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Mt. Andrew Zwack

New York State Dept. of Environmental Conservation
Division of Environmental Remediation, Region 9

270 Michigan Avenue

Buffalo, New York 14203-2999

Re: Response to July 12, 2018 Comment Letter
Tecumseh Redevelopment Inc., Lackawanna, NY Site
ATP SWMU Group ECM
Annual Monitoring & Maintenance Summary Report
Reporting Period January 1-December 31, 2017

Dear Mr. Zwack:

On behalf of our client, Tecumseh Redevelopment Inc. (Tecumseh), TurnKey Environmental
Restoration, LLC (TurnKey) has prepared the following responses to the Department’s July 12, 2018
comments concerning the above-referenced report:

Comment 1. Cover System Monitoring: A completed Post-Closure Field Inspection Report (Appendix A of the ATP
ECM Operation, Maintenance, & Monitoring Plan) should be inciuded in the annual report submittal with a summary
of the inspection findings in the main text.

Response: A Post-Closure Field Inspection Report reflecting current site conditions has been
included with the revised report and will be completed for subsequent annual reports.

Comment 2. Groundwater Quality Monitoring: A more detailed discussion of benzene and cyanide concentrations,
ranges, and trends should be inciuded in this section. Wells 184, 18C, 194, and 19B appear to be representative of
the groundwater discharging to Smokes Creek from the area north of the ATP confinement unit. T'he radiuses of influence
Sfor PW-2 and PW-3 do not appear to be identifying groundwater capture between the two wells.

Response: Table 5 (groundwater analytical summary) and associated trend charts and text have been
updated to reflect the April 2018 groundwater sampling data, which were not available at the time of
the original submittal. As discussed in the revised report, these data show significant and reductions
in VOC concentrations at MW-18A, 18C, 19A and 19B located directly north of and downgradient
of the ATP confinement unit. Cyanide levels dropped at these locations as well.

Absent an elevation monitoring point between adjacent exterior pumping wells PW-2 and PW-3, the
area of influence between these two wells located just 167 feet apart is conservatively portrayed on
the isopotential maps as relatively confined to the area surrounding the pumping wells. As there is
limited surface infiltration and also very limited potential for lateral recharge in the very small area
bounded by the pumping wells on the west and east, and the containment cell to the south, it is realistic
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to expect groundwater capture between PW2 and PW3 to be similar to that between the other exterior
adjacent pumping well pairs (i.e., PW1 and PW2, PW3 and PW4) with similar distance separation and
operational set points.

The current pumping elevations avoid excessive drawdown and influence from Smokes Creek that
might overload the pretreatment system, and more importantly mitigate exacerbating the natural steep
hydraulic gradient between the containment cell and downgradient groundwater which would conflict
with the goal of maintaining inward gradient toward the cell. Also note that the hydraulic gradients
toward these pumping wells are quite steep (i.e., approx. 0.06 ft./ft.). There may also be some
seasonal/temporatry groundwater mounding between PW-2 and PW-3 due to infiltration from the
storm water infiltration basin, particularly during the spring time. This is desirable, as the infiltration
source is clean storm water from the vegetated cap that help flush the vadose zone contaminants to
groundwater and toward the pumping wells.

Moreover, the approved January 2015 Engineering Report identifies the primary means for evaluating
the efficacy of the ATP ECM as concentration reductions over time in the exterior monitoring wells
MWS-18A & C and 19A & B. Based upon the recent favorable data for these monitoring locations
we do not propose a change in exterior pumping operations at this time.

Comment 3. Conclusion and Recommendations: EW-3R is the only well identified as having the pump “on” and “off”
settings altered during 2017. Note 3 in Table 1 indicates that the elevations for the extraction wells are the average of
the on/ off pump elevation settings. The elevations listed in Table 1 for EW-1, PW-2, PW-3, and PW-4 change
throughont the year. These additional apparent pump setpoint adjustments should also be discussed in the report text (or
the varying elevations in Table 1 should be corrected).

Response: Acknowledged, the set points for each of the extraction and pumping wells were adjusted
in April 2017 with PW-1 also adjusted in September 2017. We have added a summary of the pump
set point changes to Table 2 and revised the conclusion and recommendations section accordingly.

Comment 4. Table 1: Note 3 indicates that the average of the pump “on” and “off”’ setpoint elevations are listed for the
extraction wells, however: the first two quarterly values for EW-1 (573.5) are above the “on” setpoint (573.0) indicated
in the text; the first two quarterly values listed for EW-3R (574.0) are above either of the “on” setpoints (573.0 and
572.0) indicated in the text, although 571.5 is the elevation indicated for EW-3R on Figure 2; and the pump setpoints
Sor wells PW-1 through PW-4 are not indicated in the text. Also see Comment 3 above. If any values in Table 1 are
incorrect, please make any necessary revisions to Figures 2 through 5.

The Lake Erie water elevation values for 3 of the 4 quarterly monitoring periods are ~1.5 to 6 feet higher than the
Smokes Creek water elevations at SG-02 (this also is exchibited on CMS Groundwater Assessment Plate 1), implying
that there may be a problem with the SG-02 staff gange. Resurveying the elevation on SG-02 may be warranted.
Installing a staff gange on the sheet piles near the mouth of Smokes Creek might also be useful to verify the NO.AA
lake level data and as a check on the SG-02 readings.

Response: The set point elevations listed in the Groundwater Capture section of the report refer to
the set points at the time of the report (March 30, 2018). Nevertheless, as discussed above, certain
extraction well and pumping well elevations were incorrectly listed based upon actual pump on/off
settings on the reported dates. The elevations have been modified on the groundwater elevation table
and Figures 2 through 5 in the revised report.
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SG-02 is a surveyed reference point at the top of a steel sheet pile wall along the creek bank. The
reference point elevation has been confirmed, but we have determined that in some instances field
staff collected measurements from an incorrect reference point location. Corrected elevations are
presented on Table 1 and Figures 2 through 5 in the revised report.

Comment 5. Figure 2: The EW-3R elevation is marked as 571.5 on the figure, however, Table 1 lists the elevation
for EW-3R as 574.0. The value for SG-02 (566.68) is not shown on the figure. Is the elevation value for EW-1

corvect?
Response: See response to Comment 4.

Comment 6. Figure 3: Is the elevation shown for EW-3R (574.0) correct? The water levels for several wells (e.g.,
MWS-18C, MWS19B, MWS-20B) are not indicated on the figure.

Response: The elevation shown for EW-3R (574.0) on Figure 3 is correct. In general, groundwater
elevation differences between paired wells are minor and only one of the paired datapoints are used
to generate the isopotential maps. The exception is data for the MW-23 pair, where apparent
mounding within the fill at MW-23A biases the groundwater elevation by several feet. Data for MW-
23B, which is screened within the sand unit, are consistent with surrounding data and have been
employed in the isopotential maps.

Please contact us if you have questions or require additional information.

Sincerely,
TurnKey Environmental Restoration, LL.C

Brock Greene /T homas Fotbes, P.E.
Project Environmental Scientist Principal

ec: S. Radon, NYSDEC — Region 9)
K. Nagel, (Tecumsch)
P. Werthman, (TurnKey)

File: 0071-017-222
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