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Town of French Creek, Chautauqua County, New York 

Site No. 9-07-014 

This Rewrd of Deciion (ROD) presents the selected remedial action for the Tennessee Gas Pipeline 
Compressor Station 224 inactive hazardous waste disposal site which was chosen in accordance with the New 
York State Environmental Conservation Law (ECL). The remedial program selected is not inconsistent with 
the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan of March 8, 1990 (40 CFR 300). 

This decision is based upon the Administrative Record of the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) for the Tennessee Gas Pipeline Compressor Station 224 Inactive 
Hazardous Waste Site a d  upon public input to the Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAF') presented by the 
NYSDEC. A bibliography of the documents included as a pan of the Administrative Record is included in 
Appendix B of the ROD. 

Actual or threatened release of hazardous waste constituents from this site, if not addressed by 
implementing the response action selected in this ROD, presents a current or potential threat to public health 
and the environment. 

Based upon the results of the Remedial InvestigationlFeasibility Study (RIIFS) for the Tennessee Gas 
Pipeline Compressor Station 224 site and the criteria identified for evaluation of alternatives, the NYSDEC 
has selected excavation of contaminated soils and sedimen6 for off-site disposal; placement of erosion controls 
in erodible areas with residual PCBs; grouting of the contaminated drainline located on-site; groundwater 
monitoring. 

The components of the selected remedy include: 

1. A remedial design program to verify the components of the conceptual design and provide the details 
necessary for t& construction, operation and maintenance, and monitoring of the remedial program. 
Uncertainties identified during the RIlFS will also be resolved, as needed. 

2. The implementation of the remedial program will include the following components: 

Drainline B will be filled with grout (i.e., cement and bentonite mixture) to eliminate the potential for 
migration of contaminants from the drainline. 



Fixcamtion of all PCB conaminated soils and sediments above the cleanup goal. Contaminated soils 
and sediments with concentrations above the 25 ppm cleanup goal will be disposed of in a TSCA 
landfill. Based on the RI data, the remedy will effectively excavate and remove all mbutary 
sediments with PCB concentrations greater than 7 ppm. 

Erosion controls will be installed, in erodible areas of the on-site tributary, where excavation occurs 
or where residual PCBs are present below the cleanup goal. Based on the RI dam, b e  remedy will 
include erosion controls over all remaining tributary sediments with PCB concentrations above 3.6 
ppm (with the exception of one sample at a depth of 6-12 inches with a PCB concenbration of 4.7 

P P ~ ) .  

. Sediment samples will be taken in the tributary, downstream of the area of remediation, as a pan of 
the long term monitoring program. 

. A 12-inch soil cover will be placed over the retired burn pit, as well as a portion of Scrap Yard Area 
A. 

. Groundwater will be monitored to determine the need to continue andlor modify the monitoring 
program. 

Deed restrictions will be placed on the future use of areas of the property where residual PCBs will 
be present. 

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

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

Date 
Division of ~nviron&ental ~ e m d t i o n  
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RECORD OF DECISION 

TENNESSEE GAS PIPELINE COMPRESSOR STATION 224 
Town of French Creek, Chautauqua County, New York 

Site No. 9-07-014 
March 1997 

SECTION 1: p 

TGPL Station 224 occupies 2 0 6 2 ~ ~ s  along Ravlin Hill Road, approximately 1 mile south of the hamlet of -. 
French Creek (figure 1). Only a small portion of this 206 acre property actually contains elevated levels of 
contamination, as discussed in Section 3. The area around this site is characterized by hilly topography with 
fields and farms located immediately east and west of the site and woods immediately north and south. The 
closest residence is located opposite the station entrance. Residences near the site draw water from private 
wells. Land use in the area is genera l ly~cul tu ra l  with local farmers raising cattle for beef and dairy 
products as well as growing grapes, corn, and oats. 

The compressor station is located near the top of a ridge, approximately 250 feet above the French Creek - 
Beaver Meadow Brook drainage system, located west a d  south of the site. Most of the surface drainage from 
the site flows to an unnamed tributary of French Creek, located northeast of the station buildings, which then 
flows northwest. 

- 

The soils beneath the site are pLmda ysilts ..--- and c l a y ~ ~ @ & s o _ m e ~ s ~ ~ ~ . _ s i _ l , p g n e  pebbles and shale 
fragments. The unwnwlidated material below the site is approximately 10 feet thick with bedrock below that 
consisting of shale, siltstone, and sandstone. 

The layout of Station 224 is shown on Figure 2. The station contains four reciprocal-type natural gas 
wmpressor engines in the Compressor Building, which are started with a single air starting system located in 
the Auxiliary Building. The starting air system consists of starting air compressors and associated air receiver 
tanks (ARTs) and piping. A single set of three ARTs is located immediately west of the Auxiliary Building. 
Omer major buildings and structures at the station include a pipeline warehouse, a water treament building, 
a combination officelgarage, a meter building, and an administrative office. 

SECTION 2: SITE HISTORY 

The site is a gas pipeline compressor station that has been in use since - 1959. PCB-containing oil (Pydraul) 
was used in the starting air system compressors up until the early m. At that point, the use of Pydraul 
was discontinued. Condemate generated from the starting air system is removed at knock-out bottles near the 
air compressors and at blowdown valves located at the ARTs. Historically, condensate from the air 
compresy)~~ was discharged into floor drains in the Auxiliary Building and onto the ground from the ARTs. 
As a result, PCB contamination has occurred in soils and sediments adjacent to the Auxiliary Building, the 
Compressor Building, the ARTS and through Drainline B to the Separator Pond. Currently, non-hazardous 
condensate is collected and disposed of off-site. 

TGPL STATION 224 March 14, 1997 
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TGPL wnducted a preliminary sampling program in 1988 to determine if PCBs were present in the starting - 
air system and the drainage system. Twenty-three samples were collected and analyzed for PCBs. The 
samples were collected from various locations including from the stahng air compressor system, near blow- 
downs, and from site drainage courses. Media analyzed includes oils, soils, sediments, and condensate liquid. 
The highest PCB concentrations detected were around the ARTS (14,557 ppm and 4,312 ppm). One 
condensate sample, taken from the air bottles, had a PCB concenbation of 158,000 ppm. The remainder of 
the sample results indicated PCB concentrations from less than 1 ppm to 499 ppm. 

BaYd on the results of TGPL's 1988 sampling program, this site became listed on New York State's Registry 
of Lnactive Hazardous Waste Sites as a class 2 site (a class 2 site is defined as a site which poses a significant 
threat to public health or the environment - action required). 

SECTION 3: CURRENT STATUS 

In response to a determination that the presence of hazardous waste at the Site presents a significant threat to 
human health and the environment, a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RIIFS) has recently been 
completed. 

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

The RI was conducted in steps with the collection of additional information, as necessary, to fill in data gaps. 
The final RIFS Work Plans were submitted in December 1990. The initial RI sampling was completed by 
April 1991 an3 included the s~npling of soil, sediment, surface water, and groundwater to define the presence 
of PCBs and to screen the station area for any additional contaminants which may be present. The following 
Reports document the work conducted as a part of the RI (listed in chronological order): 

Remedial Investigation, Volumes I, U and Ill - the results of the initial RI sampling are presented in these 
reports (dated 8191). 
Habitat Based Assessment - the evaluation to determine if and what impacts the site may have upon fish 
and wildlife in the area @art of Volume 111 of the RI Report dated 8191). 
Second Round Groundwater Report (1 1191). 
Addendum to Remedial Investigation Volume I1 - Phase IIC Soil and Sediment Sampling - additional soil 
and sediment samples were collected in the Separator Pond area, the tributary area, and on-site areas 
previously sampled during grid sampling (2192 Report). 
Third Round Groundwater Report (10192). 
Addendum to Remedial Investigation Volume 11 - Burn Pit Sampling Report (10192 Report) 
Phase II Habitat Based Assessment (HBA) Verification Work - the second phase of the HBA was 
conducted to verify, in the field, some of the information generated during the first phase of the HBA 
conducted during the initial phase of the RI (2193 Report). 
Evaluation of Groundwater Monitoring Data; Addendum to Remedial Investigation Report (9193 Report). 
Fish Sampling Results from a Reach of French Creek (2194 Report). 
Soils Adjacent to Drainlines - an evaluation was conducted for Station 224 (based on information gathered 
at other TGPL sites in New York) to determine if there was a potential for contamination in drainlines to 
migrate to soils adjacent to drainlines. These issues are discussed in Section 1.4.5 of the Feasibility Study 
Report). 

TGPL STATION 224 March 14, 1997 
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Supplemental Investigation of the Separator Pond Area (101% Report). 

To d e t e h  which media (soil, groundwater, etc.) is contaminated at levels of concern, the analytical data 
obtained from the RI were compared to environmental Standards. Criteria, and Guidance (SCGs, defined in 
Section 6.2 below). Groundwater, drinking water and surface water SCGs identified for this site were based 
on NYSDEC Ambient Water Quality Standards and Guidance Values. For the evaluation and interpretation 
of soil and sediment and analytical results, NYSDEC soil cleanup guidelines for the protection of groundwater, 
background conditions, and risk-based remediation criteria were used to develop remediation goals. 

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

Chemical concentrations are reported in parts per billion @pb), parts per million @pm). For comparison 
purposes, SCGs are given for each medium. 

As described in the RI Reports, numerous soil, groundwater, sediment, drainline, and biota samples were 
collected to characterize the nature and extent of the contamination at the site. PCBs are the primary 
contaminant of concern. PCBs have been found in on-site soils and sediments, however, they are not very 
soluble in water and have not been found in groundwater. 

Section 3.3 below describes the types of human exposures that may present added health risks to persons at 
or a r w d  the site. A more deailed discussion of contaminant fate and transport can be found in Section 6 of 
the RI Report. 

Table 1 summariws the extent of wngmination, based on the results from the RI, in surface1 subsurface soil, 
groundwater, and sediments and compares the data with the proposed cleanup goals for the site. 

For the purpose of this discussion, surface soils are those soils down to a depth of one foot. PCB 
contamination was detected above the 25 ppm cleanup goal in 41 surface soil samples with a maximum 
concentration of 9700 ppm. Elevated PCB concenmtions, in surface soils, were detected primarily in the Air 
Receiver Tank (ART) area, near the Auxiliary Building, near the Compressor Building, and adjacent to the 
Separator Pond. 

Soil samples from a portion of Scrap Yard Area A indicated slightly elevated levels of certain semi-volatile 
organic compcunds. In addition, soil samples taken from the retired burn pit area indicated slightly elevated 
concentrations of polychlorinated dibenzo-pdioxins and polychlorinated dibenzofurans. 

For subsurface soils (at or below a depth of one foot), 16 of the RI samples exceeded the cleanup goal of 25 
ppm with a maximum concentration of 7000 ppm. 

TGPL STATION 224 Marsh 14, 1997 
RECORD OF DECISION PAGE 3 



Sediment 

Sediment samples were collected from drainline oillwater separators and manholes, as well as from the 
Separator P o d  and the tributary to French Creek. The sample taken from Drainline B's oiliwater separator 
had a PCB concentration of 2880 ppm. The highest PCB concentration detected in the Separator Pond was 
320 ppm. PCBs were detected in owsite tributary sediment samples as high as 17 ppm with all of the off-site 
tributary sediment sample results indicating PCB concentration below 1 ppm (the highest was 0.62 ppm). 

The only sample taken from the drainlines which indicated elevated levels of PCBs was the sediment sample 
taken from Drainline B's oillwater separator (2880 ppm). The sediment sample taken from Drainline A's 
oillwater separator indicated a PCB concentration of 2.8 ppm. 

Groundwater 

PCBs have not been detected in any of the groundwater samples. 

A total of 21 fish samples were collected from French Creek and analyzed for PCBs. The highest 
wncentration present in a fillet sample (0.09 ppm) was below the guidance levels for the protection of human 
health and the protection of sensitive wildlife species. 

Interim Remedial M w e s  (IRMs) are conducted at sites when a source of contamination or exposure 
pathway can be effectively addressed before wmpletion of the RIIFS. The following IRM has been conducted 
at this site: 

September 1993 - An IRM was implemented to remove any residual PCBs from the compressed air piping 
system. 

An eltposure pathway is the process by which an individual is exposed to a contaminant. The five elements 
of an exposure pathway are 1) the source of contamination; 2) the environmental media (e.g., soil, 
groundwater) and transport mechanisms; 3) the point of exposure; 4) the route of exposure (e.g., ingestion, 
inhalation); and 5) the receptor population. These elements of an exposure pathway may be based on past, 
present, or future events. 

Completed pathways known to or that may exist at the site include: 

Dust wuld become airborne and migrate from the site. This would provide the potential for inhalation 
or ingestion of these materials. Although this is a potential exposure pathway, the site is well vegetated 
which minimizes the amount of dust being generated. 

Although there is a fence to limit access to certain areas of the property, there is the potential for 
unauthorized access and, as a result, potential for skin contact and ingestion of contaminated soils. 

TGPL STATION 124 March 14. 1997 
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TABLE 1 
Representative Constituents 

Tennessee G a s  Pipeline Station 2 2 1  (French C r e e k  9-07-014) 

II Surface  Soil 
(up t o  1 foot depth)  

I! PCB I 2  7.000 21684 25 90 16 

PCB 

I G r o u n d  W a t e r  
I I I I 

Constituent 

I! 
- - 

PCB ND ND N A 0 1 36 0 

No. of 
samples 

I .?. 

I Sediments  in Drainline B hl3nholes I Oil-Water S e p a r a t o r  

No. That E x 4  
Cleanup Goal 

Subsurface  Soil 
(greater  t h a n  1 foot depth) 

Cleanup Goal 
@pm) 

Concentration Range, ppm 

9.700 

Constituent 

Constituent 

Average"' h u m  

75.29 

No. of 
samples 

Concentration Range, ppm Cleanup Goal No. That Exceed 
@pm) Cleanup Goal 

Minimum 1 Mavimum 1 Average"' 

PCB 

Ma.uimum 

No. That Exceed 
Cleanup Goal 

Concentration Range, ppm 

Mkumum I Maxlmum 1 Average"' 

Sediments in S e p a r a t o r  Pond / T r i b u t a r y  

ND - Below detection limit. 
NA - Not applicable. 
"' - Non-detects entered at one-half the detection limit 
0' - The actioo level for erodible soils~sediments includes placement of engineering controls in selected areas. 

25 1 525 

Cleanup Goal 
@pm) 

0 . j6  

Constituent 

PCB 

41 

2,880 

0.14 

Concentration Range, ppm 

960.52 

Cleanup Goal "' 
@pm) 

Minimum 

320 

25 

No. of 
samples 

Maximum 

11.4 

No. That Exceed 
Cleanup Goal 

Average"' 

3 

25 

I 

I20 8 



Tnere is the potential for future exposure through the wnsumption of contaminated fish. However, as 
indicated above, sampling of fish in French Creek iniicated that the PCB concentrations were below levels 
of potential concern for the protection of human health. 

The presence of wntamhtion in an ecosystem can result in a variety of effects on wildlife population, ranging 
from a reduction in population size to changes in the community structure. In addition, PCBs can accumulate 
in the fmd chain. As a part of the RI field work, the area was characterized in terms of terrestrial and aquatic 
ecosystems. 

The contamination is limited to areas on TGPL's property as well as in the tributary to French Creek. The 
on-site tributary does not contain aquatic resources that could bioaccumulate PCBs, however PCBs could 
migate via surface runoff to downstream resources in French Creek. During the Remedial Investigation a 
Habitat Based Assessment WBA) was performed. As a part of the HBA, fish in French Creek were sampled. 
The results indicated that PCBs were not present in the fish at levels of potential concern for the protection 
of sensitive wildlife species. 

SEClTON 4: ENFORCEMENT STATUS 

Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) are those who may be legally liable for contamination at a site. This 
may include past or present owners and operators, waste generators, and haulers. 

The NYSDEC and the Tennwee ---.. G a s s h  Corpor@~n{TGPL) entered into a Consent Order on January 
23, 1991. The Order obligates the responsible parties to c a w  out an RI/FS. Upon issuance of the Record 
of Decision, the NYSDEC k l l  request -that the PRP implement the selected remedy under another Order on 
Consent. 

The following summarizes the enforcement history of this site: 

Subject Date 

1122191 I DOMXW-8903 

SECTION 5: 5 

I I I I 
Index 

Implementation of the RI/FS 

7/19/93 

Goals for the remedial program have been established through the remedy selection process stated in 6 
NYCRR Part 375-1.10. These goals are established under the overall goal of protecting human health and 
the environment and meeting all Standards, Criteria, and Guidance (SCGs). 

I I 

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

A4M02-93-6 
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The remedial goals selected for this site are: 

Reduce, to the extent practicable the contamination present within the on-site soils to levels indicated in 
Table 1 and below. 

Prevent, or greatly reduce, the potential for migration of contaminants via surface run-off from the 
contaminated on-site soilsisediments. 

Prevent, or greatly reduce, the potential for migration of contaminants via on-site drainlines. 

Prevent, or greatly reduce, the potential for direct human or animal contact with the contaminated 
soilsisediment on-site. 

As shown in Table 1, PCB is the contaminant of concern at this site. The specific cleanup goals for this site 
include the following: 

Contaminant Soil Sediment 
I I I i 
1 PCB I * 25 oom I ** 25 nom 1 

* This level is higher than the goal typically selected for PCBs in restricted accesslsubsurface soils. This 
higher level was selected after considering me following factors: 1) access to the site is limited by fencing 
&or difficult terrain; 2) groundwater monitoring has indicated IW significant groundwater degradation; 
3) it is consistent with the approach taken in EPA guidance; 4) the increase in costs (to achieve a lower 
goal) is not commensurate with an increase of protectiveness to human health and the environment; 5) it 
is elcpected that the site will continue in the same use for an extended period of time; the site owner will 
be required to control access, create deed restrictions, and comply with worker safety requirements; 6) 
after the remedial program has been completed the site will continue to be monitored to evaluate the 
effectiveness of the program. 

** In erodible areas that contain residual PCBs below 25 ppm, erosion control measures would be installed, 
as necessary, based on the location and the PCB concentration. Examples of potential erosion control 
measures include the placement of geotextile followed by the placement of either topsoillsod or rip-rap. 

Potential remedial alternatives for the TGPL Compressor Station 224 site were identified, screened and 
evaluated in a three phase. Feasibility Strrdy. This evaluation is presented in the report entitled Feasibility Study 
Report, TGPL Compressor Station 224 dated November 1996. A summary of the detailed analysis follows. 

The potential remedies are intended to address the contaminated soils, sediments, and drainlies at the site. 

The no further action alternative recognizes the remediation of the site completed under the previously 
completed IRM. 

TGPL STATION 224 Marsh 14, 1997 
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This is an unacceptable alternative as the site would remain in its present condition and the threat presented 
by the PCB contamination would remain. 

It has bern included below as a baseline condition against which the other response actions will be compared. 

A. Remedial Alternatives for Drainlines (approximate1,y 1085 linear feet). 

Alternative 1D - No Further Action 

Presentworth . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $0 

No additional action would take place other than the abandonment and outlet capping that have already been 
camed out. 

Alternative 2D - Plug and Abandon 

Presentworth . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $25,000 
Capitalcost . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $25,000 
TimetoConsmct . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  < lmonth 

This alternative would involve plugging the outlet of the drainline (inlets are already plugged) and filling only 
the drainline appurtenances (manholes, cleanouts, oillwater separator) with grout. This alternative would 
contain PCB materials between the drainline sections to reduce the potential for migration of PCB from the 
drainline. 

Alternative 3D - Fill with Grout 

Presentworth . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $62,000 
Capitalcost . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $62,000 
Time to Implement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  < 1 month 

This alternative wwld till the entire length of the affected drainline with grout (containing the PCB sediments 
between the hardened grout and the drain pipe) to minimize the potential for migration of PCBs to or from the 
drainline. 

Alternative 4D - Hush and Cap 

Present Worth . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1 15,000 
Capital Cost . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1 15,000 
TimetoImplement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  < lmonth 

7% alternative would flush the drainline with high pressure water to remove any loose sediments and debris. 
All flush water and sediment would be removed and disposed of off-site. After flushing all of the entrance 
and exit points of the drainline would be capped. 

Alternative 5D - Excavation and Treatment/Disposal 

Presentworth . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $189,000 
Capitalcost . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $189,000 
Tie to Implement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  < 1 month 
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This alternative involves excanting and removing the drainline for off-site disposal. Approximately 570 feet 
of the drainline is considered "inaccessible" to excavation and would be plugged and grouted. 

B. Remedial Alternatives for PCB SoilslSedirnents (approximately 1510 tons) 

Alternative 1s - No Further Action 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Presentworth $0 

This m action alternative would leave the site in its current condition. ?his is the baseline alternative against 
which the other alternatives will be compared. 

Alternative 2 s  - Containment by Capping 

Present Worth . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $623,000 
Capital Cost . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $569,400 
AnnualO&M . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $ 3, 500 
Time to Implement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 months 

This alternative would involve the excavation and off-site disposal of PCB contaminated soils and sediments, 
in the separator pond area, with concentrations above 500 ppm. The remaining PCB contamination (above 
the cleanup goal) in the separator pond area would be capped in-place. The cap would be consistent with 
USEPA's 1990 document entided Guidance on Remedial Actiols for Superfund Site with PCB Contamination. 

All soils and sediments, above the cleanup goal, from areas other than the separator pond (adjacent to 
buildings, ART, and the on-site bibutary to French Crrzk) would be excavated and disposed of off-site. 

Alternative 3 s  - Stabilization 

Present Worth . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  : . . . . . . .  $1,3 19,000 
Capital Cost . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1,283,200 
AnnualO&M . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ Z .  300 
Time to Implement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 Months 

This alternative would involve excavating PCB contaminated soWsediments and mixing them with cement, 
fly ash and water to form a monolithic block which would immobilize the PCBs. The final solidified mass 
would either be redeposited in the excavated area or placed in a selected disposal area on-site. 

In addition, the excavated area of the Separator Pond and mbutary channel would be hackiilled and made 
erosion resistant. If there were any erodible areas that contained residual PCBs below the 25 ppm cleanup 
goal, these areas would include the placement of erosion control measures, as necessary, based on location 
and PCB concentration. 

Alternative 4S - Thermal Dewrption 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Presentworth $1,907,000 
Capital Cost . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1,873,700 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  AnnualO&M $2,200 
Time to Implement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2-3 Months 
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This alternative would involve heating the excavated soilslsediments to volatilize PCBs and remove them with 
a heated air stream. The vapor stream would either be condensed or absorbed onto solvents to remove the 
PCBs. The treated soils could be redeposited in the excavated areas. 

In addition, the tributary channel would be made erosion-resistant as described in Alternative 3S 

Alternative 5s - Off-site Incineration 

Present Worth . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $3,737,000 
Capital Cost . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $3,703,700 
AnnualWM . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  200 
Time to Implement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 Months 

This alternative would involve the excavation, of soillsediment exceeding the cleanup goal, and the off-site 
incineration of this material to destroy the PCBs 

The mbutary channel would be made erosion-resistant as described in Alternative 3s. 

Alternative 6s - Off-site Landfill 

Present Worth . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1 ,016,900 
Capital Cost $983,600 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
h u a l O & M  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  200 
Time to Implement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 Months 

This alternative would involve the excavation and off-site disposal of PCB contaminated soilslsediments with 
concentrations above the cleanup goal. Soh and sediments with PCB concentrations of 25 ppm or greater (all 
of the material above the cleanup goal) would be disposed of in an off-site TSCA landfill. 

This alternative would also include a 12 inch soil cover, over the retired burn pit area as well as a portion 
Scrap Yard Area A, to address the potential for contact with contaminants detected in the surface soils (see 
Section 3.1.1). 

Alternative 7s - On-site Consolidation 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Presentworth $860,000 
Capital Cost . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $786,300 
AnnualO&M . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  800 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Timetolmplement 2months 

This alternative would involve the excavation and off-site disposal of PCB contaminated soils and sediments 
above 500 ppm. All PCB contaminated soils and sediments with concentrations between 25 and 500 ppm 
would be excavated, consolidated in an on-site area, and capped. 

The criteria used to compare the potential remedial alternatives are defined in the regulation that directs the 
remediation of inactive hazardous waste sites in New York State (6NYCRR Part 375). For each of the 
criteria, a brief description is provided followed by an evaluation of the alternatives against that criterion. A 
detailed discussion of the evaluation criteria and comparative analysis is contained in the Feasibility Study. 
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I .  p ' . This criterion is an overall evaluation of the health 
and environmental impacts to assess whether each alternative is protective. 

2. . . 
. Compliance with SCGs 

addresses whether a remedy will meet applicable environmental laws, regulations, standards, and guidance. 
The most significant SCCi for this site include: 

40 CFR 761 

6 NYCRR Part 375 

6 NYCRR Parts 700-705 

TAGM HWR403 1 

TAGM HWR4046 

6 NYCRR Parts 370-376 

6 NYCRR Part 212 and Air 
Guide 1 

-- 

Technical Guidance for 
Screening Contaminated 
Sediments; 7/94 

6 NYCRR Part 608 

Fish and Wildlife Impact 
Analysis for Inactive 
Hazardous Waste Sites 
(FWIAk 10194 

6 NYCRR Part 663 

Toxic Substance Control Act (TSCA) - Federal Regulations which 
govern how PCBs are handled. 

Regulation directing the investigationlcleanup of inactive hazardous 
waste sites. 

Water Quality Regulations for surface water and groundwater. I 
Fugitive dust suppression and particulate monitoring. 1 
Guidance regarding soil cleanuo obiectives and c leanu~ levels. I 
Regulations governing the management of hazardous waste. 

Requirements and Guidance regulation regarding the control of air 
contaminants. 

Sediment screening levels. 

Protects certain classified streams; includes permitting requirements 
for impoundments, 

Guidance to help assess ecological impacts. 

Procedural 
wetlands. 

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

4. Lone-term and Permanence. This criterion evaluates the long-term effectiveness of 
alternatives after implementation of the resporse action. If wastes or treated residuals remain on site after the 
selected remedy has been implemented, the following item are evaluated: 1) the magnitude of the remaining 
risks, 2) the adequacy of the wntrols intended to limit the risk, and 3) the reliability of these wntrols. 

5. R e d u c t i o n 1 1 1 t v  or V w  . . . . . Preference is given to alternatives that permanently and 
significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of the wastes at the site. 
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6. I-. The technical and administrative feasibility of implementing each alternative is 
evaluated. Technical feasibility includes the difficulties associated with the construction, the reliability of the 
technology, and the ability to monitor the effectiveness of the remedy. Administratively, the availability of 
the necessary personnel and equipment is evaluated along with potential difficulties in obtaining spzcific 
operating approvals, access for construction, etc. 

7. u. Capital and operation and maintenance costs are estimated for each alternative and compared on a 
present worth basis. Although cost is the last balancing criterion evaluated, where two or more alternatives 
have met the requirements of the remaining criteria, cost effectiveness can be used as the basis for the final 
decision. In the evaluations below, present worth costs were estimated using a discount rate of five percent. 

8. - Concerns of the commtmity regarding the RI/FS Reports, IRM, and the Proposed 
Remedial Action Plan have been evaluated. The "Responsiveness Summary" included as Appendix A presents 
the public comments received and the Department's response to the concerns raised. In general the public 
comments received were supportive of the selected remedy. Most of the comments consisted of questions 
regarding details of the remedy and site conditions. 

A. Drainlines 

Alternative ID (see Table 2 for listing of Alternatives) would not be protective and would not achieve the 
remedial objectives. 

Alternative 2D and 3D would achieve the remedial action objectives by preventing the migration of residual 
PCBs from the drainlines. Information gathered indicates that contaminants are not migrating to the soils 
adjacent to the drainlines. Alternatives 2D and 3D would provide confidence that future migration would not 
occur. 

Alternative 4D would use a high pressure flush to remove contamination from the drainlines. This is 
considered less protective because of the potential for the high pressure flushing to promote migration of the 
contaminants from cracks or joints in the pipe to surrounding soil. 

Alternative 5D would be the most protective of human health and the environment. It would be permanent 
(relative to the site), it would be reliable, and could be implemented in a relatively short time frame. 

2. Comoliance New Y y  . . 

As presented in Table 1, tk cleanup goal for subsurFdce PCB contamination is 25 ppm. Alternatives 2D, 3D, 
4D, and 5D would achieve SCXs either through some type of on-site containment or through off-site disposal. 
Alternative 1D would do nothing to address the contamination in the drainliis. 

Alternatives 2D and 3D would be expected to have m short krm impactr associated with their implementation. 
Alternative 4D would have potential short term impacts associated with the high pressure flushing possibly 
forcing contamination out of the drainline through joints and cracks. Little could be done to prevent this type 
of impact to the environment. Alternative 5D would have short term impacts associated with excavation 
activities (dust, erosion). Appropriate controls could be used to prevent erosion and control dust. These 
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controls could be easily implemented and would be reliable. Alternative ID would have no short term 
impacts. All five of the alternatives would be implemented in a short time frame (one month). 

Alternative 5D would be the most effective and permanent remedy because the contamination would be 
excavated and disposed of off-site. Alternative 4D would also be effective since the drainlines would have 
contaminantsremoved. However, there could be residuals left behind. Alternative 3D would be effective in 
isolating the contamination and preventing it from migrating. Alternative 2D would prevent migration from 
the outlet of the drainline, but would not be as effective in minimizing the potential of future migration from 
cracks and joints in the drainline. Alternative ID would not reduce the potential for future releases from the 
drainlines. 

5. -of and v o w  . . . . 

Alternatives 4D and 5D would reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume relative to the site since the 
contdmination would be removed and disposed of off-site. Alternative 3D would decrease the mobility of the 
contamination by filling the drainline with a grout mix to prevent flow in to and out of the drainline. The 
residuals would not pose a problem since there would be little to no potential for them to migrate. Alternative 
2D would decrease mobility, but would not be as reliable as Alternative 3D. Alternative ID would not reduce 
the toxicity, mobility or volume from the situation which currently exists. 

AU four alternatives involve readily available resources that could be easily implemented with a great deal of 
confidence. The implementability of Alternative 5D is limited to accessible areas for excavation. 

The following table summarizes the costs for the drainline remedial alternatives. 

Alternative Capital Total I Cost O&M I 

B. Soils 

Alternatives 5S and 6S would be the most protective of human health and the environment since the 
contaminated soils would be removed and disposed of off-site. Alternative 4S would be the next most 
protective since it would treat the waste, however, controls would be necessary during implementation to 
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prevent short term impacts. Alternative 3.5 would control the potential for contact with and migration of 
contamirants, however, the waste material would remain. Alternatives 2S and 7S would isolate contaminants 
to prevent surface contact and to reduce the potential for migration. Alternative 1S would not address remedial 
objectives. All seven of the remedial alternatives could be implemented in a relatively short time frame and 
any potential short term impacts wuld be reliably controlled with appropriate contingencies, as necessary. 

Alternatives 3S, 4S, and 6S would achieve soil SCGs at the site either through some type of on-site treatment 
or through proper disposal of the material off-site. Although alternatives 2.9 and 7S would not include 
treatment or off-site disposal, they are containment type remedies and would eliminate the potential for direct 
contact with, and erosiodoff-site migration of surface soils. Alternative IS would not address soil SCGs. 

Alternatives 3S, 4S, 5S, 6S, and 7S would all involve excavation of contaminated soil and would have the 
potend for short-term impacts through fugitive dust emissions. Alternative 4S would have additional potential 
short term impacts associated with vapor emission. Site rernediation workers would be protected through use 
of appropriate personal protection equipment as required by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
(OSHA) and the site specific health and safety plan to be developed prior to remediation. The surrounding 
community would be protected through measures to prevent fugitive emissions and runoff of contaminated 
excavated material. As long as these control measures are wied properly, they are effective in minimizing any 
potential short term impacts. 

Alternative 2S would have little short term impacts. Alternative 1.5 would nave no short term impacts. All 
of the alternatives would be completed in less than three months. 

Alternatives 5S and6S are Frrnanent relative to the site. Contaminated soil would be removed from the site 
so any potential risk or expasure pathway would be removed. Alternatives 3S and 4S would treat soils on-site 
and thus would offer long term effectiveness and permanence by removinglisolating contaminants. The level 
of confidence would be grearer for alternative 4S as compared to alternative 3s. Alternatives 2S and 7.5 are 
not permanentkeatment technologies, but rather would offer isolation of the waste material. Alternative 1S 
would not be considered permanent or offer any long term effectiveness. 

Alternatives 5S and 6S would reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume, relative to the site, by removal and 
off-site treatment/disposal. Alternative 4S would reduce the mobility and volume by using on-site treatment 
by thermal desorption. Alternative 3.5 would reduce the mobility of the waste material, however, it is likely 
to increase the volume as a result of the solidification process. Alternatives 2S and 7S would reduce the 
mobility of the waste material by limiting the amount of infiltration and preventing erosion. Alternative IS 
would not reduce the toxicity, mobility or volume. 

All of the alternatives could be implemented and the required materials/services are readily available. 
Alternative 2S represents the most readily implemenable alternative, other than alternative 1S (no action), due 
to the relatively simple constructability of a cap. However, some excavation and off-site disposal (PCB 
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contaminated material above 500 ppm) would be involved. Alternatives 5s and 6S would be more difficult 
to implement (compared to 1s and 2.S) since excavation iacd off-site transport all contaminated material, above 
the cleanup goal of 25 ppm, would be required. Alternatives 3S and 4s  may be. difficult to implement because 
of the need to excavate, treat the contaminated material, and bacldill the treated material on-site. Alternative 
7 s  would also be difficult to implement because it would involve excavation and off-site disposal of PCB- 
conaminated material above 500 ppm, as well as excavation and on-site consolidation of PCB-contaminated 
material between 25 ppm and 500 ppm. 

The costs for each of the remedial alternatives for soil are summarized below: 

SECTION 7: SUMMARY O F  THE SELECTED REMEDY 

Based upon the results of RIffS, as well as dx evaluation presented in Section 6,  the NYSDEC is selecting 
the combiition of alternatives 3D and 6 s  (filling drainlines with grout, excavation and off-site disposal of 
contaminated soilslsediments) as the remedy for this site. 

The no action alternatives, for the various media, were not acceptable because they would not address the 
remedial goals. 

For drainlines, alternative 4D could cause short and long term impacts by promoting migration of contaminants 
from the drainlines. Alternative 2D would not be as reliable in reducing the mobility of residual 
contamination, compared to alternative 3D. Both alternatives 3D and 5D would be protective of human health 
and the environment, however, the cost of 5D was greater than the cost for 3D. 

For soils, alternatives 2S, IS, 4S,5S, 6.7 and 7 s  would address all soils and sediments above the cleanup goal 
of 25 ppm for PCBs. Alternatives 3s and 4s  would involve on site treatment. Although there would be 
reliable eugiwering controls in place, there would be a greater potential for short-term impacts as compared 
with alternatives 5s  and 6.5. Alternatives 2S and 7s would involve a combiition of off-site disposal and on-site 
containment. Since alternatives 5 s  and 6 s  would remove the material from the site they would be more 
effective in the long term, compared to alternatives 2S, 3S, 4S, and 7s. 
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Alternatives 5S and 6s  would provide similar protection (both would dispose of material off-site), however, 
the cost for 5S is much greater than the cost for 6s. 

The estimated present worth cost to carry out the remedy is $1,078,900. The cost to construct the remedy is 
estimated to be $1,045,303 and the estimated average annual cost for operation and maintenance1 monitoring 
will be $2,200 (cost comparisons made upon a basis of 30 years operation, maintenance, and monitoring). 

The elements of the proposed remedy are as follows: 

A remedial design program to verify the components of the conceptual design and provide the details 
necessary for the construction, operation and maintenance, and monitoring of the remedial program. 
Uncertainties identified during the RllFS will also be resolved, as needed. 

The implementation of the remedial program will include the following components: 

Drainline B will be filled with grout (i.e., cement and bentonite mixture) to eliminate the potential for 
migration of contaminants from the drainline. 

Excavation of all PCB a~nfaminated soils and sediments above the cleanup goal. Contaminated soils and 
sediments with concentrations above the 25 ppm cleanup goal will be disposed of in a TSCA landfill. 
Based on the RI data, the remedy will effectively excavate and remove all tributary sediments with PCB 
concentrations greater than 7 ppm. 

Erosion controls will be installed, in erodible areas of the on-site tributary, where excavation occurs or 
where residual PCBs are present below the cleanup goal. Based on the RI data, the remedy will include 
erosion controls over all remaining tributary sediments with PCB concentrations above 3.6 ppm (with the 
exception of one sample at a depth of 6-12 inches with a PCB concentration of 4.7 ppm). 

Sediment samples will be taken in the mbutary, downstream of the area of remediation, as a part of the 
long term monitoring program. 

A 12-inch soil cover will be placed over the retired bum pit, as well as a portion of Scrap Yard Area A. 

Groundwater will be monitored for a period of up to 30 years. Groundwater monitoring data will be 
periodically evaluated (eg. every 5 years) to determine itK need to continue andlor modify the monitoring 
program. 

Deed resaictions will be placed on the future use of areas of the property where residual PCBs will be 
present. 

SECTION 8: HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION 

As a part of the. remedy seleution process, a number of Citizen Participation (CP) activities were undertaken 
in an effort to inform and educate the. public about conditions at the site and the potential remedial alternatives. 
The following public participation activities were conducted for the site: 

A repository for documents pertaining to the site was established. 

A site mailing list was established which included nearby property owners, local political officials, local 
media, and other interested parties. 
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In October 1994 a Fact Sheet was sent, to the people on the mailing list, to update the status of the project. 

In August 1995 another Fact Sheet was sent to the people on the mailing list. 

On February 7, 1997 a Fact Sheet was sent, to the. people on the mailing, to update the status of the project 
and to announce the February 25,1997 public meeting. 

On February 25, 1997 a public meeting was held to present the Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP). 

In March 1997 a Resporsiveness Summary was pqared, and made available to the public, to address the 
comments received during the public comment period for the PRAP. 
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Table 2 
Remedial Alternative Costs 

Drainlines 

1 Remedial Alternative Capital Cost Annual O&M Total Present Worth 
I ID 1 No Further Action 1 $0 I $0 1 $0 1 

Flush and Cap $1 15,000 $0 $1 15,000 1 

2D 

3D 

Plug and Abandon 

Fill with Grout 

Remedial Alternative Capital Cost 1 ~ n n u a l  O&M I Total Present Worth 

1 S 

2 s  

$25,000 

$62,000 

Solidification 

Off-site Incineration 1 $3,703,700 1 $2.200 I $3.737.000 I 

No Fwther Action 

Thermal Desorption 

$0 

$0 

$1,283,200 
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$25,000 

$62.000 

$0 

$1,873,700 

Off-site Landfill 

$2,300 

$0 

Capping In-place 

$1,3 19,000 

$2,200 

1 $983,600 

$0 

$3.500 $569,400 

$1,907,000 

- -- -- 

$2,200 $ 1,0 16,900 

$623.000 



APPENDIX A 

RESPONSIVE SUMMARY 

Tennessee Gas Pipeline Ccwnpressor Station 224 

Chautauqua County 
ID NO. 9-07414 

This document summarizes the comments and questions received by the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) regarding the Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for the subject 
site. A public comment period was held between Febnrary 11, 1997 and March 13, 1997 to receive comments 
on the proposal. A public: meeting was held on February 25, 1997 at the Clymer Community Building to 
present the results of the investigations performed at the site and to describe the PRAP. The information 
below summarizes the comments and questions received and the Department's responses to those comments. 

Based upon the results of the Remedial Investigation i Feasibility Study (RIPS) for the site and the criteria 
identified for the evaluation of alternatives, the NYSDEC has selected a remedy to address the contamination 
at the Tennessee Gas Pipeline Compressor Station 224 (TGPL 224) Site. The soils and sediments 
contaminated with PCBs will be removed and the on-site drainline (containing PCB contamination) will be 
grouted (filled with cement). The selected remedy is the same as was proposed in the PRAP. 

The major elements of the selected remedy include: 

1. A remedial design program to verify the components of the conceptual design and provide the details 
necessary for the consauction, operation and maintenance, and monitoring of the remedial program. 
Uncertainties identified during the RIFS will also be resolved, as needed. 

2. The implementation of'the remedial program will include the following components: 

The confaminated drainlines will te. filled with grout (i.e., cement and bentonite mixture) to eliminate 
the potential for migration of contaminants from the drainline. 

Excavation of all PCB contaminated soils above cleanup goals. Contaminated soils will be disposed 
of in a TSCA landfill. 

Erc6ion c o w l  measures will be installed in erodible areas of the on-site tributary where excavation 
occurs, or where residual PCBs are present below the cleanup goal. 

A 12 inch soil cover will be pkced over the retired burn pit, as well as a portion of Scrap Yard Area 
A. 

Groundwater will be monitored for a period of up to 30 years. At approximately 5 year intervals the 
data will be evaluated to determine the need to continue andlor modify the monitoring program. 

Sediment samples will be taken, downstream of the area of remediation, as a pan of the long term 
monitoring program. 
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Deed restrictions will be placed on the future use of areas of the property where residual PCBs will 
be present. 

1. Issue: Does the PC:B cleanup goal of 25 ppm provide a sufficient level of protection? 

u: Yes, the PCB cleanup goal of 25 ppm for on-site soils and sediments is protective. The 
Department combines generic guidance concentrations with site-specific information to develop cleanup 
goals. The PCB cleanup goal of 25 ppm was established for this site based on a number of site specific 
factors, including: 1) access to the site is limited by fence and/or difficult terrain; 2 )  any erodible soils, 
with the potential to contain residual PCBs, will have erosion control measures installed; 3) groundwater 
monitoring has indicated no significant grounduater degradation; 4) it is consistent with the approach taken 
in EPA guidance; 5) the increase in cans (to achieve a lower goal) is not commensurate with and increase 
of protectiveness to human health and the environment; 6) it is expected that the site will continue in the 
same use for an extended period of time; the site owner will be required to control access, create deed 
restrictions, and comply with worker safety requirements; 7) after the remedial program has been 
completed the site will continue to be monitored to evaluate the effectiveness of the program. Based on 
a review of all of the site-specific information, the PCB cleanup goal of 25 ppm, for on-site soils and 
sediments, is protec:tive. 

2 .  J s u A r e  wildlife (e.g., turkey, deer) contaminated as a result of the contamination present at this site? 

-: As a pan of the Remedial Investigation @I), a Habitat Based Assessment (HBA) was 
performed to evaluate any potential impacts to fish and wildlife as a result of contamination at this site. 
PCBs are not very soluble in water and tend to attach to soillsediment. As a result, the primary pathway 
for potential migration is through erosion of soils and sediments by surface water flow. Since fish are in 
constant contact with surface water and suspended .sediment in the water, they are the most susceptible to 
potential impacts as a result of the PCBs present at this site. As a part of the HBA, fish samples were 
collected from French Creek and analyzed for PCBs. The results indicated very low PCB concentrations, 
weU below the level of potential concern for the protection of human health. As indicated, fish represent 
the worst case situation, relative to potential wildlife impacts and sample results indicate that they do not 
contain PCB concentrations at a level of concern. 

3. Issue: Are there PCBs in French Creek? 

I~QQEX?: PCBs are not present in French Creek at levels of potential concern. There is a drainage 
ditcNtributary that passes through the corner of the site property and then runs into French Creek. The 
distance between the outlet of Station Pond and French Creek is approximately 6,000 feet. This whole 
stretch of the tributary has been sampled and PCB concentrations in the sediment drop below 1 ppm 
approximately 4,QX) feet before the mbutary enters French Creek. Based on this data there was no need 
to sample sediments in French Creek ik l f .  However, as mentioned above, the fish in French Creek have 
been sampled and do not contain PCBs at a level of concern. There are currently no significant impacts 
on French Creek, as a result of contamination from this site, and the remedy will minimize the potential 
for any future migration of contaminants from this site. 

4. b: What is the function of the separator pond (:Station Pond)? 

-: In the past, the on-site pond was in-place as a backup in case there ever was a spill on-site. 
If there had been a spill, the pond would have acted to contain it until it could be cleaned up. Currently, 
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the outlet of drainline B is cut off (previously emptied into Station Pond) and there is a diversion ditch 
directing surface flow away from Station Pond. 

5.  IsYle: How long do PCBs last in the environment? 

R~~QIA%: Polychlorinated biphenyls, or PCBs, are a family of stable industrial chemicals, with very low 
solubilities in water, that were widely used until 1978 (1974 at this site). In general, PCBs remain in the 
environment for a long time. A rough estimate of 5-50 years has been used for the time frame for PCBs 
to remain in the environment. However, the potential for PCBs to be broken down in the environment 
depends on a number of factors, such as the amount of chlorination of the molecule, concentration, and 
other environmental factors. As a result it is difficult to determine the rate at which PCBs degrade 
naturally in the environment. However, there is widespread opinion that the higher chlorinated biphenyls 
(including Aroclor 1254, which is present at this site) are resistant to biodegradation, and thus are very 
persistent. 

6. Comment: One citizen indicated that he felt the PCB issue was overblown. He indicated that if the 
contamination has been on-site for years without any off-site impacts, there is no need to do any 
remediation at the site. 

-: Although here are currently no impacts to off-site areas adjacent to this site, the source of the 
contamination remains uncontrolled and if it is not remediated, could remain for quite some time (see 
response to commentd5). The proposed remedial plan will address the current source areas in order to 
prevent the potential for future off-site impacts. 

7. Issue: Do PCBs accumulate in plants? 

-: Based on the information available to us, PCBs do not accumulate in plants to any significant 
extent. Due to the chemical characteristics of PCBs, they tend to attach themselves to soil and sediment 
particles a d  are not very soluble in water. As a result, the mechanism for the potential "uptake" of PCBs 
does not exist. 

8. Issue: What was placed in the burn pit? 

u: Materials from the site that went to the burn pit included oil filters and miscellaneous site 
garbage. 

9. Issue: How long will O&M /monitoring continue? 

a: For cost estimate purposes, a time frame of up to 30 years was used. Periodically, site 
information will be evaluated to determine the need to modify or discontinue the long-term monitoring. 
The O&M program will continue as long as there is ibe potential for the degradation of the erosion control 
measures that will be installed as a pan of the remediation. 

10. Issue: When will sediment removal take place? 

a: The current plan calls for the removal of sediment some time this July or August so that the 
work can be performed during the dxiest time of the year. 

11. h e :  During he excavation of the sediments, in Station Pond and the tributary, will there be temporary 
erosion controls in place to prevent the potential for migration of contaminated sediment? 
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lkspnm?: Yes. htring construction there will te temporary erosion controls in place and, to the extent 
possible, surface water flow will be diverted away from the area of excavation. Once the remedial 
wmtruction is completed permanent erosion controls will be installed and maintained. This will be done 
to insure that any nsiduals are mt  in contact with :iurface water and do not have the potential to move off- 
site. 

12. hue: What impacts would there be if nothing was done at this site? 

-: Although the PCBs at this site have not migrated off-site at significant levels, there are very 
high concentratiors present on-dte. S i  PCBs are very persistent in the environment (see response #5), 
the PCB source oo-site would remain for quite some time, in an uncontrolled condition, and could 
pentially migrate where the contamination could cause significant impacts (i.e., off-site residential areas, 
French Creek). As a result, it is necessary to remediate this site to remove the PCB source areas. 

13. k What will be the cost of this cleanup? 

lkspnm?: I h e  estimated cost of the remedial construction, including the O&M and long term monitoring, 
is $1,078,900. 

14. Isrye: It was indicated that the drainline from the area if the on-site buildings will be filled with cement 
(grout) as a part of'the remedial program. Will new drains be imtalled? 

-: Yes. Tennessee Gas Pipeline intends to install new drains to handle water around the 
compressor station buildings. 

No written comments were received during the public comment period. 
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APPENDIX B 
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD 

Tennessee Gas Pipeline Compressor Station 224 
Chautauqua County 

ID NO. 947-014 

Record of Decision, dated March 1997. 

Proposed Remedial Action Plan, dated February 1997. 

Consent Order to perform RI/FS, Index # DO-0005-89-03, dated January 1991. 

Remedial Investigdtion (RI) Report, Volumes I, II, and In, dated August 1991. 

Second Round Groundwater Report, Volume 1, dated November 1991. 

Addendum to RI Vol. II, Phase IIC Soil and Sediment Sampling Report, dated February 1992. 

Third Round Groundwater Report, Volume 1, dated October 1992. 

Burn Pit Sampling Report, dated October 1992. 

Phase II Habitat Based Assessment (HBA) Verification Work Report, dated February 1993. 

Evaluation of Groundwater Monitoring Data, dated September 1993. 

Report on Results of French Creek Fish Sampling, dated February 1994. 

Fact Sheet, dated October 1994. 

Fact Sheet, dated August 1995. 

Feasibility Study, dated November, 19%. 

NYSDOH concurrence with 2/97 PRAP, dated January 27, 1997. 

Fact Sheet, announcing February 25, 1997 Public Meeting, dated February 7, 1997. 

Respousiveness Summary, prepared in March 1W and attached to Record of Decision as Appendix A. 

NYSDOH concurrence with 1197 ROD. 
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