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Mr. Steven M. Scharf
New York State Department
of Environmental Conservation
Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation
50 Wolf Road
Albany, NY 12233-7010

Re: Lehigh Industrial Park (LIP) Site
Feasibility Evaluation (Tasks 7-9)

Dear Steve:

As you requested, Engineering-Science, Inc. (ES) is enclosing two copies of the above-
referenced report for your review. ES has revised the previous report (dated December

13, 1993) based on our recent telephone conversations with you and your letter dated
December 28, 1993. Per our previous discussion, the current Table 1.2 and Tabie 2.2 from
the initial Draft Report submittal are measuring the same quantities of above-grade
material (approximately 17,000 cubic yards (C.Y.). The volume of surface contamination
shown in Table 1.2 is one-half the volume shown in draft Table 2.2 because the excavation

depth had been modified from 2 feet to 1 foot based on discussions during our November
30, 1993 meeting.

Once again, thank you for being available and willing to discuss this feasibility study
report during its development. We look forward to working with you as this project goes
into the remedial design and construction phase.

Sincerely,
ENGINEERING-SCIENCE, INC.

. - 1 e

David B . Babcock, P.E.
Task Manager

DBB/tcc
Enclosures
cc: P.M. Petrone, ES

N.K Woklabaugh, £S
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SECTION 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 GENERAL

This Feasibility Study (FS) Report has been developed for the Lehigh Industrial
Park (LIP) site, a Class 2 inactive hazardous waste site located in the City of
Lackawanna. The study was performed by Engineering Science, Inc. (ES) for the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), under the State
Superfund Program.

1.2 BACKGROUND

The LIP site is a former automotive scrapping facility, located at 31 South Street in
the City of Lackawanna, Erie County, New York. The site occupies 9.1 acres of land

-and is bounded by South St. to the north, Buffalo Brake Beam Co. to the south,

Conrail and South Buffalo Railway right-of-way to the east, and a residential area on
the west. The shore of Lake Ere is approximately 1 mile to the west and Smokes

Creek is approximately 1000 ft. south of the southern border. Figure 1.1 shows the
site location with respect to major roads in Lackawanna.

A Site History Report (prepared by ES, dated September 1992) was developed for
the LIP site and presents detailed information on previous owners and operators, site
conditions and occurrences of spills and other mishaps. In summary, a deed search of
Lehigh Industrial Park revealed that in the early 1900's, the site was initially separated
into four parcels, and that these parcels were utilized independentty from one another
under different owners. They eventually became consolidated under a single owner in
1973. Though ownership has changed hands many times, aerial photographs dating
back to 1938 have revealed that the site has been used primarily as an automotive and
metal scrap yard through time. The last business to operate at the site was known as
Roblin Industries, Inc. (Robiin). Roblin filed for bankruptcy in 1985. Conversations
with past Roblin employees and review of documents on file with various public
agencies indicate that spills were commonplace, and some drums were received,
scrapped, and possibly buried under waste/soil piles. There are, however, no records
of drums on file with any of the agencies contacted. The Lehigh Industrial Park
purchased the site from the bankruptcy trustee of Roblin in 1988.

Large electrical transformers have been stored on the site, resuiting in PCB spills
being reported on two separate occasions. The easy accessibility to the site as well as
high concentrations of PCBs found in previous testing has been a concern to local
residents as well as local, state, and federal agencies. A thorough discussion and
presentation of the background documentation that was collected and reviewed is part
of ihe Site History Report.

Prior to NYSDEC involvement, the Erie County Department of Environmental
Planning (ECDEP) has been involved with environmental compliance issues at the LIP
site. In 1979, soil sampling was supervised by the ECDEP as part of a cleanup of a
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polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB)-laden oil spill from a leaking transformer. After
excavation of oil-stained soil was performed, Roblin was advised that no further action
was required on its part.

In 1988, after Roblin had gone bankrupt and the site was inactive, another PCB
spill occurred (near the location of the previous spiil), when hazardous waste disposai
workers were removing a transformer. Subsequent sampling confirmed that PCB-
contaminated soils were present again at the site.

EPA Region II visited the site in 1990 and collected additional samples. The LIP
site was designated as a Class 2 inactive hazardous waste site (hazardous waste that
constitutes a significant threat to the environment] in December, 1990. For the past
several years, the site has been plagued by vandalism, illegai dumping, and suspicious
fires.

A Preliminary Remedial Investigation (PRI) Report was developed for the LIP site
by ES under the state superfund program and submitted to the NYSDEC in January,
1993. The PRI was a broad investigation, the objectives of which were to confirm the
presence/absence of contamination at the site, determine its potential impact on
groundwater, determine the presence/absence of off-site migration via surface drainage,
determine subsurface stratigraphy and investigate the waste types present at the site.
Results of the PRI indicated that high levels of contamination, particularly PCBs, lead,
chromium, and cadmium were present at various iocations across the site. As a resuit,
additional studies to delineate the areas of contamination were approved by the
NYSDEC and were performed by ES in July, 1993. The Additional Studies Report
provided additional detailed information regarding the geographical and vertical extent
of contamination at the LIP site.

A Preliminary Risk Assessment (PRE) Report was also generated during the
investigative work at the LIP site. The PRE is included in this report as Appendix A
and is discussed in the next section.

1.3 PROJECT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

For this site, the goal of the FS is to identify and evaluate possible remediai
alternatives for the LIP site. This study forms the basis for the NYSDEC to prepare a
Proposed Remedial Action Plan and subsequently, a Record of Decision upon which
site remediation efforts will be based. The FS was performed in a manner consistent
with the objectives stated in Section 121 (Cleanup Standards) of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980. The primary
objective of the FS is to select a remediation alternative that provides cost-effective
protection of human health and environment. This is achieved by performing a
preliminary screening of remedial technologies followed by a detailed analysis of
remedial aiternatives. In the preliminary screening, the technologies selected for
detailed evaluation as alternatives are those most applicable to the LIP site (of all
possible remedial technologies available) based on two factors:

- the nature and extent of contamination at the site as described in the Remedial
Investigation (RI) Report (prepared by ES, dated Januvary 1993) and the
Additional Studies Addendum Report (prepared by ES, dated October 1993),
and
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- the effectiveness of the technology in reducing the environmental risks identified
in the Preliminary Risk Evaluation (PRE) Report (see Appendix A).

The PRE performed by ES, using the preliminary and supplemental investigative
data, resulted in two key conclusions. First, it was determined that the act of
controlling environmental impacts associated with PCBs, lead (Pb), cadmium (Cd), and
chromium (Cr) would control the potentially significant adverse impacts associated with
the LIP site. Second, the pathways of concern at the LIP site are limited to direct
human contact with waste materials/contaminated surface soils and potential inhalation
of dusts from those same materials. The groundwater pathway is not a concern,
because PCBs and metals are not found above background levels in shallow
groundwater at the on-site monitoring wells, and because groundwater is not used
locally. The surface water pathway also is not a concern, because contaminants have
not been found above local background levels in a swale east of the site that carries
intermittent storm water flows south to Smokes Creek. Impacts to terrestrial biota are
not a concern above and beyond the human heaith concems. A summary of ail
exposure pathways evaluated in the PRE is presented in Table 1.1. To address the
identified health risks at the LIP site, the NYSDEC and NYSDOH have established soil
clean-up objectives of 1 ppm PCBs in shallow soil 0 to 2 feet in depth, 10 ppm PCBs
in deep soil, 10 ppm cadmium, SO ppm chromium, and 500 ppm lead. Soil cleanup
objectives for cadmium, chromium, and lead apply to both shaliow and deep soils.

Therefore, the remedial action objective (RAO) for the Lehigh site is to prevent
human contact over the long term with above-grade waste materials and surface soils
having concentrations greater than ! ppm PCBs, 10 ppm cadmium, 50 ppm chromium,
or 500 ppm lead. Materials with contamination that exceeds these concentrations can
be categorized into five waste groups. Three waste groups exist above-grade: the Soil-
Covered Waste Pile, the Auto Fluff Pile, and the Scrap Metal Piles. Figure 1.2 shows
the property boundaries, building designations, and locations of the above-grade waste
piles. All of the contaminants of concern were found in significant concentrations
throughout all of these waste piles. The Soil-Covered Waste Piles consist of soil mixed
with large amounts of miscellaneous debris, primarity corroded scrap metal and auto
parts. The Auto Fluff piies consist of soil mixed with crushed or shredded plastics,
vinyl, glass, auto batteries and other auto parts. The Scrap Metal Piles consist of large
metal castings, metal structural shapes, and other miscellaneous metal, all in badly-
weathered condition.

The fourth waste group is the existing surface soil (the first 1 ft. of depth below
grade) that has become contaminated with metais and PCBs from site activities. Figure
1.3 indicates the contaminants of concern that exist at different shallow soil zone areas
across the LIP site. The fifth group is existing surface soil "hot spots" that have
become contaminated with PCBs at a concentration greater than 50 ppm. This soil is
considered toxic waste by law and must be removed from the site for proper disposal if
disturbed. Table 1.2 presents the approximate volumes associated with each waste
group.

DIE/SY279.08/0054 December 30, 1993
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TABLE 1.1
MATRIX OF POTENTIAL EXPOSURE PATHWAYS

LEHIGH INDUSTRIAL PARK SITE

LACKAWANNA, NEW YORK
Potentially Complete
Exposed Exposure Route, Medium Exposure
Population and Exposure Point Pathway Comment
Residents Ingestion of or dermal con- No The entire area surrounding the site
tact with downgradient relies on a municipal source.
groundwater in home
Residents Inhalation of volatiles from No The entire area surrounding the site
downgradient groundwater relies on a municipal source.
in home
Residents Ingestion of, or dermal No The site does not appear to have any
contact with surface water significant impact on perennial sur-
face water bodies. On-site surface
water is of a transient nature.
Residents Ingestion of, or dermal con- Yes Contaminants were detected in site
tact with surface soils and surface soils and waste. Access is
waste on site partially restricted by a fence.
Occasional trespassing occurs.
DIE/SY279.08/0052
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TABLE 1.1 (CONTINUED)

MATRIX OF POTENTIAL EXPOSURE PATHWAYS

LEHIGH INDUSTRIAL PARK SITE
LACKAWANNA, NEW YORK

Potentially
Exposed
Population

Complete
Exposure Route, Medium Exposure
and Exposure Point ~ Pathway

Comment

Residents

Inhalation of volatiles Yes
and dust at the site via
outdoor air

Trespassers may inhale dust contamin-
ated with PCBs and metals, although
dust meters indicated levels near back-
ground. Volatiles are not present at
soil concentrations likely to impact the
air pathway. PID readings above back-
ground were not observed except during
excavation. The prevailing wind blows
away from nearby residences.
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TABLE 1.2
Waste Group Volumes

Approximate

Waste Group Volume (Cubic Yard)®
Soil Covered Waste Pile 8000

Auto Fluff Pile 7100

Scrap Metal Piles 1800

Surface Contamination 9500

(to 1 ft. depth)

PCB Hot Spots 150

Total 26,000

() Approximate volume calculations rounded to 2 significant digits.

1.4 OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

As shown on Figure 1.2, Buildings 1, 1A, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 exist on the site. In
addition, there are heavy-duty concrete bunkers near Building 6. These structures will
be an impediment to construction activities. Since these buildings are structuraily
unsafe and deteriorated beyond recovery, costs for demolition of the above-grade
structure of these buildings are included in the remedial aiternatives that include
construction. Building 1 is an exception to the above description. It may have future
value and will be retained.

During the investigative efforts, abandoned 55-gallon drums and compressed gas
cylinders in poor condition were discovered periodicaily on the site. While the
presence of these objects creates an additional safety risk for construction activities, the
results of test pit excavations during the RI suggest that abandoned drums and cylinders
do not exist in great numbers. Engineering precautions will be taken during any future
construction activities to insure that the safety risk is minimized.

The shallow soils do contain some asbestos as reported in Section 4 of the
Preliminary RI Report (ES, January 1993). Construction activities that include
material movement will have dust control measures to keep asbestos particles from
becoming airborne.

The 100-year floodplain for Lake Erie and its tributaries was ecvaluated to
determine if any impact was predicted for the LIP site. According to the Flood
Insurance Study Report (Federal Emergency Management Agency, Januvary 1980), the
100-year flood will not reach the LIP site.

During the RI effort at the LIP site, many soil samples were analyzed for total
content of contaminants of concern. In addition, a single sample was taken from the
Soil-Covered Waste Piles and analyzed using the RCRA Toxicity Characteristic
Leaching Procedure (TCLP). The result of this sample was 18 mg/L of lead, which
exceeds the federal land disposal TCLP limit of S mg/L for lead. Material which has
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been characterized as failing the federal limits cannot normaily be disposed in an off-
site hazardous waste landfill until its leachability is reduced to the regulatory himits.
However, this single soil sample may not be representative of the materials within the
Soil-Covered Waste Piles. If the Remedial Action Objective can be satisfied, the
NYSDEC may allow the waste/soil to be remediated by containment on-site without
requiring treatment.
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SECTION 2
PRELIMINARY SCREENING OF TECHNOLOGIES

2.1 REMEDIAL TECHNOLOGIES AND PRELIMINARY
SCREENING

Table 2.1 lists the technologies that ES has identified and their applicability to the
LIP site. The only technologies that are needed to control impacts of direct contact and
future inhalation are technoiogies that provide covering or technologies for excavation
and disposal. The groundwater pathway for human exposure is not a concern, as
determined by the Preliminary Risk Evaluation previously discussed in Section 1.3.
Soils or solid wastes with PCB concentrations over S0 ppm can be disposed in an
approved TSCA disposal facility. Soils or solid wastes containing metals can be
covered in place or disposed at a municipal tand disposal facility if non-hazardous or
disposed at a RCRA disposat facility if hazardous (e.g. based on leach toxicity).
Treatment of soil or solid waste from the Lehigh site is not warranted based on cost
~ effectiveness. Costs to treat PCBs or any one of the metals can range from $100 to
' $500 per cubic yard. Total costs to treat PCBs and the three metals {cadmium,
/ chromium, and lead) would most likely exceed $500 per cubic yard. Conversely, the
/ remedial action objective can be met suitably at a lower price without treatment either
| by covering the soil and waste or by disposing of the soil and waste off-site at an
\ appropriate landfill.

Covering can be done with soil or with paving (concrete or asphalt-base) materials.
Because the objective is to minimize direct contact, these cover types are considered
effective over the long term and also easily impiementable. The choice between cover
types 1s primarily based on cost. For the LIP site, a 12-inch compacted soit cap would
be less costly than, for example, a 6-inch concrete or asphait cover even when long-
term maintenance costs (for grass mowing) are included. A soil thickness of 12 inches
is needed to reasonably prevent long-term exposure from occasional human use of the
site.

2.2 SITE SPECIFIC CONSIDERATIONS

The recycle potential for the Auto Fluff Pile and the Scrap Metal Piles was
assessed. ES contacted several materials recycling businesses and also several active
automotive scrap yards. Recycling service catalog listings were referenced. No one
questioned could identify an auto fluff recycler. Hurwitz Bros. of Lackawanna, NY, a
reputable local scrap metal recycler, visited the LIP site in October, 1993 and provided
an assessment of the scrap metat vaiue. Due to the grades of metal present and their
poor condition, the Scrap Metal Piles were determined to have negligible salvage value.
However, the existing rail spurs have been noted as having potential scrap value.

DJE/SY279.08/0054 December 30, 1993
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TABLE 2.1
TECHNOLOGY SCREENING

Response Type Technology Screening Comments

No Action None Retain for baseline comparison

Cover Soil Retain
(e.g. 12-inch thickness)

Concrete Not cost effective
(e.g. 6-inch thickness)

Bituminous Retain - effective away from soil piles
Excavation Backhoe and related Retain

equipment

from one portion and
place in a second portion
of the site

Treatment Thermal (PCBs) Will not meet objective
(ineffective for metals)

Dechlonnation (PCBs) Will not meet objective
(ineffective for metals)

Flushing or washing Will not meet objective
(ineffective for PCBs)

Stabilization (metals) Wil not meet objective
with binding agents {not proven effective for PCBs)

Material handling Solidification Not needed
Disposal On-Site Retain

Off-Site Landfill Retain

DJE/SY279.08/0054
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2.3 RESULTS OF PRELIMINARY SCREENING

For the technologies retained in Table 2.1, four alternatives can be developed that
merit evaluation.

Alternative 1: No Action is @ no-action alternative, presented only as a basis of
comparison for the other alternatives. The LIP site would remain as it currently exists,
with minimal controls to restrict human exposure to contamination.

Alternative 2: Fencing and Monitoring includes improvements to the LIP site fence
so that it completely surrounds the stte. In addition, long-term semi-annual inspections
would be included to assess the extent to which unauthorized entry is being limited. It
does not, however, include significant construction to directly reduce exposure to
contamination. Long-term groundwater monitoring would be included.

Alternative 3: Consolidation and Capping is a covering alternative where the
contaminated waste piles would be consolidated at the southern end of the site and the

surface soils that exceed clean-up objectives wouid either be inciuded in a consotidation
pile or covered in-place. All areas with contamination greater than clean-up levels
would receive a covering layer of compacted, low permeability soil. PCB surface soil
hot spots would be excavated and disposed off-site. Off-site contamination, both
above-grade and in surface soils, that is located adjacent to the site woutd be moved on-
site.  Long-term operations and maintenance activities would include periodic
groundwater monitoring and grass mowing. The fence would be improved to
completely surround the LIP site. After remediation, the northern portion of the site
may possibly be reusable for commercial or industriai appiications.

Alterative 4: Excavation and Off-Site Disposal is an off-site disposal alternative

where contaminated above-grade waste materials (inciuding those outside of the LIP
property boundaries) would be disposed off-site. PCB surface soil hot spots would be
excavated and disposed off-site. Surface soil with concentrations exceeding clean-up
objectives would be covered with a clean 12 inch compacted soit layer. Contaminated
surface soils (to 1 ft. depth) that exist outside of the LIP site boundaries would be
excavated and replaced by ctean fill. The removed (contaminated) surface soil would
be disposed off-site at an approved landfill. The fence would be repaired to totally
surround the LIP site. No site maintenance would be conducted. However, long-term
groundwater monitoring would be inciuded.
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SECTION 3
DETAILED ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

3.1 DESCRIPTION OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES
3.1.1 Alternative 1: No Action

In this alternative, no actions are impilemented. Therefore, all the current risks to
human health and the environment would remain unchanged from their current state.
Site trespassers might be exposed to PCBs andfor high concentrations of lead,
cadmium, or chromium.

3.1.2 Alternative 2: Fencing / Monitoring

In Alternative 2, there would be no modification of the site characteristics other
than the addition of chain-link fence to completely surround the site (approximately
1000 additional feet). The PCB hot spots and all of the waste piles would remain at
their current locations. To be effective, this alternative would require a commitment to
long-term monitoring. Periodic air and/or water monitoring requirements associated
with the continued presence of hazardous and toxic materials would be fulfilled by an
environmental monitoring program.

NYSDEC cannot mandate a deed restriction on contaminated property. However,
for this alternative and also for Alternatives 3 and 4, the NYSDEC will advise the
participants of any future deed transaction of the importance of a deed restriction for
maintaining the effectiveness of the remedial actions taken at the site.

NYSDEC requires that remedial actions which leave any hazardous wastes at the
site be reviewed no less than once every five years after completion of the remedial
action (NYSDEC , 1990). This review would be required in addition to any regularly
scheduled monitoring and operation and maintenance. The objective of the review
would be to evaluate if the impiemented remedy protects human heaith and the
environment, and to identify if any “permanent" remedy is available for the site at the
time of the review. Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 include this 5-year review. The cost for
performing this review was assumed to be negligible and was not inciuded in the cost
estimate for any alternative.

3.1.3 Alternative 3: Consolidation and Capping

In Altemative 3, the PCB hot spots (greater than 50 ppm) would be excavated and E
disposed off-site as hazardous waste. The above-grade contaminated waste/soil piles
(above NYSDEC/DOH clean-up levels) would be consolidated into a central pile.
Contaminated surface soils (to 1 ft. depth) that exist outside of the LIP site boundaries
would be excavated and replaced by clean fill. Some on-site contaminated surface soils
will also be excavated and replaced with clean fill. The recmoved {(contaminated)
surface soil, and any contaminated above-grade wastes that exist adjacent to the LIP
site boundaries, would be included in the on-site consolidation pile. Those areas
requiring cover but not associated with the consolidation pile would receive a 9 inch
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layer of compacted clean fill and a 3 inch layer of topsoil. Figure 3.1 shows a
conceptual plan of the completed Alternative 3.

The consolidation pile would have a 12 inch layer of either clean or contaminated
soil (ie: soil from contaminated off-site and on-site areas) that would function as a sub-
cap for structural stabilization, followed by a cap layer of 9 inches of compacted clean
fill and 3 inches of topsoil. The 24 inch total thickness is considered adequate to
provide strugtural stability. A final permeability of the cap would be approximately
10 to 10© cm/sec. The pile would have a footprint of approximately 300 ft. by
550 ft. and a maximum height across the top ridge of approximately 9.5 ft above the
existing grade. The slope on the sides of the pile would be approximately 6%. Planted
grass on the topsoil layer would prevent erosion.

The only site maintenance would consist of cutting the vegetation on the cover
three to four times each summer and noting any significant damage. The existing
perimeter fence would be repaired and additional fencing (approx. 1000 ft.) wouid be
installed to completely enclose the LIP site. Groundwater sampling and analysis would
be performed twice per year. The site would be evaluated again by the NYSDEC after
5 years to reassess the suitability of containment.

For off-site hauling, tractor-traiier dump trucks with an approximate capacity of 22
CY per truck are proposed for use in Alternatives 3 and 4. The beds of these trucks
are lined before loading and tightly covered after loading. The off-site disposal of

hazardous PCB wastes for Alternative 3 would require approximately 6 truck loads.

The implementability of the waste/soil consolidation in Alternative 3 and the final
cost of off-site disposal of waste/soil in Alternative 4 (to be discussed) depend on the
interpretation of available sotl sampie results and of New York State site remediation
and land disposal regulations. Per guidance provided by the NYSDEC, it is assumed
that the single RCRA TCLP result (that exceeds 5 mg/L) is not sufficient to prohibit
the use of an on-site containment aiternative. However, for the purposes of considering
off-site disposal "of waste/soil that exceeds the RCRA TCLP limit for lead, it is
assumed that treatment would be required to reduce leachability prior to disposal in an
off-site hazardous waste landfiil.

3.1.4 Alternative 4: Excavation and Off-Site Disposal

The remediation of hazardous PCB waste (greater than S0 ppm) would be
performed as described for Alternative 3.

Off-site contaminated surface soils (above clean-up levels) would be disposed off-
site as hazardous waste, but on-site contaminated surface soils would be covered in-
place. However, instead of including the above-grade hazardous and non-hazardous
waste/soil (above NYSDEC/DOH clean-up levels) under the soil cap, it would be
characterized, transported and disposed of in accordance with NYS Solid Waste
Management Facility Regulations. Excavated hazardous waste that fails TCLP for
metals (i.e. lead) would be treated, if necessary, to <5 mg/L in TCLP or EP Toxicity
Test leachaie by an ex-situ process (soil washing is assumed) prior to disposai in a
RCRA hazardous waste landfill. Air monitoring during remediation, grass planting for
erosion control, and controi of storm water run-off during remediation would foilow
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the procedures in Alternative 3. Figure 3.2 shows a conceptual plan of the completed
Alternative 4. (with the above-grade piles removed).

In the Soil-Covered Waste Pile, it is assumed, conservatively, that there are an

estimated 6,000 CY of soil/waste (approximately 75% of the total volume of the pile}
that exceeds the TCLP limit of 5 mg/L for lead based on the result of one TCLP test.
This test result has been assumed to be representative of the majority of the waste pile.
It is assumed that there is no TCLP contaminant problem in the Auto Fluff Pile. No
TCLP data for the Auto Fluff Pile was generated during the RI.

The off-site disposal of hazardous PCB and lead wastes for Alternative 4 would
require approximately 300 truck loads. The off-site disposai of waste/soil exceeding
NYSDEC/DOH clean-up levels is estimated to require an additional 500 truck loads.

A soil cover (nine inches of compacted ciean fill and three inches of topsoil) would
be used for covering surface soil contamination left in-place at the LIP site. The cover
would have a final permeability of approximately 10 to 100 cm/sec. The cover
would be seeded to prevent erosion. No site maintenance would be conducted.
Groundwater sampling and analysis would be performed twice per year. The site
would be revisited by the NYSDEC every 5 years.

Additional fencing (approx. 1000 ft.) wouid be instailed to compietely enciose the
LIP site.
3.2 SITE-SPECIFIC EVALUATION CRITERIA

During the detailed analysis of alternatives, each of the four seiected aiternatives
was assessed against the evaluation criteria described in NYSDEC Technical and
Guidance Memorandum (TAGM) #HWR-90-4030 (NYSDEC, 1990) and USEPA
feasibility study guidance (USEPA, 1988). The criteria include:

- the Remedial Action Objective (RAQ);

- Compliance with applicable Standards, Criteria, and Guidelines (SCGs);
+ Short-term risk;

- Long-term effectiveness and permanence;

- Toxicity, mobility, and volume of contamination;

+ Implementability;

- Protection of human health and environment; and

+ Cost.

The following is a brief discussion of each criterion as it was interpreted with respect to
the specific circumstances of the LIP site.

The Remedial Action Objective (RAO) to be satisfied by each alternative is to
eliminate direct human contact (dermal, ingestion) and potential inhalation of
contaminated above-grade wastes and surface soiis.
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Compliance with applicable Standards, Criteria, and Guidelines (SCGs) was
evaluated in three parts. Chemical-specific SCGs, following the soil clean-up levelis as
established by the NYSDEC and the New York State Department of Health
(NYSDOH), are presented are in Table 3.1.

TABLE 3.1
NYSDEC / NYSDOH-ESTABLISHED SOIL CLEAN-UP LEVELS

Contaminant Surface Soil Subsurface Soit
(mg/L) (mg/L)

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) 1 10
Lead (Pb) 500 500
Cadmium (Cd) 10 10
Chromium (Cr) 50 50

Other chemical-specific SCGs include federal ambient air quality standards, federal
emission standards for hazardous air pollutants, and NYSDEC ambient air guidelines.
NYSDEC groundwater quality standards were dropped from further consideration
based on the results of the Preliminary Risk Evaluation. The action-specific SCGs
identifted as being applicable were USEPA TSCA requirements for soils with PCBs
greater than 50 ppm, USEPA TSCA requirements for asbestos handiing, RCRA and
NYSDEC. Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs) for metals, NYSDEC / NYSDOH-
established soil clean-up levels, and NYSDEC storm water run-off requirements for
construction activities. There are no additional action-specific local regulations. As a
construction project, the remediation of the LIP site may require approval from the
City of Lackawanna Planning Board. There are no location-specific SCGs.

This evaluation also examined the risk of short-term pollutant exposure, physical
injury and damage to site workers, community residents, community structures, and the
greater environment during the implementation of each alternative. The assessment of
long-term effectiveness and permanence included the “durability” of actions to block
pollutant pathways and the minimization of monitoring requirements. The evaluation
of toxicity, mobility, and volume was based on the degree to which PCBs, lead (Pb),
cadmium (Cd), and chromium (Cr) were contained, treated, or removed from the site.
Implementability was addressed based on the difficulty of applying the alternative to the
site. Technical constraints, included existing structures, nearby tesidences, and street
access. Administrative considerations included the complexity of land use restrictions
(if implemented) and long-term monitoring obligations. Protection of human health
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and environment was assessed based on the overall effectiveness of the alternative to
block pathways of human exposure to the contamiaation.

A preliminary construction cost estimate was prepared for each alternative. The
estimate is accurate within - 30% to + 50% for the assumptions provided in the
discussion of each alternative.

3.3 CRITERIA EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

Each of the three alternatives, as described in the previous section, was evaluated
using the site-specific criteria presented in Section 3.2. The results of the evaluations
are presented in Sections 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.3.3, and 3.3.4. A summary of each
alternative with results from the evaluation of each criterion is presented in Tabie 3.2.

3.3.1 Alternative 1: No Action

For Alternative 1, the remedial action objective is not satisfied. The risk of human
exposure via trespassing is facilitated by an incompiete fence and contamination located
above-grade or on the surface that can be contacted directly. In the foreseeable future,
there is the potential for contaminated waste to become exposed by erosion over time
and then become airborne, creating a nsk to nearby residents.

Most SCGs would be not be satisfied by Alternative 1. While the remedial
investigation performed at the LIP site showed that chemical-specific standards for
groundwater and ambient air are currently met, none of the NYSDEC / NYSDOH soil
clean-up levels are achieved. Since there would be no excavation, hazardous waste
would remain at its current focation and action-specific SCGs would not be invoked.

Since there would be no site work, the evaluation of short-term risk does not
apply.

Alternative 1 would not represent a permanent sotution. The hazardous materiais
remaining at the site would pose a long-term risk to trespassers or future users. There
may be containers of hazardous substances buried in the waste piles that might become
exposed in the future or leak and cause further contamination. The potential for future
air contamination due to wind erosion exists. Without cover, the existing surface is
expected to erode over time.

The toxicity and volume of the contaminated waste and soil would be unchanged.
Based on the lack of significant PCB and metals concentrations in the groundwater, the
contaminants of concern have a very low matrix mobility at the site as it currently
exists. However, human contact with surface materials can still occur. Pathway
mobility via direct human contact is not reduced.

Implementability is not applicable since there would be no action to implement.
Protection of human health would not be achieved. There are no costs associated with
the implementation of Alternative 1.

DIE/SY279.08/0054 December 30, 1993
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TABLE 3.2

LEHIGH INDUSTRIAL PARK

ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION SUMMARY

Criteria

1 — No Action

2 — Fencing and Monitoring

3 — Consolidation and Capping

4 — Excavation and Off--site Disposal

Compliance with SCGs

Satisfy the Remedial Action
Objective
Shart— and Long—term Impacts

and Effectiveness

Reduction of Taxicity, Mobility,
or Volume

Technical Implementability

Administrative Implementability

Protection of Human Health
and Environment

Apprax. Present Worth Cost

No

No

Existing risks would
continue long—term

No change

Nothing to implement

Nothing to implement

No protection beyond
existing conditions

None

Clean—up levels not met

Partially

Reduced but continued access.
Continued erosion. Negligable
short—term impacts.

No change

Easily implementable

Deed restriction may be difficult.

Existing exposure would continue.

$ 100 thousand

Comphiant

Yes

Direct contact reduced significantly.
Possible beneficial reuse of northern
portion of site.

Reduced mobility.

Implementable

Deed restriction may be difficult.

Direct contact exposure is controlled.

$800 thousand (1)

Compliant

Yes

Direct contact reduced significantly.
Possibie beneficial reuse of northern

portion of site.

Reduced mobility.

Implementable (Pb reatment may be
difficult.
Deed restriction may be difficult.

Direct contact exposure is controlled.

$8 million (2)

(1): Assumes no treatment of waste/soil for lead.

(2): Assumes soil washing treatment of 6020 CY of waste/soil followed by disposal in a hazardous waste landfill.



3.3.2 Alternative 2: Fencing and Monitoring

For Alternative 2, the remedial action objective wouid be satisfied only for the
short-term. In the foreseeabie future, there wouid be the potential for contaminated
waste to become exposed by erosion over time and then become airborne, creating a
risk to nearby residents. In addition, despite physicai and legal barriers, the risk still
exists for human exposure via trespassing or unsafe access by a future user of the

property.

Most SCGs would not be satisfied by Alternative 2. The remedial investigation
performed at the LIP site showed that chemical-specific standards for groundwater and
ambient air are currently met. Any RCRA or TSCA requirements for monitoring
would be fulfilled by the environmental monitoring program. However, soil clean-up
levels for PCBs, Pb, Cd, and Cr would not be met. Since there would be no
excavation, hazardous waste would remain on-site and action-specific SCGs would not
be invoked.

The risk of injury or damage associated with fence modification would be
negligible. There would be a minor reduction in risk of contaminant exposure to a
trespasser. There would be no immediate change in risk to the general community,
compared with existing conditions.

Alternative 2 would not represent a permanent solution. The hazardous materiais
remaining at the site would pose a tong-term risk to trespassers or future users. There
may be containers of hazardous substances buried in the waste piles that might leak in
the future and cause further contamination. The potential for future air contamination
due to wind erosion exists. Without cover, the existing surface is expected to degrade
over time. In addition, a future user might excavate in a restricted area and spread
contamination to new areas. According to the City of Lackawanna, the 1990 tax
assessment value of the LIP site was $98,100 ($10,400/acre). It is assumed that the
proposed access restriction would reduce the value of the site property.

The toxicity and volume of the contaminated waste and soil would be unchanged.
Based on the lack of significant PCB and metals concentrations in the groundwater, the
contaminants of concern have a very low matrix mobility at the site as it currently
exists. However, human contact with surface materials can still occur. Pathway
mobility via direct human contact would be reduced by fencing only.

Technical aspects of this alternative would be easily implementable.
Implementability of long-term access restriction might be difficuit.

Protection of human health would not be firmly achieved. Exposure prevention
would depend solely on the effectiveness of the fence, signs, and land use restrictions
to prevent access. Risk of contamination to the environment was determined in the RI
as lower than the risk of human exposure.

The total present-worth cost to implement Alternative 2 is estimated to be
$118,000. A detailed breakdown of the cost components is presented in Table 3.3
based on the assumption that an additional 1000 ft. of fencing would be sufficient to
create a continuous fence-line around all contaminated waste and soil associated with
the LIP site. No other site work would be required for Alternative 2. For the
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TABLE 3.3

LEHIGH INDUSTRIAL PARK FEASIBILITY EVALUATION

l Construction Cost Estimate for Alternative 2
Fencing and Monitoring
CAP{TAL COSTS
B ¥ ~ e Source of
item i Description Unit Quantity Unk Cost Totai Cost!] Unk Comt ...
| MOBILIZATION/DEMOBIUZATION
EquipmentMob/Demob (van, toals, trailen LS 1 $500 $500 ES Experience
Bond (none & Insurance LS 1 $1,500 $1,300 ES Experience
| Subtotal $2,000
|
! I SITE WORK ﬂ
| Instal add’l chain dnk fence (8' high, galv. steel) F 1,000 $14.73 $14,750} Moans
\ Corner posts EA 8 $88 $580 Means
Braces EA 10 £33 $350 Means
) ! i Subtotal 515.8&)1
. SUBTOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $17,700
‘ Performance Bond (none) $0
Engineering (none) 0.0% $0|
(for design & construction mgmy
: Contingency 10% $1,770:
i i
. L JOTAL ESTIMATED CAPITAL COSTS I T - £18.000)
] 8Saurce of
! Description _Unk - Quantity Unit Cost Totdl Costl Unk Cost. .
i H GROUNDWATER & SURFACE WATER MONITORING Round 2 $2,730 $5,460 Vendor, ES
i’ (5 GW & 2SW samples/round @ $180/sampie for PCBa and
TCLP metals (nodeach): 14 houm @ $105/hour for sample crew
l ! Including travel expenses and CDCs)
,& i SITE MAINTENANCE LS 3 $1,00¢ $1,000i ES Experience
Y {fence repair, erosion repair, stc ) :
, W SECURITY INSPECTION 12 s80 $8801  Vendor, ES
(1 report/month, 4 he /report
W ANNUAL DATA REVIEW & REPORTING, Hrs 40 $70 $2,800] ES Experience
i ADMINISTRATION
4 ] TOTAL ESTIMATED ANNUAL O & M COSTS s . $10,220 ]
! ALTERNATIVE 2 ESTIMATED O & M PRESENT : (PwxPc & 843xPoem) - L ¢ $98,000
(sased ona 30 year lite at 10% Interest) : . . e
ALTERNATIVE 2 ESTIMATED CAPITALCOSYS - © - : . $19,000]
|
ALTERNATIVE 2. TOTAL ESTIMATED PRESENT WORTH =~ . ° - o - $115,000
. mbt/ehigh/at2
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purpose of converting annual costs to a present worth cost, a 30-year life cycle is
assumed (for all alternatives).

3.3.3 Alternative 3: Consolidation and Capping

The remedial action objective would be satisfied under this aiternative because the
risk for trespassers to be exposed to hazardous contamination by the direct contact
pathway would not exist. The risk of a future user causing on-site exposure of
personnel or spread of contaminants by excavating in a restricted area would be
significantly reduced (compared to Alternatives 1 and 2) because the most concentrated
PCB wastes would be removed, and the surface of the site would be covered.
However, the risk might still exist, only if access restrictions negotiated between the
NYSDEC and a future property owner fail to prevent future subsurface excavations
below the cover.

SCGs would be satisfied by Alternative 3. The remedial investigation performed
at the LIP site showed that chemical-specific standards for groundwater and ambient air
are currently met.  Excavated hazardous PCB waste would be characterized,
transported and disposed of in accordance with regulations under RCRA, TSCA and 6
NYCRR Part 373. During excavation, ambient air quality would be monitored for
PCBs, metals of concern, and asbestos in accordance with NY and federal air quality
standards. Storm water run-off during the implementation of the alternative wouid be

monitored in compliance with the NYSDEC general storm water permit for
construction activities.

The short-term risk of injury or damage associated with construction and
demolition activities would be low, provided that safe procedures are impiemented. If
a gas cylinder or pressurized drum is discovered at the site, it would need to be
unearthed to minimize the potential for causing an accident or release during
excavation, or a tractor-trailer accident during shipment of hazardous PCB waste/soil
off-site. Health and safety measures such as careful excavation, contingency plans for
drum or gas cylinder discovery, and road use planning would be used to control the site
work risks. Also, the risk of creating airborne asbestos fibers during earth work has
been addressed in this alternative by including dust suppression measures and the use of
a contractor trained for asbestos handling and dust controi.

Once implemented, the long-term effectiveness of Alternative 3 for blocking
exposure pathways would be much greater than for Alternatives 1 and 2. However,
since non-hazardous contamination remains at the site, Alternative 3 wouid not be a
permanent solution. A long-term risk to future users would still exist if future
construction activities are undertaken in the covered area. If an access restriction is
imposed, some loss of value to the site property may occur.

The mobility of on-site hazardous PCB waste would be reduced by off-site
disposal. The toxicity and volume of the remaining sub-surface and above-grade
contaminated waste and soit would be unchanged with respect to treatment. However,
the volume of PCB waste would be reduced with respect to the LIP site. Based on the
RI, the confaminants of concern have a very low matrix mobility at the site as it
currently exists. Pathway mobility of sub-surface and above-grade contaminated waste
would be reduced by the instailation of a soil cover.

DJE/SY279.08/0054 December 30, 1993
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Most technical aspects of this aiternative would be easily implementable.
However, the implementability or enforcement of the access restriction by the
NYSDEC may be difficult. The reliability of the access restriction would be slightly
less important due to the absence of the PCB wastes.

Protection of human health would be achieved. Direct contact would be blocked
by the soil cap. Inhalation risk via wind erosion of exposed contamination would be
negated. The risk of contamination to the environment was determined in the RI as
lower than the risk of human exposure. Some potential for exposure or spread of
contamination during site work exists, but this exposure would be minimized by the use
of engineering controls included in the aiternative. Future land use would be restricted.

The total present-worth cost to implement Alternative 3 1s estimated to be
$774,000. A detailed breakdown of the cost components is presented in Table 3.4.
The following is a list of assumptions that are common to the cost estimates developed
for Alternatives 3 and 4.

+ The waste/soil density is estimated to be 2 tons per cubic yard (CY).

- A contractor with hazardous waste and asbestos removal certification would be
required for the site work. The total costs for site work (shown in Sections III,
IV, V, and VI of Table 3.4 [hauling and disposal excluded]) are increased by
15% over standard construction rates presented in Means cost estimating

manuals. The amount of material actuailly requiring asbestos removal
techniques would be negligible.

- The use of dust masks by all on-site remediation workers would not increase the
construction costs above standard rates.

- On-site stabilization of waste/soil to prevent leaching of metals would not be
required.

- Any above-grade waste/soil that does not exceed NYSDEC/DOH clean-up
levels would be left in place if it does not interfere with cap instatlation.

- Six on-site buildings that are not salvageable would be leveled for site safety
reasons.

+ There are no recyclable materials of value in either the Soil-Covered Waste Pile
or the Auto Fluff Pile.

The following assumptions are specific to Alternative 3.

- All above-grade waste/soil and some surface soil that exceeds
NYSDEC/NYSDOH-estabhshed clean-up levels would be consolidated into a
low, wide pile and capped.

- If bituminous asphalt (ie: three-inch wearing course over a three-inch binder
course, covering 7,100 square yards) is used in the north, less-contaminated
region of the site, the cost of Alternative 3 would increase by approximately
$49,000.
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l TABLE 3.4
LEHIGH INDUSTRIAL PARK FEASIBILITY EVALUATION
Construction Cost Estimate for Alternative 3
Excavate Hazardous PCB and Lead Wastes, Dispose off -site
Consolidate Non—-Hazardous Waste, Cap Remaining Waste
and Surface Contam. with Soil
CAPITAL COSTS
oo T I Bource of
__itam Description unit_ Quantiy Unkt Cost: - TotaiComi . untCost |
| MOBILIZATION / DEMOBILIZATION
Equipment Mob / Decon / Demob: (dozer, f.e. loader, viD. roller, racter LS t $4,000 $4,000 Means
soeder, cumptruck, street sweeper)
H&S Plane LS 1 $25,000 $25,000 ES Expetience
Permits, {8.g. discharge, wetiand, storm water, etc.) L8 1 $25,000 SZS,WI ES Experisace
' | Subtotal $54,000
l . I GENERAL SITE PREPARATION
Decontamination Pad: 20'x 20' concrets pad with sump andé’ ts ] $14,700 $14,700 ES Experisnce
fglase sidewals, $35.00 /SF & 1500 galtank
Decontamination Traler Rental Month 3 $5,000 $15,000] ES, Vender
{sized for 10 man crew with showers, kockers, tolist, etc.)
Stte Topo & Record Survey Cays 10 $800 $8,000 ES Experience
(assumea2-mencrew, 1 day/wk for 10 wks)
Temporary Security Fence LS 1 $3,000 $3,000 Means
{1,000’ orange plastic netting @ $3/M
Health & Safety Disposal, Level 'C* Month 3 $1,500 $4 800(  ES Experience
' ' (resprators, gloves, boots, eye glasses, tyveks) |
b Utiiities Instalation Ls 1 $10,000 $10,000 ES Experignce
i (power & water to trallers)
Electricity for traliers KWH 7.000 $0.10 §700 ES Expetisnce
(@100 kwh/day for 7C days)
Water for dust control, decon. & sanitation @ 13 vons/day Jons 850 $10 $6,300 ES Experience
Laborer for Oust Suppression System Oays 50 $250 $12,500 ES Experience
Office Supplies, Telephone Charges Months 3 $300 $1,500 ES Experience
H Traler Hookups Each 4 $500 $2,000- ES, Means
K {2 tor office, 2 for storage)
bl Designate Work Zones, 8.g. axcavation. decon. etc. tirs 12 $100 §1.200 £8 Experience
i (2 men @ $100/Mh9) ]
Disposalof Decon Water to POTW (assume 500 gat/day, 20 deys/mo., 1000 gat 3a $50 $1,800 €9 Experisnce
3 months; includes transportaticn)
Street sweeper clean—up: (assume 1 hr. op/day, 5 days/wk for ts 1 $1,500 $1,500 Means
10 weeks, 3 mo. equip. rental}
. Ml Subtotal $82,800
| ) ] DEMOLISH EXISTING STRUCTURES
\ Demo of smali, concrete bidg # 1A using dozer ¢r f.e. lcader, No naul cr 1500 $0.28 $420 Means
i Demo of small, concrete bidg #2 using dozer of .e. ivacer, no haui cF 3000 $0.28 $840 Meana
” Demo of smali, concrete bidg #3 using dozar or f.e. ivader, no haui cF 7000 $0.28 $1,080 Means ;
Demo cf small, concrete bidg #4 using dozer or 1.e. ivader, no haui cF 8290 $0.28 $1,7850 Means !
l q Demo of small, concrete bidg #3 using dozer ot L.e. loacer, no haut cF 50000 $0.28 $14,000 Means i
Y Demo of small, concrets bidg #6 using dozer or 1.8. ioacer, no haui cF 30000 $0.28 $8,4001 Means
1 Demo of 18' cancrete bunker walls using dozer of t.8. ioa de1, 5o taut SF 3000 $15 $45,000 1 ES, Means
I Demc andremowval of 800 ft abandoned rail (See Note 1} \F 900 N.C. $0 [ Vendor
i
l M il Subtotal $72,400
h v EXCAVATE / DISPOSE OF HAZARDOUS PCB MATLS
i F.E. Loader, 1.5 yd bucket, no haul, loading till (PCB wastes > 50 pam} cy 124 3 $800 Means
i Haul ot PCB wastes to Mode! City facilty cY 124 $9.80 $1,200 Means
i PCB wastes disposal (2.0 ton/CY) Yon 248 $250 $82,000 Vendor
}‘ v Subtotai $83,800
I
v CONSOUIDATE ON—SITE MAT'LS INTO PILE (INCLUDES SUB~CAF)
J/ F.E. Loader or dozer, 105 HP, 150" haul, moving comman sarth CcY 21200 $1.42 $30,100 Means
l q Dump truck, 12 CY, 1/4 mi. haut cY 10600 $1.87 $18,800 Means
I
Y Subtotal $49,900
| Vi CONSTRUCT CAP OR COVER, REPLACE REMOVED SURFACE SOIL
Common earth, delivered & dumped In—place at site (om 10 mi away) (34 8500 $10 $98,000\ DEC Const. Svcs.
Spread dumped mat| over layer using dozer, {.e. toader Ccy 8500 $1.33 $12,800 Means
Vib. roller compaction, &* lifts, 3 passes CcY 9500 $0.38 $3,700 Means
b Topsoi, deliverad & dumped in—~place at gita (from 10 mt awayd Y 3170 $15 $47.8001 DEC Const. Svcs.
b Spread dumped mat| over layer using dozer, f.e. joader CcY 3170 $1.33 $4 2001 Means
l b Seeding of topsoll by tractor seeder Sk 342000 $0.02 $6.2001 Means
i |
T Subtotal §168,300|
i i
I mbfflehigh/ats




TABLE 3.4 (CON'T)
LEHIGH INDUSTRIAL PARK FEASIBILITY EVALUATION

Construction Cost Estimate for Alternative 3
Excavate Hazardous PCB and Lead Wastes, Dispose off—site
Consolidate Non—-Hazardous Waste, Cap Remaining Waste
and Surface Contam. with Soil

CAPITAL COSTS

R : - [ Source of
gL _tem : Description . ... Quantity Unk Cost Total Cost! UntCost . |
v ANALYTICAL TESTING i
! PCB confirmatofy soil testing (inciuding laber) Ea 15 $168 S2,490§ ES Experience
vl AIR MONITORING ‘

: Alr Monftoring Equipment Ls 1 $20,000 $20,000  ES Experieace
i (2 Mini—=RAM on -Ine total dust montors, 3 PAM units}
{Photo=vac TIP on -sita)
Anatytical Costs (3sampies analyzed weekly for PCBs, asbestos and lead) Week 10 $1,850 $18,800 ES Experience
Labor Costs (10 heiwk @ $80/Mr + ceta validationt Week 10 $1,200 §12,000 ES Experience
Vil Subtotal $51,500
SUBTOTAL CAPITAL COSTS SS‘&(XN‘
Performance Bond ($25 / $ 1000} $13,700
| Engineering (for design & construction mgmt, See Nots 2) 15% $72,300
|
! Contingency 10% $54,600
| : ' TOTAL ESTIMATED CAPITAL COSTS o : $847,000]

Note 1: Steel recycier isavailableto cemalish and remove rail: witt pay for scrap value minus removal expences,

Note 2: Estimated engineering fees rate (15%) not applied to Section IV: Haz. Waste Disposat Costs

ANNUAL OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COSTS

8ource of
itam Description . Unk Quantity Unigt Cost Total Cost| Unk Cost ..
f ] GROUNDWATER & SURFACE WATER MONITORING Round 2 $2,730 $5,460 Vendor, ES
I (5 GW & 2 SW samples/round @ $180/sampie for PCBe and
TCLP metals (noleach): 14 houm @ $105/Mour tos sample craw
including travel expenses and ODCs)
] SITE MAINTENANCE LS 1 $1,000 $1,000/ ES Experiencs
(grass mowing, 8:osion repair, stc.) !
i ANNUAL DATA REVIEW & REPORTING, Hre 40 $70 $2,800] ES Experience
AOMINISTRATION |
‘ TOTAL ESTIMATED ANNUAL O & M COSTS - - : $8,260)
ALTERNATIVE 3- ESTIMATED O & M PRESENT WORTH- F P Pe- 40 43x Poem) : T 887,300
‘ {basad ona 30 year life at 10% (nteresy .
ALTERNATIVE 3 ESTIMATED CAPITOL COSTS . TS - . B 5887.m0‘
H ALTERNATIVE 3 TOTAL ESTIMATED PRESENT WORTH : ’ o T $774,000 |
mbtlehigh/ahkd




- Costs for stabilization of lead wastes that fail TCLP are included in the
Alternative 3 estimated costs shown in Table 3.4. If lime/fly ash or cementous
stabilization is added, the cost of Alternative 3 would increase by approximately
$675,000. The additional estimated cost includes additional materials handling,
waste/soil screening, and vendor unit costs for treating approximately 6,000 CY
of waste/soil.

3.3.4 Alternative 4: Excavation and Off-Site Disposal

The remedial action objective would be satisfied for the same reasons presented in
the discussion of Alternative 3.

All SCGs would be satisfied by Alternative 4.

The short-term risk of this alternative would be very similar, but greater than
Alternative 3 due to the additional potential for an accident associated with shipping
much greater volumes (18,600 CY vs. 150 CY for Alternative 3) of contaminated
material off-site. Alternative 4 would use the same truck system as proposed for
Alternative 3.

Once implemented, the long-term effectiveness of this alternative for blocking
exposure pathways would be only slightly greater than Alternative 3 due to a further
reduction of on-site contamination. Since non-hazardous contamination (above clean-
up levels) would remain at the site, this would not be a permanent soiution.

The mobility of on-site hazardous waste and above-grade non-hazardous
contamination would be reduced by off-site disposal and the toxicity of the hazardous
waste would be reduced during the treatment for lead. The toxicity and volume of the
remaining sub-surface contaminated waste/soil would be unchanged with respect to
treatment. However, the volume of contaminated on-site waste would be reduced by
18,600 CY with respect to the LIP site. Based on the RI, the contaminants of concern
have a very low matrix mobility at the site as it currently exists. Pathway mobility of
sub-surface contaminated waste would be reduced by the instailation of a soil cover.

Most technical aspects of this alternative would be easily implementable. The
possible treatment of excavated waste/soil to remove lead may be difficuit, although
soil-washing has been proven effective in other cases. In addition, the implementability
or enforcement of an access restriction by the NYSDEC may be difficuit. The
reliability of the access restriction would be slightly less important due to the absence
of the most-concentrated wastes.

The protection of human health provided by Alternative 4 is the same as for
Alternative 3.

The total present-worth cost to implement Alternative 4 was estimated to be
$8,100,000. A detailed breakdown of the cost components is presented in Table 3.5.
Assumptions for the Alternative 4 cost estimate that are common with Altemative 3 are
presented in Section 3.3.3. The following assumptions are specific to Alternative 4.

+ In addition to Sections III through VI, Section VII also has a 15% cost increase
included in the site work to account for properly managing the soil/waste
containing asbestos.
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TABLE 3.5

LEHIGH INDUSTRIAL PARK FEASIBILITY EVALUATION

Construction Cost Estimate for Alternative 4
Excavate Hazardous PCB and Lead Wastes, Disposs Off—site
Excavate Non—Hazardous Waste, Dispose Off-Site
Cap Surface Contamination with Soi}

CAPITAL COSTS

l '{ } Source of
| __ttem - . Description e AR Quantity Unk Cost __Tota) Cost| Unk Cost *
)
| MOBILIZATION  DEMOBILIZATION ;
l i Equipment Mob / Decon / Demob: (dozsr, f.e. loader, vib, roller, fractos LS 1 $8,000 $8,000 Moans
seeder, strest sweeper)
3 H&S Plans LS 1 $25,000 $25,000 ES Experience
"l Permits, (8.g. discharge, wetiand, storm water, ste ) (8 1 $25,000 $25,000 €S Experience
| Subtotal $58,000
l 1l GENERAL SITE PREPARATION i
i Decontamination Pad: 20'x 20’ concrete pad with sumpand g’ S 1 $14,700 $14 700 ES Experlence
fglass sidewals, $35.00 /SF & 1500 galtank
Decontamination Traler Rental Month 3 $5,000 $15,000 ES, Vendor
(sized for 10 man crew with showers, (ockers, toliet, stc )
p Site Topo 8 Record Survey Days 10 $800 $8,000 ES Experience
H (assumea2—-men crew, 1 day/wk for 10 wka) )
Temporary Security Fence LS 1 $3,000 $3,000 Means
(1,000 orange plastic netting @ $3/f |
Health & Safaty Digposal, Level 'C* Month 3 $1,500 $4,500||  ES Experience
(respirators, gicves, boots, eye glasses, tyveks)
; Utilties IngtalBtion Ls 1 $10,000 §10,000| ES Experienca
’ (power & water to trallers)
Electricity for traimrs KW 7,000 $0.10 $700 ES Experience
(@100 kwh/day tor 70 cays)
Water for dust control, decon. & sanitation @ 13 tons/day Tons 650 $10 $8,500 ES Experience
Laborer for Dust Suppression Systam Days 50 $250 $12,500 ES Expetience
Office Suppiles, Telephone Charges Months 3 $500 £1,800 ES Experisnce
Traler Hookups Each 4 $500 $2,000 €3, Mesans
(2 for office, 2 for storage)
Designate Work Zones, e.g. excavation, decon. efc, Mrs 12 $100 $1,200 ES Experlsnce
l (2 men @ $100/s)
, Disposalof Decon Watsr to POTW (assume 500 gai/day, 20 daye/mo., 1000 gt 30 $50 $1,500 ES Experience
" 3 months; includes transportation)
i Strest sweeper cisan—up: (assume 1 hr. op/day, 5 days/wk tor s 1 1,500 51,500 Means
10 weeks, 3 mo. equip. rental)
1] Subtotal $82,800 (
1 DEMOLISH EXISTING STRUCTURES
W Demo of small, concrete bidg # 1A using dozer or t @, loader, no haul CF 1500 $0.28 $420 Means
Demo of small, concrete bidg #2 using cozer or k.. icader, no haut CF 3000 $0.28 $840 Means
Demo of small, concrete bldg #3 using oozer or F.e. loader, Ao hau CF 7000 s0.28 $1,960 Msans
Demo of smail, concrete bidg #4 using dozer or be. loacer, no hau! CF 82580 $0.28 $1,750| Means
\ Demo of gmall. concrete bidg #5 using dozer or be. loater, no haut CF 50000 $0.28 $14,000| Means
\ Demo of small, concrete bidg #8 using dozer or La. loacer, no hau! CF 30000 $0.28 $8.400( Means
! i
“ Demo of 18" concrete bunker walls using dozer of (.8, loader, RO haw SF 3000 818 $45,000 ES, Means
i Demo and removal of 800 ft abandoned rail (See Note 1} Le 800 N.C. $0 Vendar
1l Subtotal $72,400
I
' I\ EXCAVATE / TREAT / DISPOSE OF HAZARDOUS MAT'LS
“‘ F.E. Loader, 1.5 yd bucket, no haul, loading bil (PCB wastes > 50 ppm} cY 124 S5 $800 Means
l “' Haul of PCB wastes to Model City facifty cY 124 $8.60 $1,200 Means
b PCB wastes disposal (2.0 ton/CY) Ten 248 $250 $82,000 Vendor
d F.E.Loader. 1.5 yd bucket, no haul, loading till (untreated Pb wastes) cy 6020 5 $30,100 Means
i On-—site, @x—situ soil washing, Pb wastes, 2.0 tan/CY Ton 12030 $150 $1,804,500! Vendor
"‘ F.E.Loader. 1.5 yd bucket, no haul, loading tiil {treated Pb wastes} cY 6020 (13 $30.100 Means
" Haul of treated Pb wastes to Modei City facilty (no voiume change) cY 8020 $9.60 $57,800 Means
' i Pb wastes dispcsad (2.0 ton/CY) Ton 12030 $250 $3,007.300 Vendor
|
{ v Subtotal $4 984,000
! |
v EXCAVATE / DISPOSE OF NON—HAZARDOUS {ACTION LEVEL) MAT'LS !
' " F.E. Loader, 1.5 yd bucket, no haul, loading till (above-grade wastes) cY 10580 $5 $53,000 Means
i F.E. Loader, 1.5 ydbucket, no haul, loading till (cf—ste suriace soif cyY 1880 $5 $5,300 Means
Haui of contam. sell to industrial landfil cY 12450 $98.80 $118,500 Means
g Industrial waste disposal (1.4 ton/CY) Ton 18800 $75 $1,482,5001 Vendor
1 .
“ v Subtotal $1,674,000
' I Vi SPREAD NON-HAZARDOUS (SUB —ACTION LEVEL) MAY'LS INTO LAYER
i F.E. Loader or dozer, 105 HP, 150’ haul, moving common earth cY 268 $1.42 $40G Means
I mbt/lehigh/alte




TABLE 3.5 (CON'T)
LEHIGH INDUSTRIAL PARK FEASIBILITY EVALUATION

Construction Cost Estimate for Alternative 4
Excavate Hazardous PCB and Lead Wastes, Disposa Off —site -
Excavate Non—Hazardous Waste, Dispose OH--Site
Cap Surface Contamination with Soil

CAPITAL COSTS

Source of
_item " Description . Unit - Quantity Unk Cost Totai Coxti Unlt Cost ~ -
Vil CONSTRUCT COVER FOR CONTAM. SURFACE SOLS {ON~ AND OFF ~SITE)
Common earth, dellvered & dumped in—place at site (fram 10 m|away) Qv 7500 $10 $75000| DEC Const. Sves.
Spread dumped mat' over layer using dozer, t 8. loader cY 7500 $§1.33 $10,000 Means
Vib. rollereompaction, 8* lifts, 3 passes cY 7500 $0.38 $2,0001| Means
Topsol, deliverad & dumped in—place at site (from 30 mi away) cY 2480 $15 $37400( DEC Const. Sves,
Spread dumped mat'| over layer using dozer, {.s. toader cY 2480 $1.33 $3,300 Means
Seoding of topsoil by tractor 1eecer SF 268300 $0.02 $4,500 Moans
Vil Subtotal $133,500
i
il
i vin ANALYTICAL TESTING
4 PCB confirmatory sol) testing (including labor) Ea 15 $168 $2 480 €8 Experlence
i TCLP Testing for soll wash feed characterization finctu ding tabor} Ea 12 $204 $2,4501‘ ES Experlence
(assume 1 test/500 ¢y 80il excavated, for metais) :
TCLP Testing for confirmatory sampling (including labor €a 12 $204 $2,4501 ES Experience
(assume 1 test/500 cy soil excavated, for metals)

ViH Subtotal $7,380

!
J
IX AIR MONITORING |
|
]

Air Monitoring Equipment LS 1 $20,000 $20,000 ES Experioncs
: {2 Minil=RAM on—Iine total dust montors, 3 PAM units) :
! (Photo=vac TIP on-sits)
Alr System, Additlonal Misc. Equip) !
Analytical Costs (3samples analyzeda weekly for PCBS, asbestos and lesdh Week 10 $1,650 $18.6500( ES Experience
Labor Costs (10 hewk @ $80/Mr + data valication Week 10 $1,200 $12,000{ ES Experiencs
. 1X Subtotal $51,500
;‘ SUBTOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $7,073,000
|
\ Performance Bond ($25 / $1000) $177,000
Engineering (for design & construction mgmt, See Note 2) 15% $81,000¢
Contingency 10% $707,000 |
TOTAL ESTIMATED CAPi{TAL COST8 T S $8,020,000
Note 1: Steel recycier is availableto demolish and remove rail will pay for scrap vatue minus removal expenses,
Note 2: Estimated engineering fees rate (15%) notappliad 1o Section (V: Haz. Waste Dispasai Costs o7 Section ¥: Non - haz. Disposal Costs
ANNUAL OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COSTS
,!‘ Source of
i ltem - Description Unit ’ Quantity Unk Cost Total Camt Unk Cast :
: ) GRAOUNDWATER & SURFACE WATER MONITORING Round 2 $2,730 $5,480 Vendor, ES
{ (5 GW & 2 SW samples/round @ $180/sample for PCBs and
TCLP metals (no leach): 14 hours @ $105/hour fos sampis crew
including travel expenses and ODCs)
i ANNUAL DATA REVIEW & REPORTING, Hrs 40 s7¢ $2,800 ES Experience
ADMINISTRATION i
|
J : : TOTAL ESTIMATED ANNUAL O 8 MCOSTS - - - - . - $8,260!
X |
; . ALTERNATIVE 4 ESTIMATED O A M PRESENT WORTH. - © (PwwmP¢ ¢ 8A3xPo+m) : ©--$78,000
(basad on-a& 30 ysar life at 10% intarest) . . -
ALTERNATIVE 4 ESTIMATED CAPITOL COSYS - T . $8,020,000
ALTERNATIVE 4 TOTAL ESTIMATED PRESENT WORTH" : T 38.100‘000!
mbf/lehigh/ale



3.4 COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

There are four main reasons why the overail goal of LIP site remediation for the
protection of human health is best achieved by the isolation and off-site disposai
techniques proposed in Alternative 3 or Alternative 4. First, aithough Alternative 2
would provide for a complete fence, there would stiil be a potentiat for direct exposure
to contamination, including hazardous waste, for anyone who could gain access to the
site. The LIP site has a history of trespassers. For Alternatives 3 and 4, a trespasser
would be protected and even a future user who inadvertently excavated at the site
would be protected from contact with identified hazardous waste (that would have been
removed from the site). Second, it is possible that drums or cylinders are buried in the
above-grade piles. A pollutant release from a leaking container, a poliutant spread
from an exploded container, or long-term erosion over contaminated piles might change
the site conditions and create a new exposure pathway. Contamination could then pass
through the fence as a gas, dust, or liquid stream. Third, the effectiveness of
Alternative 2 relies on a strong commitment for long-term maintenance and monitoring
which may be difficult to carry out. Lastly, Alternative 2 does not satisfy
NYSDEC/NYSDOH-established soil clean-up levels for the LIP site.

There are some characteristics that are common to the Alternatives 2, 3, and 4
proposed in this FS Report. Alt three alternatives have short durations of site work.
All three alternatives have adequate short-term effectiveness. None of the alternatives
provide destruction or voiume reduction of the contamination. With proper
maintenance, the lifetimes of ail alternatives are long-term.

Alternatives 3 and 4 have a higher short-term risk to the community and the
environment due to the consohidation or transportation of contaminated materials, but
the risk is controllable. The control measures do not impact the community or the
environment. Part of this risk is due to possible unknown dangerous objects (i.e.
drums or cylinders) in the waste piles. Excavation would be performed carefully, with
contingency plans in place for encountering dangerous buried objects.

-While Alternatives 1 and 2 cost the least, their predicted performance in satisfying
the remedial action objective is marginai or nonexistent. Between Alternatives 3 and 4,
there is no significant difference in short-term and long-term performance (in meeting
the RAQO).

Even though more contaminanon is removed from the site in Alternative 4, the
increased benefit (compared to Alternative 3) is slight compared to the extra cost
incurred. Therefore, Alternative 3 is the recommended alternative for remediating the
LIP site.
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SECTION 4

SELECTION OF RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE

Based on the results of the comparative analysis presented in Section 3.4,
Alternative 3 is the recommended alternative for the LIP site. The proposed Remedial
Action Plan for Alternative 3 would include components such as a Heaith and Safety
Plan, General Specifications for site work (where hazardous waste is present), and
technical specifications covering structural demolition, site excavation, and cap
construction. Soil to be used for the sub-cap would be taken from areas of surface soil
contamination in an effort to optimize the re-use potential of on-site areas on the
northern end of the site. See Figure 3.1 for a site plan showing Alternative 3. Since
the presence of contaminated above-grade waste/soit and surface soils would be
minimized in the northern portion of the site, it may be possible to sell the northern
portion of the site as usable property.

If soil stabilization for lead is conducted, the performance specification would be
<35 ppm lead in TCLP extract. The duration of the Alternative 3 construction work
would be approximately two to four months.

The remediated site will be designated as a NYS Class 4 site [properly closed, but
requiring continued operation, maintenance and/or monitoring].

Any salvageable metals from the LIP site would be reclaimed, although at present,
only the rail spurs have been identified as having any value.
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APPENDIX A

PRELIMINARY RISK EVALUATION FOR THE LIP SITE
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ES =NGINEERING SCIENCE

LEHIGH INDUSTRIAL PARK SITE
PRELIMINARY RISK EVALUATION

The purpose of this preliminary risk evaiuation (PRE) is 10 identify the
chemicals of concern (COCs) and the pathways of potenual exposure at the Lehigh
Industrial Park site in Lackawanna, New York. The results will be used 1o aid in the
selecion of appropriate remedial altermarives and to make other appropriate
recommendations. The steps in the PRE were as follows:

(1) establish representative background concentrations of chemucals:

(2) identify chemicals detected on site:

compare the maximum concentrations of chemicals detected on site with
appropriate background and cleanup goals {primary screening),

identify the chemicals of concern:

take a more in depth look at selected chemicals (secondary screening); and
evaiuate potential exposure pathways.

For most chemicals. five background samples were available. The data and
statistics for these samples are summarized in Table 1. Due to the smali sample
size, the data were assumed to be normally distributed. and were not transformed.
The representative background in most cases is the 95 percent upper confidence
limit (UCL) on the arithmetic mean of the data. including nondetects at one-half
the sample quantitation limit {SQL). In cases where the 95 percent UCL was found
to be greater than or equal to the maximum concentration detected, the
representative background is the maximum concentration detected.

Table 2 presents a list of the chemicals identified at the site. The table provides
4 comparison of the maximum concentrations detected on site. representative
background concentrations. and criterion values. The representative background
values for chemicals not detected in background samples are assumed to be the
average of the background SOLs. The criterion values for this site are the site-
specific cleanup goals established by the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and the New York State Department of
Health (NYSDOH). The potential chemicals of concern (Table 3) are those
identified as posing the greatest potential threat 1o human health,

[t was known at the outset that the concentrations of four on-site chemicals
were high enough to warrant remediation. These chemicais. identified as the
chemicals of concern for this site are polvchlorinated biphenvis (PCBs). cadmium.
chromium. and lead. The NYSDEC. in conjunction with the NYSDOH. established
the following cleanup goals (Letter from Steven Scharf. NYSDEC tv Cameron
O'Connor. NYSDOH. May 6. 1993):
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E S =NGINEERING SCIENCE

PCBs | ppm - surrace: 10 ppm - subsurrace
lead 300 ppm - so1i

cadmuium 10 ppm - soil

chromium (total) 20 ppm - soil

Five other chemicals were detected at levels high enough above background to
warrant a closer look. These chemicals were pis{ 2-ethvihexvi)phthatate. 2.4-
dimethyiphenoi. copper. nickel. and zinc. 24-Dimethylphenol was detected in only
one sample which was from the block of resin located in one area of the site. As this
discrete waste material will be dealt with, this chemical will not be carried further in
this analysis. ~ Furthermore. the locations of all the exceedences for bis(2-
ethylhexyl)phthalate. copper. nickel. and zinc coincide with exceedences for the
chemicals of concern (PCBs. lead. cadmium. and chromuum). Therefore. bis(2-

ethylhexyl)phthalate. copper. nickel. and zinc will also be dropped from further
consideration.

Finaily. Table 4 presents a summarv matrix of potential exposure pathways for
the site. The only receptor group identified is that of nearby residents. while the
only complete pathways identified invoive exposure to surface materials at the site.
Trespassers have been observed on site. Presumably these trespassers are local
residents. and are usuallv children under 18 vears old. These receptors could
potentially get surface soils and/or wastes on their exposed skin, or inhale dust
originating from the surface materials. Once on the skin. significant dermal
absorption of PCBs could occur, and, to a iesser extent. dermal absorption of the
metals present could occur. Additionally, contaminated material on the skin may be
transferred to the mouth via typical hand-to-mouth activities such as eating or
smoking. Significant oral absorption may occur via this route.

Potentiai exposure pathways involving groundwater and surface water are
considered to be incompiete. The area around the site is highly urbanized. and is
served by a municipal water source unatfected by the site. Thus groundwater is not
and will probably never be used for domestic purposes. The nearest surface water
body of significance is Smokes Creek. about 0.5 miles south of the site. Given the
lack of mobility of the contaminants of concern. it is unlikelv that the site s
sigruficantly impacting this bodv of water. Furthermore. analvses of surtace soils
within the primary stormwater drainage swale did not show concentrations that were
above local background levels.

The roilowing recommendations are made:

(1) Control the impacts of cadmium. chromium. and lead site-wide in waste

materiais and surtace soil based on the aforementioned site-specific cleanup
goals.

Implement access resirictions on the site such thar tollowing remediation anv
protective soil cover will not be disturbed.
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TABLE 1
BACKGROUND DATA SUMMARY FOR SOILS (1)

Range of Sample Range of Detecled | Frequency Average Standard Representative

Quantitation Limits Concentrations of Concentration | Deviation Concentration | Value of
Chemical (gkg) (2) (mgkg) | Detecvon | (mgkg) (3) | (mgkg) | (mgkg) (4) | torz(s)
Volatiles
None Detected
Semivolanles
Acenaphthene 04- 04 002~ 63| 4/ 5 1.57E4 00 267E400 4. 11E+1 00 2132 m
Acenaphithylene 04- 04 0.046 - 077 4/ S 2.42E-01 3.02E- 01 5.30E - 01 2132 n
Anthracene - 0.025 - 43| 5/ 5 919E+00 | 1.89E+01 272E 101 2132 n
Benzo(a)anthracene - 0.18 - 5. 1| s/ 5 2.37E400 2.06E+00 4.33E+00 2132 g
Benzo(a)pyrene - O 24 - -39 5/ 5 S. 86E+00 1 64E +01 2 SSE t 01 2.132 ,%..
Benzo(bjfluoranthene 078~ 078 0. 32~ 74 4/ 5 2.98E+ 00 | 326E+00 6. OgEi 00 2.132 ra
Benzo(g,ha)perylene - 013 - 17 | 5/ 5 380E+00° | 7. 39E + 00 1.08E+01 2132 z
Benzo(k)tluoranthene 039 - 039 017 - 26 4/ 5 1.16E+00 | 1.16E+400 2.26E100 2132 o
Bis(2--ethythexyl)phthalate - 022- 83 5/ 5 337E+00 | 3. 19E +00 6 41E + 00 2132 Q
Butylbenzylphthalate - - 016 - 0.39 5/ 5 _ 268E-01 | 983E-02 | 362E-01 2132 2
Carbazole - 0.022 - 53 5/ 5 1.10E+01 | 2.35E+01 3.34E+ 01 2132 o
Chrysene - 022- a3 5/ 5 1.56E+00 | 121E+00 272E400 2132
Dibenzo(ah)anthracene = Q.Q3§ - .10 5/ S 2 OSE + 00 N 4 44E4 ()() 6. 29Ei 00 2 132
Dibenzoluran o 04- 04 0.035- 44 4/ 5 1 12E+00 ) 1 §§§1 00 2 88E+ 00 2 1'32
2,6-Dinitrotoluene 033 - 0. 48 043- 043 | 1/ 5 2 60E-01 g.zygﬁqg Q.fgij_E_-Q? 2 132
Di- nfbulylphthaldle - 0029 - 0.12 4/ 4 7 20E- 02 | 373E-02 |  116E-01 2 353
Fluoranthene - ) 036 - 10| 5/ s _ g.§9§+ 01 | 468E+01 7.15E+ 01 2 132
Fluorene 04- 043 | 051- 87| 3/ 5 | 223E+00 |366E+00 | 571E+00 | 2132
Indeno(i.2,3-cd)pyrene - 018- 47| 5] 5 161E+00 | 1.82E+00 | 335E+00 | 2132
2- Melhylnaphthalene 04- 04 0.088 - 1|1 4/ 5 350E-01 3 73E-01 | 7 .05E-01 2.132
4--Methylphenol 04 - 0.48 0.098 — 0.098 | 1/ 5 1.98E- 01 |5 79E-02 | 9.80E-02 **| NA
Naptihalene .| 04- 04| 0075- 062| 4/ 5 | 307E-01 |[208E-01 [ 506E-01 | 2132

WIFUSY27005/0:00CS 301 Oct - 83



TABLE 1
BACKGROUND DATA SUMMARY FOR SOILS (1)
Range of Sample Range of Detected | Frequency Average Standard Representative
Quantitation Limits Concentrations of Concentration | Deviation Concentration | Value ol
Chemical (mg/kg} (2) (mg/kg) Delecton {mg/kg) (3) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (4) torz(5)
Semivolatiles (cont'd)

Phenanthrene - 0.18 - 290 5/ 5 6 15E+01 | 1.28E+02 1.83E£ 102 2132

Phenol 04- 048 028 - 0.28 1/ 5 234E-01 | 3.03E-02 2.63E-01 2132

Pyrene - 0.28 - 76 5/ 5 !.885#0} 3.22E+01 4QGE+OI 2132
. m
Pesiicides/PCBs 7 o 7 in
Aroclor-1242 004 - 076 62 - 62 | 1/ 5 1.25E+4 01 2 77E+01 3.89E+4 01 2.132 N
Aroclor— 1260 076 - 0 76 . 0>0‘§4 - 1607 4/ 5 3. 22E+ 01 7 14E+01 g l OOE #02 2132 2
4,4'-DDE 0 95 —‘ ‘0.95 10,0029 -—_0 026 { 4/ 5 1 OSE 01 2075 01 ) 2 GOE 02 o N/__\ z
44 -DDT 0004 - 095 005~ 0. 05 1/ 5 1 11E 01 205E 0f 50()E 02 *+| NA m
Heptachlor Epoxide 0. 0021 - 049 0. 01?: QQ]Z 1/ 5 5 525 gg e 06E- 01 1.70E-02 ** NA §
Methaxychior 0021 - 49 0067 - 0.067 5 532E-01 1.07E+00 6.70E-02 **| NA 2
(@]
Inorganics U B z
Antimony 125- 151 | 209- 209 | 1/ 5 | 955E+00 |6.36E+00 | 156E+01 2132 3

Arsenic - 82- 223 5/ 5§ 1.24E+01 571E+00 1.78E+01 2132

Barium - 524 - 155 | 5/ 5 | B8.70E+01 |[397E+01 | 1{.25E+02 2132

Bexylhum 13 - 15 34- 34| 1/ 5 1 22E+00 1 22E+00 2.38E+00 2132

Cadmium - 99- 29| 5/ 5 | 144E+01 [ 825E+00 | 220401 | 2132

Chromium - 235- 807 | 5/ 5 | 395E401 |235E+01 | 6319E+0i | 2432

Cabal - 56- 77| 8/ 5 | 686E00 |BS0E-Of | 767E400 | 2132

Copper - 437- 6551 5] 5 | 532E401 | 1026401 [ 620E401 | 2132

Lead - 142- 693 | S5/ S 331E+402 2.16E+02 9.36E+02 2 132

Mdngdnesc - 653 - 5480 | S5/ 5 175E+403 2. 09E+03 3. 75Ei03 2132

Mercury 011 - 013 035- 038 | 2/ 5 | 182E-01 |167E-01 | 342E-0f 2132

WtB/SY279 05/(:0CS -301-0Oc1-A3
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TABLE 1
BACKGROUND DATA SUMMARY FOR SOILS (1)

Hange of Sample Range of Detected | Frequency Average Standard | Representative
Quantitation Limits Concentrations of Concentration | Deviation Concentration | Value of

Chemical (mgkg) (2) (mgkg) (maka) (3) | (makg) | (mgkg) (4) | torz(9)

Inorganics (cont'd)
Nickel : 228 - 795 | 5/ ¢ B60E+01 | 244E401 | 592€ 401
Stlver : : 27 - 27 187E+00 718E-01 2.56E +00
Vanachum 188 - 3B6 | 5/ 5 257E401 | B.11E+00 3 34E 4 01
Zinc 341 - 1600 | 5/ & 720E402 | 5.01E402 1.20E + 03

(1) Detected chemicals only. NA = not applicable.

(2) For nondetects. If the analyte was detected in all samples, quantitation limits are not presented.

(3) Anthmetic average concentration based on untransformed data. Due to the small sainple size, the data were assumed (o be nosmally
distiibuted. Nondelects were averagedin with detects using one— half the SQL.

(4) The 95% upper confidence imit (UCL) on the arithmetic mean, based on untransiormed data. A double astensk {(****} indicates that the

value 1s the maxmurm concentration, rather than the 95% UCL, as the 95% UCL was greater than or equal to the maximum.
(5) The Smdent’s t statistic (n < 30) or z statistic (i - 30).
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TABLE 2

LIST OF CHEMICALS IDENTIFIED AT THE SITE
SITE CONCENTRATIONS, BACKGROUND, AND CLEANUP GOALS (MG/KG)

Chemical

Volatiles
Acetone
Benzene

— Butanone
Carbon Disulfide
Chlorobenzene
1,2- chhloroethene
Ethylbenzene
2—-Hexanone
Methylene Chloride
4~Methyl-2 - Pentanone
Styrene
Tetrachloroethene
Toluene
Trichloroethene
Xylenes

Semivolatiles
Acenaphthene
Acenaphthylene

Maximum On - Site Concentrations (1)

Waste
_Mat_erial§ )

Shallow

Fill/Sail (2) |

018"

Deep

~Sail (3)

0.034

| 'iQ:QQ? o

Representative
Background (4)

00133
_oof3®
0013
- 0013°
~00i3°
. 0.013°
0.013°
0.013°
oom3®
| 0.013°
0013°
~0013°
0.013°

0.013°

NYSDEC
Site
Cleanup
Goals (5)

WLB/8Y279.05/COCS--3 01 -Oct-93
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TABLE 2
LIST OF CHEMICALS IDENTIFIED AT THE SITE
SITE CONCENTRATIONS, BACKGROUND, AND CLEANUP GOALS (MG/KG)

Maximum On - Site Concentrations (1) NYSDEC
Site
Waste Shallow Deep Representative | Cleanup
Chemical Materials | Fill/Soil (2) | Soil (3) | Background (4)| Goals (5)

Semivolatiles (cont'd) R 7
Anthracene oy o 27
Benzo(a)anthracene 7 - 4 3
Benzo(a)pyrene - | 55 | | 26
Benzo(b)fiuoranthene R . T 61
Benzo(g,h, i)perylene 7 7 018 | 16 1
Benzo(k)ﬂuoranthene 12 do R3O
Bis(2- ethylhexyl)phthalate o ... 78 978 | 64
Butylbenzylphthalate 33 | 120 0.087 - 0.36
Carbazole 011 | ) 7 33
4 Chloro—3-— methylphenol ~ 0.047 043°
‘ Chloronaphthalene 0023 | | ) 043 a
bhrysene 26 | 97 | - 27
Dibenzo(a,hjanthracene | o8 | 63
Dibenzofuran
1,4~ chhlorobengene
Dlethylphthalate '
2,4—Dimethylphenol
Dimethylphthalate

Di ~n--butylphthalate

3ON3I0S-ONIN33NIONS § 3
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TABLE 2
LIST OF CHEMICALS IDENTIFIED AT THE SITE
SITE CONCENTRATIONS, BACKGROUND, AND CLEANUP GOALS (MG/KG)

Maximum On-Site Concentrations (1) NYSDEC
Site
Waste Shallow Deep Representative | Cleanup
Chemical Materials | Fill/Sail (2) | ~ Soil (3) | Background (4)| Goals (5)

Di-n- octylphthalate o 043"
Fluoranthene

Fluorene

Inden0(1 2,3—cd)pyrene
2—Methylnaphthalene
2- Methylphenol

4 -Methylphenol
Naphthalene
N-—Nitrosodiphenylamine
Phenanthrene

Phenol

Pyrene

1,24 —Trichlorobenzene

30N3I0S'DNIEE3NIONS §3

Pesticides/PCBs
Aroclor 1232
Aroﬁc!ggﬁ 1242

Aroclor— 1248 -
Aroclor 1254 o

WLH/SY279 05/COCS—3 01 --Oct-93




TABLE 2
LIST OF CHEMICALS IDENTIFIED AT THE SITE
SITE CONCENTRATIONS, BACKGROUND, AND CLEANUP GOALS (MG/KG)

Maximum On - Site Concentrations (1) NYSDEC
Site

Waste Shallow Deep Representative | Cleanup
Chemical Materials | Fill/Soil (2) Soil (3) Background (4)| Goals (5)

Pesticides/PCBs (cont’d) o o o
Aroclor - 1260 11 84,000 067 100 1and 10°
delta—BHC - o1t |
alphé %C_hio_rdane e . | ) 011 é
Endosulfan Il 0.0008 ~022°
Endrin 0013 | N 022°
Heptachlor | 00019 | C o1
Heptachlor Epoxide O 007

sS3

=

3ON3IO08S-ONIZZ3NIDN

Inorganics - R R B .
Antimony 4 136 - 16
Arsenic ’ 7.7 | 43, , 11 18
Barium
Beryllium
Cadmium
Chrqmium_
Cobalt
Copper
lead
Manganese

WLB/SY279.05/COCS -3 01 -~ Oct-93




TABLE 2

LIST OF CHEMICALS IDENTIFIED AT THE SITE
SITE CONCENTRATIONS, BACKGROUND, AND CLEANUP GOALS (MG/KG)

Maximum On-Site Concentrations (1) NYSDEC
Site

Waste Shallow Deep Representative | Cleanup

Chemical Materials | Fill/Sail (2) | ~ Soil (3) | Background (4)| Goals (5)
Inorganics (contd) T |0 T R Y
Mercury L 28 | 46 | 026 | T 034 m
Nickel 732 2,360 24 1 59 Q
Selenium 1 | 12 [ | 00138
Siver |18 | 37 | | T2s :
Vanadium o132 ) 264 | 202 | 33 o
Zinc 63,800 | 11000 | = 127 . 1,198 a
Cyanide o | 18 _0.00016 ° 5

(1) A shaded value exceeds the NYSDEC site cleanup goal.
(2) Includes shallow samples from "hot spots,” as well as the trench sample.
(3) Includes deep samples from "hot spots."

(4) From Table 1. An "a"indicates that the value is the average background SQL., as the chemical was
any background samples.

(5} NYSDEC, 1993. A 'b"indicates that the value is for total PCBs for surface and subsurface soils, re:

WLB/SY279.05/COCS ~3 01-Qct ~93
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TABLE 3
CHEMICALS OF CONCERN
FINAL LIST

Pclychlorinated Biphenyis
Cadmium
Chromium

Lead

WLB/8Y279.05/COCS -3 29~Seo0—83




TABLE 4
MATRIX OF POTENTIAL EXPOSURE PATHWAYS

LEHIGH INDUSTRIAL PARK SITE
LACKAWANNA, NEW YORK

Potentially
Exposed
Population

Exposure Route, Medium
and Exposure Point

Residents

Residents

Residents

Residents

Complete
Exposure
Pathway

Comment

Ingestion of or dermal con-
tact with downgradient
groundwater in home

Inhalation of volatiles from
downgradient groundwater
in home

Ingestion of, or dermal
contact with surface water

Ingestion of, or dermal con-
tact with surface soils and
waste on site

No

The entire area surrounding the site
relies on a municipal source.

‘The entire area surrounding the site
relies on a municipal source.

The site does not appear to have any
significant impact on perennial sur-
face water bodies. On-site surface
water is of a transient nature.

Contaminants were detected in site
surface soils and waste. Access is
partially restricted by a tence.
Occasional trespassing occurs.

WLIB/SY279.05/00001
5
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TABLE 4 (CONTINUED)
MATRIX OF POTENTIAL EXPOSURE PATHWAYS
LEHIGH INDUSTRIAL PARK SITE
LACKAWANNA, NEW YORK

Potentially Complete
Exposed Exposure Route, Medium Exposure
Population and Exposure Point Pathway Comment

Residents Inhalation of volatiles Yes Trespassers may inhale dust contamin-
and dust at the site via ated with PCBs and metals, although
outdoor air dust meters indicated levels near back-

ground. Volatiles are not present at
soil concentrations likely to impact the
air pathway. PID readings above back-
ground were not observed except during
excavation. The prevailing wind blows
away from nearby residences.

30N3:08'DONIE33NIONI §F
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