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Statement of Purpose: 

Dxis Record of Decision (FOD) sets forth the selected r d a l  action 

plan for the Colualxls McKinnon site. T h i s  d a l  action plan was developed 

in accordance w i t h  the -ensive EWbmnmental Response, Campensation and 

Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as amended by the superfund Amer&mts and 

F&authorization Act (SARA) of 1986, and the New York State Ehvironmental 

Conservation Law (EL). The selected rmedial plan caplies to the mximnn 

extent practicable w i t h  the National Oil and Hazardous Substance Pollution 

Contingemy Plan, 40 CFR 300 of 1990 and w i t h  Applicable or Relevant and 

w i a t e  F?quirments (ARARs) of Federal and State Ehvironmental Statues 

and would be protective of human health and the environment, 

State of Basis: 

T h i s  decision is based upon the AdmMstmtive Recard of the New York 

State Department of Ehvirorrmental Conservation for the Col- Mdnmn site 

and upon plblic input to the Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP), A copy of 

the R e c a d  is available at the New Yark State Departmerrt of Ehvironmental 
Cbnsemation, 270 Michigan Avenue, Buffalo, New York and copies of the 

Feasibility Study Report and PRAP are available at the TOM- City Public 

W m r y ,  333 Main Street, Tomwanda, New York, A bibliography of those 

dcunnents included as a part of the Record is contained in the ROD. A 



F&sponsiveness Summary that documents the public's expressed concerns has 'been I 

included. 

Descriwion of the Selected R m d ~ :  

?he selected remedial action plan provides for the protection of human 

health and the environmental by removing the source of contamination and by 

remvhg exposme  to the corrtaminarrts a t  the site. ?he basic elements of the 

selected remedy includes the follwing: 

- Removal of a l l  PCB contaminated soi l  a t  or above 10 PPM (parts per 

million) w i t h  off site disposal in a Toxic Substances Control 

Act lRsource  Conservation and Recovery Act (TSCA/RCRA) approved 

lardfi l l  and replacement w i t h  clean soil. 

- Removal of a l l  surficial soi l  w i t h  PCB level a t  or above 1 PPM to a 

minimum of depth of 1 foot belw grade and replacement w i t h  clean 

soil. 

- Dredgingof PCBcantaminated sediments frogn the affected area of the 

bank and bed of the E l l iw t t  Creek to a PCB %on-detectgg level. 

Dewatering of the sediments and o f f s i t e  disposal of the dewatered 

sediments in a m/K!R?i approved lardfi l l  or  by other disposal 

method approval by the Department. ?he resulting water w i l l  be 

treated in a -bent plant, to be built a t  the site, before 

discharge to  the creek. 

Declaration: 

?he selected remedial action w i l l  met State Standards, Criteria and 

(SOSs) and Federal ARARs by remviq the source of contamhation 
fran the site d froan the E l l i c a t t  Creek bank and bed. The remedy w i l l  

satisfy,  to the maxixum extent practicable, the statutory preference for 

remedies that -lay treatment that reltuypc toxiciQ, mobiliw or volume. 

T h i s  preference w i l l  be substantially met by resnoVing the contaminated soi l  

and sediment frcw the site and fram the Ellicutt Creek for final disposal in a 

TSCA/RQ?A lardfill. 



I The selected remedial action has been used successfully at other 

hazardous waste sites. The potential long term environmental ard human health 

threats associated with the site will be pemmently removed frm that area 

after the implementation of the remedy. 

ANN DE BARBIERI 

Deputy CmmLssioner 
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The Colw3xls lkKinmn site is an inactive hazardous waste site located 

between Ellicott Creek and the ColwJxls McKinnon plant kuilding on One 

 ree em ant Street in the City of %mwanda, mie County, New YO*. conrail 

prolperty borders the site to the south and Ellicott Creek borders the site to 

the west (Figures 1 and 2). The site, including the adjacent affected 

partions of Conrail property and Ellicott Creek covers an area of 

appmxbately 0.75 acres. T h i s  area of the City of TOMwanda consists of a 

mixture of light manufacturing, cmmercial and residential users. m e  nearest 

residential area is on the opposite bank of Elliwtt Creek, approximately 125 

feet to the west  of the site. The toposraphy of the site is relatively flat. 

Surface runoff f m  the site is entirely tclward Ellicott Creek. 

s m O N  2. SITE HIrnRY AND rmEVIOUs INVEsrIGATIONS 

Site Histon 

Information provided to the NYSDM: by Columkus Mc'xinnon in response to an 

Interagency Task Force (IATF) suwey revealed that the site was used for the 

disposal of approximately 270,000 gallons of waste cutting oil froan the 

Colmhs McKinnon plant f m  1930 to 1965. The disposal of waste cutting oil 

resulted in the contamination of site soil w i t h  PCBs, and heavy metals 

including lead, nickel, chrolmium and cadmium. Trace levels of volatile 

cnganic ccanpaslnds were also detected. The soil of the adjacent Conrail 

pxperty was also found Contaminated w i t h  PCBs and heavy metals. In addition, 

elevated levels of PCBs were detected in sedimerrt of Ellicatt Creek. 

B. Previous Investisations 

C o l W  IWChmn comlucted initial site investigations in 1979. These 

investigations revealed the presence of FCE3s and heavy metals in onsite soil 

at elevated levels. ~ l m d m s  McKinnon continued to investigate the site 

intermittently from 1981 to 1986. These additional investigations revealed a 

widespread area. of PCB contaminated soil. In addition to the C o l W  

M&nmn property, the contaminated area also included soil on the adjacent 

Conrail praperty, soil along the bank of Ellicott Creek, and sediment in the 

bed of Ellicutt Creek. The historical analytical data for PCB contamination 



in both the soil and sediment are shown in Figure 3. Historical Soil, ' 

groundwater, and sediment data are also summarized i n  Tables 1-4. Table 4 

contabs both the historical and recent soil sampling data. These analytical 

results inlicate the following: (1) the highest concentration of W3s in 

Ell icutt  Creek sediment was  366 ppn, (2) soil on Conrai l  property contained 

PCBs a t  a concentration of 427 ppm, and (3) soil near the  .central area of the 

site, where waste disposal allegedly ocaured, contained PCBs in 

cosw=entratians up to 2220 ppn. In  1986, Co1uinh.s McKinnon installed 

polyethylene sheeting over the central area of the site to reduce erosion of 

crxrtaminated soil and its transport to Elliccrtt Creek by surface w a t e r  m f f .  

In  October 1989 Co1urnh.1~ McKinnan signed an Order on Consent w i t h  the  

NYSDEC to (1) conduct a Randial  Investigation and Feasibility Study ( R I / F S )  

and (2) ins ta l l  an Interim Remedial Measure (IRM). The purpose of the IRM w a s  

to prevent the med-ranical erosion of contaminated soil along the  bank of 

Ellimtt Creek, thereby reducing the release of contaminants into the creek. 

The original com=eptual design of the IRM included steel sheet p i les  along the  

creek bank. A t  the time, it was originally envisioned that the  sheet p i l e s  

would remain in place during site remediation and provide the necessary creek 

bank stabilization. Co1umtn.1~ McKinnon contracted with Malcolm Pirnie, Inc. to 

conduct the R I / F S  and design the  IRM. A f t e r  further consideration, Malcolm 

Pirnie and Columlms McKinnon concluded that the sheet p i l e  concept was 

inadequate for  its interded purpose because the  sheet p i l e  w a l l  would require 

extensive shoreside support. The presence of supports would in turn interfere 

w i t h  soil ard sedhmt remediation aspects of the f inal  remedy. 

lhis view was presented to NYSDEC, however, it was clear tha t  creek bank 

stabilization wmld still be necessary to prevent further erosion. Co1urh.s 

McXinnon, therefore, proposed an a l te rmt ive  IRM design. T h i s  alternative 

cansisted of r i p r a p  stones la id  over geotextile fabric on the  slope of 

E l l i c a t t  Creek. The NYSDEX3 accepted this alternative design in March 1990. 

Construction of the  D M  began in October 1990 ard w a s  coanpleted in November of 

that year. !Chis measure was considered temporary and subject to the  f ina l  

remediation decision. 



m O N  3.  CURRENT ST'A'IUS 

A. Remedial Investisation 

IXlring the Remedial Irrvestigation 48 soil b r ings  were ccanpleted a t  both 

on-site and off-site (Conrail property) locations to augment the historical 

data base. Seven groundwater mnitoring wells were also installed a t  the site 

to determine water quality ard hydrogeologic characteristics. One well was 

aapleted in an upgradient location to determine backgrcpud water quality, and 

to enable estimates of the hydraulic gradient across the site. The location 

of these w e l l s  along with shal low grour&ater isopotential lines are shown in 

Figure 4. 

1) Soil Investisation 

me soil investigation was designed to delineate both the horizontal and 

vertical extent of contamination. Additional soil b r i n g s  w e r e  not q l e t e d  

i n  the central area of the site because adequate data were already available. 

The RI results tcgether w i t h  the historical data led to the delineation of 

three catamhation zones: (1) the north area w i t h  a maxinnrm PCB concentration 

of 125 pp, (2) the central area with a maxirmrm PCB concentration of 2220 m, 
ard (3) the south area with a m a x h m  PCB concentration of 427 p. These 

areas are sham in Figure 5. Elevated levels of heavy metals w e r e  also 

detected in the soil in these areas. These  metals include lead (16250 pp 

maximum), chrcanium (688 pp mximum), nickel (2750 p p  maximum) and cadmium 

(233 pp maximum) . These data are summrized in Table 4. Soil contamination 

was g m y  faurd from a depth of 0 t o  2 feet  and at  same locations up to 

depth of 8 feet  maximum. 

me RI groclndwater investigation misted of (1) bm raunds of 

groundwater sampling and analysis, (2) water level monitoring over time, and 

(3) in-situ hydraulic mxiuctivity testing. The Department conducted a third 

r0ur-d of gramdwater sanpling during December 1991. me f i r s t  raunl of 

gmmdwater sampling was corducted during May 1990 and revealed the presence 

of Pc3Bs at  conamtmtions up to 40 ppb. Col- McKinnon attriJxrted these 

results to high txrbidity of the samples. During the secord rourd of sampling 



in May 1991, measures were taken to keep the turbidity within the specified 

limit of <50 NIU. Second raurd sample results indicated. that PCBs were not 

present above the 0.1 ppb quantification limit. Analytical results obtained 

on the groxdwater samples, and a summary of the field measurements made 

during sample collection, are given in Table 5. Ihe third mud of 

gmumlwater samples was collected f m  both the shallow and -ate 

monitoring wells. Qre was taken to minimize sample turbidity below 50 m. 
PCEB were detected in mnitorbq well MW-2s at a concentration of 0.21 ppb. 

Analytical results obtained on these samples are given in Table 5A. 

Water level mnitoring data indicate that shallow grourdwater flows 

directly into Ellicott Creek (Figure 4) with an average flow of 404 ft3/day. 

Ihe average hydraulic conductivity is 1.22 feetiday (4.3 x an/-) . 

3) Ellicott Creek Sediments 

Six shallow (0 to 6 inches depth) sediment samples were collected during 

the rer&edial investigation. The mxhnn concentration of PCBs was 87 ppn. 

Analytical results obtained on the sediment samples are given in Table 6. In 

December 1991, the collected two shallow sediment samples froan 

E3.liwtt Creek near the edge of the IRM riprap stones. PCBs were detected in 
bath siimples at cOIlcentratians of 1.4 and 2.4 ppm. The analytical results 

obtained on these samples are given in Table 6A. 

T h e  data collected during the raredial investigation and supplemental 

Department sampling indicate that corrtaminants fraPn the site have been 

migratirg into E l l i e  Creek. Migration pathways that have been identified 

at the site include the mechanical erosion of contaminated soil from the creek 

bank, a m t a m h a t e d  graundwater inflow to Ellicott Creek, and stomwater runoff 

fran the site into Ellicutt Creek. Ihe loading of cantaminants into ElLiwtt 
Creek, not acmmthg for the impact of the Interim M a 1  Measure, has been 

estimated as 2.2 kg/year of PCBs, 21.4 kg/year of lead, 10 kg/year of nickel, 

4.2 kg/- of cfirowium, and 0.34 kg/year of cadmium. m- estimates have 

been prepred by C o l w  McKbnon to dmnstrate the order of magnitude of 

cmtamhnt flux. An empirical model, which included such factors. as rainfall 

intensity, duration, and assumed c o m t i o n  of PCBs in the creek bank, was 



uti'lized to make these estimates. These estimates, however, did not include 

the sampling results from the first round of groundwater sampling or the third 

rourd of grcrurdwater sampling conttucted by the Deprbent. These results show 

that contamination would be entering Ellicott meek through groundwater 

tramport, and suggests that the actual contaminant loading could be 

significantly higher. Contamination also could be entering Ellicott  reek 

frcmn the release of contaminated sediment, amther factor that has not been 

included in the loading estimates. 

B. Baseline Risk Assessments 

The risk assessments ccanpleted for the C o l W  McKinnon site included a 

Baseline Health Risk Assessment, and a Baseline Ehvironmental Risk Assessment. 

The baseline health risk asesment consisted of four elements: (1) Hazard 

Identification, (2) Ekpcsure Assessment, (3) Toxicity Assessment, an3. (4) Risk 

Characterization. The baseline environmental risk assessment consisted of 

three' elements: (1) Aquatic Risks associated with surface water quality, (2) 

Aquatic Risks associated w i t h  sediment pore water, and (3) Ecological Risks to 

fish eating contaminated aquatic organisnrs. 

The baseline health risk assessment irdimtes that the greatest risk 

posed by the site is a potential cancer risk through dermal contact. The 

incremntal cancer risk from PCB contaminated soil was est*ted to be 5 in 
ten thousand. The cancer risk associated w i t h  ingestion of PCB contaminated 

soil was estimated to be 4 in one hundred thouad. 

The baseline -tal risk assessrrrent indicates risk of chronic 

tcacicity for aquatic oqankm aposed to Ellicott meek sediment contaminated 

w i t h  PCBs. ?his also indicates that there is a potential for 

adverse effects on wildlife that consume migratory fish that may have been 

exposed to X B  contaminated sediment. 



C o l W  McKhmon is currently in ccanpliance with the tenns of the 

October 1989 Order on Cansent. A chronological review of the milestone dates 

follows : 

NYSDEC enters into an Order on Consent w i t h  Columlxls MdKinnon on October 
2, 1989 for an RI/FS and IRM Creek Bank Stabilization. 

Colunhs McKhnon s u h i t s  work plan far IRM in October 1989. 

C o l W  McKinnon suhni t s  work plan for RI/FS in November 1989. 

NYSDEC approves RI/FS and IRM work plans in March 1990. 

IRM initiakd in October 1990. 

IRM ccanpleted in November 1990. 

On December 4, 1990 NYSDEC grants an extension until December 31 for RI 
suhnittal . 
On p e n h e r  27, 1990 NYSDEC grants a ten-day extension for RI suhnil3-d. 

On January 10, 1991 NYSDEC grants an extension until January 31 for FtI 
.suhlittal. 

RI report suhnitted in January 1991. 

Repart certifying IRM ccwpletion suhnitted in January 1991. 

NYSDEC approves IRM report in Fe3xuaq 1991. 

An addendum to the RI/FS work plan concerning a second round of groud- 
water sampling suhnitted to NYSDM: in March 1991. 

RI/FS work plan addendum approved by NYSDEC in April 1991. 

NYSDEC gives CQnditiQndl approval of FU repart in June 1991. 

NYSDEC gives final approval of RI report in September 1991. 

D r a f t  FS report sutroitted in 1991. 

R e v i s e d  FS report sutmitted in December 1991. 

Final Fkvised FS report sut;mitted on April 19, 1992. 

FS report approved by NYSDEC on May 8, 1992. 



A. Remedial Action Obiectives 

The goals for the remedial prcgram are media specific. These goals have 

been developed to be protective of human health and the environment for all 

exposme pathways, and to ccaaply w i t h  applicable or relevant and apprqriate. 
-ts (ARARs). The Remedial Investigation report concluded that the 

primary eqosure pathways, w h i c h  may result in significant human health risks, 

are ingestion and dermal contact with PCB contaminated soil. Consumption of 

fish caught in Ellicott Creek and the periodic use of the creek for 

recreational purposes (e.g., swimirq) also may result in same human health 

risk. Environmental e>qx>sure to FCB contaminated sediment in the creek my 

result  in chronic toxicity for aquatic organisms and their predators. 

The follawing remedial action objectives have been established for the 

Columhs McKinnon site: 

1. Prevent direct hunran contact with on-site surface soil thereby reducing 
human health risks. 

2. Prevent the transport of contaminated soi l  fram the site into Ellicott 
Creek via overland runoff. 

3. Prevent the erosion and tmmqprt of contaminated soil from the creek 
bank into Ellicatt Creek. 

4. Prevent the migration of contaminated gmmdwater from the site by 
eliminating the source of contamination. 

5. Prevent en-1 risk to aquatic oqankms and other w i l d l i f e  in 
E l l i c o t t  Creek by eliminating the source of contamination. 

B. Cmmliance with ARARs 

Section 121 (d) of (IERCLA states that remedial actions ccwply with 

applicable or relevant and appropriate federal requirements (ARARs). 

CcPnparable consideratims on a State level are called Standards, Criteria and 

Guidelines ( S G s ) .  Far this remedidl action plan the texm ARARs w i l l  include 

SO%. m l i c a b l e  requirements are those cleanup standards, standards of 

control, and other substantive enviromental protection requirerrrents, 

criteria, or limitations prarrollgated under Federal or State law that 



specifically address a hazardous substance, pollutant, containment, r-al ' 

action, location or c- at a CECL?l site. Relevant an3 appropriate 

are those cleanup standards of control an3 other 

substarrtive environmental protection requiremnts, criteria or limitations 

proamilgated under Federal or State law, that while not I8applicableg8 to a 

hazardous substance, pollutant, containment, remedial action, location or 

uther cirarmstance at a CERCLA site, address problems ar situations 

sufficiently similar to those encountered at the (3ERCIA site that their use is 

d l  suited to that particular site. 

ARARs will define the cleanup goals when they set an acceptable level 

w i t h  respect to site-specific factors. Cleanup goals for saw substances, 

hclwever, may have to be based on non-promlgated criteria and advisories 

rather than on ARARs, because ARARs do not exist for those s u b t a m s  or 

because an ARAR alone would not be sufficiently protective in the given 

c-. To address these situations, those vvto be consideredn 

criteria, advisories and guidances (TBCs) are identified where they exist. 

One such guidance document is llAquatic Sediment CriteriaI8 that has been 

developed by the NYSDEC Division of Fish and Wildlife. ?his guidance has been 

developed to assist design of remedial activities in many locations. If 

remedial activities cam& attain these levels, there is a high likelihood of 

residual natural resource damage subject to recovery by NYSDEC as the State's 

trustee for Natural F&smmes Damages. ?here are three types of ARARs and 

TBCs: action specific, location specific and chemical specific. 

Action specific ARARs set controls or restrictions on particular types of 

actions related to management of hazardous substances, pollutants or 

antaminants. Table 7 identifies Federal and New York State action specific 

ARARs. Under NYCRR Part 373, any contaminated media that exceeds 50 mgFg of 

FCE3s mst be himlled and dkposed of as a hazardous kaste. Since the Columbus 

BSimon site contains PCB contaminated soil that exceeds this value, this 

AFAR would apply. 

Lmation specific ARARs set restrictions on site activities based on the 

chmckristics of the site or hmxliate environs. These ARARs may restrict 

activities solely because they ocan in special locations. Lmation specific 

ARARs are given in Table 8. Fcur location specific ARARs for the C o l a  

McKimon site have been identified and relate to actions occurring within 



flood plains ard p r o m  streams. Part of the C o l m h s  McKinnon site is 

lccated w i t h i n  the 100 year flood plain of Ellicott Creek, therefore, the 

impact of passible creek flooding must be ansidered in the selection of a 

remedial action. The no action alternative wmld not apply becaw 

m t e d  soil ard sediment could be m e x p ~ ~ &  during flooding events, 

thereby creating new human health ar environmental exposme risks. 

chemical specific ARARs are usuaJ.ly health or risk based numerical values 
# 

or methodologies that when applied ta site specific conditions, result in the 

establistmwt of mid values. '131- values establish an accept&le 

concentration of a &emical that my be found in, or db&aqed to, the 

ambient environment. Chemical specific ARARs for this site are applicable, or 

relevant and appropriate, to surface wabx and growdater while chemical 

s p c i f i c  TSCs for this site are pertinent to soi l  and sediment. The chenical 

s p c i f i c  ARFlRs and TBCs identified in the feasibility study are given in Rjle 

9; however, there are others that w i l l  affect site remediation and w i l l  k 

covered in the following paragraphs. 

The hmm health risks associated w i t h  the C o l m h s  McKinnon s i t e  im 

evaluatd as part of the -a1 Investigation and are found in the health 

risk assessllent (RA) d o n  of that report. The baseline risk assemsnt,  

discusseddiscussed W e ,  addresses the potential impacts on h u m  health ard the 

environment frm mntaminated soil an3. sediment a t  the site. 

Risks ard rem@ia l  objective5 for  site soil are bas+ on estbi~bd dazal 

an3. ixqestian exposwe routes for nearby residents and ansite q loyees .  T h e  

remedial abjectives far Ellicott Creek sediment are based on pd-irrrated 

irqestion expsure  ard bi~c~clcentration in aquatic organisms. The results of 

the risk characterization at the Co1umtu.s lkKimon site indicate that PC3 

contaminated soil pses unaaqhble long term-humn health risks for both tbe 

*estian ard dermdl axtact expsure routes. Rnther n m e d i a l  actian is 

messary b reduce this risk to acceptable levels. Lead was d e e  to 

pse a slight toxicity aoncern for site soil, but not far surf- w a t e r  and 

sediment. Based on these health risk evaluatiolls, PCBs are ansidered the 

g r b a q  ark mts of greatest mncem. Chemical specific ARARs and lBCs 

have been established far FCEB at the Oolu&us Mt%bmm sia and are d izas sd  

mw. . - 



1) Sediment: The cleanup goal for sediment is based on PCB 

bickcentrations in benthic (bottom dwelling) organisms. The technique used 

to predict the potential impact of contaminated sediment on these organisms 

utilizes an empirical model knawn as partitioning. ?his model has been used 

to calculate theoretical concentrations of PCBs in the sediment interstitial 

(pore) water. For most sediment the concentrations of PCBs should not exceed 

20 ppb, however, this level is lower than the practical quantification limit 

for sediment that can be obtained during chemical analyses. The clepup goal 

for sediment, therefore, will be the removal of all PCB contaminated sediment 

associated with the disposal activities at the site. 

2) s l :  The cleanup goal for shallow surface soil (42" depth) is 

based on the potential ingestion of PCBs. The New York State Department of 

Health has determined (based on Federal EPA Guidance) that PCBs at levels 

lcwer than 1 ppm in surface soil will be protective of human health. The 

cleanup goal for contaminated soil at depths greater than 12 inches is based 

on the potential groundwater impact. An appmch similar to the partitioning 

methdolw used for sediment has established a PCB cleanup goal of 10 ppm. 

Compliance with this cleanup goal will reduce the risk of groundwater 

contamination, thereby reducing the flux of contaminants into El licott Creek. 

Heavy metals are also present at the site, but are generally found at depths 

where PCBs are detected. Remo~l of the PCB contaminated soil will also 

remove the heavy metals, therefore, a metals cleanup goal is not required. 

While the 10 ppn cleanup goal is adequate for contaminated site soil, it 

is not adequate for contaminated creek bank soil because adequate protection 

of Ellicott Creek will not be provided. Creek bank stabilization, therefore, 

will be required in those areas where cc~nplete removal of contaminated soil is 

not possible, and will remain permanently to serve as an erosion barrier. 

The cleanup goals specified above are protective of human health by 

direct contact and ingestion, are pratedive of both groundtwater and surface 

water standards, and are also protective of aquatic organisms. In addition, 

these cleanup gcals are consistent with those established for sites with 

similar contaminants. m e  selected remedial action will meet Federal and New 

York State ARARs by removing the cohtaminatsd soil and s e d M t  frm the site. 

Gmmdwater remediation is not proposed because the source of contamination 

will be remved. 



I Sd! ION 6. D I S X E l T O N  AND EVALUATION OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES 

m m p r i a t e  remedial alternatives were developed that would be applicable 

to three main areas of concern: (1) onsite soil, (2) meek bank soil, and (3) 

creek sediment. Each alternative w a s  evaluated for ccanpliance with Federal 

and State ARARs, protection of hman health and the environment, and cost 

effectiveness. 

A preliminary screening of the remedial alternatives identified 16 

alternatives for on-site.soi1, 5 alternatives for meek bank soil, and 7 

alternatives for creek sediment. These alternatives are summarized in Table 

10. Of those alternatives receiving preliminary evaluation, 10 alternatives 

for o n s i t e  soil, and 4 alternatives for aeek bank soil and meek sediment 

were carried through for detailed evaluation. These alternatives are 

described below: 

A. Remedial Alternatives for On-Site Soil 

1. No Action Alternative: This alternative would not use any active 

remedial technology. Instead, the existing fence and polyethylene sheeting 

currently covering the m t r a l  area of the site would be mintaid. Present 

worth of the O&M cost would be $74,000. This alternative, hmever, wuld not 

reduce the toxicity and volume of the contaminants a t  the site, and would not 

acccwplish the remediation goals previously stated. 

2. Institutional Controls: T h i s  alternative would include instituting 

deed restrictions to l i m i t  future uses of the site, extending the existing 

fence to the south area, and installing additional warning signs, etc. No 

remedidi tecfinology would be utilized w i t h  this al-tive. Present worth of 

the capital and O W  cost would be $90,000. This alternative, however, would 

not rectum the toxicity and volume of the cofitaminants a t  the site, and would 

not accmplish the remediation goals previously stated. 

3. Tapsoil Cover: Under this alternative, a 12 inch layer of topsoil 

wcaiLd be placed over the entire site. Although this alternative would rectum 

the risk of direct eqosure, it would not cause any reduction in toxicity or 

volume of the contaminants a t  the site, nor wculd it prevent the flaw of 

contaminated groundwa* from entering Ellicatt Creek. In addition, this 



alternative would not cumply with all A m .  Present worth cost would be ' 

$238,000. 

4. Gravel Cover: T h i s  alternative is identical to alternative number 3 

except that a gravel cover would replace the topsoil cover. Present worth 

cost would be $228,000. 

- 5. Asphalt Cover: ?his alternative would consist of a single layer of 

geotextile fabric underlying a 6 inch stone base, a 4 inch asphalt binler 

wurse, and a 2 inch asphalt top course. Similar to the topsoil or gravel 

cover alternatives, this alternative would reduce the risk of direct exposure, 

lmt would not cause any reduction in the toxicity or volume of the 

con taminants at the site. As with alternatives 3 and 4, this alternative 

would not prevent the flow of contaminated groundwater from entering Ellicott 

Creek. Present worth cost would be $288,000. 

6. Synthetic MembraneISoil Ciover: 'Ihis alternative would consist of a 

30-40 mil HDPE (IC<10-12 cm/sec) synthetic membrane underlying a soil cover. 

This alternative would greatly reduce infiltration of precipitation thereby 

reducing the contact of precipitation water with contaminated soil. Similar 

to the soil cover, gravel cover and asphalt cover alternatives, there would be 

no reduction in the toxicity or volume of the contaminants at the site. 

Present cost would be $305,000. 

7. Partial (Unstabilizedl Excavation without Sheet Pilinu w i t h  (a) 

Off-Site Incineration or (bl Off-Site Di-1: Urder this alternative 

Contaminated soil wuuld be removed f m  an excavation having 2:l side slopes 

(Figure 6). The slopes are necessary to maintain enough soil near the 

buildings and creek bank for stNcturdl support. There are two disposal 
options available w i t h  this alternative: (1) offsite incineration and (2) 

offsite disposal in a TSCA/RCRA apprwed landfill. Containment of the 

r e m b h g  amtamhated soil by either the synthetic me&rane/soil cover 

alternative or the asphalt cover alternative would be imple~nented. With this 

alternative, approximately 35% of the contaminated soil above the 10 ppm 

clearnrp goal would remin onsite; therefore, this alternative would not 

provide the necessary degree of grcundwater protection. Present worth cost of 

this alternative would be $6.2 million with offsite incineration or $1.7 

million w i t h  offsite -disposal in a TSCA/RCRA approved landfill. 



d .  ', 

' 8. Ekcavation of Vrinciml ThreatM Soils with (a) Off-Site Incineration 

or (b) Off-Site Dismsal: Principal threat was defined by Colmhs McKinnon 

as soil exceeding a PCB concentration of 500 ppm. Under this alternative, 313 

cubic yards of contaminated soil would be excavated with either off-site 

incineration or off -site disposal. Contaminated soil not excavated under this 

alternative (approximately 78%) would be contained by any of the previausly 

described containment alternatives. Since large volumes of the contaminated 

soil would be left in place, this alternative would not provide the necessary 

degree of grour&ater protection. Present w o r t h  cost of this alternative 

would be $1.4 million with offsite incineration or $594,000 with off-site 

disposal in a TSCA/FCRA approved landfill. 

9. Total Ekcavation with Sheet Pilinq with (a) Off-Site Incineration or 

(b) off-Site Dismsal: Under this alternative sheet piling would be installed 

at the t q  of the creek bank to provide structural s~p3por-t to the area during 

excavation while a 2:l side slope would be provided for excavation near the 

hilding foundation. Isolated pockets of PCB cont&nhated soil w i t h i n  the 

soil wedge at the lmilding foundation above concentrations of 10 ppm would be 

removed using either caisson brings (see alternative 10 for a disarssion of 

this technique) or other stabilization process to achieve the cleanup goal. 
All soil contaminated with PCBs at or above 10 ppn would be excavated, 

ambinxized in roll-off boxes, removed via a barye mounted crane, 

transported across Ellicott Creek, and staged at the Columhs McKimon parking 

lot prior to offsite disposal or incineration. In addition, all surface soil 

at the site having PCB concentrations of greater than 1 ppm, would be 

excavated to a minimum depth of one foot below grade. After all excavation 

wur lc  is complete (including creek bank soil and Ellicott C r e k  sediment), the 

entire a .  would be backfilled with clean soil, graded w i t h  topsoil and 

reseeded. Present w o r t h  cost for this alternative is $8.3 million w i t h  

off-site incineration and $2.3 million with offsite disposal in a TSCA/RCRA 
a p m w d  landfill. 

10. Ekcavation via Close Pack Caisson Borims (Overlamina or 

Non-Overlamh) with (a) Off-Site Incineration or (b) Off-Site Dismsal: 

ESrcavation via close pack caisson brings (Figures 7 and 8) involves augering 

through a series of pre-set hollow casings. The casing serves as a teqorary 

means of stabilization, and is remaved following backfilling of the borehole. 

With this technique a hollow steel casing is driven into the area to be 



excavated. A drill rig quipped with a 4 foot caisson auger head kres ' 

thraugh the inside of the casing forcing contaminated soil up through the 

center of the casing and deposits it outside the perimeter of the borehole. 

Vpan ccanpletion of the boring to the required depth, the borehole is 

backfilled with clean soil and the casing is removed. The next boring is 

cclmpleted M a t e l y  adjacent to the first and so on. With the 

non-overlapping method only interstitial material would remain in place. If 

the; borings are completed so that overlapping occurs, the interstitial 

material also would be remved. At the 10 ppm cleanup level, the 

non-overlapping method would remve approximately 60% of the contaminated 

soil, whereas the overlapping method would remove approximately 71% of the 

OOntaminated soil. Present worth cost with the overlapping method would be 

$6.3 million with offsite incineration and $1.8 million with offsite. 

disposal in a TSCAIRCRA approved landfill. The present worth cost with the 

non-overlapping method would be $6.0 million with offsite incineration and 

$1.5 million with offsite disposal in a TSCA/FCRA approved landfill. 

B. Remedial Alternatives for Creek Bank Soils and Ellicott Creek Sediments 

1. No Action Alternative: This alternative would not use any active 

r e n d h l  technology. Instead, the existing IRM would remain in the central 

area of the site and would be maintained. This alternative is not considered 

pratective of the environment because it would not prevent contaminated creek 

bank soil and bottom sediment from ccaning in contact with Ellicott Creek 

water. In addition, the geotextile fabric unler the riprap stones is 

perforated. T h i s  fabric was installed to provide temporary erosion contsol, 

nut to prevent dissolved cmkmhmb and colloidal (very small) particles 

f r u n  passing through it. Also, due to the steep slope of the creek bank, the 

rip-rap stones are showing signs of slippage, thereby a p s i n g  the geotextile 

fabric. This alternative would nut reduce the toxicity or volume of the 

contaminants at the site, and would nut aaxmplish the remediatian goals 

previously stated. Present worth of the O&M cost for maintaining the IRM for 

30 years would be $!X,OOO. 

2. Fxtension of the IRM: Under this alternative the existing IRM would 

be exteTldeed to the north by 110 feet and to the south by 80 feet (Figure 9). 

The extension of the IE7M would further reduce erosion of mtaminated soil 

frow the creek bank thereby preventing its movement into Ellimtt Creek. RLis 



' alternative, however, suffers fram the same shortcamings described in the no 

action alternative. In addition, this alternative would not reduce the 

toxicity or volume of the con taminants a t  the site, would not accomplish the 

d a t i o n  goals previously stated, and would not camply w i t h  a l l  A m .  

Present w d 2 1  COSt would be $343,000. 

3. Containment with Revetment Fabric: ?his alternative is similar to the 

existing IRM with the exception that concrete grouted r e v e m t  fabric would 

be placed i n  lieu of geotextile fabric and r i p r ap  stones. This alternative, 

however, would not reduce the toxicity or volume of the amtaminants a t  the 

site, would not a-lish the remediation goals previously stated, ard would 

not ccgnply w i t h  a l l  ARARs. Present worth cost would be $401,000. 

4. Excavation of Creek Bank Soils and Dredsins of Creek Sediments with 

_la) Off-Site Incineration or (bl Off-Site Di-1: Under this alternative 

the existing IRM would be removed to dredge sedbmt f m  the creek bed and 

excavate contaminated creek bank. soil. lb prevent the introduction and 

downstmm migration of PCE3 contaminated soi l  and sediment during the re-1 

of the IRM, a silt curtain or cofferdam would be installed (Figures 9 and 10) . 
Following the remval of the IRM t m  rows of sheet piling wculd be installed; 

one a t  the top of the bank ard the other an the creek bank slope a t  the water 

line (Figure 12). Excavation of creek bank soi l  would then be ccanpleted 

between the two raws of sheet piling. The excavated soi l  would be 

co ntainerized in roll-off boxes, removed via a barge mounted crane, 
transported ac=ross Ellicatt Creek, and staged a t  the Columbs McKinnon parking 

lot  prior to off site disposal or incineration. 

Following the excavatian of Contaminated creek bank soil, a silt curtain 

wmld be installed a t  the perhter of the praposed dredging area (Figure 12) 

t o  prevent the dcxlrnstream migration of contaminated sediment. After drp?lsing, 

the sedimerrt wculd be pmped to a dewatering facility constructed a t  the site 

(Figure 13). A l l  water removed from the sediment wmld be treated in an 

an-site trea-t facility, tested, and if clean, returned t o  the creek. 

Based on a preliminary es thte  by Malcolm Pirnie, approximately 450 cubic 

Yards of sediment would be removed under this alternative to meet the PCB 
sediment cleanup gcal. The dredged and de-watered sediment would be sent 

o f f s i t e  for disposal or incineration. Present worth cost would be $5.8 



million w i t h  offsite incineration and $2.5 million with offsite disposal in 

a TSCA/RCRA approved landfill. 

TO reduce remediation cost, Columhs e o n  has requested that dredged 

sedhmts which would meet the soil cleanup miteria of less than 10 PPM of 

PCB should remain in the inpxxrnttrnent rather than disposed.off site. Columhs 

McKhnon requests will be evaluated during the design phase whether or not it 

will m t  the Federal and State requirements. 

C. Remedial Alternative C o s t s  

The present worth value for each remedial alternative is sham in Table 

10. The no action alternative has the lawest present worth value whereas 

alternatives with incineration options have the highest present worth values. 

s m O N  7: SUMMFXY OF THE GOVERNMENT'S DECISION 

A. Descrirkion of the Preferred Alternatives 

Based on the evaluations of the various remedidl alternatives, the FS 

Report recammends alternative 9b for remediation of contaminated onsite soil 

in canbination w i t h  alternative 4b for remediation of contaminated meek bank 

soil ard meek sediment. The elements of the preferred remedial alternative 

are sumarized as follows: 

1. Alternative 9b for the remediation of contaminated on-site soil will 

include: 

a) Installation of sheet piling at the top of the meek bank and the 
use of caisson techniques along the building founhtion for 
structural support during the excavation. 

b) Removal of all FCE3 contaminated soil at or above lo p p  with 
off site disposal in a TSCA/RCRA amroved lardfill. 

c) Excavation to a m.inbmm depth of 1 foot belaw grade all surficial 
soil with FCE3 concentrations above 1 ppm. The excavation will be 
backfilled w i t h  clean soil follawed by a topsoil cover. 

2. Alternative 4b for the remediation of contaminated meek bank soil ard 

meek sediment will include: 



Installation of a temporary silt curtain to preclude the migration 
of any disturbed sediment particles during removal of the existing 
I R ~  and sediment dredging operation. 

Ftmma1 of the existing IRM from the creek bank and bed. 

Installation of sheet piling on the creek bank at water level. 

Removal of all contaminated creek bank soil hat exceeds a p a  
concentration of 10 plan between the two rows of sheet piling. Soils 
will be Wen offsite for disposal in a TSCA/FCRA approved 
landfill. 

Construction of a sediment dewatering facility onsite. Following 
the excavation of contaminated onsite soil (remedial alternative 
9b), the resulting depression will be graded, compacted and lined 
according to the design criteria of Figure 13. 

Dredging of PCB contaminated sediment to PCB non-detect 
concentrations. ?his sediment will be pumped to the dewatering 
facility with final deposition in an offsite TSCA/FCRA approved 
landfill or disposal by other means protective of the environment 
and acceptable to the Department. The water will be treated, 
test&, and if clean, will be discharged to Ellicott Creek. 

conceptual design of alternative 9b for the remediation of 

Contaminated onsite soil and alternative 4b for the remediation of 

contaminated creek bank soil and creek sediment is illustrated in Figures 10 

to 13. The sheet piling installed during the implementation of the remedial 

program will remain permanently and serve as an erosion barrier. The outer 

sheet piling will form the creek bank at the site. 

EMluation of the Preferred Alternative 

Other than the preferred alternative, the various alternatives d i s a s s d  

in detail in the Feasibility Study report are not considered adequately 

pirateCtive of human health 'and the environment. Under those alternatives, 

unacceptable levels of ECB contaminated soil and sediment would remain owsite 

and could pose a long term threat to gmtmhater, surface water, and aquatic 

life in Ellicott Creek. LRaving contaminated soil in place also would result 

in deed restrictions on future property use. 

The preferred alternative has been evaluated against the following 

criteria: (1) cca~lpliance with ARARs, (2) reduction of toxicity, mbility, 

and/or volume, (3) short t e r m  impacts, (4) lang term effectiveness and 

-1  (5) impl-ility, (6) c=t, (7) -ty acceptance, and ( 8 )  



overall protection of human health and the environment. The pref&red ' 

alternative described above adequately cumplies with these criteria, although 

the cost is comparatively higher than other less protective alternatives. The 

cost of the alternative, however, is camparable to the cost of other site 
reations w i t h  similar levels of contamination and remediation 

ccanplexities. Other remsdiation alternatives fail to meet some of these 

criteria, such as compliarxle with ARARs, long term effectiveness and 

pesmanence, and overall protection of humn health and the environment. 

1. ComDliance with ARARs: PCB contaminated soil at the Colcrmlus 

WKbnon site wxld be removed to a cleanup level of 10 p p  and all PCB 

contaminated sediment would be removed from Ellicott Creek. The preferred 

alternative, therefore, complies adequately with chemical specific ARARs. 

2. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobilitv, andlor Volume: ?he preferred 

alternative requires that contaminated soil and sediment be disposed of in a 
TSCA/RCRA approved landfill. There would be no reduction in the toxicity and 
volume of the contaminants, although the site would be permanently rdated. 

Mobility would be effectively reduced due to disposal in a properly designed 

landfill. The incineration of contaminated soil and sediment would reduce 

toxicity, mobility, and volume, h t  would substantially hcrease the overall 

cost of the remediation. 

3. Short Term lhmcts: There would be scnne short term impacts 

associated with the excavation of PCB contaminated soil, the -1 of the 

existing IRM, and during dredging of sediment from Ellicott CYeek. Effective 

measures are available, hmever, to mitigate potential impacts. 

4. l3m Term Effectiveness and Pemmem=: The preferred alternative 

would be a pmnanent remedial action for the Columhs McKinnon site. After 

execution of the preferred alternative, the site would no longer remain a 

threat to human health and the environment. 

5 .  Imlementabilitv: The preferred alternative would be implen-entable, 

and would utilize camrcially available and reliable tedmologies. 

6. m: The estimated capital cost for implementation of the 

r-ed remedial. alternative is $2.9 million (Table 12) . lhis cost 



r- engineering and constsuction apemei required to implement all 

phases of the B e d  site remediation. Due to the necessary breakdm of 

costs by media (i.e., sediraent, creek bank, and soil) presented in Table 10, 

the sum of the irdividual alternatives incorporated in the preferred 

alternative is greater than the $2.9 million estimate. The lower cost for the 

averall recammded remedial approach for the site .results f m  the 

elimination of overlapping activities and duplicate cost elements from Table 

10, & as contractor mobilization fees, cost of construction access road for 

ea& remedial activity installation of a silt curtain for both creek bank 

excavation and sediment dredging and installation of sheet piling for both 

creek bank and on site soil excavations. 

7 .  CommunitV Amelstance: A public meting was held on August 27, 1992 

to discuss the proposed remedial action plan and answer questions. The public 

-ts period lasted froan August 20 to September 21, 1992 (See the 

Responsiveness Sumt.llary in Appenlix D) . Many of the public concerns focused on 
the potential impact of the site on nearby areas and potential short term 

problem ( i . e. , dust, noise, etc) during the implementation of the remedy. 

The preferrd alternative would remove all problem levels of contaminated soil 

and sediment, and after its execution, would elbinate the significant threat 

to human health and the environment, and substantially restore the site to - 
iffedisposal conditions. Adequate measures are available to prevent any short 

term risk during the construction period. Based on the public comments, it is 

concluded that the pmpos& remedial action plan is acceptable to the 

cQmunmity. 

8. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Ehvironment: Following 

execution of the preferred alternative, all contaminated soil and sediment 

that currently poses a risk to humn health and the ernrirofiment waild be 

removed froan the site. T h i s  alternative would be a permanent remedial action 

and timid be fully prateCtive of hman health and the environment. 
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FIGURES 

Study Area -tion Map 

Project Study Area Map 

Historical Boring Location Map 

On-Site Monitoring Well Lccations 

bxation of the Three Contamination Zones and IRM 

On-Site Soil Alternative No. 7 : Cross Section 

Close Pack Non-overlapping Ekmvation Method 

Close Pack Overlapping Excavation Method 

Extent of (3reek EM Sediments to be Remediated 

10. Plan View of Sheet Pile Cofferdam for &nova1 of IRM 

11. Plan View of Silt -in for Removal of IRM (Preferred Alternative) 

12. Plan View of I npmhents  for Sediment Dewatering and Trea-t . Also 

Shown is the Silt Curtain Required for Dredging Operations (Preferred 

Alternative) . 
13. Profile View of Sediment Dewatering and Treatment Facility (Preferred 

Alternative) 
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DATE 

81 1 5/83 

TABLE 1 

COLWBUS HcKlHHOH CORP. 

S W R Y  OF HISTORIC GROUND WATER mlNITDRING DATA (ug / l  ] 

SM[iED 1 PARAMETER 

AES 1 HD 
T V I I O  
PCBs 

I 

AES TVHD , 

TC E 
Tet rach loroet  hene 

Hethylene Ch lo r l de  

AES V lny l  Ch lo r l de  
Trans 1.2-DCE 

V iny l  Ch lo r i de  
Trans 1.2-DCE 

Viny l  Ch lo r i de  
I, I-DCE 

W 3 / DUPLICATE 

REFERENCES: 

I FIELD 
DIANK 

ND 
3 4 
N D 

15 
N D 
ND 
N D 

N D 
N D 

( I )  "Ground Water and Additional Sampl i n g  Program." repor t  prepared by Advanced Envirolanental Systems. I nc .  f o r  Columbus ~ c ~ i n n d n '  Corp. da ted  
December 1983. 

COCWENTS 

Tested f o r  113 organic 
Organ~c  p r i o r 1  t y  pol  l u t a r ~ t s  

Sample s p l i t  WI t h  NYSOlC 

No semi v o l a t l l e s  detec ted 

( 2 )  " W - 2  Groundwater Sample Spl i t  w i t h  the  DEC." repor t  prepared by Advanced Envi ron~nental  S y s t e ~ ~ ~ s .  I nc .  f o r  Colun~l,us HcKinnou Corp. dated 
February 18, 1985. 

(3 )  NYSDEC. December 1985; L e t t e r  t o  Hr .  John Dicky  from Mr. Peter Beuchi. NYSDEC. 

ND = Not Detected 

* = E a r t h  Dimensions, Inc .  ~ n s t a l l e d  Wel ls OW 1-83 and OW 2-83 on August 8 and 9. 1983. 



D a t e  

NOTES: 

TABLE 2 

COLUMBUS McKINNON CORP. 

HISTORIC CREEK SEDIMENT TOTAL PCB ANALYTICAL RESULTS 

D l  s t a n c e  ( L O C A T I O N  
f r o m  1 
Bank 
( f t )  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5 <O. 12 107 366 

* Sample C o l l e c t e d  between two l o c a t i o n s .  

( 1 )  "Groundwater and A d d i t i o n a l  Sampl i n g  Program" r e p o r t  prepared f o r  Columbus McK 
by Advanced Environmental  Systems, Inc . ,  December 1983. 

( 2 )  " E l l  i c o t t  Creek Sur face Sediment, Re-ana lys is  f o r  PCBs" r e p o r t  prepared f o r  Co 
McKinnon Corp. by  Advanced Environmental Systems, I n c . ,  J u l y  1986. 

nnon Corp. 

unlbus 



TABLE 3 

COLWBUS ClcKIHHOH CORP. 

H HISTORIC PCB CONCENTRATIW (mg/Kg) OF 'AT DEPTU CREEK SEDIMENT SAHPLES"' 

SAMPLE LOCATION 

DISTANCE FROM SHORE ( f t )  

DEPTH OF SAMPLE: 

0 - 0.5 ft below 
creek bottom 

0.5 - 1 f t  below 
creek bottom 

II And l ys i s performed by Advanced Envi ronmental Systems. 

1 - 1.5 f t  below 
creek bottom 

1.5 f t  - 2 . 0  ft below 
creek bottom 

11 indates dup l i ca te  analysis 

PCB 1260 
PCB 1254 
PCB 1242 

PC9 1260 
PCB 1254 
PCB 1242 

(1) This tab le  from "Depth o f  PCBs a t  Four Locations i n  E l l i c o t t  Creek." repor t  prepared by 
Advanced Envi r o m n t a l  Systems. Inc.  and Conestoga Rovers Associates. dated Ju ly  1985. 

PCB 1260 
PCB 1254 
PCB 1242 

PCB 1260 
PCB 1254 
PCB 1242 

3 

5 

<0.5 
0.9 (14)' 

<O. 6 

No 
Sample 

No 
Sampl e 

NO 

Sample 

3 

20 

BOL 
0.9 
BDL 

<O. 2 
4.9 
<O. 2 

BDL 
0.3 
BDL 

BDL 
0.02 
BDL 

4 

7 

1 .O 
16 

<l.O 

No 
Sampl e 

4 

17 

BDL 
0 1 
BGL 

BOL 
BOL 
BDL 

N o 
Sampl e 

NO 

Sampl e 

BOL 
BOL 
BDL 

BDL 
0.02 
BDL 



TABLE 4 

COLWBUS kKINNON CORPORATION 

S W Y  OF SOIL CONTAHIWT CHARACTERIZATION RESULTS FOR NORTH AREA 

NW8ER OF 
DEPTH OCCURREKESI ADJUSTED DRY WEIGHT BASIS"' 

INTERVAL NW8ER OF 
P W U E R  (FER AI(ALYSES Concentration Avera e 

Range conc.& 
( P P ~  (PP) 

Total PC~S"." 0-2 21/30 0.36 - 125 20 
4-8 913 1 0.32 - 16 1.5 

8-16 219 1.8 - 33"' 4.0 (0 .37)  

Chromi urn 0-2 10/10 6.5 - 300"' 65 (39)  
4-8 31/31 7.7 - 200") 32 (20) 

8-16 919 7.7 - 35 17 

Nickel 0-2 10110 9.3 - 96 36 
4-8 31/31 6.0 - 417"' 48 (27)  

8-16 919 12 - 38 23 

Lead 0-2 10110 16 - 1200"' 215 (105) 
4-8 31/31 4.8 - 1100'~' 75 (41) 

8-16 919 7 .3 - 90"' 19 (11) 

NOTES : - 
( 1 )  Includes both h i s t o r i c  and present RI  data 
( 2 )  Only Arochlor 1254 detected. 
(3 )  Out1 i e r  value 
(4)  Average computed without o u t l i e r  value i s  i n  parentheses. 
(5 )  Nondetections were averaged a t  the appl icable detect ion 1 irni t and dupl icate analyses were 

averaged p r i o r  t o  canputing the North Area Averages. 
(6 )  H is to r i c  data was reported on a d ry  weight basis; present R I  data was reported on a wet 

weight basis and recalculated t o  a dry weight basis using the  methods as described i n  
Section 6.3.1. 



II TABLE 4 CC6lt. 

II COLWBUS kKINHOH CORPORATION 

I/ SIRUIARY OF SOIL CONTAMINANT CHARACTERIZATION RESULTS FOR CENTRAL AREA 

(I) Includes both h i s t o r i c  and present RI data 
(2) Only Arochlor 1254 detected. 
(3) Out1 i e r  va lue 
(4) Average computed wi thout  o u t l i e r  va lue i s  i n  parentheses. 
( 5 )  Nondetections were averaged a t  the app l i cab le  de tec t i on  l i m i t  and d u p l i c a t e  analyses were 

averaged p r i o r  t o  computing the Cent ra l  Area Averages. 
(6) H i s t o r i c  data  was repor ted on a d ry  weight bas is :  present RI  da ta  was repor ted on a wet 

weight bas is  and reca lcu la ted t o  a d r y  weight bas is  using t h e  methods descr ibed in 
Sect ion 6.3.1. 

PARMETER 

Tota l  PCBS"." 

cadm~ urn"' 

chranr urn"' 

- 

n i cke l ' "  

~ead" '  

NOTES: - 

DEPTH 
INTERVAL 
(FEU)  

0-2 
2-4 
4-8 
8-16 

0-2 
2-4 
4-8 
8- 16 

0-2 
2-4 
4-8 
8-16 
- 

0-2 
2-4 
4 -8 
8-16 

0-2 
2-4 
4 -8 
8-16 

NWBER OF 
OCCURRENCES/ 

HUnaER OF 
AIUILYSES 

46/46 
21/21 
39/43 
3/15 

10/12 
314 

14/22 
3/17 

12/12 
4/4 

22/22 
17/17 

12/12 
4/4 

22/22 
17/17 

12/12 
4/4 

22/22 
16/17 

ADJUSTED DRY 

Concentrat ion 
Range 
ppa) 

0.22 - 2220"' 
0.17 - 934 
0.04 - 153 
0.30 - 5.0 

1.1 - 28 
5.6 - 31 
1.4 - 45 
1.0 - 2.3 
14 - 351 
29 - 154 
7.2 - 375 
4.4 - 18 
19 - 1038 
194 - 614 
15 - 925 
1 1  - 30 

19 - 6750"' 
35 - 2638 
5.9 - 2250 
5.2 - 233"' 

WEIGHT BASIS"' 

A v e r a y  
h c . '  " 

(PW) 

249 (205) 
155 
23 

0.52 

I0 
14 
7.7 
0.84 

139 
101 
98 
12 

310 
4 11 
250 
20 

1017 (496) 
1357 
434 

24 (11) 



TMLE 4 COTf. 

COLUMBUS HcKINNON CORPORATION 

S W R Y  OF SOIL COHTMIIW(T CHARACTERIZATION RESULTS FOR SOUTH AREA 

Total PCB~"-" 

Cadmi urn 

Chromi urn 

- 

Nickel 

Lead 

NOTES : - 
(1) Includes both h i s t o r i c  and present R I  data . 

(2)  Only Arochlor 1254 detected. 
(3) Out l ie r  value 
(4)  Average canputed without o u t l i e r  value i s  i n  parentheses. 
( 5 )  Nondetections were averaged a t  the appl icable detect ion l i m i t  and dupl icate analyses were 

averaged p r i o r  t o  computing the  South Area Averages. 
(6 )  H i s t o r i c  data was reported on a d r y  weight basis; present RI data was reported on a wet 

weight basis and recalcu lated t o  a d ry  weight basis  us ing the  methods as described i n  
Section 6.3.1. 

- - -  

DEPTH 
INTERVAL 

(FEET) 

0-2 
4-8 

8-16 

- -  

NUMBER OF 
OCCURRENCES1 

HWER OF 
ANALYSES 

18/21 
7/10 
1/11 

ADJUSTED DRY WEIGHT BASIS'" 

I 

Cancentrati on 
Range 
(PV) 

0.63 - 427"' 
0.45 - 4 .8  

NO - 28'=' 

Avera e 
Conc .(?S) 

(PP) 

51 (32) 
1.7 

2.7 (NO) 



TABLE 5 
COLUMBUS MCKINNON CORPORATION 

TONAWANDA FACILITY 
GROUND WATER SAMPLE RESULTS 

WW-4' 
IAY lBeO 

T O T A L  - 
<1.0 
~ 0 . 5  

<1 .o 
<1.0 
<1 .o 
<1 .o 
<1 .o 
<1 .o 

<1 .o 
4 . 0  
<4.0 
<5.0 

h 
I A Y  l e e O  

T O T A L  - 
2 

<0.5 

<1.0 
4 . 0  
c1.0 

<1.0 
<1.0 
<1 .o 

9 

50 
90 
150 

I A Y  1890 - 
TOTAL 
7 

<1.0 
<0.5 

<I .o 

4 . 0  
4 . 0  

4 . 0  
4 . 0  
<1.0 

4 . 0  

<5.0 
<4.0 
4 . 0  

N-3 
M A Y  1091 

I < 

I 
M Y  1880 

T O T A L  - 
<1.0 
~ 0 . 5  

<1.0 
<1.0 
<1 .o 

<l.O 
<I -0 
<1 .o 

1 
8 

<4.0 
20 

M Y  lW0 

T O T A L  

<1.0 
0.7 

<1.0 
<1.0 
<1 .o 
<I .o 
<1.0 
4 . 0  

<1 .o 
6 0  
<4.0 
4 . 0  

M A Y  1091 M A Y  1091 M A Y  - 

4 . 1  
c0.54 

7.98 
4 . 2  
co.70 

N A 
1.68 
4 . 2  

e5.0 
14 

<40 
22 - 

M A Y  - 

<1.1 
c0.55 

2.38 
4 . 2  
c0.70 

N A 
3.588 
<1.2 

4 . 0  
<I 0 
<40 
<3.0 - 

T O T A L  - 
40 

<0.5 

<1.0 
3 
3 
4 
1 
4 

8 

130 
410 
240 

VOLATILE 

ORGANICS (udl) 

Wethylene Chloride 
Chloroelhane 
1 , l  -Dichloroelhane 
:is- 1,2-Dlchloroethylene 
Tetrachloroelhylene 
rrlchloroethylene 

METALS (udl) 

Cadmium 
Chromlum 
Nickel 
Lead 
NOTE: 

1. Only those parameters are shown for which any value above laboratory detection limlts was found. 
c - Not detected at a concentration greater than the indicated method detection limit. 
NA - Not analyzed 
FF- Field Filtered 
8- Estimated detection limit due to blank contamination. 
J- Estimated value due to limitations identified during the quality control review. 

Field duplicate of MW-1 I for MAY 1990. 
' Field duplicate of MW-21 for MAY 1991. 



' p ~  ( u n i t s )  

Spec t f i c  Conduc t t v l t y  
(umhoslcm) 

Temperature (OC) 

Turbtdt  t y  (NTU) 

Vl sual Appearance 

Water Level  
( f t  below TOR) 

Free Product Level 

TABLE 5 ccnt. 

COLWBUS kKlHNON CORP . 
S W Y  OF FIELO MEASUREMENT WRIH6 GROUND WTER SAMPLING"' 

M 

Uay '90 

7.27 

565 

11.3 

,100 

Sheen 
noted: 
s t l t y  

6.50 

None 

. S 

Uay '91 

7.41 

410 

10.2 

3 7 

Color.  
s m  
f l o c  

6.75 

None 

M 

Ihy'90- 

6.85 

1300 

12.4 

50 

Clear  

5.51 

None 

I 

Hay '91 

7.06 

800 

11.7 

4.7 

Clear  

6.20 

None 

IIC 

May '90 

7.06 

1490 

11.6 

>loo 

S l l t y  

8.41 

None 

?S 

Uay '91 

7.23 

700 

12.6 

3 3 

Color,  
some 
f l o c  

8.92 

None 

n 

Uay '90 

6.87 

1275 

12 

3 4 

Clear  

8.05 

Hone 

21 

Uay '91 

7.54 

940 

17.3 

4 

Clear  

8.62 

None 

Mi 

Fay '90 

7.07 

1020 

9.6 

,100 

S l l t y  

6.05 

Hone 

k y  '91 

7.31 

650 

10.1 

15 

Clear 

6.40 

Hone 



Table 5A 

Lab Name: RECRA ENVIRONMENTAL, I N C .  Case No.: S H 9 9 1  SDG N o .  : 1 2 0 5  

M a t r i x :  Water D a t e  R e c e i v e d :  1 2 / 5 / 9 1  

Sample V o l :  900 m l *  D a t e  E x t r a c t e d :  1 2 / 6 / 9 1  

Co lumn: .  D B 6 0 8  f l l 8  D a t e  A n a l y z e d :  1 2 1 1 0 1 9 1  

Lab Sample I D :  SW 5555 D i l u t i o n  Factor: 1 . 0  

1 G  SAMPLE NO. 

COMPOUND 

ORGANOCHLORINE PESTICIDES/PCB'S ANALYSIS DATA SHEET 
METHOD 608 

CONCENTRATION U N I T S :  
u a / l  Q 

A 5 8 5 1 1  

F i n a l  v o l u m e  is 1.0 m l .  



PCB- 1254 

MFTALS (mdk 
Cadmium 
Chromium 
Nickel 

PCB - 1254 

METALS (m 
Cadmium 
Chromium 
Nickel iLead 
NOTE: 

TABLE 6 
COLUMBUS MCKINNON CORPORATION 

TONAWANDA FACILTY 
CREEK SEDIMENT SAMPLE RESULTS 

Creek Creek Creek Creek Creek Creek 
Sediment U l  Sedimenl U2 Sediment 13 Sedimenl Y4 Sedlmenl W5 Sediment Y6 

0.39 (0.83) 0.48 (1.0) 0.25 (0.53) ND (ND) 41 (87) 2.6 (5.5) 

0.7 (1.5) 0.8 (1.7) 0.8 (1.7) ND (ND) 1.4 (3.0) 1 (2.1) 

12 (26) 9 (19) 14 (30) 6.4 (14) 17 (36) 20 (43) 
11 (23) 8.9 (19) 11 (23) 5.3 (1 1) 26 (55) 17 (36) 

47 (100) 29 (62) 67 (143) 23 (49) 59 (126) 68 (145) 

Creek Creek Creek Creek Creek 

Sediment #7 Sediment #S Sediment Y9 Sedlmenl # 10 Sediment #I 1 ' 

9 (19) ND (ND) 9.3 (20) 1.5 (3.2) 0.27J (0.57) 

0.6 (1.3) 0 . a  (1.3) 2.4 (5.1) 0.7 (1.5) ND (ND) 

16 (34) 11 (23) 23 (49) 19 (40) 9.8 (21) 

20 (43) 9 (19) 23 (49) 14 (30) 7.2 (15) 

130 (277) 38 (81) 50 (106) 77 (164) 34 (72) 

1. Arochlor 1254 was the only PCB detected. Concentrations shown in parentheses are the adjusted dry 
2. Analytical Detection Limit weight concentrations that were calculated according to the 
ND - Not detected at a concentration greater procedure described in Section 6.3.3. 

than the indicated detection limit. 
Field duplicate of Creek Sediment #8 



Table 6A 
New York Sta te  Depar tmen t  of Environmental  Conservat ion 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: M r .  Abul Barkat 
FROM: D r .  Frances Yang -[- .( . 

SUBJECT: PCB's Analysis  of Sediment Samples from Columbus McKinnon S i t e  

DATE: December 18, 1991 

On December 13, 1991, two sediment samples t aken  from E l l i c o t t  Creek of 
Columbus McKinnon site, were submit ted  for PCB ' s a n a l y s i s .  

USEPA Methods 3550, 3620 and 8080 were used for t h e  a n a l y s i s ,  w i th  method 
d e t e c t i o n  l i m i t  of 0.5 ppm. 

Sample &signations: 

DX-47 a -  Sample taken  a t  mid-point o f  Rip-Rap 
DEC-48 - Sample taken a t  upstream end o f  Rip-Sap 

Resul t s :  

Sample Designation % Dry Weight Aroclor  1254 

DEC-47 45% 2.4 PPM 
DEC-48 35% 1.4 PPM 

vam 
cc: M r .  Pe t e r  B u e c h  



Table 7 
COLUMUUS McKINNON COW1. 

FWSlUlL l lY  STUDY 

KEMEDLAI. AI,WRNATIYES AND Tl lElR IWTEMUI .  ACTION-SPECIIIC A R 4 b  AND TUCs 

Rcquircmcnts 

TSC4 40 CFR 761.120-139 PCB Spill Ckanup Policy N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A IUC TDC 
(EPA dou consider ARAR) 

OSllA 29 CFR 1910 WorCen Enpged in Response A A A A A A A A A 
mbcu 

RCRA 40 CFR 2M.228 Surface Impoundmcnu: 6NYCRR 373-211 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
a a u r c  & Pat-Qaurc a r c  

RCRA 40 CFR 2M.258 Wute P i k  6NYCRR 373-212 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Closure & Pat-Qaurc R q m u  

RCRA 40 CFR 2M.301 & h n d f i k  6NYCRR 373-2.14 RA N/A N/A N/A N/A RA N/A N/A N/A 
2M.310(a)(b) Qocvrc & Pat-Qaurc a r c  

RCRA 40 CFR 2M.258 ' Subsurfae Monitoring Pqmts 6NYCRR 373-2.l4(c); N/A N/A N1.4 N/A N/A N1.4 RA N/A N/A 
( lmd Tn tmcn t )  373-2.qh) 

RCRA $CFR 264.111 Claure r q m u  l o  Minimize 6NYCRR 373-2.7(b) RA RA N/A A N/A A A NIA NIA 
Maintenance & f i g .  Contrdr 

IECEND. 
N/A Nol applicsblc or rclennt and appropriate l'cchnology-rpedfic 
A Appliablc 
RA Relcnnt and appmpriate 
TOC To  bc mnsidercd 



1 COLUMUUS McKINNON COKI'. 
FMSll l l l . I lY SI'UUY 

YAllYES AND ll 

InSilu 
Vitrifiualion, 
(Technology) 

N/A 

ON-Sile On-Site 
Dirpowl Dlrpoul I 

RCRA 40 CI'R 264.178 & Claurc ReqrnolDMn d all 6NYCRR 3712.7(c) 
Tank .I97 & residue Jquipmen~ 
,2811 a ?.s 
RCRA 40 CFR 264.221 & 251 Du & Opcr. P m .  f a  6NYCRR 3f12.1 l(b); 

Surf= Imp & Wutc Pikr Z12(b); 2.14(d) 

RCRA I CFR 264.373 T b c d  Trulmenl 6NYCRR 3f13.16 
Rquircmenu 

RCRA I CFR W D )  b n d  &n Rutricliav & Ston* 

R C M  264340-399 Pcrfonnance Sundldrrdr for 6NYCRR 373-3.1s; 
Sub* 0) l d n c n t o n  6NYCRR 219 

RCRA I CPR 264.230 Surface Impoundmenu/ 6NYCRR 3f1214(h-m) 

A RA' 

N/A N/A 

1 OK-Sitc D i l  I 
RCRA I CFR 264.191-195 Tank Slongc Dcrip Reqmu 6NYCRR m 2 . 1 0  

RCRA I CFR 264314 Noacootaincrired Uquid 
H.urdau wutc  May Nln k 
bndrIUcd 

, 
RCRA I CFR 761.70 lncincnlion d Liquid & 

Non-Uquid PCBs >SO ppm 

R C M  I CPR 264.171 & 172 Storas d RCRA l l ru rdow W u c  6 NYCRR 3733.9 
I (WU& ~cduction) Lud I ( t a d  & PCB 

LECENI* 
N/A Na appliabk or  ~ k n n l  and appmpri~tc Tu-hnokgy-rpcciTu 
A Appliublc 
RA R c h n ~  and appmprhc 
78C  To bc conridcrcd 



REMEULAL ALTL'RN 
I I I 

U CFR 3M3Y). Cadilion% Rquircd Bclorc Drcdlc 
40 CFR 2Y) and & RII u m A l l anbk  filcmrli= 
U USAGOE 403 

NESHAP 40 CPR 61 md Air E m W i  Standards NYS Air Ouidclinu lor 
Nat l  Ambicnl Air Qualily Sun- Conlrd d Todnr 
drrdr (Air Guide I) 

40 CPR 12241 D i ~ c  Mmitoring Rqmu W C R R  l%1SB/ 
(Uquid) to Crrck TOG 1b.l 

Tcmp.D i .  
NYs Rcdon.1 App. 

40 cmt 125.1 Ben M a ~ p m c n l  Pnccieu to 
Pm+ol Todc R c b  l o  
Surface Watcr 

40 CPR 4033 Diubqc  lo Lou1 POW/ 
Murc Comply w / W W  Pcnnit 

44 CFR 136.1 - Uw A p p d  Tcrt Mcthob & 
QA/QC for Mmitoling Emuen1 

Toddr). Tu l ing  
TI)G 13.2 

Alulfl*ll Delcrubiliy. 
1 1 .  TOG ac-w4 

49 CFR lb7.171 DOT Rukr lor 1i.urdoua 
Malcrirlr Tnnmon 

ISGEND 
N/A No( appliublc or rclcnnl md appmprialc Tcrhnololy~pccifu 
A Applurblc 
RA Rcknnc and appruprialc 

COLUMBUS MrKlNNON COW. 
FUSIUIL l lY  SI'UUY 

ION-SPECIFIC ARAb AND TBCr 

Excavah/l;tnr Dm4pflrr.1 
InSIlu 

ObSitc On-SLIc ON-Silt O,,-SII. Vl ldt i rr t lo l~ 

Volun1t 

Soil Wash Inc inm~c  



TABLE 8 
COLUMBUS MCKINNON 

POTENTIAL LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs 

Federal/State ARARs DescriptioNRequirements 

40 CFR 230, 30 USACOE Prohibit Discharge of Dredge in to  Wetland N/A 

CUA Sec. 404 50 CFR 35.1/Uil&rness Act 16 USC 1131 

6 NYCRR 662-665, A r t i c l e  Protection of Freshwater Wetlands 
24 Em. Conservation Law 
Freshwater Wetlands Act 

50 CFR 35 . l / W i  Lderness Preserve Wilderness Area N/A 

Act 16 USC 1131 ( i f  Classif ied a Wilderness Area) 

50 CFR 27/16 USC 668 Wi ld l i fe  Refuge Consi&rations/Actions N/A 

40 CFR 6.301/16 USC 661 Prohibit themeling or Diversion 8 Other N/A 
(Fish 8 Wildness) Stream Modifications, 40 CFR 6.302(e)/ 

Wild 8 Scenic Rivers 

40 CFR 6.302(e)/Uild 8 Avoid Act iv i t ies  that w i l l  Affect these N/A 

Scenic Rivers Rivers (Niagara River), 16 USC 1451 
Coastal Zon Management 

40 CFR 264.18(a) TSD of Hazardous Waste Prohibited wi th in  N/A 

200 feet of a Fault 

40 CFR 264.18(b) Design TSD Fac i l i t y  t o  Avoid Washout if RA 

wi th in 100-yr Flood Plain 

40 CFR 6 A w i x  A, Fish Actions wi th in Flood PLain/Lowland/FLat - A 

8 Wi ld l i f e  Act 16 USC 661 Minimize Potential Harm 

36 CFR Part 65 8 000; Action t o  Recwer and Preserve A r t i f ac t s  a t  N/A 

16 USC 469 8 470 Historic Property 

33 CFR Parts 320-330; Action t o  Conserve E-ered Species or N/A 

16 USC 661, 50 CFR 200 Threatened Species 

6 YYCRR Part 608, Use D is tu rbme of  Protected Streems 
and Protection o f  Waters, 
Uater Quality Cer t i f i ca t ion  

- 

C l e a n  Uater Act 
Section 404 

F i l l  i n  Waters i n  the United States A 

Clean Water Act Excavation i n  Navigable Waters 

Section 10, Rivers & 
Harbors . 

LEGEND 

N/A Not applicable or  relevant and appropriate 
A Applicable - 
RA Relevant 8nd appropriate 



40 CFR 264.94 
RCRA MCL 

Water 
40 CFR 14150 - 14151 
SDWA MCL 

CWA Water Quality Criteria 
(Human Health) F&W/F 

CWA Ambient Water Quality 
(Aquatic Life) Acute/Chronic 

40 CFR 761 PCB Spill Cleanup 
Policy 

40 CFR 50 National Ambient 
Air Quality Std 

- - -  

40 CFR 61 NESHAPS 

PCBs 

HYS CHEMICALSPECIFIC AMRr  
I I 
I L a d  I PCBs 

6NYCRR 7035 Ground Water Quali- 
ty Standards 

6 NYCRR 750-758 (SPDES) I I 

IONYCRR 5 MCL6 (Dept. of Health 
Drinking Water 

(25x l0 '~ )mg/~  
A 

N/A 

9 
COLUMBUS McKlNNON CORP. 

FEASIBILIIY SNDY 

POTEKIUL CHEMICALSPECIFIC A M &  AND TBCs 

(1x10~ wL) 
A 

6NYCRR 701 & 702 Ambient Water 
Quality Standards 

6NYCRR 256 & 257 Ambient Air 
Quality Stds. (Air Guide I)  

NYS Air Guidelines for Control 
of Toxins (Air Guide 1) 

- 
- 

Soil Clanup Criteria Dnf t  DEC 
TAGM 6/91 H,O/Soil 

NYSDEC Fsh and Wildlife Sediment 
Criteria Document 
Propased DEC TAGM (12/89) . 

Short-term 0.1 

ug/m3 
Annual 4 5 x 1 0 ~  
udm3 

- 
- .  

hltdium 

(") 
A 

FEDERAL CHEMICALSPECIFIC A M &  
r 

Soils/Sediments 

Air 

. 

(.WI mg/l) 
A 

m C  

N/A 

TBC (1 ppm) 

TBC 

= Not amilable 
" = The standard for Clas B waters is derived by the formula exp. (1.266[hardncss) - 4.661) 
F&W = Fish & Water Consumption 
F - Fish Consumption Only 
N/A = Not Applicable 
TDC = To Be Considered 
DL  = Detection Limit 
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- - 
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- 

- 
- 
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- 



TABLE 10 
SL'.MARY OF RE.MEDLU. UTERYAlIVES 

Capital Annual Present 
O&M"' Wurth 

Remedial Technology Description 

Environmental Medium - Cm 

No Action 

Extension of IRM 

Containment w/Rc-euncn t 
Fabric 

Excavation to Water Linc 
&hind Shcetpiling OffSite 
Disposal 

E m ~ t i 0 n  to Water Linc 
&hind Sheetpiling. Off-Sitc 
Inaneration 

Environmental Medium - Shd 
No Action 

Topsoil Covcr 

Gmhf Covcr 

Asphalt Covcr 

Synthetic/Soil Crrvct System 

EacMtioa Without Sheet- 
pain& Offsite 
Iacineratioo ol SoiL 

EacMdoad'Principlt 
Tbrrrt' Sods, Ofkite  
Incinedon of Soils 

Exzandoa With Sheetpiline 
Ofl-Sicc 
Incioention of Soils 

Creek bank remains with existing IELLI on G n m l  Arcr bank 0 S 5 1 
urd pomon of South Area bank 

Creek bank IRM is extended a m  South Arrr (80 feet) md 
Nonh Area (110 feet) 

-- - - 

Concrete-filled m t m c a t  fabric placed a m x  entire crcek 
bank 

Sheeting installed at top of bank and at water line; soils 
excavated and dispascd off-site. I IU I - 1 845  

Sheeting inscalled at top of bank and at water line; so& LLM 2 .  IF 
excavated and incinerated off-sitc 

Site r u n a h  with udsting remedial measures 0 65 74 
plastic sheeting om uu d highest coatmnhtioa 
.can daed by fencing 

Controls such as fencinc signs, nc am impkmmtcd U 6.9 90 

Site cowered with t o p d l  153 7 5  238 

Site covucd with qhlt to3 7.6 288 

Sok uhibiting PCB c o a c c n ~  >SO0 m%Kg aavattd 
and iacinenced otl~ite 1 uM 1 75 1 1 - 4 1  

& ~ V & O U  0f ~ ~ ~ t a m i a a c e d  sod& sheerpiling m b h h  at I ~G- I  - I 8 - 2 8  
building foundrfionr. RR embmhent, .nd top d creek 
b.nlc. Soils incinerated oR-sk 

NOTE: rrnrma 3&ycar 0- anm at 8% i n t e e  I 

(continued) 



COLUMBUS WcKINNON CORP. 
FEASIBIrn  r n P Y  

TABLE 10 (Cont'd) 
S Z ; M L W Y  OF REMEDIAL ALTI?RYATIVES 

I Cost (S 1000s) 

Present 
Wonh 

Remedial Technology 

Capital 

Description 

- 

Conrainmcnc - Synthetic 
Fabric/Ripnp 

Conuinmenf - 
Rnetment Fabric 

Annual 
o&M'" 

- 

R c m m  IRM. Hydraulic 
D d g c  All Study Area 
Sediments, Off4itc 
Dis~osal 

Enrironmcncrl Medium - S h d r  Area Soils (continued) 

Sediments covered by erosion coarrd fabric stabilized 

~/../riPmp 

Sediments awered by concrccc-filled rcwtment fabric 

S i t  cumin installed; IRM removed. P o ~ b l e  cumrfi-d 
pumps sediments to on-sicc impndmcnt  for deMcexing; 
h t c d  sediments hauled to rcnur: landtidl for d i i  

R e m  1RX Hydraulic 
D d g c  AU Study A s a  
Scdicnts, Off4itc 
Incineration . 

Ersrmtion of 'Principal 
Thrcat' Soils, Off4tc 
DirpoYl of Soils 

-bation With 
Sheetpihg Offsite 
D w l  of Soils 

SO9K 

LZV 

Remove IRM. Hydndic 
Dd~AUsNd.rm 
S e d i o .  OaSite Dirpaul 
in knpoundment 

Soils exhibiting PCB conccnUations >500 mg/Kg excabaced 
a d  dizpoc+d off-site. 

Excavatioa of conaminaced roils, shcctpilig stabilization at 
building foundations, RR embankment. and top of creek 
bank. Dkpxal of sods off-aitr 

7d 

-- 

LM 

138 

Silt autaio inrulled; IRM moved. Porubk cumrfiud 
pumps scdimenrs to on-dtc i m p a d m e a t  for deMteridg; 
h t c d  sediments hauled to off4tc inciaeration facility. 

EarGDtuncntal Medium - Stream Sediments 

No Action Sediments remain partially -red by creek bank IRV - 13 

~~ 

Tr 
Silt cu- Wad; IRM rcm& Porubk cumrhcad 
pumps sediments to ollritc impoundcourt for deMtcring and 
fioll cwPinment K farod to a~nPin ksr than 10 mg/kg 
PCBs 

93 

93 

363 

242 

L4M L4.V 



TABLE 11 

COLWBUS MCKINNON 

PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATE OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

ITEM/MATERIAL UNITS QUANTITY UNIT COST ESTIMATED COST 

A. CREEK BANK 

Remove IRI( Above Water Level 

S i l t  Curtain 

Stabi l ize u/ Sheetpiling 

T e n p  Fac i l i t ies /  General Construction 

Access Iaprovements 

Excavate Contaminated Soi ls  

Rent Boxes/Haul/Dispose 

Barge/Crane/Crcw Rental 

Decon Pad  Construction 

Remove/Replace Exist ing Fence 

I n s t a l l  Neu Fence 

Sheetpi l i n g  Backf i l l (Furnish, Haul, Grade) 

Ver i f i ca t ion  Sanples 

SUBTOTAL 

B. SOIL EXCAVATION 

Physical Soi l Testing LS 

Demolition (Office, O i l  Storage, Pad) LS 

Excavate Contaminated Soils CY 

Rent Boxes/t!aul/Dispose CY 

Barge/Crane/Crew Rental LS 

Roll-Off Box Repair EA 

Ver i f i ca t ion  Sanples EA 

Additional Soi l  Due t o  ve r i f i ca t i on  Sanples CY 

SUBTOTAL 

C. CONSTRUCTION IMPOUNDMENT 

1-t Back f i l l  (Furnish, Haul, Grade) CY 

Liner/Col lec t ion  System ( Ins ta l  led) LS 

Packaged WTP (Ftirnish, I n s t a l l )  LF 

SUBTOTAL 

D. DREDGING 

Ranove I W  Below Water Level 

'Hydraulic Dredge 

S i l t  Curtain 

WTP (*rite, Decomnission) 

R e n t  Boxes/Haul/Dispose 

Ver i f i ca t ion  Sanples 



TABLE 11 (CONTINUED) 

COLUMBUS MCKINNON 

PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATE OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

ITEM/HATERIAL UNITS QUANTITY UNIT COST ESTIMATED COST 

E. BACKFILL/COMR SYSTEM 

Furnish/Haul/Grade CY 9 $21.63 S 194.67 
Decarmission Decon Pad LS 1 %,100.00 %,100.00 
Topsoi l (Furnish, Haul, Grade) CY 590 $31.78 S18,750.20 
Seed and Mulch ACRES 0.37 $2,563.00 $948.31 
Synthetic Layers (Instal led) SF 15600 $3.28 S51,168.00 

SUBTOTAL S75,161.18 

TOTAL (A+B+C+O+E) $2,389,207.73 

ENGINEERING & CONTINGENCY a 35X (Not Incl. Disposal) %&,341 .46 

PROJECT TOTAL $2,873,549.19 
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ADMINIsIRYlTE RECORD 



Discussions, conclusions and Reccanmendations on Plant Site, February 1983 

Grom3mter and Additional Sampling Program December 1983 

Calculated -ding to Ellimtt Creek, Decmber 1984 

Ellicott Creek Surface Sediment AMlysis Report, February 1988 

C.M. Chain Site Investigation, July 1986 

Order on Consent, October 1989 

Work Plan (Final) for RI/FS, January 1990 

Interim Remedial Measure (IFM) Plan (Final) May 1990 

Health & Safety Plan, September 1990 

IRM Cumpletion Report, December 1990 

S a l  Investigation (RI) Report (Final) , June 1991 

Feasibility Study Report (Final) , June 1992 

Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) , August 1992 



APPENDIX D 

RESPONSIVENESS SUMMF;RY 



APPENDIX D - RESPONSrVENESS SUMMARY 

?he p b l i c  canrment period on the PRAP ran from August 20, 1992 to 

21, 1992. A public meeting w a s  held in August .27, 1992 to discuss 

the details of the PRAP and to answer questions and to gather amnnents from 

the interested citizens. This responsiveness sumnaq addresses the concerns 

and questions raised a t  the public meeting. No further comments w e r e  received 

after August 27, 1992. 

Q. Are there other contaminants besides PCBs? Haw does the remedy deal with 

other contaminants? Is there more of a tendency for other contaminants 

to m i g r a t e  from the site? Ea the metals move? 

A. O t h e r  contaminants besides PCB which have been detected a t  the s i t e  are 

lead, nickel d r o m i u m  and cadmium. These metals have been fourd in the 

soil  generally i n  the same locations where elevated levels of PCBs are 

present. Hawever, s h e  the proposed remedy w i l l  remove the PCB 

contaminated soil, other con taminants w i l l  also be removed. No 

significant concentrations of metals have been de- in the 

gmmdwater. By removing the source of contamination, the remedial 

prcgram w i l l  prevent future contaminant migration from the site. 

Q Did you mention earlier that the waste mterial w a s  used oil? Is the 

material being rerrroved from the s i t e  an oily substan=e? IXuing 

remediation w i l l  an oily film be created on the water that might float 

downstream and cause problems for boaters, etc? W i l l  there be a boaan or 

skinrming device placed on the surface to stop o i l  movement? 

A. Coll~mlms McKinnon has reported disposing about 270,000 gallons of used 

cutting o i l  from its plant operations in a s m a l l  area a t  the site. 

IXuing the historical and remedial investigations, some samples smeared 

w i t h  o i l  w e r e  found in a limited area above gmxdwater table. Since 

mst of the contaminated soi l  is above groundwater table, the possibility 

of any oily film on the gmundwater and its movement dawnstream is 

minimal. To date, no oily sheen has keen noticed in the creek water 



adjacent to the site. A bocrm or skinrming device w i l l  hcrwever,' & ' '  
considered i f  such problem is encountered during the remediation. 

Regarding the rest of Columkus McKinnon property, w e r e  other areas looked 

a t?  I f  used cutting o i l s  w e r e  used for dust control i n  the past, are 

there any additional possible areas where this w a s  done? D i d  you 

specifically ask Columbus McKinnon i f  they used o i l  fo r  dust control 

m e r e  else? 

A. Durirq the remedial investigation a l l  areas which could possibly be 

impacted from the  site were looked into including the Conrail property, 

the northem area of the Co1mh.s McKinnon property ard the Ell icott  

Creek sediments. 'Ihe data were used to define the extent of 

contamination. According to informtion available to the Department, the 

used cutting o i l  w a s  not used for dust control by Columbus McKinnon. 

Columbus McKinnon has no hodedge  of the use of o i l  f o r  dust control. 

Q. Are the other parking lo t s  gravelled or  paved? 

A. Ihe parking l o t  w e s t  of Ellicott Creek is gravelled. 

Q. What risks are associaw with properties near the plant? No ane ever 
notified nearby residents of this problem. 'Iheir realtor never told 

them. 'Ihey bought a house r ight  across the street from the C o l m k s  

MCKinnon parking lot. Is it confirmed that there is no contamination on 

the &her side of the creek? I f  contamination is going into the creek, 

how can you tell that it is not getting to the other bank? 

?he nearest residential Praperties are located ac=ross the Ellicott creek 

on the opposite bank from the site. ?he creek is about 115 feet  wide 

froan bank to bank along the site. The investigations have Mcated that 

the creek sediments have maximum contamination a t  the toe of the bank 

near the site ard it gradually decreases to insignificant levels a t  about 

40 feet  f m  the tap of the bank taward the center of the creek. ?he 

data indicate that the con- have not migrated to the apposite 

bank, ard thus residential properties ard areas on that bank are not 

impacted from the site. 



a' * .  ' 4  

' ' . Is there any way of testing the soil for these residents to ensure that 

they are safe? 

?he site investigation determined that contaminants have not migrated 

beyond the site study are.. Therefore, contamination from this site 

would not be present beyond the areas w e t t e d  for remediation in  this 

project. 

When the dredging is done, w i l l  a l l  equipment be in the parking lot? 

W i l l  the equipnent decrease their  property values? What w i l l  this do to 

the residents? 

It is anticipated that a l l  construction equipment w i l l  be removed from 

the area as soon as there is no further need. Likewise, the &wing 
equipnent w i l l  be removed shortly after the end of the dredging 

operation. A l l  work w i l l  be carried out under an approved Health and 

Safety Plan. No adverse long term impact on the residential proper t i s  

is anticipated. 

Did you test as far  damstream as the city garage? 

Testing of soil and sediments was carried out in a grid pattern until  no 

significant contamination was detected. Therefore, testing up to the ci ty  

garage was not considered necessary for characterization of the site and 

for determination of its impact on the off site. 

What are %mbientUg PCB levels? Is it one of those chemicals that you 

should e x p e c t  to find anywhere? 

PCBs are not naturally occurring chemicals 'in the environment. A l l  

isaaners of FCE3s are man-made chemicals. I n  a purely natural e n v i r o ~ t ,  

PCBs w i l l  not be present. 

Please -lain haw PCBs move once they are introCtuced into the 

environment. Would you expect to find PCBs in the creek sediments in 

other places along the creek. 



A. PCBs, once introduced into the environment can move through various &a& ' ' 

including dust particles, soil erosion, open channel o r  stream flow, 

surface stream water flow, etc. PCBs are not very soluble in groundwater, 

hawever, they can also move through groundwater in a limited way. It is 

possible that PCBs may be present in other places along the  creek f m  

other identified or  unidentified PCB disposal areas. . 

Q. - H a s  there been sampling of the creek water? Is it correct that you did 

- not aped a lo t  of mement of PCBs in the  groundwater? 

'Ihe creek water w a s  not analyzed considering the low volume of 

-ter flow from the site and its very high dilution r a t i o  with 

creek water. It is t rue  that a large volume of movement to the  creek 

through grourdwater was not expe&ed. 

What abaut a w i l d l i f e  or  a f ish  study? Was any done? Is it correct that 

all contamination is rmrw covered with g&extile ard no bottom feeding 

f i sh  can reach it or  chew on i t ?  Is there any concern that people 

fishing in Ell icott  Creek w i l l  catch fish with more PCBs? 

A fish study was considered during the Remedial Investigation/ 

Feasibility Study stage. The Remedial Investigation report's baseline 

environmental risk assessment concluded "PCB contaminated sediments may 

result in chronic taxici ty for  aquatic organisms ard the i r  predatorsn. 

Hmever, the remedial work proposed would remove PCBs from the aquatic 

environment thereby eliminating the risk. Therefore, a fish study w a s  

not amsidered necessary. 

What a b u t  vegetation in the  area? Does vegetation pick up the 

Contamination and w i l l  animals, such as deer, ge t  contaminated from 

eating the plants. 

The site is fenced which preclude access to wild animals. A l s o ,  the  site 

is devoid of any vegetation which would be consumed by animals. 

What w i l l  be done about dust particles that w i l l  be created during the 

d a t i o n  when you are dumping soil into the  truck. 



' 'A*" ?he contaminated soil will be containerized at the site before loading 

into the truck. During excavation and other related activities, dust 

cantrol measu~es, including watering, will be used to control any 

potential problem. In accordance with an approved Comrmrnity Air 
Monitoring Plan, air monitoring for volatile organic ampour& and 

partiailate levels at the perimeter of the site will .be conctucted during 

the construction activities. The Plan will include the protocols, 

actions, and responses reqUired to protect the Community in the event of 

an organic Mpor release and/or elevated levels of particulates due to 

the construction activities. 

What was the reason for moving soil across the creek for offsite disposal 

instead of containerizing it on the site? 

The construction specifications which will be prepared during the design 

phase, will provide detailed procedures for containerizing and offsite 
transport of the excavated materials. It is anticipated that the soil 

will be containerized at the site before its bansport to a staging area 

on the opposite bank for further transport to a final disposal site. 

Haw long will the actual remediation take? 

It is expeck3 that field work for the remediation will start during the 

surmrrer of 1993 and will be completed in 1994. 

Who will pay for the remediation? Will the state pay for it or will 

Columb~~ McKinnon? 

After the Ftecord of Decision (ROD) has becane final, the department plans 

to discuss design or remediation with the firm. Therefore, we are . . 
Optunustic that C o l w  McKinnon will implement the remedy and pay the 

necessary cost of it. 

Do you have any idea where the PCB soil will be taken? Are not you just 

creating another contamination problem sonewhere else, sametime in the 

future, by taking materials offsite? 



A. The mVIP requires all contaminated soil to be disposed in a TSCA)KCkA " 

Ianlfill, There are a nmkr of such facilities in the mtry. One 

nearest to the site is at Mdel City in Niagara County. These landfills 

are fully secured facilities especially designed for hazardous wastes. 

They are monitored continuously to preclude any problems. 

Q. Is your expectation and goal to have %on-detectu levels of PCBs? 

A. ?he PRAP requires nondetect levels of PCES in the creek sediments. The 

requiranent for soil is 1 parts per million (1 ppn) to a minimum depth of 

1 foot from grade and 10 PPM below that. 

Q. Will boat traffic be able to pass the site while remediation is going on? 

How much disruption of use of the creek should be expect&? 

A. The creek area which will be remediated extends about 45 feet f m  the 

bank, A silt screen will be installed along that alignment. Since the 

creek is over 115 feet wide, there will be sane inconvenience h t  no 

disqkion of boat traffic is anticipated. 

Q. Would you do the remediation during a non-recreational time such -as 

w i n t e r  or in early summer? 

A. T h i s  will be considered. However, any such limitation could adversely 

affect the time schedule for ccanpletion of the work. It may not be 

possible to do all remedial work in the wirrter or early spring. 

Q. What about noise? Do you expect a great noise level from the trucks and 

equipent? Will there be 24 hour operations, with noise at night? 

A. No work is anticipated to be done during the night. IXlring the day time 

there will be some noise level normal to general constsuction activity of 

any site, There will be same noise during the installation of sheet 

piling for a limited period of time. 



Q Does Colmhs McKinnon lease the building out nm, and are there 

businesses operating there? Do those people who are leasing and/or 

working in the building, lmm about the site? 

A. C o l W  McKinnon has informed us that part of the building is currently 

leased to same businesses. It is our UnderStanding that Colcrmbus 

I4&hnon has informed them of the site status. The contaminated area is, 

however, not leased and is currently under control of ColmcSxrs McKinnon 

and generally not accessible to tenants. 

Q Regarding transporting the soil away from the site, will the plan include 

emxyency contingencies from the route used to dispose of the soils, all 

the way to the location of disposal? 

A. The transpart of the contaminated soil will be done by authorized haulers 

d e r  the Federal/State protocols. The local authorities will be 

cansulted for routing the transport trucks. Eheqency contingencies 

shall be indicated in the transportation plan. 

Q. It would rrake a lot of residents happy if you would re-build the Remont 

Street hridge during the remediation. 

A. ReJxilding of the hridge is beyond the scope of the remediation plan. 

Q. When you are done w i t h  the remediation, will there be another public 

mt ing?  Will the residents receive any other notice? Will there be any 

A. There will be a number of mailings to the residents during this process. 

A fact sheet will be provided as soon as the RQD is signed. Another one 

w i l l  be provided at the start of the construction work, follawed by a few 

others indicating progress of hark and finalization of the program. In 

addition, if you or your neighbors have guestions, you can contact the 

NYSDEC project manager or Citizen Participation Specialist at our Buffalo 

office by calling (716) 851-7220. 
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