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M E M O R A N D U M  

TO: Frank Sowers, Project Manager, Region 8 
Ed Belrnore, NYSDEC - DER Remedial Bureau D 
Gary Litwin, NYSDOH - DEHI Bureau of Environmental Exposure Investigation 
Bart Putzig, Regional Hazardous Waste Remediation Engineer, Region 8 
Anthony Quartararo, NYSDEC - DEE Superfund and Voluntary Cleanup Bureau 
Joe Ryan, DEE Program Attorney, Region 8 
Christina Dowd, NYSDEC - DFWMR Bureau of Habitat 
Anne Hohenstein, NYSOSC 
Susanne Wither, NYSDEC, Bureau of Technical Support 

FROM: Kelly Lewandowski, NYSDEC - DER Bureau of Technical Suppo 

SUBJECT: Brownfield Cleanup Program Application 
Former General Circuits, Inc. Property, C828085 

DATE: JUN 3 0 2005 

The attached Brownfield Cleanup Program Application for remedial work at the subject site has been 
forwarded to you for your records and/or processing according to the established Brownfield Cleanup 
Program procedures. If you require additional copies or the complete series of the related application's 
attachments, please contact the project manager, Frank Sowers at 585-226-5357. 

The Time and Activity Code for the subject site is: - (onsite); - (offsite). 
NOTE: Metes and bounds may not be sufficient. 

Attachments 
MBIca 

Distribution 
Original (with all attachments) to: 

Frank Sowers, NYSDEC - Region 8 
Copy (with all attachments) to: 

Gary Litwin, NYSDOH - DEHI Bureau of Environmental Exposure Investigation 
Joe Ryan, DEE Program Attorney, Region 8 
Ed Belmore, NYSDEC DER Remedial Bureau D 
Anne Hohenstein, NYSOSC 

~Susanne Wither, NYSDEC, BTS . 

Copy (without attachments) to: 
Anthony Quartararo, NYSDEC - DEE Superfund and Voluntary Cleanup Bureau 
Christina'Dowd, NYSDEC - DFWMR Bureau of Habitat 



      

Denise M. Sheehan
Acting

Commissioner

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
Division of Environmental Remediation
Bureau of Technical Support, 11th Floor
625 Broadway, Albany, New York  12233-7020
Phone: (518) 402-9543  •  FAX: (518) 402-9595
Website: www.dec.state.ny.us

June 30, 2005

Thomas G. Maguire
President
95 Mount Read Boulevard, LLC
770 Rock Beach Road
Rochester, New York 14617

Re: Brownfield Cleanup Application
Former General Circuits, Inc. Property, BCP No. C828085

Dear Mr. Maguire:

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (Department) is in receipt
of your application for participation in the Brownfield Cleanup Program (BCP) pursuant to ECL
Section 27-1400 et seq.  As you know, the BCP is a cooperative approach between the Department
and lenders, developers, and current and prospective owners.  The program fosters private-sector
remediation of brownfields and reduces development pressures on “greenfields.”  We are pleased to
advise you that your application has been determined to be complete.

Pursuant to ECL Section 27-1407(5), a thirty day public comment period is to be commenced
upon the Department’s determination that an application is complete.  During the comment period the
Department will be evaluating the eligibility of the project and determine the status regarding this as
soon as possible.  The party seeking to participate in the BCP is required under the BCP to notify in
writing the chief executive officer and zoning board of each county, city, town and village in which
the proposed brownfield site is located, as well as residents of the site, the public water supplier
which services the area, any person who has requested to be placed on the brownfield site contact
list, and the administrator of any school or day care facility located adjacent to or near the site. 
Further, the Department will publish a similar notice in the Environmental Notice Bulletin.  

In order to facilitate the notifications, the Department has prepared the enclosed Public
Notice for you to utilize and the instructions for placing and mailing the notifications as well as the
document repository location and contents.  As the requestor, you are responsible for making
available a copy of the application and copies of all other related attached documents such as any
assessment and investigation reports and/or investigation or remedial work plans.  Also, you must use
this Department-approved Public Notice form and cannot provide any other or additional information
when fulfilling your obligation to provide a legal notice for the newspaper of the application and
comment period.  The enclosed form should be provided to a local newspaper servicing the area
including the brownfield site for publication no later than July 13, 2005. 
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Additionally, all of the above-mentioned mailings should be completed no later than July 12, 2005.  
To the extent that the mailings and publications are not completed in accordance with these time
frames, the Department will extend the comment period for a period sufficient to comply with the
required thirty day notice requirement running from the latest of the mailings or publication.

A certificate of mailing, on the enclosed form, is required to be submitted within three days
of the mailing.  Further, the proof of publication provided by the newspaper must be submitted within
three days of your receipt of such document.  These documents should be submitted to the
Department’s project manager at:

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
Region 8
6274 East Avon-Lima Road
Avon, New York 14414
Attn:   Frank Sowers

The Department will make every effort to determine your eligibility and status under the BCP
forty-five (45) days from the date of this letter.  We look forward to working cooperatively with you
to address the environmental conditions at the brownfield site and to return this property back to
productive use.

Sincerely,

Kelly A. Lewandowski

Kelly A. Lewandowski, P.E.
Chief
Site Control Section

MB /ca
Enclosures

Electronic copy w/enclosures:
Frank Sowers, Project Manager, Region 8
G. Litwin, NYSDOH
A. Quartararo
S. Wither

Copy w/o enclosures:
S. Bolesky (application only)



      

Brownfield Cleanup Program
Public Notice Instructions

A. Instructions to Requestor1

Newspaper

1) The enclosed public notice must be published, without modification, in a local newspaper
of general circulation that services the area that includes the site no later than the date specified in the
Division of Environmental Remediation’s (DER) cover letter.  The notice must be located
prominently in the community bulletin section or comparable local section of the newspaper.  The
notice must be published in English and in any other language spoken by a significant number of
people within the site community.

2) A proof of publication of the newspaper notice must be submitted to DER by the date
specified in the DER cover letter.

Site Contact List

1) The enclosed public notice must be mailed, without modification, to the parties on the
Site Contact List included with the application.  The mailing must be performed by the date specified
in the DER cover letter.  No other materials can be mailed with this notice.

2) A certificate of mailing must be completed and submitted to DER by the date specified in
the DER cover letter. (See enclosed certificate of mailing form)

Repository

1) Application package (application and appropriate documents) must be put in the site
document repository specified in the public notice prior to the start of the public comment period.

B. Requestor’s Instructions to Newspapers Regarding Printing the Public Notice

The enclosed public notice announces the receipt of a complete Brownfield Cleanup Program
application package by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation.  Pursuant to
ECL Section 27-1407(5), the public notice must be located prominently in the community bulletin
section or similar local section of the newspaper.  The public notice must be published by the date
specified.

C. Requestor’s Instructions to Parties on the Site Contact List Receiving the Public Notice

The enclosed public notice announces the receipt of a complete Brownfield Cleanup Program
application package by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation.  Pursuant to
ECL Section 27-1407(5), a public notice announcing the receipt of an application must be sent to
parties on the Site Contact List.  Please read the enclosed public notice and review the application
package in the site document repository for further information.

1   A requestor is a person who has submitted an application to participate in the BCP whose eligibility has not yet
been determined by the Department of Environmental Conservation.



      

PUBLIC NOTICE

BROWNFIELD CLEANUP PROGRAM

Site Name: Former General Circuits, Inc. Property
Site Address: 95 Mount Read Boulevard

Rochester, New York 14611
County: Monroe
Site No.: C828085
Requestor: Thomas G. Maguire

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) administers
the Brownfield Cleanup Program (BCP) pursuant to State Environmental Conservation Law
(ECL)  27-1400 et seq.  The BCP was created to encourage the remediation and redevelopment
of contaminated properties known as brownfields.  The requestor indicated above has submitted
a BCP application for investigation of the site indicated above. 

NYSDEC will accept public comments concerning the application.  A copy of the
application and other appropriate documents (application package) is available in the site
document repository located at the address indicated below.

NYSDEC will review the application package and public comments received and then
make a determination on the eligibility of the application.

Comments should be submitted by August 15, 2005 to: 

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
Division of Environmental Remediation - Region 8
6274 East Avon-Lima Road
Avon, New York 14414
Attention: Frank Sowers

Repository address: 

Arnett Branch Library
310 Arnett Boulevard
Rochester, New York 14619



      

Former General Circuits, Inc. Property
C828085

CERTIFICATION OF MAILING

I certify that I mailed on ___________________________ a copy of the attached 
                                                     by first class mail upon the person(s) on the attached
mailing list, by depositing a true copy thereof, securely enclosed in a postpaid wrapper, in
the Post Office box at
________________________________________________________________ in the
City of _________________________________, New York, which box is under the
exclusive care and custody of the United States Post Office Department:

________________________________                                                 
Signature Date
                          



smwither
Note
note, file page was replaced as requested.
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,.i...,-";'~ NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION - 

BROWNFIELD CLEANUP PROGRAM (BCP) APPLICATION 
ECL ARTlCLE 27, TITLE 14 

91?1n4 - - 

Applicant Information I 
I NAME 95 Mt. Read Blvd., LLC I 

.ADDRESS 770 Rock Beach Road 

ClTYfTOWN Rochester ZIP CODE 14617 

I ADDRESS 40 Commercial Street I 

PHONE 585-338-2269 

r~ ~~p 
ClTYKOWN Rochester ZIPCODE 14614 I 

NAME OF APPLICANT'S REPRESENTATIVE Day Environmental, Inc. 

FAX 585-544-7953 

THE 4PPLICANT MUST CERTIFY THAT IT IS EITHER A PARTICIP4NT OR VOLUNTEER IN 4CCORDANCE WITH ECL $27-1405 ( I )  BY CHECKING 
ONE OF THE BOXES BELOW 

E-MAIL dextarochester IT com 

PARTICIPANT $ VOLUNTEER 
4napplieantwhoeithei 1) wastheownerofthe siteatthetimeofthedisposal An applicmt other thvl a participant, including an applicant u,hosc.liability .arises 
of haz,v<lous waste or discharge of petroleum or 2) is otllrwisr n person solely as aresult of ownership, operation of or involvenlent with the sile subsequent to 
responsible far the contamination, unless the liability arises solely as a result the disposal of hmrdous  waste or disehrge of petroleuln. 
of ownership, operation of, or involvement with the site subsequent to the 
disposal of ihuudous waste or discliaryr of petroleum. NOTE: By checking this box, the applicant certifies that heishe has exercised 

appropriate care with respect to the hazardous waste found at the facility by taking 
reasonable stepsto: i) stop any continuingdischarge; ii) prevent any threatened future 
release; and iii) prevent or limit hum.m, environmental, or natural resource exposure 
to any previously releared hazardous waste 

Applicmt Relationship to Property (check onrl: 

0 Previous Owner C u t  0 Potentid /Future Purchaser Other 

Current OwnerIOperator Information 

OWNER'S NAME ( ~ f  dlffcrsnt *om appllcantl N/A 

I ADDRESS I 

.ADDRESS 

ClTYiTOWN ZIP CODE 

I ClTYiTOWN ZIP CODE I 

PHONE 

Page 1 of 4 

OPERATOR'S NAME (if different from opplicmt) N/A 

FAX E-MAIL 



BOUNDARIES OF THE SITE. ALSO INCLUDE A USGS 7.5 MINUTE QUAD MAP IN WHICH THE SITE IS LOCATED (Refrr ia Figure X I  & #2). 

I. DO THE SlTE BOUNDARIES CORRESPOND TO TAX MAP METES AND BOUNDS? 
IF NO, PLEASE ATTACH A METES AND BOUNDS DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE (Refer io Appendix E.) 

2. IS THE SlTE PART OF A DESIGNATED BROWNFIELD OPPORTUNITY ARE4 PURSUANT 
TO GML970-R? IF YES, IDENTIFY AREA (NAME) 

I. ARE ANY ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS PENDING AGAINST THE APPLICANT REGARDING THIS SITE? 

2. IS THE APPLICANT SUBJECT TO AN OUTSTANDING CLAIM BY THE SPILL FUND FOR THIS SITE'! 

3. HAS THE APPLICANT VIOLATED ANY PROVISION OF ECL ARTICLE 27? 

4. HAS THE APPLICANT BEEN PREVIOUSLY DENIED ENTRY TO THE BCP' 

5. HAS THE APPLICANT COMMITTED A NEGLIGENT OR INTENTIONALLY TORTlOUS ACT REGARDING HAZARDOUS OYES @NO 
WASTE OR PETROLEUM? 

HAS THE APPLICANT BEEN CONVICTED OF A CRIMINAL OFFENSETHAT INVOLVES A VIOLENT FELONY, FRAUD. DYES  NO 
BRIBERY. PERNRY, THEFT, OR OFFENSE AGAINST PUBLIC ADMINISTRATIOW 

HAS THE APPLICANT KNOWINGLY FALSIFIED STATEMENTS OR CONCEALED MATERIAL 
FACTS I N .  MATTER RELATED TOTHE DEPARTMENT? 

I. DOES THE SlTE MEET THE DEFINITION OF A BROWNFIELD SlTE (REAL PROPERTY. THE REDEVELOPMENT OR 
REUSE OF WHICH MAY BE COMPLICATED BY THE PRESENCE OR POTENTIAL PRESENCE OF A H.4ZARDOUS 
WASTE, PETROLEUM, POLLUTANT. OR CONTAMINANT)'? 

2. IS THE SlTE LISTED ON THE NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST'! 

3. IS THE SITE LISTED ON THE NYS REGISTRY OF INACTIVE HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL SITES? 
IF YES. PLEASE PROVIDE: SITE # 8-28-085 CLASS# 2 

4. IS THE SITE SUBJECT TO A PERMIT UNDER ECL ARTICLE 27, TITLE 9, OTHER THAN AN INTERIM 
STATUS FACILITY? 

5 .  IS THE SlTE SUBJECT TO A CLEANUP ORDER UNDER NAVIGATION LAW ARTICLE 12 OR ECL ARTICLE 17 

JECT TO .A STATE OR FEDERAL ENFORCEMENT ACTION RELATED T O  HAZARDOUS WASTE 

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE PROJECT (Refer to Attachs~ent A)  

Page 2 of 4 



TO THE EXTENT THAT EXISTING INFORMATlON/STUDlES/REPORTS ARE AVAILABLE TO THE APPLICANT, PLEASE ATTACH THE 

1. ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 
A PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL SlTE ASSESSMENT REPORT PREPARED IN ACCORDANCE WITH ASTM E 1521 (American Society far Testing 
and Materials: Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process), AND ALL ENVIRONMENTAL 
REPORTS RELATED TO CONTAMTNANTS ON OR EMANATING FROM THE SITE (Refer to Attachment B) 
IF A FINAL INVESTIGATION REPORT IS INCLUDED, NDICATE WHETHER IT MEETS THE REQUIREMENTS OF ECL ARTICLE 21-1415(2): 

A LIST OF PREVIOUS OWNERS WITH NAMES, LAST KNOWN ADDRESSES AND TELEPHONE NUMBERS (DESCRIBE APPLICANT'S 
RELATIONSHIP. IF ANY. TO EACH PREVIOUS OWNER LISTED. IF NO RELATIONSHIP, PUT 'WONE"). (Refer to Anachment B) 

3. OPERATORS 
A LIST OF PREVIOUS OPERATORS WITH NAMES, LAST KNOWN ADDRESSES AND TELEPHONE NUMBER (DESCRIBE APPLICANT'S 
RELATIONSHIP, IF ANY. TO EACH PREVIOUS OPERATOR LISTED. IF NO RELATIONSHIP, P W  "NONE"). (Refer to Attachment B) 

PLEASE ATTACH, AT A MINIMUM, THE NAMES AND ADDRESSES OF THE FOLLOWING: 

THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER AND ZONING BOARD CHAIRPERSON OF EACH COUNTY, CITY, TOWN AND VILLAGE IN WHICH THE 
SlTE IS LOCATED. (Refer to Anachmert C) 

RESIDENTS, OWNERS, AND OCCUPANTS OF THE SITE AND PROPERTIES ADJACENT TO THE SITE. (Refer to Attachment C) 

LOCAL NEWS MEDIA FROM WHICH THE COMh4UNlTY TYPICALLY OBTAINS INFORMATION. (Refer to Attachment C) 

THE PUBLIC WATER SUPPLIER WHICH SERVICES THE AREA IN WHICH THE SlTE IS LOCATED. (Refer to Anachment C) 

ANY PERSON WHO HAS REQUESTED TO BE PLACED ON THE SlTE CONTACT LIST. (Refer to Anachment C) 

THE ADMINISTRATOR OF ANY SCHOOL OR DAY CARE FACILITY LOCATED ON ORNEARTHE SITE. (Refer to Anachment C) 

) Current Use: Residential ~ ~ o m m e r c i a l  Industrial Other I 
I Future Use: Residential Commercial Industrial Other I 

Please check the appropriate boxes and provide an explanation as ao attachment if appropriate. 
Yes No Unknown 1 

I 1.Do current historical andlor recent development patterns support the proposed use'? I o o I  
1 2. Is the proposed use consistent with applicable zoning lawsimaps? I m  01 

- 

Page 3 of 4 



SUBMITTAL INFORMATION: 

Three (3) complete copies are required 

3. Is the proposed use consistent with applicable brownfield opportunity area designations'! (See GML 970-1) 

4. Is the proposed use consistent with applicable comprehensive coinmunity master plans, local waterfront 
revitalization plans, other adopted land use plans? 

5. Are there any Environmental Justice Concerns? (See 927-1415(3)(p)). 

6. Are there any federal or State land use designations relating to this site? 

7. Do the population growth patterns and projections support the proposed use? 

8. Is the site accessible to existing infrastructure'? 

9. Are there important cultural resources, including federal or state historic or heritage sites or Native 
American religtous sltes proximate to the site? 

10. Are there important federal, state or local natural resources, including watenvays, wildlife refuges, 
wetlands, or cr~t~cal  habitats of endangered or threatened specles proximate to the s~te? 

I I. Are there floodplains proximate to the site'? 

12. Are there any institutional controls currently applicable to the site? 

e Two (2) copies, one hard copy with original signatures and one electronic copy in Portable Document Format (PDF) on a CD 
or diskette, must be sent to: 

q 

@ q q 

o e l o  

0 8 U  

0 0  El 

[ a n  q 

n o @  

o m n  

O H C 1  

O b 3 0  

Chief, Site Control Section 
New York State Department of Environinental Conservation 
Division of Environmental Reinediation 

13.,Describe on attachment the proximi* tn re?! p ~ p e f l y  co~rently used for residential use, and to urban, commercial, industrial, 
agricultural, and recreational areas. (Refer to Attachment D) 

- 

14. Describe on attachment the potential vulnerability of groundwater tn cnnt?minRtion thnt might migrate from the site, including 
proximity to wellhead protection and groundwater recharge areas. (Refer to Attachment D) 

15. Describe on attachment the geography and geology of the site. (Refer to Attachment D) 

(Note: the 16"' criteria relates to comments from the public, which would not be received at the time of application) 

Print Name: 

(By an applicant other than an individual) 
I certify that I am P&rs i ~ / L ( t i t l e )  o f B g " / f  6L@l-Lpentity); that 1 am authorized by that entity to make this 
application; that this application was prepared by me or under my supervision and direction; and that information provided on this 
fonn and its attachments is true and coinplete to the best of my knowledge and belief I am aware that any false statement made 

Date: 

625 Broadwa 
Albany, NY r2233-1020 

a One ( I )  lh.lrd :\I)>) i i i ~ . , t  b~ sent 1.1 rlic I l k ( '  IC;IJII.II ~~)111:1;1 I ] !  111~. regl, ti:~I \)iiiii ; . I \ . L , ~ I I ~ <  1Iic ~ O I J I I I )  I I I  ~ Y I I I L I I  I I I C  S I I C  ir 
I.>.ntz<l I'le.~,c ;hc:h .,.lr nehj~rc  i;,r ti i :  ~ddrc i ,  uf  our rcg~,,n.~l .,ti:~r.> lhllp \ \ \ \a .  ~ l c . . ~ t . ~ t c . ~ i )  11.. ncbsirc dcr in,l:\ 1111i:l 

IT011 DEl'r\llTMICN'I' IJSE 0NI .Y  

11CI'SITE NO: RCP SIl'IC T&A CO1)IC: I'IIOIECI' MANAGEII: 
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Drawing Produced from photocopies o f  tax maps number 120.30 and 120.38 

06-1 3-2005 95 MT. READ BOULEVARD 2712R-01 
ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 

DAY ENVIRONMENTAL, INC. Brownfield Cleanup Program Application 
SCNE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS 

DRAWiNG nTLE 
FIGURE 2 

NO Scale ROCHESTER. NEW YORK 14614-1008 



ATTACHMENT A 

BROWNFIELD CLEANUP PROGRAM APPLICATION 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

* Pumose and Scope of the Project - A Remedial InvestigationIFeasibility Study 
(RIIFS) was recently completed at the Site under an Order-On-Consent (#8-28-085). 
The RIJFS report was approved by the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), and a Record of Decision (ROD) has been 
issued dated March 2005. A copy of the ROD is included in Attachment B. Since a 
ROD has been issued, the Order-on-Consent is complete. As such, it is intended that 
the remedial work identified in the ROD be conducted under the Brownfield 
Cleanup Program (BCP). The Site is currently being used by commercial and Light 
industrial tenants. The use of the Site will remain the same. 

* Estimated Project Schedule - The remediation work is anticipated to be conducted 
over an approximate 10-year period. Initially, a groundwater extraction system will 
be installed in the source area of chromium groundwater contamination. Subsequent 
to reducing chromium concentrations to acceptable levels, in-situ chemical reduction 
will be implemented site-wide (as specified in the ROD) to treat volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs), and the remaining chromium in groundwater over an 
approximate 5-year period. Also, soil removal will be conducted in the source area 
of chromium in soil within five years of the ROD (i.e., completed by about 2010). A 
detailed description of the remedial program is included in the ROD. 



ATTACHMENT B 

BROWNFIELD CLEANUP PROGRAM APPLICATION 

SITE'S ENVIRONMENTAL HISTORY 

1. A list of the pertinent documents is included in Appendix B (Administrative 
Record) of the ROD. A copy of the ROD is included in this attachment. 

2. & 3. OwnerslOperators - Section 3 of the ROD briefly describes the Site history. 
Additional information regarding Site history is listed below. 

* The original portion of the building was constructed in the 1920s, and was 
ownedloperated by Rochester Lithograph Corporation until the early 1960s. 
General Circuits, Inc. ownedloperated the Site from the early 1960s until 
1990 when it closed due to bankruptcy. Thomas G. Maguire purchased the 
property from the Trustee in bankruptcy in 1991. Shortly thereafter, the 
property was transferred to Maguire Properties, Inc. Maguire Properties, 
Inc. owned the site until 2005, when it was transferred to 95 Mt. Read Blvd., 
LLC. 95 Mt. Read Blvd., LLC is the current owner of the Site, and the 
Brownfield Cleanup Program applicant. Thomas G. Maguire is the sole 
stockholder of 95 Mt. Read Blvd., LLC. (i.e., the applicant). There is no 
relationship between the applicant and Rochester Lithograph Corporation 
and General Circuits, Inc. Thomas G. Maguire (i.e., the sole stockholder of 
95 Mt. Read Blvd., LLC) also owns stock in Maguire Properties, Inc. 



Department of Environmental Conservation 

I Division of Environmental Remediation I 

Record of Decision 
General Circuits, Inc. Site 

City of Rochester, Monroe County, New York 
Site Number 8-28-085 

March 2005 

New Yorlc State Department of Environmental Conservation 
GEORGE E. PATAKI, Govet-nor DENISE M. SHEEHAN, Acting Conznzissioner 



DECLARATION STATEMENT - RECORD OF DECISION 

General Circuits, Inc. Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Site 
City of Rochester, Monroe County, New York 

Site No. 8-28-085 

Statement of Purpose and Basis 

The Record of Decision (ROD) presents the selected remedy for the General Circuits site, a Class 
2 inactive hazardous waste disposal site. The selected remedial program was chosen in accordance 
with the New York State Environmental Conservation Latv and is not inconsistent with the National 
Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan of March 8, 1990 (40CFR300), as 
amended. 

This decision is based on the Administrative Record of the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) for the General Circuits inactive hazardous waste disposal 
site, and the public's input to the Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) presented by the 
NYSDEC. A listing of the documents included as a part of the Administrative Record is included 
in Appendix B of the ROD. 

Assessment of the Site 

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous waste constituents from this site, if not addressed by 
implementing the response action selected in this ROD, presents a current or potential significant 
threat to public health andlor the environment. 

Description of Selected Remedy 

Based on the results of the Rernedial h~vestigation and Feasibility Study (RIIFS) for the General 
Circuits site and the criteria identified for evaluation of alternatives, the NYSDEC has selected soil 
removal and groundwater extraction and treatment with in situ reduction. The components of the 
remedy are as follows: 

A remedial design program to provide the details necessary to implement the remedial 
program; 

Maintenance ofthe site's existing protective cover (aspl~alt/concretepavement, flooring, etc.) 
to prevent exposure to contaminated soils and to minirnizc storm water infiltration; 



Development of a site management plan to address residual contamination, any use 
restrictions, and long tenn monitoring to verify the effectiveness of the remedy; 
Imposition of an institutional control in the form of an environmental easement to require 
compliance with the site management plan and use restrictions; 

Certification of the institutional and engineering controls; 

Removal and off-site disposal of chromium contaminated soils from the source area; 

Extraction and on-site treatment of groundwater followed by in situ chemical reduction; 

Installation of a vapor mitigation system in the basement; and 

Operation and maintenance of remedial systems 

New York State Department of Health Acceptance 

The New York State Department ofHealth (NYSDOH) concurs that the remedy selected for this site 
is protective of human health. 

Declaration 

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with State and 
Federal requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial action 
to the extent practicable, and is cost effective. This remedy utilizes permanent solutions and 
alternative treatment or resource recovery technologies, to the maximum extent practicable, and 
satisfies the preference for remedies that reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume as aprincipal element. 

bl,4R 3 1 2005 

Date Dale A. Desnoyers3ire$br 
Division of ~nvironment& Remediation 
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RECORD OF DECISION 

General Circuits, Inc. Site 
City of Rochester, Monroe County, New York 

Site No. 8-28-085 
March 2005 

SECTION 1: SUMMARY O F  THE RECORD O F  DECISION 

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), in consultation 
with the New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH), has selected this remedy for the 
General Circuits site. The presence of hazardous waste has created significant threats to human 
health andlor the environnlent that are addressed by this remedy. As more fully described in 
Sections 3 and 5 of this document, printed circuit board manufacturing operations at the site 
have resulted in the disposal of hazardous wastes, including volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 
and chromium. These wastes have contaminated the soil, groundwater, soil vapor, and indoor air 
at the site, and have resulted in: 

a significant threat to human health associated with current and potential exposure to 
contaminated indoor air, soil, and groundwater; 

a significant environmental threat associated with the impacts of contaminants to 
groundwater. 

To eliminate or mitigate these threats, the NYSDEC has selected the following remedy: 

A remedial design program to provide the details necessary to implement the remedial 
program; 

Maintenance of the site's existing protective cover (asphalt/concrete pavement, flooring, 
etc.) to prevent exposure to contaminated soils and to minimize storm water infiltration; 

.Development of a site management plan to address residual contamination, any use 
restrictions, and long tenn monitoring to verify the effectiveness of the remedy; 

Iniposit~on of an institutional control in the form of an environ~nental eascmcnt to require 
compliance with thc site management plan and use restrictions; 

Certilication of thc institutional and engi~iecring controls; 

Removal and oCf-site disposal of cliromi~im contaminated soils from ihe source arca; 
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Extraction and on-site treatment of groundwater followed by in situ chemical reduction; 

Installation of a vapor mitigation system in the basement; and 

Operation and maintenance of remedial systems. 

The selected remedy, discussed in detail in Section 8, is intended to attain the remediation goals 
identified for this site in Section 6. The remedy must conform with officially promulgated 
standards and criteria that are directly applicable, or that are relevant and appropriate. The 
selection of a remedy must also take into consideration guidance, as appropriate. Standards, 
criteria and guidance are hereafter called SCGs. 

SECTION 2: SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

The General Circuits site is located in an urban area in the City of Rochester, Monroe County at 
the comer of Buffalo Road and Mt. Read Boulevard (Figure I). The site is approximately 3.5- 
acres in size improved by a 108,000-square-foot building. Properties located north, south, east 
and west of the site are zoned industrial or commercial. Some residential properties also exist 
east of the site. The Arch Chemicals site (site #8-28-018A) is located approximately 114-mile 
northwest of General Circuits and the New York State Barge Canal is located approximately 112- 
mile west of General Circuits. 

SECTION 3: SITE HISTORY 

3.1: OperationaVDisposal History 

The original portion of the building was constructed in the 1920s and the site was used by 
Rochester Lithograph Colporation for a printing business until the early 1960s. 

General Circuits began manufacturing printed circuit boards at the site in the early 1960s and 
continued operations until 1990 when it closed as aresult of bankruptcy. Several expansions 
were constructed in the 1960s and 1970s that increased the floor space of the building to the 
current 108,000 square-feet. In 1991, the property was sold to the current owner who subdivided 
the building and leases space to small light-industrial and commercial businesses. 

The primary contaminants of concern attributable to former operations at the site include 
chlorinated volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and metals, particularly chromium. 

The suspected cause of the VOC contamination was the historical use of chlorinated solvent 
degreasers. It is suspected that the contents of these degreasers were periodically disposed of on 
the ground west of the original building in areas identified as "disturbed" in the 1951 and 1961 
aerial photographs. Figure 2 shows the extent of the disturbed soil. 

The chromium contamination resulted from the use of chronlic acid to etch circuit boards. The 
etching process operated from the early 1960s to the 1970s and was located in an area of the 
building fol-~nerly known as the "Shipping Room" (Figure 2). The chromic acid deteriorated 
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underground cast iron piping that was used to transfer the chromic acid between the etching 
machines. As a result of the deteriorated pipes, chromic acid was released to the subsurface soil 
and groundwater at the site. 

3.2: Remedial History 

In 1992, the NYSDEC listed the site as a Class 2 site in the Registry of Inactive Hazardous 
Waste Disposal Sites in New York. A Class 2 site is a site where hazardous waste presents a 
significant threat to the public health or the environment and action is required. 
In 1990, as part of the General Circuits bankruptcy process, a Phase 1 environmental site 
assessment was performed. The assessment indicated the potential release of metals and 
hazardous constituents to soils and groundwater underlying the site. A Phase 2 environmental 
site assessment was also performed in 1990 to collect and analyze soils and groundwater at the 
site. The Phase 2 assessment included 16 soil borings and 10 groundwater monitoring wells. 
The results indicated that VOCs in the groundwater and metals in the soil appeared to be the 
primary site contaminants. Total VOC concentrations up to 252,000 ppb were detected in 
groundwater in well MW-9. Site soils and groundwater were not analyzed for chromium during 
the Phase 2 assessment. 

A series of sumps and floor drains that collect water from the foundation drains are located in the 
basement of the building. In 1992, the current owner installed a groundwater treatment system to 
treat groundwater that accumulates in the sumps prior to discharging the water to the sanitary 
sewer. 

In 1993, two indoor air samples were collected from the basement. One of the samples detected 
trichloroethene (TCE) at a concentration of 700 pg/m3 and cis-1,2-dichloroethene at a 
concentration of 1,300 pg/rn3. Site related compounds were not detected in the other sample. 

In 1995,60,100 ppb of chromium was detected in a groundwater sample from under the building 
at well MW-8. The SCG for cluomium in groundwater is 50 ppb. Six new groundwater 
monitoring wells and 13 soil boriilgs were also installed in 1995 and the former Shipping Room 
was identified as the likely source of the chromium due to the historic use of chromic acid in this 
area. Soil samples collected from the shipping room detected total chromium at concentrations 
up to 3 10 ppm. The SCG for clxomium in soil is 50 ppm. 

In 1996, a rernoval action was conducted in the chromium source area. The removal action 
included the excavation and removal of floor drains, soil, and an underground sump in the former 
shipping room. The specific amou~lt of material removed was not reported, but the excavation 
was reportedly completed to a depth of approximately 3.7 feet below grade. Six confirmatory 
soil samples from the bottom and side walls of the excavation detected chromium at 
concentrations ranging fiom 2,390 ppm to 21,400 ppm. A boring completed through the bottom 
of the excavation iudicated that ~1x1-ornium contaminated soils were still present at a 
concei~tration of 100 ppm at a depth of 7.7 to 9.7 feet below grade. The excavation was 
backfilled without removing the re~nainin~ chromium coiltaminated soil as additional excavation 
was not considered fcasible at the time. 
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SECTION 4: ENFORCEMENT STATUS 

Potentially Responsible Parties (PRF's) are those who may be legally liable for contamination at a 
site. This may include past or present owners and operators, waste generators, and haulers. 

The NYSDEC and Thomas G. Maguire entered into a Consent Order on March 2, 1998. The 
Order obligates the responsible parties to implement a W F S  only remedial program. After the 
remedy is selected, the NYSDEC will approach the PRPs to implement the selected remedy 
under an Order on Consent. 

SECTION 5: SITE CONTAMINATION 

A remedial investigationifeasibility study (RVFS) has been conducted to evaluate the alternatives 
for addressing the significant threats to human health and the environment. 

5.1: Summarv of the Remedial Investigation 

The purpose of the RI was to define the nature and extent of any contamination resulting from 
previous activities at the site. The RI was conducted between April 1998 and May 2004. The 
field activities and findings of the investigation are described in the RI report, the "Data 
Summary Report", and the "Sub-slab Soil Gas and Indoor Air Sampling" report. Soil boring, 
surface soil, and groundwater sample locations from the RI are shown on Figures 3 and 4. Sub- 
slab vapor and indoor air sample locatio~ls from the RI are shown on Figure 5 .  

The following activities were conducted during the RI: 

Research of historical information; 

. lnstallatio~l of 73 soil borings and 6 new monitoring wells for a~lalysis of soils and 
groundwater as well as physical properties of soil aud hydrogeologic conditions; 

. Sampling of 20 new and existing monitoring wells; 

Collection of 4 surface soil samples; 

Collection of 4 sub-slab vapor samples; 

Collectio~l of 4 indoor air samples; and 

Collection of 1 outdoor air sample. 

To determine whether the soil, groundwater, sub-slab vapor, and indoor air contain 
contamination at levels of concern, data from the investigatiou were co~npared to the following 
SCGs: 
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Groundwater, drinking water, and surface water SCGs are based on NYSDEC "Ambient 
Water Quality Standards and Guidance Values" and Part 5 of the New York State 
Sanitary Code. 

Soil SCGs are based on the NYSDEC "Technical and Administrative Guidance 
Memorandum (TAGM) 4046; Determination of Soil Cleanup Objectives and Cleanup 
Levels". 

Sub-slab vapor and indoor air SCGs for tetrachloroethene (PCE) and TCE are based on 
the NYSDOH soil vaporiindoor air matrices for PCE and TCE. 

Based on the RI results, in comparison to the SCGs and potential public health and 
environmental exposure routes, certain media and areas of the site require remediation. These 
are summarized below. More complete information can be found in the RI report. 

5.1.1: Site Geo lo~v  and Hvdrogeology 

The surface of the site is generally covered with asphalt or concrete. Beneath the surface layer is 
a layer of fill material between 1 and 5-feet thick. The fill material consists mainly of reworked 
soil with some concrete, crushed stone, asphalt, cinders, brick, ceramic tile, coal, slag, ash and 
glass. The indigenous soil located beneath the fill material was mostly sand with lesser amounts 
of gravel, silts, clays and weathered rock. 

The top of the bedrock underlying the site ranged between 7.9 and 17 feet below the existing 
ground surface. The bedrock is Lockport Dolomite which is a hard and fractured dolomite. 
Groundwater flow in the bedrock is dominated by fracture networks. 

The permanent water table at the site is located in the overburden, approximately 6 to 12 feet 
below ground surface. 

Groundwater in the overburden and shallow bedrock within approximately 50 to 75 feet of the 
basement sump flows radially toward the sump. Beyond the influence of the sump, groundwater 
on the eastern portion of the site is generally flat while groundwater on the western side of the 
site appears to flow toward the southwest. 

Groundwater in the deep bedrock (approximately 38 feet below ground surface) on the westem 
half of the site flows radially toward the basement sump. Deep groundwater on the eastern half 
of the site flows toward the southeast. 

5.1.2: Nature of Contamieation 

As described in the RI r~port ,  Illany soil, groundwater, sub-slab vapor, and indoor air samples 
were collected to characterize the nature and extent of contamination. As summarized in 
Table I ,  the main categories of conta~ninants that exceed their SCGs are volatile organic 
cornpounds (VOCs) and inorganics (metals). 
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The VOCs of concern are PCE, TCE, 1,2-dichloroethene (1,2-DCE), 1,l-dichloroethene (1,l- 
DCE), 1,l-dichloroethane (1,l-DCA), and vinyl chloride (VC). 

The inorganic contaminants of concern are chromium (including hexavalent chromium), 
antimony, barium, cadmium, copper, thallium, and zinc. 

5.1.3: Extent of Contamination 

This section describes the findings of the investigation for all environmental inedia that were 
investigated. 

Chemical concentrations are reported in parts per billion (ppb) for water, parts per million (ppm) 
for waste and soil, and micrograms per cubic meter (pg/m3) for air samples. For comparison 
purposes, where applicable, SCGs are provided for each medium. 

Table 1 summarizes the degree of contamillation for the contaminants of concern in soil, 
groundwater, sub-slab vapor, and indoor air and compares the data with the SCGs for the site. 
The following are the media which were investigated and a summary of the findings of 
the investigation. 

Waste Materials 

Chromium: Chromium, in the form of chromic acid, was released to the subsurface soil and 
groundwater in an area of the building formerly known as the "Shipping Room". Prior to the 
start of the RI, some soils were excavated from the chromium source area to a depth of about 3.7 
feet below grade. Figure 4 shows the footprint of the excavation. Confirmatory soil samples 
from the botloin and side walls of the excavation detected total chromium at concentrations 
ranging from 2,390 ppm to 21,400 ppm. The SCG for chromium in soil is 50 ppm. 

Between December 2001 and July 2002, 26 soil borings were collected in a radial array out from 
the former Shipping Room to delineate the extent of the clvomium source area. For this site, a 
value of 500 ppin total clvoiuium was chosen to define "source area" soils. The results are 
provided in the November 2002 "Data Summary Report". 

Soil saillples were collected and anaylzed for total chromium at 2-foot intervals. Half of the 
samples were also analyzed for hexavalent chromium. Total chromium col~centrations exceeding 
500 ppm were detected to a depth of 12 feet. Chromium concentrations below 12 feet did not 
exceed 299 ppn~ .  Figure 6 shows the deepest soil samples where total chromium concentrations 
were detected above 500 ppm. Table 2 shows the total chromium and hexavalent chromium 
concentratio~is for sub-surface soil samples collected during the RI. 

The highest hexavalent clxomium co~~centration detected during the RI, was 3,800 ppni at a 
depth of 8 to 10 fcet below grade in soil boring TB-47 located approximately 12 feet cast oCtl~e 
for111er Shipping Room. Hexavalent chroruiuni concentrations below 10 feet did not exceed 50 
PP'n. 
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Remedial alternatives were evaluated for the chromium source area soils due to the highly 
elevated levels of chromium and hexavalent chromium. 

Chlorinated VOCs: The RI soil sample results did not indicate the presence of dense non- 
aqueous phase liquids (DNAPL) in the soils. According to the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency [(EPA; DNAPL Site Characterization, September 1994)], the presence of DNAPL can be 
inferred if the concentration of DNAPL chemicals in soils exceeds 10,000 ppm. The highest 
concentration of DNAPL chemicals detected in the soils at the General Circuits site was 46.7 
ppm in boring TB-58 at a depth of 9 feet below grade. 

DNAPL does appear to be present with the groundwater based on the FU results. According to 
the U.S. EPA (DNAPL Site Characterization, September 1994), the presence of DNAPL can be 
inferred if the concentration of DNAPL chemicals in groundwater exceeds 1% of the pure phase 
solubility. For PCE, the 1% solubility threshold (1,500 ppb) was exceeded during the RI at the 
basement sump (2,400 ppb), overburden monitoring wells MW-8 (1,600 ppb), MW-9 (95,000 
ppb), and MW-12 (4,500 ppb), and deep bedrock well MW-17 (5,800 ppb). Depth specific 
groundwater samples collected from MW-17 indicated that the DNAPL was present at depths 
above 28 feet below grade. 

For TCE, the 1% solubility threshold (1 1,000 ppb) was exceeded during the RI at overburden 
monitoring MW-9 (59,000 ppb), and MW-10 (18,000 ppb). 

Wells MW-8, MW-9, MW-12, and MW-17 are all located underneath the current building. 
However, these wells are also located west of the original building in an area that was identified 
as "disturbed" in the 1951 and 1961 aerial photographs (Figure 2). Well MW-10 is located just 
south of this disturbed area. 

Remedial alternatives were evaluated for the VOC source area groundwater due to VOC 
concentrations that were indicative of DNAPL. 

Surface Soil 

No surface soils were sampled at the site as there is a minimal amo~int of surface soil present. 
Four surface soil samples were collected at the adjacent property to the north near the property 
line (Figure 3). The samples were analyzed for chromium and the results were all below the 
SCG. Surface soils were not considered in the remedial alternatives analysis. 

Subsurface Soil 

Chromium: Outside of the source area, total chromium concentrations exceeding the SCG were 
detected beneath the building adjacent to the source area and extending to just outside the 
building to the north. Chromiuin was not detected above the SCG on the adjacent property to the 
1101th. Total chromi~iin was detected above the SCG at depths ranging from 0 to 2 feet below the 
slab at TB-56 to 12 to 15.5 feet below thc slab at TB-14. Figures 7 shows the highest total 
chromium concentration detected for each soil boring advanced during the initial phase of RI. 
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Table 2 shows the total cluomiuin and hexavalent chromium concentrations for all sub-surface 
soil samples collected during the RI. 

Outside of the source area, hexavalent chromium was detected above 50 ppm in the following 
soil samples. 

TB-30 was the only soil sample location outside of the building footprint where the hexavalent 
chromium concentration exceeded 50 ppm. 

Boring 

TB-56 

TB-30 

TB-59 

Remedial alternatives were evaluated for chromium impacted soils located outside of the source 
area. 

Other Metals: Metals of concern other than chromium were detected in subsurface soils at 
levels above SCGs in two borings con~pleted during the RI: test boring TB-27A ( 1.5 to 3 feet 
below grade) and test boring TB-30 (0 to 4 feet below grade). At TB-27A, barium, copper, and 
zinc exceeded their respective SCGs. At TB-30, copper was the only metal detected above the 
SCG of 25 ppm. The 1990 Phase I1 investigation also reported copper above the SCG in soil 
samples collected throughout the site. The highest copper concentration was 1,310 ppm at 
TB-27A. 

Depth (ft) 

0-2 

8-10 

4-6 

These presence of these additional metals in soil were considered during the analysis of remedial 
alternatives; however, removal of these soils was not identified as a remedial goal. 

Chlorinated VOCs: Chlorinated VOCs were detected above SCGs in two san~ples: TB-1 l(12 
to 14.5 feet below grade) and TB-58 (9 feet below grade). During normal conditions, these 
sample depths are below the water table. TB-58 and TB-l 1 are located approximately 40-feet 
apart and south southwest of the former Shipping Room. TB-11 and TB-58 are also located just 
outside the estimated extent of the 500 ppm chromium source area. TB-I I and TB-58 were 

Hex. Chromium 

230 ppm 

54 PPm 

56 P P ~  

. . 
located underneath the current building, but outside and west of the original building. Disposal 
of chlorinated solvents in an area west of the origiilal building is the suspected cause of the 

Total Chromium 

468 ppm 

222 ppm 

63 PPm 

- - 
chlorinated volatile organic compound conta~nination at the site. 

The highest concentrations were all detectcd at TB-58. Maximum concentrations detected fol 
specific compounds wcrc: 

PCE - 32 ppm (SCG 1.4 ppm); 
TCE - 14 ppin (SCG 0.7 ppin); and 
cis-1,'-DCE - 0.7 ppm (SCG 0.3 ppm). 
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Since the highest VOC concentrations in soil were identified below the water table, remedial 
alternatives for these areas were evaluated during the groundwater alternatives analysis. 

Groundwater 

Chromium: Total chromium and hexavalent chromium groundwater sample results from the RI 
are presented on Figure 8. The highest total chromiuln concentration detected in the groundwater 
during the RI was 52,300 ppb in overburden well MW-8 locatedapproximately 30 feet southeast 
of the fornler Shipping Room. The groundwater collected from well MW-8 was bright yellow in 
color which is indicative of high hexavalent chromium concentrations. The second highest total 
chromium concentration detected during the RI was 1,110 ppb in overburden well MW-9 located 
approximately 50 feet southeast of the former Shipping Room. The SCG for chromium in 
groundwater is 50 ppb. 

The highest hexavalent chromium concentration detected in the groundwater during the RI was 
42,000 ppb in overburden well MW-8. The second highest total chromium concentration 
detected during the RI was 587 ppb in overburden well MW-12 located within the former 
Shipping Room. The SCG for hexavalent chromium in groundwater is 50 ppb. 

Chromium contaminated groundwater was primarily located under the building. Chromium 
concentrations declined substantially outside of the building and near the property line. The 
highest concentration of total chromium detected outside the building was 53.5 ppb detected at 
deep bedrock monitoring well MW-21 which only slightly exceeds the SGC. Hexavalent 
chromium was not detected in the groundwater sample from well MW-21. 

Vertically, chromium contaminated groundwater was located in the overburden and shallow 
bedrock to a depth of about 15 feet below ground surface. 

Remedial alternatives were evaluated for the chromium impacted groundwater due to the highly 
elevated concentrations of chromium and hexavalent chromium in the vicinity of MW-8 and the 
potential for off-site migration. 

Other Inorganic Compounds: Metals of concern other than chromium were detected in 
groundwater at levels above SCGs in four wells: MW-8 (antimony and thallium), MW-9 
(antimony, copper, and thallium), and MW-16 (antimony and copper), and MW-20 (thallium). 
Maximum concentrations for specific con~pounds provided below: 

antimony - 780 ppb at MW-8 (SCG 3 ppb); 
copper - 273 ppb at MW-9 (SCG 200 ppb); and 
thalliun~ - 11 1 ppb at MW-8 (SCG 0.5 ppb). 

Thc source of the lzletals detected in the groundwater does not appear to be associated with the 
elevated levels of metals detected in soil borings TB-27A and TB-30 because wells MW-8, MW- 
9, MW-20 and MW-I6 are not in the vicinity of soil borings TB-27A and TB-30. 
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Elevated levels of antimony, copper and thallium in the groundwater were generally associated 
with elevated levels of chromium and VOCs. The presence of these metals was considered 
during the analysis of remedial alternatives for the VOCs and the chromium. The MW-16 area 
appears to be isolated from known source areas at the site and the elevated levels of metals 
detected in the groundwater at MW-16 may not be related to activities at the site. The area 
around MW-16 was not considered in the analysis of remedial alternatives. 

Chlorinated VOCs: Total VOC groundwater sample results from the RI are presented on 
Figure 8. The chlorinated VOCs PCE, TCE, 1,2-DCE, 1,l -DCE, 1,l -DCA, and VC, were 
detected above SCGs in groundwater across the site. 

The highest concentrations (up to approximately 156,000 ppb total VOCs) were detected 
underneath the building at overburden monitoring well MW-9. Chlorinated VOC concentrations 
declined substantially outside of the building and near the property line. The highest 
concentration of chlorinated VOCs outside the building was 144 ppb detected at deep bedrock 
monitoring well MW-21. 

The depth of chlorinated VOC groundwater contamination extends to approximately 50 feet 
below ground. 

Remedial alternatives were evaluated for the VOC impacted groundwater due to the highly 
elevated concentrations of VOCs and the potential for off-site migration. 

Soil GasISub-Slab Vaporlludoor Air 

In March 2004, 4 sub-slab vapor samples, 4 indoor air samples and 1 ambient air sample were 
collected at the site. Sample locations are shown on Figure 5. 

Chlorinated VOCs, especially TCE and PCE, were detected in the sub-slab vapor. PCE sub-slab 
vapor concentrations ranged from 8 pg/m3 to 190,000 pg/m3. TCE sub-slab vapor concentrations 
ranged from uon-detect to 360,000 pg/m3. 

PCE indoor air concentrations ranged from non-detect to 9.8 pg/m3. TCE indoor air 
concentrations ranged from non-detect to 5.9 pg/m3. 

Sub-slab soil vapor and indoor air SCGs for PCE and TCE are based on the NYSDOH soil 
vaporlindoor air matrices for PCE and TCE. Concentrations of other VOCs in indoor air were 
compared to outdoor air and sub-slab vapor concentrations to detennine if vapors were migrating 
into the indoor air from below the slab. The results indicated that VOCs other than TCE and 
PCE were not a concenl at this site. 

The highest soil vapor concentrations were located in the middle ofthe building in tile area of 
highest VOC groundwater conce~ltrations. Complete results are provided in the May 6, 2004 
"Sub-slab Soil Gas and Indoor Air Sampling" report. 
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5.2: Interim Remedial Measures 

An interim remedial measure (IRM) is conducted at a site when a source of contamination or 
exposure pathway can be effectively addressed before con~pletion of the RIPS. 

Mitigation measures were taken at the on-site building to address current human exposures (via 
inhalation) to volatile organic compounds associated with soil vapor intrusion. 

Specifically, installation of a sub-slab depressurization system (venting system) underneath the 
impacted portions of the building was completed in January 2005 to prevent contaminated vapors 
from entering the building. The system pulls contaminated air from underneath the building and 
vents it to the outside air through pipes at the top of the building. Air purifiers were also 
installed in the basement because a sub-slab depressurization system is not practical in the 
basement due to the presence of groundwater immediately below the floor. 

5.3: Summarv of Human Exaosure Pathways: 

This section describes the types of human exposures that may present added health risks to 
persons at or around the site. A more detailed discussion of the human exposure pathways can 
be found in Section Appendix B of the FS report which can be found at the document repository. 

A n  exposure pathway describes the means by which an individual may be exposed to 
contaminants originating from a site. An exposure pathway has five elements: [I] 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 colitaminants were released to the 
environment (any waste disposal area or point of discharge). Contaminant release and transport 
mechanisms carry contamina~xts Cram the source to a point where people may be  exposed. The 
exposure point is a location where actual or potential human contact with a contaminated 
medium may occur. The route of exposure is the manner in which a contaminant actually enters 
or contacts the body (e.g., ingestion, inhalation, or direct contact). The receptor population is the 
people who are, or may be, exposed to contami~lants at a point of exposure. 

An exposure pathway is complete when all five elements of an exposure pathway exist. An 
exposure pathway is considered a potential pathway when one or more of the elements currently 
does not exist, but could it1 the future. 

Potential Exposure Pathways 

Subsurface Soil 

Direct contact with subsul-face soils coritami~lated with VOCs and metals is a potential exposure 
pathway for site workers. The impacted portions of the site are paved or covered by the floor 
slab. Therefore, with the exception of future excavation activities, exposure to site workers from 
contaminated soil is not expected. The proposed remedy would further minimize potelltial 
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exposures through the development of a site management plan, an environmental easement, and 
maintenance of the existing cap. 

Groundwater 

Ingestion of contaminated groundwater is a potential pathway for site workers or the community. 
However, the area is supplied with public water. Therefore, ingestion of contaminated 
groundwater is not expected. 

Indoor Air 

Jnhalation of volatile organic compounds in indoor air as a result of vapor intrusion was a 
completed exposure pathway at this site. However, a sub-slab depressurization system began 
operating as an IRM in January 2005. Therefore, inhalation exposure to VOCs from on-site soils 
and groundwater will not be expected as long as the system is properly maintained. 

5.4: Summary of Environmental Impacts 

This section summarizes the existing and potential future environmental impacts presented by the 
site. Environmental impacts include existing and potential future exposure pathways to fish and 
wildlife receptors, as well as damage to natural resources such as aquifers and wetlands. 

Site contamination has impacted the groundwater resource in the overburden and bedrock. The 
aquifer is not a source of drinking water in the area. 

SECTION 6: SUMMARY OF THE REMEDlATlON GOALS 

Goals for the remedial program have been established through the remedy selection process 
stated in 6 NErCRR Part 375-1.10. At a minimum, the remedy selected must eliminate or 
mitigate all significant threats to public health andlor the environment presented by the hazardous 
waste disposed at the site through the proper application of scientific and engineering principles. 

The remediation goals for this site are to eliminate or reduce to the extent practicable: 

exposures of persons at or around the site to VOCs and inorganics in subsurface soil and 
groundwater; 

the migration of conta~ninants in the groundwater to adjacent properties; 

the release of contaruinants from soil into groundwater that may create exceedauces of 
groundwater quality standards; and 

thc release of contaminants f i . 0 ~ ~ 1  subsurface soil aud groundwater under buildings into 
indoor air through soil vapor. 
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Further, the remediation goals for the site include attaining to the extent practicable: 

ambient groundwater quality standards; and 

total chromium concentrations of 500 ppm for subsurface soils and hexavalent chromium 
concentrations of 50 ppm within the 500 ppm footprint. 

SECTION 7: SUMMARY OF THE EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

The selected remedy must be protective of human health and the environment, be cost-effective, 
comply with other statutory requirements, and utilize permanent solutions, alternative 
technologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable. Potential 
remedial alternatives for the General Circuits Site were identified, screened and evaluated in the 
FS report which is available at the document repositories established for this site. 

A summary of the remedial alternatives that were considered for this site are discussed below. 
The present worth represents the amount of money invested in the current year that would be 
sufficient to cover all present and future costs associated with the alternative. This enables the 
costs of remedial alternatives to be compared on a common basis. As a convention, a time frame 
of 30 years is used to evaluate present worth costs for alternatives with an indefinite duration. 
This does not imply that operation, maintenance, or monitoring would cease after 30 years if 
remediation goals are not achieved. 

7.1: Description of Remedial Alternatives 

The following potential remedies were considered to address the contaminated soils and 
groundwater at the site. The remedial alternatives are organized according to media. 

SITE WIDE ALTERNATIVES 

Site Wide Alternative SW1: No Further Action 

Present Worth: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1 60,000 
CapitalCost: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $0 
AnrzualOMM: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $10,400 

The No Further Action alternative recognizes remediation or  the site conducted under a 
previously completed TRM. To evaluate the effectiveness of the remediation completed under 
the IRM, only continued monitoring is necessary. 

This alter-native would leave the site in its present condition and would not provide ally 
additional protection to human health or the environment. 
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Site Wide Alternative SW2: Institutional and Engineering Controls 

Prese~zt Worth: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $240,000 
Capita[Cost: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $24,000 
AnnzralOMM: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $14,000 
Timetoi~nplement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Iyeav 

This alternative would rely upon institutional controls (ICs) and engineering controls (ECs) to 
protect humans from exposure to contaminants. This alternative would also include the continued 
operation of the sump discharge treatment system. 
Specific controls for the General Circuits site would include an environmental easement with the 
following restrictions and requirements: 

The property could only be used for commercial and industrial purposes. Health care and 
day care uses would also be prohibited. 

Require proper maintenance of the site's protective cover (asphalt, flooring, etc.). 
Additionally, any excavations below the protective cover would have to be completed in 
accordance with a NYSDEC approved site management plan (SMP). 

Require a vapor int~usion evaluation for any new buildings or building additions developed 
on the site, including provision for mitigation of any impacts identified 

Restrict the use of groundwater as a source of potable or process water, without necessary 
water quality treatment as determined by the Monroe County Health Department. 

Require the property owner to provide an ICIEC certification, prepared and submitted by a 
professional engincer or environmental professional acceptable to theNYSDEC annually or 
for a period to be approved by the NYSDEC, which would certify that the institutional 
controls and engineeringcontrols put in place, are unchanged from the previous certification 
and nothing has occurred that would impair the ability of the control to protect public health 
or the environment or constitute a violation or failure to comply with any operation and 
maintenance or soil management plan. 

This alternative could be in~plemented in approximately 1 year. The environlnental easement would 
need to be filed with the Monroe County Clerk's office and an SMP would need to be developed. 
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SOIL ALTERNATIVES 

Soil Alternative S1: 111 Sit11 Soil Stabilizatior~ 

Present Worth: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1,620,000 
CapitalCost: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1,210,000 
Annual OM&M: 
(Yearsl-2): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $124,000 
(Years3-30): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $3,600 
Closeotrt Costs: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $142,000 
Tinze to Implenzent: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 years 

This alternative would involve the injection of a reducing agent, such as ferrous sulfate, into the soil 
to chemically reduce hexavalent chromium to trivalent chromium. The treatment would target those - 
areas where the hexavalent chromium concentration exceeds 50 ppm, approximately 7,000 square 
feet (Figure 9). The treatment area would include areas underneath the building and outside the 
building. Physical constraints, such as accessability to the Boiler Room, may limit the actual size 
ofthe treatment area. Final determinations regarding thecxtent ofthe treatment area would be made 
as part of the remedial design. 

A treatability study would be needed prior to full scale implementation. It is estimated that full scale 
implementation could be completed in about 2 years. 

The remaining contaminated soils would be managed through the institutional and engineering 
controls discussed in Site Wide Alternative SW2. 

Soil Alternative S2: Chromium Source Area Soil Excavation with Off-Site Disposal 

Present Worth: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1,220,000 
CapitalCost: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $925,000 
Annual OM&: 
(Yearsl-5): $124,000 
(Years6-30): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $3.600 
CloseoutCosts: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $437,000 
Time to Inzplement: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 years 

This alternative would involve excavation and off-site disposal of soil with total chromium 
concentrations exceeding 500 ppm to the extent practicable. Within the 500 ppm footprint, soils 
with hexavalent chrornium concentrations exceeding 50 ppm would also be excavated. The areal 
extent of soils exceeding 500 ppni is shown on Figure 10. The area covers approximately 2,800 
square feet to depths of 6 to 10 feet. Physical constraints, such as accessability to the Boiler Room, 
may limit the actual size ofthe excavatiou area. Figure 10 also show; the extent of the area where 
excavation is considered practicable at this time. Final detenninations regarding the extent of the 
excavation area would be made as part of the rcmedial design. 
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The remaining contaminated soils would be managed through the institutional and engineering 
controls discussed in Site Wide Alternative SW2. 

This excavation would be performed entirely underneath the building and would include several 
rental units. To minimize the impact on existing businesses, soil removal would occur in a phased 
manner. Specifically, soils from below a rental unit would be excavated when the space is vacated. 
With this approach, the source area excavations would be completed in about 5 years. Tenant 
relocation would be necessary in areas where the soil removal has not been completed within the 5- 
year period. 

Soil Alternative S3: Chromium Source Area Soil Excavation and Exterior Soil Excavation 
with Off-Site Disposal 

Present Worth: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  U,040,000 
CupitulCost: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1,970,000 
Annual O M W :  
(Yearsl-5): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $124,000 
(Years6-30): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $3,600 
CloseoutCosts: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $439,000 
Tirnetoirnplernent: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5years 

This alternative would involve excavation and off-site disposal of soil with total chromium 
concentrations exceeding 500 ppm underneath the building and 50 ppm outside of the building to 
the extent practicable. Within the 500 ppm footprint underneath the building, soils with hexavalent 
chromium concentrations exceeding 50 ppln would also be excavated. The area covers about 2,800 
square feet inside the building and 2,500 square feet outside the building (Figure 1 I). The interior 
excavation would range from 6 to 10 feet in depth. The exterior excavation would be about 12 feet 
deep. The difference between Alternatives S2 and S3 is that Alternative 53 would remove soils 
outside the building with total chromium concentrations above 50 ppm. Alternative S2 would not 
remove soils outside the building. 

Physical constraints, such as accessability to the Boiler Room, may limit the actual size of the 
excavation area under thc buildine. Fieure 11 also shows the extent of the area where excavation - - 
under the building is considered practicable at this time. Final detern~inations regarding the extent 
of the excavation area would be made as part of the remedial design. 

The remaining contaminated soils would be managed through the institutional and engineering 
controls discussed in Site Wide Alternative SW2. 

Excavation activities performed inside the building would include several rental units. To minimize 
the impact on existing businesses, soil renioval would occur in a phased manner. Specifically, soils 
from below a rental unit would be excavated when the space is vacated. The exterior excavation 
would require shoring of the exterior wall of the building and working around underground gas and 
electric utilities located in the area to be excavated. With this approach, the source area and exterior 
excavations would be completed in about 5 years. Tenant relocation would be necessaly in areas 
where the soil removal has not been completed within the 5-year period. 
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Soil Alternative 54: Extensive Soil Excavation with Off-Site Disposal 

Present Worth: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $15,800,000 
CapitalCost: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $12,100,000 
AiznualOM&f: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $600,000 
CloseoutCosts: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1,890,000 
Timetoimplement: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4years 

This alternative would involve excavation and off-site disposal ofcontaminated soil until SCGs are 
obtained. The area to be excavated is shown on Figure 12 and would cover about 20,000 square feet 
to a depth of about 12 feet. 

Most of the excavation would take place under an existing and occupied building. It is estimated 
that it would take at least 4 years to design and implement this remedy, longer if the work is done 
in phases as tenant space is vacated. 

GROUNDWATER ALTERNATIVES 

Groundwater Alternative GW1: Zit Sit11 Chemical Oxidation 

Present Worth: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1,570,000 
CapitalCost: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1,250,000 
Aiznttal OM&M: 
(Year1): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $43,000 
(Years2-9): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $26,700 
(Year10): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $41,800 
CloseoutCosts: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $11,000 
Tirne to hnplernent: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 years 

This option would involve the periodic injection of an oxidizing agent, such as potassium 
permanganate or Fentons Reagent, into the groundwater. Figure 13 shows the area that would be 
treated. The oxidation process would result in the chemical breakdown of chlorinated VOCs; 
however trivalent chromium could be oxidized to hexavalent chromium. A treatability study would 
also be needed to select the appropriate oxidizing agent and design the treatment program. 

Additioual aspects ofthis remedy would iuclude the institutional and engineering controls discussed 
in Site Wide Alternative SW2, and installation of a permanent vapor mitigation system for the 
basement to rcduce VOC vapors migrating into the basement air, and a long-term monitoring 
progranl. 
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Groundwater Alternative GW2: In Sitrr Cliemical Reduction 

PresentiVorth: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1,420,000 
Capitalcost: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $492,000 
Annual OM&M 
(Yeari): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $184,000 
(Years2-5): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $156,000 
(Years6-9): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $26,700 
(Year10): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $41,800 
Closeout Costs: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1 1,000 
Tinze to Implement: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 years 

This option would involve the periodic injection of a reducing agent, such as zero-valent iron or 
substrate release compound, into the groundwater over an estimated period of about 5 years. Figure 
13 shows the area that wouldbe treated. The reduction process would enhance biological processes 
which accelerate the natural breakdown of chlorinated VOCs and result in the chemical reduction 
of hexavalent chromium to trivalent chromium. A treatability study would also be needed to select 
the appropriate reducing agent and design the treatment program. 

Additional aspects ofthis remedy would include the institutional and engineering controls discussed 
in Site Wide Alternative SW2, and installation of a permanent vapor mitigation system for the 
basement to reduce VOC vapors migrating into the basement air, and a long-term monitoring 
program. 

Groundwater Alternative GW3: Source Area Extraction and Treatment 

Present Worth: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Capital Cost: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Annual O M M  
(Year I): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  (Years 2-1 0): 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  (Years 11 -29): 

(Year 30): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Closeout Costs: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tinze to itnplenzent: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . .  $321,000 

. . . . . . . . .  $304,000 

. . . . . . . . .  $303,300 

. . . . . . . . .  $318,000 

. . . . . . . . . .  $11,000 
. . . . . . . . . . . .  2 years 

This alternative involves the installation of an estimated 10 groundwater extraction wells. The wells 
would be located in the VOC and chromium source areas with one extraction well placed at the 
perimeter of the plume to prevent contalnina~its from migrating off-site (Figure 14). Groundwater 
would also continue to be extracted from the basement sumps. The extracted water would be treated 
on-sitc. The treatment system would include precipitation of the metals, followed by an air stripper 
to remove most of the VOCs, and then carbon canisters to remove the relnaini~ig VOCs. The treated 
water would be discharged to tlic sanitary sewer system. The treatcd watcr would also be tested to 
make sure that the it meets discharge requirements. The precipitated ~ilctals would be properly 
disposed ofoff-site. Vapors from the air stripper would also be treated with carbon to remove VOCs 
if necessary. 
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A treatability study would be necessary to design the system. Once installed, the extraction and 
treatment system would be expected to operate for at least 30 years. 

Additional aspects of this remedy would include the institutional and engineeringcontrols discussed 
in Site Wide Alternative 2, and installation of a permanent vapor mitigation system for the basement 
to reduce VOC vapors migrating into the basement air, and a long-term monitoring program. 

Groundwater Alternative GW4: Site Wide Extraction and Treatment 

Presentworth: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Capitalcost: 

Annual O M W :  
(Yeari): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
(Years2-10): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
(Yearsll-29): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
(Year30): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  CIoseoutCosts: 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Tiinetoimplement: 

. . .  $448,000 

. . .  $431,000 

. . .  $430,000 

. . .  $445,000 

. . . .  $11,000 

. . . . .  2 years 

This alternative involves the installation of an estimated 30 groundwater extraction wells at various 
depths throughout the groundwater contaminant plume shown on Figure 13. Groundwater would 
also continue to be extracted from the basement sumps. The extracted water would be treated on- 
site. The treatment system would include precipitation of the metals, followed by an air stripper to 
remove most of the VOCs, and then carbon canisters to remove the remaining VOCs. The treated 
water would be discharged to the sanitary sewer system. The treated water would also be tested to 
make sure that the it meets discharge requirements. The precipitated metals would be properly 
disposed of off-site. Vapors from the air stripper would also be treated with carbon to remove VOCs 
if necessary. 

A treatability study would be necessary to design the system. Once installed, the system would be 
expected to operate for at least 30 years. 

Additional aspects of this remedy would include the institutional and engineeiing controls discussed 
in Site Wide Alternative SW2, and installation of a permanent vapor mitigation system for the 
basement to reduce VOC vapors migrating into the basement air, and a long-term monitoring 
program. 
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Groundwater Alternative GW5: Source Area Extraction and Treatment with It1 Sit:: 
Chemical Reduction 

Presentworth: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $2,690,000 
CapitalCost: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $987,000 
Annual O M M :  
(Yearl):  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $321,000 
(Years2-5): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $304,000 
(Years6-9): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $168,000 
(Yearlo): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $183,000 
CloseoutCosts: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $11.000 
Time to Inzpletnet~t: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I0 years 

This alternative involves the installation of an estimated 8 groundwater extraction wells. The wells 
would be focused on the chromium source area, but would also include aportion of the VOC source 
area. One extraction well would also be placed at the perimeter of the plume to prevent 
contaminants from migrating off-site. Figure 15 shows the approximate extent ofthe areathat would 
be treated during the extraction and treatment phase. Groundwater would also continue to be 
extracted from the basement sumps. The extracted water would be treated on-site. The treatment 
system would include precipitation of the metals, followed by an air stripper to remove most ofthe 
VOCs, and then carbon canisters to remove the remaining VOCs. The treated water would be 
discharged to the sanitary sewer system. The treated water would also be tested to make sure that 
the it meets discharge requirements. The precipitated metals would be properly disposed of off-site. 
Vapors from the air stripper would also be treated with carbon to remove VOCs if necessary. 

A treatability study would be necessary to design the system. Once installed, the extraction and 
treatment system would operate until the groundwater concentrations of chromiunl decrease to 
adequate levels for using itr sitti chemical reduction (estimated as 5 years). 

After that time, the treatment technology would switch to in situ chemical reductio~l (discussed in 
Groundwater Alternative GW2) as a"pzishing" operation. A separate treatability study would need 
to be completed prior to initiating the reduction phaseofthe remedy. It is estimated that the reducing - 

agent would be periodically injected into the groundwater over an additional 5-year period. Figure 
15 shows the area that would be treated by the reducing agent. 

Additional aspects of this remedy would include the institutional and engineering controls discussed 
in Site Wide Alternative SW2, and installation of a pennanent vapor mitigation system for the 
basement to reduce VOC vapors migrating into thc basemcnt air, and a long-tern1 monitoring 
program. 

7.2 E~~a lua t ion  of Reniedial Alterllatives 

The criteria to which potential remedial alternatives are comparedare defi~ied in 6 NYCRR Part 375, 
which govelils the rerncdiation of illactive hazardous waste disposal sites ~ I I  New York State. A 
detailed discussion of the evaluation criteria and coruparative analysis is included in the FS report. 
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The first two evaluation criteria are termed "tlveshold criteria" and must be satisfied in order for an 
alternative to be considered for selection. 

1. Protection of Human Health and the Environment. This criterion is an overall evaluation of each 
alternative's ability to protect public health and the environment. 

2. Compliance with New York State Standards, Criteria, and Guidance (SCGs). Compliance with 
SCGs addresses whether a remedy will meet environmental laws, regulations, and other standards 
and criteria. In addition, this criterion includes the consideration of guidance which the NYSDEC 
has determined to be applicable on a case-specific basis. 

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

3. Short-term Effectiveness. The potential short-term adverse impacts of the remedial action upon 
the community, the workers, and the environment during the construction and/or implementation are 
evaluated. The length of time needed to achieve the remedial objectives is also estimated and 
compared against the other alternatives. 

4. Lonc-term Effectiveness and Permanence. This criterion evaluates the long-tenn effectiveness 
of the remedial alternatives after implementation. If wastes or treated residuals remain on-site after 
the selected remedy has been implemented, the following items are evaluated: 1) the magnitude of 
the remaining risks, 2) the adequacy of the engineering and/or institutional controls intended to limit 
the risk, and 3) the reliability of these controls. 

5. I$cd~~<tlo~i  o w c i t v .  Jlobilitv or \'oIu~i~e. Pre~?rer~cc is ;i\.c11 to altcniati\~cs ~1i:lt  pcniiancn~ly 
and signiticantly rcJuic the to.xicity, mol>iliry or \.olu~ne OI'tlic. IvasLcs nt the silt. 

6. I r ~ ~ p l e r n c ~ ~ t a b ~ l i ~ \ ~ .  Tile ~ccl~nical an~l :~dm~~iisrrat~vc ic;~sib~lity o i ~ ~ i ~ p l c ~ n c n ~ ~ n ~  cacli :~I~cr~utive 
are tv~~lu:itcil. i ' cc l~~~ical  icas~l>ility includcs rhc difli:ultie.; a.;so:i.~~c~l \\ it11 tlie co~istruc~ion of tlic 
remedy and the ability to monitor its effectiveness. For administrative feasibility, the availability 
of the necessary persom~el and materials is evaluated along with potential difficulties in obtaining 
specific operating approvals, access for construction, institutional controls, and so forth. 

7. Cost-Effectivness. Capital costs and operation, maintenance, and monitoring costs are estimated 
for each alternative and compared on a present worth basis. Although cost-effectiveness is the last 
balancing criterion evaluated, where two or more alternatives have met the requirements of the other 
criteria, it can be used as the basis for the final decision. The costs for each alternative are presented 
in Table 3. 

This final criterion is considered a "modifying criterion" and is taken into account after cvalualing 
those above. It is evaluated after public comments on the Pvoposed Rcmedial Action Plan have been 
received. 
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8. Community Acceptance - Concen~s of the comn~unity regarding the RUFS reports and the PRAP 
have been evaluated. The responsiveness summary (Appendix A) presents the public comments 
receivedand the manner in which the NYSDEC addressed the concerns raised. No significant public 
comments were received. 

SECTION 8: SUMMARY OF THE SELECTED REMEDY 

Based on the Administrative Record (Appendix B) and the discussion presented below, the 
NYSDEC has selected Soil Alternative S2 (Cl~omium Source Area Soil Excavation with Off-Site 
Disposal) and Groundwater Alternative GW5 (Source Area Extraction and Treatment with In Situ 
Chemical Reduction) as the remedy for this site. The elements of this remedy are described at the 
end of this section. 

The selected remedy is based on the results of the RI and the evaluation of alternatives presented in 
the FS. 

Soils Component 

Soil Alternative S2 is being proposed because, as described below, it satisfies the threshold criteria 
and provides the best balance of the primary balancing criteria described in Section 7.2. It would 
achieve the remediation goals for the site by removing the soils that create the most significant threat 
to public health and the environment, it would greatly reduce the source of contamination to 
groundwater, and it would create the conditions needed to restore groundwater quality to the extent 
practicable. Soil Alternatives S 1, S3 and S4 would also comply with the threshold selection criteria. 

Because each of the soil alternatives satisfy the threshold criteria, the five balancing criteria are 
particularly important in selecting a final remedy for the site. 

Alternatives S2, S3, and S4 are all excavation and removal alternatives and have similar short-tenn 
impacts such as: 

the potential creation of airborne chromium particulate matter and VOC vapors during 
excavation activities; 

tenant inconveniences; 

structural impacts to the building; and 

the need to work around underground utilities. 

These concerns can be controlled through the proper use of engineering controls and monitoring 
dnring excavation activities. Alternative S1 would also need to address tenant inconveniences and 
utility concerns. Indoor air and stntctural concerns would 1101 be significant issues with Alternative 
S1. 
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The time needed to achieve the remediation goals would be shortest for Alternative S 1 and similar 
for Alternatives S2, S3, and S4. The need to conduct a treatability study and relocate tenants could 
significantly delay implementation of Alternative S1. 
Achieving long-tern1 effectiveness is best accomplished by excavation and removal of the 
contaminated overburden soils (Soil Alternatives S2, S3 and S4). Alternative S4 is favorable 
because it would result in the removal of all of the known contaminated soil (VOCs and metals) at 
the site (about 18,000 tons). Since all of the contaminated soil would be removed, Alternative S4 
would remove the need for engineering controls and the environmental easement related to 
contaminated soils. Alternative S3 would remove approximately 20 percent (3,550 tons) of the 
contaminated soils at the site, including all of the contaminated soils outside of the building 
footprint. Alternative S2 would focus on removing only the most contaminated soils at the site (soils 
with a total chromium concentration greater than 500 ppm). As such, Alternative S2 would remove 
about 7.5 percent (1,350 tons) of contaminated soil at the site. Alternatives S2 and S3 are also 
expected to remove some VOC impacted soils. Engineering controls and an environmental easement 
would be required for Alternatives S2 and S3 to address contaminated soils that would remain at the 
site. 

Alternative S2 is favorable in that it is the most readily implementable. Alternatives S2 and S3 
would be completed as a series of small excavations when tenant spaces in the target area are 
vacated. Structural considerations, safety requirements for tenants remaining in the building, and 
the potential presence of utilities underneath the building are challenges that would need to be 
addressed. Alternatives S3 would also require shoring of the exterior wall of the building and 
working around known underground electric and natural gas lines. Alternative S4 would also require 
the relocation of tenants, removal and relocation the boiler room, and significant building 
reconstruction. Altemative S 1 would require a treatability study, relocation of tenants and working 
around known underground electric and natural gas lines outside of the building as well as potential 
utilities under the building The physical constraints of the Boiler Room would restrict the 
implementation of each soil alternative in this area. 

Since hexavalent chromium is much more mobile, soluble, and toxic than trivalent cluomium, 
removing hexavalent chromium from site soils must be part of the site remedy. Alternative S1 
would acco~nplish this by converting the hexavaleut chromium in the soils to the less toxic and less 
mobile trivalent chroniium. Alternative S 1 would also solidify subsurface soils in the treatment area, 
including soils below the water table. This would result in reduced mobility for metals and VOCs 
in the treatment area, but could also alter groundwater flow patterns and create challenges in the 
design and implementation of the groundwater component ofthe remedy. Alternative S1 would not 
reduce the volume of contaminated soil at the site. 

Alternatives S2, S3, and S4 would reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volun~e of contaminated soils 
through excavation and removal. Alteiuative S4 would remove all contaminated soils at the site. 
Alte~natives S2 and S3 would remove smaller volun~es of soil and use engincering controls and an 
environmental easemcnt to further contuol toxicity and mobility. 

Soils containing total chroli~ium concentrations between 50 ppm aud 500 ppm would remain at the 
site with both Alternatives S2 and S3. The difference between Alternatives S2 and S3 is that 
Altei-native S3 would remove soils outside the building with total chi-omium concentrations above 
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50 ppm. Alternative S2 would not remove soils outside the building. However, Alternative S3 
would not provide significant additional groundwater protection because the maximum hexavalent 
chromium concentration outside the building was only 54 ppm. 

Alternatives S2 and S3 would be protective of groundwater since both remove the majority of the 
hexavalent chromium from site soils. The quantity of hexavalent chromium that would remain after 
the completion of Alternative S2 or S3, would not be expected to act as a significant continuing 
source of groundwater contamination. Any residual groundwater impacts would be managed by the 
groundwater component of the remedy. 

The cost of the soil alternatives varies significantly. Alternative S2, S3 and S4 are all permanent 
remedies that would eliminate most of a continuing source of groundwater contamination at the site. 
The Extensive Soil Excavation (Alternative S4) is the most costly remedy and its implementability 
is uncertain. Alternative S3 would be much less costly than Alternative S4, but there are also 
challenges associated with its implementation. Alternative S1 is of similar cost to Alternative S3, 
but would not remove any chromium contaminated soils from the site, may not be as permanent as 
the soil removal alternatives, and may create sub-surface conditions that hinder the implementation 
of the groundwater component of the remedy. Alternative S2 is the least costly and most easily 
implemented alternative. Additionally, Alternative S2 would provide a similar level of groundwater 
protection as Alternative S3. 

Groundwater Component 

Groundwater Alternative GW5 is being proposed because, as described below, it satisfies the 
threshold criteria and provides the best balance of the primary balancing criteria described insection 
7.2. It would achieve the remediation goals for the site by removing the groundwater that creates 
the most significant threat to public health and the environment, it would greatly reduce the sources 
of contamination in groundwater, it would prevent contaminants from migrating off-site, and it 
would create the conditions needed to restore groundwater quality to the extent practicable. 
Alternative GW4 would similarly comply with the threshold selection criteria. Alternatives GW2 
and GW3 would comply with the threshold selection criteria but to a lesser degree or with lower 
certainty. Alternative GWl would not treat any of the chromium in the groundwater and does not 
meet the threshold selection criteria. 

Because Alternatives GW2, GW3, GW4, and GW5 satisfy the threshold criteria, the five balancing 
criteria are particularly important in selecting a final remedy for the site. 

Alternatives GW2 (in situ chemical reduction), GW3 (source area extraction and treatment), GW4 
(site wide extraction and treatment) and GW5 (source area extraction and treatment with in sltzi 
chemical reduction) all have short-term impacts which can easily be controllcd. The time needed 
to achieve the remediation goals would be longest for Alternatives GW3 and GW4, and similar for 
Alternatives GW2 and GW5. 

Achieving long-tell11 effectiveness at this site is best accomplished by removing conta~uinant mass 
from source areas and creating sub-surface conditions whichprornote the iiz sitzi destruction of VOCs 
and conversion of hexavalent chromium to trivalent chromium. Alternative GW2 would promote 
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the irz situ destruction of VOCs and conversion ofhexavalent chromium to trivalent chromium, but 
none of the chromium would be removed from the site. Alternative GW2 is also considered less 
permanent than Alternatives GW4 and GW5 because trivalent chromium could be converted back 
to hexavalent chromium under certain circumstances. Alternatives GW3 and GW4 would physically 
remove contaminant mass from the groundwater, but the effectiveness of extraction and treatment 
systems typically decreases over time. 

Alternative GW5 is favorable because it combines the chemical and physical aspects of Alternatives 
GW2 and GW3. Alternative GW5 would initially extract VOCs, chromium, and other metals from 
the groundwater in the most contaminated areas. Groundwater would also be extracted at the edge 
of the plume, as necessary, to prevent contaminants from migrating off-site. Extraction and 
treatment would continue for a number of years until groundwater concentrations of chromium 
decrease to adequate levels for using in sittr chemical reduction and the soil removal component of 
the remedy has been completed. The in situ chemical reduction stage of the remedy would treat the 
contaminant plume and, over time, result in the destruction of the remaining chlorinated VOCs and 
the conversion of residual hexavalent chromium in the groundwater to trivalent chromium. 

Alternatives GW3 and GW4 are favorable in that they are readily implementable. The extraction 
and treatment phase of Alternative GW5 is also readily implementable. Alternative GW2 and the 
in situ chemical reduction phase of Alternative GW5 are also implementable, but would require the 
relocation of several tenants. 

Alternatives GW2, GW3, GW4, and GW5 would reduce the volume of VOCs on-site, but 
Alternative GW2 would not reduce the total amount of  chromium on-site. Alternative GW2 would 
reduce the toxicity of the chromium by converting hexavalent chromium to the less toxic trivalent 
chromium. Alternative GW2 would also r e d ~ ~ c e  the mobility of the chromium because trivalent 
clxomium is less soluble than hexavalent chromium. 

As part of the breakdown of the chlorinated VOCs, Alternative GW2 and the in situ chemical 
reduction phase of Alternative GW5 would produce compounds, such as vinyl chloride, that are 
more toxic than the original compounds. Public exposure to VOCs would be minimized through the 
continued operation of the sub-slab depressurization IRM discussed in Section 5.2, engineering 
controls. and an environmental easement. 

The cost of the alternatives varies significantly. Although in sit11 chemical reduction (Alternative 
GW2) is less expensive than extraction and treatment (Alternatives GW3 and GW4), it does not 
remove chromium from the site and is not certain to be a permanent remedy. Alternative GW4 is 
the most expensive remedy, primarily due to the long-term cost of operating and maintaining the 
systern. Alternative GW5 is very favorable because it is a permanent remedy that will eliminate 
most of a continuing source of groundwater contamination at the site at a cost that is less than long- 
term site-wide extraction and treatment. 
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Summary of the Selected Remedy 

The estimated present worth cost to implement the remedy is $3,900,000. The cost to construct the 
remedy is estimated to be $1,910,000, the estimated average annual operation, maintenance, and 
monitoring costs for 30 years is $103,000, and the estimated total closeout costs are $450,000. 
The elements of the selected remedy are as follows: 

1. A remedial design program will be implemented. to provide the details necessary for the 
construction, operation, maintenance, and monitoring of the remedial program. 

2. The site's existing protective cover (asphaltlconcrete pavement, flooring, etc.) will be 
maintained to prevent exposure to contaminated soils and to minimize storm water 
infiltration. 

3. Since the remedy results in contamination above unrestricted levels remaining at the site, an 
SMF' will be developed and implemented. The SMP will include the ICs and ECs to: (a) 
address residual contaminated soils that may be excavated from the site during future 
redevelopment and site maintenance activities. The plan will require soil characterization 
and, where applicable, disposal/reuse in accordance with NYSDEC regulations; (b) evaluate 
the potential for vapor intrusion for any new buildings or building additions developed on 
the site, including provision for mitigation of any impacts identified; (c) provide for the 
operation and maintenance of the components of the remedy including the protective cover 
and the sub-slab depressurization IRM; (d) monitor the groundwater, treated groundwater, 
soil vapor, and indoor air; and (e) identify any use restrictions on site development or 
groundwater use. 

4. The SMP will require the property owner to provide an ICIEC certification, prepared and 
submitted by a professional cngineer or environmental professional acceptable to the 
NYSDEC, annually or for a period to be approved by theNYSDEC, which will certify that 
the institutional controls and engineering controls put in place, are unchanged from the 
previous certification and nothing has occurred that will impair the ability of the control to 
protect public health or the environment or constitute a violation or failure to comply with 
any operation and maintenance or soil management plan. 

5. Imposition of an institutional control in the form of an environmental easement that will (a) 
require compliance with the approved site management plan; (b) limit the use and 
development of the property to restricted commercial and restricted industrial uses only 
(health care and day care uses will also be prohibited without a waiver from NYSDEC); (c) 
restrict the use of groundwater as a source of potable or process water, without necessary 
water quality treatment as dete~mi~led by the Monroe County Health Depa~t~nent ; and (d) 
require the propel-ty owner to complete and submit to the NYSDEC ICIEC certification. 
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6.  Removal and off-site disposal of soil containing total chromium with concentrations greater 
than 500 pprn and, within this removal area, removal and off-site disposal of soil containing 
hexavalent chromium with concentrations greater than 50 ppm, to the extent practicable. 

7.  Extraction and on-site treatment of groundwater followed by in situ chemical reduction 

8. Installation of a permanent vapor mitigation system in the basement. Specific components 
of the system (e.g. sealing the sumps, additional ventilation, etc.) will be determined as part 
of the remedial design, 

9. The operation of the components of the remedy will continue until the remedial objectives 
have been achieved, or until theNYSDEC determines that continued operation is technically 
impracticable or not feasible. 

SECTION 9: HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION 

As part of the remedial investigation process, a number of Citizen Participation activities were 
undertaken to inform and educate the public about conditions a1 the site and the potential 
remedial alternatives. The following public participation activities were conducted for the site: 

Repositories for documents pertaining to the site were established, 

A public contact list, which included nearby property owners, elected officials, local 
media and other interested parties, was established. 

Three fact sheets were sent to the names on the public contact list. 

A public meeting was held on March 1, 2005 to present and receive comment on the 
PRAP. 

A responsiveness summary (Appendix A) was prepared to address the comments received 
during the public comment period for the PRAP. 
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TABLE 1 
Nature and  Extent of Contamination 

August 1990- March 2004 

WASTE 

Inorganic 

Compounds 

SURFACE SOIL 

Inorganic 
Compounds 

Contaminants of 
Concern 

total chromlum 

hexavalent 
chromlum 

SUBSURFACE 
SOIL 

Volatile Organic 

Compounds (VOCs) 

Inorganic 

Compounds 
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Contaminants of 
Concern 

total chrom~um 

GROUNDWATER 

Volatile Organic 

Compounds (VOCs) 

Concentration 
Range Detected (ppm)" 

12.1 - 21,400 

ND - 3,880 

Contaminants of 
Concern 

tetrachloroethene 

h~chloroethene 

1,2-d~chloroethene 

total c luom~u~n 

hexavalent chrom~um 

bar~um 

copper 

zinc 

Concentration 
Range Detected (ppm)" 

8.9 - 40.8 

SCG" 
(ppm)" 

50 

50 

Concentration 
Range Detected (ppm)" 

ND -32  

ND-  14 

N D - 0 6 9  

2.9 - 468 

ND - 230 

28.1 - 2,650 

8 0 -  1,310 

16.5 - 2,770 

Contan~inants of 
Concern 

tetrachloroethene 

trlchloroethene 

1,2-d~chloroethene 

I ,  1-d~chloroethene 

1,1 -dichloroethane 

Frequency of 
Exceeding S C G  

80 of 85 

15 of 41 

SCGb 
(ppm)" 

50 

SCG" 
(ppb)" 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Conce~ltration 
Range Detected (ppb)" 

ND - 110,000 

ND - 130,000 

ND - 8,900 

ND - 680 

ND - 340 

Frequency of 
Exceeding SCG 

Oof4 

a 

SCGb 

(ppm)" 

1 4  

0 7 

0.3 

50 

50 

300 

25 

20 

Frequency of 
Exceeding SCG 

26 of 67 

30 of 67 

35 of 67 

14 of 67 

8 of 67 

Frequency of 
Exceeding S C G  

2 of 25 

1 of 25 

1 of 25 

30 of94 

3 of 49 

I o f 5  

6of  19 

3 o f 5  



GROUNDWATER 

Inorganic 

Compounds 

Contaminants of 
Concern 

1,2-d~chloroethane 

vmyl chlorlde 

total chrom~um 

hexavalent chrom~um 

ant~mony 

copper 

thalllum 

SOIL GAS 

Volatile Organic 

Compounds (VOCs) 

I 1 
" ppb = parts per billion, which is equivalent to micrograms per liter, ugIL, in water; 

pptn = parts per million, which is equivaletit to nlilligrams per kilogram, mgkg, in soil; 
ug/m3 = microgranls per cubic meter 

SCGb 

(pg/m3)" 

see note b 

see note b 

NA 

N A  

Frequency of 
Exceeding 

SCG 

INDOOR AIR 

Volatile Organic 

Compounds (VOCs) 

'SCG = standards, criteria, and guidance values; 
Soil: NYSDEC TAGM 4046 Reconunended Soil Cleanup Objectives 
Groundwater: Class GA Groundwater Standards and Guidance Values 
Soil Gas am1 Indoor Air: Sub-slab soil vapor and indoor air SCGs for PCE and TCE are based on the NYSDOH soil 
vapor/indoor air matrices for PCE atid TCE. Detennitiations are based on site-specific qualitative assessments. 

Concentration 
Range Detected (ppb)" 

N D - 6  

ND -720 

ND - 60,100 

ND - 57,700 

ND - 780 

ND - 273 

N D - 1 1 1  

Contaminants of 
Concern 

tetrachloroethene 

trlchloroethene 

CIS-1 ,2-diehloroethene 

trans- 1,2- 
diehloroethene 

Frequency o f  
Exceeding S C G  

2 o f 4  

N A  

N A  

NA 

> 

ND = Nou-detect 
NA = Not applicable 

Concentration 
Range Detected (pg/m3)" 

8.0 - 190,000 

ND - 360,000 

ND - 18,000 

ND - 7,200 

Contaminants of 
Concern 

tetrachloroethene 

trichloroethene 

cis-1.2-dichloroethene 

Gencial Circuits, Inc b~ac t i ve  ilazardcios W;>stc [>~sposai SIIC 
IlECOItIl OF DFiCISION 

SCGb 
(ppb)" 

0.6 

2 

50 

50 

3 

200 

0.5 

March ZOO5 
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Frequency of 
Exceeding S C G  

4 of 67 

12 of 67 
, 

13 of 46 

9 of 44 

3 o f 5  

2 o f 5  

4 o f 5  

Concentration 
Range Detected (pg/m3y 

ND - 9.8 

ND - 700 

ND - 1300 

SCG" 
(pg/m3)" 

see note b 

5 

N A  

N A 

2 o f 6  

N A 



Table 2 
General Circuits Site #8-28-085 

Remedial Investigation 
Chromium Sub-surface Soil Test Results 

In Parts per Million (ppm) 

I CHROMIUM SOURCE AREA 

I < . I . . I, l ,~.:,,~. !I .,. I ~ ,! m L . '  .I> . ,I . ~ L L  

1.1 < l<l , , $ 1 1 ,  IS! \ 
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Location Depth Total Chromium (ppm) Hexavalent Chromium 
(Ft.) ( P P ~ )  

TB-60 8-10 106 17.3 
TB-3 1 8-1 1.8 508 69.0 
TB-3 1 4-8 408 N A 
TB-3 1 11.8-14 371 NA 

Gencrai Circiills, i l ~ c  l ~~nc l i vc  Ilaiardoos Wastc i)ispos.ii Site >laic11 2005 
IXCORD OF DECISION Page 32 



(iencrai C~rcilils. !nc. Inacllvc li;izaidous Wastc IDispnssi Siic March 2003 
I<ECOICl) 01: DEC:ISION ['age 33 



NA - Not Analyzed 
M> - Non-detect 

Gcneral Circuits, Inc. Inactive 113~;lnloos Waste i3ispos;ii Sitc 
IIIJCORD OF DECISION 

blarcli ZOOS 
Page 34 



Table 3 
Remedial Alternative Costs 

~SWI - No Further Action 

Remedial Alternative 

SW2 - Institutional and Engineering r 1 $24,000 / $216,000 1 I $234,000 
Controls I 

1 SI - I n  Situ Soil Stabilization 1 $1,210,000 1 $278,000 1 $128,000 1 $1,620,000 1 

Present Value 
Capital 

Cost 

Present Value 
Annual 
OM&M 

S2 - Chromium Source Area Soil 
Excavation and Off-Site 
Disposal 

Soil Excavation with $12,100,000 $2,130,000 I $1,560,000 $15,800,000 
Off-Site Disposal 

S3 - Chromium Source Area Soil 
Excavation and Exterior Soil 
Excavation with Off-Site 
DiS~oSal 

I GW1 - I n  Situ Chemical Oxidation 1 $1,250,000 1 $311,000 1 $8,620 1 $1,570,000 

Present 
Value 

Closeout 

$725,000 

I GW2 - In Situ Chemical Reduction 1 $492,000 1 $921,000 1 $8,620 1 $1,420,000 

Total 
Present 
Worth 

$1,540,000 

GW3 - Source Area Extraction and I $513,000 I $4,690,000 I $2,550 I $5,200,000 
Treatment 

$149,000 

GW4 - Site Wide Extraction and $1,010,000 $6,640,000 I $2,550 
Treatment 

$149,000 

$342,000 

General Circuits lnc. lnaclivc tiaranloos W;islc Dlspasal Silc 
ILECORD OF DECISION 

$1,220,000 

$344,000 

GW5 - Source Area Extraction 
and Treatment with 112 Sit11 
Chemical Reduction 

Total of Alternatives S2 and 
GW5 

March 21105 
I'agc 35 

$2,040,000 

$882,000 

$1,610,000 

$1,800,000 

$1,950,000 

$6,750 

$349,000 

$2,690,000 

$3,900,000 
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APPENDIX A 

Responsiveness Summary 



RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 

General Circuits, Inc. 
City of Rochester, Monroe County, New York 

Site No. 8-28-085 

The Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for the General Circuits site, was prepared by the New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) in consultation with the New York State 
Department of Health (NYSDOH) and was issued to the document repositories on February 21, 2005. The 
PRAP outlined the remedial measure proposed for the contaminated soil, groundwater, and soil vapor at t h e  
General Circuits 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 remedy. 

A public meeting was held on March 1,2005 which included a presentation of the Remedial Investigation (RI) 
and the Feasibility Study (FS) as well 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 Administrative Record for this site. The public comment period 
for the PRAP ended on March 21,2005. 

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

No public comments were received 
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Administrative Record 



Administrative Record 

General Circuits, Inc. 
Site No. 8-28-085 

1. Proposed Remedial Action Plan for the General Circuits site, dated February 2005, prepared by the 
NYSDEC. 

2. Order on Consent, Index No. B8-0400-92-03, between NYSDEC and Thomas G. Maguire, executed on 
February 18, 1998. 

3. "Phase 2 Environmental Site Assessment", Volume I- Report, dated December 1990, prepared by 
Environmental Resources Management, Inc. 

4. "Phase 2 Environmental Site Assessment", Volume 11- Appendices, dated December 1990, prepared by 
Environmental Resources Management, Inc. 

5 .  "Subsurface Investigation Report", dated January 1996, prepared by Day Environmental, Inc. 

6 .  "Remedial Ii~vestigatiodFeasibility Study Work Plan", dated May 1997, prepared by Day Environmental, 
Inc . 

7. "Remedial InvestigatiodFeasibility Study Work Plan Addendum", dated October 1999, prepared by Day 
Enviromnental, Inc. 

8. "Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Work Plan Addendum No. 2", dated May 2000, prepared by Day 
Enviromnental, Inc. 

9. "Remedial Investigation Report", dated February 2001, prepared by Day Environmental, Iiic 

10. "Reinedial InvestigatiodFeasibility Study Work Plan Addendum No. 3", dated September 2001, prepared 
by Day Environmental, Inc. 

11. "Remedial InvestigatiodFeasibility Study Work Plan Addendum No. 4", dated May 2002, prepared by Day 
Environmental. Inc. 

12. "Data Summary Report", dated November 2002, prepared by Day Environmental, Inc 

13. "Remedial LnvestigatiodFeasibility Study Work Plan Addendurn No. 5", dated November 2003, prepared 
by Day Environmental, Inc. 

14. 1nte1-in1 Re~ncdial Measures Design Plan, Indoor Vapor Litl-usion System, dated September 2004, prepaied 
by Day Environtnental, Inc. 



15. "Feasibility Study Report", dated January 2005, prepared by Day Environmental, Inc. 

16. "Citizen Participation Plan for the General Circuits Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Site", prepared b y  
the NYSDEC. 

17. Fact Sheet dated April 1998, prepared by the NYSDEC. 

18. Fact Sheet dated October 2004, prepared by the NYSDEC. 

19. Fact Sheet dated February 2005, prepared by the NYSDEC. 

Page B-2 



ATTACHMENT C 

BROWNFIELD CLEANUP PROGRAM APPLICATION 

CONTACT LIST INFORMATION 

1. A list of contacts was provided by the NYSDEC Region 8 and is attached. 

2. A list of owners and occupants of adjacent properties is also included as part of 
the attached list of contacts. In addition, included on this list of contacts are the 
tenantsloccupants (commercial/light industrial) of the building at the Site. 

3. Local News Media - included in the NYSDEC Region 8 contact list (see attached). 

4. Public Water Supplier - Monroe County Pure Waters. 

5. At this time, DAY is unaware of any persons who have requested to be placed on the 
Site contact list. 

6. There are no schools located on the Site or within a Yz-mile radius of the Site. 

7. The location of the document repository for this project is the local library. The 
address of the local library is Arnett Branch Library. 310 Amett Boulevard, 
Rochester, New York, 14619. 



MEDIA 
HOLLY STEUART 
NEWS DIRECTOR 
WROC-TV 
201 HUMBOLDT STREET 
ROCHESTER NY 14610 

GARY WALKER 
NEWS DIRECTOR 
WXXI-TV 21 
280 STATE STREET 
ROCHESTER NY 14614 

BUD LOWELL - NEWS 
DIRECTOR 
WXXI-AM 
280 STATE STREET 
ROCHESTER NY 14614 

EWS EDITOR 
CITY NEWSPAPER 
250 N GOODMAN ST 
ROCHESTER NY 14607 

INTERESTED PARTIES 
MICHAEL SCHADE 
CITIZENS ENVIRONMENTAL 
COALITION 
WESTERN NY OFFICE - 

543 FRANKLIN ST SUITE 2 
BUFFALO NY 14202 

THOMAS WALYH 
JAECKLE FLEISCHMAN & 
MUSEL 
39 STATE ST 
ROCHESTER NY 14614-13 10 

ATTACHMENT C 
DOCUMENT REPOSITORY 

JEAN VERNO, REFERENCE LIBRARIAN 
ARNETT BRANCH LIBRARY 
3 10 ARNETT BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 14619 

BOB HITCHCOCK 
ASSIGNMENT EDITOR 
WHEC-TV 10 
19 1 EAST AVE 
ROCHESTER NY 14604 

NEWS DIRECTOR 
WUHF FOX 3 1 
19 1 EAST AVE 
ROCHESTER NY 14604 

METRO DESK 
DEMOCRAT & CHRONICLE 
55 EXCHANGE BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 14614-2001 
CORYDON IRELAND 
DEMOCRAT & CHRONICLE 
55 EXCHANGE BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 14614-2001 

ASSIGNMENT DESK 
R NEWS CHANNEL 9 
7 1 MT HOPE AVE 
ROCHESTER NY 14620 

SHAWN MCNAMARA 
ASSIGNMENT EDITOR 
WHAM-TV 13 
PO BOX 20555 
ROCHESTER NY 14602-0555 

BRAN SMITH - NEWS DIRECTOR 
WHAM-AM 
207 MIDTOWN PLAZA 
PO BOX 40400 
ROCHESTER NY 14604 

CORYDON IRELAND 
DEMOCRAT & CHRONICLE 
55 EXCHANGE BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 14614-2001 

PAUL ERICSON - NEWS EDITOR 
ROCHESTER BUSINESS JOURNAL 
45 EAST AVE SUITE 500 
ROCHESTER NY 14604-2292 

DAN HOFFMAN 
8 KING STREET 
ROCHESTER NY 14608 

RAY NELSON -CHAIRMAN 
SIERRA CLUB 
ROCHESTER REGIONAL GROUP 
PO BOX 39516 
ROCHESTER NY 14604.95 16 



ATTACHMENT C 
DOCUMENT REPOSITORY 

AGENCYIELECTEDIAPPOINTED OFFICIALS 

LARRY ENNIST LISA SILVESTRI 
NYSDEC NYSDEC 

FRANC SOWERS BART PUTZIG 
NYSDEC NYSDEC 

JOE ALBERT RICHARD ELLIOTT 
MONROE CTY HEALTH DEPT MONROE CTY HEALTH DEPT 
PO BOX 92832 PO BOX 92832 
1 11 WESTFALL ROAD I I I WESTFALL ROAD 
ROCHESTER NY 14692-8932 ROCHESTER NY 14692-8932 

CHARLOTTE BETHONEY MARK VANVALKENBERG 
NYSDOH NYSDOH 
547 RIVER STREET 547 RIVER STREET 
TROY NY 12180-2216 TROY NY 12180-2216 

DAVID GANTT 
NYS ASSEMBLY 
74 UNIVERSITY AVE 
ROCHESTER NY 14605 

THE HONORABLE JOSEPH E 
ROBACH 
NYS SENATE 
2300 W RIDGE RD 
ROCHESTER NY 14626 

THE HONORABLE HILLARY 
RODHAM CLINTON 

UNITED STATES SENATE 
100 STATE ST ROOM 3280 
ROCHESTER NY 14614 

GEORGE MAZIARZ 
NYS SENATE 
60 PROFESSIONAL PARKWAY 
LOCKPORT NY 14094 

LOUISE HARTSHORN 
TECHNICAL COOR 
MONROE COUNTY EMG 
PO BOX 92832 
1 11 WESTFALL RD 
ROCHESTER NY 14692 

LINDA VERA 
NYSDEC 

CAPTAIN STEVEN GEROULD 
NYSDEC 

THE HONORABLE LOUISE M 
SLAUGHTER 
US HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
3 110 FEDERAL BLDG 
I00 STATE ST 
ROCHESTER NY 14614 

THE HONORABLE CHARLES 
SCHUMER 
UNITED STATES SENATE 
304 FEDERAL BLD 
100 STATE ST 
ROCHESTER NY 14614 

CHERYL DINOLFO 
MONROE COUNTY CLERK 
101 CO OFFICE BLD 
39 W MAIN ST 
ROCHESTER NY 14614 

WAYNE ZYRA - PRESIDENT 
MONROE COUNTY LEGISLATURE 
RM 407 COUNTY OFFICE BLDG 
39 W MAIN STREET 
ROCHESTER NY 14614-1476 

MAGGIE BROOKS MONROE 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE 
COUNTY OFFICE BLDG RM 110 
39 W MAIN ST 
ROCHESTER NY 14614-1476 



ATTACHMENT C 
DOCUMENT REPOSITORY 

AGENCYIELECTEDIAPPOINTED OFFICIALS (continued) 

ANDREW S DONIGER MD DIRECTOR 
MONROE COUNTY HEALTH DEPT 
PO BOX 92832 
I I I WESTFALL RD 
ROCHESTER NY 14692-8932 

MARK GREGOR 
ClTY OF ROCHESTER 
DIV OF ENV QUALITY 
30 CHURCH ST ROOM 3008 
ROCHESTER NY 14614-1278 

LOIS GIESS 
ROCHESTER CITY COUNCIL 
CITY HALL 
30 CHURCH STREET 
ROCHESTER NY 14614 

ROCHESTER FIRE CHIEF 
ROCHESTER FIRE & RESCUE 
DEPT185 EXCHANGE BLVD - 
SUITE 665 
ROCHESTER NY 14614-2277 

NET OFFICE AREA A 
1494 DEWEY AVENUE 
ROCHESTER NY 14615-3436 

RESIDENTS & OTHER INTERESTED PARTIES 

A J ULGIATI TRUCKING 
ANTHONY J ULGlATl JR 

or CURRENT RESIDENT 
39 MCGUCKIN STREET 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1-1533 

CURRENT RESIDENT 
320 BUFFALO RD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1-1908 

JOHN CERVlNl 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
150 MOUNT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1-1926 

ROBERT & SUSAN CRAVER 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
19 MCGUCKIN ST 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1-1533 

MAYOR WILLIAM A JOHNSON J R  
ClTY HALL 
30 CHURCH STREET 
ROCHESTER NY 14614 

ROBERT J STEVENSON 
ROCHESTER ClTY COUNCIL 
ClTY HALL 
30 CHURCH STREET 
ROCHESTER NY 14614 

MONROE COUNTY SHERIFF 
MONROE COUNTY PUBLIC 
SAFETY BLDG CIVIC CTR PLAZA 
130 S PLYMOUTH AVE 
ROCHESTER NY 14614 

OFFICE OF THE POLICE CHIEF 
CIVIC CENTER PLAZA 185 
EXCHANGE BLVD ROCHESTER 

AUTOCRAFTING BY TECHNISTAR 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
3 14 BUFFALO RD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1-1908 

JOHN T &CATHERINE BERNOLA 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
49 MOUNT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1-1909 

WILLIAM COSTA 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
150 MCARDLE ST 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1-1532 

S DEMPS 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
145 INDEPENDENCE ST 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1-1552 



ATTACHMENT C 
DOCUMENT REPOSITORY 

RESIDENTS & OTHER INTERESTED PARTIES (Continued) 

INDUSTRIAL METALS 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
170 MOUNT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1-1926 

PAUL KAPIPAN 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
170 HANDY STREET 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1-1553 

TIMOTHY & GEORGIA A LESS 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
21 MCGUCKIN STREET 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1-1533 

GREGORY MARCIANO 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
ANITA L MYKlNS 
161 MCCARDLE ST 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1-1531 

MCKENZIE AUTOMATION 
SYSTEMS INC 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
2 MOUNT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTERNY 14611-1910 

CURRENT RESIDENT 
91 INDEPENDENCE S T  
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1-1527 

NANCY PARKS 
~ ~-~ - - - 

or CURRENT RESIDENT 
180 HANDY STREET 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1-1553 

CURRENT RESIDENT 
I I I INDEPENDENCE ST 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1-1529 

JUDITH SLINEY 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
102 MOUNT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1-1925 

RICHARD & BARBARA STUHLER 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
164 HANDY STREET 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1-1553 

JAN1 CARE INC 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
170 MOUNT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1.1926 

KWIK FIL SERVlCE STN 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
336 BUFFALO RD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1-2009 

LIGHTNIN OFC & FACTORY 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
135 MOUNT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1-1921 

JOSEPH A MASSA 
259 FREELAND STREET 
ROCHESTER NY 14606 

M J MONROE 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
167 INDEPENDENCE ST 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1.1552 

JUDITH PADILLA 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
153 INDEPENDENCE ST 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1-1552 

ROCKYS AUTO SALES 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
83 MOUNT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1-1930 

DON SCHOEMAKER JR 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
105 INDEPENDENCE STREET 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1-1529 

THOMAS STEFFENHAGEN 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
150 MCCARDLE ST 
ROCHESTER NY 14611-1532 

TECHNISTAR CONVERSIONS LTD 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
314 BUFFALO RD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1-1997 



ATTACHMENT C 
DOCUMENT REPOSITORY 

RESIDENTS & OTHER INTERESTED PARTIES (Continued) 

TERESA M ULGIATI 
175 INDEPENDENCE ST 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1-1552 

LINUS M WEGMAN 
WEGMANS LAWN CARE & 
LANDSCAPING 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
336 BUFFALO RD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1-2009 

WILLIAM ZAVAGLIA 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
102 MOUNT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1-1925 

565 BLOSSOM ROAD INC 
70 KNOLLBROOK ROAD 
ROCHESTER NY 14610 

CURRENT RESIDENT 
110 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

JULIE STEBBINS 
659 HERITAGE DRIVE 
ROCHESTER NY 14615 

EMPIRE MARINE HOIST INC 
5870 BUFFALO RD 
CHURCHVILLE NY 14428 

CURRENT RESIDENT 
460 BUFFALO ROAD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

MIXING EQUIPMENT CO INC 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
135 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 141 1 

MARK SIEKIERSKI 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
184 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

DAVID E CRAWFORD 
105 ST RITA DRIVE 
ROCHESTER NY 14606 

JOHN F VELLA 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
102 HANDY STREET 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1.1526 

BERNARD H & JANET WHITE 
or CURRENT RESIDENT -~ - - -~ ~ - 

136 MOUNT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1-1926 

ROCHESTER GAS & ELECTRIC 
89 EAST AVENUE 
ROCHESTER NY 14649 

VINCENT REITANO 
641 GATES-GREECE TOWNLINE 
RD 
ROCHESTER NY 14606 

CURRENT RESIDENT 
119 FERN CASTLE DRIVE 
ROCHESTER NY 14622 

THOMAS J CABlC 
C/O EMPIRE MARINE HOIST 
5870 BUFFALO RD 
CHURCHVILLE NY 14428 

JOHN & KASTHRYNA TYMKIN 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
77 INDEPENDENCE DRIVE 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

COMIDA - EASTMAN KODAK CO 
343 STATE STREET 
ROCHESTER NY 14650 

CURRENT RESIDENT 
190 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 I 

ROBERT H EIMER & JAMES M 
TERHUNE 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
170 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

JENNIE CAPURSO 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
167 INDEPENDENCE ST 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 



ATTACHMENT C 
DOCUMENT REPOSITORY 

RESIDENTS & OTHER INTERESTED PARTIES (Continued) 

TERHUNE-ELMER INC 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
170 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

CURRENT RESIDENT 
298 MIRAMAR RD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

CURRENT RESIDENT 
124 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

J HIND & J NAWAL FARAH 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
156 HANDY STREET 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

CURRENT RESIDENT 
119 INDEPENDENCE STREET 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

MARGARET PUNCH 

ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

CURRENT RESIDENT 
155 MCARDLE STREET 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

CURRENT RESIDENT 
165 MCARDLE STREET 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
CENTER FOR ENVIRONMENTAL 
INFO INC 
55 ST PAUL STREET 
ROCHESTER NY 14604-13 14 

TENANTSIOCCUPANTS @ 95 MT. READ 

ACCUPRINT 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 

95 MT READ BLVD STE 150 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 I 

CURRENT RESIDENT 
130 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

PAUL & HILDA KAPITAN 
271 MATILDA ST 
ROCHESTER NY 14606-5558 

CURRENT RESIDENT 
380 LEMOYNE AVENUE 
ROCHESTER NY 14612 

JOSEPH M MOSCA 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
150 HANDY STREET 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

JOSEPH VIGLINO 
425 GUINEVERE DRIVE 
ROCHESTER NY 14626 

ODRAN & MARGARET KLUEBER 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
149 MCARDLE STREET 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

ANTHONY TALLINI 
373 SANNITA DRIVE 
ROCHESTER NY 14626 

DENNIS C & LINDA A KEADY 
134 WHITTIER RD 
ROCHESTER NY 14624 

PRESIDENT - CENTER FOR 
GOVERNMENTAL RESEARCH INC 
ONE S WASHINGTON STREET 
ROCHESTER NY 14614 

DIVERSIFIED ENVELOPE LTD 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
95 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 
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DOCUMENT REPOSITORY 

TENANTSIOCCUPANTS @ 95 MT. READ (Continued) 

AMYOT PAT dba EXCEL MFG 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 

95 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

CURRENT RESIDENT 
95 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

ARTISAN INTERIOR SERVICE 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 

95 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

BEJA PRECISION MANUFACTURING 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 

95 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

BEK MARKETING 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 

95 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

BROWN SECURITY DESIGNS INC 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 

95 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

CARPET STORAGE SERVICES 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 

95 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

KEITH HIDER 
9 HILLTOP DR 
PITTSFORD NY 14534 

THOMAS HOYSIC 
1123 MANITOU RD 
HILTON NY 14468 

KAM MANUFACTURING 
150 SHERWOOD DRIVE 
HILTON NY 14468 

WILLIAM LOOS 
295 LAKE BREEZE PARK 
ROCHESTER NY 14622 

AMYOT PAT dba EXCEL MFG 
82 ELSWORTH DRIVE 
ROCHESTER NY 14615 

EAST COAST PAVING 
22 GALE TERRACE 
ROCHESTER NY 14610 

FUJITSU TRANSACTION 
SOLUTIONS INC 
2801 NETWORK BLVD 
FRISCO TX 75034 

GRAPHIC APPLICATIONS 
977 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 14606 

H & K TURNING CORP 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 

95 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

BROWN SECURITY DESIGNS INC 
701 SENECA ST 
BUFFALO NY 146210 

CARPET STORAGE SERVICES 
29 POINT VINTAGE DR 
ROCHESTER NY 14626 

('.AK'I HAGE INDIIS'l'KlliS INC' 
or CI'RKL'N'I KL'SIDEN'I' - 

95 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

COUNTY WIDE APPLIANCE & TV 
SERVICE 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 

95 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 2 

DAILOR ASSOCIATES INC 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 

95 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

MAIN WINDOW CLEANING 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 

95 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 



ATTACHMENT C 
DOCUMENT REPOSITORY 

TENANTSIOCCUPANTS @ 95 MT. READ (Continued) 

NPS PRINTERS 1NC WILLIAM MCGRATH 
or CURRENT RESIDENT or CURRENT RESIDENT 

95 MT READ BLVD 95 MT READ BLVD BOX 2 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

OGDEN DESIGN SERVICE MELLES GRlOT OPTlCS GRP 
21 17 BUFFALO RD #308 55 SCIENCE PARKWAY 
ROCHESTER NY 14624 ROCHESTER NY 14620 

METAL SUPERMARKET C/O 
SMC OF MC INC 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 

95 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

JAMES MEYER 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
95 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

PRINT TECH 
627 MElGS STREET 
ROCHESTER NY 14620 

PYRAGON or CURRENT 
RESIDENT 
95 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

JAMES MORRlS 
24 HIAWATHA TRAIL 
SPENCERPORT NY 14559 

VAN MUSCARI 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 

95 MT READ BLVD BOX 25 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

NATIONWIDE CIRCUITS INC 
1444 EMERSON STREET 
ROCHESTER NY 14606 

NORTHEAST DENTAL & 
MEDICAL SUPPLIES 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 

95 MT READ BLVD SUITE 157 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

E SNYDER dba GS TOOL & DIE 
3935 N CREEK ROAD 
PALMYRA NY 14522 

OGDEN DESIGN SERVICE 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 

95 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

OTIS ELEVATOR 
2 TOWNLINE CIRCLE 
ROCHESTER NY 14623 

PAIGE PRINTING 
304 WHITNEY S'1 KEET 
ROCHESTER NY 14606 

CURRENT RESIDENT 
3 QUAKER ROAD 
PITTSFORD NY 14534 

MONROE VACUUM PRODUCTS 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 

95 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 L 

JAMES MORRIS 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 
95 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

MARK RENZI dbaNY PRINTING 
SYSTEMS 
3495 WINTON PLACE BLDG C 
ROCHESTER NY 14623 

MARK RYBKE 
78 LONGWOOD DRIVE 
ROCHESTER NY 14612 

SHAMROCK PLASTICS & TOOL 
INC 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 

95 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

SMITTYS JANITORIAL SERVICES 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 

95 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 

SCOTT URQUHART 
or CURRENT RESIDENT 

95 MT READ BLVD 
ROCHESTER NY 1461 1 



ATTACHMENT D 

BROWNFIELD CLEANUP PROGRAM APPLICATION 

LAND USE FACTORS 

13. As described in Section 2 of the ROD: "Properties located north, south, east and 
west of the Site are zoned industrial or commercial. Some residential properties 
also exist east of the Site. The Arch Chemicals site (site #8-28-018A) is located 
approximately %-mile northwest of General Circuits, and the New York State 
Barge Canal is located approximately %-mile west of General Circuits." 

14. Groundwater in the area is not being used for drinking water, and based on the 
current data, it does not appear that off-site migration of groundwater 
contaminants is occurring. In addition, the chromium source area groundwater 
extraction system would further minimize migration of contaminants away from 
the source area. 

15. The geography and geology of the Site are described in Section 5.1.1 of the 
ROD. 



A-E 

METES AND BOUNDS DESCRIPTION 
OF 95 MT. READ BLVD., LLC. 

ALL THAT TRACT OR PARCEL OF LAND s i t u a t e  i n  t h e  C i t y  of 
Rochester ,  County of Monroe and S t a t e  o f  N e w  York, being p a r t  of  
Lot  No. 85 i n  t h e  20,000 a c r e  t r a c t  bounded and d e s c r i b e d  as  
fo l lows:  

BEGINNING a t  a  p o i n t  i n  t h e  west l i n e  of M t .  Read Boulevard a s  
shown on a  map made by W .  R .  S to rey ,  Surveyor,  d a t e d  December 1, 
1925 and f i l e d  i n  Monroe County Clerk ' s  O f f i c e  on December 22,1925 
i n  Liber  65 of Maps, a t  page 1 7 ,  s a i d  p o i n t  being 3 1 4  f e e t  from t h e  
o r i g i n a l  n o r t h e r l y  street l i n e  of Buf fa lo  Road, a s  measured a long  
t h e  w e s t  s i d e  of M t .  Read Blvd. a s  shown on s a i d  map; 

THENCE running  n o r t h e r l y  i n  s a i d  west  l i n e  of M t .  Read 
Boulevard a  d i s t a n c e  of 9 6 . 0 0  f e e t ;  

THENCE running w e s t e r l y  a t  r i g h t  ang le s  wi th  M t .  Read 
Boulevard a  d i s t a n c e  of 260 .00  f e e t ;  

THENCE, w e s t e r l y  on a  curve t o  t h e  r i g h t  having a  r a d i u s  of 
410.276 f e e t  and a  c e n t r a l  ang le  of 4 1  degrees  37 minutes  55 
seconds ,  an a r c  l e n g t h  of 2 9 8 . 1 1  f e e t ;  

THENCE, running  s o u t h e r l y  on a  l i n e  p a r a l l e l  w i t h  t h e  west  
l i n e  of M t .  Read Boulevard a  d i s t a n c e  of 613 .04  feet t o  t h e  
n o r t h w e s t e r l y  l i n e  of Buf fa lo  Road; 

THENCE, running  n o r t h e a s t e r l y  i n  t h e  no r thwes t e r ly  l i n e  of 
Buf fa lo  Road, making a n  i n t e r i o r  a n g l e  o f  5 4  deg rees  00 minutes  05  
seconds w i t h  t h e  l a s t  de sc r ibed  cou r se ,  a  d i s t a n c e  of 300.45 f e e t ;  

THENCE, running  n o r t h e a s t e r l y  on a  curve  t o  t h e  r i g h t  having 
a r a d i u s  of 100.00 f e e t ,  a c e n t r a l  a n g l e  of 9 degrees  09 minutes  09 
seconds,  and  a n  a r c  l e n g t h  of 15.97 f e e t ;  

THENCE, running  e a s t e r l y  on t h e  n o r t h e r l y  l i n e  of B u f f a l o  Road 
a l o n g  a l i n e  t h a t  is  n o t  t angen t  w i t h  the l a s t  d e s r i b e d  curve ,  
forming an  e x t e r i o r  a n g l e  of 85 deg rees  38 minutes and 3 1  seconds,  
with a l i n e  from t h e  r a d i u s  p o i n t ,  a  d i s t a n c e  of 168.70 f e e t ;  

THENCE, running  n o r t h e r l y  on a l i n e  making an  i n t e r i o r  a n g l e  
of 1 1 2  d e g r e e s  2 9  minutes  1 7  seconds wi th  t h e  l a s t  d e s c r i b e d  
cou r se ,  a d i s t a n c e  of 59.98 f e e t ;  

THENCE, running  e a s t e r l y  on a  l i n e  making an i n t e r i o r  a n g l e  of 
270 deg rees  0 0  minutes  00  seconds wi th  t h e  l a s t  d e s c r i b e d  cou r se  a  
d i s t a n c e  of 83.54 f e e t  t o  a  p o i n t  on t h e  west l i n e  of M t .  Read 
Boulevard;  

THENCE, running  n o r t h e a s t e r l y  on t h e  west l i n e  of M t .  Read 
Boulevard making an i n t e r i o r  a n g l e  of 1 2 5  degrees  2 6  minutes  58 
seconds w i t h  t h e  l a s t  descr ibed  c o u r s e ,  a  d i s t a n c e  of 4 5 . 3 7  f e e t ;  



A T w c m m m E  
METES AND BOLTNDS DESCRIPTION 

OF 95 MT. READ BLVD.. LLC. 

- continued Page 2 - 

THENCE, continuing northeasterly on the west line of Mt. Read 
Boulevard, making an interior angle of 1 5 3  degrees 09 mintues 24 
seconds with the last described course a distance of 67.80 feet to 
the point of beginning. 

SUBJECT to all easements, covenants and restriction5 of 
record, affecting the premises, if any. 

SUBJECT to all mortgages, leases, assignments of leases, 
financing statements, and liens, if any. 

BEIN0 and hereby intending to convey the same premises as 
conveyed to the party of the first ppart by Bargain and Sale Deed 
dated June 13, 1991, and recorded in the Monroe County Clerk's 
Office on June 14, 1991, at Liber 8 0 9  of Deeds, page 4 0 4 .  

Tax Account f 1 2 0 . 3 8 0 - 0 0 0 1 - 0 0 1 . 0 0 0 .  

Address for mailing tax bills: 7 7 0  ~ o c k  Beach Road 
Rochester, NY 14617 

Street Address: 95 Mt. Read Boulevard, City of Rochester 




