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Statement of Purpose

The Record of Decision (ROD) sets forth the selected Remedial Action Plan for the
Booth Qil Inactive Hazardous Waste Site. This Remedial Action Plan was developed in
accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability
Act {(CERCLA) of 1980, as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization
Act (SARA) of 1986, and the New York State Environmental Conservation Law (ECL). The
selected remedial plan complies to the maximum extent practicable with the National Qil
and Hazardous Substance Pollution Contingency Plan, 40 CFR Part 300, of 1985.

Statement of Basis

This decision is based upon the Administrative Record of the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation {(NYSDEC) for the Booth Qil Inactive Hazardous
Waste Site and upon public input to the Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) presented
by the NYSDEC. A bibliography of the documents included as a part of the Administrative
Record is included in Appendix A of the ROD.

Description of Selected Remedy

The selected remedy for the Booth Oil site includes the on-site treatment of the
contaminated soils and sediments. The remedy was selected as it is permanent using on-
site treatment technologies. It is most effective in the long-term, and the negative short-
term impacts can be minimized with proper engineering controls. The components of the
selected remedy are as follows: ’

° On-site treatment of the contaminated soils by separation technologies or
incineration. The contaminated oil separated from the wastes will be
incinerated off site. Solid residuals will be stabilized if necessary to immobilize
heavy metals such as lead and backfilled on site. A protective cover would be
placed over the backfilled soils if necessary to prevent contact with elevated

heavy metal concentrations.



o Extraction and on-site pretreatment of the contaminated groundwater with
discharge to the sanitary sewer for final treatment at the North Tonawanda
Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW). If the POTW is not available at the
time the remedy is implemented, a standard physical/chemical wastewater
treatment plant would be operated at the site. All residuals and discharges
associated with wastewater treatment will be managed under applicable

permits.

° The storm sewer system along Robinson Street will be cleaned, and the
sediments treated on site or properly managed off site under applicable permits.

] The nature and extent of contaminated sediments in the Little River, resulting
from contaminated storm water discharge, will be defined in consideration of
additional remedial measures under a separate operable unit. The remedial
program for the Little River will be implemented with full public participation.

New York State Department of Health Acceptance

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

Declaration

The selected Remedial Action Plan is protective of human heaith and the environment.
The remedy selected will meet the substantive requirements of the Federal and State laws,
regulations and standards that are applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial
action. A waiver of the hazardous waste landfill requirements of 6NYCRR Part 373 is
justifiable to allow the placement of the treated residuals back on site. The remedy will
satisfy, to the maximum extent practicable, the statutory preference for remedies that
employ treatment that reduce toxicity, mobility or volume as a principal element. This
statutory preference is met by reducing the volume of the hazardous wastes by the on-site
separation process and reducing the toxicity by the off-site incineration of the separated oil.
Should on-site incineration be implemented, both the volume and toxicity of the wastes will
be reduced on site. The volume toxicity, and mobility of the contaminated groundwater will
be reduced by on-site and off-site treatment.

S <A -
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Deputy Commissioner
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SECTION 1: SITE DESCRIPTION

The Booth Qil Inactive Hazardous Waste site is located at 76 Robinson Street in the
City of North Tonawanda, New York. A site vicinity map is provided in Figure 1.
Residential areas border the site to the east and north, while commercial/light-industrial
areas are located to the west and south.

The site occupies approximate 2.7 acres on three parcels of land each separated by
railroad tracks operated by Consolidated Rail Corporation. The eastern parcel occupies 1.9
acres, the northwestern parcel .5 acres and the southwestern parcel .3 acres. Most of the
eastern parcel of the site is owned by the site operator, George T. Booth and Son, Inc.,
while the remainder of the site is owned by Conrail and was leased to George T. Booth and

Son, Inc.

SECTION 2: SITE HISTORY

Waste oils were refined at the Booth Qil site for more than 50 years, until the phased
plant closure in the early 1980’'s. During operation, waste oils were transported to the
plant either by tanker truck or rail car. The oil was off-loaded into numerous aboveground
and underground tanks throughout the facility until processing of the oil was completed. In
addition to the tank facilities, two surface impoundments (man-made ponds) with a total
surface area of about a half acre were used to store and treat waste oils on the eastern

parcel.

Initial processing of the waste oils consisted of oil/water separation by centrifugation
with the resuiting sludge being sold for use as road oil. After centrifugation, the
concentrate was refined by high temperature distillation, cooling, sulfuric acid cracking, and
clay contacting. The acid tar residues were transported off site for landfilling. During plant
operation, frequent spills occurred and numerous complaints were made regarding
objectionable odors at the site. Qil was also periodically discharged to the Niagara River via
surface water run-off through the Robinson Street storm sewer.

Processing of waste oils ceased in the early 1980’s when the phased site closure was
initiated. Removal of oil sludges and tanks commenced during 1987 and was terminated by
the end of 1987 with the removal of the last aboveground storage tank. Other closure
activities included the installation of two groundwater drawdown wells by Booth Qil to
remove oil from a layer floating on the groundwater. Drains were also installed along the
railroad tracks to collect surface run-off. The surface impoundments were drained, filled,
and the entire eastern parcel covered with clean soil in 1988.

SECTION 3: CURRENT STATUS

In early 1990, to address contamination remaining at the site the NYSDEC initiated a
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) under the State Superfund Program.

3.1: SUMMARY OF THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION



The Rl was designed to define the nature and extent of any contamination
resuiting from the previous activities at the site and was implemented in two phases.
The first phase was conducted in May through August and the second in November
and December, 1990. The details of the results from these investigations are
contained in the report entitled "Phase [/Phase Il Remedial Investigation Report"
August, 1991. A summary of the Rl follows:

The Phase /1l Rl consisted of the following activities:
L aerial photography and topographic mapping;
L geophysical survey to identify buried metallic objects; and,

] sampling and analysis of surface and subsurface soils, sewer
and river sediments, underground pipe oils, groundwater,
ambient air, and soil gas.

The analytical data obtained from the Rl was compared to various Standards,
Criteria, and Guidelines (SCGs) to determine the need for remediation. Groundwater
and surface water SCGs identified for the Booth OQil site were based on NYSDEC
Ambient Water Quality Standards and Guidance Values. The NYSDEC soil cleanup
guidelines for the protection of groundwater, background conditions, and risk-based
remediation criteria were used to develop remediation guidelines for soil.

Based upon the results of the remedial investigation in comparison to the SCGs,
certain areas and media of the site require remediation. Areas of surface soils,
subsurface soils, groundwater and storm sewer sediments in exceedence of the
remediation guidelines have been identified.

Surface Soil: The extent of surface soils exceeding the remediation guidelines is
depicted in Figure 2. In general, the surface soils were found to be contaminated with
volatile organic compounds (VOCs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), semi-
volatile organic compounds, (SVOCs), polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and lead. The
remediation guidelines were most consistently exceeded for PCBs, with lesser
exceedences for lead. The guidelines for the remaining organic compound groups
were only occasionally exceeded. The PCB contamination in surface soil averaged
about 40 ppm with a maximum of about 100 ppm. Lead was detected in on-site
surface soils at a maximum of about 2000 ppm with an average of nearly 800 ppm.

‘Subgurface Soils: The extent of subsurface soils exceeding the remediation
guidelines is depicted in Figure 3. Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) were detected
to a much greater extent in subsurface soils relative to surface soil at the site. Areas
of the site with elevated concentrations of volatile and semi-volatile organic
compounds, PCBs and lead are located in the northwest portion of the site which is
the location of former underground storage tanks, the southwestern area at the
location of the former distillation operation, and in the eastern parcel in the vicinity of
the former lagoons. Organic and inorganic contamination in subsurface soils was a
maximum in the lagoon area with a VOC concentration in excess of 1300 ppm, a
SVOC concentration nearly 900 ppm, and lead contamination at 27,000 ppm. The



distribution of subsurface PCB contamination was similar to the surface soils with an
average of 20 ppm and a maximum of 100 ppm.

Groundwater: The extent of contamination in the upper perched groundwater
zone is depicted in Figure 4. This contamination is limited to the upper zone, as the
site is underlain by a very low permeability clay soil. Significant migration of
contamination off site has not been identified. However, much of the perched
groundwater on site is highly contaminated with volatile organic compounds (VOCs),
with maximum concentration of nearly 200 ppm and an average of nearly 40 ppm.
Other compounds, such as semi volatile organics (SVOC), polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAH), PCBs and lead were also detected in the groundwater, but may
be partially attributed to suspended particulate in the water.

An oil layer floating on top of the groundwater has been identified in the
southwestern portion of the site. This oil layer is at most four-feet thick with PCB
concentration slightly in excess of 1000 ppm.

Storm Sewers: With regard to sediment samples and water obtained from
storm water catch basins and manholes located immediately adjacent to the site,
volatile and semi-volatile organic compounds, PCBs, and lead were found in significant
concentrations. Sediment samples obtained from the Little River to which the storm
water drainage discharges exhibit the same contaminants found both in the sewer
system and on the Booth Qil site. Therefore, the storm sewer is a pathway for site
contaminants to migrate to the Little River.

The contaminated River sediments are not addressed by this proposed remedy.
Additional investigations are necessary to define the nature and extent of the
contaminated River sediments before a remedy can be planned. These additional
investigations will begin in the spring of 1992, as a separate operable unit for the site.

Summary: The composite area of soil, groundwater and sewer system
exceeding remediation criteria and, therefore, requiring remediation, is depicted in
Figure 5. Approximately 30,000 cubic yards of soil must be addressed as part of the
remedy.

3.2 SUMMARY OF THE HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT

The "Preliminary Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment (HRA)" evaluated the
risks posed by the site in its existing condition. The HRA evaluated the potential
health risks to children, resident, commercial populations and unprotected remedial
worKers exposed to contamination at and emanating from the site. Specifically the
following exposure scenarios were evaluated to determine if any elevated risk existed:

e Children exposed to contamination during recreational activities on site.
Exposure pathways including ingestion of soil, skin contact with soil and
inhalation of dust and vapors. :

o Nearby residential and commercial populations exposed to contamination
through inhalation of dust and vapors from the site.
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° Unprotected construction workers exposed to contamination through direct
contact and inhalation.

Overall, the data indicated that unacceptabie risks would result if children played
in the highly contaminated areas of the site. This risk is based on a conservative
estimate of an exposure of three hours per day, 75 days per year for eight years
between the ages of 10 - 18 years old. The major contributions to the health risk
were from ingestion and skin exposure to PCBs, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
(PAHs) and lead. No significant potential heaith threats were identified for the
residents and commercial population near the site.

SECTION 4: ENFORCEMENT STATUS

The Potential Responsible Parties (PRP) for the site include the site owner/operator,
George T. Booth and Son, Inc; the other site owner, Consolidated Rail Corporation; and,
numerous generators who shipped waste to the site inciuding; FN Burt, General Motors,
General Electric, Allied Signal (Bendix), GTE, and Union Carbide.

The PRPs failed to implement the RI/FS at the site when requested by the NYSDEC.
After the remedy is selected, the PRPs will again be contacted to assume responsibility for
the remedial program. If an agreement cannot be reached with the PRPs, the NYSDEC will
continue with the project using State monies. The PRPs will be subject to legal actions by
the State to recover costs incurred by the State on the remedial program.

SECTION 5: GOALS FOR THE REMEDIAL ACTION

Goals for the remedial program are established under the broad guidelines of meeting
all standard, criteria, and guidances (SCGs) and protecting human health and the
environment.

The media of concern identified for the Booth Oil site are contaminated soils and
groundwater on site and contaminated sediments in the storm sewer system. The
contaminated sediments in the Little River will be further investigated under a separate
action. The remedial action objectives for the site are as follows:

° Reduce contamination present in site soils to eliminate potential risks to human
health and the environment and to reduce the potential for off-site migration.
The primary remediation goals are 10 ppm for PCBs, 1 ppm for VOCs, and 500
ppm for lead.

° Remove contaminated sediments from the storm sewer system to eliminate
additional contaminant migration to the Little River; and,

° Remove contaminated groundwater and the oil layer to eliminate the potential of
off-site migration of contamination.

SECTION 6: DESCRIPTION OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES



Potential remedial alternatives for the Booth Oil site were identified, screened and
evaluated in a three-phase Feasibility Study. This study is described in two reports entitled
"Phase 1/l Feasibility Study Report (February 1991)" and "Phase Ill Feasibility Study Report

(February 1992)". A summary of the detailed analysis follows:

The potential remedies for the contaminated soil are on-site treatment, off-site
treatment, off-site disposal, and on-site containment. Applicable on-site treatment
technologies include incineration, thermal separation and solvent extraction. Off-site
options include treatment by incineration and disposal in a secure landfill. The on-site
containment alternatives consist of various combinations of containment structures such as
low permeability caps and slurry walls.

Alternatives for groundwater treatment were not evaluated in detail as the North
Tonawanda Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW) has the capacity to treat the
contaminated groundwater. Under this scenario, the groundwater would be pretreated on-
site to meet the POTW's standards and then discharged into the sanitary sewer for final
treatment at the plant. On-site pretreatment is anticipated to consist of oil/water
separation. However, additional treatment by filtration, flocculation, and/or carbon
absorption may be performed if necessary to meet the POTW standards. If treatment at the
POTW is not available at the time the remedy is implemented, a standard physical/chemical
wastewater treatment plant would be operated on-site.

Each alternative discussed below includes the cleaning and restoration of the storm
sewer system on Robinson Street. All sediments will be removed from the sewer by
conventional cleaning techniques. All contaminated water and sediments will be collected
for treatment on site or at an off site permitted facility.

No Action

The no-action alternative, which involves only continued monitoring, was evaluated in
the FS as a statutory requirement. This is an unacceptable alternative as the site would
remain in its present condition, and human health and the environment would not be
adequately protected.

On-Site Incineration

Present Worth - $12.7 - $20.9 mil.
Capital Cost - $11.5 - $19.8 mil.
Annual O & M- $ 0.8 mil.
Time to Implement - 1.8 - 3 years

On-site incineration involves the thermal destruction of the organic contaminants in
the soil. A transportable incinerator would be set up on the site and would process
contaminated soils after they are excavated. The residuals from the incinerator would be
stabilized if necessary to immobilize heavy metals such as lead.

There is the potential for significant air emissions during the excavation, handling and
storage of the contaminated soils. If necessary, these operations would be performed



under enclosed structures with air collection and treatment to ensure that vapor emissions
do not occur.

An extensive air monitoring program would also be implemented on site and at the
perimeter to monitor the effectiveness of the emission control procedures.

The incinerator would be designed and operated under all applicable regulations for
hazardous waste and PCB incinerators. Air pollution control devices would treat the
gaseous emissions from the incinerator so that no pollutants are emitted at unacceptable
levels.

On-Site Thermal Separation

Present Worth - $15.3 - $24.3 mil.
Capital Cost - $14.1 - $20.1 mil.
Annual O & M- $ 0.8 mil.
Time to Implement - 1.7 - 2.1 years

On-site thermal separation involves the thermal separation of the organic
contaminants from the soil. The contaminated soils would be excavated and heated in the
treatment unit to evaporate the organic contaminants. The evaporated organics would be
collected as an oily liquid and shipped off site for incineration at a permitted facility.

The treated soils would be stabilized if necessary to immobilize heavy metals, such as
lead, and backfilled on site. Any uncondensed combustion gases would be recirculated
through the unit, with a small portion treated by activated carbon and vented to the
atmosphere.

The excavation emission control measures and ambient air monitoring provisions
discussed for on-site incineration would also be implemented under this alternative.

On-Site Solvent Extraction

Present Worth - $11.8 - $12.9 mil.
Capital Cost - $10.6 - $13.7 mil.
Annual O & M - $ 0.8 mil.
Time to Implement - 2 years

On-site solvent extraction involves the separation of the organic contaminants from
the soils using a solvent. The contaminated soils would be excavated and mixed in a
reactor with a solvent. The solvent would dissolve the organic contaminants and separate
them from the soils. The solvent would then be separated from the oily contaminates and
recycled for reuse in the process. The oily wastes would be collected and shipped off site
for incineration at a permitted facility. The treated soils would be stabilized if necessary to
immobilize the heavy metals, such as lead, and backfilled on site.

The excavation emission control measures and ambient air monitoring provisions
discussed for on-site incineration would also be implemented under this alternative.



Off-Site Incineration

Present Worth - $65 mil.
Capital Cost - $65 mil.
Annual O & M - $0
Time to Implement - 1 year

Off-site incineration involves excavating the contaminated soils and transporting them
off site for incineration at a permitted facility.

The ash residues from the incinerator would be disposed at a permitted landfill.

The excavation emission control measures and ambient air monitoring provisions
discussed for on-site incineration, would also be implemented under this alternative.

Off-Site Land Disposal

Present Worth - $12 mil.
Capital Costs - $12 mil.
Annual O & M - $0
Time to Implement - 1 year

In this alternative, the contaminated soils would be excavated and transported off site
for disposal in a permitted landfiil.

The excavation emission control measures and ambient air monitoring provisions
discussed for on-site incineration, would also be implemented under this alternative.

On-Site Containment

Present Worth - $4.2 mil.

Capital Costs - $2.6 mil.

Annual O & M - $0.1 mil.
Time to Implement - 1.5 years

In the on-site containment options, the contaminated soils would remain on site in the
present condition. Containment structures including a low permeability cap and a slurry
wall would be constructed to prevent off site migration of contamination. The low
permeability cap would reduce direct exposures and minimize the infiltration of precipitation
and the slurry wall would inhibit the off site migration of groundwater. The site would be
periodically monitored and inspected to insure that the containment features remain
functional. Access to the site and future use would be restricted to protect the

containment structures.
SECTION 7: EVALUATION OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES
The remedial alternatives have been compared against the criteria identified in the

NYSDEC’s Technical and Administrative Guidance Memorandum (TAGM) 4030, "Selection
of Remedial Actions at Inactive Hazardous Waste Sites". A detailed discussion of the
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evaluation criteria and comparative analysis is contained in the report entitled "Phase ||

Feasibility Study"” (FS). The following is a brief summary of the comparative analysis
contained in the FS.

The first two evaluation criteria are termed threshold criteria, indicating that each
alternative evaluated at this stage must satisfy the criteria.

1.

2.

Protection of Human Health and the Environment. This criterion is an overall
assessment of protection based on a composite of all the other evaluation
criteria. Each of the alternatives, except no-action, would be protective of
human health and the environment.

Compliance _with Applicable Standards, Criteria, and Guidelines ({SCGs]).
Compliance with SCGs addresses whether or not a remedy will meet applicable
environmental laws, regulations, standards, and guidance. Each of the
alternatives, except no-action, would meet the SCGs with the application of the
following waivers. TAGM 4030 "Selection of Remedial Actions at Inactive
Hazardous Waste Sites™ allows an SCG to be waived under the six provisions of
CERCLA/SARA. All of the alternatives which involve on-site treatment with
backfilling of the treated soils on site must comply with the requirements of
6NYCRR Part 373 for the disposal of hazardous waste, in the absence of a

waiver.

The landfill disposal requirements of 6NYCRR Part 373 are applicable to this
action because the treated residuals from the on-site processes would still meet
the definition of a hazardous waste by application of the "derived from" rule of
6NYCRR Part 371.1(d)(4). Much of the contaminated media at the Booth Qil
site is a listed hazardous waste as BO02, BOO3, and B0OO7 under Part 371 as
PCB contaminated petroleum oil, soils, solids, and sludges on site with
concentration in excess of 50 ppm. Other PCB contaminated petroleum oil,
soils, solids, and sludges with less than 50 ppm are also considered a hazardous
waste since they were generated as a spill residue from materials with greater
than 50 ppm of PCBs.

Since the material to be treated in the on-site system is a hazardous waste, the
treated soils will also be a hazardous waste by the "derived from™" rule although
nearly all of the toxic components would be removed or destroyed. In
consideration of the detoxified nature of the treated residuals and the specific
site characteristics, the NYSDEC is waiving the design and operating
‘requirement for a hazardous waste landfill to allow the return of the treated
residuals to the excavated areas of the site.

The NYSDEC is waiving the land disposal requirements for hazardous waste of
6NYCRR Part 373. based on the provisions of "Equivalent Standard of
Performance"” and "Fund Balancing” as provided in TAGM 4030 and
CERCLA/SARA. Considering the inert nature of the treated residuals, the very
low solubility of any remaining trace contaminants, the low permeability of the
underlying natural clay unit and the perched nature of the groundwater, the
potential for off-site migration of hazardous constituents in sufficient amounts
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to impact human health or the environment is essentially equivalent to the
protection provided by a hazardous waste landfill. The additional costs
associated with designing, constructing, and operating a hazardous waste
landfill is not warranted since no added protection of human heaith and the
environment would result.

The next five "primary balancing criteria" are used to compare the positive and
negative aspects of each of the remedial strategies.

Short-term_Impacts and Effectiveness. The adverse impacts to the community,
remedial workers, and the environment resulting from the implementation of
each remedy are compared. Also, the estimated time necessary to implement
each remedy is considered in comparing the time periods associated with the

adverse impacts.

The on-site treatment alternatives are not the most effective in meeting this
criterion. On-site treatment involves substantial excavation and handling of
contaminated soils which would release vapors and odors. Engineering and
operational controls would be necessary to address these emissions. Although
on-site containment would invoive some excavation, the air emission, and thus
the short-term impacts, would be less severe. OQOff-site disposal and off-site
incineration would result is the same significant short-term impacts associated
with the excavation, and would also involve the impacts resulting from the
transportation of large volumes of contaminated soils.

Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence. If wastes or treated residuals remain

on site after the selected remedy has been implemented, the following items are
evaluated: 1) the magnitude of the remaining risks, 2) the adequacy of the
controls intended to limit the risk, and 3) the reliability of these controls.

The on-site treatment alternatives, are the most effective in meeting these
criteria. The organic contaminants would either be destroyed on site or
separated on site and destroyed off site. The inorganic contaminants would be
permanently immobilized by stabilization if necessary to reduce the mobility of
heavy metals such as lead.

The on-site containment options are less effective in the long-term and are not
permanent. The wastes would remain on site and the containment structures
would require frequent inspections and maintenance to remain effective.
Restrictions on the use of the site in the future would also be necessary.

Off-site disposal by landfilling or incineration are nearly as effective in meeting
these criteria as the on-site alternatives. However, the on-site treatment
alternatives are slightly more desirable and are preferred over off-site actions as
discussed in TAGM 4030.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume. In the remedy selection process,
preference is given to alternatives that permanently reduce the toxicity, mobility

or volume of the wastes at the site. All of the treatment options, including the

12
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preferred on-site actions, result in the permanent reduction in the toxicity and
mobility of the wastes. Although on-site containment and off- site disposal
reduce the mobility of the wastes, these options are not permanent and would
require frequent monitoring and maintenance.

6. Implementability. This criterion compares the technical and administrative
difficulties in implementing each alternative.

The on-site treatment alternatives are slightly more difficult to implement than
the other options because of the technical complications associated with
excavation of the contamination and the operation of the treatment equipment.
However, neither technical nor administrative difficulties would significantly
inhibit the implementation of any alternative.

7. Cost. The total cost for each alternative are compare on a present-worth basis.
The present worth costs include capital costs and operational maintenance
(O&M) costs. Initial estimates for the range of costs for the on-site treatment
alternatives are from $12 - 22 million.

On site containment is the least expensive at $4.2 million and off site
incineration is the most expensive at $65 million.

SECTION 8: SUMMARY OF THE SELECTED ALTERNATIVE

The remedy selected for the site by the NYSDEC was developed in accordance with
the New York State Environmental Conservation Law (ECL) and is consistent with the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA),
42USC Section 9601 et.seq., as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARAJ).

Based upon the results of the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) the
NYSDEC has selected on-site treatment of the contaminated soils and groundwater as the
primary component of the remedy for the Booth Qil site. The treatment technologies were
selected as they are permanent on-site remedies. The components of the selected remedy
are as follows:

L On-site treatment of the contaminated soils by separation technologies or
incineration. The contaminated soil separated from the wastes will be
incinerated off site. Solid residuals will be stabilized if necessary to immobilize

,heavy metals such as lead and backfilled on site. a protective soil cover would
be placed over the backfilled soils if necessary to prevent contact with elevated

heavy metal concentrations.

[ ] Extraction and on-site pretreatment of the contaminated groundwater with
discharge to the sanitary sewer for final treatment at the North Tonawanda
Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW). If the POTW is not available at the
time the remedy is implemented, a standard physical/chemical wastewater
treatment plant would be operated at the site. All residuals and discharges

13



The
following:

associated with wastewater treatment will be managed under applicable
permits.

The storm sewer system along Robinson Street will be cleaned, and the
sediments treated on site.

The nature and extent of contaminated sediments in the Little River, resulting
for contaminated storm water discharge, will be defined in consideration of
additional remedial measures under a separate operable unit.

performance standards for the implementation of the remedy include the

All contaminated soils resulting from operations at the Booth Qil site in excess
of the following criteria shall be remediated:

o)

PCBs in surface soils (0-12 inches deep) greater than 1-2 ppm shall
be removed or covered with 12 inches of clean soil.

PCBs in subsurface soils (greater than 12 inches deep) greater
than 10 ppm.

Total lead greater than 500 ppm.

Total Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) greater than
100 ppm.

Total base neutrals or acid extractables (BNAs) greater than 10
ppm.

Total volatile organic compounds (VOCs) greater than 1 ppm.

Any additional soil determined by the NYSDEC to pose a
potential risk to human health or the environment.

Any treated residuals backfilled on site must meet the remediation
guidelines with the following exceptions:

o

o

Total PCBs must be less than 2 ppm in all treated residuals;

There is no limit on total lead but all inorganic contaminates must be less
than the leachability levels for a characteristic hazardous waste as
determine by the applicable test under New York State regulations at the
time of implementation; and

Any additional restrictions determined by the NYSDEC as necessary to
prevent potential threats to human health or the environment.

14



The remedy shall be implemented to prevent to the maximum extent
practical any nuisance odors or noise from adversely impacting the
surrounding neighborhood;

Enclosed structures shall be used as neCessary to prevent
unacceptable degradation of air quality in the surrounding
neighborhood including nuisance odors;

All necessary and appropriate air monitoring be performed to assure
that the air quality in the surrounding neighborhoods is not adversely
impacted. A contingency plan shall be in place to protect local
residents in the event that air emissions become unacceptable;

Only wastes on the Booth Qil site or resulting from migration off the
site shall be treated in the on-site unit;

An environmental monitoring program be performed during and after
the remedy to evaluate the performance of the remedial program;

and

Deed restrictions, or other appropriate measures shall be instituted to prohibit
future use as residential and to inform future owners of the conditions.

SECTION 9: STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The following discussion describes how the remedy complies with the decision criteria
in the Law and regulations.

1.

Protection of Human Health and the Environment:

The selected remedy will eliminate potential threats to human heaith and the
environment by significantly and permanently reducing the toxicity, mobility and
volume of hazardous wastes and associated contamination at the site. The on-
site separation processes will remove nearly all of the organic contaminants
from the soil for off-site destruction. If on-site incineration is employed, the
organic contaminants will be destroyed on site. The treated residuals will be
stabilized if necessary to permanently reduce the mobility of the inorganic
contaminants. All of the contaminated groundwater will be removed for
,treatment either on site or off site.

Compliance with Standards, Criteria, and Guidelines (SCGs):

The implementation of the remedy will result in the attainment of the SCGs with
the exception of the hazardous waste land disposal requirements of 6NYCRR
Part 373 for the on-site disposal of the treated residuals. The NYSDEC has
waived these requirements as described in Section 7 of this ROD.
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Cost Effectiveness:

Of the permanent alternatives evaluated for this site the selected remedy has
the lowest cost. Although other alternatives are cheaper, they are not
permanent solutions.

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and_Alternative Treatment Technologies or

Resource Recovery Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practical:

The selected alternative represents the maximum extent to which permanent,
on-site treatment technologies can be used in a cost-effective manner.

Preference for Treatment as a Principle Element:

The preference for treatment is met by the selected remedy as the soils and
groundwater will be treated primarily on site with some off-site treatment.
Alternatives involving on-site containment or off-site disposal were rejected as
non-permanent solutions.
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Administrative Record

The following documents, which have been available at the document repositories,
constitute the Administrative Record for the Booth Qil site, Remedial Investigation/

Feasibility Study.

June 1980: Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study Work Plan
September 1990: Phase | Remedial Investigation Field Record Report
November 1990: Work Plan Addendum for Second Phase Remedial Investigation

February 1991: Phase |, Remedial Investigation Report

February 1991: Phase /Il Feasibility Study Report
March 1991: Phase Il Remedial Investigation Field Record Report
March 1991: Preliminary Baseline Health Risk Assessment
August 1991: Phase |/1l Remedial INVestigation Report

February 1992: Phase |l Feasibility Study Report

February 1992: Proposed Remedial Action Plan

February 1992: Minutes of Public Hearing
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Booth Oil Inactive

Hazardous Waste Site
Site No. 9-32-100

RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

March 1992

Prepared by:

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation
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The following issues were raised at the public meeting/hearing for the Proposed Remedial
Action Plan (PRAP) held in North Tonawanda on February 27, 1992:

Commentor; Edward Kuczkowski:

1.

How long will this project take?

RESPONSE: Itis estimated that the treatment unit will be operated for approximately
two years, assuming 8 hrs/day, 5 days/week operation. The part-time operation (less
than 24 hrs/day, 7 days/week)} was selected to minimize disturbances on the
surrounding community.

He is intrigued by the containment of the treatment units shown in the slides. Do all
companies do this? Will this happen at this site?

RESPONSE: The structures depicted on the slides can be used for most treatment

options. These types of sprung structures are anticipated to be used during the Booth
Oil project to control air emissions during excavation, handling and storage of
contaminated soils prior to treatment. They can also be used to cover the treatment
units and the treated soil stockpile. The use of or need for structures in this manner
will be evaluated upon selection of the specific treatment method to be used during
the remediation.

Will PCBs be treated on site? How effective will the treatment be?

RESPONSE: In all cases, treatment of the soils to remove the PCBs below clean-up
levels will be at the Booth Oil site. For on-site solvent extraction and on-site thermal
separation, the PCBs will be separated from the soils and destroyed at an off-site
permitted incinerator. For on-site incineration, the PCBs will be destroyed on site. For
each treatment option, the levels of PCBs in the treated soils to be backfilled on the
site will be limited to no greater than 1-2 ppm.

Commentor: William Heine

4.

Do the two years for remediation include all seasons, seven days/week?

RESPONSE: The two-year estimate for completing remediation assumes 8 hrs/day,
5 days/week throughout the year performing the remediation. A factor of 80 percent
on-line availability is included to accommodate maintenance. The part-time operation
(less than 24 hrs/day, 7 days/week) was selected to minimize disturbances on the
community.

Regarding the health risk on pages 4 and 5 of the PRAP, what risks are posed to
neighbors who are in their yards and houses near the site, particularly to his wife who
is three months pregnant.

RESPONSE: In the Preliminary Baseline Health Risk Assessment (HRA), it was
assumed that local residents would be exposed to airborne vapors and dust from the
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site in its present condition for 15 hours/day for 30 years. Based upon this scenario,
no significant risks were calculated for any of the neighborhoods around the site. The
estimated risk to local residents in their yards is much less than the estimated health
risk from on-site exposures presented on pages 4 and 5 of the PRAP. Also, please see
response to Comment 16.

Commentor: Sonia Dusza

6.

This commentor demanded that those adjacent to the site be evacuated during
remediation

RESPONSE: There is no situation presently existing or expected to occur during
remediation which would require the relocation of residents near the site. The remedy
wili be implemented in a manner such that nearby residential and commercial
populations will not be exposed to contaminants that would impact their health. A
comprehensive monitoring plan will be implemented during remediation to assure that
unacceptable levels of toxic air contaminants are not released.

Commentor: Mario Forzi

7.

What exactly is a PCB and where does it come from? Does it come from crude oil?
Was it used in hydraulic oil? Is it still in use? How did PCBs get on site? What are
acceptable levels of PCBs and other chemicals?

RESPONSE: PCBs are polychlorinated biphenyls; generally an oily material used in
electrical equipment such as transformers and capacitors, hydraulic oil, and heat
transfer fluid. PCBs are a manufactured chemical and are not found in crude oil. PCBs
are no longer manufactured but they are still in use in some of the original equipment.
The type of PCBs found on site are typically associated with transformers. The Booth
Oil Company, Inc. was not permitted or approved to handle or dispose of PCBs at the
site.

There are no universally acceptable levels of PCBs or the other site contaminants. An
"acceptable level" is set for each specific instance depending on how the contaminant
can impact human health or the environment. For the Booth Oil site, the Record of
Decision (ROD) sets an acceptable level for PCBs of 1-2 ppm in surface soils and 10
ppm in subsurface soils. By comparison, the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) has
set an acceptable level of 2 ppm of PCBs in fish sold for human consumption. The
other primary clean-up goals for the site are 1 ppm of volatile organic compounds
(VOCs) and 500 ppm for lead.

Commentor: Frank DiPillo

8.

What about children who play and walk on the site? ‘There are only signs on Robinson
Street.

RESPONSE: The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC) decided that fencing of the entire site was not feasible considering all the
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railroad tracks that cross the site. Posted signs were placed around the entire site, but
some have been vandalized or stolen. Somae of the site had been covered with clean
soil by the past operator and revegetated with grass. This reduces the likelihood of
contact with the contaminated soils in this area. The NYSDEC will replace the signs.
The NYSDEC recommends that all people cease trespassing on the site so that any
possible exposures to the chemicals are avoided.

Commentor: Sonia Dusza

9.

Will the public be informed of the upcoming investigations on the Little River before
a remedy for the site is selected. She also wants the responsible parties to be held
liable.

RESPONSE: It is anticipated that the contamination in the Little River will be
investigated in the spring and summer of 1992. The public will be informed of the
results of these investigations and will have the opportunity to comment on the
remedy for the River. The remedy for the site will proceed on its own course
regardless of the outcome of the River investigations. [t is possible that the
contaminated River sediments would be incorporated into the remedy for the site.
The NYSDEC will continue, as required by law, to attempt to secure the cooperation
of the potential responsible parties in implementing the remedy and will take
appropriate steps to recover State costs for the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study (RI/FS).

Commentor: William Heine

10.

11.

When do you propose to implement the remedy?

RESPONSE: it is difficult to predict exactly when the remedy will be implemented.
The timing will depend on the upcoming negotiations with the Potential Responsible
Parties (PRPs). As a rough estimate, on-site operations could begin in the spring of
1994.

It seems to the commentor that the State is set on incineration. Why not use off-site
disposal? It is the cheapest and creates jobs because people have to haul it away.

RESPONSE: The selected remedy provides for on-site treatment by solvent
separation, thermal separation or incineration. Off-site disposal was not selected
because it is not a permanent remedy and involves only the relocation of the
contamination. Off-site disposal is not the cheapest alternative and is estimated at
$12 million. Please refer to the "Phase Il Feasibility Study" for a complete comparison
of off-site disposal with the selected alternative.

Commentor Sonia Dusza

12.

This commentor feels that a medical condition she has may be related to the site.



RESPONSE: The New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) has been in
contact with this resident and is following up on her specific medical concern.

Commentor: Leonard Wydyka

13.

14.

18.

Why would the on-site treatment alternatives be better than off-site disposal?

RESPONSE: The on-site treatment alternatives offer a permanent remedy for the
Booth Oil site. Off-site disposal does not reduce the toxicity or volume of hazardous
wastes. The wastes are simply relocated to another area. Please refer the "Phase Il
Feasibility Study Report” for a more detailed comparison of the alternatives.

Would the State or the PRPs compensate the City for use of the Public Owned
Treatment Works (POTW).

RESPONSE: Yes.

How are the costs of each alternative estimated. Compared to the Gratwick Park
project which is much larger, the Booth Oil costs are high.

RESPONSE: The costs of each activity of the remedy are estimated using
construction industry standards, past experiences with hazardous waste sites, and
data supplied by the various technology vendors.

The cost estimates for remediating Gratwick Park are similar to Booth Oil even though
Gratwick Park is some 50 acres and Booth Oil is 4 acres. The primary reason the
costs are similar for sites of such different size is the Gratwick Park remedy does not
provide for permanent on-site treatment as proposed for Booth Qil. If feasible, a
comparable permanent treatment remedy for Gratwick Park would cost hundreds of
millions of dollars. The NYSDEC has determined through the Feasibility Study that the
selected remedy for Booth Qil is an appropriate, cost effective remedy.

Commentor: Sonia Dusza

16.

| noticed from the HRA that an unacceptable risk to children in the playground is
calculated for both carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic effects.

RESPONSE: As calculated in the Preliminary HRA which is in the document
repositories, an increased risk was calculated for children at the playground for both
carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic effects. The total carcinogenic risk was calculated
at 4.32 x 10°® for pica children. This indicates that given the assumptions of the HRA,
four children in one million could develop cancer if exposed over eight years for three
to four hours per day, 75 days per year. This scenario assumes that the children will
exhibit pica behavior (intentionally eating the soil).

The primary exposure is dermal contact with a secondary contribution from ingestion.

The primary chemicals contributing to the risk are PCBs and polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs). Similarly, the non-carcinogenic hazard is primarily attributable

6



17.

to dermal contact and ingestion of organic lead.

The NYSDOH has determined that although these calculated risks exceed established
guidelines, children using the playground are not subjected to significantly increased
health risks. This determination is based on the fact that the types and levels of
contamination at the playground are typical in city/suburban areas and do not represent
any significant contribution from the Booth Oil site. The increased risks calculated in
the HRA are more attributable to the conservative nature of the assessment than to
any significant contamination at the playground.

The following conservative assumption employed in the HRA which have led to the
overestimating of the actual risks to children in the playground:

° The dermal exposure routes from contaminants in soil are not well quantified
and are extremely conservative dose estimations were employed;

o Surrogate concentrations for a contaminants are sometimes used to account
- for the detection limit of a particular compound. For instance, although PCBs
were not detected in the playground during the first phase of the Rl, an
elevated risk for these compounds was still calculated using the conservative
approach of a surrogate concentration at the analytical detection limit.

] The major contributor to non-carcinogenic risk was calculated assuming that all
of the lead was in an organic form. There are presently uncertainties
associated with risks to lead. Although the lead content in the playground soils
is typical in a city/suburban setting, an increased risk was still calculated.

In summary, the levels of contaminates in the playground soils are typical of this
setting. The risk values calculated in the HRA are overestimated and are not
considered to indicative of actual risks to children using the playground.

What were the results for subsurface soils at monitoring well MW-12 and MW-7?

RESPONSE: The results for the subsurface soils analyses performed at these
locations are:

Subsurface Soil

MW-7 (5-7 ft) MW-12
(ppm)
VvOC .05 no samples
PAH 5.1
SsoC .8
pPCB 2.3
Lead 90.0



18.

Groundwater

MW-7 MW-12 (ppb)
Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 2
vOC 236 106 voC 83
PAH ND NA PAH ND
SSOC ND NA SSOC ND
PCB 3 ND PCB ND
Lead 47 NA Lead 113

The above results indicate that the soil in these areas is virtually unaffected by
contamination from the site. In both locations, VOCs were detected in groundwater,
primarily 1,1-Dichloroethylene (1,1-DCE). The groundwater guidance value for 1,1-

DCE is 50 ppb. The groundwater standard for lead is 25 ppb. This ievel of

contamination does not exceed the groundwater guidance value for 1,1-DCE but the
standard for lead is exceeded.

She is suspicious that a proposal by the City to rezone the neighborhood in the vicinity:
of the site from residential to manufacturing indicates that the area around the site is
not habitable and the contamination is worse than reported.

RESPONSE: While conducting the investigations or selecting the remedy, the
NYSDEC did not consider in any way the current or proposed zoning for the site.
Zoning determinations are a local decision on what is considered appropriate or best
use of an area. The remedial investigation results have adequately defined the nature
and extent of the contamination. Based on these results, off-site contamination is
minimal with only slightly elevated levels of lead in some of the backyards of the
residences on North Marion Street. The levels found are within the range normally
found in urban areas and are not of an immediate public health concern. Additional
sampling for one of the yards is planned for the spring. Also see response to
Comment 19.

Commentor: Mrs. Miller

19.

Her children are concerned for their health after reading letters from NYSDEC
recommending that children keep off the site. The NYSDOH promised to write letters
or talk to her children but never did. Why? Will they do this? Also, what were results
of additiona! sampling done in her yard.

RESPONSE: Regarding the additional sampling, slightly elevated levels of site
contaminants, (PCBs and Lead) were found in her yard. The NYSDOH has determined
that these levels do not indicate an immediate threat to human health. The NYSDEC
will perform additional sampling in the spring of 1992 to confirm the findings. The
report on the fall 1991 sampling is being finalized and is expected to be released in
April.



NYSDOH has talked to this resident regarding her concerns and are working with her
to address her children’s concerns. As a point of clarification it should be noted that
it was the City of North Tonawanda that advised local residents that children be kept
away from the site’s contaminated area. NYSDOH agrees with this recommendation
as the site cannot be completely fence due to the numerous railroad tracks crossing
the site. Also see response to Comment 8.

The following issues were raised by Leonard J. Wudyka, Alderman, City of North Tonawanda,
in_a letter dated March 13, 1992. (Attachment 1).

20.

21.

22.

The on-site treatment alternative seems to be the direction NYSDEC is considering;
treatment under a spring loaded structure {bubble-type enclosure) is a must. This
would prevent human health, and further environmental problems. It would also
minimize excessive odors, vapors, and dust which would otherwise affect the area.

RESPONSE: The selected remedy contains provisions for using enclosed structures
for controlling odors, vapors and dusts which might be generated during the
remediation. The two primary operations which could generate significant air
emissions are excavation and soil handling/storage prior to treatment. These
operations would be conducted within an enclosed structure if necessary to eliminate
adverse impacts on the surrounding community.

Cleaning up the site is estimated to take between 1-1/2 to 2 years to complete. We
want to make sure that this on-site clean-up facility, erected for the Booth Oil site, is
not to be used for the cleaning of any other hazardous waste hauled in from other
nearby contaminated areas. What assurances will the State make that this will not
happen?

RESPONSE: The selected remedy applies only to wastes and associated
contamination from the Booth Qil site. The only off-site material which might be
treated on site is the contaminated sediments in the sewer and Little River resulting
from past site operations. Section 8 of the Record of Decision specifically states this
restriction.

The baseline Human Health Risk Assessment (H.R.A.) evaluated the risk proposed by
the site in its existing condition. The evaluation revealed the unacceptable risks would
result if any children played in the highly contaminated areas of the site. The
assessment goes on the state that no significant potential health threats were
identified for the residents and commercial population near the site.

We are not certain what human health risk the Booth Oil contaminated site might
already have on nearby residents. We request that NYSDEC make arrangements to
give these residents physical medical examinations if they desire. This would be an
incidental cost, when compared to the overall project costs, and would have a
profound effect on the morale and well being of the residents adjacent to the site.
This would also renew confidence that the NYSDEC and NYSDOH are there to protect
the residents, giving proper assurances that no significant health risks exist.



RESPONSE: As stated at the February 27th, 1992 public meeting, the NYSDOH will
be sending out an exposure survey to area residents. This survey will assist in
evaluating the type and extent of exposures residents may have experienced. The
questionnaire will attempt to identify persons in the surrounding community who
believe they were exposed to contamination from the Booth Oil site in the past, and
whether they have health effects that they attribute to the site. This information will
be used along with the environmental data to guide the Department in developing a
plan for health related follow-up activities.

The following issues were raised by Mr. William Heine, Jr. in_his letter of March 10, 1992

{attachment 2) and other residents of North Tonawanda signing the Petition dated March 4,
1992 (Attachment 3).

23.

24.

25.

26.

On site clean-up would be acceptable providing the site be enclosed in a "Greenhouse”
type structure as to protect the residents from airborne contaminants that would arise
from construction.

RESPONSE: The selected remedy contains provisions for using enclosed structures
for controlling odors, vapors and dusts which might be generated during remediation.
The two primary operations which could generate significant air emissions are
excavation and soil handling/storage prior to treatment. These operations would be
conducted under an enclosed structure as necessary to prevent adverse impacts in the
surrounding community from air emissions.

That the portable incinerator would remain just that, portable. It would be removed
upon completion of remediation at the Booth Oil site and that no other waste be
brought to the Booth site for treatment.

RESPONSE: The selected remedy applies only to wastes and associated
contamination from the Booth Oil site. The only off-site material which might be
treated on site is the contaminated sediments in the sewer and Little River resulting
from site operations. Section 8 of the ROD specifically states this restriction.

Strict health monitoring be done throughout the remediation process.

RESPONSE: Extensive air monitoring of the treatment operation within the site and
at the boundaries will be conducted to ensure that airborne contaminants are not
adversely impacting the surrounding community.

A plan for daytime relocation of "at risk residents” be drafted in case such conditions
arise that poses a threat to public health.

RESPONSE: Prior to implementation of the remedy, a Health and Safety Plan will be
developed which will contain procedures for the evacuation of nearby residents should
an emergency arise. Although the possibility of an emergency situation is remote, the
Health and Safety Plan will contain all necessary procedures to protect the public
during site remediation.
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The following issues were raised by Ms. Francine Whiton, 137 Sommer Street, North
Tonawanda in a letter dated March 15, 1992 (Attachment 4}.

27.

28.

29.

A Health Evaluation Study is needed for residents living in the immediate area of the
site.

RESPONSE: See responsé to Comment 22.

The toxic chemicals at the site may have unknown synergistic, commutative, chronic
effects. A Health Survey and blood test should be performed.

RESPONSE: The commentor is correct in noting that the scientific knowledge about
the toxic effects of complex chemical mixtures is not completely understood.
However, the remedy has been selected such that all potential risks posed by the site
in its present condition are addressed. The HRA and the remediation guidelines which
have been set are conservative in an attempt to account for the unknown threats
posed by the chemical contamination. Regarding the request for a health survey and
blood test, please see response to Comment 22.

The commentor supports the removal of the contamination and is opposed to on-site’
containment (capping). The commentor is concerned about hazardous fumes and
airborne toxic substances during clean-up.

RESPONSE: There is the likelihood that vapors and dust will be released during the
implementation of the remedy. The ROD contains provisions in Section 8 for the use
of enclosed structures, and other means, to control the release of air contaminants.
An air monitoring program will be instituted on the site and at the boundary to insure
that off-site air quality is not adversely affected.

The following issues were raised by Ms. Sonia M. Dusza, 123 Miller Street, North
Tonawanda, New York in a letter dated March 15, 1992 {Attachment 5].

30.

31.

This commentor requested an extension to the public comment period.

RESPONSE: The 30-day public comment began on February 14, 1992 when the
project documents were placed in the document repositories and the public notice was
issued. On February 27, 1992, two weeks into the comment period, the public
meeting was held to discuss the proposed remedy. The public comment period
remained open after the public meeting until March 15, 1892. The NYSDEC has
determined that the comment period will not be extended as no information has been
received to justify the extension or any modifications to the proposed remedy.

The project documents could not be found at the North Tonawanda Public Library.
This system does not serve citizen participation, only hinders it.

RESPONSE: The project documents were available at the public library (2 copies),

City Hall (3 copies) and NYSDEC Region 9 Office (3 copies). There have been no other
indications that these materials were not available for public review. The NYSDEC will
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32.

33.

34.

35.

contact the library to determine if these materials have been available to the public.

Because of health problems believed to be related to the site, this commentor
requested an epidemiological study and additional sampling of off-site areas.

RESPONSE: Please see response to Comment 22, regarding the epidemiological
study.

To evaluate the possibility that contaminants have migrated off site, the NYSDEC
conducted sampling of surface soil, subsurface soil, and groundwater around the
perimeter of the site. The data indicated that no significant migration of contaminants
to off-site areas had occurred. Some low-level contamination was detected in surface
soils near the perimeter of the site which indicated contaminated water/oil probably ran
off during site operations. The Robinson Street storm sewer was identified as a route
of off-site migration both during site operations and as an ongoing occurrence,
however, to a much lesser extent. . The possibility that site operations affected the
health of-exposed populations will be evaluated by the NYSDOH. However, the results
of this evaluation, of events that occurred during the past, should have no impact on
the selection of a remedy to address the site in its present condition.

What cost benefit ratio formula does NYSDEC (w/EPA) use to place/arrive at a chosen
remediation/dollar cost with respect to humanity/human life?

RESPONSE: The NYSDEC does not employ a cost/benefit ratio for selecting a
remedy. As described in the project document "Phase I/l Feasibility Study” (Phase i
FS), costs are only one of several factors which are evaluated. All remedies which are
evaluated in the detailed analysis must be fully protective of human health and the
environment. Costs are only used to compare those alternatives which are found to
be fully protective.

Is remediation to occur at Location(s) A, B, C, D, and Carruthers Playground? What
remedy for each and why this remedy over another?

RESPONSE: That portion of the site which is to be remediated is depicted in the
PRAP and comprises portions of areas A, B, C and D as described in the Preliminary
Baseline Risk Assessment. No remediation is planned for the Carruthers Playground
as site-related contamination was not discovered in this area. (For further discussion,
see response 16.) The proposed remedy is the same for all areas of the site. The
reasons supporting the selected remedy are described in the PRAP and Phase ill FS.

Is capping at Area C & D temporary until remediation is begun? For many years black
oil sat in the large lagoons; did the oil migrate into the surrounding soil contaminating
soil/land off site? Y/N? To what extent? If not, how do you know since untested?

RESPQNSE: The cap on the eastern portion of the site was placed by Booth Oil during
closure of the facility to prevent direct contact with wastes. This cap can be
considered temporary, as the remedy selected by the NYSDEC will address the wastes
buried beneath the cap. As described in the "Phase | / Phase Il Remedial Investigation

12
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36.

37.

Report”, the wastes beneath the lagoons probably have contributed to the on-site
contaminated groundwater. There is no indication that the lagoon wastes or the
resulting contaminated groundwater has migrated in significant quantities to off-site
areas.

If a house would be on fire on No. Marion Street, would it possibly trigger an explosion
due to the volatility of PCBs on adjacent Booth Oil property? Y/N?

RESPONSE: An explosion at the Booth QOil site would not be triggered by a house fire
on North Marion Street.

After remediation what becomes of the land?

RESPONSE: After remediation, the site owners would be allowed use of their
property for non-residential development in accordance with the recommended deed
restrictions, consistent with local zoning and land use restrictions.

Contaminated River sediments are not addressed by this proposed remedy.

RESPONSE: The nature and extent of contaminated sediments in the Little River wilF
be determined during additional investigations as a separate operable unit. The
remedial program for this separate operable unit will be implemented with full public
involvement.

The following issue was raised by Mr. Edwin J. Kuczkowski, 310 Homestead Drive, North
Tonawanda, N.Y., in a letter received by the NYSDOH on March 2, 1992 (Attachment 6).

39.

| believe that a health inquiry survey should not only be conducted on neighborhood
residents but also health inquiry forms should also be sent to all former long-term
employees of the Lawless Container Corporation. The Lawless Corporation Plant is
immediately adjacent to the south of the Booth Qil Co. property in N. Tonawanda, N.Y.

RESPONSE: Please see response to Comment 22,
The NYSDOH will also provide exposure survey forms to an appropriate representative

of former long-term Lawless Container Corporation employees for distribution to those
former employees.

The following issues were raised by David L. Roach, of Blair and Roach Attorneys on behalf
of their client, Booth Qil Co., Inc. in a letter dated March 13, 1992 (Attachment 7).

40.

What is the basis for determining that the site is hazardous?

RESPONSE: The NYSDEC has confirmed the that the Booth Qil site is an inactive
hazardous waste site based upon the presence of PCBs in excess of the hazardous
waste regulatory threshold of 50 parts per million (ppm). The initial determination that
the soils exhibited the characteristic of ignitability was in error. However, this does
not effect the status of the site, as the basis for listing is the hazardous levels of PCBs.

13



41.

42.

PCBs were found to exceed the regulatory threshold of 50 ppm at 3 surface soil
locations, 2 subsoil locations, 2 groundwater locations, and in 1 catch basin. The two
groundwater samples which were collected from monitoring well-8 (MW-8) were
actually a non-aqueous phase oil layer floating on top of the groundwater. The first
sample indicated PCB concentrations in excess of 1000 ppm and the second sample,
which was taken to confirm the first, indicated PCBs in excess of 650 ppm. In
addition to those areas of the site exceeding the regulatory threshold, virtually all areas
of the site exhibited elevated levels of PCB sufficient to pose a potential threat to
human health and the environment. Please refer the to report Phase 1/Phase |l
Remedial Investigation Report (August 1991) for a complete discussion of the
contaminant distribution on the site.

The health risks to children playing at the site have been grossly overstated and are
irrational. The alleged groundwater contamination does not appear to present any
health risk. No potential health threats were identified for the residential and
conwnercial population near the site.

- RESPONSE: In the "Preliminary Baseline Health Risk Assessment” (HRA), an

unacceptable risk to children playing on the site was calculated. This calculated risk
was based on an exposure scenario developed in accordance with the U.S:
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) guidance entitled "Risk Assessment
Guidance for Superfund, Volume [, Human Health Evaluation Manual/”. The increased
health risk is attributed to dermal contact and ingestion of contaminated surface soils

at the site.

An ingestion rate of 10 milligrams/day (mg/day) for non-pica children and 100 mg/day
for pica children was used in the exposure scenario. These figures were obtained in
accordance with the USEPA guidance document. For non-pica children, the ingestion
rate accounts primarily for incidental ingestion of airborne dust. The pica rate accounts
for the intentional ingestion of soil by children (pica behavior). Please refer the HRA
for a complete description of the risk assessment techniques and the supporting
documentation.

In summary, the HRA was performed in accordance with the accepted USEPA
protocols as contained in the guidance document "Risk Assessment Guidance for
Superfund, Volume I, Human Health Evaluation Manual®. Using these techniques,
which are conservative by nature, an increased risk was calculated for children playing
on the site. Unacceptable risk levels were not indicated for exposure to groundwater
or for any off-site residential or commercial receptor.

The magnitude of the "problem” represented by the site has been grossly overstated
or improperly described. The description of the lagoons is inaccurate as to their size
and contents.

RESPONSE: The size (i.e., areal extent, volume of contamination) is not directly
considered in assessing the potential threats to human health and the environment
posed by the hazardous wastes and associated contaminated media at a site. The
relative size of the Booth Qil site as compared to other sites on the Registry has no
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bearing on the remedial program required to be implemented at the site under
Environmental Conservation Law. The area of the lagoons was estimated at
approximate .5 acres to account for contaminated subsurface soils which were
encountered by borings in the estimated location of the lagoons. The sludges disposed
in these buried lagoons are not only "inert solids" as suggested by the commentor.
The analytical data indicates that this sludge, which is in excess of four feet thick,
contains greater that 1000 ppm of volatile organic compounds, greater than 800 ppm
of semi-volatile organic compounds, and PCBs at over 100 ppm. This material meets
the definition of hazardous waste under 6NYCRR Part 371.

The costs of the RI/FS and the remedy are excessive considering the size of the site
and health risks posed by the site. In-situ bioremediation offers the same or greater
effectiveness than the PRAP with less disruption to community and significantly less
cost.

RESPONSE: The cost of a RI/FS is relatively independent of the size of the site or the
magnitude of the risks posed by the site. The extent and costs of the RI/FS for the

- Booth Oit site were necessary to determine the extent of the contamination resulting

from the remaining hazardous wastes and to evaluate alternatives necessary to
mitigate the potential risks posed by the hazardous wastes. -

Bioremediation (in-situ and ex-situ) was identified as a possible remedial alternative at
the initial stages of the Feasibility Study. This technology was not considered in detail
since many of the contaminants at the Booth Qil site are not readily biodegraded. The
NYSDEC has not identified any site at which PCBs and chlorinated organic compounds
such as trichloroethylene, dichloroethylene, and vinyl chloride were successfully
remediated by in-situ bioremediation techniques, lime, or fungi. Please refer to the
report entitled "Phase I/Phase Il Feasibility Study Report” (February 1991) for a
discussion of the reasons for rejecting this alternative. The unsupported assertions
made by the commentor supporting in-situ bioremediation are not sufficient to revise
the NYSDEC’s position on the inapplicability of this unproven technology for the
contaminant types and site conditions of the Booth Qil project.

The advantages that the commentator presents of in-situ bioremediation over the

preferred alternative are irrelevant since in-situ bioremediation has not been shown to
be effective for the type of contaminants identified at the Booth Qil site.
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| -
@ity of North Tonatwanda ﬂ

Second Ward Alderman
881 Oliver Street
North Tonawanda, New York 14120

March 13, 1992

Leonard J. Wudyka Telephone

Alderman

(716) 693-4228

Mr. A. Jeffrey Mirarchi, P.E. | .
Project Manager - Booth Oil Site 71992

NYS Department of Environmental Conservation S
50 Wolf Road, Room 222 I
Albany, New York 12233-7010

D T

RE: BOOTH OIL SITE REMEDIATION
CITY OF NORTH TONAWANDA, NY

Dear Mr. Mirarchi:

The Honorable Elizabeth C. Hoffman, Mayor, and the Common Council of the City of North
Tonawanda, express our thanks for your cooperation in conducting a very informative and
constructive public hearing and meeting, regarding the Booth Oil inactive hazardous waste site, on

Thursday, February 27, 1992.

Mr. William Heim, a very concerned resident bordering the Booth Oil site is an expectant father, and

has taken a lead role in representing the residents.

After a few discussions with Mr. Heim, three (3) considerations of most concern should be addressed

and they are the following:

1.

The on-site treatment alternative seems to be the direction NYSDEC is considering;
treatment under a spring loaded structure (bubble-type enclosure) is a must. This
would prevent human health, and further environmental problems. It would also
minimize excessive odors, vapors, and dust which would otherwise affect the area.

Cleaning up the site is estimated to take between 1-1/2 to 2 years to complete. We
want to make sure that this on-site clean-up facility, erected for the Booth Qil site, is
not to be used for the cleaning of any other hazardous waste hauled in from other
nearby contaminated areas. What assurances will the State make that this will not

happen? :

The baseline Human Health Risk Assessment (H.R.A.) evaluated the risk posed by
the site in its existing condition. The evaluation revealed that unacceptable risks
would result if any children played in the highly contaminated areas of the site. The
assessment goes on to state that no significant potential health threats were identified
for the residents and commercial population near the site.



Mr. A. Jeffrey Mirarchi, P.E. March 13, 1992
Project Manager - Booth Oil Site
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation

Item 3. Con't.

We are not certain what human health risk the Booth Oil contaminated site might
already have on nearby residents. We request that NYSDEC: make arrangements to
give these residents physical medical examinations if they desire. This would be an
incidental cost, when compared to the overall project costs, and would have a
profound effect on the morale and well being of the residents adjacent to the site.
This would also renew confidence that the NYSDEC and NYSDOH are there to
protect the residents, giving proper assurances that no significant health risks exist.

The Mayor and City Council strongly urge that you study the above considerations, and any others
you deem important and necessary in determining your final remedial decision for the Booth Oil
inactive hazardous waste site.

Thank you again, and please keep us informed of the progress on this most urgent situation.
Smcerely,

/
’mcddﬁ(/\ L(,//-(’[ /CL

Leonard J. J)Vudyka
Alderman, 2nd Ward

LIW:dmf

cc: Mayor
Common Council
City Attorney
City Engineer
P. Dicky, NC Health Dep't.
Robert Schick, Project Dir. NYSDEC
A. Wakeman, NYSDOH
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0
William Heine, Jr.
116 N. Marion Street
N. Tonawanda, N¥—14120 - o ———
March 10, 1992 ¢ TN
oo f ’
Mr. Jeffrey Mirarchi
NYSDEC -~ Central Office > ]7]992

Div. of Hazardous Waste o
50 Wolf Road i
Albany, NY 12233-7010 ;u;u;,‘

Dear Mr. Mirarchi, | VeliE L

I would 1like to make the following comments regarding
remediation at the Booth 0il inactive hazardous waste sight
#9-32-100.

After much research and discussion with Mr. Dan Gagliardo
of OHM Remediation Corp., it appears the on-sight clean up
would be satisfactory providing the following suggestions

be adhered to:

1. The on-sight remediation be conducted completely under
a "Green House" structure to eliminate or greatly reduce
airborne contaminants.

2, The Booth 0il sight would be the only soils treated at
this sight. By this I mean contaminated soils would not
be brought in from the Gill Creek sight in Niagara Falls
or any other sight for treatment at the Booth 0il sight.

3. Strict health monitoring be done throughout the remediation
phase and results of such tests be known to the residents
of the effected areas.

4. A plan for daytime relocation be drafted in the event
conditions should warrant such a relocation.

Mr. Mirarchi, I expect a reply to my concerns regarding
the clean up and hope you may have one more meeting inviting

all effected residents and give straight answers to their’

questions.
Thank you, .
Uiy Hew Y.

William Heine, Jr.
DAY itm¥ PHon &

7/6 &26-883Y

Lo

. ¢
i rern e sttt s e
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Rl wAmes collecTep AY copies on File wilW ~IL <Tr g7

william Hewve 176 . riatew gpMarch 4, 1992 a3

We, the undersigned residents of North Tonawanda, wish to express
the following comments in regards to the Booth 0il inactive hazard-

ous waste sight #9-32-100.

1. On sight clean up would be acceptable providing the sight
be enclosed in a "Greenhouse" type structure as to protect the
residents from airborne <contaminants that would arise from

construction.

2. That the portable incinerator would remain just that, portable.
It would be removed upon completion of remediation at the Booth
0il sight and that no other waste be brought to the Booth sight

for treatment.

3. Strict health monltorlng be done throughout the remediation
process.

4. A plan for daytime relocation of "at risk residents" be drafted
in case such ccnditions arise that poses a threat to public health.
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All wameS  collaTedp gy Copres om fite wire M7 1y A77ry-
L rrm. Heive e N.mﬂﬂmws‘;ﬁarch 4, 1992

We, the undersigned residents of North Tonawanda, wish to express
the following comments in regards to the Booth 0il inactive hazard-
ous waste sight #9-32-100.

1. On sight clean up would be acceptable providing the 51ght
be enclosed in a "Greenhouse" type structure as to protect the
residents from airborne contaminants that would arise from

construction. )
o

2. That the portable incinerator would remain just that, portable.-
It would be removed upon completion of remediation at the Booth
Oil sight and that no other waste be brought to the Booth sight
for treatment.

3. Strict health monitoring -be done throughout the remediation
process.

4. A plan for daytime relocation of "at risk residents" be drafted
in case such conditions arise that poses a threat tc public health.
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March 15, 1992

Francine Whiton
137 Sommer St,
No, Tomnawanda, NY 14120

Dear Mr, Mirarchi:

This letter is i+» rerards to the Booth 0il Site in mv
immediate area, I recret ot bheineo ahle to attend vour
most recent meetine pertai=nine to this issue, hut I had
pressing familv matters that warranted my attention and
hence, was unable to attend. This I did with rreat resret,
because I found vour nrevious pnrliminary meetine inform-
ative and helnful, The March meetinoc would have afforded
me answers to my aquestions and heln clarifyv mv imnressions
and confusion that I exnerienced while studvine the volumes
available at the librarv. I must admit that I was at a
loss whe=n it came to various terminoloey and charts, but

I tried to the best of mv abilitv to eet the "Gist" of

all beine~ said, '

A few thines stand out i< my mind, The most important be-
ino the need for a concise and throuech Health Evaluation
Study for residents liviwe in the immediate area surround-
this verv toxic dumn, I, mvself, am a victim of Booth 0il,
I orew up i=n this area, as did mv 5 brothers and sisters.
Infact, in 1983, I nurchased the very home I orew un in
from my mothers estate, Had I k+nown how toxic this area
was, I would have nut sentiment aside, and not done so,

I, alone with almost all of the other =neighhorhood child-
ren played on this site. The fact hhat there was a huge
0il lake surroundine the bie 0il tank did not nhase us,
The fruit trees, wild berries, thick brush and small hill
surroundina this'lake was our favorite nlay area, WNo

one associated this area with "'dancer'', No one snole of



Toxic materials, WNow, as a=n adult, I find I have many
health prohlems. (One of which is severe and debilitatine

micoraine headaches which I have endured for over 25 years.)

Even =now I observe many =eichborhood children nlavine on this
toxic site and unfortunatelv, the attitude of sore is,

"I'm not dead vet so there must =ot be any danser to mel

My impressio=n of your research is that there are sub-
stances that are more potent than others and hence,
provide a creater or lesser degree of cancer risk because
of it, I concur with this, but would like to take it-a
step further by saying there still remai=ns many '"unlinowuns',
(After all, isn't this why cancer research is a=n on-~oing
process?) Your renort stated that yvour "toxic studies
are generallv conducted for exposure to a sincle compound
of concern! My createst concern along this line of rea-
sonine is- exactly, vhat affect do toxic substances have
o1 the human body when other chemicals are present, and
what indeed, is the '"synersistic" a=d nerhans, cummulative
affect, and how does "the time factor'" influence ones
chance of acruiring cancer later in life? ( Ma=nv people
are under the mvth that if thev have been smoXine for some
20=30 years, then thev have beat the odds of ever gettinec
cancer, Ve =now know this to be untrue,) I thi=k we mav ‘
be living with some '"Myths" i=n recards to the effect (Lono
term) of toxics .also, I mpersonally feel that this is an
area where more data and research is =needed, and where

we have only touched the "tip'" of the icebere, A health
survey i=n our immediate area is a step i the richt
direction, &

I also feel that all children that nlay i=» the area of
Booth 0il should be offered a blood test to determine

lead content, I think some parents mav stand up and

take notice followine these results,




R

I have read over vour "Pronosed Remedial Actio=n Pla="
and would once acrain like to o on record as savine,
"Remove this toxic soil, do =not leave it, or car it,"
I am also very concerned about inhalation of hazardous
fumes and airborne toxic substances durine clea=n-un,

I recret mv letter may reach vou to late to make a bic
difference, but I had to tryv anvwavs.

(I apolirize for my tvpewriter and myv tvnine- neither

of us is workine well todayv.)

Sincerelyv,
F Ao camdt k[)LAAKN\

Francine Vhiton
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Sonia M. Dusza
123 Miller Street

North Tonawanda, New York 14120
(716) 692-8764

March 15, 1992

A. Jeffrey Mirarchi, P.E.

Prject Manager - Booth 0il site

NYS Department of Environmental
Conservation

Room 222

50 Wolf Road

Albany, New York 12233%-7010

Re: Questions & Comments with respect
to NYS/DEC Propoded Remedial Action
Plan Booth Oil Inactive Hazardous
Waste Site.(Site Registry No. 9-32-100),
76 Robinson Street, No. Tonawanda, NY

Dear Mr. Mirarchi & DEC Staff Members:

As a life long citizen of North Tonawanda, a resident of the
the above address since 1949 with my parents, Henry and Bernice Dusza,
a residentially zoned area/neighborhood and as an advocate of quality
of life and quality of environment I submit some of the following
guestions and comments:

Comment #l: I request an extension of at least two weeks from
the seventeen days deadline (2/27 to 3/15) in which to submit comments/
questions on the proposed/preferred remedy(ies) action plan by DEC
as this relates with the researching/evaluating the data contained
in the voluminous volumes on RI/FS, Prelim. Health Risk Assessment and
Environmental Assessment and comparing with the proposed/preferred
remedy. NOTE: Residents/taxpayers have suffered and been aggreived
from the effects of the Booth 0il's operations for decades --- two
weeks are not going to change the status for remediation.

Comment #2: incidential to remediation comments/questions yet
a source of frustration, annoyance and irritation. On the last two
occasiorms I specifically went to the No. Tona. Public Library/reposi-
tory to read the most current volume (See Mirarchi 2/11/92 letter
to MicKenna) and borrow out; it could neither be physically found or
found via the catalogue system. This non-system does not serve citi-
zen participation only hinders. I suggest finding another.

Comment #3%: approximately 1981 I was diagnosed as having sclero-
derma. After reading previous Dvirka & Bartilucci did the thought
register, may the Booth Oil operations contaminants have a connection
with my own health? Therefore, I request that a meaningful and full
scale epidemiological studies be implemented of residents/workers
within a 1000 feet radius of the Booth Oil Site. That property/land,
air , soil be tested evaluated. Could migration of contaminants be



Page 2
A. J. Mirarchi, P.E.
March 15, 1992

ie. soil contamination from perculation? Hence dermal contact???
During the Booth Oil's operations ie. "cooking'the o0il residents

had a myriad of physical symptoms such as irritation to throat,

eyes burning, dizziness, heart pounding, etc. Before remediation is
selected the DEC I should think would want to know what is the sta-
tus health wise of the population impacted from the firm's overations
and via effect(s) not only to environment damage but human health

as well and before consideration of the appropriate remediation for

a short term and long term payoff/effect. Find encl. att'd.

Question #l: What cost -benefit ratio formula does NYSDEC (w/
EPA) use to place/arrive at a chosen remediation/dollar cost. with
respect to humanity/human life???

Q. #2: Is remediation to occur at Location(s) A, B, C, D,
and Carruthers Playground? What remedy for each and why this remedy

over another? ,
Q. #3: Is capping at Area C & D temporary until remediation
is begun? For many years black oil sat in the large lagoons; did the
0il migrate into the surrounding soil contaminating soil/land off
site? Y/N ? to what extent? If not, how do you know since untested?

Q. #4: If a house would be on fire on No. Marion Street would
it possibly trigger an explosion due to the violatilty of PCByon ad-
jacent Booth 0il property? Y/N? How would this impact on the quality
of both life / environment of residents living in neigborhood?

Q. 85: After remediation what becomes of the land?

‘ C. #4: W.r.t'‘contaminated River sediments (Pg. 4) are not ad-
dressed by this proposed remedyﬁSee encl. attached

Due to clock I must submit, hope DEC will extend comment period.

Thank you for the opportunity.
urs,
/. M 2

nia M. Dusza

§I cerly y

\

encl. 3 (2 above & Dusza's 2/21/92
letter to City of NT officals)

cec: Mayor Hoffman
Common Council
WNY -REACH



UNITED SCLERODERMA FOUNDATION
' WESTERN NEW YORK CHAPTER
HEHBERSHIP APPLICATION FOR PATIENTS, FAMILY AND FRIENDS

NAME :

ADDRESS: 21P

TELEPHONE:

Enclosed is my check for $12.00 for a one year membership
__New Renewal Patient Family Friend

Enclosed is my tax deductible donation for $
(make all checks payable to USF Western NY Chapter).

I would be interested in helping out with:
Phone Calling fund Raising Newsletter
Publicity/Hedia Meet ings/Workshops

THANKS FOR YOUR SUPPORTI |

United Scleroderma Foundation, Western New York Chapter,
P.0. Box 362, Elma, New York 140583

United Scleroderma Foundation Non-Profit Organizatio

U.S. POSTAGE PAID
Western New York Chapter Elma, New York 14059
P.O. Box 362 Permit No. 25
Elma, New York 14059 ADDRESS CORRECTION REQUESTED

Sonia Dusza
123 Miller St.
N. Tonawanda, NY 14120




/REPORT ON NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF UNITED SCLERODERMA FOUNDATION, 1991, FLORIDA

Convention '91- Medical Workshops: Part 1

This Is the first in a senies of articles in which we will attempt to summarize the medical presentations made on
Saturday, August 24,1991 in Fort Lauderdale, Florida for the benefit of our membership.

Overview of Scleroderma-

Dr. Danlel Wallace

There are about 150 rheumatic
diseases which can be grouped into 7
families. The first family is os-
teoarthritis which affects 20-30
million Americans and is the most
common. The second form of arthritis
is crystal induced disease that is
caused by a crystal such as gout
which Is cansed by uric acid crystals.
There are about 2 or 3 million
Americans who have a form of crystal
induced arthritis. The third family of
arthritis is metabolic bone discase.
That is where you have too much
calcium in the bones of too little as in
osteoporosis. We don’t know how
many people have the metabolic form
but probably 10-20 million. The
fourth family is septic arthritis which
Is causcd by an infection In the joint
and extends from staph or bacterio-
logical infections in the joint to
forms resulting from reactions to
byproducts of viral or bacterial
infection like AIDS arthritis and
Lyme Discase. The fifth family used
to be called Rheumatoid Variants and
includes diseases like ankylosing
spondolitis and probably affects
another 3-4 million Americans. The
sixth category is something every-
body gets at one time or another. It is
called soft tissue theumatism that
occurs in the supporting tissue around
the joint. Tendonitis, bursitis and
fibrositis are examples of diseases in
this group. The seventh and last
family are the autoimmune diseases
that affect probably 7-8 million
Americans. The most common
autoimmune illness is rheumatoid
arthritis which affects 3-4 million
Americans, the second most common
is lupus which affects 1/2-1 million
Americans and the third most
common is Scleroderma. So of the

- seven families of arthritis, the

autoimmune family is one of the
smaller and scleroderma is the third
most common of that family.

What is sclerodera? It isa
disease of unknown cause that affects
primarily women but not an over-
whelming majority are women. Most
people tend to get it between the ages
of 30 and 45. We don’t know what
brings it on. There may be a scles-
derma gene but the research into this
has been contradictory. We tend to
believe ' may be genetic although it
may be a virus or something in the
environment that turns on the genes.
In maybe 20% of the time there are
certain known environmental situ-
ations that can induce it. Some of
these include polyvinyl chloride,
silicon breast implants and industrial
silicosis. There are reports of numer-
ous drugs that may induce it like

. appetits suppressants, cocaine and
bleomycin. More recently other
environmental factors like toxic oil
syndrome and more recently L-
tryptophan.

Most cases are of unknown cause
but what is the process that is turned
on? The process is characterized by
three features: 1. increased collagen
and fibroblast production, 2. an
autoimmune feature where T-
lympocytes are excessive and is the
opnosite of cancer or AIDS, 3.
Episodes of injury to the endothelial
cells that line the blood vessels.

There are 5 classifications of
scleroderma: 1. Localized.. morphea
or lineal where you have streaks of
scleroderma and it often goes away
on its own, 2. Limlted.. which
encompasses the so-called CREST
syndrome. (Calcinosis, Raynaud’s,
Esophagitis, Sclerodactyly and
Telangectasia.), 3. Diffuse.. encom-
passes PSS (progressive systemic

- sclerosis) which is usually an organ
threatening discase. Ther are probably
3 or 4 cases of CREST for every case

of PSS, 4. Mixed Connective Tissue
disease.. where you bave the tight
skin and features of scleroderma
concurrent with autoimmune features
seen in other rtheurnatic diseases such
as systemic lupus or rheumatoid
arthritis, S. Environmental.. from
graft-versus-host reaction or silicosis
where it is similar to scleroderma but
has its own unique imprint that

" differentiates it from classic sclero-

drma.

What kind of tests canwe doto -
esuablish a diagnosis? Hopefully, the
patient s referred to a Rheumnatolo-
gist who will do a blood test. Most of
the results in a blood test are incon-
clusive although there may be
anemia, certain types of eosiniphils
may be present, or the sedimentation
rate may be high but the absence of
these indicators do not preclude
scleroderma. An anti-nuclear anti-
body (ANA) test that is positive may
indicate lupus or scleroderma but
scleroderma is usually associsted with
a speckled pattern or a centromere
pattern ANA. CREST patients tend to
have the centromere pattern antibod-
ies whereas patients with the more
diffuse form will tend to bave an anti-
SCL70 antibody or an anti-topoisom-
erasc antibody. This may indicate that
CREST and PSS are different
discases and one doesn't involve the
other. We have since found that the
limited form can include lung discase.

The skin {s the target organ of
scleroderma. Tight skin with calcium
deposits or dry mucous membranes.
Raynaud’s is sce in more than 90% of
patients. The GI tract can be involved
throughout. The kidneys can be
involved. The lungs can be involved
with pleuresy or interstitial fibrosis
(scarring of the lungs) or pulmonary
hypertension or Raynaud’s of the
lung. Sjogren's syndrome or dry
mouth. Inflammation of muscles or
joints. The brain and liver are usually
spared.
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October 1991

United Sdcrodcrma Foundation, Western New York

NEXT MEETING:

DATE: SATURDAY, OCTOBER 18, 1991
TIME: 1:00 pm
PLACE: HEALTH CARE PLAN MEDICAL CENTER
120 GARDENVILLE PARKWAY, WEST SENECA, NY
SPEAXER: NOELLA M. KAMINSKA
PATIENT SERVICES COORDINATOR
ARTHRITIS FOUNDATION, WNY CHAPTER
TOPIC: "Support Services for Arthritis-Related Illnessss"”

A wvariety of programs,

services &8nd materials are

avallable to individuals in the Western New York area

who suffer from arthritis or related diseases.

Noells

wlll describe the work of the Arthritis Foundation and
the many resources it offers to us. We will learn about.

exercise classes,
acquatic progranms,

self-help courses,
information and referral,

support groups,
videotapes

and other materials on arthritis and related illnesses

euch as scleroderma.

:........'..'...... [ XX XYY XXX 222222 222222 2222222 X2 X2 X222 2222 XX ey Y

HAPPY SEPTEMBER BIRTHDAYS TO:

Ted Kotek -~ September 17
Charles Notaro - September 25

(2 AL X2 XX SRR 2 22 2 2 4

United Scleroderma Foundation

The mission of the United
Scleroderma Foundation is to
provide educational and emo-

tional support for scleroderma

patients and their Ffamilies.
The USF is committed to in-
creasing awareness of this
devastating disease and
ralsing essential research
dollars tp determine its
cause, enhance treatment and

f£ind 8 cure.

.

The

Everyone is welcome.

MEMBER SUPPORT VISITS

Western New York Chapter
of the United Scleroderma
Foundation can provide indi-
vidualized support to people
in the community with sclero-
derma through home or hospital .
visits. 1f you or a friend,
relative or family member with
scleroderma are hospitalized
or homebound and would like a
visit, please call us. We
will be glad to send a member
to talk with you. For home or :
hospital visits, call
3040) or (6B88-B8846).

(652~ -



1865 — Tonawanda NEWS NT Centennial Edition — 1965 ' Page 5C
Pollution of River Caused ConcernHere 85 Years Ago

Sewage dumping in the Niag- the sunken grain and live. abuse. Tonawanda has no doubt the next century unless some &c-
ara River and the Erie Canal "It is an outrage on the boat- lost many lives from the effect tion is taken to compel Buffalo
was a major problem to North men and every inhabitant upon of the poison and there is no to confine her filth to her own
Tonawanda village residents. the canal within the reach of this doubt it will have to suffer for limits.”

’ §

Their vigorous opposition to
such pollution was expressed in

a newspaper item June 25, 1880.
“Buffalo, the ‘Queen City of the
Lakes,” with all her parks and
beautiful grounds; with all her Z S
boasted wealth and enterprise;

her clean streets and beautiful
location; her gentle lake breezes
and Invigorating atmosphere,

permits and has permitted be- f ; i

yond all reasonable time, the

most disgusting nuisance ever al- ¢ ¢ 0

corporation. @

lowed within the limits of any

“The Erie Canal is made the
receptacle for all the sewage,
and accumulated filth of pens

and stables of its 180,000 people
A Growing Community

and its vast numbers of horses,
cattle, sheep and . hogs.
Looking Towards A Great Fulure

“When vaporization is the
heaviest, it will make a person
entirely unaccustomed to it
deathly sick in five minutes. It
infects the grain on the canal
and if a boat loaded with grain
should sink, its cargo would be
worthless. A rat could not eat

Patent Medicine
Was Promoted

There weren't many doctors
around in the 1880s to cure the
ills and injuries of early North
Tonawandans, and there were no
clinics, public health programs
or a hospital.

But this item from the Daily
News of April 10, 1880, gives an
idea of how some folks got rid
of their aches and pains:

“Dr. Filkins Bros.’ agent is
stopping at the Excelsipr House
where consultation is free and
cures warranted.

Best Wishes From The




Sonia k. Dusza
123 Miller Street
North Tonawanda, New York %412ORELH/rﬂ
‘ NEEICE
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(716) ©92-8764

February 21, 1992

John Wylucki, City Clerk
Office of City Clerk
Jeffrey Mis, City Attorney
Department of Iaw
kElizabeth Hoffman, Mayor
Thomas Jaccarino, Council Pres. & MAYORS OPFI

5th Ward Alderman
ILeonard Wudyka, 2nd Ward PT Fﬂt?ﬁr}

Paul Reidenouer, lst Ward
Joseph Liberto, 3rd Ward

Carol Steurnagel, 4th Ward FE3 2 4 1662

City Hall =

City of North Tonawanda ciry s

216 Payne Avenue CF HoRmy Tomaves::y:,
Gt ATTOR:

North Tonawanda, New York 14120

Re: NYS DEC Public Meeting and Hearing on
Thursday, February 27, 1992 at 7PM w.r.t.
Booth 0il Inactive Hazardous Yaste Site

Dear Mayor Hoffman, Council Members, Messrs. Mis & Wylucki:

The purpose of this letter is to request of you, as a citizen of
this community and in your capacity and duties as an elected munic-
ipal offical and under the powers and authority granted you in the
Charter of the City of North Tonawanda, Its laws, codes and ordi-
nances and ‘the New York State Constitution and Statutes, the fol-

lowing:

(1) your attendance at the above public and most important
Meeting & Hearing with DEC next week

(2) your participatory support and actions in protecting we/
c1tlzen(s), residing in a residentially zoned neighbor-
hood and in the general vicinity of Booth 0Oil, located
in an M-l zoned area on Robinson Street in North Tona-
wanda, and the citizens, taxpayer(s) who individually
and collectively are also impacted by the Booth 0il Waste
Site as it relates in protection/ing of Our/f1l citizens
safety, security, health, general welfare, and in the pro-
tecting of our already invested dollars of our home(s)/
property/land in this neighborhood in this community and
the preservation of neighborhood and its quality of life
and environment before the Site's present conditions
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BOOTH OIL SITE \ e 5.
Questions/Comments Worksheet e

Thank you for coming tonight. In order to accurately document
the meeting and conduct the meeting in an orderly manner, we are
asking you to follow the procedure listed below when presenting your
comments or questions. Your cooperation will be greatly appreciated.

1. When recognized please stand.

2. State your name and address each time you are recognized.

3. State your guestions and comments clearly.

4. Please keep your comments brief and succinct.

5. You can use this sheet of paper to organize your thoughts or
provide your questions/comments to us in writing.

6. We will make every effort to answer your guestions this evening.

Those questions which we are unable to enswer will be responded
to in the Responsaveness Summary which will be provided fo]]ow1ng

._the close of thea omment perjod. “zz

NAME : ‘Tf/ /LLJN\M f /\/ JJ(I/I/ )' ~

WR - 51992 2 ADDRESS: ;zg ' &30/\3 -1 45,5,/( 04\7/7
- . (¢ §g 7.{%/%2
‘;:'S B 0 /&’lu/we) /@ZA/Z Mb AN »g.w/»j
ascturse). phradd_ped endey b ot did ovo W»&\/ e
" r:d»éﬁlﬁkf @wdudﬂ) LAy ,_»&rr?w/ @./w‘u*/(
,CLQDJF ,ZNQ- &wq i aJL‘L / ‘ Y s

»

M f!&ykf,wv /mw);,

K g of o B oxTh éu,? &}WM/
o Y 75')&@()&«//\@(& 7 o

The public comment perioa ends on Marcn 15, 1992. You can send
your written comments to the following address until that date:

Mr. A. Jeffrey Mirarchi, P.E.
Project Manager - Booth 0%l site

HYS Department of Environmental Conservation = = 7
Room 222 ,g;‘u-/;,\\f{gzr\
59 Wolf Road [k UV B
Albany, NY 12233-7010 N MA 21992 1)
Telaphone: 518/457-4343 iR -/}
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BLAIR & ROACH ot
Attorneys
SUTTE 400 * THE DUN BUILDING ° 110 PEARL STREET
BUFFALO, NEW YORK 14202
PHONE: 716-856-9181 ¢ FAX: 716-856-9197

THOMAS R. BIAIR 3043 Delaware Avenue
of Counsel Kenmore, New York 14217

PHONE: 716-874-7660
FAX: 716-874.7662

March 13, 1992

FEDERAL EXPRESS

New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation

A. Jeffrey Mirarchi, P.E.

Project Manager

Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation

50 Wolf Road

Albany, New York 12233

Re: Booth Oil Inactive Hazardous Waste Site, Site No. 9-32-100
Proposed Remedial Action Plan

Dear Mr. Mirarchi:

On behalf of our client, Booth Oil Co., Inc. we enclose herewith comments
to the proposed remedial action plan for the above-referenced site.

Very truly yours,
BLAIR & ROACH

By: MW

‘David L. Roach

DLR:tn
Enclosure




TO: New York State Department of Environmental Conservation

RE: Booth Qil Inactive Hazardous Waste Site, Site No. 9-32400;
Proposed Remedial Action Plan

DATED: March 13, 1992

1. Introduction

Booth Qil Co., Inc. ("Booth") is submitting the following commcnté, in response to the
Proposed Remedial Action Plan ("PRAP") with respect to the location of its former processing
facility on Robinson Street in North Tonawanda, New York ("Site"). This memorandum is
submitted in response to the invitation for comments on the PRAP and in accordance with
provisions under applicable statutes and regulations allowing for such participation. Due to
significant time constraints this is not intended as a comprehensive review of the Phase I1],
Feasibility Study Report ("Phase III Report") made available on or about February 15, 1992.
Rather, it is intended to give notice of significant concerns raised by the PRAP.

2. The Site '

Review of the Phase Il Report and the earlier report (Phase I and II), together with the
summary materials provided by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
("DEC") indicates two criteria for determining the status of the site as hazardous: (i) the presence
of PCB's in excess of 50 ppm at a few test locations, and (ii) subsurface soils which allegedly
demonstrated the characteristic of ignitability (flash point below 140°).

With respect to the PCB's, it should be noted that there were two (2) anomalous results,
one in excess of 650 ppm and in the other in excess of 1,000 ppm. There was no suggestion that
the results were rechecked. These appear aberrant in view of the fact that most of the samplg:s
which exceeded the regulatory threshold of 50 ppm were less than 120 ppm. It is also apparent
from the testing that PCB's are not present throughout the site, but rather, exceed the regulatory
threshold only at a few certain defined points.

The only other hazardous waste determined to be present at the site involved subsurface
soils which were alleged to be ignitable within the meaning of the regulations. The Phase III

Report reaches this conclusion, apparently, because certain samples of the subsurface soils had a



flash point below 60°C 140° F. However, the regulations are clear that wastes which are deemed
hazardous because of the characteristic of ignitability and are solids must be "capable under
standard temperature and pressure, of causing fire through friction, absorption of moisture or
spontaneou§ chemical changes and when ignited, burns so vigorously and persistently that it
creates a hazard." 6 NYCRR 371.3(b)(1)(ii). The 140° flash point standard utilized by the Phase
III Report applies only to liquids. There is no suggestion that the allegedly ignitable wastes present

in the subsurface soils were liquids. Thus, it is questionable whether the site can be deemed

hazardous on this basis.

3. Potential Exposures

Apparently, the primary, if not exclusive, health risk associated with the Site concerns
ingestion of or dermal exposure to contaminated soil by children between the ages of 10-18 ycarS
old playing on the Site an average of three hours per day, 75 days per year for eight years. There
is no documented evidence of soil ingestion by anyone at the Site. Moreover, it is highly unlikely
that children between the ages of 10-18 ingest soil either accidently or intentionally. Finally, it is
assumed that the ingestion or exposure to soil would always occur in the areas of highest
contamination.

It would appear that the likely area for recreational use of the property would be outside of
the proposed area for remediation. The remediation area is surrounded by or in close proximity to
railroad tracks and, for the most part, has little or no vegetation. The more likely areas for
recreational use are on the northern and eastern portions of the Site which are closer to the
residential areas in and around Marion Street. These areas are not within the remediation area
suggested by the PRAP. In sum, the health risk assessment with respect to children ingesting or
being exposed over significant periods of time to highly contaminated soil are grossly overstated
and irrational.

The alleged groundwater contamination does not appear to present any health risk. First, it
is not a source of drinking water. Second, the estimate of the quantity of water within the perched

water table at the Site is only 300,000 gallons. This is an extremely small amount of water viewed
2



in the context of most groundwater rcmediatibn proposals or inactive hazardous waste site
remediations, generally. Third, it is documented that the water within the perched water table is
migrating extremely slowly, if at all. Fourth, the DEC's consultants assert that the groundwater
was moving in a northeasterly direction which is away from the Niagara River and the sewer
receiver on Robinson Street. Fifth, the naturally existing layer of clay underlying the site prevents
significant migration from the perched water table to a lower aquifer. In sum, the groundwater
contamination does not represent a significant potential health threat.

It is also suggested that nearby residential and commercial population are exposed to
contamination through inhalation of dust and vapors from the site. At most, odors and dust would
appear to constitute a nuisance rather than a health threat. The DEC concluded that "[n]o
significant potential health threat were [sic] identified for the residence and commercial population
near the site."

In sum, the only alleged significant health threat is based upon a theoretical situation and
appears to have no basis in fact. There is no documentation of any ingestion of on-Site soils by
children, no evidence of skin exposure over extended periods of time and no justification for the
use of this private property as a recreational area.

4. Quantification

It is respectfully submitted that the environmental impact and potential health threat
represented by the Site have not been expressed in a reasonable context. As indicated above, the
estimated quantity of groundwater is 300,000 gallons. This is an extremely small amount of
groundwater. Similarly, the estimated amount of contaminated soil, 30,000 cubic yards is a
relatively insignificant amount. Compared to most inactive hazardous waste sites on the Registry
maintained by New York, this is an extremely small site. For example, the Gratwick Park Site
located within one mile, comprised more than 50 acres. The Niagara County Refuse District
Landfill, which is close to Gratwick is approximately 50 acres. The PRAP at the Booth Site would

involve approximately 1.5 to 2 acres.



Notwithstanding the fact that the Site is extremely small in relation to other sites on the
Registry, estimates and assumptions regarding the Site are inaccurate. For example, a discussion
of the former lagoons characterizes their size as one-half acre. In fact, drawings of lagoons which
were filed previously with DEC indicate their size is approximately one-tenth of an acre. Also, the
lagoons are described as being used in plant processing. To the contrary, they were used to hold
water prior to decanting to the POTW. Thus, any residual deposits remaining on-Site are probably
inert solids which precipitated out of the water and were immobilized upon the addition of lime as
part of the closure performed in the early 1980's.

In sum, the magnitude of the "problem" represented by the Site has been grossly overstated
or improperly described.

5. Remediation Alternatives

The significant price of the RI/FS (apparently in the range of 1 million dollars) in relation to
similar undertakings at Gratwick and Niagara (approximately 1.5 and 2 million dollars,
respectively) should cause additional scrutiny given the relative insignificance of the size and
alleged health risks associated with the Site. Moreover, the PRAP cost estimate is grossly out of
line with remediations at Gratwick (estimated by DEC's consultants to be in the range of 18-20
million dollars for a 53 acre Site) and Niagara (estimated to be about 15 million dollars for a 50
acre Site).

During Phase I of the remedial investigation the consultant identified eleven (11)
remediation techniques. One of those techniques was in-situ bio-remediation. This alternative was
abandoned in the subsequent reports, and, apparently, not even considered in the Phase III report.
It is respectfully submitted that in-situ bio-remediation offers the same or greater effectiveness than
the PRAP with significantly less disruption to the community and significantly less cost.

It is not intended that the following discussion serve as a substitute for the PRAP. Rather,
it is intended to give sufficient detail to explain and justify the serious consideration of in-situ bio-

remediation. Against this background the following program is outlined for serious consideration:



A. Bhase 1. In the first phase groundwater extraction and injection well
galleries will be located in the proposed remediation area after determination of the groundwater
flow characteristics for the Site. Previous investigation and general Site characteristics suggest a
northwesterly flow rather than northeasterly flow determined by DEC's consultants. Once the
downgradient is determined, a clay slurry wall can be installed to the depth of the underlying clay
to form a barrier to off-Site migration. After the galleries of wells have been located, physical
separation of the oil and water shall commence. Separated oil shall be stored temporarily on-Site,
analyzed and managed in accordance with the analysis results. Extracted water will be reinjected
into the soil. Chemical additives may be used to immobilize lead which is present in the soil and
has been identified as a concern by DEC's consultants. However, it is noted that none of the EP
Toxicity tests on the lead exceeded the 5 ppm threshold for designation as a characteristic
hazardous waste. Thus, the lead appears to be insoluble and the necessity for additives to
immobilize it is remote, at best. Additional chemical additives could be reinjected with the water to
break the bonds between contamination and the soil. The extraction/injection system would be
operated until immiscible oil can no longer be removed. It is anticipated that a significant amount
of the oil will be removed quickly. Removal of marginal amounts of remaining oil will either
extend the period for Phase 1 or be effected in Phase II.

B. Phase II, In-situ bio-remediation of the remaining oil contamination in the
overburden would be conducted through the extraction, injection well system. It is believed that
sufficient data regarding the Site currently exists to allow bio-remediation contractors to respond to
a request for proposal ("RFP"). The relatively small size of the project would, most likely, be
viewed as a pilot project by most contractors. In addition to bio-remediation for the dil
contamination, there are in-situ treatments for PCB's which include the applications of fungi or de-
chlorination through the addition of quick lime. EPA has experience with both techniques. A re-
refinery in Indiana, the Cam-Or, facility which is the subject of a current CERCLA removal action
was determined to contain PCB contamination. The soils were fixed and stabilized through the

addition of lime and capped for subsequent removal. After a period of time and prior to removal,
5



| neighborhood. There is no justification for the PRAP when compared to the unexplored alternative
of in-situ bio-remediation.

6. Conclusion

The PRAP should not be adopted for the reasons set forth herein. The risk represented by
the Site have been grossly exaggerated. Data regarding the Site is inaccurate. The costs,

disruptions and results of the PRAP cannot be justified when compared to the same criteria for in-

situ bio-remediation.
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