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Barretto Point Environmental Restoration Site
New York (C), Bronx County, New York
Site No. B-00032-2

Statement of Purpose and Basis

The Record of Decison (ROD) presents the selected remedy for the Barretto Point Site, an environmental
restoration ste. The selected remedial program was chosen in accordance with the New York State
Environmenta Conservation Law and is not incongstent with the Nationa Oil and Hazardous Substances
Pollution Contingency Plan of March 8, 1990 (40CFR300), as amended.

This decison isbased on the Administrative Record of the New Y ork State Department of Environmental
Consarvation (NY SDEC) for the Barretto Point environmenta restoration Site, and the public’s input to
the Proposed Remedia Action Plan (PRAP) presented by the NYSDEC. A ligting of the documents
included as a part of the Adminigtrative Record isincluded in Appendix B of the ROD.

Assessment of the Site

Actud or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this Site, if not addressed by implementing the
response action sdected in this ROD, presents a current or potentia significant threet to public hedth
and/or the environmen.

Description of Selected Remedy

Based on theresultsof the Stelnvestigation/Remedid Alternatives Report (SI/RAR) for the Barretto Point
gte and the criteriaidentified for evaluation of dternatives, the NY SDEC has sdlected excavation and off-
stedigposa of soils contaminated with volatile organic compounds, and asoil cover. The components of
the remedy are asfollows.

. For the 5-acre Planned Park Areaand 7.3-acre Remaining Site Area (see Figure 2), grading and
placement of two feet of clean soil cover to limit potentid exposure to contaminated soil;

. For the0.7-acre Former Paint and VVarnish Manufacturing Facility Area(see Figure 2), excavation
and remova of contaminated soil (approximately 14,100 cubic yards), and extraction and
treetment of groundwater as part of the dewatering process during excavation of VOC-
contaminated soil. Extracted groundwater will be treated to meet the requirements for discharge
to aNY SDEC gpproved treatment/disposd facility.



Covering the excavated areawith clean soil and/or the congtruction of thetreatment plant digesters
whichhave been proposed as part of the upgrade of the Hunts Point Water Pollution Control Plant
(HPWPCP).

A s0ils management plan will be developed to address proper handling of resdualy contaminated
soils that may be excavated from the Ste during future redevel opment.

Ingtitutiona controlswill beimposed in the form of an environmenta easement, in such form asthe
NY SDEC may approve, that would require compliance with an gpproved soils management plan.
The environmental easement will aso limit use of groundwater from the affected area as a source
of potable or process water without the necessary water quality trestment as determined by the
New Y ork City Department of Environmenta Protection (NY CDEP) and the NY SDEC.

A long term maintenance program will be indtituted.
The property owner will certify annualy to the NY SDEC that the indtitutional and engineering

controls put in place, pursuant to the ROD, are ill in place, have not been atered, and are lill
effective.

New York State Department of Health Acceptance

The New Y ork State Department of Hedlth (NY SDOH) concurs that the remedy selected for thissiteis
protective of human hedth.

Declaration

The sdlected remedy is protective of human hedth and the environment, complieswith State and Federa
requirements that are legaly applicable or relevant and gppropriate to the remedid action to the extent
practicable, and is cost effective.

Date

Dae A. Desnoyers, Director
Divison of Environmental Remediation
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Environmental Restoration
RECORD OF DECISION

Barretto Point Site
New York (C), Bronx County, New York
Site No. B-00032-2
December 2003

SECTION 1: SUMMARY OF THE RECORD OF DECISION

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NY SDEC), in consultation with the
New Y ork State Department of Hedlth (NY SDOH), has selected aremedy for the Barretto Point
Brownfield Site. The presence of hazardous substances has crested thrests to human health and/or the
environment that are addressed by this remedy.

The 1996 Clean Water/ Clean Air Bond Act provides funding to municipdities for the investigation and
cleanup of brownfieds. Under the Environmental Restoration (Brownfields) Program, the sate
provides grants to municipaities to reimburse up to 90 percent of digible costs for Ste investigation and
remediation activities. Once remediated the property can then be reused.

As more fully described in Sections 3 and 5 of this document, historic industrid operations at the Ste
have resulted in the digposa of hazardous substances, including volatile organic compounds (VOCs),
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHS) and metals. These hazardous substances have contaminated
the surface soil, subsurface soil and groundwater at the Site, and  have resulted in:

. athreat to human hedlth and the environment associated with current and potential exposure to
impacted surface and subsurface soil and groundweter.

. an environmenta threat associated with the impacts of contaminants (VOCs) to groundwater
and subsurface soil in the northeastern portion of the site where apaint and varnish
manufacturing facility was previoudy located.

To diminate or mitigate these thrests, the NY SDEC has sdlected the following remedy to alow for
recregtiona and industrid use of the Ste:

. For the 5-acre Planned Park Areaand 7.3-acre Remaining Site Area (see Figure 2), grading
and placement of two feet of clean soil cover to limit potentid exposure to contaminated soil;

. For the 0.7-acre Former Paint and VVarnish Manufacturing Facility Area (see Figure 2),
excavation and remova of contaminated soil (approximately 14,100 cubic yards), and
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extraction and treatment of groundwater as part of the dewatering process during excavation of
VOC-contaminated soil. Extracted groundwater will be treated to meet the requirements for
discharge to aNY SDEC gpproved treatment/disposal facility.

. Covering the excavated area with clean soil and/or the construction of the treatment plant
digesters which have been proposed as part of the upgrade of the HPWPCP.

. A soils management plan will be developed to address proper handling of resdudly
contaminated soils that may be excavated from the Site during future redevel opment.

. Ingtitutional controls will be imposed in the form of an environmental easement, in such form as
the NY SDEC may gpprove, that would require compliance with an approved soils
management plan. The environmenta easement will aso limit use of groundwater from the
affected area as a source of potable or process water without the necessary water quaity
treatment as determined by the New Y ork City Department of Environmenta Protection
(NYCDEP) and the NY SDEC.

. A long term maintenance program will be indtituted.

. The property owner will certify annudly to the NY SDEC that the inditutiona and engineering
controls put in place, pursuant to the ROD, are ill in place, have not been dtered, and are il
effective.

The sdlected remedy, discussed in detail in Section 8, isintended to attain the remediation goas
identified for this dte in Section 6. The remedy must conform with officidly promulgated standards and
criteriathat are directly applicable, or that are relevant and gppropriate. The selection of aremedy
must also take into consideration guidance, as appropriate. Standards, criteria and guidance are
hereefter caled SCGs.

SECTION 2: SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Barretto Point Ste is located in the Hunts Point section of Bronx County, New York. The Steis
goproximately 13 acresin 9ze and is bounded by Vide Avenue to the north, the East River to the south
and west, and Manida Street and the Hunts Point Water Pollution Control Plant (HPWPCP) to the
ead. The gtelocation is shown on Figure 1 and the Ste layout is shown on Figure 2.

The Barretto Point Site is currently owned by the City of New York and ismostily vacant. The area
surrounding the steis primarily industrid/commercid in nature, including waste transfer stations,
warehouses and the HPWPCP. The nearest residences are located approximately 1,500 feet north of
the Ste.
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Planned use of the Barretto Point Site includes a 5-acre park in the western portion of the Site (see
Figure 2 for location) with the remainder of the Site reserved for upgrading of the Hunts Point Water
Pollution Control Plant.

SECTION 3: SITE HISTORY

3.1: Opeational/Disposal History

By 1950, much of the site had been developed for industrial purposes. These usesincluded a sand and
gravel operation in the northwestern portion of the site (including a transformer house along Barretto
Street), an asphalt plant at the southwest corner of Barretto Street and Ryawa Avenue, and cod
pockets to the west dong the East River. Industries in the northeastern portion of the siteincluded a
paint and varnish manufacturing facility. The locations of these facilities are shown on Figure 3.

An aeria photograph from 1962 showed that the coa pockets (two large rectangular structures likely
used for the storage of cod) have been removed from the Site. In addition, the aerid photograph
showed that the southern and northwestern portions of the Site have been expanded into the East River,
goparently as aresult of filling operations.

By 1978, only the buildings associated with the asphalt plant were il present & the Site, dthough the
plant is reported as not being operationa (these buildings were demolished by 1991). The
northwestern portion of the site has been further expanded into the East River.

Asmany as eight squatter dwellings were constructed on the west Side of Barretto Street between
1992 and 1999. These structures were removed in October 1999 and their occupants were relocated
by the City of New York.

3.2 Remedial History

No information regarding previous environmenta investigations thet may have been conducted at the
dgteisavailable, dthough a groundwater monitoring well congtructed prior to this investigation was
identified in the northeastern area of the Site.

SECTION 4: ENFORCEMENT STATUS

Potentidly Respongble Parties (PRPs) are those who may be legally liable for contamination & a Ste.
This may include past owners and operators, waste generators, and haulers.

Since no viable PRPs have been identified, there are currently no ongoing enforcement actions.
However, legd action may be initiated at a future date by the state to recover Sate response costs
should PRPs beidentified. The City of New York will assst the Sate in its efforts by providing al
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information to the state which identifies PRPs. The City of New Y ork will dso not enter into any
agreement regarding response costs without the approva of the NY SDEC.

SECTION 5: SITE CONTAMINATION

The City of New Y ork has recently completed a site investigation/remedia aternatives report
(SI/RAR) to determine the nature and extent of any contamination by hazardous substances at this
environmental restoration Site.

5.1: Summary of the Site | nvestigation

The purpose of the S| was to define the nature and extent of any contamination resulting from previous
activities at the Ste. The S| was conducted between September 1999 and May 2000. Thefidd
activities and findings of the investigation are described in the Sl report.

The Site Investigation was conducted in two phases. The first phase was conducted between
September 1999 and December 1999, and the second phase was conducted between March 2000
and May 2000. A supplementa soil investigation was conducted in August and October of 2002. The
following activities were conducted during the SI:

. Site reconnaissance survey to evauate Site conditions prior to the initiation of field work,
including Site access, and health and safety considerations. The Site reconnai ssance survey
identified one existing groundwater monitoring well, severa open boreholes, an area of stressed
vegetation and a surface discharge at the Site. During the Site Investigation, the boreholes were
abandoned, and samples were collected from the area of stressed vegetation, the monitoring
well and the surface discharge;

. Site dearing and establishment of the investigation grid network that was utilized for the
geophysica survey and soil vapor survey;

. Geophysicd survey to evauate possible subsurface features of potentid environmenta concern,
such as drums, tanks or drywells;

. Radiologica survey to evauate whether radioactive materia was present a the Site;

. Soil vapor/groundwater screening survey to define areas of VOC contaminated soils and
groundwater, and possible vapor exposure pathways. Fifty soil vapor samples and six
groundwater samples were collected using the direct push technique;

. Collection of deven surface soil samples (including one background sample) to assessthe
presence and nature of surface soil contamination at the Site;
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. Excavation of eight test pits and four test trenches to geologicaly and chemicdly characterizefill
materid acrossthe site;

. Ingtalation of five soil borings and five monitoring wells for analys's of soils and groundwater, as
well as physica properties of soil and hydrogeologic conditions;

. Excavation of 46 test pits and congtruction of 33 soil borings to delineste the extent of ol
contamingtion in the vicinity of the former paint and varnish manufacturing facility in the
northeastern portion of the Site;

. Messurement of groundwater eevations in the Sx new and exigting monitoring wellsto

evauate groundwater flow direction during high tide and low tide conditions;
. Tidd study to evduate tidd influences on groundwater & the Site;
. Sampling of sx new and existing monitoring wells

. Collection of one discrete groundwater sample using the direct push technique and four
groundwater samples from temporary wells to evaduate groundwater qudity in the area of
contaminated s0il in the vicinity of the former paint and varnish manufacturing facility in the
northeastern portion of the ste; and

. Collection of one sample from the surface discharge identified during the Site reconnaissance
urvey.

To determine whether the surface soil, subsurface soil, surface discharge and groundwater contain
contamination at levels of concern, data from the investigation were compared to the following SCGs.

. Groundwater and surface discharge SCGs are based on NY SDEC “Ambient Water Quality
Standards and Guidance Vaues’ and Part 5 of the New Y ork State Sanitary Code.

. Surface and subsurface soil SCGs are based on the NY SDEC “Technicad and Administrative
Guidance Memorandum (TAGM) 4046; “Determination of Soil Cleanup Objectivesand Cleanup
Levds'.

Based on the Sl results, in comparison to the SCGs and potentid public health and environmenta
exposure routes, certain mediaand areas of the Ste require remediation. These are summarized below.

More complete information can be found in the SI report.

5.1.1: Site Geology and Hydrogeology

The steisunderlain by fill materid, native till deposits and weethered bedrock.
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FIl materid was encountered in dl soil borings and test pits at thicknesses ranging from one foot to
more than 15 feet. Thefill materid generdly is comprised of amixture of sand, silt, gravel and cobbles
with varying amounts of construction and demolition debris (including concrete, bricks, asphat, wood,
scrap metd, tires, plagtic, cloth, paper, glass, cinders and/or ash).

Beneeth thefill, the Ste is generdly underlain by poorly sorted to moderately sorted compacted till
which ranges in thickness from gpproximatdy sx to 20 feet. Thetill conssts of fine to medium sand, St
and fine to coarse grave with trace amounts of clay. Varying amounts of cobbles, boulders and
weethered rock fragments are aso part of thetill. Thetill was not observed above westhered bedrock
in the western portion of the Ste. Since the Site was historically extended into the East River, thetill
may be absent inthisarea.

Weathered bedrock was encountered below thefill or till a depths ranging from approximately 14 feet
to 24 feet below ground surface. The weathered rock was identified as a black-gray mica schist.

The depth to groundwater a the Site ranges from 8 feet to 18 feet below ground surface. The
groundwater flow direction is predominantly to the southwest toward the East River.

5.1.2: Nature of Contamination

As described in the S report, many soil vapor, surface soil, subsurface soil, groundwater and surface
discharge samples were collected to characterize the nature and extent of contamination. As
summarized in Table 1, the main categories of contaminants that exceed their SCGs are VOCs (in the
vicinity of the former paint and varnish manufacturing facility), semivolatile organic compounds
(SVOCs), in particular PAHSs, and inorganics (metas).

The primary VOCs that were detected at concentrations exceeding SCGs are ethylbenzene and
xylenes. In addition, sgnificant concentrations of non-targeted, tentatively identified compounds (T1Cs)
were detected in many of the soil samples, resulting in the SCG for total VOCs being exceeded.

VOCs (including TICs) were predominantly detected in the area of the former paint and varnish
manufacturing facility. Thetotd VOC concentration was identified as an indicator of contamination for
the area of the former paint and varnish manufacturing facility.

The primary SVOCs that were detected at concentrations exceeding SCGs are phenol, 2-methylphenal,

fluoranthene, pyrene, and the PAHs benzo(ad) anthracene, chrysene, benzo(b)fluoranthene,

benzo(k)fluoranthene, benzo(a)pyrene, indeno (1,2,3-cd)pyreneand dibenzo(a h)anthracene. ThesePAHs
have been identified by the USEPA as probable human carcinogens and will be heresfter discussed asa
group withthetota carcinogenic PAH (cPAH) concentration presented. PAHsare productsof incomplete
combustionand are common in soilsin urban areas. Thetota cPAH concentration and the concentrations
of benzo(a)pyrene were identified as indicators of contamination for the Site.

Inorganics that were detected at concentrations exceeding SCGs are barium, beryllium, copper, iron,
lead, mercury, nickel and zinc. 1t should be noted that the SCGs for each of these parameters, except
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lead, were developed based on New Y ork State or eastern United States background concentrations
rather than health-based potentia impacts. Since the SCG devel oped for lead is based on potential
hedlth impacts, lead was identified as an indicator of contamination for the Site.

5.1.3: Extent of Contamination

This section describes the findings of the investigation for al environmental media that were investigated.

Chemica concentrations are reported in parts per hillion (ppb) for the groundwater and surface
discharge samples, in parts per million (ppm) for surface soil and subsurface soil samples, and in
milligrams per cubic meter (mg/n®) for soil vapor samples. For comparison purposes, where
gpplicable, SCGs are provided for each medium.

Table 1 summarizes the degree of contamination for the contaminants of concern in surface sail,
subsurface soil, groundwater and surface discharge samples, and compares the data with the SCGs for
the ste. The following are the media which were investigated and a summary of the findings of the
investigation.

Soil Vapor

The s0il vapor survey was conducted during the initid phase of the Ste investigation to determine areas of
the ste where subsurface contamination could be present. Fifty (50) soil vapor samples were collected
from a depth of approximately 3 feet below ground surface. Each sample was andyzed for VOCs by an
on-site laboratory. Five samples were also submitted to a New York State Department of Hedlth
approved laboratory for confirmatory andyss. Elevated concentrations of VOCs, predominantly
ethylbenzene (up to 620 mg/m?), toluene (up to 38 mg/m?)and xylenes (up to 2,460 mg/m?®) were detected
in soil vapor in the area of the former paint and varnish manufacturing facility in the northeastern portion of
the Ste (see Figure 4).

Surface Soil

Surface soil samples were collected at ten on-ste locations to assess the presence and nature of surface
s0il contamination. One off-gte surface soil sample was collected to establish background surface ol
quaity. Sample locations and the detected concentrations for the indicators of contamination in each
sample are shown on Figure 5. Samples were collected from O to 2 inches below ground surface except
for the samples to be andyzed for VOCs which were collected from 4 to 6 inches below ground surface.
The surface soil sampleswere analyzed for VOCs, SV OCs and inorganics. Samples SS-03 and SS-04,
collected from the area of the former trandformer house, were also andyzed for PCBs.

The concentrations of total or individual VOCs did not exceed SCGs in any surface soil sample.
Concentrations of tota cPAHSs in the samples ranged from approximately 3 ppm to 44 ppm, with the
exceptionof sample SS-09 which contained total cPAHs at approximeately 166 ppm. PCBswere detected
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at concentrations below SCGsin both samplesfrom around the former transformer house (SS-03 and SS-
04).

Most of the surface soil samples contained meta's, such as barium, beryllium, copper, iron, nickel and zinc,
at concentrationsin excess of their respective TAGM 4046 soil cleanup objectives, including surface sal
samples SS-03 and SS-04 collected near the location of the former transformer house, which contained
zinc a 1,700 and 1,000 ppm, respectively. The NYSDEC TAGM 4046 soil cleanup objective for zinc
is 20 ppm.

Thelevelsof contaminants detected in the background surface soil sample (SS-11) were within established
guidelines.

Based on the sample results, surface soil throughout the site has been impacted by cPAHs and metals at
levels exceeding SCGs.

Subsurface Sail

The origind scope of work for the Site Investigation included the excavation of eight test pits (TP-01
through TP-08) and four test trenches (TT-01 through TT-04), and construction of five soil borings (B-01
through B-05) to characterize the fill materid and to alow for collection of subsurface soil samples for
laboratory andysis. Soil samplescollected fromthesetest pits, test trenchesand soil boringswereanadyzed
for VOCs, SVOCsandinorganics. Thelocations of thesetest pits, test trenches and soil borings, and the
detected concentrations for the indicators of contamination in the samples collected, are shown on Figure
6.

The test pits and test trenches were completed to groundwater, the maximum reach of the backhoe
(approximately 15 feet) or refusa, whichever camefirst. One or two samples were collected from each
pit and from test trench TT-04 for laboratory andysisof VOCs, SV OCsand inorganics. Elevated organic
vapors were not detected by field instrumentation, nor were visud or olfactory signs of contamination
gpparent in the other test trenches, so no samples were collected.

The soil borings were congructed to alow for the ingalation of permanent monitoring wells to assess
groundwater quality and flow direction at the sSte. One or two soil samples were collected from the
unsaturated zone in each boring for laboratory anadysis of VOCs, SVOCs and inorganics to evauate
subsurface soil qudlity.

The andyticd resultsfrom the samples collected within the planned park area (SB-02, TP-03, TP-04 and
TP-05) contained individua cPAHs and metals a concentrations exceeding SCGs. In the northeastern
portion of the Ste (the area of the former paint and varnish manufacturing facility), the sample from test pit
TP-02 contained the VOCs ethylbenzene a 110 ppm and xylenes at 510 ppm, well above the SCGs of
55 ppm and 1.2 ppm, respectively, and the sample from test pit TP-O1 contained the cPAH
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benzo(a)pyrene a a concentration dightly above the SCG. Each of these test pits aso showed metals at
concentrations exceeding SCGs. Test pits TP-06, TP-07 and TP-08, and test trench TT-04 all contained
individual cPAHs and metals a concentrations exceeding SCGs.

Due to the elevated organic vapors detected by field instrumentation and chemical odors encountered
during the excavation of test pits TP-01 and TP-02, an additional 34 test pits (TP-09 through TP-42) and
eleven soil borings (GP-01S, GP-02S, GP-03S and SB-06 through SB-13) were excavated in the area
of the former paint and varnish manufacturing facility during the dte investigation to delineste the soil
contaminationin thisarea. Thetest pitswere initidly excavated to identify the presence of contamination
and were excavated until visua staining, odors, or devated field instrument readings were detected. The
horizontal and vertica extent of the contamination was established by those test pitsin which no staining
or odors were apparent above groundwater, and screening with field instruments indicated minor or no
detections of organic contamination. Confirmatory soil samples were collected for VOC andyss from
selected test pits with no odors or staining. The soil borings were congtructed to determine the vertical
limits of the soil contamination. Confirmatory soil samples were collected for VOC andyss from below
the identified contamination.

As part of asupplementa soil investigation to further delineate and characterize soil contamination in the
area of the former paint and varnish manufacturing facility, an additiona 22 soil borings (SB-14 through
SB-23, SB-25 through SB-29, SB-31 through SB-34 and SB-36 through SB-38) were constructed and
twelve test pits (TP-02A, TP-10A, TP-11A, TP-14A, TP-18A, TP-19A, TP-20A, TP-23A, TP-30A,
TP-32A, TP-33A and TP-SB10A) were excavated. The supplemental test pitswere excavated adjacent
to previous test pits where contamination had been detected by field instrumentation and observations.
Samples of the contaminated soil were collected for VOC andyssto chemicdly characterize the limits of
contamination that had been previoudy based on odors and staining. The locations of the delinestion soil
borings and test pitsin the areaof theformer paint and varnish manufacturing facility, and the concentrations
of tota VOCs and total T1Cs detected in the samples collected from each test pit, are shown on Figure 7.

As shown on Figure 7, the concentrations of total VVOCs (including TICs) in most of the supplementd test
pit sampleswere abovethe TAGM 4046 soil cleanup objective of 10 ppm and were detected up to 5,247

ppM.

Based on the soil vapor survey and the andyticad results from the soil boring and test pit soil samples,
sgnificant subsurface soil contamination wasidentified in the area surrounding the former paint and varnish
manufecturing facility in the northeastern portion of the gte. The estimated limits of soil requiring
remediation in this area are shown on Figure 8.

Groundwater
As described above, five permanent wells (MW-01 through MW-05) were congtructed during the Site

Invedtigation. The locations of these wdls and the previoudy existing well identified during the Ste
reconnai ssance are shown on Figure 10. The depth to groundwater benegth the site was found to range
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from8feet to 18 feet below ground surface. Groundwater flow acrossthe siteisgenerdly toward the East
River.

Andyss of groundwater samples from temporary wells in the area of the former paint and varnish
manufacturing facility showed levelsof V OCsabovegroundwater sandards (seeFigure 10). Ethylbenzene
was detected at concentrations ranging from 12 ppb to 4,200 ppb, total xylenes were detected at
concentrations ranging from 33 ppb to 12,000 ppb, 1,3,5-trimethylbenzene was detected a a
concentrationof 180 ppb and 1,2,4-trimethylbenzene was detected at concentrations ranging from 13 ppb
to 750 ppb. The standard for each of these four compoundsis5 ppb. 1n addition, benzene was detected
at concentrations up to 66 ppb (the standard for benzeneis 1 ppb).

Permanent monitoring wells constructed downgradient of the impacted areaiin the northeastern portion of
the ste (MW-02 through MW-05) were only minimaly impacted by VOCs (below groundwater
standards). Severd cPAHSs were detected in unfiltered samples from the permanent monitoring wells,
induding benzo(a) anthracene (1 ppb), chrysene (1 ppb), benzo(b) fluoranthene (2 ppb) and
benzo(a)pyrene (1 ppb). The groundwater standard is 0.002 ppb for each of these compounds with the
exception of benzo(a)pyrene for which the groundwater sandard is nondetect. Filtered sampleswere not
collected for organic andysis

Disolved iron, magnesum, manganese and sodium were also detected at concentrations above
groundwater standardsin most of the downgradient wells. Dueto high turbidity, both filtered and unfiltered
samples were collected for metdsandyss. The unfiltered samplesfrom al downgradient wells contained
concentrations of metals exceeding standards. However, the metals concentrationsin the filtered samples
were either non-detectable or within the groundwater standards, with the exception of magnesium and
manganese which were detected a Smilar concentrations in the filtered and unfiltered samples. The
elevated levels of cPAHs and metdsin the unfiltered samples are likely due to the suspended particul ates
in these samples.

Surface Discharge

The surface discharge sample contained chloroform and antimony a concentrations dightly above
groundwater standards.

5.2: Interim Remedial M easur es

An interim remedia measure (IRM) is conducted at a Ste when a source of contamination or exposure
pathway can be effectively addressed before completion of the SI/RAR. Therewereno IRMs performed
a this gte during the SI/RAR program.

5.3  Summary of Human Exposur e Pathways:
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This section describes the types of human exposures that may present added health risksto persons at or
around the Site. A more detailed discussion of the human exposure pathway's can be found in Section 6.0
of the Sl report.

An exposure pathway describes the means by which an individuad may be exposed to contaminants
originating from asite. Anexposure pathway hasfivedements. [1] a contaminant source, [2] contaminant
release and transport mechanisms, [3] a point of exposure, [4] a route of exposure, and [5] a receptor
population. The source of contamination is the location where contaminants were released to the
environment (any waste disposad area or point of discharge). Contaminant release and transport
mechanisms carry contaminants from the source to a point where people may be exposed. The exposure
point is alocation where actud or potentiad human contact with a contaminated medium may occur. The
route of exposureisthe manner in which acontaminant actualy entersor contactsthe body (e.g., ingestion,
inhdation, or direct contact). The receptor population is the people who are, or may be, exposed to
contaminants at a point of exposure.

An exposure pathway is complete when dl five eements of an exposure pathway exis. An exposure
pathway is consdered apotentia pathway when one or more of the dements currently does not exist, but
could in the future.

Current potentia exposure pathways include:

. Trespassers may be exposed through direct contact with, or incidenta ingestion of surface soil at
the site that may be contaminated with polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHS) up to levelsthat
could be apublic health concern.

Future potentia exposure pathways include:

. During site re-devel opment, on-site workers may be exposed through direct contact with, or
incidental ingestion of surface soil that is contaminated with PAHS, subsurface soil thet is
contaminated with PAHs and VOCsand/or groundwater that is contaminated with VOCs up to
levels that might present a public hedlth concern.

. If the northern portion of the Ste is re-developed without remediation, recreationa users of the
planned park may be exposed through direct contact with, or incidental ingestion of PAH-
contaminated surface soil.

. During re-devel opment of the former-varnish areawithout prior remediation and/or without proper

engineering controls, on-site congtruction workers and employees of nearby facilities may inhde
vaporsif VOC-contaminated soil is disturbed.

. If VOC-contaminated subsurface soil remain in the former paint and varnish area, people may
inhde soil gases that infiltrate into buildings that are congtructed on the Site.
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Ingestion of groundwater is not expected since the areais served with public water that isfrom adistance
source.

5.4: Summary of Environmental |mpacts

This section summarizes the existing and potentid future environmental impacts presented by the ste.
Environmenta impactsincludeexisting and potentid future exposure pathwaysto fishandwildlifereceptors,
aswell as damage to natura resources such as aguifers and wetlands.

The Basdine Risk Assessment, which isincluded in the S report, presents a detailed discussion of the
exiging and potentid impacts from the gte to fish and wildlife receptors. The following environmenta
exposure pathwaysand/or ecological riskshave been identified: impact to the groundwater resource above
standards.

The shoreline dong the Eagt River was inspected to identify any potentid environmenta impacts due to
releases of contaminantsfrom the site. No gpparent environmental impactssuch asleachate seepsor sheens
on the water surface were noted.

SECTION 6: SUMMARYOFTHEREMEDIATION GOALSAND THE PROPOSED USE OF
THE SITE

Godls for the remedia program have been established through the remedy sdlection process stated in 6
NYCRR Pat 375-1.10. At a minimum, the remedy sdected must iminate or mitigete dl sgnificant
threatsto public health and/or the environment presented by the hazardous substances disposed at the Site
through the proper application of scientific and engineering principles.

The proposed future uses for the Barretto Point Site are recreationa (5-acre planned park area) and
indugtrid (upgrading of the Hunts Point Water Pollution Control Plant).

The remediation gods for this Site are to iminate or reduce to the extent practicable:

. exposures of persons at or around the site to the VOCs, cPAHs and metals detected at
concentrations exceeding SCGs in surface soil and subsurface soil throughout the site;

. environmenta exposures of flora or fauna to the VOCs, cPAHs and metals detected at
concentrations exceeding SCGs in surface soil and subsurface soil throughout the site;

. the release of contaminants from soil into groundwater that may create exceedances of
groundwater qudity standards,

. environmental impacts from contaminated groundwater discharging to surface waters,

. the threet to surface waters by eiminating any future contaminated surface run-off from the site.

Barretto Point December 2003
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Further, the remediation goals for the Site include attaining to the extent practicable;
. ambient groundwater quality standards & the limits of the site; and
. SCGs for VOC-contaminated soil in the northeastern portion of the Site.

SECTION 7. SUMMARY OF THE EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

The sdected remedy must be protective of human hedlth and the environment, be cost-effective, comply
with other statutory requirements. Potentid remedia dternatives for the Barretto Point  Site were
identified, screened and evaluated in the RA report.

A summary of theremedia aternativesthat were consdered for thisSite are discussed below. The present
worth represents the amount of money invested in the current year that would be sufficient to cover al
present and future costs associated with the dternative. This enables the costs of remedid dternativesto
be compared on acommon basis. Asa convention, atime frame of 30 yearsis used to evauate present
worth costs for dternatives with an indefinite duration. This does not imply that operation, maintenance,
or monitoring would cease after 30 yearsif remediation goas are not achieved.

7.1 Description of Remedial Alternatives

Thefollowing potentia remedieswere considered to addressthe contaminated surface soil, subsurface soil
and groundwaeter &t the Ste.

Alternative 1. No Action and Institutional Controls

Present WOorth: . ... $123,000
Capital COSt: .ttt $0
Annual OM& M:

(YEAIS 1-30): o v ottt e e e e e $8,000

The No Action Alternative is evaluated as a procedura requirement and as a basis for comparison. It
requires continued monitoring only, alowing the Ste to remain in an unremediated Sate. This dterndive
would leave the dte in its present condition and would not provide any additiona protection to human
hedlth or the environment.

Based ontheleve sof contaminantsin surface soil and groundwaeter, ingtitutional controlswould beimposed
on the property in the form of an environmental easement that would limit the use of the groundwater
underlying the site. In addition, the ingtitutiona controls would include a requirement that the NY SDEC
and NY CDEP be natified prior to the performance of any ground-intrusive activities a the Ste to ensure
proper handling and disposal of contaminated soil in accordance with an gpproved soil management plan.
Engineering controls would aso be implemented in the form of fencing around the ste that would inhibit
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access. The exiging fence would be maintained to minimize access to the dte by trespassers.
Implementation of Alternative 1 would take less than 6 months.

Alternative 2: Placement of 2 Feet of Clean Soil Cover and Ingtitutional Controlsin the Planned
Park AreaandtheRemaining Site Area; and Excavation and Removal of Contaminated Soil, and
Extraction and Treatment of Groundwater asPart of Soil Remediation, Emission Controlsin the
Former Paint and Varnish Manufacturing Area

Present WOrth: . ... $6,169,000
Capital CoSt: ..ottt e $5,723,000
Annual OM& M:

(YEAIrS 1-30): . o oottt e e e $29,000

Thisdternative includes placement of a24-inch soil cover over the 5-acre Planned Park Areaand the 7.3-
acre Remaining Site Area. The soil cover would consst of 18 inches of clean generd fill and 6 inches of
a vegetative medium comprising topsoil and grass over the surface of the fill to mitigate contact with
contaminated soil. A subsurface demarcation layer would be placed to identify the base of the cover and
the top of the contaminated fill. Some regrading of the site would be required in order to place the clean
s0il cover and tieinto existing grades surrounding the Site. Bank stabilization would aso be required along
the East River shoreline. Maintenance would include Siteingpectionsand repair, if necessary, to ensurethe
integrity and effectiveness of the soil cover. Inditutiona contrals, as described for Alternative 1, are dso
included as part of this dternative to control use of and activities at the Ste, and provide information to
future congtruction and maintenance workers with regard to the potentia for contact with contaminated
subsurface soil.

Due to the presence of sgnificant concentrations of TICs for which individud soil cleanup levels do not
exig, within the 0.7-acre Former Paint and Varnish Manufacturing Area, soils contaminated with tota
VOC:s (including TICs) above 10 ppm would be excavated and disposed off-site. In generd, the upper
2 feet of s0il inthisareais not Sgnificantly impacted. Regarding the shaded area shown on Figure 8, the
upper 2 to 8 feet would not require remediation. During the remediation, the upper, less impacted soils
would be returned to the excavation following the removal of the degper, moreimpacted soils. Sheet piling
would be used to reduce the volume of soil requiring excavation and minimize potentia impacts to the
surrounding area, including Manida Street. Since the contaminated soil extendsto depths greater than 18
feet below ground surface in some areas, and the water tableis approximately 16 to18 feet below ground
surface, a portion of the excavation would bein groundwater. Asaresult, dewatering would be required.
Prior to congtruction, a pump test would be conducted to determine the hydraulic characterigtics of the
overburden and bedrock to desgn an effective dewatering system, including the number of wells, well
gpacing, pumping rates and contaminant levels. The extracted groundwater would be treeted for removal
of iron, manganese and VOCs prior to a NY SDEC-approved treatment/disposa facility.

Sgnificantly devated levels of V OCs vapors and odorsmay be encountered during soil remediation in the
Former Paint and Varnish Manufacturing Area. Asaresult, emissionand dust controls will beimplemented
to ensure hedlth and safety of on-site workers and the surrounding community.
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Soil remediation in the Former Paint and Varnish Manufacturing Area could be conducted in conjunction
with construction of the digesters planned as part of the HPWPCP upgrade. However, the upgrade
digesters will not cover the entire excavation, so some backfill would be required for this dternative. In
addition, since dl of the contaminated soil would be removed from this area of the dte, no inditutiona
controls would need to be placed on this area and long-term maintenance would not be required. Design
and congruction of Alternative 2 would take gpproximately 18 months.

Alternative 3. Placement of 2 Feet of Clean Soil Cover and Ingtitutional Controlsin the Planned
Park Areaand Remaining Site Ar ea; and Excavation and Removal of Contaminated Shallow Sail,
and Placement of a Geomembrane Cap with In-Stu Treatment of Groundwater in the Former
Paint and Varnish Manufacturing Area

Present WOrth: . ... $3,362,000
Capital CoSt: ..ottt e $2,817,000

Annual OM& M:

(YEAIS LoD . ot e $71,000
(YEAIS B-30): .+ . ot ittt ettt e e $33,000

Thisdternative includes placement of a24-inch soil cover over the 5-acre Planned Park Areaand the 7.3-
acre Remaining Site Area. The soil cover would be the same as that described for Alternative 2.
Ingtitutiondl controls, as described for Alternative 1, are dso included as part of this aternative to control
use of and activities a the Ste, and provide information to future construction and maintenance workers
with regard to the potentid for contact with contaminated subsurface soil.

Within the 0.7-acre Former Paint and Varnish Manufacturing Area, the upper three feet of soil would be
excavated and disposed off-gte. Prior to placement of the geomembrane cap, the areawould be graded
to achieve desired dopes for drainage off the cap. A subsurface drainage system surrounding the cap
would likely be required to collect and divert run-off to other areas of the ste or to the East River. From
bottom to top, the geomembrane cap would comprise:

» 6-inch soil cover/geomembrane cushion

e 60-mil high dengty polyethylene liner

* geocomposte drainage layer

» barier protection layer (minimum 24 inches)
*  6-inch topsoil/vegetative growth medium

The geomembrane cap would mitigate contact with contaminated soil, migration of precipitation through
contaminated soil and waste, and impacts to groundwater. Temporary vapor and dust control measures
would be necessary during construction to mitigate the potential for off-gterelease of contaminated vapors
and dust. During congtruction, site monitoring for organic vapors and dust would be conducted in
accordance with NY SDEC and NY SDOH requirements. Ingtitutional controls would be necessary to
maintain the integrity of the cgp while controlling the potentia for contact with contaminated soil benesth

the cap.
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In-situtreatment of groundwater in the Former Paint and Varnish Manufacturing Areawould be conducted
using oxygen release compounds (ORC®), apatented processthat produces aslow and sustained release
of molecular oxygen in contact with soil moisture or groundwater. In the presence of ORC, microbid
degradation of the contaminants occurs. A pilot sudy would be performed in the area of the highest
groundwater contamination to eva uate the effectiveness of the processin reducing contaminant levels. The
pilot study would include ingtalation of six temporary well points and groundwater monitoring for aperiod
of gpproximately eight months to determine the effectiveness of the process. If the processis determined
to be effective, full-scae application would be performed. The conceptud design of the full-scale
gpplication includes condruction of approximately 130 temporary well pointsin an areaof gpproximately
200 feet by 200 feet and one or two applications of ORC. Groundwater monitoring would be conducted
to evauate the effectiveness of theremediation process, including construction of four additiona permanent
monitoring wells, quarterly groundwater sampling for three yearsand semiannua groundwater sampling for
two years. Treatment time for the process is estimated to be five years, including the pilot study, ORC
applications and groundwater monitoring. Desgn and congruction of Alternative 3 would take
approximately 12 months.

Alternative 4. Excavation and Removal of All Fill Material and Replacement with Clean Sail in
the Planned Park Area, Remaining Site Areaand Former Paint and Varnish Manufacturing Area
and Emission Controls, and Extraction and Treatment of Groundwater as Part of Soil
Remediation in the Former Paint and Varnish Manufacturing Area

Present WOorth: . ... $27,383,000
Capital CoSt: ..ot $27,383,000
Annual OM& M:

[ S= ST ) P $0

This dternative includes excavation and remova of dl fill maerid to the water table, native till materid or
bedrock, whichever isencountered first, and replacement with clean soil in the 5-acre Planned Park Aresa,
the 7.3-acre Remaining Site Areaand the 0.7-acre Former Paint and Varnish Manufacturing Area. During
condruction, site monitoring for organic vapors and dust would be conducted in accordance with
NY SDEC and NY SDOH requirements. Temporary vapor and dust control measureswould be necessary
during excavetion in the Former Paint and Varnish Manufacturing Areato mitigate the potentia for off-gte
release of contaminated vapors and dust. Since the contaminated soil would be fully remediated and the
potentia for contact with contaminated soil would no longer exigt, inditutiona controls and long-term
maintenance would not be required.

Since contaminated groundwater has been identified in the Former Paint and Varnish Manufacturing Area,
groundwater extraction and trestment would be conducted. A pump test would be performed to determine
the hydraulic characterigtics of the overburden and bedrock to design an effective extraction system,
induding the number of wells, well spacing, pumping rates and contaminant levels. Extracted groundweter
would be treated for remova of iron, manganese and VOCs prior to disposal into the New York City
sewer sysem. Design and congtruction of Alternative 3 would take approximately 36 months.

Barretto Point December 2003
RECORD OF DECISION Page 16



7.2 Evaluation of Remedial Alternatives

The criteria to which potentia remedid aternatives are compared are defined in 6 NY CRR Part 375,
which governs the remediation of environmental restoration projects in New York State. A detailed
discusson of the evduation criteriaand comparative andyssisincluded in the RA report.

The first two evauation criteria are termed “threshold criterid’ and must be satisfied in order for an
dternative to be considered for sdection.

1. Protection of Human Hedth and the Environment. This criterion is an overall evaluation of each
dternative s ability to protect public hedth and the environment.

2. Compliancewith New Y ork State Standards, Criteria, and Guidance (SCGs). Compliancewith SCGs
addresses whether a remedy will meet environmenta laws, regulations, and other standards and criteria
Inaddition, this criterion includes the cong deration of guidance which the NY SDEC has determined to be
applicable on a case-gpecific basis.

The next five “primary baancing criterid’ are used to compare the positive and negative aspects of each
of the remedid srategies.

3. Short-term Effectiveness. The potentia short-term adverse impacts of the remedid action upon the
community, theworkers, and the environment during the construction and/or implementation are eva uated.
The length of time needed to achieve the remedia objectives is dso estimated and compared againsgt the
other dternatives.

4. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence. This criterion evauates the long-term effectiveness of the
remedia aternatives after implementation. If wastes or treated resduas remain on-ste after the selected
remedy has been implemented, the following items are evduated: 1) the magnitude of the remaining risks,
2) theadequacy of the engineering and/or inditutiona controlsintended to limit therisk, and 3) therdiability
of these controls.

5. Reduction of Toxidty, Mobility or Volume. Preferenceisgiven to dternatives that permanently and
sgnificantly reduce the toxicity, mohbility or volume of the wastes & the Site.

6. Implementability. The technicd and adminidtrative feagbility of implementing each dternative are
evauated. Technicd feaghility includes the difficulties associated with the congtruction of the remedy and
the ability to monitor its effectiveness. For adminigrative feashility, the avalability of the necessary
personnel and materias is evauated dong with potentia difficulties in obtaining specific operating
gpprovals, access for congtruction, ingtitutiona controls, and so forth.

7. Cod-Effectivness. Capital costs and operation, maintenance, and monitoring costs are estimated for
each dternative and compared on a present worth basis. Although cogt-effectivenessisthelast baancing
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criterion evauated, where two or more dternatives have met the requirements of the other criteria, it can
be used asthe basis for the fina decison. The costs for each aternative are presented in Table 2.

This find criterion is consdered a “modifying criterion” and is taken into account after evaluating those
above. Itisevauated after public comments on the Proposed Remedia Action Plan have been recaived.

8. Community A cceptance - Concerns of the community regarding the SI/RA reportsand the PRAP have
been evduated. The responsiveness summary (Appendix A) presents the public commentsreceived and
the manner in which the NY SDEC addressed the concerns raised.  In generd, the public comments
received were supportive of the sdlected remedy. The NY CDEP in itscomments on the selected remedy
(which cdls for the covering of the excavated areas with the condruction of the upgrade digesters),
requested that an option beincluded to dlow for the backfilling of the entire excavated areawith clean sail,
sncethe congruction and design of the digetersis till at an early stage and ingtdlation will not take place
until a least 48 months from now.

SECTION 8: SUMMARY OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

Based onthe Adminigtrative Record (Appendix B) and the discussion presented below, the NY SDEC has
selected Alternative 2, (Placement of 2 Feet of Clean Soil Cover and Ingtitutiond Controlsin the Planned
Park Areaand Remaining Site Areg; and Excavation and Remova of Contaminated Soil, and Extraction
and Treatment of Groundwater as Part of Soil Remediation, Emisson Controls in the Former Paint and
Varnish Manufacturing Area) as the remedy for thisSite. The eements of thisremedy are described a the
end of this section.

The selected remedly isbased on theresults of the SI and the eval uation of aternatives presented inthe RA
report.

Alterndtive 2 is being selected because, as described below, it satisfies the threshold criteriaand provides
the best balance of the primary baancing criteriadescribed in Section 7.2. 1t will achieve the remediation
gods for the Ste by mitigating contact with contaminated soil in the Planned Park Areaand Remaining Site
Area through placement of 2 feet of clean soil cover and remova of the highly contaminated soils and
groundwater in the Former Paint and VVarnish Manufacturing Area. Alternatives 3 and 4 would aso comply
with the threshold sdection criterig, but to alesser degree (Alternaive 3) or a a sgnificantly greater cost
(Alternative 4). Alternative 1 isnot protective of human hedth or the environment due to the potentia for
contact with contaminated soil that would remain on-site.

Because Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 satidfy the threshold criterig, the five bdancing criteria are particularly
important in sdlecting afind remedy for the Ste.

Alternaives 2, 3 and 4 dl have short-term impacts. Due to the requirement for significant vapor control
during soil excavation in the Former Paint and Varnish Manufacturing Ares, the short-term impacts for
Alternatives 2 and 4 are more significant than those for Alternative 3. Inaddition, Alternative 4 would have
the greatest short-term impact due to the amount of truck traffic needed to remove and replace 285,000
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cubic yards of material. The time needed to achieve the remediation goas would be dightly less for
Alterndtive 3 compared to Alternative 2. Alternative 4 would require the longest time to achieve the
remediation gods.

Achieving long-term effectiveness is best accomplished by excavation and removal of the contaminated
soils (Alternative 4). Alternative 2 is favorable because it would result in the remova of the most highly
contaminated soil (in the Former Paint and Varnish Manufacturing Ared) and minimize the potentid for
contact with contaminated soil in the remainder of the ste. Alternative 3 is less favorable due to the
continued presence of heavily contaminated soil in the Former Paint and Varnish Manufacturing Areaand
the required maintenance of the geomembrane cap. In addition, although groundwater remediation would
be performed through the use of ORC, the long-term effectiveness of this technology is uncertain, Snce
groundwater would remain in contact with contaminated soil below the water table.

Alternatives 2 and 3 are readily implementable. Alternaive 4, while implementable with conventiona
technologies, would take approximately 3 yearstoimplement. Alternatives2 and 4 aread so very amergble
to planned use of the Ste, snce they would adlow for congtruction of a park and upgrading of the Hunts
Point Water Pollution Control Plant. Alternative 3, which includes placement of ageomembrane cover in
the Former Paint and Varnish Manufacturing Area, may restrict development of this area of the Site and
is not consstent with the planned use of the Ste.

Alternative 4 would reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume of waste rdlaiveto the Ste. Approximately
285,000 cubic yards of materid would be removed with implementation of Alternative 4. Alternative 4
would remove a significant portion of the on-Ste contaminated soil, indluding dl fill materid down to the
water table. Alternative 2 would require the excavation and removal of approximately 14,000 cubic yards
of the most contaminated soil. Although resdud contamination would remain, the mobility would be
mitigeted through placement and maintenance of a clean soil cover, demarcation layer and inditutiona
controls and remova and treatment of contaminated groundwater during Site dewatering.

Alternative 3 would reduce the mohility, and to alesser degree, the toxicity and volume of contaminated
soil through the remova of 3,500 cubic yards of contaminated soil. Treatment of the groundwater using
ORC would reduce the toxicity, mobility and volume of contaminated groundwater, athough not as
effectively as groundwater extraction and treatment as part of Alternatives 2 and 4.

The cogt of the dternatives varies sgnificantly. Alternaive 4, which includes removd of dl fill and
contaminated materid off-gte, isthe most costly remedy. Alternative 2 is more costly than Alternative 3,
however, Alternative 2 would provide for greater protection of human hedth and the environment, and
permanence as compared to Alternative 3, and would alow for planned use of the Site for a park and
upgrading of the Hunts Point Water Pollution Control Plant.

The egtimated present worth cost to implement the selected remedy is$6,169,000. The cost to construct
the remedy is estimated to be $5,723,000 and the estimated average annua operation, maintenance, and
monitoring costs for 30 years is $29,000.
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The elements of the selected remedy are asfollows:

1. Placement of 2 feet of soil cover over the Planned Park Area and the Remaining Site Area as
shown on Figure 2. The cover will congst of 18 inches of clean soil and 6 inches of a vegetative
medium consgting of topsoil and grass. Clean soil is congidered to be materia with no analytesin
exceedance of NYSDEC TAGM 4046 soil cleanup objectives or local site background as
determined by the procedurein Section 3.6.1.3 of DER 10 ("Tech Guide"). A demarcation layer
will be placed between the remaining fill and the soil cover inthe Planned Park Areaand Remaining
Site Aresg, to identify the base of the cover and the top of the contaminated fill.

2. Contaminated soil in the Former Paint and Varnish Manufacturing Area will be excavated and
disposed off-gte (see Figure 2). During excavation, vapor and dust controls will be implemented
to ensure the health and safety of on-site workers and the surrounding community.

3. Extractionof groundwater will beimplemented as part of the dewatering processduring excavation
of contaminated soil in the Former Paint and V arnish Manufacturing Area. Extracted groundwater
will betreated to meet the requirementsfor dischargeto aNY SDEC approved treatment/disposal
fadlity.

4, A soils management plan will be developed to address resdud contaminated soils that may be
excavated from the site during future redevelopment. The plan will require soil characterization
and, where gpplicable, disposa/reuse in accordance with NY SDEC regulations.

5. Ingtitutiona controlswill beimpaosed in the form of an environmenta easement, in such form asthe
NY SDEC may gpprove, that will require compliance with an gpproved soils management plan.
The environmental easement will dso limit use of groundweter from the affected area as a source
of potable or process water without the necessary water qudity treatment as determined by the
New York City Department of Environmenta Protection (NY CDEP) and the NY SDEC.

6. The property owner will complete and submit to the NY SDEC an annua certification until the
NY SDEC natifies the property owner in writing that this certification is no longer needed. This
submittal will contain certification that theingtitutional controlsand engineering controlsput inplace,
pursuant to the Record of Decision, are still in place, have not been dtered, and are dtill effective.

7. Since the remedy results in untreated hazardous substances remaining at the Site, a long term
maintenance program will be indituted. Maintenance of this dternative will include Steingpections
and repair, if necessary, to ensure the integrity and effectiveness of the clean soil cover. This
program will alow the effectiveness of the cover to be monitored and will be a component of the
operation, maintenance, and monitoring for the site.

SECTION 9: HIGHLIGHTSOF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION
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TABLE 1
Nature and Extent of Contamination
December 1999 to October 2002

As part of the Barretto Point environmenta restoration process, anumber of Citizen Participation activities
were undertaken to inform and educate the public about conditions at the Site and the potentia remedia
dternaives. The following public participation activities were conducted for this Site:

. Repositories for documents pertaining to the Site were established.

. A public contact ligt, whichincluded nearby property owners, eected officids, and locd mediaand
other interested parties, was established, and fact sheets sent to those on the site mailing list.

. A public meeting was held on November 18, 1999 to discuss the proposed environmental

invedtigation.

. A public meeting was held on September 18, 2003 to present and receive comments on the
PRAP.

. In December 2003, a responsveness summary (Appendix A) was prepared and made available

to the public to address comments received during the public comment period for the PRAP.

Contaminants of Concentration SCGP Frequency of
SURFACE SOIL Concern Range Detected (ppm)? Exceeding SCG
(ppm)*
) ) ND
Volatile Organic
Compounds (VOCs)
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TABLE 1
Nature and Extent of Contamination
December 1999 to October 2002

Contaminants of Concentration SCGP Frequency of
SURFACE SOIL Concern Range Detected (ppm)? Exceeding SCG
(ppm)°
. , . 2- Methylphenol ND to 0.22 0.1 1of 10
Semivolatile Organic
Compounds (SVOCs) Fluoranthene 1.110 66 50 10f 10
Pyrene 1to 53 50 1of 10
Benzo(a)anthracene 0.56 to 27 0.224 10 of 10
Chrysene 0.59t0 28 04 10 of 10
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.73t0 39 11 8 of 10
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 0.22t0 14 11 70of 10
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.52t0 29 0.061 10 of 10
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 0.41to23 3.2 4 0of 10
Dibenzo(ah)anthracene ND to 5.9 0.014 70f 10
Totd carcinogenic PAHs 31t0165.9 10 70f 10
PCB/Pesticides ND
_ Barium 136 t0 1,520 300 6 of 10
Inorganic
Compounas Beryllium 02t01.3 0.16 10 of 10
Copper 15.7to 332 25 90of 10
Iron 6,470 to 29,200 2,000 10 of 10
. Lead 94.3t0 463 400 1of 10
Inorganic
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TABLE 1

Nature and Extent of Contamination
December 1999 to October 2002

Contaminants of Concentration SCGP Frequency of
SURFACE SOIL Concern Range Detected (ppm)? Exceeding SCG
(ppm)°
Compounds Mercury 0.11100.39 0.1 10 of 10
Nickel 9.21046.6 13 6 of 10
Zinc 133t0 1,700 20 10 of 10
Contaminants of Concentration SCGP Frequency of
Saga Rt Concern Range Detected (Ppm)? Exceeding SCG
=0l (Ppm)®
_ _ 4-Methyl-2-pentanone ND to 2.8 1 1lof 81
Volatile Organic
Compounds (VOCs) Ethylberzene ND to 110 55 70of 81
Xylene ND to 590 1.2 10 of 81
Tota TICs ND to 5,247 NA NA
Total VOCsand TICs 5 to 6,086 10 17 of 46
. , . Phenal ND to 0.051 0.03 1of 23
Semivolatile Organic
Compounds ,
(SVOCS) Dibenzofuran ND to 20 6.2 1of 23
Phenanthrene ND to 73 50 1of 23
Benzo(a)anthracene ND to 9.7 0.224 14 of 23
Chrysene ND to 10 04 10 of 23
Benzo(b)fluoranthene ND to 14 11 8 of 23
Benzo(k)fluoranthene ND to 4.5 11 6 of 23
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TABLE 1

Nature and Extent of Contamination
December 1999 to October 2002

SUBSURFACE Contaminants of Concentration SCGP Frequency of
Concern Range Detected (Ppm)2 Exceeding SCG
=0l (Ppm)®
Semivolatile Or ganic Benzo(a)pyrene ND to 11 0.061 16 of 23
Compounds
(SVOCS) Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene ND to 9.4 32 1of 23
Dibenzo(ah)anthracene NDto 24 0.014 9of 23
_ Arsenic NDto12.1 75 1of 23
Inorganic
Compounds
Barium 47 to 841 300 3of 23
Beryllium 0.29to 1.7 0.16 22 0of 23
Copper 3.6t0 169 25 18 of 23
Iron 8,580 to 77,400 2,000 23 of 23
SUBSURFACE Contaminants of Concentration SCGP Frequency of
L Concern Range Detected (ppm)? (ppm)? | Exceeding SCG
. Lead 1.8to 659 400 3of 23
Inorganic
Compounds
Mercury ND to 1.3 0.1 14 of 23
Nickel 10910 71.6 13 19 of 23
SHenium ND to 5.5 2 10f 23
Zinc 18.3t0 1,200 20 221023
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TABLE 1
Nature and Extent of Contamination

December 1999 to October 2002
SURFACE Contaminants of Concentration SCGP Frequency of
Concern Range Detected (ppb)? b)2 | Exceeding SCG
DISCHARCE g (ppb) (Ppb) g
. _ Chloroform 49 7 lof 1
Volatile Organic
Compounds (VOCs)

I norganic Compounds Antimony 31 3 lof 1

Contaminants of Concentration SCGP Frequency of

GROUNDWATER Concern Range Detected (ppb)? (ppb)? Exceeding SCG
Volatile Organic 1,1-Dichloroethene ND to 100 5 lof 11
Compounds (VOCs) 12-Dichloroethane ND to 2 06 10f 11
Benzene ND to 66 1 40f 11
Toluene ND to 68 5 20f 11
Ethylbenzene ND to 4,200 5 60of 11
Xylene ND to 12,000 5 50f 11
Styrene ND to 84 5 lof 11
| sopropylbenzene ND to 97 5 40f 11
n-Propylbenzene ND to 120 5 50f 11
_ _ 1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene ND to 180 5 40f 11
Volatile Organic

Compounds (VOCs) 1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene ND to 750 5 6 of 11
sec-Butylbenzene ND to 26 5 3of 11
4-1sopropyltoluene ND to 26 5 3of 11
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TABLE 1

Nature and Extent of Contamination
December 1999 to October 2002

Contaminants of Concentration SCGP Frequency of
GROUNDWATER Concern Range Detected (ppb)? (ppb)? Exceeding SCG
n-Butylbenzene ND to 22 5 lof 11
Volatile Organic Naphthalene ND to 120 10 40f 11
Compounds (VOCs)
) : ) Phenol ND to 33 1 lof 6
Semivolatile Organic
Compounds .
(SVOCs) 2-Methylphenol ND to 11 1 1lof 6
4-Methylphenol ND to 24 1 1lof 6
Naphthdene ND to 55 10 lof 6
Benzo(a)anthracene NDto 1l 0.002 lof 6
Chrysene NDtol 0.002 20f 6
Benzo(b)fluoranthene ND to 2 0.002 1of 6
Benzo(a)pyrene NDto 1l ND lof 6
ND
PCB/Pesticides
i NDto5.5 3 1of 6
Inorganic Artimorny
Compounds
Iron ND to 92,700 300 30f 6
Lead ND to 81.5 25 1of 6
Mangnesium 75,300 to 481,000 35,000
60f 6
Barretto Point Site #800032-2 December 2003
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TABLE 1
Nature and Extent of Contamination

December 1999 to October 2002
Contaminants of Concentration SCGP Frequency of
GROUNDWATER Concern Range Detected (ppb)? (ppb)? Exceeding SCG
Manganese 111 to 29,200 300 50f 6
Sdenium ND to 32.1 10 20f 6
norganic Sodium 143,000 t0 5,960,000 | 20,000 60of 6
Compounds ' T
Thllium ND to 60.5 0.5 20f 6
Contaminants of Concentration SCGP Frequency of
SOIL GAS Concern Range Detected (mg/m®)2 | (mg/m?®)? Exceeding
SCG
Volatile Organic Toluene ND to 38 NA NA
Compounds (VOCS) | retramhioroethene ND t0 0.2 NA NA
Ethybenzene ND to 620 NA NA
m& p-Xylenes ND t0 2,100 NA NA
o-Xylene ND to 360 NA NA

@ ppb = parts per billion, which is equivalent to micrograms per liter, ug/L, in water;
ppm = parts per million, which is equivalent to milligrams per kilogram, mg/kg, in soil;
ug/m? = micrograms per cubic meter

b SCG = standards, criteria, and guidance values; developed from NY SDEC Technical and Administrative Guidance Memorandum
(TAGM) No. 4046, Determination of Soil Cleanup Objectives and Cleanup Levels (1994) for surface and subsurface soil; and NY SDEC
Technical and Operation Guidance Series (TOGS) (1.1.1), Ambient Water Quality Standards and Guidance Va ues and Groundwater
Effluent Limitations (1998) for groundwater and surface discharge.

ND = Not detected

TICs = Tentatively identified compounds

NA = Not Applicable

Barretto Point Site #800032-2 December 2003
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Table2
Remedial Alternative Costs

Remedial Alternative

Capital Cost Annual OM&M

Total Present Worth

Alternative 1: No Action

$0 $8,000

$123,000

Alternative 2: 2-Foot Soil Cover in
Planned Park Area and Remaining
Site Area/lExcavation and Remova of
Contaminated Soil/Extraction and
Treatment of Groundwater/Emission
Controlsin Former Paint and Varnish
Manufacturing Area

$5,723,000 $29,000

$6,169,000

Alternative 3. 2-Foot Soil
Cover/Excavation and Remova of
Shdlow Contaminated
Soil/Geomembrane Cap with In-Situ
Treatment of Groundwater in the
Former Paint and Varnish
Manufacturing Area

$2,817,000 $71,000
(Years 1-5)

$33,000
(Years 6-30)

$3,362,000

Alternative 4: Excavatiion and
Removd of All Fll Materid and
Replacement With Clean
Soil/Extraction and Treatment of
Groundwater in Former Paint and
Varnish Manufacturing Area

$27,383,000 $0

$27,383,000

Barretto Point Site #800032-2
PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN

December 2003
PAGE 29



F:\1616

SR NERENY

i
W
A B

~Barratto
Point

SITE

_rermy /87 Light 33 A

Howerplant

% Lawrence g X \.‘
o). _Point w ¥

7

/7 68 'y
’ K
| s
Hell Gate , Q
A\Bridge ¢/
M19 N
NP
a1 LN

C P

/ [S \(\/Gy} /9
'/i'; 6 LAN)QCHANNEL

~

/4

T
0 1000 2000
s =

SOURCE: N.Y.S.D.O.T. CENTRAL PARK QUADRANGLE SCALE IN FEET

BARRETTO POINT SITE
BRONX, NEW YORK

Dv&rka
ggrtilucci SITE LOCATION MAP

CONSULTING ENGINEERS
ADIVISION OF WILLIAM F. COSULICH ASSOCIATES, P.C. F IG U RE 1




T —
\

Il'-———'A‘I": 1AFS

FUAED PARL A

\
sanea N /S =5
O s
(@)
\ iy BUALDNG.
SITE oY Vg |
LOCP_«TION « '::--'.\ ;
I'¢ Vd‘ N
AE 3N \
D | )
. % |
X 6’}5 \ L J !
X y
&) /
EXISTING HUNTS POINT N ; [
WATER POLLUTION A 4
T CONTROL. PLANT 5 L
REMAINING SITE AREA :,Z“.‘\
PLANNED PARK AREA \ 8
100 0 100 ]
\
SCALE IN FEET \ JI
\ \“\ 77
BARRETTO POINT SITE
BRONX, NEW YORK
Dvli’rka
an
Bartiucel SITE PLAN

ADNSSION OF WILLIAM ¥ COSULIOH ASSOCITES, #.C

FIGURE 1-1




TIFFANY ST.

LEGEND

— - e S|TE BOUNDARY

S l
O |+~
=z n
<
(2]
<
o VIELE AVE.
TRANSFORMER o
HOUSE \ n [
o n
-
ol o |2 :
) > g p z
\SANDAND %6 B E 0 E__J s
.GRAVEL OPERATION OO
. =7
=z
\ == %
., 0
\ -
FRAME
COAL
POCKETS |
& PAINT
& AND VARNISH |
- & MANUFACTURER
\ASPHALT
PLANT
KX
b %
9 RYAWA AVE.
“
Z
T |
AN I
®,
% 4 ¥
A g,
*\
%! -
‘\‘\

SOURCE: TRC ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION WORK PLAN, MAY 1998

RLA/DWG/BARRETO1616(7/24/00)

Dvirka
and )
Bartilucci

CONSULTING ENGINEERS
ADIVISION OF WILLIAM F. COSULICH ASSOCIATES, P.C.

BARRETTO POINT SITE
BRONX, NEW YORK

HISTORIC SITE INFORMATION
FROM 1950 AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH

FIGURE 3




F:\1616

5
» <
Y} > S
W C 4 % %
) I3 B <
4 = S VIELE AVE.
/ 7 Oh -'77 78' ) “79 aol |
'—
[7)] ] '_‘
o n
:  ;
x b4
67 68 < O 70 s
! QEHg
“oon VOCs IN
ﬁ_so SOIL VAPOR
60C
57 58 59—/“ ,/r:sm
B60M ’/'/
XY /{608
gﬁj %// 60D
— 60U 1 . 60
- 60E
\Ta7 PP ¢ '\ ¢ 50 |
—48A
\\ 483' ‘\—:gg
— 480% & s6n '
2\ % o & o—=n
%2\ 38 39 40— |
Q’ Z\ RYAWA AVE. | |
()N 20 -
)
% ( L 250
D AN
o 2
=\, '
\,
N\,
(// { 18 19@.
LEGEND /Ié\ \
——— - ——— SITE BOUNDARY \
g |
9 @® SOIL VAPOR SAMPLE LOCATION \ S “©1°
AND DESIGNATION \%\
10@ SOIL VAPOR AND GROUNDWATER \
SAMPLE LOCATION AND DESIGNATION i !
| .
\
\
2 |
REFERENCE: %XRRE;I;TR% El:soum \,,,\
2777/ 100, 2777/105, 2777/600 N 0 100 200
2777/901, 2779/PART OF 1 i e
SCALE IN FEET

SOURCE: TRC ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION WORK PLAN, MAY 1998

BARRETTO POINT SITE
BRONX, NEW YORK

Dvirka AREA OF ELEVATED VOLATILE ORGANIC
Bartilucci COMPOUNDS IN SOIL VAPOR

ADIVISION OF WILLIAM F. COSULICH ASSOCIATES, P.C.

FIGURE 4




F:\1616\dwg\1616-3.dwg, 04/10/03 03:44:59 PM, LGlubiak

v
Q’/ - = — = — — s — w /4
2
& *
& & / CaPAHs | 3,030 : N 4
94; 5 $s-10 SITE LIMITS BoP 520 >
g Lead |462 |
CaPAHs | 33,600 SS-03 |
f 7 < BaP  |6,000 | |
/ Lead |353 33-044 %
CaPAHs | 3,480
BaP 610 BUILDING
Lead |295
/7 ) /\ss+oz
PLANNED PARK AREA § | it 1
/\ S5-05 | 5 | CaPAHs [ 23,710 | :
CaPAHs | 36,400 CaPAHs | 43,600 ° BaP__ 4400 ; g
| Lead |390 g
BaP  [6,400 BoP  [7.300 g g 5
. Lead |271 Lead |343 E
X /\ 5-08 1 |
A\ . |
\ ' ss-01/\ i
N
N | s CaPAHs [ 15,790]
N . | BaP  [2.800 |1
\ \\ _—< T - \\\ 'R RN Lead 352
‘ \ T .‘\‘ \ Y \d :
~ T ) 1 BUILDINC
) R ’ > 1
PLANNED
27
/ BOUNDARY |
CH 3
)% \ - o= - - - B
e \\ | ( \
\\\ \ FORMER PAINT
e CaPAHs | 20,830 AND VARNISH
? BaP (3,800 MANUFACTURING -
NYSDEC
Rg&?%rlmnded lead_[943 | A FACILITY AREA
ow,:;?,ﬂ"" $5-07 B
CaPAHs | 10,000 ug/kg ax -
BaP 61 ug/kg : / PONDED WATER CaPAHs| 1,654
Lead | 400 mg/kg | ¥\ RYAWA AVE S[aP  |430
A/
J \
\
\ —
7 - & | swuoee Tickener | [ SUUDGE THICKENER SLUDGE THICH
B :
~ . 3
‘\
\
\\ ! SLUDGE THIC
» SS-08
\\ \\
A
N CaPAHs | 6,110
> BaP  |1,100
) N Lead 106 f;:/ SLUDGE THICI
\,\
NN,
\ CaPAHs (165,900
. A BaP  [29,000
N [Lead  [213
< NS
v NN $5-09
ON O
N
S N
\
e G
D \ N
A\
LEGEND: 8 |
SS—01/\  SURFACE SOIL LOCATION AND DESIGNATION ‘-\ /
EXISTING HUNTS POINT 'l
SITE BOUNDARY WATER POLLUTION i &
CONTROL PLANT B N
CaPAHs — Total Carcinogenic PAHs ¥ '.\ R
BaP — Benzo (a) Pyrene 4
\ 9
\
Concentrations are ug/kg for CaPAHs and BaP, and \
mg/kg for Lead \
\ J
100 0 100 N\ .~
™ e ™ s \ oy
SCALE IN FEET \ AN
\\ 7
BARRETTO POINT SITE
BRONX, NEW YORK
Dvirka
gndt_I ] SURFACE SOIL RESULTS FOR PRIMARY
rti i
COE'SULT,NgEN‘;NEERS INDICATORS OF CONTAMINATION FIGURE 5
ADIVISION OF WILLIAM F. COSULICH ASSOCIATES, P.C.




F:\1616\dwg\1616-4.dwg, 04/10/03 03:45:47 PM, LGlubiak

hd / — = — = YN — e — \ [
34 , |
PR / ] SB—01 N
P TP-04 SITE LIMITS ! >
A / Depth [3-5 [11-13' | Depth |13-157 |
CaPAHs| 1,840 | 4,650 CaPAHs| ND
S/ x BaP__| 360 | 910 ' \ \ BaP_ | A0 ||
4 Lead | 222 | 9241 Depth |7-9 Y lead | 5
CaPAHs| 39 |
BaP ND
Lead | 10.1
. TP-03 FORMER PAINT
AND VARNISH
7 E | MANUFACTURING |
FACILITY AREA g
B TP-05 | § | | g
Depth [1-3' g
CaPAHs | 27,040 PLANNED PARK AREA | é Depth | 1-2' 8§
BaP | 4,600 CaPAHs| ND
Lead | 346 N o ND |
N Leod- [ L N |
Depth |4—6 |13-15' ;JI_ [
SB-02 4,810 _ _
@ [peth [+=5 870 | | T2l BT i
CaPAHs | 8,700 573 | Depth | 2-3' |1
BaP 11,500 | CaPAHs | 1,090
- 1 Lead 84.2
_— L
P RIS 1
PLANNED |
PARK |
BOUNDARY 5
- - - - - B
o IWSDEC | (
é'fi?"(':'u';:ﬁup Depth |24’
Objetive CaPAHs | 61,000
BaP 11,000 -
CaPAHs | 10,000 ug/kg Lead 141
BaP 61 ug/kg )
Lead | 400 mg/kg | kA -7 |l Top Sope
‘% $B-03 — - Conci Sidewal e
/ STANDING WATER
2 5 Z X RYAWA
Depth |4-6' |8-10" N g&m;ggﬁ . N
CaPAHs| 31,160| 460 T (R T
BaP__| 5500 ND o8 /7 _— s s
Tead | 236 | 774 A _— 3
—
-~ |Depth | 2-4' |13-15' % | SLuDGE THICKENER
— CaPAHs | 61,000] 4,760 .
< BaP__ [11,000| 860 K / .
Lead 141 336
4 TT—04 |
|
<
SB=04 1 opth [6-8° | 72-74 |
@ [Coparis | 25,800] 499
BaP | 3,300] &5
Lead | 118 | 583 |||
/i
X
A N n
L
L 4
LEGEND: < Depth | 4-6' 3
A CaPAHs | 1,697 / >
TP-01 . TEST PIT/TEST TRENCH LOCATION AND DESIGNATION BaP 310 TP-08
Leod [724 | |l
SB-01 @ SOIL BORING LOCATION AND DESIGNATION e “
EXISTING HUNTS POINT /
SITE BOUNDARY WATER POLLUTION < s
CONTROL PLANT
CaPAHs  Total Carcinogenic PAHs S
BaP Benzo (a) Pyrene
ND Not Detected Depth |8-10" |74—76°
Concentrations are ug/kg for CaPAHs and BaP, and mg/kg for CaPAHs[1,359 | 7196
Lead ) \ BaP | 290 | 48
Lead | 539 | 16.7
. 100 0 100
NOTE =_—_——1 s8-05
ONLY SAMPLES FROM ABOVE THE WATER TABLE ARE SHOWN SCALE IN FEET \ e
ITALICIZED SAMPLES REPRESENT NATIVE SOIL S
\ /
BARRETTO POINT SITE
BRONX, NEW YORK
Dvirka
and SUBSURFACE SOIL RESULTS FOR PRIMARY
Bartilucci
coﬁ'sﬁmgggmsm INDICATORS OF CONTAMINATION FIGURE 6
ADIVISION OF WILLIAM F. COSULICH ASSOCIATES, P.C.




TP—42
[ DEPTH] PID [ FiD | |
[0-15 [ 05 [ 0 |
r———————n .
TP—=17 (15)
DEPTH PID_| FAD |TVOCs|TiCs I I TP—26 (15) ]
0-5 g—g 6-10 DEPTH | __PID FID_[TVOCs | Tics '
— —30_|30—200) — 0 9
i3 761U I I 2= 5-50 0-20
=] 0= (0]
| I 2 20
. DISCOLORATION, VERY FAINT PETROLEUN ODOR 2-3'
I | GROUNDWA
4 ! TP—-23 ) ]
I I DEPTH PID FID
—2 | 35-150 = ]
_u_|_2—4 [T000—1500]_50-100
l _TF' 23A (8) | CHEMICAL ODOR 1-2!
PETROLEUM ODOR, STAINING 2-4' . —
I SCRAP METAL/POSSIBLE DRUM 2'
=t e L e [7 ool | :
mm- TICs TVOCs|TICs = OCe] TiCe [ DEPTH | fvocs |
T —5 [0 24 [ U (4610112 [6] EPT
S [17 T U (46 [0 14 |
GROUNDWATER AT 12' | I
5 [ 43 |
- SOLVENT ODOR 9—16 T I
DEP FID FID 13’ TP—13 (14) |
DEPTH | _PD [ FID 0 T0-50 | 100-300 PID ot |
0-10 | 0-20 | 0-100] — 510 100 | L =2 1700- 1501 30-50 ]
10—12 [500—1000 >1 — =10 0-10 . 2-4 —. 10-20
PETROLEUM ODOR, STAINING 10—12' —11 | 100-. 50100 BE Wm‘pm NoceT Tice = 550— 0-1
11-12 | 500-10 >100 | o= 50 Bo 40,030 2= = =
AT 20 SLIGhT CHEVIGAL OB0R. 10-11" GROUNDWATER AT 16' . [9=105] 50 08 28.040 |_9=1% L 50= 0=
STRONG CHEMICAL ODOR 11-12" SLIGHT PETROLEUM ODOR 4-12'  |7—7e o550 03 16,490 SLIGHT FUEL ODOR 9-14'
[_oP-025 T P Il ODOR 12-18 —201 30 660 STAINING, CRUSHED DRUM 1-2'
SB—19 DEPTH [ PID —21 (10R) | /! = GROUNDWATER AT 18.5' ]
(o TrovocsI TGl [ o-2 105 1o ‘ el KT SUGHT SQLUENT ODOR 418" "
[3-35]90] 28 [ 7| - = - 4-6_[ 50450 3.00( ( ) .
O SCIGHT T 280] fia 170,300 . O
. | SB-23 (5R) | F
| DEPTH [PID | Tics[f (
T5=16 (13 [PID [rvocs | 22000 P—01 (3) ] [3-5 1301 17 [solf
PID ) —09 (6) 43, U STROVG POSSBLE DEPTH | PID FiD
0- 5-100 50-100 DEPTH |_PID 0-3 _1200->2000 [400->1000
3 25-100 | 200-400 0'4 [ — - — .
5= 50-250 00 1025 300 | DEPTH | __PID FID__[TvOCs [ Tics [EE] VERY STRONG PAINT THINNER ODOR 0-3
8— 75-1500 | 100-500 1RA°E CHEMICAL ODOR 4-6' [75—12 | 200600 | 0-100 0C
TRACE TO SLIGHT FUEL OL ODOR 8—13' 2-17 [300-1000 | >7000 —
2=17 1300- 1 2100 SOLVENT 0DOR 2-17'
[17=18 900 1,238
SLIGHT CHEMICAL ODOR 1017
— R) GROUNDWATER AT 19
DEF’THS ;JJ ( 4rlD . TP=19A (8) |
o-10 1 0-5 [ 0-7 IDEPTHI TvoCs TP—10A (17.5 TP—10 (2 TP—14A (11 SB—28 SEVENE )
10-14] 20-40 4 . 710,50 mmm . IDEPTH PID | _FiD_ DEPTH TICs. E_FE& sl TiCs [Wod
SUGHT PAINT ODOR 4—14° SOLVENT ODOR 3-6' 2 2000 e - |21 20,800 5-9.5 [180 J [4=5 Tes] [991]
POSSIBLE PAINT FLECKS 10-14" SOLVENT ODOR 1-17.5" SOLVENT ODOR 1-9"
e (@ Cm O m O
SB-25 (5R TP—19 (1) | SB—26 (6R SB—27 (7R) | | l
lﬂmﬁm [DEPTHT _PID_ | FD [DEPTH]PID [Ivocs] DEPTH[ PID TICs TP—14 (5 [ TP-22 (3 '
[ 3-4.5 [0-5] 85 | >1000 | >1000 mm 795 || DEPTH| __PID ng PID i FID
LU ey STRONG PANT THINNER 0DOR : 0-2 [75-100 [ 10-100 | =
PAINT ODOR 4-6 2-5_[100-300 [100-300 1-3 [150-250100-200
STAINING 2-4' PETROLEUM ODOR,
STRONG TO VERY STRONG FUEL OIL ODOR 24 STAINING 1-3
5P—035 (6K SB-07 (14R I
. I O P | [o-T4 To-to 0 H
[DEPTH ] PD | FD | L 06 [ 0-5 [ =2 | SsiGHT PETROLEUM ODOR AT 12° |
0 00 00 000
— [0-3 [ 100-300 [ >7000 | - F
— P37 (7) | STAINING, STRONG PETROLEUM ODOR 2-3' [o-i6 T 0 ]
DEPTH PID FID L
[o0-2 0-5 T0-100 . . GROUNDWATER AT 15
— 0-5 100-500 TP—29 (15)
= 25-100 200 I = S
—7 _ 1300-1500 | 700->1000 TP—15 (7) | DEPTH] PID | FID [ncs ]
CONTAINERS 2-3' [DEP PD_[ FiD I o T I
S8-30 PAINT RESIDUE 2-5 SB-32 T | 100 GROUNDWATER AT 15' |
SLIGHT CHEMICAL ODOR 2-7° [ DEPTH [PID frvocs| = = 10
STAINING AT 3’ SB-31_(5R 2 = 2
750-250
[4=7 [100-800 51000 |
SUIGHT CHEMICAL ODOR 5-6'
TRACE STAINING 2-3'
‘ TP—20A (13)] | - __ = _ = P —18A 18A- :
[DEPTH[ TvOCs [ TiCs — = — _
TP—SBI0 (17.5) | 5 ] 17080 eees U L TP=18 () 70,
[DEPTH e ] T SOLVENT ODOR_3=11" 0-4 | 0-10 0 [o0-6 [ _5-20 [ 10-100 SOLVENT ODOR 5-11
) e —— 46 5-50 10 6—7 | 500-1000 | 200
SOLVENT ODOR 2-16.5 =2 1 6900 o555 5-17 | 0-25 0-6 PAINT ODOR, POSSIBLE PAINT
21 0-50 [ 05 ] GROUNDWATER AT 16" RESIDUE/CONTAINER 6-7"
§
. GROUNDWATER AT 15° - PAINT RES'DUF 4-6 ]
PAINT RESIDUE 0-2',
TP—36 (4 PAINT THINNER ODOR 0—8' [ TP=20 (2) ] I ]
DEPTH[ PID_| FID [DEPTH] PID [ FID
SB-35 0-1[0-5[0-10 [0-2 [2-50 [>1000 SB—38 (6R
1-4 [5-1510—100] PAINT ODORS, STAINING, | DEPTH | PID [ TvOCs [ TiCs |
CRUSHED PANT CANS 1-4' PAINT RESIDUE 1-2' SB—37 (20) (46 [0 [ & [ o]
PAINT RESIDUE 3-4' S Y
46 | 180 |
911 ] 110 31
14-16 75 |
T8-20] 0O
W] | b |
TP—30A (12) |
. SOLVENT ODOR 4-8' TP—-30 (8) miﬁ!] _ ]
TP-35 (15) ] TP-33 (5) _| DEPTH I FID
PTH | _PID b | D0 PD__ | >1F'03m 1= 50-100 | 100400
0- —. 100—>1000* — —
07 17550 Moo= suoe o= 923 — 4= 50-550 " >1000
4! 5-10 | 200-300 | 4-5 - - ]
510 [25-200  >1000*
To=15 [ 5-25 | 100600 | -————— = _ _ _
T3-15 >1000 CHEMICAL ODOR 4—8'
STRONG POSSIBLE PAINT ODOR 4-5' (NO READINGS RECORDED) CRUSHED 5 GAL CONTAINER 5-6' . —-41 (15)
GROUNDWATER AT 14' CONTAINERS, POSSIBLE PAINT RESIDUE 4-5' DEPTH | PID | FID_|TvOCs [TiCs
*DECAYING LUMBER IN ZONE *DECAYING LUMBER IN ZONE 537 (1§ 0-15 | 0 [0-10
CRUSHED DRUMS AND PANT 6) | I 7 17U
RESIDUE 2- Dgf ")D Fl
SLIGHT PAINT THINNER/VARNISH ODOR 2-11' o= 2555
5= 0 00
B 0 0-10
- GROUNDWATER AT 16
SLIGHT FUEL ODOR,
=y DISCOLORED SOIL 2-5'
6-10 [ 10-100 | 10-100
- TP—34 (15) 10-15 | 0-10 ()
] 15 LI 1 PANT AND VARNISH VANGFACTURNG
- - 100 GROUNDWATER AT 15' A
TP—40 (13) 2-6 | 0-2 | 200-500 . g FACILITY ]
BERTH T 0 | TVocs Tics 512 0 100 FUEL ODOR, DISCOLORED SOIL 6-10' SOLVENT ODOR 2-4
- 100 12-15 0 [ ]
=2 50-100% | GROUNDWATER AT 15
—4 >1000% *DECAYING LUMBER IN ZONE
— >1000%
— 100-200
—7 0-<10
— 100-200
9-10 10-20 l
10-13 o-
12 58 1 l
GROUNDWATER AT 13
*DECAYING LUMBER IN ZONE
. o SOIL BORING CONSTRUCTED IN 2002 VOCs GREATER THAN 1,000 MICROGRAMS PER KILOGRAM
LEQEN,Q; OR | MILLIGRAM PER KILOGRAM

® SOl BORING NOT CONSTRUCTED VOCs GREATER THAN 10,000 MICROGRAMS PER KILOGRAM
= = = = HISTORIC PROPERTY LINE OR 10 MILLIGRAM PER KILOGRAM

(20) MAXIMUM DEPTH OF TEST PIT/SOIL

BORING, 'R’ INDICATES REFUSAL B VOCs GREATER THAN 100,000 MICROGRAMS PER KILOGRAM
B TETED ATEA OF SOIL REQUIRING OR 100 MILLIGRAM PER KILOGRAM
B 7EST PIT EXCAVATED IN 2000 PID AND FID READINGS IN PARTS PER MILLION PID/FID READINGS GREATER THAN 1,000 PARTS PER
TVOCs: TOTAL VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS, MILLION 20 0 20
@ SOL BORING CONSTRUCTED IN 2000 IN MICROGRAMS PER KILOGRAM . .
1 Milligram per Kilogram = 1 PPM S e T —
TICs: TOTAL TENTATIVELY IDENTIFIED COMPOUNDS, 1 Microgram per Kilogram = 1 PPB
[C] TEST PIT EXCAVATED IN 2002 IN MICROGRAMS PER  KILOGRAM gram p 9 SCALE IN FEET

BARRETTO POINT SITE
BRONX, NEW YORK

Dvha SUMMARY OF SOIL BORING AND TEST PIT SAMPLE RESULTS

Ba""'“cc' FORMER PAINT AND VARNISH MANUFACTURING FACILITY AREA FIGURE 7



rjcozzy
1 Milligram per Kilogram = 1 PPM        1 Microgram per Kilogram = 1 PPB


rjcozzy


SUUTIUTTUIOHT 8

]

N

L

= = s H|STORIC PROPERTY LINE

TP—40
20 10 0 20
SCALE IN FEET

SB-21 GP—Q1S*

_Cll.

LEGEND: :

cl oMl

TEST PIT EXCAVATED IN 2000 1

SOIL BORING CONSTRUCTED IN 2000

TEST PIT EXCAVATED IN 2002 1

SOIL BORING CONSTRUCTED IN 2002
]
SAMPLE LOCATION UTILIZED IN VOLUME ESTIMATE !

AREA WHERE CONTAMINATION ONLY DETECTED AT DEPTH

Dvirka

and
Bartilucci
NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN

IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII

BARRETTO POINT SITE
BRONX, NEW YORK

ESTIMATED DEPTH OF SOIL REQUIRING REMEDIATION WITHIN
FORMER PAINT AND VARNISH MANUFACTURING AREA

FIGURE 8




F:\1616\1616-WE-0510.dwg, 04/10/03 03:42:44 PM, LGlubiak

g iy

13341S  VAINVA

o

o
fi

LEGEND:

MW-02
-$— MONITORING WELL LOCATION AND WATER ELEVATION (feet above mean sea level)
-3.12

—— APPROXIMATE GROUNDWATER FLOW DIRECTION

SITE BOUNDARY 100 0

SCALE IN FEET

BARRETTO POINT SITE
BRONX, NEW YORK

WATER TABLE ELEVATION CONTOUR MAP AT APPROXIMATE LOW TIDE
MAY 10, 2000

Dvirka
and
Bartilucci

CONSULTING ENGINEERS
ADIVISION OF WILLIAM F. COSULICH ASSOCIATES, P.C.

FIGURE 9




F:\1616\dwg\1616-1B.dwg, 05/15/03 03:49:58 PM, DCortes

P 4 = _ — S —_ p— e ——_ = = — — —t
C S ! 3 |F ]
. Q .I" \\ Tl > MW—=01
3 ) ! _ SME LMTS g '
A ] il (1)
v “ / |4 | !
~ ¥ | . | |
g/ / g Jr | a
(& ) ,! 3
7 .
’ / |I | !
! . |= o I
8/ ¥ I i
'/ FLANMED PARK AREA 1 J
. q | FORMER PAINT |
|2 | AND VARNISH |
y I MANUFACTURING
: 4 x FACILITY AREA
\\ | " £
LY |
. ! E I MW—A (20)
i | o —r - — — —
1l $ |
I\ I. L
N |‘ (13,885) (rk @
4 1L 118 11t I "1 = GP-01W
£ fn s .*’ ! I (2,967)
. / A “/ ’[: Tw_og :
DOLPHINS \\ ,,—"—. ; ' l! (5.2.“) )
o) g o | M w®o TW-08
U L APPROXIMATE BQA&NDARY P (7400 79 :
.:I__. - I J‘._ - - Ly _NER BB N |
LEGEND:
SITE BOUNDARY '%’
2 . B
REMAINING SITE AREA A \ y :
PLANNED PARK AREA "\ / I
/- /
MW-A PERMANENT MONITORING WELL, DESIGNATION AND TOTAL VOC EXISTING HUNTS POINT J / |
(20) CONCENTRATION IN MIGROGRAMS/LITER WATER POLLUTION 1
CONTROL PLANT 1 7
™w-8 o TEMPORARY WELL, DESIGNATION AND TOTAL VOC CONCENTRATION IN [
(74) MIGROGRAMS /LITER l//
U UNDETECTED A
: :\\
\\ R\
\ "\ MW—05 (24)
100 0 100 e
™ s ™ s \ N
SCALE IN FEET ‘\ 2
BARRETTO POINT SITE
BRONX, NEW YORK
thiirka
an
Bartilucci TOTAL VOC RESULTS IN GROUNDWATER SAMPLES
CONSULTING ENGINEERS FIGURE 10

ADIVISION OF WILLIAM F. COSULICH ASSOCIATES, P.C.




APPENDIX A

Responsiveness Summary



RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

Barretto Point Environmental Restor ation Site
New York (C),Bronx County, New York
Site No. B-00032-2

The Proposed Remedia Action Plan (PRAP) for the Barretto Point Site, was prepared by the New Y ork State
Department of Environmental Conservation (NY SDEC) in consultation with the New Y ork State Department of Hedlth
(NY SDOH) and was issued to the document repositories on August 30, 2003. The PRAP outlined the remedial
measure proposed for the contaminated soil and groundwater at the Barretto Point Site.

The release of the PRAP was announced by sending a notice to the public contact list, informing the public of the
opportunity to comment on the proposed remedly.

A public meeting was held on September 18, 2003, which included a presentation of the Site Investigation (Sl) and the
Remedid Alternatives Report (RAR) aswell as a discussion of the proposed remedy. The meeting provided an
opportunity for citizens to discuss their concerns, ask questions and comment on the proposed remedy. These
comments have become part of the Adminigtrative Record for thissite. The public comment period for the PRAP
ended on October 14, 2003.

This responsiveness summary responds to dl questions and comments raised during the public comment period. The
following are the comments received, with the NY SDEC's responses:

COMMENT 1: Itisdifficult for the public to understand why the area of the Site proposed to be used for the
congruction of the park will recelve aless stringent cleanup than the area proposed for the treatment plant digester
congtruction. Why are the proposed remedies for each area so different?

RESPONSE 1. Thetypes of contaminants found in the Planned Park Area (semi-volatile organic compounds and
metas) are less mobile and remain tightly bound to the soil, therefore, capping with clean soil is sufficiently protective of
human hedth and the environment. On the other hand, the contaminants found in the area of the Site proposed for the
congruction of the water treetment plant digesters (volatile organic compounds) are much more mobile. Based on the
nature and magnitude of the contamination in thisareg, it is believed that the best way to minimize the threet posed by
the buried waste in the former paint and varnish manufacturing areais to excavate the waste and contaminated soil.

COMMENT 2: Why wasn't athicker soil cover proposed for the Planned Park Area? Who decided that 2 feet of
clean soil cover is enough?

RESPONSE 2: Higtorically, atwo-foot thick soil cover has been used at Steswhich are used as parks. The

NY SDEC bdieves that two feet of soil cover is adequate to prevent direct contact exposures with residua
contaminantsin soils. Two feet of soil cover exceeds the recommendations of the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (US EPA) to reduce exposure to soil hazards (US EPA, 2001. Lead; Identification of Dangerous

Barretto Point Site #00032-2
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Levelsof Lead. Finad Rule. Federal Register 66(4): 1206-1240; US EPA, 1994. Guidance on Residential Lead-
Based Paint, Lead-Contaminated Dust, and Lead Contaminated Soil, July 14, 1994). Two feet of soil also exceeds
the US EPA’s 10-inch requirement for cleanup of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB) spillsin resdentid areas. The
Federd Register 40 CFR Part 761, Polychlorinated Biphenyls Spill Cleanup Policy states* Soil and other smilar
materiasin resdentid/commercid areas must be cleaned up to 10 ppm PCBs, and a cap of clean materids containing
lessthan 1 ppm PCBs (the average background level for PCBsin soil) equa to a minimum of 10 inches must be placed
on top of the excavated area.”

COMMENT 3: Where hastwo feet of clean fill been used as aremedial measure before?

RESPONSE 3: The NY SDEC has issued many Records of Decison (RODs) where a 2-foot soil cover is an integra
part of the selected remedy. Severd of those RODs were for Environmental Restoration projects which were then
used as parks, including 115 Front Street in the Village of Greenport (Suffolk County), the Irvington Waterfront Park in
the Village of Irvington (Westchester County), and the Paper Mill 1dand Site in the Village of Badwinsville (Onondaga
County), to name afew.

COMMENT 4: Whilethe two feet of clean fill may have been used in resdentid developments, won't the type of use
associated with a park be much different and more intensive, and therefore, increase the likelihood of potential
exposures? Will there be a demarcation barrier under the two feet of clean fill?

RESPONSE 4: Yes, ademarcation barrier will be placed between the remaining fill and the two-foot soil cover to
identify the base of the cover and the top of the contaminated fill. In its application for State assistance under the
brownfield program, the City of New Y ork stated that the intended use of a portion of the Site was for awaterfront
park. The selected remedy was based on thisintended use and is protective of public hedth and the environment. The
two feet of soil cover will provide an adequate layer of protection from residualy contaminated soilsin the Planned
Park Area, while the demarcation barrier will serve as awarning to anyone who might excavate soils in the future.
Provided that the controls are maintained, no exposure to site-related contamination is expected to occur.

COMMENT 5: Isit common for remediated brownfield properties to be used for industrid purposes rather than
residential?

RESPONSE 5: Yes.

COMMENT 6: When will the park congtruction start?

RESPONSE 6: The New York City Department of Parks and Recrestion is expected to begin construction of the
park sometime between December 2003 and February 2004.

COMMENT 7: How long will the park congtruction take?

RESPONSE 7: It is expected that construction of the park will take eighteen (18) months to complete.
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COMMENT 8: Isthe project fully funded?

RESPONSE 8: Regarding the environmenta investigation and remediation of the 13-acre Barretto Point Ste, the City
of New Y ork submitted an application for participation in the ERP under the 1996 Clean Water/Clean Air Bond Act
for investigation of the Barretto Point Ste. Approvad of the application alowed the City to enter into a State Assstance
Contract (SAC) with the NY SDEC which provided cost share funding to undertake the investigation and prepare the
dte investigation/remedia dternatives report. The cost share funding for this phase of the Barretto Point project was
75% State and 25% City. It is expected that the City will be approved to enter into asimilar SAC with the NY SDEC
for the remediation of the Site. Based on recently enacted legidation (Section 56-0503 of the ECL ), the cost share
funding for the remediation of the ste will be 90% State and 10% City.

COMMENT 9: Have long term funding provisions been made to make sure that the annua environmental checks are
done?

RESPONSE 9: The City will be responsble for providing the funding to fulfill the requirement for annud certification
by alicensed Professiona Engineer, as cdled for in the ROD. The annud certification will have to confirm that the ol
cover has been maintained, that the environmenta easement remainsin effect, and that the soils management plan has
been complied with.

The public offered additiona comments that did not pertain to the selection of the remedy, but related to the
congtruction of the park and the proposed upgrades to the HPWPCP. These comments have been forwarded to the
New York City Department of Environmental Protection (NY CDEP), the New Y ork City Department of Parks and
Recreation (NY CDPR), and the New Y ork City’s Mayor’ s Office for their cons deration/appropriate action as part of
their processes to implement the re-use of the property.
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Administrative Record

Barretto Point
Site No. BO0032-2

Proposed Remedid Action Plan for the Barretto Point site, dated August 2003, prepared by the NY SDEC.
Fact Sheet for the Barretto Point Site, dated August 2003, prepared by the NY SDEC.

“Remedid Alternatives Report for the Barretto Point Site”, January 2003, prepared by Dvirka and Bartilucci
Consulting Engineers.

“Site Investigation Report for the Barretto Point Site”, November 2000, prepared by Dvirka and Bartilucci
Consulting Engineers.

“Interim Site Investigation Report for the Barretto Point Site”, February 2000, prepared by Dvirka and
Bartilucci Consulting Engineers.

“Public Participation Plan for Barretto Point”, August 1999, prepared by the NY CDEP and the NY CEDC.

“Site Investigation/Remedia Alternatives Report Work Plan for the Barretto Point Site”, June 1998, prepared
by TRC Environmenta Corporetion.
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