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DECLARATION STATEMENT
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___________________________________________________________|

Former American LaFrance Environmental Restor ation Site
City of ElImira, Chemung County, New York
Site No. B-00011-8

Statement of Purpose and Basis

TheRecord of Decision (ROD) presentsthe sel ected remedy for theFormer AmericanLaFrance
environmental restoration sitewhichwaschoseninaccordancewiththeNew Y ork State Environmental
Conservation Law.

Thisdecisionisbased onthe AdministrativeRecord of theNew Y ork State Department of
Environmental Conservation(NY SDEC) for theFormer American LaFranceenvironmenta restorationsite
andupon publicinput totheProposed Remedial ActionPlan (PRAP) presentedby theNY SDEC. A
listing of thedocumentsincluded asapart of the AdministrativeRecordisincludedin Appendix B of the
ROD.

Assessment of the Site

Actual or threatened rel ease of hazardoussubstancesand petrol eum productsfromthissite, if not
addressed by implementing theremedy selected inthisROD, presentsacurrent or potential threat topublic
health and the environment.

Description of Selected Remedy

Based ontheresultsof the Sitelnvestigation/Remedial AlternativesReport (SI/RAR) for the
Former AmericanLaFrancesteandthecriteriaidentifiedfor evaluation of aternatives, theNY SDEC has
sel ectedremoval of theunderground storagetank, establishment of grasscover, devel opment of asoil
management plan, and deed restriction. The components of the remedy are as follows:

# removal of anunderground storagetank (UST) contai ning 6000 gallonsofnon-hazardous#6fue
oil and approximately 500 cubicyardsof associ ated contaminated soil inaccordancewith
6NY CRR Part 613 and TAGM 4046;

# establishment of grasscover over theexposed soil areasof thesiteto minimizeexposuretosurface
soil;



devel opment of along-term soil management plan (SM P) to addressremaining contaminated soils
excavated at thesiteduring futureredevel opment or excavation. Theplanwill includebut not be
I mi tedtosoil management, characterization, and disposa inaccordancewith gpplicableNY SDEC
regulations. Additionally, the SMPwill includeplacement of aminimumonefoot thick soil cover
inall areasof thesiteto begreen spaceunder theproposed redevel opment plan. A geotextile
fabricor ssimilar material will beinstalled betweenthesoil cover and theexisting surfacesoilsto
stabilizeand serveasademarcation between thecover and the contaminated soilsbelow. Aress
to bepaved or wherebuildingsareplanned will not requiretheplacement of thesoil cover. The
SMP must be submitted to and approved by the NY SDEC before any redevel opment or
excavation occurs at the site; and

implementationof adeedrestrictiontolimitfuturesiteusetoindustrial or commercial use. The
futurecommercial useof thesitewill excludeactivitiessuchasday carecenters. Further, thedeed
restrictionwill requirethat Steredevel opment or excavation shal proceedincompliancewiththe
approved SMPand, that thefuture property ownersshall annually certify totheNY SDECthat the
remedy continues to be maintained in accordance with the ROD.

New York State Department of Health Acceptance

TheNew Y ork State Department of Health concurswiththeremedy selectedfor thissiteasbeing

protective of human health.

Declaration

Thesdlected remedy isprotectiveof human health and theenvironment, complieswith Stateand

Federd requirementsthat arelegally applicableor relevant and appropriatetotheremedial actiontothe
extent practicable, and is cost effective.

Michael J. O'Toole, Jr., Director
Division of Environmental Remediation
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March 2002
______________________________________________________________________________________|

SECTION 1: SUMMARY OF THE RECORD OF DECISION

TheNew Y ork State Department of Environmental Conservation (NY SDEC), inconsultationwiththe
NewY ork StateDepartment of Health (NY SDOH), hassel ected thisremedy to addressthethreat to
human healthand/or theenvironment created by the presence of hazardoussubstancesat the Former
American LaFrance brownfield site.

The1996 Clean Water/Clean Air Bond Act providesfundingtomunicipalitiesfor theinvestigationand
cleanup of brownfields. Under theEnvironmental Restoration (Brownfields) Program, the State may
providegrantstotheCity of ElImiratoreimburseupto 75 percent of theeligiblecostsfor siteremediation
activities. Once remediated the property can then be reused.

This4.357-acresiteislocated at thewestern corner of Erie Street andHome StreetinaNew Y ork State
EconomicDevelopment ZoneintheCity of Elmira. Thesiteiscurrently avacant parcel owned by theCity
of EImira. Asmorefully describedin Sections3and4 of thisdocument, plating, painting, and machine
shopoperationsaswell asthe presenceof anunderground storagetank haveresultedinthedisposal of
anumber of hazardoussubstances, i ncluding organic compounds, heavy metal sand petrol eum-based
productsat thesite. Thesedisposal activitieshaveresultedinthefollowing potentia threatstothepublic
health and the environment:

# apotential threat to human heal th associ ated with ingestion and/or inhal ation of contaminated
surface soil and dust; and

# apotentia environmental threat associated with rel ease of petroleum-based compoundsfromthe
underground storage tank to groundwater.

Inorder toeliminateor mitigatethe potential threatsto publichealthand/or theenvironment that the
hazardoussubstancesdisposed at the Former American L aFrancebrownfield sitemay havecaused, the
following remedy was selected to allow for proposed commercial/industrial use of the site:
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# removal of anunderground storagetank (UST) contai ning 6000 gallonsof non-hazardous#6 fuel
oil and approximately 500 cubicyardsof associated contaminated soil inaccordancewith
6NY CRR Part 613 and TAGM 4046;

# establi shment of grasscover over theexposed soil areasof thesiteto minimizeexposuretosurface
soil;
# deve opment of along-term soil management plan (SM P) to addressremaining contaminated soils

excavated at thesiteduring futureredevel opment or excavation. Theplanwill includebut not be
limited to soil management, characteri zation, and disposa inaccordancewith applicableNY SDEC
regulations. Additionally, the SMPwill include placement of aminimum onefoot thick soil cover
inall areasof thesiteto begreen spaceunder theproposed redevel opment plan. A geotextile
fabricor similar material will beinstalled betweenthesoil cover andtheexisting surfacesoilsto
stabilizeand serveasademarcati on between thecover and thecontaminated surfacesoils. Areas
tobepaved or wherebuildingsareplannedwill not requirethe placement of thesoil cover. The
SMP must be submitted to and approved by the NY SDEC before any redevel opment or
excavation occurs at the site; and

# implementation of adeedrestrictiontolimit futuresiteusetoindustrial or commercia use. The
futurecommercia useof thesitewill excludeactivitiessuch asday carecenters. Further, thedeed
restrictionwill requirethat siteredevel opment or excavation shal proceedincompliancewiththe
approved SMPand, that thefuture property ownersshall annualy certify totheNY SDECthat the
remedy continues to be maintained in accordance with this ROD.

Thesdlectedremedy, discussedindetail in Section 8 of thisdocument, isintended to attaintheremediation

goal sselectedfor thissitein Section 6 of thisROD inconformity with applicablestandards, criteria, and
guidance (SCGs).

SECTION 2: SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The4.357-acresiteislocatedinalightindustrial/commercial-residential settinginthe City of Elmira,
Chemung County. Itisbounded onthewest by the Consolidated Rail property, ontheeast by Erie Street,
onthenorthby East L aFrance Street, and onthesouth by Home Street. Currently, thesiteisavacant plot.
Theareaisserved by publicwater and sewer facilities. Thenearest publicwater supply wellsarelocated
approximately 1.5 mileswest of thesite. TheChemung River islocated approximately ¥2of amilenorth
of thesite. TheFormer Chemung Foundry, asimultaneously investigated brownfield project (Site#B-
00014-8), islocated within ¥ mile of the site. Please refer to Figure 1 for asite location plan.
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SECTION 3: SITE HISTORY

3.1: Operational/Disposal History

Thesiteisthelocationof aformer firetruck manufacturingfacility (1903-1980). All phasesof firetruck
andfireextinguisher manufacturingtook placeonthissite. Therearenowastedisposal recordsavailable.
Firetruckswereundercoated at thisfacility which may haverel eased petroleum compoundsat thesite.
Also foundries, machineshops, pai nt shops, paint spray boothsand plating operationsmay haverel eased
heavy metals and organic compounds at the site.

Thesitewasacquired by theCity of EImiraintheearly 1980sthroughtax foreclosureproceedings. In
1983, anoail spill containing polychlorinated biphenyls(PCBs) occurred at thesiteduetoillegal salvaging
of transformers stationed on the roofs of site buildings.

3.2 Environmental Restoration History

The 1983 PCB spill at thesitewasimmediately cleaned up by the City of EImiraunder NY SDEC
supervision. Thecleanup met theleve sestablished by existing regulations. Approximately 250 cubicyards
of contaminated material wereremoved fromthesitefor appropriateoff-sitedisposal. In1984, al the
buildingsontheproperty weredemolished by the City of EImiraand thedebrisdisposed of off-site. In
December 1996, aPhasel Environmental A ssessment report wasprepared by theCity of Elmira. The
Phasel reportidentified two potential environmental concerns: 1) liquidtar-likematerial ontheground
surface and 2) unknown potential environmental conditions as the result of former industrial

N 1997, theproject wasaccepted asan Environmental Restoration Project under Title5of theNew Y ork
State 1996 Clean Water/Clean Air Bond Act, makingit eligiblefor upto 75% Statefinancial assi stance.

SECTION 4: SITE CONTAMINATION

To determinethenatureand extent of contaminati on by hazardous substancesat thisenvironmental
restorationsite, theCity of EImirahascompleted aSitel nvestigation/Remedial AlternativesReport
(SI/RAR).

4.1: Summary of the Site | nvestigation

Thepurposeof theSl wasto definethenatureand extent of contaminationresultingfrom previousactivities
at thesite. The Sl wasconducted between September 1998 and February 2000. A report entitled Site
I nvestigation Report for the Former American L aFrance Sitedated December 2000 hasbeen prepared
which describes the field activities and findings of the Sl in detail.
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The Sl included the following activities:

# collection of surface soil sampl esto determinethepotentia for human exposureto contaminants;
# geophysical (magnetometer) survey to determine the presence of underground tanks;
# excavation of test pitsto verify the anomalies identified during the geophysical survey;
# soil gas sampling to determineif volatile organic compounds are present in soil; and
# installationof soil boringsand monitoringwellsfor analysesof soilsand groundwater aswell as

physical properties of soil and hydrogeologic conditions.

Todeterminewhichmedia(soil, groundwater, etc.) arecontaminated at level sof concern, the Sl anaytical
datawerecomparedto environmental standards, criteria, and guidance (SCGs). Groundwater and
drinkingwater SCGsidentifiedfor theFormer AmericanLaFrancesitearebasedonNY SDEC Ambient
Water Quality Standardsand GuidanceV aluesand Part 5 of theNew Y ork State Sanitary Code. For
soils, NY SDEC Technical and Administrative GuidanceMemorandum (TAGM) 4046 providessoil
cleanup guidedlinesfor theprotection of groundwater, background conditions, and heal th-based exposure
scenarios. Inadditionfor soils, background concentration level scan beconsideredfor certain categories
of contaminants.

Basedonthe Sitelnvestigationresultsincomparisontothe SCGsand potential publichealthand
environmental exposureroutes, certain mediaand areasof thesiterequireremediation. Theseare
summarized below. More complete information can be found in the SI Report.

Chemical concentrationsarereportedinpartsper million (ppm). For comparison purposes, where
applicable, SCGs are provided for each medium.

4.1.1: Site Geology and Hydrogeology

Thesiteoverburdeniscomprised of gravel ly fill and foundation remnantsof previousbuildingsto adepth
of approximately 5feet. ThesubsurfacesoilsareHowardgravelly siltloam consi sting of deep, well-
drained and somewhat excessively drained, medium-textured soil sthat devel opedin stratified glacial
outwash deposits of sand and gravel.

Thesiteislocated over amajor aquifer onatributary of the SusquehannaRiver Basinonthesouth sideof
the City of Elmira. Groundwater occursat adepth of approximately 10feet bel ow ground surfaceand
flowsin anortheasterly direction.
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4.1.2: Natureof Contamination

Asdescribedinthe Sl report, soil and groundwater sampleswerecollected at thesiteto characterizethe

nature and extent of contamination. Resultsof theSl indicatethesitecontaminationisattributableto

industria activity. Test pitswereexcavated, based ontheanomaliesidentified duringthegeophysical

survey. Noburiedtanks, other thantheknown buried tank containing non-hazardous#6fuel oil, were

found. Noevidenceof hazardouswastedisposal wasfound. Surfacesoilsand subsurfacesoilsat isolated

| ocationsare contaminated with €l evated | evel sof metal sand semivol atileorgani c compounds(SV OCs).
Anaysesof surfacesoilshavea sodetected dightly elevated level sof PCBsat onelocation. Dataindicate

on-site groundwater is not impacted. Figure 2 presents the sample locations for soil and groundwater.

4.1.3; Extent of Contamination

Tablel summarizestheextent of contaminationfor thecontaminantsof concerninsoil, comparesthedata
withthe SCGsfor thesite, andindicatesthefrequency of exceeding SCGs. Thefollowingmediawere
investigated and a summary of the findingsis presented below.

Soil

Theresultsof the Sl indicatecontaminationinsurfacesoil (0- 3inches) withmetals, SV OCs, and PCBs
exceeding SCGs(TAGM 4046 Recommended Soil Cleanup Objectives). Thehighest metal concentration
detectedwas mercury at 6.5ppm (SCG- 0.1 ppm). Thehighest concentrationsof SV OCsdetected
include benzo(a)anthraceneat 2.7 ppm (SCG- 0.224 ppm), chryseneat 2.7 ppm (SCG- 0.4 ppm),
benzo(b)fluorantheneat 2.9 ppm (SCG- 1.1 ppm), benzo(k)fluorantheneat 1.2 ppm (SCG- 1.1 ppm),
andbenzo(a)pyreneat 2.4 ppm (SCG-0.061 ppm). Thehighest concentration of PCBs(Aroclor 1260)
detected was 1.4 ppm (SCG - 1 ppm).

TheSl resultsalsoindicateisol ated | ocationsof subsurfacesoil contamination by metals, SV OCs, anda
volatileorganic compound (V OC) exceeding SCGs(TAGM 4046 Recommended Soil Cleanup
Objectives). Thehighest concentrationsof metalsdetectedincludearsenicat 17.2 ppm (SCG- 7.5ppm

or sitebackground), lead at 640 ppm (SCG - 200to 500 ppm), and mercury at 0.85 ppm (SCG - 0.1
ppm) inasamplecollectedfrom1.5- 2.5feet bel ow thesurfaceat test pit B1; bariumat 342 ppm (SCG-

300 ppmor sitebackground) inasamplecollected from 1 - 3feet bel ow thesurfaceat soil boring G-8;
andcadmiumat 12.7 ppm (SCG - 1 ppmor sitebackground) inasamplecollected from 2 - 4 feet bel ow
thesurfaceat soil boring G-4. Thehighest concentrationsof SV OCsdetectedincludebenzo(a)anthracene
at 16 ppm (SCG-0.224 ppm), benzo(a)pyreneat 12 ppm (SCG- 0.061 ppm), chryseneat 26 ppm
(SCG-0.4ppm), 2-methylnaphthal eneat 62 ppm (SCG - 36.4 ppm), naphthaleneat 15 ppm (SCG- 13
ppm),and phenanthreneat 53 ppm (SCG - 50 ppm) inasamplecollectedfrom 3- 6feet below the
surfaceattest pit H1 neartheUST. Thehighest VOC concentrationdetectedwasTCE at 1.4 ppm (SCG
- 0.7 ppm) in a sample collected from 3.5 - 4 feet below the surface at soil boring GW-3.

Groundwater
The Sl resultsindicatetheNovember 2, 2001 groundwater analysesdetected dightly elevated level sof
certainmetd s, but these sampl escontained excessiveturbidity. Generaly, metalsremaintightly boundto
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the soil andarenot readily solubleinwater. TheJanuary 11, 2001 samplescollectedwith alow-flow
pump (turbidity < 50 NTU) did not detect metals or detected them at

levelswell below the SCGs. V OCsdetected arebel ow the SCGs. Groundwater resultsarepresentedin
Table 2.

Waste Materials

Thewastemateria intheunderground storagetank wassampled and analyzedfor Toxicity Characteristic
L eaching Procedure(TCL P) andtarget compound list parameters. Theresultsindicatethematerid is non-
hazardous and is# 6 fuel oil.

4.2:  Summary of Human Exposur e Pathways

Thissectiondescribesthetypesof human exposuresthat may present added healthrisksto personsat or
aroundthesite. A moredetailed discussion of thehealthriskscanbefoundin Section 6.0 of the Sl report.

Anexposurepathway isthemanner by whichanindividua may comein contact withacontaminant. The
fiveelementsof anexposurepathway are: 1) thesourceof contamination; 2) theenvironmental mediaand
transport mechanisms; 3) the point of exposure; 4) therouteof exposure; and 5) thereceptor popul ation.
These elements of an exposure pathway may be based on past, present, or future events.

Thepotentid exposure pathwaysidentified at thesiteareincidenta ingestion, inhal ation, and dermal contact
withcontaminated surfacesoil by peopleenteringthesite. Also, thesethreewouldbepossiblefuture
exposurepathwaysfor on-siteutility and constructionworkers, if thesitewereredevel opedfor industrial
or commercial purposes.

Groundwater useisunlikely intheareaaround thesitebecausehomesand businessesareprovidedwith
public water from a distant source.

4.3: Summary of Environmental Exposur e Pathways

Thissectionsummarizesthetypesof environmental exposuresand ecol ogical risks whichmay be
presented by thesite. Thefollowing pathwaysfor environmental exposureor ecological riskshavebeen
identified:

Therearenonearby surfacewatersor wildlifehabitatsthat could beimpacted by contaminated surface
soils. Therefore, nocurrent environmental exposure pathwaysexist at thesite. However, measuresmust
be taken to mitigate potential environmental concerns from the underground storage tank.
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SECTION 5: ENFORCEMENT STATUS

Potentially Respons bleParties(PRPs) arethosewhomay belegally liablefor contaminationat asite. This
may includepast ownersand operators, wastegenerators, and haulers. Sincenoviable PRPshavebeen
identified, there are currently no ongoing enforcement actions. However,

legal actionmay beinitiated at afuturedateby the Stateto recover Stateresponse costsshould PRPsbe
identified. TheCity of ElImirawill assist theStateinitseffortsby providingal informationtothe Statewhich
identifiesPRPs. TheCity will alsonot enter into any agreement regarding response costswithout the
approval of the NY SDEC.

SECTION 6: SUMMARY OF THE REMEDIATION GOALSAND THE PROPOSED USE
OFTHE STE

Goal sfor theremedial program have been established through theremedy sel ection processstatedin 6
NY CRRPart 375-1.10. Theoverall remedial goal istomeet all SCGsand beprotectiveof humanhealth
andtheenvironment. Ataminimum, theremedy sel ected must liminateor mitigateall sgnificantthreats
to publichealthandtotheenvironment presented by thehazardoussubstancesdi sposed at thesitethrough
the proper application of scientific and engineering principles.

Theproposed futureusefor theFormer American LaFrancesiteislightindustrial or commercid. Thegods
selected for this site are:

# toreduce, control, or eliminateto theextent practi cabl ethe contamination present withinthesite
soil;
# to eliminate the potential for direct human exposure to contaminated soils on-site; and
# to prevent, to the extent possible, migration of site contaminants in the site soil to groundwater.

SECTION 7. SUMMARY OF THE EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

Thesdlected remedy must be protective of human health and theenvironment, becost effectiveand comply
withother statutory requirements. Potentia remedia aternativesfor theFormer AmericanLaFrancesite
wereidentified, screened and evaluatedinaremedial aternativesreport. Thisevaluationispresentedin
thereport entitled Remedial AlternativesReport dated December 2000. In-situtreatment of the petroleum
contaminated soil associated withthefud oil tank wasnot viablebecause: 1) thecons stency of theproduct
issuchthat air sparging and vapor extractionarenot appropriatetreatmentsand 2) an oxygenrel ease
compound (ORC) hasbeen eval uated and found to be prohibitivein cost compared to sourceremoval.
Therefore, theeval uation of remedial aternativesfocused on sourceremoval options. A summary of the
detailed analysis follows.

Former American LaFrance Environmental Restoration Site March 2002
RECORD OF DECISION Page 7



Aspresented bel ow, thetimetoimplement reflectsonly thetimerequired toimplement theremedy, and
doesnotincludethetimerequiredtodesigntheremedy or procurecontractsfor designand construction.

7.1: Description of Remedial Alter natives

The potential remedies are intended to address the contaminated soils and groundwater at the site.
Alternative 1 - No Action

Present Worth: ... $ 28,188
Capital GOt ..ottt $0
ANnual O& M ... $1,875
Timeto IMplement: ... ... e NA

TheNoActionaternativeistypicaly evaluated asaprocedural requirement and asabas sfor comparison.
It only requirescontinuedlong-termmonitoring of theexistingwells, allowingthesitetoremaininan
unremedi ated state. Thesource (UST) would continueto rel ease contaminantsto subsurfacesoil, and
eventualy, groundwater. Therefore, thisaternativewould not provideany additional protectiontohuman
health or the environment.

Alternative 2 - Source (UST) Removal, Grass Cover, Soil Management Plan, and Deed
Redtriction

Present Worth: . ... .. $ 204,887
Capital CoSt: ...t $ 204,887
ANNUal O& M . $0
Timeto Implement: ... ... ... 6 months

Thisdternativewouldincluderemoval of theUST containing 6,000 gallonsof non-hazardous#6fue oil)
and an estimated 500 cubi c yardsof associ ated contaminated soil inaccordancewith6NY CRR Part 613
and TAGM 4046. Itwouldalsoincludeestablishment of grasscover over theexposed soil areasto
minimi ze exposureto surfacesoil until development commences. Additionally, asoil management plan
(SMP) would bedeve oped that woul dincludebut not belimitedto soil management, characterization, and
disposal inaccordancewithapplicableNY SDEC regul ations. The SMPwould & soincludeplacement of
aminimumonefoot thick soil coverinal areasof thesiteto begreen spaceunder thefutureredevel opment
plan. A geotextilefabricor similar material would beinstalled betweenthesoil cover andtheexisting
surfacesoilsto stabilizeand serveasademarcation between the cover and the contaminated soil sbel ow.
Areastobepaved or wherebuildingsareplanned would not requirethe placement of thesoil cover. A
deedrestrictionwould be placed ontheproperty tolimit futuresiteusetoindustrial or commercial use.
Futurecommercial useof thesitewould excludesuch activitiesas day carecenters. Further, thedeed
restrictionwouldrequirethat thesiteredevel opment or excavation shall proceedincompliancewiththe
NY SDEC-approved SMPand, that thefuture property ownersshal annualy certify totheNY SDECthat
the remedy continues to be maintained in accordance with the site ROD.
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Alternative 3 - Source (UST) Removal, Contaminated Surface Soil Removal, Soil M anagement
Plan, and Deed Restriction

Present Worth: . ... $ 564,630
Capital CoSt: . ..ot $ 564,630
ANNUAl O& M .o $0
Timeto Implement: .. ... ... 1 year

Thisalternativewouldincludeall theremedial componentsof Alternative2, except grasscover.
Additionaly, thisaternativewouldincludeexcavationand removal of surfacesoil toadepth of 6inches
withcontaminant concentrationsexceeding TAGM 4046l evels. Itisestimated that 3,500 cubicyardsof
contaminatedsurfacesoil would beremoved fromthesiteand disposed of at aNY SDEC- permitted
landfill. The deed restriction required would be similar to the one described in Alternative 2.

Alternative 4 - Source (UST) Removal and Removal of Contaminated Surface and Subsurface
Soil Exceeding SCGs

Present Worth: ... $ 664,889
Capital COSt: ...t e $ 664,889
ANNUAl O& M . $0
Timeto Implement: .. ... ... . 1.5years

Thisdternativewouldincluderemoval of theUST asdescribedin Alternatives2 and 3. Additionally, this
aternativewouldincludeexcavationand remova of surfaceand subsurfacesoil (upto 3feet below grade)
with contaminant concentrationsexceeding TAGM 4046 |evels. Itisestimated that upto4000 cubicyards
of contaminated soil would be removed from the site and disposed of at a NY SDEC-permitted landfill

7.2:  Evaluation of Remedial Alternatives

The criteriausedto comparethepotentia remedid alternativesaredefinedintheregulationthat directsthe
remediationof environmental restorationproject sitesinNew Y ork State(6 NY CCR Part 375). For each
of thecriteria, abrief descriptionisprovidedfollowed by aneval uation of theal ternativesagainst that
criterion. A detailed discussionof theeval uation criteriaand comparativeanalysisisincludedinthe
Remedial Alternatives Report.

Thefirsttwo evauation criteriaaretermed threshol d criteriaand must besatisfiedin order for andternative
to be considered for selection.

1. Compliancewith New Y ork State Standards, Criteria, and Guidance(SCGs). Compliancewith SCGs
addresseswhether or not aremedy will meet applicableenvironmental laws, regul ations, standards, and
guidance.
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The most significant SCGsthat theremedy at thissiteshould meet are: 6NY CRR Part 613, Section613.9
- Closureof Out-of Service Tanks; Divisionof Environmental Remediation Technical and Administrative
GuidanceMemorandum (TAGM) #4046 - Determination of Soil Cleanup Objectivesand Cleanuplevels;
6NY CRR Part 703 - groundwater standards; and 10NY CRR Part 5 - drinking water standards.

Alternative 1wouldnot meettheNew Y ork State SCGsasno action beyond continued monitoringwill
occur, leaving unacceptablecontaminationinsoil. Alternatives2and 3wouldincludesource(UST)
removal and remediatecontaminated surface soil tocomply with SCGs, but would not remedi ateisol ated
areasof contaminated subsurfacesoil. Alternative4wouldincludesource(UST) removal andwould
remedi atecontaminated surfacesoil aswell asisolated | ocationsof contaminated subsurfacesoil, tocomply
with SCGs. However, for theintendedindustrial or commercial useof thesite, Alternatives2, 3,and4
would meet the remedial goals established for the site.

2. Protectionof Human Healthandthe Environment. Thiscriterionisanoverall evaluation of each
alternative’s ability to protect public health and the environment.

Alternativelwould not meet thiscriterion becauseitinvolvesnoremedia action, leaving unacceptable
contaminationinsoil. Alternatives2 and 3includesource(UST) removal and remediation of surfacesoil.
Als0, asoil management planwoul d beimplemented during Sterestoration and futuregroundintrusivesite
activitiestoprotect on-siteworkers. Thesemeasureswould help minimizecurrent and futurehumanand
environmenta exposures. Alternative4would a soremediatesubsurfacesoil. Forintendedindustrial or
commercia useof thesite, however, Alternatives2, 3, and4wouldal beprotectiveof humanhealthand
the environment and would meet this criterion.

Thenextfive"primary balancing criterid" areusedto comparethepositiveand negativeaspectsof each
of the remedial strategies.

3. Short-term Effectiveness. Thepotential short-term adverseimpactsof theremedial actionuponthe
community, theworkers, and theenvironment during theconstructionand/or implementation areeval uated.
Thelengthof timeneeded to achievetheremedial objectivesisal so estimated and compared against the
other alternatives.

Therewouldbeno short-termimpactsfromtheimplementationof Alternative 1. Alternatives2,3and4
woul ddisturb contaminated soil andwould have potential togeneratefugitivedust. However, remedia
actionsunder thesedternativesincludeasoil management planwhich should minimizeexposuretoworkers
and the nearby community. Therefore, Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 would equally satisfy this criterion.

4. Long-term Effectivenessand Permanence. Thiscriterioneval uatesthelong-termeffectivenessof the
remedial alternativesafter implementation. If wastesor treated residual sremainon-siteafter theselected
remedy hasbeenimplemented, thefollowingitemsareeva uated: 1) themagnitudeof theremainingrisks;
2) the adequacy of the controlsintended to limit the risk; and 3) the reliability of these controls.
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Alternative1would not meet thiscriterionasit wouldleave contaminantson-sitewithout controls.
Alternatives2and 3wouldincludeplacement of 12inchesof soil cover to addresssoil contamination.
Additiondly, Alternative 3wouldincludeexcavationandremova of contaminated surfacesoil. Alternatives
2and 3wouldasoincludedeedrestrictionslimiting siteuse, and asoil management planfor futureground
intrusive siteactivitiesto protect workersand the community. Alternative4 providesthe most
comprehensive removal actionandthusbest achievethiscriterion. For theintendedindustrial or
commercial useof thesite, however, al theseareconsidered adequateandreliablelong-term controls.
Therefore, Alternatives2, 3and4woulddl satisfy thiscriterion, with Alternative4 beingamore permanent
remedy, as it removes all soils contaminated above SCGs.

5. Reductionof Toxicity, Mobility or Volume. Preferenceisgivento alternativesthat permanently and
significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility or volume of the hazardous substances at the site.

Alternative 1wouldnot meet thiscriterionasit doesnotinvolveany remedia action. Alternative2would
reducevolume (UST removal) and mobility (soil cover) of sitecontaminants. Alternative3wouldreduce
thevolumeof contaminantsmorethan Alternative 2 by removing contaminated surfacesoil. Alternative
4 wouldreducethevolume of contaminantsmorethan Alternative 3 as, in addition to removing
contami nated surfacesoil, it woul d al soremovecontaminated subsurfacesoil. Therefore, Alternatives4
woul dbetter satisfy thiscriterionthan Alternative 3. Likewise, Alternative 3woul d better satisfy this
criterion than Alternative 2.

6. Implementability. Thetechnical and administrativefeasibility of implementing each alternativeare
evaluated. Technical feasbility includesthedifficultiesassociated withtheconstructionandtheability to
monitor theeffectivenessof theremedy. For administrativefeasibility, theavailability of thenecessary
personnd and materid iseva uated d ongwith potentia difficultiesinobtaining specific operating approvas,
access for construction, etc.

Alternative 1would meet thiscriterionasnoactionwouldberequired. Alternatives2 and 3areeasy to
implement and effectively monitor andwould meet thiscriterion. Alternative4wouldentail agreater level
of effortinlight of thedeeper excavation, however, thiscould beaccomplished viastandard construction
techniques.

7. Cost. Capital and operationand maintenance costsareestimated for each alternativeand compared
onapresentworthbasis. Although costisthelast balancing criterioneval uated, wheretwo or more
alternativeshavemet theregquirementsof theremaining criteria, cost effectivenesscan beused asthebasis
for the final decision. The costs for each alternative are presented in Table 3.

Thisfina criterioniscons dered amodifying criterionandistakeninto account after eval uating thoseabove.
It is evaluated after public comments on the Proposed Remedial Action Plan have been received.

8. Community A cceptance - Concernsof thecommunity regarding the SI/RAR reportsand the Proposed
Remedial Action Planhavebeenevauated. The"ResponsivenessSummary" included asAppendix A
presents commentsreceived and the Department’ sresponsetotheconcernsraised. Ingeneral thepublic
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commentsreceived weresupportiveof these ectedremedy. Several commentswerereceived, however,
pertainingtocancer casesinthearea. Thesecommentsmainly includedreferencetothe1972 Chemung
River floodsthat brought contaminationtotheir properties, including contaminantsfromthe American
LaFrance property. The comments did not require any change in the remedy.

SECTION 8 SUMMARY OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

Based ontheresultsof theSI/RAR, andtheeval uation presentedin Section 7, theNY SDEC isselecting
Alternative 2 as the remedy for this site.

Thissdectionisbased ontheeval uation of thefour aternativesdevel opedfor thissite. Withtheexception
of theNoActiondternative, each of thed ternativeswill comply withthethreshold criteriafor theintended
industrial or commercial futuresiteuseandwill achievetheremedial goals. Inaddition, excepttheNo
Actionaternative, al dternativesares milar with respect tothemgjority of thebaancingcriteria. Theonly
major differencebetweenthesealternativesiscost. WhileAlternatives2, 3, and4will removethefud ail
tank and associated contaminated soil, Alternatives3and 4 will providelimited additional environmental
benefit at substantial increaseincost. For theintendedindustrial or commercia useof thesite, all thethree
alternativesareconsideredtechnically similar. Therefore, Alternative2 (UST removal, grasscover, soil
management plan, and deed restriction) isthesel ected remedy for thissite. PleaserefertoFigure3fora
conceptual sketch of the selected remedy.

The estimated present worth cost toimplement theremedy is$204,887 whi chisthecost to construct the
remedy. No operation and maintenance costs are involved in this remedy.

The elements of the selected remedy are as follows:
# removal of anunderground storagetank (UST) contai ning 6000 gallonsof non-hazardous# 6 fuel

oil and approximately 500 cubicyardsof associated contaminated soil inaccordancewith
6NY CRR Part 613 and TAGM 4046;

# establishment of grasscover over theexposed soil areasof thesiteto minimizeexposureto surface
soil;
# devel opment of along-term soil management plan (SM P) to addressremai ning contaminated soils

excavated at thesiteduring futureredevel opment or excavation. Theplanwill includebut notbe
limited to soil management, characterization, and disposal inaccordancewith applicableNY SDEC
regulations. Additiondly,theSMPwill includeplacement of aminimum onefoot thick soil cover
inall areasof thesiteto begreen spaceunder theproposed redevel opment plan. A geotextile
fabricor similar material will beinstalled betweenthesoil cover andtheexisting surfacesoilsto
stabilizeand serveasademarcation between thecover and thecontaminated surfacesoils. Areas
to bepaved or wherebuildingsareplanned will not requiretheplacement of thesoil cover. The

Former American LaFrance Environmental Restoration Site March 2002
RECORD OF DECISION Page 12



SMP must be submitted to and approved by the NY SDEC before any redevel opment or
excavation occurs at the site; and

implementation of adeedrestrictiontolimit futuresiteusetoindustrial or commercia use. The
futurecommercia useof thesitewill excludeactivitiessuch asday carecenters. Further, thedeed
restrictionwill requirethat thesiteredevel opment or excavation shall proceedincompliancewith
theapproved SM Pand, that thefuture property ownersshal annually certify totheNY SDEC that
the remedy continues to be maintained in accordance with this ROD.

SECTION 9: HIGHLIGHTSOF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

Asthepart of theFormer American L aFrancesiteenvironmental restoration project, anumber of Citizen
Participationactivitieswereundertakeninaneffort toinformand educatethe public about conditionsat
thesiteandthepotentia remedial adternatives. Thefollowing public participationactivitieswereconducted

for the site.

# A repository for documents pertaining to the site was established.

# A stemalilinglist wasestablished whichincluded nearby property owners, local politica officias,
local media, and other interested parties.

# A fact sheet contai ning theinformation about the upcoming environmental investigationwas
distributed using the mailing list in September 1998.

# A fact sheet announcing the public meeting and theavail ability of theProposed Remedial Action
Plan (PRAP) was distributed using the mailing list in February 2002.

# InMarch 2002, aResponsiveness Summary wasprepared and madeavail abletothepublic, to
address the comments received during the public comment period for the PRAP.

Former American LaFrance Environmental Restoration Site March 2002
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Tablel

Former American LaFrance Environmental Restor ation Site

City of Elmira, Chemung County

Nature and Extent of Contamination

MEDIUM CATEGORY CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATION FREQUENCY SCG/
OF CONCERN RANGE* OF BACKGROUND
EXCEEDING
SCGsOR
BACK GROUND
volatile
Sail organic trichlorethene (TCE) ND - 1.4 2of 20 0.7
(subsurface) compounds
(VOCs)
SVOCs 2-methylnaphthal ene ND - 62 1of 20 36.4
benzo(a)anthracene ND - 16 4 0f 20 0.224
benzo(a)pyrene ND - 12 40f 20 0.061
chrysene ND - 26 4 0f 20 04
naphthalene ND - 15 1of 20 13
phenanthrene ND - 53 1of 20 50
metals arsenic ND - 17.2 1of 20 75
cadmium ND - 12.7 1of 20 10
lead 4.86 - 640 1of 20 200 - 500**
mercury ND - 0.85 5of 20 0.1
barium 65.2 - 342 1of 20 300
Soil SVOCs benzo(a)anthracene ND - 2.7 20of 3 0.224
(surface)
chrysene ND - 2.7 20f 3 0.4
benzo(b)fluoranthene ND - 2.9 20of 3 11
benzo(k)fluoranthene ND - 1.2 lof 3 11
benzo(a)pyrene ND - 2.4 20of 3 0.061
metals mercury 0.089- 6.5 20f 3 0.1
PCBs arochlor 1260 ND - 1.4 lof 3 1
* s0il concentrations are expressed in ppm.
**Typical range of average background levelsin metropolitan or suburban areas.
Former American LaFrance Environmental Restoration Site March 2002
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Table2
Former American LaFrance Environmental Restoration Site
City of Elmira, Chemung County

Compounds/Analytes Detected in Groundwater

Category | Compound/ MW-1 MW-2 MW-3 XLGs
Analyte
of Concern | 11/2/99 | 1/11/01* 11/2/99 1/11/01* 11/2/99 1/11/01*
VOCs acetone ND NA 0.041 NA ND NA 0.05
chloroform 0.005 NA ND NA ND NA 0.007
metals arsenic 0.006 ND 0034 ND/ND 0.065 ND/ND 0.025
barium 0.199 0.16 0.3 0.22/0.245 117 0.162/0.172 1
cadmium ND ND ND ND/ND ND 0.00/ND 0.005
chromium 0.01 ND 0.027 ND/ND 0.057 ND/ND 0.05
lead 0.01 0.011 0.021 0.004/ND 0.12 0.035/0.0077 0.025
mercury ND ND ND ND/ND 0.0006 ND/ND 0.0007

Notes: -All concentrations are in ppm

-ND = none detected, NA = not analyzed

-NY SDEC split sample results are in bold type
*1/11/01 samples were collected with low-flow pump
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Table3
Former American LaFrance Environmental Restoration Site
City of Elmira, Chemung County

Remedial Alternative Costs

Remedial Alternative Capital Annual Present Worth Total
Cost 0&M of Annual Present
Number Description 0O&M Worth

1 No action $0 $1,875 $28,188¢ $28,188
Source (UST) removal, grass

2 cover, soil management plan, and $204,887 0 0 $204,887
deed restriction
Source (UST) removal,

3 contami natgd surface soil $564,630 0 0 $564,630
removal, soil management plan,
and deed restriction
Source (UST) removal and

4 contaminated surface and $664,889 0 0 $664,889
subsurface soil removal

Note: Cost estimates are for feasibility study comparison purposes only and are not to be used for construction budgeting or bid purposes.
* Present worth cost for 30 years @ 5% interest rate.
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APPENDIX A - RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

Former American LaFrance ste
Environmental Restoration Proposed Remedial Action Plan
City of EImira, Chemung County

TheProposed Remedial ActionPlan (PRAP) for theFormer American L aFrancesite, wasprepared by
theNew Y ork State Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) andissuedtothelocal document
repository onFebruary 5, 2002. Thisplanoutlinedthepreferred remedial measureproposedfor the
remedi ation of thecontaminated soil at theFormer AmericanLaFrancesite. Thepreferredremedyis:
excavationand removal of theunderground storagetank containing 6000 gallonsof #6 fuel oil and
associatedcontaminated soil; establishment of grasscover over theexposed soil areasof thesite;
devel opment of asoil management plan (SMP) for futuregroundintrusivesiteactivities, implementation of
adeedredtrictionlimitingsiteusetoindustria or commercial and requiring compliancewiththe SM P, and
annual certification by thefutureproperty ownersthat theremedy continuesto bemaintained asdescribed
in the ROD.

Thereleaseof the PRA Pwasannounced viaanoticetothemailinglist, informing thepublic of thePRAP s
availability.

A publicmeetingwasheld on February 13, 2002 whichincluded apresentation of thesiteinvestigationand
adiscussionof theproposed remedy. Themeeting provided anopportunity for citizenstodiscusstheir
concerns, ask questionsand comment ontheproposed remedy. Thesecommentshavebecomepart of
the Administrative Record for this site. The public comment period ended on March 20, 2002.

ThisResponsivenessSummary respondstoall questionsand commentsrai sed at the February 13, 2002
public meeting.

The following are the comments received at the public meeting, with the DEC’ s responses.

COMMENT 1. Howdoesthesurfacesoil samplingresultsand thecontaminantsfound effectthe
residentsin the area?

RESPONSE 1: Sampling conducted during theinvestigationindicatesthat thecontaminationislimitedto
theon-sitearea. Hence, the publicwouldonly beexposed to sitecontaminantsif they goon-siteand have
direct contact with thecontaminated soil. Runoff concernsareminimized duetotheexistinggrasscover
over most of thesite. ThePRAPincludesestablishing grasscover over theremainingisol ated exposed soil
areas of the site.

COMMENT2 | livedonFalck Street from 1968-1990. 1n 1972 the Chemung River flooded, and
contaminantsfrom AmericanLaFrancecameintoour yards. My sondiedfromleukemiaandtherewas
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another littleboy nearby who alsodied fromleukemia. My family doctor askedif my sonwasexposed
to benzene. Wasn’'t benzene found on the site?

RESPONSE2 Benzenewasdetected at low level sinafew soil vapor samplescollectedfrom4to 12
feet below groundonthesite. Thepresenceof benzeneat thisdepthand at thelevel sdetected would not
present an exposure concern to neighborhood residents.

COMMENT 3: TheDEC sstatingthey want to clean upthisoneblock wheretheoldfactory sitewas,
but there’ san area250feet wideby 800feet longwhere 12 residentshavecancer - 4 arestill living, and
8aredeceased. There sacancer cluster at SouthsideHigh School. | havecalledthe DOH and asked
themtolook at thegeographicsonthis. Why didn’tthe DEC & DOH check thegrounds/yardsfor
contaminantsafter the1972flood? | hopethiswon't beasituationwheretheCity findsout everyonedied
of cancer from groundwater and soil in their yards.

RESPONSE 3: Wecan't comment onwhy no sampling wasdoneafter theflood, but during that period
of timeenvironmental samplingfor hazardouswastewasnot usually done. Theregulation of hazardous
wastebeganin 1976 with the passageof Federal Resource Conservationand Recovery Act (RCRA).
Consideringthehugevolumeof water whichflowedthroughtheElmiraareaduringthe 1972flood, any
contaminationthat may havebeentransported fromthesitewould havebeendiluted tolevel sthat should
not present aconcern. Unfortunately, cancer isavery commondisease. Itisactually not onedisease, but
many different diseases, withdifferent risk factors. Oneout of two menand oneout of threewomenwill
be diagnosed with some type of cancer during their lifetime.

COMMENT 4: IstheDECIooking at thebigger picturebeyondthissite? What about thehomeson
contaminated ground now?

RESPONSE4: Thissitewasinvestigated under Title5of the1996 Clean Water/Clean Air Bond Act,
whichestablished a$ 200 million Environmental Restoration ProjectsfundknownastheBrownfields
Program. Brownfieldsareabandoned, idled, or under-used propertieswhereexpans on or redevel opment
iscomplicatedby real or perceived environmental contamination. Thepurposeof thisprogramisto
providegrantsto municipalitiesfor theinvestigation and/or remediation of municipally owned properties
known or suspected to be contaminated with hazardous substances or petroleum. A residential
property(ies) contaminated by abrownfield sitecould beincludedintheongoinginvestigationand
remediation. However, inthiscase, NY SDEC doesnot believesitecontaminantsaremigrating of f-site.
Also, asindicatedin Response 3, any contamination that may havebeentransportedfromthesiteduring
the 1972flood should not present aconcern. Therefore, NY SDEC hasno plansto sampleresidential
properties near the site.

COMMENT 5: | lived on Overland Street during the (1972) flood. Theflood brought American
LaFrancebarrelsinour backyard. Workerscameby 3- 4 dayslater inhazmat suitsandretrievedthe
barrels. Grassnever grew inour yard sincetheflood, not until wereplaced thesoil. Bothmy parentsdied
of cancer. Other neighbors could not grow gardens or grassin their yards either.
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RESPONSES: Unfortunately theNY SDEC hasnorecordsof thisincident, includingthetypeof
material (s) whichmay havebeeninthesedrums. AsexplainedinResponse3, however, consideringthe
hugevolumeof water whichflowed through the Elmiraareaduring the 1972 flood, any contaminationthat
may havebeentransported fromthesitewould havebeendilutedtolevel sthat should not present a
concern.

COMMENT 6: Areyougoingtocleanupthesiteandbuildhomes? Couldaschool bebuilt onthesite?
Are there any deed restrictions on the site?

RESPONSEG6: Currently, thissiteiszonedindustrial or commercial. The PRAPmeetsthecleanup
objectivesset for futureindustrial or commercia useof thesite, andincludesadeedrestrictiontolimit the
futureusetoindustrial or commercia. Futurecommercia useof thesitewould excludeactivitiessuchas
school sandday carecenters. Theproperty owner must provideanannua certificationtoNY SDECthat
thesedeedrestrictionsarein-place. If theCity of EImiradecidestorezonethisproperty for residential
purposesor for aschool, additional cleanupwould berequired at thesiteto meet morestringent cleanup
objectives, and the deed restriction language could then be amended with NY SDEC approval .

COMMENT 7: | liveon CatherineStreet. My husband died of cancer. Arecontaminantsstill inthe
groundwater ?Whentheundergroundtank with#6fuel oil is removed, wherearethe contaminantsthat
areinthegroundwater going?Whichway isthegroundwater flowing? Doyou know whatisinthe
groundwater and soils in the nearby neighborhoods?

RESPONSE 7: Toassesstheimpact of pastindustria siteuse, threegroundwater monitoringwellswere

i nstalled and sampled during thesiteinvestigation. Onewel | wasl ocated near theintersection of Erie Street
andHome Street, inthedirection of groundwater flow whichistotheeast. Eachgroundwater samplewas
analyzedfor 148 parameters. Whilemetal sweredetected ingroundwater, their concentrationswerewell
belowtheNew Y ork Stategroundwater standards. No#6fuel oil constituentsweredetectedinany of
thegroundwater monitoringwells. Regarding soils, surfacesoilsat thesitearedightly contaminated with
semivol atileorganiccompoundsand metal sand most of thesitesurfaceiscoveredwithgrass. Therefore,
on-sitesoilsor groundwater areunlikely toimpact of f-sitesoilsor groundwater. Drinkingwater inthearea

is supplied by the EImira Water Board from wells located approximately 1.5 miles west of the site.

COMMENT 8: Regarding the soil management plan, isthereaNew Y ork State standard for the
thickness of the groundcover soil? Isit 6 or 12 inches?

RESPONSES8: ThereisnoNew Y ork Statestandardfor thethi cknessof soil cover over contaminated
surfacesoils. A minimum of 12inchesof soil cover iscommonly recommended forstehindustrial Stesas
it providesan adequatelayer of protectionfromthecontaminated soils. ThePRAPcallsforaminimum
of 12inchesof soil coverinall areasof thesiteto begreen spaceunder the proposed redevel opment plan.

COMMENT 9: Arethere any hot spots at the site now?
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RESPONSE9: Based ontheresultsof thesiteinvestigation, theonly hot spot at thesiteisthelocation
of theunderground storagetank. The PRAPincludesexcavation, removal, and appropriateoff-site
disposal of theundergroundtank with 6000 gallonsof #6 fuel oil and associated contaminated soil.
Surfacesoilsand pocketsof subsurfacesoil sare contaminated with semivol atil eorgani c compoundsand
metal sat levelsabovetheNY SDEC Recommended Soil Cleanup Objectives, but theseareasarenot
considered hot spots.

COMMENT 10: Were Sanbornmapsused toindicatewhat typeof manufacturingwasdoneat thesite
in the past?

RESPONSE 10: Y es, available Sanborn mapsfrom 1887 to 1990 wereused toindicatethetypesof
activitiesthat occurred at thesiteinthepast. American L aFrance Company operated at thissitefrom 1925
t0 1980 under different names. American LaFranceFireEngineCo., American LaFranceand FoamiteCo.,
AmericanLaFranceFoamite Corporation, American LaFrance- adivisionof Sterling Precision
Instruments, and American LaFrance - adivision of Automatic Sprinkler Corporation.

COMMENT 11: Will thesoil management plan mandateproper disposal of theexcavated soil? Canyou
be sure this soil won't end up in someone’s back yard?

RESPONSE 11: Asoutlined in the PRAP, a soil management plan would be developed by the
City of Elmiraand approved by theNY SDEC. Thesoil management planwouldensurethat thesoils
excavatedat thesiteareproperly characterized, and contaminated soil disposed of inaccordancewith
applicable NY SDEC regulations.

COMMENT 12: Thebuildingonthecorner of Erie Street and M echanic Streetisbeing excavated
without soil sampling. American L aFranceused that buildingasapaint shop. Why wasn’ t thisbuilding
ever tested? The Statetaxeswepay should cover thistesting. Can DOH initiateasoil sampling of this
site? Would it be the DOH or DEC who would test this building and site?

RESPONSE 12 Thebuildingonthecorner of Eriestreet and M echanic Streetisprivately owned and
not apart of thisproject. TheCity owned4.35-acreformer American LaFrancesitewasinvestigated
under the State’ s BrownfieldsProgram. AsexplainedinResponse4,thefund providesfinancial
assi stancetomunicipaitiestoinvestigateand/or remediatebrownfield propertiesknown or suspectedto
be contaminated with hazardous substancesor petroleum. The Statewould notinvestigatean off-site
property, evenif it may havebeen historically used by theindustry at theBrownfield siteunless, itis
determined that the on-site contamination hasimpactedthat of f-siteproperty. Based ontheresultsof
investigation at theFormer American L aFrancesite, the State doesnot believeany off-sitepropertiesare
impacted by theon-sitecontamination. Therefore, thesiteyoudescribewasnotinvestigated. If youhave
information regarding hazardouswastedisposal at theproperty onthecorner of Erie Street and M echanic
Street, pleasesubmitittotheNew Y ork State Department of Environmental Conservation, 6274 E. Avon-
LimaRoad, Avon,NY 14414, Attn: Todd Caffoe, P.E.; wewill evaluatethisinformation and assessif
sampling is warranted.

Former American LaFrance Environmental Restoration Site March 2002
RECORD OF DECISION Page 23



COMMENT 13: Whodetermineshow thefact sheetsaremailed? | liveon Falck Street and got the
mailings, but | know other people who would like to be on the mailing list.

RESPONSE 13: TheProject Manager workingwith the CitizensParti ci pation Speciali st determines how
fact sheetsaremailed. By NY SDEC policy, residentsadjacent tothesite, property ownersadjacent to
asite, and ownersof rightsof way adjacenttoasite(e.g. utilities), areaddedtothelist. Inaddition, the
municipality may add namestothelist. Inthiscase, the City of ElImiraadded namesof residentsand
property owners beyond the adjacent property owners.

Additionally, aportion of themailinglistincludesmedia, el ected official's, environmental interest groups,
Federal, State, and L ocal Government agencies. Document repositoriesareset uptosendall information
onthesitecleanupto publicaccesspoints, suchaslibraries, town halls, or neighborhood associations.
Fact sheets are also put on the NY SDEC’ sregional website.

Therearereturnmailersattached tofact sheetssent out. Themailersallow peoplewhoareonthe initial

listtoadd/change/or deletenamesfromthemailinglist. Therefore, if afriend or neighbor did not receive
themailing, they havetheopportunity to send back themailer and request to beaddedtothemailinglist.
Thefact sheetsal so havethenamesand numbersof the project manager and CitizensParticipation
Specialist tocontactforinclusionor deletionfromthemail list. All citizensarewelcometobeplacedon
any mailing list for any site they may be interested in.

COMMENT 14: Canacidrainmix withthecontaminantsand createany sort of chemical compound
mixture that is hazardous and can effect the community?

RESPONSE 14: Metalsand semivolatile organic compoundsin site soil exceed theNY SDEC
Recommended Soil Cleanup Objectives. Acidraincancausevery small amountsof metal spresent insoil
toleachintogroundwater and surfacewater. However, dl soilsarenot equally susceptibleto acidification.
Counteracting forcessuch asthebuffering capacity of soil, texture, pH, salt content, and soil permeability
couldmitigatetheoverall final effect. Atthissite, concentrationsof meta sdetectedingroundwater arewell
belowtheNew Y ork Stategroundwater standards. Additionally, drinkingwater intheareaissupplied by
the EImiraWater Board. Thesemivolatileorganic compounds(SV OCs) presentinsoil at thesitewould
not beaffected by acidrain. Therefore, noadverseeffectsfromsitecontaminantsareanticipated because
of acid rain.
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APPENDIX B - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD

Former American LaFranceste
Environmental Restoration Proposed Remedial Action Plan
City of Elmira, Chemung County
1. Proposed Remedial Action Plan dated February 2002
2: Groundwater Sampling Report dated January 11, 2001
3: Final Remedial Alternatives Report dated December 2000
4. Final Site Investigation Report dated December 2000
5: Addendum # 2 to Final Site Investigation Work Plan dated July 1999
6: Addendum # 1 to Final Site Investigation Work Plan dated May 1999
7. Data Usability Summary Report (DUSR) dated May 1999

8: Final Site Investigation Work Plan dated September 1998

9: Brownfield Application dated April 1997
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