabl e risks due to ingestion and dermal contact with untreated groundwater.

Any short-termrisks due to nodification of the existing groundwater extraction and treatnment systemw || be
mtigated through a site-specific health and safety plan. Engineering controls would al so address
cross-nedia inpacts. This would involve air em ssions fromoperation of the groundwater extraction and
treatment system

The remedy selected for the MG aw Edi son property will also include deed restrictions which will contribute
to the protection of hunan health by preventing the installation of drinking water wells on the property.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

By treating the groundwater beneath MG aw Edi son site, further contamination mgration to the municipal
supply wells will be elimnated, eventually resulting in conpliance with chem cal -specific ARARs.

Speci fic ARARs incl ude:



1. Federal hazardous waste managenent requirenents: Regulations for Organic Air Em ssion Standards, 40
CFR Part 264 Subparts AA and BB, and the nonitoring and detection requirenents for Solid Waste Managenent
Units under 40 CFR Part 264 Subpart F, are applicable.

2. NYSDEC s hazardous waste managenent requirements may be found at 6 NYCRR Parts 370-372.

3. State and federal air requirements include: 6 NYCRR Parts 200-257, 6 NYCRR Parts 360-373 and 40 CFR
Parts 50 and 61 and the NYSDEC s Air CQuide-1.

4, State and federal water requirements include: federal requirenents at 40 CFR  Part 141, Section 404
of the dean Water Act, and Executive Order 11988 (Fl oodpl ai n Managenent); New York State requirenments at 6
NYCRR Parts 701-703 and the NYSDCH requirements at 10 NYCRR Subpart 5-1; Water Supplies.

Cost - Ef fecti veness

Alternative 3A is the nost cost-effective alterative for the MG aw Edi son source area, is protective of
human health and the environnent and conplies with ARARs. Alternatives 1 and 2 were determ ned not to be
protective of human health and the environnent. Alternatives 4 and 5 were not eval uated since there was no
soil contam nation. The present worth of Alternative 3A is $935, 610.

Utilize Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment Technol ogi es or Resource Recovery Technol ogies to the
Maxi mnum Extent Practicabl e

Alternative 3A neets the statutory requirement for selecting a remedy which utilizes treatnment as a pernmanent
solution for elimnating the contam nation. The alternative is also the nost bal anced sel ecti on when
considering all the NCP criteria.

Preference for Treatnment as a Principal Elenent

Alternative 3A involves treatnent of contam nated groundwater and therefore satisfies the statutory
requirenent for selecting an alternative which has treatnment as its primary el enment.

DOCUMENTATI ON OF S| GNI FI CANT CHANGES

There are no significant changes fromthe preferred alternative presented in the Proposed Pl an.
APPENDI X |
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Table 1

Cont am nant Soil dean up Feder al New York State

oj ecti ve G ound Water Quality
wat er MCL St andard- 1

Benzene 60 ppb 5 ppb 0.7 ppb

2- But anone 300 ppb -- 50 ppb

Cs 1,2- Dicloro- 300 ppb 70 ppb 5 ppb

et hene

Et hyl benzene 5, 500 ppb 700 ppb 5 ppb

Tetrachl oro 1, 400 ppb 5 ppb 5 ppb

eht ene

1,1,1-Trichl oro- 800 ppb 200 ppb 5 ppb

et hane

Tri chl or oet hene 700 ppb 5 ppb 5 ppb

Tol uene 1, 500 ppb 1, 000 ppb 5 ppb

Vinyl Chloride 200 ppb 2 ppb 2 ppb

Xyl ene 1,200 ppb 10, 000 ppb 5 ppb

1 - The values listed are the nore stringent of New York States drinking water and groundwater standards.



TABLE 2

CHEM CALS OF CONCERN
GROUNDWATER EXPOSURE PATHWAY
OLEAN VELLFI ELD SI TE

CHEM CAL NAME CHEM CALS OF CONCERN

ORGANI CS (ug/ L)

1,1, 1-Tri chl or oet hane Y 3. 60E + 05
1,1, 2-Tri chl or oet hane Y 6. 00E- 01

1, 1- D chl or oet hane Y 2. 60E + 04
1, 1- D chl or oet hene Y 1. 60E + 04
1, 2- Di chl or obenzene Y 2.60E + 01
1, 2- Di chl or oet hane Y 1. 00E + 00
ci s-1, 2-D chl or oet hene Y 3. 20E + 03
trans-1, 2- D chl oret hene Y 3. 00E + 00
1, 2-Dichl oroet hene (total) Y 7.30E + 04
Acet one Y 1. 80E + 05
Benzene Y 6. 00E + 00
Butyl benzyl phthal ate Y 6. 00E-01

Car bon di sul fide Y 5.00E + 00
Chl or obenzene Y 1. 00E + 00
Chl orof orm Y 1. 00E + 00
Et hyl benzene Y 2.10E + 01
Met hyl ene chl ori de Y 5. 50E + 03
Tet rachl or oet hene Y 1.40E + 04
Tol uene Y 9. 60E + 01
Tri chl or oet hene Y 1. 10E + 05
Vinyl chloride Y 2.50E + 01
Xyl enes (Total) Y 3.90E + 03

CPRPUONNNNOPUODARWNENENOOODRM

DETECTED RANGE
I NDI CATCR REASON FCOR EXCLUSI ON MAXI MUM

. 00E + 00

00E- 01
00E- 01
00E-01
60E + 01
00E + 00
00OE + 00
00E + 00
00OE + 00
70E + 03
00E + 00
00E-01
00E-01
00E + 00
00E- 01
10E + 01
30E + 02
00E- 01
00E- 01
00E-01

+ 4+ 4+ + +

. 00E + 00
. 00E-01

95% UCL
M NI MUM
8. 12E + 02

*
3.90E + 01
3.22E + 01
1. 20E + 00

*
6.53E + 01
2.57E + 00
2. 03E + 03
3.64E + 04
3.01E + 00

*
2.32E + 00

*

*
3.31E + 00
2.27E + 02
3. 40E + 01
8. 21E + 00

*

3. 04E + 00
3.29E + 01



I NORGANI CS (ng/ L)
Al um num
Arseni c
Bari um
Beryl i um
Cadm um
Chr om um
Cobal t
Copper
Lead
Manganese
N ckel

Pot assi um
Sel eni um
Thal i um
Vanadi um
Zi nc

K<< <Z<<ZZ<<<< <<=

1,3

A

2.87E + 04
1.10E + 01
3.77E + 02
1. 70E + 00
2. 20E + 00
7.10E + 01
7.51E + 01
2. 20E + 03
6. 80E + 01
2.10E + 00
1. 00E + 00
3.35E + 01
4.40E + 01

PNPNNORRPWNNRPWORER

42E
30E
67E
40E
20E
80E
94E
68E
39E
26E
70E
05E
10E
00E
89E
27E

+ 4+ +++++ o+

02
00
01
00
00
00
01
01
01
01
01
03
00
00
01
01

7.90E + 00

1. 30E + 00
1. 55E + 03



TABLE 2

CHEM CALS OF CONCERN
GROUNDWATER EXPOSURE PATHWAY
OLEAN VELLFI ELD SI TE

CHEM CAL NAME CHEM CALS OF CONCERN DETECTED RANGE 95% UCL
I NDI CATOR REASON FOR EXCLUSI ON MAXI MUM M NI MUM

Not e:

Y: Yes

N NO

No avail able SF and Rf Ds.

It is not carcinogenic conpound and the detection frequency is lower then 5 %
Essential nutrient

UCL greater than nmaxi mum concentration

-:  Sanple nunber is less than 10. No 95% UCL was cal cul at ed.



TABLE 3

CHEM CAL OF CONCERN

SA L EXPCSURE PATHWAY
OLEAN VELLFI ELD SI TE- ALCAS

CHEM CAL NAME CHEM CAL OF CONCERN DETECTED RANGE 95% UCL

I NDI CATOR REASON OF EXCLUSI ON MAXI MUM M NI MUM
VQA( ug/ kg)
Vi nyl chloride Y 1. 00E + 02 1. 00E + 02 3.98E + 02
Met hyl ene chl ori de Y 6. 00E + 00 2. 00E + 00 3. 06E + 02
Acet one Y 1. 00E + 04 1.10E + 01 8.50E + 04
Car bon di sul fide Y 3.20E + 01 2.90E + 01 3.86E + 02
1, 2- Di chl or oet hene Y 1. 00E + 03 1. 00E + 00 1. 68E + 03
Chl orof orm Y 1. 60E + 02 1. 60E + 02 1. 71E + 02
But anone Y 4, 00E + 00 2.00E + 00 2.97E + 02
Tri chl or oet hene Y 1. 20E + 04 8. 00E + 00 1. 70E + 04
Tet rachl or oet hene Y 2. 00E + 02 2. 00E + 02 1. 86E + 02
Tol uene Y 9. 70E + 01 5. 00E-01 3.93E + 02
Xyl ene (Total) Y 1. 00E + 02 1. 00E + 00 1.72E + 02



BNA (ug/ kg)

2- Met hyl phenol

4- Met hyl phenol

2, 4- D net hyl phenol

1, 2, 4-Trichl or obenzene
Napht hal ene

2- Met hyl napht hal ene
Acenapht hyl ene
Acenapht hene

Di benzof uran

Fl uor ene

Phenant hr ene
Ant hr acene

Car bazol e

Fl uor ant hene

Pyrene
Benzo(a) ant hr acene
Chrysene

Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( a) pyr ene

I ndenol (1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene
Di benz(a, h) ant hracene
Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene

I NORGANI C ( g/ kg)
Al um num

Ant i mony

Arseni c

Bari um

Beryllium

Cadm um

Cal ci um

Chr om um

ZX< <X <X K< Z<X2Z<X2Z22Z2<<<<=

<Z<=<<=<=<Z

[EnY

NNPOOSORPREENREONOWONNENW®EO

oRprNpPRPEPR®

90E + 01
90E + 02
20E + 01
OOE + 01
50E + 03
50E + 03
60E + 02
60E + 03
OOE + 03
00E + 03
20E + 04
40E + 03
50E + 03
20E + 04
80E + 04
OOE + 04
OOE + 04
70E + 03
80E + 03
80E + 03
10E + 03
20E + 02
30E + 03
01E + 04
89E + 01
49E + 01
49E + 03
80E + 00
. 90E- 01

.67E + 05
.44E + 02

5.90E + 01
1. 90E + 02
8. 20E + 01
2.80E + 01
3.20E + 01
9. 00E + 00
5. 00E + 00
7.00E + 00
6. 00E + 00
8. 00E + 00
7.20E + 01
1. 20E + 01
7.00E + 00
9. 70E + 01
8. 60E + 01
2.80E + 01
3.70E + 01
3.60E + 01
1.00E + 01
5.00E + 01
1. 20E + 01
7.20E + 01
3. 00E + 01
4.81E + 03
1.89E + 01
7.80E + 00
8. 16E + 01
2. 80E-01
4.70E-01
4.62E + 02
1.24E + 01

WO O A~OBR

. 62E
. 28E
. 38E
. 16E
. 66E + 00
. 99E-01

.59E + 04
.53E + 02

04
00
01
02

+ + + +



TABLE 3

CHEM CAL OF CONCERN
SA L EXPCSURE PATHWAY
OLEAN VELLFI ELD SI TE- ALCAS

CHEM CAL NAME

Cobal t
Copper
Iron

Lead
Magnesi um

Manganese
Mer cury

Ni ckel

Pot assi um
Sel eni um
Silver
Sodi um
Thal i um
Vanadi um
Zi nc

Not e:

Y: Yes
. No

It is not carcinogenic conpounds and the detection frequency is |lower then 5 %
Sanpl e nunmber is less than 10. No 95% UCL was cal cul at ed.

N:
1: No available SF and RfDs.
2

CHEM CAL OF CONCERN
I NDI CATOR  REASON OF EXCLUSI ON

z2z2z2zZ2ZZ

<<<Z<<Z<=<<

PR R R

DETECTED RANGE

MAXI MUM

1.16E + 01
9. 36E + 01
3. 05E + 04
1.07E + 02
2.22E + 04
4. 68E + 03
3. 60E-0

6. 31E + 01
2.09E + 03
2.09E + 03
1. 70E + 00
6. 70E + 02
9. 60E-01

3.11E + 01
1. 20E + 02

. 90E

PP oOPRE

M N MUM

33E
04E
17E
44E

+ 4+ + + +

95E +

. 00E-02
. 60E +00

82E +
82E +

. 70E +

14E +

.20E-01
. 08E +
. 94E +

00
01
03
01
03

02

02
02
00
01

01
01

DO WO

PNUODMORPRP®WRER

. 24E
.31E
. 10E
. 98E
. 34E

95% UCL

+ 4+ + + +

.73E +
. 94E-01
. 10E +
LT1E +
. 00E +
. 90E-01
. 63E +
.28E-01
.31E +
.01E +

01
01
04
01
03

03
01
03
00
02

01
02



TABLE 3

CHEM CAL OF CONCERN

SA L EXPCSURE PATHWAY
OLEAN VELLSFI ELD SI TE- AVX

CHEM CAL NAME

VQA (ug/ kg)

Met hyl ene chl ori de

Acet one

1, 1- D chl or oet hene

1, 1- D chl or oet hane

1, 2-Di chl or oet hene (total)
Chl orof orm

1, 2-Di chl or oet hane

2- But anone

1,1, 1-Tri chl or oet hane
Trichl or oet hene

1,1, 2-Trichl or oet hane
Benzene

4- Met hyl - 2- pent anone

Tet rachl or oet hene

1,1, 2, 2-Tetrachl or oet hane
Tol uene

Et hyl benzene

Xyl ene (total)

KX Z X< LK< << <

CHEM CAL OF CONCERN
I NDI CATOR  REASON OF EXCLUSI ON

MAXI MUM

PPN ORPOOGORARAORANDLORERE

DETECTED RANGE

70E
70E
70E
20E
50E
20E
70E
70E
30E
OOE
50E
20E
90E
70E
70E
60E
OOE

. 00E

T T e Tk T T Tk T S e SR S e

04
04
03
03
04
01
01
01
06
05
02
01
02
05
01
04
03
03

PROPWOAPRWOWONNDOROWNN

M N MUM
. 00E + 00
00E + 00
70E + 03
00E + 00
00E + 00
20E + 01
00E + 00
00E + 00
40E + 01
00E + 00
40E + 01
00E + 00
00E + 00
00E + 00
70E + 01
00E + 00
20E + 01
.20E + 01

APOPFRPORPPFPOWRANRPEPNONNOINDN

95% UCL

. 56E
. 57E
. 58E
.51E
. 22E
. 99E
. 78E
. 24E
. 26E
. 90E
. 98E
. 18E
. 09E
.12E
. O0E
. O6E
.57E
. 86E

++++ A+ +

03
08
01
02
05
00
00
01
10
08
01
00
02
08
00
04
02
06



BNA (ug/ kg)

2- Cnl or ophenol

1,2, 4-Trichl orobenzene
Napht hal ene

2- Met hyl napht hal ene
Acenapht hyl ene
Acenapht hene

D benzof uran

Fl uor ene

Phenant hr ene

Ant hr acene

Car bazol e

FI uor ant hene

Pyr ene

Benzo( a) ant hr acene
Chrysene

Di - n-octyl pht hal ate
Benzo( b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( a) pyr ene

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene
Di benza(a, h) ant hr acene
Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene

I NORGANI C ( g/ kg)
Al um num

Arseni c

Bari um

Beryl i um

Cadm um

T LXK ZX2Z<X2Z22Z<<<

<=<=<=<Z

WRroORRNMNNNNMEROUNDNDEDNAOI®WE

Nop e

OOE + 01
70E + 01
10E + 01
70E + 01
10E + 01
10E + 02
20E + 02
80E + 02
70E + 03
30E + 02
10E + 02
OOE + 03
10E + 03
30E + 03
40E + 03
00E + 00
60E + 03
00E + 02
90E + 03
30E + 02
80E + 02
60E + 02
70E + 04
46E + 01
28E + 03
. 70E-01

. 70E-01

WProoONNNMNOOIRNORONRERONNER

aoNoR R

00E + 01
20E + 01
80E + 01
00E + 00
00E + 00
40E + 01
50E + 01
70E + 01
80E + 01
30E + 01
00E + 00
10E + 02
50E + 02
00E + 01
00E + 01
00E + 00
50E + 01
60E + 01
40E + 01
00E + 01
10E + 01
00E + 01
02E + 04
17E + 01
89E + 01
. 70E-01

.50E-01



TABLE 3

CHEM CAL OF CONCERN

SA L EXPCSURE PATHWAY
OLEAN VELLFI ELD SI TE- AVX

CHEM CAL NAME CHEM CAL OF CONCERN DETECTED RANGE 95% UCL
I NDI CATOR REASON OF EXCLUSI ON MAXI MUM M NI MUM

Cal ci um N 1 2.09E + 04 1.21E + 03 -
Chr om um Y 2.12E + 01 1.11E + 01 -
Cobal t N 1 1.44E + 01 7.80E + 00 -
Copper N 1 2.77E + 01 1.63E + 01 -
Iron N 1 3.33E + 04 2.27E + 04 -
Lead N 1 3.52E + 01 1. 60E + 01 -
Magnesi um N 1 4.79E + 03 1. 55E + 03 -
Manganese Y 1. 30E + 03 5.56E + 02 -
Mer cury Y 1. 10E-01 1. 10E-01 -
N ckel Y 2.94E + 01 1.32E + 01 -
Pot assi um N 1 2.88E + 03 7.91E + 02 -
Sel eni um Y 5. 10E-01 5. 10E-01 -
Silver Y 3.20E + 00 1. 00E + 00 -
Sodi um N 1 1.16E + 02 7.40E + 01 -
Vanadi um Y 2.86E + 01 1.51E + 01 -
Zi nc Y 9.79E + 01 6.19E + 01 -
Not e:

Y: Yes

N No

1: No available SF and RfDs.

2: It is not carcinogenic conmpounds and the detection frequency is lower then 5 %
- Sanpl e nunber is less than 10. No 95% UCL was cal cul at ed.



TABLE 3

CHEM CAL OF CONCERN

SA L EXPCSURE PATHWAY

OLEAN VELLFI ELD SI TE-BORROWVPI T

CHEM CAL NAME CHEM CAL OF CONCERN DETECTED RANGE 95% UCL
I NDI CATOR  REASON OF EXCLUSI ON MAXI MUM M N MUM

VQA (ug/ kg)

Met hyl ene chl ori de Y 1. 20E + 01 9. 00E + 00 -

Tetrachl or oet hene Y 1. 00E + 01 1. 00E + 01 -

BNA (ug/ kg)

<
©

Bi s(2- Et hl hexyl ) pht hal at e .10E + 01 6. 60E + 01 -

I NORGANI C (ng/ kg)

Al um num N 1 9. 26E + 03 6. 12E + 03

Ant i mony Y 5. 40E + 00 5. 40E + 00 -
Arseni c Y 1.56E + 01 1.02E + 01 -
Bari um Y 1.52E + 02 8. 25E + 01 -
Beryllium Y 5. 00E- 01 2. 30E-01 -
Cadm um Y 2. 40E- 01 2.40E-01 -
Cal ci um N 1 7.82E + 02 5. 06E + 02 -
Chr om um Y 1.03E + 01 7.50E + 00 -
Cobal t N 1 1.59E + 01 8. 20E + 00 -
Copper N 1 1. 85E + 01 1.17E + 01 -
Iron N 1 4. 86E + 04 2. 05E + 04 -
Lead N 1 2.70E + 01 1.08E + 01 -
Magnesi um N 1 2.17E + 03 1. 44E + 03 -
Manganese Y 1.53E + 03 3.87E + 02 -
N ckel Y 1.91E + 01 1.48E + 01 -
Pot assi um N 1 1. 08E + 03 7.12E + 02 -
Sodi um N 1 7.13E + 01 3.80E + 01 -
Vanadi um Y 1.48E + 01 8.50E + 00 -

Zi nc Y 5.32E + 01 4,.53E + 01 -
Not e:

Y: Yes

N NO

1: No available SF and RfDs.

2: It is not carcinogenic conpounds and the detection frequency is lower then 5 %
- Sanpl e nunber is less than 10. No 95% UCL was cal cul at ed.



TABLE 3
CHEM CAL OF CONCERN
SA L EXPCSURE PATHWAY

OLEAN VELLFI ELD SI TE-Loohn's Dry O eaners and Launderers

CHEM CAL NAME

VQA (ug/ kg)

1, 2-Di chl or oet hene (total)
2- But anone

Tri chl or oet hene

Tet rachl or oet hene

BNA (ug/ kg)
Napht hal ene

2- Met hynapht hal ene
Acenapht hyl ene
Acenapht hene

Di benzof uran

Fl uor ene

Phenant hr ene

Ant hr acene

Car bazol e

Di - n- butyl pht hal at e
Fl uor ant hene

Pyr ene
Benzo( a) ant hr acene
Chrysene

Bi s(2- Et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( a) pyr ene

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene
Di benz(a, h) ant hracene
Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene

CHEM CAL OF CONCERN
I NDI CATOR  REASON OF EXCLUSI ON

<< <<

Z<< <K<K << << 2Z<Z2<Z22Z

MAXI MUM

NENEANC

WwhrpooRRPRRPRPPPOERNERPRPRONN

DETECTED RANGE

. 90E
. 30E

40E
40E

90E
90E
90E
10E
30E
0OE
40E
OOE
40E
30E
90E
80E
20E
00E
OOE
80E
30E
00E
OOE
90E
0OE

+ + + +

I T Ik IR T T Tk T T S S S S S

03
03
04
04

01
01
01
02
02
02
03

02
01
03
03
03
03
03
03
02
02
02
02
02

NN®©pE

NPEROWINPOOPRPRPOPRPRPPORONW®

M N MUM
50E + 01
00E + 00
00E + 00
00E + 00
30E + 01
00E + 01
20E + 01
50E + 01
10E + 01
30E + 01
10E + 03
50E + 02
10E + 02
30E + 01
30E + 03
20E + 03
90E + 02
50E + 02
00E + 02
90E + 02
30E + 02
80E + 02
00E + 02
90E + 02
50E + 02

95% UCL

6. 79E + 05
5. 03E + 07
1. 20E + 07
8.07E + 11



I NORGANI C ( g/ kg

Al um num N 1 1.43E + 04 3.71E + 03
Arseni c Y 1. 68E + 01 7.50E + 00
Bari um Y 1.34E + 02 8.24E + 01
Beryllium Y 6. 70E- 01 2.20E-01

Cal ci um N 1 7.45E + 03 2.55E + 03
Chr om um Y 3.09E + 01 1.45E + 01
Cobal t N 1 1.44E + 01 9. 70E + 00
Copper N 1 2.51E + 01 2.06E + 01
Iron N 1 7.12E + 04 2.55E + 04
Lead N 1 2.10E + 02 1. 26E + 01
Magnesi um N 1 5.22E + 03 6. 49E + 02
Manganese Y 9.12E + 02 5. 70E + 02
Mer cury Y 1. 20E-01 1. 20E-01

N ckel Y 2.99E + 01 1. 64E + 01
Pot assi um N 1 2.11E + 03 3.02E + 02
Sodi um N 1 1. 86E + 02 9.02e + 01



TABLE 3

CHEM CAL OF CONCERN

SO L EXPOSURE PATHWAY

OLEAN VELLFI ELD SI TE-Loohn's Dry O eaners and Launderers

CHEM CAL NAME CHEM CAL OF CONCERN DETECTED RANGE

I NDI CATOR  REASON OF NO MAXI MUM M NI MUM
Thal i um Y 3. 20E-01 3. 20E-01
Vanadi um Y 2.00E + 01 1.55E + 01
Zi nc Y 2.16E + 02 6. 37E + 01
Not e:

Y: Yes

N No

1: No available SF and RfDs.

2: It is not carcinogenic conmpounds and the detection frequency is lower then 5 %
- Sanpl e nunber is less than 10. No 95% UCL was cal cul at ed.

95% UCL



TABLE 3

CHEM CAL OF CONCERN

SA L EXPCSURE PATHWAY

OLEAN VELLFI ELD SI TE- PRI VATE DUWP

CHEM CAL NAME CHEM CAL OF CONCERN DETECTED RANGE 95% UCL
I NDI CATOR  REASON OF EXCLUSI ON MAXI MUM M N MUM
PRI VATE DUWP
VQA (ug/ kg)
2- But anone Y 6. 00E + 01 6. 00E + 01 -
Tol uene Y 6. 00E + 00 6. 00E + 00 -
BNA (ug/ kg)
2- Met hyl phenol Y 2.80E + 01 2.80E + 01 -
4- Met hyl phenol Y 7.30E + 01 7.30E + 01 -
Acenapht hene Y 6. 50E + 01 6. 50E + 01 -
Di benzof uran N 1 4.90E + 01 4,90E + 01 -
Di et hyl pht hal at e Y 2.10E + 01 2.00E + 01 -
Fl uor ene Y 8. 70E + 01 8. 70E + 01 -
Phenant hr ene N 1 9.20E + 01 2.10E + 01 -
Ant hr acene Y 1. 10E + 02 1.10e + 02 -
Car bazol e Y 1. 40E + 02 1. 40E + 02 -
FI uor ant hene Y 1. 10E + 03 2. 60E + 01 -
Pyrene Y 1. 10E + 03 1. 10E + 03 -
Benzo( a) ant hr acene Y 6. 00E + 02 6. 00E + 02 -
Chrysene Y 5.90E + 02 5.90E + 02 -
Bi s(2- Et hyl ehexyl ) pht hal ate Y 7.50E + 02 4. 40E + 01 -
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene Y 1. 40E + 03 1. 40E + 03 -
Benzo( a) pyr ene Y 4. 80E + 02 4. 80E + 02 -



| NORGANI C ( My/ kg)

Al um num N 1 1.58E + 04 6. 90E + 03
Arseni c Y 1.40E + 01 5.10E + 00
Bari um Y 4, 13E + 02 5.41E + 01
Beryllium Y 8. 70E- 01 2.50E-01

Cal ci um N 1 2.76E + 04 2.07E + 02
Chr om um Y 1.54E + 01 7. 70E + 00
Cobal t N 1 1.47E + 01 5. 60E + 00
Copper N 1 1. 09E + 02 1. 10E + 01
Iron N 1 3.28E + 04 1.61E + 04
Lead N 1 6. 60E + 01 1.54E + 01
Magnesi um N 1 6. 34E + 03 1. 41E + 03
Manganese Y 6. 22E + 03 1. 82E + 02
Mer cury Y 1. 70E-01 1. 20E-01

N ckel Y 2.86E + 01 1.02E + 01
Pot assi um N 1 1. 61E + 03 4, 95E + 02
Sodi um N 1 1. 07E + 02 5.93E + 01
Vanadi um Y 2.19E + 01 1.63E + 01
Zi nc Y 1. 80E + 02 4. 88E + 01



TABLE 3

CHEM CAL OF CONCERN

SA L EXPCSURE PATHWAY

OLEAN VELLFI ELD SI TE- PRI VATE DUWP

CHEM CAL NAME CHEM CAL OF CONCERN DETECTED RANGE 95% UCL
I NDI CATOR  REASON OF EXCLUSI ON MAXI MUM M NI MUM
Not e:

Y: Yes

N No

1: No available SF and RfDs.

2: It is not carcinogenic conmpounds and the detection frequency is lower then 5 %
- Sanpl e nunber is |less than 10. N0 95% UCL was cal cul at ed.



TABLE 3
CHEM CAL OF CONCERN
SA L EXPCSURE PATHWAY

OLEAN VELLFI ELD SI TE- McGRAW EDI SON

CHEM CAL NAME

VQA (ug/ kg)

Met hyl ene chl ori de
Acet one

1, 2-Dichl oroet hene (total)
Chl orof orm

2- But anone

1,1, 1-Tri chl or oet hane
Tri chl or oet hene
Benzene

Tet rachl or oet hene

Tol uene

Chl or obenzene

BNA (ug/ kg)

Pheno

1, 2, 4-Trichl or obenzene
Napht hal ene

Phenant hr ene

Fl uor ant hene

Pyrene

Bi s(2- Et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e

CHEM CAL OF CONCERN
I NDI CATOR  REASON OF EXCLUSI ON

<< << << << <<

<< <Z=<=<=<

MAXI MUM

N®p,PORXNENGOPERE

PPN ODN

DETECTED RANGE

. 20E

30E
0OE
0OE
40E
OOE
60E
0OE
OOE
OOE
0OE

60E
80E
0OE
OOE
90E
30E

. 50E

R

o+ o+ o+

02
04
00
00
01
00
02
00
00
00
00

01
01
00
01
01
01
02

M N MUM

2. 00E + 00
1.00E + 01
3. 00E + 00
2. 00E + 00
2. 00E + 00
4. 00E + 00
2. 00E + 00
2. 00E + 00
1. 00E + 00
4. 00E-01
6. 00E-01
2. 60E + 01
2.30E + 01
4. 00E + 00
1.00E + 01
6. 00E + 00
4. 00E + 00
4.50E + 02

95% UCL

7.29E + 00

6. 38E + 03
5.02E + 00
5. 75E + 00
5.48E + 00
5. 10E + 00
2.59E + 01
5. 15E + 00
5.15E + 00
5. 86E + 00
5.42E + 00



I NORGANI C ( g/ kg)

Al um num
Ant i mony
Arseni c
Bari um
Beryllium
Cal ci um
Chr om um
Cobal t
Copper
Iron

Lead
Magnesi um
Manganese
Ni ckel

Pot assi um
Sodi um
Vanadi um
Zi nc

None:
Y: Yes

No

It is not carcinogenic conpounds and the detection frequency is |lower then 5 %

Sanpl e nunber is Iless than 10. N0 95% UCL was cal cul at ed.

N:
1: No available SF and RfDs.
2.

<X <XKZZ2<XK<KZ2Z2Z2Z2Z2<Z2<X<<<K<<2Z2

[

[EnY

PRrORENPOWOWRREROEORE

. 46E

60E
38E
71E
70E-
55E
74E
30E
52E
51E
57E
67E
23E
36E
68E
14E
97E

. 29E

A+ A F O+ + ++

04
00
01
02

03
01
01
01
04
01
03
03
01
03
01
01
01

gRroRPRPNWRENNERPPNORRE

.15E + 04
40E + 00
46E + 01
64E + 01
30E-01
31E + 03
38E + 01
09E + 01
30E + 01
75E + 04
89E + 01
21E + 03
60E + 02
94E + 01
48E + 03
18E + 01
46E + 01

.96E + 01



TABLE 3

CHEM CAL OF CONCERN

SA L EXPCSURE PATHWAY

OLEAN VELLFI ELD SI TE- MASTELFORD

CHEM CAL NAME

VQA (ug/ kg)

Acet one

1, 2-Di chl oroet hene (total)
Chl orof orm

2- But anone
Trichl or oet hene
Benzene

Tet r achl or oet hene
Tol uene

Chl or obenzene

Et hyl benzene

Xyl enes (total)

BNA (ug/ kg)
Napht hal ene

2- Met hyl napht hal ene
Acenapht hyl ene
Acenapht hene

Di benzof uran

Fl uor ene

Phenant hr ene

Ant hr acene

Car bazol e

Fl uor ant hene

Pyrene
Benzo( a) ant hr acene
Chrysene

Bi s(2- Et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( a) pyrene

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene
Benzo(g, h,i)peryl ene

CHEM CAL OF CONCERN

I NDI CATOR  REASON OF EXCLUSI ON

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
N 1
N 1
Y
N 1
Y
N 1
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
N 1

DETECTED RANGE

MAXI MUM M N MUM

4.10E + 02 2. 00E
1.10E + 01 6. OOE
2. 00E + 00 2. 00E
8. 80E + 01 8. 80E
3. 00E + 00 3. 00E
2.10E + 01 2. 10E
4. 00E + 00 2. 00E
1. 30E + 02 2. 30E
0. 00E + 00 2. 00E
8. 70E + 01 2. 00E
8. 40E + 02 2. 20E
9. 00E + 01 9. O0E
2.00E + 01 2. 00E
1. 60E + 01 1. 60E
5. 20E + 01 5. 20E
3.70E + 01 3. 70E
7.90E + 01 7. 90E
6. O0E + 02 3. 00E
1. 00E + 02 6. OOE
6. 20E + 01 6. 20E
7.90E + 02 6. 50E
2. 00E + 03 4. 30E
8. 20E + 01 8. 20E
1. 00E + 03 2. 00E
2. 10E + 04 2. 10E
6. 50E + 02 6. 50E
3. 00E + 02 1. 70E
3. 10E + 02 6. 10E
2. 00E + 02 2. 00E
1. 80E + 02 1. 80E

+ 4+ +++++++++

+ 4+ ++++ o+

01
00
00
01
00
01
00
01
00
00
01

01
01
01
01
01
01
01
00
01
01
01
01
01
04
02
02
01
02
02

95% UCL

WhANMROAREAMGOR

. 64E
. 80E

89E
18E
70E
58E
95E
38E
89E
21E

. 79E

+ 4+ 4+ 4+ ++++++ o+

02
00
00
01
00
00
00
01
00
01
02



I NCRGANI C ( g/ kg)

Al um num N 1 1.50E + 04 8.61E + 03
Arseni c Y 2.55E + 01 8.90E + 00
Bari um Y 2.27E + 02 6.54E + 01
Beryllium Y 9. 40E- 01 9. 20E- 01

Cal ci um N 1 9. 56E + 03 7.27E + 02
Chr om um Y 1. 79E + 01 9. 50E + 00
Cobal t N 1 2.88E + 01 6. 80E + 00
Copper N 1 1. 67E + 01 8. 30E + 00
Iron N 1 3.32E + 04 1. 67E + 04
Magnesi um N 1 4.03E + 03 1. 95E + 03
Manganese Y 6. 81E + 02 2. 14E + 02
Mer cury Y 1. 90E- 01 1. 90E- 01

N ckel Y 3.01E + 01 1.35E + 01
Pot assi um N 1 1. 05E + 03 4. 26E + 02
Sodi um N 1 8.31E + 02 6.43E + 01



TABLE 3

CHEM CAL OF CONCERN

SA L EXPCSURE PATHWAY

OLEAN VELLFI ELD SI TE- MASTEL FORD

CHEM CAL NAME CHEM CAL OF CONCERN DETECTED RANGE

I NDI CATOR  REASON OF EXCLUSI ON MAXI MUM M NI MUM
Vanadi um Y 3.36E + 01 1.53E + 01
Zi nc Y 7.10E + 01 5.78E + 01
Not e:
Y: Yes

N No

1: No available SF and RfDs.

2: It is not carcinogenic conmpounds and the detection frequency is lower then 5 %
- Sanpl e nunber is less than 10. No 95 % UCL was cal cul at ed.

95% UCL



TABLE 3

CHEM CAL OF CONCERN

SA L EXPCSURE PATHWAY

OLEAN VELLFIELD SITEEGRIFITH O L

CHEM CAL NAME CHEM CAL OF CONCERN DETECTED RANGE 95% UCL
I NDI CATOR  REASON OF EXCLUSI ON MAXI MUM M N MUM

VQA (ug/ kg)

Met hyl ene chl ori de Y 6. 50E + 01 6. 50E + 01 8. 61E +
Acet one Y 6. 30E + 01 6. 00E + 00 2. 10E +
Car bon di sul fide Y 3. 00E + 00 3. 00E + 00 2. 60E +
2- But anone Y 6. 00E + 00 6. 00E + 00 5. 19E +
1,1, 1-Tri chl or oet hane Y 1. 60E + 01 1. 60E + 01 4. 30E +
Tri chl or oet hene Y 3.00E + 00 3. 00E + 00 2. 60E +
Benzene Y 1. 20E + 01 1. 00E + 00 4. 43E +
Tol uene Y 4. 00E + 01 2. 00E + 00 6. 60E +
Xyl enes (total) Y 5. 00E + 00 5. 00E + 00 2.93E +
BNA (ug/ kg)

Napht hal ene Y 4, 10E + 01 4, 10E + 01 -

2- Met hyl napht hal ene N 7. 60E + 03 9.70E + 01 -
Phenant hr ene N 1. 10E + 03 9.40E + 01 -

Di - n-butyl pht hal ate Y 2.70E + 01 2.70E + 01 -

Fl uor ant hene Y 1. 30E + 02 5.50E + 01 -
Pyr ene Y 1. 50E + 02 5.00E + 01 -
Benzo( a) ant hr acene Y 7.40E + 01 2.60E + 01 -
Chrysene Y 9. 00E + 01 2.90E + 01 -
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene Y 1. 80E + 02 8.70E + 01 -
Benzo( a) pyr ene Y 9. 20E + 01 4.60E + 01 -

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene Y 1. 30E + 02 1. 30E + 02 -
Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene N 1. 50E + 02 1. 50E + 02 -

00
01
00
00
00
00
00
00
00



I NCRGANI C ( g/ kg)

Al um num
Ant i mony
Arseni c
Bari um
Beryllium
Cadm um
Cal ci um
Chrom um
Cobal t
Copper
Iron
Lead
Magnesi um
Manganese
N ckel
Pot assi um
Sodi um
Thal | i um
Vanadi um
Zi nc

Not e:
Y: Yes

No

It is not carcinogenic conpounds and the detection frequency is |lower then 5 %

Sanpl e nunber is less than 10. No 95% UCL was cal cul at ed

A-8. XLS

N
1: No available SF and RfDs.
2.

K<X<XZZ<X<XZZ22Z2Z2<Z2<<<<<X2Z

PR R R

A

PNOWORPNROOOWRENREARORDNDNE

.44E + 04
50E + 00
73E + 01
52E + 02
80E-0
30E + 00
22E + 03
58E + 01
16E + 01
19E + 03
50E + 04
45E + 01
38E + 03
64E + 02
19E + 01
36E + 03
27E + 01

. 80E-01

.32E + 01

.43E + 03

PPROPORPPORPRPUORPNWONOO

55E + 03
90E + 00
80E + 00
86E + 01
30E-01

50E-01

19E + 03
58E + 01
40E + 00
97E + 01
87E + 04
45E + 01
80E + 03
18E + 02
40E + 00
36E + 03
15E + 01
80E- 01

+ 4+ 4+ 4+ 4+ + + ++

.12E + 01
.60E + 01



TABLE 3

CHEM CAL OF CONCERN

SA L EXPCSURE PATHWAY

OLEAN VELLFI ELD SI TE- FAV & SCHAFFER

CHEM CAL NAME CHEM CAL OF CONCERN DETECTED RANGE 95% UCL
I NDI CATOR  REASON OF EXCLUSI ON MAXI MUM M N MUM

VQA (ug/ kg)

Car bon di sul fide Y 2.40E + 01 2.40E + 01 -
1,1, 1-Tri chl or oet hane Y 1. 00E + 01 5. 00E + 00 -
Tri chl or oet hene Y 6. 00E + 00 3. 00E + 00 -
Benzene Y 5. 00E + 00 4. 00E + 00 -
Tol uene Y 8. 00E + 00 4. 00E + 00 -
Xyl enes (total) Y 1. 00E + 00 1. 00E + 00 -
BNA (ug/ kg)

Napht hal ene Y 5.90E + 01 5.90E + 01 -
Acenapht hyl ene N 1 4. 40E + 02 4. 40E + 02 -
Acenapht hene Y 8. 00E + 01 8. 00E + 01 -
Di benzof uran N 1 1. 70E + 02 1. 70E + 02 -
Fl uor ene Y 3.10E + 02 3.10E + 02 -
Phenant hr ene N 1 4. 50E + 03 4, 50E + 03 -
Ant hr acene Y 4.50E + 02 4.50E + 02 -
Car bazol e Y 5.40E + 02 5.40E + 02 -
Di - n- butyl pht hal at e Y 2.20E + 03 2.20E + 03 -
Fl uor ant hene Y 6. 30E + 03 6. 30E + 03 -
Pyrene Y 6. 30E + 03 6. 30E + 03 -
Benzo(a) ant hr acene Y 4. 40E + 03 4. 40E + 03 -
Chrysene Y 4. 30E + 03 4. 30E + 03 -
Bi s(2- Et hyhexyl ) pht hal at e Y 7.10E + 03 8.40E + 01 -
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene Y 5. 70E + 03 5.70E + 03 -
Benzo( a) pyr ene Y 3. 60E + 03 3. 60E + 03 -
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene Y 3.50E + 02 3.50E + 02 -



I NCRGANI C ( g/ kg)

Al um num N 1 2.11E + 04 8.43E + 03
Arseni c Y 1.46E + 01 5.10E + 00
Bari um Y 1.74E + 02 6.32E + 01
Beryllium Y 2.90E-01 2. 70E-01

Cal ci um N 1 2.59E + 03 8. 01E + 02
Chr om um Y 1.87E + 01 1.31E + 01
Cobal t N 1 8. 70E + 00 6. 00E + 00
Copper N 1 3.40E + 01 1.19E + 01
Iron N 1 3.24E + 04 1.58E + 04
Lead N 1 3. 05E + 02 1.29E + 01
Magnesi um N 1 2.82E + 03 1.83E + 03
Manganese Y 2.49E + 02 1. 06E + 02
Mer cury Y 1. 90E-01 1. 40E-01

N ckel Y 1.89E + 01 1.32E + 01
Pot assi um N 1 1. 56E + 03 8. 66E + 02
Sodi um N 1 1.42E + 02 7.72E + 01
Thal | i um Y 3. 10E-01 3. 10E-01

Vanadi um Y 2.17E + 01 1.58E + 01
Zi nc Y 1. 79E + 02 5.66E + 01



TABLE 3

CHEM CAL OF CONCERN

SA L EXPCSURE PATHWAY

OLEAN VELLFI ELD SI TE- FAV & SCHAFFER

CHEM CAL NAME CHEM CAL OF CONCERN DETECTED RANGE 95% UCL
I NDI CATCR  REASON OF EXCLUSI ON MAXI MUM M NI MUM

Not e:

Y: Yes

N No

1: No available SF and RfDs.

2: It is not carcinogenic conmpounds and the detection frequency is lower then 5 %

Sanpl e nunber is Iless than 10. No 95% UCL was cal cul at ed.



TABLE 3

CHEM CAL OF CONCERN

SA L EXPCSURE PATHWAY

OLEAN VELLFI ELD SI TE- SANDBURG O L

CHEM CAL NAME CHEM CAL OF CONCERN DETECTED RANGE 95% UCL
I NDI CATOR  REASON OF EXCLUSI ON MAXI MUM M N MUM

VQA (ug/ kg)

Met hyl ene chl ori de Y 6. O0E + 00 6. 00E + 00 -
Acet one Y 4. 00E + 03 3.30E + 01 -
Benzene Y 9. 00E + 00 9. 00E + 00 -
Tol uene Y 3. 00E + 00 3. 00E + 00 -
Chl or obenzene Y 4. 80E + 01 4. 80E + 01 -
Et hyl benzene Y 2. 00E + 00 2. 00E + 00 -
Xyl enes (total) Y 4. 50E + 03 8. 10E + 01 -
BNA (ug/ kg)

Napht hal ene Y 7.50E + 02 3.90E + 02 -
2- Met hl napht hal ene N 1 2.20E + 03 2.20E + 02 -
Phenant hr ene N 1 2.00E + 02 1. 70E + 02 -
Ant hr acene Y 3.90E + 01 3.90E + 01 -
Fl uor ant hene Y 1. 80E + 02 1. 80E + 02 -
Pyrene Y 2.30E + 02 2.30E + 02 -
Benzo(a) ant hr acene Y 1. 20E + 02 1. 20E + 02 -
Chrysene Y 1. 40E + 02 1. 40E + 02 -
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene Y 1. 30E + 02 1. 30E + 02 -
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene Y 1. 20E + 02 1. 20E + 02 -
Benzo( a) pyr ene Y 1. 20E + 02 1. 20E + 02 -



I NCRGANI C ( g/ kg)

Al um num
Ant i mony
Arseni c
Bari um
Beryllium
Cadm um
Cal ci um
Chrom um
Cobal t
Copper
Iron

Lead
Magnesi um
Manganese
N ckel

Pot assi um
Sodi um
Vanadi um
Zi nc

Not e:
Y: Yes

No

It is not carcinogenic conpounds and the detection frequency is |lower then 5 %

Sanpl e nunber is Iless than 10. No 95% UCL was cal cul at ed.

N:
1: No available SF and RfDs.
2.
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. 34E
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14E
28E
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32E
82E
83E

. 76E
. 87E
. 88E
. 80E
. 18E
. 20E

F A+ F A+ O+ + o+

04
00
01
02

00
03
01
00
01
04
01
03
02
01
02
01
01
02

PPRroOOPRPPEPRPRPPPEPNPONMORGCO

66E + 03
60E + 00
00E + 00
78E + 01
20E-01

60E- 01

19E + 02
64E + 01
40E + 00
20E + 01
26E + 04
82E + 01
47E + 03
68E + 02
02E + 01
63E + 02
10E + 01
24E + 01
.41E + 01



TABLE 3
CHEM CAL OF CONCERN
SA L EXPCSURE PATHWAY

OLEAN VELLFI ELD SI TE- OLEAN STEEL

CHEM CAL NAME

VQA (ug/ kg)

Met hyl ene chl ori de
Acet one

1, 2-Dichl oroet hene (total)
2- But anone

Trichl or oet hene
Benzene

Tet r achl or oet hene
Tol uene

Chl or obenzene

Et hyl benzene
Styrene

Xyl enes (total)

BNA (ug/ kg)

Bi s(2- Chl or oet hoxy) net hane
Napht hal ene

2- Met hyl napht hal ene

Di benzof uran

Fl uor ene

Phenant hr ene

Car bazol e

Fl ur oant hene

Pyrene

Benzo(a) ant hr acene
Chrysene

Bi s(2- Et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e

CHEM CAL OF CONCERN
I NDI CATOR  REASON OF EXCLUSI ON

KZ<< << << <Z <<

<<<<<X<XZ<XZ2Z<Z

A

MAXI MUM

ONNNRPPRPEPNNORPRE

ONNPENROROONN

. 50E
. 30E
. 00E
. 80E
. 00E
. 20E
. 20E
. 60E
. 00E
. 30E
. 00E
. 30E

80E

. 40E

20E
90E
60E
60E
30E
20E
60E
60E

. 00E
. 30E

o+ o+ o+

R T T T T T T S e

01
02
00
01
00
01
01
01
01
01
00
01

02
02
01
01
02
02
01
02
02
01
01
02

DETECTED RANGE
M N MUM

2. 00E + 00
8. 00E + 00
9. 00E + 00
1. 00E + 00
1. 00E + 00
1. 00E + 00
1. 00E + 00
8. 00E + 00
2.00E + 01
2. 00E + 00
2. 00E + 00
1. 00E + 00
2. 00E + 00
2.40E + 02
6. 20E + 01
8. 90E + 01
1. 60E + 02
3. 60E + 02
4. 30E + 01
3.40E + 01
2.80E + 01
7.60E + 01
7.00E + 01
6. 60E + 01

95% UCL

CONWWUAWWWNWE O

.11E
. 27E
. 01E
. 67E
.12E
. 20E
. 18E
. 83E
.53E
. 63E
. 52E
. O5E

+ 4+ 4+ 4+ + o+ o+

00
01
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00



I NCRGANI C ( g/ kg)

Al um num
Ant i mony
Arseni c
Bari um
Beryllium
Cadm um
Cal ci um
Chrom um
Cobal t
Copper
Iron
Lead
Magnesi um
Manganese
Mer cury

N ckel
Pot assi um
Sel eni um
Silver
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. 43E
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48E
50E
30E-
00E
62E
36E
25E
70E
47E
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. 80E-
. 00E

03
01
01
02
1

00
03
01
01
01
04
01
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+ 03
01

+ 01
+ 03
01

+ 00

+ 4+t O+ A+ ++

9. 28E + 03
1.46E + 01
5. 20E + 00
4.51E + 01
3. 50E-01

00E + 00
86E + 02
00OE + 00
30E + 00
39E + 01
58E + 04
40E + 00
43E + 03
66E + 02
00E-01

14E + 01
. 70E + 02
80E- 01

. 00E + 00

+ 4+ 4+ + + + +
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TABLE 3

CHEM CAL OF CONCERN

SA L EXPCSURE PATHWAY

OLEAN VELLFI ELD SI TE- OLEAN STEEL

CHEM CAL NAME CHEM CAL OF CONCERN DETECTED RANGE 95% UCL
I NDI CATOR  REASON OF EXCLUSI ON MAXI MUM M N MUM

Sodi um N 1 5.90E + 01 4. 08E + 01 -

Thal i um Y 2. 50E-01 2. 10E-01 -

Vanadi um Y 1. 75E + 01 1. 00E + 01 -

Zinc Y 9.18E + 01 4.36E + 01 -

Not e:

Y: Yes

N No

1: No available SF and RfDs.

2: It is not carcinogenic conpounds and the detection frequency is lower then 5 %

Sanpl e nunber is Iless than 10. No 95% UCL was cal cul at ed.



TABLE 3

CHEM CAL OF CONCERN

SA L EXPCSURE PATHWAY

OLEAN VELLFI ELD SI TE- OLEAN TI LE

CHEM CAL NAME CHEM CAL OF CONCERN DETECTED RANGE 95% UCL
I NDI CATOR  REASON OF EXCLUSI ON MAXI MUM M NI MUM
VQA (ug/ kg)
Met hyl ene chl ori de Y 9. 00E + 00 6. 00E + 00 5. 82E +
Acet one Y 9. 00E + 00 6. O0E + 00 7. 20E +
But anone Y 1.40E + 01 6. 00E + 00 5. 90E +
Tri chl or oet hene Y 1. 00E + 00 1. 00E + 00 5.92E +
Tol uene Y 2. 80E + 04 1. 20E + 01 1. 87E +
Et hyl benzene Y 3. 00E + 00 3. 00E + 00 4. 62E +
Xyl enes Y 5.50E + 01 1. 00E + 00 1. 10E +
BNA (ug/ kg)
2,4-Dinitrotl uene N 1 3.90E + 01 3.90E + 01 -
Di et hyl pht hal ate Y 1. 00E + 02 1. 00E + 02 -
Phenant hr ene N 1 5.70E + 01 5.70E + 01 -
Fl uor ant hene Y 6. 00E + 01 6. 00E + 01 -
Pyr ene Y 4.90E + 01 4.90E + 01 -
Benzo( a) ant hr acene Y 2.60E + 01 2. 60E + 01 -
Chrysene Y 3.00E + 01 3.00E + 01 -
I NORGANI C ( g/ kg)
Al um num N 1 1. 15E + 04 9. 04E + 03 -
Arseni c Y 1. 03E + 01 7.50E + 00 -
Bari um Y 1. 26E + 02 5.87E + 01 -
Beryllium Y 5. 00E- 01 4. 60E-01 -
Cal ci um N 1 2.23E + 03 5.98E + 02 -
Chrom um Y 1.38E + 01 1.14E + 01 -
Cobal t N 1 1.34E + 01 8. 70E + 00 -
Copper N 1 1.22E + 01 6. 80E + 00 -
Iron N 1 2.54E + 04 2.09E + 04 -
Lead N 1 1.78E + 01 1. 789E + 01 -
Magnesi um N 1 2.55E + 03 1.93E + 03 -
Manganese Y 6. 12E + 02 2. 05E + 02 -
N ckel Y 2.07E + 01 1.42E + 01 -
Pot assi um N 1 9.14E + 02 5.64E + 02 -
Vanadi um Y 2.11E + 01 1.77E + 01 -
Zi nc Y 5.44E + 01 4. 75E + 01 -

00
00
00
00
03
00
01



Not e:

Yes

No
No
It

avai |l abl e SF and RfDs.
i s not carcinogenic conmpounds and the detection frequency is lower then 5 %

Sanpl e nunber is less than 10. No 95% UCL was cal cul at ed.



TABLE 3

CHEM CAL OF CONCERN

SA L EXPCSURE PATHWAY

OLEAN VELLFI ELD SI TE- OLEAN WHOLESALE

CHEM CAL NAME

VQA (ug/ kg)

Met hyl ene chl ori de
Tet rachl or oet hene
Tol uene

Xyl enes

BNA (ug/ kg)

Bi s(2- Chl or oet hoxy) net hane
Napht hal ene

2- Met hyl napht hal ene

Di benzof uran

Fl uor ene

Phenant hr ene

Car bazol e

Fl uor ant hene

Pryene

Benzo(a) ant hr acene
Chrysene

Bi s(2- Et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e

CHEM CAL OF CONCERN
I NDI CATOR  REASON OF EXCLUSI ON

Zz2zZ2<<

<<<<<X<XZ<XZ2Z<Z

MAXI MUM

N R

ONNPENROROONN

. 00E
. 30E
. 00E
. O0E

. 80E
. 40E

20E
90E
60E
60E
30E
20E
60E
60E

. 00E
. 30E

+ o+ + +

R T T T T T T S e

00
01
00
00

02
02
01
01
02
02
01
02
02
01
01
02

DETECTED RANGE
M N MUM

1. 00E + 00
6. 00E + 00
1. 00E + 00
2. 00E + 00
2. 00E + 00
2.40E + 02
6. 20E + 01
8. 90E + 01
1. 60E + 02
3. 60E + 02
4. 30E + 01
2. 20E + 02
1. 60E + 02
7.60E + 01
7.00E + 01
4. 00E + 00

NN WN

URRPRRPRRPRRRPRRRERRREO

95% UCL

. 64E
. 88E
. 64E
. 52E

. 57E
. 75E
.T7E
.71E
. 65E
. 88E
. 84E
.T72E
. 65E
. 73E
. 75E
. 02E

+ 4+ + +

+ 4+ ++++ o+

00
00
00
00

02
02
02
02
02
02
02
02
02
02
02
02



I NCRGANI C ( g/ kg)

Al um num
Ant i mony
Arseni c
Bari um
Beryllium
Cal ci um
Chrom um
Cobal t
Copper
Iron

Lead
Magnesi um
Maganese
Mer cury

N ckel

Pot assi um
Sodi um
Thal i um
Vanadi um
Zi nc

Not e:
Y: Yes

No

It is not carcinogenic conpounds and the detection frequency is |lower then 5 %

Sanpl e nunber is Iless than 10. No 95% UCL was cal cul at ed.

N:
1: No available SF and RfDs.
2.

<<z

<X <X <KZ2Z2<K<K<KZ2Z2Z2Z22<2<

. 22E
. 05E

. 40E

PNOURNERPWOIRNEENONN®E

04
01
01
02
1
03
01
01
01
04

03E
45E
50E-

38E
80E
18E
27E
40E + 01
70E + 03
34E + 03

+ 4+t O+ o+

. 70E-01

. 78E + 01
.37E + 03
.17E + 01
. 60E-01

.33E + 01
. 37E + 02

06E
93E
28E
37E
30E-01
42E
22E
19E
46E
59E
60E + 01
24E + 03
03E + 02
. 62E-01
2.22E + 01
1.03E + 03
4. 36E + 01
2.10E-01
1.33E + 01
6. 42E + 01

03
01
01
01

+ 4+ + +

03
01
01
01
04

PhOPENRPRRPREMOEDNO
+ 4+ 4+ + + + +



TABLE 4

GROUNDWATER
EXPOSURE SCENARI OGS

EXPOSURE EXPOSURE

GROUP PATHWAY

Resi dent Adults I nhal ati on
I ngesti on

Der mal Cont act

Resi dent Young Chil dren
I nhal ati on
I ngestion
Der mal Cont act

Resi dent A der Children
I nhal ati on

I ngesti on
Der mal Cont act

TABLE 5

SUMVARY RI SKS LEVELS AND HAZARD | NDEX VALUES
DUE THE EXPCSURE TO UNTREATED GROUNDWATER
PRESENT AND FUTURE USE EXPOSURE SCENARI OS

CARCI NOGENI C RI SK LEVELS NONCARCI NOGEN C
EXPOSURE GROUP/ REASCONABLE MAXI MUM REASCONABLE MAXI MUM
PATHWAY EXPOSURE VALUES EXPOSURE VALUES

Resi dent Adults

1. Inhalation 6.38 x 10-5 1.62 x 10-3
2. Ingestion 1.49 x 10-2 3.36

3. Dernal Contact 2.35 x 10-3 1.4 x 10-1
Cunmul ative Risk 1.73 x 10-2 3.5

Resi dent Young Chil dren

1. Inhalation 5.98 x 10-5 7.55 x 10-3
2. Ingestion 1.3 x 10-2 14.7

3. Dernmal Contact 9.21 x 10-4 2.73 x 10-1
Cunmul ative Ri sk 1.39 x 10-2 14. 98

Resi dent O der Children

1. Inhal ation 2.73 x 10-5 3.45 x 10-3
2. Ingestion 5.94 x 10-3 6.73

3. Dernal Contact 6.68 x 10-4 1.98 x 10-1
Cunmul ative Risk 6.64 x 10-3 6. 93



Table 6

SUMVARY OF THE NONCARCI NOGENI C HAZARD | NDEX CALCULATI ON RESULTS
TO CONSTRUCTI ON WORKERS | N FUTURE USE SCENARI O
OLEAN VELLFI ELD SITE

Ri sk Location

ALCAS

AVX

BORRON PI T

OLEAN CLEAN ALL

PRI VATE DUWP

M GRAW EDI SON

MASTEL FCORD

R FFITH A L

FAY&SCHAFFER

SANDBURG O L

OLEAN STEEL

OLEAN TI LE

OLEAN WHOLESALE

EXHB- N- 5. XLS

Noncar ci nogeni ¢ Hazard | ndex from I ngestion
Reasonabl e Maxi mum Exposur e

5.
4.
4.

3.

02E-01

53E-01

06E-01

70E-01

. 64E-01

. 14E+00

. 86E-01

.47E-01

.01E-01

. 05E-01

.96E-01

.19E-01

. 61E+00

Noncar ci nogeni ¢ Hazard | ndex from I nhal ation

Reasonabl e

5.

3.

Maxi mum Exposur e
12E- 03

85E- 03

. 59E- 06

. 70E- 03

. 84E- 02

. 64E-03

. 02E- 03

. 56E- 03

. 38E-04

. 70E- 03

. 20E- 03

. 81E-03

. 96E- 03

Conbi ned Hazard | ndex

5. 07E-01

4.57E-01

4. 06E- 01

3. 73E-01

5. 82E-01

1. 14E+00

4. 88E-01

6. 50E- 01

3. 02E-01

3.07E-01

7. 00E-01

2. 21E-01

1. 61E+00



Table 6

SUMVARY OF THE CARCI NOGENI C RI SK CALCULATI ON RESULTS

TO CONSTRUCTI ON WORKERS | N FUTURE USE SCENARI O

OLEAN VELLFI ELD SITE

Ri sk Location

ALCAS

AVX

BORROWV PI T

OLEAN CLEAN ALL

PRI VATE DUWP

Me GRAW EDI SON

MASTEL FORD

GRFFITH AL

FAY&SCHAFFER

SANDBURG O L

OLEAN STEEL

OLEAN TI LE

OLEAN WHOLESALE

EXHB- N- 5. XLS

4.

1.

Car ci nogeni ¢ Ri sk Levels from I ngestion
Reasonabl e Maxi mum Exposur e

97E- 05

76E- 05

. 95E- 06

.07E-05

. 80E- 06

. 52E-05

. O6E- 06

. 30E- 06

. 16E- 05

. 78E- 06

. OOE- 06

. 76E- 06

. 70E- 05

Car ci nogeni ¢ Ri sk Levels from I nhal ation
Reasonabl e Maxi mum Exposure

2.

4.

32E-08

18E- 09

. O0E- 09

.43E- 09

. 30E- 09

. 04E- 08

. 08E- 09

. 29E- 09

. 59E- 09

. 83E-09

. 10E- 09

.41E- 09

. 12E-08

Conbi ned R sk

4. 97E- 05

1. 76E- 05

3. 95E- 06

1. 07E-05

6. 80E- 06

1. 52E-05

9. 07E- 06

7. 31E- 06

2. 16E-05

3. 78E- 06

4. 00E- 06

2. 76E- 06

1. 70E- 05



Table 7

OLEAN VELLFI ELD SITE

TOXI CI TY DATA FOR NONCARCI NOGENI C
AND POTENTI AL CARCI NOGENI C EFFECTS
DOSE RESPONSE EVALUATI ON

Cheni cal Nanme

Vol atil es:

Senmi - Vol atil es:

I nor gani cs:

1, 1- Di chl or oet hene

Ci s-1, 2-Di chl or oet hene
Trans- 1, 2- Di chl or oet hene
Met hyl ene Chl ori de
Tetrachl or oet hene
Trichl oroet hene

Vinyl Chloride

Carbon Disul fide

Chl or obenzene

Chl orof orm

Acet one

Benzene

Et hyl benzene

Tol uene

Total Xyl enes

Butyl benzyl phthal ate
Arsenic

Barium

Beryl lium

Cadmi um

Chromium I |1

Chrom um VI

Cobal t

Copper

Lead

Manganese

Ni ckel

Ni ckel (Refinery Dust)
Thal i um

Vanadi um

Zinc

Noncar ci nogen Reference Dose

(mg/

P RNP

NN R

N

~

PP o

R ooN®

(oral)
Kg- day)

. 00E- 03
00E- 02*
70E- 02
00E- 02
00E- 02

UN

ND
. 00E-01
. 00E- 02
. 00E- 02
. 00E-01

ND
00E-01
. 00E-01
. 00E+00

. 00E-01

. 00E- 04
00E- 02
00E- 03
00E- 04
00E+00
. 00E- 03
UN
ND
ND
. 00E-01
. 00E- 02
ND
. 00E- 05
. 00E- 03*
. 00E- 01*

(inhal ation)
(nmg/ Cu. m

ND
ND
ND
3. 00E+00*
ND
UN
ND
1. 00E-02*
UN

1. 00E+00
4.00E-01
UN

ND

Subchroni ¢ Noncarcinogen Reference Dose (1)
Rf D Rf C

(inhal ation)
(mgy/ Kg- day)

ND
ND
ND
8.57E-01
ND
UN
ND
2. 86E-03*
UN
UN
ND
ND
2. 86E-01
ND
UN

ND

ND
UN
ND
UN
UN
UN
ND
ND
ND
1. 14E- 04*
UN
ND
ND
ND
ND

(oral

(mg/ Kg- day)

R RNR

IN

N

o~

N

N

N~

P ONR O

sub)

. 00E- 03

00E-01
00E- 01

. 00E-02

00E-01
ND
ND

. 00E-01
.00E-01
. 00E- 02
. 00E+00

ND

. 00E+00

ND

. 00E+00
. 00E+00
. 00E- 04

. 00E-02
. 00E- 02

NA

. 00E+00
. 00E-02

ND

ND
ND

. 00E-01*
. 00E- 02*

ND

. 00E- 05
. 00E-03
. 00E-01

(inhalation, sub

(mg/ Cu. m

ND
ND
ND
3. 00E+00
ND
ND
ND
1. 00E-02
ND
ND
ND
ND
1. 00E+00
ND
NA

ND

Rf D
i nhal ation,
( g/ Kg- day)

Carci nogen Sl ope Factor
SF

Wei ght Unit Risk
sub) (Oral) (I'nhal ation)
(ng/ Kg-day) -1 (ug/Cu.m-1
ND 6. 00E-01 C
ND ND ND
ND ND ND
8.57E-01 7.50E-03 B2
ND UN ND
ND NA ND
ND 1. 90E+00* A
2. 86E-03 ND ND
ND ND ND
ND 6. 10E- 03 B2
ND ND ND
ND 2. 90E-02 A
2. 86E-01 ND ND
ND ND ND
NA ND ND
ND ND
ND 1. 75E+00 A
ND ND ND
ND 4. 30E+00 B2
UN ND ND
UN ND ND
UN ND ND
ND ND ND
ND ND ND
ND ND ND
1. 40E- 04 ND ND
ND ND ND
ND ND ND
ND ND ND
ND ND ND
ND ND ND

SF

5.

[iN

(I'nhal ation)
(ng/ Kg-day) -1

00E- 05
ND
ND

. 70E- 07

UN
ND

. 40E- 05*

ND
ND

. 30E- 05

ND

. 30E- 06

ND
ND
ND

ND

. 30E-03

ND

. 40E- 03
. 80E- 03

ND

. 20E-02

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

. 40E- 04

ND
ND
ND

[

[

N

©

=

o @

&

ol

Wi ght

. 75E-01

ND
ND

. 65E- 03

ND
ND
94E- 01
ND
ND
05E- 02
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

ND

50E+05
ND
40E+00
30E+00
ND
20E+01
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

. 40E- 01

ND
ND
ND

ND
ND
B2
ND
ND

ND
ND
B2

ND
ND
ND

ND

B2
Bl
ND

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND
ND



Table 7

COLEAN VELLFI ELD SI TE

TOXI G TY DATA FOR NONCARCI NOGENI C
AND POTENTI AL CARCI NOGENI C EFFECTS
DOSE RESPONSE EVALUATI ON

EPA Wi ght of Evidence classifications are as foll ows:

Goup A° Human Carcinogen. Sufficient evidence from epidem ol ogic studies to support a casual association between exposure and cancer.
G oup Bl: Probable Human Carcinogen. Limted evidence of carcinogenicity in human from epi dem ol ogi cal studies.

G oup B2: Probable Human Carcinogen. Sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity in animals. |nadequate evidence of carcinogenicity in humans.
Goup C Possible Human Carcinogen. Limted evidence of carcinogenicity in aninals.

Goup DD Not Oassified. |nadequate evidence of carcinogenicity in animals

Not e:

(1) Al the Reference Dose for subcroni ¢ noncarci nogi ¢ conpounds were derived from HEAST-FY 1992..
(2) The data was derived through personal contact with EPA Region Il Ri sk Assessment group.

NA:  Not avail able

ND:  No data

UN:  Under review by EPA risk group

*:  The data was from Health Assessment Summary Tabl es (HEAST)-FY 1992.

OLSF&R XLS



Table 8
OLEAN VELLFI ELD SI TE

TOXI CI TY DATA FOR NONCARCI NOGENI C
AND POTENTI AL CARCI NOGENI C EFFECTS

DOSE RESPONSE EVALUATI ON

Cheni cal Nanme

Vol atil es:
1, 1- Di chl or oet hane
1,1-Dichl oroet hene
1,1, 2, 2-Tetrachl oroet hane
1,1, 1-Trichl or oet hane
1,1, 2-Trichl oroet hane
1, 2-Di chl or oet hane
1, 2-Di chl or oet hene
Chl or obenzene
Chl orof orm
Chl or oet hane
Met hyl ene Chl ori de
Tetrachl or oet hene
Trichl oroet hene
Vinyl Chloride
2- But anone
Carbon Disul fide
4- Met hyl - 2- Pent anone
Acet one
Benzene
Et hyl benzene
Styrene
Tol uene
Total Xyl enes

Subchroni ¢ Noncarci nogen Reference Dose (1)
RfC
(inhal ation,

(or

Rf D
al sub)

(mg/ Kg- day)

©

[

. 00E+00
. 00E- 03

ND

. 00E-01
. 00E- 02

ND

. 00E- 03
. 00E-01
. 00E- 02

NA

. 00E- 02
. 00E- 01

ND
ND

. 00E-01
. 00E- 01

ND

. 00E+00

ND

. 00E+00
. 00E+00

00E+00

. 00E+00

(mg/ Cu. m

5.

w

=W

[iN

N

00E+00
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
NA

. 00E+00

ND
ND
ND

. 00E+00
. 00E- 02

ND
ND
ND

. 00E+00

ND

. 00E+00

NA

Rf D

sub (inhalation,

(mg/ Kg- day)

1.

N

sub)

43E+00
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
NA

.57E-01

ND
ND
ND

.57E-01
. 86E-03

ND
ND
ND

. 86E-01

ND

. 71E-01

Carci nogen Sl ope Factor

SF Wei ght
(Oral)
(mg/ Kg-day) - 1

ND
6. 00E- 01
2. 00E- 01

ND
5. 70E- 02
9. 10E- 02
ND
ND
6. 10E- 03
ND
7. 50E- 03
5. 20E- 02
1. 10E- 02(2)
1. 90E+00*
ND
ND
ND
ND
2. 90E- 02
ND
ND
ND
ND

Unit Risk
(I'nhal ation)

D

0ozo0oo00

ND

SF

(I'nhal ation)
(ug/Cu.m-1

[N

2

4.
5.
.7

8

8

(ng/ Kg-day) -1

ND
. 00E- 05
. 80E- 05
ND
. 60E- 05
. 60E- 05
ND
ND
. 30E- 05
ND
70E- 07
70E- 07
0E- 06( 2)
. 40E- 05*
ND
ND
ND
ND
. 30E- 06
ND
ND
ND
ND

Wei ght

N

©

8.

1.
2.
5. 95E-03(2)
2.

2.

ND

. 75E-01
. 30E-01

ND

. 60E- 02
. 10E-02

ND

ND
05E-02

ND
65E- 03
00E- 03

94E- 01
ND
ND
ND
ND
91E- 02
ND
ND
ND
ND

ND

ND

B2
ND
ND
B2
ND
B2
B2
B2



Table 8

OLEAN VELLFI ELD SI TE

TOXI CI TY DATA FOR NONCARCI NOGENI C
AND POTENTI AL CARCI NOGENI C EFFECTS
DOSE RESPONSE EVALUATI ON

Subchroni ¢ Noncarci nogen Reference Dose (1) Car ci nogen Sl ope Factor

Cheni cal Nanme Rf D Rf C Rf D SF Wei ght Unit Risk SF Wei ght
(oral sub) (inhal ation, sub (inhalation, sub) (Oral) (I'nhal ation) (I'nhal ation)
(mgy/ Kg- day) (nmg/ Cu. m (mgy/ Kg- day) (nmg/ Kg- day) -1 (ug/Cu.m-1 (mgy/ Kg- day) - 1

Senmi - Vol atil es:
2, 4- Di met hyl phenol 2. 00E-01 ND ND ND ND ND ND
2- Met hyl napht hal ene ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Acenapht hene 6. 00E- 01 ND ND ND ND ND ND
Acenapht hyl ene ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Ant hr acene 3. 00E+00 ND ND ND ND ND ND
Benzo(g, h,i)peryl ene ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Di benzof uran ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Fl ur ant hrene 4. 00E-01 ND ND ND ND ND ND
Fl uor ene 4.00E-01 ND ND ND ND ND ND
Napht hal ene 4. 00E-02 ND ND ND ND ND ND
Phenant hr ene ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Pyrene 3. 00E-01 ND ND ND ND ND ND
Car ci nogeni ¢ PAHs
Benzo( a) pyrene ND ND ND 7. 30E+00 B2 1. 70E-03 5. 95E+00
Benzo(a) ant hracene ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Benzo(b) fl uorant hene ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Benzo(k)fl uorant hene ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Chrysene ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Di benz(a, h) ant hracene ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
I ndeno(1, 2, 3-cd) pyrene ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
1,2, 4-Trichl orobenzene 1. 00E- 02 ND ND ND ND ND ND
Bi s( 2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate 2. 00E-02 ND ND 1. 40E-02 B2 ND ND
Di -n-butyl phthal ate 1. 00E+00 ND ND ND ND ND ND
Di et hyl pht hal at e 8. 00E+00 ND ND ND ND ND ND
2- Met hyl phenol 5. 00E-01 ND ND ND ND ND ND
4- Met hyl phenol 5. 00E- 01 ND ND ND ND ND ND
Car bazol e ND ND ND 2. 00E- 02 B2 5. 70E- 07 2. 00E- 03
2,4-Dinitrotol uene ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Bi s(2- chl or oet hoxy) net hane ND ND ND ND ND ND ND



Table 8
OLEAN VELLFI ELD SI TE

TOXI CI TY DATA FOR NONCARCI NOGENI C
AND POTENTI AL CARCI NOGENI C EFFECTS

DOSE RESPONSE EVALUATI ON

Cheni cal Nanme

I nor gani cs:
Al um num
Ant i nony
Arseni c
Barium
Beryllium
Cadmi um
Cal ci um
Chromium |1
Chrom um VI
Cobal t
Copper
Cyani de
Iron
Lead
Magnesi um
Manganese
Mercury
Ni ckel
Ni ckel (Refinery Dust)
Pot assi um
Sel eni um
Silver
Sodi um
Thal l'i um
Vanadi um
Zinc

Subchroni ¢ Noncarcinogen Reference Dose (1)
Rf D
sub (inhalation, sub)

Rf D Rf C
(oral sub) (inhal ation,
( g/ Kg- day) (mg/ Cu. m
ND ND
4. 00E- 04 ND
3. 00E- 04 ND
7.00E-02 ND
5. 00E-02 ND
NA UN
ND ND
1. 00E+00 UN
2. 00E- 02 UN
ND ND
ND ND
2. 00E- 02 ND
ND ND
ND ND
ND ND
1. 00E-01 4. 00E- 04
3. 00E- 04* 3. 00E- 04
2. 00E-02 ND
ND ND
ND ND
5. 00E-03 ND
5. 00E- 03 ND
ND ND
7.00E- 05 ND
7.00E-03 ND
2. 00E- 01 ND

(mg/ Kg- day)

1. 40E- 04
8. 57E- 05

SF
(Oral)
(mg/ Kg- day) - 1

ND
ND
1. 75E+00
ND
4. 30E+00
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

ND

Car ci nogen Sl ope Factor

Wi ght

Unit Risk
(I'nhal ation)
(ug/Cu.m-1

ND
ND
4. 30E-03
ND
2. 40E- 03
1. 80E-03
ND
ND
1. 20E-02
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
2. 40E- 04
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

ND

SF
(I'nhal ation)
(mg/ Kg-day) - 1

ND
ND
1.51E+01

ND

8. 40E+00

3. 30E+00

ND
ND

4. 20E+01
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

8. 40E-01
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

ND

Wei ght



Table 8

COLEAN VELLFI ELD SI TE

TOXI G TY DATA FOR NONCARCI NOGENI C
AND POTENTI AL CARCI NOGENI C EFFECTS
DOSE RESPONSE EVALUATI ON

EPA Wi ght of Evidence classifications are as foll ows:

Goup A Human Carcinogen. Sufficient evidence from epidem ol ogic studies to support a causal association between exposure.
G oup Bl Probabl e Human Carcinogen. Limted evidence of carcinogenicity in human from epi dem ol ogi cal studi es.
G oup B2 Probabl e Human Carcinogen. Sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity in animals. |nadequate evidence of carcinogeni
Goup C Possi bl e Human Carcinogen. Limted evidence of carcinogenicity in animal.
Goup D Not classified. Inadequate evidence of carcinogenicity in aninals.
Not e: Al toxicity values unless otherwi se noted are fromlIntegrated Ri sk Information System (IR S).

(1) Al the Reference Dose for subcroni ¢ noncarci nogeni c conpounds were derived from HEAST- FY 1992.

(2) The data was derived through personal contact with EPA region Il Ri sk Assessment group.

NA: Not avail abl e

ND: No data

UN: Under review by EPA risk group
*: The data was from Health Assessnent Summary Tabl es (HEASYT)-FY 1992.



TABLE 9

PRESENT WORTH AND CAPI TAL AND OPERATI ON AND MAI NTENANCE COSTS BY SOURCE AREA

Al ternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 3 Al ternative 3A Al ternative 4 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 Alternative 5
Institutional Cappi ng Cappi ng and Gr oundwat er In-Situ Treatment VER or SVE/ AS Soi | Excavation Soi |l Excavation and
Controls (Stage 1) Groundwat er Tr eat ment using VER or and G oundwat er (Stage 1) Groundwat er
Tr eat nent SVE/ AS Tr eat nent Tr eat nent
(Stages 1&2) (Stage 1) (Stages 1&2) (Stage 1&2)

ALCAS1
Capi tal Cost $22, 000 $81, 000 - - $158, 000 - $883, 200 -
&M (1-5 yrs) $10, 500 $17, 500 - - $144, 500 - $10, 500 -
Q&M (6-30 yrs) $10, 500 $17, 500 - - $10, 500 - $10, 500 -
PW of O&M $130, 295 $217, 158 - - $679, 721 - $130, 295 -
Total PW $152, 295 $298, 158 - $837, 721 - $1, 013, 495 -
AVX
Capital Cost $35, 000 $32, 000 $192, 400 $233, 000 $278, 000 $438, 400 $246, 000
O&M (1-5 yrs) $10, 500 $12, 500 $12, 500 $67, 500 $182, 500 $182, 500 $10, 500
O&M (6-30 yrs) $10, 500 $12, 500 $69, 500 $67, 500 $10, 500 $67, 500 $10, 500
PW of &M $130, 295 $155, 113 $628, 717 $837, 610 $835, 529 $1, 309, 133 $130, 295
Total PW $165, 295 $187, 113 $821, 117 $1, 070, 610 $1, 113,529 $1, 747,533 $376, 295 $1, 010, 299
M Graw- Edi son4
Capi tal Cost $8, 000 - - $98, 000 - - - -
&M (1-5 yrs) $10, 500 - - $67, 500 - - - -
O&M (6-30 yrs) $10, 500 - - $67, 500 - - - -
PW of O&M $130, 295 - - $837, 610 - - - -
Total PW $138, 295 - - $935, 610 - - - -
Loohns Dry
Cl eaners
Capital cost $23, 000 $64, 000 $224, 400 $233, 000 $278, 000 $438, 400 $3, 422, 000 $3, 582, 400
O&M (1-5 yrs) $10, 500 $15, 500 $15, 500 $67, 500 $157, 500 $157, 500 $10, 500
O&M (6-30 yrs) $10, 500 $15, 500 $72, 500 $67, 500 $10, 500 $67, 500 $10, 500
PW of O&M $130, 295 $192, 340 $665, 944 $837, 610 $733, 024 $1, 206, 628 $130, 295
Total PW $153, 295 $256, 340 $890, 344 $1, 070, 610 $1, 011, 024 $1, 645, 028 $3, 552, 295 $4, 186, 299
1 - Present Worth and capital and operation and maintenance costs for groundwater treatnment are not presented, since groundwater renmediation will not be necessary at the Alcas source area
2 - PW- Present Worth based on a 7 percent discount rate.
2 - O&M - Operation and nmi ntenance costs.
4 - Capital, present worth and operation and nmintenance costs were not calculated for Alternatives 3, 4 or 5, since soil remediation will not be necessary at the MG aw- Edi son source area

See page 60 of ROD for an expl anation of

the expenses which were included in the cost

estimates for

Al ternative 3A

$406, 400
$10, 500
$67, 500

$603, 899

$10, 500
$67, 500
$603, 899



APPENDI X |1l
ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD | NDEX

OLEAN WELL FIELD SITE
OPERABLE UNI T TWD

ADM NI STRATI VE RECCRD FI LE
I NDEX OF DOCUMENTS

3.0 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON
3.1 Sanpling and Analysis Pl ans

P. 300001- Pl an: Addendumto the June 1989 Field Operations

300272 Plan for the Oean Wll Field Supplenental RI/FS Study, undated. (Attachnent: Field
Qperations Plan (FOP) for Suppl enental Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, Aean Wll Field Site,
O ean, New York, prepared for U S. EPA Region Il, prepared by Ebasco Services |ncorporated, June 1989).

3.3 Wirk Plans

P. 300723- Pl an: Addendumto the May 1989 Suppl enental RI/FS
300275 Wirkplan for the Aean Wll Field Site, undated.

P. 300276- Pl an: Final Suppl enental Renedi al
300377 I nvestigation/Feasibility Study Work Plan, AQean WIl| Field Site, Oean, New York, prepared
for US EPA Region Il, prepared by Ebasco Services |ncorporated, My 1989.

P. 300378- Pl an: Suppl emental Wrk Plan, A ean WIl Field
300399 Site, dean, New York, prepared for O ean Cooperating |Industries, prepared by Geraghty &
MIler, Inc., Decenber 1992.

3.4 Renedial Investigation Reports

P. 300400- Report: Prelimnary Facilities Characterization
300494 Summary, O ean Wll Field Supplenental RI/FS, Volume I, Text, Tables, Figures and Appendi ces,
prepared for O ean Cooperating Industries, prepared by Geraghty & Mller, Inc., My 1992.

P. 300495- Report: Prelimnary Facilities Characterization

300886 Summary, O ean Wll Field Supplemental RI/FS, Volunme I, USEPA Region 2, Organic Data
Val i dati on Checklists, prepared for O ean Cooperating |Industries, prepared by Geraghty & Mller, Inc., My,
1992.

P. 300887- Report: Prelimnary Facilities Characterization

301014 Summary, O ean Wll Field Supplenental RI/FS, Volurme 111, USEPA Region 2, Inorganic Data
Val i dation Checklists, prepared for O ean Cooperating Industries, prepared by Geraghty & MIler, Inc., My
1992.

P. 301015- Report: Draft Stage 1A Cul tural Resources Survey,
301100 Oean WIl Field Site, AOean, New York, prepared for U S. EPA Region Il, prepared by Ebasco
Servi ces | ncorporated, June 1992.

P. 301101- Report: Final Supplenental Ri sk Assessnent, d ean
301199 Vll Field Site, Aean, New York, prepared for U S. EPA Region |Il, prepared by Ebasco
Servi ces | ncorporated, Decenmber 1993.

P. 301199A- Report: Final Ri sk Assessnent, O ean Wl |l Field,
301370 A ean, New York, prepared for U S. EPA Region Il, prepared by Ebasco Services I|ncorporated,



Decenber 1993.

P. 301371- Letter to M. Mark Mese, Ebasco Environnental,
301379 fromM. Adrian R Tucker, Soil Gas Projects Manager, Ebasco Environnental, re: Attached
Report: 1994 Soil Gas Results - Oean Wll Field, March 18, 1994.

P. 301380- Report: Suppl enmental Renedial |nvestigation
301989 Report, Odean Wll Field, Oean, New York, prepared for dean Cooperating Industries, prepared
by Geraghty & MIler, Inc., Cctober 1994.

P. 301990- Report: Final Addendumto the Aean WIl Field

302171 Suppl enental Renedi al | nvestigation Report, prepared for M. Thomas Taccone, Renedial Project
Manager, for U S. EPA Region Il, prepared by M. Mark D. Mese, Ph.D., Ebasco Services |ncorporated, My 30,
1995.

P. 302172- Report: Final Wetland Delineation Report, O ean
302202 Well Field, dean, New York, prepared for U S. EPA Region Il, prepared by Ebasco Services
I ncor porat ed, August 1995.

3.5 Correspondence

P. 302203- Letter to M. Thonas Taccone, Renedi al Project

302205 Manager, U S. EPA, Region Il, from M. Libby Ford, Senior Environnental Health Engi neering,
A ean Cooperating Industries SRI/FS Project Coordi nator, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, re: Oean SRI/FS
Notification of Tentative Schedule for Boring and Well Drilling Program- O ean Cooperating Industries,
Novenber 7, 1991. (Attachnent: Facsimle transmssion to Ms. Libby Ford, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyl e,
fromM. WIlliamJ. Gay, Senior Scientist, Geraghty & MIler, Inc., re: Tentative Drilling Schedul e dates
for Aean Wll Field Supplemental R/FS, Novenber 6, 1991.)

P. 302206- Letter to Ms. Libby Ford, N xon, Hargrave, Devans
302207 & Doyle, fromM. WIlliamJ. Gay, Senior Scientist, Geraghty & Mller, Inc., re: Decenber 4,
1991 Conference Call w th USEPA Mnitoring and Managenent Branch (Project No. AY08813), Decenber 13, 1991.

P. 302208- Letter to Ms. Libby Ford, Senior Environmnental

302209 Heal t h Engi neer, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, from M. Carole Petersen, Chief,
NY/ Cari bbean Superfund Branch 11, U S. EPA Region Il, re: Oean WlIfield Superfund Site; Ceraghty &
Mller's letter of April 20, 1992; Subm ssion Date for the Remai ning Ebasco Rl Data, May 21, 1992.

P. 302210- Letter to Ms. Libby Ford, Senior Environmental

302213 Heal t h Engi neer, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, from M. Carol e Petersen, Chief,
NY/ Cari bbean Superfund Branch 11, U S EPA Region Il, re: QOean WIlIfield Superfund Site; Prelimnary
Facilities Characterization Summary, August 20, 1992.

P. 302214- Letter to Ms. Libby Ford, N xon, Hargrave, Devans

302219 & Doyle, fromM. WlliamJ. Gay, Senior Scientist, Geraghty & Mller, Inc., re: Response to
United States Environmental Protection Agency's August 20, 1992 Letter Regarding the dean Wll Field
Prelimnary Facilities Characterization Summary (Project No. AY08813), Septenber 11, 1992.

P. 302220- Letter to Ms. Libby Ford, Senior Environmnental

302222 Heal t h Engi neer, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, from M. Carole Petersen, Chief,
NY/ Cari bbean Superfund Branch 11, U S. EPA Region Il, re: Comrents on the Draft Supplenment to the
Suppl enental RI/FS Workplan for the O ean Wllfield Superfund Site, Cctober 19, 1992.

P. 302223- Letter to Ms. Libby Ford, Senior Environmental

302228 Heal t h Engi neer, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, from M. Carole Petersen, Chief NY/Caribbean
Superfund Branch 11, U S. EPA Region Il, re: Oean WlIfield Superfund Site; Novenber 4, 1992 Suppl enent al
R/ FS Wrkpl an and FOP Suppl enent, Novenber 27, 1992. (Attachnent: Letter to Ms. Carol e Petersen, Chief,



NY/ Cari bbean Superfund Branch 11, U S. EPA Region Il, fromMs. Libby Ford, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyl e,
re: Oean Wllfield Superfund Site; Requested Changed Pages to the Novenber 4, 1992 Supplenent to the SRI/FS
Wor kpl an and FOP Suppl ement, Decenber 2, 1992.)

P. 302229- Letter to Ms. Libby Ford, Senior Environmental

302230 Heal t h Engi neer, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, from M. Carole Petersen, Chief,
NY/ Cari bbean Superfund Branch 11, U S. EPA Region Il, re: Oean Wllfield Superfund Site; Suppl enmental
RI/FS, July 2, 1993.

P. 302231- Letter to M. Thonas Taccone, Renedi al Project

302291 Manager, U.S. EPA, Region Il, fromMs. Libby Ford, Senior Environnental Health Engineer, d ean
Cooperating Industries SRI/FS Coordinator, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, re: Oean Wllfield Suppl emental
Rl /FS--Comments on Draft EBASCO Ri sk Assessment and Request For a Meeting, Cctober 1, 1993. (Attachments:
1. Letter with attached data to M. Richard H Uber, Manager, Field Operations and Environmental Affairs,
Cooper Industries, fromM. Carole Petersen, Chief, NY/Caribbean Superfund Branch Il, U S. EPA Region II,
re: Oean Wll Field Superfund Site; Start-up of the Air Strippers, Septenber 8, 1993, 2. Letter wth
attached data to Ms. Libby Ford, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, from M. Peter Mrcus, Departnent of Public
Wrks, Gty of Oean, re: attached inorganic test results at Wells 18 and 37-38, Septenber 21, 1993, 3.
Construction Perm ssion and R ght of Way Agreenent, Septenber 22, 1993, 4. Menorandumto AVX O ean SRI/FS
File, fromMs. Libby Ford, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, re: Institutional Safeguards In Place to Insure
that the Forner Private Wlls are not Reconnected, Septenber 24, 1993.)

P. 302292- Letter to M. Thonas Taccone, Renedi al Project

302295 Manager, U S. EPA, Region Il, fromM. Lani Rafferty, Program Research Specialist I|I, Bureau
of Environnmental Exposure Investigation, State of New York Departnment of Health, re: Aean WIIfield, dean,
Cattaraugus County, Site |ID #905014, Cctober 27, 1993. (Attachnent: Oean Wllfield Site, Chem cals of
Potential Concern, ARARs and Levels of Detection in G oundwater, undated.)

P. 302296- Letter to Ms. Carole Petersen, Chief, NY/Caribbean

302298 Superfund Branch 11, U S. EPA Region Il, fromMs. Libby Ford, Senior Environmental Health
Engi neer, d ean Cooperating Industries SR /FS Coordi nator, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, re: d ean
Suppl enental RI/FS--Finalization of R sk Assessment, Novenber 19, 1993.

P. 302299- Letter to Ms. Lani Rafferty, Program Research

302300 Speci al i st, Bureau of Environmental Exposure Investigation, New York Departnent of Health,
from M. Thomas Taccone, Renedial Project Manager, U S. EPA Region Il, re: Oean Wllfield Superfund Site,
Novenber 30, 1993.

P. 302301- Letter to M. Thonas Taccone, Renedi al Project

302305 Manager, U S. EPA, Region Il, fromMs. Lani Rafferty, Program Research Specialist, Bureau of
Envi ronnent al Exposure |nvestigation, New York Departnment of Health, re: Oean Wllfield, Oean, Cattargaurus
County, Site ID #905014, Decenber 6, 1993. (Attachnents: Figure 1. Fay Ave./Shafer Rd., Figure 2: Mastel
Ford, Figure 3: Giffith GI (North).)

P. 302306- Letter to M. Thonas Taccone, Renedi al Project

302311 Manager, U S. EPA, Region Il, fromM. Steven M Scharf, P.E., Project Engi neer, Bureau of
Western Renedi al Action, D vision of Hazardous WAste Renedi ati on, New York State Departnent of Environmental
Conservation, re: Oean WlIfield Site (C&T), Cattaraugus County Site No. 9-05-014, Decenber 13, 1993.
(Attachnent: Appendix A Letter to M. Steven Scharf, Environnmental Engineer, Bureau of Wstern Renedi al
Action, NYS Dept. of Environnental Conservation, from M. Lani Rafferty, Program Research Specialist II,
Bureau of Environnental Exposure |nvestigation, New York State Departnment of Health, re: Oean WIIl Field.
A ean, Cattaraugus County, Site |ID #905014, Novenber 26, 1993.)

P. 302312- Letter to Ms. Libby Ford, Senior Environmental

302313 Heal t h Engi neer, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, from M. Carole Petersen, Chief,
NY/ Cari bbean Superfund Branch 11, U S. EPA Region Il, re: Final R sk Assessnent for the AQean Wllfield
Superfund Site, Decenber 17, 1993.



P. 302314- Letter to M. Thonas Taccone, Renedi al Project

302315 Manager, U.S. EPA, Region Il, fromM. Steven M Scharf, P.E., Project Engineer, Bureau of
Western Renedial Action, Division of Hazardous Waste Renedi ation, New York State of Departnent of
Envi ronnental Conservation, re: Oean WlIfield Site, Qean Cty & Town, Cattaraugus County Site No.
9-05- 014, Decenber 27, 1993.

P. 302316- Letter to Ms. Libby Ford, Senior Environmnental

302323 Heal t h Engi neer, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, from M. Carole Petersen, Chief,
NY/ Cari bbean Superfund Branch 11, US. EPA Region Il, re: Oean Wllfield Superfund Site; Comments on the
Draft Suppl emental Remedial |nvestigation Report, January 10, 1994.

P. 302324- Letter to M. Steven M Scharf, P.E., Project

302325 Engi neer, Bureau of Western Remedial Action, Division of Hazardous Waste Renedi ati on, New York
State Departnment of Environmental Conservation, from M. Thomas Taccone, Renedi al Project Manager, U S. EPA
Region Il, re: Oean Wllfield Superfund Site; Letter of Decenber 27, 1993, January 18, 1994.

P. 302326- Letter to M. Thonas Taccone, Renedi al Project

302337 Manager, U.S. EPA, Region Il, fromM. illiamJ. Gay, Senior Scientist/Project Mnager,
Geraghty & Mller, Inc., re: Response to USEPA Comments on Draft O ean Wll| Field Supplemental Renedial
Investigation Report (Project No. AY0167.001), February 11, 1994.

P. 302338- Letter to Ms. Libby Ford, Senior Environmental

302343 Heal t h Engi neer, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, from M. Carole Petersen, Chief,
NY/ Cari bbean Superfund Branch 11, US. EPA Region Il, re: QOean WIIfield Superfund Site; Proposed
Revi sions to the Draft Supplenental Renedial Investigation Report, March 30, 1994.

P. 302344- Letter to M. Thonas Taccone, Renedi al Project

302357 Manager, U.S. EPA, Region I, fromM. Wayne Wstbrook, Principal Scientist, Pacific
Envi ronnental Services, Inc., re: Oean Wellfield Superfund Site; Soil Gas Data to Access |ndoor Air Risks,
April 8, 1994. (Attachments: Enclosure 1. "Mddel Used to Estimate Indoor Air Concentrations", Enclosure 2:
"I ndoor Air R sk Calculations”, Report: Air/Superfund National Guidance Study Series, Assessing Potenti al
Indoor Air Inpacts for Superfund Sites, Septenber 1992.)

P. 302358- Letter to M. Thonas Taccone, Renedi al Project

302371 Manager, U S. EPA, Region Il, fromM. WIlliamJ. Gay, Senior Scientist/Project Manager,
Geraghty & Mller, Inc., re: Response to USEPA Proposed Revisions to Draft Oean Wll Field Suppl emental
Remedi al I nvestigation Report (Project No. AY0167.001), April 15, 1994. (Attachment)

P. 302372- Letter to Ms. Carole Petersen, Chief, NY/ Caribbean

302373 Superfund Branch 11, U S EPA Region Il, fromM. Alison C. Wkenman, Chief, Wstern/ N agara
Section, Bureau of Environnental Exposure Investigation, State of New York Departnent of Heal th, re:
Oean WIlIfield, dean, Cattaraugus County, Site |ID #905014, June 7, 1994.

P. 302374- Letter to Ms. Libby Ford, Senior Environmental

302377 Heal t h Engi neer, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, from M. Carole Petersen, Chief,
NY/ Cari bbean Superfund Branch 11, U S. EPA Region Il, re: Oean WllIfield Superfund Site; Proposed
Revi sions to the Supplenental Draft SRI Report, June 9, 1994. (Attachnent)

P. 302378- Letter to M. Thonmas Taccone, Renedi al Project

302390 Manager, U S. EPA, Region Il, fromMssrs. WlliamJ. Gay, Senior Scientist/Project Minager
and Andrew J. Barber, Senior Associate/Project Oficer, Geraghty & Mller, Inc., re: Attached response to
USEPA Comrents on Draft Odean Wll| Field Supplemental Renedial Investigation Report (Project No. AY0167.001),
July 7, 1994.

P. 302391- Letter to M. Allison C. Wakeman, Chief
302391 West ern/ Ni agara Section, Bureau of Environmental Exposure Investigation, New York State



Departnent of Health, from M. Kevin Lynch, Chief, Western New York Section Il, US. EPA Regionll, re:
Second Round of Soil Gas Sanpling at the A ean Wllfield Superfund Site, July 22, 1994.

P. 302392- Letter to Ms. Libby Ford, Senior Environmental

302393 Heal t h Engi neer, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, from M. Carole Petersen, Chief,
NY/ Cari bbean Superfund Branch 11, U S. EPA Region Il, re: Oean WllIfield Superfund Site; Proposed
Revi sions to the Suppl enental Draft SRl Report, Septenber 23, 1994.

P. 302394- Letter to Ms. Lani Rafferty, Program Research

302394 Specialist Il, Bureau of Environnental |nvestigation, New York State Department of Health,
from M. Thomas Taccone, Renedial Project Manager, U S. EPA Region Il, re: Oean Wllfield Superfund Site:
Second Round of Soil Gas Sanpl e Data, Decenber 2, 1994.

P. 302395- Letter to Ms. Lani Rafferty, Environnental Health

302397 Specialist Il, Bureau of Environmental Exposure |nvestigation, New York Departnent of Health,
from M. Thomas Taccone, Renedial Project Manager, U S EPA Region Il, re: Oean Wllfield Superfund Site;
Indoor Air R sk Analysis, February 27, 1995.

P. 302398- Letter to Ms. Libby Ford, Senior Environmental

302399 Heal t h Engi neer, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, from M. Carole Petersen, Chief,
NY/ Cari bbean Superfund Branch 11, U S. EPA Region Il, re: Oean Wllfield Superfund Site; SR Addendum and
Deadl i ne Extension for the Draft SFS, March 17, 1995.

P. 302400- Letter to M. Thomas Taccone, Renedi al Project
302401 Manager, U S. EPA Region Il, fromM. WIlliamJ. Gay, Senior Scientist/Project Manager,
Geraghty & Mller, Inc., re: Attached Addendumto Oean Wll Field SRI Report, March 30, 1995. (Attachnent)

P. 302402- Letter to M. Thonas Taccone, Renedi al Project

302404 Manager, U.S. EPA, Region Il, fromMs. Lani Rafferty, Environnental Health Specialist II,
Bureau of Environnental Exposure |nvestigation, State of New York Departrment of Health, re: Oean Wll Field,
d ean, Cattaraugus County, |D #905014, June 16, 1995.

P. 302405- Letter to M. Thomas Taccone, Renedi al Project

302407 Manager, U S. EPA, Region Il, fromM. Steven M Scharf, P.E., Project Engineer, Bureau of
Western Renedi al Action, Division of Hazardous Waste Renedi ation, New York State Departnent of Environmental
Conservation, re: Oean Wllfield Site, Gty and Town of O ean, Cattaraugus County NYSDEC Site No. 9-05-014,
June 27, 1995.

P. 302408- Letter to Ms. Libby Ford, Senior Environmental

302409 Heal t h Engi neer, N xon, Hargrave, Devans and Doyle, from M. Carol e Petersen, NY/Caribbean
Superfund Branch 11, U S EPA Regionll, re: dean WllIfield Superfund Site; Addendumto the SR Report and
Approval of the SRI Report, June 30, 1995.

P. 302410- Letter to M. Steven M Scharf, P.E., Project

302411 Engi neer, Bureau of Western Renedial Investigation, Division of Hazardous Waste Remedi ati on,
New York State Department of Environnental Conservation, from M. Thomas Taccone, Renedial Project Mnager,
US EPA Regionll, re: Oean Wllfield Superfund Site; DEC Corments on EPA's Addendumto the SR, July 13,

1995.
P. 302412- Letter to M. Thonmas Taccone, Renedi al Project

302414 Manager, U S. EPA, Region Il, fromMessrs. WIliamJ. Gay, Senior Scientist/Project Manager
and Andrew J. Barber, Senior Associate/Project Oficer, Geraghty & Mller, Inc., re: Attached Addendumto
dean SR Report, July 20, 1995.
4.0 FEASIBILITY STUDY

4.3 Feasibility Study Reports



P. 400001- Letter to M. Thonmas Taccone, U S. EPA, Region

400055 I, fromMssrs. WlliamJ. Gay, Senior Scientist, and Andrew J. Barber, Senior Associate,
Geraghty & Mller, Inc., re: Attached report: Prelimnary Screening of Assenbl ed Remedial Alternatives,
Oean WIIl Field Site, Oean, New York, prepared for O ean Cooperating Industries, prepared by GVCE of New
York, P.C., Engineering Services, March 28, 1994.

P. 400056- Letter to M. Thonas Taccone, U S. EPA Region |1,

400146 fromMessrs. WIlliamJ. Gay, Senior Scientist/Project Manager, and Andrew J. Barber, Senior
Associ ate/ Project Officer, re: Attached report: Vacuum Enhanced Recovery Pilot Test Report, Al cas Facility,
A ean, New York, prepared for O ean Cooperating Industries, prepared by Geraghty & MIler, Inc., May 30,
1995.

P. 400147- Letter to M. Thonas Taccone, U S. EPA Region |1,

400278 fromMessrs. WlliamJ. Gay, Senior Scientist/Project Manager, and Andrew J. Barber, Senior
Associ ate/ Project Oficer, re: Attached report: Vacuum Enhanced Recovery Pilot Test Report, AVX Facility,
O ean, New York, prepared for O ean Cooperating Industries, prepared by Geraghty & MIler, Inc., June 1,
1995.

4.6 Correspondence

P. 400279- Letter to Ms. Libby Ford, Senior Environmental

400294 Heal t h Engi neer, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, from M. Carole Petersen, Chief,
NY/ Cari bbean Superfund Branch 11, U S. EPA Region Il, re: Oean WlIfield Superfund Site Suppl enment al
Feasibility Study, January 10, 1994. (Attachrments: 1. Menorandumto Regi onal Hazardous Waste Renedi ation
Engi neers, Bureau Divisions & Section Chiefs, fromM. Mchael J. O Toole, Jr., Dvision of Hazardous Waste
Remedi ation, re: Division Technical and Adm nistrative Qui dance Menorandum Determ nation of Soil O eanup
bj ectives and d eanup Level s, Novenber 16, 1992, 2. Appendi x A Tables 1-4, "Recommended Soil d eanup
Obj ectives (nmg/ kg or ppm", 3. "Conventional Sedinment Variables, Total Organic Carbon (TOQ", March 1986.)

P. 400295- Letter to M. Thonas Taccone, Renedi al Project
400304 Manager, U S. EPA, Region Il, from M. Libby Ford, Senior Environnental Health Engi neer, O ean
Cooperating Industries SRI/FS Coordinator, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, re: Notification Triggering
Di spute Resol uti on--0 ean Suppl enental Renedi al Investigation/Feasibility Study Objectives and How These
bj ectives Are To Be Incorporated Into the Suppl enental Feasibility Study, January 14, 1994.

P. 400305- Letter to Ms. Libby Ford, Senior Environmnental

400306 Heal th Engi neer, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, from M. Thonas Taccone, Renedial Project
Manager, U S. EPA, Region Il, re: Oean Wllfield Superfund Site; January 14, 1994 Notification of D spute
Resol ution, January 24, 1994.

P. 400307- Letter to M. Thomas Taccone, Renedi al Project
400312 Manager, U S. EPA, Region Il, fromMs. Libby Ford, Senior Environnental Health Engi neer, QO ean
Cooperating Industries SRI/FS Coordinator, N xon Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, re: Administrative Oder II
CERCLA- 10202, O ean Wl Ifield Supplenental RI/FS - Menorandum on Renedi al Action bjectives, January 31,
1994. (Attachnent: Menorandum on Renedial Action Objectives, undated.)

P. 400313- Letter to Ms. Libby Ford, Senior Environmental

400319 Heal t h Engi neer, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, from M. Thomas Taccone, Renedial Project
Manager, U S. EPA, Region Il, re: Oean Wllfield Superfund Site; January 14, 1994 Notification of D spute
Resol ution, February 25, 1994.

P. 400320- Letter to Ms. Libby Ford, Senior Environmnental

400321 Heal t h Engi neer, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, from M. Carole Petersen, Chief,
NY/ Cari bbean Superfund Branch 11, U S. EPA Region Il, re: Oean WllIfield Superfund Site; Comments on the
Menmor andum on Renedi al Action Objectives and Subsequent FS Submittals, March 18, 1994.

P. 400322- Letter to Ms. Libby Ford, Senior Environmental



400322 Heal t h Engi neer, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, from M. Carole Petersen, Chief,
NY/ Cari bbean Superfund Branch 11, U S. EPA Region Il, re: Oean WIIfield Superfund Site Suppl enent al
Feasibility Study, April 21, 1994.

P. 400323- Letter to M. Thonas Taccone, Renedi al Project

400327 Manager, U S. EPA, Region Il, fromM. Steven M Scharf, P.E, Project Engi neer, Bureau of
Wast e Renedi al Action, Division of Hazardous WAste Renedi ati on, New York State Departnent of Environmental
Conservation, re: AQean Wllfield Site, Aean C&T, Cattaraugus County Site No. 9-05-014, April 28, 1994.
(Attachnents: Attachnment A: Facsimile to M. Steven Sharf, Environnental Engi neer 2, NYS Departnent of
Envi ronnental Conservation, Bureau of Wstern Renedial Action, from M. Lani Rafferty, Environnental Health
Specialist Il, Bureau of Environmental Exposure Investigation, re: Oean WllIfield, dean, Cattaraugus
County, Site |ID #905014, April 27, 1994, Attachment B: Site map, O ean Steel Corp., Tax No. 94.020-01-023.)

P. 400328- Letter to Ms. Carole Petersen, Chief, NY/ Caribbean

400424 Superfund Branch 11, U S. EPA Region Il, fromMs. Libby Ford, Senior Environmental Health
Engi neer, d ean Cooperating Industries SRI/FS Coordi nator, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, re: Submttal of
various Oean SR /FS docunents, May 6, 1994. (Attachnents: 1) Letter to Ms. Libby Ford, Senior Environmental
Heal th Engi neer, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, fromM. WIlliamJ. Gay, Senior Scientist/Project Mnager,
CGeraghty & Mller, Inc., re: Enclosed Menorandum of Remedial Action Qbjectives, Oean Wll Field, dean New
York, May 6, 1994, 2) Letter to M. Thomas Taccone, Remedial Project Manager, U S. EPA Region II, from
Messrs. WIlliamJ. Gay, Senior Scientist/Project Manager and Andrew J. Barber, Senior Associ ate/Project
Oficer, Geraghty & Mller, Inc., re: Oean WIlIl Field Supplenental Feasibility Study, May 6, 1994,
(Attachnent: "Proposed Schedul e of Activities for the Supplenmental Feasibility Study at the Aean WIll Field,
O ean, New York"), 3) Report: Conparative Analysis of Renedial Alternatives, Oean Wll Field, dean, New
York, prepared for O ean Cooperating Industries, prepared by GMCE of New York, P.C., Engineering Services,
May 1994.)

P. 400425- Letter to M. Steven M Scharf, P.E., Project

400425 Engi neer, Bureau of Western Remedi al Action, Division of Hazardous Waste Renedi ati on, New York
State Department of Environmental Conservation, from M. Thomas Taccone, Remedi al Project Minager, U. S. EPA
Region Il, re: Oean Wllfield Superfund Site; Conparative Analysis of Remedial Alternatives, Treatability
Workpl an, Qther SRI/FS Submi ssions, My 12, 1994.

P. 400426- Letter to M. Steven M Scharf, P.E., Project

400427 Engi neer, Bureau of Western Remedi al Action, Division of Hazardous Waste Renedi ati on, New York
State Departnent of Environmental Conservation, from M. Thomas Taccone, Reredial Project Manager, U. S. EPA
Region Il, re: Oean Wllfield Superfund Site; Letter of April 28, 1994, May 17, 1994.

P. 400428- Letter to M. Thonas Taccone, Renedi al Project

400430 Manager, U S. EPA, Region Il, fromM. Steven M Scharf, P.E., Project Engi neer, Bureau of
Western Renedi al Action, D vision of Hazardous Waste Renediati on, New York State Departnent of Environnental
Conservation, re: Oean Wllfield Site; Oean C&T, Cattaraugus County Site No. 9-05-014, June 15, 1994.

P. 400431- Letter to Ms. Libby Ford, Senior Environmental

400439 Heal t h Engi neer, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, from M. Carole Petersen, Chief,
NY/ Cari bbean Superfund Branch 11, U S. EPA Region Il, re: Oean Wllfield Superfund Site; Conmments on the
Prelimnary Screening and Conparative Analysis of Renedial Alternative SFS Submittals, July 1, 1994.

P. 400440- Letter to M. Thomas Taccone, Renedi al Project

400447 Manager, U S. EPA, Region Il, fromMssrs. WlliamJ. Gay, Senior Scientist and Andrew J.
Bar ber, Senior Associate, CGeraghty & MIler, Inc., re: Response to USEPA Comments on the Prelimnary
Screening of Renedial Aternatives and the Conparative Analysis of Renedial Alternatives, Oean Wll Field
Suppl enental Feasibility Study, O ean, New York, July 21, 1994.

P. 400448- Letter to Ms. Libby Ford, Senior Environmental
400448 Heal t h Engi neer, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, from M. Carole Petersen, Chief,
NY/ Cari bbean Superfund Branch 11, U S. EPA Region Il, re: Oean WllIfield Superfund Site; Response to



Comments on the Prelimnary Screening and Conparative Analysis of Renedial Alternatives, August 25, 1994.

P. 400449- Letter to M. Thonas Taccone, Renedi al Project

400455 Manager, U.S. EPA, Region Il, fromM. Steven M Scharf, P.E., Project Engineer, Bureau of
Western Renedi al Action, D vision of Hazardous WAste Renedi ati on, New York State, Departnent of Environmental
Conservation, re: Oean WIlIfield Site, dean C&T, Cattaraugus County, Site No. 9-05-014, Cctober 19, 1994.

P. 400456- Letter to M. Thomas Taccone, Renedi al Project

400457 Manager, U S. EPA, Region Il, fromM. Libby Ford, Senior Environnent Heal th Engi neer, O ean
Cl SRI/FS Coordi nator, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, re: Oean Wl Ifield Supplenment R/FS Adm nistrative
Consent Order No. |1-CERCLA-10202 -- Advance Request for Extension of the 14 Day Comment Period to Respond to

EPA's Comrents on the Conparative Analysis of Remedial Alternatives Report, Decenber 15, 1994.

P. 400458- Letter to Ms. Libby Ford, Senior Environmental

400468 Heal t h Engi neer, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, from M. Carol e Petersen, Chief,
NY/ Cari bbean Superfund Branch 11, U S EPA Region Il, re: Oean WlIfield Superfund Site; Draft Prelimnary
Screening of Renedial Aternatives and Conparative Analysis of Remedial Alternatives, January 23, 1995.

P. 400469- Letter to Ms. Carole Petersen, Chief, NY/Caribbean

400485 Superfund Branch Il, and M. Thomas Taccone, Renedial Project Manager, U S. EPA, Region IlI,
from Ms. Libby Ford, Senior Environmental Health Engi neer, d ean Cooperating Industries SR /FS Coordinator,
N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, re: dean WlIlfield Supplemental R/FS Wrking Draft Suppl enent al

Feasibility Study, Admnistrative Consent O der No. |I-CERCLA-10202, March 24, 1995. (Attachnent: Letter to
Ms. Libby Ford, Senior Environnental Health Engineer, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, from M. Carole
Pet ersen, NY/Cari bbean Superfund Branch 11, U S. EPA Region Il, re: AQean WII| Field Superfund Site; Draft

Prelimnary Screening of Renedial Aternatives, January 23, 1995.)

P. 400486- Letter to M. Thonas Taccone, Renedi al Project

400493 Manager, U.S. EPA, Region Il, fromMessrs. Brent C ODell, P.E, Project Engineer/Project
Manager and Arnold S. Vernick, P.E., Associate/Project Advisor, re: Oean WIll Field Draft Suppl erment al
Feasibility Study Insert To Appendix D. Table 1 Table 2., March 31, 1995. (Attachnents: Table 1: "Hydraulic
Paraneters Used in Capture Zone Analysis Oean Wll Field, dean, New York", Table 2: "Capture Zone Anal ysis
Results, dean Wll Field, dean, New York".)

P. 400494- Letter to M. Thonas Taccone, Renedi al Project

400508 Manager, U.S. EPA, Region Il, fromM. Steven M Scharf, P.E., Project Engineer, Bureau of
Western Renedi al Action, Division of Hazardous Waste Renedi ati on, New York State Departnent of Environment al
Conservation, re: Oean Wllfield Site, Aean C&T, Cattaraugus County, New York, Site No. 9-05-014, My 1,
1995. (Attachnents: fact sheets, data, correspondence)

P. 400509- Letter to M. Steven Scharf, P.E., Project

400510 Engi neer, New York State Departnent of Environnental Conservation, Bureau of Wstern Renedi al
Action, D vision of Hazardous Waste Renediation, from M. Thonmas Taccone, Renedial Project Manager, U S. EPA
Region Il, re: Aean Wllfield Superfund Site; NYSDEC and NYSDCH Comments on the Draft Suppl enental FS, My
11, 1995.

P. 400511- Letter to Ms. Libby Ford, Senior Environmental

400518 Heal t h Engi neer, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, from M. Carole Petersen, Chief,
NY/ Cari bbean Superfund Branch 11, U S EPA Region Il, re: QOean Wllfield Superfund Site; Draft Suppl enent
FS Report and Pilot Test Reports for AVX and Al cas, May 12, 1995.

P. 400519- Letter to M. Thonas Taccone, Renedi al Project

400535 Manager, U.S. EPA, Region Il, fromMessrs. Brent C. ODell, P.E, Engineering Task Manager and
Arnold S. Vernick, P.E, Project Advisor, Geraghty & Mller, Inc., re: Response to Comments, O ean Draft
Feasibility Study Review, My 30, 1995.

P. 400536- Letter to Ms. Libby Ford, Senior Environmental



400540 Heal t h Engi neer, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, from M. Carole Petersen, Chief,
NY/ Cari bbean Superfund Branch 11, US. EPA Region Il, re: Oean WlIfield Superfund Site; Draft
Suppl enental FS Report, June 29, 1995. (Attachment: "Sanple Text for the Conparative Anal ysis of
Al ternatives by Source Area", undated)

P. 400541- Letter to M. Thonas Taccone, Renedi al Project

400542 Manager, U S. EPA, Region Il, fromMs. Lani Rafferty, Environmental Health Specialist II,
Bureau of Environnental Exposure |nvestigation, State of New York Departnent of Health, re: Oean Wll Field,
A ean, Cattaraugus County, Site |ID #905014, July 19, 1995.

P. 400543- Letter to M. Thonas Taccone, Renedi al Project

400579 Manager, U.S. EPA, Region Il, fromMessrs. Brent C. ODell, P.E, Engineering Task Manager and
Arnold S. Vernick, P.E, Project Advisor, re: Attached Response to Comments, O ean Draft Feasibility Study
Review, July 19, 1995.

P. 400580- Letter to M. Thomas Taccone, Renedi al Project

400613A Manager, U. S. EPA, Region Il, fromMessrs. Brent C ODell, P.E, Engineering Task Manager and
Arnold S. Vernick, Project Advisor, re: Attached Response to Comrents, O ean Draft Feasibility Study Review
- Second Submittal, July 31, 1995.

P. 400314- Letter to M. Thomas Taccone, Renedial Project

400646 Manager, U S. EPA, Region Il, fromMessrs. Brent C ODell, P.E, Engineering Task Manager and
Arnold S. Vernick, P.E, Project Advisor, re: Attached Response to Comments, O ean Draft Feasibility Study
Review - Third Submittal, August 2, 1995.

P. 400647- Letter to Ms. Lani Rafferty, Environnental Health

400648 Specialist Il, Bureau of Environnental Exposure |nvestigation, State of New York Departnent of
Heal th, from M. Thomas Taccone, Renedial Project Manager, U S. EPA Region Il, re: dean Wllfield Superfund
Site; NYSDOH Comments on the PRP's SFS Comments Dated May 30, 1995, Cctober 11, 1995.

P. 400649- Letter to M. Thonas Taccone, Renedi al Project

400654 Manager, U S. EPA, Region Il, fromM. Steven M Scharf, P.E., Project Engi neer, Bureau of
Western Renedi al Action, D vision of Hazardous Waste Renediati on, New York State Departnent of Environnental
Conservation, re: Oean WlIfield Site, Dean Gty & Town, Cattaraugus County Site No. 9-05-014, Cctober 17,
1995. (Attachment: 1. Letter to M. Steven M Scharf, Bureau of Wstern Renedial Action, D vision of
Hazar dous Waste Remedi ation, NYS Department of Environnental Conservation fromMs. Lani Rafferty,
Envi ronnental Health Specialist Il, Bureau of Environmental Exposure |nvestigation, State of New York
Department of Health re: Qdean Wllfield, Oean, Cattaraugus County, Site |ID #905014, Cctober 6, 1995, 2.
Facsimle transmssion entitled "Trigger Level Discussion for Insertion", prepared by Geraghty & Ml ler,
Inc., September 22, 1995.)

P. 400655- Letter to Ms. Libby Ford, Senior Environmnental
400661 Heal t h Engi neer, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, from M. Carole Petersen, Chief,
NY/ Cari bbean Superfund Branch I, US. EPA Region Il, re: Oean WlIfield Superfund Site; Draft
Suppl enental FS Report, Cctober 19, 1995. (Attachment: "Soil and G oundwater Treatnent by Source Area",
undat ed.)

7.0 ENFORCEMENT
7.3 Admnistrative Oders

P. 700001- Admini strative Order on Consent for Suppl enent

700301 Remedi al Investigation/Feasibility Study, Qperable Unit, No. 2, In the Matter of the O ean
Wll Field Site, Alcas Cutlery Corporation, A um num Conpany of America, AVX Corporation, Cooper Industries
Inc., MG aw Edi son Conpany, Respondents, |Index No. |l CERCLA-10202, June 25, 1991. (Attachments: Appendi x
1. Report: Final Supplenental Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Work Plan, O ean Well Field Site,
A ean, New York, prepared for U S. EPA Region Il, prepared by Ebasco Services I ncor porated, May 1989,



Appendi x 2. Report: Draft Field Operations plan (FOP) for Supplenental Renedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study, Oean Wll Field Site, Oean New York, prepared for U S. EPA Region ||, prepared by Ebasco Services
I ncor porated, June 1989.)

7.7 Notice Letters and Responses - 104e's

P. 700302- Letter to M. Earl D. Col eman, President, Loohn's

700311 Cl eaners & Launderers, Inc., fromM. Kathleen C. Callahan, Drector, Energency and Renedi al
Response Division, U S EPA Region II, re: Supplenmental Request for Information Pursuant to Section 104(e)
of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. section 9604(e), Oean Wllfield Superfund Site, O ean, New York, Notice of Potential
Liability under 42 U S. C. sections 9601-9675, Novenmber 14, 1995. (Attachnents: Request for Information
Instructions and Certification.)

8.0 HEALTH ASSESSMVENTS
8.1 ATSDR Health Assessnents

P. 800001- Letter to Ms. Nicki D Forte, SCB, U S. EPA

800013 Region Il, fromM. WIIliam Nel son, and Ms. Deni se Johnson, ATSDR Regi onal Representatives,
Department of Health & Human Services, re: Attached report: Health Assessnent for O ean Wll Field National
Priorities List (NPL) Site, dean Cattaraugus County, New York, November 21, 1988, Novenber 29, 1988.

P. 800014- Report: Revised Site Review and Update for O ean

800028 Well Field, dean, Cattaraugus County, New York, Cerclis No. NYD980528657, prepared by New
York State Departnent of Health Under a Cooperative Agreement Wth U S. Departnent of Health & Human
Services, Public Health Service, and Agency for Toxi c Substances and D sease Registry, April 21, 1994.

P. 800029- Letter to M. Tom Taccone, Renedial Project

800041 Manager, U.S. EPA, Region Il, fromM. Arthur Bl ock, Senior Regional Representative,
Department of Health and Human Services, re: Attached report: Site Review and Update (SRU) for dean Wl
Field, dean, Cattaraugus County, NY, Septenber 3, 1993, Cctober 7, 1993.

8.3 Correspondence

P. 800042- Menorandumto M. Arthur Block, Senior Regional

800042 Representative, Departnent of Health and Human Services, from M. Carol e Petersen, Chief,
NY/ Cari bbean Superfund Branch 11, U S. EPA Region Il, re: ATSDR Site Update for the dean WIll| Field
Superfund Site, Novenmber 19, 1993.

P. 800043- Letter to M. Arthur Bl ock, Senior Regional

800043 Representative, Departnent of Health and Human Services, fromM. Steven M Scharf, P.E.,
Proj ect Engi neer, New York State Departnent of Environmental Conservation, re: Oean Wllfield Site, Oean
C&T, Cattaraugus County, NYSDEC Site No. 9-05-014, Decenber 29, 1993.

P. 800044- Menorandumto M. Arthur Bl ock, Senior

800045 Representative, Department of Health and Human Services, from M. Thomas Taccone, Project
Manager, U S. EPA, Region Il, re: Oean Wllfield Superfund; Comments on ATSDR s Revised Site Update, March
23, 1994.

P. 800046- Letter to "Interested Party", from M. Meaghan
800046 Boi ce-Green, Health Liaison Program New York State Department of Health, re: Site Review and
Update (SRU) dated April 21, 1994 for the OQean WllIfield Site, Septenber 23, 1994.

P. 800047- Mermor andumto M. Arthur Bl ock, Senior

800048 Representative, Department of Health and Human Services, from M. Kevin Lynch, Chief,
Western/ NY Section Il, U S EPA Region Il, re: Agency Review Draft Health Consultation for the d ean
Vel lfield Superfund Site, July 24, 1995.



10. 0 PUBLI C PARTI Cl PATI ON
10.3 Public Notices

P. 1000001- Public Notice announci ng Public Meeting to discuss

1000013 U S EPA s plans to direct a Supplenental Renedial |nvestigation/Feasibility Study (R /FS) at
the dean WIlI| Field Superfund Site, Septenber 19, 1991. (Attachment: "Miling List for Oean Public
Noti ces".)

10. 6 Fact Sheets and Press Rel eases

P. 1000014- Fact Sheet for the dean WIl Field Site,
1000016  Cattaraugus County, New York, prepared by U S. EPA Region Il, Septenber 1991.

OLEAN VELLFI ELD SI TE

OPERABLE UNI T TWD

ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD FI LE UPDATE
I NDEX OF DOCUMENTS

4.0 FEASIBILITY STUDY
4.3 Feasibility Study Reports

P. 400661A- Report: Oean Wll Field Superfund Site

400909 Feasibility Study Report, United States Environnental Protection Agency's Preface,
prepared by U S. EPA, undated. NOTE: see section 4.6, letter dated July 3, 1996 for details. (Attachnent:
Report: Draft - Final, Supplenental Feasibility Study, Oean Wllfield Site, dean, New York, prepared for
A ean Cooperating Industries, prepared by CGeraghty & MIler, Inc., and GM Consul ting Engi neers, P.C., June
1996.)

4.6 Correspondence

P. 400910- Letter to Ms. Libby ford, Senior Environmental

400918 Heal th Engi neer, N xon, Hargrave, Devans and Doyle, from M. Carole Petersen, Chief,
NY/ Cari bbean Superfund Branch 11, U S EPA Region Il, re: Oean WIl Field Superfund Site; Finalization of
the Supplermental FS, July 3, 1996. (Attachnment: O ean Wll Field Superfund Site Feasibility Study Report,
United States Environmental Protection Agency's Preface, prepared by U S. EPA undated.)

10. 0 PUBLI C PARTI CI PATI ON
10. 9 Proposed Pl an

P. 1000005- Superfund Proposed Plan, Oean Wll Field, Gty of
1000038 dean, Cattaraugus County, New York, prepared by U S. EPA Region Il, July 3, 1996.

OLEAN WELL FIELD SITE

OPERABLE UNI T TWD

ADM NI STRATI VE RECCRD FI LE UPDATE TWD
I NDEX OF DOCUMENTS

4.0 FEASIBILITY STUDY
4.6 Correspondence
P. 400919- Letter to Ms. Libby Ford, Senior Environmental

400920 Heal t h Engi neer, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, from M. Carole Petersen, Chief,
NY/ Cari bbean Superfund Branch 11, U S. EPA Region Il re: Oean WlIfield Superfund Site, Suppl enental



RI/FS; Progress Report for August 1993, Cctober, 14, 1993.

P. 400921- Letter to M. Thonas Taccone, Oean WIlIfield Site

400944 Project Coordinator, U S. EPA Region ||, Emrergency & Renedi al Response D vision, from Messrs.
Steven T. Devernoe, Engineer, WIlliamJ. Gey, Senior/Scientist/Project Manager, and Andrew J. Barber, Senior
Associ ate/ Project O ficer, CGeraghty & MIler, Inc., Septenber 7, 1994. (Attachnents: Figures, Appendix A and

Appendi x B)

P. 400945- Letter to Ms. Libby Ford, Senior Environmnental

400966 Heal t h Engi neer, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, from M. Carole Petersen, Chief,
NY/ Cari bbean Superfund Branch I, US. EPA Region Il, re: Oean Wllfield Superfund Site; Draft
Suppl enental FS Report, May 9, 1996. (Attachnents: Attachments 1 and 2).

P. 400967- Letter to M. Thomas Taccone, Oean Wllfield Site

401001 Project Coordinator, U S. EPA Region Il, Erergency & Renedi al Response Division, from M.
Li bby Ford, QEP, Senior Environnmental Health Engineer, Oean C SRI/FS Coordinator, N xon, Hargrave, Devans &
Doyl e, re: Oean Wllfield Supplenental RI/FS Adm nistrative Consent Order No. |I-CERCLA-10202 Comments on

EPA | nmposed revisions to SFS and Notice of |Issue Submtted for D spute Resolution, July 18, 1996.
(Attachnents: Appendi x A through Appendix F).

P. 401002- Letter to M. Kevin Lynch, Chief, Wstern NY
401005 Remedi ati on Section, U S. EPA Region I, Emergency and Renmedi al Response Division, from M.
Li bby Ford, QEP, Senior Environmental Health Engineer, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, re: July 18, 1996
Di spute Resolution Letter - Resolution of |ssue Nunmber One, July 30, 1996. (Attachnment: Pages of Section 2.1
of the Supplenental Feasibility Study with revisions, undated.)

10. 0 PUBLI C PARTI C PATI ON

10.1 Comments and Responses

P. 1000039- Letter to M. Thomas Taccone, O ean Wllfield Site

1000329 Proj ect Coordinator, U S. EPA Region Il, fromM. Libby Ford, QEP, dean C Coordi nator,
Seni or Environnental Health Engi neer, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, re: Comments on "Superfund Proposed
Plan - Oean Wellfield", August 5, 1996. (Attachments: Appendi x A which contains 41 docurments appended to
this letter, undated.)

P. 1000330- Letter to M. Thomas Taccone, O ean Wllfield Site

1000332 Project Coordinator, U S EPA Region Il, fromMs. Libby Ford, QEP, Senior Environmental
Heal th Engineer, dean C SR /FS Coordinator, N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, re: Additional Comrents on
"Superfund Proposed Plan - Aean Wllfield", August 7, 1996.

P. 1000333- Letter to M. Thonas Taccone, Renedial Project
1000333 Manager, U S. EPA, Region Il, fromM. John Mtchell, Supervisor, Town of Qean, re: dean
Vel lfield Superfund Site, August 23, 1996.

P. 1000334- Letter to M. Thomas Taccone, Renedial Project
1000335 Manager, U S. EPA, Region Il, fromM. Stewart C HIll, re: Aean Wllfield, August 23, 1996.

P. 1000336- Letter to M. Thonas E. Taccone, Renedial Project

1000337 Manager, Energency & Renedi al Response Division, U S EPA Regionll, fromM. Wayne D
M zerak, Environmental Engineer |, D vision of Environnental Renediation, New York State Department of
Envi ronnental Conservation, re: NYDECs response to coments 9 and 10 of the August 5, 1996 letter from M.
Li bby Ford, August 27, 1996.

10.4 Public Meeting Transcripts



P. 1000338- Transcripts: "Public Meeting Transcript for the
1000389 (O ean Wll Field Site, Proposed Rermedial Action Plan", Oean, New York, July 16, 1996.

10. 10 Correspondence

P. 1000390- List of Attendees at the Aean WIlIl Field Public
1000393 Meeting, O ean Minicipal Building, Oean, New York, held on July 16, 1996.



APPENDI X |V

STATE LETTER OF CONCURRENCE
<I MG
SRC 0296281A2>

NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF ENVI RONVENTAL CONSERVATI ON
50 Wl f Road, Al bany, New York 12233-7010

M. Richard L. Caspe Sep 27 1996
Director

Emer gency & Renedi al Response Division

U S. Environmental Protection Agency

Regi on |1

290 Broadway - 19th fl oor

New Yor k, New York 10007

Dear M. Caspe:
Re: Oean Wllfield Site, dean C&T, Cattaraugus County, New York, Site No. 9-05-014

The Operable Unit 2 (OU2) Record of Decision (RCD) for the AQean Wellfield site has been revi ewed by the New
York State Departnent of Environnental Conservation (NYSDEC) and the New York State Departnent of Health
(NYSDOH). The QU2 ROD concerns the Suppl emental Source Study Renedial Investigation and Feasibility Study.
Four source areas will require renediation under the U S. Environnental Protection Agency's (USEPA)
jurisdiction. These four areas are McG aw Edi son, Al cas CQutlery, AVX and Loohn's Dry O eaners and
Launderers.

The NYSDEC and the NYSDCOH concur with the selected renedies listed in the Qean Wllfield Q2 RCD. This

i ncl udes Vacuum Enhanced Recovery (VER) for Alcas Cutlery and Loohn's Dry d eaners and Launderers, soil
excavation at AVX and groundwater punp-and-treat at MG aw Edi son. |In addition, AVX and Loohn's Dry d eaners
and Launderers contain a Stage 2 conponent for groundwater punp-and-treat if future evaluation proves this
necessary.

If you have any questions, please contact M. Robert W Schick, P.E., of ny staff, at 518/457-4343.
Si ncerely,

<I M5 SRC 0296281A3>

cc: Conmi ssi oner Zagata

K. Lynch (USEPA)

T. Taccone (USEPA)
A Carlson/L. Rafferty (NYSDCH)



APPENDI X V
RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

APPENDI X V
RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
OLEAN WELL FI ELD SUPERFUND SI TE

| NTRODUCTI ON

A responsiveness summary is required by Superfund regulation. It provides a summary of citizens' conments
and concerns received during the public comment period, and the United States Environnental Protection
Agency's (EPA's) and the New York State Departnent of Environmental conservation's (NYSDEC s) responses to
those comrents and concerns. Al commrents summarized in this docunment have been considered in EPA's and the
NYSDEC s final decision for selection of a remedial alternative for the Oean WIll Field site.

SUMVARY OF COWMUNI TY RELATI ONS ACTI VI TI ES

EPA's public neeting for the Record of Decision for the first operable unit was held on March 29, 1988. The
maj or concern of the community then was on the potential econom c inpact of EPA s sel ected renedies on the
conpani es, whi ch were deened responsi ble for the groundwater contam nation at the Site. The [ocal comunity
were concerned that jobs could be lost; while the Gty was concerned with the | oss of tax revenue, which
woul d result fromjob |oss.

The suppl emental R /FS report and the Proposed Plan for the second operable unit were nmade available to the
public in the admnistrative record file at the EPA Docket Roomin Region Il, in New York City and the
information repository at the O ean Public Library, located in the Cty of dean, New York. The public
comrent period for these docunments was held fromJuly 9, 1996 to August 26, 1996.

On July 16, 1996, EPA conducted a public nmeeting at the A ean nunicipal building in order to present its
Proposed Plan for the second operable unit for renmediating four areas of Site contam nation. Mst of th
questions and comments raised during the neeting and in witten comments recei ved by EPA during the public
comrent period focused on technical inplenmentation of the remedy for the first operable unit and the remedi es
described in EPA's Proposed Plan for the second operable Unit. No objections were voiced at the neeting or
in any of the witten comments on the proposed renedies.

Attached to the Responsiveness Summary are the foll ow ng
Appendi ces:

Appendi x A - Proposed Pl an

Appendi x B - Public Notices

Appendi x C - July 16, 1996 Public Meeting Attendance Sheets
Appendi x D - July 16, 1996 Public Meeting Transcript

Appendi x E - Letters Submtted During the Public Coment Period

SUMVARY OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comrent s expressed during the July 16, 1996, public neeting and witten coments received during the public
comment period, have been categorized as foll ows:

Proposed Pl an

Q her Potential Sources of Site Contam nation

EPA's July 3, 1996, Preface to the supplenental FS

Content of the Admnistrative Record File |Index

Remedi es Specified Under the Septenber 24, 1985, Record of Decision

A summary of the comments and EPA's Responses to the commrents is provided bel ow



Many of the comments which follow were submtted by Ms. Libby Ford, who represented the owners and operators
of the AVX facility, Alcas Cutlery facility, and the MG aw Edison facility. This group of owners and
operators is collectively referred to below as the potentially responsible parties or PRPs.

A.  The Proposed Pl an

PRP Comment #1: Page 2 - There is no nention of the inspection and repair of the MG aw Edi son Sewer, which
was an inportant part of the first operable unit renedy.

EPA' s Response: Mention of repair and inspection of the MG aw Edi son sewer which was an inportant part of
the remedi es selected for the first operable unit can be found on page 3 of the Proposed Pl an.

PRP Comment #2: Page 3 - There is no nention of an upper aquifer at AVX
EPA' s Response: EPA has made this correction in the Record of Deci sion.

PRP Comment #3: Page 5 - The discussion of soil gas and analytical results of soil and groundwater sanpling
incorrectly indicated that 53 ppb of trichloroethene (TCE) was detected in the soil at soil boring 05. The
correct concentration is 29 ppb.

EPA' s Response: EPA has made this correction in the ROD.

PRP Comment #4: Page 7 - The forth paragraph of the section entitled "Faye Avenue/ Schaefer Street" contains
statenents which relate to the investigatory work which was performed at the Giffith G| property.

EPA' s Response: EPA has renoved these statenments fromthe section on the Faye Avenue/ Schaefer Street
di scussion in the ROD.

PRP Comments #5: Pages 9 and 29 - The PRPs di sagreed with EPA s decision to expand the list of contam nants
specified in the Site Mnitoring Plan (SMP) to include a full volatile organic conpound (VOC) scan and
chromium The additional compounds which are being requested for analysis were not detected at |evels of
concern. These additional compounds al so have not been tied to any of the four identified source areas.

EPA' s Response: EPA disagrees that none of the additional contam nants, which the Proposed Pl an specified
for inclusion in the SMP, were detected at |evels which are above | evels of concern. Qher volatiles, which
are not currently being tested for under SMP, but which would be included in a full VOC scan, have been
detected in the soils at concentrations which are above the Site soil clean up objectives. At AVX tol uene,
et hyl benzene and xyl enes, were detected in the soils at 16,000 ppb, 4,000 ppb and 73,000 ppb, respectively.
Xyl ene was al so detected in the groundwater at 3,900 ppb. At Loohn's, 2-butanone was detected at 5,400 ppb
and 43,000 in two separate soil borings.

The remedi es sel ected for AVX and Loohn's Dry Cleaners will require groundwater nonitoring to determ ne

whet her groundwat er remedi ation will be necessary after the contamination soil has been renediated. It will
be necessary to test the groundwater for each of the VOC contaninants which are present in the soil above the
soil cleanup levels. Therefore, EPA believes that the SMP should be revised to specify a full VOC scan.

Chromi um was detected in nmonitoring wells CW12 and CW12A at 22.5 ppm and 1.75 ppm respectively. These
concentrations are above the MCL of 50 ppb and were detected in wells which are close to nunicipal wells 18M
Chromum at | evels bel ow MCLs has been detected in the recent sanples of the influent groundwater to

Muni ci pal wells 18M and 37/38M coll ected by the Gty of dean. Therefore, EPA believes that the SMP should
be revised to include chrom um

PRP Comment #6: Page 9 - A Stage 1B Cultural Resource Survey (CRS), which would involve field investigation,
is not necessary at the ALCAS property since the survey would have little substantial inpact on the design of
a VER system at Al cas.

EPA' s Response: EPA is retaining the requirement for a Stage 1B CRS for both the Loohn's Dry O eaners and



Al cas properties. EPA believes that further investigation is needed, since the properties are |ocated cl ose
to the Allegheny River. This proximty nakes the potential for encountering cultural artifacts high.
Therefore, a Stage 1B CRS will need to be perforned.

PRP Comment #7: Page 10 - The proposed Plan should specifically state that there are two separate exposure
pat hways. The section entitled "Human Health Ri sk Assessment” in the docunent did not recognize that safe
water fromthe Gty public water supply line is available to the on-Site residents, and that those who are
consumi ng untreated groundwater are doing so by their own free choice.

EPA' s Response: EPA agrees that there are two separate exposure pathways. This clarification has been nade
in the ROD s discussion of risks.

PRP Comment #8: Page 11 - The Renedial Action (bjectives (RAGs), as stated in the document, were not the
final RAGs for the SRI/FS.

EPA's Response: |In general, the RAGs in the Proposed Plan did reflect the RAGs as stated in the suppl enental
RI/FS. The discussion of RAGs in the ROD has been witten to be nore consistent with the Suppl enental FS.

PRP Conmment #9: Page 12, Table 1 - There is no New York State Technical and Admi nistrative Quidance

Menor andum (TAGM soi |l cl eanup nunber for cis-1,2 dichloroethene (1,2-DCE). The soil cleanup nunmber, which
isinthe table for 1,2-DCE, is actually the nunber for trans-1,2 DCE. The fourth colum of Table 1 should
be corrected to indicate the values lists are State groundwater and drinking water standards. The basis and
need for including 2-butanone, benzene, ethyl benzene, toluene and vinyl chloride should be stated, since
they are not in included in Table 2-1 of the supplenental FS.

EPA' s Response: The cl eanup nunber for cis-1,2-DCE, which was provided in Table 1 of the Proposed Plan, is
incorrect, and there is no specific soil cleanup nunber for cis-1,2 DCE in the NYSDEC s TAGM gui dance.
However, the gui dance either provides a specific soil cleanup nunber or provides a nmethod for calculating a
nunmber. Using the nethod, a soil cleanup nunber of 250 ppb has been established for cis-1,2-DCE. The nunber
is referenced in Table 1 of the ROD.

Regardi ng the col um heading for the fourth colum of Table 1 in the Proposed Plan, EPA has clarified the
table as it appears in the ROD. the heading now reads "New York Water Quality Standards." The heading al so
has a footnote, which states, "The values listed are the nore stringent of New York State's drinking water
and groundwat er standards."

The compounds: 2-butanone, ethyl benzene, toluene and vinyl chloride all have been found in the soil on-Site
at |l evels above the NYSDEC s soil cleanup objectives. These conpounds are Site-related and therefore nust be
renmoved fromthe soil to the extent they are above the Site cl eanup nunbers.

PRP Comment #10: Page 12, Table 1 - The NYSDEC MCL for benzene should be 5 ppb, not 0.7 ppb. The fourth
colum of Table 1 should be re-titled, "New York State G oundwater Standards."

EPA' s Response: The state MCL for benzene is 5 ppb. However, the New York State G oundwater standard for
benzene is 0.7 ppb. Regarding the fourth colum heading of Table 1 of the Proposed Plan, EPA revised the
tabl e, which was included in the ROD as Table 1. The revised headi ng now reads, "New York State Wter
Quality Standards."™ The table has also been footnoted to indicate that values |listed are the nore stringent
of the State drinking water or groundwater standards.

PRP Comment #11: Page 13 - An evaluation of the effect of a groundwater punp and treat systemon the
wet | ands areas, which is located south of the AVX facility, is unnecessary. The groundwater at AVX has been
punped for 40 years without any detrinental effects on the wetl ands.

EPA' s Response: Wiile there have been no observable effects on the wetlands area, if a groundwater punp and
treat systemwere installed at AVX, the |location and punping rate of the systemwould nost |ikely be

different than the |ocation and punping rate of the present system which was designed to provide a source of
water for the AVX plant operations. Therefore, some assessnent of the potential inpact of a groundwater punp



and treat systemon the wetlands areas i s necessary.

PRP Comment #12: Page 13 - The 4-year review for deternining whether a groundwater punp and treat is
necessary at the AVX and Loohn's Dry O eaners properties should be conbined with the CERCLA 5-year review

EPA' s Response: Past EPA correspondence on this matter nay be found in the EPA's Adnministrative Record for
this Record of Decision (See Appendix IIl). Essentially, EPA believes that the 4-year review for the

renmedi es and the CERCLA 5-year review should not be conbined, since the objective of each reviewis
different. The 4-year reviewis to determine if a specific portion of the renedial action, i.e., the source
control action at AVX or Loohn's, has been effective and if there is a need for the groundwater
punp-and-treat stage of the renmedy. The four year period represents the anount of tinme for three vol unes of
groundwater to travel or flush fromthe properties to the municipal wells. On the other hand, the 5-year
reviewis required by Section 121(c) of CERCLA whenever a remedial action results in contanination being |eft
on site above health-based | evels to determ ne whether all of the renedial actions inplenmented at the Site
continue to be protective.

PRP Comment #13: Pages 16-28 - A previous draft of the Conparative Analysis of Renedial Aternatives section
of the suppl enental FS was adequate and the comrentors objected to EPA's witten comments on previous drafts
of the Suppl emental FS, which indicated that the section required further revisions.

EPA' s Response: EPA's position on this matter is stated in its witten comments on drafts of the

suppl emental FS. EPA' s comrents may be found in the Administrative Record (See Appendix Il11). In sunmary,
EPA believed that the infornmation provided in the draft Supplenental FS was not correctly organi zed and
therefore could not be used to forma basis of decision for renedy sel ection.

PRP Comment #14: Page 14 - Granul ar activated carbon (GAC) nmay or nmay not be adequate to treat the VOC

em ssions froma Vacuum Enhanced Recovery (VER) or Soil Vapor Extraction System (SVE). A thernal oxidation
system nmay be nore appropriate for vapor streans which have VOC concentrations, which are too high to treat
economcally with GAC. Al so, the groundwater which will be discharged from VER system may al so be treated
nore economcally with an air stripper than GAC

EPA' s Response: EPA agrees with these comrents and has included these comments in the ROD s description of
Al ternative 4.

PRP comment #15: Page 17, paragraph 5 - The PRPs disagreed with the Proposed Pl an's statenent that
Alternative 5 (excavation) can achieve ARARs faster that Alternative 4 (VER or SVE) for the Al cas source
area.

EPA' s Response: The Proposed Plan and the supplenental FS indicate that it would take approximately the sanme
amount of time to conpletely excavate all of the contam nated soil as it would to construct a VER system
After this time period, conplete renediation (excavation) of the soil under Alternative 5 woul d be

acconpl i shed and soil cleanup goals would be net. Alternative 4, however, would require another 3 to 5 years
before the VOC s were renoved to | evels that woul d meet cleanup goal s.

PRP Coment #16: Table 2 - The footnotes to Table 2 did not include all of the information which was
included in the footnotes in Table 4-1 of the suppl enental FS.

EPA' s Response: EPA reviewed Table 2 and found that footnote 4 did not state that the cost for inplenenting
Alternative 3A at MG aw Edi son included the costs for operating and nmai ntaining the existing air stripper,
which is currently treating groundwater fromthe | ower aquifer, and the additional costs necessary for

punpi ng and treating water fromthe upper aquifer. EPA has made this correction in the ROD.

Comrent #17: What happens to the vapors which woul d be generated by a vacuum enhanced recovery (VER) systenf®
EPA' s Response: The vapors which would be emtted froma VER systemwoul d be treated to nmeet air em ssion

standards before they are released to the anbient air. Treatnent could consist of a thernal oxidation
system or, for |ower concentrations, adsorption using granul ated activated carbon.



Comment #18: WII the conpani es which signed the 1991 administrative consent order pay EPA's past and future
suppl emental RI/FS costs?

EPA' s Response: Pursuant to a 1989 Consent Decree, the conpani es which signed the 1991 order paid th United
States $1,175,000 (with a $145,000 credit) for past costs through August 1989. In a Novenber 1992 settlenent
with the bankruptcy estate of WR Case, another for the Site, EPA received $650,000.00 for pat and future
response costs and $50,000 as a civil penalty for nonconpliance with a 1986 Admi nistrative Order. The
parties who signed the 1991 Order paid approximately $127,000 to rei nburse EPA for costs incurred by the
governnent to prepare the work plans for the supplenental RI/FS. Additionally, the parties who signed the
1991 Order agreed, in that Order, to pay EPA's costs in overseeing the supplemental RI/FS. EPA will prepare
a bill in the near future, requesting paynent of its oversight costs. EPA and the PRPs will negotiate the
issue of EPA's future costs for the Site during negotiations regardi ng performance of the QR renedi al

desi gn/remedi al action (see al so response to conment 20).

Comrent #19: How much tine it will take to inplenment the renmedies at the source area properties.

EPA' s Response: After the design work is conpleted, EPA expects that is will take approxi mately one
construction season to excavate all of the soil at AVX, and approxinately five years to conplete the soil
treatnment at Al cas and Loohn's. EPA expects that it will take approxinately four additional years for the
groundwat er underlying these properties to be bel ow drinking water standards. The four-year period
represents the anount of time for three volunes of groundwater to travel or flush fromthe properties to the
muni ci pal wel | s.

Regar di ng the groundwat er renedi es, EPA does not have a precise estimate for the tine it will take to
renmedi ate groundwater fromthe upper aquifer. For cost-estimation purposes, EPA used an estimate of thirty
years.

Comment #20: What is the time frame for negotiations with the PRPs before inplementing the remedy?

EPA' s Response: After the ROD is issued, EPA will send a "special notice letter" to the PRPs offering them
the opportunity to either performthe renedy thenselves or finance the remedy. EPA and the PRPs will have no
l ess than 120 days to negotiate an agreenment. |If the parties have not reached an agreenment by the concl usion
of the 120 day period, EPA could either issue a unilateral adm nistrative order requiring the PRPs to perform
the work, or performthe work itself and seek reinbursenent at a later date. Wrk on the renedial design
will not begin until after the expiration of the 120 day negoti ati on peri od.

B. O her Potential Sources of Contamnation on-Site

Comrent #21: Wy was not the O ean Minicipal Landfill, which is |ocated south of Seneca Avenue and north of
the Conrail Railroad tracks, included in the supplenental RI/FS investigation.

EPA' s Response: The O ean Minicipal Landfill, also known as the Seneca Landfill, was not included in the
suppl emental RI/FS since during the previous R /FS several wells down gradient fromthe landfill did not
indicate the presence of contam nation fromthe landfill.

Comrent #22: Many of the private wells in the area had | evels of TCE of approximately 2 ppb, which was
"hal f-way to the maxi mum concentration allowable of 5 ppb." WII the wells which are |located in the area of
Seneca Avenue will be retested?

EPA' s Response: EPA's Septenber 24, 1985, Record of Decision for the Site stated that the private wells near
Seneca Avenue shoul d be nonitored and that carbon adsorption units be placed on the wells as needed.

Anal yses of groundwater fromselected private wells located in this area in 1994 and 1995 have not shown the
presence of organic contam nants at or above state or federal nmaxi num contam nant |evels (MZLs) for drinking
wat er. EPA has asked Cooper Industries, one of the PRPs, to continue to nonitor three wells, which are
spaced as widely as possible. However, since the this area is upgradient fromthe sources of contanination
to the Oean WIl Field, we would not expect to see Site contamination nigrating to those wells.



Comment #23: The Town Supervisor of the Town of Oean stated that "In January 1996, after a flooding
epi sode, "the basenment walls of several hones near East River Road appeared to be "cleaned" by a "cl eaning
sol vent . "

EPA' s Response: EPA does not consider this incident related to the contam nation which has been detected at
the Site. EPA contacted the Town Supervisor and was told that the subject homes were | ocated on the south
side of the All egheny River across fromthe Alcas facility. No sanples were collected during the incident.
However, there were no solvent odors evident during the event. EPA has also reviewed the data collected for
the Site Monitoring Plan and the Supplenental R report. EPA believes that any contam nation fromthe Al cas
facility, which wold be the closest source to the subject homes woul d be captured by nunicipal well 18M and
therefore could not travel to these homes. |In addition, the influent groundwater fromthe | ower aquifer

to the municipal wells 37/38M which are located close to the homes, did not indicate any increase in
the concentration of contam nants during Decenber 1995 and February 1996.

C EPA's July 3, 1996 Preface to the supplenmental FS

The Suppl emental FS report subnmitted by the PRPs on June 17, 1996 did not accurately reflect the coments RPA
made on previous drafts. Therefore, EPA anmended the report with a Preface to provide the Agency's position
on a nunber of issues.

The PRPs for the Site raised five major issues regarding EPA's July 3, 1996, Preface which finalized the
suppl emental FS (SFS). These issues and EPA's response to them are provided bel ow EPA agrees that some
revision of EPA's Preface are appropriate.

PRP Comment 24: The Preface should not nodify the Renmedial Action Chjectives which are contained in Section
2.1 of the SFS.

EPA' s Response: The Supplenental FS submitted by the PRPs had added additional conditions to the Renedi al
Action ojectives to the 1989 Suppl emental R /FS workplan. EPA s SFS Preface deleted the | ast sentence and
the quote fromthe SRI/FS report. However, EPA now believes that the statement and quote shoul d include the
foll owi ng | anguage which was originally included in the SRI/FS workpl an.

The Anended SRI Work Plan (Ebasco Services, Inc. 1989) also sets forth the follow ng decision criteria:

"Thus, the Supplenental RI/FS Report will recomrend that source control be perforned at one or nore
locations if it is determne that an action, consistent with the National Contingency Plan (NCP), will
expedite treatnent of the well field aquifer or mtigate unacceptable risks" (Ebasco Services, Inc.
1989) .

The third bullet on page 2-2 and the first bullet on page 2-3, which state two Renedial Action Cbjectives of
the SFS, should be stated as follows:

1 Page 2-2, third bullet - "Restore soils at one or nore |ocations to meet New York State soil cleanup
gui del i nes (NYSDEC TAGM HWR- 94- 4046) for concentrations of TCE, 1,1,1-TCA cis-1,2-DCE, and ot her
site-related contaninants if such restoration will expedite the treatnent of the contaninated
aqui fer."

Page 2-3, first bullet - "Provide additional |ocalized groundwater treatment for TCE, 1,1, 1-TCA
cis-1,2-DCE, and other site-related contaminants at one or nore locations if it will expedite the
treatnent of the aquifer.

PRP Comment #25: The SFS should include a factual discussion of the past performance of the groundwater
punping well at the AVX property. A punping well at AVX should be nentioned since it has, in effect, been
treating the aquifer for the past 40 years.

EPA' s Response: The well is a production well that was not designed for the purpose of treating the aquifer.
Therefore, EPA believes the inclusion, in the supplenental FS, of a discussion regarding the success or



failure of its ability to cleanup the aquifer can be confusing or m sl eading.

EPA is, however, agreeable to including the statenents, which point out the uncertainties of achieving

aqui fer restoration through a groundwater punp and treat system EPA does maintain its position that a punp
and treat system if necessary, would be an effective neans of contami nant at AVX and therefore restorative
of the groundwater which is downgradient fromthe system The follow ng phrases, which were deleted fromthe
SFS by the Preface, should remain in the SFS

1 Section 3.4.3.3, Page 3-35, at the end of the second full paragraph - "Wile groundwater punping from
the Gty aquifer would be possible at the AVX property, the greater than 15 years of active punping at
the site in relatively close proximty to the identified source area has not caused significant
concentration reduction in the groundwater. These observations are consistent with the nature of the
dense till found in the source area."

PRP Comment #26: The criteria which will be used to determ ne whether or not groundwater punp-and-treat will
be necessary for renmedial alternatives 3, 4 and 5 nust be tied to the conpletion of stage 1 (soil
remedi ation) at the identified source areas.

EPA's Response: This issue relates to the criteria which EPA will use for determ ning whet her groundwater
punp and treat will be necessary at the Loohn's Dry C eaners and AVX properties. The PRP' s felt the

statenment in the preface could be interpreted differently than EPA intended, i.e., as stated in the Proposed
Pl an. EPA agrees that the follow ng | anguage should renain in the SFS
L Page 4-17, The fifth and sixth sentences of the first full paragraph on page 4-17 "Four years after

the conpletion of the soil renediation (Stage 1) at all the source areas, influent groundwater to
Muni ci pal Wlls 18Mand 37/38Mwi ||l be analyzed to determine if groundwater treatment (Stage 2) will
be necessary. |In deciding whether to initiate the Stage 2 renedy, the general decision criteria set
out in Section 3.4.1.3 would be applied."

The bottom of page 4-17 and the top of page 4-18 "Four years after the conpletion of the soi
remedi ation (Stage 1) at all the source areas, the first evaluation of the effectiveness of the Stage

1 remedy and the need for initiating the Stage 2 remedy woul d be evaluated. |In deciding whether to
initiate the Stage 2 renedy, the general decision criteria set out in Section 3.4.1.3 would be
applied.”

Page 4-33, The fifth and sixth sentences of the first full paragraph on page 4-33 "Four years after
the conpletion of the soil renediation (Stage 1) at all the source areas, influent groundwater to the
Muni ci pal Wells 18M and 37/38Mwi || be anal yzed to deternmine if groundwater treatnent (Stage 2) wll
be necessary. |In deciding whether to initiate the Stage 2 renedy, the general decision criteria set
out in Section 3.4.1.3 would be applied."”

The first three full sentences on top of page 4-34 "Upon conpletion of either of these alternatives,
the RAGCs for the Site should be achieved. Four years after the conpletion of the soil renediation
(Stage 1) at all the source areas, the evaluation of the effectiveness of the Stage 1 renedy and the
need for initiating the Stage 2 remedy woul d be evaluated. |n deciding whether to initiate the Stage
2 renedy, the general decision criteria set out in Section 3.4.1.3 would be applied."

PRP Comment 27: The meaning of the term"influent” in the SFS Preface needs to be clarified.

EPA' s Response: This issue concerned EPA's interpretation of the term"influent groundwater” as it is used
in Sections 3.2.3, 3.2.4, 3.2.5, 3.4.1.3, 3.4.1.5, and 3.4.1.6. These include sections of the SFS, which are
entitled, "Summary of Renedial Action Alternatives for Soils," "Detail ed Analysis of the Renedi al

Al ternatives" and "Conparative Analysis of Renmedial Alternatives." The comentors were concerned that EPA
interpreted "influent groundwater" to nean sone di stance away fromthe nunicipal wells 18M and 37/ 38M
However, EPA interprets "influent groundwater" to mean the groundwater at the municipal wells

PRP Comment #28: Correction of the total cost for inplenenting renedial alternative 3A as |listed on Table
C 1 in Appendix C of the SFS is necessary.



EPA' s Response: The SFS Preface revised the total cost for operation and nai ntenance for renedial
alternative 3A from $114,000 to $171,000. However, the SFS Preface did not also revise the grand total for
alternative 3A

The nodified figure of $171,000 includes the funding necessary for operation and mai ntenance of groundwater

punp and treat systens at AVX, Loohn's Dry d eaners and MG aw Edi son. (The SFS assuned that $57, 000 woul d

be required for each system) The $114,000 did not include the costs for a systemat MG aw Edison. |f the
revised total O8M costs of $171,000 is added to the $42,000 for Site-wide nmonitoring, the grand total for

i mpl enenting renedial alternative 3A is $213, 000.

Despite the failure of the SFS Preface to adjust the final cost for alternative 3A, EPA did not cit the costs
in Appendix C for its selection of Site renedies. |Instead, EPA used Table 4-1 of the SFS. Table 4-1 was
nore appropriate for remedy selection costing, since it provided the costs for inplenenting the remedi es by
source area.

D. Content of the Admnistrative Record File |Index

PRP Comment #29: In an August 5, 1996 letter, M. Libby requested that 41 additional docurments be added to
the Admi nistrative Record for this ROD

EPA' s Response: Ms. Ford's letter has been included in Appendi x E of this Responsiveness Summary. EPA has
revi ewed each of the docunents and has deternmined that the docunents were either not used in selecting the
remedi es, which are stated in this ROD, or were already included in the Adm nistrative Record. EPA' s
determ nations for the docunents, which are nunbered bel ow as they are in Appendix A of Ms. Ford's letter,
are as follows:

Docunents Numbered 1-15, 17-21, 24, 25, 27-36 and 40: EPA did not rely on these docunents in order to
sel ect the renedies, which are stated in this Record of Decision.

Docurents Numbered 16, 22, 23, 26, 37, 38, 39 and 41: Al of these docunents have al ready been
included in the Adm nistrative Record.

E. Renedi es Specified Under the Septenber 24, 1985, Record of Decision

Comment #30: What effects have the air strippers, which were installed to treat the groundwater fromthe
muni ci pal wells 18M and M37/38M had on the groundwater quality?

EPA' s Response: Since the air strippers began treating the groundwater, the concentration of TCE in the
untreated influent groundwater water to the nunicipal wells has declined fromover 200 ppb to approximately
20 ppb. After treatnment there has not been any TCE detected in the drinking water.

Commrent #31: What is the average volunme of water which is punped fromthe municipal wells. GCould the
muni ci pal wells "dry out" other nearby wells by |owering the water colum below the well screens, if the well
punps were operated at their full potential?

EPA' s Response: According to the supplemental R report, the conbined punping rate for wells 18M and M37/38M
is approxi mtely 2150 gallons per minute (gpn) or 3.096 mllion gallons per day. EPA recently contacted the
Gty of Aean Departnment of Wrks and was informed that the conbined punping rate for the wells is currently
2,900 g.p.m or approximately 4.17 MD.

The Gty of Aean's water supply consists of groundwater which is punped fromthe municipal wells and surface
wat er from Haskell Oreek. As indicated above, the Gty has increased the punping rate of the municipal wells
al rost 35 percent and has no evidence that this increase has had any effect on the nearby wells. The Gty
has also indicated that it would neet any increase in water denmand by increasing the anount of water it gets
from Haskell Creek. EPA believes that it is highly unlikely that the nearby wells would "dry out" fromthe
punpi ng of the nunicipal wells.



Comment #32: Were there any on-Site private well users who refused to be hooked up into the Gty water
supply line and have there been any effects to encourage the users to hook up?

EPA' s Response: Approximately eight private well users have declined to hook up into the A ean public water
supply system The users made this decision despite being contacted by the New York State Department of
Health and several offers fromthe PRPs to finance the connection to the public water system

Comment #33: Have the private wells, which are operated by the users who refused to hook up to the Gty
wat er supply system been tested to determine if there is any contam nation?

EPA' s Response: The New York State Departnment of Health indicated at the public neeting on July 16, 1996,
that the wells were |ast tested in Septenber 1995.
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PROPCSED PLAN

<I M5 SRC 0296281A4>
PURPCSE OF PRCPCSED PLAN

This Proposed Pl an describes the remedial alternatives considered for addressing contam nated soil and
groundwat er associated with the AQean Well Field Superfund Site and identifies the preferred remedi al
alternatives with the rationale for this preference. This Proposed Plan was devel oped by the U. S

Envi ronnental Protection Agency (EPA) with support fromthe New York State Department of Environnenta
Conservation (NYSDEC). The EPA is issuing this Plan as part of its public participation responsibilities
under Section 117(a) of the Conprehensive Environmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA),
42 U. S.C 88 9601 - 9675, as anended, and 40 CFR 300.430(f) of the National Contingency Plan (NCP). The
alternatives summari zed here are described in the Supplemental Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
(SRI/FS) report, which should be consulted for a nore detailed description of all the alternatives. As part
of the Admi nistrative Record for the Site, the SRI/FS Report can be found in the public repositories listed
on page 2.

This Proposed Plan is being provided as a supplenment to the SRI/FS report to informthe public of EPA's and
the NYSDEC s preferred remedies and to solicit public comrents pertaining to all the renedial alternatives
eval uated, as well as the preferred alternatives.

The remedi es described in this Proposed Plan are the preferred renedies for the Site. Changes to the
preferred remedies or a change fromthe preferred renedies to other renmedies may be nmade, if public comments
or additional data indicate that such a change will result in a nore appropriate renedial action. The fina
deci sion regarding the selected renedies will be nmade after EPA has taken into consideration all public
comments. W are soliciting public comrent on all of the alternatives considered in the detailed anal ysis of
the SRI/FS because EPA and the NYSDEC may sel ect one or nore renmedi es which are different than the preferred
remedi es.

COVWUNI TY RCLE I'N SELECTI ON PROCESS

EPA and the NYSDEC rely on public input to ensure that the concerns of the community are considered in
selecting an effective remedy for each Superfund site. To this end, the SRI/FS report Proposed Plan, and
supporting docunentati on have been nmade available to the public comrent period which begins on July 9, 1996
and concl udes on August 8, 1996

A public neeting will be held during the public comment period at the A ean Minicipal Building on July 16
1996 at 7:00 pmto present the conclusions of the SRI/FS, to elaborate further on the reasons for
recommendi ng the preferred remedial alternative, and to receive public coments

Comment s received at the public nmeeting, as well as witten comments, will be docunented in the
Responsi veness Sunmary Section of the Record of Decision (ROD), the document which fornmalizes the selection
of the renedy.

Al witten comments shoul d be addressed to:

Thomas Taccone
Proj ect Manager
Oean WIl Field Superfund Site
NY/ Car i bbean Superfund Branch |



20t h Fl oor
290 Broadway
New Yor k, New York 10007- 1866

<I M5 SRC 0296281A5>

Copi es of the SRI/FS report, Proposed Plan, and supporting docunentati on are avail able at the foll ow ng
repositories:

A ean Public Library, |located at Second and Laurens Streets, Oean, NY. 14760; tel ephone (716) 372-0200;
hours Mon.- Thurs. 9:00 am- 9:00 pmand Fri-Sat. 9:00 am- 5:00 pm

- and-

U S. Environmental Protection Agency, Superfund Records Center; |ocated at 290 Broadway, New York, New York
10007- 1866; tel ephone (212) 637-3261; hours: M. -Fri. 9:00 am5:00 pm

SCOPE AND RCLE OF ACTI ON

From 1991 to 1995, a supplenental renedial investigation/feasibility study (SRI/FS) of the AQean Wll Field
Superfund Site (the "Site") was conducted to identify sources of volatile organic conmpounds (VOCs) in the
soil at 13 properties on Site and to determine the effect of the contanination on the groundwater.
Information collected on soil and groundwater contam nation at the properties was used to select: and
reconmend alternatives to clean up the identified sources of contam nation.

The remedi es discussed in this Proposed Plan will constitute the second of two operable units (or phases) for
the Site. The first operable unit involved the construction of two air strippers which are treating VOCs
cont am nated groundwater and the extension of the Gty of dean public water supply line into the Towns of

A ean and Portville. The contam nated groundwater is punped fromtwo nunicipal wells. The treated
groundwater is punped into the Gty and Town of O ean public water supply system

The second operable unit will address renediation of contam nant sources of VOCs in the soil and the
groundwat er. Contam nated groundwater is the principal threat posed by the Site.

S| TE BACKGROUND

The A ean Wll Field is located in the eastern portion of the Gty of dean and east and south of the Gty in
the Towns of dean and Portville in Cattaraugus County, New York. The Site is roughly rectangular in shape
and enconpasses approxi mately 800 acres (see Figure 1). The Site is approximately 65 m|es southeast of
Buffal o, New York and 7 mles north of the New York/Pennsyl vania border. State Routes 16 and 417 provide
access to the area.

Three municipal water supply wells (18M 37Mand 38M were constructed in the nid-to |late 1970s to provide
water for the Gty of Aean, New York. The supply wells draw water fromthe | ower aquifer also known as the
Cty Aquifer. Prior to the construction of these municipal wells, city water was supplied by a surface-water
treatnment facility, which draws water fromthe O ean Creek. |In January 1981, trichloroethane (TCE) and ot her
chlorinated organic solvents were detected in the Oean water supply. The nunicipal wells were shut down at
this time as TCE | evel s exceeded acceptabl e drinking water standards set by the New York State Departnent of
Health (NYSDOH). Surface-water treatnent facility operations were reactivated.

On Cctober 23, 1981, the EPA Region Il Field Investigator Team ("FIT') evaluated the Site for inclusion of
the Nations Priorities List. As a result of this evaluation, the Site was included in the National Interim
Priorities List, published on Cctober 23, 1981, and was included on the first official Superfund National
Priorities List ("NPL"), published on Septenber 9, 1983. In Novenber 1981, an EPA consultant initiated a
prelimnary hydrogeol ogi c investigation at the Site (also referred to as the "Renedial Action Master Plan" or
"RAMP"). This investigation, conpleted in Cctober 1982, included, anmong other things, the installation of
monitoring wells and sanpling of those wells, and an aquifer punp test utilizing nunicipal wells 18Mand 37M



Fol | owi ng the di scovery by the Cattaraugus County Departnent of Health and the NYSDCOH that a nunber of
private wells in the Cty and Town of Aean, all of which received groundwater fromthe upper aquifer, were
al so contanminated with TCE, EPA perforned an initial renoval action in January 1982. This action involved
the installation of carbon adsorption filters on 16 contam nated private wells in the Gty and Town of O ean
and periodic nmonitoring of those wells. EPA ultimately conducted two additional renoval actions at the Site.
The first of these commenced in June 1984 and included the replacenent of one of the carbon filters installed
for the initial renoval action, installation of carbon units on ten additional contaninated private wells,
and nonitoring. The second additional renoval action was inplenented in March 1985 and invol ved the
installation of two additional carbon filter systens.

EPA conduct ed additional studies including a 1983 FIT study, which involved installation of two wells
up-gradi ent of the MG aw Edison facility, a potentially responsible party (PRP) for the Site, and a 1985 FI T
study including an aquifer punp test and further sanpling at the rnunicipal wells.

A Remedi al Investigation/Feasibility Study ("RI/FS") was perfornmed in 1984-85 by a contractor to the New York
State Departnment of Environnmental Conservation ("NYSDEC'). During the course of the RI/FS, it becane
apparent that a plume of TCE was threatening a nunber of private wells in the Cty and Town of O ean before a
permanent rermedy for the Site could be inplenented. A focused feasibility study was perforned and an Initial
Remedi al Measure ("I RM') was conducted which included regular nmonitoring of private wells and installation of
carbon adsorption units, as necessary, until the permanent remedy was in place.

In 1983-84, pursuant to an adm nistrative order issued by EPA, MG aw Edi son perforned an investigati on at
its facility. This and subsequent investigations perforned by the PRP reveal ed that soil and ground water in
both aquifers at the facility were contamnated with TCE, 1,1, 1-trichloroethane (1,1, 1-TCA),

1, 1-di chl oroet hyl ene, 1, 1-dichl oroet hane, trans-1, 2-di chl oroet hane, tetrachl oroethane (PCE) and net hyl ene
chloride. The studies further indicated that a pathway exists for mgration of contam nants away fromthe
MG aw Edison facility and toward the contam nated municipal wells.

AVX, another PRP at the Site, performed an investigation of its facility in 1984-85 pursuant to an

adm ni strative order issued by EPA. This investigation indicated that soils and groundwater in the upper,
and | ower aquifers were contaminated with TCE, 1,1,1-TCA, tetrachloroethylene and other VOCs. Data collected
by AVX during this and subsequent investigations denonstrated that contanmination is traveling downward from
the surficial soils at the AVX facility through the till and then entering the |ower aquifer.

Al cas Cutlery, another PRP, conducted an investigation at its facility pursuant to an adm nistrative order
issued by EPA in 1984. The investigation found that soil at the Alcas facility was contam nated with VCCs.
Upper and | ower aquifer ground water was al so determined to be contam nated with TCE and

trans-1, 2-di chl oroet hyl ene. Subsequent EPA anal yses showed el evated TCE concentrations of up to 12 parts per
mllion ("ppm) in nonitoring well B-2, which is screened in the |ower aquifer at the facility and | ocated
approxi mately 100 yards away from nunicipal well 18M

EPA i ssued a Record of Decision (ROD) on Septenber 24, 1985, which required the following: 1) installation
of one air stripper to treat the groundwater from nunicipal well M8, which is |located on the north side of
the All egheny River, and a second air stripper to treat the groundwater from runicipal wells M37 and M8,
which are located south of the River (Because wells M37 and M38 are | ocated next to one another, only one air
stripper was needed.); 2) extension of the Gty of dean public water supply line into the Town of dean to
connect approxi mately 93 residences served by private wells, including the private well users who received
carbon filter installations pursuant to the EPA Renoval Actions conducted in 1982, 1984 and 1985; 3)
inspection of an industrial sewer at MG aw Edi son and performance of any necessary repairs on the sewer; 4)
recommendati on of any institutional controls to restrict the w thdrawal of contam nated groundwater; 5)
institution of a Site Mnitoring Plan; and, 6) initiation of a supplenental RI/FS to eval uate source control
neasures at facilities that are contributing to the groundwater contam nation.

On February 7, 1986, EPA issued a Unilateral Adm nistrative Oder, Index Nunber ||l CERCLA-60201, under
Section 106(a) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. 89606, (the "106 O der") to AVX Corp., A cas Cutlery Corp., MG aw Edi son
Co., Cooper Industries, Inc., A um num Conpany of America, and WR Case and Sons Cutlery Co. (the "PRPs").
The order required the PRPs to carry out the renmedial actions selected in the ROD. Al of the PRPs with the



exception of WR Case and Sons perforned the actions pursuant to the 106 Order.

The extension of the Gty of Aean water line was conpleted in 1988. 1In 1989, the private well users were
connected to the water line extension. Al so in 1989, the industrial sewer at the MG aw Edi son property was
inspected and repaired. In February 1990, physical construction of the air strippers was conpleted and the

muni ci pal wells were put back on-line. CQurrent punping rates for Minicipal wells MS8, M7 and MB8 are
approximately 1.2 and 1.9 mllion gallons per day (M3D), respectively. Since the system began operati ng,
treated water fromthe air strippers has net State and Federal drinking water standards.

On June 25, 1991, EPA issued an Adnministrative Order on Consent, Index Nunber || CERCLA-10202 (the "SRI/FS
Oder") to the Alcas, AVX, MG aw Edi son and Cooper Industries PRPs which required that a supplenmental R/FS
be undertaken at the Site. A portion of the supplenmental RI/FS was performed by EPA

In 1994, EPA oversaw the conpletion of a renoval action at the Oean Steel property (see figure 1). dean
Steel, which was one the properties investigated as part of the supplenental R, is a scrap netal recycling
operation. EPA ordered the owner of the property to renove approxi mately 500 pal es and druns and 120 cubic
yards of contam nated debris and soil fromthe property. The debris and soil was contam nated wi th phenol,
chrom um |ead, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, copper and zinc. Also in 1984, a groundwater sanple was
collected froman upper aquifer well by EPA as a follow up to the Renoval action. Analysis of the sanple
reveal ed arochl or-1254, a pol ychl ori nated bi phenyl conpound, at a concentration of 5.4 ppb. EPAis,
therefore, referring this matter to the NYSDEC for further action.

GECGRAPHY

Oean is located in the All egheny River Valley near the border of the maturely dissected northwestern
Appal achi an plateau. The Al egheny R ver, a principal tributary of the Chio River, flows west-northwest
through the southern portion of the Site. dean and Haskell Creeks, tributaries of the Allegheny, are
located to the west and east of the Site, respectively. Surface runoff, direct precipitation, and
groundwat er sustain the annual flow in these river/stream systens.

Site Ceol ogy and Hydrogeol ogy

The A ean Wll Field is underlaid by approxi mately 300 feet of unconsolidated sedi ments. Previous
groundwat er investigations in the dean WIl| Field have shown that the upper 100 feet of sedinent can be
divided into five lithologic units based on color, texture, grain size, and node of deposition. These
lithologic units have been grouped into four hydrogeologic units referred to as the upper aquifer, upper
aqui tard, |lower aquifer, and | ower aquitard.

The upper aquifer is conprised of glaciofluvial coarse sands and sandy gravels, and recent fluvial deposits
of fine sands and silts with some clay. The upper aquifer is not continuous across the O ean Wll Field.
The thickest portion of the aquifer (approximately 41 feet) is found along the Al egheny River. The aquifer
thins to the north, pinching out south of the AVX facility.

The upper aquitard is |ocated above the |lower aquifer. This units is a low perneability |odgment till
conposed of greater than 50 percent silt and clay. The thickness of the upper aquitard in the study area
ranges fromas little as 6 feet in the south to over 30 feet in the north. 1In the northern portion of the
Oean WIll Field, this unit is present at the surface and consists of surficial till.

The lower aquifer, also referred to as the Gty Aquifer, consists of glacial outwash deposits of sand, silt,

and gravel. The lower aquifer is approximately 70 feet thick in the northern portion of the dean Wll Field
and thins to approxi nately 30 feet south of the Allegheny River. The |lower aquifer is the main source of
water for the Gty and Town of A ean. |In addition, several industrial facilities (Oean Steel,

MG aw Edi son, and AVX) utilize wells conpleted in the |ower aquifer for process water.

The | ower aquitard has been described as silt, clay, and fine to very fine sand deposited in a pregl aci al
envi ronnent .



The upper aquifer is recharged by the infiltration of precipitation. Recharge to the |lower aquifer is via

| eakage fromthe upper aquifer (or till where the upper aquifer is not present) through the upper aquitard.
The nagni tude of | eakage over the study area is variable and is dependent on the thickness and perneability
of the till (upper aquitard) and relative head differences between the upper aquifer (or till) and | ower
aqui fer.

SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON SUMVARY

Pursuant to the June 25, 1991, SRI/FS Order, EPA and five PRPs for the Site collected soil gas, soil and
groundwat er sanples at 13 properties to deternmine if the properties are sources of contam nation to the d ean
Wll Field Site. The PRPs were responsi ble for sanpling the AVX, Al cas and MG aw Edi son properties.

Ebasco, under contract to EPA, sanpled 10 other properties, which are |ocated throughout the Site. These
properties included: Jdean Steel; dean Wolesale; the immediate vicinity of Fay Avenue and Shaefer Street;
a Private Dunp | ocated at the end of Butler and Andrews Avenues; the "Borrow Pit," a common di sposal area

| ocated al ong Riverside Drive; Sandburg O l; Mstel Ford; Giffith Gl; Loohns O eaners and Launderers, Inc;
and Aean Tile. Figure 1 shows the locations of the 13 properties investigated

Wth the exception of Aean Steel, soil gas surveys were conducted on 100- by- 100 foot grid spacings across
each property during Septenber and October 1991. A grid could not be established at the Oean Steel property
due to the presence of |arge amounts of scrap netal on the property. Two additional soil gas surveys were
conducted in February 1993 and February 1995 at finer grid spacing of 25 feet. The results of the surveys
assisted in locating the soil borings at each property. Soil sanples were collected fromeach boring

Each soil boring extended down to the water table to determne the vertical extent of contam nation. In
1991, forty-six soil borings were located and drilled at the suspected source areas using the results of the
soil gas surveys. |In February 1993 and February 1995, a total of 25 additional soil borings were drilled to

better determ ne the extent of contam nation at the suspected source areas.

Sedi nent sanpl es were taken at three locations in a wetlands area being the AVX facility. The sanples were
taken to determne the potential inpact of the AVX property on the wetlands area.

Ei ght groundwater nonitoring wells were installed to collect data on the extent of groundwater contamni nation
in the upper and | ower aquifers and to determine the inpact of the source areas on the groundwater. The

wel I's consisted of four upper and four lower aquifer wells. The upper aquifer wells were installed at O ean
Whol esal e, dean Steel, MG aw Edi son, and the Loohns Dry d eaners properties. The |lower aquifer wells were
installed at Adean Wol esale, Oean Steel, Loohns and Sandburg G| .

G oundwat er sanples were collected fromeight newy installed groundwater nmonitoring wells (4 upper aquifer
and 4 lower aquifer wells) and from24 existing wells (13 upper aquifer, 11 |ower aquifer wells), which were
installed during previous studies of the Site. |In addition, groundwater grab sanples were collected fromthe
25 soil borings, which were drilled at the properties being investigated, in 1993 and 1995

A 72-hour punp test was conducted on the upper aquifer at MG aw Edison in 1991. The results of the test
assisted in determining the feasibility of punping contam nated groundwater fromthe aquifer for treatnent.

Finally, pilot tests were performed to determ ne whether vacuum enhanced recovery (VER) or soil vapor
extraction with air sparging (SVE/ AS) woul d be an effective means of in-situ treatnent of VOCs contam nated
soils at the AVX and Al cas properties. SVE/AS and VER are two treatment technol ogi es possi bl e under remedi al
Alternative 4 for the Site. See section belowentitled "Summary of Renedial Alternative" for a description
of the two technol ogi es.

A summary of the soil, sedinment and groundwater sanples, which were collected during the SR foll ows:

AVX

Soil gas, soil and groundwater sanples were collected fromthe AVX property in 1991 and 1993.



VOCs were detected at significant concentrations in the southern portion of the property at soil boring SB06
(see Figure 1). Analysis of soil sanples revealed 1,1, 1-TCA (1, 300,000 ppb), TCE (500,000 ppb); PCE (270, 000
ppb), xylene (73,000 ppb) and cis-1,2 dichloroethane 1,2 DCE (45,000 ppb). Lower |evels of PCE (610 ppb) and
TCE (53 ppb) were detected in a sanple from SBO5.

Soil sanples were collected fromfour other borings at the facility. VOCS contam nants were either not
detected in sanples fromthese borings or were detected at |evels, which were bel ow the Renedi al Action
Obj ectives (RAGs) for the Site. See the section on RAGs bel ow.

Anal ysis of a groundwater grab sanple taken fromthe bottom of SBO6 reveal ed TCE (110,000 ppb); 1,1,1-TCA
(360, 000 ppb); 1,2-DCE (73,000 ppb); PCE (14,000 ppb); toluene (21,000 ppb); 1,1-DCE (16,000 ppb); 1,1-DCA
(26,000 ppb), acetone (180,000 ppb); and xylene (3,900 ppb). Each conmpound exceeded a state or federal
Maxi mum Cont am nant Level (MCL) val ue (see Table 1 bel ow).

The soil and groundwater sanple result confirmed AVX as a source of VOCS contamination to the O ean Wil
Fi el d Superfund Site groundwater.

ALCAS
Soi |l gas, soil and groundwater sanples were collected fromthe Al cas property in 1991 and 1993.

Significant |levels of VOCs were detected in the southern portion of the facility in soil sanples from boring
SBO7 (see Figure 1). The followi ng VOCs were detected: TCE (12,000 ppb) and PCE (200 ppb). 1,2-DCE (1,000
ppb), TCE (690 ppb) and vinyl chloride (100 ppb) were detected in a sanple from SB04.

Soi|l sanples were collected fromfive other borings at the facility. VOCS contam nants were either not
detected in sanples fromthese borings or were detected at |evels, which were below the RAGs for the Site.

Anal ysis of a groundwater grab sanples taken fromthe bottom of boring SBO7 showed TCE (8,800 ppb); 1,1,1-TCA
(500 ppb); 1,2-DCE (640 ppb); and vinyl chloride (25 ppb). Each conmpound exceeded a state or federal MCL
val ue (see Table 1 bel ow).

Chrom um copper and nmanganese were detected in the soil fromboring SB05 at 944 ppm 93.6 ppm and 4, 680
ppm respectively. SBO5 was |ocated in the southern part of the facility.

The soil and groundwater sanple results confirnmed Al cas as a source of VOCS contamination to the dean Wl
Fiel d Superfund Site groundwater.

Me GRAW EDI SON
Soil gas, soil and groundwater sanples were collected at the MG aw Edi son property in 1991 and 1993.

Soi|l sanples were collected fromnine borings at the facility. VOCs were either not detected in soil sanples
fromthese borings or were detected at |ow | evels, which were below the RAGCs for the Site.

TCE was detected at 860 ppb in a saturated (bel ow the water-table) soil sanple, which was collected from 24
to 26 feet below the ground surface. The sanple was collected during the installation of the upper aquifer
well EW3, which is located in the southeastern part of the property.

Anal ysis of the groundwater from EW3 showed 2,100 ppb of TCE. A groundwater grab sanple from boring SB08
reveal ed TCE and 1, 2-DCE at 400 ppb and 51 ppb, respectively. Each conpound exceeded a state or federal MCL
val ue (see Table 1 bel ow).

G oundwat er sanpl es were al so collected in Decenber 1991 from upper aquifer monitoring wells A1, G1, and
EW3. TCE was detected in sanples fromA-1, CG1, and EW3 at concentrati ons of 40 ppb, 50 ppb, and 2,400
ppb, respectively.



The saturated soil and groundwater sanple results confirnmed MG aw Edi son as a source of VOCS contami nation
to Aean Wll Field Superfund Site groundwater.

LOCHNS CLEANERS AND LAUNDERERS
Soil gas, soil and groundwater sanples were collected fromthe Loohns property in 1991 and 1995.

Significant concentrations of VOCs were detected in the soil from borings SB09, SB12, SB47 and SB48. Al four
borings were located in the southern portion of the facility. The soil sanpled from SB09 showed TCE (24, 000
ppb), 1,2-DCE (59,000 ppb), PCE (91,000 ppb) and 2-butanone (5,400 ppb). Soil sanples from SB12 reveal ed PCE
(38,000 ppb) and TCE (18,000 ppb). Sanples from SB47 reveal ed TCE (4, 300 ppb), PCE (370,000 ppb), 2-butanone
(200, 000 ppb) and TCE (400, 000 ppb). Finally, a soil sanple from SB48 showed 1, 2-DCE (2,000 ppb), TCE (510
ppb) and PCE (18, 000 ppb).

Soi|l sanples were collected fromtwo other borings at the facility. VOCS contami nants were either not
detected in sanples fromthese borings or were detected at |evels which were below the RAGs for the Site.

In January 1995, grab sanples of groundwater from borings SB47 and SB48 reveal ed TCE (29 ppb) in the grab
from SB48 and cis-1,2-DCE (23 ppb) in the grab sanple from SB47.

Two groundwater monitoring wells were also installed at soil borings SB47 and SB48. A lower aquifer well was
installed at SB47 and an upper aquifer well was installed at SB48. Cis-1,2 DCE, TCE and PCE were detected at

6.3 ppb, 88 ppb and 1, 800 ppb, respectively, in groundwater fromthe upper aquifer well. Each conpound
exceeded a state or federal MCL val ue (see Table 1 bel ow).

The soil and groundwater sanple results confirned Loohns as a source of VOCS contami nation to the dean Wl
Field Superfund Site groundwater.

CLEAN STEEL
Soil gas, soil and groundwater sanples were collected at Aean Steel in 1991, 1993, and 1995.

In 1991, four soil borings and two nonitoring wells (MM3 and MW4) were drilled and sanpled at the | ocations
shown in Figures 1 and 2. VQOCs were were not detected above RAGCs concentrations for soil.

In 1993, two additional soil borings were drilled at the |ocations shown on Figure 1. Low concentrations of
VOCs wer e detect ed.

G oundwat er sanples were collected in Decenber 1991 from upper aquifer nonitoring well MM4 and | ower aquifer
monitoring well MAD3. Analysis of groundwater sanples fromthese wells did not reveal VOCs above the

groundwat er RAGs for the Site.

In February 1995, one additional boring (SB44) was drilled down to the top of the upper aquifer. VOCs were
were not detected above RAO concentrations for soil.

VOCS contami nants were either not detected in the soil and groundwater sanples fromthe property or were
detected at |evels which were below the RAGs for the site. The soil and groundwater sanple results indicate
that A ean Steel is not a source of contamination to the Aean Well Field Superfund Site groundwater.

MASTEL FORD

Soil gas, soil and groundwater sanple were collected at Mastel Ford in 1991, 1993 and 1995.

In 1991, three soil borings were drilled at the |ocations shown on Figure 1. Mninmal concentrations of VOCs
wer e det ect ed.

In 1993, two additional soil borings were drilled at the Mastel Ford facility. Mninal concentrations of



VOCs were detected.

In February 1995, a sixth soil boring (SB45) was drilled down to the top of the upper aquifer. No
significant contanination was found.

Two groundwater grab sanples were collected in 1993 fromsoil borings SB31 and SB32 and one grab sanpl e was
collected in January 1995 from SB45. VOCs were not detected in the sanple fromSB31. Mninal |evels of VOCs
were detected in the grab sanples from SB32 and SB45.

VOCS contami nants were either not detected in the soil and groundwater sanples fromthe property or were
detected at |evels which were bel ow the RAGs for the site. The soil and groundwater sanples results indicate
that Mastel Ford is not a source of contamnation to the Oean Wll Field Superfund Site groundwater.

SANDBURG A L
Soil gas, soil and groundwater sanples were collected at the Sandburg G| property in 1991, 1993 and 1995.

In 1991, one soil boring (SB23) was drilled. Analysis of soil fromthe boring showed benzene (9 ppb) and
xyl ene (4,500 ppb). These VOCs are associated with petrol eum and petrol eum product derivatives.

In February 1995, a third soil boring (SB46) was advanced down to the top of the upper aquifer. A

groundwat er grab sanple collected fromthe boring reveal ed: ethyl benzene (540 ppb), xylene (157 ppb),

napht hal ene (110 ppb) and 2-rmet hyl napht hal ene (54 ppb). Again, these VOCs are associated with petrol eum and
petrol eum product derivati ves.

A lower aquifer nmonitoring well was installed in the borehole for SB46. Methylene chloride was the only VOCS
detected (15 ppb) in the groundwater, which exceeded state and federal MCLs. However, the pressure of the
compound in the groundwater was not attributed to Sandburg G|, since it was not detected in the soil at
concentrations above the RAGCs for the Site.

The soil and groundwater sanple results confirmed Sandburg G| as a source of petroleumrel ated contam nat ed
to the Oean Wl| Field Superfund Site groundwater.

GRIFFITH QL
Soi |l gas, soil and groundwater sanples were collected at Giffith GI in 1991, 1993 and 1995.

During 1991, three soil borings were drilled and sanpled at the | ocations shown on Figure 1. SVOCs were
detected from sanples fromsoil boring SB24: 20-nmethyl naphthal ene (7,600 ppd) and; phenanthrene (1,100

ppb) .

Two groundwater grab sanples were collected at soil borings SB41 and SB42 during 1993. M ni nal
concentrations of VOCs were detected.

I'n January 1995, soil boring SB49 was drilled down to the top of the upper aquifer. The location of SB-49 is
shown in figure G-6 of the SRI/FS report. Analysis of the soil reveal ed benzene (650 ppb), toluene (5,900
ppb) and xyl ene (23, 000 ppb).

Anal ysi s of groundwater froman upper aquifer well DWR-01, located on the Giffith G| property, reveal ed
six VOCs: nethyl chloride (14 ppb), 1,1-DCA (6.1 ppb), cis-1,2-DCE (79 ppb), TCE (78 ppb), benzene (220 ppb)
and et hyl benzene (5.7 ppb).

Al t hough non- petrol eum VOCS cont am nants were al so detected (1,1-DCE, cis-1,2-DCE and TCE), they were not
attributed to Giffith Ql, since the VOCs, which were detected in the soil, were below the soil RAGCs for the
Site and therefore could not be a source of the VOCS contam nation.

The soil and groundwater sanple results confirmed Giffith Gl as a source of petroleumrel ated contam nati on



to the Oean WIl Field Superfund Site groundwater.

The NYSDEC is currently overseeing a spill response clean-up of fuel oil and gasoline spills at the Giffith
Gl facility.

FAY AVENUE/ SCHAEFER STREET

Soil gas, soil and groundwater sanples were collected in the imediate vicinity of Fay Avenue and Schaefer
Street in 1991 and 1993, in order to determ ne whether past alleged dunping activities nmay be a source of
contami nation to the groundwater.

In 1991 and 1993, three soil borings were drilled and sanpled at the |ocations shown on Figure 1. VOCs were
detected at mninmal |evels.

One groundwat er grab sanple was collected at soil boring SB40 during the 1993. G s-1,2-DCE was detected at 2
ppb.

The soil and groundwater sanple results indicate that the Fay Avenue/ Shaefer area is not a source of

contam nation to the O ean Wel|l Field Superfund Site groundwater. Al though non-petrol eum VOC cont ani nants
were al so detected (1, 1-DCE, cis-1,2-DCE and TCE), they were not attributed to Giffith G, since the VCCs,
whi ch were detected in the soil, were below the soil RACs for the Site and therefore could not be a source of
the VOCS contam nation. VOCS contami nants were either not detected in the soil and groundwater sanples from
the property or were detected at |evels which were bel ow the RAGCs for the Site.

CLEAN TI LE
Soil gas, soil and groundwater sanples were collected at the AQean Tile property in 1991 and 1993.

In 1991, four soil borings were drilled at the locations shown on Figure 1. VOCs were not detected with one
exception - acetone was detected (26 ppb) in sanple SB13-0002. SVOCs were not detect ed.

In 1993, three additional soil borings were drilled at the |ocations shown on Figure 1. The follow ng VOCs
were detected in soil sanples fromboring SB34: toluene (28,000 ppb); xylene (10 ppb) and 2-butanone (14
ppb) .

Two groundwat er grab sanples were collected at soil borings SB35 and SB36 during the 1993 soil boring
program VOCs were not detected in the sanples.

Despite the significant concentrati on of toluene detected at SB34, EPA does not believe toluene is a source
of contam nation to the groundwater. The conpound was detected from4 to 10 feet below the surface. No
organi c contam nants were detected from 11l feet to 42 feet. The boring termnated at a depth of 42 feet with
no observabl e quantity of groundwater. Therefore, EPA believes that the toluene contamnations is isolated
and shoul d not inpact the groundwater.

In February 1995, a surface water sanple was collected fromthe Al egheny River to determne if the A ean
Tile property was contamnating the River. Analysis of the water sanple, however, did not indicate the

presence of VOCs, especially tol uene.

The soil and groundwater and surface water sanple results indicate that Aean Tile is not a source of
contam nation to the Oean Wl |l Field Superfund Site groundwater or the Al egheny River.

OLEAN WHOLESALE
Soil gas, soil and groundwater sanples were collected fromthe dean Wol esal e property in 1991 and 1993.

In 1991, four soil borings were sanpled at the |ocations shown on Figure 1. Mninmal concentrations of VOCs
wer e det ect ed.



In 1993, soil sanples were collected fromone additional soil boring. No VOCs were detected.

G oundwat er sanpl es were collected in Decenber 1991 from upper aquifer nonitoring well MA2 and | ower aquifer
nonitoring well MA1. VOCs were not detected in the sanples fromeither well.

One groundwat er grab sanple was collected at soil boring SB43 in 1993. TCE was detected at 7 ppb.

The soil and groundwater results indicate that A ean Wwolesale is not a source of contam nation to the O ean
Well Field Superfund Site groundwater. VOCS contam nants were either not detected in soil sanples fromthe
property or were detected at |evels which were below the RAGCs for the Site.

PRI VATE DUWP

Soil gas soil sanples were collected fromthe Private Dunp in 1991, in order to determ ne whether past
al | eged uncontrol | ed dunping activities may be a source of contam nation to the groundwater.

In 1991, two soil borings (SB25 and SB26) were drilled and sanpled at the | ocations shown on Figure 1. Three
sedi nent sanples (SD01, SD02, and SD03) were also collected. VOCs were not detected in the soil with one
exception - toluene (6 ppb) and 2-butanone (60 ppb) were detected at boring SB26. PCE was detected in the
sedi ment at 10 ppb.

No soil sanples were collected in 1993.

The soil sanple results indicate that the Private Dunp is not a source of contamnation to the O ean Well
Fi el d Superfund Site groundwater.

BORROW PI T.

Soil gas, soil and sedinent sanples were collected fromthe Borrow Pit in 1991 and 199, in order to determne
whet her past alleged uncontrolled dunping activities may be a source of contanination to the groundwater.

In 1991, one soil boring (SB28) was sanpled at the location shown in Figure 1. VOCs were not detected.

Three sedi ment sanples (SD4, SD5 and SD6) were also collected (see Figure 1) in 1991. Mninal |evels of VOCs
wer e detect ed.

I'n 1993, one additional soil boring (SB39) was drilled at the l|ocation shown on Figure 1. VOCs were not
detected with one exception - mnethylene chloride (12 ppb).

One groundwat er grab sanple was collected fromsoil boring SB39 in 1993. TCE was detected 13 ppb.

The soil and groundwater sanple results indicated that the Borrow Pit is not a source of contam nation to the
Oean WIl Field Superfund Site groundwater VOCS contami nants were either not detected in the soil sanples
fromthe property or were detected at |evel which were below the RAGs for the Site.

BACKGROUND SO L SAMPLES

In 1991, two soil borings (SB29 and SB30) were drilled and sanpled off-Site at the intersection of King and
Seneca Streets, in the Gty of AQean. The sanples were collected as background sanples to establish a
basel i ne upon which the Site data could be conpared. The borings were | ocated off the northwest corner of
Figure 1. PCE and nethyl ene chloride were detected a 8 ppb and 10 ppb, respectively, in a soil sanple from
boring SB29. No Sem -VOCs were detected. Al so, inorganic analysis of the sanples indicated netal
concentrations which were w thin background concentrations of nmetals for the soils in the eastern United

St at es.

No background sanpl es were col |l ected 1993 or 1995.



S| TE- W DE GROUNDWATER SAMPLES

G oundwat er sanpl es were al so collected fromtwenty-four existing nonitoring wells on Site in Decenber 1991,
Novenber 1994 and March 1995. The wells included: A-1, CG1, CW1B, CW3B, CW4, CW4A CW5, CW5A CWT7A,
CW9A, CW10, CW10A, CW12, CW12A, CW13, CW13A, CW15A, CW18, CW18A, well located at S&S Car C eaners,
DWR- 01, Aleas D2, AVX-5D and MEC-A-2. See Figure 2 for the well |ocations.

Maxi mum concentrations of VOCs detected between 1989 and 1995 in sanples fromseveral of the existing wells
were as follows: Cl1-TCE 40 ppb: CW7A-TCE 590 ppb, 1,1,1-TCA 7 ppb; CW9A-TCE 400 ppb; CW10-340 ppb;

CW 13A-net hyl ene chl ori de 28 ppb; CW18A-TCE 1400 ppb, 1,1,1-TCA - 15 ppb, cis-1,2-DCE 41 ppb, PCE 3,1 ppb; a
well located at S&S Car Ceaners - TCE 39 ppb; AVX-5D - TCE 2,000 ppb, cis-1,2-DCE 15,000 1,1, 1-TCA 7, 200;

Al cas-D2 - TCE 6,500 ppb, MEG-A2 - TCE 170 ppb.

Bi s 92- Et hyl hexyl ) phthal ate, an SVOC, was detected in CW¥5 (190 ppb) and CW12 (560 ppb).

Four netal s exceeded state and federal MCLs from sanples fromthe existing nonitoring wells. Chrom um was
detected in CW12 (22,500 ppb) and CW12A (1,720 ppb). Iron was detected CW12 (143,000 ppb) and CW12A
(23,400 ppb). Lead was detected in CW5 (23.5 ppb) and CW13A (84.6 ppb). Manganese was detected in CW12
(8,560 ppb) and CW12A (5,950 ppb). However, analysis of the groundwater, before it is treated at munici pal
wells M8 and M37, MB8, has not reveal ed chrom umor any other inorganic contam nants. Because of the
proximty of the nonitoring wells to well M8 and the high concentrati on of chrom umdetected (the MCL is 50
ppb), EPA intends to add chromiumto the list of contam nants which are anal yzed for as part of the Site
Monitoring Plan. The monitoring plan was required EPA, as part of the renmedial action for the first operable
unit to nonitor the effectiveness of the air strippers, which were installed to treat the groundwater from
the municipal wells and will be updated as part of the second operable unit.

UPPER AQUI FER PUVMP TEST

A 72-hour constant rate punping test was performed on well EW3 in January 1992 at the MG aw Edi son facility
to determne the transnmissivity and storativity of the upper aquifer in the AQean Wll field. These

hydraul i c properties of the aquifer were obtained to order to determ ne the amount of contam nated

groundwat er whi ch coul d be punped and treated in order to restore the aquifer.

DI RECTI ON CF GROUNDWATER FLOW

G oundwat er water |evel neasurements were collected in selected upper aquifer and | ower aquifer nonitoring
well's | ocated throughout the Site on February 13, 1992, February 27, 1992, and March 26, 1992.

Water-1 evel neasurenents were also collected fromexisting nonitoring wells in the vicinity of Haskell Creek.
Though several of these wells are beyond the limts of Figure 2, the water-level elevation data fromthese
wells were evaluated in the preparati on of potentionetric surface maps, which are included in the SR report.

The potentionetric surface map for the upper aquifer indicates that |ines of equal elevation for the upper
aqui fer generally parallel the Allegheny Rver. This indicates that groundwater flow is towards the river
fromboth sides of the river valley. |In general, the horizontal conponent of groundwater flow is consistent
with the flow pattern for the upper aquifer described in the FI/FS conducted in 1984.

G oundwater in the lower, or Gty Aquifer, flows fromeast to west. Flow conditions in the |ower aquifer
have been altered since the 1985 Rl in the during the R, the nmunicipal wells were inactive and the AVX
production well was punping at approxi mately 200 gpm Since 1990, the three nunicipal wells have been
punpi ng at a conbined rate of 2,150 gpm and the AVX production well has been decreased to approxi mately 50
gpm due to decreased demand. The principal difference between the groundwater flow regine at the tine of the
1985 Rl report and the March 1992 SR potentionetric maps, is the increased hydraulic gradient in the study
area which resulted fromthe punping stress inposed by the now active nunicipal wells. A figure identifying
the capture zones is included in the SFS report.

CULTURE RESCQURCE ASSESSMENT



In April 1992, an EPA contractor conducted a Stage 1A CQultural Resources Survey (CRS) of the Site which
entailed a review of the historic maps and archival records on file at the New York State Office of Parks and
Recreation, Historic Division; the Cattaraugus County H storical Society; and the Assessor's and Engi neer's
Ofice of the Gty of AQean. The contractor also reviewed previous cul tural resource surveys of the region
and conducted on-Site reconnai ssance. A copy of the CRS report can be found in the public repositories

which are listed on page 2

After review of the CRS report and pursuant to the National Hi storic Preservation Act, EPA has decided that
addi tional cultural investigations should be conpleted at the Alcas Cutlery and Loohns O eaners and and
Launderers source areas. EPA believes that these areas nay have cultural resource artifacts, which nmay be
potentially disturbed by a selected renedial alternative. As such, a Stage 1 B, Qultural Resources Survery
(CRS) will be conpleted during the renmedi al design phase of the selected alternative. The Stage 1B will
assess whether additional investigative field work is necessary. Any additional work will be conpleted
during remedi al design

SUMVARY CF SI TE RI SKS

Based upon the results of the SR, a baseline risk assessnent was conducted to estimate the risks associated
with current and future Site conditions. A baseline risk assessment was conducted to determ ne whet her soi
and groundwat er remedi ati on were necessary in order to reduce unacceptable risks to human and ecol ogi ca
receptors

HUMAN HEALTH RI SK ASSESSMENT

A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related human health risks for a reasonabl e nmaxi mum
exposure scenario: Hazard Indentification-identifies the contami nants of concern at the site based on
several factors such as toxicity, frequency of occurrence, and concentration. Exposure Assessnent-estinates
t he nmagni tude of actual and/or potential human exposures, the frequency and duration of these exposures, and
the pathways (e.g., ingesting contam nated well-water) by which humans are potentially exposed. Toxicity
Assessnent -determ nes the types of adverse health effects associated with chenical exposures, and the

rel ati onshi p between magni tude of exposure (dose) and severity of adverse effects (response). Risk
Characteri zati on-summari zes and conbi nes outputs of the exposure and toxicity assessnents to provide a
quantitative assessnment of site-related risks

The baseline risk assessnent began with sel ecting contam nants of concern which woul d be representative of
Site risks. These contam nants included trichloroethene, 1,1-dichloroethane, 1,1-dichloroethane

1, 2-di chl or oet hane, tetrachl oroet hane, benzene and vinyl chloride. Several of the contam nants, including
trichl oroet hene, tetrachl oroethene, 1,1-dichloroethene, and 1, 2-di chl oroet hane are known to cause cancer in
| aboratory aninals and are suspected to be human carci nogens. Vinyl chloride and benzene are known human
car ci nogens.

The baseline risk assessnent evaluated the health effects which could result fromexposure to contami nation
as a result of ingestion, dermal contact and inhalation of untreated groundwater and soil contam nants

G oundwat er exposure was assessed using present and future residential |and use scenarios. G oundwater was
al so assuned to be the sole source of water. R sks were calculated for groundwater by way of ingestion
dermal contact and inhalation of volatilized contam nants during showering. R sks due to contamnants in the
surface and subsurface soil were calculated for exposure as a result of ingestion or inhalation of
contaminants by construction workers. A residential exposure scenario was not cal cul ated because all of the
properties are either industrial or commercial and are zone for industrial uses only.

Ri sks due to dermal contact with soil contam nants were assessed for the Site, but could not be cal cul ated
because dernmal contact risks can only be calculated for soil which contains polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs),
di oxins or cadmium No PCBs or dioxins were found at the Site. Cadmiumwas found at 5 of the 13 properties
investigated. However, of the five properties, the highest concentration of cadm um detected was just above
4 ppm which does not present an unacceptable risk

Current federal guidelines for acceptable exposures are an individual lifetime excess carcinogenic risk in



the range of 10-4 to 10-6 (e.g., a one-in-tn-thousand to a one-in-a-mllion excess cancer risk) and a maxi mum
heal th Hazard | ndex (which reflects noncarcinogenic effects for hunman receptor) equal to 1.0 (A Hazard | ndex
(H') greater 1.0 indicates a potential for noncarcinogenic health effects.)

The results of the baseline risk assessment indicate that untreated groundwater at the Site poses an
unacceptabl e risk to human health. Cancer risks due to ingestion of groundwater were deternined to be
approxi mately one-in-hundred (1x 10-2) for adults and young children and six-in-one-thousand (6x10-3) for

ol der children. Noncarcinogenic Hs for these exposure groups were 3.4 for adults, 14.7 for young children
and 6.7 for older children. The aforenentioned cancer and non-cancer risks are referenced in Table G5, C6
and G 7 of the R sk Assessment. These tables include the cancer and noncancer effects of TCE and PCE. Al so,
these tables did not include the potential health effects of acetone, since the presence of the conpound in
the sanple data was attributed to | aboratory contanmination. Acetone is not considered a Site contam nant.

Cancer risks due to dermal contact with groundwater contam nants were determ ned to be approximately
t ow-i n-one-t housand (2x10-3) for adults, nine-in-ten-thousand (9x10-1) for young children and
seven-in-ten-thousand (7x10-4) for older children. The H for each group was | ess than one.

Cancer and non-cancer risks due to inhalation of contam nants from untreated groundwater during showering
were within EPA s acceptable risk range. Cancer risks for adults were determned to be approxi nately 6x10-5
for adults, 6x10-5 for young children and 3x10-5 for older children. The H for each group was |ess than
one.

Ri sks were al so cal cul ated for ingestion and inhalation of surface and subsurface soil contam nants by
construction workers. The risks were calculated for a two year exposure period

Cancer risks were found to be acceptable for each of the thirteen properties investigated. Noncancer risks
were also found to be acceptable at twelve of the thirteen properties with the exception of MG aw Edison. A
m ni num noncancer risk (H of 1.14) due to soil ingestion was cal cul ated for MG aw Edison. The elevated
risk is due mainly to arsenic

Remedi al Action (bjective (see below) were used to determine the extent of groundwater and soil remediation
at the identified source areas. Achieving these levels will reduce the risks associated w th groundwat er
i ngestion and dernmal contact.

ECOLOG CAL RI SK ASSESSMENT
A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related ecol ogical risks for a reasonabl e maxi num exposure

scenario: ProblemFornulation - a qualitative evaluation of contam nant rel ease, migration, and fate
identification of contam nants of concern, receptors, exposure pathways, and know ecol ogi cal effects of the

contaminants; and sel ection of endpoints for further study. Exposure Assessment -- a quantitative eval uation
of contam nant release, migration, and fate; characterizati on of exposure pathways and receptors; and
neasurenent or estinmation of exposure point concentrations. Ecological Effects Assessnent--literature
reviews, field studies, and toxicity tests, linking contam nant concentrations to effects on ecol ogi ca

receptors. R sk Characterization--neasurenent or estinmation of both current and future adverse effects

EPA conducted an assessnment of a wetlands area, which is located to the south of the AVX facility. The
assessnent was conducted to deternine if the wetlands are overl apped the area of contam nation at the AVX
facility. Sedinment sanples were taken to deternine if AVX was inpacting the wetlands area.

The wetl ands area, which enconpasses approximately 18.5 acres, is bordered to the north by Seneca Avenue, the
south by a Conrail righ-of-way and AVX, the east by Dugan Road and the west by AVX  Three sedi nent sanpl es
were collected fromthe wetlands area south of the AVX property and north of the Conrail railroad tracts.

Anal ysis of the sanples did not reveal and VOCS contanination. Several Sem -VOCs were detected, but were
attributed to the Conrail railroad tracks and were not determned to be affecting the groundwater.

The three other source (Al cas, MG aw Edi son and Loohns) are devel oped properties with |awns, planting, and
one or nore buildings with asphalt entry ways and parking areas.



No ot her studies were conducted to assess other ecological risks since the Site is located in an urban
commercial/industrialized area. There are no significant habitats present at the Site which could
potentially support indigenous wildlife receptor species. The Site may however provide a habitat for various
non- nati ve speci es whi ch have adapted to highly urbanized area (e.g., rats, starlings and regions).

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if not addressed by the preferred
alternative or one of the other active neasures considered, may present a current or potential threat to
public health, welfare or the environnent.

REMEDI AL ACTI ON OBJECTI VES

Remedi al action objectives are specific goals to protect human health and the environnent. These objectives
are based on available informati on and standards such as applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents
(ARASs), To Be Considered (TBC) guidance val ues, and risk-based | evels established by the risk assessnent.

Renmedi al action objectives for the Site were devel oped for two contam nated nedia - groundwater and soil.
Both sets of objectives are designed to restore the upper and | ower aquifers to their beneficial use as a
source of drinking water.

G oundwat er objectives include: 1.) renoval and/or control of the sources of contam nation to the
groundwater; and 2.) renoval of sources of contam nation already in the groundwater.

Soi | objectives include the elimnation of |eaching of contam nants of concern fromthe soil at each of the
source areas into the groundwater.

In order to determ ne which source areas require renedi ati on, EPA conpared contam nants in the groundwater
and soil at all of the properties to various criteria. For soil, EPA used the NYSDEC s Techni cal and

Adm ni strative Qui dance Mermorandum ( TAGM cl eanup nunbers, which represent concentrations of VOCs which will
not |each fromthe soil and dissolve into the groundwater at |evels which are above federal or state MCL
concentrations. For groundwater, EPA used federal and state MCLs. Facilities with contam nation
concentrations which exceeded these criteria are targeted for renediation. These criteria will also be used
as renedi ation cleanup goals. The criteria can be found in Table 1.

As a result of this analysis, EPA has determ ned that the AVX Al cas, Loohns Dry C eaners and MG aw Edi son
properties are sources of contam nation to the groundwater and therefore require renediation.

For the AVX and Loohns source areas, the renediation will be phased. First, a soil cleanup will take place,
after which EPA will nonitor the groundwater to deternmine if VOCS concentrations are decreasing at a rate
sufficient to neet the goal of aquifer restoration in a reasonable anount of tine. |f necessary, EPA wll
install a groundwater punp and treat systemat the two source areas to facilitate aquifer restoration.

Because of close proximty of the A cas source area to nunicipal well M8, renediation of the contam nation
will only consist of a soil renediati on phase. Goundwater renedi ation i s not necessary since any

groundwat er which is contaminated by the property is captured and treated by an air stripper, which currently
operating at the municipal well.

Remedi ati on of the McGaw Edison facility will only consist of a groundwater phase, since the soil was not
found to be contam nated. (The contamination in the saturated soil zone will be addressed by the groundwater
cl eanup.)

The Sandburg and Giffith Q1| properties were also determned to be sources of groundwater contam nation,

al though the contam nation was found to be petroleumrelated. As such, CERCLA prohibits the use of Superfund
Trust Fund nonies to clean up or to oversee the clean up of petrol eumcontam nation. EPA is therefore
referring the contam nation at these properties to the NYSDEC for action under the State's petrol eum cl eanup
program



Table 1

Cont am nant Soi | Feder al New Yor k
Cl ean up G ound State
bj ecti ve wat er G ound-

MCLs wat er
St andar ds

Benzene 60 ppb 5 ppb 0.7 ppb

2- But anone 300 ppb - 50 ppb

Cs 1,2- Dicloro- 300 70 ppb 5 ppb

et hene

Et hyl benzene 5,500 ppb 700 ppb 5 ppb

Tetrachl or o- 1, 400 ppb 5 ppb 5 ppb

et hene

1,1, 1-Trichl or o- 800 ppb 200 ppb 5 ppb

et hene

Tri chl or oet hane 700 ppb 5 ppb 5 ppb

Tol uene 1, 500 ppb 1, 000 5 ppb

ppb

Vinyl Chlorid 200 ppb 2 ppb 2 ppb

Xyl ene 1, 200 ppb 10, 000 5 ppb

ppb

SUMVARY COF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

CERCLA requires that each selected Site renedy be protective of human health and the environnent, be cost
effective, conply with other statutory laws, and utilize permanent sol utions and alternative treatnent

t echnol ogi es and resources recovery alternatives to the maxi numextent practicable. |In addition, the statute
includes a preference for the use of treatment as a principle elenent for the reduction of toxicity,

mobi lity, or volune of the hazardous substances.

The suppl emental FS report evaluated in detail five remedial alternatives for addressing the source areas at
the dean Wll Field Superfund Site. Each source area differed with regard to the extent of contam nation,
general physical characteristics and location within the Site boundaries. Because of these differences, EPA
is not recommending a Site-wi de renedial alternative, but a specific renedy for each source area.

Al so, the time periods referenced bel ow for construction of the renedial alternatives reflect only the tines
required to inplenent the various renedies and do not include the times required to negotiate with the
responsi bl e parties, to procure any contracts which are necessary for inplenentation or to design the renedy.

The five renedial alternative areas follow
Alternative 1 - No Action

The Superfund programrequires that the "no-action" alternative be considered as a baseline for conparison of
other alternatives. No Action results in |eaving the source area properties as they currently exist with no
additional work to be performed. At present, groundwater recovery and treatment with air strippers on the
nmuni ci pal water supply wells and on a production well at the MG aw Edi son site are in operation. A
quarterly Site Monitoring Programis also being carried out. These operations would continue and are
considered part of the No Action alternative. Because this alternative would result in contam nants on-Site,
CERCLA requires that the Site be reviewed every 5 years. |If justified by the review, renedial actions nay be
inplenented to renove or treat the wastes.

There are no capital or operation and mai ntenance costs associated with this alternative.

Construction Tine: Since this is a no action alternative, no tine wuld be required for construction.



Alternative 2 - Institutional Controls

This alternative includes education prograns, such as public neetings and presentations, designed to increase
publ i c awareness about the hazards present in the identified source areas. |In addition, deed restrictions or
other legally enforceable restrictions would be instituted at the source areas to limt on-Site excavation
property use and installation of donestic or industrial groundwater wells for potable water purpose until

soi |l and groundwat er clean-up objective concentrations identified in Table 1 are achi eved. Excavation
restrictions would ensure that excavation in or near an identified soil source area is acconpani ed by

inpl enentation of a worker/local area health and safety plan and appropriate off-Site treatnent and/or

di sposal of any contam nated excavated soils. Legal activities associated with instituting |and use
restrictions could include incorporating necessary |anguage into Site property deeds. Access restrictions
could include installation of a 6-foot high fence with | ockable gates (to the extent such fencing is not
already in place) around each source area. The integrity of the Site fencing would be maintained
indefinitely. A health and safety plan would govern future access to, or work within, the identified source
ar eas.

Capital, present worth and operation and mai ntenance costs for this alternative are summarized in Table 2.
Costs were devel oped by source area. Capital costs would include fencing and manpower to obtai ned | and
access use and deed restrictions and to educate the public on the |l evel and extent of contamination at the
Site. Operation and maintenance costs woul d include Site-w de sanpling and anal ysis of the groundwater for
thirty years.

Construction Tine: This alternative could be inplemented within 3 to 6 nonths.

Alternative 3 - Capping and G oundwat er Treat nment

This alternative would involve the following ngjor el enents:

Cappi hg of contam nated soil.

I mpl erent ati on of | and use/access restrictions to maintain integrity of the cap.

Moni toring prograns at selected nmonitoring wells and at the A ean Wll Field nunicipal wells.

I npl erent ati on of groundwater treatment if capping does not sufficiently renediate the groundwater.
Conducting a 5 year review of Site conditions.

Stage 1

Alternative 3 would require capping of inpacted soils at the soil source areas with a clay and soil cap.
This woul d reduce further migration of the contam nation fromhe soil to the groundwater. Land use
restrictions and groundwater nonitoring, as described for Alternative 2, would al so be inpl enented.

The soil source areas would be covered with a clay cap. The surface area capped woul d be approxi mately 9, 800
square feet (approxinmately 0.25 areas) at Al cas, approximately 3,200 square feet (approxinmately 0.07 acres)
at AVX and approxi mately 6,000 square feet (approximately 0.14 acres) at Loohns. Note that a cap would not
be necessary at McG aw Edi son, since no soil contam nation was detected at the property.

Stage 2

After soil remediation is conpleted at Al cas, AVX and Loohns, EPA will assess the affect on the groundwater
after waiting the tinme for three pore volunmes of groundwater to travel fromall three source area properties
to the nmunicipal wells. EPA has calculated that it will take four years for the three pore vol unes of
groundwat er to pass, or flush through, fromthe source areas to the nunicipal wells. Therefore, the
groundwater quality will be nonitored. The effectiveness of the renediation will be evaluated at four year
intervals. If it is determined that the city aquifer still contains contam nant concentrations above
drinking water standards and if it is deternmined that the remedi ated source area continues to affect the
groundwat er entering the Gty Minicipal wells 18M 37M a groundwater punp-and-treat systemnay be installed
at either the AVX or the Loohns Dry d eaners source areas. However, such treatnment will not be necessary at
the ALCAS source area due to the close proximty of the source area to nunicipal well 18M



If groundwater treatnent is determned to be necessary for the AVX source area, EPA will also evaluate the

i npact of a groundwater punp and treat systemon the wetlands area. This evaluation will weigh the need for
reduci ng contani nant concentrations in the groundwater with any potentially advers affect on the wetl ands
area.

Capital, present worth and operation and mai ntenance costs for this alternative are summari zed in Table 2.
Costs were devel oped by source area. Capital costs were devel oped for the construction of a cap at each
source area and construction of groundwater collection and treatnment systens at the Loohns and AVX source
areas. The capital cost for the Al cas source area does not include groundwater treatnent, since contani nated
groundwat er fromthe source area will be captured and treated by the air stripper at nmunicipal well MS8. The
capital cost for the Al cas source area only includes construction of the cap OQperation and nai ntenance and
present worth costs were devel oped for naintenance of a cap and groundwater treatment systemfor thirty years
and Site-w de sanpling and analysis of the groundwater for thirty years.

Construction Tine: Capping of the source area properties could be inplenented within 1 year. G oundwater
treatnent, if determined to be necessary, could be inplenented within 9 to 12 nonths after the decision is
nmade.

Al ternative 3A - G oundwater Treatnment
This alternative would involve the followi ng el ements:

L G oundwat er treatnment of the source areas
1 I npl enent | and use/access restrictions (if necessary).

Under this alternative, a groundwater recovery systemwould be installed. Contamnants in the recovered
groundwat er woul d be renoved by an air stripping system The treated groundwater would be treated further,
if necessary, with granul ated activated carbon (GAC) and discharged to the City of O ean sewer system and
ultimately to the Publicly Owmed Treatnent Plant. |f necessary to neet New York state air emission linits,
the off-gas fromthe air stripping systemwould be treated with vapor phase GAC.

Capital, present worth and operation and mai ntenance costs for this alternative are summarized in Table 2.
Qperation and nai ntenance and present worth costs are for Site-wi de sanpling and anal ysis of the groundwater
for thirty years.

Construction Tine: Goundwater treatnment, if determined to be necessary, could be inplenmented at AVX or
Loohns within 9 to 12 nonths. Goundwater treatnent at MG aw Edi son, could be inmplenented within 3 to 6
nont hs, since an air stripper with sufficient excess capacity already exists on site. MG aw Edi son
installed the air stripper in the early 1980's treat groundwater for industrial use on-site.

Alternative 4 - Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE)/Vacuum Enhanced Recovery (VER) and G oundwater Treatnent

This alternative consists of inplementing the foll ow ng:

SVE/ VER of contam nated soil.

Moni toring prograns at selected nonitoring wells and at dean Wll Field Minicipal wells.

I npl erent ati on of groundwater treatment if SVE does not result in sufficiently | ower contam nant
concentrations in the groundwater.

Access restrictions (if necessary).

Stage 1

Two different types of in-situ treatnment systens were considered for treating VOCS contaninated soil: SVE
with Air Sparging (SVE/AS) and Vacuum Enhanced Recovery (VER).

Eval uations of the Alcas and AVX properties determned that a SVE/ AS treatment systemwoul d not be effective.
However, pilot tests were conducted at the sources areas in 1994 and the tests confirned that vacuum enhanced



recovery (VER) could effectively desorb VOCs fromthe contam nated subsurface at both properties. Additional
data needs to be collected for the Loohns property in order to determ ne whether SVE/AS or VER woul d be the
nore effective means of soil treatment. EPA intends to collect this data during a pilot test, which would be
conducted as part of a renedial design for the Loohns source area.

Descriptions of VER and SVE/AS are provided as fol |l ows:

A VER system uses negative air pressure which is applied to a series of recovery wells. The negative
pressure, which is generated by a high vacuum punp, causes the novenent of soil vapor and sone groundwater
towards the wells for recovery. The vapor recovery causes desorption (renmoval of contami nants which are
adsorbed onto soil particles) and volatilization of VOCs by continuously renmoving contam nated vapors and
forcing clean air into the contam nated areas. An off-gas treatnment systemw ||l use granul ated activated
carbon (GAC) to rempve contam nants which are above federal and New York State air emi ssion levels. Any
groundwat er which is recovered with the soil vapor, would also be treated with GAC prior to discharge to the
Gty sewer system

An SVE/ AS system woul d use a soil vapor recovery process, which is discussed above, conbined with air
injection wells which woul d extend bel ow the water table. A r, which is injected under pressure into the
well's, would enter water below the water table. The air bubbles, which are formed, traverse horizontally and
vertically through the water colum. Volatile conpounds, which are exposed to the sparged air, volatilize
into the gas phase and are carried into the vadose zone where they are captured by the vapor recover system
An off-gas treatnment systemwill use granulated activated carbon (GAC) to renove contaninants which are above
federal and New York State air em ssion levels. Any groundwater which is recovered with the soil vapor,
woul d al so be treated GAC prior to discharge to the City sewer systemor to the surface water with a New York
State Pollutions Discharge Elimnation Systempermt.

Essentially, a VER systemworks by applying a higher vacuumto the subsurface than a SVE/ AS system The
hi gher vacuum all ows VER to operate nore effectively than SVE/AS in varied geol ogi cal settings.

The SVE/ VER system woul d be operated until contaminant levels in the soil vapor and water effluents cease to
decline and renain constant at a negligible rate. At which tine, the systemwould be shut off. EPA expects
that the soil cleanup objectives in Table 1 will be net.

Stage 2

After soil remediation is conpleted at Al cas, AVX and Loohns, EPA will assess the affect on the groundwater
after waiting the time for three pore volunes of groundwater to travel fromall three source area properties
to the municipal wells. EPA has calculated that it will take four years for three pore vol umes of

groundwat er to pass, or flush through, fromthe source areas to the municipal wells. Therefore, the
groundwater quality will be nmonitored. The effectiveness of the renediation will be evaluated at four year
intervals. |If it is determned that the city aquifer still contains contam nant concentrations above
drinking water standards and if it is determned that the renedi ated source area continues to affect the
groundwat er entering the Gty Minicipal wells 18M 37Mand 38M a groundwater punp-and-treat system nay be
installed at either the AVX or the Loohns Dry O eaners source areas. However, such treatnent will not be
necessary at the ALCAS source area due to the close proximty of the source area to nunicipal well 18M

If groundwater treatnment is determned to be necessary for the AVX source area, EPA will also evaluate the

i mpact of a groundwater punp and treat systemon the wetlands area. This evaluation will weigh the need for
reduci ng contam nant concentrations in the groundwater with any potentially adverse affect on the wetl ands
area.

Capital, present worth and operation and mai ntenance costs for this alternative are sunmarized in Table 2.
Costs were devel oped by source area. Capital costs were devel oped for the construction of SVE ER systens at
the source areas and construction of groundwater collection and treatment systens at the Loohns and AVX
source areas. The capital costs for the Al cas source area does not include groundwater treatment, since
cont am nated groundwater fromthe source area will be captured and treated by the air stripper at nunici pal
wel | ML8. (Operation and mai ntenance and present worth costs were devel oped for mai ntenance of an SVE/ VER



systemfor five years and groundwater treatnment systemfor thirty years and Site-w de sanpling and anal ysis
of the groundwater for thirty years.

Construction Time: |Installation of SVE/ER systemat the source area properties could be inplenented wthin
one year. Goundwater treatment, if determine to be necessary, could be inplenmented within 9 to 12 nont hs
after the date of the decision is made.

Alternative 5 - Soil Renoval And G oundwater Treat ment
Alternative 5 woul d consist of inplementing the foll ow ng:

Excavation and renoval of contam nated soil above and bel ow the water table.

Of-Site |l ow tenperature desorption of soil contam nants (if necessary).

Moni toring prograns at selected nonitoring wells and at dean WIll Field nunicipal wells.

I npl erent ati on of groundwater treatnent if excavation and renoval of the contam nated soil does not
sufficiently | ower contam nant concentrations in the groundwater.

Land use/ access restrictions (if necessary).

Stage 1

The soil source area(s) woul d be excavated and the soils tested to deternine if the excavated soils are
classified as RCRA hazardous waste material. |f hazardous, the soils would be transported off-Site to a
facility for |ow tenperature desorption of soil contam nants. |f not hazardous, the soils would be disposed
of at alocal landfill. dean fill material would be brought in to restore each of the areas to grade.

Confirmatory soil sanpling and anal yses woul d be conducted during soil excavation to ensure that all soils
with contam nant |evels higher than the levels indicated in Table 1 are renoved.

Until restoration of the excavated areas is conplete, |and use/access restrictions (if necessary) woul d be
pl aced on the source area restricting current and future use. During all phases of the soil renoval, it
woul d be necessary to inplenment dust and volatile em ssion control neasures, soil erosion, and sedi ment
control rmeasures.

Stage 2

After soil remediation is conpleted at Al cas, AVX and Loohns, EPA will assess the affect on the groundwater
after waiting the tinme for three pore volunmes of groundwater to travel fromall three source area properties
to the municipal wells. EPA has calculated that it will take four years for three pore volune of groundwater
to pass, or flush through, fromthe source areas to the nunicipal wells. Therefore, the groundwater quality
will be nonitored. The effectiveness of the renediation will be evaluated at four year intervals. |If it is
deternmined that the city aquifer still contains contaninant concentrati ons above drinking water standards and
if it is determned that the renediated source area continues to affect the groundwater entering the Gty
Muni ci pal wells 18M 37M and 38M a groundwater punp-and-treat systemnay be installed at either the AVX or
the Loohns Dry O eaners source areas. However, such treatment will not be necessary at the ALCAS source area
due to the close proximty of the source area to nunicipal well 18M

If groundwater treatment is determned to be necessary for the AVX source area, EPA will also evaluated the
i mpact of a groundwater punp and treat systemon the wetlands area. This evaluation will weigh the need for
reduci ng contani nant concentrations in the groundwater with any potentially adverse affect on the wetl ands
area.

Capital, present worth and operation and mai ntenance costs for this alternative are summarized in Table 2.
Costs were devel oped by source area. Capital costs were devel oped for the construction of SVE/ VER systens at
the source areas and construction of groundwater collection and treatmnment systens at the Loohns and AVX
source areas. The capital cost for the Al cas source area does not include groundwater treatnent, since

cont am nated groundwater fromthe source area will be captured and treated by the air stripper at nunici pal
wel | ML8. (peration and mai ntenance and present worth costs were devel oped for mai ntenance of an SVE/ VER
systemfor five years and groundwater treatnment systemfor thirty years and Site-w de sanpling and anal ysis



of the groundwater for thirty years.

Construction Tine: Installation of SVE/ VER systemat the source area properties could be inplemented within
one year. Goundwater treatment, if determine to be necessary, could be inplenmented within 9 to 12 nont hs
after the date of the decision is nade.

Alternative 5 - Soil Renpval And G oundwater Treat nent

Alternative 5 woul d consist of inplenenting the follow ng:

Excavation and renoval of contam nated soil above and bel ow the water table.

Of-Site |l ow tenperature desorption of soil contam nants (if necessary).

Moni toring prograns at selected nonitoring wells and at dean Wll Field nunicipal wells.

I npl erent ati on of groundwater treatnent if excavation and renoval of the contam nated soil does not
sufficiently | ower contam nant concentrations in the groundwater.

Land use/ access restrictions (if necessary).

Stage 1

The soil source area(s) woul d be excavated and the soils tested to determne if the excavated soils are

classified as RCRA hazardous waste material. |f hazardous, the soils would be transported off-Site to a
facility for |ow tenperature desorption of soil contam nants. |f not hazardous, the soils would be disposed
of at a local landfill. dean fill material would be brought in to restore each of the areas to grade.

Confirmatory soil sanpling and anal yses woul d be conducted during soil excavation to ensure that all soils
with contam nant |evels higher than the levels indicated in Table 1 are renoved.

Until restoration of the excavated areas is conplete, |and use/access restrictions (if necessary) woul d be
pl aced on the source area restricting current and future use. During all phases of the soil renoval, it
woul d be necessary to inplenment dust and volatile em ssion control neasures, soil erosion, and sedi ment
control measures.

Stage 2

After soil remediation is conpleted at Alcas, AVX and Loohns, EPA will assess the affect on the groundwater
after waiting the tinme for three pore volunes of groundwater to travel fromall three source area properties
to the municipal wells. EPA has calculated that it will take four years for three pore volume of groundwater
to pass, or flush through, fromthe source areas to the nmunicipal wells. Therefore, the groundwater quality
will be nonitored. the effectiveness of the renediation will be evaluated at four year intervals. |If it is
deternmined that the city aquifer still contains contaninant concentrati ons above drinking water standards and
if it is determned that the renedi ated source area continues to affect the groundwater entering the Gty
Muni ci pal wells 18M 37M and 38M a groundwater punp-and-treat systemnay be installed at either the AVX or
the Loohns Dry O eaners source areas. However, such treatment will not be necessary at the ALCAS source area
due to the close proximty of the source area to nunicipal well 18M

If groundwater treatment is deternined to be necessary for the AVX source area, EPA will also evaluated the
i mpact of a groundwater punp and treat systemon the wetlands area. This evaluation will weigh the need for
reduci ng contani nant concentrations in the groundwater with any potentially adverse affect on the wetl ands
area.

Capital, present worth and operation and mai ntenance costs for this alternative are summarized in Table 2.
Costs were devel oped by source area. Capital costs were devel oped for the renoval of contam nated soil at
each source area and construction of groundwater collection and treatnent systems at the Loohns and AVX
source areas. The capital costs for the Alcas source area does not include groundwater treatnent, since
contam nated groundwater fromthe source area will be captured and treated by the air stripper at nunicipal
wel |l ML8. (Operation and mai ntenance and present worth costs were devel oped for maintenance of the
groundwat er treatnment systems for thirty years and Site-w de sanpling and anal ysis of the groundwater for
thirty years.



Construction Tine: Renoval of contam nated soil from Al cas, AVX and Loohns coul d be inplenmented w thin one
year. Groundwater treatnment, if determned to be necessary, could be inplemented within 1 year after the date
of the decision is made.

EVALUATI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

During the detail ed eval uation of renedial alternatives, each alternative is assessed agai nst nine eval uation
criteria, specified in the National Contingency Plan at 40 CFR 8§ 300.430 (e)(9) (iii), nanely, overal
protection of human health and the environnment, conpliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirenents, |long-termeffectiveness and pernanence, reduction of toxicity, nmobility, or volume, short-term
effectiveness, inplenentability, cost, and state and community acceptance

The evaluation criteria are described bel ow.

Overal | protection of human health and the environment addresses whether or not a renedy provides
adequat e protection and descri bes how risks posed through each pathway are elim nated, reduced, or

controlled through treatnent, engineering controls,or institutional controls.

Conpl i ance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents (ARARs) addressed whether or not a
remedy will neet all of the applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents of other federal and
state environnental statutes and requirenents or provide grounds for invoking a waiver

Long-term effecti veness and permanence refers to the ability of a renedy to naintain reliable
protection of human health and the environment over tine, once cleanup goals have been net.

Reduction of toxicity, nobility, or volume through treatnent is the anticipated perfornmance of the
treatment technol ogi es a renmedy may enpl oy.

Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to achieve protection and any adverse
i mpacts on human health and the environment that may be posed during the construction and
i mpl enentati on period until cleanup goals are achieved

Inmpl emrentability is the technical and administrative feasibility of a renedy, including the
availability of naterials and services needed to inplenent a particular option

Cost includes estimated capital and operati on and mai nt enance costs, and net present worth costs.

State acceptance indi cates whether, based on its review of the RI/FS reports and Proposed Pl an, the
state concurs, opposes, or has no comrent on the preferred alternative at the present tine.

Community acceptance will be assessed in the Record of Decision (ROD) followi ng a review of the public
comrents received on the RI/FS reports and the Proposed Pl an

The following is a conparative analysis of these alternatives by source area, which is based upon the
eval uation criteria noted above

ALCAS SQURCE AREA

Thi s subsection presents the conparative analysis of alternatives for the Alcas source area. Available data
for this source area indicated that the upper aquifer cannot effectively be punped, and that the | ower
aquifer is within the capture zone of the municipal wells. Therefore, groundwater treatnent via
punp-and-treat (Alternative 3A and Stage 2 of Alternative 3, 4 and 5) is not considered applicable for the
Al cas source area

Alternative 4, as discussed in this subsection, does not include soil vapor extraction with air sparging
(SVE/AS). A field investigation conducted in July 1994 deternmined that a SVE/ AS treatment system woul d not
be effective due to a non-honmbgeneous subsurface geol ogy. A pilot test conducted in Novernber 1994 confirmed



t hat vacuum enhanced recovery (VER) could effectively desorb VOCs fromthe contam nated subsurface.
Ef fecti ve nass renoval of VOCs was observed during the test for both the vapor and the dissol ved phases.

Overal |l Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

Alternative 1 (No Action) is not protective of human health and the environnent. Existing restrictions on
groundwat er use would renain, but no further restrictions would be inplenented. This Alternative would not
neet the renedial action objectives (RAGs) for the Site.

Alternative 2 (Institutional Controls) provides a slightly higher level of protection of human health, since
groundwat er and | and use restrictions would be inplenented to reduce exposures to contam nated soil and
groundwat er; however, since no renediation of contam nation takes place under this alternative, it is not
protective of the environnent. This alternative would nmeet only sonme of the RAGs for the Site, since it
prevents exposure to contam nants, but does not provide treatnent of the source area to expedite cl eanup of
the city aquifer.

Alternative 3 (Capping) would reduce the risk of exposure to contam nated soils and potentially reduce the
mgration of contaminants fromthis source area to the groundwater. After inplenentation of the alternative,
the risk of exposure to contami nated soils would be reduced. G oundwater and | and use restrictions would be
inplenented to further reduce the risk of exposures and to ensure cap integrity. This alternative shoul d
neet the groundwater RAGCs by preventing exposures to contam nants and reducing mgration of contam nants from
the source area to the groundwater, thereby expediting cleanup of the city aquifer. However, there is a
probability that after inplementation of this alternative, mgration of contamnants fromthe source area
could continue as a result of groundwater flow beneath the cap, with the result that cleanup of the city

aqui fer is not expedited.

Alternatives 4 (Vacuum Enhanced Recovery) and 5 (Excavation, Treatnent and D sposal), which both include
reduction or elimnation of the source area by renoval and treatnent, would be protective of human health and
the environnent. Alternative 4 would reduce the |evel of contaminants in the source area using vacuum
enhanced recovery (VER), while Alternative 5 would conpletely elimnate the identified source area by
excavation and off-Site treatnment and di sposal. Upon conpletion of either of these alternative, the RAGCs for
the Site woul d be achieved.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

Chemi cal -, |ocation-and action-specific ARARs were evaluated for the Al cas source area. The najor ARARs
consi dered included: state and federal naxi num contaninant |evels (MCLs) for drinking water

(chenical -specific ARARs); historic preservation requirenments (location-specific ARARS); and, RCRA hazardous
wast e generator, transporter and treatnent, storage and di sposal requiremnments (action-specific ARARs).

Alternatives 1 and 2 would not conply with chem cal -specific ARARs. Existing contam nant concentrations in
the groundwater, which already exceed chenical -specific ARARs, would continue to exceed these levels, with a
potential increase in contam nant |evels, since the A cas source area would continue to contribute

contam nation to the aquifer. Alternative 1 involves no remedial activities, and therefore does not trigger
any | ocation-or action-specific ARARs. Alternative 2 would be inplenmented in such a manner so as to conply
with | ocation-and action-specific ARARs, if any are triggered by these activities. Neither of these
alternatives would conply with the soil Renedial Action Objectives (RAGs), which are TBCs (to be considered
level s) for soil remediation.

Alternative 3 would not initially conply with chem cal -specific ARARs for the groundwater, since the
contam nant concentrati ons woul d not be i mediately reduced by inplenentation of this alternative. However,

by reducing the migration of contaminants fromthe soil it is expected that this alternative could result in
conpliance with the chem cal -specific ARARs. This alternative nay not fully conply with soil RAGs since it
may not be 100% effective in reducing the mgration of contami nants fromthe soil. Conpliance with

| ocation-and action-specific ARARs woul d be achi eved t hrough proper inplenentation of this alternative.

Alternative 4 would not initially conmply with chem cal -specific ARARs, since the groundwater contam nant



concentrations would not be i medi ately reduced by inplenentation of this alternative. However, significant
quantities of contam nants in both the soil and groundwater woul d be renoved by VER, thereby elimnating
additional contributions of contamnation to the city aquifer and eventually resulting in conpliance wth
chem cal -specific ARARs. Proper design and inplenmentation of the VER system and treatnent of the extracted
groundwat er and vapor woul d ensure that the inplenmentation of this alternative would be in conpliance with

| ocation-and action-specific ARARs. This alternative, upon conpletion of VER treatnent, would also be in
conpliance with the soil RAGCs.

Alternative 5 woul d provide the nost rapid conpliance with chemi cal -specific ARARs, since the groundwater
contam nant concentrati ons woul d be rapidly reduced by inplenmentation of this alternative. Contam nated
soil, including an extensive anounted of soil in the saturated zone, that is acting as a source of

contami nation to the groundwater would be renmoved in this alternative, thereby elimnating additional
contributions of contamination to the city aquifer and resulting in conpliance with chem cal -specific ARARs.
Proper design and inplenmentation of the excavation, transportati on and di sposal of the contam nated soi
woul d ensure that the inplenmentation of this alternative would be in conpliance with | ocation-and
action-specific ARARs. This alternative would also be in conpliance with the soil RAGCs.

Short-term Ef fecti veness

Alternative 1 involves no renedial activities, and therefore results in no increase in short-termrisks
to-workers or the comunity. Inplementation of this alternative would be inmediate.

Alternative 2 includes adm nistrative actions and mninmal construction activities (e.g., fence construction).
Wrkers and the nearby community woul d be subject to a slightly increased risk of exposure to contam nants
due to disturbance of contam nated soil during these activities. These risks would be mnimzed through the
inplenentation of a site-specific health and safety plan and appropriate engi neering controls (e.g., dust
suppression). Inplenentation of this alternative could be conpleted in approxinately 6 nonths

Alternative 3 includes construction activities for placenent of a cap over the source area. W rkers and the
nearby community woul d be subject to an increased risk of exposure to contam nants due to di sturbance of
contanminated soil (e.g., grading) during these activities. These risks would be ninimzed through the

inmpl enentation of a site-specific health and safety plan (e.g., use or personal protective equi prent) and
appropriate engineering controls (e.g., dust suppression). Inplenmentation of this alternative could be
conpleted in approxi mately 1 year

Alternative 4 includes construction activities; however, as this alternative involves in situ treatment, the
di sturbance of contami nated soils during construction activities would be limted. Any increased risks due
to disturbance of contami nated soil would be mtigated through the inplenentation of a site-specific health
and safety plan and appropriate engineering controls (e.g., dust suppression). Design and installation of
the VER system coul d be conpleted in approximately 1 year. (peration of the systemshould not result in any
increased risk of exposure.

Alternative 5 includes the nost intensive construction activities, including excavation and off-Site

transportati on of contaminated soil. W rkers and the nearby community woul d be subject to an increase in the
ri sk of exposure to contami nants due to di sturbance of contam nated soil during excavation and transportation
of contam nated nmaterials for off-Site treatnent (if necessary) and disposal. These risks would be mitigated

by inplementation of a site-specific health and safety plan, a site-specific traffic control plan and
appropriate engineering controls (e.g., dust suppression). This alternative could be conpleted in
approxi mately 1 year.

Long-term Ef f ecti veness

Alternative 1 does not renove or contain the source of contami nation. Therefore, the current risks from
exposure to contam nated groundwater and soil would remain, and future risk may even be greater as the source
area continues to rel ease contam nants to the groundwater. Long-term nonitoring and assessnent woul d be
required under this alternative, and there is the potential that additional renedial activities mght be
necessary in the future



Alternative 2 also does not renove or contain the source of contam nation, but does provide sone reduction in
the risk of exposure to contam nated soil and groundwater via access and use restrictions, provide these
restrictions are adequately maintained and enforced. Long-termnonitoring would be required under this
alternative, and there is the potential that additional remedial activities mght be necessary in the future.
In addition, it would be very difficult to maintain institutional controls in the long term

Alternative 3 provides contai nnent of the contaninated source area, which would reduce the risk of exposure
to contam nated soil and woul d reduce mgration of contam nants fromthe source area to groundwater.
Long-term noni toring and mai nt enance woul d be required under this alternative to ensure the integrity of the
cap. It is possible that the cap may not prevent mgration of contam nation fromthe source area to the
groundwat er, and that additional renedial activities could be necessary in the future.

Alternative 4 provides treatnent of both the source area and associ ated groundwater. This alternative
provi des a pernmanent renmedy for the contam nated source area, including source areas bel ow the water table,
since contanminants are renmoved fromthe soil; however, as with any in situ treatnent, it would be difficult
to assess the level of treatnment achieved in the subsurface soils. During the operation of, and upon

conpl etion of, the VER treatnment, long-termnonitoring would be required to assess the conpl eteness of the
remedi ation and to nonitor inprovenents in the quality of the city aquifer; however, no further renediation
of the source area should be required.

Alternative 5 provides renoval of the source areas. This alternative provides a permanent remedy, in that
contaninated soils renoved fromthe Site would not pose any future risk and woul d not be subject to any
further renedial action in the future. No long-termnonitoring or naintenance would be required for the
source area; however, long-termnonitoring would be required under this alternative to nonitor inprovenents
in the water quality of the city aquifer.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility or Volune Through Treat nent

Alternatives 1 and 2 provide no renoval or treatnent of contam nated soils or groundwater, and therefore
provide no reduction in toxicity, nobility or volume of contami nated material s.

Alternative 3, if properly maintained, should reduce the nobility of contam nants w thout treatnent, thereby
m nimzing additional contam nation of the groundwater formthis source area. This alternative does not
provide any reduction in toxicity or volunme of contam nated naterial.

Alternative 4 provides treatnent of contam nated soil and capture and treatnment of contami nated groundwater.
A pilot test, which was conducted at Al cas in Novenber 1994, confirmed that a VER systemwoul d reduce the
nmobi lity of contanminants by capture, and upon conpletion of the renediati on would significantly reduce the
vol ume of contam nated soil at this source area. Reduction of the contam nant |evels in the groundwater
within the influence of a VER system shoul d al so be achi eved under this alternative.

Alternative 5 provides a reduction in toxicity, nobility and vol une of contam nated soil by excavation and
off-Site treatnent and di sposal of contam nated nedia. Contaminated soil renmoved fromthe Site would no
| onger pose any risk of further contami nation of the groundwater.

Inpl ementability

Alternative 1 would be easily inplenmented, as it does not include any renmedial activities. Aternative 2 nay
be difficult to inplenent, since it reguires cooperation fromindividual property owners, which would be
difficult to enforce. Mnor construction activities (e.g., fence) included in this alternative wuld be easy
to inplenent, and would not require a significant admnistrative effort. Long-term nai ntenance woul d be
required for Alternative 2.

Capping (Alternative 3) is a readily avail abl e and wel | -devel oped technol ogy that coul d be conpl eted using
conventional construction techniques. Long-term maintenance of the cap woul d be required.

For Alternative 4, on-site construction activities would be mnor, consisting of well installation and



construction or nobilization of a snall treatnent system This would result in a mninmal disruption of
facility operations and would al so minimze any effects to the on-site building, which nmay be situated cl ose

to or over the subsurface contanination. In addition, a VER systemnay be nodified, as necessary, to
remedi ate |arger or inaccessible areas. However, in situ treatnent technol ogies are still considered
innovative, and there are only a snall nunber of vendors offering these services. In addition, effective

operation requires intensive nonitoring and assessment. Adm nistratively, coordination with |ocal
authorities and other agencies may be required for the discharge of treated water and vapor; however, this
alternative does not involve any off-site transportation of hazardous naterials.

Alternatives 5 would require excavation to depths of approximately 16 feet with approxinately 12 feet bel ow
the water table. Dewatering and shoring would be required; however, this alternative could be inplenented
usi ng conventional construction techniques. Of-Site RCRA storage, treatnent and disposal facilities are
avai |l able for treatment and di sposal of VOCS contam nated soil. Administratively, this alternative would
require coordination with the | ocal authorities and other agencies for transportation, treatnent and di sposal
of hazardous naterials.

Cost

The 30-year net present worth (NPW of the renedial alternatives for the Alcas source area range from$0 to
$1, 013, 495 based on a discount rate of 7% Alternatives 1 and 2 are the | east expensive to inplement, with
NPW of $0 and $152, 295, respectively. Aternative 3 is slightly nore expensive, with a NPWof $298, 158.
Alternative 4 is significantly nore expensive, with a NPWof $837,721. Aternative 5 is the nbst expensive,
with a NPWof $1,013,495. Cost estimates are summari zed in Table 2.

AVX SCQURCE AREA

Thi s subsection presents the conparative analysis of alternatives for the AVX source area. Available data
indi cate that groundwater and soil are contaninated and are anmenable to renediation. Therefore, the
evaluation presented in this subsection considers all stages of each of the alternatives (i.e., no action for
Alternative 1; institutional controls for Alternative 2; groundwater remnediation for Alternative 3A; and
stages 1 and 2 for Alternatives 3, 4 and 5).

Alternative 4, as discussed in this subsection, does not include soil vapor extraction with air sparging
(SVE/AS). An evaluation of the AVX property concluded that a SVE/AS treatnent systemwoul d not be effective,
due to low soil perneability at the property. However, a pilot test conducted in August 1994 confirned that
vacuum enhanced recovery (VER) could effectively desorb VOCs fromthe contam nated subsurface. Effective
mass renoval of VOCs was observed during the test for both the vapor and the dissol ved phases.

Overal |l Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

Alternative 1 (No Action) is not protective of human health and the environnent. Existing restrictions on
groundwat er use would renmain, but no further restrictions would be inplenented. This alternative would not
neet the remedi al action objectives (RAGCs) for the Site.

Alternative 2 (Institutional Controls) provides a slightly higher |level of protection of human health, since
groundwat er and | and use restrictions would be inplenented to reduce exposures to contam nated soil and
groundwat er; however, since no renediation of contam nation takes place under this alternative, it is not
protective of the environnent. This alternative would neet only sonme of the RAGs for the Site, since it
prevents exposure to contam nants, but does not provide treatnent of the source area to expedite cl eanup of
the city (lower) aquifer.

Alternative 3 (Capping) would reduce the risk of exposure to contami nated soils and potentially reduce the
mgration of contaminants fromthis source area to the groundwater. After inplenentation of the alternative,
the risk of exposure to contami nated soils would be reduced. G oundwater and | and use restrictions would be
inplenented to further reduce the risk of exposures and to ensure cap integrity. This alternative would neet
the RAGCs for soil be preventing exposure to contaninants, and should neet the RAGCs for groundwater by
reducing mgration of contam nants fromthe source area to the groundwater, thereby expediting cleanup of the



city aquifer. The groundwater quality will be nonitored and the effectiveness of the renedi ation reeval uat ed
at four year intervals. |If it is determned that the city aquifer still contains contam nant concentrations
above drinking water standards and if it is determned that the renedi ated source area continues to affect
the groundwater entering the Gty Minicipal wells M8, M7 and MB8, a groundwater punp-and-treat system may
be installed. Proper operation and mai ntenance of this systemwoul d ensure that the RAGs for groundwater
woul d be achi eved.

Alternative 3A (G oundwater Punp-and-Treat) is identical to the punp-and-treat portion (i.e., stage 2) of
Alternative 3, the difference being that the groundwater treatnent systemwould be installed i mediately upon
selection of this alternative. The evaluation is identical to stage 2 of Alternative 3.

Al ternative 4 (Vacuum Enhanced Recovery) and 5 (Excavation, Treatment and Di sposal), which both include
reduction or elimnation of the source area by renoval and treatnent, would be protective of human health and
the environnent. Alternative 4 would reduce the |evel of contaminants in the source area using vacuum
enhanced recovery (VER), while Alternative 5 would conpletely elimnate the identified source area by

excavation and off-Site treatnent and di sposal. Upon conpletion of either Alternative 4 or 5, the RAGs for
the Site should be achieved. The groundwater quality will be nonitored and the effectiveness of the
remedi ation reeval uated at four year intervals. |If it is determined that the city aquifer still contains

contami nant concentrati ons above drinking water standards and if it is determ ned that the renedi ated source
area continues to affect the groundwater entering the Gty Minicipal wells M8, M7 and M38, a groundwater
punp-and-treat systemmay be installed. Proper operation and naintenance of this systemwould ensure that
the RAGCs for groundwater woul d be achieved.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

Chem cal, location and action-specific ARARs were eval uated for the AVX source area. The major ARARS
consi dered included: state and federal naxi num contam nant |evels (MCLs) for drinking water

(chemical -specific ARARs); wetlands protection and historic preservation requirements (location-specific
ARARs) ; and, RCRA hazardous waste generator, transporter and treatnent, storage and di sposal requiremnent
(action-specific ARARs).

Alternatives 1 and 2 would not conmply with chemical -specific ARARs. Existing contam nant concentrations in
the groundwater, which already exceed chenical -specific ARARs, would continue to exceed theses level, with a
potential increase in contam nant |evels, since the AVX source area would continue to contribute

contam nation to the aquifer. Alternative 1 involves no remedial activities, and therefore does not trigger
any |l ocation- or action-specific ARARs. Alternative 2 would be inplenmented in such a manner so as to conply
with location- and action-specific ARARs, if any are triggered by these activities. Neither of these
alternatives would conply with the soil RAGCs.

Alternative 3 would not initially conmply with chem cal -specific ARARs for the groundwater, since the
contam nant concentrati ons woul d not be i mediately reduced by inplenentation of this alternative. However,

by reducing the mgration of contamnant fromthe soil it is expected that this alternative could result in
conpliance with the chem cal -specific ARARs. This alternative nmay not fully conply with soil RAGs since it
may not be 100% effective in reducing the mgration of contam nants fromthe soil. Stage 2, if required,

woul d suppl ement stage 1 to bring this area into conpliance with ARARs. Through proper inplementation of
this alternative, conpliance with |ocation- and action-specific ARARS woul d be achieved. This alternative
woul d not conply with the soil RAGCs, since it does not include renmoval of contam nated soil.

It would take |l onger to cone into conpliance with Alternative 3A, with chemcal -specific ARARs for

groundwat er than those alternatives that include source area renediation of the soil (i.e., Alternative 3, 4
and 5), since contam nation could continue to mgrate fromthe contam nated soil source area, which is not
remedi ated under this alternative. Through proper inplenentation of this alternative, conpliance with

| ocation- and action-specific ARARs woul d be achieved. This alternative would not conply with the soil RAGs,
since it does not include renmoval of contami nated soil, which would elimnate the | eaching of VOCs into the
gr oundwat er .

Alternative 4 would not initially conmply with chem cal -specific ARARs, since the groundwater contam nant



concentrations would not be i medi ately reduced by inplenentation of this alternative. However, significant
quantities of contam nants in both the soil and groundwater woul d be renoved by VER, thereby elimnating
additional contributions of contamnation to the city aquifer and eventually resulting in conpliance wth
chem cal -specific ARARs. It is expected that conpliance with chemcal -specific ARARs woul d be achi eved over
time. However, if groundwater ARARs are not achi eved, a groundwater punp-and-treat system nmay be installed
to ensure conpliance with ARARs. Proper design and inplenmentation of the VER system and the groundwat er
punp-and-treat system (if necessary) would ensure that the inplenentati on of both stages of this alternative
woul d be in conpliance with | ocation-and action-specific ARARs. This alternative, upon conpletion of VER
treatnent (stage 1), would also be in conpliance with the soil RAGCs.

Alternative 5 woul d provide the nost rapid conpliance with chem cal -specific ARARs, since the groundwater
contam nant concentrati ons woul d be rapidly reduced by inplenmentation of this alternative. Contam nated soi
that is acting as a source of contamination to the groundwater woul d be renmoved in this alternative, thereby
elimnating additional contributions of contamnation to the city aquifer and resulting in conpliance with
chem cal -specific ARARs. If it is determ ned that chenical-specific ARARs in the groundwater are not

achi eved, a groundwater punp-and-treat systemnmay be installed to ensure conpliance with groundwater ARARs.
Proper design and inplenentation of the excavation, transportati on and di sposal of the contam nated soil and
proper operation of the punp-and-treat system (if necessary) would ensure that the inplementation of both
stages of this alternative would be in conpliance with |location- and action-specific ARARs. This
alternative, upon conpletion of soil excavation and di sposal (stage 1), would also be in conpliance with the
soi |l RAGs.

Short-term Ef fecti veness

Alternative 1 involves no renedial activities, and therefore results in no increase short-termrisks to
workers or the comunity. Inplenmentation of this alternative would be i medi ate

Al ternative 2 includes adnministrative actions and m ninal construction activities (e.g., fence construction).
Wirkers and the nearby community woul d be subject to a slightly increased risk of exposure to contam nants
due to disturbance of contam nated soil during these activities. These risks would be m nim zed through the
inplenentation of a Site-specific health and safety plan and appropriate engi neering controls (e.g., dust
suppression). Inplenentation of this alternative could be conpleted in approxinately 6 nonths

Alternative 3 includes construction activities for placenent of a cap over the source area. W irkers and the
near by comrunity woul d be subject to an increased risk of exposure to contam nants due to di sturbance of
contami nated soil (e.g., grading) during these activities. These risk would be ninimzed through the

inmpl enentation of a site-specific health and safety plan (e.g., use of personal protective equi prent) and
appropriate engineering controls (e.g., dust suppression). Inplementation of stage 1 of this alternative
could be conpleted in approximately 1 year. |If it is determned that stage 2 of this alternative (i.e.
groundwat er punp-and-treat) is required, there would be additional Site disturbances during construction of
this system resulting in additional risks of exposures to contam nated groundwater for workers. Wrkers may
al so be exposed to excessive noise during construction activities. These risks would be mnim zed through
the inplenmentation of a site-specific health and safety plan. There would be no increased risk to the public
during construction of the punp-and-treat system since contaninated soil would be contained beneath the cap
however, operation of the punp-and-treat system m ght pose slightly increased risk of exposures to the public
fromfugitive air em ssions. These risks would be mtigated by proper design and operation of the system and
conpl i ance with any em ssions control requirenents. |Inplementation of stage 2 could be conpleted in

approxi mately 1 year; however, the punp-and-treat system woul d be operated for an extended period of tine (up
to 30 years). The short-termeffectiveness of Alternative 3Ais identical to the short-termeffectiveness of
stage 2 of Alternative 3.

Alternative 4 includes construction activities; however as this alternative involves in situ treatment, the
di sturbance of contam nated soils during construction activities would be limted. Any increased risks due
to di sturbance of contami nated soil would be nitigated through the inplenentation of a site-specific health
and safety plan and appropriate engineering controls (e.g., dust suppression). Design and installation of
the VER system coul d be conpleted in approximately 1 year. (peration of the systemshould not result in any
increased risk of exposure. |If it is determined that stage 2 of this alternative (i.e., groundwater



punp-and-treat) is required, there would be additional Site disturbances during construction of this system
resulting in additional risks of exposures to contani nated groundwater for workers; however, there would be
no increased risk to the public, since contam nated soil woul d have al ready been renedi ated during stage 1 of
this alternative. |Inplenentation of stage 2 could be conpleted in approximately 1 year; however, the
punp-and-treat systemwoul d be operated for an extended period of time (e.g., 30 years).

Alternative 5 includes the nost intensive construction activities, including excavation and off-Site

transportati on of contam nated soil. Wrkers and the nearby community woul d be subject to an increase in the
ri sk of exposure to contami nants due to disturbance of contam nated soil during excavation and transportation
of contam nated naterials for off-Site treatnent (if necessary) and disposal. These risks would be mtigated

by inplenmentation of a site-specific health and safety plan, a site-specific traffic control plan and
appropriate engineering controls (e.g., dust suppression). This alternative could be conpleted in
approximately 1 year. |If it is determned that stage 2 of this alternative (i.e., groundwater
punp-and-treat) is required, there would be additional site disturbances during construction of this system
resulting in additional risk of exposures to contam nated groundwater for workers; however, there would be no
increased risk to the public, since contam nated soil would have al ready been renedi ated during stage 1 of
this alternative. The groundwater punp-and-treat system m ght pose slightly increased risk of exposures to
the public fromfugitive air emissions these risks would be nmitigated by proper design and operation of the
system and conpliance with any em ssions control requirenments. |nplenentation of stage 2 could be conpl et ed
in approxi mtely 1 year; however, the punp-and-treat systemwould be operated for an extended period of tine
(e.g., 30 years).

Long-term Ef f ecti veness

Alternative 1 does not renove or contain the source of contam nation. Therefore, the current risks from
exposure to contam nated groundwater and soil would remain, and future risk may even be greater as the source
area continues to rel ease contam nants to the groundwater. Long-termnonitoring and assessnent woul d be
required under this alternative, and there is the potential that additional renedial activities mght be
necessary in the future

Alternative 2 al so does not renove or contain the source of contam nation, but does provide sone reduction in
the risk of exposure to contam nated soil and groundwater via access and use restrictions, provided these
restrictions are adequately maintained and enforced. Long-termnonitoring would be required under this
alternative, and there is the potential that additional renedial activities mght be necessary in the future.
In addition, it would be very difficult to maintain institutional controls in the long term

Al ternative 3 provides contai nment of the contam nated source area, which would reduce the risk of exposure
to contam nated soil and reduce nigration of contanminants fromthe source area to groundwater. Long-term

nmoni tori ng and mai nt enance woul d be required under this alternative to ensure the integrity of the cap. It
is possible that the cap may not prevent migration of contam nation fromthe source area to the groundwater,
and that additional renedial activities could be necessary in the future. Inplenentation of the stage 2

punp-and-treat systemwoul d provide and additional reduction in the risk of exposure to contani nated
groundwat er by preventing further migration of contam nation fromthis source

Al ternative 3A provides some contai nment of the source area by preventing migration of contam nation, but
woul d not be as protection as Alternative 3, which includes the cap and the punp-and-treat system (if
necessary).

Alternative 4 provides treatnent of both the source area and associ ated groundwater. This alternative

provi des a pernanent renedy for the contam nated source area, including source areas bel ow the water table,
since contam nants are renoved fromthe soil; however, as with any in situ treatnent, it would be difficult
to assess the level of treatment achieved in the subsurface soils. During the operation of, and upon

conmpl etion of, the VER treatment, long-termnonitoring would be required to assess the conpl eteness of the
remedi ation and to nmonitor inprovenents in the quality of the city aquifer, however, no further renediation
of the source area should be required. |If it is determined that stage 1 of this alternative has not
adequat el y addressed the source area, groundwater renediation, stage 2, nay be inplenmented. |nplenentation of
the stage 2 punp-and-treat systemwoul d provide an additional reduction in the risk of exposure to



cont am nated groundwater by preventing further mgration of contamnation fromthis source.

Alternative 5 provides renoval of the source areas. This alternative provides a permanent remedy, in that
contanmi nated soils renmoved fromthe Site would not pose any future risk and woul d not be subject to any
further renedial action in the future. No long-termnonitoring or naintenance would be required for the
source area; however, long-termnonitoring would be required under this alternative to nonitor inprovenents
in the quality of the city aquifer. |If it is determned that stage 1 of this alternative has not adequately
inproved the quality of the city aquifer, stage 2 may be i nplenented. |Inplenentation of the stage 2
punp-and-treat systemwoul d provide an additional reduction in the risk of exposure to contam nated
groundwat er be preventing further migration of contam nation fromthis source

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility or Volunme through Treat ment

Alternatives 1 and 2 provide no renoval or treatnent of contaminated soils or groundwater, and therefore
provide no reduction in toxicity, nobility or volume of contaminated materials

The cap that would be installed in stage 1 of Alternative 3, if properly maintained, should reduce the

nobi lity of contaminants, without treatnent, thereby mnimzing additional contam nation of the groundwater
fromthis source area. |f the stage 2 punp-and-treat systemis inplenented, this systemwould further reduce
the toxicity, nobility and vol une of contam nation by extracting contam nated groundwater and preventing
off-Site mgration. The reduction in toxicity, mobility and volume for Alternative 3Ais identical to stage
2 of Alternative 3.

Stage 1 of Alternative 4 provides treatnent of contam nated soil and capture and treatment of contam nated
groundwat er using VER  This system woul d reduce the nobility of contam nants by capture, and upon conpletion
of the remedi ation, would significantly reduce the volune of contam nated soil at this source area

Reduction of the contam nant levels in the groundwater within the influence of the systemm ght al so be

achi eved under this alternative. |If stage 1 does not adequately meet the RACs and stage 2 is inplenented

t he groundwat er punp-and-treat systemwould further reduce the toxicity, mobility and vol ume of renaining
contamination by extracting contani nated groundwater and preventing off-site mgration

Stage 1 of Alternative 5 provides a reduction in toxicity, nobility and vol ume of contam nated soil be
excavation and off-Site treatnent and di sposal of contam nated nedia. Contaminated soil renoved fromthe
Site would no | onger pose any risk of further contam nation of the groundwater. |If stage 1 does not
adequately neet the RAGs and stage 2 is inplenented, the groundwater punp-and-treat systemwould further
reduce the toxicity, nmobility and vol une of remaining contam nation by extracting contam nated groundwat er
and preventing off-Site mgration.

I npl ementability

Alternative 1 would be easily inplenented, as it does not include any renedial activities. Aternative 2 nay
be difficult to inplenment, since it requires cooperation fromindividual property owners, which is difficult
to enforce. Mnor construction activities (e.g., fence) included in this alternative would be easy to

i mpl enent, and woul d not require a significant admnistrative effort. Long-term maintenance woul d be
required for Alternative 2.

Alternative 3 would involve on-Site construction. However, capping is a readily avail able and wel | - devel oped
t echnol ogy that coul d be conpl eted using conventional construction techniques. Long-term mai ntenance of the
cap would be required. |If stage 2 of this alternative is required, it would be relatively easy to inplenent
techni cally, since groundwater punp-and-treat systens consist of readily avail abl e technol ogies and are
routinely installed at sites with contam nated groundwater. Administratively, coordination with |ocal
authorities may be required for the discharge of treated water and em ssions fromthe treatnent system The
inplenentability of Alternative 3Ais identical to the inplenentability of stage 2 of Alternative 3.

For Alternative 4, on-Site construction activities would be mnor, consisting of well installation and
construction or nobilization of a small treatnent system However, in situ treatnent technol ogies are stil
consi dered innovative, and there are only a small nunber of vendors offering these services. In addition



effective operation requires intensive nonitoring and assessnment. Admnistratively, coordination with |ocal
authorities and other agencies may be required for the discharge of treated water and vapor; however, this
alternative does not involve any off-Site transportation of hazardous naterials. |f stage 2 of this
alternative is required, it would be relatively easy to inplenent technically, since groundwater

punp- and-treat systens consist of readily avail able technologies and are routinely installed at sites with
contani nated groundwater. Administratively, the requirements would be simlar to the VER system
requirenents.

Alternative 5 woul d require excavation to depths of approxinmately 6 feet in close proximty to on-site
structures. Dewatering and shoring woul d be required; however, this alternative could be inplenented using
conventional construction techniques. Gven the shallow depth of contami nation, technical inplenentation of
this alternative would not be difficult. Of-Site RCRA storage, treatnent and disposal facilities are

avail able for treatment and di sposal of VOCS contam nated soil. Administratively, this alternative would be
noderately difficult to inplenment, since it would require coordination with the |ocal authorities and ot her
agencies for transportation, treatnent and di sposal of hazardous materials. |If stage 2 of this alternative

is required, it would be relatively easy to inplenent technically, since groundwater punp-and-treat systens
consist of readily avail able technologies and are routinely installed at sites with contam nated groundwat er.
Adm ni stratively, coordination with |ocal authorities may be required for the discharge of treated water and
em ssions fromthe treatnent system

Cost

The 30-year net present worth (NPW of the renedial alternatives for the AVX source area range from$0 to
$1, 747,533 based on a discount rate of 7% Alternatives 1 and 2 are the | east expensive to inplement, with
NPW of $0 and $165, 295, respectively, Aternative 3 (stage 1) is slightly nore expensive, with a NPW of
$187,113. If stage 2 of Alternative 3 is inplenented, the overall cost of this alternative is approxi mately
$821, 117, but treatrment of contam nated groundwater is provided. Al ternative 3A, which includes
punp-and-treat for a longer period of tinme, but no capping, has a cost of $1,070,610. Alternative 4 (stage
1) is significantly nore expensive than Alternative 3 (stage 1), with a NPWof $1,113,529. |If stage 2 of
Alternative 4 is inplenented, the cost increase to $1, 747,533, and additional groundwater treatment is
provided. Alternative 5 (stage 1) is significantly less costly than Alternative 4 (stage 1), with a NPW of
$376,295. If stage 2 of Alternative 5 is inplemented, groundwater treatment is provided, and the NPWis
$1, 010, 299. Cost estinates are summarized in Table 2.

McGRAW EDI SON SOURCE AREA

Thi s subsection presents the conparative analysis of alternatives for the MG aw Edi son source area.

Avail abl e data indicate that there is no contam nated soil source in this area. Therefore, Alternatives 3, 4
and 5, which all specify sonme kind of soil renediation, are not applicable. Alternative 3A, which specifies
groundwat er punp-and-treat, is applicable and was eval uated for this area.

Overal|l Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

Alternative 1 (No Action) is not protective of human health and the environment. Existing restrictions on
groundwat er use would remain, but no further restrictions would be inplemented. This alternative would not
neet the remedi al action objectives (RAGCs) for the Site.

Alternative 2 (Institutional Controls) provides a slightly higher |evel of protection of human health, since
groundwat er use restrictions would be inplenented to reduce exposures to contam nated groundwater. However,
since no renediati on of contam nation takes place under this alternative, it is not protective of the
environnent. After inplenentation of the alternative, risks of exposure would be reduced as long as the
adm nistrative restrictions were naintained. This alternative would neet only sone of the RAGs for the Site,
since it prevents exposure to contam nants, but does not provide any treatment to expedite cleanup of the
city aquifer.

Alternative 3A would be inplenented i mediately at the MG aw Edi son site, since there is no soil source area
to be renedi ated. Proper operation and naintenance of the groundwater punp-and-treat system woul d ensure



that the RAGs for groundwater would be achieved. Extraction of contam nated groundwater will protect human
heal th and the environment by renoving contam nation fromthe aquifer and preventing migration of
contaminants fromthis area to the nunicipal well field.

Conpl i ance wi th ARARs

Chem cal, location and action-specific ARARS were evaluated for the MG aw Edi son source area. The ngjor
ARARs considered included: state and federal maxi num contam nant |evels (MCLs) for drinking water

(chem cal -specific ARARs); historic preservation requirenents (location-specific ARARs); and, RCRA hazardous
waste generator, transporter and treatnent, storage and di sposal requirenents (action-specific ARARs).

Alternatives 1 and 2 would not conply with chem cal -specific ARARs. Existing contam nant concentrations in

t he groundwater, which already exceed chenical -specific ARARs, would continue to exceed these |levels for an
extended period of time. Alternative 1 involves no renedial activities, and therefore does not trigger any

| ocation- or action-specific ARARs. Alternative 2 would be inplenented in such a nanner so as to conply with
location- and action-specific ARARs, if any are triggered by thee activities.

Alternative 3A would not initially conply with chem cal -specific ARARs, since the groundwater contam nant
concentrations would not be i mredi ately reduced by inplenmentation of this alternative. However, by treating
t he groundwat er beneath the McG aw Edi son site, further contanination mgration to the nunicipal supply wells
woul d be elimnated, eventually resulting in conpliance with chem cal -specific ARARs. Through proper
inmplenentation of this alternative, conpliance with |ocation- and action-specific ARARs woul d be achi eved.
The soil RAGs do not apply to the McG aw Edi son site, since there are no identified areas of soil

cont am nati on.

Short-term Effecti veness

Alternative 1 involves no renedial activities, and therefore results in no increase in short-termrisks to
workers or the community. Inplenmentation of this alternative would be imrediate.

Alternative 2 includes only adm nistrative actions, since no access restrictions are required at the MG aw
Edi son site. Therefore, there would be no change in the risks to workers or the nearby comunity during
inplenentation of this alternative. Inplenmentation of this alternative could be conpleted in approximately 3
nont hs.

Alternative 3A includes installation of a groundwater punp-and-treat system As there is already a well and
an air stripper on site, only mninal construction activities would be required to upgrade the treatnment
systemand install one or more wells in the shallow aquifer. Wrkers would be subject to a slightly
increased risk of exposure to contam nated groundwater and exposure to noise during these activities. These
ri sks would be nminimzed through the inplenentation of a site-specific health and safety plan (e.g., use of
personal protective equipnent). Qperation of the groundwater punp-and-treat system m ght pose slightly
increased risk of exposures to the public fromfugitive air emi ssions; these risks would be nmitigated by
proper design and operation of the systemand conpliance with any em ssions control requirenents.

I npl erent ati on of the groundwater punp and treat systemcould be conplete in approxinmately 3 to 6 nonths;
however, the punp-and-treat systemwould be operated for an extended period of time (e.g., 30 years).

Long-term Ef f ecti veness

Alternative 1 does not renove or contain the contam nated groundwater. Therefore, the current risks from
exposure to contam nated groundwater persist, and future risk nmay even be greater as the contam nated
groundwat er beneath the site continues to mgrate. Long-termnonitoring and assessnent woul d be required
under this alternative, and there is the potential that additional renedial activities mght be necessary in
the future.

Alternative 2 al so does not renove or contain the contam nated groundwater but does provide sone reduction in
the risk of exposure to contam nated groundwater via access and use restrictions, provided these restrictions
are adequately numintai ned and enforced. Long-termnonitoring would be required under this alternative, and



there is the potential that additional renedial activities mght be necessary in the future. |In addition, it
woul d be very difficult to naintain institutional controls in the long term

Alternative 3A provides for renoval and treatnent of groundwater contam nants beneath the site, thereby
reducing the risk of exposure to contam nated groundwater and nigration of contam nated groundwater off site.
Long-term nonitoring woul d be required under this alternative to confirmthe effectiveness of the system

Asi de fromoperati on and mai ntenance of the groundwater punp-and-treat system no further renedial actions
woul d be required in the future.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility or Volune through Treat nent

Alternatives 1 and 2 provide no renoval or treatnent of contam nated soils or groundwater, and therefore
provide no reduction in toxicity, nobility or volume of contami nated material s.

Alternative 3A would reduce the toxicity, mobility and volunme of contaminants in the groundwater via
extraction and treatnent of contam nated groundwater beneath the site.

I npl enentability

Alternative 1 would be easily inplermented, as it does not include any renmedial activities. Aternative 2 may
be difficult to inplement, since it deals with individual property rights. There are mnimal construction
activities in this alternative as it applies to the MG aw Edi son site. Long-term naintenance of

adm ni strative actions would be required for Alternative 2.

Alternative 3A would be easily inplenmented, since it would require only well installation and possibly
upgrades to an existing groundwater treatment system(i.e., air stripper). As nmentioned previously, MG aw
Edi son installed the air stripper in the early 1980's to treat groundwater for industrial use on-site.

Adm ni stratively, coordination with |ocal authorities may be required for the discharge of treated water and
em ssions fromthe treatnent systemafter these nodifications are made.

Cost

The 30-year net present worth (NPW of the renedial alternatives for the McGraw Edi son site range from$0 to
$935, 610 based on a discount rate of 7% Alternatives 1 and 2 are the | east expensive to inplement, with
NPV of $0 and $138, 295, respectively. Aternative 3A has a NPWof $935,610. Cost estinates are sunmmari zed
in Table 2.

LOOHNS DRY CLEANERS AND LAUNDERERS

Thi s subsection presents the conparative analysis of alternatives for the Loohns source area. Available date
indicated that both groundwater and soil are contam nated and are anenable to renediation. Therefore, the
eval uation presented in this subsection considers all stages of each of the alternatives.

Overal |l Protectional of Human Health and the Environnent

Alternative 1 (No Action) is not protective of human health and the environnent. Existing restrictions on
groundwat er use would renain, but no further restrictions would be inplenented. This alternative would not
meet the renedial action objectives (RAGs) for the Site.

Alternative 2 (Institutional Controls) provides a slightly higher level of protection of human heal th, since
groundwat er and |l and use restrictions would be inplenented to reduce exposures to contam nated soil and
groundwat er; however, since no renediation of contam nation takes place under this alternative, it is not
protective of the environment. After inplenentation of the alternative, risks would be slightly reduced as
long as the adninistrative and physical restrictions were maintained. This alternative would neet only some
of the RAGCs for the Site, since it prevents exposure to contam nants, but does not provide treatment of the
source area to expedite cleanup of the city aquifer.



Alternative 3 (Capping) would reduce the risk of exposure to contam nated soils and potentially reduce the
mgration of contaminants fromthis source area to the groundwater. After inplenentation of the alternative,
the risk of exposure to contami nated soils would be reduced. G oundwater and | and use restrictions would be
inmplenented to further reduce the risk of exposures and to ensure cap integrity. This alternative would
prevent exposure to soil contam nants, and should neet the RAGs for groundwater by reducing nmigration of
contanmi nants fromthe source area to the groundwater, thereby expediting cleanup of the city aquifer. The
groundwater will be nonitored and the effectiveness of the renediation will be reevaluated at four year
intervals. |If it is determned that the city aquifer still contains contam nant concentrations above
drinking water standards and if it is determned that the renedi ated source area continues to affect the
groundwat er entering the Gty Minicipal wells M8, M7 and M38, a groundwater punp-and-treat system nay be
installed. Proper operation and mai ntenance of this systemwould ensure that the RAGCs for groundwater woul d
be achi eved.

Alternative 3A (G oundwater punp and treat) is identical to the punp-and-treat portion (i.e., stage 2) of
Alternative 3, the difference being that the groundwater treatment systemwould be installed i mmediately upon
selection of this alternative. The evaluation is identical to stage 2 of Alternative 3.

Al ternatives 4 (Vacuum Enhanced Recovery (VER) or Soil Vapor Extraction with Air Sparging (SVE/ AS)) and 5
(Excavation. Treatment and Disposal), which both include reduction or elimnation of the source area by
removal and treatnent, would be protective of human health and the environnent. Alternative 4 would reduce
the I evel of contam nants in the source area using VER or SVE/AS, while Alternative 5 would conpletely
elimnate the identified source area by excavation and off-Site treatnment and di sposal. Upon conpl etion of
either of these alternatives, the RAGCs for the Site should be achieved. The groundwater quality will be
nonitored and the effectiveness of the renediation reevaluated at four year intervals. |If it is determ ned
that the city aquifer still contains contam nant concentrations above drinking water standards and if it is
determ ned that the renediated source area continues to affect the groundwater entering the Gty Minicipal
well's M8, MB7 and M8, a groundwater punp-and-treat systemmay be installed. Proper operation and

mai nt enance of this systemwould ensure that the RAGCs for groundwater woul d be achi eved.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

Chem cal, location and action-specific ARARS were eval uated for the Loohns source area. The najor ARARs
considered included: state and federal maxi numcontam nant |evels (MCLs) for drinking water

(chemi cal -specific ARARs); historic preservation requirenents (location-specific ARARs); and, RCRA hazardous
waste generator, transporter and treatnent, storage and di sposal requirenents (action-specific ARARs).

Alternatives 1 and 2 would not conply with chem cal -specific ARARs. Existing contam nant concentrations in
t he groundwat er, which already exceed chenical -specific ARARs, would continue to exceed these levels, with a
potential increase in contam nant |evels, since the Loohns source area would continue to contribute

contam nation to the aquifer. Aternative 1 involves no renedial activities, and therefore does not trigger
any location- or action-specific ARARs. Alternative 2 would be inplenented in such a nmanner so as to conply
with location-and action-specific ARARs, if any are triggered by these activities. Neither of these
alternatives would conply with the soil RAGs.

Alternative 3 would not initially conply with chem cal -specific ARARs for the groundwater, since the
contam nant concentrati ons woul d not be imediately reduced by inplenmentation of this alternative. However,

by reducing the migration of contaminants fromthe soil it is expected that this alternative could result in
conpliance with the chenical -specific ARARs. This alternative may not fully conply with soil RAGCs since it
may not be 100% effective in reducing the mgration of contamnants fromthe soil. Conpliance with

| ocation-and action-specific ARARs woul d be achi eved through proper inplenentation of this alternative.
Stage 2, if required, would supplenent stage 1 to bring this area into conpliance with ARARs. Through proper
inmpl enentation of this alternative, conpliance with |ocation- and acti on-specific ARARs woul d be achi eved.

It would take longer to cone into conpliance with chem cal -specific ARARsS with Alternative 3A for groundwater
than those alternatives that include source area renediation (i.e., Aternatives 3, 4 and 5), since
contanmination could continue to migrate fromthe contam nated soil source area, which is not renedi ated under
this alternative. Through proper inplementation of this alternative, conpliance with |ocation-and



action-specific ARARs woul d be achieved. This alternative would not conply with the soil RAGs, since it does
not include renoval of contam nated soil

Alternative 4 would not initially conply with chem cal -specific ARARs, since the groundwater contam nant
concentrations woul d not be imredi ately reduced by inplenentation of this alternative. However, significant
quantities of contami nants in both the soil and groundwater would be renmoved by VER or SVE/ AS, thereby
elimnating additional contributions of contamnation to the city aquifer and eventually resulting in
conpliance with chemcal -specific ARARs. It is expected that conpliance with chemcal -specifi ARARs woul d be
achi eved over tine. However, if groundwater ARARs are not achi eved, a groundwater punp-and-treat system
woul d be installed to ensure conpliance with ARARs. Proper design and inplenentation of the VER or SVE AS
system and the groundwater punp-and-treat system (if necessary) woul d ensure that the inplenentation of both
stages of this alternative would be in conpliance with |location- and action-specific ARARs. This
alternative, upon conpletion of VER or SVE/AS treatnent (stage 1), would also be in conpliance with the soi
RAGs.

Alternative 5 woul d provide nost rapid conpliance with chem cal -specific ARARs, since the groundwater

contam nant concentrati ons woul d be rapidly reduced by inplenentation of this alternative. Contam nated soi
that is acting as a source of contami nation to the groundwater woul d be renoved in this alternative, thereby
elimnating additional contributions of contami nation to the city aquifer and resulting in conpliance with
chem cal -specific ARARs. |If it is deternined that chemnical-specific ARARs in the groundwater have not been
achi eved, a groundwat er punp-and-treat systemmay be installed to ensure conpliance with groundwater ARARs.
Proper design and inplenmentation of the excavation, transportati on and di sposal of the contam nated soil and
proper operation of the punp-and-treat system (if necessary) would ensure that the inplenmentation of both
stages of this alternative would be in conpliance with location- and action-specific ARARs. This
alternative, upon conpletion of soil excavation and di sposal (stage 1), would also be in conpliance with the
soi | RAGs.

Short-term Ef fecti veness

Alternative 1 involves no renedial activities, and therefore results in no increase in short-termrisks to
workers or the community. Inplementation of this alternative would be inmediate.

Alternative 2 includes adm nistrative actions and mninmal construction activities (e.g., fence construction).
Wirkers and the nearby community woul d be subject to a slightly increased risk of exposure to contam nants
due to disturbance of contam nated soil during these activities. These risks would be mnimzed through the
inplenentation of a site-specific health and safety plan and appropriate engi neering controls (e.g., dust
suppression). Inplenentation of this alternative could be conpleted in approxinately 6 nonths

Alternative 3 includes construction activities for placenent of a cap over the source area. W rkers and the
near by community woul d be subject to an increased risk of exposure to contam nants due to di sturbance of
contam nated soil (e.g., grading) during these activities. These risks would be mnimzed through the

inpl enentation of a site-specific health and safety plan (e.g., use of personal protective equi pnent) and
appropriate engineering controls (e.g., dust suppression). Inplementation of stage 1 of this alternative
could be conpleted in approximately 1 year. If it is determned the stage 2 of this alternative (i.e.
groundwat er punp-and-treat) is required, there would be additional Site disturbances during construction of
this system resulting in additional risks of exposures to contam nated groundwater for workers. Wrkers may
al so be exposed to excessive noise during construction activities. These risks would be m nim zed through
the inplenmentation of a site-specific health and safety plan. There would be no increased risk to the public
during construction of the punp-and-treat system since contam nated soil woul d be contained beneath the cap
however, operation of the punp-and-treat system m ght pose slightly increased risk of exposures to the public
fromfugitive air em ssions. These risks would be mtigated by proper design and operation of the system and
conpliance with any em ssions control requirenents. Inplenmentation of stage 2 could be conmpleted in

approxi mately 1 year; however, the punp-and-treat systemwoul d be operated for an extended period of time
(e.g., 30 years). The short-termeffectiveness of Alternative 3Ais identical to the short-term
effectiveness of stage 2 of Alternative 3

restrictions, provided these restrictions are adequately maintai ned and enforced. Long-term nonitoring woul d



be required under this alternative, and there is the potential that additional renedial activities mght be
necessary in the future. In addition, it would be very difficult to maintain institutional controls in the
long term

Alternative 3 provides containnent of the contaninated source area which would reduce the risk of exposure to
contami nated soil and reduce mgration of contam nants fromthe source area to groundwater. Long-term

nmoni toring and nai ntenance woul d be required under this alternative to ensure the integrity of the cap. It
is possible that the cap may not prevent migration of contam nation fromthe source area to the groundwater,
and that additional renedial activities could be necessary in the future. Inplenentation of the stage 2

punp-and-treat systemwoul d provide an additional reduction in the risk of exposure to contam nated
groundwat er by preventing further migration of contami nation fromthis source

Alternative 3A provides some contai nment of the source area by preventing migration of contam nation, but
woul d not be as protective as Alternative 3, which includes the cap and the punp-and-treat system

Alternative 4 provides treatnent of both the source area and associ ated groundwater. This alternative

provi des a pernanent renedy for the contam nated source area, including source areas bel ow the water table,
since contam nants are renoved fromthe soil; however, as with any in situ treatnent, it would be difficult
to assess the level of treatment achieved in the subsurface soils. During the operation of, and upon

conpl etion, of the VER or SVE/ AS treatnment, long-termnonitoring would be required to assess the conpl et eness
of the remediation and to nonitor inprovenments in the quality of the city aquifer; however, no further
remedi ati on of the source area should be required. |If it is determned that stage 1 of this alternative has
not adequately addressed the source area and groundwater renediation, stage 2 may be inpl enented

I npl enrent ati on of the stage 2 punp-and-treat systemwoul d provide an additional reduction in the risk of
exposure to contam nated groundwater by preventing further mgration of contam nation fromthis source

Alternative 5 provides renoval of the source areas. This alternative provides a pernmanent renedy, in that
contami nated soils renoved fromthe Site would not pose any future risk and woul d not be subject to any
further renedial action in the future. No long-termnonitoring or naintenance would be required for the
source area; however, long-termnonitoring would be required under this alternative to nonitor inprovenents
in the quality of the city aquifer. |If it is determned that stage 1 of this alternative has not adequately
inmproved the quality of the city aquifer, stage 2 may be inplenented. |Inplenentation of the stage 2
punp-and-treat systemwoul d provide an additional reduction in the risk of exposure to contam nated
groundwat er by preventing further migration of contam nation fromthis source

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility or Volume though Treat nent

Alternatives 1 and 2 provide no renoval or treatnent of contaminated soils or groundwater, and therefore
provide no reduction in toxicity, nobility or volume of contamnminated materials

The cap that would be installed in stage 1 of Alternative 3, if property maintained, should reduce the

nobi lity of contami nants, without treatnent, thereby mnimzing additional contam nation of the groundwater
fromthis source area. Stage 1 of this alternative does not provide any reduction in toxicity or volume of
contam nated material. |If the stage 2 punp-and-treat systemis inplenented, this systemwould further reduce
the mobility of contanination by preventing off-Site nmigration. The reduction in toxicity, nmobility and
volume for Alternative 3Ais identical to stage 2 of Alternative 3.

Stage 1 of Alternative 4 provides treatnment of contaminated soil and capture and treatment of contam nated
groundwat er using VER or SVE/AS. This systemwould reduce the nobility of contam nants by capture, and upon
conpl etion of the renediation, would significantly reduce the volume of contam nated soil at this source
area. Reduction of the contamnant levels in the groundwater within the influence of the systemm ght al so
be achi eved under this alternative. |f stage 1 does not adequately neet the RAGs and stage 2 is inplenented,
t he groundwat er punp-and-treat systemwould further reduce the mobility of renmining contam nation by
preventing of f-Site migration

Stage 1 of Alternative 5 provides a reduction in toxicity, nmobility and vol ume of contam nated soil by
excavation and off-Site treatnment and di sposal of contam nated nedia. Contaminated soil renoved fromthe



Site would no | onger pose any risk of further contam nation of the groundwater. |If stage 1 does not
adequately neet the RAGs and stage 2 is inplenented, the groundwater punp-and-treat systemwould further
reduce the nobility of remaining contanination by preventing off-Site nigration

Inpl ementability

Alternative 1 would be easily inplenmented, as it does not include any renedial activities. Aternative 2 nay
be difficult to inplenent, since it requires cooperation fromindividual property owners, which is difficult
to enforce. Mnor construction activities (e.g., fence) included in this alternative would be easy to

i mpl ement, and woul d not require a significant admnistrative effort. Long-term mai ntenance woul d be
required for Alternative 2.

Alternative 3 would involve on-Site construction. However, capping is a readily avail able and wel | - devel oped
t echnol ogy that coul d be conpl eted using conventional construction techniques. Long-term nai ntenance of the
cap would be required. |If stage 2 of this alternative is required, it would be relatively easy to inplenent
technically, since groundwater punp-and-treat systens consist of readily avail abl e technol ogi es and are
routinely installed at Sites with contam nated groundwater. Administratively, coordination with | oca
authorities may be required for the discharge of treated water and em ssions fromthe treatnent system The
inplenentability of Alternative 3Ais identical to the inplenmentability of stage 2 of Alternative 3.

For Alternative 4, on-Site construction activities would be mnor, consisting of well installation and
construction or nobilization of a small treatnent system A pilot test will be necessary at the Loohns
source area in order to determ ne whether VER or SVE/AS would be the nore effective means of treatnent and to
design the treatnent system However, in situ treatnent technologies are still considered innovative, and
there are only a snmall nunber of vendors offering these services. |In addition, effective operation requires
intensive nonitoring and assessment. Administratively, coordination with local authorities and other
agencies may be required for the discharge of treated water and vapor; however, this alternative does not
involve any of f-Site transportation of hazardous materials. |If stage 2 of this alternative is required, it
woul d be relatively easy to inplenment technically, since groundwater punp-and-treat systens consist of
readily avail able technol ogies and are routinely installed at Sites with contam nated groundwater.

Adm ni stratively, the requirenents would be similar to the requirenents for a VER or SVE/ AS system

Alternative 5 would require excavation to depths of approximately 22 feet with approximately 14 feet bel ow
the water table. Dewatering and shoring would be required; however, this alternative could be inplenented
usi ng conventional construction techniques. Of-Site RCRA storage, treatnent and disposal facilities are

avail able for treatment and di sposal of VOC contami nated soil. Adnministratively, this alternative would be
noderately difficult to inplenent, since it would require coordination with the |ocal authorities and ot her
agencies for transportation, treatnent and di sposal of hazardous materials. |f stage 2 of this alternative

is required, it would be relatively easy to inplenment techincally, since groundwater punp-and-treat systens
consi st of readily avail able technologies and are routinely installed at Sites with contam nated groundwat er.
Adm ni stratively, coordination with local authorities may be required for the discharge of treated water and
em ssions fromthe treatnent system

Cost

The 30-year net present worth (NPW of the renedial alternatives for the Loohns source area range from$0 to
$4, 186, 299, based on a discount rate of 7% Alternative 1 and 2 are the | east expensive to inplement, with
NPW of $0 and $152,295, respectively. Alternative 3 (stage 1) is slightly nore expensive, with a NPW of
$256,340. |If stage 2 of Alternative 3 is inplenented, the overall cost of this alternative is approxi mately
$890, 344, but treatnent of contam nated groundwater is provided. Alternative 3A which includes
punp-and-treat for a |longer period of tinme, but no capping, has a NPWof $1,070,610. Alternative 4 (stage 1)
is significantly nore expensive than Alternative 3 (stage 1), with a NPWof $1,011,024. |If stage 2 of
Alternative 4 is inplenented the cost increases to $1, 645,028, and additional groundwater treatnent is
provided. Alternative 5 (stage 1) is significantly nore expensive than Alternative 4 (stage 1), with a NPW
of $3,552,295. |If stage 2 of Alternative 5 is inplemented groundwater treatment is provided, and the NPWis
$4, 186, 299.



Cost estimates are sumarized in Table 2.

L St at e Accept ance
1 Communi ty Accept ance
Community acceptance of the preferred alternative will be assessed in the ROD following review of the public

comrents received on the RI/FS report and the Proposed Pl an.
PREFERRED ALTERNATI VES

Based upon an eval uation of the six alternatives, EPA recommends A ternative 4 for the Al cas and Loohns Dry
d eaners and Launderers source areas; Alternative 5 for the AVX source area; and Alternative 3A for the
McG aw Edi son source area.

ALCAS and Loohns Dry O eaners and Launderers

After carefully weighing all of the alternatives, EPA believes that Alternative 4 would be nost effective in
protecting hunman health and the environnent, while being the nost cost effective for the Al cas and Loohns
source areas.

EPA is al so recommendi ng that Alternative 5 be selected as a contingency for remedi ati ng the Loohns source
area. Alternative 5 would be inplenented if the pilot testing, which is planned for the Loohns property,
indicates either that a VER or SVE/AS systemwould be ineffective or, if running either systemwoul d be
infeasible due to the effects of the Allegheny River. Wile not quite as cost effective as Alternative 5
woul d be just as effective in protecting human health and the environnent.

Treatability pilot tests, which were conducted in Novenber 1994, indicated that an VER system woul d be
effective in renediating the contam nated soils at the Alcas property. A pilot test will also be necessary
at the Loohns source area in order to determ ne whether VER or SVE/ AS would the nore effective neans of
treat nment.

Alternative 4 involves two different types of in-situ treatnent systens: SVE with Air Sparging (SVE/ AS) and
Vacuum Enhanced Recovery (VER). A VER systemuses negative air pressure, which is applied to a series of
recovery wells. The negative pressure, which is generated by high vacuum punp, causes the novenent of soil
vapor and groundwater towards the recovery wells. The vapor recovery causes desorption (renoval of

contam nants, which are absorbed onto soil particles) and volatilization of VOCs by continuously renovi ng
cont am nat ed vapors and forcing clean air into the contam nated areas. An off-gas treatment system would
renmove contam nants which are above federal and New York State air emission | evels using granul ated activated
carbon (GAC). Goundwater, which is recovered with the soil vapor, wuld also be treated with GAC prior to
di scharge to the Gty sewer system

An SVE/ AS system woul d use a soil vapor recovery process conbined with air injection wells, which would
extend bel ow the water table. Air, which is injected under pressure into the wells, would enter water bel ow
the water table. The air bubbles, which are forned, traverse horizontally and vertically through the water
colum. Vol atile conpounds, which are exposed to the sparged air, volatilize into the gas phase and are
carried into the vadose zone where they are captured by a vapor recover system An off- gas treatnment system
woul d use GAC to renove contanmi nants which are above federal and New York State air emnission |evels.

G oundwat er, which is recovered with the soil vapor, would also be treated with GAC prior to discharge to the
Gty sewer system

The SVE/ VER systens woul d be operated until contami nant levels in the soil vapor and water effluents cease to
decline and renain constant at a negligible rate. At which tine, the systems will be shut off. After the
SVE/ VER systens are shut off, soil sanples would be collected to confirmthe effectiveness of the

al ternative.

Any contani nati on which can not be renoved by inplenmentation of a VER or SVE/ AS system may be addressed by



the installation of a groundwater punp and treat system The need for groundwater treatnent will be assessed
every four years and will be based on a review of sanple data for the influences to the Gty Mnicipal wells
ML8 and MB7/38 and up and downgradi ent groundwater sanples from Loohns and Al cas.

According to Table 2, the cost for inplenmenting Alternative 4 is $837,721 for ALCAS. The costs for
inmplenenting Alternatives 4 and 5 is $1, 654,028 and $4, 186, 299, respectively, for Loohns. Alternative 4 is
the nore cost effective alternative for both source areas.

AVX

After carefully weighing all of the alternatives, EPA believes that Alternative 5 would be nost effective in
protecting human health and the environnent, while being cost effective for the AVX source area. The area of
contami nated soil is very shallow (approximately 6 feet bel ow the surface), which would be easily amenable to
excavation. The soil to be excavated is located in and around soil borings SB0O4 and SBO7 and is estinmated to
be 10, 000 cubic feet.

Contam nated soil at AVX woul d be excavated and tested to determine if it is a RCRA hazardous waste naterial .
I f hazardous, the soils would be transported to an off-Site facility for |ow tenperature desorption of soil
contam nants. |f not hazardous, the soils would be disposed of at a local landfill. Cean fill material

woul d be brought in to restore the excavated area to grade. Confirmatory soil sanpling and anal yses woul d be
conducted during soil excavation to ensure that all soils with contam nant |evels higher than the |evels
provided in Table 1 of this Proposed Plan are renoved.

Until restoration of the excavated areas is conplete, |and use/access restrictions (if necessary) woul d be
pl aced on the source area to restrict its use. During all phases of the soil renoval, it will be necessary
to inplenment dust and volatile em ssion control, soil erosion and sedi nent control neasures.

Alternative 5 proved to be nore cost effective than Alternative 4, which was also found to be protective of
human health and the environnent. The estimated cost for Alternative 5 was $1, 010, 299 verses $1, 747,533 for
Alternative 4.

Any contanination which is not be renoved fromAVX, w |l be addressed, if necessary, by the installation of
groundwat er punp and treat system The need for groundwater treatment will be assessed every four years and
will be based on a review of sanple data for the influences to the Gty Minicipal wells M8 and M37/38 and up
and downgradi ent groundwat er sanples from AVX

MG aw Edi son

After carefully weighing all of the alternatives, EPA believes that Alternative 3A wul d be the nost
effective in protecting human heal th and the environnent, while being the nost cost effective for the MG aw
Edi son source area. An extensive investigation of the facility was conducted during the SR, but no soil
contam nati on was found, which could act as a source of contami nation to the groundwater. However,

groundwat er contam nati on was detected at the facility, which EPA believes is the result of previous disposal
activities. By capturing and treating the groundwater rather than letting it be treated by the nunici pal

wel |'s, cleanup of the aquifer can be expedited. Contaninated groundwater fromthe upper aquifer will be
punped and treated by an existing air stripping system which is currently treating groundwater fromthe
lower aquifer. The existing air stripper has enough excess capacity to treat additional groundwater fromthe
upper aquifer. Goundwater nmonitoring will also be instituted up and downground of the source area in order
to determne the continued effectiveness of the renedy.

Site Monitoring

EPA al so proposes to expand the list of chem cal conpounds, which are currently being tested for under the
current groundwater Site nmonitoring plan (SMP). The PRPs were the EPA Adninistrative Oder issued on
February 7, 1986. The plan was required in order assess the condition of the groundwater in the upper and

| ower aquifers as the renedies, which were specified in EPA's 1985 RCD were i nplenented. Currently, the SWP
specifies that 13 groundwater nonitoring wells be sanpled every three nonths for the presence of



trichloroethane, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, 1, 1-dichloroethane, 1, 1-dichoroethene, 1,2-dichloroethane and
t et rachol or oet hene.

During the supplemental RI/FS, other VOCs, which were not tested for as part of the SMP, and chrom um were
detected in the groundwater. Because of these other contam nants, EPA is proposing that the SMP be revised
to include analyses for a full scan of volatile organic compounds and chromium EPA will use the expanded

SMP data along with the groundwater nonitoring data which will be collected to determ ne whether or not
groundwat er punp and treat is needed for the AVX and Loohns's source area properties, and to access the
overal | inprovenent of the groundwater was the source control renedies are inplenmented

NEXT STEPS

After EPA presents the preferred alternatives at the public nmeeting on July 16, 1996 and recei ves comrents
and questions during the public comment period. EPA will evaluate and respond to these questions and
comrents in a Responsiveness Summary. The Responsiveness Summary will become part of the Record of Decision
(RCD) for the Site.

The ROD will also include a description of the final alternatives selected by EPA, the rational for selecting
them a discussion of the alternatives that were considered, but rejected, and the reasons for rejecting
t hem

EPA wil|l place the ROD in the Adm nistrative Record, which is |located at Region 2's office at 290 Broadway,
NY, NY, and at the public repository listed on page 2. The Admi nistrative Record file includes all Site
findings, reports and other docunments that were relied upon EPA in formulating its decision regardi ng renedy
selection. If the final renedy selections differ significantly fromthose presented in this Proposed Pl an,
EPA wi || include a discussion of the changes in the ROD.

Upon acceptance and final approval of the renmedies, EPA will give the PRPs an opportunity to inplenment the
renmedi es described in the ROD.



TABLE 2

PRESENT WORTH AND CAPI TAL AND OPERATI ON AND MAI NTENANCE COSTS BY SOURCE AREA

ALCAS

Capi tal Cost
Q&M (1-5 yrs.)
O&M 6-30 yrs.)
PW of &M
Total PW

AVX

Capi tal Cost
&M 1-5 yrs.)
O&M 6-30 yrs.)
PW of O&M
Total PW

M Graw Edi son4

Capi tal Cost
Q&M (1-5 yrs.)
O&M (6-30 yrs.)
PW of O&M
Total PW

Loohns Dry
Cl eaner s

Capi tal Cost
&M 1-5 yrs.)
&M 6-30 yrs.)
PW of O&M
Total PW

1 - Present Worth and capital

Alternative 2

Institutional

Controls

$22, 000
$10, 500
$10, 500
$130, 295
$152, 295

$35, 000
$10, 500
$10, 500
$130, 295
$165, 295

$8, 000
$10, 500
$10, 500
$130, 295
$130, 295

$23, 000
$10, 500
$10, 500
$130, 295
$153, 295

Al'ternative 3

Cappi ng

(Stage 1)

$81, 000
$17, 500
$17, 500
$217, 158
$298, 158

$32, 000
$12, 500
$12, 500
$155, 113
$187, 113

$64, 000
$15, 500
$15, 500
$192, 340
$256, 340

and operation and mai ntenance costs for

2 - PW- Present Worth based on a 7 percent discount rate.

3 - O&M - Operation and nmintenance costs.

4 - Capital, present worth,

Alternative 3

Al'ternative 3A

Cappi ng and Groundwat er
Groundwat er Tr eat nent
Tr eat nent
(Stage 1 & 2)

$192, 400 $233, 000
$12, 500 $67, 500
$69, 500 $67, 500
$628, 717 $837, 610
$821, 117 $1, 070, 610

- $98, 000

R $67, 500

R $67, 500

- $837, 610

- $935, 610

$224, 400 $233, 000
$15, 500 $67, 500
$72, 500 $67, 500
$665, 944 $837, 610
$890, 344 $1, 070, 610

groundwat er treatnment are not presented,

and operation and mai ntenance costs were not calculated for Alternatives 3, 4 or

5,

since groundwat er

since soil renediation will

Alternative 4

In-Situ Treatment VER OR SVE/ AS

using VER or

SVE/ AS

(Stage 1) (Stages 1 & 2)

Alternative 4

and Groundwat er

$158, 000 -
$144, 500 -
$10, 500 -
$679, 721 -
$837, 721 -
$278, 000 $438, 400
$182, 500 $182, 500
$10, 500 $67, 500
$835,529  $1, 309, 133
$1, 113, 529 $1, 747,533
$278, 000 $438, 400
$157, 500 $157, 500
$10, 500 $67, 500

$733,024  $1, 206, 628

$1,011, 024

renediation will

not

$1, 645, 028

be necessary at

Al'ternative 5

Excavati on

(Stage 1)

(Stage 1 & 2)

$883, 200
$10, 500
$10, 500

$130, 295

$1, 013, 495

$246, 000
$10, 500
$10, 500

$139, 295

$376, 295

$3, 422, 000
$10, 500
$10, 500

$130, 295

$3, 552, 295

the Alcas source area.

not be necessary at the MG aw- Edi son source area.

Alternative 5
Soi | Excavation and
Tr eat nent

(Stage 1 & 2)

$406, 400
$10, 500
$67, 500
$603, 899

$1, 010, 299

$3, 582, 400
$10, 500
$67, 500
$603, 899
$4, 186, 299



GLOSSARY
O Terns Used In the Proposed Pl an

This gl ossary defines the technical ternms used in this Proposed Plan. The terns and abbreviati ons contai ned
in this glossary are often defined in the context of hazardous waste managenent, and apply specially to work
perforned under the Superfund program Therefore, these ternms nmay have ot her meani ngs when used in a
different context.

Adm ni strative Order on Consent: A legal and enforceabl e agreenent between EPA and the potentially
responsi bl e parties (RPRs). Under the terns of the Order, the PRPs agree to performor pay for Site studies
or cleanup work. It also describes the oversight rules, responsibilities and enforcenment options that the
governnent may exercise in the even of non-conpliance by the PRPs. This Order is signed by the PRPs and the
governnent; it does not require approval by a judge.

Adm nistrative Order: A legally binding docunent issued by EPA directing the potentially responsible parties
to performSite cleanups or studies (generally, EPA does not issue unilateral orders for Site studies.)

Aeration: A process that pronotes breakdown of contaminants in soil or water by exposing themto air

Air stripping: A process whereby volatile organic chemcals are renoved fromcontam nated material by
forcing a streamof air through it in a pressurized vessel. The contam nants are evaporated into the air
stream The air may be further treated before it is released into the atnmosphere

Aqui fer: An underground |ayer of rock, sand, or gravel capable of storing water within cracks and pore
spaces, or between grains. Wen water contained within an aquifer is of sufficient quantity and quality, it
can be tapped and used for drinking or other purposes. The water contained in the aquifer is called

gr oundwat er .

Backfill: To refill an excavated area with renoved earth; or the material itself that is used to refill an
excavation area

Borehole: A hole drilled into the ground used to sanple soil and groundwater

Borrow pit: An excavated area where soil, sand, or gravel has been dug up for use el sewhere.

Cap: A layer of material, such as clay or a synthetic material, used to prevent rainwater from penetrating
and spreadi ng contam nated materials. The surface of the cap is generally founded or sloped so small will
drain off.

Carbon adsorption/carbon treatnent: A treatnent systemin which contam nants are renoved from groundwat er
and surface water by forcing water through tanks containing activated carbon, a specially traced materia

that attracts and holds or retains contam nants.

Consent decree: A |legal docunent, approved and issued by a judge, fornalizing an agreenent between EPA and
the potentially responsible parties (PRPs). The consent decree

descri bes cl eanup actions that the PRPs are required to performand/or the costs incurred and/or will be
incurred by the government that the PRPs will reinburse, as well as the roles, responsibilities, and
enforcenent options that the governnent may exercise in the event of non-conpliance by RPRs. |f a settlenent

bet ween EPA and the PRPs includes cleanup actions, it nust be in the formof a consent decree. A consent
decree is subject to a public coment period.

Consent Order: A legal and enforceabl e agreement between EPA and the potentially responsible parties (PRPs).
Under the terns of the Order, the PRPs agree to performor pay for Site studies or cleanup work. It also
descri bes the oversight rules, responsibilities and enforcenment options that the government may exercise in
the event of non-conpliance by the RPRs. This Oder is signed by the RPRs and the governnent; it does not



require approval by a judge.

Contai nnent: The process of encl osing or containing hazardous substances in a structure, typically in ponds
and | agoons, to prevent the mgration of contam nants into the environment.

Cooperative agreenent: A contract between EPA and a state wherein the State agrees to manage or rmnonitor
certain Site investigation and/or cleanup responsibilities and other activities on a cost-sharing basis.

Downgr adi ent / downsl ope: A downward hydrol ogi ¢ sl ope that causes groundwater to nove toward | ower el evations.
Therefore, wells downgradi ent of a contani nated groundwater sources are prone to receiving pollutants.

Effluent: Wastewater, treated or untreated, that flows out of a treatnment plant, sewer, or industrial
outfall. Generally refers to wastes discharged into surface waters.

Generator: A facility that "generates" hazardous wastes.

Hot Spot: An area or vicinity of a Site containing exceptionally high |levels of contami nation.

Hydr ogeol ogy: The geol ogy of groundwater, w th particul ar enphasis on the chemi stry and novenent of water.
Influent: Water, wastewater, or other liquid flowing into a reservoir, basin, or treatnent system
Long-termremedi al phase: Distinct, often increnental, steps that are taken to solve Site pollution

probl ens. Depending on the conplexity, Site cleanup activities can be separated into a nunber of these

phases.

Maxi mum Cont am nant Level (MCL): The naxi mum |l evel, or concentration, of a contamnant that is allowable in
a public drinking water supply.

M gration: The novenent of contam nants, water, or other |iquids through porous and perneabl e rock.

Mtigation: Actions taken to inprove Site conditions by limting, reducing, or controlling toxicity and
cont am nati on sources.

Qutfall: the place where wastewater is discharged into receiving waters.

Potentially Responsibilities Parties (PRPs): Parties, including owers, who may have contributed to the
contanmi nation at a Superfund Site and may be liable for costs of response actions. Parties are considered
PRPs until they admit liability or a court makes a determination of liability. This neans that PRPs nay sign
a consent decree or administrative order on consent (see consent decree and Administrative Order on Consent)
to participate in Site cleanup activity without admtting liability.

Renedial: A course of study conbined without actions to correct Site contam nation problens through
identifying the nature and extent of cleanup strategi es under the Superfund program

Runof: The di scharge of water over land into surface water. |t can carry pollutants fromthe air and | and
into receiving waters.

Sedinent: The layer of soil, and minerals at the bottomof surface waters, such as streans, |akes, and
rivers that absorb contam nants.

Stripping: A process used to renove volatile contam nants froma substance (see Air Stripping).

Trichloroethylene (TCE): A stable, colorless liquid with a low boiling point. TCE has many industri al
applications, including use as a solvent and as a nmetal degreasing agent. TCE may be toxic to peopl e when
i nhal ed, ingested, or through skin contact and can danage vital organs, especially the liver [see also

Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds. ]



Unilateral Oder: A legally binding docunent issued by EPA directing the potentially responsible parties to
perform Site cl eanups or studies (generally, EPA does not issue unilateral orders for Site studies).

Upgr adi ent/ Upsl ope:  Upstream an upward slope. Demarks areas that are higher than contaninated areas and,
therefore, are not prone to contaminati on by the nmovenent of polluted groundwater.

Vol atil e/ Sem -Vol atil e O gani c compounds Compounds (VOCs/ SVOCs): V(OCs vaporize easily; SVOCs vaporize |ess
easily. Both include carbon-based conpounds such as solvents and oils. Oganic chem cals have varying
degrees of solubility in water. VOCs tend to be nore soluble in water than SVCCs.

Vadose Zone: A subsurface zone which is defined by the ground surface and the water table.

Wetl and: An area that is regularly saturated by surface or groundwater and, under nornal circunstances,
capabl e of supporting vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Wtlands are
critical to sustaining many species of fish and wildlife. Wtlands generally include swanps, nmarshes, and
bogs. Wetlands nay be either coastal or inland. Coastal wetlands have salt or brackish (a mxture of salt
and fresh) water, and nost have tides, while inland wetlands are non-tidal and freshwater. Coastal wetl ands
are an integral conponent of estuaries.

<I M5 SRC 0296281A6>
<I M5 SRC 0296281A7>
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at 7:00 P.M, before Theresa M MGeevy, RP.R, Notary Public.

Theresa M MG eevy
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(716) 631- 8534
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PRESENT:

KEVI N LYNCH
US Environnental Protection Agency

TOM TACCONE
US Environnental Protection Agency

MR LYNCH |1'd like to thank everyone for
com ng tonight. |1'mKevin Lynch. | am chief of
the EPA's Western New York Superfund Section
Toni ght we're presenting the proposed plan for the
source control section at the O ean Superfund
site. Copies of the proposed plan are - - hopefully
everybody picked themup on their way in. They are
available in the front of the roomif everyone
doesn't have one. W also have a nailing list that
I think nost of you are on. |If you're not and
would like to be onit, if you' ve signed in this
norning, you'll automatically be put onto it - -
this evening, excuse ne.

The purpose of this meeting tonight is to
present the proposed renedy for the source contro
action at the Oean Superfund site and to elicit
your coments on that plan. Any coments or

questions fromtoday's neeting are being recorded
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by the court reporter and will be part of the

adm nistrative record for the site. The other way
to conment on the site is to coimment in witing to
Tom Taccone, the site nanager. The address is in
the proposed plan. And the public conmrent period
will be open until August 8th.

After considering your comrents, the EPA will
then nmake a decision on the actions to take at this
site. This will be published in a docunent that we
call the Record of Decision. Responses to these
comments will be included in that Record of
Deci si on docurent .

Tonight there'll be two presentations. |
will make the first one, which | wll describe the
process which we use in Superfund to address
sites. Tom Taccone, project manager, manager for
the dean site will be summarizing the renedial
investigation/feasibility study, then presented - -
presenting the recomrended alternatives for the
site. Then we will take questions.

Also with us today is Steve Scharf fromthe
New York State DEC, who is at the front desk,

Sharon Kivowitz fromEPA, the attorney for the
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site, from Foster Weel er the EPA consul tant Bob
Chozick, fromthe New York State Departnent of
Health, Lani Rafferty, and fromthe Cattaraugus
County Health Departnent, Eric Whlers.

I'n 1979 a nunber of environmental disasters
occurred, the best known of which was Love Canal,
wher e peopl e di scovered that they were living on a
hazardous waste site. The U S. CGovernment at that
tine did not have a way to respond except for the
way it would norrmally respond to natural disasters
such as hurricanes. The response of that, in 1980
Congress passed t he Conprehensive Environnental
Response Conpensation and Liability Act known as
CERCLA, where they created a one point six billion
dollar fund to address such sites. The |law sinply
is usually known as a Superfund Law, based on that
one point six billion dollar sites.

It allows us to address sites in two
different ways. One, it allows us to have a quick
action such as in an energency or an action to
prevent an energency situation from devel opi ng.
This is called a renmoval action. A renpval action

was taken at A ean when it was discovered that
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people's wells were contaminated with high levels
of Chemicals, of a chemical solvent. Individua
treatment systenms were placed on those individua
wells to protect those people until a nore
permanent sol ution could be reached. The other way
to address a site is the normal way we would do it,
and that would be to take a what we call response
act .

The law al so all ows EPA to order parties
responsi ble for contributing to the problemto take
actions. These parties didn't have to have done
anything illegal, they just have to have
contributed to the problem These are the parties
that are liable, the owners or operators of the
site. They could be generators of the hazardous
substances that ended up at the site or they could
be transporters of those substances to the site
This is a strict liability law The idea is that
if you are part of the problem you should be part
of the solution. This is inmportant, because the
one point six billion dollars that was first
created in the fund and the over eight billion

dollars that was added when the | aw was
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reaut horized in 1986 is not enough to clean up al
of the problens. The problenms are nuch nore
expensive to address than originally thought, and
there are a lot nore of the problens. So having
the potentially responsible parties involved in the
cleanups allow us to address a lot nore sites. The
law al so requires that we address the worst sites
first. W have developed a National Priorities
List in order to ensure that we do that.

This slide, if you can read it, shows how our
regul ations require us to address the site. Wen a
site is first discovered, the State will nom nate
the site for the National Priorities List. W wll
then go out and do what is called a prelimnary
assessnent, which is gathering all the information
that is already known about the site, things |ike
what contamination - - contaminants are there at the
site, what's the popul ation around the site, where
is the nearest drinking water source. Mire
information is needed. We will do a site
i nvestigation which is where you go out, physically
look at the site, take sone environnental sanples

to gather sone of this information. This
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information then is put into nunerical nodel in an
attenpt to rank the site. If it ranks above a
certain nunmber, it goes on the National Priorities
Li st and we can address the site with Superfund
noney. |If not, it goes back to the State for them
to address.

Once on the National Priorities List, we then
performa renedial investigation and feasibility
study. The renedial investigation is a study to
determne the nature and the extent of the
problem Basically we want to know what is at the
site, where is it going, and what problens is it
creating. W do this by going out into the
envi ronnent and taking sanples such as soil
sanples, putting in nonitoring wells to determ ne
whi ch way the groundwater's flowi ng and what's in
the groundwater, take that information and put it
into a risk assessnent. A risk assessnment is an
attenpt to quantify what are the risks to hunan
health that are out there on the site. You need
both a contam nant and you need a pathway for that,
and it's a calculation to deternine what are the

potential risks to the people in the area.
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A feasibility study is then perforned, and
that is the study that identifies different
alternative solutions to the problens, and then
eval uates those alternatives using nine criteria.
Criteria are the overall protectiveness of human
heal th and the environment, the conpliance with
ot her environmental |aws and regul ations, the
long-term effectiveness and pernmanence of the
alternative, how does it reduce the toxicity,
nmobi l ity or volume through treatnent, what are the
short-termeffects, how easily can it be
impl enented, what is the cost, and what is the
State acceptance and what is the comunity
accept ance of the renedy.

EPA then identifies the alternative sol ution
that we think is the best way to address the
problem W then present that preferred
alternative to the public, which we're doing
tonight, and we get the public's inpute on it. Then
we choose a remedy, publish it in what we call a
Record of Decision. This renedy is then designed
and i npl enent ed.

W have been through this process once before
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at Oean, where the result of was to install a

cl eaning systemat the public supply wells and
extend the water line to areas affected by the
contamination. W are again going through the
process to select a renedy, this tine to stop those
sources of contanination to the aquifer

The docurents we have produced can be of a
hi ghly techni cal nature, and the EPA does have
avail ability a grant program where funds can be
provided to citizens groups to hire independent
contractors to help theminterpret and comrent on
the sites. |If anyone would |ike information on
that, we can provide it for themlater, and we can
al so have people fromour information office in
N agara Falls assist themin putting together that
application.

Tom Taccone W || now summari ze the remnedial
investigation/feasibility study and present the
EPA's preferred alternative.

MR TACCONE: Cood evening. M nane is Tom
Taccone, and | amthe project officer of the A ean
Well Field Superfund site. And I'mgoing to

provide for you a brief summary of the history of
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the site, present the results of a suppl enental
remedi al investigation/feasibility of the site,
whi ch was recently conpl eted, and sumarize EPA s
proposed plan for cleaning up four areas of
contami nated soil and groundwater. Copies of the
pl an as Kevin nentioned are available at the front
of the room

Site history: Early in 1981 three nunici pal
water supply wells in the Gty on Aean were found
to be contamnated with trichl oroethane, a volatile
organi ¢ conmpound. Trichl oroethane, or TCE, is a
sol vent commonly used for degreasing. The chem cal
was detected in the nunicipal water, well water
concentrations which are above safe concentrations
establ i shed by the New York State Departnment of
Health. MNow, this is a map of the site over here.
This is the Allegheny River, and this is State
Street that runs along the site. The wells I'm
referring to are located north and south of the
river. There's one well designated well 18M as in
Mary, north of the river, and two wells | ocated
cl ose to one anot her designated 37, 38M south of

the river.
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The wells were cl osed down and an ol d surface
water treatnent plant was reactivated to provide
water to the city residents. Additional tests by
the Cattaraugus Health Departnent in 1982 reveal ed
that sixteen private wells in the area were al so
contam nated with high levels of TCE. EPA
installed carbon adsorption filters on the wells.
And these filters are devices which renoved
contam nants such as TCE fromthe water. EPA al so
established a well testing programso that further
contami nation coul d be detected.

I'n 1984 and 1985 results fromthe well
testing programpronpted two additional EPA
responses, and filters were placed on thirteen
additional wells. also during 1984 and 1985, the
New York State Department of Environnental
Conservation, the DEC, received funding fromEPA to
conduct a renedial investigation/feasibility study,
also called the RI/FS, of the site. The purpose of
the study was to deternine the nature and extent of
contami nation, identifying any potential risks to
human health and the environment and eval uate

alternatives for elimnating any risks. The
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State - - the study essentially focused on
investigating for the presence of contam nants in
t he groundwat er

The Gty of Aean is underlaid by two
water - bearing zones, or aquifers. This is a
generalized figure which will help describe what an
aquifer is. This heavy line you see on the top is
the surface of the ground. This dotted |ine would
be the top of the upper water - bearing zone, or
aquifer. And that is on average about ten feet
bel ow the ground surface in dean. Continuing
down, one would then encounter a |ayer of |esser
perneability, neaning water cannot readily pass
through it, and then there would be the | ower
aqui fer, or the |l ower water-bearing zone. The
muni ci pal wells collect water fromthis | ower zone.
And this third, this bottom!layer here doesn't
existing Aean. This is just a generalized
di agram

The RI/FS sanpl e date reveal ed w despread
contam nation of TCE in the upper and | ower
aquifers. In nmay 1985 the State DEC conpl eted the

RI/FS, and after evaluating the results of the
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study, EPA decided in Septenber of 1985 on the
following renedies: First, air strippers, which
are treatment devices which renove volatile organic
conpounds such as TCE fromwater were installed on
the wells, 18Mand 37, 38M |ocated north and south
of the river. Construction of the air strippers
was conpleted in 1990. Both air strippers are
currently operating and effectively treating
contami nated water to bel ow the safe drinking water
limts.

Second, the Gty of Oean's water supply was
extended into the Town of Aean. N nety-three
private well users were hooked up. Construction of
the extensi on was conpleted in 1989.

Third, an industrial sewer at McG aw Edi son,
located in, right over - - this diagramis, figure
one of the proposed plan, MG aw Edison, it was an
industrial sewer located at that part of the site
or at that property, and the sewer was acting as a
conduit for contam nation. G oundwater was
enptyi ng one end of the sewer and exiting further
down. That sewer was repaired in 1989.

And finally, EPA decided that a suppl enental



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

Rl /FS study shoul d be conducted of the site. The
obj ective of the supplenental RI/FS was to identify
sources of contam nation to the groundwater and to
deternine how to renmove or prevent the sources from
contami nating the groundwater which flows toward
the municipal wells.

I'n June 1991 the Al cas Corporation, the AVX
Cor poration, the Al um num Conpany of America,
McGraw Edi son and Cooper |ndustries signed an
adm ni strative consent order with EPA. The order
required the conpanies to determ ne the extent of
contam nation at the AVX, located to the north, the
Al cas, and the McGaw Edi son properties. The
conpanies were also required to draft the
suppl emental RI/FS report.

In addition to the field work at the three
properties, EPA through a consultant, now called
Foster Wieeler, investigated ten other properties.
And these were Anerican Oean Tile, Oean Steel,
Loohns Dry C eaners, depicted on the nmap as d ean
Cean All. The names have been changed since to
Loohns Dry O eaners. Mastel Ford, a Ford

deal ership, two oil conpanies, Giffith and
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Sandburg Ql, a private dunp and a borrow pit
located just south of the river. That borrow pit's
a comon di sposal area. Anerican dean Wol esal e,
and finally Faye Avenue and Schaefer Road.

In 1991, 1993 and 1995, soil sanples were
coll ected fromsixty-nine separate |ocations of the
thirteen areas. At each |ocation discrete soi
sanpl es were collected at regular intervals from
the ground surface to the top of the upper aquifer
or the top of the upper water-bearing zone.

G oundwat er sanples were al so collected from
groundwat er nmonitoring wells at O ean Wol esal e
O ean Steel, Sandburg, Giffith Gl, Loohns Dry
d eaners, MG aw Edison, and at other selected
wel I's throughout the site.

G oundwat er grab sanples were al so col |l ected
at many of the soil sanple |ocations when the top
of the water table - - when the water table at the
top of the upper aquifer was reached. The grab
sanpl es were collected to try to establish a |ink
bet ween contanination in the soil and the
gr oundwat er .

And finally sediment sanples were taken of
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the wetlands area located just south of the AVX
property, and these sanples were taken to deternine
if there was any inpact of AVX on the wetl ands
area

In the next several slides |I'Il summarize for
you the results of the supplenental renedia
investigation. Before | do that, let me describe
to you how EPA determ ned whether or not properties
that were investigated were a source of
contamination to the groundwater.

W | ooked at the soil data, soil sanples were
taken of each of the properties, as | mentioned
The soil concentrations, contam nants in the soi
were conpared to a value called a soil cleanup
objective. This is a value, it's different for
different contaminants. |It's been devel oped by the
DEC and adopted by EPA for the site. Soi
contanmi nati ons above that level, any water that's
entering the soil would contam nate the
groundwat er. The contam nati on woul d be high
enough to be a threat to the groundwater. |If the
soi |l contami nation was below that, it woul dn't

affect the groundwater
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The ground was tested at the site, each of
the properties, and was conpared agai nst a val ue
called an MCL, this is the maxi num cont am nant
level, and it represents a level that if it's
exceeded the water will be unsafe to drink. Below
that MCL level the water is safe to drink. And the
second criteria EPA uses is whether or not the
groundwater flowing to and froman area that was
investigated could flow toward the nunicipal wells.

The Al cas property was sanpl ed, and because
of the contam nants we found in the soils,
considered to be a source. 1,1,1-TCA, that's
trichl oroethane. These are abbreviations for the
contam nants found. TCE, trichloroethane, as
menti oned, and PCE, tetrachl oroethane. These are
solvents. These are the concentrations detected in
the soil. Ppb is parts per billion. And these are

the soil cleanup objectives for each of those

conpounds.
A VOCE Just for a - - A cas, you nean AVX
MR TACCONE: |'msorry, AVX

G oundwat er grab sanpl es were col | ected when

t he groundwater was reached at the soil borings. A
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boring is when we drill down, collect the discrete
soi|l sanples. The groundwater grab sanples al so
found TCA, TCE and PCE in the groundwater, above
MCL val ues. Now, these are grab sanples. They're
not nonitoring well sanples. Because of that the
sanpl e results are approxi mate, but these results
are fine enough - - I"'msorry. Yes, the groundwater
sanpl es, they're groundwater grab sanples, and
because of that they're approxi mate. G oundwater
nonitoring well sanples give a nore exact result.
And the contam nation that was found at AVX is high
enough to show groundwat er contam nati on.

The AVX property was al so sanpl ed, the soil
was eval uated. TCE, DCE and vinyl chloride were
found in the soil. TCE and DCE were above the soil
cl eanup objectives. Because of that we're
considering it a source area. The groundwater was
tested at that property. TCE, DCE, and vinyl
chloride were also found in the groundwater above
the MCL val ues.

A VOCE That's Al cas.

MR TACCONE: Al cas.

Loohns Dry O eaner was eval uated. The soil
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was tested at this property. TCE, PCE, 2-butanone,
all called nethyl ethyl ketone, solvents, dry

cl eaning solvents, were found at high levels in the
soil. This is considered a source area. These
three contam nants were found above the soi

cl eanup up objectives. Goundwater sanples taken
at that property showed el evated | evel s of DCE and
PCE in the groundwater

MG aw Edi son, the soil was al so sanpl ed
The soil was sanpled at this property, but we
didn't find any soil contam nation at that
property. The groundwater was tested and found to
have contam nants. TCE was found in both the upper
and | ower aquifers. Considered a source area
above the MCL levels. And these are well sanples,
these are not grab sanples, so the results we have
are nore accurate, representative of what's in the
gr oundwat er .

Sandburg Q1 was found to be a source of
contamination to the groundwater. Xyl ene was
found. The contaninants in the soil were above the
soi | cleanup objective. Benzene, ethylbenzene and

xyl ene were found in the groundwater, in the
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groundwat er grabs, above the MCL | evels.

Giffith Al had benzene, toluene, xylene and
et hyl benzene in the soil, all above soil cleanup
obj ectives. DCE, TCE and benzene were al so found
in the groundwater above MCL |evels.

Now, the contami nation that was found in
Sandburg and Giffith Gl are all petrol eum
rel ated. Benzene, xylene, toluene, all are
conmponents of gasoline. And because of that, EPA
cannot spend fed resources, Superfund noney, for
the cl eanup of petrol eum contani nation. Because of
that, we're referring these properties to the DEC
for action under the G 1 Spill deanup Program the
State G| Spill O eanup Program

The other properties we investigated, we
didn't find soil above the cl eanup objective, and
we didn't find groundwater that was above MCLs
These are the properties, were Anerican dean Tile,
O ean Steel, the private dunp, the borrow pit,
Mastel Ford, and the area Schaefer Avenue and - -
Faye Avenue and Schaefer Street.

And again to summarize, the criteria we used

for deternining whether or not an area was
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investigated as a source, we |ooked at the

contam nants in the soil to see that they were
above the soil cleanup objective, a value that's
been devel oped for the site. |If the soi

contam nants were above this level, they could
considered - - the soil was considered a threat to
the groundwater. W |ooked at the groundwater
sanple results to see if it was above the MCL. And
we | ooked at the groundwater novenent, to see if it
could flow toward the rnunicipal well, bringing in
any contam nation in the groundwater and soil to
the nunicipal wells.

Now, using these two criteria, EPA identified
the source areas, Al cas AVX, Loohns Dry O eaners,
MG aw Edi son and the two oil conpani es, Sandburg
and Giffith Gl. But again we're referring the
ot her conpanies to the DEC for action under the Q|
Spill d eanup Program

The soil and groundwater data were then
evaluated to determine if the contam nants which
were found coul d pose an unacceptabl e risk to hunan
heal th and the environment. However, before

explain to you the risk assessnment process, let me



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

first say that the people in the Town and City of
O ean are drinking safe water. The risks which
exist at the site are for someone who woul d drink
untreated water fromthe ground, not fromthe city
wat er supply.

There's a four-step process involved for
assessing and eval uati ng human risks. Hazard
identification, exposure assessnment, toxicity
assessnent and risk characterization

First step, hazard identification, and this
invol ves identifying those chem cals or
contam nants at the site which could cause harm
And you see here, these are the contam nants of
concern that were identified in the hazard

identification step.

Exposure assessment. This assessnment - - this

step is an assessnent of the various pathways a
chem cal can take to affect people, contam nants in
the soil or groundwater

The third step is toxicity assessnent, and
this third step determi nes the types of adverse
health effects which may be associated with the

contami nants, and the rel ationship between the
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anmount of exposure and the severity of the effect.

The fourth step is risk characterization of
the risk assessment, and this |ast step conbi nes
the results of the exposure assessment and the risk
assessnent to produce a quantitative assessnent of
risk.

The risks that we found for the site, this is
for groundwater ingestion, this is for drinking
water, consumng. This would be over a thirty year
period, drinking of water - - untreated water for
thirty years. Adults and young children had a risk
of cancer of one in one hundred. dder children
woul d have risk of six in one thousand. Noncancer
risks, this would be toxic effects. For the three
exposure groups, adults, young children and ol der
children, drinking of water for thirty years woul d
have a risk that would be greater than one. For
noncancer risks we use the hazard index. If it's
greater than one, it's a, it's an unacceptable
risk. If it's less than one, it's an acceptable
risk.

W al so found the risk of dernal contact,

skin contact, and again, this is a risk over a
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thirty year period, untreated water. Adults would
have a cancer risk of two in one thousand, two
people in a popul ati on of one thousand. Young
children would have a risk of nine in ten
thousand. QO der children, seven in ten thousand
Noncancer or toxic risk were all less than one for
t hose exposure groups

The soil was al so eval uated. Ingestion or
consunption of soil or dernmal contact with soil
but the risks we found - - we didn't find any risks
associated with soil. However, the soil is
cont ami nat ed enough to affect the groundwater and
produce risk in the groundwater, and that's what
the remedies that |'mgoing to be tal ki ng about
shortly are all about.

Because of the potential risks, EPAis
proposing to renediate or clean up the sources of
contami nation. The Federal Superfund Law requires
that sel ected remedi es be eval uated agai nst ni ne
criteria, and these are protection of human health
and the environnent. This is the ability of a
remedy to reduce risk. The second criteria is the

ability of a renedy to conply with other
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environnental |aws. However effective the renedy is in

the long-term Nunber four, the way the renedy
woul d reduce toxicity, mobility or volune of the
contami nants through treatnment. Short-term
effectiveness, this would involve the anount of
risks that could be created in the short term
Sorre renedi es night produce an el evated risk
because of the way the renedy woul d be conduct ed.
I mpl erentation, this is how easy or difficult the
remedy m ght be inplenented, technically or

adm nistratively. How costly a renedy woul d be
The eighth criteria is State acceptance, and
finally comunity acceptance.

There were six potential renedial
alternatives that were considered for the source
areas. And they are, first, the no action
alternative was | ooked at, and a no action
alternative is always looked at. It's used as a
baseline fors cost and reduction of risk for the
other alternative.

Alternative two would involve institutional
controls, and this would include educati onal

prograns whereby the - - and for this site the
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groundwat er woul d be tested, and people woul d be
informed of the results, how contam nated the
groundwater is, and in successive anal yses of the
wat er, and how toxic, how harnful the water m ght
be to drink. This alternative would also include
property. deed restictions which would control use
of the property. And finally, a health a safety
pl an coul d be devel oped for the properties with
contami nation for safe use of the property.

The third alternative invol ves capping
Capping is sinply an inpervious |ayer that would be
pl aced over the area of contaminated soil. This is
a generalized figure. And it would sinply prevent
water fromentering the contaminated soil, and if
it's above the cleanup objective, then
contaminating or adding contanination to the
groundwater. Alternative three would al so invol ve
access restrictions, so that the integrity of the
cap woul d be nuintai ned

Al so a groundwat er nonitoring programwould

be instituted with this renedy, whereby the

groundwat er that enter - - that enter and | eaves the

source areas woul d be anal yzed. W woul d | ook at
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the groundwater quality over tine, and if over a

certain period of tinme the groundwater quality

improves sufficiently, that would be the end of the

remedy. However, if it does not inprove, EPA may

require that the groundwater at the source areas be

punped and treated, and this would prevent the
contamination fromgetting toward nunicipal wells.
The fourth alternative is groundwater
treatnent, and this would sinply involve putting
groundwat er recovery wells at the source areas
punpi ng that water and treating it. No soi
treatment would be required or called for under
this alternative.
The fifth alternative, alternative five
invol ves the application of two very simlar
t echnol ogi es, soil vapor extraction and vacuum
enhanced recovery. Both types of treatnent
t echnol ogi es invol ve drawi ng air through the
contanminated soil. The contaminants for the site
evaporate, and by pulling the air through the

contam nated soil over tine, you would slowy

evaporate the contam nants and the concentration in

the soil would be reduced. W would then institute
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a groundwat er nonitoring program which would be a
gauge to see how well the BER or SVE system woul d
be renoving the contam nations - - contam nant
source fromhe soil to the groundwater. And after
| ooking at the groundwater quality over tine, if
the groundwater quality inproves enough
sufficiently so that source is not a threat to
the nmunicipal wells, that would be the end of the
remedy. However, if the groundwater quality does
not inprove, we may institute groundwater treatnent
or the groundwater woul d be punped and treated so
that it could not get to the municipal wells.

The sixth and final alternative is
excavation. This would sinply involve renoving the
contam nated soil, excavation it until clean soil
woul d be encountered. Contaninated soul would be
transported off site and treated and then di sposed
of. A nonitoring programwoul d be set up, as with
the other alternatives | nmentioned. G oundwater
quality would be nonitored, comng to and fromthe
site. It inproves sufficiently over tine, that
woul d be the end of the remedy. However, if there

is still contamnation and still a threat to the
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nmuni ci pal wells, EPA may require groundwat er
treatnent at the source areas.

Those are the six potential alternatives, and
for the source areas EPA is proposing the
following: At the dry cleaners we are proposing
t hat vacuum enhanced recovery or soil vapor
extraction be used to renediate the soil at that
property. Because this property is |located so
close to the Allegheny River, the river may cause a
problemw th the vapor recovery wells that would be
used in SVE or VER And because of that, we're
proposi ng excavation to use as a backup renedy.
There will be a pilot test that will be conducted
at the Loohns Dry O eaning property. W're
planning on doing it later this year to see whether
or not VER or SVE woul d be the better technol ogy.
VER works better in an environment or |ower
permeability because it uses a higher vacuum And
the river is a potential problem and if it is,
we'll go with excavati on.

For the Alca property we're proposing that
vacuum enhanced recovery be used. The pilot test

was conducted at the Al cas property, and the test
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has shown that the technology will be effective in
remedi ating the soil for that property.

At AVX we're proposing excavati on.

And at MG aw Edison, you will recall that no
groundwater - - no soil contam nation was found at
MG aw Edi son. G oundwat er contami nation was found
in the upper and | ower aquifer. The contanination
fromthe |ower aquifer is currently being punped by
the facility and traced as we speak today, but the
upper aquifer is not treated, and we're proposing
that, a groundwater punp in the treatnment
system be used to renediate the upper aquifer
MG aw Edi son.

The next steps: EPA will evaluate and
respond to any questions and comments on the
proposed plan which are received tonight and during
the public comment period which began on July 9th
and will end on August 8th. This will be done in a
responsi veness sunmmary. The summary will become
part of the Record of Decision for the site. The
Record of Decision will also include a description
of the final alternatives selected by EPA and the

rationale for selecting it. EPA wll place the
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Record of Decision in - - will place the ROD, or the
Record of Decision, in the admnistrative record
which is located in EPA's office at 290 Broadway in
New York Gty and at the public library.

And that concludes ny renmarks. Any
questions? Yes, sir.

STEWART HILL: More of a comrent than a
question, but in regards to your map, where it
shows a private dunp on the AVX property, that, |
live on Seneca Avenue, and that is in ny backyard
and that is not a true perspective of the site of
that dump. First of all, it was not a private
dunmp. It was the loean Minicipal Gty Landfill,
the first landfill in this area. It was in
operation for about five years. It takes in nost
of that forty acres in the back there. And if you
tried to excavate that land, you're going to be
knee deep in solid waste

MR TACCONE: You're tal king about - -

STEWART HILL: That landfill was never
properly maintained, it was never capped, it was
never sealed and it was never drained. There is a

whol e 1 ot of sunp holes in that field where
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groundwat er |ays continuously. There is, the area
that's, that's depicted there is not a true size of
that dunp at all. It takes in the, nost of that
whole field. And to excavate that area, if you go
down nore than a foot, you're going to be in solid
wast e.

MR TACCONE: The area that we're proposing
for AVX is right around here. The area that |
think you're referring to - -

STEWARD HI LL: I'mreferring to what's - -

MR TACCONE: - - that | think you're
referring to was called the Seneca Landfill.

STEWART HILL: R ght.

MR TACCONE: And that's l|ocated right over
here. This private dunp is really separate from
t hat .

STEWART HI LL: Wwell - -

MR TACCONE: So the excavation that we're
going to be doing isn't really going to be in this
area. It's very sharply delineated, and it's in
this part of the property.

STEWART HILL: The private dunp has not hi ng

to do with the landfill?
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MR TACCONE: No, sir.

STEVE SCHARF: That was just an area where
peopl e di sposed of househol d goods over the | ast
maybe thirty, forty years, |I'mnot sure.

STEWART HILL: Well, that private dunp was
used for househol d disposal at that tinme, back
probably seventy years ago. Nobody been dunpi ng
down there that | know of in the last thirty years.

MR TACCONE: | think that was considered
for this study, but was elininated as an area for
sanpl i ng because we didn't think that it had
contanmination that was getting to the, anything - -
any, any source to the groundwater. But | think it
was consi der ed.

STEVE SCHARF: Steve Scharf from DEC
There's also cluster wells put in 1984 that did
not show contam nation, downgraded fromthe Seneca
Avenue Landfill. And what Tom Taccone is trying to
tell you is what is called a private dunp is just
an area that was indiscrimnate disposal, maybe it
was earlier than forty years ago, we're not sure,
but that's separate fromthe landfill that was

operated by the Gty of Aean | believe in the
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1930s, is what you're referring to.

STEWART HI LL: | was under the assunption
that that meant for the landfill, the landfill is
through the - - the landfill site is to the west of

what is marked as a private dunp and takes in that
whol e ar ea.

STEVE SCHARF: That's correct.

MR LYNCH This area here.

STEWART HILL: But there's none of that area
that woul d be excavated?

STEVE SCHARF: No. The other thing Tomis
referring to is directly behind the AVX buil di ng
and it's a localized hot spot of soil that's

cont am nat ed above the cleanup criteria for organic

volume - - organics. And the landfill was, the city
ceased to use that probably before Wrld Was 11, if
I"'m- - | think the city sopped using that Seneca

Avenue Landfill - -
STEWART HILL: No. No. They closed it in
'53 or '54.
STEVE SCHARF: '53, | stand corrected
STEWART HI LL: It was open for about five

years, | would say roughly from 1950 to 1954,
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sonething like that.

STEVE SCHARF: But those are three separate

ar eas.

STEWART H LL: And the landfill area is not

suspect of any contami nation at all?

STEVE SCHARF: Not, we have not determ ned

that to be contamnated. W determ ned that wasn't

any contamnation fromthe - - fromthe original

i nvestigation.

MR LYNCH: Yes.

JOHN M TCHELL: Can you comment on the

effects of the nonitoring wells and the wells that,

the changes in the city wells and the other well

that are being punped in terms of concentrations

since the stri

ppers and, you know, since the

initial programwas into effect?

MR TACCONE: Well, the, you nean the

concentrations in the inflow at the nunici pal

wel | ?

JOHAN M TCHELL: Right.

MR TACCONE: Ch, it's - - I, | guess early

in 1990 when the testing was first started, it went

up to two to,

two hundred and fifty parts per
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billion, I think. Nowit's down around twenty. It
seens to be hover around twenty, at both wells, 18
and the two wells south.

Yes, sir.

STEWART HI LL: The wells that are punping up
that are being air stripped or whatever, whatever
the process is, what is the, the average anount of
wat er that they're punping the same as they were
punpi ng when they were in operation for the city,
was it nmore or |ess?

MR TACCONE: | don't know the answer to

that question.

STEVE SCHARF: |'d say it's about the sane as
it was prior to turning it off. In other words,
they turned - - they put the wells in there in 1979,

three municipal wells. At that tine they were
punping | think around, around two, two and a half
mllion gallons a day total, and currently that's
the same amount of water they're punping on those
three wel | s.

STEWART HI LL: Wen they turned those wells
onin'79, we had, oh, probably twenty wells in

that vicinity, East Oean, go dry, and there was



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

sone concern about whether the city wells were the
culprit, taking the water. At that tine the

engi neers explained that it was inpossible unti
they decided that they were taking the TCE out of
that area also. And then they conceded that the
the fact that the water was coming fromthat
vicinity. |'msomewhat concerned that if these
three wells start punping at their full potential
we're going to have well problens again. But you
say they are, they are punping at their full
potential now.

STEVE SCHARF: Well, they're punping at the
sane rate that they were before they turned them
off, is what |I'msaying. And Libby Ford - -

LI BBY FORD: |'mLibby Ford, and | was the
coordinator of the RI/FS for the O ean cooperating
indurates. The wells, the three nunicipal wells
today are punping at approxi mately the sane rate
they were prior to the shutdown in 1981, and have
been for six years. There was a concern that they
-- there were questions raised as to whether or
not they been causing some private wells to go

dry back just about the tine they were shut down.
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You know, we were ordered to supply themwith the

treatnent and to turn themback on. W turned them

back on, and it has

wel I's haven't had a

been six years now So if your

problem particularly back | ast

summer when it was so dry, you're probably going to

be okay, but there i
bei ng punped at the

GARY ABRAHAM

S no guarantee. But they're
sanme rate they were before.

Gary Abraham Wen you do the

vapor extraction process, where do the vapors go?

MR TACCONE:

They would go into a carbon

adsorption type of a filter, which would capture

any contam nants in the vapor before being emtted

into the air. So the air would -- the vapor woul d

be -- the contam nants would be renoved fromthe

air before it would

STEVE SCHARF:

be di schar ged.

I'd like to add soret hi ng,

sonet hi ng that you put together here, the

properties that were determned not to be -- oh,

I"'msorry. Steve Scharf, fromDEC. |'Il just add,

be nmore specific on

somet hi ng you put together.

when you said the properties that were investigated

but not determined to be a source of contam nation

to the groundwater,

it should be stated the
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nmuni ci pal groundwat er aquifer, |ower aquifer, and
that A ean Steel is listed as the second property
investigated, is being referred by the EPA to the
DEC for investigation based on data that was
encountered by sanples fromEPA, so just for the
record, say that.

KATHY KELLOGG Kathy Kell ogg, Buffal o News.
What type of cleanup is going to proceed at O ean
Steel ?

STEVE SCHARF: Currently, the well that we
are talking about is at the front of the property,
and there was sone product that was found in there
based upon sanpling that was done by the EPA
Edi son, and it's covered under the stat section in
t he proposed plan, and they found pcbs in the
well. And so the DEC spill response unit has gone
out and resenbled that well, and there's al so been
a report, Maurice, maybe you coul d add sone
information to this, there's been a report of a pcb
spill on the property, and it's being | ooked at,
currently being | ooked at by the DEC spill response
pr ogr am

KATHY KELLOGG It that - -
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MR LYNCH To give a little history on that
is EPA did go out and take a renmoval action on the
site. Tomcould comment on what was renoved from
the site, to renmove an imredi ate problem but this
sanple that Steve referred to we don't feel has the
potential to get into the nmunicipal wells, so we
cannot address it under the Superfund site and the
Oean Wll Field Site. Therefore, we've referred
it tothe State, and the State will investigate
t here.

STEVE SCHARF: W are taking their
information and we are taking it to be a step
further.

KATHY KELLOGG WII that be a State
Superfund, or is that --

STEVE SCHARF: Currently it's not listed, is
not listed as a class two act of hazardous waste
site. However, we've had this report of the pchb
spill, and so currently the spill response teamis
out there, has taken a sanple and we're waiting to
get the results back. That's not to say it's not
possible that -- it is possible that in the future

the dean Steel property may be listed as a
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hazardous waste site by the State, based upon
information that we are going to be gathering at
the site.

MR TACCONE: Yes.

KATHY KELLOGG Are there, are there any
peopl e whose wells, whose private wells were
cont anm nated who refused to be hooked up to the
city's water supply?

MR TACCONE: Yes, there were a group of
people that did refuse that.

KATHY KELLOGG Have there been any attenpts
to draw those people into the --

VR TACCONE: Wat er supply systen?

KATHY KELLOGG  Yes.

MR TACCONE: Hookup.

KATHY KELLOGG Encourage them or educate
t hem

MR TACCONE: | believe the Departnent of
Health did, and Lani, can you hel p nme?

LANl RAFERTY: Lani Raferty fromthe State
Health Departnent. W did send letters to sone
homeowners who had private wells still within the

contami nant plune requesting that we sanple their,
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their wells or, and/or that they connect to the
muni ci pal water system W have encouraged the
peopl e to connect a few tines, and they still have
not been interested in doing so. And that's
certainly an individual choice. So that's
basically all that we can do. W recommend that
people within the plume connect to the rnunicipa
wat er system but that's, that's as far as we can
go.

KATHY KELLOGG Do you have any idea how many
have not been --

LANI RAFFERTY: Well, there are three hones
that have contamnants in their wells. They did
not connect to the water system to the public
wat er supply. There are other homes who have wells
still and did not connect to the water supply, but
their wells have not been contam nated that we have
been able to determine. So | would say there are
about six. That's a rough figure, but sonewhere
around there.

KATHY KELLOGG Thank you

JOHN M TCHELL: Could | ask what time frame

they were | ast checked or, these wells, any wells?
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LANl RAFFERTY: Sanpl es, you nean?

JOHN M TCHELL: Yes.

LANl RAFFERTY: Sanpled? W sanpled them
| ast Septenber, | believe.

STEWART HI LL: The wells on Seneca Avenue, in
that area, were tested about the time that this was
di scovered. They had never been retested since
best of ny know edge. Do you intend to resenble
t hose wel | s?

LANl RAFFERTY: W never found any indication
that there was contami nation up in that area, and
so we didn't pursue sanpling wells.

STEWART HILL: Al the wells were
cont am nat ed.

LANl RAFERTY: |'mnot saying that --

STEWART HI LL: Al the ones that | was aware
of were contaninated, but the contam nation |eve
was bel ow what was consi dered a hazard

LANl RAFFERTY : Tom can you indicate on the
map the extent of the public water, do you have
that information handy?

MR TACCONE: You nean where the water

supply was extended?



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

LANI RAFFERTY: Yes.

MR TACCONE: Let's see, right around here,
and down, and down Schaefer Road.

STEVE SCHART: As far as Haskell Road, which
is right where your hand is there.

MR TACCONE: Right here?

STEVE SCHARF: Little further, further down.

MR TACCONE: R ght there?

STEVE SCHARF: Yes.

MR TACCONE: Ch, yeah, right here, right.

STEVE SCHARF: And then up to the road about
as far as the end of the McG aw Edi son property.

MR TACCONE: And down Schaefer Road,
Schaefer Street, yep.

LANl RAFFERTY: Okay. So you're saying you
have information that indicates that there are sone
wells --

STEWART HI LL: There, that's Seneca Avenue.

LANl RAFFERTY: R ght, the one that runs
along --

STEWART HILL: Yeah, that's Seneca Avenue.

LANI RAFFERTY: -- where AVE is, right?

STEWART HILL: Right, all those wells in
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there were contam nated, but they were contam nated
with very |ow amount of TCE, and it was never
considered to be a health hazard. M question is,

are they going to be tested again?

LANI RAFFERTY: |'mnot aware of that
information. If you could, if you could maybe tal k
to ne afterwards, you can indicate to nme. If we

have an indication that there's wells contam nated
up there, then we certainly would sanple them So
if you have information that indicates that there
are, talk to ne afterwards.

STEWART HILL: Well, in sone ways | have to
report, | have a report saying that ny well had so
many parts per billion of TCE, but it was very |ow
anmount .

STEVE SCHARF: Is it possible for the Health
Departnent to sanple -- is it possible for the
Heal th Departnent to take a sanple fromthe homes
on Seneca Avenue if they request it?

LANI RAFFERTY: We can |ook at the
information and, you know, evaluate it. That's,
that's the approach that we would take. W don't

normal ly just randomy sanmple wells, but if we have
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information that indicates that there mght be a

problem we certainly would be willing to sanple.

So maybe we could talk afterwards, and you can

i ndi cat

about ,

1985 --
R/ FS
frane,
it did

per bi

recal |

at that

anot her

listed,

consent

e to ne the area that you're concerned

and eval uate that.

LI BBY FORD: Lani, | believe that data is a
t he evidence was collected in the 1985

and it was collected in the 80- '81 tine

as | recall. And the gentleman is correct,

show, as | recall, about zero to four parts

l'ion.

LANl RAFFERTY: O?

LIBBY FORD: O the various VOCS -- | can't

the TCE --

LANl RAFFERTY: Okay. We'll certainly |ook
again, and it sound like it mght warrant
trip out there, sanple sone private wells.

MR TACCONE: Yes?

KATHEY KELLOGG Kathy Kell ogg again. You
I think there were five people who signed a
order, five conpanies?

MR TACCONE: Five conpanies, yes.

KATHY KELLOGG Wuld you list themagain for
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ne, and were they naki ng any -- paying any of the
costs of the phase one or phase two?

MR TACCONE: Well, the -- let's see, it's
Al cas, AVX, Al um num Conpany of America, MG aw
Edi son, and Cooper Industries. That was the 1991
consent order. And there is a provision in the
order for it, to repay -- to pay EPA any costs that
it incurs for overseeing the cleanup of the site.

MR LYNCH They actually perforned the
study, the investigation/feasibility study that was
perforned, and the past costs for the air stripper.

MR TACCONE: That's al ready been resol ved.
| nean --

MR LYNCH R ght, but they were the ones who
paid for it.

MR TACCONE: Yes.

MR LYNCH They did pay for the work that
had been done previously.

KATHY KELLOGG Do you know how much t hat
was?

MR TACCONE: Sharon, would you be able

SHARON KIVON TZ: Not offhand, |'msorry, |
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don't. | could get that information to you exactly
how nuch was paid. |'mlooking nowto see if |'ve
got anything in ny files.

KATHY KELLOGG W/ I those PRPs be
responsi ble for any future costs?

MR TACCONE : Yes.

KATHY KELLOGG  What ?

MR LYNCH Wat we will do after we sign
Record of Decision, we will approach them and ask
themto performthe design and inpl enment the renedy
we select. And we will go into a series of
negotiations with them and in an attenpt to get
themto performit. This would be, on this now,
for only the action for each individual site, but
t hey woul d be responsi ble now for the source
control for their particular site, as in AVX for
the action we woul d take at AVX, et cetera.

SHARON KIVONTZ: |f you could give ne your
card after the neeting, | can give you the
informati on of who, the entire enforcenent
history. |1'm Sharon Kivowitz with the EPA

MR TACCONE: Yes, sir.

JOHN HART: |'mJohn Hart, fromdean. Can
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you predict the length of tine that the
i npl enentation of the renedies that your, your
preferred remedies will take? And is - - and the
second question is, are there any other plans after
the inplementation of this phase?

MR TACCONE: Well, the soil renediation at
the areas where the soil is contamnated shoul d
take about, approximately five years. The
groundwat er usually take a little |onger than
that. It would be on the order of a thirty year
time frame, but that's, that's a very rough
approxi mation. As far as the next phase, there is
- - there isn't a next phase planned. | nean
this, this is the second phase or a second operable
unit. The first one took care of the groundwater
problem That was the air strippers that are
currently operating and treating the groundwater.
This second phase is the, is a source control
We're going after, in this study, what's causing
the contam nation, and those are the two conponent
parts of the plan.

Yes, sir.

STEWART HI LL: |Is there an estinmated tine
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when the city wells will be put back in service?

MR TACCONE: The city wells are back in
service

STEWART HILL: They're using the water?

MR TACCONE: Yes. The water that's punped
fromthe groundwat er goes through these air
strippers, which renmoves the TCE to bel ow t he
drinking water |levels, and then goes into the water
supply. And it's tested on a regular basis, and
since the air strippers have been put up on line
they' ve been effectively treating the groundwater.

STEWART H LL: Wat's, there's no
contamination in the water going into the city - -

MR TACCONE: No. It's way bel ow the safe
drinking water |evels

SHARON KIVON TZ: What's comi ng out is bel ow
the safe drinking water |evels

MR TACCONE: Yes.

SHARON KI VON TZ: There still is
contamination going in, which is why the source
areas are being, which is the purpose of this - -
unit, but what's coming out and what's going into

peopl e's faucets is going through this treatnent
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process.

MR TACCONE: Safe water. Yes

WAYNE M ZERAK: Wayne M zerak, from DEC, New
York State DEC. You gave hima time frane for
inpl enenting the remedy. Can you give a simlar
tine frame as to how | ong negoti ations can be
expected before the remedy can start being
i mpl enent ed, because that's part of the whole tinme
frame? How, howwilling are they to negotiate to
get into this? Are they willing to go ahead and
go, or are they going to take a while to do this?
W had that in our program that woul d be
sonet hing, information they woul d need, get an idea
of inplenentation.

MR LYNCH Wat our tine frane is, after we
signed the ROD, we will send out what is called
special notice to the conpanies. And we then go
into a hundred twenty day noratorium period
where we can't take action while we negotiate. And
what we aimfor is that at the end of that hundred
and twenty day period, we either have an agreenent
or we don't. And at that point we can either pay

for the renedy ourselves, to inplement it, or we
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can order themto do it admnistratively. If they
cooperate, it starts then. |f not, then our choices
is, do we go into court to require themto do the
action, to follow that adm nistrative order, or do
we pay for it ourselves, and then go after, after
themlater to pay for it. So hopefully it should
be, what we're aimng at is after a hundred and
twenty days we will then start the process.

If there are no nore questions, | would |ike
to thank everyone for coming out. And if you have
questions later, you either wite to us in the
address that is in the proposed plan or you can
call us, | believe Toms phone nunber is in there
too, and we'll be glad to discuss any aspects of
the site that you have. Thank you.

(The neeting concluded at 8:09 P.M)
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July 18, 1996
VI A FAX AND CERTI FI ED MAIL - RETURN RECElI PT REQUESTED

Chi ef, NY/ Cari bbean Superfund Branch 11

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency Region ||
Emer gency & Renedi al Response Division

290n Broadway - 20th Fl oor

New Yor k, New York 10007- 1866

Attention: Thomas Taccone, Oean WllIfield Site Project
Coor di nat or

RE: A ean Wl lfield Suppl emrental R /FS Administrative
Consent Order No. |1-CERCLA-10202 Comments on EPA
| nposed revisions to SFS and Notice of |ssue
Subnmitted for Dispute Resolution

Dear Tom

In accordance with Article XVIlI of the above referenced Admnistrative Order, this letter serves to not only
fully reply the issues raised in EPA's July 3, 1996 SFS Letter and the attached unilaterally inposed
"Preface" to the SFS Report, but also a notice on behalf of the dean Cooperating Industries ("Cls") to EPA
that we are triggering the D spute Resol ution provisions under that Order. In keeping with paragraph 87 of
the Order, dispute resolution of these issues is expressly allowed under that Order because the July 3, 1996
letter constituted EPA's inposition of “"required revisions to the Draft SFS" pursuant to paragraph 56(b) of
the Order. While our offices were closed on July 5, 1996 (the earliest date the July 3, 1996 letter could



have arrived), we are submtting this notice within 14 days of that date in order to avoid any question as to
whet her we have given tinely notice to the Agency.

Because we strongly disagree with many of the statements nade in EPA's July 3, 1996 letter and its encl osure,
and because we believe that the bases for our disagreenent are factual and key to the ultimate decisions
which EPA will be nmaking with respect to supplenental renedial nmeasures within the Aean Wllfield, we
request that this letter be included as an official part of the Admnistrative Record for the Aean Wllfield
SRI / FS.

Wiile the Aean C's have disagreement and/or concerns with nost of the content of the July 3rd EPA Letter,
they wish to subnit three specific issues for fornal dispute resolution. Nevertheless, the remaining issues
are inportant and deserving of correction. The main text of this letter sets out the areas for dispute
resol ution, while Appendi x A addresses the other coments in response to EPA's July 3, 1996 letter and its
attached unilateral Preface. The Oean Cl's continue to believe that the final SFS (including any Preface),
the final RAP and the ROD nust address not only the three issues set forth in the main body of this letter
but those included in Appendi x A

The dean C's hereby invoke the Dispute Resolution provisions (Article XMI1) of the above referenced
Adm nistrative Order with regard to the follow ng issues:

1. The Objectives of the SRI/FS
2. In order to be conplete and to fully address the mandated NCP eval uation, the SFS nust include a factual
di scussi on of past punpage of the groundwater beneath the AVX property and its inability to significantly

remove VOC nass.

3. The Stage 2 (groundwater punp and treat) "triggers" must reflect the SRI/FS (bjectives and be tied to
conmpletion of the Stage 1 remedial neasures at all four of the identified source areas.

Each of these issues is discussed bel ow.
1. Wat are the (bjectives of the SRI/FS?

Fromthe initiation of the Aean Wllfield SRI/FS process, the O ean Cooperating Industries, with EPA

concurrence, have viewed the SRI/FS as a continuation of the overall investigation and cl eanup of the
Vol atile Organic Contaminants ("VOC') within the wellfield aquifer. The 1995 and 1996 SR and SFS Reports
bui Il d upon, and are integral with, the investigations done pursuant to the initial listing of the dean

Wellfield superfund site. Sinilarly the decisions on future renediation arising fromthe SRI/FS process have
al so been envi sioned as conpl enenting and suppl ementing (specifically in the formof expediting) the remedies
ordered under the 1985 ROD. Thus the Ohjectives of the SRI/FS are interconnected to the original RI/FS and
subsequent ROD.

In accordance with the 1985 ROD, the O ean Cs undertook a nunber of renedial measures. The renedial neasure
which, on a continuing basis is directly tied to the SRI/FS Objectives was the construction and operation of
muni ci pal air strippers on three Gty of Aean punping wells, wells 18M 37Mand 38M Wile the intent of
the air stripping systemon the three wells was to ensure a safe drinking water supply to Gty and Town
residents, it was recognized that punping and treatment of the Wllfield aquifer would

al so provide a | evel of groundwater rehabilitation. Prevention and treatnent at the nunicipal wells
woul d prevent the further spread of groundwater contam nation, and would eventual |y reduce the levels
of VOC contam nants in groundwater.

The 1985 RI/FS al so eval uated "an enhanced groundwater rehabilitation alternative" involving the installation
of an additional recovery well and treatnent system" (l1d.) The RI/FS concluded that while "[p]unping and
treatnment at the recovery well, in conjunction with punping and treatnent at the municipal wells, would

achi eve further cleanup of VOC contaminants . . . [i]t is uncertain whether the benefits of enhanced
groundwat er rehabilitation justifies the additional response . . . as neither |evel of groundwater



rehabilitation can be expected to restore the quality of groundwater to a level for use without treatnent in
the foreseeable future" (1d.)

Subsequent |y, EPA issued its Record of Decision ("ROD') adopting the recommendati ons included in the R/FS
and also calling for the SRI/FS to determne if source control elsewhere in the aquifer could "expedite the
treatment of the contaninated aquifer, and to identify if another possible source of contam nation exists
whi ch may necessitate further action.”

In 1990 The Nati onal Contingency Plan ("NCP') was nodified to include a fornal statenent of the

"expectations" EPA would followin "devel oping appropriate renedial alternatives." One of the expectations
added to the NCP was "to return usable groundwaters to their beneficial uses wherever practicable, within a
timeframe that is reasonable given the particular circunstances of the site." (40 CFR § 300. 430

(a)(iii)(F).) Wile the dean C's have acknow edged this NCP requi rement, we have insisted, frombefore the
above referenced Administrative Order was signed (June 1991), that application of this provision be done in
the context of the AQean Wellfield SRI/FS, which is a supplenental investigation and study. The 1985 ROD
ordered renedi ati on which, while not explicitly stated in terns of the above NCP criteria, certainly was in
keeping with the spirit of this NCP expectation which was not incorporated into the regulations until 5 years
after the ROD was issued.

The dean C's have done their best since 1985 to ensure that all parties understood and agreed to the
Obj ectives of the SRI/FS. Before we signed the SRI/FS Administrative Oder (referenced in the caption), we
made sure that:

1. The SRI/FS Wrkplan (which had been put together by an EPA contractor) was nodified to clearly state
the objectives as we understood them

2. That paragraph 56(b) was included in the Administrative Oder. Paragraph 56(b) states

EPA's comments on, nodifications to and directions for changes to deliverables under this Oder wll
be consistent with the terns of this Oder and the objectives of the Supplenental RI/FS as set forth
in the Work Plan; will not require the performance of work inconsistent with the division of |abor
bet ween Respondents and EPA described in paragraphs 36-39, above; and will neither be inconsistent
with the NCP nor arbitrary and capricious. (Enphasis added.)

Despite the above provisions, even before the SRI was finalized, EPA began to indicate that it did not feel
that its future decisions were bound by the 1985 ROD and the agreed upon SRI/FS (hjectives (as set out in the
EPA Approved Workpl an amendnents). The Oean Cl's repeatedly tried to seek clarification of this and a
witten conmitment from EPA on just what the bjectives of the SRl were. Tine after tine, we received verbal
assurances from EPA that it was not seeking to expand the agreed upon SRI/FS scope. On January 14, 1994 our
concerns were again heightened and we attenpted to pin EPA down by triggering the D spute Resol ution process
following an EPA letter dated January 10, 1994. EPA rejected our efforts to trigger dispute resolution
(saying that its January 10, 1994 letter did not constitute final action on either the SRI or SFS reports,
and hence it could not be the subject of dispute resolution). As a consequence, however, it did issue a
letter dated February 25, 1994 which finally addressed this issue. That letter acknow edges that the

obj ectives of the SRI/FS includes those set forth in the 1985 ROD and in the SRI/FS Objective. (See Appendix
B.)

After receiving this letter the AQean C's were under the clear understanding that while EPA woul d conti nue
to examne the identified renmedial measures in the context of their ability to protect and restore the

aqui fer, this examnati on would be done within the overall franmework of the SRI/FS objectives. After
receiving this letter we submtted revised "Renmedial Action (bjectives: ("RACs") EPA edited to conformwith
the EPA letter. (See Appendix C.) As called for under the Adm nistrative Order, those RAGs becane the SFS
obj ectives. They were al so discussed in the introduction of the SRI Report, which EPA approved on June 30,
1995. They al so have been clearly stated in all SFS-related submttals.

When we have questioned EPA why its SFS comrents on this issue (which ultimately were "resolved” in the first
three bullets on the July 3, 1996 Unilateral Preface to the SFS Report) continued to be included in EPA



comrent |letters subsequent to EPA's February 25, 1994 letter we were told that this was for "adm nistrative
reasons”. In addition, we were told by EPA (Kevin Lynch) that our continued inclusion of the | anguage woul d
not jeopardi ze the approval of the SFS. At no tine did EPA even hint that it was planning to unilaterally
renmove this | anguage fromthe SFS. Thus, we continued to believe the issue had been satisfactorily resol ved.

As EPA clearly indicated in its February 25, 1994 letter, the beneficial use of the AQean Wllfield aquifer
is for drinking water. As such, the first two bullets of the stated RAGs ("Renedial Action Cbjectives") for
groundwater are clearly intended to support the continued beneficial use of the aquifer for drinking water.
The remai ni ng groundwater RAO and the three soil RAGs are neant to support the first two groundwater RAGs.
The disputed phrase "if such restoration will expedite the current treatnent of the aquifer [which is being
done] at the nunicipal wells" is included to provide the pertinent tinmefrane agai nst which the "reasonabl e
timeframe" NCP criteria can be nmade. To facilitate applying this NCP criteria the follow ng

summar y/ concl usi on statenents were included in the approved SR :

1 Overal |, total VOC concentrations in groundwater influent to Municipal Wlls 18M and
37/ 38M have declined approximately 75 to 82 percent since these wells went back into
full-time service in February 1990.

The SR data indicate that, in general, groundwater quality within the upper and | ower
aqui fer nonitoring wells in the Dean WIl Fieldis inproving as a result of the

remedi al measures already in place. However, despite the effectiveness of these
nmeasures, VOC concentrations, in the identified soil source areas and the existence (or
former existence) of non-point VOC sources within the upper aquifer nay be such that
operation of the air stripping systens on the three nunicipal wells nmay be needed
indefinitely. Renediation in the identified source areas is expected to lead to
quantifiabl e groundwater quality inprovenent.

The SR data indicate that the remedi al neasures in place have already resulted in
significant inprovenents in water quality within the aquifer. Despite the effectiveness
of these measures, background |evels of VOCs in groundwater are such that operation of
the air stripping systens on the three municipal wells is likely to be needed
indefinitely.

As is widely acknow edged wi thin the environnental technical profession including within both EPA and NYDEC,
aqui fer rehabilitation/restorati on by groundwater punp and treat is an extended progress that, at nany
locations, is unable to "rehabilitate/restore" an aquifer. It is ironic that this issue has become such a
sticking point for EPA with respect to the dean Wllfield SFS since, through its inposition of the Stage 2
remedies in the SFS, EPA has sinply called for conplenenting the ongoing and effective groundwater punp and
treatment system (co-located at the three nunicipal wells) with possibly two other groundwater punp and
treatment systems. One at the AVX source area where EPA has acknow edged that such a systemw || not be
effective as treatnment nechanism but only as a contai nnent nechanism and one at dean Cean Al l\Loohns
where the proximty of the Rivers also calls into question the effectiveness of such a system

In the opinion of the Aean C's, successful resolution of this matter can only be acconplished by allow ng
the | anguage at issue to remain in the SFS report. This will allowthe SRl and SFS reports to be internally
consistent. As we have acknow edged all along, EPA can certainly clarify in its PRAP and ROD how t he

suppl emental RI/FS objectives and the sel ected Renedial alternatives are consistent with the expectation of
40 CFR § 40.(a)(iii)(F) "to return usable groundwaters to their beneficial uses wherever practicable, within
a tineframe that is reasonable given the particular circunstances of the site." The dean Cl's are even
willing to discuss nmutually agreeabl e "Preface" | anguage addressing this issue.

When EPA ordered the dean Cs to expand each of the Renedial Aternatives 3, 4 and 5 discussed in the SFS
report to include a second stage groundwater punp and treat renedy, this issue becane one of nuch nore

i mportance than just semantics and internal consistency. Because decisions as to whether groundwater punp
and treat will be necessary at any of the identified source areas will not be made until after the turn of
the century, it is vitally inportant that the SRI/FS and the subsequent RAP and ROD clearly spell out what
the objectives of the study were that led to the derivation of the Stage 2 portions of the selected remedies.



The inportance of this is further underscored by the subsequent two i ssue submtted for dispute resolution.

2. In order to be conplete and to fully address the mandated NCP orders eval uation, the SFS nust
include a factual discussion of past punpage of the groundwater beneath the AVX property and its inability to
significantly remove VOC mass.

Through a series of inposed deletions and additions, EPA has stripped fromthe SFS the factual statenents

whi ch indicate that over 40 years of groundwater punping (carried out in close proximty to the identified
source area) at the AVX site has not led to significant renmoval of VOC nass fromthe downgradi ent
groundwater. This fact is extrenely inportant in an objective evaluation as the effectiveness of a punp and
treatnment groundwater renedy at this site. W have already nodified the SFS to support EPA' s stated
intention of requiring, if necessary at Stage 2 groundwater punp and treat renmedy as a contai nnent measure at
the AVX source area. There is no justification for EPA to expunge the factual statenents.

The renmoval of this |anguage may have far reaching inplications when the Stage 2 eval uations are perfornmed
and deci sions nade as to whether the Stage 2 remedy nust be constructed and activated at the AVX site. W
have al so al ready accommopdated EPA's stated intention of including the Stage 2 remedy in the ROD by asserting
(at EPA's request) that the inplenentation of the Stage 2 renmedy at the AVX source area "woul d provide an
additional reduction in the risk..." (bullet 43) even though this reduction in risk, in actuality, is already
in place because the groundwater is already being punped. Appendix D contains Geraghty & MIller's July 19,
1995 response to EPA's June 29, 1995 conments on the SFS and where the factual basis for the SFS statenents
at issue were initially brought to EPA's attention. Subsequent to this submttal EPA stopped saying that
groundwat er punp and treatnent would be an "effective treatnment” mechani smand, instead began to discuss it
as a "contai nnent" option.

The NCP clearly instructs the Qean Cs and EPA to include this discussion. The very first "expectation”
included in 40 CFR 8§ 300.430(a) (iii) (A of the NCP is that:

EPA expects to use treatnment to address the principal threats posed by a site, wherever practicable.
(Enmphasi s added.)

In fact, without an exam nation of whether punp and treat will be an effective treatnent neasure, and a
conclusion that it is not practical, any SFS discussion about the effectiveness of groundwater punp and treat
as a contai nment neasure and inclusion of Stage 2 punp and treat for contai nment purposes in the RAP and ROD
is inconsistent with the NCP. (See 40 CFR 8 300.430 (a) (iii) (B)).

Once again, the inclusion of this language in the SFS is necesary to all ow decision nakers in the year 2000
and beyond, to place in proper context EPA's decision to include a stage 2 renedy in the 1996 preferred
remedial alternative. Only in this way can an appropriate decision be nade as to whether Stage 2 is
necessary and, if it is, whether the ROD ordered renmedy of groundwater punp and treat is the proper renedy to
nmeet the SRI/FS objectives, or whether a ROD anendnent to all ow some other type of groundwater

treat ment/contai nment nmeasure to be used is warranted.

3. The Stage 2 (groundwater punp and treat) triggers nust reflect the SRI/FS bjectives and be tied to
conpletion of the Stage 1 remedial neasures at all of the 4 identified source areas.

Through these unilateral deletions and nodificati ons EPA has abandoned nost of the agreenents we have reached
with it over the last year as to what would trigger the Stage 2 remedy. First, it has backed away fromits
agreenent that its "Quidance For Evaluating the Technical Inpracticability of Goundwater Restoration"” ("TI
Qui dance") woul d gui de deci sions on whether the Stage 2 Goundwater punp and treat renedi al neasures woul d be
inmposed. (Bullets 4, 6, 11, 14, 17, 27, 31, 41 and 42). (See Appendix E.)

Second, EPA has al so apparently changed the starting tineframe for the initial Stage 2 review from4 years
after all the renedi al neasures have been put into place, to a source area by source area review. Kevin
Lynch (as well as Tom Taccone) agreed that this review cycle should comrence only after all the Stage 1
remedi es were in place during our Septenber 21, 1995 the renedi al nmeasures have been put into place, to a
source area by source area review Kevin Lynch (as well as Tom Taccone) agreed that this review cycle should



commrence only after all the Stage 1 renedies were in place during our Septenber 21, 1995 conference call.
Thi s | anguage has been reflected in every submttal to EPA since then. EPA never commented upon, or objected
to, this approach. (See Appendix E.)

Third, the nodification to the Stage 2 "trigger |anguage" (bullets 31 41 and 42) inplies that if the

remedi at ed source areas continue to "affect the groundwater entering the Gty Minicipal wells M8, M7 and
MB8" then Stage 2 will be triggered. This has long been a matter of discussion with EPA a conceptual
agreenent was reached with M. Lynch and M. Taccone on this issue in the Septenber 21, 1995 conference call
on this topic. The SFS | anguage reflects this agreenent. EPA' s unilateral |anguage not only ignores the
agreenent reached, it can be interpreted as establishing a |lower threshold for Stage 2, i.e. if a renediated
source area continues to have any "effect” on the three municipal wells. (See Appendix F,.)

<I MG SRC 0296281B4>
Concl usi on

The dean C's have worked closely with EPA on the SRI/FS project since at |least 1989. W are extrenely

di sappoi nted and di sheartened by the approach EPA chose to take in its July 3, 1996 letter and its attached
Unilateral Preanble to the SFS. W believe that preface contradicts many of the agreenents and di scussions
that have taken place between the agency and the A ean Cl's over the last five years. For the reasons set
forth above and those di scussed bel ow i n Appendi x A, we believe that the record must be corrected and the
Unilateral Preanble either withdrawn or significantly nodified before a ROD can be issued.

W ook forward to a pronpt reply to the issues raised in this letter. As always, if you have any questi ons,
pl ease do not hesitate to call ne.

Very truly yours,

<I M5 SRC 0296281B5>

cc: SRI/FS Consent Order Distribution List
M chael O Brien
Larry Bl ue
Brent O Dell
Denni s d dl and
Robert Hor ger
JimStitt
G eg Shkuda
Russ Huber



Appendi x A

Poi nt by Point Response to EPA's July 3, 1996 letter and its "Preface" to the Aean Wllfield SFS
A July 3, 1996 Letter

SFS Report

We continue to disagree strongly with EPA's assertion that our final draft did not properly evaluate the NCP
criteria. Rather than repeat what we said with regard to this issue in the past, we again reference our
letters dated [to be conpleted]. Furthernmore, a review of 40 CFR § 300.430 (e) (iii) (3) which sets out the
NCP eval uation criteria and Section 4.1.2 of EPA's Draft "guidance for Conducting Renedial Investigations and
Feasibility Studies under CERCLA (Cctober 1988) clearly indicates that the anal yses we had done in the prior
draft of the SFS was in full conpliance with both the NCP and EPA's Guidance. The fact that our SFS was not
organized in quite the sane way EPA would have liked in no way detracted fromthe anal yses. Qur version of
the report presented the sane information in a simlar but differently organi zed fashi on and woul d have
supported a |ogical, defensible analysis. Wat it did not conpletely support (from an organi zati onal
approach) was EPA's pre-drafted PRAP which we understand was prepared over six nonths ago, EPA's July 3, 1995
letter at least partially acknow edges this when it stated "it's true that EPA used the informati on which was
already in the report...".

We agree that M. Taccone did not approve the AQean C's final set of submtted SFS changes during the My
15, 1996 tel ephone call. However on June 4, 1996 when M. Taccone called Ms. Ford with the instructions that
we were to finalize the SFS, she asked himif the changes we had submtted were acceptabl e, because we did
not want to go to the expense of printing the SFS if additional changes were going to be necessary. During
that conversation M. Taccone indicated that, while EPA had not conpleted its review of the proposed changes,
it was confortable that any open itens could be addressed through the PRAP/ ROD process.

Renmai ning Issues in July 3, 1996 Letter

These are addressed either in the main body of this letter, or in the follow ng discussion of the Unil ateral
"Preface."”

B. Unilateral SFS "Preface"

In order to facilitate review of the foll ow ng, we suggest that each bullet in the Preface be assigned a
separate nunber (beginning with 1 and followi ng sequentially until the |ast bullet which is bullet 55).

2. Section 2.1

Bullets 1-3

See issue #1 submtted for dispute resolution in the main body of this letter.

3. Sections 3.2.3, 3.2.4, 3.2.5, 3.4.1, 3.4.1.5, 3.4.1.6

Bullets 5, 7, 9, 12, 13,15, 16 and 18

Wth these changes EPA has rejected our suggested conprom se between the prior draft of the SFS and EPA s
position, i.e. that, subsequent to the first 4 year Stage 2 review, all subsequent reviews be done in

conjunction with the statutorily nandated 5 year CERCLA reviews. EPA' s basis for this is set forthinits
July 3, 1996 letter in item2 under "SFS Report."

Wth respect to the practical inplications of this EPA inposed change, it is probably not major and was one
that we had expressed a willingness to have further discussions on with EPA. W did not nake these changes
in our Draft Final SFS because EPA had not yet infornmed us of its decision at the time it ordered us to
finalize the docurment, even though we had submtted this revised | anguage to EPA for its consideration.



Because of the actions taken in bullets 10, 13 and 16 (discussed below), there is now uncertainty as to

whet her EPA intends to keep the Stage 2 review separate fromthe CERCLA § 121(c) review or to require that
review al so be done on a 4 year cycle. W suggest that in the PRAP and ROD, EPA recogni ze that subsequent to
the first four year Stage 2 review there nay be nerit to conbining any future Stage 2 reviews with the
subsequent 5 year CERCLA § 121(c) review.

<I MG SRC 0296281B6>

Bullets 10, 13 and 16

EPA appears to have mistakenly renoved fromthe SFS s short description of Remedial Alternatives 3, 4 and 5
the reference to the CERCLA § 121 (c) review. It did not renove reference to these reviews el sewhere in the
text (for exanple on page 3-19, last paragraph). Also its July 3, 1996 cover letter clearly states that EPA

intends that the CERCLA § 121(c) reviews be done, but on a separate schedule. W recomrend that these
bul l ets be del eted fromthe Preface.

Bul lets 4, 6, 8, 11, 14, 17

See the discussion belowin Section 5 bel ow.

4. Sections 3.2.3, 3.2.4, 3.2.5, 3.4.3, 3.4.4, 3.4.6
Bul | ets 19-24

These are sinply editorial coments and do not inprove the clarity of these sections. EPA had not previously
asked for these changes, or we would have nade them These changes could be included in either a SFS Errata
sheet or a revised final "Preface".

<I M5 SRC 0296281B7>

5. Sections 3.4.3.4, 3.4.3.4, 3.4.3.5, 3.4.3.6

Bul lets 25, 28, 29 and 32 (and bullet 38 in Section 7 bel ow

See issue #2 submtted for dispute resolution in the main body of this letter.
Bullets 27, 30 and 33

Once agai n EPA has expunged all reference to the fact that the investigation it carried out on the d ean
Cean Al ("OCA")/Loohn's site was insufficient to allow either its consultant or G& to make a
determination, with the sane |level of certainty as was done for the three Cl source areas, as to the
potential effectiveness of the Stage 2 groundwater punp and treatnent renedy at this source area. EPA has
provided no witten basis for its deternmination of potential effectiveness. Wth these deletions, the

OCA/ Loohn's source is the only area not explicitly discussed in these sections. At the sane time, EPA and
its technical consultant have acknow edged that the proximty of this site to the Allegany R ver does raise
significant questions not only of the effectiveness of the Stage 2 renedy, but also of VER at this source
area. W understand that despite this |ack of groundwater data, EPA is going to recomend VER at the O ean
Clean All/Loohns source area. For this reason, in the PRAP EPA has adopted our reconmendation that pil ot
tests be carried out at the OCA/ Loohns site before a decision is made as to whether to do VER or excavation
at this source area.

Bul lets 27, 31 (as well as bullets 4, 6, 8, 11, 14, 17, 41, and 42 in previ ous and subsequent sections)
See issue #3 submitted for dispute resolution in the main body of this letter.

6. Section 4.1.2



Bul l et 34

See the comment above in Section 4.

7. Section 4.2.1.1

Bul lets 35, 36, (and bullets 39, 40, 44, 45, 46 and 47. in subsequent sections)

The word "additional" was placed in these sections to underscore the fact that this is a Supplenental R /FS
and that unlike the typical "No Action" and "Institutional Controls" R /FS remedial alternatives, these
remedi al alternatives would not be starting fromground zero (i.e. providing no protection of hunan health or
the environnent), but rather that adoption of these remedi es would not provide any protection in addition to
that which has al ready been provided.

From a practical viewpoint, the deletion of this word does not have any significant consequence since these
are not the recommended renedial alternatives for any of the source areas. The deletion of this word could
confuse a reviewer in that it's presence acknow edges the supplenental nature of the SFS. Therefore, we
bel i eve our original wording is warranted and serves to better renind a reviewer of the SFS that the renedia
nmeasures discussed in it are intended to supplenment the renedi al neasures already in place.

Bul | et 37

As we had explained to EPA during a conference call after we received EPA's May 1996 "final" comments on the
SFS, Ceraghty & MIler did not feel confortable with the word "probability" as it pertains to a genera

concl usion that groundwater mgration of contam nants could occur after capping. This conclusion is very
site specific and depends on such factors as the volume of contam nated soil that woul d be beneath the top of
the water table once a new groundwater equilibriumis established post-capping. GCeraghty & MIler agreed
that there was a "possibility" of such continued mgration, but indicated that they could not conclude it was
a "probability" for all four source areas without a source area by source area review. Gven the |ack of
avai | abl e groundwater date for the dean Oean All/Loohns sites, it is currently inpossible to make such a
concl usion specific to that source area, even if a source area-specific review were done. | was under the
impression that EPA agreed with this analysis and was confortable with the use of the word "possibility."

Once again, because capping is not a recomended alternative for any of the source areas, there are no
practical ramfications of this EPA i nposed change. It should be deleted fromany final "Preface"

8. Section 4.2.2
Bul l et 38

See Section 4 above.
9, Section 4.2.2.1
Bullets 39 and 40
See Section 6 above.
Bul lets 41 and 42
See Section 4 above.
10. Section 4.2.2.4
Bul et 43

See section 4 above.



11. Section 4.2.3.1

Bul l ets 44 and 45

See section 6 above.

12. Section 4.2.4.1

Bul lets 46 and 47

See section 6 above.

Bul l ets 48 and 49

See section 4 above.

13. Section 4.2.3.3

Bul l et 50

The second sentence on page 4-30 of the SFS already indicated that inplenentation of this alternative woul d
"invol ve the use and/or upgrade of existing equi pment and the possible installation of additional, sinilar
equi pment thus nmaking inplenentation relatively easy and quicker." (Enphasis added) EPA s addition, two

sentences | ater, of the sentence "Additional recovery wells will be added as necessary", is redundant. This
sentence shoul d be deleted fromany SFS Preface

14. Table 1-1
Bul l et 51

This was a typographi cal error and, as such should be addressed in either an errata sheet or a revised SFS
Pref ace.

Bul | et 52

This was a typographical error and, as such should be addressed in either an errata sheet or a revised SFS
Pref ace

15. Table 3-1
Bul l et 53

Simlar to the discussion under Section 6 above, the Gs have always taken the position that both the No
Action and Institutional Control renedial alternatives would be protective of human health and the
environnent. The fact that EPA and NYDCOH have al |l owed people to continue to drink untreated aquifer water
since at least 1992 indicates their conclusion that there is no unacceptable public (as opposed to

i ndividual |y chosen) health risk

In addition, we note that EPA, in its nost recent set of comrents on the SFS, did not ask for this change
There is no practical consequence that could arise fromthis EPA i nposed change. This change should not be
included in any final "Preface" to the SFS

16. Appendix C

Bul l ets 54 and 55

Geraghty & M|l er assumes that the comment is in reference to the cal cul ations provided on Page 7 of 14 not 8
of 14 as referenced in the USEPA comment |etter dated July 3, 1996. The cal cul ations provided in Appendi x C,



provide a basis for the cost assunptions that went into preparing Table 4-1. Since this estinate was
generated by the USEPA and was considered to be conservative, we did not feel that it was necessary to
include it in the conputations provided in Appendix C. However, at USEPA's request, we did revise Table 4-1
to include an operating cost for Alternative 3A for MG aw Edi son of $67,500 as a conservative assunption
(See also Note 2 at the bottom of Table 4-1).

As stated in Appendix C of the SFS, we had deternined through evaluating current operating cost information
provi ded by Cooper Industries, that the &M cost for the existing systemwll not substantially increase (as
is noted on the bottomof Page 7 of 14). As a result, Geraghty & MIler did not provide any additional cost
cal cul ations for the O&M associated with the MG aw Edi son source area. Therefore, revising the note as
suggested by EPA woul d not be correct for the reasons stated above.

Al t hough Appendix C was transnitted to M. Tom Taccone in its current formon May 24, 1996, and no comments
were provided on it prior to SFS finalization, such additions (if warranted) could be addressed by way of an
errata sheet docunenting the referenced changes.

<I MG SRC 0296281B8>

"I n accordance with the Septenber 185 Record of Decision, the purpose and the prinary objective of the
Suppl enental RI/FS is to identify whether additional renediation and performance of source control at
one or nore locations will result in expediting the tineframe, consistent with the National
Contingency Plan "NCP', within which the air stripping systemon the three nunicipal wells will be
operated. The Supplenental RI/FS will attenpt to identify measures that woul d m nim ze contan nant

rel eases fromthe soils and shall ow groundwater to the underlying aquifer in a manner consistent with
the NCP, thus accelerating the renediation of the lower aquifer. |In addition, the Supplenental R/FS
will assess the risks posed by contam nation frompotential source areas at the Site and eval uate
renmedi al alternatives consistent the NCP to address such risks. Thus, the Supplenental RI/FS report
will recommend that source control be performed at one or nore locations if it is determ ned that such
an action, consistent with the NCP, will expedite treatnment of the well field aquifer or mtigate
unaccept abl e risks."

EPA has determined that certain of the dean PRP properties and non-Cl properties are source areas
contributing to the groundwater, thus the SR needs to consistent with the Adm nistrative Order and the

proj ect objectives stated in the workplan, addendum identify neasures that would m ni m ze contam nant

rel eases fromthe soils and shall ow groundwater to the underlying aquifer. At the Novenber 16, 1993 neeti ng,
EPA asked what scientific analysis the Oean PRPs used to back up the claimthat additional renediation at
the potential sources identified in the SRI (alone or in conbination will not expedite treatment of the
contami nated aquifer. Your consultant then admtted that this was only based on his opinion; however, his
opi nion has not been substantiated with any facts. EPA s decision on what renedial actions are necessary for
the dean site will be nade based on a defensible, scientific analysis of the data. The FS nust include this
anal ysis since it was not conducted during the SRI.

Furthernore, the NCP states that "the goal of EPA's Superfund approach is to return usable ground waters to
their beneficial uses within a tineframe that is reasonabl e given the particular circunstances of the site.
The groundwater at the dean site is used for drinking water, therefore its beneficial use is drinking water,
and thus the goal is to return the dean aquifer to drinking water standards. Therefore, the statement on
page 5 of your letter that EPA's direction to the Oean PRPs to eval uate groundwater renedies is consistent
with the project objectives is incorrect. EPA has not yet determned that the current remedy will meet this
goal ; addition extraction wells may be necesary. This analysis nust be done.

The possibility of further groundwater renedi ati on has been under active consideration since the devel opnent
of the supplenental RI/FS workplan. EPA' s letter of April 10, 1989, which responded to Mchael OBrien's
letter of May 11, 1988, explained the that the purpose of the punp test at the McGaw Edison facility was to
determine the hydraulic characteristics of the upper aquifer "in order to evaluate the groundwater capture
and treatment alternatives for the upper aquifer.” Page 66 of the workplan al so explains that the hydraulic
paraneters determned by the punp test will be used to evaluate a punp and treat renedial alternative. G ven
the possibility of the presence of Dense Nonaqueous Phase Liquids at AVX and Al cas, which was not known when



the suppl emental RI/FS workpl an was devel oped, punp and treat and/or contai nment shoul d be eval uated at or
near those facilities. A so, as discussed on page 6 of your letter, this evaluation should include the
punpi ng effects of city nunicipal wells M8 and M37/38

The above di scussion also relates to the first bullet of EPA's January 10, 1994 letter which instructed the
O ean PRPs to assess renedial alternatives for soil cleanup based upon the New York State Department of

Envi ronnent al Conservation (NYSDEC) TAGM gui dance and to your assertion that the guidance is beyond the scope
of the objectives agreed upon for the SR, EPA does not concur with this statement. One of the objectives of
the TAGM guidance is to establish a concentration of a contaminant in the soil which could not result in a
contravention of drinking water standards. Significant soil contam nation exists in certain of the PRPs and
non-Cls properties. Evaluating the data in these areas agai nst the TAGM gui dance gi ves an indication of what
soils may need to be renediated in order to prevent continued degradation of the aquifer, thereby expediting
the aquifer renediation time franes

Treatability Studies

The third bullet of EPA's January 10, 1994 letter instructed the AQean PRPs to submt "a treatability pilot
testing workplan for evaluating the perfornance of potential remedial technol ogies." EPA reviewed your
letter of august 4, 1993, which recommended that any treatability study work be deferred until the
conparative Analysis of Remedial Alternatives. However, data fromthe treatability studies may be needed in
order to properly screen the potential remedial alternatives under consideration. Performng the
studies/pilot tests will provide information on cost and potential operational difficulties which will be
needed in the screening process. However, EPA does agree that no punp and treat systemtreatability studies
wi Il be needed since these systens are already in operation at the site. Please submt a treatability
testing workplan for the technol ogi es discussed in your letter of August 7, 1993



<I M5 SRC 0296281B9>

May 6, 1994

Ms. Libby Ford

N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyl e

dinton Square

Post O fice Box 1051

Rochester, New York 14603

Re: Oean WIIl Field, dean, New York.

Dear Ms. Ford:

Encl osed pl ease find the revised Menorandum on Renedi al Action Qbjectives.
If you have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact ne.
Si ncerely,

<I M5 SRC 0296281C

Encl .
cc: O ean Wll Field Distribution List

24 Madi son Avenue Extension - Al bany, New York 12203 - (518) 452-7826 - FAX (518) 452-4398



Menor andum on Renedi al Action Objectives

The remedi al action objectives were established based on the performance of a Suppl emental Renedi al
Investigation (SRI) for the dean WIll| Field. The performance of the SRl was part of the Sel ected Rermedy set
forth in the Septenber 24, 1985 "Record of Decision - Renedial Aternative Selection.”

The d ean Cooperating Industries (Cls) entered into a Consent Order to carry out the Supplenental Renedi al
Investigation/Feasibility Study (SRI/FS) in a mxed work effort with the United States Environnental
Protection Agency (USEPA). In that Consent Order, the USEPA added another objective (to those set forth in
the 1985 ROD): "to assess the risks posed by contanmination frompotential source areas..." These objectives
were incorporated into the Anended SRI Wirk Plan (1989 Ebasco as anended in 1991 SRI Wrk Plan) which al so
set for the followi ng decision criteria:

"Thus, the Supplenental RI/FS Report will recomrend that source control be perforned at one or nore
locations if it is deternmined that such an action, consistent with the NCP, will expedite treatnent of
the well field aquifer or mtigate unacceptable risks" (1989 Ebasco as anended in 1991 SRl Wrk Pl an
Section 1.0).

The SRI was conducted to delineate and characterize potential source areas within the Aean Wll Field. The
data collected during the SRl will be used to determi ne whether source control at one or nore potential
source areas will expedite the treatment of the contam nated aquifer or to mtigate unacceptable risks due to
the constituents of interest. |n addition, the data collected will be used to evaluate renedial alternatives
in the Suppl emental Feasibility Study (SFS) in accordance with the above criteria.

Therefore, the followi ng renedial action objectives address the contam nants found in the aquifer supplying
the nunicipal wells and these sane contanminants as they relate to potential soil source areas within the
Oean WIl Field. The only contamnants found in the influent to the nunicipal air strippers are

trichl oroethene (TCE) (the only conmpound detected above trace concentrations and its federal maxi num

contam nant |evel [MCL] for drinking water [5 ug/L]) and trace concentrations of 1,1,1-trichloroethane
(1,1,1-TCA) and 1,2-cis dichloroethylene (cis 1,2-DCE) which ranged fromnon-detect to 8 ug/L and non-det ect
to 9 ug/L respectively. These trace concentrations are well below the federal MCLs for 1,1,1-TCA and cis

1, 2-DCE of 200 ug/L and 70 ug/L, respectively, but occasionally slightly higher than the New York State
drinking water MCLs of 5 ug/L. The Gty of Oean has indicated that the inorganics included in the R sk
Assessnents have never been detected in the influent to the nmunicipal air strippers. In addition, the data
collected at all the individual sites during the SRI indicates that the inorganic constituents are naturally
present in soils throughout the well field area. Acetone and nethyl ene chloride were also reported in the
SRl as being detected in sone soils. These detections however, nay be due to sanpling and/or |aboratory
contanmination. Acetone has never been detected in the influent to the nunicipal strippers. Wile nethylene
chloride has been detected in the influent to the runicipal strippers, the |laboratory perform ng the anal yses
indi cates these detections are nost |likely due to |aboratory contam nation. To the extent that acetone and
nmet hyl ene chloride or any other VOCs are present at significant concentrations, the follow ng remedial action
objectives for TCE, 1,1,1-TCA and cis 1,2-DCE will al so address these constituents.

The remedi al action objectives for the Dean WIl Field will be as follows:
Obj ectives for Goundwat er Remedi ation
L Prevent ingestion of groundwater having concentrations of TCE and other site-rel ated
contami nants that woul d pose a potential excess cancer risk greater than 10-6.

G oundwaters will be assuned to neet this objective if the TCE concentration is |ess
than or equal to the federal and New York drinking water standards.

Prevent ingestion of groundwater having concentrations of 1,1,1-TCA cis 1,2-DCE and
other site-related contaninants that would result in a conbi ned Hazard | ndex greater
than 1. Goundwaters will be assumed to neet this objectives if their concentrations
are less than or equal to the federal and New York drinking water standards.



Obj ectives for Soil

Provi de additional |ocalized groundwater treatnent for TCE, 1,1,1-TCA cis 1,2-DCE and
other site-related contam nants at one or nore locations if it will expedite the current
treatnment of the aquifer at the nunicipal wells.

Renedi ati on

Prevent ingestion/direct contact/inhalation of soil having concentrations of TCE and
other site-related contam nants that woul d pose a potential excess cancer risk greater
t han 10- 6.

Prevent ingestion/direct contact/inhalation of soil having concentrations of 1,1,1 TCA
cis 1,2-DCE and other site related contaninants that would result in a conbi ned Hazard
I ndex greater than 1.

Restore soils at one or nore locations to appropriate contam nant concentrations of TCE,
1,1,1-TCA, cis 1,2-DCE and other site-related contamnants if such restoration wll
expedite the current treatnent of the contami nated aquifer at the municipal wells.



<I MG SRC 0296281C1>

M. Thomas Taccone

O ean Wl Il Field Project Coordinator

Chi ef, New York, Caribbean Superfund Branch |1

Emer gency and Response Divi sion

United States Environmental Protection Agency - Region |1
290 Broadway - 20th Fl oor

New Yor k, New York 10007- 1866

Subj ect : Response to Comments, Oean Draft Feasibility Study Review
Dear M. Taccone:

The d ean Cooperating Industries ("OAean Cls") have directed Geraghty & Mller, Inc. to submt the follow ng
responses to the United States Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) comment |etter dated June 19, 1995
(received by the dean O coordinator on July 5, 1995) contai ning additional coments on the working draft of
the dean Wll Field Supplenental Feasibility Study (SFS) report that Geraghty & MIler had prepared and
submitted on their behal f. The comrents nade on May 12, 1995 were responded to in Ceraghty & Mller's letter
dated May 30, 1995. Several USEPA comments fromthe May 12, 1995 letter were further discussed in the June
19, 1995 letter. In this response to your June 19, 1995 correspondence, we have addressed those issues which
continue to require further clarification, but have not rediscussed issues satisfactorily addressed by our
May 30, 1995 letter or by phone.

Geraghty & MIler has retained the comment response format fromthe May 30, 1995 letter for those May 12,
1995 comment responses whi ch were accepted by EPA, Appendix Ato this letter contains the pernmanent "change"
pages to the working draft of the SFS.

Comment 1: Ceraghty & Mller's response still does not address EPA's conment. A generic analysis would not,
as stated in Geraghty & niller's letter, provide any new or useful information. A generic analysis is not
needed. Wat is needed is an analysis of the seven evaluation criteria (as provided in 40 CFR 300. 430 (a)
(iii) (A through (@) for each source area. Attached is sanple, partial comparative analysis of renedial
alternatives for the Alcas source area. The analysis should repeated for the other sources.

W feel that the drafts subnitted to date contain all the required el ements of a SFS conparative anal ysi s.
Despite this, in the interest of bringing issue to closure, CGeraghty & MIller will revise the SFS as
suggested. The revisions will be made to Section 4.3 (Further Conparison of Renedial Aternatives by Source
Area). The proposed revisions will be forwarded to USEP by July 31, 1995.

Comrents 2, 23, 27, 38, 29, and 41: the volune of soil and groundwater, which need to be renedi ated at
Loohns Dry Ceaners, was included in EPA's letter of may 12, 1995. Please incorporate the volune into the
SFS. At this tine, EPA does not plan on drafting an SFS addendum A full SFS should be subnitted, as
required by the Order on Consent (Index No. |l CERCLA-10202).

The Sandburg and Giffith oil source areas should be renoved fromthe SFS. These areas will be addressed by
t he NYSDEC, under the New York State petroleumspill programsince the soil and groundwater contam nation at
those properties are related to rel eases of petrol eum and/ or petrol eumderivatives. As you may know,

petrol eum contani nati on can not be addressed using federal Superfund authority.

Regarding O ean tile, EPA does not believe that the el evated | evels of toluene, which were detected at soil
boring 34, are a threat to the aquifer. The soil encountered at boring 34 was very tight so that little, if
any, groundwater can reach the contami nation. You'll note fromthe boring log for SB34 that the water table
was not reached. Therefore, EPA does not consider Oean Tile a source of contamnation to the O ean

vel | field.

Shortly, EPAwill mail to you an addendumto the supplenental renedial investigation report (SR). The
report provides the results for the additional field sanples at dean Steel, Oean Tile, Loohns Dry O eaners,



Mastel Ford, Giffith Q1 and Sandburg G 1.

After we submtted our May 30, 1995 response (which indicated that without the supporting data, we coul d not
incorporate into the SFS any conclusions with respect to the non-C source area), we have received the data
on the non-Cl sites (which has been incorporated by reference into the SRl report as Appendix G - Addendumto
that report). As directed by EPA, the forner non-C source area Sandburg, Giffith GQl, and Aean tile are
not CERCLA-eligible source areas and will no longer be discussed in this SFS. Because of this, Sections
4.1.5, 4.1.6, 4.2.5, and 4.2.6 should be deleted fromthe working draft of the SFS. The data on the

remai ning non-Cl site (now Appendi x G Addendumto the SRl report) is being reviewed and eval uations for the
Loohns Dry Cleaners (Aean Cean All) will be added to the SFS. W plan to forward the appropriate change
pages to EPA by July 31, 1995.

Comrent 4: EPA naintains its original comrent. The phrase "if it will expedite the current treat ment of
the aquifer at the rmunicipal well,"” should be renmoved fromthe SFS report.

Based on our tel ephone conversation with you and Kevin Lynch on July 10, 1995, this phrase will remain in the
draft SFS docunent.

Comment 7: The first paragraph of Geraghty & MIler's proposed | anguage for Section 2.4.1.2 is inaccurate.
Extension of the city water nain and installation of backflow prevention devices are active renedi al
nmeasures, not institutional controls. The city's local ordinance which prevents a private well user from
connecting the well to the public water supply is an institutional control. The second paragraph is
accept abl e.

As di scussed with EPA during our July 10, 1995 conference call, in Figure 4-5 of EPA's nost recent SRI/FS

gui dance (Qctober 1988), the extension of a city water nain is considered an institutional control, even
though it involves physical work. Simlarly, the installation of a backflow prevention device, while

i nvol ving physical work, is also an institutional control and we have classified it as such. This section of
the SFS will remain as proposed in our NMay 30, 1995 |etter (see Appendix 1).

Comrents 24, 28, and 32: Upon further consideration, EPA is agreeable to allow ng sone period of tinme el apse
bef ore assessi ng whether or not groundwater recovery and treatnent is necessary. However, instead of the 5
year period recomrended in the draft SFS, specific tinme periods should be calculated for each source area.
Peri ods shoul d be based on the distances fromeach source to the air strippers, the groundwater velocity in
the I ower aquifer and enough tine for 3 to 5 pore volunmes of groundwater to flow fromeach source to the air
strippers.

As discussed during the July 10, 1995 tel ephone conversation, EPA and Cls are now in agreement that it is
appropriate under Alternative 3 or 5 for sone period of tinme to el apse after a soil source area renediation
has been conpl et ed before assessing whether or not groundwater recovery and treatnment is necessary. As

di scussed with EPA, if either of these renedial neasures is selected for a source area, specific tine periods
will be calculated for that source area. The tine periods will be based on the distance fromthe source area
to the municipal air stripper, the groundwater flow velocity in the |ow aquifer, and providing enough tine
for 3 to 5 pore volunes of groundwater to flow fromthe | ower aquifer beneath each source area to the air
stripper.

Comrent 25: EPA will not agree to Alternative 3A, which specifies the possibility of groundwater treatnent
with no other proposed renedial measure after five years. This alternative should specify groundwater
treatnent right away. Please revise the alternative.

As discussed with you during the July 10, 1995 tel ephone call, this section has been revised to clarify that
groundwat er treatnent would begin right away in the | ower aquifer beneath any source area where this is the
chosen alternative.

Comrent 35: EPA disagrees with Geraghty & MIler's response. Treatment of groundwater at AVX is an
appropriate alternative and woul d serve as an effective source control measure. Because of the proxinity of
Al cas to nunicipal well M8, treatnment of groundwater rmay not be necessary.



W still feel that punping in the lower aquifer will enhance migration into the |ower aquifer, especially at
the AVX facility. |In addition, analysis of current data indicates that typical groundwater recovery has not
been an effective source remedi ation nethod at the AVX facility.

AVX has been punping an on-site well (for cooling purposes) for decades. This production well is |ocated
very close to the identified source area. In the early 1980s this well was punped at an approxi nate rate of
200 gpm (288,000 gpd). Since that time, punping rates have decreased to approximately 50 gpm (72,000 gpd).
Despite these decades of extensive punping of the lower aquifer in close proximty to the source area, that
source area still contains a significant VOC burden in the tight clayey soils. There is no reason to expect
that source area related groundwater recovery, even at an increased rate, will lead to significant reductions
in the VOC levels in the soil source area in any tine frame | ess than several decades In addition, as shown
on figure 74 of the 1992 SR report, VOC concentrations in |ower aquifer Mnitoring Well AVX-5D, on the AVX
property, were very |low when the well was first sanpled in 1985. Since the start of quarterly monitoring in

Cct ober 1989, the VOC concentrations have shown an overall increase. The increase in VOC concentrations in
Vel | AVX-5D since Cctober 1989 may be due to the startup of the nunicipal well punping, which has resulted in
the lowering of water levels in the |ower aquifer beneath the till layer and thus has resulted in an
increased flux/leakage fromthe till layer into the lower aquifer. Al so, during this same tine frane, the

punpi ng rate of the AVX production well (lower aquifer) decreased from 200 gpmin 1984 to 105 gpmin 1988, to
approxi mately 50 gpmin 1990, which remains the current punping rate. The decrease in the AVX production
wel | punpi ng have decreased the hydraulic gradient in the vicinity of this well and reduced its influence on
groundwat er fl ow.

Based upon the above infornmation, we feel that punping has not been effective in reducing the concentration
of VOCs in the source area at the AVX facility and has enhanced mgration of VOCs into the |ower aquifer.
This analysis will be added to the Evaluation of Alternative 3 for the AVX source area

Commrent 44: Ceraghty & MIler states that a low transmssivity (T) is considered to be conservative when
calcul ating capture zones. This is a fundanental error in their analysis, because a high T is conservative
when cal cul ati ng a capture zone. An exam nation of the equations used will showthat T is on the bottom of
the equation and is therefore inversely proportionate to the size of the capture zone. Therefore, the low T
chosen for the calculations is not a conservative choice

The capture zone should be recal cul ated using a conservative high T value. EPA reconmends the selection of a
conservative high T value in gpd/ft fromTable D.4 of the February 1985 R, Appendix D for the |ower aquifer
The upper aquifer capture zone should be cal cul ated using the nost conservative T fromthe EW3 aquifer test
(1992).

A conservative val ve should typically be used for environnental cal cul ations, however, for this case, a
conservative high T value is especially warranted because of the sinplifications inherent in the capture zone
equations used. The |ower aquifer capture calculations do not take into account possible | eakage fromthe
upper aquifer to the lower aquifer and fromthe river. The upper aquifer capture cal cul ati ons do not take
into account possible river recharge. These factors could serve to reduce the actual capture zone. The use
of the nost conservative T (highest value) would add a necessary neasure of safety to the calculation

Wth the information provided in CGeraghty & MIler's response |etter, EPA re-exam ned the captures zones
drawn on Figures 1 and 2 of the Draft FS, Appendix D. The follow ng capture distances were not mneasured
correctly: (Xo, 18M and (W, EW3). After recalculating the new capture zones based on Comment 1, above,
pl ease nmake all neasurenents as precisely as possible

The w (upgradi ent Capture Wdth) should al so be shown on the capture zone plots (Figure 1 and 2 of Appendi x
D).

Geraghty & MIler agrees that a conservative (high) transmssivity (T) value should be used in the capture
zone equations due to the sinplifications inherent in those equations. As recommended, by EPA, a T val ue of
8.66 x 10-5 gal l ons per day per foot (gpd/ft) was selected from Appendi x D, Table D-4, of the February 1985
Rl and used to recal culate the capture zones for Minicipal Wlls 18M and 37/ 38M



A T value of 6,300 gpd/ft was used to calculate the capture zone of upper aquifer well EW3 | ocated on

MG aw Edi son property. The T val ue sel ected was deternined froma di stance-drawdown anal ysis of the
hydraul i c data coll ected during the punping of EW3 as discussed in Section 5.8 of the SRl report. This T
val ue is the highest value determ ned during the drawdown phase of the aquifer test and is considered to be
conservative but representative of the transmissivity of the upper aquifer in the vicinity of the

MG aw Edi son property.

The revi sed capture zone analysis results are provided in Tables 1 and 2 included in Appendix B. figures 1
and 2 (attached)n have al so been revised to depict the recal cul ated capture zones. Appendix B also contains
the proposed text revisions to SFS Appendi x D.

The upgradi ent capture width (W is depicted on the revised Figures. As the capture zone equations do not
predict Wat a specific distance upgradi ent of the punping well, the upgradient width is interpretive.

Appendix Ato this letter contains the follow ng revised pages related to EPA's May 12, 1995 comments 3,
6-14, 16-18, 21, 22, 25, 26, 29 - 31. Additional revised pages, including those showi ng our proposed text

changes whi ch correspond to the phone responses will be provided by July 31, 1995, conpleting the revisions
to the draft SFS docunent.

If there are any questions or comments regardi ng responses provided or the revised pages, please do not
hesitate to contact Ms. Libby Ford or the undersigned.

Si ncerely,
<I MG SRC 0296281C2>

cc: QA ean SRI/FS Distribution List
B. Gay - Ceraghty & MIler, Al bany



APPENDI X A
Revi sed Pages To The SFS Docunent

GERAGHTY & M LLER, I NC
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Table 1-1.

Al cas near

SB04 and SB07

AVX

McGraw Edi son (1)

EV8

O ean Clean All

SB09

Oean Tile
SB34

Sandburg O |
SB23

VCOCs
ug/ L
ug/ kg
SRI

(1) Goundwater Volune is based on a surface area estimted from Punping Well
Source: Geraghty & Mller,

GERAGHTY & M LLER, | NC.

DRAFT

Nature and Extent of the Contami nants and Approxi mate Vol unes,

Total VOCs
in G oundwater
(ug/L)

38, 900

623, 900

2,400

Vol atil e organic conpounds.

M crogranms per liter.

M crograns per kil ogram

Suppl enent al Renedi al I nvestigation.

Inc. 1994b.

Total VOCs
in Soil Above
the Water Table

(ug/ kg)

12, 000

2,188,000

121, 900

28,014

4,500

(EW3) and Observation Wells A-1 and C- 1.

O ean Well

Field Site, O ean, New York.

Appr oxi mat e
Groundwat er
Vol ume to be
Renedi at ed
(cubic feet)

Groundwat er
associated with

the area of
soil renediation

Groundwat er
associated with
the area of
soi | remediation

300, 000

(Vol ume of Groundwater)

Not enough
data avail abl e

Not enough
data avail abl e

Not enough
data avail abl e

A 20 foot

Appr oxi mat e
Soi | Vol une
to be
Renedi at ed
(cubic feet)

6, 000

10, 000

Ref erences

SRl at 5.3.2
SRl at 5.5.2
and Alcas Pilot
Test Report

SRl at 5.3.1
SRl at 5.5.1
and Pilot Test Report
Section 3.0

SRl at 5.3.
SR at 5.5.3

w

SRl at 5.4.1
SRl at 5.6.8

SRl at 5.4.
SRl at 5.6.4

~

SRl at 5.4.
SRl at 5.6.

© »

saturated thickness with an average porosity of 30 percent is assuned.
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DRAFT

No acti on.

Institutional controls.

Cont ai nnent .

In-situ treatnent

Renoval / t r eat ment / di sposal .

Renoval / di sposal
2.4 | DENTI FI CATI ON AND | NI TI AL SCREENI NG OF REMEDI AL TECHNOLOG ES

The term "renedi al technol ogi es" refers to categories of renedial action which conprise subsets of the
general response actions, such as capping or thermal destruction. Process options, on the other hand, refer
to specific processes within each technology type (e.g., clay cap or rotary kiln incineration). The purpose
of this section is to evaluate and sel ectively reduce the universe of general response actions, renedial

t echnol ogi es, and process options which are potentially applicable at the identified source areas. This
invol ves a screening process in which the technol ogi es and options are evaluated on the basis of technical

I nmpl emrentability in accordance with "Quidance for conducting Renedial |nvestigations and Feasibility Studies
under CERCLA" (USEPA 1988).

The technol ogi es that have been retained following this initial screening process are further eval uated based
on effectiveness, inplenentability, and cost, in order to select one representative process option for each
technol ogy. These process options are use to develop renedial alternatives in each of the contamn nated nedi a
categories. These alternatives are then subjected to a second step screening process based primarily on

ef fectiveness, inplenentability, and cost.

Alternatives that remain after the second step screening process are then subject to a detailed quantitative
evaluation. The detail ed analysis of each alternative involves evaluation on the basis of overall protection
of human health and the environment; conpliance with



<I MG SRC 0296281C5>
DRAFT
2.4.1.2 Institutional Controls

Institutional controls guard agai nst the exposure or access to areas that have been inpacted by site rel ated
COCs. Certain institutional controls are already in place in the AQean Wll Field which guard agai nst the

i ngestion of inpacted groundwater. These include the extension of the public water supply line to areas
where it was known that COCs were in excess of State and federal drinking water standards. Once the public
wat er supply |lines were extended, hookups were offered to every property. Mst property owners chose to
hookup. At the tine of the hookup they signed a commtnent to not reconnect their private wells to the
property's water distribution systemuntil such time that they have been notified by the USEPA in witing
that the groundwater is no |longer inpacted. For the purposes of this SFS deed restrictions, restrictions on
groundwat er use, provisions for a alternative water supply, groundwater nonitoring, and public education
prograns will be eval uated.

Deed Restrictions - An institutional control to prevent ingestion of inpacted groundwater that could be
inplenented is the inposition of deed restrictions on the properties that contain the identified source
areas. The deed restrictions on those properties would prevent the installation or the use of groundwater
wel l's for potable purposes unless the groundwater was treated to consistently neet State and federal drinking
wat er standards. Deed restrictions would be enforced by |ocal and nunicipal planning, zoning and | oca

health departnment officials. Deed restrictions could also be inplenented if the renedial action objectives
are not nmet for any property where a source are has been identified. A deed restriction could be used on
that respective property to prevent the sale of the source area property for residential use. This

t echnol ogy has proven effective in mnimzing contact with COCs in the groundwater, and therefore will be
retained for further evaluation

Restrictions on Goundwater Usage - Institutional measures to prevent ingestion of contam nated groundwater
can include inposing deed restrictions or |local zoning restrictions, prohibiting installation of new
production wells in the vicinity of the site, inplenmenting
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DRAFT

Restrictions on Goundwater Usage - Institutional measures to prevent ingestion of contam nated groundwater
can include inposing deed restrictions or |ocal zoning restrictions, prohibiting installation of new
production wells in the vicinity of the site, inplementing restrictions on the use of existing production
wells for drinking water, or requiring point-of use treatnent units in domestic water supply lines.

It is witten in the policy of the New York State Health Departnent (NYSDH) that the public water supply
districts (in the case of the Town of O ean) devel op a backfl ow prevention physical inspections program
designed to insure that any individual who also had a private well (for such non-consunptive uses as |awn
wat ering) had installed and was maintai ning a suitabl e backfl ow prevention device. This insures that
groundwater fromprivate wells can not enter into the drinking water distribution system where it could be
distributed to other public water supply users. The Town of O ean carried out the first physical inspection
in 1992 and found no cross connections. These inspections will continue to be carried out on an annual
(perhaps going to tri-annual) basis functioning as an additional institutional control. |In addition, 10
NYCRR Part 5 prohibits the use of any water in the State, including groundwater, as a source for public water
supply wi thout adequate treatment that insures State and federal drinking water standards are consistently
net .

This technol ogy has been proven effective in mnimzing contact with contam nants in groundwater, and,
therefore, will be retained for further evaluation. Wthin the Oean Wll Field this technol ogy has al ready
been inplenented at nost former private wells with contam nant concentrations above drinki ng water standards.
Because the groundwater contains COCs above drinking water standards within a recognized public water supply
district, new private potable water supply wells are prohibited.

Provision of Alternative Water Supply - This alternative has been inpl emented in accordance with the 1985
ROD. The existing treatnment systemat the facility is successfully treating the water.
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G oundwater Monitoring - Minitoring wells are used to collect groundwater sanples to docunent contanination
levels in the groundwater and to track contami nant mgration. Goundwater nonitoring can be used al one or in
conjunction with other renedial technologies. This technology has already been inplenmented in the A ean Vel
Field in accordance with the 1985 RCD.

Publ i c Education Prograns - This alternative includes education prograns, such as public neetings and
presentations, designed to increase public awareness about the hazards present in the identified source
areas. The public education prograns would involve public meetings where a fact sheet woul d be distributed
and nmi ntenance of an information repository with the results of the Site Monitoring Prograns (SMPs) and the
results of the analyses of the water quality fromthe nunicipal wells after treatment.

2.4.1.3 Cont ai nrent

Cont ai nnent technol ogi es restrict or inpede the mgration of contam nants by controlling groundwater flow
Cont ai nnent technol ogi es include capping, vertical barriers, and horizontal barriers.

2.4.1.3. 1. Cappi ng

Cappi ng i nvol ves the placenent of an engi neered cover over contam nated soil or waste areas. Capping woul d
prevent mgration of contam nants by physically isolating themfromdriving forces, such a precipitation
percol ation, surface-water runoff, and wind. Capping can be conpleted relatively quickly using readily
avai l able materials. The equi prent needed for inplenmenting this technology is standard construction

equi prent. The nai n di sadvantages of capping are the need for |ong-term nai ntenance, uncertain design life,
and the fact that it does not address source areas beneath the water table. However, with slurry walls
invol ves the excavation of a vertical trench and the injection of slurry into the void space. Slurry walls
can be installed to depths from20 to 80 feet with widths of 2 to 3 feet. SB slurry walls are the nost
popul ar since they have a |lower perneability than CB walls, and are |l ess costly.
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Trenches are generally dug with an ordinary small back hoe when depths are |less that 25 feet (bls) bel ow | and
surface. Wen depths exceed 25 (bls), track mounted back hoes and or clamshell excavators attached to Kelly
bar cranes are required. Wen depths exceed 40 feet bls the cost of specialized and construction methods
makes slurry wall installation extrenely expensive.

In order to contain contam nated groundwater at the identified source area, enclosed slurry wall systens
woul d be needed and woul d have to be conbined with other systens such as capping and stormmater controls to
manage the increased hydraulic head in each area that requires renmediation. This renedial technol ogy only
contains the inpacted areas at each site, and does not address the renediation of inpacted groundwater or
soils. The considerable depth at which the confining |ayer below the Iower aquifer is found (170 feet) al so
makes this technol ogy expensive to inplement. As there are other nore effective and | ess costly remedi es
bei ng considered, slurry walls will not be retained for further consideration

2.4.1.3.3. Horizontal Barriers
Hori zontal barriers such as grouting can be used to inpede the vertical flow of contam nated groundwater.

Gouting - Gouting enploys high pressure injection of a |l ow perneability substance into fractured or
unconsol i dat ed geol ogic naterial where it is set in place to reduce groundwater flow and strengthen the
formation. Gouted barriers are sel domused for

2.4.1.5.2. Treatnent

Treat nent technol ogi es for punped groundwater can be grouped into two broad categories: physical and

bi ol ogi cal . Physical treatment methods include carbon adsorption, reverse osnosis, and air stripping
Precipitation, chem cal oxidation/reduction, ion exchange, and neutralization are commonly used chem ca
treatment methods. Biol ogical treatment nethods include activated sludge, trickling filters, and rotating
bi ol ogi cal contractors
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There are several groundwater treatment systems operating in the Qean Wll Field site, the existing
MG aw Edi son groundwat er treatment systemand the City of O ean nunicipal well treatnent systens. Based on
the informati on we have on these systens, treatnent for inorganic paraneters has not been inplenented and is
not required. Therefore, it is anticipated that no inorganic treatment technol ogies (e.g. precipitation
reverse osnosis or ion exchange) will be required for a groundwater treatnent systeminplenented as part of a
renedi al action.

Carbon Adsorption - The use of activated carbon to purify water is well established. Activated carbon has
the ability to renmove relatively non-pol ar organi c conpounds. Contami nated water is generally contacted with
the carbon in a series of downfl ow packed bed colums. Wen the carbon becones saturated with chenicals, it
can either be thermally regenerated for reuse of discarded. Activated carbon can adsorb a w de range of
organi ¢ conmpounds, but is nore effective in the renoval of conpounds of noderate nol ecul ar weight. This

i ncludes the conpounds targeted for remediation within the Qean Wll Field. Renoval of contam nants to
non-det ectabl e | evel s can generally be achieved. Activated carbon adsorption will be retained for further
eval uation because of its technical feasibility.

Reverse Gsnosis - Reverse osnosis enpl oys a nenbrane and requires the application of sufficient pressure to a
concentrated solution to overcome the osnotic pressure and force
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I mportant considerations include the pernmeability of the materials in which the upgradient injection wells
are installed, and the quality of the treated groundwater. This option will be retained for further
eval uat i on.

2.4.2 Soil Renediation Technol ogies

The contamnant levels in the soils at the identified source areas and their |ocalized nature indicate that
surface and subsurface soil renediation strategies nmay reduce or elimnate mgration of contam nants to the
under | ying aquifers, reducing risk and potentially expediting the treatment of nunicipal wells. The
follow ng soil renediation technol ogi es have been initially considered for the identified source areas

2.4.2.1 No Action

The no-action technol ogy, which is required by the National contingency Plan (NCP), provides a baseline

agai nst whi ch other technol ogi es may be conpared. Under no-action, no additional cleanup would be

undert aken, and the contam nated surface and subsurface soils in the identified source areas would be left as
it now exists.

2.4.2.2 Institutional Controls

Institutional actions involve inposing access and/or deed restrictions on future land use of the site of the
contam nated soil area. Institutional actions could also include fencing of the source areas. |Institutional
actions mght tenporarily limt public access to on-site contaninants, but cannot prevent exposure during
unaut hori zed access. As such, they may be applicable in conjunction with other contai nment or treatnent
technol ogi es and therefore will be retained for further eval uation

2.4.2.3 Containnent
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2.4.2.4.1 Thermal Treatnent

In-situ vitrification (I1SV) - 1SV involves placing an array of electrodes in the soil to be vitrified and
applying electric power to heat and nelt the soil. A high current is passed through these el ectrodes,
heating the adjacent soil to approxinately 2,900 to 3,600 degrees Fahrenheit (F) and causing the soil to
nelt. As the soil nelting spreads downward and outward, it thermally destroys organi c contam nants by
pyrolysis. O f-gases mgrate to the surface where they are treated prior to atnospheric rel ease. Wen the
electric current ceases, the mass cools and solidifies into a glassy, solid matrix sinmlar in formand
durability to the igneous rock obsidian. This technology is primarily used to encapsul ate non-vol atile
organic element. Although this technol ogy can be applied to soils inpacted by VOCs; VOCs would vol atilize
and be rel eased during inplenmentation, making off gas controls and treatnent necessary. Additionally there
is the potential for soils with a high noisture content to require renediation at the Oean WIIl Field site.
The cost to inplenent |SV becones higher with increasing soil noisture content.

As this process is nore appropriately inplenmented for inorganic constituent inpacts, and would be costly to
inmpl enent due to the nature of the soils that would require renediation, 1SV will not be retained for further
eval uati on.

In-Situ SteamlInjection - In-situ steaminjection renoves volatile and senivol atile organics fromsoil

wi thout excavation of the waste. Steamis injected into the ground to raise the soil tenperature and drive
off volatile contam nants. Steamextraction systens nay be nobile or stationary. A nobile systeminjects
steamthrough rotating cutter blades that pass through the contam nated nmedium |In a stationary system
steam fl ows through individual valves fromthe nanifold to injection wells. Recovery wells renove gases and
liquids fromthe soil.
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and clay, in turn, are attached to sand and gravel particles by physical processes, primarily conpaction and
adhesion. Washing processes that separate the fine (snall) clay and silt particles fromthe coarser sand and
gravel soil particles, effectively separate and concentrate the contam nants into a smaller volume of soil
that can be further treated or disposed. The clean, larger fraction can then be returned to the site for
continued use. This set of assunptions forns the basis for the vol une-reducti on concept upon whi ch nost soi
washi ng technol ogy applications are being devel oped. At the present time, soil washing is used extensively
in Europe and has had limted use in the United States

A wide variety of chem cal contam nants can be renoved fromsoils through soil washing applications. Renova
efficiencies depend on the type of contam nants as well as the type of soil. Volatile organic contani nants
after are easily removed fromsoil by washing; experience shows that volatiles can be renmoved with 90 to 99
percent efficiency or nore.

However, where soils have a high silt or clay content, soil washing beconmes nuch nore costly and | ess
effective as the clean larger fraction is snaller and can not be re-used. The soils at the Dean Wll| Field
site in general have a high silt and clay content, naking soil washing | ess effective and nore costly than
ot her technologies to inplement. Soil washing generally is not cost effective where soil volumes are bel ow
10,000 (cy) cubic yards of soil volune. The volunme of soils requiring remediation at the Aean Wll Field

Site are significantly less than 10,000 cy. Soil washing will not be retained for further consideration
1 Dehal ogenation - An al kal i ne pol yethyl ene glycolate (APEG reagent is used to dehal ogenate
aromatic conpounds in a batch reactor. |In the APEG process, the reaction causes the

pol yet hyl ene gl ycol to replace hal ogen nol ecul es and
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Remedi al Alternative 4: In-Situ Treatnment of Soil and G oundwater Using Air Sparging and SVE or
VER
Rermedi al Alternative 5: Soi|l Excavation and Of-Site Thermal Treatnment and
Di sposal and On-Site Treatnent of G oundwater Using
Air Stripping, Carbon Polishing, and Discharge to
POTW
Remedi al Alternative 6: Soi|l Excavation and Of-Site Thernal Treatnent (if necessary)

and Di sposal .
3.4 DETAI LED ANALYSI S OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

In this section a description of the conbined remedial alternatives is provided and the results of its
subsequent evaluation is sumrarized.

3.4.1 Description of Conbi ned Renedial A ternatives

This section presents a description of the conbined remedial alternatives, outlined in Section 3.3, which are
considered for detailed anal ysis.

3.4.1.1 Alternative 1. No action

I npl ementation of Alternative 1: No Action results in |eaving the source areas as they currently exist with
no additional work to be performed within or outside of the source area boundaries. At present, groundwater
recovery and treatment with air strippers on the rnunicipal water supply wells and the production well at the
MG aw Edi son site is in operation and a quarterly site Monitoring Programis carried out. Every 5 years, a
review of site conditions will be conducted to determine if the remedial action requires nodification. These
operations would continue and are considered part of the No Action alternative.

GERAGHTY & M LLER, I NC
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3.4.1.2 Alternative 2. Institutional Controls

Instituting Alternative 2 would involve inplenenting the follow ng:

1 Publ i ¢ educati on prograns.

Site nonitoring program of selected nonitoring wells and Aean Wll Field nunicipal wells (this
may invol ve an expansion or nodification of the current SWP)

Prohibit the use of area groundwater for potable purposes.

Pl ace deed restrictions on the sale of source area properties for residential use

Access restrictions to the identified source areas.

Conduct a 5 year review of site conditions.

This alternative includes education prograns such as public neetings and presentations, designed to increase
publ i c awareness about the hazards present in the identified source areas. The public education prograns
woul d involve a public neeting where a fact sheet woul d be distributed and nmi ntenance of an information
repository with the results of the SMPs and the results of the anal yses of the effluent water quality from
the nunicipal wells after treatnent.

This alternative also involves inplementation, relative to the identified source areas, of |and use, deed
restriction or other legally enforceable restrictions to limt on-site excavation, and to prevent
installation of domestic or industrial groundwater wells for potable water purposes until soil and
groundwat er clean-up levels identified in Table 2-1 are achi eved. Excavation restrictions would ensure that
excavation in or near an identified soil source area is acconpani ed by inplenmentation of a worker/|ocal area
health and safely plan and appropriate off-site treatnment and/or disposal of any contam nated excavated
soils. Legal activities associated with instituting | and use restrictions could include incorporating
necesary | anguage into site property deeds. Access restrictions could include installation of a 6-foot high
fence

GERAGHTY & M LLER, | NC
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I npact ed groundwater will be punped to the central air stripper for treatnent and di sposal.

G oundwat er Recovery fromthe deep aquifer at any of the soil source areas could create a nigration of COCs
fromthe shallow aquifer to the | ess contam nated deep aquifer. Goundwater punping related to this
alternative will be concentrate on shall ow groundwater collection. Goundwater collection in the shallow
aqui fer could be nore effective at containing the source areas a the inpacted soils are above the shal |l ow
aquitard. (spelling)

As stipul ated by Conprehensive Environnental Response, conpensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) 121(c), a
5-year reviewis required under this alternative. It is also necessary to periodically nonitor the
effectiveness of the renedial systemon the prevention of contaninant mgration. This would be done as part
of or as a nodification to the SWP.

3.4.1.4 Aternative 3AX° n-Site Treatnent of G oundwater Using Air Stripping and Carbon Polishing and
di scharge to POTW

This alternative is simlar to Alternative 3, except soil related activities would not be done, and the
groundwat er renedy woul d be inpl enented i mredi ately.

3.4.1.5 Aternative 4: In-Situ Treatnment of Soil Using Air Sparging and Soil Vapor Extraction or Vacuum
Enhanced Recovery

This alternative consists of inplementing the foll ow ng:

Installation of an air sparging/soil vapor extraction (SVE) system and/or
vacuum enhanced recovery (VER) system

Access restrictions (if necessary).

Moni t ori ng.

GERAGHTY & M LLER, I NC
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This alternative provides integrated soil and groundwater treatment. For source areas where the geology is
suitabl e, groundwater within the areas would be treated through an air spargi ng systemwhich is conprised of
a systemof injection wells through which air is forced. As the air rises towards the vadose zone it carries
VOCs with it. Soil treatnment woul d be acconplished by installing and operating a SVE system |If source area
conditions are not appropriate (prinmarily due to the presence of |ess perneable soils) variations of the SVE
t echni que woul d be applied using either a VER systemor a dual extraction SVE system |If necessary to neet
ARARs and TCBs (primarily SGCs and ACCs included in NYDEC s Air Cuide 1), an off-gas treatnent system would
be installed to remove contaminants fromthe air streamof the SVE or VER systemprior to discharge.

There is no soil contanmination noted at the McG aw Edi son site and the groundwater can be punped by
conventional methods and treated through the existing air stripper; VERis less directly applicable to the
site.

Based on the data collected for OQean Clean All it appears that air sparging and SVE or VER coul d be appli ed.
The soil data collected in the vicinity of the source area indicates a heterogeneous and silty clay formaties
that would seemto indicate that VER is nore directly applicable than SVE and air sparging.

Deed restrictions and/or access restrictions and periodic nonitoring simlar to that described in
Alternative 2 could al so be required.

3.4.1.6 Aternative 5: Soil Excavation And Of-Site Thermal Treatnent And D sposal, On-Site Treatnent of
G oundwat er Using Air Stripping And Carbon Polishing And D scharge To POTW

Alternative 5 woul d consi st of inplementing the foll ow ng:
1 Excavation and renoval of soil at the identified soil source area(s).

GERAGHTY & M LLER, | NC.
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Obj ectives and d eanup Level s, NYSDEC TAGM #4046 - 1/94) a chenical -specific TBC woul d be used to establish
soil CGs in the soil source areas (please refer to Appendi x B).

According to the requirenents set forth by the NCP, if an alternative does not neet the ARARs and a wai ver of
the ARARs is not appropriate or justifiable, such an alternative should not be further considered.

3.4.2.1.3 Long-Term Ef fecti veness and Per nanence

This evaluation criterion addresses the results of a renmedial action in ternms of its pernmanence and the
quantity/nature of waste or residual |evels of contamination renaining at the site after response objectives
have been net. The primary focus of this evaluation is the extent and effectiveness of the controls that may
be required to both nanage the residual levels of target contaminants remaining at the site and to operate
the remedi al systemas necessary for the remedy to remain effective. The follow ng conponents of the
criterion are addressed:

1 Per manence of the renedial alternative;

Magni t ude of remaining risk;

Adequacy of controls; and

Reliability of controls.

3.4.2.1.4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume Through Treat nent

This evaluation criterion assesses the renedial alternative's use of recycling or treatnent technol ogi es that
permanently and significantly reduce toxicity, mobility, or volune of the hazardous wastes as their nmain
element. CERCLA requires EPA to select renedies that use treatnent to elimnate any significant threats at
a site through destruction of toxic
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This allows the cost of remedial action alternatives to be conpared on the basis of a single figure
representing the amount of noney that, if invested in the base year and di sbursed as needed, woul d be
sufficient to cover all costs associated with the renedial action over its planned life. For this evaluation
a discount interest rate of 7 percent has been assuned.

3.4.3 Anal ysis of Remedial Alternatives

In the sections which follow, each alternative is analyzed in reference to the evaluation criteria described
in Section 3.4.2.1. A sunmary of the results of this analysis is provided in Table 3-1.

3.4.3.1 Alternative 1. No Action

The No-Action alternative would require no additional action be undertaken to reduce and/or renove the
contam nants fromthe source area soils or groundwater beyond those already in place.

At this time, this alternative is not in conpliance with the ARARs and does not offer any increased overall
protection of human health and the environment. No renedial action is associated with this alternative;
therefore, inplementation poses no risks to workers or the community and environnental inpacts will remain as
they are presently. This alternative offers no reduction of toxicity, nobility, or volune through treatnent;
however, it is easy to inplenent as there is nothing to be done. There are no capital or operation and

mai nt enance cost involved with this alternative.

If inplemented, this alternative would require a 5-year environnental review, at which tine the need for
further remedial action will be decided.

GERAGHTY & M LLER, | NC.
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Costs for this Alternative woul d consist of admnistrative expenses related to inplenenting | and use/ deed
and/ or access restrictions, some enhancenent of the current SMP, instituting public education prograns,

engi neering, material, and construction costs. The estimated costs for inplenenting Alternative 2 is given
in Table 3-2. A cost breakdown for Alternative 2 is provided in Appendi x C

3.4.3.3 Aternative 3: Capping, On-Site Treatnment Using Air Stripping and Carbon Polishing and D scharge
to POTW

This alternative should be protective of human health and the environnent. Capping woul d reduce the downward
m gration or |eaching of contam nants to the groundwater and subsequently to off-site receptors. Capping
will also reduce the potential for contam nants to conme in contact with human and ani nal s and reduce erosion
Capping will require periodic nmaintenance and annual inspection to check integrity.

G oundwat er at the MG aw Edi son site would be treated as a source area and woul d invol ve activation of the
exi sting recovery well (EW3) and treatnent of the groundwater by the existing on-site air stripper at
McGraw Edi son.  This groundwater treatnent programwoul d reduce the potential for off-site mgration of
cont am nat ed groundwat er, and be protective of human health and the environment.

This option has the potential of being in conpliance with |ocation, action specific ARARs and TBCs. Chemi cal
specific ARARs related to soils would continue to be exceeded. G oundwater chem cal -specific ARARs coul d be
achi eved under this alternative. Location-specific and action-specific ARARs are expected to be net through
proper remedi al design

If during the first 5-year review data indicates that even after the underlying soil and groundwater have
establ i shed a new equilibriumand natural groundwater attenuation and bi odegradati on have been given an
opportunity to renove COCs fromthe source, the
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groundwat er downgr adi ent of the capped soil areas has not achieved the CGs identified in Table 2-1, a
groundwat er treatment programwould be inplenented. The groundwater would be treated by installing a
recovery well system and by renoving contam nants using air stripping and polishing the treated water using a
GAC adsorption system (if necessary). The treated groundwater would then be discharged to the publicly owned
treatnment works system (POTW or to a surface water. |f necessary to neet the requirements of the NYS Air
Quide 1, the off-gas fromthe air stripping systemwould be treated with activated carbon (or other

appropri ate met hods).

This alternative will not reduce the toxicity or volume of soil contanination at the capped source areas, as
no soil treatment or renoval is proposed. Mbility of contam nants in these areas would be reduced. |If the
establ i shment of a new soil/groundwater equilibriumdoes not sufficiently reduce groundwater toxicity,
nmobility, and volume at groundwater source areas, those itens can be effectively reduced through groundwater
punpi ng, and treatment through on-site treatnent systens(s) (MG aw Edi son) which would consist of an air
stripper and (possibly) GAC polishing.

Moderate short-terminpacts, such as fugitive em ssions and erosion may be associated with cap installation.
Air monitoring would be perforned to identify harnful emissions during installation of the caps. Standard
health and safety precauti ons would be maintained to mtigate any risks fromconstruction operations.

St andard dust control measures woul d control exposure to workers during construction. A health and safety
pl an woul d be required.

This alternative is inplementable. Construction of the caps and on-site groundwater treatnent systens is not
expected to involve any inplenentation problens. Capping is an easily inplenmentable technol ogy and invol ves
little or no inplementation problens. D scharge to the POTWor a surface-water body for the groundwater
treatnment systemw ||l require either a permit fromthe POTWor a SPDES permt fromthe state. Modification
to the
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PRELI M NARY CAPTURE ZONE ANALYSI S

Prelimnary capture zone anal yses were conpl eted for | ower aquifer Mnicipal Wlls 18Mand 37/38M and upper

aqui fer recovery well EW3. These analyses were perforned in response to a request by the USEPA to determ ne
t he approxi mate capture zones for the municipal punping centers and the predicted capture zone for well EW3

|l ocated on the MG aw Edi son property.

Generally, the capture zone may be described with three di screet di mensional paraneters (Javandel & Tsang
1986) .

Xo - the distance fromthe punped well to the downgradi ent extent of the capture zone (stagnation point).
W - the width of the capture zone in the vicinity adjacent to the punped well.
W - the maxi mum wi dt h of the capture zone for upgradient.

These paraneters are cal cul ated using the foll ow ng equations:

X =—---- W=---- W=----
° 2nT| Tl ’ 2Tl
This anal yti cal approach assunes the foll owi ng:

1 the aquifer is infinite, isotropic, and honbgeneous with a horizontal base.

st eady-state conditions

negligible vertical flow

uni form saturated thickness
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Lower Aquifer

A prelimnary, conservative, capture zone analysis was performed for Minicipal Wlls 18M and 37/ 38M usi ng

| ower aquifer hydraulic data generated during the 1984 remedi al investigation (R') (Engineering Science
1985). Specifically, conservative estimates of aquifer transmissivity (T), and horizontal gradient (I)

deri ved under non-punping conditions were input into equations to determne the capture zone of these punping
centers. These hydraulic paraneters are shown in Table 1.

Results of a conservative capture zone anal yses for the nunicipal punping centers indicate downgradi ent
capture of 909 feet (18M and 1,440 feet (37/38M. Capture zone widths in the vicinity adjacent to wells 18M
and 37/38M are approxi mately 2,857 feet and 4,524 feet, respectively (see Table 2).

The lower aquifer is a sem-confined river valley aquifer. Under non-punping conditions the hydraulic
gradient of this aquifer is very flat as was indicated during the 1984 R (Engi neering-Sci ence 1985).
Pumpi ng of the municipal wells in the lower aquifer has created a | arge capture zone between the bedrock
boundaries north and south of the river valley, Figure 1. Under continuous punping it is anticipated that
flowis induced fromthe upper aquifer and the Al egheny River upgradi ent fromthe punping centers.

Limtations of the Capture Zone Anal ysis for 18M and 37/ 38M
The results of the prelimnary capture zone analysis presented are intended to provide a conservative general
picture of the extent of the capture zone for municipal well punping centers 18Mand 37/38Min the O ean Wl

Field. The analysis perforned has technical limtations which can not be accounted for in this type of
nodel. The principal limtations of this capture zone analysis are as foll ows:
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1. The effect of inpermeable boundaries along the northern and southern portions of the river valley are
not considered in the equations.

2. The contributions of water fromthe upper aquifer and the A legheny R ver to the capture zone can not
be determ ned using this nodel.

3. The extent and perneability of the upper aquitard is not accounted for in this nodel.

UPPER AQUI FER

A conservative prelimnary capture zone analysis was perfornmed for Wll EW3 on the MG aw Edi son site using
t he upper aquifer hydraulic data generated during an aquifer test perforned in January 1992. These hydraulic
paraneters are shown in Table 1. Capture zone paraneters were cal cul ated using the equati ons specified
previously (Javandel & Tsang 1986). The results of the conservative capture zone analysis for Wll EW3
presented in Table 2. These results predict a downgradi ent capture of approxinmately 40 feet and a capture
zone wi dth of approximately 250 feet.

The upper aquifer is an unconfined river valley aquifer. Under punping conditions, it is anticipated that
the capture zone for Wll EW3 will approxinmate the area shown on Figure 2.

Limtations of the Capture Zone Anal ysis for EW3

The results of the prelimnary conservative capture zone analysis is intended to provide a prediction of the
extent of the capture zone for well EW3 at the MG aw Edison facility.

GERAGHTY & M LLER I NC.



DRAFT

The principal lintations of this capture zone anal ysis are as follows:

1. The effect of punping the on-site | ower aquifer productions well is not considered in the equation.
2. The permeability of the upper aquitard is not considered.

3. The potential for recharge to the upper aquifer fromthe river is not considered in the equation.

GERAGHTY & M LLER I NC.



DRAFT

Table 1. Hydraulic Paraneters Used in Capture Zone Analysis Oean Wll Field, dean, New York

Vel | Tranmi ssivity (gpd/ft) Gadient (ft/ft) Rate (gpd)
18M 8.66 x 105 0. 00025 1.2 x 106
37/ 38M 8.66 x 105 0. 00025 1.9 x 106
EW 3 6, 300 0.011 17, 280

T Transmi ssivity

| Hydraul i ¢ G adi ent

Q Punmpi ng Rate

GERAGHTY & M LLER I NC.

DRAFT

Table 2. Capture Zone Analysis Results, dean WI| Field, dean, New York.

Xo W W
Vel | Downgr adi ent Ext ent Capture Upgr adi ent Capture
of Capture (ft) Wdth (ft) Wdth (ft)
18M 909 2,857 5,714
37/ 38M 1, 440 4,524 9, 048
EW 3 40 125 250

GERAGHTY & M LLER I NC.

<I M5 SRC 0296281E4>
<I M5 SRC 0296281E5>
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N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle LLP
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Novenber 14, 1995
VI A CERTI FIED MAI L - RETURN RECEI PT REQUESTED

Chi ef, NY/ Cari bbean Superfund Branch 11
U S. Environnental Protection Agency
Region |1

Energency & Renedi al Response Division
290 Broadway - 20th Fl oor

New York, New York 10007-1866

Attention: Thomas Taccone, O ean WIlIfield Site Project
Coor di nat or

RE: O ean Wl lfield Supplemental RI/FS Cctober 1995
Mont hly Progress Report Administrative Consent

Order No. |1-CERCLA-10202
Dear Tom
As required under paragraph 62 of the above-referenced Consent Order, this letter will update you on the

progress made by the Cooperating Industries ("Cls") on the various requirenments included in that Consent

O der during Cctober 1995. Because ny October 11, 1995 letter to you, containing the Septenber nonthly
report, discussed activities through Cctober 11, 1995, this letter will pick up fromthat date until Novenber
14, 1995. To facilitate your review, itens requiring feedback fromyou are printed in bold print.

Reporting Period
SRl Report

As you know, the SRI Report has been finalized (July 20, 1995) and approved (June 30, 1995) by EPA (subject
to the changes whi ch EPA requested and we submitted on July 20,



N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle LLP

Thomas Taccone
Novenber 14, 1995

SFS Report

On Cctober 25, 1995 we received the official version of EPA's Cctober 19, 1995 comment letter on the draft
SFS report. To expedite our review and response to that letter, EPA had earlier provided us with a faxed
copy of the letter.

Subsequent to receiving that letter a series of conference calls was nmade between yoursel f, Foster Weel er
(Radi an) and Geraghty and MIler and/or nyself. |In addition, draft revisions to various portions of the
draft SFS report which were responsive to EPA's comrents were forwarded to you by fax. Copies of these are
attached for all parties except EPA and NYDEC (as di scussed bel ow, we are providing conplete copies of the
text and tables to those two organi zations). One of the main focuses of these discussions was the new
"Attachnent 1" included in the Cctober 19, 1995 letter which was EPA' s proposed revisions to our SFS
description of when the various Stage 1 renedial actions woul d be deenmed conpl ete, and how t he subsequent
eval uations of the groundwater quality would be done to determine if the Stage 2 (groundwater

remedy/ contai nnent) renedial actions would be needed at any source area. The draft Attachnent 1 al so
addressed the factors which woul d be considered if the groundwater remedy appeared to have achieved its
reasonabl e maxi num ef f ecti veness but the groundwater clean up goals still had not been entirely nmet. The
Cl's requested sonme wording changes in this Attachrment to reflect past discussions with EPA and an

acknowl edgenent that, in keeping with the stated SRI/FS objectives, one of the factors which woul d be

eval uat ed when deci di ng whether additional (Stage 2) groundwater treatment/contai nnent woul d be required was
whet her such treatnent would result in inprovenent in the groundwater, which would materially affect the
groundwater quality at the influent to the nunicipal wells. Revised section 3.2 of the SFS Report (attached)
includes the SFS version of this |anguage.

Anot her maj or topic of discussion during this tine was how, if a Stage 2 groundwater renedy was found to be
necessary as a result of the above evaluation, but a renedial technol ogy other then punp and treat (which we
understand will be the technol ogy which EPA will include in its Proposed Renedial Action Plan ("PRAP"))
appeared to be nore effective, approval to install the alternative technology could be obtained. |
understand that you inforned Andy Barber that the mechani smwould be a ROD anendnent. Such an anendnent

woul d be triggered by the Source Area PRP sending a letter to EPA requesting and justifying such a change. I|f
EPA concurs, it would then issue a ROD amendnent.

On Cctober 13, 1995 Brent ODell and | consulted with you (via tel ephone) to confirmour understandi ng that
we had supplied EPA with all the requested changes to the SFS. During that conversation we agreed that the
revised SFS cost table still had to be subnmitted, and a copy was faxed to you after the call. Unless we hear
ot herwi se, we assunme that EPA now has copies of all the revisions to the SFS that it requested and will
shortly approve that Report. To facilitate EPA's and NYDEC s final review of the SFS Report, conplete copies
of the revised text and tables are being forwarded to you and M. Scarf. Once EPA approves the SFS, conplete
copies of it will be distributed to everyone on the distribution |ist.

Work during the Next Two Months

W believe that the draft SFS is essentially 100% conplete. W continue to be hopeful that the draft SFS
report will receive EPA's approval so that the final SFS Report, the PRAP, the public notice (with a
subsequent public neeting, if necessary) and the ROD can all be conpleted by the end of 1995.

Looking forward to the renedial phase, one suggestion that the AQean Cl's have nade to EPA to expedite that
process while insuring that the work done is effective and efficient is that EPA's Oder outlining the
remedi al design process recogni ze that the Stage 1 renedial alternatives are straight forward and easily

i mpl enent abl e. Because of this, the pre-approval reporting (during the final "design" process) should be
able to be streanined.



Unexpect ed Probl ens
No unexpected probl ens arose during the reporting period.
Per cent age Conpl etion

The SRl portion of the project is 100% conplete. As indicated above, we believe the SFS portion of the
project is also 100% conpl et e.

As always, if you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call ne.

<I M5 SRC 0296281E6>

cc: SRI/FS Consent Order Distribution List
M chael O Brien
Robert Hor ger
Andr ew Bar ber
JimStitt
Joan Prager
Brent O Dell
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N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle LLP
Attorneys and Counsel ors at Law

ONE KEYCORP PLAZA CLI NTON SQUARE 437 MADI SON AVENUE
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Cctober 11, 1995
VI A CERTI FIED MAI L - RETURN RECEI PT REQUESTED

Chi ef, NY/ Cari bbean Superfund Branch 11

U S. Environnental Protection Agency Region II
Energency & Renedi al Response Division

290 Broadway - 20th Fl oor

New Yor k, New York 10007-1866

Attention: Thomas Taccone, O ean Wllfield Site Project
Coor di nat or

RE: Oean Wllfield Supplemental RI/FS Septenber 1995
Mont hly Progress Report Administrative Consent

Order No. |1-CERCLA-10202
Dear Tom

As required under paragraph 62 of the above-referenced Consent Order, this letter will update you on the
progress made by the Cooperating Industries ("Cls") on the various requirenments included in that Consent
O der during Septenmber 1995. Because ny Septenber 15, 1995 letter to you, containing the August nonthly
report, discussed activities through Septenber 15, 1995, this letter will pick up fromthat date until
Cctober 11, 1995. To facilitate your review, itens requiring feedback fromyou are printed in bold print.

Reporting Period
SRl Report

As you know, the SRI Report has been finalized (July 20, 1995) and approved (June 30, 1995) by EPA (subject
to the changes whi ch EPA requested and we submtted on July 20, 1995).

SFS Report

On Septenber 21, 1995 a conference call was hel d between yoursel f, Kevin Lynch, Linda Ross, Brent Mller,
Andy Barber and nyself to talk about the "triggers" that woul d cause a source area which had been renedi ated
under Alternatives 3, 4 or 5 to nove from Phase 1 (soil source area renediation) to Phase 2 (groundwater
contai nnent and/or renediation). Wile no final decisions were made during that call, the follow ng concepts
were agreed to:



1. No Phase 2 will be necessary if the influent to the nunicipal wells is neeting the established
groundwat er cl eanup goals ("CG").

2. Phase 2 would not be triggered at one source area until the renediation had been conpleted at all source
ar eas.

3. Phase 2 will not be triggered just because the groundwater inmredi ately downgradi ent of a source area does
not neet MCLs (the CGs).

4. EPA would like the Aliternative 4 (SVE/ VER) description of the two phases of the alternative to read the
same as the description of Alternative 3 (Capping).

5. EPA believes that the ROD should specify an actual groundwater containment technol ogy, namely groundwat er
punp and treat. The Cls want sufficient flexibility incorporated into the ROD with respect to Phase 2 that
if another equally or nore effective contai nnent/renedial technology is available by the tine Phase 2 is
triggered, it can be inplenented wthout having to go through a fornal ROD anendnent.

On Septenber 22, 1995 Andy Barber faxed to you suggested | anguage changes to the draft SFS which woul d
address itens 1 through 3 above. During the Septenber 21 tel ephone call we all agreed that we understood the
concerns underlying Item4 above. It was al so agreed that EPA would take the lead (As it drafted the ROD) on
itemnunber 5. |If the AQean Cls are not happy with the ROD | anguage, we will be free to comment upon it
during the ROD public conment period.

Once EPA approves the SFS, conplete copies of it, including the final edited changes included in the August 9
el ectronic version, will be distributed to everyone on the distribution |ist.

Work during the Next Two Months

W believe that the draft SFS is essentially 100% conplete. W are awaiting EPA's conments on the nost
recent submittals. W continue to be hopeful that the draft SFS report will receive EPA's approval so that
the final SFS report and the ROD can be issued by the end of 1995.

Unexpect ed Probl ens

No unexpected probl ems arose during the reporting period.

Per cent age Conpl etion

The SRl portion of the project is 100% conplete. A SFS schedul e has never been approved. As indicated
above, we believe the SFS portion of the project is approachi ng 100% conpl eti on.

As always, if you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call ne.
<I MG SRC 0296281E7>

cc: SRI/FS Consent Order Distribution List
M chael O Brien

Robert Hor ger
Andr ew Bar ber

JimsStitt

Joan Prager
Brent O Dell



N xon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle LLP
Attorneys and Counsel ors at Law

ONE KEYCORP PLAZA CLI NTON SQUARE 437 MADI SON AVENUE
ALBANY, NEW YORK 12207 POST OFFI CE BOX 1051 NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10022
(518) 427-2650 ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 14603- 1051 (212) 940- 3000

(716) 263-1000
1600 MAI N PLACE TOWER SUl TE 700
BUFFALO, NEW YORK 14202 FAX: (716) 263-1600 ONE THOWVAS Cl RCLE
(716) 853-8100 WASHI NGTON D. C. 20005

(202) 457-5300

990 STEWART AVENUE
GARDEN O TY NEW YORK 11530 (716) 263-1606)
(516) 832- 7500

August 5, 1996
VI A CERTI FI ED MAI L - RETURN RECEI PT REQUESTED

Chi ef, NY/ Cari bbean Superfund Branch 11

U S. Environmental Protection Agency Region II
Emergency & Renedi al Response Division

290 Broadway - 20th Fl oor

New Yor k, New York 10007- 1866

Attention: Thomas Taccone, Oean Wllfield Site Project
Coor di nat or

RE: Addi tional Comments on "Superfund Proposed Plan - dean Wllfield"
Dear Tom

On behal f of the O ean Cooperating Industriesl ("Cs") this letter contains the Cs coments on the
above-referenced Superfund Proposed Plan ("SPP'). As you know, on July 18, 1996, | submtted, on behal f of
the dean Cs, a letter commenting on EPA's July 3, 1996 letter to nyself containing final comrents on the
Oean Wllfield SFS and unilaterally inposing a "Preface" to that report. To the extent that the issues
raised in that dispute have not been fully resolved by the close of the comment period on the dean Wllfield
SPP, we request that the final resolution of those issues also be reflected in EPA's eventual "Record of

Deci sion" ("ROD') on this nmatter. W also request that our July 18, 1996 letter, as well as this one, be
included as a part of the Administrative Record for this project.

For ease of reference, the followi ng coments are presented on a page-by-page basis. The order they are
presented is not neant to infer anything with respect to the inportance the dean Cs attach to any
particul ar issue.

1. (Page 2) The SPP neglects to nention an inportant part of the "first operable unit” for the Site, that
is the inspection and repair of the MG aw Edi son industrial sewer. That inspection found numerous ill egal
connections to the industrial sewer. Wile those connections were allowed to remain, they were repaired so
that the sewer itself would not act as a migration pathway for any groundwater contamn nants encountered al ong
its route.

2. (Page 3) There is no upper aquifer at the AVX site. See SR Section 3.3.2.

3. (Page 5) The TCE concentration detected in SBO5 as stated in the SPP (53 ppb) is incorrect. As Table 5
of the SR report indicates, an estimated value of 29 ppb of TCE was reported for this sanple.



4, (Page 7) Wile not dealing with any of the O sites, we noticed that the text on the site in the section
di scussing Fay Avenue/ Schaefer Street refers to Giffith Ql.

5. (Page 9) (See the discussion bel ow on conment nunber 19).

6. (Page 9) On this page EPA indicates that it believes the Alcas site may have cultural resource artifacts
that "may be potentially disturbed by a renedial alternative." Considering that the Alcas site is an active
industrial facility and that the preferred renedy is relatively non-intrusive, A cas and A coa believe that
the proposed Stage 1B Cultural Resources Survey and possibl e subsequent investigations will have little

i nfluence on the design and construction of the remedy other than to further delay inplenmentation and
increase costs with little or no benefit. Therefore, on behalf of Al cas and Al coa we recommend that this
proposed survey be del eted before the issuance of the ROD.

7. (Page 10) In the discussion on the Human Heal th Ri sk Assessnment ("HHRA"), the SPP fails to
adequately differenti ate between the two different groundwater exposure pathways through which residents and
others may ingest groundwater fromthe Oean WIlIfield aquifer. First and forenost are those peopl e who
drink nunicipal water which is withdrawmn fromthe Wllfield aquifer and treated to renove VOCs before it
enters the nunicipal distribution system The Decenber 1993 Final Ri sk Assessment, prepared by an EPA
contractor, exanmi ned this scenario, but assuned that the water punped fromthe nunicipal wells was not
treated. Even under this invalid assunption, the Ri sk Assessnent states that "[b]ased upon this assessnent
all potential carcinogenic risks fall within the USEPA acceptable risk range 10-4 to 10-6 and all H's are

below 1.0." (HHRA at 36). The R sk Assessnent concludes with an acknow edgment that the water fromthese
wells is being treated to federal drinking water standards and states that "[r]isk cal cul ati ons were included
inthis report to denonstrate that the treated groundwater is safe to use." (ld. at 42.) The failure to

nenti on the above anal yses and conclusions in the SPP skews the summary of potential human health risks and
nmay |lead to a serious msunderstanding of the health risks to those who rely on the Gty's nunicipal water
suppl y.

Instead, the SPP selectively discusses only those portions of the HHRA which conservatively attenpt to
quantify the risks to those individuals who rely on water w thdrawn through private wells within the aquifer.
For nore than six years the dean Cls, as well as the State and | ocal Health Departments have been urging the
owners of these properties to discontinue the use of their private wells and to connect their properties to
the nunicipal drinking water system Mbst of the property owners have chosen to do so, but a few have not.
These owners have their own reasons for not connecting with the nunicipal water supply. As was denonstrated
in 8§ 6.1 of the SRI Report, there are many diffuse sources of VOCs to the dean Wllfield aquifer, just as
have been found in aquifers throughout the United States. No natter how effective the SRI/FS recomrended
source area renedi al neasures are, there will always remain the |likelihood that water at various |ocations
within the Wllfield aquifer will continue to contain VOC | evel s above the drinking water standards.
Therefore, we agree with EPA and the Health Departnent that, ideally, people living in these areas shoul d
switch to a treated water supply. They are American citizens, however, with a freedom of choice. Apparently
the Health Departnents have concluded that this situation is not one which constitutes either a public health
threat or a "question of security of life and health", thereby preventing themfromordering these property
owners to connect their properties to the public water supply system (8 1301 New York Public Health Law).
The A ean Cl's believe that it is very inportant for the final O ean Suppl enental Superfund Plan and the ROD
toclearly differentiate between public health risks and individually chosen risks (as reflected by

i ndi vi dual decisions not to connect with the treated water supply).

8. (Page 11) The Remedi al Action bjectives ("RAGCs") included in the SPP are not the agreed upon RACs
for this project. These are set forth in § 2.1 of the SFS Report. On July 30, 1996 we informed EPA of our
agreenent to nminor revisions of the SFS 8 2.1 RAGs. The final version of these RAGs nust be the ones
included in the final Superfund Plan and in the ROD.

9. (Page 12, Table 1).
As indicated on page 11 of the SPP, the agreed upon soil cleanup objectives are NYSDEC s Techni cal and

Adm ni strative Qui dance Menmorandum C eanup Nunbers. However, Table 1 includes a nunber for cis
1,2-Dichlorethene ("cis 1,2-DCE") while New York TAGM 4046 (dated January 24, 1994 contains no cl eanup nunber



for 1,2-DCE. The nunber contained in the Table 1 for cis 1,2-DCE is for trans cis 1,2-DCE, which is a
different chemical with a different property. There should be no cleanup nunber established for cis 1,2-DCE
since there is no established TAGM Renedi al Nunber for this parameter. Sinmilarly, Table 1 contains a nunber
of substances (i.e., 2-Butanone, benzene, ethyl benzene, toul ene, and vinyl chloride) for which the basis for
needi ng renedi al goals for these substances had not been established. To the extent that EPA is inposing
remedi al goal s beyond those included in Table 2-1 of the SFS, it must identify the need and basis for each of
t hem

10. (Page 12) Table 1 of the PRAP |ists the groundwater cleanup standards which are, according to the
text on page 11, based on federal and state MCLs. However, the fourth colum in Table 1 is entitled "New
York State G oundwater Standards". After conparing the values in this colum with New York State's Drinking

Water Standards (10 NYCRR § 5-1.52 Table 3), we note that, except for benzene, the values listed in the
colums are, in fact, New York MCLs. However, the New York MCL for benzene is 5 ppb, not 0.7. The title of
Table 1 and the benzene groundwater clean up goal should be corrected before the ROD is issued.

11. (Page 13) Inits discussion of the Stage 2 renedial neasure at AVX, the SPP indicates "[i]f
groundwater treatnent is determned to be necessary for the AVX source area, EPA will also evaluate the

i npact of a groundwater punp and treat systemon the wetlands area. As we have previously pointed out to
EPA, groundwat er punpage has occurred at AVX for over 40 years wi thout any detrimental effect on the wetland.
Therefore, if Stage 2 groundwater punp and treat is ever necessary at the AVX site, no evaluation of its
potential effect on the wetland shoul d be necessary. This statenent should not be included in the final
Superfund Plan or in the ROD. (See also our letter to yourself dated July 18, 1996).

12. (Page 13) As we discussed with EPA representatives on July 29, 1996, the dean Cl's urge EPAto
consider the data needs for its 5 year statutory reviewas it works with AVX and d ean Cean Al l/Loohns
representatives to devel op the scope of the 4 year Stage 2 groundwater reviews so that additional data is not
necessary for the 5 year CERCLA review

13. (Pages 16-28)

For the record we point out that the SFS section 4.2, which USEPA | argely wote based upon information in our
prior drafts and information which was el sewhere in the draft SFS, is virtually verbatimfromthis section of
the SPP. W continue to disagree strongly with EPA's assertion that our final draft SFS did not properly
evaluate the NCP criteria. Rather than repeat what we said with regard to this issue in the past, we again
reference our letters dated May 30, 1995, July 19, 1995 and July 18, 1996. Furthernore, a review of 40 CFR §
300.430 (e)(iii)(3) which sets out the NCP evaluation criteria and Section 4.1.2 of EPA's Draft "Quidance for
Conducting Renedial |nvestigations and Feasibility Studies under CERCLA (Cctober 1988) clearly indicates that
t he anal yses we had done in the prior draft of the SFS was in full conpliance with both the NCP and EPA s

Qui dance. The fact that our SFS was not organized in quite the same way EPA would have liked in no way
detracted fromthe anal yses. Qur version of the Report presented the sane information in a simlar but
differently organi zed fashion and woul d have supported a |l ogical, defensible analysis. Wuat it did not

conpl etely support (froman organi zational approach) was EPA' s pre-drafted SPP whi ch we understand was
prepared over six nmonths age. EPA's July 3, 1996 letter at least partially acknow edges this when it stated
"it's true that EPA used the infornmation which was already in the report...". Wile we do not object to
EPA's use of language in its SPP, we strongly disagree with any inplications that our draft SFS was not
consistent with the NCP and/or with EPA RI/FS gui dance.

14. (Page 29, See al so page 9)

The dean C's object strongly to an expansion of a Site Munitoring Plan ("SMP') to include a full scan of
vol atil e organi ¢ conpounds and chromum As the SPP correctly notes, these paraneters were anal yzed for
during the SRI. They were not found to be at |evels of concern and, hence, are not included as renedial
goals in either the 1985 ROD or in the SPP for this Supplenmental RI/FS. Mnitoring and anal ysis is
expensive. EPA as well as the current Adninistration, has publicly conmitted itself to not inposing
unnecessary adninistrative or financial burdens on taxpayers. In fact, one of the nechani sns EPA has
identified to neet its stated goal of reducing adm nistrative and reporting burdens by 25% is to reduce
environnental nonitoring where it does not yield needed information. Therefore, as these paraneters are not



of concern and have not been tied to any of the four identified source areas which will be the focus of the
ROD, there is no reasonable basis for ordering the dean Cs to include nonitoring for these parameters in
its SMP. This is particularly true in the case of chrom um which has not been found to be a contam nant of
concern at any of the source areas. In addition to the extent SRl nonitoring detected chrom umlevels of
concern in groundwater, it was not in wells downgradient of any of the identified source areas.

Wiile the Dean Cls feel very strongly that the quarterly SMP nmonitoring should not include a full scan for
the volatiles but rather that it include only those VOCs targeted for renediation in the 1985 or 1996 RCODs,
if EPA insist that such a scan be done, we recommend that it be limted to once a year and, unless any of
themare found at or above the MCLs, that this annual requirenment expire at the end of three years.

15. W have reviewed EPA's listing of docunents that it believes conprises the Admi nistrative
Record for this project. In addition to those listed by EPA, we believe the docurments listed in Appendix A
copi es of which are appended to this letter, nust also be included in the record. These docunents contain
information that the Cls believe nay be necessary in the future if either a judicial challenge is brought
subsequent to an EPA Order, or even nore inportantly, so that future decision nmakers can fully understand the
i ssues that are involved as decisions regarding the need for a Stage 2 renedy on either the AVX or the d ean
G ean All/Loohns site are made.

As always, if you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call ne.
<I MG SRC 0296281E8>
Encl osure

cc: Jean Cooperating Industries (w o enclosures)
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August 7, 1996
VI A CERTI FI ED MAI L - RETURN RECEI PT REQUESTED

Chi ef, NY/ Cari bbean Superfund Branch 11

U S. Environmental Protection Agency Region II
Emergency & Renedi al Response Division

290 Broadway - 20th Fl oor

New Yor k, New York 10007- 1866

Attention: Thomas Taccone, Oean Wllfield Site Project
Coor di nat or
RE: Addi tional Comments on "Superfund Proposed Plan - dean Wllfield"
Dear Tom
Since the submi ssion of ny August 5, 1996 letter, | have received the follow ng additional comments from

Geraghty & Ml ler:
Page 14: Under description of Alternative 4 - Stage 1, third full paragraph:

The SPP indicates that Ganular Activated Carbon ("GAC') would be used to treat the extracted vapors fromthe
proposed I n-situ Vacuum Enhanced Recovery ("VER') or soil Vapor Extraction ("SVE') systen(s). This may or
may not be the case depending on the final designs of the InterimRenedial Masures ("I RW").

The SFS text does not exclusively recomend the use of GAC as a treatnent technol ogy for vapor emssions; in
fact Table G 1 indicates that it is assuned (for cost purposes) AVX would utilize a thernmal oxidation system
during the initial 6-nmonths of operation (please refer to footnotes provided at the bottom of page 10 of 14
Table CG1). Volatile Organic Conpound ("VOC') concentrations in the vapor streammay be too high at several
of the source areas (AVX at least) to cost effectively treat with GACin the initial states of remedi ation.

A simlar comment is nade regarding the assunption of the use of GACto treat the extracted groundwater prior
to discharge. Air stripping can and nore than likely will be used to treat the extracted groundwater
resulting from VER

We recomrend that corrections be made in the SPP to include the potential use of a thernal oxidizer or
simlar treatnent systemfor vapor em ssions and air stripping for groundwater extraction.

Page 17: Paragraph 5



Geraghty & Ml ler disagrees with the USEPA's assessnent that Alternative 5 (Excavation) would provide the
nost rapid conpliance with chem cal -specific ARARs. Attenuation of constituents in groundwater, after
inmpl enentation of either Alternatives 4 (In-situ treatnent) or Alternative 5 (Excavation), will occur at
simlar rates. It is inaccurate to indicate that Alternative 5 (Excavation) will result in a nore rapid
conpl i ance.

W recommend that corrections be made in the SPP to reflect this (Note: the correct |anguage was provided in
the SFS in Section 4.2).

Table 2 - Estimated Costs of Renedial Alternatives:

The estimated costs have not been changed fromthose included in the SFS - Table 4-1, however, footnotes that
were included on Table 4-1 in the SFS were not incorporated in SPP - Table 2. These footnotes are inmportant
to explain sone of the major assunptions nade in estimating the costs of several renedial alternatives.

W recomend that all footnotes fromTable 4-1 in the SFS be added to Table 2 of the SPP.

As al ways, please do not hesitate to call me if you have any questi ons.

<I M5 SRC 0296281E9>

cc: Brent O Dell

A ean Cooperating Industries
G Robert Wtner, Jr.



Town of O ean

TOM OFFI G ALS H GHWAY SUPERI NTENDENT
TOMN HALL TOM GARAGE

RD 1- RT. 16 NORTH GODFREY ROAD

OLEAN, N Y. 14760 OLEAN, N Y. 14760

373- 0582 372- 1060

August 23, 1996

M. Thomas Taccone
U S EPA Region Il
290 Broadway, 20th Fl oor
New Yor k, NY 10007-1866

Subject: Oean WlIfield Superfund Site
Dear M. Taccone:
I hope this note nay be tinely received as a comment regardi ng the proposed renedi al action plan.

At the Public Hearing on July 16th, a town resident, M. Stewart H |l advised that his water had been tested
twice early in the investigation regarding this contam nation and that both tines he was told there was sone
i ndi cated presence but below action levels to require protective neasures, (i.e.- carbon filtration). The
address is on Seneca Ave. which was not included in the East State St. Water District.

I have no great concern but would like to clarify as to whether or not there were positive contam nant |evels
found even at trace |evels.

During our local flooding episode in Jan. of this year several basenents were flooded in the East R ver Road
area which was al so excluded fromthe original action area. Due to apparent water well flooding and
subsequent bacterial contam nation at |east one additional residence is being added to the East State
district in that area. M attention was called after the flooding to a condition of the flooded basenent

wal I's being "cleaned" as if done with a cleaning solution. Mrtar deterioration between concrete bl ocks al so
seens accel erated. Both conditions seem unusual as conpared with a nunber of previous "fl ooded basenment”

epi sodes.

I"'msinply reporting that seen and heard and wondering if there is any record of earlier trace contam nation
whi ch shoul d perhaps be revisited. The basenent conditions | have observed. The residences in question are
quite near the Gty Water \Well.

<I MG SRC 0296281F>



August 23, 1996

Thomas Taccone

US EPA, Region Il

290 Broadway, 20th Fl.
New Yor k, NY 10007- 1866
RE: dean WII Field

Dear M. Toccone:

After review ng the proposed superfund plan for the Aean WIll Field, | find it's sonewhat ironic that the
area that was the prime suspect originally, as a source of the contam nants, is not even nentioned in the
report or identified on the maps. The area to which I"'mreferring is the A ean Minicipal land-fill |ocated
South of Seneca Ave. and North of Conrail tracks. This land-fill was in operation during the early and
mddle fifties. It is approximately forty acres of unburied waste, pits of stagnant water and across which
the MG aw Edi son line traverses to neet the city sewer line. | found no evidence of even one test well that
was drilled in this area. |If that area has been declared to be free of any contam nants | was al so unable to

find that information within the report.

Al nost every private water well that was tested in the Seneca Ave. area tested positive for TCEE At that
tine the safe | evel was considered to be 50ppb, | now understand that the safe | evel has been | ower-to 5ppb.
W were told that 2ppb were | evels that we should not be concerned about. That level is now half-way to the
maxi mum al | owed. There has not been any further testing in this area since early eighties.

I am however, relieved to know that there is no clean up scheduled for that area. The jungle-like
vegetati on that now covers that area has somewhat conceal ed the sins of the fifties. It would not be
desirable to have that area stripped of what nature has done over the past forty years.

Another area that is nentioned in the report is that area directly South of AVX. This area is designated for
clean-up, and rightfully so. The conditions that existed there were brought to the attention of the
Cattaraugas Co. Health Dept. in the early seventies. They apparently failed to see any potential problem
Per haps the many hues that spewed across the ground fromthe plant were considered natural.

The area designated as a private dunp between Butler Ave. and Andrews Ave. seens to be a minor problem by
conmparison. | don't re-call any dunping in that area since the forties or fifties. | wonder about the
expendi ture of superfund nonies on that area.

Thank you for giving ne the opportunity to express ny thoughts and concerns. | have lived in this area all
of my life and only want what is best for all the residents. The quality of the well water in this area has
al ways been excellent and of course we all want to preserve it for future generations.

<I M5 SRC 0296281F1>
<I M5 SRC 0296281F3>

Bel ow is the Departnent's response to your questions concerning comments 9 and 10 of the August 5, 1996
letter fromMs. Libby Ford.

Commrent 9:  Though TAGM 4046 does not specify a value for (A S)1,2-dichloroethene, it does not specify the
nethod to be used for calculating cleanup goals for conpounds not specified. Using the fornmulas stated in
the TAGM and | ooki ng up the appropriate values to substitute into the formula, the cleanup goal for

(A 9)1,2-dichloroethene is .245 ppm |t would be acceptable to round this off to .25 ppm The val ues used
for this calculation were:

1 (O ganic Content): f=.01

(Appropriate water quality standard): C3=.005 ppm



Ther ef or

e:

Soi |

Conmrent

10:

(Partition coefficient): Koc=49

(Correction Factor): CF=100

Cl eanup bj ecti ve=(F) x(C3) x( Koc) x( CF)
=(. 01) x(.005 ppm x(49) x(100)
=. 245ppm
The fourth colum of Table 1 is a conbination of two sets of regul ations:

Surface water and G oundwater O assifications and Standards fromthe New York State Codes,

Rul es and Regul ations (NYCRR) Title 6, Chapter X, Part 703.5: This portion of the regulations
covers several categories of surface water and groundwater. Only the standards for O ass GA
fresh groundwaters were used in this table.

Public Health Law, Section 225, Chapter | of the State Sanitary Code, Subpart 5-1, Public Water
Systens: Al but one of the conpounds listed are principal organic chemicals (POCC). The one
exception is Vinyl Chloride which is a specific organic chem cal (SCC).

The title of that colum shoul d be changed to "New York State G oundwater and/or Drinking Water Standards".
This title should be footnoted with the following: "If the conpound was regulated in both standards, then
the nore stringent of the two was listed."

An “s' should be added to the Xylene at the end of the first colum.

<I M5 SRC 0296281F3>

bcc: L. Rafferty
R Schick

M J.

Peachey



Appendi x A

1. Ofice nenmorandum from Mary E. Ford regarding: "Summary of Meeting Between Cooperating |ndustries,
Geraghty & MIler, EPA and EBASCO Pl acenent of Soil Borings During Upconing Boring Field Programand O her
Fi el d-Rel ated Activities.

2. Letter to Libby Ford, dated 10/18/91, from Carol e Petersen, EPA regarding: Soil Gas Measurenments and
FOP for the Aean Well Field.

3. Letter to Libby Ford, dated 11/22/91, from Carole Petersen, EPA regarding: Letters Dated Cctober 15
and 23, 1991.

4, Letter to Thomas Taccone, EPA, dated 2/14/92, from Libby Ford, NHDD, regarding: Oean Wllfield

Suppl enental RI/FS, January 1992 Monthly Progress Report Admi nistrative Consent Order No. |I-CERCLA-10202.

5. Letter to Thonas Taccone, EPA, dated 4/14/92, from Libby Ford, NHDD, regarding: COean Wllfield

Suppl enental RI/FS March 1992 Monthly Progress Report Administrative Consent Order No. |I-CERCLA-10202.

6. Letter to Thomas Taccone, EPA, dated 5/18/92, from Li bby Ford, NHDD, regarding: Jdean Wllfield

Suppl enental RI/FS April 1992 Monthly Progress Report Adm nistrative Consent Order No. |I|-CERCLA-10202.

7. Letter to Thomas Taccone, EPA, dated 6/12/92, from Libby Ford, NHDD, regarding: Oean Wllfield

Suppl enental RI/FS May 1992 Monthly Progress Report Administrative Consent Order No. |I-CERCLA-10202.

8. Letter to Thonas Taccone, EPA, dated 7/15/92, from Libby Ford, NHDD, regarding: Oean Wllfield

Suppl enental RI/FS June 1992 Monthly Progress Report Administrative Consent Order No. |I-CERCLA-10202.

9. Letter to Thomas Taccone, EPA, dated 9/11/92, from Li bby Ford, NHDD, regarding: Jdean Wllfield

Suppl enental RI/FS August 1992 Monthly Progress Report Admi nistrative Consent Order No. |I-CERCLA-10202.

10. Letter to Carole Petersen, dated 11/4/92, from Libby Ford, NHDD, regarding: Revised Supplenent to the

Suppl enental RI/FS Wrkplan for the O ean Wllfield Superfund Site.

11. Letter to Libby Ford, from Carole Petersen, EPA dated 4/20/92, regarding: dean Wllfield Superfund
Site; Response to your Letter of March 16, 1992.

12. Letter to Libby Ford, dated 12/14/92, from Carol e Petersen, EPA regarding: Approval of the
Suppl enent to the Supplenental RI/FS Wrkplan and FOP; dean Wllfield Superfund Site.

13. Letter to Thomas Taccone, EPA, dated 2/12/93, from Libby Ford, NHDD, regarding: Oean Wllfield
Suppl enental RI/FS January 1993 Monthly Progress Report Admi nistrative Consent Order No. |I-CERCLA-10202.
14. Letter to Thonmas Taccone, EPA, dated 4/12/93, from Libby Ford, NHDD, regarding: Oean Wllfield
Suppl enental RI/FS March 1993 Monthly Progress Report Adm nistrative Consent Order No. |I|-CERCLA-10202.
15. Letter to Thomas Taccone, EPA, dated 9/17/93, from Libby Ford, NHDD, regarding: Oean Wllfield
Suppl enental RI/FS August 1993 Monthly Progress Report Administrative Consent Order No. |I-CERCLA-10202.
16. Letter to Thomas Taccone, EPA, dated 10/1/93, from Libby Ford, NHDD, regarding: Jdean Wllfield

Suppl enental RI/FS--Comments on Draft EBASCO Ri sk Assessment and Request For a Meeti ng.

17. Letter to Libby Ford, dated 10/14/93, from Li bby Ford NHDD, regarding: Qean Wllfield Superfund Site
Suppl enental RI/FS, Your Progress Report for August 1993.

18. Letter to Thomas Taccone, EPA, dated Cctober 18, 1993, from Li bby Ford, NHDD, regarding: d ean
Vel lfield Supplemental RI/FS January 1993 Monthly Progress Report Administrative Consent O der No.
I'| - CERCLA- 10202.



19. Letter to Thonas Taccone, EPA, dated 11/15/93, from Li bby Ford, NHDD, regarding: COean Wllfield
Suppl enental RI/FS October 1993 Monthly Progress Report Administrative Consent Order No. |I1-CERCLA-10202.

20. Letter to Carol e Petersen, EPA dated 11/19/93, from Li bby Ford, NHDD, regarding: d ean Suppl enental
RI/FS -- Finalization of R sk Assessnent.

21. Letter to Thomas Taccone, EPA, dated 12/15/93, from Li bby Ford, NHDD, regarding: COean Wllfield
Suppl enental RI/FS Novenber 1993 Monthly Progress Report Administrative Consent Order No. |I-CERCLA-10202.
22. Letter to Thomas Taccone, EPA, dated 1/14/94, from Li bby Ford, NHDD, regarding: Notification

Triggering D spute Resolution -- dean Supplenmental Remedial |nvestigation/Feasibility Study Objectives and
How These (bjectives Are To Be Incorporated Into the Supplenental Feasibility Study.

23. Letter to Libby Ford, dated 1/24/94, from Thonmas Taccone, EPA, regarding: dean WlIlfield Superfund
Site; January 14, 1994 Notification of D spute Resol ution.

24. Letter to Thonas Taccone, EPA, dated 1/31/94, from Libby Ford, NHDD, regarding: Admnistrative O der
Il CERCLA-10202, O ean Wllfield Supplemental RI/FS - Menorandum on Reredi al Action Cbjectives.

25. Letter to Thomas Taccone, EPA, dated 2/9/94, from Libby Ford, NHDD, regarding: JOean WllIfield
Suppl enental RI/FS January 1994 Monthly Progress Report Administrative Consent Order No. |I-CERCLA-10202.

26. Letter fromGeraghty & MIller to Thomas Taccone, EPA dated 2/11/94, regarding: Response to USEPA
Comments on Draft A ean Wll Field Supplemental Renedial Investigation Report (Project No. AY0167.001).

27. Letter to Thonas Taccone, EPA, dated 3/14/94, from Libby Ford, NHDD, regarding: Oean Wllfield
Suppl enental RI/FS February 1994 Monthly Progress Report Admi nistrative Consent Order No. |I-CERCLA-10202.
28. Letter to Thomas Taccone, EPA, dated 4/18/94, from Libby Ford, NHDD, regarding: Oean Wllfield
Suppl enental RI/FS February 1994 Monthly Progress Report Admi nistrative Consent Order No. |I-CERCLA-10202.
29. Letter to Libby Ford from Carol e Petersen, EPA dated 4/21/94, regarding: dean WlIlfield Superfund
Site Suppl enental Feasibility Study.

30. Letter to Thonmas Taccone, EPA, dated 5/31/94, from Libby Ford, NHDD, regarding: Oean Wllfield
Suppl enental RI/FS April 1994 Monthly Progress Report Adm nistrative Consent Oder No. |I-CERCLA-10202.

31. Letter to Thomas Taccone, EPA, dated 7/15/94, from Libby Ford, NHDD, regarding: Oean Wllfield
Suppl enental RI/FS June 1994 Monthly Progress Report Admi nistrative Consent O der No. |I-CERCLA-10202.

32. Letter to Thomas Taccone, EPA, dated 8/15/94, from Libby Ford, NHDD, regarding: Jdean Wllfield
Suppl enental RI/FS July 1994 Monthly Progress Report Adm nistrative Consent Order No. |I-CERCLA-10202.

33. Letter to Thonmas Taccone, EPA, dated 9/13/94, from Libby Ford, NHDD, regarding: Subnittal of Revised
Prelimnary Screening of Assenbled Renedial Aternatives - Jean Wllfield Site.

34. Letter to Thomas Taccone, EPA, dated 9/15/94, from Li bbby Ford, NHDD, regarding: Oean Wllfield
Suppl enental RI/FS August 1994 Monthly Progress Report Administrative Consent Order No. |I-CERCLA-10202.
35. Letter to Thonas Taccone, EPA, dated 9/20/94, from Li bby Ford, NHDD, regarding: Revised Conparative

Anal ysis of Renedial Alternatives SFS Submttal.

36. Letter to Carole Petersen, EPA, dated 3/24/95, from Libby Ford, NHDD, regarding: Jdean Wllfield
Suppl enental RI/FS Working Draft Suppl emental Feasibility Study, Admnistrative Consent O der No.

11 - CERCLA-10202.

37. Letter to Thomas Taccone, EPA, from CGeraghty & MIler, dated 5/30/95, regarding: Response to



Comments, O ean Draft Feasibility Study Review

38. Letter to Thomas Taccone, EPA, from CGeraghty & MIler, dated 7/20/95, regarding: Addendumto O ean
SRl Report.
39. Letter to Thomas Taccone, EPA, from CGeraghty & MIler, dated 7/19/95, regarding: Response to

Comrents, O ean Draft Feasibility Study Review

40. Page 2 of a letter to Thomas Taccone, EPA, dated 10/11/95, from Li bby Ford, NHDD.
41. Letter to Thonmas Taccone, EPA, dated 7/18/96, from Libby Ford, NHDD, regarding: Oean Wllfield
Suppl enental RI/FS Adm nistrative Consent Order No. I|I-CERCLA-10202 Comments on EPA I nposed Revisions to SFS

and Notice of Issue Subnitted for Dispute Resolution.

<I M5 SRC 0296281F4>
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